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The LFCS Consortium: 2 - Toward the development of a new performance-based lipid
formulation classification system (LF-P-CS)

Creating a Lipid Formulation
Classification System

Purpose: The LFCS Consortium aims to establish standardized in vitro tests that are able to
discriminate between a range of lipid-based formulations (LBFs).

How can we discriminate?

After dispersion:

A performance classification system
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Lipophilic surfactant: Tween®85 Cosolvent: Transcutol HP
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