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Impact of viscosity reduction excipients were studied with two excipients. It was observed that excipient 1
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The delay observed for increase in AP after conditioning of the load, Is due to impact of the viscosity reduction }
excipient on reducing the P-P interactions and thus deferring the gel formation.
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A dual strategy of maintaining a higher CFR for the initial UF and DF ensures sweeping action on the membrane
surface. Higher TMP and reduced CFR during UFII prevents clogging followed by protein displacement in
solution
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protein was efficiently displaced from the surface and an increment of 21% recovery was achieved in Pilot scale

{ Low recovery observed during development and pilot scale. Post optimization during scale up of recovery strategy, j
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Lower module resistance is observed for TangenX EP screen for which the feed channel
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