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Abstract  

 
Electroporation (EP), the temporary or permanent permeabilization of the cell membrane induced by 

an electric field, is the basis of a wide range of applications in medicine and food processing. In EP-

based protocol optimization in terms of pulse number, such as in electrochemotherapy (ECT), 

irreversible electroporation (IRE), and gene electrotransfer (GET), it is essential to reach an optimal 

dose-response, that is, the pulse dose that maximizes the electroporated tissue area while minimizing 

damage. The prediction of the electroporated tissue area variation in time, i.e., its trajectory, requires 

measuring the EP threshold trajectory as well as understanding the interaction between both 

trajectories and the damaged tissue area trajectory. Here we introduce a new methodology, based on 

the analysis of the nonlinear dynamic interaction of the EP threshold and damaged tissue area 

trajectories, that shows that the EP threshold trajectory is the time gradient of the electric field. This 

allows predicting the electroporated area trajectory with a single electroporated area measurement at 

the last pulse, thus avoiding the need to measure the EP threshold trajectory, a rather cumbersome 

task. Also, it makes it possible to explain at the macroscopic level why the EP threshold trajectory 

has an approximate exponential time decrease while the EP threshold isoline trajectory, aka the 

electroporated tissue area trajectory, has an approximate logarithmic time increase. Further, it permits 

predicting an optimal dose response in terms of pulse number in an EP-based protocol, with a single 

electroporated tissue area measurement. Examples of its application to an in vitro vegetal model, and 

to an in vivo skinfold chamber shed new light on the nonlinear dynamic behavior of electroporated 

tissue area, EP threshold, and damaged tissue area trajectories, paving the way for optimal treatment 

planning in EP-based protocols. 
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Introduction  
 

Electroporation (EP), the temporary (reversible), or permanent (irreversible) permeabilization of 

the cell membrane induced by the application of an electric field, is the basis of a broad range of 

applications in medicine and food processing, [1]. In medicine, the EP-based tumor treatments that 

stand out among others are electrochemotherapy (ECT), irreversible electroporation (IRE), and gene 

electrotransfer (GET).  

 

Numerous attempts have been made since the inception of electroporation [2] for optimizing EP-

based protocols in terms of electrical parameters; various parameters are considered: pulse duration, 

frequency, number of pulses, applied voltage, number of electrodes, and their placement, among 

others. In this context, mathematical and computational modeling validated with experimental data 

became a powerful tool. The Standard EP model, i.e., the formation of aqueous pores in the cell 

membrane when the electric field reaches a threshold, is the cornerstone of electroporation. 

According to the Standard EP model, predicting the outcome of an EP-based protocol in terms of 

electrical variables consists of finding the extent of the electroporated tissue area that is, computing 

the electric field, and matching it with a known threshold. In mathematical terms, this translates into 

solving the nonlinear Poisson equation for the electric field distribution, and its matching with the 

threshold from experimental measurements. Its use is generalized for obtaining the threshold value 

at the last pulse if the electroporated area at the last pulse is known.  

 

In a pioneering in vivo GET protocol in [3] an optimal GET plasmid DNA transfer in muscle 

fibers was reported: eight pulses of 20 ms at 1 Hz with a voltage-to-distance ratio of 200 V/cm. [4] 

analyzed the influence of pulse parameters on GET protocols, using an identical setup as in [3]. 

Results showed that the uptake increased with the electric field up to a range of 300-400 V/cm and 

then decreased, the uptake increased with pulse length in the range of 5-25 ms, and with pulse number 

in the range of 4-32 pulses. It was concluded that the EP threshold for eight pulses of 20 ms at 1 Hz, 

was around 100 V/cm. The EP threshold was obtained with the standard EP model [5] using plate 

electrodes. In summary, the authors suggested the use of eight pulses of 20 ms for GET protocols in 

tissue, obtaining the EP threshold under those conditions.   

 

ECT and GET protocols (8 pulses of 100 µs at 1Hz, and various intensities in the range of 860-

1360 V) validated with an in vivo model were presented in [6]. The authors made the first precise 

determination of in vivo reversible and irreversible tissue EP thresholds with the standard EP model:  

362 V/cm, and 637 V/cm, respectively. Following previous work, [7] presented ECT and GET 

protocols simulations with the standard EP model (8 pulses of 100 µs at 1Hz, and various intensities 

in the range of 200-1200 V) validated with an in vivo model. The authors reported reversible and 

irreversible tissue EP thresholds of 460 V/cm and 700 V/cm, respectively. An extensive study review 

of in vivo, in vitro, in silico, and translational IRE treatment protocols was presented by [8]; authors 

reported that most in vivo studies found the EP threshold to be in the range of 500–1000 V/cm for 

electric field intensities in the range of 1000-2000 V/cm. The EP thresholds were determined with 

the standard EP model.  

 

Based on the determination of the relation between the amplitude and duration of pulses resulting 

in the same electroporated tissue area, [9] introduced the equivalent pulse parameter concept. The 

authors found that with a higher number of pulses, lower EP thresholds were necessary to obtain 

identical electroporated tissue areas. An in vitro tumor platform for modeling  IRE was analyzed by 

[10]; for voltages in the range of 150-600 V/cm, the maximum conductivity obtained was in the range 

of 1.2-1.9 S/m with a baseline of 1.2 S/m. The increase in conductivity had almost no effect on the 

electric field distribution, and thermal changes had minimal effect on the electric field distribution; 
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the IRE EP threshold of 500 V/cm for cell death was determined with the standard EP model. [11] 

studied the optimization of the electric field distribution for different electrical parameters and 

electrodes using a genetic algorithm. It was shown that parallel array electrodes are best suited for 

spherical tumor geometry because the whole tumor is subjected to a sufficiently high electric field 

while requiring minimum electric current and causing minimum tissue damage. [12] studied the 

influence of pulse number in an EP-based vegetable model with experiments and simulations using 

the standard EP model (the electrical conductivity was a function of the pulse number, as well). The 

authors showed that the electric current and the electric conductivity increased proportionally with 

the pulse number, while the electric field remained constant (after the first pulse). This is because the 

pulse intensity is kept constant with increasing pulse numbers. Also, the electroporated tissue area 

increased logarithmically with pulse number. Experimental and computational results on an IRE 

potato model were presented in [13] using the standard EP model with an experimental EP threshold 

of 184 V/cm. The authors reported a linear increase of the electroporated tissue area with voltage and 

a logarithmic increase with pulse number or pulse length.  

 

The influence of pulse number and duration in IRE protocols was analyzed by [14] showing that 

an EP threshold decrease increased the tumor electroporated area. A numerical study of GET 

efficiency presented by [15] showed that a combination of short high voltage (HV) and long low 

voltage (LV) pulses was optimal and that the EP threshold decreased nonlinearly. The simulation of 

an in vivo EP-based protocol with a time-dependent numerical model presented by [16] succeeded in 

describing correctly all the pulse parameters. The electroporated tissue area had a logarithmic time 

increase. [17] presented a study of an IRE protocol for determining the EP threshold in prostate tissue 

in vivo. The authors reported an average EP threshold in the range of 500-550 V/cm using the 

standard EP model with EP thresholds from in vivo measurements. They concluded that the prostate 

cancer EP thresholds reported are only valid for protocols that follow identical isoelectric conditions 

(pulse length, active tip length, applied voltage). 

 

In summary, it is widely accepted that EP threshold varies greatly with the type of tissue, time of 

exposition, experimental setup, and many other factors. In particular, many authors referenced in the 

bibliography reported experimental measurements of the EP threshold at the last pulse, in EP-based 

protocols, showing that it decreased in time as a function of the pulse number. However, no 

explanation was found for the nature of this variation nor the existence of a complex interaction 

between electroporated and EP threshold trajectories. These trajectories need to be analyzed. 

 

 In EP-based protocols, unwanted tissue damage may arise due to irreversible EP, pH effects, or 

thermal effects (depending on the protocol type). Damage due to irreversible EP and temperature 

effects was considered by many authors, for instance, in [18] simulated results show that for a given 

range of pulse parameters heating might be significant for GET protocols due to DNA damage. 

Damage due to pH was primarily studied in Electrolyte Ablation (EA), another non-thermal ablative 

method that uses a low long pulse on a tissue to generate electrolytic products inducing tumor necrosis 

[19]. Further studies of EA were presented among others in [20]. The results of pH damage in EA 

were extended to EP-based protocols in a series of works, among others in  [21 and [22]. The concept 

of optimal dose response in a GET protocol in terms of pulse number was discussed in [23]. As 

previously discussed, when looking for an optimal EP-based protocol in terms of pulse number, the 

EP threshold trajectory is needed but it is seldom available, except at the last pulse. [23] proposed an 

exponential time decrease function to approximate the EP threshold trajectory, and [24] a 

methodology for approximating the exponential time decrease function.  

 

Our goal is to introduce a new methodology, based on dynamical systems theory, to reveal the 

nonlinear dynamic interaction of the trajectories involved in an EP-based protocol, and to predict the 

threshold and electroporated area trajectories by measuring the electroporated area at the last pulse, 
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thus avoiding the need to measure the EP threshold trajectory, a rather heavy task. The methodology 

is applied for the obtention of an optimal dose response in terms of pulse number in an EP-based 

protocol, considering damage due to pH, thermal, or irreversible EP effects.  

 

The plan of the paper follows: Section 2 presents materials and methods; Section 3,  the new 

methodology for predicting the electroporated tissue area trajectory in the context of an in vitro model 

(potato model); Section 4, its application for EP-based protocol optimization considering damage due 

to pH, thermal, or irreversible EP effects through an in vivo model (skinfold chamber); and Section 

5, some general conclusions. 

 

 

Material and methods 
 

An in vitro potato model and an in vivo dorsal skinfold model, in sections 3 and 4, respectively, are 

used to illustrate the genesis of the new methodology and its application on an EP-based protocol 

optimization. For conciseness, in what follows, by the area, we mean tissue area. Moreover, following 

the terminology used in nonlinear dynamical systems, by the electroporated area trajectory we mean 

electroporated tissue area variation in space and time, and by threshold trajectory we mean EP 

threshold variation in space and time. We remember that the electric field distribution as well as the 

threshold trajectory are defined by two elements, the set of their isoline closed curves and their value.  

 

The potato model (in vitro) 
 

The in vitro model taken from [12] consists of the application of an EP-based protocol (32 pulses 

with 100 µs, 1 Hz, and 1500 V/cm) to a potato model with a six-electrode arrangement (Fig. 1, left), 

and the recording of the electric current and electroporated tissue area trajectory. After the application 

(24 hours), the potato exhibits an oxidation process revealed by darkened areas around the electrodes. 

Figure 1 right shows the darkened area after the last pulse. The oxidation is the product of the release 

of intracellular enzymes, thus implying an electroporated tissue area.  

 
 

Figure 1. Experimental setup (left), the potato darkened area after the last pulse (center), 

simulated electric field distribution (right) for a pulse of 1500 V/cm. In the center figure, only one 

set of parallel electrodes is indicated by white dots. Left and center figures reproduced from [12]. 

 

The potato model (in silico) 
 

According to the Standard EP model, predicting the outcome of an EP-based protocol (in this case 

applied to the potato model) in terms of electrical variables consists of finding the extent of the 

electroporated tissue area that is, computing the electric field, and matching it with a known threshold. 

In mathematical terms, this translates into solving for each time step the nonlinear Poisson equation 

for the electric field distribution (with a tissue conductivity made a function of the electric field, 

temperature, and pulse number) and the time-dependent bioheat equation for the temperature 



5 
 

 
 

distribution, and it's matching with the threshold from experimental measurements. Details of the 

equations and the electroporated tissue area prediction are found in the appendix, and in section 3, 

respectively. 

 

The computational model solved the nonlinear Poisson equation and the time-dependent bioheat 

equation using finite elements. The domain was discretized with four-node elements in a 2D space 

and an ODE solver for the time domain. Several meshes with densities between 60000 and 180000 

nodes were used. Natural boundary conditions on all external nodes were used for the Poisson 

equation, while  Dirichlet boundary conditions (fixed to room temperature) were used for the bioheat 

equation. Figure 1 (right) shows an example of the results for the simulated electric field distributions 

(for a pulse of 1500 V/cm). 

 

 

The dorsal skinfold model (in vivo) 
 

The dorsal skinfold model and pH measurements consist of the application of a GET protocol (12 

pulses of 40 V/cm, 20 ms, and 1 Hz) to a transparent chamber implanted on a mouse dorsal skinfold 

with a two-needle configuration, and the recording of the electric current and the pH front propagation 

[21]. Intravital microscopy was performed with fluorescent microscopy and pH front visualization 

with phenol red as acid as well as basic pH indicators. Figure 2 shows a remarkable 2D snapshot of 

pH fronts, thus damage, induced by GET in mice through a dorsal skinfold.  

 

  

 
 

Figure 2: Intravital microscopy image of pH fronts induced by GET protocol (12 pulses of 40 V, 20 

ms at 1Hz) in a dorsal skinfold chamber. pH front visualization with phenol red (acid front, yellow, 

and basic front, pink; red stripes are the capillary network; black circles indicate electrodes 

separated 2 mm. Image adapted from [21]. 

 

 

 

The dorsal skinfold model (in silico) 
 

The mathematical model used in the search for an optimal GET protocol in the dorsal skinfold 

chamber consists of two parts: the first one describes the optimal dose response without considering 

damage due to pH, and the second one considers it. 

 

In the first part, the main goal consists of predicting the electroporated tissue area trajectory (the zone 

between electrodes) in a GET protocol (12 pulses of 200 V/cm, 20 ms at 1 Hz) applied to a skinfold 

chamber (using two needle electrodes separated 2 mm from one another). The model simulates the 

dorsal skinfold chamber as a 1D electric conductor and solves the nonlinear Poisson equation for the 

electric field distribution (with a tissue conductivity made a function of the electric field, temperature, 

and pulse number) and the time-dependent bioheat equation for the temperature distribution, and its 

matching with the threshold trajectory. The parameters for the skinfold model are taken from [23]. 

Details of the equations, and the electroporated tissue area trajectory prediction, are found in the 

appendix, and in Section 4, respectively. Once the electroporated tissue area trajectory is obtained, 
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the protocol optimization is carried over as shown in Section 4. The nonlinear Poisson equation and 

the time-dependent bioheat equation were discretized with a tetrahedral finite element mesh in a 3D 

space and an ODE solver for the time domain. The computational model was implemented with 

COMSOL Multiphysics.  

 

This second part addresses the optimal dose-response considering damage due to pH. pH fronts 

trajectory is obtained through the solution of the Nernst-Planck equations describing the electric field 

and ion transport in a seven-component species solution (H+, OH_, Cl_, Na+, HCO_3, CO2, and 

CO2_3). The skinfold chamber geometry configures a 3D problem; to reduce complexity, a 1D 

approximation was chosen in which the electric field trajectory varies over the segment joining the 

two electrode centers (see Fig. 3). The Nernst-Planck equations are described in [22].  The 

computational model approximates the skinfold chamber with a 1D grid containing the region 

between electrodes. The Nernst-Planck equations are approximated with finite differences and solved 

with standard relaxation techniques. The advancement of the pH fronts determines the induced 

damaged area (the area subjected to pH thresholds higher than 8.5 or lower than 4.5). Details of the 

computational results can be found in [22]. Having the damaged area trajectory, the protocol 

optimization follows (as shown in section 4). 

   

 

 

The new methodology for predicting the electroporated tissue 

area trajectory  
 

In the following, we first recall the well-known classical method for predicting the threshold at the 

last pulse on an EP-based protocol by measuring the electroporated tissue area at the last pulse and 

using the Standard EP Model. Then we describe the new method in two stages, starting with an 

extension of the classical method that allows predicting the threshold trajectory, and ending with an 

extension of the latter that allows predicting the electroporated area trajectory with the sole 

measurement of the electroporated area at the last pulse.  

 

In the classical method, the Standard EP model is routinely applied via the solution of the steady state 

nonlinear Laplace and the Bioheat equations (see appendix), for predicting the electroporated area at 

the last pulse when the threshold is known. Conversely, the Standard EP Model can be used to predict 

the threshold at the last pulse when the electroporated area is known. Here, the threshold is obtained 

via the matching of the electric field distribution and the known electroporated area. Note that the 

electric field distribution is used both ways, whether to predict the threshold knowing the 

electroporated area or vice versa.  

 

Now, nothing impedes extending the classical method, seeing the EP-based protocol as a dynamical 

system that is a succession of steady states, and using the standard EP model via the solution of the 

nonlinear coupled system of the Laplace and the bioheat equations, for predicting the threshold 

trajectory provided the electroporated area trajectory is measured. This is the first stage of the new 

methodology. 
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Figure 3: Darkened area trajectory, and the electric field distribution (isoline values below the 

threshold for EP). Innermost curves determined by the boundaries of the darkened areas configure 

the threshold isoline trajectory. The matching of the threshold isoline trajectory with the isolines of 

the electric field distribution at pulses a) 4, b) 8, c) 16, and d) 32 determines the value of the 

threshold isoline trajectory. 

 

  

This is illustrated with the potato model taken from  [12]. Figure 3 shows 4 snapshots of the darkened 

area trajectory at the 4th, 8th, 16th, and 32nd pulse numbers, obtained with a pulse intensity of 1500 

V/cm and a frequency of 1 Hz. The darkened area trajectory appears to increase logarithmically in 

time. The problem here is finding the threshold trajectory, knowing the darkened area trajectory. 

Figure 3, depicts the measured darkened area trajectory and superposed in each pulse, the electric 

field distribution in the range 4-32 (only shown electric field isolines below the threshold for EP), 

coming from the solution of the nonlinear Laplace and Bioheat equations (see appendix for details). 

The time scale is fixed by the length of time during which the electric field values are above the 

threshold for electroporation, that is, 32 pulses. Note that the innermost curves in Fig. 3, determined 

by the boundaries of the darkened areas trajectory also configure the threshold isoline trajectory 

(though their threshold values are not yet known). But Fig. 3, also depicts the result of matching the 

threshold isoline trajectory with the isolines of the electric field distribution (at pulses 4, 8, 16, and 

32), thus determining the value of the threshold isoline trajectory. This completes the threshold 

trajectory information. It is remarked that the set of thresholds at each pulse number in the range of 

4-32 configures the threshold trajectory and that this threshold trajectory is the subset of the electric 

field having values above the critical electric field for EP. The threshold trajectory is called the 

electric field time gradient. The highest threshold value (and lowest isoline arc length) is at the first 

pulse number (close to the electrodes though not shown), while the lowest threshold value (and 

highest isoline arc length) is at the last pulse (shown as the innermost curves). The gray curve in Fig. 

4, a time cross-section from the threshold values from Fig. 3 shows the threshold trajectory vs. pulse 

number for a cross-section parallel to the electrodes (later discussed). This curve is also the electric 

field time gradient. The threshold trajectory has an approximate exponential time decrease form. Note 

that the previous description uses well-known concepts in the electroporation field and new concepts 

from dynamical systems theory, such as electroporated area trajectory, electroporated area boundary 

isoline,  threshold isoline trajectory,  threshold trajectory, and electric field time gradient. As in 

dynamical systems, the study of trajectory interaction in electroporation opens new ways to 

understand the complex relation between electroporated area, electric field distribution, and threshold 

trajectories. 
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Figure 4: Threshold trajectory (gray) and darkened area  

 trajectory (blue) vs. pulse number 

 

 

We are now ready to complete the description of the new methodology, that is, its second stage. The 

problem here is how to predict the darkened area trajectory in the potato EP-based protocol model, 

knowing the darkened area at the last pulse. As already seen, the electric field distribution for each 

pulse number in Fig. 3 is obtained from the numerical solution of the nonlinear Laplace and bioheat 

equations. The threshold isoline at the last pulse (pulse 32) is also known, thus fixing the time scale 

of the threshold isoline trajectory. However, the predicted threshold isoline trajectory is still 

unknown. Because the electric field is inhomogeneous, radial cross-sections of the electric field at its 

maximum value (in the range 4-32) yield a spectrum of electric field gradients. The steepest gradient 

is in the normal direction to the electrodes; the most gradual gradient is in the parallel direction to the 

electrodes. This gives upper and lower bounds of the electric field gradients.  Here, we have chosen 

the lower bound corresponding to the parallel direction to become the electric field time gradient. In 

the context of EP-based protocol optimization, the chosen direction influences the protocol 

optimization. Having the threshold trajectory as the electric field time gradient, thus the isoline 

threshold trajectory, the electroporated area follows. In Fig. 4, the gray curve shows the threshold 

trajectory vs. pulse number for a cross-section parallel to the electrodes, and the blue curve, the 

electroporated area trajectory vs. pulse number. A comparison of the latter with the potato model 

experimental electroporated trajectory from [12] shows that the best option seems to be the parallel 

to the electrode's cross-section. Further experiments are needed to elucidate this point. 

 

In synthesis, the salient features of the new methodology are the following. First, while the electric 

field remains constant after the first pulse, spanning from its highest value near the electrodes to zero 

at the boundary domain, the threshold trajectory (a subset of the electric field at each pulse) spans 

from its highest value at the first pulse to its lowest critical value at the last pulse. The threshold 

trajectory is the electric field time gradient. Thus, the threshold trajectory can be predicted from the 

electric field time gradient, knowing the electroporated area at the last pulse. In the case of 

inhomogeneous electric field space distribution, the threshold trajectory can be predicted from a 

spectrum of electric field time gradients: the steepest gradient is in the normal direction to the 

electrodes; the most gradual gradient is in the parallel direction to the electrodes. This gives upper 

and lower bounds of the electric field gradients and a choice is compulsory.  Second, being the 
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threshold at each pulse a subset of the electric field, the threshold trajectory must follow an 

approximate exponential time decrease. Third, since the darkened area trajectory's boundaries 

coincide with the threshold trajectory's isolines, they must increase in time in an approximate 

logarithmic form. A macroscopic explanation of the threshold trajectory behavior is that since the 

isoline of the electric field threshold (i.e. the boundary of the electroporated area) increases in an 

approximate logarithmic form, its value must decrease in an approximate exponential form. Another 

plausible reason is that the threshold trajectory, as a subset of the electric field, must follow an 

approximate inverse square law (which is close to an exponential time decrease). In summary, the 

new methodology provides a macroscopical explanation of why the threshold trajectory decreases as 

a function of the pulse number.  

 

It is worth noticing the difference between the classical methodology extension that predicts the 

threshold trajectory knowing the electroporated measured area trajectory, and the new methodology 

that predicts the electroporated area trajectory knowing the measured electroporated area at the last 

pulse. In the former, the predicted threshold trajectory comes from experimental measurements of 

the electroporated area boundary isoline trajectory and its matching with the electric field isolines. 

In the latter, the predicted electroporated area trajectory comes from the electric field time gradient, 

there is no experimental input, except at the last pulse. Also, if the electric field is inhomogeneous 

the electric field gradient must be chosen beforehand. This implies some trial and error procedure. 

 

 

An optimal EP-based protocol in terms of pulse number  
 

An optimal EP-based protocol in terms of pulse parameters, is a function of pulse amplitude, length, 

number, and frequency, among other variables. Finding an optimal protocol in such a large parameter 

space is a daunting task. [23] and [24] presented an optimal GET protocol for the dorsal skinfold 

model in terms of pulse number. In these works, the threshold trajectory was a priori assumed to 

follow an exponential time-decreasing function; unwanted damage due to pH fronts and the concept 

of the dose-response relationship was discussed. Here we look for an optimal GET protocol for the 

dorsal skinfold model in terms of pulse number by applying the new methodology introduced in 

Section 3.  It consists of two parts: the first describes the optimal dose-response without considering 

damage due to pH, and the second considers it.  

 

In the first part, a GET protocol (12 pulses of 200 V/cm, 20 ms at 1 Hz) is applied to a dorsal skinfold 

chamber (see Fig. 2). The computational model uses a 1D geometry defined along the zone between 

both electrodes, whose separation is 2 mm. The problem here is how to predict the electroporated 

area trajectory, knowing the electroporated area at the last pulse, i.e., assuming that the region 

between electrodes was completely electroporated after twelve pulses. The following assumptions 

are made with the sole purpose of illustrating the new methodology in a more simple setting. Due to 

the dorsal skinfold model two-electrode configuration, the electric field is inhomogeneous, here we 

assumed symmetry of the electric field distribution along a cross-section normal to the line connecting 

both electrodes at its midpoint. Moreover, we assumed that the electric field is radially homogenous. 

Following the methodology introduced in Section 3, Fig. 5 first row shows what it is known as a 

priori: the electric field distribution for each pulse number (gray curve) coming from the numerical 

solution of the nonlinear Laplace and bioheat equations, and the threshold isoline (violet line) at the 

last pulse (12). The latter fixes the time scale of the threshold isoline trajectory. However, the 

predicted threshold isoline trajectory is still unknown.  
 



10 
 

 
 

                                             
 

            
 

                                    4th pulse                              8th pulse                               12th pulse 

 

Figure 5: First row: Graph of the threshold isoline trajectory (gray curve), and electric field isolines 

(violet lines), for pulse numbers 4, 8, and 12. Second row: Graph of the electroporated boundary 

area trajectory (gray curve), i.e. the threshold isoline trajectory, and electroporated area trajectory 

(green lines), for pulse numbers 4, 8, and 12.  

Note the inverted ordinate axis in Fig. 5 second row. 

 

 

The radial cross-section of the homogeneous electric field distribution yields equal electric field 

gradients. Therefore, any electric field radial cross-section becomes the electric field time gradient, 

thus the threshold isoline trajectory and its values (the whole threshold trajectory is seen at the last 

pulse and it is constituted by the gray curve and the set of violet isolines). Having the threshold 

trajectory as the electric field time gradient, thus the isoline threshold trajectory, the electroporated 

area follows. Figure 5 second row, shows a graph of the electroporated area trajectory (green lines) 

increasing in time. Note that the graphs are upside down (the origin is at the top where the threshold 

is the maximum) to show that, at the same pulse number, the boundary of the electroporated tissue 

area and the threshold isoline are identical geometrical objects. The green curve in Fig. 6 depicts the 

predicted trajectory vs. pulse number with the ordinate reversed. Again, the predicted threshold 

trajectory follows an approximate exponential time decrease, while the electroporated area follows 

an approximate logarithmic time increase. Note that this is the result of assuming that the region 

between electrodes was electroporated after twelve pulses, which in this example is approximately 

50 V/cm. Had we chosen a threshold minimum value of 100 V/cm after twelve pulses (which 

according to the literature, is more realistic), the threshold trajectory would comprise the electric field 

values between the maximum value (approximately 300 V/cm) and the minimum 100 V/cm (in this 

case, more than 70% of the region between electrodes will not be electroporated).  
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As in Section 3, the main conclusion is that it is possible to predict the threshold isoline trajectory 

and the electroporated area trajectory with the measurement of a single value of the electroporated 

area. The threshold isoline and the electroporated boundary area trajectories are identical geometrical 

objects. Further, the threshold value trajectory has an approximate exponential time decay function 

while the threshold isoline trajectory, i.e. the electroporated area boundary trajectory, has an 

approximate logarithmic time increase function.  

 

Having the electroporated area trajectory as a function of the pulse number (as shown in Fig. 6), the 

optimal pulse dosage (pulse number), is defined as the first pulse number in which the maximum 

difference between two successive values of the electroporated tissue area trajectory [TT (n+1) – 

TT(n)] is smaller than a prescribed small value [23] (here TT stands for treated tissue area). It is 

optimal because the increase in pulse number is not followed by an increase in the electroporated 

tissue area. In this example, the optimal pulse number would be around 12.  

 

This definition deals with the optimal dose of the protocol itself, independent of the existence of a 

target. However, if a target exists such as in an ECT protocol, the optimal dose would be the first 

pulse dosage in which the maximum difference between the electroporated tissue area and the target 

tissue area is smaller than a prescribed small value. 

 

Now we couple the new methodology from Section 3 using the standard EP model with the standard 

EA model to illustrate the interaction of electroporated and damaged area trajectories in the prediction 

of an optimal dose-response relationship in a GET protocol considering tissue damage due to pH. In 

what follows, the term treated area trajectory is analog to the darkened area trajectory (in the context 

of the potato model), damaged area trajectory is the area around electrodes under critical pH values, 

and the reversibly electroporated area trajectory is the difference between treated area and damaged 

area trajectories. In the coupling of the standard EP model and the standard EA model, the former 

has been previously described, and the latter assumes tissue as a 1D ionic conductor and solves the 

nonlinear Nernst-Planck equations governing the ion transport between electrodes, see details in [22]. 

The pH space-time distribution defines the pH-damaged area trajectory. This is discussed in [22] 

which shows the predicted pH-damaged trajectory from a GET protocol (12 pulses of 200 V/cm, 20 

ms, and 1 Hz). Also, when the damaged area is considered, the dose becomes the pulse dosage, and 

the response becomes the reversibly electroporated and unwanted pH-damaged area trajectories. 

Figure 6 illustrates how the optimal dose response is obtained through the coupling of both models. 

The pH-damaged area trajectory represented by the red curve is taken from [22]).     

 

 
 

Figure 6: The predicted reversible electroporated area trajectory (blue) is the treated  

 area trajectory (green) minus the pH-damaged area trajectory (red).   
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In Fig. 6, the green curve is the former electroporated area trajectory from Fig. 5 (with the scale 

inverted), now called the treated area trajectory. The blue curve becomes the electroporated area 

trajectory, that is, the difference between the treated area trajectory (green) and the pH-damaged 

trajectory (red). The green curve scales approximately logarithmically and the red curve linearly, their 

difference yields a maximum in the blue curve. The pulse number at this maximum is the optimal 

pulse dosage, past this point, the reversibly electroporated area trajectory decreases while the 

damaged area trajectory increases. In this example, the optimal pulse number would be around 8. 

Comparing the results of the GET protocol with and without pH effects shows that the damage 

reduces the optimal pulse dosage, but also the reversibly electroporated area. It is noted that the 

damaged area trajectory due to temperature effects varies similarly to the pH-damaged area trajectory, 

thus the first part of our methodology can be extended to the optimization of GET protocols, 

considering temperature area damage. This is also valid for the optimization of IRE protocols, 

provided the dose-response is correctly defined.  If the IRE effect consists of apoptotic cell death, the 

dose is the pulse dosage, and the response is the irreversibly electroporated area trajectory and the 

unwanted damaged area trajectory due to temperature or pH effects.  

 

 

Conclusions  
 

In the search for optimal dose response in terms of pulse number in EP-based protocol optimization 

in terms of pulse number, it is crucial to predict the electroporated and damaged area trajectories. 

This requires measuring the threshold trajectory and analyzing the interaction of electroporated, 

threshold and damaged area trajectories. Here we introduced a new methodology, based on the theory 

of nonlinear dynamical systems interaction, that shows that the threshold trajectory is the time 

gradient of the electric field. This makes it possible to predict the electroporated area trajectory by 

measuring the electroporated area at the last pulse, thus avoiding the need to measure the EP threshold 

trajectory, a rather heavy task. Some of the salient features of the new methodology are: in the case 

of an EP-based protocol having a homogeneous electric field space distribution, the threshold 

trajectory can be predicted from the time gradient of the electric field time; if the electric field 

distribution is inhomogeneous, the threshold trajectory can be predicted from a spectrum of electric 

field time gradients with an upper and lower bound of the electric field gradient, a choice is 

compulsory; the threshold trajectory aka the electric field time gradient, is a subset of the electric 

field gradient, thus explaining its approximate exponential time decrease: also, the electroporated 

boundary area trajectory, i.e. the threshold isoline trajectory, follows an approximate logarithmic time 

increase; this provides a macroscopical explanation of why the threshold trajectory decreases as a 

function of the pulse number; another plausible reason is that the threshold trajectory, as a subset of 

the electric field, must follow an approximate inverse square law (which is close to an exponential 

time decrease). In summary, the new methodology provides a macroscopical explanation of why the 

threshold trajectory decreases as a function of the pulse number.  

 

It is worth noticing the difference between the extension of the classical methodology that predicts 

the threshold trajectory knowing the electroporated area trajectory, and the new methodology that 

predicts the electroporated area trajectory by measuring the electroporated area at the last pulse. In 

the former, the predicted threshold trajectory comes from experimental measurements of the 

electroporated area boundary isoline trajectory and its matching with the electric field isolines. In the 

latter, the predicted electroporated area trajectory comes from the electric field time gradient, there is 

no experimental input, except at the last pulse. Also, if the electric field is inhomogeneous the electric 

field gradient must be chosen beforehand. This implies some trial and error procedure. 
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A comparison between the 1D approximation of the dorsal skinfold and the 2D potato model shows 

that in the former, the 1D approximation and the symmetry assumption result in a radially uniform 

electric field gradient, thus the electric field time gradient and the threshold trajectory. In the latter, 

the electric field trajectory is non-uniform, and the threshold trajectory obtained has a spectrum of 

values between a maximum and a minimum electric field time gradient. The choice of the electric 

field gradient has a direct consequence on the predicted electroporated area trajectory and in the 

obtention of an optimal pulse dosage in EP-based protocols.  

 

When area damage is considered, a third component is included in the interaction analysis: the 

damaged area trajectory. As shown in the results, the interaction of the damaged and electroporated 

area trajectories has definite effects on the latter, and consequently, on the EP-based protocol 

optimization. Moreover, comparing the electroporated area trajectory from the new methodology 

with those from [23] that approximates the threshold trajectory with an exponentially time-decreasing 

function, shows a steeper threshold isoline trajectory in the first pulses in the former. Since in the 

new methodology, the threshold isoline trajectory is the electric field time gradient (thus coming from 

first principles), rather than an a priori heuristic approximation, the results presented here should be 

more reliable. An upshot of the methodology introduced is that many controversial EP threshold 

values from the literature are reconciled by figuring out the closeness of their threshold trajectories, 

which implies the closeness of the experimental setup and electric parameters. It is hoped that the 

methodology introduced would help in designing optimal treatment planning in electrochemotherapy 

(ECT), irreversible electroporation (IRE), and gene electrotransfer (GET).   
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Appendix I  
 

Concerning the potato model, according to the Standard EP model, predicting the outcome of an EP-

based protocol in terms of electrical variables consists of finding the electroporated tissue area 

trajectory through the solution at each time step of the nonlinear Poisson equation for the electric 

field distribution (with a tissue conductivity made a function of the electric field, temperature, and 

pulse number) and the time-dependent bioheat equation for the temperature distribution, and its 

matching with the threshold trajectory from experimental measurements. The nonlinear Poisson 

equation reads: 

 

𝛻(𝜎(𝐸, 𝑇)𝛻𝛷) = 0              (1) 

Where 𝐸
→

= −𝛻𝛷, φ is the electrostatic potential, E is the electric field, T is the temperature and σ(E, 

T, p) is the mean electrical conductivity (defined below).          

The bioheat equation reads: 

 

𝛻(𝑘𝛻𝑇) + 𝑞𝑚 + 𝜎(𝐸, 𝑇, 𝑝)|𝛻𝛷|2 = 𝜌𝐶𝑝
𝜕𝑇

𝜕𝑡
                         (2) 

Here qm is the metabolic heat generation, ρ the tissue density, Cp is the tissue heat capacity, and t is 

the time. Here, the tissue electric conductivity is made a function of the electric field (E), the 

temperature (T), and the number of pulses (p).   

 

𝜎(𝐸, 𝑇, 𝑝) = 𝜎0[1 + 𝐹𝑓(𝐸) + 𝐹𝑇(𝑇) + 𝐹𝑡(𝑈, 𝑝)]            (3) 

0 is it’s the mean basal electrical conductivity. 

𝐹𝑓(𝐸) = {

3.5𝐸 > 𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑣

1.0 + 2.5 
𝐸−𝐸𝑟𝑒𝑣

𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑣−𝐸𝑟𝑒𝑣
𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑣 ≥ 𝐸 ≥ 𝐸𝑟𝑒𝑣

1.0𝐸𝑟𝑒𝑣 > 𝐸

          (4) 

 𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑣, and 𝐸𝑟𝑒𝑣 are defined in [12], and 

https://doi.org/10.1016-j.bioelechem.2014.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electacta.2017.09.021
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𝐹𝑇(𝑇) = 𝑎𝑇[𝑇 − 𝑎𝑇]              (5) 

being 𝑎𝑇 the temperature coefficient, and 𝑎𝑇 the physiological temperature. 

𝐹𝑡(𝑈, 𝑝) = 𝑎 + 𝑏𝑈 + 𝑐𝑝 + 𝑑𝑈2 + 𝑒𝑝2 + 𝑓𝑈𝑝                                      (6) 

The first term of the last equation is fitted to experimental measurements from the potato tissue, where 

a = 8.183, b = -0.013, c = 0.0286, d = 4.472.10-6, e = 1.2.10-8, and f = 8.413.10-5. More details, as 

well as the physical parameters used in the simulations, are given for the potato model in [12].  

 

Concerning the skinfold model,  predicting the outcome of an EP-based protocol in terms of electrical 

variables, according to the Standard EA model, consists of finding the damaged tissue trajectory 

through the solution at each time step of the Nernst-Plank equations governing ion transport. Details 

of the model, the equations, its numerical solution, and the physical parameters used are given in [21] 

and [23].   

 

 


