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Figure S1. DSC thermograms of hydrogel formulations containing the highest load for (a)

LID, (b) DIC, and (c) IBU in comparison to unmedicated ones and corresponding pure drug.

Thermograms were obtained from first heating (cycle 1).
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Figure S2. DSC thermograms of hydrogel formulations containing the highest load for (a)

LID, (b) DIC, and (c) IBU in comparison to unmedicated ones and corresponding pure drug.

Thermograms were obtained from second heating (cycle 3).
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Figure S3. FT-IR spectra of post-loaded LID formulations in comparison to pure LID and
unmedicated PEO hydrogel film. (a) Pure LID, (b) unmedicated PEO xerogel film, (c) PEO-
LID 1.12% w/w (25% saturation), (d) PEO-LID 3.64% w/w (50% saturation), (e¢) PEO-LID
6.31% w/w (75% saturation), (f) PEO-LID 9.75% w/w (100% saturation).
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Figure S4. FT-IR spectra of post-loaded DIC formulations in comparison to pure DIC and
unmedicated PEO xerogel film. (a) Pure DIC, (b) unmedicated PEO xerogel film, (c) PEO-
DIC 3.28% w/w (25% saturation), (d) PEO-DIC 8.39% w/w (50% saturation), (¢) PEO-DIC
13.62% w/w (75% saturation), (f) PEO-DIC 20.68% w/w (100% saturation).
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Figure S5. FT-IR spectra of post-loaded IBU formulations in comparison to pure IBU and
unmedicated PEO xerogel film. (a) Pure IBU, (b) unmedicated PEO xerogel film, (c) PEO-IBU
15.54% w/w (25% saturation), (d) PEO-IBU 31.01% w/w (50% saturation), (e) PEO-IBU 45.48%
w/w (75% saturation), (f) PEO-IBU 59.09% w/w (100% saturation).



(@)
(b)
1095.67 cm’!

%
T
rl ()
a
n
S
m
i
@
t
a
n
C
e

(e)

(f)

1035/74 cm’! 7

4000 3500 3000 2500 2000 1500 1000 500

Wavenumber (cm1)

Figure S6. FT-IR spectra of in-situ loaded LID formulations in comparison to pure LID and
unmedicated PEO xerogel film. (a) Pure LID, (b) unmedicated PEO xerogel film, (c) PEO-LID
1.12% w/w, (d) PEO-LID 3.57% w/w, (e) PEO-LID 6.30% w/w, (f) PEO-LID 9.93% w/w.
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Figure S7. FT-IR spectra of in-situ loaded DIC formulations in comparison to pure DIC and
unmedicated PEO xerogel film. (a) Pure DIC, (b) unmedicated PEO xerogel film, (c) PEO-DIC
3.17% w/w, (d) PEO-DIC 8.37% w/w, (e) PEO-DIC 13.12% w/w, (f) PEO-DIC 20.26% w/w.
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Figure S8. Permeation of post-loaded model drugs from hydrogels in pH 7.2 phosphate
buffer through EVA membrane. A) LID, B) DIC, C) IBU.




A)

120 ~

100 -

60 —A— In-situ Loaded LID

—0— Unmedicated
40

20

Mean Cumulative Drug Permeated (%)

I T O 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Time (h)

B)

70 -

60 -

50 -

40 -
—&— In-situ Loaded DIC

Mean Cumulative Drug Permeated (%)

30
—0— Unmedicated
20
10
0 OO OO . )
0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Time (h)

Figure S9. Permeation of in-situ loaded model drugs from hydrogels in pH 7.2 phosphate
buffer through EVA membrane. A) LID, B) DIC.



