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Physical Limits of Proximal Tumor Detection via
MAGE-A Extracellular Vesicles

A. Sila Okcu

Abstract—Early cancer detection relies on invasive tissue
biopsies or liquid biopsies limited by biomarker dilution. In
contrast, tumour-derived extracellular vesicles (EVs) carrying
biomarkers like melanoma-associated antigen-A (MAGE-A) are
highly concentrated in the peri-tumoral interstitial space, offering
a promising near-field target. However, at micrometre scales,
EV transport is governed by stochastic diffusion in a low-
copy-number regime, increasing the risk of false negatives.
We theoretically assess the feasibility of a smart-needle sensor
detecting MAGE-A—positive microvesicles near a tumour. We
use a hybrid framework combining particle-based Brownian
dynamics (Smoldyn) to quantify stochastic arrival and false-
negative probabilities, and a reaction—diffusion PDE for mean
concentration profiles. Formulating detection as a threshold-
based binary hypothesis test, we find a maximum feasible
detection radius of ~ 275 um for a 6000 s sensing window. These
results outline the physical limits of proximal EV-based detection
and inform the design of minimally invasive peri-tumoral sensors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Umours actively remodel their microenvironment by
secreting extracellular vesicles (EVs), specifically mi-
crovesicles (MVs) carrying tumour-associated proteins, nu-
cleic acids, and metabolites [1]. EVs, including exosomes
(30-150 nm) and microvesicles (100-1000 nm), are key
mediators of intercellular communication in cancer. Tumour-
derived M Vs participate in numerous oncogenic processes [2],
[3]. These EVs emerge from the tumour surface and diffuse
through the interstitial space before entering lymphatic or
vascular circulation. Because this peri-tumoral region lies only
tens to a few hundred micrometres (typically 50-200 um) from
the tumour boundary, it contains EV concentrations orders of
magnitude higher than those found in circulation. This creates
a unique opportunity for proximal molecular sensing.
Current diagnostic paradigms fail to exploit this proximal
regime. Liquid biopsies, while non-invasive, suffer from ex-
treme biomarker dilution, tumour-derived EVs are diluted by
approximately 10°-10°x upon entering milliliter-scale blood
volumes, often reducing signals below detection limits [4].
Conversely, conventional tissue biopsies sample spatially but
lack molecular guidance, often missing malignant regions in
heterogeneous tissues [4]. This diagnostic gap stands in con-
trast to recent advances in sensing technology. Electrochemical
aptasensors and microfluidic devices now report limits of
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detection (LOD) as low as 19 — 100 particles/uL, with ultra-
sensitive platforms achieving ~45 particles/mL under ideal
conditions [5], [6]. To bridge this gap, we propose a smart
needle like sensor positioned directly within the peri-tumoral
interstitial fluid. Conceptually aligned with the Internet of Bio-
Nano Things (IoBNT) paradigm, this approach targets the
molecular communication channel between the tumour and
the sensor before systemic dilution occurs [7], [8].

We focus on Melanoma-associated antigen A (MAGE-A),
a family of cancer-testis antigens. Since MAGE-A is highly
expressed in diverse malignancies but virtually absent in
healthy somatic tissue, it serves as a highly specific target
for such near-field detection [1]. However, detecting these
biomarkers in the interstitial space presents unique physical
challenges. Unlike blood, the tumour microenvironment is
not a well-mixed fluid. It is a dense, heterogeneous hydrogel
(the Extracellular Matrix or ECM) that significantly hinders
nanoparticle transport. This hindrance is governed by the
ECM tortuosity (A), which reduces the effective diffusion
coefficient (Degr = Do/ A?) [9]. Furthermore, at these micron
scales, transport is not continuous but discrete. The arrival of
individual vesicles is governed by rare-event Poisson statistics
rather than mean concentration gradients. From a molecu-
lar communication (MC) perspective, the tumour acts as a
stochastic transmitter and the sensor as an absorbing receiver
[10], [11]. Standard continuum models often fail to capture the
discrete fluctuations that drive false negatives in this low-copy-
number regime [12]. Realistic modeling must also account
for physical receiver constraints, such as binding kinetics and
stochastic noise, as seen in FET-based biosensor models [13].

Therefore, we employ a hybrid framework combining
Brownian dynamics with reaction-diffusion theory to quan-
tify the physical limits of proximal tumour detection. We
analyse the feasibility of detecting tumour-derived, MAGE-
A bearing MVs by simulating a minimally invasive sensor
placed within the peri-tumoral space. Smoldyn-based Brow-
nian dynamics simulate discrete EV trajectories to quantify
arrival distributions and false-negative probabilities, while a
reaction—diffusion PDE characterizes the deterministic mean
concentration field. Together, these models determine how
biophysical parameters such as ECM tortuosity, secretion rate,
and background EV flux govern the feasibility of spatially
resolved molecular diagnostics.

II. METHODOLOGY

The aim of this study is to determine whether tumour-
derived MVs carrying the cancer-testis antigen MAGE-A can
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Fig. 1. 3D Smoldyn simulation showing the MAGE-A+ tumour source
(turquoise), background noise sources (purple), and sensor (orange). Scattered
points indicate diffusing MVs.

be detected by a microscale sensor positioned within the peri-
tumoral space. We combine stochastic Brownian-dynamics
simulations in Smoldyn and a continuum reaction—diffusion
PDE for the mean concentration field. To enable comparison
with in vitro biosensor LOD, we map the Smoldyn arrival
counts to an effective local concentration, which represents the
equivalent flux-derived concentration a biosensor with surface
area 4ra? would sample during an observation time 7.

A. System Representation

The tumour—sensor configuration is treated as a diffusion-
driven molecular communication link. The tumour is modeled
as a spherical micro-lesion of radius R; = 50 pm (=~ 130cells),
secreting M Vs uniformly across its surface. Sensors are placed
at centre—centre distances of d = 275, 325, and 450 pm.
The ECM is represented as a porous hydrogel with constant
tortuosity around A\ = 1.5-3.0, consistent with literature [9].
The sensor is modeled as a spherical absorbing receiver of
radius a, = 20 pum [14]. Perfect absorption represents an
upper bound on performance; a capture-efficiency factor is
introduced later to account for binding kinetics. The main
observable is arrival count Nt over 1" = 6000 s window.

B. Biophysical Parameterisation

Microvesicles are treated as spherical nanoparticles whose
free diffusion coefficient is given by the Stokes—Einstein
relation with parameters given in Table. I. This yields Dy ~
0.9 x 1072 m?/s, consistent with nanoparticle diffusion mea-
surements in biological fluids [15]. Effective diffusivity in
tissue is reduced according to Deg = %, where A is the ECM
tortuosity. A micro-lesion assuming cellular packing density of
5x107-108 cells/cm®. Tumour-derived EV secretion rates vary
widely, but even high-secreting immune cells produce only
24-66 EVs/min [16]. We therefore use g..;; = 20 EV/cell/min
as a generous but physiologically plausible value. This yields
a total MV emission rate Qo ~ 40-45 EV/s, consistent with
the micro-lesion regime. Not all tumour-derived MVs exhibit
MAGE-A on their surface. Thus, we introduce py,, as the frac-
tion of MVs carrying accessible MAGE-A. Literature reports
vary but consistently show partial expression; therefore we

use P = 0.2 in the corrected detection model [1]. Interstitial
clearance is modeled as a first-order decay process with half-
life 15 = 2 h, giving keear = In(2)/t1/5 ~ 107%s71. All
parameters are applied consistently across Smoldyn simula-
tions and PDE calculations.

TABLE I
BIOPHYSICAL PARAMETERS USED IN THE MOLECULAR COMMUNICATION

MODEL.

Parameter Symbol | Value

Body temperature T 310K

Interstitial viscosity n 2.0mPa-s

MV radius rp 250 nm

Free diffusion coefficient Do 0.9 x 10712 m?/s

Tumour radius Ry 50 pm

Cells per tumour Neell ~ 130

Secretion rate per cell Qeell 20 EV/min

Tumour EV emission Qrotal 40-45 EV/s

Tagged MV fraction Drag 0.2

MV half-life t1/2 2h

Clearance rate Kclear 10~4 51

C. Smoldyn Stochastic Simulation

Vesicle motion is simulated using overdamped Langevin
dynamics,

X(t + At) = X(t) + v/ 2DeffAt &,

with timestep At = 1 s, yielding RMS displacements < a,
and numerically stable capture. Vesicles are injected at the
tumour boundary following a Poisson process of rate .
Clearance occurs with probability 1 — e~*art - Simulations
are performed in a 1000® pm reflective domain; the diffusion
length /2D.gT" ~ 100 pm ensures negligible boundary influ-
ence. For each parameter set, M/ = 100 realisations provide
empirical means, variances, and false-negative probabilities.
The primary output of each run is the integer-valued arrival
count N, defined as the number of vesicles that contacted and
are absorbed by the receiver surface during the observation
window 7" = 6000 s. The simulation duration was chosen as it
since it is comparable to the MV half-life (¢, = 2 h), which
ensures that clearance dynamics are captured. The ensemble of
arrival counts yields an empirical probability mass function, a
mean arrival rate, a variance, and a probability of zero arrivals.
These metrics quantify the degree of stochasticity inherent
to the communication channel and provide the basis for
hypothesis testing. In Fig. 1, non-MAGE-A vesicles represent
background EVs emitted by healthy tissue. These particles are
included in the false-positive model but do not affect Smoldyn
arrival counts for the tumour-only simulations, whose role is
formalized in the detection logic.

D. Continuum Reaction—Diffusion PDE
To obtain the mean concentration field, we solve
oC 10 oC
E = ﬁa (Deffrzar> — kaearC, 172> Ry, (1)
with boundary conditions

_Deﬁac/ar‘r:Rt = Jrv, C("“max) =0,
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Fig. 3. Operating regime map showing 95% detection contour.

where . = Ry + 450 pm.

The assumption of spherical symmetry is appropriate for
micro-lesions whose curvature dominates over macroscopic
anisotropies, and for sensors placed at fixed radial distances.

The PDE is solved using 200 spatial nodes over 6000 s.
Despite the reflective—Dirichlet mismatch noted above, the
PDE and Smoldyn means agree well within the region of
interest. The steady-state solution,

_ JevR?
o DeffT

kclear
)
Deff

C(r) exp |—(r — Ry)
predicts the mean concentration. The expected receptor flux
scales with; F[Np| « 47a, DegC (rrx) T, linking continuum
fields to discrete arrival counts.

E. Feasible Detection Radius

In Fig.3, we define the Maximum Feasible Radius as the dis-
tance at which the False Negative Probability (Ppy) remains
below 5%.These results suggest that reliable detection requires
either high secretion rates or short sensor-tumour distances.
At @@ = 40 MV/s, detection remains clinically reliable up to
=~ 275 — 280 pum from the center of the tumour.

F. Different Parameters

Fig. 4c illustrates the trade-off between sensitivity and
specificity across different detection thresholds. We selected
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© = 5 to maintain a robust margin above the expected
background noise (E[Nyg| ~ 3) while ensuring high detection
probability at clinically relevant distances. The sensitivity
analysis, Fig. 2, confirms that signal strength scales propor-
tionally with secretion rate () and inversely with clearance
rate (Kclear). Increased ECM tortuosity associated with fibrosis
(A > 2.0) significantly dampens diffusive transport, reducing
the effective detection radius compared to healthy tissue, while
smaller EV radii (r,) enhance range via higher diffusivity.

G. Detection Logic

Under the null hypothesis Hy, the sensor is located in
healthy tissue and no MAGE-A positive vesicles are emitted.
However, healthy cells also emit EVs, and the sensor may
capture particles non-specifically. We model this background
noise as Poisson process with rate Apgise. Since MAGE-A is a
cancer-testis antigen whose expression in normal adult tissues
is restricted to germ cells and trophoblasts, the probability
of MAGE-A positive EVs appearing in healthy tissue is
extremely low [1]. We estimate Appise = 5 X 104 s, yielding
an expected background count of E[Ny,] ~ 3 over 6000s.
Under the alternative hypothesis H;p, the sensor is near a
tumour and the vesicles arrive according to the stochastic
process described above. A threshold detector declares the
presence of tumour whenever the arrival count exceeds a
cutoff value ©. To account for realistic sensor limitations,
we introduce two correction factors. First, not all tumour-
derived EVs express MAGE-A on their surface; we define
Dug as the fraction of tumour MVs carrying the antigen.
Second, real sensors have finite binding kinetics and receptor
saturation rather than perfect absorption; we define « as the
effective capture efficiency. The detectable signal is therefore
modelled as Neff = ¢ - pg - N7, where Nt is the number of
EVs contacting the sensor surface. For our analysis, we use
Puwg = 0.2 and o = 0.5, which yields N = 0.1 X Nr. Our
reported results using Ny directly represent an upper-bound
estimate of detection performance. ROC analysis confirms
that this value lies near the optimal trade-off between false
positives and false negatives.
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Fig. 4. Computational modeling of EV transport and detection. (a) Cumulative arrival kinetics at different sensor distances from tumour center (Np). (b)
Trade-off between signal magnitude and false negative probability. (c) Detection probability as a function of distance for multiple thresholds. (d) Validation

of mean-field PDE against stochastic Smoldyn simulations.

III. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

The objective of the analysis is to determine whether
tumour-derived MAGE-A—positive MVs can be reliably de-
tected and the detection interval by a microscale absorber
positioned within the peri-tumoral space. The results combine
Smoldyn-derived stochastic arrival statistics and continuum
PDE-derived mean concentration fields. Importantly, tumour
EVs exist alongside large populations of non-MAGE-A EVs re-
leased by stromal and immune cells; modeling this background
is also essential for understanding false-positive behaviour in
proximal sensing. In our study, the tumour-derived MAGE-
A-positive vesicles constitute the signal, while non-MAGE-A
EVs represent a potential noise source when mapping arrival
counts to sensor-level detection thresholds.

A. Stochastic Signal Strength and Variance

Fig. 4a shows the distribution of EV arrival counts after
N = 100 runs. At 275 pm distance from the tumour centre,
the sensor receives a mean raw signal of u = 83.0 MVs,
corresponding to Neg = 8.3 MVs (0 = 0.82), with 0% false
negatives (Prpy = 0). At 450 pm, the mean falls to N = 1.6
(Negg = 0.16, 0 = 0.12), resulting in complete detection

failure (Pry = 1.00). Fig. 4b shows the inverse relationship
between signal strength and detection reliability. The mean
arrivals decay nearly exponentially with distance, while the
false negative probability remains low until approximately 275
pm. Beyond this point, Pry increases sharply, defining the
maximum clinically feasible detection range for the given
parameters. The arrival count distributions shown in Fig. 5
clearly reveal the stochastic nature of EV-based detection.

B. Validation against Continuum Theory & Comparison with
Sensor Detection Limits

The stochastic mean arrival counts were compared against
the deterministic concentration profile derived from the re-
action—diffusion PDE (Fig. 4d). The Smoldyn results closely
track the analytical exponential decay predicted by the contin-
uum model, confirming that the stochastic variance observed is
a genuine physical property of the low-copy-number channel
and not a simulation artifact. To compare with real sensor
specifications, we estimate local concentration from the diffu-
sive flux at an absorbing sphere (Cloca = 47”5%). At 275
um (Np = 83), this yields ~ 6 x 10* particles/uL, far ex-
ceeding the reported LOD of state-of-the-art aptasensors (19—
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100 particles/uL). At 450 um (Nt = 1.6), the concentration
drops to 1.2 x 103 particles/uL, still well above typical
LODs. This confirms that detection failure at large distances
is primarily due to stochastic variability rather than sensor
sensitivity limits.

~
~

C. Limitations & Future Work

Our model relies on several simplifications. We assume a
homogeneous ECM without interstitial convection. The ideal-
ized spherical micro-lesion neglects irregular tumour shapes
and spatial heterogeneity. The receiver is modeled as a per-
fect absorber with scalar efficiency corrections. This approx-
imates, but does not fully capture, complex binding kinetics
and receptor saturation. Finally, simulations were limited to
transient timescales; steady-state analysis was constrained by
computational cost of 3D Brownian dynamics. Future work
will incorporate convection-diffusion dynamics and extend
this framework to multi-sensor configurations. By leveraging
Bayesian inference or learning-based methods, spatially dis-
tributed measurements could be used to localize the tumour
source [17]. We also aim to validate the detection threshold
against experimental noise floors of aptasensors.

IV. CONCLUSION

This paper presents a theoretical framework for validating
the feasibility of proximal tumour detection using microvesi-
cles as biomarkers. By bridging tumor biology with transport
physics, we identified a critical detection window within the
interstitial space. Our results demonstrate that for a standard
micro-lesion with a secretion rate of &~ 40 EV/s, a sensor can
achieve reliable detection up to a maximum radial distance
of 275 pum. Beyond this range, stochastic arrival fluctuations
cause the false negative rate to rise sharply, rendering detection
unreliable regardless of sensor sensitivity. This defines the
physical limit for minimally invasive smart-needles, suggesting
they must be positioned within ~ 225 pm of the tumour
boundary to beeffective.
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