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Nanocarriers take advantages of the enhanced permeability and retention (EPR) to accumulate passively
in solid tumors. Magnetic targeting has shown to further enhance tumor accumulation in response to a
magnetic field gradient. It is widely known that passive accumulation of nanocarriers varies hugely in
tumor tissues of different tumor vascularization. It is hypothesized that magnetic targeting is likely to be
influenced by such factors. In this work, magnetic targeting is assessed in a range of subcutaneously
implanted murine tumors, namely, colon (CT26), breast (4T1), lung (Lewis lung carcinoma) cancer and
melanoma (B16F10). Passively- and magnetically-driven tumor accumulation of the radiolabeled poly-
meric magnetic nanocapsules are assessed with gamma counting. The influence of tumor vasculature,
namely, the tumor microvessel density, permeability and diameter on passive and magnetic tumor
targeting is assessed with the aid of the retrospective design of experiment (DoE) approach. It is clear
that the three tumor vascular parameters contribute greatly to both passive and magnetically targeted
tumor accumulation but play different roles when nanocarriers are targeted to the tumor with different
strategies. It is concluded that tumor permeability is a rate-limiting factor in both targeting modes.
Diameter and microvessel density influence passive and magnetic tumor targeting, respectively.
© 2016 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
1. Introduction

Conventional anti-cancer agents used in chemotherapies do not
demonstrate predominant tumor specificity compared to normal
cells. Therapeutic effects largely rely on the general systemic bio-
distribution. Cancer therapy, therefore, is often terminated as a
result of the severe side effects, caused by the therapeutic agents,
before the expected therapeutic outcome is reached [1]. Nano-
technology e.g., nanoparticle-based drug delivery (nanomedicine),
has emerged providing a more efficient targeting to tumors by
passive accumulation which is known as the enhanced perme-
ability and retention (EPR) effect [2].

A recent clinical study showed positive tumor accumulation of
indium-111 radiolabeled PEGylated liposomes in 15 out of 17 pa-
tients employed [3]. The percentage of the injected dose per kg of
tumor (% ID/kg) being taken up by the tumors, varied hugely from
2.7% to 53.0% ID/kg at 72 h, among patients with different or even
l-Jamal).
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the same type of tumor. The study hypothesized that the consid-
erable heterogeneity in the EPR effect was likely due to the het-
erogeneous structural and functional integrity of the tumor
neovasculature [3].

Magnetic targeting has been proven to enhance tumor accu-
mulation to a higher extent than passive targeting. Increased tumor
accumulation of the superparamagnetic iron oxide nanoparticles
(SPIONs) can be achieved when a magnetic field is applied to the
targeted site [4]. Concentrating the therapeutic agents at the tumor
site allows higher doses to be administered at reduced systemic
side effects [5]. However, it is expected that not all experimental
subjects will benefit from magnetic targeting therapy to the same
extent due to such differences in EPR [6]. As a result, in addition to
nanoparticle engineering and their physicochemical properties,
there are biological factors to consider in the field of passive and
magnetic targeting. It is important to identify the potentially
important parameters that influence passive and magnetic target-
ing in different types of tumor.

As suggested in some previous studies, the heterogeneity in
tumor vascularization tends to influence passive accumulation of
nanocarriers in solid tumors [3,6]. No study has been performed so
le under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

https://core.ac.uk/display/82423213?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:khuloud.al-jamal@kcl.ac.uk
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.biomaterials.2016.08.030&domain=pdf
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/01429612
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/biomaterials
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2016.08.030
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2016.08.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2016.08.030


K.-C. Mei et al. / Biomaterials 106 (2016) 276e285 277
far to understand how the vascular factors influence magnetic
targeting. In this work, we aimed to understand if tumor vascula-
ture has any influence on magnetic targeting, in comparison to
passive targeting, and if so, to identify the key parameters. Four
tumor models, of contrasting enhanced permeability and retention
(EPR) effect and vascularization characteristics, were used: colon
(CT26), breast (4T1), lung (Lewis lung carcinoma) cancer and mel-
anoma (B16F10). Three vascular parameters were chosen, namely,
microvessel density, vessel pore size cutoff and vessel diameter. A
retrospective design of experiment (DoE) study was conducted
using the biodistribution data obtained with gamma counting. The
nanocarrier used is a previously developed magnetic nanocapsule
(m-NCs) combined with passive or magnetic targeting approach.
The two main responses studied are %ID/g tumor following passive
(TU-) or magnetic (TUþ) targeting. The results concluded that these
vascular parameters could significantly influence passive and
magnetic targeting to various degrees. Furthermore, taking
advantage of the DoE approach, it was possible to extract mathe-
matic relationship, i.e., equations, to quantify the impact that each
single vascular factor had on passive/magnetic targeting.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Materials and reagents

‘Ferrofluid’ magnetic oil (oleic acid coated SPIONs with a
diameter of 10 nm, suspended in kerosene at 1017 particles per ml)
was purchased from Magnacol Ltd (UK). The constituent oleic acid
coated SPIONs were separated from the kerosene solvent by pre-
cipitation in isopropanol and dried to provide the SPION powder
that was subsequently used in the m-NC formulations. Soybean
lecithin (Epikuron 140 V) was a kind gift from Cargill Pharmaceu-
ticals (USA). Polyoxyethylene-bis-amine (NH2-PEG3.5KDa-NH2) was
purchased from JENKEM (USA). D/L-lactide/glycolide copolymer 75/
25 (PLGA18KDa-COOH) was purchased from Purac Biomaterials
(Netherlands). Tween® 80, nitric acid, methanol, dimethylsulph-
oxide (DMSO) and dichloromethane were obtained from Fisher
Scientific Ltd (UK). Sodium chloride, phosphate buffered saline
tablets and diethylene triamine pentaacetic acid (DTPA), castor oil
and ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid disodium salt dihydrate
(EDTA) were purchased from Sigma-Aldrich (UK). Advanced Ros-
well Park Memorial Institute (RPMI) medium, penicillin-
streptomycin 100X, Trypsin-EDTA (1X) with Phenol red, Gluta-
max™ supplement, phosphate buffered saline PBS (10X, pH 7.4)
and phosphate buffered saline PBS (1X, pH 7.4) were obtained from
Gibco, Invitrogen (UK). Roswell Park Memorial Institute (RPMI)-
1640 and Dulbecco's modified Eagle's (DMEM) medium were ob-
tained from Sigma Aldrich (UK). Fetal Bovine serum (FBS) was ob-
tained from First-Link Ltd (UK). Disposable square polystyrene
cuvettes and disposable capillary cells were purchased from Mal-
vern Instrument (UK). PD-10 desalting column was obtained from
GE Healthcare Life Sciences (UK).

2.2. Preparation of the m-NCs

The magnetic polymeric nanocapsules (m-NCs) were prepared
by the single emulsification/solvent evaporation method [7].
PEGylated PLGA polymer was synthesized as reported previously
[7,8]. Briefly, PLGA18KDa-PEG3.5KDa-NH2 (12.5mg), castor oil (75mg),
soybean lecithin (25 mg) and SPIONs (2.5 mg) were dissolved in
2.5 ml dichloromethane. The organic phase was poured into an
aqueous phase (5 ml) containing Tween® 80 (20 mg) as a hydro-
philic surfactant. The resultant dispersion was emulsified by ultra-
sonication using a probe sonicator (Soniprep 150, UK) at 15 micro
amplitude for 180 s, in an ice bath. Organic solvents were then
evaporated in a chemical fume hood for 20min. The final volume of
the m-NC suspension was adjusted to 5 ml. The obtained m-NC
suspension was further condensed by 20 times, yielding 50 mg/ml
of the polymer.

2.3. Size and zeta potential measurements

The hydrodynamic size (Z-Average), polydispersity index (PDI)
and zeta potential of the products were determined by NanoZS
(Malvern Instrument, UK) at 25 �C, using disposable square poly-
styrene cuvettes (for size and PDI) or disposable capillary cells (for
zeta potential). The Z-Average diameter and polydispersity index
were measured in water and presented as the average value of
three measurements, with 15 runs within each measurement. The
zeta potential was also measured in water and presented as the
average value of threemeasurements, with 20e25 runswithin each
measurement. The mean and standard deviation of size and zeta
potential were calculated for each sample.

2.4. Determination of SPION encapsulation efficiency in m-NCs

m-NCs were purified by size exclusion chromatography (G75
column) to remove any non-encapsulated SPIONs. The Fe content
was determined by inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry
(Perkin Elmer SCIEX ICP mass spectrometer, ELAN DRC 6100, USA).
For ICP-MS measurements, Fe standards (Leeman Labs Inc., MA)
were prepared in 20% nitric acid to obtain a standard curve in the
range of 10e10000 parts per billionwith respect to Fe.m-NCs were
digested in 2 ml of nitric acid and incubated overnight at 50 �C. The
resulting solution was diluted by 10 times in water before
measurement.

2.5. Radiolabeling of m-NCs and serum stability studies

To radio-label the m-NCs with indium-111, m-NCs were pre-
pared as described above except that PLGA18KDa-PEG3.5KDa-DTPA
was included at 10% (w/w) of the total polymer content. The m-NC
suspension (50 mg/mL of polymer) was incubated with 2 M
ammonium acetate (one-ninth of the reaction volume, pH 5.5), to
which 1 MBq of 111InCl3 (Mallinckrodt, UK) per injection dose was
added. The reaction was kept at room temperature for 30 min with
intermittent vortexing every 10 min. Upon completion, the radio-
labeling reaction was quenched by the addition of 0.1 M EDTA
chelating solution (one twentieth of the reaction volume). 111InCl3
alone was subjected to the same labeling reaction conditions and
used as a control.

The m-NCs-111In were passed through PD-10 columns (size
exclusion chromatography) before injecting into animals to ex-
change the ammonium acetate buffer (pH 5.5) with PBS (pH 7.4)
and to remove free 111In-EDTA. The m-NCs-111In (~150 mL per in-
jection dose, 25 mg/mL of polymer) were collected from the col-
umn and spotted on instant thin layer chromatography (iTLC) strips
whichwere then developed in 0.1M ammonium acetate containing
50 mM EDTA as a mobile phase. Strips were allowed to dry before
being developed and counted quantitatively using a cyclone
phosphor detector (Packard Biosciences, UK) to ensure that no free
111In-EDTA was present in the injected solution.

2.6. CD31 immunohistochemistry staining

Murine vascular blood vessels were detected using species-
specific CD31 immunostaining. Unstained tumor sections were
processed after conventional deparaffinization and endogenous
peroxidase quenching using 3% hydrogen peroxide. Tumor tissue
sections were incubated with 10% normal donkey serum in PBS for
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3 h at room temperature to block non-specific binding sites. Rabbit
anti-mouse CD31 primary antibody (ab28364, Abcam, UK) was
diluted 1: 50 in 2% donkey serum in PBS and incubated for 3 h at
room temperature, followed by incubationwith the secondary anti-
rabbit HRP using an X-Cell-Plus HRP Detection Kit (Menarini Di-
agnostics, UK) for 45 min at room temperature. The reaction was
revealed using a VECTOR SG Peroxidase (HRP) Substrate Kit (Vector
Laboratories, US) for 10 min at room temperature. All sections were
counterstained with Neutral Fast Red (Sigma Aldrich, UK).

2.7. Microvessel density (MVD) assessment

The microvessel density (MVD) in the tumor was estimated as
previously described in the literature [9]. The assessment was
performed using Leica DM2000 light microscope (UK) and images
were required using a Q-capture pro 7 software. Briefly, immuno-
stained tumor sections were initially examined at low magnifica-
tion (10X) to locate the highly vascularized areas. Three areas with
the highest number of discrete microvessel profiles were selected
subjectively as the hot spot areas. One microscopic field was
identified within each hot spot area and examined at higher
magnification (20X). All individual microvessel profiles within the
applied microscopic field were counted according to the generally
accepted criteria reported in the literature [9,10]. These included
any stained individual endothelial cell and clusters separated from
adjacent microvessels or microvessels with or without vascular
lumens. Microvessels in necrotic or sclerotic areas within a tumor
and areas adjacent to the invasive carcinoma were not considered
in the vessel counts. The MVD was defined as the average number
of manually counted vessel of three hot spots per mm2 of tumor
tissue.

2.8. Vessel pore size cutoff (CO) and diameter (DM) assessment

The assessment of CO and DM has been reported in the litera-
ture. In the reported studies, CO in the four tumor types was
determined by assessing the extravasation and tumor accumula-
tion of the radiolabeled liposomes and lipid micelles with different
hydrodynamic sizes. The assessment of CO in CT26/B16F10, 4T1 and
LLC tumors was reported by Ishida et al. [11], Charrois et al. [12] and
Kashiwagi et al. [13], respectively. The liposomes and lipid micelles
were intravenously injected into the tumor-bearing mice and %ID/g
of tumor was quantified by measuring the radioactivity. The lower
and upper end of the CO range in each type of tumor were deter-
mined when a significant increase or reduction in %ID/g of tumor
were observed, respectively, upon increasing the size of the
nanocarrier.

The mean vessel DM values were previously determined by
other groups using CD31 immunofluorescence staining and
confocal microscopy. The assessment of DM in CT26, 4T1, B16F10
and LLC tumors was reported by Fisher et al., Goel et al., Bouvard
et al. and Braun et al. [14e17], respectively. The vessels diameters
were analyzed with either ImageJ (CT26), an in-house MATLAB
algorithm (4T1), Histolab™ software (B16F10) or Fiji software (LLC).

2.9. Radiolabeling of m-NCs and serum stability studies

To radio-label the m-NCs with indium-111, m-NCs were pre-
pared as described above except that PLGA18KDa-PEG3.5KDa-DTPA
was included at 10% (w/w) of the total polymer content. The m-NC
suspension (50 mg/mL of polymer) was incubated with 2 M
ammonium acetate (one-ninth of the reaction volume, pH 5.5), to
which 1 MBq of 111InCl3 (Mallinckrodt, UK) per injection dose was
added. The reaction was kept at room temperature for 30 min with
intermittent vortexing every 10 min. Upon completion, the radio-
labeling reaction was quenched by the addition of 0.1 M EDTA
chelating solution (one twentieth of the reaction volume). 111InCl3
alone was subjected to the same labeling reaction conditions and
used as a control.

The m-NCs-111In were passed through PD-10 columns (size
exclusion chromatography) before injecting into animals to ex-
change the ammonium acetate buffer (pH 5.5) with PBS (pH 7.4)
and to remove free 111In-EDTA. The m-NCs-111In (~150 mL per in-
jection dose, 25 mg/mL of polymer) were collected from the col-
umn and spotted on instant thin layer chromatography (iTLC) strips
whichwere then developed in 0.1M ammonium acetate containing
50 mM EDTA as a mobile phase. Strips were allowed to dry before
being developed and counted quantitatively using a cyclone
phosphor detector (Packard Biosciences, UK) to ensure that no free
111In-EDTA was present in the injected solution.
2.10. CT26, 4T1, LLC and B16F10 tumor inoculation

All animal experiments were performed in compliance with the
UK Home Office (1989) Code of Practice for the Housing and Care of
Animals used in Scientific Procedures.

CT26 murine colon adenocarcinoma cells (CT26, ATCC®, CRL-
2638™) and B16F10 murine melanoma cells (B16-F10, ATCC® CRL-
6475™) were cultured in Advanced Roswell Park Memorial Insti-
tute (RPMI) 1640 medium. 4T1 murine mammary carcinoma cells
(4T1, ATCC®, CRL-2539™) were cultured in RPMI-1640 medium.
Lewis lung carcinoma cells (LL/2, LLC1, ATCC® CRL-1642™) were
cultured in Dulbecco's modified Eagle's (DMEM) medium. All me-
dia were supplemented with 1% Glutamax™, 1% penicillin-
streptomycin and 10% fetal bovine serum (FBS). DMEM medium
was further supplemented with 1% sodium pyruvate. All cells were
cultured in 5% CO2 and 95% air at 37 �C.

CT26 and 4T1 were harvested and re-suspended in PBS solution
(pH 7.4). 1 � 106 cells in 20 mL were injected subcutaneously and
bifocally at the hind foot of syngeneic female BALB/c mice aged 4e6
weeks (Harlan, UK). The same procedures were performed for LLC
and B16F10 tumor model in syngeneic female C57Bl6 mice aged
4e6 weeks (Harlan, UK). After inoculation, the tumor volume was
measured every other day using a digital caliper and calculated
using Equation (1) [18].

Tumor volume
�
mm3

�
¼ 4

3
p
�
A
2

�2�B
2

�
¼ 0:52A2B (1)

where A and B represent the width and the length of the tumors,
respectively. All experiment was carried out (m-NCs administra-
tion) when the tumor volume reached approximately
400 mm3e600 mm3.
2.11. Magnetic targeting setup in vivo

Disk-shaped nickel-coated neodymium iron boron (Nd2Fe14B)
magnets (Magnet Expert Ltd, Tuxford, UK) were used for the in vivo
magnetic drug targeting studies. The magnet was 8 mm diameter,
5 mm thick, N42 grade magnet (product code F324), which had a
reported field strength of 0.43 T (T) and a reported ‘vertical pull’
parameter (a measure of the mass of material that the magnet
could lift) of 1.9 kg. A single magnet was placed non-invasively over
the surface of one of the bifocal tumors and retained using surgical
tapes. The contralateral tumor was used as an internal negative
control where no magnet was applied. The magnet was then
removed at 1 h post-injection of m-NCs.
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2.12. Quantitative organ biodistribution studies by gamma
counting

Organ biodistribution, blood circulation and excretion profiles of
m-NCs-111Inwere assessed quantitatively in tumor-bearing mice by
gamma counting. Mice were randomly divided into three groups
(n ¼ 3) and assigned as 1 h, 4 h, 24 h group. Mice were injected
intravenously via a lateral tail vein with ~0.7 MBq m-NCs-111In
(150 mL in PBS). Magnetic targeting was applied as described above.
Blood samples (5 mL) were collected from the tail vein at 2 min,
5 min, 10 min, 30 min, 1 h, 4 h and 24 h post-injection. Tumors and
other tissues, i.e., skin, liver, spleen, heart, lung, muscle, bone, brain,
stomach, intestine, tail and carcass were removed, weighed, and
the radioactivity was measured in a gamma counter (1280 Com-
puGamma Universal Gamma Counter, LKB Wallac, Finland), using
the appropriate energy windows for 111In. Results were expressed
as the percentage of injected dose per gram organ/tumor (% ID/g) as
means ± SEM (n ¼ 3).

2.13. Hematoxylin and eosin (H&E) staining of tissue sections

Portions of major organs i.e., heart, lung, kidney, liver, spleen
and tumor tissues were sampled from treated animals, fixed in 10%
neutral buffered formalin. Samples were then wax-embedded and
sectioned for hematoxylin and eosin (H&E) staining according to
standard histological protocols at the Royal Veterinary College, UK.
Unstained sections were processed for immunohistochemistry
staining as will be described.

2.14. Retrospective design of experiment (DoE)

To better understand and visualize which vascular parameters
(Factor 1: MVD; Factor 2: CO; Factor 3: DM) may have had an
impact on magnetic tumor targeting, a retrospective analysis, using
historical biodistribution data in the four murine solid tumor
models, was performed. Response surfaces and the predictive
equations were then established. Raw data used to create the
Predictive Response Surface for Responses 1 (%ID/g TUþ) and 2 (%
ID/g TU-) are summarized in Table S1. Data were analyzed using
Design-Expert 9, v9.0.6.2 (Stat-ease, Inc., USA). Suitable predictive
models for Responses 1 and 2 were achieved using Sequential
Model Sum of Squares (SMSS). A detailed description of the retro-
spective DoE analysis is provided in the Supplementary Materials.

2.15. Statistical analysis

Quantitative data are presented as mean ± standard deviation
(SD) unless specified as mean ± standard error of the mean (SEM).
One-way ANOVA and Tukey's multiple comparison test were per-
formed using IBM SPSS version 20. Significance was taken as
p < 0.05 unless otherwise stated.

3. Results

3.1. Preparation and characterization of magnetic nanocapsules
(m-NCs) for magnetic targeting

The PEGylated oil-cored polymeric magnetic nanocapsules (m-
NCs) capable of encapsulating high amount of SPIONs were pre-
pared using a single emulsification/solvent evaporation method, as
we reported previously [7]. The hydrodynamic diameter obtained
for the m-NCs is in the range of 200e210 nm with Zeta potential
of ~ �20 ± 1 mV (Table 1). Cryo-TEM images have previously
confirmed the coredshell structure of the reported m-NCs and
showed that the SPIONs are encapsulated within their core [7].
Extensive characterization ofm-NC has been published by the same
authors, and the results demonstrated that this material was pre-
pared successfully. A summary ofm-NC's characterization is shown
in Fig. S1.

3.2. Assessment of tumor vasculature characteristics

Four in vivo murine solid tumor models were employed in this
study: (i) CT26 colon cancer model (colon carcinoma, fibroblast
cells), (ii) 4T1 breast cancer model (mammary gland carcinoma,
epithelial cells), (iii) Lewis Lung Carcinoma (LLC) (lung carcinoma)
and (iv) B16F10 melanoma (spindle-shaped, epithelial-like cells).
The experiment design of this study is illustrated in Fig. 1. The
following vascular parameters were assessed in these four tumor
models to characterize their tumor vascularization:

Microvessel density (MVD). MVD was assessed by histological
examination of CD31 immune-stained tumor sections (Fig. 2a and
Fig. S2). CD31 is an endothelial cell marker, characteristic for blood
vessels [19]. The MVD values were expressed as the number of
blood vessels per mm2. As shown in the immunohistochemistry
staining images, B16F10 tumors, occasionally pigmented with
black/brown melanin granules of different sizes, contained a
number of erythrocyte-filled, wide, lumen-containing vessels with
clear endothelial linings. CT26 and 4T1 tumors demonstrated much
smaller vessel diameters than those observed in B16F10 tumors.
MVD values for the different tumors are shown in Fig. 2b. A
considerable degree of MVD heterogeneity was found, in the
following order: CT26 (322 ± 56) > 4T1 (221 ± 55) > LLC
(134 ± 54) � B16F10 (101 ± 48).

Blood vessel pore size cutoff (CO). This parameter is indicative of
vessel permeability. CO values reported in the literature for CT26,
4T1 and B16F10 tumor blood vessel pore sizes are in the range of
120e400 nm [11], 154e241 nm [12] and 200e400 nm [11],
respectively. LLC tumors, on the other hand, are known to be less
permeable, with CO between 20 and 100 nm [20]. CO values are
summarized in Fig. 2c.

Blood vessel diameter (DM). The DM of the four tumor types
used in the study are reported in the literature and are summarized
in Fig. 2d. Values ranged between 10.4 and 14.3 mm for CT26 [14],
4T1 [15] and LLC tumors [17]. A larger vessel DM, up to 28 ± 2 mm, is
reported for B16F10 tumors [16].

3.3. Evaluation of blood circulation and organ distribution in vivo

Tumor accumulation of m-NCs in the four murine solid tumor
models was assessed following intravenous (i.v.) administration
using our previous magnetic targeting protocol [7]. PLGA18kDa-
PEG3.5kDa-DTPA (10% w/w) was incorporated into m-NCs, which
was then radiolabeled with the gamma emitter, 111In, to allow
quantitative uptake studies in mice. Blood circulation, excretion,
organ biodistribution and tumor accumulation profiles were eval-
uated and compared by gamma counting. Organ uptake was
expressed as the percentage of injected dose per gram of tissue (%
ID/g).

Blood circulation profiles are shown in Fig. 3a. Expectedly, m-
NCs exhibited comparable and prolonged blood circulation in all
types of tumor-bearing mice, due to PEGylation ofm-NCs. Values of
~36e42%, 20e27% and 1e3% ID in blood were detected at 1, 4 and
24 h post-injection, respectively. About 40% and 0e2% ID/mouse
were excreted in urine and feces, respectively (Fig. 3b). Similarly, no
differences in organ biodistribution, except tumors, were observed
at 24 h post-injection (Fig. 3c). Earlier time point studies (1 and 4 h)
are shown in Fig. S3.

Confirming our previous findings in CT26 tumor-bearing mice
[7], spleen (14e19% ID/g), liver (11e14% ID/g) followed by the



Table 1
Physicochemical characterization of PEGylated NCs prepared by single emulsification/solvent evaporation method.

Sample Initial SPION loadinga Hydrodynamic size ± SD (nm)b,e PDI ± SDe Zeta potential ± SD (mV)c SPION EE% ± SDd,e

NCs e 203 ± 4 0.12 ± 0.01 �45 ± 2 e

m-NCs 1.84% 205 ± 3 0.16 ± 0.01 �36 ± 1 95 ± 3

a Values were expressed as w/w SPION/NC. Total NCs weight is calculated by the addition of polymer, lecithin, castor oil, SPIONs and Tween 80® weights.
b Size was measured with dynamic light scattering in deionized water (n ¼ 3).
c Values were obtained with laser Doppler electrophoresis and measured in deionized water.
d Iron content was determined with ICP-MS (n ¼ 3).
e Results are expressed as mean ± SD (n ¼ 3).

Fig. 1. Schematic description of the experimental design. Biodistribution assessment of m-NCs and vascularization characterization in four murine solid tumor models. CT26
(colon), 4T1 (breast) or LLC (lung), B16F10 (melanoma) cells (1 � 106) were injected subcutaneously (s.c.) and bifocally at the hind foot of female BALB/c (CT26, 4T1) or C57Bl6 mice
(LLC, B16F10). Mice were then intravenously (i.v.) injected with radiolabeled magnetic nanocapsule, m-NC- 111In, when tumors reached volumes ~400e600 mm3. A permanent
magnet was applied to one tumor for 1 h while the other remained unexposed. The percentage injection dose per gram tumors (%ID/g), with (TUþ) or without (TU-) exposure of a
magnetic field was assessed with gamma counting. Variables tested are: microvessel density (MVD), vessel pore size cutoff (CO) and vessel diameter (DM).
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kidney (3e7% ID/g) showed the highest uptake (Fig. 3c). These re-
sults suggest that m-NCs exhibited matching blood circulation,
elimination and major organ biodistribution profiles in all tumor-
bearing mice tested, so any differences in tumor uptake profiles
are likely to be tumor type-dependent.
3.4. Passive and magnetic targeting of solid tumors in vivo

Magnetic targeting efficacy in the tumors was expressed as fold
increase (TUþ/TU- ratio) in % ID/g tumor, upon the application of an
external magnetic field (magnetic targeting, TUþ), compared to
non-magnetically targeted tumors (passive targeting, TU-). The
absolute tumor uptake values obtained at 24 h varied significantly
between the different tumor types, under both passive and mag-
netic targeting conditions (Fig. 4a). Values at 1 and 4 h are pre-
sented in Fig. S4. Higher % ID/g tumor values were found for
magnetically targeted (TUþ) than passively targeted tumors (TU-)
in all tumor types tested. In case of passive targeting, the following
order in tumor uptake was obtained: CT26 (2.6 ± 0.2%) � 4T1
(2.0 ± 0.2%) � B16F10 (1.8 ± 0.2%) > LLC (1.1 ± 0.3%). For magnet-
ically targeted tumors (TUþ), the following order and values were
obtained: CT26 (5.7 ± 0.2%) (p < 0.05) > B16F10 (3.6 ± 0.3%) � 4T1
(3.4 ± 0.4%) � LLC (3.1 ± 0.5%). The TUþ/TU- ratios ranged between
1.8 ± 0.3 and 2.8 ± 0.7 in all tumormodels tested (p > 0.05) (Fig. 4b).
It is worth noting that results presented here were performed
following the whole body saline perfusion so it is unlikely that the
tumor uptake data are influenced by blood contamination.

Our results confirmed that magnetic targeting does not only
improve uptake in highly vascularized ([MVD) and permeable
([CO) tumors, e.g., B16F10 tumors but poorly vascularized and less
permeable tumors, e.g., LLC tumors, can also benefit from this tar-
geting approach.
3.5. Retrospective design of experiment (DoE) analysis

To identify the key vascular characteristics and visualize the
impact of changing vascular multiple parameters on magnetic tu-
mor targeting, we have applied a retrospective design of experi-
ment (DoE) analysis using historical biodistribution data, to
establish the response surfaces and the predictive models. Further
details on DoE studies are in the Supplementary Materials
(Table S1-15 and Fig. S5, Fig. S6). We identified three quantitative
factors, MVD in number/mm2 (Factor A), mid-point CO values in nm
(Factor B) and mean DM in mm (Factor C), as critical tumor vascu-
larization features to evaluate two responses including %ID/g of TU-
(response 1) %ID/g of TUþ (response 2).

A linear predictive model of the vascular factors on response 1
was found and their mathematical relationship is presented in
Equation (2) and Equation (3), in the coded and actual unit,
respectively. The factors were coded by a linear transformation
from their original measurement scale to a unified unit to allow
direct comparison between factors with different units. Equation
(2) demonstrated a positive coefficient of 0.43 and a negative co-
efficient of �0.26 for CO and DM, receptively, indicating larger CO
and smaller DM would favor the passive tumor accumulation. The
higher value of the coefficient of CO also suggests that CO is the
rate-limiting step for passive tumor uptake, possibly via influencing
extravasation. The effect of DM appears to be more pronounced in
more permeable vessels (CO ~ 300 nm) than the less leaky ones
(CO ~ 60 nm) in the surface response plot of response 1 (Fig. 5a).

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ID=gðTU � Þ

p
¼ 1:14þ 0:43B� 0:26C (2)

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ID=g ðTU � Þ

p
¼ 0:95221þ ð0:0361277� COÞ

� ð0:019607� DMÞ (3)



Fig. 2. Tumor vasculature characteristics. (A) High and low magnification microscopic images of H&E stained and anti-CD31 stained tumor sections (400e600 mm3). (B)
Microvessel density (MVD). (C) Average blood vessel's pore size cutoff (CO) and (D) diameter (DM), of all tested tumor models. The MVD in tumors was assessed by immuno-
histochemistry as described in the text. CO and DM values were obtained from Refs. [11,12,20] and [14e17], respectively. For MVD analysis, one-way ANOVA was performed using
IBM SPSS version 20 followed by Tukey's multiple comparison test (*p < 0.05 and ***p < 0.005).
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In the case of response 2 (magnetic targeting), the significantly
related vascular factors were factor A (MVD) and factor B (CO), as
shown in Equation (4) and Equation (5) in the coded and actual
unit, respectively. Their linear coefficients were both positive, with
0.31 and 0.22 for MVS and CO, respectively. This indicates that
higherMVD and CO values encourage the accumulation ofm-NCs in
tumors when a magnetic field is applied (Fig. 5b).

Ln½ID=gðTU þ Þ� ¼ 1:33þ 0:31Aþ 0:22B (4)

Ln½ID=gðTU þ Þ� ¼ 0:58464þ ð0:0181518�MVDÞ
þ ð0:00182389� COÞ (5)

4. Discussion

Nanocarriers exploit the EPR effect to passively accumulate in
tumors. However, the degree of EPR effect can vary from one tumor
to another, or even spatially and temporally within the same tumor
[21]. This heterogeneity in the EPR effect results in differences in
therapeutic response rates [22]. Tumors that are known to be
extensively vascularized and permeable, such as head and neck
cancer, show high therapeutic response rate to Caelyx® (ALZA
Corporation), a liposomal doxorubicin formulation [3,23]. In
contrast, poor therapeutic efficacy was observed in hepatocellular
carcinoma treated with a polymer-doxorubicin conjugate [24].
These studies suggested that the heterogeneous tumor uptake of
nanocarriers was likely related to the differences in the structural
and functional integrity of the tumor neovasculature [3,21].
Vascular parameters, such as tumor angiogenesis, vessel perme-
ability and perfusion, therefore, can lead to a distinct loco-regional
distribution of nanocarriers in the tumor. Harrington et al. showed
that the tumor volume could affect the degree of liposomal passive
accumulation in patients with squamous cell carcinoma of the head
and neck (SCCNH), lung or breast cancers, which was likely due to
the presence of poor vascularized or even necrotic areas in the
tumor [3]. Koukourakis et al. further confirmed that there was a



Fig. 3. Organ biodistribution studies of radiolabeled magnetic nanocapsules in major organs following intravenous administration. Bifocal CT26, 4T1, LLC and B16F10 tumor-
bearing mice were intravenously injected with m-NC-111In, at a dose of 312.5 mg polymer/kg, 125 mg SPION/kg (70 mg Fe/kg). A permanent magnet (0.43 T, 8 mm in diameter) was
applied to one tumor for 1 h. Mice were sacrificed at the specified time point, following whole body saline perfusion. (A) Blood clearance profiles, (B) Excretion profiles and (C)
Organ biodistribution profiles, at 24 h post-injection. Results are expressed as mean ± SEM (n ¼ 3).

Fig. 4. Tumor uptake of radiolabeled magnetic nanocapsules in solid tumors
following intravenous administration. Bifocal CT26, 4T1, LLC and B16F10 tumor-
bearing mice were intravenously injected with m-NC-111In, at a dose of 312.5 mg
polymer/kg, 125 mg SPION/kg (70 mg Fe/kg). A permanent magnet (0.43 T, 8 mm in
diameter) was applied to one tumor (TUþ) for 1 h. The contralateral tumor remained
unexposed (TU-) and was used as a baseline control, for each of the tumor types tested.
Mice were sacrificed at the specified time point, following whole body saline perfu-
sion. (A) The percentage injection dose per gram tumors (%ID/g), with (TUþ) or
without (TU-) exposure of a magnetic field, was assessed with gamma counting, at
24 h. (B)Magnetic drug targeting, quantified by the fold increase in tumor uptake upon
application of magnetic field, expressed as TUþ/TU- ratio. Results are expressed as
mean ± SEM (n ¼ 3). One-way ANOVA was performed using IBM SPSS version 20
followed by Tukey's multiple comparison test (**p < 0.01 and ***p < 0.005).
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linear regression between the passive tumor uptake and micro-
vessel density in six non-small cell lung cancer patients [23]. Hobbs
et al., on the other hand, suggested that tumors also have tumor-
dependent functional pore size cutoff and macromolecule perme-
ability. The transvascular transport of nanoparticles with sizes
larger than pore size cutoff can be significantly restricted [25]. In
addition to passive targeting, differences in magnetic targeting
response were also observed in vivo in different experimental
subjects and Schleich et al. attributed this effect to the variabilities
of tumor vascularization among individuals [6].

Notably, no report today has studied in details the effect of
multiple vascular parameters on tumor accumulation, especially
with magnetic targeting. Since the first liposomal anti-cancer
formulation became available on the market, many types of
nanocarriers have achieved outstanding in vitro and in vivo pre-
clinical performance, have failed the clinical trial stage. This work
aims to understand which tumor vascular parameter(s) can influ-
ence the degree of nanocarriers uptake in tumors, under both
passive and magnetic targeting conditions. This has been achieved
by performing pre-clinical in vivo biodistribution studies, of a
previously reported magnetic-responsive nanocarrier, in mice
bearing different types of tumors. The experimental data was then
combined this with the DoE approach, to generate mathematical
equations. These mathematical equations can assess, in a param-
eter by parameter fashion, the direct link between each of the
vascular factors and the response, in this case, tumor uptake.

Our study showed comparable organ biodistribution, blood
circulation and excretion of m-NCs in the four murine solid tumor
models. Distinct tumor accumulation profiles, under both passive
and magnetic targeting conditions, were however obtained. The
differences in vascularization of tumor tissues are likely to have
influenced the tumor accumulation of m-NCs. Tumor angiogenesis
is related to high microvessel density (MVD) and it is one of the



Fig. 5. Predicting the influence of the tumor vascular parameters on magnetic
targeting with the retrospective design of experiment (DoE) analysis approach.
Factors tested are factor A: microvessel density (MVD), factor B: vessel pore size cutoff
(CO) and factor C: and vessel diameter (DM). Responses are Response 1: %ID/g TU- and
Response 2: %ID/g TUþ). (A) and (B) show Predictive Response Surface for Response 1
and Response 2, respectively. The DoE analysis was performed using Design-Expert 9,
v9.0.6.2 software.
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major abnormal vascular characteristics of tumor tissues [26]. MVD
plays a prognostic role in determining cancer malignancies such as
metastatic rate [27], tumor angiogenesis [28] and even clinical
therapeutic outcomes [29e31]. This is due to the fact that differ-
ences in tumorMVD, as a result of drastic differences in the number
of blood vessels, can lead to differences in nanocarrier distribution
and accumulation in tumors. MVD counting has been the standard
approach for several decades for vascular analysis. The MVD was
assessed by immunohistochemistry staining in our study with
variable degrees of MVD observed among the four tumor models
tested. CT 26 showed the highest MVD which was 1.5, 2.4 and 3.2-
fold higher than the MVD values observed in 4T1, LLC and B16F10
tumors, respectively.

Tumor vessel permeability is another parameter considered in
this study since it can remarkably affect the rate of cancer growth,
predisposition to metastasis and delivery of macromolecular ther-
apeutics to tumor cells [32]. Tumor vasculature is reported to be
leaky and permeable with endothelial defects. There is a minimal
vessel pore size cutoff (CO) required for nanocarriers to extravasate.
Hobbs et al. demonstrated that the pore sizes of tumor blood ves-
sels were highly dependent on the tumor model type and the
anatomical location of tumor inoculation. Most murine tumors
inoculated subcutaneously exhibited a pore size cutoff ranging
between 380 and 780 nm (as large as 1.2e2 mm in one tumor type)
[25]. Tumors with small CO tend to have a very limited permeability
to macromolecules and consequently low extravasation of nano-
carriers. In the four murine solid tumor models tested here, the
blood vessels in LLC tumors were significantly less permeable
(3e5-fold smaller CO, mid-point values) than in other types [11,12].
Weissig et al. observed that micelles with 20 nm achieved higher
accumulation in LLC tumor compared to liposomes of 100 nm in
size, despite the longer blood circulation time of the latter. This
agrees with our findings here that LLC tumors also showed the least
uptake in passive and magnetically targeted.

Another important vascular parameter in passive delivery is the
vessel diameter (DM). DM affects tumor tissue perfusion and blood
flow distribution, thus, can potentially affect drug delivery and the
therapeutic outcomes [33]. For example, large DM results in
reduced vascular surface to plasma volume ratio which therefore
reduces the possibility of nanocarriers to reach and pass through
the blood vessel wall [34]. Previous studies suggested that blood
vessels of B16F10 tumors are 2e3-fold larger than vessels of the
other three models [13e15,17]. Our histological observations are in
line with the reported results where B16F10 melanoma tumors
showed vessels with the large lumen, filled with erythrocytes. One,
therefore, may expect that the larger diameter of blood vessels in
B16F10 tumors should theoretically result in significantly smaller %
ID/g for passively targeted B16F10 than CT26 tumors. The gamma
counting showed no significant differences in %ID/g TU- between
these two models. This could be due to the highest permeability
reported for B16F10 tumors compared to all other tumor types
tested (mid-point CO values: B16F10 > CT26 > 4T1 > LLC).

In order to single out the effect that each of the vascular pa-
rameters may have had on passive and magnetic targeting, tumor
uptake values obtained in our study with gamma counting i.e., re-
sponses, were fitted into a retrospective DoE analysis. CO has been
shown as the rate limiting step in both targeting modes. This is
already known for passive targeting. Magnetic dragging forces can
enhance passive targeting further by concentrating the nano-
carriers within the tumor and increase their possibility of extrav-
asation. It is logical that they are still unable to extravasate if the
blood vessels are not leaky enough [35].

The DoE analysis for magnetic targeting (Response 2) indicated
that the accumulation of m-NCs in tumor tissues, under the influ-
ence of an external magnetic field, was also significantly affected by
MVD, in a positive manner. CT26 tumors exhibited highest MVD
and highest TU þ uptake. The high local MVD provides a higher
total surface area available for extravasation of nanoparticles into
tumor interstitium [36e39]. Interestingly, DM has not negatively
influenced magnetic targeting (p > 0.05). The effect of large DM
could have been overcome by the local increase in the nanocarrier
concentration within the tumor vasculature, due to the acting
magnetic forces, thus compensating for the loss in the vascular
surface area available to extravasation.

As the DoE results imply, the tumor vasculature factors which
appeared to be significant, i.e., can influence %ID/g, were different
between passive and magnetic tumor targeting; CO and DM were
significant factors for passive targeting (Table S2, Equations (2) and
(3)), while MVD and CO were significant factors for magnetic tar-
geting (Table S9, Equation (4) and (5).

Patient selection, based on their tumor vasculature character-
istics, can become an important factor to consider when selecting
patients for magnetically targeted therapies. In passive tumor tar-
geting, for example, larger CO results in higher %ID/g whereas the
DM can inversely, but mildly, affect %ID/g (Equation (2)). LLC tumor
has the lowest COwhich resulted in the lowest %ID/g TU- compared
to other tumor types. CT26 and B16F10 have large CO but CT26 has
a smaller DM than B16F10 hence CT26 achieved the higher %ID/g
TU- than B16F10 and also other tumors.

When the magnetic field was applied, MVD appears to be the
major contributing factor towards %ID/g tumor, with CO comes
second (Equation (4)). The true value coefficient for MVD is ~10
times higher than CO (Equation (5)). LLC tumor, for example, has a
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moderate MVD value and managed to achieve a 4-fold increase in
tumor uptake with magnetic targeting, i.e., TUþ/TU- ratio (Fig. 4),
despite its lowest CO value. The DoE provides a good rationale why
LLC achieved the highest improvement with magnetic targeting
despite its lowest %ID/g TU-. Overall, the DoE results provide a
mathematical tool to predict optimal therapeutic outcomes, using
magnetic targeting, knowing the tumor vasculature characteristics
of the solid tumor to be treated. Another positive insight from this
data is that even tumors with low CO but of large DM, and
moderate-to-high MVD are very likely to benefit from magnetic
targeting based therapy.

In addition to biological factors, one may propose that the effect
of physical parameters such as nanoparticle size among others is
interesting to study using the DoE approach. It is however
conceivable that such parameters are likely to alter NP's pharma-
cokinetic profiles and interactions with the tumor, introducing
multi-factorial interactions. This type of experiments involving
multi-factorial interactions can be combined with DoE approach
but requires a new experimental design altogether and cannot be
done retrospectively using this set of data. On this relevant topic
and in a very recent work by our group [40,41], we have performed
extensive studies, not involving DoE design, investigating the effect
of increasing SPION loading of the nanocapsule, while maintaining
the same nanocapsule size, on blood circulation time, organ bio-
distribution and tumor targeting in CT26 tumor model. A linear
increase in magnetic targeting as a function of increased SPION
dose was found. No difference in organ biodistribution or blood
circulation time was observed among the m-NC formulations,
containing different amounts of SPION, up to 125 mg/kg dose, a
dose abovewhich an increased liver and spleen uptake and reduced
blood circulation times started to be observed. Magnetic targeting
efficiency plateaued at that SPION dose. The stability of our
formulation in presence of serum has also been established [41].

5. Conclusions

The novelty of this work relies on investigating the effect of
biological parameters of solid tumors, onmagnetic targeting, which
has only been studied in the context of passive tumor targeting to
date. In addition, the DoE approach was used to extract mathe-
matical relationship to quantify the impact that each single vascular
factor had on passive/magnetic targeting. These studies are
important as they shed light on which tumor types are likely to be
suitable for magnetic targeting therapy. We have proven here that
the important biological factors can be different in magnetic tar-
geting from those reported to be relevant to passive tumor
targeting.

Our study concerned establishing a correlation between tumor
vascular parameters and degree of tumor uptake following passive
and magnetic targeting. The results suggested that CO was a rate
limiting factor in both targeting modes. DM and MVD influenced
passive and magnetic targeting, respectively. Our study demon-
strated in mathematical terms that the influence of an individual
vascular parameter had on the passive and magnetic targeting of
magnetic nanocarriers to tumors. In addition, the findings of this
study further confirmed the importance of taking the tumor
vasculature characteristics into account when designing nano-
carriers for both passive and magnetic targeting. In relevance to
clinical applications, our results confirmed that the magnetic tar-
geting approach can be applied to both leaky and less leaky tumors.

Acknowledgements

K.C.M acknowledges funding from the King's Graduate School
International Research Studentships. J.B. acknowledges funding
from the King's-China Scholarship Council (CSC). Funding from the
Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BB/
J008656/1) and Worldwide Cancer Research (12-1054) are
acknowledged.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data related to this article can be found at http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2016.08.030.

References

[1] T. Sun, Y.S. Zhang, B. Pang, D.C. Hyun, M. Yang, Y. Xia, Engineered nano-
particles for drug delivery in cancer therapy, Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 53 (2014)
12320e12364.

[2] H. Maeda, The enhanced permeability and retention (EPR) effect in tumor
vasculature: the key role of tumor-selective macromolecular drug targeting,
Adv. Enzyme Regul. 41 (2001) 189e207.

[3] K.J. Harrington, S. Mohammadtaghi, P.S. Uster, D. Glass, A.M. Peters, R.G. Vile,
et al., Effective targeting of solid tumors in patients with locally advanced
cancers by radiolabeled pegylated liposomes, Clin. Cancer Res. 7 (2001)
243e254.

[4] Q.A. Pankhurst, J. Connolly, S. Jones, J. Dobson, Applications of magnetic
nanoparticles in biomedicine, J. Phys. D. Appl. Phys. 36 (2003) R167.

[5] V. Torchilin, M.M. Amiji, Handbook of Materials for Nanomedicine, Pan
Stanford Publishing, 2010.

[6] N. Schleich, C. Po, D. Jacobs, B. Ucakar, B. Gallez, F. Danhier, et al., Comparison
of active, passive and magnetic targeting to tumors of multifunctional
paclitaxel/SPIO-loaded nanoparticles for tumor imaging and therapy,
J. Control Release 194 (2014) 82e91.

[7] J. Bai, J.T.-W. Wang, N. Rubio, A. Protti, H. Heidari, R. Elgogary, et al., Triple-
modal imaging of magnetically-targeted nanocapsules in solid tumours
in vivo, Theranostics 6 (2016) 15.

[8] R.I. El-Gogary, N. Rubio Carrero, J.T.-W. Wang, W.T. Al-Jamal, M. Bourgognon,
H. Kafa, et al., Polyethylene glycol conjugated polymeric nanocapsules for
targeted delivery of quercetin to folate-expressing cancer cells in vitro and
in vivo, ACS Nano 8 (2) (2014) 1384e1401.

[9] S. Hansen, F. Sørensen, W. Vach, D. Grabau, M. Bak, C. Rose, Microvessel
density compared with the Chalkley count in a prognostic study of angio-
genesis in breast cancer patients, Histopathology 44 (2004) 428e436.

[10] N. Weidner, J. Folkman, F. Pozza, P. Bevilacqua, E.N. Allred, D.H. Moore, et al.,
Tumor angiogenesis: a new significant and independent prognostic indicator
in early-stage breast carcinoma, J. Natl. Cancer Inst. 84 (1992) 1875e1887.

[11] O. Ishida, K. Maruyama, K. Sasaki, M. Iwatsuru, Size-dependent extravasation
and interstitial localization of polyethyleneglycol liposomes in solid tumor-
bearing mice, Int. J. Pharm. 190 (1999) 49e56.

[12] G.J. Charrois, T.M. Allen, Rate of biodistribution of STEALTH® liposomes to
tumor and skin: influence of liposome diameter and implications for toxicity
and therapeutic activity, Biochim. Biophys. Acta (BBA)-Biomembr. 1609
(2003) 102e108.

[13] S. Kashiwagi, Y. Izumi, T. Gohongi, Z.N. Demou, L. Xu, P.L. Huang, et al., No
mediates mural cell recruitment and vessel morphogenesis in murine mela-
nomas and tissue-engineered blood vessels, J. Clin. Investig. 115 (2005) 1816.

[14] D.T. Fisher, Q. Chen, J.J. Skitzki, J.B. Muhitch, L. Zhou, M.M. Appenheimer, et al.,
IL-6 trans-signaling licenses mouse and human tumor microvascular gate-
ways for trafficking of cytotoxic T cells, J. Clin. Investig. 121 (2011) 3846.

[15] S. Goel, N. Gupta, B.P. Walcott, M. Snuderl, C.T. Kesler, N.D. Kirkpatrick, et al.,
Effects of vascular-endothelial protein tyrosine phosphatase inhibition on
breast Cancer vasculature and metastatic progression, J. Natl. Cancer Inst. 105
(22) (2013), 1762.

[16] C. Bouvard, Z. Segaoula, A. De Arcangelis, I. Galy-Fauroux, L. Mauge, A.-
M. Fischer, et al., Tie2-dependent deletion of a6 integrin subunit in mice re-
duces tumor growth and angiogenesis, Int. J. Oncol. 45 (2014) 2058e2064.

[17] J. Braun, K. Strittmatter, T. Nübel, D. Komljenovic, M. Sator-Schmitt, T. B€auerle,
et al., Loss of stromal JUNB does not affect tumor growth and angiogenesis,
Int. J. Cancer 134 (2014) 1511e1516.

[18] I. Millet, E. Bouic-Pages, D. Hoa, D. Azria, P. Taourel, Growth of breast Cancer
recurrences assessed by consecutive MRI, BMC Cancer 11 (2011) 155.

[19] K.S. Ho, P.C. Poon, S.C. Owen, M.S. Shoichet, Blood vessel hyperpermeability
and pathophysiology in human tumour xenograft models of breast cancer: a
comparison of ectopic and orthotopic tumours, BMC Cancer 12 (2012) 579.

[20] V. Weissig, K.R. Whiteman, V.P. Torchilin, Accumulation of protein-loaded
long-circulating micelles and liposomes in subcutaneous Lewis lung carci-
noma in mice, Pharm. Res. 15 (1998) 1552e1556.

[21] Y.H. Bae, R.J. Mrsny, K. Park, Cancer Targeted Drug Delivery, Springer, 2013.
[22] T. Lammers, F. Kiessling, W.E. Hennink, G. Storm, Drug targeting to tumors:

principles, pitfalls and (pre-) clinical progress, J. Control Release 161 (2012)
175e187.

[23] M. Koukourakis, S. Koukouraki, A. Giatromanolaki, S. Archimandritis,
J. Skarlatos, K. Beroukas, et al., Liposomal doxorubicin and conventionally
fractionated radiotherapy in the treatment of locally advanced nonesmall-cell

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2016.08.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2016.08.030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref23


K.-C. Mei et al. / Biomaterials 106 (2016) 276e285 285
lung cancer and head and neck cancer, J. Clin. Oncol. 17 (1999) 3512e3521.
[24] L.W. Seymour, D.R. Ferry, D. Anderson, S. Hesslewood, P.J. Julyan, R. Poyner, et

al., Hepatic drug targeting: phase I evaluation of polymer-bound doxorubicin,
J. Clin. Oncol. 20 (2002) 1668e1676.

[25] S.K. Hobbs, W.L. Monsky, F. Yuan, W.G. Roberts, L. Griffith, V.P. Torchilin, et al.,
Regulation of transport pathways in tumor vessels: role of tumor type and
microenvironment, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 95 (1998) 4607e4612.

[26] V.V. Iakovlev, M. Gabril, W. Dubinski, A. Scorilas, Y.M. Youssef, H. Faragalla, et
al., Microvascular density as an independent predictor of clinical outcome in
renal cell carcinoma: an automated image analysis study, Lab. Investig. 92
(2012) 46e56.

[27] S. Yoshino, M. Kato, K. Okada, Prognostic significance of microvessel count in
low stage renal cell carcinoma, Int. J. Urol. 2 (1995) 156e160.

[28] B. Uzzan, P. Nicolas, M. Cucherat, G.-Y. Perret, Microvessel density as a
prognostic factor in women with breast cancer a systematic review of the
literature and meta-analysis, Cancer Res. 64 (2004) 2941e2955.

[29] T. Imao, M. Egawa, H. Takashima, K. Koshida, M. Namiki, Inverse correlation of
microvessel density with metastasis and prognosis in renal cell carcinoma, Int.
J. Urol. 11 (2004) 948e953.

[30] O. Nativ, E. Sabo, A. Reiss, M. Wald, S. Madjar, B. Moskovitz, Clinical signifi-
cance of tumor angiogenesis in patients with localized renal cell carcinoma,
Urology 51 (1998) 693e696.

[31] E. Yildiz, S. Ayan, F. Goze, G. Gokce, E.Y. Gultekin, Relation of microvessel
density with microvascular invasion, metastasis and prognosis in renal cell
carcinoma, BJU Int. 101 (2008) 758e764.
[32] D.M. McDonald, P. Baluk, Significance of blood vessel leakiness in cancer,
Cancer Res. 62 (2002) 5381e5385.

[33] J.R. Less, T.C. Skalak, E.M. Sevick, R.K. Jain, Microvascular architecture in a
mammary carcinoma: branching patterns and vessel dimensions, Cancer Res.
51 (1991) 265e273.

[34] B.A. Teicher, L.M. Ellis, Antiangiogenic Agents in Cancer Therapy, Springer
Science & Business Media, 2008.

[35] M. Arruebo, R. Fern�andez-Pacheco, M.R. Ibarra, J. Santamaría, Magnetic
nanoparticles for drug delivery, Nano Today 2 (2007) 22e32.

[36] M. Ziche, P.M. Gullino, Angiogenesis and neoplastic progression in vitro,
J. Natl. Cancer Inst. 69 (1982) 483e487.

[37] S. STEVEN, M. HANNE, M.G. PIETRO, Angiogenesis as a marker of preneoplastic
lesions of the human breast, Cancer 41 (1978) 239e244.

[38] N. Weidner, Tumoural vascularity as a prognostic factor in cancer patients:
the evidence continues to grow, J. Pathol. 184 (1998) 119e122.

[39] R.J. Gillies, P.A. Schomack, T.W. Secomb, N. Raghunand, Causes and effects of
heterogeneous perfusion in tumors, Neoplasia 1 (1999) 197e207.

[40] Bai J, Wang JT-Z, Mei K-C, Al-Jamal WT, Al-Jamal KT. Real-time monitoring of
magnetic drug targeting using fibered confocal fluorescence microscopy. J.
Control. Release. doi:0.1016/j.jconrel.2016.07.026.

[41] Al-Jamal KT, Jie B, Wang JT-Z, Protti A, Southern P, Bogart L, Heidari H, Li X,
Cakebread A, Asker D, Al-Jamal WT, Shah A, Bals S, Sosabowski J, Pankhurst
QA. Magnetic drug targeting: preclinical in vivo studies, mathematical
modeling and extrapolation to humans. Nano Lett., doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.
1021/acs.nanolett.6b02261.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0142-9612(16)30417-3/sref39
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.nanolett.6b02261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.nanolett.6b02261

	Investigating the effect of tumor vascularization on magnetic targeting in vivo using retrospective design of experiment
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and methods
	2.1. Materials and reagents
	2.2. Preparation of the m-NCs
	2.3. Size and zeta potential measurements
	2.4. Determination of SPION encapsulation efficiency in m-NCs
	2.5. Radiolabeling of m-NCs and serum stability studies
	2.6. CD31 immunohistochemistry staining
	2.7. Microvessel density (MVD) assessment
	2.8. Vessel pore size cutoff (CO) and diameter (DM) assessment
	2.9. Radiolabeling of m-NCs and serum stability studies
	2.10. CT26, 4T1, LLC and B16F10 tumor inoculation
	2.11. Magnetic targeting setup in vivo
	2.12. Quantitative organ biodistribution studies by gamma counting
	2.13. Hematoxylin and eosin (H&E) staining of tissue sections
	2.14. Retrospective design of experiment (DoE)
	2.15. Statistical analysis

	3. Results
	3.1. Preparation and characterization of magnetic nanocapsules (m-NCs) for magnetic targeting
	3.2. Assessment of tumor vasculature characteristics
	3.3. Evaluation of blood circulation and organ distribution in vivo
	3.4. Passive and magnetic targeting of solid tumors in vivo
	3.5. Retrospective design of experiment (DoE) analysis

	4. Discussion
	5. Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A. Supplementary data
	References


