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The Nernst-Planck-Poisson (NPP) model is a general approach to the description of the electro-diffusion
processes which lead to the formation of the membrane potential. It takes into consideration several
parameters of ion-selective electrodes (ISEs) which are ignored in simpler models. This paper presents a
critical comparison between the NPP model and simpler models. The influence of different parameters
on the detection limit of ISEs is discussed. This is achieved by comparing direct predictions of the models
and, in contrast to any earlier treatment, by inverse modelling. This makes it possible to simultaneously
find out which set of physical parameters of the system will produce the desired detection limit.
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1. Introduction

The formation of the membrane potential of ion-selective elec-
trodes (ISEs) depends on the thermodynamic and kinetic properties
of the membrane|solution system, and it is strongly time depen-
dent. Selectivity (Kj) and detection limit (DL) are constitutive
parameters of all ion-selective electrodes.

There is an ongoing and vigorous debate in the ISE literature
concerning models describing ISE behaviour in general, and Kj; and
DL in particular. There are two main schools of thought. The first
one opts for simplicity while the other one stresses generality [1].
The argument that simpler is better applies only if the simpler and
the more complicated models are equally general (Ockham’s razor).

Advocates of the simple model stipulate that it should be
restricted in the following ways: (1) the diffusion coefficients in
the membrane should be assumed to be equal for all participating
ions, (2) the migration of ions should be disregarded, (3) only two
(or, at the most, three) ions should be considered, (4) frequently
only ions of the same charge should be taken into account and (5)
the model should be restricted to steady-state conditions.
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Sometimes proponents of the simple model assume the pres-
ence of only two ions of the same charge and time dependence,
and sometimes of ions of different charges and steady-state (no
time dependence), and from these two cases draw the conclu-
sion that the model (simultaneously) encompasses both different
charges and time dependence. This, however, is not true since the
assumptions, which have to be made when we consider ions of dif-
ferent charges, are made at the cost of time dependence and vice
versa.

The more general (NPP) model takes into account both diffusion
(each ion having its own diffusion coefficient both in water and
in the membrane), migration, an unlimited number of ions of any
charge and time dependence (Table 1).

The ISE models can be roughly divided into three categories:
phase boundary models, diffusion layer models, and models includ-
ing migration. They might also be divided into time-dependent and
time-independent (equilibrium and steady-state) models [1].

The debate about the merits of different models has been mostly
verbal, and a critical comparison between existing models is lacking
so far. In this paper, we compare three models which represent
the three main categories: the time-dependent NPP model (NPP),
the time-dependent diffusion model (TDM) and the steady-state
diffusion model (SDM). We use a dedicated virtual experiment and
experimental data to validate competing models.

We hope that the comparison of different models, used for the
description of the same well known examples, can exemplify and
clarify the basic merits and weaknesses of the different approaches.
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Table 1
Comparison of the dynamic models presented in this paper.
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NPP model

Diffusion models

Time-dependent models

Steady-state models

Diffusion, migration (convection)

Exchange and coextraction described by heterogeneous rate constants
Potential calculated from electrical field profile

Fluxes in all layers are co-dependent (concentrations-potential feedback)

Ions of any charge
Site distribution depends on electrical field distribution

Diffusion
Exchange and coextraction
described by equilibrium

Diffusion
Exchange and coextraction described by
equilibrium constants

constants

Potential calculated from the
phase boundary equation
Fluxes in both layers are
independent

Monovalent ions only

Sites distribution constant

Potential calculated from the phase
boundary equation

Fluxes are co-dependent (linear
concentration profiles and mass balance)
Monovalent ions only

Sites distribution constant

Note: There is a plethora of models describing ISE behaviour.
In this contribution we limit the comparison strictly to models
which are directly relevant to the description of low detection
limit phenomena. Therefore, some approaches (interesting from
the numerical point of view) are not discussed here, e.g. [2].

2. ISE response models
2.1. General model

2.1.1. The Nernst-Planck-Poisson (NPP) model

2.1.1.1. History. The first numerical simulation procedure for the
time-dependent NPP problem using an explicit method was devel-
oped in 1965 [3]. Later, in 1975, a mixed implicit method (for
electric field) and an explicit method (for concentration) similar
to [3] was presented [4]. However, due to the explicit nature of the
concentration calculation, this method suffered from a very small
time step of integration and therefore was very time-consuming.

2.1.1.2. Application of NPP to ISEs. The NPP model offers the most
complete and universal description of membranes and related sys-
tems (for advanced analysis of the power and limitations of the NPP
see [1]).

The application of the NPP model to membrane electrochem-
istry was presented in a seminal paper [5]. The authors developed
an efficient finite difference scheme, totally implicit in time. The
resulting set of non-linear algebraic equations was solved using
the Newton-Raphson method.

An approach, based upon this idea and dedicated to the general
description of ISE behaviour, was later developed [6-9].

The first extension of the NPP model for a two layer system was
presented in [10]. The first NPP model implementation where the
method of lines (MOL) [11] was used was presented in[12,13]. Later
on, MOL extensions of the NPP model for an arbitrary number of
layers were developed and implemented in C++ [14] or in MathCad

2.1.1.3. NPP implementation used in this work. The NPP model
describes a system consisting of n-layers (phases), inside of which
concentration changes of r components (ions or uncharged chem-
ical species) and a change of the electrical field in space and time
take place (Scheme 1). The influence of diffusion and migration
is expressed by the Nernst-Planck equation for the flux of the ith
component inside the jth layer:
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The continuity equation describes the change of the ion concen-
trations in time, and the Poisson equation describes the electrical
changes caused by the interaction of the species. For convenience,
the Poisson equation is replaced by the displacement current equa-
tion, as described in [3]. These equations form the following system
of evolutionary non-linear partial differential equations (PDE) for r
components in n phases:
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where A, is the interface between phases. The above system of PDE
is accompanied by boundary and initial conditions.

The mass balance condition at the boundary is expressed by
the equality of the fluxes in the boundary point in both phases,
JEi(Aj, t) = JH+1(A;, t). The heterogeneous first order rate constants
are used to describe the interfacial Kinetics at the interface A;
between phases «; and ¢j.1: thus the boundary conditions take a
form similar to these described in [16]:
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Scheme 1. Scheme of the n-layer system between two solutions.
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In simulations of the first point of a calibration curve, an
arbitrary initial concentration profile (where the electroneutral-
ity condition is fulfilled) is assumed. For the following calibration
points, the initial concentration and the field profiles are based on
the final values of the previous steps. This way of setting the initial
values reflects the experimental procedure of ISE calibration, i.e.
“the history of the ISE”.

The method used here is described in detail in Appendix A and
in Ref. [14].

2.2. Simplified models

The roots of the diffusion models presented in this paper can
be traced back to the original formulation of the so-called diffusion
layer model (DLM) [17,18].

All of them share two main assumptions: (a) the poten-
tial is governed by the local equilibria described by the Nernst
(Nikolskii-Eisenman) equation, and (b) only the Fickian diffusion
is considered, i.e. the only source of ion fluxes is the concentra-
tion gradient (migration is ignored). This is a rough approximation,
since ions are charged and therefore both create and interact with
an electrical field.

Diffusion models assume pure diffusion inside both the diffusion
layer and the membrane. The concentration change of the ith ion
inside the jth layer is given by the continuity equation and Fick’s
law:

acl op 92
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The solution of the diffusion problem given by Eq. (4), along
with suitable initial and boundary conditions, belongs to the canon
of diffusion and materials engineering and can be found else-
where, e.g. in the seminal book by Crank [19] and in other books
[20,21].

The original DLM was later developed in a number of papers
[22-24].

2.2.1. Time-dependent diffusion model (TDM)

The TDM model takes into account only two monovalent ions,
the preferred and the discriminated ion, and assumes that their dif-
fusion coefficients in each phase are equal [25]. The authors solved
the diffusion problem inside each of the two phases by using the
finite difference method. They used the explicit Euler time scheme
for two separate uniform grids (in the diffusion layer and mem-
brane) for the space domain, and Euler’s method to solve the set of
obtained ODEs.

At the left boundary of the first layer, the Dirichlet boundary
conditions (c}(ko, t) = ¢j, = const) are assumed.

At each time step, the concentration of the ith ion in the kth
discretization point of the jth layer (t + At) is expressed as:

e+ a0 =0+ S o -2 O+ A (5)
i

where § = (dj/(N; — 1)) represents the distance between two

neighbouring grid points.

At the membrane boundaries, the ion concentrations are given
by the following equations for equilibrium:

RTC&(t-‘r At)
i (t+ At) + Kexen€y(t + At)’
lea(t + At) = Ry — c1(t + At) (6)
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where ¢; and ¢; are the concentrations inside and outside the mem-
brane phase, Rt is the total concentration of anionic sites in the
membrane and Keyc, is the exchange constant.

The potential of the ISE is calculated according to the well known
Nikolskii-Eisenman equation:

o RT In c}‘N +Kexchc;‘N 7)
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2.2.1.1. Diffusion exchange model (TDM-E). The TDM-E model is
analogous to the model described in the previous section but does
not assume that the diffusion coefficients of each component in
each phase are equal.

In the diffusion layer and inside the membrane the concentra-
tion changes are described by Eq. (5).

On the right side of the diffusion layer, the time-dependent con-
centration is calculated using the equation:

2D}
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At the boundary points of the membrane, the concentrations of

the preferred and discriminated ions are given by the equations for

equilibrium distribution:
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where Ry is the total concentration of anionic sites in the membrane
and Keych, is the exchange constant.

The potential of the ISE is calculated according to the
Nikolskii-Eisenman equation:

1,N 1,N
C] (t) + Kexchcz (t)
C1R + KexchC2R

_RT
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In order to check whether our implementation of the TDM
model is correct, all examples in Ref. [25] were recalculated, giving
results which are identical with those in the original publication.

Important note. The authors in [25] assume that the boundary
conditions at the interface are given by the continuity equation:

] Ui

o D="75

(x,t) (11)

It is true that fluxes at the boundary are continuous (equal-
ity of the fluxes), although they are not necessarily differentiable
functions. Consequently, Eq. (11) (used for the boundary point),
as well as its approximation by finite differences (Eq. (8)), may be
mathematically incorrect.

2.2.1.2. Diffusion exchange coextraction model (TDM-EC). For the
purpose of this work, the extension of the TDM model was devel-
oped with different boundary conditions which consider both
exchange and coextraction processes. In the TDM-EC model the dif-
fusion of three monovalent ions (preferred ion, discriminated ion,
counter-ion) is considered.

Egs. (5) and (8) are used as for the TDM-E model (as in the case
of the TDM-E model).

At the boundary points of the membrane, the concentrations
of the preferred and discriminated ions are given by the following
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equations (instead of by Eq. (9)):
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For details see Appendix B.

2.2.2. Time-independent model (SDM)

2.2.2.1. SDM1. This model was developed only for monovalent,
preferred and discriminated ions and 1:1 complexes, in order to
obtain an analytical solution to the equation for the membrane
potential [26,27]. The equations and assumptions used in this
model are: exchange and coextraction processes, mass balance,
charge balance and uniform sites distribution.

The properties of the SDM are identical to those of the TDM
except that (a) the SDM is time independent and (b) the fluxes in
the diffusion layer and in the membrane are interdependent, which
can be described by the mass balance condition.

2.2.2.2. SDM2. Another steady-state model was presented around
the same time as the SDM1 [28]. This model is claimed to be very
general since it considers any number of ions of any charge. How-
ever, a closer inspection shows that only special cases are discussed
in this contribution. The possibility of time dependence is also
hinted at, but only as an artificial addition.

Later on, a comparison between theory and results obtained
using the TDM were presented [24]. It is unclear what the authors
meant by the word “theory”. This contribution is not discussed here,
since the theoretical equation (Eq. (19) in Ref. [24]), which is a spe-
cial case of the general equation in Ref. [28], does not contain the
concentration of the main ion in the inner solution.

3. Calculations

The SDM1 model was implemented in MathCAD 2001i Profes-
sional, and SDM2, TDM and NPP in C++. The calculations for the
NPP model were done on four HP ProLiant DL 140 G3 servers with
two Intel Xeon 2.33 GHz (4 core) processors, 16 GB RAM each under
Linux Fedora 8 x 64. For all other models, calculations were made
on an IBM PC with an Intel Core2 Duo (2.2 GHz) processor and 2 GB
RAM under Windows XP SP3.

The basic virtual experiment was computed for two layers. The
first layer, with a thickness d; = 100 wm, represents the water diffu-
sion layer, and the second (d, =200 wm) represents the membrane.
The dielectric permeabilities were assumed to be £, =7.07 x 1010
and &, =2.12 x 1010 in Sl units, respectively. The temperature was

Table 2
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set to T=298 K and the measurement time for each point of the
calibration curve was set to 1800s.

NPP simulations were performed for a system containing four
differentions, using the parameters shownin Table 2. High values of
heterogeneous rate constants correspond to the Dirichlet boundary
conditions. The number of discretization points was set to Ny =60
and N, =200, and the first step of space discretization was set to
1019,

This system corresponds to the following parameters for
the SDM: Rr=10"4M, L1=2xRr, Kexch=10"7, Keoex=0.1,
Djag=Djaq=10"° and Dyp=Djm=10""m?/s, §aq=100pwm,
8m =200 p.m, a; = 0.1 M, a;(bulk)= 10-7 M.

In the TDM model, the system is represented by: d; =100 wm,
dy =200 pm, t=1800S, Keycr, = 10~7, Ry = 10~4 M. The diffusion coef-
ficients and ion concentrations are given in Table 2. The number of
discretization points was set to N; =6 and N, =21, and the time step
was set to 0.001 s.

Selected parameters were individually varied relative to these
settings. All curves were normalized to the point {c; =102 M,
potential =200 mV}. In Fig. 3, a different set of parameters was used
and will be described later on.

4. Results and discussion

It is well known from the abundant literature data [1,26,29-31]
that a gradual decrease in the concentration of the main ion in the
inner solution of a plastic membrane ISE leads to the improvement
(decrease) of the detection limit. However, when the concentration
of the main ion in the inner solution becomes too low, a super-
Nernstian behaviour, due to the over-compensation of the trans-
membrane fluxes of ions, is observed.

We performed virtual experiments in order to compare the
existing models. The important feature is that we used the same
parameters for all the models. A detailed description of these
parameters is given in the calculation section above and in Table 2.

4.1. Transient response comparison

In this paragraph, the NPP and the TDM-EC models are com-
pared.

If the measuring time is too short (t<300s) to allow steady-
state to be achieved, it will affect the potential, i.e. the shape of the
calibration curve. An ISE with a primary ion concentration in the
internal solution equal to 106 M (ISE6) was used to illustrate this
phenomenon (Fig. 1a).

The calibration curves calculated according to NPP and TDM-EC
show roughly the same tendencies. At first, with increasing mea-
suring times (t), the detection limit decreases. A further increase
of t causes the appearance of a super-Nernstian section, or jump,
in the calibration curve. The longer the measuring time becomes,
the more this jump moves towards higher concentrations, thus
increasing the detection limit.

A closer look at the calibration curves, however, reveals a dif-
ference between the models. The TDM-EC curves are much more

lon properties used for calculations (concentrations in mol/dm? and all other values in SI units).

i Zi D: [x1079] D,-z [ x10-11 ] CiL CilM C,-ZM Cir l-<ix0 ki, I-<ik2 ifi)m kiy., l}ikz

I +1 1.0 1.0 a 102 104 D 100 100 100 100 100 100

I +1 1.0 1.0 107 107 0 0.1 100 10-° 100 100 100 103
X -1 1.0 1.0 ¢ 102 0 ¢ 100 0.001 100 100 100 0.001
R- -1 1.0 1.0 0 0 104 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0

2 Calibration curves made for 0.01-10~'2 mol/dm?3.
b Varies from 102 to 10~'3 mol/dm?3.
¢ To provide electroneutrality.
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Fig. 1. Influence of measuring time for the ISE with preferred ion inner solution concentration 10-'° obtained using the TDM-EC (left) and the NPP (right) model. (a) Equal
diffusion coefficients (above), (b) different diffusion coefficients D; = 10-D; (below). Steady-state curves marked with empty circles.

“abrupt”, the NPP curves are “smoother” and more similar to the
experimental ones.

The cases described above are of the “normal problem” type
(What is the value of the detection limit if we have a certain set of
parameters?). Equally, or maybe more, important is the so-called
“inverse problem” namely “Which set of parameters produces the
best detection limit?”

The answer to this problem is illustrated in Fig. 2a which shows
contour plot of the detection limit vs. the measurement time and
the concentration of the primary ion in the inner solution (DL-t-[I]).

The concentration of I is plotted on the x-axis, the measur-
ing time on the y-axis and the resulting value of the detection
limit on the z-axis. The detection limit is depicted with the help
of different colour intensities; the darker the colour, the lower
the detection limit. The local/global minima can be read from the
plot.

In order to obtain such contour plots, the measuring time was
increased from 5 to 500s with an interval of 55, and the ion con-
centration in the inner solution was varied over a range of 10
orders of magnitude (10-2 to 10~'2M) with an interval of one
order of magnitude. For each calibration curve, eleven points were
calculated. Thus, 100 x 11=1100 calibration curves and altogether
12100 points had to be calculated. This is a “brute force” approach

that requires a lot of computational effort, which is exponentially
proportional to the number of investigated parameters. The process
can be substantially speeded up by the use of more sophisticated
techniques such as hierarchical genetic strategy (HGS) [32,33].

A look at the contour plots in Fig. 2a also reveals that while the
models generally show the same tendency their results substan-
tially differ in detail. In practice, TDM-EC displays only one global
minimum (IS5, steady-state). In practice, TDM-EC displays only one
global minimum. The model suggests that the best value of the
detection limit (DL=10-198) can be obtained with ISE5 using very
long measuring times.

Simulations using NPP result in four local minima (of the value
of DL) and one global. In simulations where the measuring time
exceeds 5min (t>300s) - and which are thus comparable to
steady-state measurements — the lowest DL=10-21 is obtained for
ISE5.

In transient-state simulations, an even better DL=10-196 can
be noted for ISE6 (t=100-200s). A small, subnanomolar region
DL=10-99 occurs with ISE7 at 45s<t<50s, and another DL=10"9
with ISE11 at t=25s. The latter could be very interesting in fast
analysis, for example with automated clinical analyzers.

The results presented in Fig. 1a and b were obtained assuming
that all species in water had the same diffusion coefficient and, sim-
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Fig. 2. The time-concentration-detection limit maps obtained using the TDM-EC (left) and the NPP (right) model. (a) Equal diffusion coefficients (above), (b) different

diffusion coefficients D; = 10-D; (below).

ilarly, that the diffusion coefficients of all species in the membrane
were equal (see Table 2).

As we indicated above, the influence of different ionic diffusibil-
ity on the membrane potential formation was ignored by all models.
The NPP model is a good tool to visualise this fact. Figs. 1b and 2b
show the results obtained when assuming that the preferred ion
has a 10 times higher diffusion coefficient in the membrane than
the discriminated ion.

Now the difference in the predictions of TDM-EC and NPP is
striking. TEM-EC predicts that the steady-state is reached almost
immediately for t>10s. All curves, except those measured for 10's,
overlap each other and are the same as the steady-state curve
(marked with empty circles). The NPP curves also show the influ-
ence of the faster transport of I, but this influence is considerably
smaller. The curves for each measuring time length are still dis-
tinctly different from each other and different from the steady-state
curve. This example nicely illustrates the effect of the potential
formed inside the membrane (diffusion potential) on the evolution
of the ISE signal. The electric field inside the membrane retards the
transport of the faster moving ion and slows down the process of
reaching steady-state.

This phenomenon is also seen very clearly in the contour plot
(Fig. 2b). The map generated using the NPP model still resem-
bles the one obtained for equal diffusion coefficients, although a
faster transport effect is visible. The map obtained using the TDE-
EC model shows that steady-state is reached very quickly for all
concentrations in the inner solution (vertical stripes on the plot).

4.2. Ions of different charges

In practical applications, ions of different charges are very often
present in the solution. In such cases, the NPP is clearly superior to
other models (see Table 1).

The experimental calibration curves of a calcium electrode, and
the corresponding numerical simulations using the NPP model, are
shown in Fig. 3. The experiment was made and described in Ref.
[31]. The simulations were done using the parameters identical to
thatin[31]: two layers, d; =100 wm, d» =200 pum, &1 =7.07 x 1010,
£7=2.12x 1010 (DOS +NPOE), T=298K (see Table 3). The time
of each measurement was 1800s. The NPP simulations were
executed for a system containing six different ions. The inner solu-
tion concentrations for electrode A were: ccp2+ = 1072 M, cyr =
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Fig.3. Calcium electrode with a primary ion concentration in the inner solution equal to (A) 10-2 M, (B) 3 x 108 M, (C) 1.3 x 10-'° M, (D) 3 x 10~'2 M. Experimental calibration
curves (left) and theoretical curves obtained using the NPP model (right).

1077 M, cna+ = 0; electrode B: Ceaze =3 1078 M, ey =4.07 x The resulting detection limits of the four electrodes used in

1075 M, cna+ = 0.073 M; electrode C: ceor =1.3x 10710M, ¢r =  the experiment were: (A) ¢11=10"%3M, (B) ¢;1=10"%°M, (C)

1.2 x 1077 M, cna+ = 0.1 M; electrode D: cpoe = 3 x 10712 M, ¢y = c1.=10"82M, (D) ¢; =10-%3 M. The detection limits obtained in
. , =0.1M; 1Cca2t = , =

the NPP simulations were (A) ¢;1=10"%2M, (B) ¢;1 =10-7% M, (C)
c1L=10"73 M, (D) ¢; L = 10~%3 M. The differences may be caused by
the fact that the experimental values of the layer thicknesses and
the diffusion coefficients inside the membrane were unknown. The

2.5x107° M, cna+ = 0.12 M. The number of discretization points
was set to Ny =60 and N, =200, and the first step of space discretiza-
tion was set to 1 x 1079,

Fig. 4. The influence of the concentration of preferred ion in the inner solution. Calibration curves obtained using the (a) SDM1; (b) TDM-E; (c) TDM-EC; and (d) NPP models.
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Fig. 5. Concentration profiles of (a—c) the preferred ion (I) (d) anionic sites (R~) at the end of a virtual experiment. The concentration of I in the bulk of the solution is 10~13 M
and in the inner filling solution (1) 10-2 M, (2) 10> M, (3) 10-'3 M, respectively. The results were obtained using: (a) SDM1; (b) TDM-EC; (c) NPP and (d) NPP.

presence of additional ions in the solution, the leaching of the ionic
sites, drift or other processes which were not considered in these
particular simulations may also have had some effect. Nevertheless
this case is a very good example of a successful application of the
model to the complicated real-world example of ISE behaviour at
low concentrations.

4.3. Steady-state comparison

The results obtained using SDM1 and SDM2 models give iden-
tical results so for the sake of brevity only the SDM1 results are
discussed later.

Fig. 4a shows that by decreasing the concentration of the pre-
ferred ion (I) in the internal solution (IS), the detection limit can
be improved by a few orders of magnitude towards the sub-
nanomolar range. However, the decrease of [I] below a certain
value (IS<10->M) induces a strong, apparently super-Nernstian

response because the sample ions in the diffusion boundary layer
are depleted.

Similar results as for SDM1 were obtained using the TDM-EC
model (Fig. 4c). Also, the TDM-E (Fig. 4b) model shows similar
results for the curves which display super-Nernstian behaviour,
but different ones for the curves which should have a higher
than optimal detection limit. This is understandable, since the
TDM-E model does not take coextraction processes into account,
and therefore cannot model the worsening of the detection limit
caused by the leakage of the preferred ion into the diffusion
layer.

Fig. 5 shows space-concentration plots for different models. All
three models show the same tendencies. The concentration of I at
the membrane surface (a) is higher than in the bulk of the solution
(for high [I] in the internal solution), (b) then decreases gradually
with the decrease of | in the IS, and (c¢) eventually becomes lower
than in the bulk of the solution (for low [I] in the IS). It should be

Table 3

Ion properties used for simulations of a calcium electrode (concentrations in mol/dm? and all other values in SI units).
i z D'[x10°] D*[x10"'] ¢ e &2 Cr King kix, kin, kng ki, ki,
Ca** +2 0.798 0.798 a 104 252x1073 b 1.0 104 103 1.0 103 104
Cl- -1 2.01 2.01 ¢ 2x10°* 0 D 1.0 5x 1078 104 1.0 104 5x10°8
H* +1 9.32 0.0932 107 107 0 D 1.0 2.8x10°% 1073 1.0 103 2.8x 1076
Na* +1 1.35 1.35 0 0 0 D 1.0 6.85x10°% 1073 1.0 103 6.85x 108
TFPB- -1 0.1 0.1 0 0 5.04x103 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 Calibration curves made for 10~3 to 10~'2 mol/dm?>.
b Different for each electrode.
¢ To provide electroneutrality.
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noted that although SDM and TDM assume constant concentration
of R inside the membrane, the NPP model shows that the concen-
tration of R changes within the membrane, particularly close to the
membrane boundaries.

These results show the agreement between the models as well
as the agreement between the models and the experimental data.

Although SDM and TDM-EC are simplified models, which do not
apply to complex practical cases (polyvalent ions, more than two

ions, time influence), they compare satisfactorily with the general
NPP model. The trends found using the SDM and the TDM-EC are
confirmed by the NPP and are of general validity for the construc-
tion of low detection limit ISEs.

In the rest of this paragraph we will compare only NPP and SDM.

We studied the influence of the following parameters on the
detection limit: the concentration of the discriminated ion []], (a)
in the sample and (b) in the internal solution, (c) the value of

Fig. 6. The influence of the discriminated ion concentration in the sample. Calibration curves obtained using the SDM1 (left) and the NPP model (right).

Fig. 7. Influence of the discriminated ion concentration in the internal solution. Calibration curves obtained using the SDM1 (left) and NPP (right) models.

Fig. 8. Influence of the exchange constant. Calibration curves obtained using the SDM1 (left) and NPP models (right).
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Fig. 9. Influence of the coextraction constant. Calibration curves obtained using the SDM1 (left) and NPP model (right).

Fig. 10. Influence of ionic sites concentration. Calibration curves obtained using the SDM1 (left) and NPP model (right).

Fig. 11. Influence of diffusion coefficients. Calibration curves obtained using the SDM1 (left) and NPP model (right).

the exchange reaction constant, (d) the value of the coextraction
reaction constant (e) the total concentrations of ion-exchanger
sites and (f) transport parameters. Below, we focus on electrodes
with the following concentrations of I in the inner solution: (a)
10-2 M, (denoted later as ISE2), which corresponds to a conven-
tional system; (b) 10=>M (ISE5), which generates the optimal
steady-state response, and (c) 10~13 M (ISE13) with the strongest
super-Nernstian response.

(a) The concentration of the discriminated ion in the sample, ],
(Fig. 6) has the biggest effect on ISE13. The change in [J] by
one order of magnitude induces a shift of the super-Nernstian
plateau by 59mV. The SDM simulations for ISE5 show, that
the discriminated ion has an indirect influence on preventing
the preferred ion from leaching to the sample. The NPP model
predicts that this influence is negligible for ISE5. For ISE2, the
influence of [J] in the sample is negligible, since the leaching of
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I induces its high and constant concentration at the membrane
surface.

(b) For ISE2 and ISE7, both models show that lowering []] in the
inner solution causes a small improvement of the detection
limit (Fig. 7). For ISE5 NPP shows a similar effect, while SDM
does not. For ISE13, both models predict that a lowering of [J]
does not affect the detection limit.

(c) The exchange constant Kex, can be described as:

k]’)\] k[’)hl I(]’)\'Z k]’)\z
Kexety = 221 - 221 - 2 the

== (14)
I(L}\] ](]’)\'1 k[’)LZ k]’)\z

For the NPP simulations, the values of IQ,ﬁM = El,kz were var-
ied in the range of 1076 to 10~4. This, according to Eq. (14),
results in values of Keyp, in the 108 to 10~ range (Fig. 8). With
both models, a 10-fold increase of Kuyc, for ISE13 causes the
potential of the super-Nernstian plateau to increase but has no
effect on the detection limit. The effect is different on ISE5, for
which the Nernstian response can change to super-Nernstian.
The influence of Kexcp, 0n the detection limit of ISE2 is negligible.
(d) The coextraction constant K.gex can be described as:
Kcoex = = = == kX*,)Zz : kl’)\z (15)
Kx-3q  Kiog - c,zz_,M Kx- 3, Kisy - CI%_,M

kx- 5, - ki,

For the NPP simulations, the values of l?xf,h = ]}X,’AZ were
varied in the 10~ to 10~2 range which, according to Eq. (15),
leads to values of Kcpex Within the 0.01-1 range. Both models
predict a similar influence of Kcqex 0n the detection limit (Fig. 9).
The influence of K¢oex on the detection limit of ISE13 is negligi-
ble. The decrease of Kepex improves the detection limit of ISEs
with a Nernstian type of response (ISE2-ISE5). Decreasing Kcoex
below a certain value causes the Nernstian response of ISE5 to
change into super-Nernstian, resulting in a worsening of the
detection limit.
(e) The average anionic site concentration (Rr) in the membrane

is equal to its initial concentration in the membrane (CI%,!M),
because an anionic site cannot enter or leave the membrane.
This concentration was varied in the 10~3 to 10~>M range
(Fig.10). When cﬁ, v was increased/decreased in the NPP simu-

lations, the heterogeneous rate constants f<x: A= IF<X77 2, Were
decreased/increased in order to keep Kcoex constant (see Eq.
(15)). A 10-fold decrease of Rt lowers the detection limit of
ISE13 by one order of magnitude. For ISE5, a decrease of Ry
causes the super-Nernstian response to change to Nernstian.
According to the NPP model, the influence of Rt on ISE2 is negli-
gible, while SDM predicts a small improvement of the detection
limit with the decrease of Ry.

(f) The diffusion parameter (DP), which represents the influence
of diffusion coefficients in water and in the membrane as
well as the thickness of both layers, can be expressed as DP =
D2d; /D! d;.In the SDM and NPP model simulations, all diffusion
coefficients in the membrane (DI.Z) were varied in the 10-10 to

10-12 m2/s range. Both models predict that the increase of DP
causes a lowering of the detection limit of all ISEs (Fig. 11).

5. Summary and conclusions

Three models describing the behaviour of ISEs (SDM, TDM-
EC, and NPP) were compared both for transient and steady-state
response.

Transient-state NPP simulations show the influence of time on
the detection limits. For electrodes in which the outward flux of
the preferred ion is either under-compensated or ideally compen-
sated, the detection limit decreases with the increase of time. For

electrodes in which the outward flux of the preferred ion is over-
compensated, the detection limit decreases (improves) with the
increase of time, reaches an optimum and then increases (worsens)
again because of the super-Nernstian response (Fig. 1, NPP (a)). For
transient-state measurements, much lower (subnanomolar) detec-
tion limits can be achieved than for steady-state measurements
(Fig. 2).

The difference between the predictions of TDM-EC and NPP was
demonstrated. It was especially pronounced in the case of unequal
diffusion (Fig. 1, TDM-EC (b) and NPP (b)). TEM-EC predicts that
the steady-state is reached almost immediately. The NPP predicts
that the system will obtain steady-state more slowly. This example
nicely illustrates the role of the potential formed inside the mem-
brane (diffusion potential) on the ISE signal evolution. The electric
field inside the membrane retards the transport of the faster mov-
ing ion thus slowing down the process of reaching steady-state.
Here we have proof that the more general NPP model quantita-
tively reflects the important facts that arbitrary are not considered
by simpler models.

Correspondingly, the use of NPP shows when simplifications are
justified. In the case of steady-state and monovalent ions the ten-
dencies shown by the SDM were confirmed with NPP simulations.
The agreement between these two models is very good. Decreas-
ing the concentration of the preferred ion in the inner solution, as
well as the coextraction constant (anion lipophilicity), improves
the detection limit by several orders of magnitude towards the
subnanomolar range. After reaching an optimal value with a fur-
ther decrease of one of these two parameters, the detection limit
worsens and a super-Nernstian response is observed. When the
parameters - e.g. the concentration of the discriminated ion in
the inner solution, the ionic site concentration, or the diffusion
(DP) parameter - are changed, different types of ISE behaviour is
observed. The decrease of these parameter values leads to a lower
detection limit for all electrodes. To design an electrode with the
lowest possible detection limit, the parameter values should also be
as low as possible. The exchange constant and the concentration of
Jinthe bulk of the solution have little influence on electrodes with a
nearly optimal concentration of preferred ion in the inner solution.
Neither do they significantly affect the level of the super-Nernstian
plateau for electrodes which show this type of response.

The NPP model is by far the most general of the models discussed
(big number of components, polyvalent ions, transient-state poten-
tial measurements) and can be used for the description of a much
wider range of phenomena concerning ISEs than the SDM or the
TDM-EC models. It is also a tool to justify the use of simpler models
in certain situations.
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Appendix A.

These equations have been converted into a set of dimensionless
equations with the following transformations:

X gt ai(&,z):zw, i, f):=

Xs ’ ts l Cs

Ej(Xs)_C, fsf)
Es ’
(A1)

where x, t, cf F/ and X, ¢, E‘i EJ are physical and dimension-
less values of distance, time, concentration and electric field,
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Fig. A.1. Space grid for the electro-diffusion problem for each phase «;, where
PRO =i 1), IO = s ).

respectively; xs, ts, cs, Es are their constant characteristic val-
ues. From this point on we use rescaled variables in equations. To
ease the burden of notation the overbars are dropped.

Now the dimensionless model of electro-diffusion of r species
can be described by the following set of equations:

o
ot

. r
OF ;
o zl(r)_)\jE zf,
i=1

where the rescaled flux is given as J! = —D!(dc]/dx) + yzDiclE/,
D; - rescaled diffusion coefficient, A,y are defined by: A; =
csxsF/(Ese;), y =FEsxs/(RT) and F, R, T, g have their usual
meaning (Faraday constant, gas constant, absolute temperature
and dielectric permittivity in phase o;). The influence of drift is
neglected.

:—a%]{ fori=1,...,r,
(A.2)

A.1. Numerical method

The method of lines [11], which requires space discretiza-
tion only, was employed to numerically solve the problem above.
We use a non-uniform grid denser near boundaries. Because of
grid non-uniformity, the finite differences method with properly
selected weights must be applied [12,34].

Fig. A.1 shows the space grid used in all phases «;. The concen-
trations are defined at points y; , while the fluxes and electric fields
at points x; ;. Each point y; i is placed in the middle of the interval
(Xjk-15 X

The ﬂux]{ gradient at pointy; (fork=1, ..., N) can be evaluated
using the expression for the first derivative:

J .k k=1
A e (A3)
0x hj,k—l
Yik

At the boundary nodes (k=0, k=N+1), one-sided expressions
for right- and left-side derivative are used:

A —haCho+ a0 + (o + PP - 2
0x hjohj1(hjo + hj1)

o X . A
R B 7 = (i + i PR+ Byca(ynea + 2R
ax - hin-1hjn-2(hin_2 + hino1)

YjiN+1

(A4)

This leads to the formulation of a set of ordinary differential
equations (ODE) defined by unknown functions cﬁ‘k(t), which have
values in every point y;, (where k=0, ..., N+1) and E"(t), which

have values in every point x; (where k=0, ..., N):

dc®  —hya(2hio+hia W0 + (hio + hia PR — W2 B

= s

dt By ohj 1 (hjo +hi1)
dci* B 71:',1( e
dt B k1
dc{‘m1 llﬁN,lff’N72 = (hjn-1+hjino2 )2]{’N71 + hjn—2(hjn_2 + 2R N )]{'N (A5)
e = hj n_1hj N2 (i n_2 4R n-1) ’

ik i

dEi _Ij t Aj .k
o = (1) - 2!

i=1

. . . S . .
where ]{’k = -Dg(ac;”‘/ax) + yz,'Dgci’ "2, The space derivative of
the concentration at y, was approximated by a three-point, non-
uniform finite difference:

j k 2 k1 _p2 ik op. ) ok
dC{ ) hj,k—lcg *hj’kcg +(h],k - ],k—l)(hj,kcz +
dx hj k10 k(hj k1 + By i)

j,k+1
hjr-1c )

(A.6)

and "**(1/2) s the concentration at X with a weighted linear com-
bination of the neighbouring concentrations as follows:

i,k i,k
d,k+(]/2) ~ (hj,kCg +hj,k71(‘,{ H)

(A7)
i (hj k-1 +hj k)
The boundary conditions take the form:
J{,N =]{+1,0 _ ,'éi)hjc::,N _ ’<i)hjc§+],0()‘jv t) (A.8)

The above discretization leads to a system of ODEs in time vari-
able. Due to the stiff nature of these ODEs, a special integrator is
needed. We have used StiffIntegratorT, an implicit integrator based
on the RADAUS5 [35] procedure.

The electrical potential, which is an integral from electrical field
over space can be expressed using the method of trapezes:

k

) 1 . o
Pk = =3 (SEE LB Dy )

= - (A.9)
. 1 o
Ag = E PN = 75 E (E(Ef»g +E8 1)hj,g_1) .
j=1 j=1 g=1

The NPP multilayer model (along with rescaling, discretization
and data structures) as well as JEDS (a freeware computer program,
which is a C++ implementation of the presented model and can be
used in a number of applications), was described in details in Ref.
[14].

Appendix B.
Let us denote the concentrations at the boundary as: c; inside

and ¢} outside the membrane. The set of equations for exchange,
coextraction and electroneutrality

ci ¢y
Kexch = -1

€1-C

c1-C B.1
Keoex = 7— (B.1)

GG
Cc1 +Cy =C3 + Ry, C%+C’2=C/3
can then be transformed into the form:

C/
(1 + Kexch C/Z> c1?+Rr-c1 + (o (C; + C/z)Kcoex =0
! (B.2)

C/
€2 =1 - Kegen -2
2=0 exch 77
G
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where A from the quadratic Eq. (B.2)

/

C
A=R:+4 (1 + KeXChC/2> ¢} (€} + ¢, Keoex (B.3)
1

is always higher than R2, which means that it has one positive and
one negative solution. The positive solution takes the form:

Rr++/ 41 (B.4)

C1 =
1T 24 2Kexen(Sy /)
Applying the Eqgs. (B.2)-(B.4) to the left (¢; = Ciz,o, C= c;’N) and
right (¢; = ciz’N, ¢; = ¢i ) leads to Egs. (12) and (13).
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