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Abstract 

 

This paper proposes a simple and effective methodology for the scale-up and process transfer 

of freeze-drying recipes. Process modeling allows studying in silico product evolution in a 

given freeze-dryer, and calculating the operating conditions that results in the same product 

dynamics in a different equipment. Few experiments are necessary to determine model 

parameters and to characterize the two freeze-dryers. The problem of the batch non-

uniformity and the effect of parameters uncertainty are also addressed. The effectiveness of 

this approach is demonstrated by means of various examples. 
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Introduction 

 

Freeze-drying is a crucial process technology in biotech manufacturing to avoid deterioration 

of temperature sensitive products like plasma, enzymes, vaccines, monoclonal antibodies and 

many others.[1],[2] Despite it is widely used in bioproducts and biopharmaceuticals 

manufacturing, freeze-drying is still a costly, complex, and poorly understood process and 

various design, monitoring e control technological challenges need to be tackled.[3]  

The problems of recipe scale-up and process transfer are well known to every freeze-

drying practitioner.  

An extended experimental campaign is generally carried out at lab-scale to identify the 

values of the heating shelf temperature and of the drying chamber pressure that allow 

obtaining a product with acceptable quality. It is generally recognized that this result is 

achieved if product temperature is maintained below a limit value during primary drying, i.e. 

when the ice is removed from the frozen product by sublimation. Recently, model-based tools 

as the SMARTTM Freeze-Dryer[4],[5] and the LyoDriver[6],[7] have been proposed in order to 

optimize the recipe by carrying out few experiments, thus shortening the step of recipe 

development. 

The same recipe obtained in the lab-scale equipment cannot generally be used without 

modifications to freeze-dry the product in a pilot-scale or industrial-scale freeze-dryer, as it 

does not guarantee to obtain the same dynamics of product temperature and of the ice content 

(i.e. the same primary drying length). In fact, quite often product temperature could exceed 

the limit value, and/or the length of the process could be different. The same problems occur 

when transferring a process to a different equipment, even in case the scale is not modified. 

The reasons at the basis of this are numerous; some of them have been highlighted in various 

papers and have been recently discussed:[8]-[11] 

- Environmental conditions in the manufacturing area: they can affect the nucleation 

temperature and, thus, the distribution of the ice crystals size and the resistance of the 

dry layer to vapor flux during primary drying.[12] 

- Shelf surface temperature: it can be different in different machines, even when the set 

point of the heating/cooling fluid temperature is kept the same, due to differences in 

the apparatus design, in the temperature control strategy, and in the load. Moreover, 

there can be temperature variation across the shelves, particularly during heavy heat 

exchange requirement, and the temperature distribution is generally a function of 

equipment and load characteristics.[13],[14]  
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- Radiation effect: radiation from the shelf and from chamber walls affects the heat 

transfer to the product. This contribution depends on the equipment characteristics, 

namely the distance between the shelves, the wall temperature, the proximity of the 

vials to the walls, and the emissivity of the surfaces.[15]  

- Chamber pressure: the local values of chamber pressure depend on the operating 

conditions and on the geometrical characteristics of the equipment, and they can affect 

both the heat flux to the product, and the mass transfer from the interface of 

sublimation to the chamber.[16]  

- Heating and cooling rates: their maximum values can depend on the type of 

equipment, and, thus, in certain cases it can be impossible to use the same recipe in 

two different freeze-dryers;[14] besides, in case the freezing step is not carried out in 

the same way in both freeze-dryers (i.e. with the same evolution of product 

temperature vs. time), the structure of the cake obtained in the drying step can be 

significantly different, and this will affedct product temperature during primary drying 

even when using the same operating conditions. 

Moreover, it is generally assumed that the formulation and the containers are not modified in 

the scale-up of a recipe. With this respect it must be highlighted that small changes in the vial 

geometry, especially for what concerns the bottom shape, may have a significant impact. 

Finally, as a consequence of the effect that the chamber pressure can have on the process, it 

must be assured that the pressure control is similar and effective in both freeze-dryers: an 

higher impedance of the dryer can cause choked flow and, thus, uncontrolled and higher 

pressure in the chamber. Obviously "human errors" like the use of different types of pressure 

sensor, like a capacitance manometer and a Pirani gauge, with the same pressure set point, 

must be avoided.[8] 

Despite the relevance of the problem, few papers appeared in the literature dealing with 

recipe scale-up, and no simple and effective solutions were provided.  

A first approach consists of designing a robust recipe that can be used both in the lab-

scale and in the pilot-scale (or industrial-scale) freeze-dryer under the hypothesis that the two 

pieces of equipment are practically equivalent. This results is obtained by carrying out 

additional cycles in the lab-scale equipment using slightly different values of shelf 

temperature (e.g. ±2°C around the values of the original recipe) and of chamber pressure: if a 

product with acceptable quality is obtained, the recipe is considered to be sufficiently robust 

to be used in the pilot (or industrial) scale equipment.[9]  

A second approach to deal with the scale-up problem is to define a “robust” design 
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space of the primary drying step, i.e. the set of operating conditions that preserve product 

quality at the end of the lyophilization process in different freeze-dryers; statistical tools can 

be used to achieve this result.[17]  

Both when using a robust recipe or a robust design space no scale-up is carried out, as 

the same recipe is used in different freeze-dryers; obviously, the recipe that is used can be 

excessively conservative. 

As an alternative, a trial-and-error approach is generally proposed to perform the scale-

up of a recipe. Tsinontides et al.[18] proposed to use a mathematical model to investigate 

product evolution in the large-scale freeze-dryer when the recipe developed in the small-scale 

equipment is used. Few experiments are required to determine the heat transfer coefficient to 

the product, and the resistance of the dry layer to vapor flow during primary drying is 

assumed to be not affected by the scale of the equipment if the same cooling rate is used in 

the freezing step. The goal of this study is to evaluate firstly the robustness of the recipe, and 

in case process simulation evidences that product temperature exceeds the limit value, a trial-

and-error approach is required to determine the new recipe. Kuu et al.[19] proposed a 

procedure to correlate some key parameters (the heat transfer coefficient between the shelf 

and the product, and the resistance of the dry product to vapor flow) between a laboratory and 

a production freeze-dryer, and used a mathematical model to investigate the effect of the 

selected recipe on maximum product temperature, thus pointing out the parameters that must 

be used in the large-scale equipment. 

From this literature survey it comes out that the scale-up of a freeze-drying recipe is still 

an open problem. The Guidance for Industry PAT (Process Analytical Technology) released 

by US FDA in 2004 emphasizes the need for a deep understanding of biotech processes to 

improve manufacturing efficiency, with the goal to build product quality in the process.[20],[21] 

In this framework, the possibility of performing a true scale-up of a freeze-drying recipe using 

mathematical modeling has been recently investigated by Kramer et al.[22]: the pilot-scale 

shelf temperature was approximated using a steady-state value that was calculated using the 

values of model parameters obtained in the pilot-scale equipment, and neglecting the variation 

of product resistance during primary drying, as well as the variation of product resistance in 

different freeze-dryers.  

This paper shows a simple and effective methodology for recipe-scale-up and process 

transfer that takes into account the variation of product resistance during the main drying, as 

well as the possibility that product resistance is not the same in different freeze-dryers. As it 

will become clearer in the following, such approach involves the use of mathematical 
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modeling to simulate product evolution for a selected recipe, and few experiments to 

determine model parameters and to characterize the different freeze-dryers. The effect of 

parameters uncertainty can be easily accounted for, as well as batch non-uniformity. We will 

refer to the equipment “1” as the freeze-dryer where the recipe has been obtained and, 

possibly, optimized (i.e. the lab-scale freeze-dryer): such recipe has to be transferred/scaled-

up to the equipment “2” (i.e. the pilot or the industrial-scale freeze-dryer). 

 

 

Methods and Materials 

 

Process modeling 

The scale-up procedure proposed in this paper is based on a mathematical model of the 

freeze-drying process. Among the various equations available in the Literature to describe 

product evolution in a freeze-drying process we focused on the model proposed by Velardi 

and Barresi.[23] It is a one-dimensional model where the heat flux to the product and the 

solvent sublimation flux are calculated using the following equations: 

( )fluidq v BJ K T T= −             (1) 

( ), ,
1

w w i w c
p

J p p
R

= −             (2) 

The driving force for the heat flux is given by the difference between the heating fluid 

temperature (Tfluid) and the product temperature at the vial bottom. Generally, the shelf 

temperature is used instead of Tfluid: the reason for this will be discussed afterwards. The heat 

flux accounts for all the heat transferred to the product, e.g. for radiation from the chamber 

walls, and, thus, the coefficient Kv is an effective heat transfer coefficient. 

The solvent flux from the interface of sublimation is calculated using eq. (2) as a 

function of the driving force and of a parameter, Rp, that can be determined with few 

experiments. Moreover, eq. (2) is simpler than the equation proposed by Pikal[24] and 

Rambhatla et al.[13] where all the contributions to mass transfer resistance (namely the dried 

layer, the stopper, and the chamber) appeared explicitly.  

At the moving interface there is no heat accumulation, and the heat flux is used for ice 

sublimation: 

( ) ( )
1

frozen
fluid , ,

frozen

1 1
i s w i w c

v p

L T T H p p
K k R

−
⎛ ⎞

+ − = ∆ −⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠

       (3) 
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The following equation gives product temperature at the vial bottom: 

( )
1

frozen
fluid fluid

frozen

1 1
B i

v v

LT T T T
K K k

−
⎛ ⎞

= − + −⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠

         (4) 

Finally, the evolution of frozen product thickness is calculated by solving the following 

equation: 

( )frozen
, ,

frozen dried

1 1
w i w c

p

dL p p
dt Rρ ρ

= − −
−

         (5) 

The vapor pressure at the sublimation interface (pw,i) depends on the interface temperature 

(Ti): the Goff-Gratch equation is considered the reference equation, and the values obtained 

using this equation are in perfect agreement with those given by the International Association 

for the Properties of Steam.[25],[26] Such equation can be simplified: in fact, the values of pw,i in 

the temperature range of interest for freeze-drying can be calculated, and then these values 

can be interpolated, thus obtaining: 
6150.6 28.932

,
iT

w ip e
− +

=             (6) 

In the Literature about freeze-drying modeling it is possible to find various types of models 

for the primary drying step, taking into account various heat and mass transfer mechanisms, 

as well as the occurrence of radial gradients of temperature and composition[27]-[29]. The main 

drawback of detailed and multidimensional models is that their equations involve a lot of 

parameters, whose value cannot be easily obtained by means of experiments with a small 

uncertainty; moreover, the calculation time can be really high. Thus, taking into account the 

goal of this paper, we focused on a simplified mono-dimensional model as it involves few 

parameters that can be easily measured (or estimated, as it will be discussed in the following); 

besides, the calculation time is short and, obviously, the model has been extensively 

validated.[23],[30] 

 

Determination of model parameters 

The heat transfer coefficient is mainly a function of chamber pressure: 

1
v

v

v

K c
v K

K c

b P
K a

c P
= +

+
            (7) 

Various expressions were provided in the past to calculate the coefficients 
vKa , 

vKb , and 
vKc ; 

nevertheless, experimental investigation is required to determine reliably these values.[31]-[33]  
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A gravimetric method allows calculating Kv: it consists of preparing a batch with the 

vials filled with water and, then, to carry out the primary drying for a time interval (∆t) and to 

measure the weight loss (∆m) and the temperature of the ice at the vial bottom (TB). The 

coefficient Kv is given by: 

( )fluid

s
v

B v

m HK
t T T A

∆ ⋅ ∆
=

∆ ⋅ − ⋅
         (8) 

The value of the sublimation flux (i.e. ( )vm t A∆ ∆ ⋅ ) can be obtained also using the Tunable 

Diode Laser Absorption Spectroscopy (TDLAS) if the vapor velocity in the duct between the 

chamber and the condenser is known. Also in this case Kv can be calculated if TB is 

measured.[34]-[36] Finally, Kv can be estimated using one of the algorithms proposed to monitor 

the process using the pressure rise test.[37]-[41]  

 The value of the coefficient Kv is not the same for all the containers of the batch as a 

consequence of the different contributions of the various heat transfer mechanisms: as an 

example, the vials at the edges of the shelf receive also radiant heat from chamber walls, 

beside the heat flux from the heating fluid, while vials located in the central part of the batch 

are heated only from the heating fluid.[42],[43] The gravimetric method allows to determine the 

distribution of Kv in the batch, while both the TDLAS sensor and the pressure rise test based 

methods allow to determine only a “mean” value of Kv for the batch. As the coefficient Kv is a 

function of chamber pressure, at least three measurements at three different values of Pc are 

required to calculate 
vKa , 

vKb , and 
vKc . 

 In the following we will assume that the batch is made up of various groups of vials, and 

the j-th group is characterized by the parameters ,vK ja , ,vK jb , and ,vK jc . The parameters 
vKb  

and 
vKc  are used to express the dependence of Kv on chamber pressure, and this is not 

expected to be influenced by the equipment characteristics or the position of the vial on the 

shelf: as a consequence only the parameter ,vK ja  will be different according to the equipment 

and to the position of the vial over the shelf. This is a fair and useful assumption as it allows 

the User to do three gravimetric tests in a lab-scale equipment and only one test in the pilot-

scale or industrial-scale equipment to calculate ,vK ja . 

 It has to be pointed out that the driving force for heat transfer (eqs. (2) and (8)) is 

calculated using the heating fluid temperature. This allows accounting for the possible non-

uniform shelf temperature in the equipment where the distribution of values of Kv is 

determined. 
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The resistance of the dry product to vapor flow (Rp) depends mainly on the cake 

thickness for a given product and freezing rate: 

dried
,0

dried1
p

p

R
p p

R

A L
R R

B L
= +

+
            (9) 

The parameters ,0pR , 
pRA , and 

pRB can be calculated by looking for best fit between eq. (9) 

and the curve of Rp vs. Ldried that can be determined using the measurement of the solvent flux 

obtained with TDLAS sensor (with the measurement/estimation of product temperature): 

, ,w i w c
p

w

p p
R

J
−

=              (10) 

or one of the algorithms used to interpret the pressure rise test. The value of Rp can also be 

calculated from the product specific surface area.[13] Recently, Fissore et al.[44] proposed to 

use a weighing device in the drying chamber to estimate Rp using the measurement of the 

weight loss and of product temperature in the weighed vials.  

 

Method for recipe scale-up  

A simple and effective method for recipe scale-up is proposed in this section. The original 

recipe is supposed to maintain product temperature below the limit value for the product 

considered. As the batch is non-uniform due to the distribution of Kv values, at first we need 

to select a group of vials and the new recipe is calculated so that the evolution of the product 

in that group is the same in the two pieces of equipment. To this purpose the heating fluid 

temperature is manipulated, while the values of chamber pressure vs. time are the same in the 

two freeze-dryers. We will first deal with the case with Rp,1 = Rp,2, i.e. the values of resistance 

to vapor flow vs. cake thickness are the same in the two freeze-dryers, and than the case with 

Rp,1 ≠ Rp,2 will be analyzed. After this we will show how it is possible to account for 

parameters uncertainty.  

 

Recipe scale-up in case Rp,1 = Rp,2 

When Rp,1 = Rp,2 it is possible to scale-up a recipe so that both product temperature and the 

residual amount of ice vs. time are the same for the selected set of vials in the two pieces of 

equipment (labeled as 1 and 2). In this case the fundamental equation used to scale-up the 

recipe is obtained from eq. (3) that correlates Tfluid, Ti, TB and Lfrozen, and that can be written 

as:  
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frozen

frozen
fluid

frozen

frozen

1

1 1

v B i
v

v
v

LK T T
K k

T
LK

K k

⎛ ⎞
+ +⎜ ⎟

⎝ ⎠=
⎛ ⎞

+ −⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠

          (11) 

The proposed method comprises the following steps: 

1a. The product evolution in the first equipment can be calculated, given the values of 

Tfluid and Pc vs. time. At each time instant t, i.e. for each value of Tfluid,1, the values of 

Lfrozen, Ti and of TB for the product in the equipment “1” (indicated as Lfrozen,1, Ti,1 and 

TB,1) are thus known.  

2a. At each time instant t the value of Tfluid in the equipment 2 (Tfluid,2), characterized by a 

different value of the parameter Kv (Kv,2), can be calculated so that the product state 

(Lfrozen,2, Ti,2 and TB,2) is equal to that obtained in the equipment 1 (Lfrozen,1, Ti,1 and 

TB,1). Equation (11) can be used to this purpose, thus obtaining: 

frozen,1
,2 ,1 ,1

,2 frozen
fluid,2

frozen,1
,2

,2 frozen

1

1 1

v B i
v

v
v

L
K T T

K k
T

L
K

K k

⎛ ⎞
+ +⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟

⎝ ⎠=
⎛ ⎞

+ −⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠

        (12) 

3a. Previous calculations are repeated for all time instants, until the end of the main 

drying is reached, thus obtaining the new recipe (Tfluid,2 vs. time). 

In eqs. (11)-(12) the value of Kv in both equipment has to be that of the selected group of 

vials. 

As the batch is non-uniform, mathematical simulation allows calculating product 

evolution in all the other groups of vials in the second equipment when the new recipe is used. 

The goal is to check if product temperature remains below the limit value in the whole batch, 

and to determine the drying time. 

 

Recipe scale-up in case Rp,1 ≠ Rp,2 

Cake resistance to vapor flow can be different in the two freeze-dryers for various reasons, 

e.g. for a different degree of subcooling, consequence of a different freezing rate, as well as 

for the occurrence of microcollapse during primary drying. When Rp,1 ≠ Rp,2 it is not possible 

to perfectly scale-up the recipe, i.e. to get the same dynamics of product temperature and of 

sublimation flux in the selected group of vials, as it is evidenced by eq. (3). The algorithm 1a-

3a previously described has thus to be modified and it is required to decide if the goal of the 

scale-up is to get the same product temperature or the same sublimation flux vs. time in the 
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selected group of vials. 

In case the purpose is to get in the equipment 2 the same evolution of Ti obtained in 

equipment 1, then the method comprises the following steps: 

1b. Calculation of product evolution in the first equipment, given the values of Tfluid and 

Pc vs. time.  

2b. At time t = 0 Tfluid,2 is equal to Tfluid,1 (and equal to the freezing temperature), and  

Lfrozen,2 = Lfrozen,1 = L0 and the sublimation has not started yet.  

3b. Let us assume that for a time interval ∆t the fluid temperature is maintained constant, 

and equal to the initial value, in both pieces of equipment. Then, Lfrozen,2 at time t = ∆t 

can be calculated by solving model equations (3)-(5). 

4b. At this point it is possible to use eq. (13), obtained from eq. (3), to determine Tfluid,2 so 

that Ti,2 = Ti,1: 

( ) frozen,2
fluid,2 ,1 , ,1 ,

,2 ,2 frozen

1 1
i s w i w c

p v

L
T T H p p

R K k
⎛ ⎞

= + ∆ − +⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠

     (13) 

5b. Using the value of Tfluid,2 determined at step 4b it is possible to integrate the model 

equations from t = ∆t to t = 2∆t, thus determining the new value of Lfrozen,2. 

6b. Equation (13) allows calculating Tfluid,2 so that Ti,2 = Ti,1 when t = 2∆t. 

7b. Previous steps have to be repeated until the end of the main drying thus obtaining the 

new recipe (Tfluid,2 vs. time) that gives the same evolution of Ti vs. time in the two 

pieces of equipment. 

The time interval ∆t should be kept as low as possible (depending on the characteristics of the 

heating device) in order to get a perfect scale-up of the original recipe; in this work we 

assumed ∆t = 60 s. Similar calculations are carried out in case the target of the scale-up 

procedure is to get the same evolution of TB. 

In case we desire to get the same drying time in the two freeze-dryers, then the 

evolution of Lfrozen,2 has to be the same of Lfrozen,1, but product temperature will be different. In 

this case the algorithm comprises the following steps: 

1c. Calculation of product evolution in the first equipment, given the values of Tfluid and 

Pc vs. time.  

2c. At each time instant Lfrozen,2 = Lfrozen,1 and, thus, Jw,2 = Jw,1 (but Rp,2 ≠ Rp,1 Ti,2 ≠ Ti,1) 

and Tfluid,2  and Ti,2 can be calculated by solving the system of equations: 
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( ),1 , ,2 ,
,2

frozen,1
fluid,2 ,2 ,1

,2 frozen

1

1

w w i w c
p

i s w
v

J p p
R

L
T T H J

K k

⎧ = −⎪
⎪
⎨ ⎛ ⎞⎪ = + ∆ +⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟⎪ ⎝ ⎠⎩

        (14) 

Using eq. (6), the solution of eqs. (14) is the following: 

( )
frozen,1

fluid,2 ,1
,2 frozen, ,1 ,2

6150.6 1
28.932 ln s w

vw c w p

L
T H J

K kp J R
⎛ ⎞

= + ∆ +⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟− + ⎝ ⎠
    (15) 

3c. Previous steps have to be repeated until the end of the main drying thus obtaining the 

new recipe (Tfluid,2 vs. time) that gives the same evolution of Lfrozen vs. time in the two 

pieces of equipment. 

Obviously, when the goal of the scale-up is to have the same sublimation flux in both freeze-

dryers, in case the original recipe is not sufficiently robust with respect to variations of 

product temperature, it may occur that the maximum allowed temperature is exceeded in the 

equipment “2”. To this purpose, process simulation using the new recipe is required to 

determine if the constraint about product temperature is fulfilled. 

 

Recipe scale-up in case of parameters uncertainty 

In this case parameters uncertainty has to be modeled by means of a suitable probability 

density function. A Gaussian distribution characterized by the mean value of the parameter 

and by a standard deviation around the mean value can be assumed.[30],[45] The previously 

described algorithms can be used, with the mean values of model parameters, to calculate the 

new recipe. Then, the probabilistic distributions of maximum product temperature at the 

interface of sublimation (Tmax) and of drying time (td) in the second equipment have to be 

calculated. As the uncertainty of Kv and Rp in the two pieces of equipment is not expected to 

be significantly different, then the probabilistic distributions of Tmax and of td in the two 

freeze-dryers will be close. 

 

Case study 

Examples of results obtained with the previously proposed algorithms are shown afterwards. 

The case study is the scale-up of the recipe for freeze-drying a 10% w/w sucrose aqueous 

solution in a LyoBeta 25™ freeze-dryer (Telstar, Spain), using a tubing vial ISO 8362-1 2R 

(internal diameter: 14±0.25 mm). The characteristics of the second equipment have been 

simulated using values obtained from various tests in industrial-scale freeze-dryers. Results 
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obtained in case of freeze-drying of a 5% w/w mannitol solution in the same vial/equipment 

system will also be discussed.  

The parameters used to calculate the resistance to vapor flow for the 10% w/w sucrose 

aqueous solution are the followings:  

Rp,0 = 1.15⋅104 m s-1, 
pRA  = 2.65⋅108 s-1, 

pRB  = 2.5⋅103 m-1.[30]  

The parameters used for the 5% w/w mannitol solution are the followings:  

Rp,0 = 6.7⋅104 m s-1, 
pRA  = 7.7⋅107 s-1, 

pRB  = 0 m-1.[45] 

When considering the scale-up to a different freeze-dryer we will firstly assume that the 

curve Rp vs. Ldried is not modified when changing the equipment, and, then, we will consider 

the case that Rp,0, 
pRA  and 

pRB  in the second equipment are 50% higher than the values 

obtained in the first equipment (in case of the scale-up to a real equipment, the curve Rp vs. 

Ldried in the second equipment has to be known). 

With respect to the overall heat transfer Kv, the batch is not uniform and various groups 

of vials have been identified: while vials of the group 1 are placed in the central part of the 

shelf and, thus, they are not affected by radiation from chamber walls, vials of the other 

groups (2 and 3) are placed in the second and first rows of each side of the shelf and, thus, 

they are affected in different ways by radiation from chamber walls. The gravimetric method 

has been used to calculate the coefficients 
vKa , 

vKb , and 
vKc  for the various families in the 

first equipment; their values are shown in Table 1, with the values assumed for the second 

equipment. 

The recipe that has to be scaled-up is characterized by a variable fluid temperature 

according to the following steps: 

- initial freezing at -40°C; 

- heating up to 0°C (heating rate = 0.6°C/min); 

- permanence at 0°C for 30 minutes; 

- cooling down to -10°C (cooling rate = -0.15°C/min); 

- permanence at -10°C until the end of primary drying. 

Chamber pressure is maintained constant at 10 Pa. 
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Results and discussion  

 

Let us consider firstly the freeze-drying of the 10% w/w sucrose solution, when Rp,1 = Rp,2, 

and let us focus on the vials placed in the central position over the shelves (i.e. the group 1). 

Figure 1 shows the comparison between the evolution of Ti and Lfrozen in the two freeze-dryers  

considered in this study when the same recipe is used: in this case maximum product 

temperature in equipment 2 is 1.5°C higher than the value obtained in equipment 1, and the 

drying time is reduced of about 2.5 h. When using the scale-up algorithm 1a-3a the same 

evolution of Ti and Lfrozen is obtained in the two freeze-dryers: this result is obtained using a 

different recipe (shown in Figure 2), with lower values of Tfluid due to the higher value of Kv. 

 The batch non-uniformity has to be accounted for in the scale-up of a recipe. Thus, 

when the new recipe has been obtained, we need to calculate product evolution in all the 

groups of vials of the second equipment: this is required to evaluate if product temperature 

remains below the limit value in all the vials, and to calculate the length of the main drying in 

the second equipment. In case no scale-up is performed, the temperature in the vials of groups 

2 and 3 is higher (of 1.6 and 2.2°C respectively) than that obtained in the first freeze-dryer, 

and the drying time for those vials is reduced (of 2.7 and 3 h respectively). In case the new 

recipe (shown in Figure 2) is used to carry out primary drying, the evolution of the 

temperature of the product at the interface of sublimation and of the thickness of the frozen 

layer is shown in Figure 3 for the three groups of vials in both pieces of equipment. As it can 

be expected the dynamics of the vials of group 1 in the second equipment (square symbols) is 

the same obtained in the first one, while the dynamics of the other two groups is different: in 

particular, maximum product temperature in vials of groups 2 and 3 is slightly higher than 

that obtained in the first equipment (of 0.1 and 0.5°C respectively), and the drying time is 

reduced (of 0.1 and 0.5 h respectively). This is a consequence of the lower shelf temperature 

required to maintain the temperature of the vials of group 1 in the second freeze-dryer at the 

same value obtained in the first one. 

 In order to maintain for the whole batch in the second equipment the maximum product 

temperature below the same value reached in the first equipment, we have to choose the 

dynamics of the group 3 of vials as the target for the scale-up procedure, as these vials exhibit 

the higher temperature due to radiation effect from chamber walls and, thus, the heat transfer 

coefficient is significantly higher: by this way the dynamics of the hottest vials is the same in 

both freeze-dryers. In this case the temperature of the heating shelf of the recipe calculated for 

the second freeze-dryer is shown in Figure 4, where it appears to be lower than that calculated 
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assuming the dynamics of the vials of group 1 as the target of the calculation: the temperature 

of the first heating step is decreased of 2.2°C, while the temperature of the second step is 

decreased of about 1.6°C. Figure 5 shows the dynamics of the product (Ti and Lfrozen) in the 

various groups of vials in the first freeze-dryer, when the original recipe is used, and in the 

second one, when the new recipe is used. The dynamics of the product in the vials of group 3 

is obviously the same in both freeze-dryers, and in the second freeze-dryer the temperature of 

the product in the vials of groups 1 and 2 is slightly decreased (of about 0.5°C) as a 

consequence of the lower shelf temperature; similarly, the drying time is increased (of 1.1 h 

for the product in the vials of group 1). Table 2 compares the differences between the 

maximum product temperature and the drying time obtained for the various groups of vials in 

equipment 2 with respect to the values obtained in equipment 1 in case the same recipe is 

used, and in case the original recipe has been scaled-up, taking the dynamics of the first and 

of the third group of vials as target. In case only the vials in the core of the batch in the first 

apparatus are considered, because the cycle has been developed only taking care of these 

ones, than the same procedure can be applied imposing that the product temperature evolution 

in the vials with the highest heat transfer coefficient (generally group 3 vials) in the second 

apparatus is the same of the central vials in the fisrt apparatus; this may be the case when vials 

are shelded in the lab scale freeze-dryer, or metal frames are used to load the vials. 

 When the resistance of the dry product to vapor flow is different in the two freeze-

dryers, it is no longer possible to “perfectly” scale-up the recipe, i.e. to have the same 

evolution of Ti and Lfrozen in the two pieces of equipment. With the goal to test the algorithm 

1b-7b we assumed that Rp,0, 
pRA and 

pRB  in the second equipment are 50% higher than the 

values obtained in the first equipment, and we focused on the vials in the central position over 

the shelves. At first the target of the scale-up procedure was product temperature and eq. (13) 

was used to calculate the new recipe: results are shown in Figure 6 (circles), evidencing that a 

perfect agreement is obtained with respect to temperature values, but the drying time is 

increased (70 minutes). The other possibility is to use the sublimation flux as target for the 

scale-up: in this case eq. (15) has been used to calculate the new recipe, and results shown in 

Figure 6 (triangles) evidence the perfect agreement obtained with respect to the values of 

Lfrozen, but the maximum product temperature at the interface of sublimation increases (of 

about 1°C). 

 A final test has been carried out considering parameters uncertainty. When measuring 

the values of Kv for the various groups of vials it is straightforward to determine the mean 
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values of 
vKa , one for each group of vials, and their standard deviation as the weight loss can 

be measured for all the vials on the shelves. Similarly, it is possible to repeat various times the 

test used to determine Rp, thus calculating both the mean value and the standard deviation of 

this parameter. As the goal of this work is to show the effectiveness of the proposed 

algorithms, we assumed that the standard deviation of 
vKa  is equal to 10% of the mean value 

for each group, and that the standard deviation of Rp,0 is 10% of the mean value; the same 

standard deviation has been assumed in both freeze-dryers. As it has been previously 

discussed the new recipe can be calculated using the mean values of the parameters (using one 

of the previously proposed algorithms, depending on the values of Rp in the two freeze-

dryers). Figure 7 shows the comparison between the cumulative distributions of the maximum 

product temperature at the interface of sublimation (upper graph) and of the drying time 

(lower graph) obtained in the first freeze-dryer (when using the original recipe) and in the 

second freeze-dryer (when using the new recipe). The same curve of Rp vs. Ldried has been 

used for the calculations, and only vials of group 1 have been considered for the scale-up of 

the recipe. With respect to the cumulative distribution of maximum product temperature, the 

same results are obtained in both freeze-dryers with respect to vials of group 1 (square 

symbols), whose dynamics was selected as target for the scale-up of the recipe, and only a 

slight difference in the cumulative distribution of the drying time is evidenced. The 

cumulative distributions of Tmax and td has to be calculated also for the other groups of vials 

when the original recipe and when the new recipe is used, thus evidencing if the new recipe is 

adequate for the whole batch in the equipment 2. 

 A further test of the proposed algorithm has been carried out considering the 5% w/w 

mannitol solution, and results are shown in Figures 8 and 9. For this test we assumed that 

product resistance was the same in both freeze-dryers, and, thus, the target of the scale-up 

procedure was to reproduce the evolution of both sublimation flux and product temperature.  

Firstly we calculated the cumulative distributions of maximum product temperature and of 

drying time in the various group of vials in the first equipment and in the second equipment 

when the same recipe is used (Figure 8, upper graphs), pointing out that the maximum value 

of product temperature at the interface of sublimation can be significantly higher in the 

second freeze-dryer, e.g. about 3°C in the third group of vials, thus decreasing the duration of 

the main drying. The proposed algorithm has been used to scale-up the recipe, taking product 

dynamics in the third group of vials as the target of the calculation. The cumulative 

distributions of Tmax and td are shown in Figure 8 (lower graphs), showing that also in this case 
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almost the same distributions are obtained in the target group of vials. The new recipe is given 

in Figure 9 (lower graph), while the upper graph of Figure 9 shows the evolution of the 

interface temperature in the third group of vials in the first equipment, and in the second 

equipment when using the original and the new recipe, thus confirming the effectiveness of 

the proposed algorithm. 

 Finally, this work has evidenced the following issues: 

- When  scaling-up a recipe, the target evolution of the product should be that of the 

vials characterized by the higher values of the heat transfer Kv in order to guarantee 

that product temperature in the second equipment is not higher than the maximum 

value reached in the first equipment, but this can result in a higher drying time.  

- In case the new recipe is too conservative, i.e. the drying time is increased to a value 

that is not considered suitable for the process, then the scale-up can be repeated using 

the dynamics of the vials in the central position over the shelves as target. Obviously, 

product temperature can exceed the limit value in the vials at the sides of the shelves 

and, thus, shrinkage or collapse are expected to occur in those vials. 

- In case the resistance of the dry cake to the vapor flow is not the same in the two 

freeze-dryers, the target of the scale-up procedure should be the product temperature 

in order to avoid possible overheating: drying time can be increased or decreased 

depending on the value of Kv in the two freeze-dryers.  

- The scale-up of the recipe can be based on the mean values of Kv and Rp, without 

taking into account parameters uncertainty. As the uncertainty about these values is 

not expected to be significantly different between two different freeze-dryers, than 

also the cumulative distributions of maximum product temperature and of the drying 

time will be not significantly affected. 

 

 

Conclusion and final remarks 

 

A simple and effective procedure for the scale-up and process transfer of a freeze-drying 

recipe has been proposed in this paper. The proposed algorithm can be used also in case the 

two freeze-dryers are not thermically equivalent. A mathematical model allows simulating 

product evolution given the operating conditions, and few experiments are needed to 

determine model parameters, namely: 

- three gravimetric tests in the first equipment, to calculate the coefficient Kv for the 
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various groups of vials, and their dependence on chamber pressure; 

- one test in the second equipment to determine how the value of 
vKa  is modified; 

- one test in the first equipment to determine the curve Rp vs. Ldried; 

- one test in the second equipment to check if the same curve Rp vs. Ldried is obtained in this 

freeze-dryer. 

It is not necessary to use any (expensive) device for process monitoring and model parameter 

estimations, and the calculations are very simple. Thus, we believe that the proposed approach 

is a really effective solution to the problem of recipe scale-up (and process transfer) that can 

motivate every freeze-dryer practitioner to abandon the (usual) trial and error procedure. 

The previous approach can be extended also to the case where the container is changed: 

for this case, that will be investigated in a future work, a complete thermal characterization of 

the two containers must be carried out, and the influence on the Rp dependence on Ldried must 

also be investigated, but once model parameters in the second freeze-dryer are known, the 

same calculations previously described can be carried out to get the new recipe. 

With a similar approach it would be also possible to estimate the design space for the 

new freeze-dryer, and thus transfer not only the recipe, but the whole design space, that 

contains more information, including the knowledge of the full set of conditions that allow to 

carry out successfully the drying step.[46] This is very different from the use of a robust design 

space mentioned in the Introduction, and more efficient, because in this case the recipe would 

be optimized for the considered freeze-dryer. The knowledge of the safety margin 

incorporated in the recipe will also allow to evaluate if the increase in the maximum product 

temperature, consequence of the scale up criterion selected, may be acceptable, thus guiding 

in the choice of the best operating conditions; for example, in case of change in the cake 

resistance, it will allow to evaluate if it is possible to keep constant the drying time, as 

discussed in the test case presented. 
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List of Symbols 

 

pRA   parameter used in eq. (9), s-1  

Av  cross sectional area of the vial, m2 

vKa   parameter used in eq. (7), J m-2s-1K-1 

pRB   parameter used in eq. (9), m-1  

vKb  parameter used in eq. (7), J m-2s-1K-1Pa-1 

vKc  parameter used in eq. (7), Pa-1 

∆Hs  heat of sublimation, J kg-1  

Jq  heat flux to the product, J s-1 K-1m-2 

Jw  sublimation flux of the solvent, kg s-1m-2 

Kv  overall heat transfer coefficient between the heating fluid and the product,  

J m-2s-1K-1 

kfrozen  thermal conductivity of the frozen layer, J K-1s-1m-1 

L0  thickness of the product after freezing, m 

Ldried  thickness of the dried layer, m 

Lfrozen  thickness of the frozen layer, m 

m  mass, kg 

Pc  chamber pressure, Pa 

pw,c  water partial pressure in the drying chamber, Pa 

pw,i  water pressure at the interface of sublimation, Pa 

Rp  resistance to vapor flow, m s-1 

Rp,0  parameter used in eq. (9), m s-1 

Ti  temperature of the product at the interface of sublimation, K 

TB  temperature of the product at the bottom of the vial, K 

Tmax  maximum product temperature at the interface of sublimation, K 

Tfluid  temperature of the heating fluid, K 

t  time, s 

td  drying time, h 

 

Greeks 

ρfrozen  density of the frozen product, kg m-3 
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ρdried  apparent density of the dried product, kg m-3 

 

Abbreviations 

PRT  pressure rise test 

TDLAS Tunable Diode Laser Absorption Spectroscopy 



 21

References 

 

1 Franks, F. Freeze-drying of pharmaceuticals and biopharmaceuticals. Royal Society of 

Chemistry: Cambridge, 2007. 

2 Matejtschuk, P.; Malik, K.; Duru, C.; Bristow, A. Freeze drying of biologicals: process 

development to ensure biostability. American Pharmaceutical Review 2009, 12, 54-58.  

3 Sadikoglu, H.; Ozdemir, M.; Seker, M. Freeze-drying of pharmaceutical products: 

Research and development needs. Drying Technology 2006, 24, 849-861. 

4 Tang, X.C.; Nail, S.L.; Pikal, M.J. Freeze-drying process design by manometric 

temperature measurement: Design of a smart freeze-dryer. Pharmaceutical Research 2005, 22, 

685-700. 

5 Pikal, M.J.; Tang, X.C.; Nail, S.L. Automated process control using manometric 

temperature measurement. United States Patent No. 6971187 B1, 2005. 

6 Velardi, S.A.; Barresi, A.A. Method and system for controlling a freeze drying process. 

United States Patent Application Publication No US2010/107436 A1, 2010. 

7 Pisano, R.; Fissore, D.; Velardi, S.A.; Barresi, A.A. In-line optimization and control of 

an industrial freeze-drying process for pharmaceuticals. Journal of Pharmaceutical Sciences 

2010, 99, 4691-4709. 

8 Jennings, T.A. Transferring the lyophilization process from one freeze-dryer to another. 

American Pharmaceutical Review 2002, 5, 34-42. 

9 Sane, S.V.; Hsu, C.C. Strategies for successful lyophilization process scale-up. 

American Pharmaceutical Review 2007, 10, 132-136. 

10 Barresi, A.A.; Fissore, D.; Marchisio, D.L. Process Analytical Technology in industrial 

freeze-drying. In Freeze-drying/lyophilization of pharmaceuticals and biological products, 

3rd revised Ed.; Rey, L.; May, J.C., Ed.; Informa Healthcare: New York, 2010; 463-293. 

11 Barresi, A.A.; Pisano, R.; Rasetto, V.; Fissore, D; Marchisio, D.L. Model-based 

monitoring and control of industrial freeze-drying processes: effect of batch non-uniformity. 

Drying Technology 2010, 28, 577-590. 

12 Rambhatla, S.; Ramot, R.; Bhugra, C.; Pikal, M.J. Heat and mass transfer scale-up 

issues during freeze drying: II. Control and characterization of the degree of supercooling. 

AAPS PharmSciTech 2004, 5, Article 58. 

13 Rambhatla, S.; Tchessalov, S.; Pikal, M.J. Heat and mass transfer scale-up issues during 

freeze drying: III. Control and characterization of dryer differences via operational 

qualification tests. AAPS PharmSciTech 2006, 7, Article 39. 



 22

14 Mungikar, A.; Ludzinski, M.; Kamat, M. Evaluating functional equivalency as a 

lyophilization cycle transfer tool. Pharmaceutical Technology 2009, 33, 54-70. 

15 Rambhatla, S.; Pikal, M.J. Heat and mass transfer scale-up issues during freeze drying: 

I. Atypical radiation and the edge vial effect. AAPS PharmSciTech 2003, 4, Article 14. 

16 Rasetto, V.; Marchisio, D.L.; Fissore, D.; Barresi, A.A. On the use of a dual-scale 

model to improve understanding of a pharmaceutical freeze-drying process. Journal of 

Pharmaceutical Sciences 2010, 99, 4337-4350. 

17 Jo, E. Guaranteeing a quality scale-up. Pharmaceuticals Manufacturing Packing Sourcer 

2010, 49, 62-28. 

18 Tsinontides, S.C.; Rajniak, P.; Pham, D.; Hunke, W.A.; Placek, J.; Reynolds, S.D. 

Freeze drying-principles and practice for successful scale-up to manufacturing. International 

Journal of Pharmaceutics 2004, 280, 1-16. 

19 Kuu, W.Y.; Hardwick, L.M.; Akers, M.J. Correlation of laboratory and production 

freeze-drying cycles. International Journal of Pharmaceutics 2005, 302, 56-67. 

20 Read, E.K.; Park, J.T.; Shah, R.B.; Riley, B.S.; Brorson, K.A.; Rathore, A.S. Process 

analytical technology (PAT) for biopharmaceutical products: Part I. Concepts and 

applications. Biotechnology and Bioengineering 2010, 105, 276-284. 

21 Read, E.K.; Park, J.T.; Shah, R.B.; Riley, B.S.; Brorson, K.A.; Rathore, A.S. Process 

analytical technology (PAT) for biopharmaceutical products: Part II. Concepts and 

applications. Biotechnology and Bioengineering 2010, 105, 285-295. 

22 Kramer, T.; Kremer, D.M.; Pikal, M.J.; Petre, W.J.; Shalaev, E.Y.; Gatlin, L.A. A 

procedure to optimize scale-up for the primary drying phase of lyophilization. Journal of 

Pharmaceutical Sciences 2009, 98, 307-318. 

23 Velardi, S.A.; Barresi, A.A. Development of simplified models for the freeze-drying 

process and investigation of the optimal operating conditions. Chemical Engineering 

Research and Design 2008, 86, 9-22. 

24 Pikal, M.J. Use of laboratory data in freeze-drying process design: heat and mass 

transfer coefficients and the computer simulation of freeze-drying. Journal of Parenteral 

Science and Technology 1985, 39, 115-139. 

25 Goff, J.A.; Gratch, S. Low-pressure properties of water from -160 to 212°F. Transaction 

of the American Society of Venting Engineering 1946, 52, 95-122. 

26 Wanger, W.; Saul, A.; Pruss, A. International equations for the pressure along the 

melting and along the sublimation curve of ordinary water substance. Journal of Physical and 

Chemical Reference Data 1994, 23, 515-525. 



 23

27 Liapis, A.I.; Bruttini, R. Freeze-Drying of pharmaceutical crystalline and amorphous 

solutes in vials: dynamic multi-dimensional models of the primary and secondary drying 

stages and qualitative features of the moving interface. Drying Technology 1995, 13, 43-72. 

28 Hottot, A.; Peczalski, R.; Vessot, S.; Andrieu, J. Freeze-drying of pharmaceutical 

proteins in vials: modeling of freezing and sublimation steps. Drying Technology 2006, 24, 

561-570. 

29 Brülls, M.; Rasmuson, A. Ice sublimation in vial lyophilization. Drying Technology 

2009, 27, 695-706. 

30 Giordano, A.; Barresi, A.A.; Fissore, D. On the use of mathematical models to build the 

design space for the primary drying phase of a pharmaceutical lyophilization process. Journal 

of Pharmaceutical Sciences 2011, 100, 311-324. 

31 Pikal, M.J.; Roy, M.L.; Shah, S. Mass and heat transfer in vial freeze-drying of 

pharmaceuticals: role of the vial. Journal of Pharmaceutical Sciences 1984, 73, 1224-1237. 

32 Pikal, M. J. Heat and mass transfer in low pressure gases: applications to freeze-drying. 

In Transport Processes in Pharmaceutical Systems; Amidon, G.L., Lee, P.I., Topp, E.M., 

Eds.; Marcel Dekker: New York, 2000; 611-686. 

33 Pisano, R., Fissore, D., Barresi, A. A., Heat transfer in freeze-drying apparatus. In: Heat 

transfer - Book 1; dos Santos Bernardes M.A., Ed.; InTech - Open Access Publisher: Rijeka, 

2011. In press. 

34 Kessler, W.J.; Davis, S.J.; Mulhall, P.A.; Finson, M.L. System for monitoring a drying 

process. United States Patent No. 0208191 A1, 2006. 

35 Gieseler, H.; Kessler, W.J.; Finson, M.; Davis, S.J.; Mulhall, P.A.; Bons, V.; Debo, 

D.J.; Pikal, M.J. Evaluation of Tunable Diode Laser Absorption Spectroscopy for in-process 

water vapor mass flux measurement during freeze drying. Journal of Pharmaceutical Sciences 

2007, 96, 1776-1793. 

36 Kuu, W.Y.; Nail, S.L.; Sacha, G. Rapid determination of vial heat transfer parameters 

using tunable diode laser absorption spectroscopy (TDLAS) in response to step-changes in 

pressure set-point during freeze-drying. Journal of Pharmaceutical Sciences 2009, 98, 1136-

1154. 

37 Milton, N.; Pikal, M.J.; Roy, M.L.; Nail, S.L. Evaluation of manometric temperature 

measurement as a method of monitoring product temperature during lyophilisation. PDA 

Journal of Pharmaceutical Science and Technology 1997, 5, 7-16. 

38 Liapis, A. I.; Sadikoglu, H. Dynamic pressure rise in the drying chamber as a remote 

sensing method for monitoring the temperature of the product during the primary drying stage 



 24

of freeze-drying. Drying Technology 1998, 16, 1153-1171. 

39 Chouvenc, P.; Vessot, S.; Andrieu, J.; Vacus, P. Optimization of the freeze-drying 

cycle: a new model for pressure rise analysis. Drying Technology 2004, 22, 1577-1601. 

40 Velardi, S.A.; Rasetto, V.; Barresi, A.A. Dynamic Parameters Estimation Method: 

advanced Manometric Temperature Measurement approach for freeze-drying monitoring of 

pharmaceutical. Industrial Engineering Chemistry Research 2008, 47, 8445-8457. 

41 Fissore, D.; Pisano, R.; Barresi, A.A. On the methods based on the Pressure Rise Test 

for monitoring a freeze-drying process. Drying Technology 2011, 29, 73-90. 

42 Gan, K.H.; Bruttini, R.; Crosser, O.K.; Liapis, A.A. Freeze-drying of pharmaceuticals in 

vials on trays: effects of drying chamber wall temperature and tray side on lyophilization 

performance. International Journal of Heat and Mass Transfer 2005, 48, 1675-1687. 

43 Gan, K.H.; Crosser, O.K.; Liapis, A.I.; Bruttini, R. Lyophilisation in vials on trays: 

effects of tray side. Drying Technology 2005, 23, 341-363. 

44 Fissore, D.; Pisano, R.; Barresi, A.A. A model-based framework to get quality-by-

design in freeze-drying of pharmaceuticals. In Proceedings of Freeze Drying of 

Pharmaceuticals and Biologicals Conference, Garmisch-Partenkirchen, September 28 - 

October 1, 2010, 460-493. 

45 Bogner, R.H.; Pikal, M.J. The incredible shrinking design space: using risk tolerance to 

define design space for primary drying. In Proceedings of Freeze Drying of Pharmaceuticals 

and Biologicals Conference, Garmisch-Partenkirchen, September 28 - October 1, 2010, 184-

198. 

46 Pisano, R.; Fissore, D.; Barresi, A.A.; Brayard, P.; Chouvenc, P.; Woinet, B. Quality by 

Design: optimization of the freeze-drying of a vaccine via design space and influence of the 

freezing protocol . Pharmaceutical Research. Submitted. 

 



 25

List of Tables 

 

Table 1 Values of the parameters used to calculate the coefficient Kv for the various groups of 

vials in the two pieces of equipment. 

 

Table 2 Difference between the values of maximum product temperature and of drying time 

obtained for the various group of vials in equipment 2 with respect to the values obtained in 

equipment 1 in case the same recipe is used, and in case the original recipe has been scaled-

up, taking the dynamics either of the first or of the third group of vials as target. 



 26

List of Figures 

 

Figure 1 Evolution of the temperature at the interface of sublimation (upper graph) and of the 

thickness of the frozen layer (lower graph) in a vial of the group 1 in the first equipment (solid 

lines), and in the second equipment, when the original recipe is used (dashed lines) and when 

the scaled-up recipe is used (symbols).  

 

Figure 2 Comparison between the original recipe (dashed line) and the recipe calculate using 

the proposed scale-up algorithm (symbols).  

 

Figure 3 Evolution of the temperature at the interface of sublimation (upper graph) and of the 

thickness of the frozen layer (lower graph) in vials of the group 1 (solid line, □), 2 (dashed 

line, ∆) and 3 (dotted line, ○) in the first equipment (lines), when the original recipe is used, 

and in the second equipment (symbols), when using the new recipe calculated in order to get 

the same dynamics in the vials of group 1. 

 

Figure 4 Comparison between the original recipe (dashed line) and the recipe calculated 

using the proposed scale-up algorithm in order to get the same dynamics in the vials of group 

1 (▲) and that obtained in case the target is the dynamics in vials of group 3 (■). 

 

Figure 5 Evolution of the temperature at the interface of sublimation (upper graph) and of the 

thickness of the frozen layer (lower graph) in vials of the group 1 (solid line, □), 2 (dashed 

line, ∆) and 3 (dotted line, ○) in the first equipment (lines), when the original recipe is used, 

and in the second equipment (symbols), when using the new recipe calculated in order to get 

the same dynamics in the vials of group 3. 

 

Figure 6 Evolution of the temperature at the interface of sublimation (upper graph) and of the 

thickness of the frozen layer (middle graph) in vials of the group 1 in the first equipment 

(lines), when the original recipe is used, and in the second equipment (symbols), when using 

the new recipes calculated in order to get the same evolution of the temperature at the 

interface of sublimation (○) or of the thickness of the frozen layer (∆).The new recipes are 

shown in the lower graph. 

 



 27

Figure 7 Cumulative distribution of the maximum product temperature (upper graph) and of 

the drying time (lower graph) for the vials of  group 1 (solid line, □), 2 (dashed line, ∆) and 3 

(dotted line, ○) in the first equipment (lines), when the original recipe is used, and in the 

second equipment (symbols), when using the scaled-up recipe. 

 

Figure 8 Cumulative distribution of the maximum product temperature (left hand graphs) and 

of the drying time (right hand graphs) for the vials of group 1 (solid line, □, ■), 2 (dashed 

line, ∆, ▲) and 3 (dotted line, ○, ●) in the first equipment (lines), when the original recipe is 

used, and in the second equipment, when the original recipe is used (filled symbols, upper 

graphs), and when using the scaled-up recipe (empty symbols, lower graphs) in case the target 

is the dynamics in vials of group 3. Results refer to freeze-drying of mannitol solution. 

 

Figure 9 Upper graph: Evolution of the temperature at the interface of sublimation in vials of 

the group 3 in the first equipment when the original recipe is used (line), and in the second 

equipment when the original recipe is used (●), and when using the scaled-up recipe (○) in 

case the target is the dynamics in vials of group 3. Lower graph: Comparison between the 

original recipe (dashed line) and the scaled-up recipe (○). Results refer to freeze-drying of 

mannitol solution. 
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Table 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 freeze-dryer 1 freeze-dryer 2 
group 1 6.5 11.7 
group 2 9.4 16.1 vKa , J m-2s-1K-1 
group 3 12.1 23.0 

vKb , J m-2s-1K-1Pa-1  1.5 

vKc , Pa-1  0.03 
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Table 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 no scale-up scale-up  

(group 1) 

scale-up  

(group 3) 

 ∆Tmax, °C ∆ td, h ∆Tmax, °C ∆ td, h ∆Tmax, °C ∆ td, h 

group 1 1.5 -2.5 0.0 0.0 -0.5 1.1 

group 2 1.6 -2.7 0.1 -0.1 -0.5 0.9 

group 3 2.2 -3.0 0.5 -0.9 0.0 0.0 
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 
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Figure 3 
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Figure 4 
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Figure 5 
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Figure 6 
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Figure 7 
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Figure 8 
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Figure 9 
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