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Fig. S1 SEM images of NiO/NF and Ni-MOF/NF.

Fig. S2 SEM image of Ni-MOF powder.

Fig. S3 Full XRD pattern of Ni-MOF/NF.

Fig. S4 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF (DC) electrodes with different loading masses of Ni-MOF 

powder.

Fig. S5 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF and calibration curves of peak current versus the square root 

of the scan rate with glucose.

Fig. S6 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF (DC) and calibration curves of peak current versus the square 

root of the scan rate with glucose.

Fig. S7 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF with different glucose concentrations.

Fig. S8 Equivalent circuit diagram and the fitted results of EIS for Ni-MOF/NF and Ni-MOF/NF 

(DC).

Fig. S9 Optimal potential test for Ni-MOF/NF.

Fig. S10 Step response curve of Ni-MOF/NF.

Fig. S11 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF and Ni-MOF/NF (DC) in non-faradaic potential range.

Fig. S12 Calibration curves of the capacitive current density versus scan rate.

Fig. S13 ECSA normalized current response.

Table S1 Comparison of nanomaterials-based nonenzymatic glucose sensing electrodes.

Fig. S14 Current responses of Ni-MOF/NF to different interferents and glucose.

Fig. S15 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF in the condition of different bending angles with glucose.
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Fig. S16 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF in the condition of different bending counts with glucose.

Fig. S17 SEM images of Ni-MOF/NF after electrochemical tests.

Fig. S18 XRD pattern of Ni-MOF/NF after electrochemical tests.

Fig. S19 Service life evaluation of Ni-MOF/NF.

Fig. S20. Equivalent circuit diagram and the fitted results of EIS for Ni-MOF/CP and Ni-

MOF/CP (DC) in PBS.

Table S2 Comparison of nonprecious metal nanomaterials-based nonenzymatic glucose sensing 

electrodes working in neutral condition.
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Fig. S1 SEM images (a) NiO/NF and (b) Ni-MOF/NF at a different magnification.

Fig. S2 SEM image of Ni-MOF powder.

Fig. S3 Full XRD pattern of Ni-MOF/NF.
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Fig. S4 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF (DC) electrodes with different loading mass of Ni-MOF 

powder in 0.1M NaOH with 0.5 mM glucose at scan rate of 30mV/s.

With the increase of loading mass from 0.2 to 0.4 mg/cm2, the anodic and cathodic peak 

currents had a significant increase. However, when the loading mass reached 0.7 mg/cm2 and 1.0 

mg/cm2, CV curves exhibited basically the same characteristics, which are close to that of 0.4 

mg/cm2. Additionally, excessive loading mass could lead to issues including materials 

delamination and detachment, thereby affecting the reproducibility of the electrode. Consequently, 

0.4 mg/cm2 was selected as the optimal loading mass to drop-cast Ni-MOF/NF (DC) electrode.
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Fig. S5 (a) CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF in 0.1 M NaOH with 0.5 mM glucose at different scan 

rates. (b) Calibration curves of anodic and cathodic peak current versus the square root of the 

scan rate.

Fig. S6 (a) CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF (DC) in 0.1 M NaOH with 0.5 mM glucose at different scan 

rates. (b) Calibration curves of anodic and cathodic peak current versus the square root of the scan 

rate.
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Fig. S7 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF with different glucose concentrations in NaOH, scan rate: 30 

mV/s.

Fig. S8 Equivalent circuit diagram and the fitted results of EIS for Ni-MOF/NF and Ni-MOF/NF 

(DC) in NaOH.
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Fig. S9 (a) i-t curves of Ni-MOF/NF with and without 0.5 mM glucose at different potentials. (b) 

Amperometric responses at different potentials with and without 0.5 mM glucose.

Fig. S10 i-t curve of Ni-MOF/NF at 0.6 V when adding 10 μM of glucose at 500 s.
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Fig. 11 CV curves of (a) Ni-MOF/NF and (b) Ni-MOF/NF (DC) at different scan rates in the 

potential range from 0.3 V to 0.4 V in 0.1 M NaOH with 0.1 mM glucose.

Fig. 12 Calibration curves of the capacitive current density (at 0.35 V) versus scan rate.

Fig. 13 ECSA normalized current response upon 0.1 mM glucose at 0.6 V.
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Table S1 Comparison of nanomaterials-based nonenzymatic glucose sensing electrodes.

Electrode
Sensitivity

(μA mM-1 cm-2)

Linear Range 

(μM)

LOD 

(μM)
Electrolyte Ref.

Ni-MOF/NF 14280 4 ~ 536 2.65 0.1 M NaOH This work

Co-MOF/NF 10886 1 ~ 3000 0.0013 0.1 M NaOH 1

Cu1Co2-MOF/NF 8304.4 50 ~ 500 23 0.1 M NaOH 2

NF/FLCo-ZIF 2981 2 ~ 1000 0.42 0.1 M NaOH 3

NF/ZIF-67@GO/Co(OH)2 2412.7 1 ~ 8546 0.934 1 M KOH 4

Ni3Se2 NS/NF 5962 0.25 ~ 6335 0.04 0.5 M NaOH 5

α-Fe2O3/NF 10356 5 ~ 200 0.87 0.1 M NaOH 6

Cu(II)-HNFs@NF 2497.1 0.1 ~ 3000 0.03 0.1 M NaOH 7

CuO/Ni(OH)2/CC 598.6 50 ~ 8500 0.31 0.1 M NaOH 8

Ni/WO3 MSBs@CC 890 5 ~ 255 0.9 0.1 M NaOH 9

CuO polyhedrons/CC 13575 0.5 ~ 800 0.46 0.1 M NaOH 10
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Fig. S14 Current responses of Ni-MOF/NF to different interferents and glucose.

Fig. S15 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF with 0.5 mM glucose in NaOH at the scan rate of 30 mV·s-1 

in the condition of different bending angles.
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Fig. S16 CV curves of Ni-MOF/NF with 0.5 mM glucose in NaOH at the scan rate of 30 mV·s-1 

in the condition of different bending counts.

Fig. S17 SEM images of Ni-MOF/NF at (a) low magnification and (b) high magnification.
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Fig. S18 XRD pattern of Ni-MOF/NF after electrochemical tests at (a) low diffraction angle range 

and (b) high diffraction angle range.

0 1 2 3 4 18 26 40 48
0

20

40

60

80

100 100.0%

91.9%
86.5% 85.1%

89.0%
94.9%

85.8% 86.1%

76.5%

R
el

at
iv

e 
R

es
po

ns
e 

(%
)

Service Time (h)

Fig. S19 Service life evaluation by relative response of single electrode to 0.2 mM glucose versus 

service time.
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Fig. S20 Equivalent circuit diagram and the fitted results of EIS for Ni-MOF/CP and Ni-MOF/CP 

(DC) in PBS.
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Table S2 Comparison of nonprecious metal nanomaterials-based nonenzymatic glucose sensing 

electrodes working in neutral condition.

Electrode
Sensitivity

(μA mM-1 cm-2)

Linear Range 

(μM)

LOD 

(μM)
Electrolyte Ref.

Ni-MOF/CP
6.57

4.10

200 ~ 7000

7000 ~ 16000

198.25

-
PBS This work

24.22 7.81 ~ 250 0.3 PBS
MAF-5-CoII NSLOD/SPE

1.32 500 ~ 10000 -

11

FeBDC-derived Fe3O4 4.67 0 ~ 9000 15.7 PBS 12

CPNs/GCE 0.00790 1000 ~ 30000 300 PBS 13

FTO/[CoFe] 18.69 100 ~ 8200 67 PBS 14

Cu NWs-MOFs-GO/GE 7.72 20 ~ 26600 7 PBS 15
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