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Supplementary Figure S1. The figure (A-F) shows particle size distribution in each passage after
microfluidization starting from lower (15,000 PSI) to higher pressure (20,000 PSI). After 5 passage (E) the
size of microemulsion decreased confirming uniform distribution. the particle size distribution observed

to be more uniform compared to the 6 passage (F) and 5 passage during microfluidization was selected
based on that.
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Supplementary Figure S2. The plots (A, B & C) demonstrate residual vs leverage to describe the
relationship between individual variables and particle size as response factors in Day 7 diameter in
microemulsion trials. The residual vs leverage plot represents the individual main effects of independent
variables (A. Percentage of surfactant & co-surfactant, B. titration rate and C. pressure of microfluidization)
for Day 7 indicating that percentage of surfactant and co-surfactant, titration rate have no significant impact
on Day 7 diameter of microemulsion (p > 0.05). However, the pressure of microfluidization has a significant
(p <0.05) impact on the day 7 diameter of microemulsion.
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Supplementary Figure S3. The plot (A) illustrates the actual vs predicted value of the model suggesting
that, the parameters involved in the model is not significant for predicting the diameter after serum studies
as the p > 0.05, however, the residual vs predicted plot (B) shows a random distribution of points showing
an independent behaviour. Plot (C) shows that parameters involved in the model is statistically significant
(p < 0.05) for prediction in diameter after filtration studies and demonstrates a random pattern in residual
vs predicted plot (D).



