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Abstract

There is a vast amount of literature concerning the appropriateness of various perturbation parameters
for the standard quasi-steady state approximation in the Michaelis—Menten reaction mechanism, and
also concerning the relevance of these parameters for the accuracy of the approximation by the familiar
Michaelis—-Menten equation. Typically, the arguments in the literature are based on (heuristic) timescale
estimates, from which one cannot obtain reliable quantitative estimates for the error of the quasi-steady
state approximation. We take a different approach. By combining phase plane analysis with differential
inequalities, we derive sharp explicit upper and lower estimates for the duration of the initial transient
and substrate depletion during this transitory phase. In addition, we obtain rigorous bounds on the
accuracy of the standard quasi-steady state approximation in the slow dynamics regime. Notably, under
the assumption that the quasi-steady state approximation is valid over the entire time course of the
reaction, our error estimate is of order one in the Segel-Slemrod parameter.

1 Introduction

We consider the classical Michaelis-Menten reaction mechanism for enzyme action. Its time evolution is
governed by the ordinary differential equations for the substrate s and intermediate complex ¢ concentrations
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with initial values s(0) = sg, ¢(0) = 0, and conservation laws for the substrate and enzyme [24]. We will
focus on the standard quasi-steady state (QSS) [29] approximation with low initial enzyme concentration ey.
In this case, the appropriate reduction is given by the Michaelis—Menten equatiorﬂ
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with the Michaelis constant
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Ky o= L2 (3)
1
and the limiting rate
Voo = k260~ (4)

For a biochemical definition of the above constants, we invite the readers to consult [g].
If we look geometrically at the ordinary differential equation system , the slow manifold (or QSS
manifold) is defined by
kiegs _ eos (5)
ki +ket+kis Ky+s

The accuracy and the range of validity for the QSS reduction are not only of theoretical interest, but also
of practical relevance for parameter identification in the laboratory. Ideally, practitioners wish for a suitable
“small parameter” that ensures accuracy of the reduction, while measurements are taken in laboratory
experimentsﬂ In his seminal paper, Segel [28] derived a parameter by comparing two (in part heuristically
determined) timescales; this parameter is widely accepted. However, the arguments used to derive this
parameter, like several variants [29, [ [24] [32], cannot provide a quantitative estimate for the approximation
error. Indeed, there seem to be no rigorous and meaningful quantitative estimates available in the literature
(see, [II] for a more detailed account). Moreover, one can estimate Kjp; and v, by fitting experimental
data to the Michaelis-Menten equation under steady-state assay conditions, but obtaining k; would
also be of interest. From a practical perspective, further information is needed about the onset time of
the QSS regime, and the substrate depletion in the transitory phase. Despite its ubiquity in analyzing
enzymatic reactions, the Michaelis—Menten equation lacks a rigorous mathematical framework for accurately
estimating key parameters Kj; and v, from common laboratory measurements, such as initial rates and
progress curves.

c=g(s):=

1.1 Goal and results of the present paper

The fundamental goal of the present paper is to provide: (i) reasonably sharp and rigorous estimates for
the approximation error, (ii) the determination of lower and upper estimates for the onset time of QSS, and
(iii) the substrate loss in the initial transient of the reaction. Our approach is inspired by arguments from
singular perturbation theory. However, our methods mostly rely on elementary facts concerning differential
equations and differential inequalities.

In Section we recall some qualitative features of . In particular, we recollect that the time t¢,oss When
the solution crosses the QSS manifold suffices as an onset time for the slow regime. Section [3] contains the
rigorous estimates that comprise the fundamental technical results of this paper. By modifying a Lyapunov
function approach, we first obtain upper and lower limits for t.,oss, Which is of interest in its own right. Using
differential inequalities, we then obtain upper and lower limits for the substrate depletion in the transitory
phase. In a final step, we derive (in two different ways) rigorous bounds for the approximation error during
the QSS regime. Generally, these turn out to be of order elog(1/e), where ¢ here denotes the parameter
proposed by Segel [28]. For the special situation corresponding to an initial value sy for the Michaelis-
Menten equation at ¢ = 0, we obtain sharper bounds of order ¢ over the whole time range. By nature this is
a rather technical section, but the technical expenditure also yields estimates for the reliability of (simpler)

I The common choice for the initial value of the Michaelis-Menten equation is s(0) = so. This choice is convenient from
the experimental point of view, and also compatible with singular perturbation theory, but it needs to be considered critically
with regard to parameter identification experiments. We will discuss this point in the course of the paper.

2The Michaelis—Menten equation is also used for modeling biochemical reactions in signaling, metabolic and pharmacological
pathways.



asymptotic error bounds. In Section [d] we list and discuss these asymptotic bounds with a view on their
relevance in laboratory practice. Application-oriented readers may just skim Section [3] and proceed directly
to Section [4] which is accessible independently. In Appendix, we present a quick overview of parameters
relevant for the dynamics and the approximation, and we list the relevant results and parameters for the
case of small k.

2 Review of qualitative properties

We first recall some qualitative features and some underlying theory. In later sections, we will focus less on
what these results say, but rather go beyond them towards quantitative results.

2.1 The standard quasi-steady-state reduction

The standard quasi-steady-state (sQSS) approximation, as given by 7 is a well-known approximation
to (1)). Tt was originally obtained by Briggs & Haldane [4], and put on solid mathematical ground by
Heineken, Tsuchiya & Aris [I7], who applied the singular perturbation theory developed by Tikhonov [31]
and later by Fenichel [12]. By singular perturbation theory, the reduction accounts with high accuracy
for the depletion of substrate after a short transitory phase, whenever the initial enzyme concentration, eg,
is sufficiently small with respect to the initial substrate concentration, sg. The utility of emanates from
the fact that initial enzyme and substrate concentration are controllable within an experiment. Therefore, it
is as least theoretically possible to prepare an experiment in a way that ensures is an appropriate model
from which to estimate the kinetic parameters: Kj; and v.,. However, the phrasing “sufficiently small ey”
is qualitative, and certainly not sufficient to satisfy a quantitative experimentalist or even a theorist (in
certain contexts). Thus, in any practical application of , one is forced to ask: How small should ey be to
confidently replace with ?

Several dimensionless parameters, €y, have been introduced in the literature that suggest (at least
implicitly) that the error between and is bounded by v - ex, where +y is a dimensional constant with
units of concentration. From Briggs & Haldane [4], we have
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which was also employed by Heineken, Tsuchiya & Aris [I7]. Other notable dimensionless parameters include
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originally proposed by Reich and Selkov [22], as well as the widely used
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which was introduced by Segel [28] and analyzed by Segel & Slemrod [29]. Finally, we mention
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which reflects the linear timescale ratio at the stationary point as ey — 0, as follows from [10] Proposition 1
and Remark 2. In particular, see Eq. (9) in [10].

All the parameters €x mentioned above have the following property. If ex approaches zero in a well
defined manner with ey — 0, while the other reaction parameters are bounded above and below by positive
constants, then the s component of the exact solution will approach the approximate solution with any
degree of accuracy. Moreover, given these well-defined conditionsEl, asymptotically all the parameters noted

3Such restrictions are needed. For instance, one gets eg5; — 0 when sy — oo but the approximation by the Michaelis-Menten
equation is incorrect; see [I0], Section 5.



are of the same order, e.g. erg = %5551 = o(egg;) with the factor bounded above and below by
positive constants. M

However, contrary to an assumption prevalent in the literature, from these (and other proposed) param-
eters one cannot obtain quantitative information [10, [I1]. Moreover, expressions like ex < 1 are sometimes
used in a literal interpretation (such as “1072 < 17) [25] for an example], which misses the point.

Ideally, a dimensionless small parameter €;qea should control the discrepancy between the s component
of the solution of the system with initial value (sp,0) and the solution of the approximate equation
(with initial value sp), by an estimate €jqeal - 0. Obtaining such a parameter is a principal goal of the present

paper.

2.2 Demarcating fast and slow dynamics of the reaction

For the initial value (s, ¢)(t = 0) = (s, 0) for E| we need to determine a point in time to separate fast and
slow dynamics. Singular perturbation theory does not provide a unique choice for such a point in time. But,
as noted by Schauer & Heinrich [27], and proven in Noethen & Walcher [20] and Calder & Siegel [5]E| there
exists a distinguished time for the governing equations of the Michaelis—Menten reaction mechanism. We
recall this fact:

Lemma 1. The solution of with initial value (so,0) crosses the graph of g at a unique positive time
teross; and remains above the graph for all t > teross. One has ¢(t) > 0 for all t < teposs and ¢(t) < 0 for all
t > teross- Moreover, $(t) < 0 for all t > 0.

Thus, we note a biochemical property of the reaction. The maximal concentration of complex c is attained
at t = teross- In view of this, it seems natural to consider t¢oss as a starting time of the slow phaseﬁ We
furthermore set Scross := $(teross) and Ceross := C(tcross)-

We illustrate the (s, c¢) phase plane geometry of the Michaelis—Menten reaction mechanism in FIGURE
Lemma [1|shows that the set above the graph of g is positively invariant. This result can be sharpened. For
0<4§<1, set

kleos
ko +k_1 + kys’

noting that for each §, ¢ = g5(s) defines an isocline of system , along which the vector field has a fixed
direction. In particular, ¢ = go = g defines the c-isocline (thus ¢ = 0), and ¢ = g1 defines the s-isocline (thus

$=0). Now, set
]4)1 4k2 €p
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In Noethen & Walcher [20, Props. 5 and 6, with proofs stated for the (s, p)-plane], the following was shown:

9s(s) = ) (10)

Lemma 2. For every § > §*, the subset of [0, so] x [0, eg] which is bounded by the graphs of go and gs is
positively invariant for the Michaelis—Menten reaction mechanism system.

Remark 1. The expression for * may look prohibitive, but less complicated estimates are readily obtained
for small enzyme concentration. For example, given z < 0.1, by the mean value theorem and generous
estimates, there exists £ < 0.1 so that

vVi—-—xrx—1=

z < —-09zx,
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from which one sees that

10 10
5 < 5#3—60 < KERS whenever erg < 0.1. (12)

4Generally, for any initial value below the graph of the slow manifold.

5Calder and Siegel [5] also proved the existence of a unique distinguished invariant manifold. An extension to the open
Michaelis—-Menten reaction mechanism was given in [9].

6In view of non-uniqueness, this designation is not meant to imply that the slow dynamics sets in precisely at teross. We
invite the readers to see also the discussion in Remarks 3| and
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Figure 1: The (s,c) phase plane geometry of the Michaelis—Menten reaction mechanism. The
thick red curve, the graph of g(s), is the QSS variety (i.e., the c-nullcline) and the thick blue curve, the
graph of gy(s), is the s-nullcline. The thick black curve is the invariant slow manifold, M. In the shaded
violet region between the graphs is the slow invariant manifold, M, that connects the stable equilibrium at
the origin with a saddle equilibrium at infinity. The vector field in the red shaded region below Graph(g(s))
satisfies ¢ > 0 and $ < 0. On Graph(g(s)), ¢ = 0 and $§ < 0. In the magenta region that lies above
Graph(g(s)) and below Graph(gi(s)), § <0 and ¢ < 0. On g;1(s), § = 0 and ¢ < 0. In the blue shaded region
above Graph(gi(s)) and below ¢ = e, 0 < $ and ¢ < 0. The dotted black curve in the TOP panel is a single
trajectory obtained via numerical integration of the mass action equations with parameters (in arbitrary
units): so = 100,e9 = 5.0, k1 = 1.0, ks = k_; = 10.0. The trajectory approaches and intercepts the graph of
9(8) at t = teross- FOr t > teross, the trajectory lies above Graph(g(s)), but below M. Top: The trajectory
enters the the magenta region and approaches M as time evolves forward. BorTOoM: Closeup of the TOP
panel near the QSS variety. The trajectory still lies below M, but becomes effectively indistinguishable from
M ast — oo.



3 Ciritical estimates for the dynamics of the Michaelis—Menten
reaction mechanism

One can rewrite system as

s = —kleos + (k_l + ]{118)0,

¢ = (ko1 + ks + k1s)(c — g(s)). (13)

In the above system, g(s) is given by . We are only interested in the solution with initial value (s, 0),
which starts below the graph of g. Since ¢ < 0 for ¢ > g(s), we have

€050

¢ <¢:= max g(s) = €951 S0- (14)

g =
0<5<sg Ky + so

We will frequently use basic properties of differential inequalities (see, for instance, Walter [34, §9, Theorem
8]). For later use, we note two estimates for substrate concentration, s:

Lemma 3. Let s(t) be the first component of the solution of with initial value (sg,0). Then, for all
t > 0 one has
s(t) = so exp(—kieot), (15)

k‘,l kg k‘1€0KM
s(t) <s + e -t . 16
) < U<k—1+k2 k_1+ ko xp( K+ so )) (16)
Proof. The first estimate follows readily from $ > —kjegs, s(0) = so. As for the second, from the first
equation in , with , one finds

s = —k1(60 — C)S + kflC S —k1(60 — E)S + kflva.

and

Comparing s with the solution of the linear differential equation

]ﬂleoKM k,1€080

T =ki(eg—c)x+k_1c=— x ,
e =) ' Ky + s0 Ky + s0

z(0) = s
shows the assertion. O

Remark 2. Note that the derivative of the right-hand side of is equal to —kiegsg at t = 0, which agrees

k
with $(0) in , while the right-hand side of (16)) has derivative 7I<:(K72—|—) - k1egsg, which is markedly
(K + 8o

different. From this perspective, the upper estimate is not optimal.

We will proceed in three steps. First, we estimate the distance of the solution to the slow manifold. In
a second step, we obtain lower and upper approximations for t...ss, and we compare exact and approximate
solutions near the slow manifold in the third step. Throughout we will not impose any a priori assumptions
concerning smallness of parameters — so most estimates are universally valid if not necessarily sharp — but
indicate when such assumptions are made.

3.1 First Step: Approach to the slow manifold

We will employ two variants of a Lyapunov function approach. The first variant is based on established
procedure [2] see, as an example, Section 2.1]. However, some adjustments are necessary, because system
with small parameter eg = eefy (e some reference value) is not in Tikhonov standard form with separated
slow and fast variables. We will restrict attention to the compact positively invariant rectangle defined by
0<s<spand 0 <c<ej. By , we may further restrict attention to the rectangle defined by 0 < s < s¢
and 0 < ¢ < ¢. Consider

d

—(c=9(5))* = =2(k—1 + ks + kus)(c — 9(5))* — 29 (s)3(c — g(s)). (17)



Let L := ¢ — g(s). By invoking $ + ¢ = —koc, we obtain with repeated use of :

d
%LQ = —2(k_1 + ko 4+ k18))L* —2¢'(s)5 L

= —2(k_1 + ko + k15)L? +24'(s) {c' + kgc] L

= —2(k_1 + ko4 k15)L? + 24'(s) { — (k_y + ko + k18) L+ koc| L

= 2k 1+ ko4 k15)L? —2(k_1 + ko + k15)g'(s)L? + 2¢'(s)kac L

< —2| min (k_1 4+ ko + k15)(1 +g'(s))} L*+2 max] lg’(s)| - ko - |L].

s€[0,s0] s€[0,s0
Now
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g'(s) Eu1sZ20 hex l9'(s)] or
therefore

min (k_1 + ka2 + k18)(1 +¢'(s)) > min (k_1 + ko + k18) = k_1 + ko.
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Altogether we obtain with

d
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Next, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
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20’
which holds for any ¢ > 0. For ¢ = k_1 + ko, this yields

d 1
aLQ < —(k_y + ko) L2+ 3 (k—1+ k2) - (essi 'EMM)2 - 83,

Lemma 4. Let ty > 0 be given, with L(tg) = Lo. Then, for all t > tg one has
1
L* < Liexp(=ki K (t — to)) + §€%sz€?\m (1 —exp(—k1Knm(t —to))) -

In particular, with to = 0 and L(0) = egso/(s0 + Kar) = soessi for the initial value (so,0),

L2
o2
50
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eg (exp(—k1Knt) + 5e3,0,(1 — exp(—k1 Kpt)))
= €ig (exp(f(k:_l + ko)t) + %f—:?wM(l —exp(—(k_1 + kg)t))) .

Proof. Compare with the differential equation

dV 1
o= —(k_1+ ko) -V + 5(1@,1 + k2)5233l5?\/[M ) 5(2)

(18a)

(18b)

(18¢)
(18d)

(18e)

(19)

(22)

(23)

for V := L?. The explicit solution of this linear equation for V and a differential inequality argument (or

Gronwall) yield the asserted estimates.

O

Remark 3. The first factor on the right hand side of is the square of the Segel-Slemrod parameter
essi, and the factor inside the second bracket is the square of the local timescale parameter €y7p7. Since
L/sg is generally bounded by egg;, the relevant parameter for the distance to the QSS manifold will be &p/p.

This and the above holds for any choice of parameters.



For a more detalled inspection, we assume e€j;3; < 1, so the right hand side of ( . ) decreases with t.

Then, for all t > t
- 2 (k_1+ ko)? 2 1
t:= -1 = 1 24
k_1+ ke o8 < k1kaeq k1 Ky o8 EMM 24)

c—g(s 3
TP R )

To verify the inequality, it suffices to do so for ¢ = Z\, and this, in turn, follows from the fact that

one obtains that

exp(—(k_l + k)g)t) = EMMQ

is solved by t = t.
This provides a first estimate for the approach to the slow manifold.

Remark 4. One may consider similar estimates for complex QSS, with no a priori reference to singular
perturbations, in the system with substrate inflow:

= ]CO — kleos + (]C,1 + kls)c
= kiegs — (k,1 + ko + k‘ls)c.

Here, it is appropriate to choose initial values s(0) = ¢(0) = 0. The chain of inequalities above works
similarly, with the crucial difference that $ = kg — ¢ + kac. So, the assumption ey = eej will no longer result
in an order £* term in the analogue of (unless kg is also of order €); only order €2 can be salvaged. For
more details, please see the discussion in Eilertsen et al. [9] Subsection 4.4].

For t < teross an alternative Lyapunov function approach is suggested by Lemma We start with a
variant of equation :

;t(c —g(s)) = —(k_1 + k2 + k1s)(c — g(s)) — g'(s)5. (26)

Again, let L := ¢ — g(s). Similar to the derivation of Lemma [4] we find for ¢ < t.0ss (using ¢ — g(s) < 0):

O (ks 4 ko + kus))L — g/ (5)s (27a)
—(k_1 + ko + kis)L + g'(s) (¢ + kac) (27b)
—((1+ /()1 + bs + Fis)) L+ kag (s)c (27¢)
(14 g ()t + Ko+ 1)) L+ hag! (8)(E + g(3)). (274)

So, we have

Lemma 5. Consider the solution of with initial value (s9,0) at t = 0. Then, for 0 <t < tcross,

dL— AL+ B 28
P + (28)

with

k,1 + kz + kls —+ g'(s)(k,l + kls),
kag'(s)g(s)-

Note that when g(s) = ¢ and s > 0, then dL/dt = kag'(s)g(s) > 0.

A
B :



3.2 Second Step: The crossing time

We will use Lemma to compute upper and lower bounds, t,, and tg, such that tcess € [te, tu]. The strategy
will be to extract t, and ¢, from appropriate differential inequalities. We will express most of our estimates
via the Segel-Slemrod parameter £gg;. Although — as mentioned in the Introduction — the parameters
used by Briggs and Haldane, or by Reich and Selkov, would be equally applicable in any well-defined limit
with eg — 0 (and all other parameters in a compact subset of the open positive orthant), the Segel-Slemrod

parameter turns out to be the most convenient.
We first determine a lower bound t,. By (5)) and (19), we obtain

g(s) < % and ¢'(s) < % for 0 < s < s.
Now, with the notation of Lemma [5] we have
egK
A = k,l—ﬁ-kg—‘y—kls—%ﬁ(k‘,lﬁ-kls)
60KM
< MMKpy+s) |1+ ——7—
> 1( M )( (KMES)Q)
= ki (Ky+58) 4+ kieo—4—
(4 8) o e g
< ki(Ku + e+ s9) = A%,
and furthermord’]
B<k2.ﬂ.ﬂ:;3*.
- Ky +s9g Ky

Since for t < teross One has L < 0, the differential equation implies the inequality

dL
— < —-A"L + B*.
dt — *
Thus, defining L* by
dL*
&= AL B L0 = —g(s)

one obtains that L(t) < L*(t) for 0 <t < teross. Explicitly,

*

B* B
L = - (A* +9(80)) exp(=A"t) + -5

kg k2 >
= € —1+— e —(1+¢ M)+ ——F————¢ ,
S0 ssz( ( k‘1KM(1+€ssz) ssz) XP( ( Ssz) ) k’1KM(1+Essz) SS1

where A := k1 (Kp + s0). Now define ¢y by L*(t;) = 0. A straightforward calculation shows

1 k_1+ ks

1
ty = log (1455277200 4 o) ——
¢ k1 (Kar + s0)(1 +ess1) g( ko ( sst) 6551)
1 k_1+ ko

log [ 1+
(k1so+k_1+k2)(1 +e591) g( ko

1
(1+ess1) —
€351

This provides a lower estimate:
Lemma 6. For the solution of , with initial value (s0,0), one has teross > to-

Proof. Assume that t..oss < tg, then L(ty) > 0. This is a contradiction to L(t;) < L*(t;) = 0.

(30)

O

"For B*, we simply use max g - max g’, both on [0, sg]. The global maximum of B on [0, co) equals 4/27 - kge%/KM. For

the record, we point out that using this estimate would not make an essential difference.



Recall that Segel and Slemrod [29] introduced

1 1
t = = 32
S5 kl (KM + 80) k_l + kQ + klso ( )

to estimate the duration of the fast transient. This defines the appropriate timescale at the very start, but
as we show below, it cannot reflect the full transient phase.
There is a slightly simplified estimate for ¢,:

¢ = tss
1 +1€ssz s 55151

og k1KM
1+ess esst ko

; 1 1 1 ) <k1K1v
= 0}
5517 +€ssi 8 €SSl

tos (1 — 251) (log( SISI>+10 ( (K ))

1 k_ k
tz =tgsi(1 —egs1) (log (> + log <1+2)> (33)
€551 ko

as a lower estimate for the crossing time. In the limiting case ey — 0, an asymptotic expansion of the
right-hand side yields

> tssi

Y

Therefore, we may define

1 k_i1+k
t}r ~ tgssi [log + log ! 2 + 0(1):| (34)
€8sl ko

For the slow timescale, chosen (in consistency with the choice of the small parameter) as 7 = egg;t, the
above observations yield a lower estimate with leading term of order egg; - log(1/ess;) in the asymptotic
expansion.

Remark 5. At this point, it seems appropriate to reconsider the notion “onset of slow dynamics” for the
case of small £g5;. For system , we noted that the distinguished time teposs (see, Lemma [1f and the
following ones) is a natural choice from a biochemical perspective. But singular perturbation theory does
not provide a precisely defined time for the onset of the slow phase. The following two observations are
based on a fundamental criterion for slow dynamics, namely closeness of the solution to the QSS manifold:

i. Equation shows that |L*(tssi)/so| = essiexp(—1). But, since |L/sg| can always be estimated
above by terms of order egg; [see, (23))], this inequality does not indicate closeness to the QSS manifold.
Thus, the onset of slow dynamics cannot be assumed near tgg;, and the Segel-Slemrod time tgg;
seriously underestimates the duration of the transient phase.

ii. One may replace the condition L*(¢) = 0 from by an order 52551 closeness condition, requiring
L*(t)/so > —M - e%g,, with some positive constant M, as the defining characteristic of the slow
phase. A provisional definition of tons by L*(tons)/s0 = —M - g, yields L*(t)/so > —M - &%, for
tons <t < teross. Similar to the derivation of , one obtains an estimate

tons = tssilog(M* [essi) + - - (35)

with some constant M*, and the dots representing higher order terms. Thus, we have the same lowest
order asymptotic term log(1/egg;) as for tz.

We proceed to estimate initial substrate depletion:
Proposition 1. One has the inequality

;

s(ty) k_q ko ( essilm (/ﬁKM))

< + _ _ESSIAM g ooyl .
so T k_1+ke ko1t ko P (K + So)( ss1) -log essiko

10



Moreover, when

ki K
51 - log( ! M) <1, (36)
kaessi
then :
— 9cross - t k k K
So S > S0 5( g) 2 )8551(1 _ ESS[) log ( 1 M) ) (37)

S0 - S0 - 2k (KM + So essiks

Proof. The estimate for s(t;) is obtained by substitution of tZ in . As for , the first inequality holds
because s is decreasing with ¢. Then one directly obtains

S0 — s(tZ) < ko

1 _
S B (1 ep(-a)
with K kK k1K
essiKm 1K 1K
= (1 - -1 -1 .
Ky + So( esst) - log (Esszkz) < 851008 <€ssﬂ€2>

Condition implies that o < 1, and the exponential series and the Leibniz criterion show that
exp(—a) <1l—a+a?/2<1—a/2.
This estimate yields the second assertion. O

Remark 6. The estimate in Proposition (1| can be improved, subject to more restrictive assumptions on
€ssi- Replacing by

k1K
5551~10g( ! M> <r (38)
essika
for some r, 0 < r < 1, it is straightforward to see that
S0 — Scross k2 £S58S1 leM
20 7 Peross 5 (1 —p/2) 22295 (1 _agq log( ) 39
50 ( /2) k1 Ky + So( ) essika (39)
in this case. This suggests a simplified asymptotic estimate for s¢;oss by setting, for instance, r = /egg; and

keeping only lowest order terms,

S0 — Scross ko 1 ) <k1KM ):l
> € log{ — ) +1o +
50 k1 (K + so) st { & (Essz & ko

In comparison, the asymptotic expansion of the right-hand side of starts with

ko k1K ko 1 k1Knm
_ 1-— 1 ~ 1 I S 40
21 (Kot +SO)ESSI( essi) log <€sszk2 s (Kour +50)€SSl og - + log s + (40)
ko

1
It turns out below that the (removable) factor — is less problematic for estimates than the factor ———.
2 k1(Kn + s0)

Remark 7. Thus, in the case of small egg;, for (Sg — Scross)/So one has a lower estimate by an expression
asymptotic to egg;log(1/ess:). Notably, this estimate indicates that the relative substrate depletion at
crossing time is not of order egg;. The widely held assumption in the literature (see, e.g. Segel & Slemrod [29])
about negligibility of the substrate depletion in the pre-QSS phase should be seen from this perspective.

Moreover, upon replacing teross by a differently chosen onset time t,,s as in , the argument in the
proof of the Proposition, with Lemma [3| shows that

SO_S(tons) k‘g (M* )
> eggrlo + - 41
S0 = 2k (K + s0) SSLI08 €551 (41)

*

whenever £gg; log ( > < 1. Thus, the lowest order of the asymptotic expansion remains unchanged.

€SS
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We now turn to upper bounds for t...ss. For technical reasons, since our argument requires a positive
lower estimate for g(s), we fix an auxiliary constant 0 < ¢ < 1 and consider the interval [g sg, So]. Then,

qeoSo / eo Ky
§)> ————and ¢'(s) > ———— for ¢sg<s<sp.
g()_KM+qso g<>_(KM+so)2 150 = 5= 50
Therefore,
A > ki(gso+ Ky ) =: A,
and K
qeoSo eo K pr
B>k . =: B,
=K +aso (Kar + 50)?
when ¢sg < s < sg.
Hence, for 0 <t < teross and s(t) > gsp, one has
dL

and defining L, by
dL,

dt
the usual differential inequality argument shows L > L,. Explicitly,

= _A*L* + B*) L*(O) = —9(80),

B, B,
L,=-— <A* + g(50)> exp(—A.t) + e

Define t,, = t,,(q) by L« (t.(q)) = 0, thus

1 . 1 (k—1 + ko + gk150)?
ty(q) = —— log [ 1 + C(q) - >, with C=C(q) :=—- 43
D = L+ av0) ( @ i D= T k) “3)
With the inequality
1 C* (k_l + ]CQ + k180)2 kl (KM —+ 80)2
-<Clg<—, C*:=001)= = 44
q @ q @) ko(k_1 + k2) ko K (44)
we obtain a more convenient estimate for t,(q):
K+ so < C(Q))
ty = tggi—log |1+
(@) 55t {(M +gso gl , Esst
< tggi— log (1 + ) .
q €sst g
This gives rise to the upper estimate
1 1 C*
tL(q) = tgs;— log <1 + — ) > tu(q). (45)
q E€sst q
For later use, we note
1 C* 1 1 C*
log (1 + — ) = —log — +log + log (1 + qES*Sl)
€sst 4 q €551 q C
and obtain in the limit £g5; — 0 the asymptotic expansion
1 1 C* 1 1 C*
tL(q) =tgg;— log (1 + — ) ~ —1lgs] l:]og — + log + 0(1):| . (46)
q €sst g q €ss1 q

Equation provides an upper estimate for the crossing time, subject to an additional condition:

12



Lemma 7. Given 0 < q < 1, assume that the solution of (1)), with initial value (so,0), satisfies s(t.(q)) >
qso- Then7 tcross < tu(q) < tl(q)

Proof. Assume that tcross > tu(q), then Li(teross) > 0 and consequently L(tcross) > 0; a contradiction. O

As will be seen below, the condition imposed in Lemma [7] will imply restrictions on £gg;.

Modulo the hypothesis of Lemma we get an upper estimate for ¢.,0ss Which is asymptotic to log(1/ess:),
and complements the lower estimate ¢, with the same asymptotics. This clarifies the asymptotic behavior of
teross S €551 — 0.

Still, criteria are needed to satisfy the hypothesis of the Lemma. The first step to obtain such criteria
is to apply Lemma (3| for ¢t = t!(g). By straightforward calculations, one finds the first estimate in the
following proposition:

Proposition 2. One has

s(t() > exp (-255‘51 log (1 + L C*>> . (47)

€sst @

Moreover, when

1 C*
egsilog 1+ — - <q
€8s q
then ;
— 9cross - t 1 c* 1
S0 S < S0 5( u(q)) < —egg) IOg (1 + X ) ) (48)
S0 S0 q q Essi

Proof. There remains estimate (48]). The first inequality follows from monotonicity of ¢ — s(¢). When the

stated condition holds then ) ) o
v := —egg log (1+~ ) <1,
q €881 ¢q

and therefore exp(—~v) > 1 — v by the exponential series and the Leibniz criterion. Substitution yields the
assertion. O

Analogous to the derivation of expansion in the limiting case €gg5; — 0 one obtains an expansion of
the right-hand side of equation , up to terms of order o(egg;):
1 1 C* 1 1 C*
—egg1 log <1 + — > ~ = [655[ log — +egsilog— +--- | . (49)
q €sst 4 q €SSt q
Equation , in view of lim, o4 zlog(1/x) = 0, shows that for any fixed ¢ the condition s(tf(q)) > g¢so
holds for sufficiently small egg;.

There remains to determine usable explicit bounds for egg; for given q. We aim here at providing simple
workable, rather than optimal, conditions:

Proposition 3. Let ¢ > %, such that

4qlog(1/q) - log(4C™) < 1.

Assume that 9
egs1 < exp(—1) and egg; < 16 (qlog(l/q))z.

Then, s(ti(q)) > gso and consequently teross < ti,(q).

— u

Proof. By Lemma [7] it is sufficient to prove the inequality s(tf,(q)) > ¢so. By (#7), this holds whenever

1 c* 1
exp | ——egsilog [ 1+ — >q.
q q Essi
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Equivalently
1 C* 1 1
§€SSI log (1 + —- ) < log -,

q E€ssi q
o c* 1 1
essilog (1 + : > < qlog —. (50)
q Essi q
Rewrite the left hand side as
C* 1 1 C*
essilog | 1+ — - = essilog| — | essi + —
q €ssi €551 q
1 *
= eggilog| — | +egsilog | essr + )
€SSI q
1 C*
< egsilog| — | +essilog | 2-
Eslsz q
< essilog | —— | +essilog(4C™),
€SSI

where we used C* > 1 > egg; and % < ¢ < 1. In view of egg;log(1/ess1) < +/Essi, the inequality holds
whenever

. 1
VEssi +essilog(4C™) < qlog 7 (51)

1
For the remainder of this proof, we abbreviate A := log(4C*) and B := qlog —. Let 6 be the positive number
q

with A6% + 0 = B. Then, for any eg5; < 62, the inequality holds. Now, the solution of the above
quadratic equation with AB < 1/4, Taylor expansion and the Leibniz criterion show

1 1 4AB 16A%2B?
=—(-1++vV1 4AB)>— —1+14+4— - —F
=34 ( TV =24 ( T 8 ) ’
hence 3
5> B(1- AB) > |B.
Thus, inequality holds whenever egg; < (%B)Q. O

The role of the constant ¢ is mostly auxiliary. It serves to ensure the applicability of Proposition
but actual estimates e.g. of s(tf (g)) will rely on Proposition

Example 1. We consider one particular setting for the purpose of illustration. Assume that

2
(k—1 + k2 + k1s0) < 950,

Ccr =
S

This condition covers a wide range of reaction parameters, for instance it is satisfied whenever sq < 5Ky
and k_; < bks. Then, the requirement on ¢ in Proposition (3| is satisfied whenever ¢ > 0.97. For ¢ = 0.97.
one finds the condition egg; < 4.9 -107%.

Rather than ¢ (¢), one may consider a slightly weaker, but more convenient estimate. Fix egg; such that
s(t!(q)) > gso. We will prove that the relative error upon replacing tf,(¢q) by

k1 (KM + 80)3 C*
1 1+ ———— | =tggl 1 52
0g ( + Kok arco ssilog | 1+ oo (52)

a1 = k1 (Kar + s0)

is approximately equal to (1 — ¢) when ¢ approaches 1.

Lemma 8. One has
th(g) —th(1) _ 1-g 1+log(1+C"/(gesst)

0< T q log(1+ C*/(qessi))
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Proof. We abbreviate A = C*/egg; and consider the function
1
g f(q) == 510g(1 + A/q),

noting tf (¢) = tss1f(q). The derivative

is an increasing function of ¢. By the mean value theorem, one has f(q) — f(1) = (¢ — 1) f'(¢*) for some ¢*
between ¢ and 1. Hence, by monotonicity and with A/(A + ¢) < 1,

flo) = FO) < (1—q)|f (@] < 1q_2q (log(1+ A/q) +1).

The assertion follows. O

We also note an asymptotic expansion as egg; — 0:

1 kK (K +s0)
th(1) ~ tgsi log@+log ! M( M 50) +o(1)

ko K
1 kv + ks (ko1 +ko+kiso\” (53)
o i | 1 -1 2 —1 2 150 1
ssi |log oo + log Ty ( k1t ko +o(1)

The numerical simulations underlying FIGURE 2| illustrate that t{ (1) is a quite good approximation of
the crossing time.

Remark 8. Observe that t],(1) corresponds to the estimate T}, from Noethen & Walcher [20, Lemma 4],
but with an additional factor (Kps + so)/Kas nested inside the logarithm. The presence of this term is
relevant: the solution slows down significantly — especially in the c-direction — near the c-nullcline in regions
where Kj; < s. In these regions, the solution will travel nearly horizontally and below the QSS manifold
for an extended period of time before finally crossing. Moreover, the vanishing of K, gives rise to a line of
equilibrium points at ¢ = ey. In this limiting case, the crossing time t¢,oss tends to infinity for any trajectory
for which ¢(0) # eo. This fact is reflected by the term (K + so)/Kas in the expression for #],(1).

Finally, it may be appropriate to look at the substrate depletion during the transitory phase from a
general perspective: As shown by equations and (setting ¢ = 1), the onset time for the slow
dynamics will in any case be of the type

M
t:ns =tssi IOg + - (54)
€SSl

with some positive constant M. With slight modifications of Propositions [1] and [2] one arrives at

— 1 — s(t* —~ 1
M1-€sszlogi-l----ﬁwﬁl\b'&sszlogi-ﬁ-m, (55)
€551 S0 €SSl

with suitable constants ]\/4\1 Thus, as eg5; — 0 we have the asymptotic order gg; log(1/esg;) for the relative
initial substrate depletion.

3.3 Third Step: Error estimates for the approximation

We now turn toward global error estimates for the reduction. As in the previous subsection, we will express
most estimates in terms of the Segel-Slemrod parameter £gg;.

For t > teross, we consider the familiar Michaelis—Menten equation, augmented by an error term. We
start from

$= —kiegs + (k—1 + k15)g(s) + (k—1 + k15)(c — g(9)). (56)
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Figure 2: Numerical simulations indicate that ¢} (1), defined in (52), is a reasonable estimation of
teross When eg < K. In all panels, e¢g € [0.025,0.05,0.075,0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75, 1.0, 2.5, 5.0, 7.5, 10], k1 = 1.0,
ko = k_1 = 100, thus Kj; = 200, and 0 = so/Kps. The parameter € corresponds to the Reich-Selkov
parameter egs = eg/Kps. The solid black diamonds are the numerically estimated crossing times. The
densely dashed line is obtained from . The dotted line is obtained from . Topr LEFT: so = 2. Tor
RIGHT: sg = 20. BorTOM LEFT: 59 = 200. BorTOM RIGHT: 59 = 2000. Observe the noticeable difference
between and when sq is much larger than Kj;. This is due to the difference in the constant terms
of the expansions. One also sees that the lower estimate t} from is worse than the upper estimate;
compare Remark

Lemma 9. For all t > teoss, the s entry of the solution of with initial value (sg,0) satisfies

klkgeoS .
k_1+ ko + ks’
klk’geos ]{:_1 + /€180 > ( k1k260

(57)
§ < - 4 L1k .
5= k,1 +k2+k18 V2 1€050 (kl +k2+k180 (kfl +I€2)2

) = v

Proof. For the first inequality note that ¢ — g(s) > 0 for ¢ > tcr0ss. For the second inequality, using with
L(tcross) = 0, one obtains

L2
2
S0

< = (emmesst)’ - (1 —exp [=(k_1 + k2)(t — teross)]) < % (emraresst)’ (58)

N |
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for all t > tcross, thus one has L/sg < —=egsienar, with

1
V2
+
4

§ = —kieos + (k1s+k-1)g(s) (k—1 4 kis)(c —g(s))
< _ kikaeos 1 k-1 +Fkis kieoso(k—1 + k150) ) kikaeo
- k_1+ko+ kis \/i(k_l —|—/€180) (k’_l —|—]€2—|—]€180) (k’_l —|—k2)2
k‘lk‘geos 1 kfl + k}lSo k1k260
< I T + —k - = U(s),
S e ey VBN G+ T+ o) (s + Fa)? )
(59)
O
Defining the equilibrium dissociation constant of enzyme-substrate complex as
k_1
Kg:=— 60
5= (60)
one may rewrite
kzeos 1 KS + So ]{3260
U = — + — . .
(5) Ky +s \/56080 (KM+30> K2,
Remark 9. By the same token, one obtains an estimate for product formation:
p = k29(s) + ka(c—g(s))
< kleSOS 4 1 klkgeoso k1k260
= kit kot ks V2 (ko1 + ko + kiso)  (k_y + ka)? (61)
klkgeos 1 k,1 + k130 k1k2€0 ~

- - s + —k . . = U .
by & Fy + oy V2 O T ey + Kuso)  (ky + ko2 (5)

For the following fix t > teross. By differential inequality arguments, we will estimate the difference of
the s entry of the solution of with initial values (s,¢)) := (s(t),c(t)) — which is just a time shift of the
solution of with initial values (sg,0) — and the Michaelis-Menten equation with initial value 5. We will

base our estimates on the auxiliary result below.

Lemma 10. Let a, b and c be positive real numbers, xqy, tg € R and consider the initial value problems

Cx

po= - +b , x(te) = xo;

T xJ@a x(to) = o

] = — ¢ (t):x'

Yy y+a ,  Yllo 0

;= - & 2(tg) = 20 > x
~ta ) 0 0 0-

Then,
(a) For allt > tg, one has x(t) — y(t) > 0.

(b) Additionally, assume that xo > ab/(c —b). Then, x(t) decreases for all t > ty. We find that

z(t) —y(t) < W <1 — exp [(mo‘fa)g(tto)b < W

(¢) For allt > to, one has

ac

0 < 2(t) —y(t) < (20 — wo) - exp {(ZOM)Q

(t — to)} < 2 — o.

Proof. Part (a), due to z(0) = y(0), follows directly from a standard result on differential inequalities.
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Turning to the proof of part (b), note that z* = ab/(c — b) is the only stationary point of the differential
equation for z. So, the solution with initial value g > z* is strictly decreasing and converges to this point.

Now, we have
d x Y
—(x — - - b
dt(x v) C<a:+a y+a>+

N C et )
T T arawra

Compare this with the solution of the initial value problem

ac
=————v+b v0)=0
(o a)? (0)
to obtain the assertion. As for part (c), the first inequality is immediate, while the second is verified by a
variant of the previous argument, with the inequality

d( ) z Y
iy — - _c _
dt 4 ZEF a y-+a
< s (z—y).
S “mrae (z—v)
O
koeog\ Ks+ s
Evaluating the constant in part (b) of Lemmawith a= Ky, b= %eoso (;}5) ﬁ, c = koeg
and zy = 5, we obtain
is~ €o .KS+SOKM+§.KM+§<L8. eo Ks+so (KM+50)2
\@O Ky Ky+so Ky Kuyr _\/50 Ky Ka+so Ky
_ iso — (K + 50)(Ks + s0)
V2 K3y
Choosing a natural scaling (and omitting the factor %), the parameter
e} = ens (K +50)(Ks +s0) _ eo (Km+50)(Ks+50)  kieo (k-1 +ka+kiso)(k—1 + Kiso)
L en K2, Kur K2, k_1+ ks (k_1 + ko)?
(63)

provides an upper estimate for the long-term accuracy of the reduction. Note that the index indicates that
the parameter was obtained from a linear differential inequality.

3.3.1 Estimates for the slow dynamics: Special case

In the application of the QSSA, it is generally assumed that there is an initial transient during which the
substrate concentration remains approximately constant or changes slowly while the complex concentration
builds up. This assumption — that the substrate concentration does not change significantly during this
initial transient — is known as the reactant stationary approximation [16, 23]. The general assumption is
that s &~ sg from ¢ = 0 until t¢,0ss. However, this a qualitative estimate. A more careful analysis is required in
order to formulate a quantitative assertion concerning the validity of the reactant stationary approximation.

We first determine estimates given the special assumption that the substrate concentration at the start
of the slow phase is exactly known. In view of Lemma [9] and Lemma we then obtain

Proposition 4. Denote by s(t) the first component of the solution of with initial value (so,0) at t = 0.
Moreover, let t > teross, S := s(t) and define s, resp. 5 by

. kaeos N =

5 = Ko ts , s(t) =3 o

5 oo RS | pkeos ( ky + kiso ) ( kikzco ) =3 (64)
h K]u +3S 17020 k_l + kg + ]{7180 (k_l —+ k2)2 ’ o
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Then, for all t > t, we have

and
5(t) —s(t) <so-er; s(t)—s(t) <so-er. (66)

Proof. To prove , use Lemma @ Moreover, parts (a) and (b) of Lemma show that

5(t) —s(t) <

K Ku+3\2 1 K K
S+30.( M+S) < . (K + 50)( S+SO)<505L,

1
ESO&—RS K+ 50 Ky = RS K%,
which in combination with proves . O

There is a different approach to upper and lower estimates for s in the slow regime, based on Lemma [2]
with the parameter 6* defined in . We also utilize the explicit solution of the Michaelis—Menten equation
via the Lambert W function, as obtained in Schnell & Mendoza [26].

Proposition 5. Denote by s(t) the first component of the solution of (1) with initial value (so,0) at t = 0.
Moreover let t > teross, S 1= s(t ), and 1> 6 > §*.

(a) Define s, resp. s by
kaeos " ~.

s = — , S(t) =s;
- Ky+s (¥ (67)
ERC R L L LA W
Ky +35
Then, for all t > t, we have
s(t) < s(t) <5(t) (68)
(b) Ezplicitly, setting
. s s L kgeo(t — ;fv)
A= i exp o T:= s
we obtain
5(t) = Ky W(Aexp(—T)exp(dT))

We turn to estimating s — s, using basic properties of the Lambert W function that can for instance be
found in Mez6 [I8| Section 1].

Lemma 11. With the notation introduced in Lemma one has

N

< Kuylog (14+W(Ae D) (e —1)) < KyW(Ae T)(e —1)
< Kpylog (14 Ae T (eT — 1)) < KpyAe (T —1)

Wl |

(70)

V-V

for allt > 1.

Proof. Let us abbreviate o := Ae™T and S := ae’”. Then, with a known identity for W’ and monotonicity
of W, one sees

K/ (G35 = /W dx—/ﬁdm
= o T+ exp(W(x))
[ o s = o+ expW (@)
log (1 + fe” W(@) ( ae= W) (0T — 1))
1+ ae=W() 1+ ae=W()
log (1 + ae=W( O‘) edT —
log (1 + W (a)(e’" 1)),

A

where we have used the defining identity for W in the last step. This shows the first inequality, and the
remaining ones follow from 0 < W(x) < z and log(1 + z) < x when x > 0. O
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Presently, we will use only the last inequality from to obtain a global error estimate.

Proposition 6. With the assumptions and notation from Proposition@ for allt > t the following inequalities

hold: 5 5
0<s—s<35—5<s5g exp(;?vl—l) ~m§so exp([?(;v[—l)-m::so-aw. (71)
Proof. By elementary arguments, the function 7'+ e~ (" — 1), with derivative T+ e~ 7 (1-(1- 6)65T)
attains its maximum at T* = —log(1 — §)/§ > 1, with value
~ - . ) 5
Sexp(s/Kyr) exp(=T7) - 13 < spexp(so/Kar)exp(—1) - 13
The assertion follows. O

Remark 10. The index in ey, should remind of its derivation via the Lambert W function. This may not
be a particularly user-friendly parameter, but one can replace it by more convenient estimates. For instance,
in case egg < 0.1, by one may choose § < %5515, and proceed to obtain the estimate

€ < > 0 q).
Lw = 3 exp K €RS-
Remark 11. For all t > ¢, we thus obtained the estimates |s — s| < spew, and |s — 5| < sper. Either
of these may be better, given the circumstances. Both estimates are rigorous, and moreover ¢ > teyoss, for
which rigorous lower estimates are available. However, we have to note that their derivation involves some
simplified estimates, so they may not be optimal. Indeed, extensive numerical experiments point to an upper

estimate
Kg + s

K + s0

but with our toolbox a rigorous proof for this conjecture does not seem possible (see, FIGURE (3| and also
FIGURE [7] below).

Eopt ‘= essi < essi, (72)

3.3.2 Estimates for the slow dynamics: General case

Under the hypothesis that ¢ and § = s(?) are known exactly, we obtained upper estimates for the ap-
proximation error. However, this idealizing assumption does not reflect the real-life setting of parameter
identification for the reactant stationary approximation. Due to lack of complete information, experimental
scientists effectively apply the Michaelis-Menten equation with some estimate s* for s(f) valid under the
reactant stationary approximation conditions [I6]. This discrepancy must be accounted for by an additional

term in the error estimate. Define £ by

kikeeof  _ kaeof
k_1+ ko + k1€ Ky +¢

Proposition 7. Denote by s(t)N the first component of the solution of with initial value (s0,0) att =0.
Moreover, let t > teross, S := s(t). Then, with s from [or from ], for all t > t, we have

£=— £(t) = s* € (0, sq). (73)

€ —s| < |s" =5 (74)
and
€ —s| < |s" = 5[+ s0-eL, (75)
as well as
€ —s| < [s" =3[+ 50 ew. (76)

Proof. For the first inequality use Lemma c). For the second, note that
[§—s[<[€—sl+|s—s| <[s" =5|+|s— s

and use Propositions [4] and [6] respectively. O
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Figure 3: Numerical simulations suggest that provides an upper bound on the normalized
error between the s-component of the mass action equations and the sQSSA for the complete
time course when initial conditions lie on the QSS variety, ¢ = ¢g(s). In both panels, the black curve is
the numerically-estimated normalized absolute error, |§ —s|/sg. The dash-dotted and dotted lines correspond
to er, and eLw, respectively, and the red line is €4, On the z-axis, ¢ has been mapped to to, = 1—1/log(t+e),
and initial conditions for the mass action equations and the sQSSA satisfy (s,¢)(0) = (8,¢)(tcross) and
£(0) = (teross), respectively (feross is estimated numerically). Top: The parameters used in the simulation
are (in arbitrary units): so = 10.0, eg = 10.0, k; = 2.0, ko = 100.0 and k_; = 100.0. BorToM: The
parameters used in the simulation are (in arbitrary units): sg =10.0, g = 1.0, k1 = 2.0, k2 = 100.0 and
k_1 =100.0. The estimate e,p¢, is not a sharp error estimate due to the choice of initial conditions.

Remark 12. We should make the following observations for the above proposition:

(a) Lemma [10] includes an exponentially decaying factor for the first term in the estimate. For practical
experimental applications, this might be of little relevance for some enzyme catalyzed reactions, since in
the scenario under consideration here this exponential decay will be slow and the initial transient will
be fast.
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(b) The special case of with s* = s seems to reflect the implicit assumption underlying many ex-
periments, i.e., that there is no discernible loss in the transitory phase before the starting time ¢ for
measurements.

With the obvious (and to some extent controllable) choice ¢ = tf (¢), we obtain with Proposition

Corollary 1. Let 0 < ¢ < 1 and let esg; satisfy the hypotheses of Proposition . Then, for all t > ti(q),
one has

— 5 1 1k (Kay +50)% 1
|£ | < eggr-—log |1+ 1( M O) +e€r;
S0 q q  koKy €551 (77)
-5 1 1k (K +50)% 1
ks < essic—log| 1+ 1 (K + %) +ew
50 q q kaKy o ess

3.3.3 Assuming the standard quasi-steady-state approximation starts at t =0

In experiments, it is generally assumed that the substrate concentration does not change during the initial
fast transient. Here we consider a different scenario. We assume that sQSSA is applicable from ¢ = 0. This
reflects a widely used scenario in the literature, where one considers the reduced Michaelis—Menten equation
with initial value sg at ¢ = 0 (see, the usual choice of initial value for in the literature), and compares its
solution to the true solution. This choice is compatible with the perspective of singular perturbation theory,
because the relevant solution of starts on the critical manifold with ¢ = 0. Experimentally it is not an
unreasonable approximation, particularly for fast-acting enzymes, like carbonic anhydrase.

We will show for this scenario the approximation error is bounded by a term of order egg;. More precisely:

Proposition 8. Let z(t) satisfy
kgeoz
Ky + z'
and denote by s(t) the first component of the solution of with initial value (sg,0) at t = 0.

2(0) = so,

2.;:

(a) Then, for all t with 0 <t < teross, one has z(t) > s(t) and

z— S8 so+ Kg
50 <éessie (w\/[) exp (k1S0essiteross) - (78)

(b) Let 0 < g <1 and egg; satisfy the hypotheses of Proposition . Then, for all t with 0 <t < tcoss, ONE

has
zZ— 8 1/ s9+ Kg 1 1 C*
<egsi- <) exp (klsotssz €541 log <1 + >> ) (79)
50 g\ so+ Kun q €sst q

with C* from equation .

Proof. Let
f(s,¢) =: —ki(eg — ¢)s + k_1c,
and recall that

k
f(sv g(S)) = _%a

with g(s) = egs/(Ka + s) defined in (). As in the proof of Lemma one finds

9(2) = g(s) = e <KMZ+ s KMS-i- z)

zZ— S

(K + s) (K + 2)

=eoKpy -
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Now, limit the temporal domain to ¢ € [0,%cr0ss), Which implies L := ¢ — g(s) < 0 by Lemma and
furthermore

$= f(s,c) = —kieos + (k_1 + k1s)c,
< —kiegs + (k—1 + k1s)g(s),

kgeos
Ky +s

Therefore, z > s for t < teross by the usual differential inequality argument.
With ¢ = ¢g(s) + L one now has

6 = ferg(2)) — I

= o(s) + L)
F(2.9(2)) = F(s.9(2)) + £(5,9(2)) = F(s.9(5) + L)
= ~hueo — O)(z — ) + ki (s + 5)(9(2) — g(s) ~ L)
< —hieo = )= = ) + by (s +2)(9() = g(s) ~ L)

eoKp - (2 —s)
(Kyp + s)(Km + 2)

=—ki(eo—c)(z—s) —k1(Ks+2)L + ki(Kg + 2) -

IN

—ki(eo —c)(z —s) — k1(Ks + 2)L + kieg(z — s),

which leaves us with:

d
a(z —38) <kie(z—8)—k1(Ks+ so)L, forall t <tcross. (83)

Since ¢ < spegs; by , this ultimately implies

d
%(z —8) < egsiki1so(z — 8) — k1(Ks + so)L, for all t < teposs. (84)

Now, for ¢ < teross, one has with f(s,¢) <0 and ¢'(s) > 0 and :

dL
S = kKL -g(s) f(s.0
Z kl(KM + S)L 2 kl(KM + Scross)La
and therefore €050
L 2 —m exp (k'l (KM =+ Scross)t) .
Consequently, we obtain:
d
a(z —s5) <eggikiso|(z —s) + (Ks + s0) exp(—k1(Kas + Scross)t) |,  for all t < tcross. (85)

Solving the corresponding linear differential equation yields for all ¢ < ¢c.ogs:

z—S Ks + sg
< ¢ . exp(kiegsisot) — exp(—k1 (K s t
5 < €ssi (KM TR EsszSo) ( xp(k1€ss150t) — exp(—k1 (K + Scross) ))
Kg + sg
essl - ————exp(ki1€ssi80t (86)
K% + Scross ( )
s+ S0
< —_ k t
S €SS KM T Seross eXP( 1€55150 cross)7
which finishes the proof of part (a).
For part (b), we use teoss < t(q) [see, ], as well as Scrogs > S0 due to Lemma E O
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Numerical results confirm that yields a rather sharp bound on the normalized error accumulated as
the phase-plane trajectory approaches the QSS manifold (see, FIGURE [4]).

Remark 13. The following observations should be made about our results:

(a) Keeping only the lowest order term in , one has for 0 < ¢ < teoss that

zZ—8 1(Ks+so

~egssi— |
Ky + 5o

1
=! —&, 87
- , > + o(ess1) ot o(esst) (87)

with €,p; defined in .

(b) Numerical simulations confirm that is a reliable estimation of the normalized error between z and
s when t < teross (see, FIGURE [5)).

(c) With Propositions [5] [6] and [7] one sees that |z — s|/sq is of order egg; over the whole time range.
Numerical simulations suggest that e,p; is a global upper bound (see, FIGURES [5| and .

Remark 14. The distinguishing difference between egg; and is the appearance of the dimensionless

factor
. Ks + s
n=: 730 .

Recall that the specificity constant [14], ©, is defined as

ko
0= —<k. 88
T (88)

From we can define the normalized specificity constant, © =: ©/k;. Expressing 7 in terms of © and
setting o := so/K s yields B
1+0-06

= 14+0

and we conclude that will be much smaller than egg; whenever © ~ 1 + ¢, which implies that o < 1
and © is close to 1. This scenario can be useful in the study of functional effects of enzyme mutations [I5].
Numerical simulations confirm that the normalized error may be far less than egg; when n < 1 (see, FIGURE

[6).

; (89)

3.4 About the long-time quality of the approximation

The goal of the present work was to obtain workable upper estimates for the relative approximation error,
|(x — s)/so|, where x symbolizes the solution of some reduced equation, that are valid over the whole range of
the slow dynamics. In their derivation, we deliberately chose simplified estimates which do not reflect that
substrate concentration approaches 0 as t — co. Notably, in Lemma and Lemma we eventually
disregarded slowly decaying terms which would imply convergence to zero for the approximations. So in these
estimates the dynamics is not reflected well for very long times. (We recall that the parameters erp and egg
govern the accuracy of the approximation for very long times; see Eilertsen et al. [I0].) Our simplifications
are justified since for the intended application — parameter identification — the time range directly after the
onset of the slow dynamics is relevant, while the behavior as ¢ — oo is of less interest in the experimental
setting.

4 Discussion: A view toward applications
Experimental enzymologists, and biochemists and analytical chemists may be less interested in mathematical

technicalities and wish to focus on the essential results. Therefore, we will here summarize some essential
application-relevant consequences from our theoretical considerations. These takeaways will remain technical
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Figure 4: Numerical simulations confirm that (86)) provides a sharp bound on the normalized
error between the s-component of the mass action equations and the sQSSA. In both panels, the
black curve is the numerical solution the mass action equations. The dashed/dotted curve is the numerical
solution to the sQSSA. The admissible region given by the error bound is shaded in blue. The blue line
is the (normalized) numerical solution to the right-hand side of with numerically-estimated (a priori)
q that corresponds to the upper boundary of . Time has been rescaled by 7 = t/tcoss, Where teross has
been numerically-estimated. Top: The parameters used in the simulation are (in arbitrary units): sg = 10.0,
eo = 10.0, k1 = 2.0, ko = 100.0 and k_; = 100.0. BorTOM: The parameters used in the simulation are (in
arbitrary units): so = 100.0, eg = 1.0, k1 = 2.0, k2 = 100.0 and k_; = 100.0.

for experimental scientists, but they are accessible to mathematical biologists and chemists, who work in
close collaboration with experimental scientists. We provide quantitative error estimates, which may be
relevant for a detailed study in application scenarios. In order to present the results without recourse to
the technical sections, we will accept some redundancy. A quick-reference for the parameters defined in this
paper can be found in the Appendix.

Thus, we consider the Michaelis-Menten system for low initial enzyme concentration, so that the
quasi-steady state approximation holds with good accuracy. As a distinguished perturbation parameter

we choose
€0

ESSI =
Ky +so’
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Figure 5: Numerical simulations confirm that (72) is a reasonable estimation of

In all

panels,

[0.025,0.05, 0.075,0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75, 1.0, 2.5, 5.0, 7.5, 10], k1 = 1.0, ks = k_; = 100.0, thus K, = 200, and
o = 8o/ K. The solid black crosses are the numerically—computed normalized error |z — s|/sp at t = teross-
The orange diamonds correspond to eop:. TOP LEFT: so = 2.0. Top RIGHT: sp = 20.0. BoTTOM LEFT:
so = 200.0. BorToMm RIGHT: so = 2000.0.

as proposed by Segel and Slemrod [29]E| and discuss the limiting case esg; — 0 (in detail, ¢ — 0 with the
other parameters bounded above and below by positive constants).

Since ey and sg are controllable in a laboratory setting, the standard parameter estimation will provide
approximate values for Kj; and k. In turn, this enables an educated guess for egg;.

Our results provide error estimates for the approximation by the Michaelis-Menten equation . This may
be taken as a vantage point toward error estimates for ko and Kj;, and thus for consistency checks. Going
beyond this, we obtain rigorous estimates for the onset time of the QSS regime, and for the substrate depletion
during the initial transitory phase. This opens an approach to the identification of critical parameters
required for the effective design of steady-state experiments.

We will only exhibit the two lowest-order terms in the asymptotic expansions with respect to €gg;, since
these are dominant for sufficiently small initial enzyme concentration, and then further simplify these terms.
The accuracy of approximation can — in any case — be gauged by a fuller analysis of the results in Section 3]

8 As mentioned in the Introduction, this choice is a matter of convenience.

26



Normalized Error

10—1 ]
)
©
@
L 10774
€
e
=
—
©
8 10—3 J
S
—
w
10—4 J
10-* 103 102 10!
&ss; (logarithmic scale)
Normalized Error
10—1 J
o)
©
9 1072
=)
€
S 1073
©
(@)}
o
T 10744
o
i
10754 x
10-* 10-3 1072 10!

&ss/ (logarithmic scale)

Figure 6: Numerical simulations confirm that (72) provides a sharp bound on the nor-
malized error at t = {t..s between the s-component of the mass action equations
and the sQSSA. In both panels the black line corresponds to log(Error) = log(egs;) and ey €
[0.025,0.05,0.075,0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75,1.0,2.5,5.0,7.5,10]. The orange diamonds correspond to and the
black crosses are the numerically-estimated normalized error between s and z at the numerically-estimated
crossing time. ToOP: The parameters used in the simulation are (in arbitrary units): so = 10.0, eg = 1.0,
k1 = 2.0, ky = 1.0 and k_; = 100.0. BorTOoM: The parameters used in the simulation are (in arbitrary
units): so = 10.0, eg = 1.0, k; = 2.0, ko = 100.0, and k_; = 1.0. Note that o ~ 0.1 in both simulations.
In the top panel, n ~ 0.99 and therefore the normalized error is approximately egg;. On the other hand,
7 =~ 0.1 in the bottom panel, and therefore the normalized error at the crossing time is roughly one order of
magnitude less than egg;.

4.1 Onset of the slow dynamics

Generally, via singular perturbation theory one cannot define a fixed time for the end of the transitory phase.
There always remains some freedom of choice when implementing a scale. As a definitive (biochemically
relevant) time for the onset of the slow dynamics of the Michaelis-Menten reaction mechanism, following
precedent, we chose the crossing time tc.oss, at which complex concentration is maximal. As noted in
Remark [7] the familiar time )

tsg = ——
581 k1(so + Kr)

27



—— Norm. Error

— &opt.

Norm. Error x102

3.51

3.01

2.5 1

2.0 A —— Norm. Error

— &opt.
1.5

1.0 1

Norm. Error x103

0.51

0.0 1

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

Figure 7: Assuming reactant stationary approximation from ¢ = 0: Numerical simulations sug-
gest that provides a sharp bound on the normalized error between the s-component of the
mass action equations and the sQSSA for the complete time course. In both panels, the black curve
is the normalized absolute error |s — z|/sg. The red line is eqpe. The initial conditions are (s, ¢)(0) = (s, 0)
and z(0) = so and thus correspond to the assumption that the reactant stationary approximation is valid
at the start of the reaction outlined in Section [3.3.3] The dotted vertical line demarcates the numerically—
computed tcross. Note that ¢ has been mapped to too =1 —1/log(t + €). Top: The parameters used in the
simulation are (in arbitrary units): so = 10.0, eg = 10.0, k1 = 2.0, k2 = 100.0 and k_; = 100.0. BoTTOM:
The parameters used in the simulation are (in arbitrary units): so = 100.0, eg = 1.0, k1 = 2.0, k2 = 100.0
and k_; = 100.0.

which seems to be suggested by Segel and Slemrod [29, equation (12)c|, for the duration of the transient
phase, leads to an underestimate for the asymptotics.
In this paper, we found:
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e According to and , an asymptotic lower estimate for the crossing time is given by

* 1 k_i+k
t; =tssi {log (€SSZ> +10g1]€22+...}

e According to and (46, an asymptotic upper estimate for the crossing time is given by

1 1 kl(SO —+ K]V[)2 :|
tr(q) = -t lo +lo +e
(q) p S8l { g Py g ey

where g < 1 is fixed but may be taken arbitrarily close to 1. To simplify this, we may approximate the
upper estimate by

k1(so + Kar)? .
ko K pp ’

since by Lemma [8] we may control the relative error by 1 — ¢ times a factor close to 1.

1
tn(1) = tssi [log p— + log

These considerations show that a lowest order approximation of the crossing time, hence of the onset time
of slow dynamics, is given by

1
teross A = tssi IOg <€SSl> . (90)

4.2 Substrate depletion in the transient phase

50 — Scross
Now, we estimate the relative substrate loss at tcposs, thus A := 20 7 Paross 14 estimate the validity of the
S0
reactant stationary approximation. In Section |3 we found:
e From and , one gets an asymptotic lower estimate
K 1 k1K
A> —————cgq [log+log +]
2(s0 + Kur) €55l ko ’

noting (with Remark @ that the factor % could be discarded under slightly stricter hypotheses. The

factor K/(so+ Kpr) stems from the estimate in Lemma (3| As noted in Remark [2| the latter is
not optimal.

e From and , one gets an asymptotic upper estimate

kl(SO +KM)2 T :|
qka K ’

1 1
A< —eggy |:10g +1lo
q €Ssi

with ¢ < 1 but arbitrarily close to 1.

With similar arguments as those in Lemma [8] one sees that replacing A by

ki(so + Knr)? 4.
koK pp

S0 — S 1
20 T Zcross ~ A* = €551 |:10g + log
S0 €551

(91)

involves a relative error equal to 1 — ¢ times a factor close to 1. From the derivations via differential
inequalities, there remains a gap between A* and the lower estimate K/(sg + Kjs)A*. Here, we resort to
a heuristic argument. Given the accuracy of lower and upper estimates in Lemma (3| [note Remark , it
seems preferable to choose A* as the appropriate approximation. (This choice is also supported by extensive
numerical simulations.) Keeping only the lowest order term, we note the approximation
S0 — Scross N £5s1 log L (92)
S0 €551

which depends only on the Segel-Slemrod parameter.

An educated guess for sqoss can be obtained based on egg;. If progress curves are carried out in the
laboratory, this opens a way to determine an approximation to the crossing time t...ss, and further on tgg;
and the reaction parameter ki as well as k_1.

29



4.3 The approximation error assuming no transient substrate loss

The approximation of the s component of the solution of by the solution of (after the transient phase)
is correct only up to some error, and we determined rigorous bounds for this error. In turn, this information
may be used toward estimating the errors in the determination of Kj; and vs from experimental data.
First, we consider the scenario assuming no loss of substrate in the transient phase: s(0 < ¢ < tcross) = So-
This is considered the standard reactant stationary approximation scenario in enzyme kinetics. Allowing
for somewhat weaker estimates by taking the limiting case with ¢ = 1 and discarding higher order terms
as eg — 0, we arrive at “ultimate small parameters” for estimating the approximation error. The first step
yields, depending on Proposition [4] or Proposition [6] respectively:

ki1(Kn +s0)? 1 (K + 80)%(Ks + s0)
o ) 1(Enr + 50 M+ S0 5 + 50 03
L T esst ( o8 ( koK €551 * K3, ’ (93)

or

el == ess <1og (kl(KM +50) 1 > +exp (‘90 - 1) (KMHO)) . (94)

koK ar €551

In a second step, we keep only lowest order terms in the asymptotics of ef. With
k(K 21 k(K 2 1
log< 1K £ 50) ) = log (1( M £ 0) )+log <>
koKy €ssi ko Ky €551

1
Ei = €851 log () . (95)

€8Si1

we ultimately obtain

Remarkably, in the asymptotic limit the error due to substrate depletion in the transitory phase (which is
responsible for the logarithmic term) is dominant.

4.4 The approximation error assuming standard quasi-steady-state approxima-
tion starts at t =0

In Proposition from this assumption we obtained an asymptotic error estimate that is of order
£ssi. Combining this with Proposition [4] resp. Proposition [6] and keeping only lowest order terms, we
obtain

Ks+so  (Ku+50)%(Ks+ o)
6% = E591 (KM e + Kﬁ/[ ) (96)
or
Kg+s S (K + s0)
§ . s+ So S0y M + S0
€}y = €591 (KM T 5o + exp <KM ) Ky ) (97)

with K¢ = k_1/k;. Beyond these rigorously proven asymptotic estimates, numerical simulations suggest a
sharper bound

e g st
opt 551 Kar + 50 SSi-
. . . . Ks+sg
Thus, while there may be problems with obtaining Kg from experimental data, one may use Ko - o0
M + S0

and thus get error estimates involving only quantities that are controllable, or obtainable from fitting progress
curves or initial rate experiments. In particular, this provides a mathematical foundation to the relevance
of the Segel-Slemrod parameter £gg;.
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4.5 Open challenges within the laboratory setting

The Michaelis—Menten equation,
kgeos

Ky +5s’

involves two parameters, the Michaelis constant (Kjs) and catalytic constant (ko) when the initial enzyme
concentration (eg) and initial substrate concentration (sg) are known and can be controlled.

In principle, experimental scientists can estimate ko and Kj; via steady-state initial rate experiments
with the Michaelis—Menten equation, or steady-state progress curve experiments with the Schnell-Mendoza
equation [26]. However, there is a fundamental problem with those parameter estimations. It requires to have
prior knowledge of the duration of transient ¢.,oss and substrate depletion in the transient phase s(t = tcross)s
assuming sufficiently small egg;. The fundamental goal of the present paper is to provide rigorous estimates
for teross, S(t = teross) as well as egg; from a mathematical perspective.

Generally, the role of our theoretical results is to provide consistency checks for experimental conclu-
sions. Our estimates for the crossing times involve only parameters that are controllable or amenable to
determination by experiments, though challenges remains in the unique estimation of k1. In this respect, our
mathematical results remain to be explored in the experimental laboratory setting. By assuming sufficiently
small egg;, our theoretical results might make possible to obtain an educated guess for scposs by in
enzyme assays. By identifying the time when the guess for s..oss is attained, we could obtain an estimate
for teross, which in turn, with known sg and K, and equation , could provide an estimate for k;. Our
results could also be used to check the consistency of experimental results by measuring the end of the
transition time, or the substrate depletion during the transient phase in steady-state experiments.

Interestingly, the same problem already was present with the Segel-Slemrod timescale (k1(so + Kp)) ™!,
and it is actually an inherent feature of any parameter estimation that is solely based on the Michaelis—Menten
equation . The essential new aspect of our work is that we obtained rigorous asymptotic expressions
for the substrate loss in the transient phase, as well as for the approximation error, that only involve
essi = eo/ (K + So). But rigorous experimental protocols require further quantitative information — e.g.
about the onset of the slow time regime — that is not readily available. This remains an open problem for
exploration in future work.

5 Appendix

5.1 A quick-reference guide

Tables [I] to [] provide essential constants and critical parameters for the Michaelis-Menten reaction mecha-
nism. These are pivotal for designing accurate laboratory measurements, such as initial rates and progress
curves, for reliable parameter estimation.

Table [1f defines crucial steady-state constants of the Michaelis-Menten reaction. These are the constants
generally estimated in the laboratory.

Table [2] introduces the foundational small parameter and fast timescale defined by Segel & Slemrod.
These concepts are instrumental in estimating the key parameters discussed in this paper.

Table |3| serves as a quick reference for all critical parameters defined in this paper. Reliability indicators
(4 for rigorous asymptotics, ++ for asymptotics with rigorous upper and lower bounds) highlight the
robustness of each estimate (details in Section 3). The Michaelis—-Menten approximation error bound, egg;,
is weaker than the previous one, €,,¢, but does not involve Kg, which may be unavailable. The accuracy of
these estimates improves with smaller egg;, a parameter initially unknown.

In steady-state experiments, assuming a sufficiently small Segel-Slemrod parameter initially allows for
estimating Kj; and vs, using the Michaelis—-Menten equation . If initial concentrations are known, this
allows to calculate an estimate for egg; and performing a consistency check.

31



Table 1: Michaelis—Menten reaction constants

Parameter Expression Name
K (k—1 4+ ko)/k1 Michaelis constant
K ko/ky Van Slyke-Cullen constant
Kg k_1/ki =Ky — K Dissociation constant
Voo koeg Limiting rate

Table 2: Parameters from Segel & Slemrod [29]

Parameter Expression Name

€551 eo/(so + Kur) Segel & Slemrod small parameter
[k1(so + Kam)]™t  Segel & Slemrod fast timescale

tssi

Table 3: Current parameters (lowest order terms only)

Parameter Expression Description Reliability
A** —egsilogegs; substrate depletion in transient ++
teross —tssilogegs: QSS onset time ++

et —egsilogegs: MM approximation error bound ++
it essi (so+ Ks)/(so+ Ky) MM approximation error bound +
€551 MM approximation error bound +
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5.2 The Michaelis—Menten reaction mechanism with a low enzyme and sub-
strate binding rate constant (k; — 0)

The case of low enzyme concentration in the Michaelis-Menten reaction mechanism is not the only one which
leads to a singular perturbation reduction via Tikhonov and Fenichel. We can also obtain reductions in the
limit k3 — 0 (which will be discussed in future work) and in the limit &y — OE|

The case of low enzyme and substrate binding k; — 0 is of some interest since it represents the commonly
expressed setting “sy <« K);” in terms of singular perturbations (while letting s9 — 0 does not). The
arguments so far were motivated by the scenario with eq — 0, but all the estimates obtained in Sections
and [3] do hold, possibly upon rewriting some expressions involving Kjs, without any restriction on the
reaction rates and concentrations involved.

So here, we briefly summarize the pertinent results when k1 — 0, while eq is bounded belowm Thus,
ki1 = ekj with ¢ = 0. The “crossing Lemma”, Lemma [1| holds for all Michaelis-Menten type reaction
mechanisms, so one may still employ the sQSS manifold given by ¢ = g(s) in for the analysis of the
system. Note that the first order approximation of the slow manifold is given by

~ kleos
c=9(s) = byt ke’

but the discrepancy between g and g is of order £2, and the distinguished role of the sQSS manifold [defined
by ] for the time course of complex concentration remains convenient in the analysis. One may also keep
the Michaelis—Menten equation, in the version

o klkgeos
k_1+ko+ kis’

S =

noting that the standard reduction procedure yields the right-hand side

_ klkgeos _ k‘lkgeos + 0(5)
kg +ky  ko1t+kodkis ’

and for Tikhonov’s theorem higher-order terms on the right-hand side are irrelevant.

. ke .
It seems appropriate to take egg = ﬁ as a benchmark here. As noted, the relevant expressions
-1 2

obtained in Section [3| remain unchanged, but we record some asymptotics with the dots denoting higher
order terms with respect to egg:

€ss1 = ERsii-"'
t = — ...
S5l k,1+k2+
1 1 k_1+k
P 1 2
= —— (log— +log =L T2 4 ...
¢ k_1+ ko o8 ERS tlog ko + >
k_ k
or - PoitRe
% ko 4k
1 1 —1+ k2
1) = ——— (log— +1log—L "2 4 ...
w() k_1+ ko ogERSJrog ka * >
— . _17 “ e
€x = ERS k,1+k2+

For the substrate depletion during the transient phase, one gets from Proposition [2]and Lemma

k_1+ ko
)

S0 — Scross 1

20 Ceros < eps (log — +log
S0 €RS

We may summarize this by stating that in lowest order the dynamics is unaffected by initial substrate, in

marked contrast to the low enzyme case.

91t is known from [I3] that these are all the possible “small parameters” for singular perturbation scenarios.
10Letting both k1 and eg tend to zero leads to a degenerate Tikhonov-Fenichel reduction with trivial right hand side, which
is of little interest.
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