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Table S1. Analysis of variance performed to compare the drug loading values of F1a-MH, F1b-MH and F1c-MH 

formulations. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure S1. Drug loading values of the three MH-loaded liposomal formulations, in a graphical representation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Source Type III SS df Mean Squares F-ratio p value

VAR$(1) 6.585 2 3.293 68.354 0.000

Error 0.434 9 0.048



Table S2. Post-hoc analyses results deriving from the Tukey's (A), Bonferroni (B) and Fisher's (C) tests, applied to the 

ANOVA performed on the drug loading data. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table S3. Analysis of variance comparing the mean hydrodynamic diameter of unloaded and MH-loaded F1 

formulations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table S4. Post-hoc analyses results deriving from the Tukey's (A), Bonferroni (B) and Fisher's (C) tests, applied to the 

ANOVA performed on the mean size data of unloaded and MH-loaded F1 liposomes. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure S2. Mean size values of unloaded and MH-loaded F1 liposomes. 

 

 

 

Table S5. Analysis of variance performed to compare the mean zeta potential values of unloaded and MH-loaded F1 

formulations. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Source Type III SS df Mean Squares F-ratio p value

LIPOSOME_FZ$ 26,583 3 8,861 2,817 0,094

Error 31,460 10 3,146



Table S6. Post-hoc analyses results deriving from the Tukey's (A), Bonferroni (B) and Fisher's (C) tests, applied to the 

ANOVA performed on the mean zeta potential values of unloaded and MH-loaded F1 liposomes. 

 
 

 

Figure S3. Mean zeta potential values of unloaded and MH-loaded F1 liposomes. 

 


