arXiv:2012.05431v1 [physics.flu-dyn] 10 Dec 2020

Theory of shock electrodialysis I:

Water dissociation and electrosmotic vortices

Huanhuan Tian^b, Mohammad A. Alkhadra^b, Martin Z. Bazant^{b,1}

aDepartment of Mathematics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Massachusetts 02139, USA bDepartment of Chemical Engineering, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Massachusetts 02139, USA

Abstract

Shock electrodialysis (shock ED), an emerging electrokinetic process for water purification, leverages the new physics of deionization shock waves in porous media. In previous work, a simple leaky membrane model with surface conduction can explain the propagation of deionization shocks in a shock ED system, but it cannot quantitatively predict the deionization and conductance (which determines the energy consumption), and it cannot explain the selective removal of ions in experiments. This two-part series of work establishes a more comprehensive model for shock ED, which applies to multicomponent electrolytes and any electrical double layer thickness, captures the phenomena of electroosmosis, diffusioosmosis, and water dissociation, and incorporates more realistic boundary conditions. In this paper, we will present the model details and show that hydronium transport and electroosmotic vortices (at the inlet and outlet) play important roles in determining the deionization and conductance in shock ED. We also find that the results are quantitatively consistent with experimental data in the literature. Finally, the model is used to investigate design strategies for scale up and optimization.

Keywords: Shock electrodialysis, water disscoiation, electroosmotic vortices, nonlinear electrokinetics

1. Introduction

The ability to efficiently remove ions and ionic compounds from a dilute feed is central to a sustainable future with clean water. With growing industrial development, for example, toxic heavy metals, radioactive ions, and inorganic compounds are increasingly discharged into the environment and into our sources of drinking water. These contaminants are hazardous even when present in trace quantities, and it remains a challenge to remove them affordably and reliably [1, 2]. This challenge creates an urgent need for the development of systems by which charged species are selectively separated from dilute feeds. Traditional membrane processes for water treatment such as reverse osmosis (RO) and electrodialysis (EO)—which have proven successful for desalination of concentrated solutions like seawater—are not selective and have limited utility when the objective is to remove target ions in the presence of a competing electrolyte like sodium [3, 4].

Over the past decade, Bazant and coworkers have developed, patented, and characterized an emerging electrokinetic process called “shock electrodialysis (shock ED)” for water purification [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10]. As shown in Fig.1, the main component of the shock ED prototype is a weakly charged macroporous material sandwiched between two ion exchange membranes. In the current prototype, the macroporous material and both ion exchange membranes have negatively charged surfaces. When current is applied to the system, the membranes block the transport of coions (i.e., anions) and cause ion concentration polarization, which leads to extreme concentration gradients in the macroporous material. As the concentration is reduced to nearly zero on the depleted side, the current reaches the so-called diffusion limited current. However,

Email address: bazant@mit.edu (Martin Z. Bazant)

Preprint submitted to Elsevier December 12, 2020

overlimiting current is widely observed in electrochemical systems, and possible mechanisms include water splitting, electro-convective instability, surface conduction, and electroosmotic flow [11, 12]. In the shock ED prototype, because the macroporous material has surface charge and pore size of around 1 μm, surface conduction and electroosmotic flow should dominate overlimiting current, which enables a deionization shock wave that propagates from one membrane to the other [13, 5, 14, 15]. A contaminated stream fed to our shock ED device can therefore be split into fresh and waste products at the outlet. This process is continuous, scalable, and potentially free of membranes (for example by replacing the ion exchange membranes with nanoporous ceramics), making it promising for water treatment [16].

Figure 1: Schematic of the shock ED system comprising a negatively charged microporous frit between two cation exchange membranes (CEMs).

Schlumpberger et al. built and tested the first shock ED device and achieved over 99% removal of Na^+ and K^+ from binary electrolytes with water recovery as high as 80% [8]. Very recently, the Bazant group also proved the selective ion removal from electrolyte mixtures by shock ED [17, 18, 19], which will be discussed in more detail in the second part of the series paper. Despite the significance of these recent experimental results, there remain open questions in the underlying theory that must be addressed by mathematical modeling. Dydek et al. were the first to describe the bi-ion shock ED system with plug crossflow using a simple homogenized model [13], which assumes thin electrical double layer (EDL) and may be invalid in the ion-depleted zone. Schlumpberger et al. then introduced linear electroosmotic flow to the system [20] and compared the model to experimental data [8]. This work captured to some extent the trends of desalination and water recovery observed experimentally, but it significantly overestimated desalination and underestimated the overlimiting conductance (which determines energy consumption). Possible reasons for this discrepancy include oversimplification of boundary conditions, the neglect of water ion transport, and the assumption of thin EDLs. The microscopic Poisson-Nernst-Plank-Stokes model, which is applicable for any EDL thickness and considers surface conduction, electroosmosis, and diffusioosmosis, has been used for ion depletion in a single microchannel [21, 22] and pore-networks [23, 24, 25] at overlimiting current. However, it has never been applied to the shock ED system with cross flow. Finally, there has also been no theoretical work demonstrating the selective removal of multivalent ions by shock ED, for which models more robust than the homogenized model may be required.

In this paper, we present a comprehensive model for multiple-ion, planar shock ED systems, as shown in Fig.2. Salt ions as well as hydronium and hydroxide ions are all included in the system. Instead of the macroporous material, this system involves either a single charged channel or a stack of these channels. The system can therefore be described by a three-dimensional pore-scale Poisson-Nernst-Planck-Stokes model, which is applicable for any EDL thickness and can be integrated to produce the depth-averaged model under the assumption of thin channels. The depth-averaging strategy used in this paper is similar to the area-averaging in Ref. [22, 26]. The shock ED system in this work also considers the electrode streams and ion exchange membranes because the assumption of ideal membranes does not provide enough boundary

Figure 2: Two systems (a single channel and a stack) used in this paper to model shock ED. (a) Projection of both systems in the xy-plane, (b) projection of the single-channel in the xz-plane, and (c) projection of the stack in xz-plane.

conditions when dealing with multiple ions. Lastly, this model system also includes the unsupported electrolyte (i.e., a matrix with no charge) at the inlet and outlet, which can capture the streaming potential as well as regulate the flow and transport in the charged channel.

2. Depth-averaged model for planar shock ED system

In this section, we will provide a depth-averaged model for multiple ion transport in the single-channel system shown in Fig.2(a)(b). The system mimics the shock ED prototype in Fig.2, but it uses a planar, charged channel instead of the macroporous material. Two uncharged microchannels (one as the inlet and the other as the outlet) are connected to the charged channel, which allows us to use pore-scale equations to describe the transport in the feed stream, as presented in Sec.2.1. We will then simplify the model under the assumption of thin channels in Sec.2.2, derive the depth-averaged equations in Sec.2.3, and give the boundary conditions of the feed channel in Sec.2.4. Finally we will nondimensionalize the model in Sec.2.5 and extend the model for a stack of charged channels (Fig.2(c)) in Sec.2.6.

2.1. General equations

Shock ED is a nonlinear process, where the ion concentration for each species c_1, c_2, · · · c_N , the flow velocity u = {u, v, w}, the electric potential ψ, and the hydraulic pressure p are coupled. Here N = N_s + 2 is the total number of species, and we denote salt ions by subscripts k = 1, 2, · · · , N_s, H^+ by k = N_s + 1, and OH^− by k = N_s + 2. There are N + 5 variables in total for a three-dimensional system, and we need the same number of equations to solve for them.

To begin with, ions are transported by convection, diffusion, and electromigration. For species k (k = 1, 2, · · · , N unless specified otherwise) in a dilute solution, ion flux J_k can be described by the Nernst-Plank equation

J_k = uc_k − D_k ( ∇c_k + z_kc_k V_T ∇ψ ) , (1)

where D_k, z_k are respectively the diffusivity and valence of the species k, V_T = k_bT/e is the thermal voltage where k_b is the Boltzmann constant, T is the temperature, and e is the electron charge. We can add the ion fluxes together to get the electric current density: i = N∑ k=1 z_kF J_k, (2)

where F is the Faraday constant. The conservation of species k leads to ∂c_k ∂t + ∇ · J_k = R_k, (3)

where R_k is the volumetric reaction rates of species k. In this work, we assume no reaction for salt ions, and only water dissociation reaction for water ions. So ∂c_k ∂t + ∇ · J_k = 0 {k = 1, 2, · · · , N_s}, (4) ∂c_w ∂t + ∇ · J_w = 0, (5)

where c_w = c_{Ns+1} − c_{Ns+2} and J_w = J_{Ns+1} − J_{Ns+2} are respectively the difference of concentration and flux of the two water ions (H^+ and OH^−). Assuming fast dissociation of water,

c_{Ns+1}c_{Ns+2} = K_w, (6)

where K_w is the water dissociation constant.

On the other hand, the flow is not only driven by a pressure gradient, but also by an electric force. A typical shock ED system involves an incompressible fluid and operates at low Reynolds number, hence the Stokes equations can be applied for momentum conservation: μ∇^2u − ∇p − ρ_e∇ψ = 0, (7) where ρ_e is the local charge density. In addition, the continuity equation should be satisfied:

∇ · u = 0. (8)

Finally, the electric potential should satisfy the Poisson equation:

ϵ∇^2ψ = −ρ_e = − N∑ k=1 z_kF c_k, (9)

where ϵ is the permittivity of the solution and is assumed to be a constant.

To summarize, Eq.(4)-(9) provide N +5 equations so the system should be solvable with proper boundary conditions.

2.2. Thin channel assumption

In this part, we will simplify the full model in Sec.2.1 under the assumption of thin channels. The assumption includes two aspects. First, the z-dimension (less than 10 μm) is much smaller than the x- and y-dimensions (∼ mm), and thus we can assume |^∂_{∂z} | ≫ |^∂_{∂x} |, |^∂_{∂y} | and parallel flow (w = 0), which means that we can neglect the electroosmotic instability and electroosmotic vortices in xz or yz planes [11, 27]. Second, the Péclet number Pe_k = |u|h/D_k, which represents the convection in the x- and y-directions over the diffusion in z-direction, is so small (≪ 1) that we can neglect Taylor-Aris dispersion [28] and assume local equilibrium (J_{z,k} = 0) to a virtual reservoir (where ρ_e = 0) at each (x, y) position [29, 26]. We define c^v_k(x, y), ψ^v(x, y), p^v(x, y) as the concentration, electric potential, and pressure in the virtual reservoirs. In the following, we will denote u = (u, v) and J_k = (J_{x,k}, J_{y,k}) since w = 0 and J_{z,k} = 0, and we will denote ψ̃ = ψ/V_T for simplicity.

Firstly, we can specify the boundary conditions at the symmetric plane z = 0 and the channel wall z = h: ∂u ∂z | | | |_{z=0} = 0, u|z=h = 0, (10a) ∂ψ ∂z | | | |_{z=0} = 0, ∂ψ ∂z | | | |_{z=h} = E^s = σ ϵ , (10b)

where h is the inverse of internal area density (channel surface area a_p per channel volume V_p), i.e., half channel depth for planar channels, σ is the surface charge density, and E_s is the electrical field on the walls. In reality, σ comes from surface group dissociation, which is dependent on the local ionic composition [30]. The charged walls attract counter-ions and repel co-ions, and form the Stern layer where ions are immobile and then the diffuse layer where ions are mobile [31]. These space charge layers and the charged wall form the so called EDL. In this paper, we will fix σ for simplicity, and neglect the Stern layer.

Next we will simplify the governing equations under the assumption of thin channels. Firstly, we can decompose the electric potential ψ = ψ^v(x, y) + φ(x, y, z), [29] where φ is the equilibrium part of potential from the Boltzmann distribution:

c_k = c^v_k exp(−z_kφ̃), (11)

which is essentially the results of J_{z,k} = 0 and w = 0, and we assume φ̃ = 0 in the reservoir. Note that ∑ z_kc^v_k = 0 since ρ_e = 0 in the virtual reservoir. We will denote the φ at charged walls as ζ. Plug Eq.(11) into the Nernst-Plank (NP) flux (Eq.(1)), we arrive at

J_k = uc_k − D_kc_k∇_{xy} ( ln c^v_k + z_kψ̃^v ) . (12)

Plug Eq.(11) into the water dissociation equation, we get

c^v_{Ns+1}c^v_{Ns+2} = K_w. (13)

Plug Eq.(11) into the Poisson equation and apply |^∂_{∂z} | ≫ |^∂_{∂x} |, |^∂_{∂y} |, we have the local Poisson-Boltzmann (PB) equation: ϵ ∂^2φ ∂z^2 = −ρ_e = − N∑ k=1 z_kF c^v_k exp(−z_kφ̃), (14)

which can be solved with the known c^v_k and the boundary condition Eq.(10b). It can also be rearranged to

λ^2_D d^2φ̃ dz^2 = − N∑ k=1 z_kc^v_k I exp(−z_kφ̃), (15)

where I =^1_2 ∑ z^2_kc^v_k is the ionic strength and λ_D = √ ϵV_T /F I is the Debye length and the characteristic length for EDL thickness [32, 31].

Then we can simplify the Stokes equations to μ ∂^2u ∂z^2 − ∇_{xy}p − ρ_e∇_{xy}ψ = 0, (16) − ∂p ∂z − ρ_e ∂φ ∂z = 0, (17)

By substituting Eq.(14) in to Eq.(17) and integrating it, we get p − p^v = V_T F N∑ k=1 [exp(−z_kφ̃) − 1] c^v_k. (18)

Then we substitute the above equation and Eq.(14) into Eq.(16) to arrive at μ ∂^2u ∂z^2 − ∇_{xy}p^v + ϵ ∂^2φ ∂z^2 ∇_{xy}ψ^v −V_T F N∑ k=1 [exp(−z_kφ̃) − 1] c^v_k∇_{xy} ln c^v_k = 0,

(19)

Since the above equation is linear in terms of u, it can be integrated twice to explicitly express u(x, y, z) as

u = u^P + u^{EO} + N∑ k=1 u^{DO}. (20)

where u^P = − h^2 − z^2 2μ ∇_{xy}p^v (21a)

is the pressure-driven flow part of u, u^{EO} = − ϵ(φ − ζ) μ ∇_{xy}ψ^v (21b)

is the electroosmotic part, and u^{DO}_k = −

V_T F h^2 μ c^v_kχ_k∇_{xy} ln c^v_k (21c)

is the diffusioosmotic part, and χ_k(x, y, z) is a dimensionless integral defined in Appendix Appendix A.

Up to now, we have reduced the original N + 5 three-dimensional unknowns c_k, ψ, p, u, v, w to N + 2 independent two-dimensional unknowns c^v_k, ψ^v, p^v and one three-dimensional unknown φ, which largely simplifies the problem.

2.3. Depth-averaged equations

In this section, we will integrate the three-dimensional model under thin channel assumption (Sec.(2.2)) in the z direction to get the depth-averaged equations. In the following, we will drop the subscripts in ∇_{xy} to simplify the notations.

First, we average the velocities (Eq.(21a)-(21c)), and arrive at

u^{ef f}_k = uc_k c_k = β^P_k u^P + β^{EO}_k u^{EO} + ∑ l β^{DO}_{kl} u^{DO}_l , (22)

where the coefficients β^P_k , β^{EO}_k , and β^{DO}_{kl} account for the difference between the averaged convective flux and the product of the averaged velocity and concentration. Please check Appendix Appendix A for how to calculate them.The velocities can be obtained from the fields of pressure, electric potential, and concentration:

u^P = −k^P ∇p^v, (23a) u^{EO} = −k^{EO}∇ψ^v , (23b) u^{DO}_k = −k^{DO}_k ∇ ln c^v_k, (23c)

where k^P =^{h2}_{3μ} , k^{EO} = −^{ϵζ}_μ α^{EO} , and k^{DO}_k =^{VT F h2}_μ c^v_kα^{DO}_k are the permeability for each flow mechanism, and the dimensionless coefficients α^{EO} and α^{DO} are defined in Appendix Appendix A.

Next, we define δ_k =^{ck}_cv_k =^1_h to relate c^v_k and c_k. The total averaged concentration c_k can thus be decomposed to the bulk concentration c^v_k, and the surface excess concentration (δ_k − 1)c^v_k. The average of the NP flux (Eq.(12)) yields

J_k = [ u^{ef f}_k − D_k∇ ( ln(c_k/δ_k) + z_kψ̃^v )] c_k. (24)

This flux is a combination of the bulk convection uc^v_k, the bulk diffusion D_kc^v_k∇ ln c^v_k, the bulk conduction D_kz_kc^v_k∇ψ̃^v , as well as the surface convection ( u^{ef f}_k δ_k − u ) c^v_k, the surface diffusion D_k(δ_k − 1)c^v_k∇ ln c^v_k, and the surface conduction D_kz_k(δ_k − 1)c^v_k∇ψ̃^v .

Then we can integrate the mass conservation equation (Eq.(4)(5)), water dissociation equation (Eq.(13)), continuity equation (Eq.(8)), and PB equation (Eq.(15)) in the z direction, and arrive at ∂(hc_k) ∂t + ∇ · (hJ_k) = 0 {k = 1, 2, · · · , N_s}, (25) ∂(hc_w) ∂t + ∇ · (hJ_w) = 0, (26)

c_{Ns+1} c_{Ns+1} = K_wδ_{Ns+1}δ_{Ns+2}, (27) ∇ · [ h ( u^P + u^{EO} + N∑ k=1 u^{DO}_k )] = 0, (28)

and_N ∑ k=1 z_kc_k − c_s = 0. (29)

where c_s = −σ/hF as the volume-averaged negative surface charge density. This last equation is called the electroneutrality equation. Now we have N + 2 equations (Eq.(25)-(29)) in terms of N + 2 independent variables c_k, p^v, and ψ^v , which can be solved with proper boundary conditions and known coefficients δ_k, α^{EO}, α^{DO}_k , β^P_k , β^{EO}_k , β^{DO}_{kl} . In fact, these coefficients are largely determined by how much of the channel is occupied by EDLs. Please see Appendix Appendix A for how we calculate the coefficients. In the shock ED experiments [8, 17], typically I = 0.01–100 mM, which corresponds to λ_D = 1–100 nm, and the pore diameter (i.e., 4h = 4V_p/a_p for cylindrical pores) is around 1 μm for the macroporous material and around 1 nm for the membrane. So the EDL can be thin, comparable, or thick compared with these two pore sizes. Next, we will discuss the limits of thin and thick EDLs in the depth-averaged model.

If the EDL is much thinner than the channel depth (λ_D ≪ h), δ_k, α^{EO}, β^P_k , β^{EO}_k , β^{DO}_{kl} ∼ 1, (30a) α^{DO}_k ∼ 0. (30b) Therefore, the pore-scale details are no longer important, and the depth-averaged model is reduced to the homogenized model [13], where k^{EO} = −ϵζ/μ, k^{DO}_k = 0, and u^{ef f}_k = u.

If the EDL is much thicker than the channel depth (λ_D ≫ h), we can assume φ ≈ ζ, |ζ̃| ≫ 1, and σ hF ≈ − ∑_N k=1 z_kc^v_k exp(−z_kζ̃) [33]. Therefore,

δ_k ∼ exp(−z_kζ̃), (31a) α^{DO}_k ∼ {_1 3 exp(−z_kζ̃) if z_kζ̃ < 0

−^1_3 if z_kζ̃ > 0

(31b)

α^{EO} ∼ 0, (31c) β^P_k , β^{EO}_k , β^{DO}_{kl} ∼ 1. (31d) We can further investigate the scales of the velocities. k^P ∼ O(h^2), and Eq.(31c) indicates that the k^{EO} ∼ 0. Assuming constant σ, we have max_k exp(−z_kζ̃) ∼ O(h^{−1}), and so max_k k^{DO}_k ∼ O(h). Therefore, the pressure-driven flow, electroosmosis, and diffusioosmosis all decrease as h becomes smaller, while diffusion and electromigration are not much influenced by the pore size. To conclude, the flow can be neglected at the thick EDL limit and extremely small h. As a result, we can apply these scalings to membranes. In fact, under such extreme confinement, the electroneutrality may break down [34] and the ion transport may be correlated [35]. However, for typical ion concentrations (∼ mM) and membrane charge (charge concentration ∼ M) in this work, the above effects should not be very important.

2.4. Boundary conditions

In this part we will give the boundary conditions for the feed channel (including the unsupported electrolyte zones) shown in Fig.2(a), which will be combined with the depth-averaged equations to complete the model.

At the inlet, we assume u = u^{in}, c_k = c^{in}_k , ∂ψ^v ∂x = 0. (32)

Note that since the inlet zone is not charged, ∑ z_kc^{in}_k = 0 should be satisfied. At the outlet, we assume

p^v = p_a, ∂c_k ∂x = 0, ∂ψ^v ∂x = 0, (33)

where p_a is the atmospheric pressure.

On all the non-penetrating walls shown in Fig.2(a) (solid black lines or blocks, e.g., the splitter), apply

u · n = 0, J_k · n = 0. (34)

where n is the normal vector of the walls pointing to the outside of the channel. On these walls the viscous boundary layer thickness should be comparable to the channel depth, which is much smaller than the x and y dimensions, so the non-slip boundary condition is not applied here.

Finally, we need to give the upper and lower boundary conditions of the charged channel. When only two species exist (one anion, one cation), the previous work [13, 20] just assumes J_{y,−} = 0 (ideal CEMs) and ψ^v = ±V/2 at the anode and cathode side membranes. However, this leads to almost perfect ion removal, which cannot be used to predict the magnitude of outlet concentration. Furthermore, these two boundary conditions are not enough for a multi-component system. A possible solution is to assign artificial transference numbers to all the ions, but it turns out this could be too rigid of a boundary condition since transference numbers can depend on electric current. In this paper, we choose to directly simulate the transport in the membranes and electrode channels, so we will give boundary conditions in the electrode channel instead of on the upper and lower boundaries of the charged channel. We will use the depth-averaged equations in the limit of thick EDLs for transport in the membranes. However, since the membrane is porous, we need to modify the D_k to D^{ef f}_k . In this paper, we simply assume D^{ef f}_k /D_k = 0.1 for any k. For the electrode channels, which are not charged, we use the homogenized equations and assume plug flow with u = u^E. At the inlet, we assume^{∂ψv}_{∂x} = 0, and c_k = c^A_k for the anode and c_k = c^C_k for the cathode stream. At the outlet, we assume^{∂ck}_{∂x} = 0 and^{∂ψv}_{∂x} = 0. On the non-penetrating walls, also assume Eq.(34). On the electrode surface, assume u · n = 0, J_k · n = 0 for k = 1, 2, · · · , N_s, and ψ^v = ±V/2. Here we assume fast reaction on electrodes so the reaction rate is limited by ionic flux of water ions. Note that V may differ from the true voltage between electrodes due to surface overpotentials.

2.5. Non-dimensionalization

In this part, we will non-dimensionalize the PB equation (Eq.(15)), the depth-averaged equations (Eq.(23a)- (23c), (22)-(29)) and the boundary conditions. The scales we choose to non-dimensionalize variables are summarized in Table 1. We will use the hat accent (f̂) to represent the dimensionless averaged quantities, and use the tilde accent (f̃) to represent all the other dimensionless quantities. Except for the accents, the dimensionless equations and boundary conditions look the same as the dimensional form. Also note that by definition, the integrals α^{EO} , α^{DO}_k , β^P_k , β^{EO}_k , β^{DO}_k , δ_k themselves are dimensionless. Though we have used h and z to calculate the integrals, their dimensions cancels each other and the two variables can be substituted by 1 and z̃ = z/h respectively to get the fully dimensionless form. To compare with experiments, we also scale the total current by the advection of positive charges ∑ z_+c_+F u^{in}H_{io}h_{io}, where H_{io} and h_{io} are respectively the width and depth of the inlet and outlet for the feed.

2.6. Extension for stack of channels

In this part, we will extend the depth-averaged model to stack of channels as shown in Fig.2. We assume h_{io} ≪ L, H, which guarantees the validity of the thin channel assumption, and we further assume that the profiles of physical variables are identical in each charged channel. We only need to define a new parameter: porosity ϵ_p, which is the sum of all the space of charged channels in the z direction divided by h_{io}. Then we can just replace the h̃ by ϵ_p in the Nernst-Planck equation (Eq.(25), (26)) and the continuity equation (Eq.(28)). This is similar to the model for porous media, but here we use planner channels so the tortuosity is 1. However, since we only care about the steady states, we can choose an artificial porosity to imitate the real porous media.

3. Numerical simulation

3.1. Algorithms and parameters

In this section, we present the simulation results of the depth-averaged model. The model is solved by the following procedure. First, we solve the PB equation and tabulate α^{EO} , α^{DO}_k , β^P_k , β^{EO}_k , β^{DO}_{kl} , δ_k, c_k and ζ in terms of c^v_k for pre-selected values of h and σ. We then discretize the depth-averaged equations using the finite volume method with nonuniform meshes because the membranes and electrode channels are much thinner in the y direction relative to the feed channel. Next, we solve the transient depth-averaged equations until the steady-state solutions are obtained: (1) give the initial ĉ^0_k, ψ̃^{v,0}, and p̃^{v,0}, (2) find the c^v_k corresponding to c_k^0, (3) find the α^{EO} , α^{DO}_k , β^P_k , β^{EO}_k , β^{DO}_{kl} , δ_k and ζ based on c^v_k, (4) calculate the k̃^P , k̃EO, and the diffuoosmotic flow ûDO_k , (5) solve for the depth-averaged equations with fixed coefficients and û^{DO}_k and get the ĉ_k, ψ̃^v , p̃^v for the new time step, (6) end the process if the difference between ĉ_k, ψ̃^v, p̃^v and ĉ^0_k, ψ̃^{v,0}, and p̃^{v,0} is smaller than a critical value, otherwise let ĉ^0_k = ĉ_k, ψ̃^{v,0} = ψ̃^v , p̃^{v,0} = p̃^v and repeat steps (2)-(6).

To better understand the mechanisms, we simulate not only the full depth-averaged model, but also the reduced depth-averaged model with flow driven only by a pressure gradient (no electroosmosis and diffusioosmosis), the full homogenized model, and the reduced homogenized model with flow driven only by a pressure gradient. The above four models are named as DAfull, DAp, Hfull, and Hp, respectively, in this paper (as shown in Table 2). For given values of σ and h_p, we solve the Grahame equation for a single EDL at c^{in}_k to get a constant ζ for the Hfull model, and we solve the pore-scale profiles to get ζ as a function of c_k for the DAfull model. As a result, DAfull model has larger |ζ| in the ion-depleted zone. By comparing Hp and DAp, or Hfull and DAfull, we can learn how the pore-scale details influence the results. Also, by comparing DAfull and DAp, we can determine the roles of electroosmosis and diffusioosmosis. In addition, we reproduce the model of Schlumpberger et al.[20] and compare it with our models.

Though the model is for planar channels, we can still choose parameters to imitate the experimental conditions. In this work, we aim to qualitatively and quantitatively compare the simulation results with the experiments by Schlumpberger et al. [8]. They used ultrafine borosilicate glass frits (Adams & Chittenden Scientific Glass), which had a nominal pore size of 0.9–1.4 μm and a porosity of 48%. Therefore, the frit should have h_p = V_p/a_p ≈ 225–350 nm and a hindrance factor ϵ_p/τ ≈ ϵ^{1.5}_p ≈ 33%. In this paper, we choose h_p = 250 nm and ϵ_p = 33% for the stack of planar charged channels. In addition, Schlumpberger et al. [8] used Nafion 115 (0.005 inches thick) as the membrane, which has 1 meq/g total acid capacity and 38% water uptake (by weight). Since water density is about 1 g/cm^3, the negative charge concentration in membrane c^M_s ≈ 1×1/0.38 ≈ 2.63 M. Nafion will also slightly expand in water, and the charge density can slightly vary with pH. In this paper, we simply fix c_s = 2.63 M, H_M = 130 μm for the membrane. We set h_{io} = 2.5 μm, which is apparently different from the depth of the real prototype (W = 2 cm). However, we set u^{in} =^Q_{W Hio} and u^E =^{QE}_{W HE} , where Q and Q_E is the experimental flow rate into the feed and electrode channels, to make the flow rate per unit depth the same as experiments. Meanwhile, the dimensionless current Ĩ is independent of the depth in z direction. In addition, we set H_{io} = 0.6 mm,H_E = 0.65 mm, H_s = 1 mm, L_I = 3 mm, L_O = 2 mm, and set L, H, H_F /(H_F + H_B ) to be the same as in experiments. Finally, when compared with experiments, we set σ based on the charge regulation model for glass [30] immersed in solution with ionic composition c^{in}_k . Although we assume uniform surface charge σ for the charged channel, in experiments σ may vary significantly in the macroporous material due to charge regulation with local concentration and pH. This will be considered in future work. In this paper, σ is treated like an artificial parameter for the model. All the constants used in this paper are summarized in Table 3, and parameters that vary for different models will be declared where appropriate.

In the following, we show simulation results for a binary electrolyte in Sec.3.2. The transport of hydronium and hydroxide is also included in addition to the salt ions.

3.2. Results

For this part, we choose a base case: 10 mM NaCl aqueous solution at pH 7 is injected into the feed and electrode channels, and σ = −20.8 mC/m^2, h_p = 250 nm, H = 2.7 mm, Q = 76 μL/min, Q_E = 4Q, H_F /(H_F + H_B ) = 0.45. We first present the results for the base case and identify the importance of hydronium transport and electroosmosis for shock ED. Next, we obtain results for different working conditions and compare the results with available experimental data. Finally, we investigate more parameters that have not yet been tested experimentally, and give suggestions for optimization and scale-up.

In the following, we calculate current efficiency η, dimensionless overlimiting conductance κ̃, dimensionless fresh concentration c̃^F , water recovery ω, and specific energy consumption E to evaluate the shock ED process. The current efficiency η is defined as the current carried by the salt cations divided by the total current through the membranes. The overlimiting conductance κ is estimated by ΔI/ΔV on the I-V curves over the range Ĩ = 2–4. Then it is scaled by the theoretical surface conductance κ_{sc} = z_+D_+|σ|ϵ_ph_{io}L/V_T Hh_p [11], where ”+” represents the salt cation, and ϵ_ph_{io}L is the total cross-sectional area of the charged channels or pores in the xz-plane. The fresh ion concentration c^F_k is defined as the flow-weighted mean concentration of the fresh stream. We set c^F = c^F_+ to represent the fresh concentration of the binary electrolyte, and scale it by c^{in}_+ . The water recovery is defined as ω = Q_F /Q, where Q_F is the fresh stream flow rate. Finally, define the specific energy consumption E = (IV + QΔp)/ωQ, where Δp is the pressure drop across the device and the pump efficiency is assumed to be 1.

3.2.1. Hydronium transport and electroosmotic vortices

Fig.3 shows the profiles of ĉ_{Na}, pH, ψ̃^v, p̃^v and û for the base case. Only the feed channel is shown. As we can see, for both models, an ion-depleted zone forms near the cathode-side in the charged channel, where almost all of the potential drop occurs. In the depleted zone, the concentration of Na^+ is almost constant, while that of H^+ increases in the x-direction, which should be due to the downward transport of H^+ released at the anode. This is the first time that pH profiles of shock ED are shown by modeling. As we can see, the pH in the charged channel is usually below 5, which indicates that the transport of OH^− is negligible compared with H^+, and the concentration of H^+ is comparable with that of Na^+ in the ion-depleted zone. More hydronium ions are produced at the anode as current increases, which results in decrease of current efficiency η through the membranes especially at the anode side, as also shown in Fig.4.

We now examine the roles of electroosmosis and diffusioosmosis on shock ED. First, we calculate (||u^{DO}|| + ||v^{DO} ||)/(||u^{EO}|| + ||v^{EO}||) for the velocity field obtained from the DAfull model. This value is less than 0.1%, which means that electroosmosis overwhelms diffusioosmosis. In the charged channel, the electroosmotic flow tends to be aligned with the electric field but is hindered by the membrane, which will build up a pressure near the cathode side to push the fluid either up or to the two sides to the inlet and outlet zones. Therefore, two vortices are formed near the interfaces between the charged channel and the inlet and outlet zones. The vortices bring the brine down to the depleted zone and bring the fresh water up in the inlet and outlet zones. Therefore, while the depleted zone grows monotonically in the x-direction in the DAp model, the depleted zone shrinks at the outlet in the DAfull model. This can make it extremely hard for the upper boundary of the depleted zone to pass the splitter. As current increase, most of the flow leaves the charged channel through the depleted zone, which guarantees strong desalination, but the ion diffusion from the brine zone to the outlet zone may increase the concentration of the fresh product. We quantitatively analyze deionization later.

Next, we compare the dimensionless overlimiting conductance κ̃ = κ/κ_{sc} from different models for the basic case, as shown in Fig.5. As we can see, the conductance from the model of [20] is very close to

Figure 3: Steady-state profiles of concentration ĉ_{Na}, pH, electric potential ψ̃^v , pressure p̃^v, and velocity û at Ĩ = 3 for shock ED. The electrode channels and the membranes are not shown here. The left column corresponds to the DAp model, while the right column corresponds to the DAfull model. The feed to the main channel and the electrode channels is 10 mM NaCl aqueous solution with pH = 7. The white blocks represent the splitter.

Figure 4: The current efficiency η through each of the membranes for the base case shown in Fig.3.

Figure 5: The conductance scaled by the theoretical surface conductance (κ̃ = κ/κ_{sc}) at overlimiting current from different models and experimental data [8].

the theoretical surface conductance. With the adding of hydronium transport (note that D_H+ ≈ 7D_{Na}+ ), the DAp model and Hp model both increases κ̃ to about 1.5. With the electroosmotic vortices, the Hfull and DAfull model predict even higher conductance. Between these two, the DAfull model gives higher conductance because of the overall more negative zeta potential.

We now consider the fresh concentration c̃^F_k and water recovery ω of the fresh stream for the base case, as shown in Fig.6(a). For the models in this paper, c^F = c^F_{Na}. For the model of [20], c^F = c^F_− (the authors use the anion concentration in the frit to represent the outlet salt concentration, since they do not have unsupported electrolyte in inlet and outlet zones for simplicity). As we can see, the model of [20] predicts almost perfect desalination at Ĩ ≈ 1. With hydronium transport included, the DAp and Hp model both show less ion removal at the same Ĩ, and the curve reaches a plateau since the membrane is not ideal and the deionization shock passes the splitter. The fresh concentration decreases most slowly with current for the DAfull and Hfull model, which should be the result of a thin deionization zone near the outlet zone induced by electroosmotic vortices. In addition, the DAfull and Hfull models predict greater water recovery than the model from [20], while DAp and Hp models cannot predict an increase in water recovery with current. The small differences between DAp and Hp as well as DAfull and Hfull indicate that the homogenized model works well for shock ED with a binary electrolyte.

3.2.2. Comparison with experiments

In this part, we use the DAfull model to calculate additional cases with different working conditions relative to the base case, and we compare the overlimiting conductance, fresh concentration, and water recovery with experimental results [8]. The new working conditions are as follows: change the feed flow rate Q to 38 or 152 μL/min, change the concentration of NaCl to 1 or 100 mM (the corresponding surface charge densities are σ = −10.4, −38.4 mC/m^2), or change NaCl to KCl.

Figure 6: The dimensionless fresh concentration ĉ^F (left column) and water recovery ω (right column) as functions of dimensionless current Ĩ. (a) Comparison of different models. (b) Comparison of the DAfull model (curves) with experimental data [8] (markers with the same color as corresponding curves for each case).

Figure 7: The conductance scaled by the theoretical surface conductance (κ̃ = κ/κ_{sc}) at overlimiting current from the DAfull model, for different surface charge density σ, pore size h_p, and macroscopic geometries H and L of the charged channels.

Figure 8: The dimensionless fresh concentration ĉ^F (left column) and water recovery ω ( right column) as functions of dimensionless current Ĩ from the DAfull model, for (a) varied surface charge density σ and pore size h_p, and (b) varied macroscopic geometries H and L of the charged channels.

Figure 9: The specific energy consumption E for 90% deionization and 99% deionization of 10 mM NaCl solution by shock ED. For each case, only one parameter of σ, h_p, H, L and Q is changed relative to the base case.

Figure 10: The specific energy consumption E for 90% deionization and 99% deionization of 10 mM NaCl solution by shock ED. For each case, the feed flow rate Q and one parameter of h_p, H, and L are changed relative to the base case, while QL/h^2_pH is kept as a constant.

To begin with, we compare the overlimiting conductance. Note that for the case of Q = 152 μL/min, experimental data [8] for Ĩ > 2 are not available and thus not shown in Fig.5. As we can see, the experimental overlimiting conductance is much larger than the theoretical surface conductance κ_{sc}. With the consideration of hydronium transport and electroosmotic vortices, the DAfull model predicts very close results to the experimental data except for the case of 100 mM, when the magnitude of current is much larger than other cases and the membrane may lose some selectivity in experiments. We can also conclude that electroosmotic vortices or hydronium transport contributes more to the conductance for higher inlet concentrations and smaller flow rates.

As shown in Fig.6(b), the DAfull model provides good predictions for the fresh concentration c̃^F . For Ĩ < 1, almost all the cases converge to a single line. For Ĩ > 1, the model and experiments show that high flow rates favor deionization, and c̃^F first decreases rapidly and then reaches a plateau at about 1 × 10^{−3} for the cases of 1 mM and 100 mM. The c̃^F is smallest at medium concentration at Ĩ = 4, which could be explained by the facts that c̃_s is large for small feed concentration and the membrane loses selectivity for high concentration, which disfavor deionization. We also expect shock ED to have slightly better deionization of NaCl compared with KCl at high current, which is not apparent in experiments. On the other hand, the DAfull model overestimates the water recovery. One possible reason is that the heterogeneous porous structure of the frit is important for the electroosmotic flow [36], which is not captured by our planar shock ED model.

3.2.3. Optimization and scale-up

In this part, we first give a primary investigation on how to optimize the shock ED process in terms of specific energy consumption and deionization, based on the current prototype design. Four new parameters are investigated here: the surface charge σ, the pore size h_p, and the length L and the width H of the charged channels (porous material in experiments). We change each parameter twice based on the base case, and get 8 new cases. The scaled overlimiting conductance, fresh concentration, and water recovery for these new cases are shown in Fig.7 and 8. The flow rate cases in Sec.3.2.2 are also re-visited in this part. The E at these two deionization levels (1 − c̃^F ) along with the above five parameters is shown in Fig.9. It turns out that the pumping energy represents less than 10% of the total energy consumed at 90% deionization, and less than 2% at 99% deionization. So the electrical energy dominates energy consumption. In addition, the specific electrical energy consumption scales as IV/ωQ ∼ Ĩ^2Q/ωκ_{sc}κ̃ at over-diffusion-limiting current with a constant prefactor for all the cases considered in this part. As we can see in Fig.9, if the aim is to remove 90% ions, we should choose more negative σ, smaller h_p, H, Q, and larger L to reduce the specific energy consumption. The main reason is that 90% deionization is obtained at around Ĩ = 1 for all the cases (see Fig.6, 8), while the above parameter set leads to smaller Ĩ^2Q/ωκ_{sc}κ̃ (recall that κ_{sc} ∼^{|σ|L}_{Hhp} and see Fig.7 for κ̃ and Fig.8 for ω). However, if we aim to remove 99% ions (obtained at Ĩ > 2), the trends can be different.

More negative σ leads to less deionization at the same Ĩ but also larger overlimiting conductance, so medium σ should require the least E. Larger H leads to more water recovery and deionization at the same Ĩ but also smaller conductance, so there is a plateau of E between H = 2.7–5 mm. In contrast, larger L leads to larger conductance but less water recovery and deionization, so medium L would be the most favorable. To conclude, to obtain 99% deionization at the minimal energy cost, we need the macroporous material to have small h_p and moderate σ, H and L, and operate the system under flow feed rate Q. However, note that the decrease of h_p requires higher pressure at the inlet and thus more robust sealing.

To scale up the output rate without increasing the pumping pressure, we increase H, increase h_p, or decrease L to increase Q and keep the pressure drop Δp (which ∼ QL/h^2_pH) at zero current unchanged. The specific energy consumption at two deionization levels is shown in Fig.10. So six new cases are added. Basically, as we scale up the process, the specific energy consumption increases. Among the three parameters, the scale-up by h_p increases the specific energy in the least extent. When we decrease L, the current density becomes very high at 90% deionization, and transport in electrode streams get limited by diffusion, so the voltage and energy consumption becomes very large. A numerical problem occurs when we want to reach more deionization, so the result for the smallest L at 99% deionization is not shown in the figure. In the future, we aim to create more innovative designs, instead of just varying geometries, for scale-up of the process without sacrificing much of the energy consumption.

4. Conclusion

This work established a depth-averaged model for shock electrodialysis with multiple ions and more realistic boundary conditions. We identified the importance of hydronium transport and electroosmotic vortices for shock ED performance in terms of conductance AND deionization, and find good consistency between the model and experiments for binary electrolyte. We also give suggestions on how to optimize the process in terms of specific energy consumption, and how to improve the flow rate without increasing pressure, based on the current prototype design. In the second part of the series paper, we will give a preliminary analysis for selective ion removal. In the future, we will also investigate the effect of adsorption and porous heterogeneity on shock ED.

Acknowledgments

The research was supported by a Graduate Student Fellowship awarded by the MIT Abdul Latif Jameel Water and Food Systems Lab and funded by Xylem, Inc. The authors would like to thank Mohammad Mirzadeh and Pedro de Souza for insightful discussions.

Appendix A. Coefficients of the depth-averaged model

In this part, we introduce how we calculate the coefficients δ_k, α^{EO} , α^{DO}_k , β^P_k , β^{EO}_k , and β^{DO}_{kl} . First, we need to solve the PB equation (Eq.(15)) for φ with given c^v_k, σ, and h. Then we can use the φ to calculate the coefficients:

δ_k = c_k c^v_k = 1 h ∫_h 0 exp(−z_kφ̃)dz. (A.1)

α^{EO} = 1 h ∫_h 0 ( 1 − φ ζ ) dz, (A.2)

α^{DO}_k = 1 h ∫_h 0 χ_k(x, y, z)dz, (A.3) where χ_k(x, y, z) = 1 h^2 ∫_h z ∫_z′′ 0 [exp(−z_kφ̃^′) − 1] dz^′dz^{′′}, (A.4) and β^P_k = u^P c_k u^P · c_k = 1 h ∫_h 0 ( 1 −^{z2}_{h2} ) exp(−z_kφ̃)dz 2 3 δ_k , (A.5)

β^{EO}_k = u^{EO}c_k u^{EO} · c_k = 1 h ∫_h 0 (1 −^φ_ζ ) exp(−z_kφ̃)dz α^{EO}δ_k , (A.6)

β^{DO}_{kl} = u^{DO}_l c_k u^{DO}_l · c_k = 1 h ∫_h 0 exp(−z_kφ̃)χ_ldz α^{DO}_l δ_k . (A.7)

References

[1] M. A. Shannon, P. W. Bohn, M. Elimelech, J. G. Georgiadis, B. J. Marĩas, A. M. Mayes, Science and technology for water purification in the coming decades, Nature 452 (7185) (2008) 301–310. doi:10.1038/nature06599.

[2] F. Fu, Q. Wang, Removal of heavy metal ions from wastewaters: A review, Journal of Environmental Management 92 (3) (2011) 407–418. doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2010.11.011. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2010.11.011 [3] Y. Kim, W. S. Walker, D. F. Lawler, Competitive separation of di- vs. mono-valent cations in electrodialysis: Effects of the boundary layer properties, Water Research 46 (7) (2012) 2042–2056. doi:10.1016/j.watres.2012.01.004. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2012.01.004 [4] B. Van Der Bruggen, A. Koninckx, C. Vandecasteele, Separation of monovalent and divalent ions from aqueous solution by electrodialysis and nanofiltration, Water Research 38 (5) (2004) 1347–1353. doi:10.1016/j.watres.2003.11.008.

[5] A. Mani, M. Z. Bazant, Deionization shocks in microstructures, Physical Review E - Statistical, Nonlinear, and Soft Matter Physics 84 (6) (2011) 1–13. doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.84.061504.

[6] D. Deng, E. V. Dydek, J. H. Han, S. Schlumpberger, A. Mani, B. Zaltzman, M. Z. Bazant, Overlimiting current and shock electrodialysis in porous media, Langmuir 29 (52) (2013) 16167–16177. doi:10.1021/la4040547.

[7] D. Deng, W. Aouad, W. A. Braff, S. Schlumpberger, M. E. Suss, M. Z. Bazant, Water purification by shock electrodialysis: Deionization, filtration, separation, and disinfection, Desalination 357 (2015) 77–83. doi:10.1016/j.desal.2014.11.011. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2014.11.011 [8] S. Schlumpberger, N. B. Lu, M. E. Suss, M. Z. Bazant, Scalable and Continuous Water Deionization by Shock Electrodialysis, Environmental Science and Technology Letters 2 (12) (2015) 367–372. doi:10.1021/acs.estlett.5b00303.

[9] M. Z. Bazant, E. V. Dydek, D. Deng, A. Mani, Method and apparatus for desalination and purification, U.S. Patent No.

8, 801, 910 (2014).

[10] M. Z. Bazant, E. V. Dydek, D. Deng, A. Mani, Desalination and purification system, U.S. Patent No. 8, 999, 132 (2015). [11] E. V. Dydek, B. Zaltzman, I. Rubinstein, D. S. Deng, A. Mani, M. Z. Bazant, Overlimiting current in a microchannel, Physical Review Letters 107 (11) (2011) 1–5. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.118301.

[12] V. V. Nikonenko, A. V. Kovalenko, M. K. Urtenov, N. D. Pismenskaya, J. Han, P. Sistat, G. Pourcelly, Desalination at overlimiting currents: State-of-the-art and perspectives, Desalination 342 (2014) 85–106.

doi:10.1016/j.desal.2014.01.008.

URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2014.01.008 [13] E. V. Dydek, M. Z. Bazant, Nonlinear dynamics of ion concentration polarization in porous media: The leaky membrane model, AIChE Journal (2013). doi:10.1002/aic.14200.

[14] S. Nam, I. Cho, J. Heo, G. Lim, M. Z. Bazant, D. J. Moon, G. Y. Sung, S. J. Kim, Experimental verification of overlimiting current by surface conduction and electro-osmotic flow in microchannels, Physical Review Letters 114 (11) (2015) 1–5.

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.114501.

[15] A. Yaroshchuk, Over-limiting currents and deionization shocks in current-induced polarization: Local-equilibrium analysis, Advances in Colloid and Interface Science 183-184 (2012) 68–81. doi:10.1016/j.cis.2012.08.004. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cis.2012.08.004 [16] I. G. Wenten, K. Khoiruddin, M. A. Alkhadra, H. Tian, M. Z. Bazant, Novel ionic separation mechanisms in electrically driven membrane processes, Advances in Colloid and Interface Science 284 (2020) 102269. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cis.2020.102269. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0001868620305388 [17] K. M. Conforti, M. Z. Bazant, Continuous ion-selective separations by shock electrodialysis, AIChE Journal (July) (2019) 1–6. doi:10.1002/aic.16751.

[18] M. A. Alkhadra, K. M. Conforti, T. Gao, H. Tian, M. Z. Bazant, Continuous Separation of Radionuclides from Contaminated Water by Shock Electrodialysis, Environmental Science and Technology 54 (2019) 527–536.

doi:10.1021/acs.est.9b05380.

[19] M. A. Alkhadra, T. Gao, K. M. Conforti, H. Tian, M. Z. Bazant, Small-scale desalination of seawater by shock electrodialysis, Desalination 476 (November 2019) (2020) 114219. doi:10.1016/j.desal.2019.114219. URL https://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2019.114219

[20] S. Schlumpberger, R. Smith, H. Tian, A. Mani, M. Z. Bazant, Deionization shocks in crossflow (2020). arXiv:2011.02605. [21] C. P. Nielsen, H. Bruus, Concentration polarization, surface currents, and bulk advection in a microchannel, Physical Review E - Statistical, Nonlinear, and Soft Matter Physics 90 (4) (2014) 1–14. doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.90.043020.

[22] A. Mani, T. A. Zangle, J. G. Santiago, On the Propagation of Concentration Polarization from Microchannel-Nanochannel Interfaces Part I: Analytical Model and Characteristic Analysis, Langmuir 25 (6) (2009) 3898–3908.

[23] S. Alizadeh, A. Mani, Multiscale Model for Electrokinetic Transport in Networks of Pores, Part I: Model Derivation, Langmuir 33 (25) (2017) 6205–6219. doi:10.1021/acs.langmuir.6b03816.

[24] S. Alizadeh, A. Mani, Multiscale Model for Electrokinetic Transport in Networks of Pores, Part II: Computational Algorithms and Applications, Langmuir 33 (25) (2017) 6220–6231. doi:10.1021/acs.langmuir.7b00591.

[25] S. Alizadeh, M. Z. Bazant, A. Mani, Impact of network heterogeneity on electrokinetic transport in porous media, Journal of Colloid and Interface Science 553 (2019) 451–464. doi:10.1016/j.jcis.2019.06.023. URL https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcis.2019.06.023 [26] P. B. Peters, R. Van Roij, M. Z. Bazant, P. M. Biesheuvel, Analysis of electrolyte transport through charged nanopores, Physical Review E 93 (5) (2016) 1–14. doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.93.053108.

[27] M. B. Andersen, K. M. Wang, J. Schiffbauer, A. Mani, Confinement effects on electroconvective instability, Electrophoresis 38 (5) (2017) 702–711. doi:10.1002/elps.201600391.

[28] A. Yaroshchuk, E. Zholkovskiy, S. Pogodin, V. Baulin, Coupled concentration polarization and electroosmotic circulation near micro/nanointerfaces: Taylor-Aris model of hydrodynamic dispersion and limits of its applicability, Langmuir 27 (18) (2011) 11710–11721. doi:10.1021/la201354s.

[29] J. C. Fair, J. F. Osterle, Reverse electrodialysis in charged capillary membranes, The Journal of Chemical Physics 54 (8) (1971) 3307–3316. doi:10.1063/1.1675344.

[30] S. H. Behrens, D. G. Grier, The charge of glass and silica surfaces, Journal of Chemical Physics 115 (14) (2001) 6716–6721. [31] R. Schoch, J. Han, P. Renaud, Transport phenomena in nanofluidics, Reviews of Modern Physics 80 (3) (2008) 839–883.

doi:10.1103/RevModPhys.80.839.

[32] M. Z. Bazant, M. S. Kilic, B. D. Storey, A. Ajdari, Towards an understanding of induced-charge electrokinetics at large applied voltages in concentrated solutions, Advances in Colloid and Interface Science 152 (1) (2009) 48–88.

[33] H. Tian, M. Wang, Electrokinetic mechanism of wettability alternation at oil-water-rock interface (2017).

doi:10.1016/j.surfrep.2018.01.001.

[34] A. Levy, J. P. de Souza, M. Z. Bazant, Breakdown of electroneutrality in nanopores, Journal of Colloid and Interface Science 579 (2020) 162–176. doi:10.1016/j.jcis.2020.05.109. URL https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcis.2020.05.109 [35] S. Faucher, N. Aluru, M. Z. Bazant, D. Blankschtein, A. H. Brozena, J. Cumings, J. Pedro De Souza, M. Elimelech, R. Epsztein, J. T. Fourkas, A. G. Rajan, H. J. Kulik, A. Levy, A. Majumdar, C. Martin, M. McEldrew, R. P. Misra, A. Noy, T. A. Pham, M. Reed, E. Schwegler, Z. Siwy, Y. Wang, M. Strano, Critical Knowledge Gaps in Mass Transport through Single-Digit Nanopores: A Review and Perspective, Journal of Physical Chemistry C 123 (35) (2019) 21309–21326.

doi:10.1021/acs.jpcc.9b02178.

[36] M. Mirzadeh, T. Zhou, M. A. Amooie, D. Fraggedakis, T. R. Ferguson, M. Z. Bazant, Vortices of Electro-osmotic Flow in Heterogeneous Porous Media, Physical Review Fluids 5 (10) (2020) 103701.

doi:10.1103/PhysRevFluids.5.103701.

URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.05974

Table 1: A summary of the variables and parameters and their scales used in the depth-averaged model. In the context, we will use the hat accent (f̂ ) to represent the dimensionless averaged quantities, and use the tilde accent (f̃) to represent all the other dimensionless quantities.

variables or parameters global dimensional scales D_k D_0 = 1 × 10^{−9} m^2/s h h_{io} x,y L t L^2/D_0 c_k, c_s, c^{in}_k , c^A_k , c^C_k , c^F_k c_0 = ∑ salt z+c in + ψ^v, φ, V , ζ V_T = k_bT/e p^v, p^a p_0 = p_a/100 u, u^{in}, u^E D_0/L J_k D_0c_0/L k^P D_0/p_0 k^{EO} D_0/V_T k^{DO}_l D_0 K_w c^2_0 I ∑ z_+c_+F u^{in}H_{io}h_{io} variables local dimensional scales z, λ_D h E_s V_T /h

Table 2: The notation for the models used in this paper.

DAfull full depth-averaged model DAp reduced depth-averaged model where flow is only driven by pressure gradient Hfull full homogenized model Hp reduced homogenized model where flow is only driven by pressure gradient

Table 3: A summary of constants we use for the simulations.

D_k (10^{−9}m^2/s) Geometry (mm) Others Na 1.33 H_{io} 0.6 μ = 8.9 × 10^{−4} Pa · s K 1.96 H_E 0.65 V_T = 25.7 mV Cl 2.03 H_s 1 ϵ_w = 6.947 × 10^{−10} F/m H 9.31 H_M 0.13 K_w = 1 × 10^{−8} mM^2 OH 5.27 L_I 3 c^M_s = 2.63 M L_O 2 ϵ_p = 0.33 L 10 h_{io} 2.5 × 10^{−3}