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* In-vitro drug release of both formulations was measured in two media: unbuffered isotonic saline and phosphate- < ¥ -5,0007 5 000 of Ev-O implant
ouﬁfared saline (I_DBS), pH 7.4, 12 mM_. Drug release was _quantified by high pressure liquid ch_romatography (HP.LC). s 1e | Avg. *+ 1 std. dev. A | (saline, day 14)
* In-vitro degradation of the PLGA matrix was measured with the Ev-O formulation in both media. PLGA degradation was . (N=6 per tlmepomt) ~ Vitreous Avg. * 1 std. dev. showing
L - [rrrrr rrrrrrT [rrrrrT [rrrrr -10,000 rr-rrrrrrrrrrrrrre 0 )
guantified by gel permeation chromatography (GPC). . 7 v 1 28 (.) ; 114 211 218 (l) ; 114 2I1 2I8 interconnected porous
EXx-vivo Testing Time since implantation (days) Time since implantation (days) Time (days) network.
« Rabbit vitreous fluid was collected by dissecting eyes obtained from a supplier.
« Buffering capacity of both in-vitro media and rabbit vitreous were measured by acid titration at 37 °C. In-vivo drug concentrations in the rabbit vitreous. Paired analysis of vitreous drug concentrations. PLGA matrix degradation in vitro and in vivo.
n-Vivo Rel Test * Vitreous drug concentrations from the two formulations « This analysis is necessarily more precise than the * A high-MW skin layer survives in PBS and in vivo due to
n-vao Ze TaSoT re\? mgbb't the ch L del were indistinguishable. pooled analysis shown to the left. buffering at the surface of the implant.
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3. In-vivo drug release was determined by sacrificing rabbits at six timepoints after injection, recovering the remaining
Implant by dissection, and assaying drug content by HPLC.
4. Drug and degradant concentrations in the vitreous and agueous were determined by LC/MS-MS. CONCLUSIONS FUNDING AND REFERENCES
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