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1. Infroduction

Traditional treatments against neurological diseases,
cancer and other localized pathologies might induce
undesirable side effects, mainly because drugs reach not
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ABSTRACT: Treatments based on nanocarriers such as nanoparticles have emerged as
alternatives to overcome common limitations and side effects caused by traditional
treatments against cancer and neurological diseases.  The main attribute of
nanoparticles stems from the fact that they can transport pharmacological agents in
a guided manner. This allows drugs to selectively target diseased rather than healthy
tissues. This work was aimed at modeling and simulating fluid flow inside small arteries
and experimentally validating the model through quantitative measurements of pressure
and flow rates. The validity of the model was evaluated in the light of different indexes
of percentage agreement between simulated and measured values. The model was
previously verified via mesh convergence analysis and qualitative observations of velocity
profile. Our findings provide a robust basis for studying nanoparticle transportin arteries
as the developed platform enables their releasing and remote manipulation both in silico
and in vitro.

RESUMEN: Los tratamientos basados en nanoportadores como las nanoparticulas han
surgido como alternativa para superar las limitaciones y los efectos secundarios
de los tratamientos tradicionales contra el cancer y las enfermedades neurolégicas.
La principal ventaja de las nanoparticulas radica en el hecho de que pueden
transportar agentes farmacoldgicos de forma guiada, de modo que las drogas alcanzan
preferiblemente tejidos afectados en vez de tejidos sanos. Este trabajo se enfocé
en el modelado y simulacién del flujo de fluido en arterias pequefas y la validacion
experimental del modelo a través de medidas cuantitativas de presion y tasas de flujo,
a la luz de diferentes indices de porcentaje de ajuste entre los valores simulados y
medidos. El modelo fue previamente verificado mediante el andlisis de convergencia
de la malla y las observaciones cualitativas del perfil de velocidad. Nuestros hallazgos
sirven como base sélida para el estudio del transporte de nanoparticulas dentro de las
arterias, ya que la plataforma desarrollada puede ser empleada para su liberacién y
manipulacion remota tanto in silico como in vitro.

only diseased but healthy tissues [1]. For this reason,
scientists have invested much effort toward the
development of new alternatives to target specific
regions within affected tissues upon the localized delivery
of the therapeutic molecules [2].

Over the past few years, a popular alternative has emerged
to overcome these issues that relies on the delivery of
therapeutic agents directly conjugated on the surface of
nanoscale vehicles such as nanoparticles [3-5]. The main
advantage of such strategy is the availability of relatively

DOI: 10.17533/udea.redin.20191257


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1453-4690
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7790-7546
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1132-5794
https://www.doi.org/10.17533/udea.redin.20191257
https://www.doi.org/10.17533/udea.redin.20191257
https://www.doi.org/10.17533/udea.redin.20191257
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/2.5/co/
https://www.doi.org/10.17533/udea.redin.20191257

M. Mercado-Montoya et al., Revista Facultad de Ingenieria, Universidad de Antioquia, No. 97, pp. 1-9, 2020

simple chemical pathways to accomplish conjugation [6].
Additionally, nanoparticles offer large surface-to-volume
ratios, and exhibit sizes similar to those of various
biological molecules including antibodies, receptors
and nucleic acids [7]. Consequently, nanoparticles are
well suited to pass through highly-selective biological
membranes such as the blood-brain barrier (BBB] [8, 9],
which consists of tight junctions that confer selectivity
toward water, some gases and lipid-soluble molecules
[10, 111.

Accordingly, nanoparticle-based therapies have gained
considerable attention as potential candidates to develop
robust treatments for conditions such as Parkinson’s
or Alzheimer’s [12] [5]. In spite of the advantages of
nanoparticles, and due to economical and ethical barriers,
in vitro and in vivo experimentation is often constrained.
This has considerably limited the clinical adoption of
nanoparticle-based therapies [13].

Computational modeling is a robust approach to overcome
these issues as it allows accurate simulation of physical
and chemical phenomena in silico. The finite element
analysis (FEA) can be used to support the research in
nanomedicine field [14]. Comsol Multiphysics® is a
simulation package that relies on the Finite Element
Method (FEM] to solve systems of partial differential
equations that model physical and chemical phenomena
occurring simultaneously.

This work aims at simulating and experimentally
validating steady-state water flow through a fluidic device
with dimensions and topology similar to those found in
small arteries. Simulation was implemented in Comsol
Multiphysics®. Our results showed a good agreement
between simulations and experimental measurements.
Obtained fluid flow velocity profiles approached those
observed for blood in small arteries. We expect to
employ the device to determine whether the transport of
therapeutics conjugated to magnetic nanoparticles can be
preferentially guided by arrays of permanent magnets in
vascular systems.

1.1 Incompressible newtonian fluid flow
governing equations

Mass conservation (continuity Equation] (1) and
conservation of linear momentum (2) are used to model
the macroscopic fluid flow phenomena. Where ¢ is the
fluid density, v is the velocity field, P is the pressure, g is
the gravity and 7 is the viscous stress tensor [15].

dp = o

E'FV'(p’U)—O [1]
o, (*-ﬁ)“——ﬁPJrﬁ +pg (2
Pat p\v v = T P9

When Newtonian fluid flow is considered, viscous stress
tensor 7 can be written in terms of dynamic viscosity p and
velocity gradients. If in addition the flow is incompressible,
density p is constant and uniform.  Accordingly, for
incompressible Newtonian fluid flow, Equations 1and 2 are
reduced to Equations 3 and 4 respectively. 3D equations
involved in (4) are known as the Navier-Stokes equations
[15].

—

V-7=0 (3)
P + p(T- V)T = —VP+ uV33+ pg (4)
2. Methodology

A computational model was implemented to have a virtual
platform for the stationary water flow through a fluidic
device mimicking small arteries.

Restrictions for the model were imposed by considering
experimental limitations of the available instrumentation.
In this regard, the fluidic system was equipped with
Elveflow OB1 MK3 Pressure Controller and Flow Sensor.
Figure 1 shows the experimental implementation, where
Elveflow software and OB1 MK3 (1) allows controlling the
pressure at the top of closed 15mL Falcon fluid reservoir
(2), and the contained fluid is pressurized from the
reservoir bottom through a 0.8mm inner diameter tube
to Elveflow flow sensor (3) and fluidic device (4) until
reaches a waste reservoir (5). Fluid injection pressure is
then the sum of controlled pressure and partial pressures
exerted by air and fluid contained in the falcon tube. The
sole measurable variable was flow rate between OmL/min
and 5mL/min, using Elveflow Flow Sensor.

Accordingly, the implemented computational model
included water flow through the microtube from the
bottom of the tank (2) which corresponds to system
inlet, and forward passing through flow sensor (3) and
fluidic device mimicking a section of small arteries (4) as
shown for experiment implementation in Figure 1. At the
device outlet, a portion of a 0.8mm diameter microtube
is connected with an open end at atmospheric pressure
(system outlet), dropping to a reservoir (5). Computational
and experimental flow rates at different fluid injection
pressures were compared in order to validate the model.

2.1 Modeling and simulation

FEM-based modeling and simulations was implemented in
Comsol Multiphysics® 5.3. The simulations were run in a
8Gb RAM, 8 cores CPU Devian server.
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ELVEFLOW
Flow Sensor
(0 - 5mL/min)

Figure 1 Experimental Setup. a) Schematic and b) Actual
implementation

Computational domain

Figure 2 shows the coordinate system and the
computational domain, which was composed by three
regions. Region 1 (R1) corresponds to the fluidic device
with circular cross section channels that varied from 2
to 4 mm in diameter. Region 3 (R3) includes 0.8mm
inner diameter tubing and a flow sensor with the same
diameter. Region 2 (R2) is a fitting to connect R1 and R3.

e= R3
4= R2
4
L = R
v, = R2
E.. &= R3 b

Figure 2 Computational domain. a) Overall domain, b) Zoom of
Region 1

Governing equations, boundary conditions, material
properties and initial values

Governing equations for incompressible Newtonian
fluid flow, (3) and (4], were implemented in Comsol
Multiphysics® by using the Single-Phase Laminar Flow
interface, which is incorporated in the CFD module. Gravity
volume force (pg) direction is considered to be in negative
Y-axis. Inlet boundary condition was set each trial at
20mbar, 30mbar, 40mbar, and 50mbar. Outlet boundary
was set at atmospheric pressure and the nonslip condition
(v=0) was defined for the other boundaries. Water density
was 998.2 Kg/m® (T=291.15K) and initial velocity values
were zero.

Mesh convergence analysis and solver

Mesh convergence analyses were conducted over six
duplicating free tetrahedral meshes per region. The
evaluated variable was the velocity magnitude at different
locations along the domain for 20mbar and 50mbar inlet
pressures. Table T summarizes the number of elements in
meshes used per region for mesh convergence analysis.
The convergence criterion was that upon duplicating the
number of elements in a region (while keeping constant
this number in other regions), the velocity magnitude at
each location remained within 2% of the previous value.

The number of locations per region were 18 for R1
(P1-P18), 8 for R2 (P19-P26) and 7 for R3 (P27-P33).
The study was conducted under steady-state conditions
and therefore, a stationary study was set up using the
PARDISO direct solver, which is a high-performance,
robust and memory efficient direct method for solving
large sparse symmetric and unsymmetrical linear systems
of equations on shared-memory and distributed-memory
multiprocessors.

Model simplification: replacing R3 with boundary
conditions

To reduce the computational time, a simplified model was
implemented such that only R1 and R2 were simulated.
For R3, laminar flow conditions at the device inlet and
outlet were assumed. At the inlet, a laminar flow rate
was set as the value given for flow rate in the equivalent
complete model. At the outlet, a zero pressure laminar
flow was set, which corresponds to the tubing connected
to the device outlet (4 cm in length).

Additionaly, velocity magnitude values at 20 different
locations inside the fluidic device were compared for both
the complete and simplified model to check their level of
agreement. This was accomplished via goodness of fit
analyses by calculating coefficient of determination (R?),
Nash-Sutcliffe Efficiency (NSE), Index of Agreement (d),
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Table 1 Number of elements in free tetrahedral meshes used for mesh convergence analysis

Region Points Number of Elements per Region

Labels Mesh1 Mesh2 Mesh3 Mesh4 Mesh5 Mesh 6
1 P1-P18 38,603 78,573 157,938 315,827 631,410 1,258,897
2 P19-P26 21,742 43,914 88,146 175,603 352,106 704,850
3 P27-P33 85,034 170,029 341,506 682,201 1,367,404 2,744,272

Kling-Gupta Efficiency (KGE) and Volumetric Efficiency
(VE).

All indexes were estimated using the "hydroGOF’ package,
which is incorporated in the statistics software R. The
statistical goodness-of-fit implemented here has been
widely used for calibration and validation of hydrological
models [16, 17]. All indexes take values between 0 and 1,
where 1 represents 100% agreement between the model
and the data obtained experimentally.

2.2 Experimental setup

Figure 1 shows a schematic of the experimental setup to
validate the CFD simulations. The fluidic device was 3D
printed using Object30 prime printer at a resolution of
4pum. The manufacturing material was Med610. Channels
were obtained by removing the material inside them with
the aid of both mechanical and chemical methods. The
formed channels were rigid and showed no compliance,
which was sufficient for the purposes of our study where
the main interest was to model and evaluate an average
situation. 3D printing was implemented here as the
manufacturing method due to the availability of resources
and the inexpensiveness of this approach for the required
dimensions. The 3D printed device was mounted on a
box to assure that in vitro conditions were close to those
considered in silico. The Elveflow Software® was used
to pressurize the 15mL Falcon reservoir between 0 and
2bar. Water from the reservoir was then pumped through
tubing (0.8mm inner diameter) from the bottom of the
Falcon. Pressure inside the reservoir equaled the sum of
set up pressure and pressures exerted by air and water.
Tubing conducting water was then glued to a flat surface
where is connected to the Elveflow Flow Sensor® and
then to the fluidic device, using also 3D printed fittings (R3
in simulations). Finally, water reached an atmospheric
pressure outlet through a 4cm length tubing section. The
flow rate was monitored with the Elveflow Flow Sensor®.

The experiment was initiated by priming the entire
system with water and by releasing air bubbles. Pressure
at the bottom of Falcon was adjusted to 14mbar because
with this condition flow approached zero. This was
imposed to the simulations as well.

Inlet pressure (at the bottom of Falcon tube) was then

changed from 20mbar to 50mbar. For each inlet pressure
studied, average flow rates were determined by sampling
at a rate of 100 Hz and for a time lapse while the inlet
pressure is at the desired level.

Model validation

The experimental average flow rate values were directly
compared with those estimated via simulation. Goodness
of fit analysis was conducted by calculating the same
indexes to compare the simplified and complete models.
To assure complete model validation at least two of the
indexes above should exceed 95%. Likewise, individual
relative errors should be less than 10%.

Linear regressions of simulated and measured values

Simulated and measured average flow rates were fitted
to linear regressions in Excel® for each of the studied
pressures. Same approach was applied for the average
velocity magnitude at the device inlet. The correlations
were useful to make predictions on pressure and velocity.

3. Results

3.1 Mesh convergence analysis

Figures 3 and 4 show the results for mesh convergence
per Region at 20mbar and 50mbar inlet pressures,
respectively. Table 2 presents maximum relative error for
average velocity magnitude values after duplicating mesh
size as a function of Region and inlet pressure.

3.2 Model simplification

Figure 5 compares velocity magnitudes for the complete
and simplified models at 20 different locations. Table
3 presents goodness of fit indexes for the comparison
between the simplified and complete models.

3.3 Fine mesh CFD simulation

Figure 6 shows the simulated velocity profile in the fluidic
device (R1) at 20mbar inlet pressure for the simplified
model. This profile was obtained with the best mesh
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Figure 3 Mesh convergence analysis for 20mbar

inlet pressure at Region 1 (a) and (b), Region 2 (c) and Region 3 (d)
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Figure 4 Mesh convergence analysis for 50mbar inlet pressure at Region 1 (a) and (b), Region 2 (c) and Region 3 (d)

Table 2 Mesh convergence analyses per region as a function of inlet pressure

Inlet pressure Velocity magnitude maximum relative error (%)

Region

(mbar) Mesh1-2 Mesh2-3 Mesh3-4 Mesh4-5 Meshb-6
1 20 18.74 9.42 5.83 2.97 1.82

50 18.75 9.39 5.83 2.94 1.85
’ 20 6.78 1.93 1.15 0.61 0.86

50 13.19 10.73 6.32 5.66 4.21
3 20 2.80 10.13 4.70 16.08 7.66

50 13.19 10.73 6.32 5.66 4.21
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according to the convergence analyses (Mesh 5 for R1 and
R2 and Mesh 6 for R3).

Complete Model and Simplified Model Velocity Magnitudes
25

= Complete m Simplified

2
15
1
ST
0

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

V] [mm/s]

Points Evaluated

Figure 5 Comparison of complete and simplified model velocity
magnitudes at 20 points in R1

Table 3 Goodness of fit between simplified and complete

models
Efficiency index Goodness of fit
(%)
R? 99.99
NSE 99.99
d 99.99
KGE 99.80
VE 99.67
o
§ 2.5
2
1.5
il
. 0.5
X
L z 0

Figure 6 Simplified model velocity magnitude in the fluidic
device (R1) at 20mbar inlet pressure (data obtained under a fine
mesh of 1,011,877 elements)

3.4 Model validation

Figure 7 shows the comparison of measured and simulated
flow rates at different inlet pressures. Table 4 shows
relative errors between measured and simulated flow

rates for the evaluated inlet pressures. Table 5 presents
goodness of fit indexes between simulated and measured
flow rates.

Simulated and Measured Flow Rates

5.00
= | Measured
£ 4.00 B Simulated
e
E 300
&
&£ 2.00
g
= 1loo

20 30 40 50
Inlet Pressure [mbar]

Figure 7 Comparison of measured and simulated flow rates at
different inlet pressures

Table 4 Relative error between simulated and measured flow
rate values

Measured/simulated

Inlet

Pressure Flow rates
Relative error (%)

20 1.42

30 8.49

40 9.13

50 9.80

Table 5 Goodness of fit between simulated and measured flow
rate values

Efficiency index  Coodness of fit

(%)
R? 99.99
NSE 94.81
d 98.87
KGE 83.41
VE 90.23

3.5Linear regressions of simulated and
measured values

Linear fittings for simulated and measured values for both
flow rates and average velocity magnitudes are shown
in Figure 8. Equations 5, 6 and 7 represent the linear
regression equations for simulated flow rate (SFR) in
mL/min, measured flow rate (MFR) in mL/min and
simulated velocity magnitude average (SV M) in mm/s,
respectively as a function of inlet pressure (Pj,;¢¢) in mbar.
Table 6 presents the coefficients of determination (R?) of
linear fittings.
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Figure 8 Linear fittings for simulated and measured flow rates and simulated average velocity magnitudes at the fluidic device inlet

SFR = (12.02¢ — 2) Prpjer — (15.97¢ — 1) (5)
MFR = (13.66e — 2) Pryjer — (19.26e — 1) (6)
SVM = 1.60Pper — (21.25¢ — 1) (7)

Table 6 Coefficient of determination of linear fittings

Fitting R?

SFR  99.83
MFR 99.78
SVM  99.82

4. Discussion

As graphically evidenced in Figure 3 and Figure 4,
simulated velocity magnitudes tend to converge as
the number of elements increases. Nevertheless, this
situation is clear just for R1 and R2. By contrast, mesh
convergence analysis for R3 (plots d) suggests that, in this
case, a higher number of elements is required to ensure a
reliable model.

The observed graphical trends are confirmed by data
presented in Table 2, where maximum relative error for
both 20mbar and 50mbar inlet pressures decreases with
an increase in the number of elements for R1 and R2. In
the case of R3, maximum relative error varies randomly
for the studied mesh sizes, suggesting that convergence

as a function of inlet pressure

is yet to be achieved. These results could be rationalized
by the higher Reynolds number observed in R3 compared
with R1. This in turn can be attributed to the dimensions
of channels at each Region where the Reynolds number
increases with increasing inlet pressures and flow rates.
As the Reynolds number increases, fluid flow approaches
a turbulent regime and consequently the number of
elements required for convergence is significantly higher.

As shown in Table 2, convergence was achieved with
Mesh 5 in R1 for the studied inlet pressures and in
R2 at 20mbar inlet pressure. By contrast, for R2 the
maximum relative error obtained with Mesh 5 at 50mbar
inlet pressure was 4.21%, which failed to comply with
the convergence criteria. This was also the case of R3
where the maximum relative obtained with Mesh 5 were
7.66% and 10.46% for 20mbar and 50mbar inlet pressures,
respectively. This suggested that more elements were
required to improve convergence and especially for Region
3. Unfortunately, our computational resources limited the
implementation of simulations with larger mesh sizes;
additionally, a laminar flow regime was assumed valid.
According to mesh convergence criteria, Mesh 5 was
chosen for R1 while Mesh 6 was selected for R2 and R3.

The comparison between velocity magnitude in complete
and simplified models showed in Figure 5 confirms a high
agreement between both models. This was confirmed by
the fact that the maximum relative error was only 1.65%
and that model efficiency indexes presented in Table 3
were above 99% in all cases.

Figure 6 shows qualitative evidence that the velocity
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profile in the fluidic device behaves as expected for a
vascular network, i.e., as the diameters of channels
(vessels) decrease the velocity magnitude also decreases.
Color distribution throughout the device appears uniform,
suggesting that R1 discretization was adequate, which is
also consistent with mesh convergence results.

Concerning model validation, results presented in
Figure 7, Table 4 and Table 5 suggest some discrepancies
between CFD model and experiments. As shown in Figure
7 and Table 4, the relative error between simulated and
measured flow rate increases as inlet pressure increases.
This was most likely attributed to elevated Reynolds
numbers, which make simulation unreliable as the large
mesh size required is both impractical and unattainable
under our current computational resources. Nevertheless,
all maximum relative errors presented in Table 4 were less
than 10%. Additionally, the majority of model efficiency
indexes presented in Table 5 indicated a good agreement
between model and experiments with values above 90%.
Only the KGE index was below such mark with a value of
83.41%.

As shown in Figure 8, the linear regressions show a
strong linear relationship between SFR, MFR and
SV M as a function of inlet pressure. This is confirmed
by coefficients of determination obtained (Table 6), which
are all above 99%. Equations 5 and 6 allowed model
calibration, while velocity profile requirements were
adjusted using Equation 7.

5. Conclusion

The experimental validation presented here proved to be
usefulin determining that complex CFD models describing
the fluid flow mechanics of pressurized water inside a
3D printed fluidic device are robust enough to accurately
represent real situations. This was confirmed with the
aid of goodness of fit indexes above 83.41% and linear
regressions. As a result, the in silico approach explored
here is well suited to help prototyping new devices based
on fluid transport inside small arteries for applications in
drug delivery and endovascular devices design.

We validated a suitable CFD model and meshing procedure
for fluid flow simulation inside small arteries, which could
be further exploited for drug delivery studies based on
nanocarriers.

Future work includes the design and validation of a
model for the guided transport of magnetic nanocarriers
in fluidic devices, which requires the simultaneous study
of fluid flow mechanics in small arteries and manipulation
of magnetic fields with the aid of permanent magnets
[18]. This will be the basis for designing highly-targeted

therapies for brain diseases via intrathecal or intravenous
administration.

6. Declaration of competing interest

None declared under financial, profesional and personal
competing interests.

7. Acknowledgments

This work was supported by Colciencias through
the project developed by Universidad de Antioquia:
col13-1-06 - “Lateral Association of BACE1 and BACE2
Transmembrane Domains in Model Lipid Bilayers to
Enable Highly Efficient SIRNA-Based Therapies at the
Cellular Level: Understanding Lipids in Alzheimer”.
Cto.458-2012.

Authors acknowledge Bioengineers Andres Felipe Vallejo
and Andres Felipe Castano for their technical assistance
with 3D printing and laser cutting to build the microfluidic
device and the structure for the experimental setup.

References

[11 W. Aadinath, T. Ghosh, and C. Anandharamakrishnan, “Multimodal
magnetic nano-carriers for cancer treatment: Challenges and
advancements,” Journal of Magnetism and Magnetic Materials, vol.
401, March 01 2016. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jmmm.2015.10.123

[2] L. Agiotis and et al., “Magnetic manipulation of superparamagnetic
nanoparticles in a microfluidic system for drug delivery
applications,” J. Magn. Magn. Mater,, vol. 401, March 01 2016.
[Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmmm.2015.10.111

[3] J. K. Patra and et al, “Nano based drug delivery systems:
Recent developments and future prospects 10 technology 1007
nanotechnology 03 chemical sciences 0306 physical chemistry
lincl. structural] 03 chemical sciences 0303 macromolecular
and materials chemistry 11 medical and health sciences 1115
pharmacology and pharmaceutical sciences 09 engineering 0903
biomedical engineering prof ueli aebi, prof peter gehr,” J.
Nanobiotechnology, vol. 16, no. 1, September 19 2018. [Online].
Available: https://doi.org/10.1186/512951-018-0392-8

[4] A.P.Singh, A. Biswas, A. Shukla, and P. Maiti, “Targeted therapy in
chronic diseases using nanomaterial-based drug delivery vehicles,”
Signal Transduct. Target. Ther., vol. 4, August 30 2019. [Online].
Available: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41392-019-0068-3

[5] T. Tagami, M. Taki, and T. Ozeki, Nanomaterials in Pharmacology,
39th ed. New York, USA: Springer, 2016.

[6] Wahajuddin and S. Arora, “Superparamagnetic iron oxide
nanoparticles: magnetic nanoplatforms as drug carriers,” Int.
J. Nanomedicine, vol. 7, 2012. [Online]. Available: https:
//doi.org/10.2147/1JN.S30320

[71 R.Tietze and et al., "Magnetic nanoparticle-based drug delivery for
cancer therapy,” Biochem. Biophys. Res. Commun., vol. 468, no. 3,
December 18 2015. [Onlinel. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/.
bbrc.2015.08.022

[8] T.D.Do,Y.Noh, M. 0.Kim, and J. Yoon, “An electromagnetic steering
system for magnetic nanoparticle drug delivery,” in 12 International


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmmm.2015.10.123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmmm.2015.10.123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmmm.2015.10.111
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12951-018-0392-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41392-019-0068-3
https://doi.org/10.2147/IJN.S30320
https://doi.org/10.2147/IJN.S30320
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbrc.2015.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbrc.2015.08.022

M. Mercado-Montoya et al., Revista Facultad de Ingenieria, Universidad de Antioquia, No. 97, pp. 1-9, 2020

(10l

[11]

(2]

[13]

Conference on Ubiquitous Robots and Ambient Intelligence (URAI),
Goyang, South Korea, 2015, pp. 528-531.

W. A. Banks, “From blood-brain barrier to blood-brain interface:
new opportunities for cns drug delivery,” Nat. Rev. Drug Discov.,
vol. 15, no. 4, April 2016. [Onlinel. Available: https://doi.org/10.
1038/nrd.2015.21

I. Khalin, R. Alyautdin, M. |. Nafeeza, M. H. Haron, and D. Kuznetsov,
“Nanoscale drug delivery systems and the blood-brain barrier,”
Int. J. Nanomedicine, vol. 9, February 2014. [Online]. Available:
https://doi.org/10.2147/1JN.S52236

M. Srikanth and J. A. Kessler, “Nanotechnology-novel therapeutics
for cns disorders,” Nat. Rev. Neurol., vol. 8, no. 6, April 2012.
[Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1038/nrneurol.2012.76

C. Saraiva and et al., “Nanoparticle-mediated brain drug delivery:
Overcoming blood-brain barrier to treat neurodegenerative
diseases,” J. Control. Release, vol. 10, August 2016. [Onlinel.
Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jconrel.2016.05.044

P. M. Valencia, 0. C. Farokhzad, R. Karnik, and R. Langer,
“Microfluidic technologies for accelerating the clinical translation
of nanoparticles,” Nat. Nanotechnol., vol. 7, no. 10, October 2012.
[Onlinel. Available: https://doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2012.168

[14]

(18]

[16]

(17]

(18]

A. H. Choi, R. C. Conway, and B. Ben-Nissan, “Finite-element
modeling and analysis in nanomedicine and dentistry,”
Nanomedicine, vol. 9, no. 11, August 2014. [Onlinel. Available:
https://doi.org/10.2217/nnm.14.75

G. A. Truskey, F. Yuan, and D. F. Katz, Transport Phenomena in
Biological Systems, 2nd ed.  Durham, NC: Pearson Prentice Hall,
2004.

(2015) Package ‘'hydroGOF’ title goodness-of-fit functions for
comparison of simulated and observed hydrological time series.
hydroGOF. Accessed Oct. 13, 2016. [Onlinel. Available: https:
//bit.ly/2076ehv

P. Krause, D. P. Boyle, and F. Base, “Comparison of different
efficiency criteria for hydrological model assessment,” Adv. Geosci.,
vol. 5, December 16 2005. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.
5194/adgeo-5-89-2005

M. Mercado, A. M. Hernandez, and J. C. Cruz, “Permanent
magnets to enable highly-targeted drug delivery applications: A
computational and experimental study,” in VIl Latin American
Congress on Biomedical Engineering CLAIB, Bucaramanga, Colombia,
2016, pp. 557-560.


https://doi.org/10.1038/nrd.2015.21
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrd.2015.21
https://doi.org/10.2147/IJN.S52236
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrneurol.2012.76
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jconrel.2016.05.044
https://doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2012.168
https://doi.org/10.2217/nnm.14.75
https://bit.ly/2O76ehv
https://bit.ly/2O76ehv
https://doi.org/10.5194/adgeo-5-89-2005
https://doi.org/10.5194/adgeo-5-89-2005

