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Abstract

Electrodeposition is a fundamental process in electrochemistry, and has applications in nu-

merous industries, such as corrosion protection, decorative finishing, energy storage, catalysis,

and electronics. While there is a long history of using electrodeposition, its application for

controlled nanostructure growth is limited. The establishment of an atomic-scale understand-

ing of the electrodeposition process and dynamics is crucial to enable the controlled fabrication

of metal nanoparticles and other nanostructures. Significant advancements in molecular simu-

lation capabilities and the electronic structure theory of electrified solid-liquid interfaces bring

theory closer to realistic applications, but a gap remains between realistic applications, theoret-

ical understanding of dynamics, and atomistic simulation. In this review we briefly summarize

the current state-of-the-art computational techniques available for the simulation of electrode-

position and electrochemical growth on surfaces, and identify the remaining open challenges.
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Introduction

Electrodeposition is the formation of solid structures on the surface of an electrode when an elec-

trochemical potential is applied, and is a viable nanofabrication process alongside more estab-

lished methods such as nanoimprint lithography,1,2 pH-driven precipitation,3,4 and directed as-

sembly.5–12 Metal electrodeposition is a fundamental electrochemical process, and is an important

method with many applications such as carbon dioxide reduction catalysis,13 water splitting,14

fuel cell applications,15 and materials for energy storage and conversion. Metal electrodeposition

is also inherently used in various industrial applications, such as electroplating,16–18 electrowin-

ning,19–21 and electrocatalysis.22–24 The key challenge in metal electrodeposition is to control the

structure, size, and stability of surface-adsorbed nanostructures on an atomistic scale, which in turn

define the reactivity and electrochemical properties of the resulting materials. The establishment

of an atomic-scale understanding of the electrodeposition process and dynamics is thus crucial to

enable the controlled fabrication of metal nanostructures.

Experimental techniques to track, characterize and harness metal electrodeposition have vastly

improved over recent years.25–30 The complementary use of microscopy approaches, surface spec-

troscopy methods, and electrochemical analysis provide unprecedented resolution at the nanoscale

and, to a more limited extent, resolution in the time domain.26 Simultaneously significant advance-

ments have been made in molecular simulation capabilities and the electronic structure theory of

electrified solid-liquid interfaces.31,32 Yet a large gap between realistic applications, theoretical

understanding of dynamics, and atomistic simulation remains. Challenges that require further un-

derstanding include electrode-electrolyte interactions, electronucleation and growth mechanisms,

and reaction rates and kinetics. Both theory and experiment face challenges when it comes to

bridging this gap and reaching an atomic-level understanding of electrodeposition. Theoretical and

computational studies must be able to simulate realistic models capable of replicating experimental

conditions, accounting for factors such as the electrochemical potential and surface heterogeneity.

On the other hand, model experimental studies should ideally be conducted under well-defined
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and idealized conditions (e.g. atomically-flat electrode interfaces and well-purified electrolytes)

to allow for atomistic simulations and theoretical analyses to be applied.33 The synergy between

experiment and simulation has the potential to deeply enrich the field, as modeling methods can

be refined once information about atomic structure is attained from experiment, while simulations

can be used to make predictions that experiments can validate.33 Given the rapid advancement

in simulation methodologies and the increasing importance of metal electrodeposition, it is now

timely to comprehensively review the vast range of modeling methods available for atomistic sim-

ulations. We hope that this review will guide future efforts in this field and help synergize theory

and experiment.

Existing reviews tend to focus on specific aspects of computational electrochemistry, such as

electron transfer processes,34,35 modelling methods,36–46 solvation and solid-liquid interfaces,47–50

and the electrochemical double layer.51,52 A useful collection of computational electrochemistry

reviews is presented in Koper et al. 53 , while Gamburg and Zangari 54 is a recommended resource

that covers the theory and practice of metal electrodeposition. However, existing reviews do not

focus on metal electrodeposition in particular, nor do they discuss all the various aspects that need

to be considered in atomistic simulations of complex electrochemical processes and environments.

In this review, we summarize the key concepts and aspects of electrodeposition, as well as the

various state-of-the-art computational techniques that are available for the atomistic simulation of

electrodeposition. Finally, we discuss open questions and challenges in the field.

Principles of Electrodeposition

The process of metal electrodeposition can be described in four steps (Figure 1): diffusion of metal

cations through the solvent after the application of an electric current; adsorption of metal cations

at the cathode surface via electron transfer reactions; migration of metal adatoms along the cathode
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surface; and the nucleation of larger metal nanostructures on the cathode surface.

Figure 1. A simplified diagram showing the process of metal electrodeposition onto a cathode
surface. First, solvated metal cations electrodiffuse through the solvent (shown as water) towards
the cathode (step 1). Once close enough to the cathode, electron transfer will occur that reduces
the metal cation, resulting in electrosorption (step 2). The metal atom can then migrate along the
cathode surface (step 3), either coming to rest at isolated sites on the cathode surface or coalescing
with other metal atoms, resulting in the electronucleation of nanostructures (step 4). The nucleation
process is in competition with dissolution of nanostructures, which can result in further surface
migration. Solvated cations and anions are shown as ‘+’ and ‘−’, respectively, and hydrogen and
oxygen atoms are colored white and red, respectively.

Electrodiffusion of Solvated Ions

There are several mathematical relationships that can be used to calculate useful macroscopic quan-

tities in the context of electrodeposition. The Nernst-Planck equation, shown in Equation (1), is a

generalization of Fick’s laws55 and describes the flux, Ji, of a charged particle i (such as a precursor

cation), due to diffusive and electrostatic forces.

Ji =−Di∇ci − ziFci∇φ (1)

4



where Di is the diffusion coefficient of i, ci is the concentration of i, zi is the charge of i, F is the

Faraday constant, and φ is the electric potential.

The distribution of charged particles within the system will also have an effect on the electric

potential, and this relationship can be formulated via the Poisson equation, as shown in Equa-

tion (2).

∇
2
φ =−ρ

ε
(2)

where ρ is the charge density and ε is the permittivity of the medium.

The Gouy-Chapman equation, shown in Equation (3), can be used to describe the behavior of

ions as they approach a charged surface, such as a cathode.

sinh
(

zeφ

4kBT

)
=

c+
c−

(3)

where z is the number of electrons transferred, and F is the Faraday constant, e is the elementary

charge, kB is the Boltzmann constant, T is the temperature, and c+,c− are the concentrations of

cations and anions, respectively.

While Equations (1)–(3) provide many valuable insights into the diffusion of solvated ions

during electrodeposition, they possess some limitations. The Nernst-Planck equation assumes a

dilute solution and that the local electrostatic field is not affected by the ionic concentration, which

is likely to not hold at high ionic concentrations. Furthermore, ion-ion interactions are neglected

within the formulation, which can significantly influence the diffusive behavior of solvated ions.

Additionally, Equation (1) was originally formulated for only binary solutions and would require

modifications in order to be applicable for more complicated and realistic systems comprising

many ionic species. Despite these limitations, Equation (1) has been widely used to study the time

evolution and transport of charged species56–61 in experiments.
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The Poisson equation assumes solvated ions are stationary and that their motion is not affected

by changes in the electrostatic potential. In addition, the distribution of the charge density, ρ , in

Equation (2) is assumed to be continuous. Both of these assumptions will not always be accu-

rate in realistic systems, especially with charged metal cations interacting with solvent molecules.

Despite this shortcoming, Equation (2) has been used to elucidate various processes during metal

electrodeposition, including electrodiffusion, ionic migration and electroconvection.62–65

Finally, the Gouy-Chapman equation possesses two major limitations. Firstly, all ions are as-

sumed to be point charges within the system and have the same size. This assumption can result

in inaccuracies with solvated metal cations, where particle size can play a part in the final cationic

distribution near the cathode surface. Secondly, Equation (3) assumes that the charge at the cath-

ode surface is uniformly distributed in a single plane, and thus neglects more complex situations

such as surface heterogeneity and already-adsorbed species.

The limitations of these approaches can be mitigated and/or complemented by atomistic simu-

lation methods, which can be used to provide detailed insights into dynamics and interactions that

are not captured by such macroscopic models.

Electrosorption of Metal Cations

Faraday’s laws of electrolysis,66 summarized in Equation (4), relate the total electrodeposited

metal mass, m, with the net charge, Q, within an electrochemical cell:

m =
QM
zF

(4)

where M is the molar mass. Equation (4) is widely used to calculate various quantities, such as

the amount of electrodeposited metal or the time required to achieve a given amount of electrode-
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posited metal. Faraday’s laws of electrolysis can be manipulated to describe a range of processes,

including electroplating, metal corrosion and electrowinning,67 and have been widely applied to

experiments.17,68 However, Faraday’s law does not take into account the interaction between the

metal adsorbate and the underlying surface, and only relates m with Q. It therefore assumes that

any electrodeposition that occurs is irreversible and effective.

From a more atomistic point of view, the electrosorption of species onto electrode surfaces is

typically described using the same theories that are used to treat adsorption in the gas phase, such

as d-band theory.69 During the adsorption process, bonding and antibonding hybrid orbitals form

between the d-band of the surface and the valence orbital of the adsorbate. The strength of the

binding interaction is determined by the filling of antibonding states.69–71 However, unlike gas-

phase chemistry, where this filling is determined by the number of electrons, at a metal surface,

the filling is governed by the energy of the antibonding states with respect to the Fermi level70

(the energy level at which the probability of an electronic state being occupied by an electron is

50%). As the energies of antibonding states will lie above those of d-states, the energy at which

the center of the d-state distribution lies above the Fermi level can be used to gauge the strength of

the binding interaction.70 The higher the energy of the d-states with respect to the Fermi level, the

higher in energy the antibonding states are and therefore the stronger the binding interaction.70,72

However, d-band theory only considers adsorbate-adsorbent interactions and does not take into

account further interactions with the electrolyte or solvent molecules;72 it is thus too simplistic to

fully describe electrosorption dynamics.73,74

To accurately model metal electrosorption, one must first consider the fundamental differences

between adsorption at solid-gas and solid-liquid interfaces. The key difference, in the context

of metal electrodeposition, is that once the electrode is negatively polarized, the hydrogen atoms

in water molecules will be attracted to the electrode surface (due to their positive dipoles), and

these molecules need to be displaced from the cathode surface before metal cations can adsorb.
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Adsorption isotherms are commonly used to describe adsorption and desorption processes, and

determining which adsorption isotherm to use is dependent on the specific characteristics of the

system and what assumptions are made by the isotherm for the intended purpose. The simplest

example is the Langmuir adsorption isotherm,75 given by Equation (5):

θ

1−θ
= exp

(
−

∆G
′
ads

RT

)
aads (5)

where θ is the fractional surface coverage (by metal atoms), ∆G
′
ads is the standard electrochemical

free energy of adsorption, R is the ideal gas constant, T is the temperature, and aads is the activity

of the adsorbate in bulk solution. Equation (5) can be rewritten to take into account the applied

electrode potential, E:

θ

1−θ
= exp

(
−

∆G

ads + zF(E −E
)

RT

)
aads (6)

where ∆G

ads is the standard free energy of adsorption and E
 is the standard potential of the

adsorption reaction.76 While the Langmuir adsorption isotherm provides a first approximation of

electrosorption behavior, there are several inherent assumptions that limit its applicability. Firstly,

it does not take into account the displacement of solvent molecules, which is a key component

of electrosorption. It also assumes the adsorbent surface to be homogeneous, with all adsorbates

being assumed to adsorb as a monolayer. Furthermore, all adsorption sites are assumed to be en-

ergetically equivalent and interactions between adjacent adsorbed species are neglected. Several

extensions to the Langmuir adsorption isotherm exist to mitigate these assumptions.76–78 For ex-

ample, a Flory-Huggins-type isotherm can be used to also describe the displacement of solvent

molecules during electrosorption,76,79,80 while the Frumkin adsorption isotherm77 can be used to

also account for interactions between adjacent adsorbed species, and the Freundlich adsorption

isotherm78 is more appropriate for describing multilayer adsorption on heterogeneous surfaces.

Adsorption isotherms are widely used in experiments81–85 to determine parameters such as the
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maximum adsorption capacity or the relationship between the quantity of particles in a metal de-

posit and their concentration in an electrolyte. While powerful tools, adsorption isotherms require

prior knowledge of the characteristics of the system in some manner and do not take into account

electrosorption on an atomistic scale. Atomistic simulations can, however, be used to address these

limitations by including factors that are excluded within isotherms.

Electron Transfer during Electrodeposition

Electron transfer reactions are the process by which metal cations adsorb onto a given cathode

surface. Such reactions are termed to be either inner-sphere or outer-sphere. Inner-sphere electron

transfer is when the reaction occurs via a strong electronic interaction, such as a covalent bond,

and the reactants become connected by a chemical bridge. In contrast, outer-sphere electron trans-

fer (OS-ET) occurs between two ‘unconnected’ reactants, and the electron has to move from one

reactant to the other over some space, typically at least a solvent layer from the cathode surface86

(in the context of electrodeposition). With transition metals, the mechanism of electron transfer

for transition metals can be generally assumed to be outer-sphere as, in solution, transition metal

cations can form complex coordination compounds with ligands, such as water molecules. The

presence of such ligands can create steric hindrance as well as tightly bind the inner coordination

sphere around the metal cation, which makes inner-sphere electron transfer less favorable. How-

ever, exceptions can arise depending on factors such as the choice of solvent.

Marcus theory is commonly used to describe the rate of electron transfer reactions.87 For mul-

tivalent ions, Marcus theory suggests that the simultaneous transfer of multiple electrons is im-

probable, which implies that the cathodic deposition of multivalent metal cations should occur in

a sequence of one-electron steps,87–89 with the adsorption reaction being the final one-electron

step i.e. for a metal element, M: Mz+ + e− → M(z−1)+ until the neutral atom is reached (i.e.

z− 1 = 0), rather than Mz++ ze− → M. Marcus theory has since been combined with a Newns-

Anderson Hamiltonian90,91 (vide infra) to describe electrochemical processes by Schmickler and
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coworkers,88,89 and has been used to deduce that small monovalent metal cations, such as Ag+, are

able to get close to the electrode surface without losing solvation energy as they fit into the water

structure well, unlike larger multivalent cations.88,92 As the valency of metal cations increases, the

potentials of mean force sharply increase on approach to the electrode.88,89 When divalent cations

approach the electrode surface, they shed their secondary solvation shells, causing their free energy

to rise. This means a close approach of divalent (and multivalent) cations to the electrode surface

is energetically unfavorable.89

Current density, j, is typically used as a quantitative measure of the rate at which electrons

are transferred between solvated metal cations and the electrode surface during electrodeposition.

Current density is typically used instead of just current as larger electrodes can carry more current.

The normalization of current by the surface area of the electrode means processes such as electron

transfer can be more easily compared on different electrodes.

The current density associated with a first-order reaction is given by Equation (7).

j = zFkc (7)

where k is the rate constant. Within general (electro)chemical rate theory and transition state

theory, k obeys the Arrhenius equation93,94 and is given as Equation (8).

k = κ exp
(
− ∆G‡

kBT

)
(8)

where κ is a potential-dependent pre-exponential factor and ∆G‡ is the free energy barrier (some-

times referred to as the activation energy), which depends on the electrode potential. κ accounts for

the attempt frequency in transition state theory and may include other effects such as non-adiabatic

corrections, solvent dynamics, and nuclear quantum effects.95 It should be noted that the frequency

factor, ν , is often considered in lieu of κ; ν represents the frequency with which a single reactant
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passes from the reactant side to the product side, and is related to κ via Equation (9), where δx is

the effective area of the region where the reaction occurs.94

κ ≈ νδx (9)

The reader is directed to He et al. 94 for a more detailed review on the importance of the pre-

exponential factor in electrochemistry.

Depending on the degree of electronic coupling between the metal nanostructure and the elec-

trode, OS-ET is classified to be either adiabatic or non-adiabatic. Identifying the adiabaticity of

OS-ET for different adsorbate-electrode pairs is of fundamental importance in order to optimize

the efficiency and mechanism of electron transfer.96 In the adiabatic regime, κ is independent

of the electron tunneling probability between the metal nanostructure and the electrode, and the

rate of OS-ET is independent of the electrode material, assuming there exists a sufficiently strong

electronic interaction between the adsorbate and the electrode.94,97 Using the early version of Mar-

cus theory87 and collision theory, the value for the pre-exponential factor was typically set to be

104 < κ < 105 cms−1. Other (and more elaborate) formulae for κ have been proposed98–102 but

they typically give rise to the same values in practice.94

In the non-adiabatic regime, κ is proportional to the density of electronic states near the Fermi

level, as shown in Equation (10) where V is the interaction potential and ρ is the electron density.

κ ∝ |V |2 ρ (10)

Factors that can affect V include electronic-vibrational interactions,103 the surrounding environ-

ment, and the applied potential.104,105 For metal electrodes, it is usually enough to use the value at

the Fermi level as electrons are mainly exchanged at this level.94 OS-ET reactions on pure metal

electrodes are often adiabatic,96 while some doubt regarding their adiabaticity on other electrodes
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remains.96,106,107

Electronucleation

Once metal atoms have adsorbed onto an electrode surface, they can start to coalesce to form

larger nanostructures in a process known as electronucleation. Individual metal adatoms may

migrate along the electrode surface and coalesce to form metastable nanoclusters. Furthermore,

larger, crystalline nanostructures can form if smaller structures rearrange and amalgamate together,

while closely-spaced nanoclusters can also dissemble and feed atoms into existing nanostructures.

In contrast, isolated metal adatoms that are not part of a nanostructure and do not move along

the electrode surface might indicate the presence of point defect sites on the substrate surface.108

The on-surface dynamics of electronucleation can thus be extremely rich and complex, and atom-

istic simulations must be able to account for the various thermodynamic and kinetic effects that

play a defining part in the size distribution, growth rate, and the rate-determining steps of surface-

adsorbed metal nanostructures.

When it comes to modeling the process of electronucleation, both classical and atomistic theo-

ries exist to describe the formation of stable nuclei.26,109–111 Classical nucleation theory relies on

macroscopic physical quantities that are applicable to sufficiently large clusters such that their size,

n (number of atoms), can be considered a continuous variable. In this case, the Gibbs free energy

of nucleation, ∆G(n), is differentiable,110,111 which allows the rate of nucleation to be predicted109

using Equation (11):

ρ = NZJ exp
(
− ∆G

kBT

)
, (11)

where ρ is the nucleation rate, N is the number of nucleation sites, Z is the Zeldovich factor (the

probability that a nucleus at the top of the barrier for nucleation will progress to form a new phase

rather than dissolve109), J is the rate at which atoms attach to the nucleus, kB is the Boltzmann

constant and T is the temperature.109 Z is derived using the assumption that nuclei near the top
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of the barrier effectively diffuse along the radial axis. By statistical fluctuations, nuclei can either

diffusively grow into a larger nucleus that will eventually form a new phase, or can lose atoms and

diminish in size.

When it comes to experimental electrochemical measurements, techniques such as chronoam-

perometry (which is a method where the current decay over time can provide information re-

garding the rate of cationic reduction and deposition onto an electrode surface) provide mostly

macroscopic information, from which nanoscopic behaviour such as nucleation rates can be in-

ferred.26,112,113 Such inferences, however, have been found to be inappropriate to describe the

initial stages of nucleation where individual atoms and few-atom clusters are present25,26,114–118

due to the assumptions within classical nucleation theory. Classical nucleation theory assumes the

holding of the capillarity approximation, which treats the nucleus interior as a bulk incompress-

ible liquid and assumes that the surface tension of a small liquid droplet is equal to the surface

tension of a flat surface.110,111,119 This has been shown to break down for small systems.120–122

Furthermore, clusters are assumed to either grow or shrink via single-atom absorption or emission

respectively, which places kinetic restrictions on the nucleation pathways.110,111,119 This does not

hold in reality as entire clusters can merge or fragment, and these kinetic pathways cannot be ig-

nored. While improvements to classical nucleation theory do exist, such as dynamical nucleation

theory,123 mean-field kinetic nucleation theory,124 coupled flux theory125–128 and diffuse interface

nucleation theory,129,130 these have mostly been applied to describing the condensation of super-

saturated vapors into the liquid phase and crystal nucleation studies rather than investigating metal

electronucleation.119,131 Despite its shortcomings, classical nucleation theory is still a powerful

theory and has been shown to be capable of qualitatively capturing nucleation thermodynamics

and kinetics for many systems.119

The growth of metal nanostructures can be controlled either by kinetics, diffusion, or a com-

bination thereof. Diffusion control typically occurs when there is a low concentration of metal
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cations within aqueous solutions.132 The growth of a new-phase hemispherical metal nanostruc-

ture of radius r, under mixed kinetic-diffusion control, can be expressed using Equation (12). It

should be noted that Equation (12) assumes that nucleation proceeds at moderate supersaturation

levels and the aforementioned assumptions within classical nucleation theory are valid.

j =
exp(α f η)− exp(−β f η)

1
j0
+

r exp(α f η)

zec0D

(12)

where j, j0 are the current density and the exchange current density at the electrolyte/cluster inter-

face respectively; α,β are transfer coefficients such that α +β = 1; η is the overpotential; c0 is the

bulk concentration of depositing ions; and f = ze/kBT , where e is the elementary electric charge.132

For purely kinetic-controlled growth, Equation (12) can be rearranged to form the Butler-Volmer

equation,132,133 which can be seen in Equation (13); it can also be rearranged to form an equa-

tion for pure diffusion-controlled growth in terms of the diffusion coefficient, as can be seen in

Equation (14).

j = j0
(

exp(α f η)− exp(−β f η)
)

(13)

j =
zec0D

r

(
1− exp(− f η)

)
(14)

In contrast, atomistic nucleation theories can be applied to clusters so small that n is no longer

continuous, as is the case with first-order phase transitions at high supersaturation (∆µ) levels re-

sulting in ∆G(n) being non-differentiable.110,111 Figure 2 shows the intrinsic differences between

classical and atomistic theories of nucleation, as well as the (dis)continuity of cluster size. Atom-

istic theories allow for high ∆µ levels to be modeled and have been validated against experimental

studies.111 But despite the existence of such theories, much remains unclear regarding the ini-

tial stages of electronucleation and the role of the atomic-scale structure of the electrode surface.

In this regard, explicit atomistic simulations can play an important role in elucidating the initial

processes and mechanisms (vide infra).
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(a)

(b)

Figure 2. Schematics showing the differences between classical (blue) and atomistic (red) nucle-
ation theories. Shown in (a) is the relationship between the free energy of nucleation, ∆G, and the
cluster size of a cluster (n atoms) for a constant ∆µ . In classical/atomistic theories, ∆µ is small-
/large enough to result in ∆G(n) being differentiable/non-differentiable. In both theories, n = nc
(the supercritical cluster size) is the size at which ∆G(n) has a global maximum. Shown in (b) is the
relationship between supersaturation, ∆µ , and nc according to both theories. In classical/atomistic
nucleation theory, ∆µ is low/high enough such that nc is continuous/discontinuous. Also shown in
(b) are visualizations of how both theories treat clusters: atomistic theories are applicable for small
clusters, whereas classical theories can be used for large clusters which are treated as spheres.

Simulation of Electrochemical Reaction Conditions

In this section, we summarize the various methodologies employed to simulate electrochemical

reaction conditions. This includes an accurate account of the electrode potential, the electrolyte,

and the electrode surface.
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The Electrode Potential

The electrode potential can greatly affect the reaction thermodynamics and kinetics during elec-

trodeposition, and it thus becomes essential to accurately model the potential during atomistic

simulations. Electrochemical experiments are typically performed under a constant potential and

are referenced against well-defined reference electrodes. However, modeling a constant chem-

ical potential within atomistic simulations is quite challenging, and various schemes have been

developed to control the applied potential.48,134,135 The current schemes to model the applied elec-

trode potential can be roughly split into three categories:136 classical forcefields,137 finite-field

methods138–141 which can be used alongside forcefields or density functional theory (DFT), and

grand-canonical ensembles (GCEs) with an electronic structure method142,143 such as DFT.144,145

The first two methods require the full cell, while forcefields, in particular, do not treat electrons

and can only treat electrostatics. Grand-canonical treatments, however, only require a half-cell

to be modelled and can vary the number of electrons. The difference between full- and half-cell

approaches is illustrated in Figure 3.

Classical forcefield and finite-field approaches typically describe the applied electrode poten-

tial in terms of the inner potential difference between two electrodes, and do not take into account

the electronic structure.136–141,146–151 In both of these approaches, two electrode interfaces need

to be simulated in order to build an electrode potential difference within the cell to enforce charge

neutrality. However, as the properties of only the working electrode are of interest, the second

electrode acts as a passive counter electrode. While the treatment of the additional electrode can

be justified for forcefield potentials, it becomes computationally intractable for electronic structure

methods, which computationally scale more severely than classical forcefields152 with the number

of atoms.

Forcefields come in a variety of flavors, including non-reactive and reactive, and often possess a

trade-off between accuracy, via highly-detailed parameterizations, and transferability, ie. the num-
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ber of materials to which they apply. Forcefields are widely used to simulate the energetics and

dynamics of large systems by describing their nuclear interactions with a set of empirical equations

rather than allowing for the electronic degrees of freedom that quantum mechanical methods ex-

plicitly specify. Recently, machine learning (ML) has emerged as a method to parameterize classi-

cal forcefields by supplying training data from quantum mechanical methods. Most ML-generated

forcefields only account for local interactions though, which will not suffice for electrodeposition

simulations, where long-range interactions have an important part to play, unless they are cleverly

integrated alongside long-range interactions.153–161

In contrast, GCEs only require one electrode to be modeled and thus enable half-cells to be

simulated. This is achieved by fixing the Fermi level (the energy level at which there is a 50%

probability of it being occupied by an electron) of the electrode (which is equal to the chemical

potential of electrons, µ̃e), while the chemical potential of the electrolyte, µ̃s, is dependent on the

electrolyte solution and its concentration.32 In order to have a well-defined treatment of an electro-

chemical solid-liquid interface, the electronic structure method (typically DFT) needs to be part of

a GCE with a fluctuating number of electrons and ions (at a given temperature), as depicted in Fig-

ure 3, rather than the more common canonical ensemble, where the number of particles is constant

but the chemical potentials are allowed to fluctuate.32 Practically, this is most elegantly achieved

by fixing the Fermi level and allowing the number of electrons to fluctuate during a calculation.32

While stable algorithms for this method have been developed,31,162 the fluctuating number of elec-

trons can cause difficulties with convergence in calculations.32 An alternative methodology is to

perform calculations at several points with a constant number of electrons and then interpolating

to the desired Fermi level.163–170

Changes in the Fermi level directly correspond to changes in µ̃e, which is obtained by changing

the charge state of the electrode. This presents a problem for simulations as electrochemical sys-

tems are usually partially periodic, but such systems need to be charge neutral. Various methodolo-
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Figure 3. Comparison of (a) full cell and (b) half-cell simulation approaches. Shown in (b) is the
interface between the solvent and the electrode in a grand-canonical ensemble, which only requires
a half-cell to be simulated. The chemical potentials of the solvent/electrolyte and electrons are
fixed to µ̃s and µ̃e, respectively.

gies have been proposed to address this, including the introduction of a homogeneous background

charge, correction schemes,164,171,172 joint DFT,31,168,173 and modified Poisson-Boltzmann im-

plicit solvation models174–176 (vide infra).

An important quantity that is often used to analyze how changes in the electrode potential

impact the electrochemical system is the electrostatic potential. The redistribution of electrons and

ions in the system needed to maintain charge neutrality after changes in the electrode potential is

reflected by changes to the electrostatic potential profile, particularly in the double layer region

near the electrode. Figure 4 shows a typical electrostatic potential profile; at the cathode surface,

the electrostatic potential typically exhibits oscillatory behavior due to the periodic arrangement

of atoms and the resulting alternating regions of positive and negative charge density. In the bulk

solution, the electrostatic potential tends to zero as the overall charge distribution is around neutral

due to the lack of nearby charged surfaces and the cancellation of potentials from solvated ions. In

the double layer, due to the presence of counterions close to the cathode, there is a sharp drop in

the electrostatic potential often referred to as the Stern potential, which typically exhibits a large
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gradient near the cathode surface and decays towards zero as the potential extends towards the bulk

solvent.

Figure 4. Schematic of an example electrostatic potential (φ ) profile (black) within the cathode,
the double layer, and the bulk solvent.

Fermi level-fixed GC-DFT has been widely used to model electrochemical thermodynamics

and kinetics. However, this is not suitable for outer-sphere reactions, semiconductors or two-

electrode systems as in these systems, the Fermi level typically lies within the band gap rather than

within the conduction or valence bands. To address the shortcomings of Fermi level-fixed GC-

DFT, constant inner potential DFT has recently been proposed, which utilizes the local electrode

inner potential as the thermodynamic parameter for the electrode potential, rather than the global

Fermi level.136 Both GC-DFT variants have been shown to provide identical results for metallic

electrodes,136 but differences can arise for semiconducting metal oxide–water interfaces.177

The Electrolyte

Before solvated cations are electrodeposited onto an electrode surface, they must diffuse through

the solvent. Atomistic simulations must therefore ensure they appropriately describe the elec-

trolyte, which includes the solvent itself and charged ions that, upon application of an electro-

chemical potential, form an electrochemical double-layer that modifies the electrostatic potential

above the electrode surface.32
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Figure 5. Schematic representations of explicit, hybrid, and implicit solvation environments for
a metal nanocluster adsorbed onto an electrode surface within a simulation box. The electrode
shown is an atomistic model of a copper (111) surface. Analytical representations of the solvent
are shown in blue, while hydrogen, oxygen, adsorbed metal, and copper atoms are colored white,
red, gold, and brown, respectively.

Figure 5 shows the various ways the solvent environment can be described for an electrode

surface. Within atomistic simulations, the solvent environment can be described either by using

explicit molecules, an implicit (analytical) model, or a hybrid of the two. In the former case, the

explicit modeling of solvent molecules is a more ‘realistic’ and physically meaningful description

of the system. However, explicit solvation models are typically more computationally expensive

than implicit models and in order to model a physically meaningful system, many explicit solvent

molecules need to be included within the model, and these can contribute to over 90% of the atoms

within a modeled system.178 Using quantum mechanical methods to model solute-solute, solvent-

solvent, and solute-solvent interactions can therefore quickly become computationally intractable

with explicit solvent models comprising many hundreds of atoms. In order to reduce computa-

tional costs, empirical molecular mechanical forcefields have become a popular choice to treat

interactions within the system. However, care must be taken during the parameterization of such

forcefields in order to not sacrifice the accuracy that comes with ab initio approaches for the sake

of computational tractability. In this regard, machine-learned interatomic potentials (MLIPs) offer

a lot of promise,179,180 assuming the existence of appropriate training data (vide infra).

In most implicit solvent models, the solvent is treated as an electrostatic continuum with prede-

fined dielectric and interfacial properties,178,181–183 and the solute is placed inside a cavity within

20



the continuum. In some cases, a dependency on distance from the solute can be included, and it is

also possible to introduce a dependence on the rate of a particular process, whereby the response

of the solvent varies for fast and slow processes. When using implicit solvent models, a num-

ber of choices need to be made, including the shape and size of the cavity that the solute will be

placed within. Examples of simple cavity shapes are spherical and ellipsoidal, while more com-

plex ones that can be generated algorithmically such as van der Waals surfaces (based on the van

der Waals radii184 of atoms), Lee-Richards molecular surfaces,185 Connolly surfaces,186,187 and

surfaces based on charge density isosurfaces188 are also possible cavities.

One of the advantages of implicit solvent models is that the number of interacting particles and

the number of degrees of freedom within a system are significantly reduced. Implicit solvation

models are thus typically computationally cheaper than explicit models and are therefore a good

practical choice for computationally demanding studies.178,189,190 The reduced computational cost

also means quantum mechanical methods become more tractable and can be used to treat the so-

lute more accurately than typical molecular mechanical methods. However, the lack of an explicit

atomistic description of the solvent can result in numerous interactions, such as hydrogen bonds

(both with the solvent and within the solute), being neglected, overstabilized salt bridges, incorrect

ion distribution,191 and unphysical sampling.178,192,193 Furthermore, the implicit description of

the solvent also introduces an artificial boundary between the solute and solvent, and this interface

needs to be treated carefully.

Typically, the formation of the electrochemical double-layer is modeled using modified Poisson-

Boltzmann implicit solvation models, which present the simplest level of fixed-potential GC-DFT

for solid-liquid interfaces. Such models come in many varieties, including: linear, non-linear, and

ion-size effects. With modified Poisson-Boltzmann solvers, charge neutrality can be maintained

via the ionic distribution in the double-layer, though this constraint is not automatically fulfilled

in non-linear models194 due to an over-simplification of equations and the presence of the cav-
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ity exclusion function.32 This means that when combining modified Poisson-Boltzmann solvers

with a quantum mechanical method for charged periodic systems, charge neutrality must be en-

forced either using Lagrange multipliers,194 a solvated jellium with a constant-charge background

tempered by an implicit solvent,195 or by treating these systems using ‘metallic’ boundary con-

ditions.163 With a solvated jellium model, a constant Fermi level is iteratively obtained and only

selectively altered with respect to the eigen-levels of the adsorbed solvent.195

Finally, hybrid solvation models that seek to reap the benefits of both explicit and implicit

solvation models can also be used to effectively model the electrolyte. In terms of the modeling,

hybrid models can be facilitated using embedded cluster models (vida infra) and methodologies

such as hybrid quantum mechanics/molecular mechanics (QM/MM). Here, the system can be parti-

tioned into three regions, where the central region is treated using QM and comprises the solute and

some explicit solvent molecules. This central part is embedded within a second layer and contains

more explicit solvent molecules but is treated using MM. Finally, both aforementioned regions are

embedded within a third layer, where the solvent is described using implicit models and represents

the bulk solvent. This hybrid approach allows the local region of interest to be modeled with the

accuracy of QM without subjecting the entire system to the typically higher computational costs

that come with QM. However, care must be taken to ensure the various interfaces between the re-

gions are modeled appropriately, and some studies have also observed a dependency on the number

of added explicit solvent molecules.196

The Electrode Surface

The Electronic Structure Method

In order to simulate metal electrodeposition, atomistic models need to include an appropriate de-

scription of the electrode surface onto which metals will be deposited. The extended surface model

and the choice of quantum mechanical method thus need to correctly account for the rich diversity

of interactions that are present at adsorbate-electrode interfaces. Such interactions include hybrid
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organic-inorganic, long-range van der Waals, and long-range electrostatic interactions of charged

species.

Kohn-Sham DFT144,145 is one of the most commonly used electronic structure methods to de-

scribe extended surfaces197 and materials.198 Within DFT, increasingly accurate density-functional

approximations are being developed199 that can represent the energetics and electronic structure of

complex materials. To describe electrified solid-liquid interfaces efficiently, a pragmatic selection

of well-tested density-functional approximations that balance computational efficiency and predic-

tive accuracy is required.197,198 For example, a posteriori long-range dispersion corrections, such

as the Grimme200–204 and Tkatchenko-Scheffler205–212 families, to generalized gradient approxi-

mations have been shown to provide a reliably accurate representation of adsorption structures and

energetics. However, considering the existing limitations in the quantitative experimental charac-

terization of electrochemical systems in general, and the kinetics and dynamics of electrodeposition

in particular, the accuracy of existing density-functional approximations and dispersion correction

schemes is currently not the limiting factor in atomistic electrodeposition simulations. Neverthe-

less, the choice of quantum mechanical method used remains key for the accurate modeling of

processes at electrode surfaces.

However, the intrinsic computational scalability of DFT and even beyond-DFT, such as wave-

function methods and many-body perturbation theory, provides a challenge for systems compris-

ing more than a few hundred atoms, which can often be the case for complex electrode surfaces.

DFT typically has a formal O(N3) scaling, while higher-level ab initio wavefunction methods can

formally scale beyond O(N6) (where N is the number of basis functions). Semi-empirical tight-

binding methods, such as density functional tight-binding,213 have grown in popularity as they

comprise a good compromise between computational cost and accuracy and have been success-

fully employed to study the electrodeposition of metals.214 However, tight-binding parameteri-

zations are typically developed for a particular subset of elements for a specific purpose, which

23



means they possess low transferability. Furthermore, only a few reliable parameterizations there-

fore currently exist for metal-organic interfaces,214–217 which can be problematic for describing

metal electrodeposition on carbonaceous electrodes, such as graphite/graphene and boron-doped

diamond, or even for multimetallic systems. For these reasons, DFT is still typically more popular

than tight-binding methods. However, newer semi-empirical methods, such as xTB, have sought

to correct for this drawback by employing a global and element-specific parameterization,218,219

rather than the element pair-specific parameters employed within density functional tight-binding.

Machine-learned interatomic potentials (MLIPs) are another methodology that can offer high

computational efficiency and perform calculations at an ab initio-level of accuracy, if the appro-

priate training data is supplied. Currently, most MLIPs do not sufficiently capture long-range

electrostatics and thus will likely not suffice for electrochemical simulations, which require long-

range interactions to also be described, though some studies have successfully captured long-range

effects within short-ranged MLIPs.153–161 It should be noted though, that while there exists no

universally best MLIP for every problem (as any pair of optimization algorithms should be equiv-

alent when their performances are averaged over all possible problems220), for practical purposes,

care must be taken to ensure the atomic environment is appropriately represented by the machine

learning architecture.

Quantum mechanical methods can be used to elucidate many key interactions and processes in

electrodeposition. For example, DFT (or an alternative method) can be used to conduct single-point

energy calculations or geometry optimizations, the latter resulting in a structure that is an energetic

minimum on the potential energy surface. It should be noted that the relaxed structure could be

a local minimum rather than a global minimum; various algorithmic processes exist that can be

used in conjunction with quantum mechanical methods to identify global and local minima.221–223

Quantum mechanical methods such as DFT and even semi-empirical methods224 typically also

permit the calculation of the electronic density of states, which can be used to elucidate various
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interactions. For example, if a copper cation is a few angstroms away from the cathode surface,

its projected electronic density of states will be centered at the Fermi level and will contain one

electron in the 4s orbital; if it has been deposited, it will have a much broader density of states.89

Such interactions can also be extracted from some machine learning frameworks, which have been

developed to predict the electronic properties; such approaches retain full access to the electronic

structure at forcefield-level efficiency while capturing QM in an analytically differentiable repre-

sentation.225

Structural Model of the Electrode Surface

For homogeneous electrode surfaces which are atomically flat, periodic boundary conditions can

be used as an effective method to model extended surfaces and interfaces.197 Here, the surface

can be represented as a repeated slab, which is trivially defined using a unit cell that is infinitely

repeated in three directions. For a surface, it is important to ensure the unit cell possesses a large

enough vacuum in the z−direction to avoid periodic images from interacting with each other.197

The unit cell should also be large enough to ensure calculations do not suffer from finite size ef-

fects;197 this can be assessed by performing convergence tests on different unit cell sizes. The

reader is directed to Hofmann et al. 197 for a more detailed review on the repeated slab approach

and practical considerations.

However, the surfaces of many electrode materials, particularly semiconducting electrodes, of-

ten possess a high degree of heterogeneity and can include structural defects such as point defects,

dopants, dislocations, and lower coverages. In fact, defect sites within electrode surfaces have

been shown to anchor and stabilize metal nanostructures.108,226 This stronger interaction between

the nanostructure and the defect site can increase the reactivity exhibited by the supported nanos-

tructure227–231 in catalytic reactions. Atomistic simulations thus need to be able to account for the

heterogeneity of such electrode surfaces. Modeling isolated defects at extended surfaces can be

challenging with periodic boundary conditions, as isolated defects within the unit cell acquire a pe-
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riodicity which can be unphysical. Furthermore, some doped electrode materials typically possess

a relatively low dopant concentration e.g. the dopant concentration within boron-doped diamond

electrodes is typically around 0.1%.232 To model such an electrode surface using periodic bound-

ary conditions would necessitate a very large unit cell, which can be computationally intractable

with higher-level theories.

The challenges associated with the periodic representation of defects can be overcome by creat-

ing truncated cluster models. However, this removes the long-range properties of any bulk material

and such calculations can be plagued by spurious finite size effects. Embedded cluster calculations

are a viable alternative to periodic slab calculations as they acknowledge the intrinsic locality of

surface defect chemistry and permit isolated defects to be modeled whilst breaking translational

periodicity. Embedded cluster models have been treated using a variety of approaches, such as

QM/QM,233 MM/MM and QM/MM, though care must be taken to ensure the embedded region is

truncated appropriately, and the interface between the embedded and embedding regions is treated

correctly. Such embedded cluster models are also typically computationally cheaper, which makes

the application of higher-level theories more straightforward.

Figure 6. Schematic of how electrode surfaces can be represented within atomistic simulations.
For well-defined pristine areas, the electrode can be modeled as a repeated slab via a unit cell
to define periodic boundary conditions. For local areas of interest, such as a defect (shown as a
yellow X), the surface can be modeled using an embedded cluster approach and partitioned into
different regions, shown in blue and green. The electrode surface shown is an atomistic model of
an oxygen-terminated polycrystalline boron-doped diamond electrode.26,108,234
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Simulation of Electrodeposition Processes

Here, we review current atomistic simulation methods and how they capture the elementary steps

of electrodeposition described in Figure 1.

Electrodiffusion of Solvated Ions

The most common atomistic simulation method to model diffusion is molecular dynamics (MD).

MD simulations make use of interaction potentials, and the dynamics of particles (ions, atoms or

molecules) are described by numerically integrating Newton’s equations of motion, with the forces

being computed as the derivatives of the interaction potential. MD simulations that run for long

enough should be able to describe the dynamical and structural properties at finite temperatures,

as well as the thermodynamic equilibrium. Furthermore, each atomistic trajectory resulting from

an MD run allows for the complex mechanisms that drive (electro)chemical processes to be iden-

tified. MD simulations, however, cannot easily reach timescales beyond nanoseconds and, without

any form of enhanced sampling, cannot describe rare events such as electrodeposition, which can

occur over a timescale of seconds. Furthermore, by treating atoms classically, MD alone can only

calculate the positions, accelerations and forces of atoms. As protons and electrons cannot be ex-

plicitly modeled, key electrochemical processes such as proton conduction cannot be simulated by

MD alone. Ab initio MD has become popular as it allows for electronic interactions to be included

within simulations. Unlike classical MD, ab initio MD uses a first-principles method, typically

DFT, to calculate forces by solving the time-dependent Schrödinger equation. While ab initio MD

can be more accurate than classical MD, the additional complexity introduced by taking into ac-

count the QM interactions results in a much higher computational cost.

An alternative to MD are Monte Carlo simulations, which randomly sample potential config-

urations of a system rather than solve Newton’s equations of motions. Monte Carlo simulations

can therefore be used to gain insights into the probabilistic nature of metal cation motion, as well
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as other quantities such as the distribution of electrodeposited metal atoms. However, they cannot

directly extract dynamical observables connected to time-correlated functions, such as diffusion

rates. Kinetic Monte Carlo235 simulations analyze the time evolution of a system based on the

rates of different elementary processes. In fact, kinetic Monte Carlo simulations are particularly

useful for studying rare events and processes that occur over large timescales, which are typically

not computationally feasible with conventional MD or DFT, making them very applicable for the

description of diffusion phenomena during electrodeposition.236–240

Electron Transfer Reactions

Commonly, model Hamiltonians are used to describe interactions between solvated species and

the electrode surface and to represent the electronic structure of the system. This is achieved via

the inclusion of terms that represent the electronic states of the system and by defining the energy

levels of electrons within various species. Other terms that are included within the model Hamilto-

nian account for Coulombic repulsion (for electron-electron interactions during electron transfer)

and hybridization terms (for the overlap between orbitals on the adsorbed metal species and the

electrode surface) which can influence the probability of electron transfer occurring.

The Newns-Anderson model Hamiltonian90,91 is a very popular framework that has been used

to describe electronic interactions during atomistic simulations of electrodeposition. This frame-

work reduces the complexity of the system while capturing the essential components of electron

transfer. However, there are several limitations of the Newns-Anderson model Hamiltonian, such

as the absence of electron correlation and the assumption that the electronic coupling between the

electrode and the electrolyte is constant. Solvent effects are also not accounted for, rendering the

Newns-Anderson Hamiltonian inappropriate for describing electron transfer processes in highly

polarized solvents, and the adiabatic approximation is assumed to be valid, where atomic positions

are assumed to not instantaneously change with electronic states during electron transfer, which

is inappropriate for describing non-adiabatic effects such as coupled electron-proton transfer or
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dynamically induced electron transfer.

Extensions to the Newns-Anderson model Hamiltonian have been developed to explicitly in-

clude key microscopic parameters in a single formulation.97,241–244 For example, inspired by Mar-

cus theory,87 the Schmickler-Newns-Anderson Hamiltonian241,242 was developed to describe elec-

trochemical electron transfer by incorporating the effect of the solvent. Recently, the Schmickler-

Newns-Anderson Hamiltonian has been further modified to account for the electrostatic interaction

between the electrode and the redox couple95,245,246 and is expressed as the sum of four terms:

H=Hel +Hsol +Hint +Hφ (15)

where Hel is the electronic contribution and for reactant and electrode surface orbitals (a and k,

respectively), can be expressed as:

Hel = εa(d)n̂a +∑
k

εkn̂k +∑
k

(
Vk(d)c+k ca +V ∗

k (d)c
+
a ck

)
(16)

where εa is the electronic energy of the redox couple, d is the distance between the metal cation

and the electrode, n̂ is the operator for the occupation number of the redox orbital, and Vk is the

interaction parameter that characterizes the strength of electronic interactions.95,245 The last term

in Equation (16) accounts for electron transfer between the metal cation and the electrode surface,

with c+ and c denoting creation and annihilation operators, respectively.245 As the metal cation

approaches the electrode surface, εa will shift towards the Fermi level of the electrode.244,245,247

This phenomenon is referred to as Fermi level pinning and occurs due to the stabilization of the

cation by the electric field of the cathode and the interaction with the electronic states of the elec-

trode.
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The solvent contribution for classical nuclei, Hsol in Equation (15), is given by:

Hsol =
1
2

h̄ω(p2 +q2) (17)

where h̄ is the Planck constant, ω is the solvent frequency, p is the solvent momentum, and q is

the solvent reorganization coordinate. The interaction energy, Hint in Equation (15), between the

solvent and the reactant linearly depends on the solvent coordinate and the coupling strength, g:

Hint = (z−n)h̄ωgq (18)

Finally, the electrostatic interaction between the redox couple and the electrode surface, Hφ in

Equation (15), can be expressed as:

Hφ = (z−n)φ(d) (19)

where zφ(d) represents a repulsive Coulombic interaction between the redox couple center and the

electrode and thus possesses an opposite sign to the electrostatic potential obtained from electronic

structure calculations, where the electrostatic potential is calculated from the perspective of elec-

trons.95 The right-hand side of Equation (19) reflects the change in Coulombic interaction due to

reduction and as φ(d) increases, the stabilization due to reduction increases.

The extended Hamiltonian in Equation (15) contains information about both pre-exponential

factor and the free energy barrier in Equation (8), and can thus be used to calculate both adiabatic

and non-adiabatic OS-ET rates.241 As atomistic simulations can be used to obtain all the quantities

that enter Equation (15), it becomes much easier to gain a physical and chemical understanding of

OS-ET kinetics.
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Electronucleation

Simulating the amalgamation of surface-adsorbed metal atoms to form metal nanostructures is

computationally expensive due to the large number of degrees of freedom and the sheer number

of nucleation pathways possible. Some studies investigate the atom-by-atom growth of nanostruc-

tures via single-atom absorption, but as mentioned above, this does not hold in reality as entire

clusters can merge or fragment. However, analyzing how adsorption energies, cohesive energies,

and interatomic distances change as a function of nanostructure size can still provide many valu-

able insights.228,248

However, for a given atom count, metal nanostructures can exhibit numerous metastable ge-

ometries. Experimentally, the determination of the geometric ground state of surface-adsorbed

nanoclusters is very difficult, and simulations are much more promising for providing insights.

However, the reliable identification and optimization of surface-adsorbed metal nanostructures is

particularly challenging due to the structural complexity and the large number of degrees of free-

dom, such as the number of possible metastable geometries, adsorption site, and surface cover-

age.197 Algorithmic approaches such as basin-221,222 and minima-hopping223 can be used to iden-

tify global and local minima. Recently, nested sampling has been extended to calculate coverage-

temperature adsorbate phase diagrams by incorporating all relevant configurational contributions

to the free energy.249 However, an additional complexity is introduced when attempting to realize

the configuration under certain electrochemical conditions.

Isaev et al. 132 sought to study the time dependence of the radius of a single hemispherical nan-

ocluster electrodeposited onto an electrode. In particular, they proposed models of formation and

diffusion-controlled growth of a new-phase nanocluster for potentiostatic electrodeposition, cyclic

voltammetry, and galvanostatic electrodeposition. The nanocluster growth rate during galvanos-

tatic deposition was found to be much lower than under potentiostatic condition due to the drop in

the overpotential that occurs after formation of the nanocluster. However, at larger currents, mul-
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tiple nucleation will occur and increasing the concentration of the depositing cations would cause

the number of clusters to decrease and each cluster size to increase.

Capabilities of Software Packages

In order to simulate electrodeposition, users should seek to use established software packages that

can account for key electrochemical variables such as solvation effects. The choice of software

should be influenced by the task at hand. A good software package should be well-documented

and easy to use. Furthermore, softwares should possess efficient computational scalability across

multiple cores as atomistic simulations of complex processes such as electrodeposition can be

computationally expensive. To this end, several software packages have impressive parallelism

of calculations over central processing units (CPUs) and have started to support acceleration of

calculations with graphical processing units (GPUs),250–254 which can be useful for improving

the computational tractability of large systems and complex simulations. Many of the software

packages mentioned below are also currently undergoing development to enable integration with

machine learning models. This section seeks to provide a non-exhaustive list of software packages

for atomistically simulating the various aspects of metal electrodeposition. For a more beginners’

introduction to computational modeling techniques, see Ismail et al. 255 .

While there are numerous software packages that contain DFT implementations; David Sherrill

et al. 256 is a useful resource that lists the several electronic structure packages that exist. Solid-state

codes for condensed-phase systems are generally more applicable than molecular codes. Exam-

ples of such codes include (in alphabetical order): the wavelet code BigDFT,257 the plane-wave

pseudopotential code CASTEP,258 CP2K,259 the all-electron numeric atomic orbital code FHI-

aims,260 the Python-based projector augmented-wave code GPAW,254,261,262 NWChem,263,264 the

linear-scaling code ONETEP,265 the Python-based PYSCF,266,267 QUANTUM ESPRESSO,268,269

TURBOMOLE,270 and VASP.271 There are many factors to consider when selecting which DFT
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software package to use. One important choice is the type of basis set, used to represent the

Kohn-Sham orbitals. Plane wave approaches rely on delocalized basis functions but require a

special treatment for the core electrons, which can be treated using pseudopotentials or projector-

augmented waves.197 In contrast, atom-centered basis functions are centered on the nuclei and

more natively describe core electrons.197 However, it should be noted that simulations employ-

ing plane wave and atom-centered basis functions should give the same results in the converged

limit.272 If tight-binding methods are desired in preference to DFT, then software packages such

as DFTB+273 and xTB218,219 can be used to perform atomistic simulations, though care must be

taken when selecting parameter sets.

Most DFT software packages include a wide range of density-functional approximations that

can be used for calculations, with many of them having interfaces to the LIBXC199 library of func-

tionals. In addition, most softwares also include dispersion corrections, with many of them in-

terfacing with standalone programs such as DFT-D4274 or libraries such as libMBD212 or libvd-

wxc.275 Many packages now include implementations of implicit solvation models that can be

combined alongside QM methods such as DFT, which is key for simulating electrodeposition.

Quantum mechanical software packages that allow for a grand-canonical treatment of the sys-

tem include CP2K,259 GPAW,254,261,262 QUANTUM ESPRESSO,268,269 and VASP,271 among oth-

ers. DFT calculators supported within the popular Python-based ASE276 can also be turned into

GC-DFT calculators by changing only around 20 lines of code, as shown by Melander 143 . ASE

itself provides interfaces to many software packages that can be used as calculators for many

purposes such as energy calculations, geometry optimizations, and other complex algorithmic pro-

cesses such as nudged elastic band for transition path calculations and global structure searches.276

Recently, the Python-based matscipy package was published, which is interoperable with ASE

and includes a matscipy.electrochemistry module to permit electrochemical simulations that

describe the motion and spatial distribution of charged species within an external electric field.277
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The matscipy.electrochemistry module includes tools that sample discrete coordinate sets

from continuum fields and apply steric corrections to avoid any overlap between species.277 It can

therefore be used to generate molecular coordinates that resemble ionic distributions within an

electrochemical double layer which can be used as the initial configuration for atomistic simula-

tions.

Many software packages also have the ability to interface with others, which can be particu-

larly useful for embedded cluster calculations, for example. Softwares such as the aforementioned

Python-based ASE276 and ChemShell278 implement a modular approach to embedded cluster

models, where a variety of QM and MM codes can be called upon to evaluate the energies and

gradients of the various partitioned regions. ChemShell, scriptable using either the Tcl or Python

programming languages,278 can call upon numerous QM and MM codes. The recent Atomic Sim-

ulation Interface (ASI), which has a native C-style API, also defines a set of functions that support

both classical and ab initio MD, and hybrid QM/MM calculations.279 ASI provides an efficient

way to import and export large arrays from electronic structure codes, such as the Hamiltonian,

overlap, and density matrices, that are typically monolithic and can be used to develop universal

and interoperable codes without sacrificing efficiency for portability.279

Large-scale molecular mechanical modeling of materials are most efficiently achieved with es-

tablished softwares such as DL_POLY,280 the Python-based HOOMD-blue,281 and LAMMPS.282

LAMMPS in particular is well-equipped to conduct electrochemical simulations, comprising im-

plementations of packages such as ELECTRODE,283 which enable computationally efficient simu-

lations of electrochemical reactions, electrode potentials, and ion transport within an electrochemi-

cal cell. MD simulations have become increasingly popular as they are computationally well-suited

to capitalize upon the hardware speedups bestowed by Moore’s law and the resulting large-scale

parallelism over both CPUs and GPUs in recent years.282 Efficient MD codes can therefore be

used to simulate systems from atomic to mesoscale length scales at picosecond to microsecond
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timescales.282 Within MD, the computational cost for models with short-range interactions has

formal linear scaling i.e. O(N), and long-range Coulombic interactions have formal O
(
N log(N)

)
scaling.282

Applications and Challenges

New experimental techniques are emerging that can provide valuable data to support and validate

atomistic simulations. For example, electron microscopy methods have been a popular choice to

study metal electrodeposition due to the high resolution they offer.26,284–287 Scanning transmis-

sion electron microscopy has been shown to be capable of dynamically visualizing the early stages

of electronucleation for metals such as gold, with structural resolution on the atomic scale and

time resolution defined by the sequential analysis of short electrodeposition runs (several millisec-

onds of deposition per run).26 Transmission electron microscopy has also been used to study the

electrodeposition of metals such as lithium, silver, nickel and platinum at submicroscopic reso-

lution.284–289 Several studies also report the use of scanning electron microscopy to investigate

metal electrodeposition.286,290,291 While liquid-cell transmission electron microscopy has made

lots of progress in monitoring dynamic electrochemical systems,292,293 it has limited resolution

due to factors such as electron-beam-induced gas bubble formation and electron scattering in the

liquid;26 in contrast, ex situ aberration-corrected scanning transmission electron microscopy is not

only capable of resolving single atoms but can be used to quantify the number of atoms within a

particle.26,294

In contrast, scanning probe methods such as scanning tunnelling microscopy and atomic force

microscopy generate images of surfaces using a physical probe that scans the sample.295 Both

atomic force microscopy296 and scanning tunnelling microscopy297–303 are capable of analyzing

the influence of current on the electrodeposited structure at submicroscopic resolutions. Scanning
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electrochemical cell microscopy has also been used to study the initial electronucleation stages

and mobility of metals such as platinum,304 copper,305 iron306 and silver,25 and has gained much

attention307–309 due to its ability to routinely operate at submicroscopic scales.305,310,311 Other

microscopy techniques such as surface plasmon resonance microscopy312 and dark-field scatter-

ing microscopy313,314 also exist and have been used to investigate metal electrodeposition. Sur-

face plasmon resonance microscopy is a non-intrusive optical technique that is highly sensitive

to nanoscopic objects, while dark-field scattering microscopy has a relatively simple experimen-

tal setup that can directly probe the plasmonic properties of individual structures and allow for

correlation with electron microscopy.313,314 Their performance, however, is restricted by the very

small field of view which increases the difficulty in acquiring quantitative data on electronucle-

ation.312,313 Wide-field surface plasmon resonance microscopy, however, removes this constraint

and allows for the growth of hundreds of nuclei to be tracked simultaneously at a reasonable time

resolution (∼1 s).312

Advancements in the theory and atomistic simulation of metal electrodeposition have helped

to elucidate many phenomena. However, several open challenges remain that hinder the full real-

ization of accurate models. One primary challenge is the precise modeling of the electrochemical

interface. The dynamic nature of this interface requires sophisticated simulation methods capable

of capturing these nuances. Additionally, incorporating quantum mechanical effects into large-

scale simulations without incurring prohibitive computational costs is an ongoing challenge.

To model electrodeposition, the electrosorption, electron transfer, on-surface migration and nu-

cleation processes need to be captured. So far, no simulation approach exists that captures all these

aspects atomistically. Bridging the gap between the femtosecond timescales of electron transfer

and atomic motions, and the multisecond timescales of electrodeposition processes demands the

development of advanced algorithmic approaches. Understanding electronucleation and growth

mechanisms at the atomic level, particularly the role of surface defects and heterogeneities, pose

additional challenges. The effects of solvent molecules and ions, including solvation dynamics and
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ion pairing, further complicate these simulations. Continuum and atomistic approaches need to be

combined to create multiscale approaches that can be to used to tackle such challenges. It is evident

that MLIPs and other ML surrogate models coupled with electronic structure theory315 will have

to play a crucial role in developing a unified multi-scale modelling description of electrodeposition.

Both theory and experiment will be needed to answer the open questions in the field. In terms

of electronucleation, this includes consideration of non-classical growth pathways such as surface

migration, aggregation and coalescence of small nanoclusters;25,118 formation of metastable clus-

ters into crystalline nanoparticles;26 and nucleation and dissolution events that occur before stable

nuclei form.316 Other open questions111,317 include why the measured number of nuclei is higher

than the calculated number of active sites and why single atoms are so stable. With the emergence

of improved simulation methods and experiments with high spatial and temporal resolution, there

is promise for these open questions to be answered in the near future.

Acknowledgement

This work, in part, builds on S.C.’s doctoral thesis.248 This work was funded by the EPSRC Centre

for Doctoral Training in Diamond Science and Technology [EP/L015315/1], the Research De-

velopment Fund of the University of Warwick, Wellcome Leap as part of the Quantum for Bio

Program, the UKRI Future Leaders Fellowship programme [MR/S016023/1 and MR/X023109/1],

and a UKRI Frontier research grant [EP/X014088/1].

References

(1) Ko, S. H.; Park, I.; Pan, H.; Grigoropoulos, C. P.; Pisano, A. P.; Luscombe, C. K.; Fréchet, J.

M. J. Direct Nanoimprinting of Metal Nanoparticles for Nanoscale Electronics Fabrication.

Nano Lett. 2007, 7, 1869–1877.

37



(2) Chen, H. L.; Chuang, S. Y.; Cheng, H. C.; Lin, C. H.; Chu, T. C. Directly patterning metal

films by nanoimprint lithography with low-temperature and low-pressure. Microelectron.

Eng. 2006, 83, 893–896.

(3) Sharma, J.; Chhabra, R.; Yan, H.; Liu, Y. pH-driven conformational switch of “i-motif”

DNA for the reversible assembly of gold nanoparticles. Chem. Commun. 2007, 477–479.

(4) Ahn, J.; Jung, J. H. pH-driven Assembly and Disassembly Behaviors of DNA-modified Au

and Fe3O4@SiO2 Nanoparticles. Bull. Korean Chem. Soc. 2015, 36, 1922–1925.

(5) Lalander, C. H.; Zheng, Y.; Dhuey, S.; Cabrini, S.; Bach, U. DNA-Directed Self-Assembly

of Gold Nanoparticles onto Nanopatterned Surfaces: Controlled Placement of Individual

Nanoparticles into Regular Arrays. ACS Nano 2010, 4, 6153–6161.

(6) Sharma, J.; Chhabra, R.; Liu, Y.; Ke, Y.; Yan, H. DNA-Templated Self-Assembly of Two-

Dimensional and Periodical Gold Nanoparticle Arrays. Angew. Chem. 2006, 118, 744–749.

(7) Zhang, J.; Liu, Y.; Ke, Y.; Yan, H. Periodic Square-Like Gold Nanoparticle Arrays Tem-

plated by Self-Assembled 2D DNA Nanogrids on a Surface. Nano Lett. 2006, 6, 248–251.

(8) Liu, S.; Maoz, R.; Sagiv, J. Planned Nanostructures of Colloidal Gold via Self-Assembly on

Hierarchically Assembled Organic Bilayer Template Patterns with In-situ Generated Termi-

nal Amino Functionality. Nano Lett. 2004, 4, 845–851.

(9) Khatri, O. P.; Han, J.; Ichii, T.; Murase, K.; Sugimara, H. Self-Assembly Guided One-

Dimensional Arrangement of Gold Nanoparticles: A Facile Approach. J. Phys. Chem. C

2008, 112, 16182–16185.

(10) Li, B.; Lu, G.; Zhou, X.; Cao, X.; Boey, F.; Zhang, H. Controlled Assembly of Gold

Nanoparticles and Graphene Oxide Sheets on Dip Pen Nanolithography-Generated Tem-

plates. Langmuir 2009, 25, 10455–10458.

38



(11) Liu, S.; Maoz, R.; Schmid, G.; Sagiv, J. Template Guided Self-Assembly of [Au55] Clusters

on Nanolithographically Defined Monolayer Patterns. Nano Lett. 2002, 2, 1055–1060.

(12) Ofir, Y.; Samanta, B.; Xiao, Q.; Jordan, B. J.; Xu, H.; Arumugam, P.; Arvizo, R.; Tuomi-

nen, M. T.; Rotello, V. M. Polyelectrolyte Negative Resist Patterns as Templates for the

Electrostatic Assembly of Nanoparticles and Electroless Deposition of Metallic Films. Adv.

Mater. 2008, 20, 2561–2566.

(13) Mariano, R. G.; McKelvey, K.; White, H. S.; Kanan, M. W. Selective increase in CO2

electroreduction activity at grain–boundary surface terminations. Science 2017, 358, 1187–

1192.

(14) Kim, T. W.; Choi, K. Nanoporous BiVO4 Photoanodes with Dual–Layer Oxygen Evolution

Catalysts for Solar Water Splitting. Science 2014, 343, 990–996.

(15) Wang, C.; Waje, M.; Wang, X.; Tang, J. M.; Haddon, R. C.; Yan, Proton Exchange Mem-

brane Fuel Cells with Carbon Nanotube Based Electrodes. Nano Lett. 2004, 4, 345–348.

(16) Andricacos, P. C.; Uzoh, C.; Dukovic, J. O.; Horkans, J.; Deligianni, H. Damascene copper

electroplating for chip interconnections. IBM J. Res. Develop. 1998, 42, 567–574.

(17) Chyan, Y.; Chyan, O. Metal Electrodeposition on an Integrated, Screen-Printed Electrode

Assembly. J. Chem. Educ. 2008, 85, 565–567.

(18) Schwöbel, S. D.; Meinhold, V.; Mehner, T.; Lampke, T. Mathematical modeling and sim-

ulation of the dissolution of zinc anodes in industrial electroplating. IOP Conf. Ser. Mater.

Sci. Eng. 2021, 1147, 012006.

(19) Fink, C. G.; Dokras, V. M. Electrodeposition and Electrowinning of Germanium. J. Elec-

trochem. Soc. 1949, 95, 80–97.

39



(20) Ilea, P.; Popescu, I.-C.; Urdǎ, M.; Oniciu, L. The electrodeposition of manganese from aque-

ous solutions of MnSO4. IV: Electrowinning by galvanostatic electrolysis. Hydrometallurgy

1997, 46, 149–156.

(21) Saba, A. E.; Elsherief, A. E. Continuous electrowinning of zinc. Hydrometallurgy 2000, 54,

91–106.

(22) Zhou, M.; Dick, J. E.; Bard, A. J. Electrodeposition of Isolated Platinum Atoms and Clusters

on Bismuth—Characterization and Electrocatalysis. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2017, 139, 17677–

17682.

(23) Kale, M. B.; Borse, R. A.; Gomaa Abdelkader Mohamed, A.; Wang, Y. Electrocatalysts

by Electrodeposition: Recent Advances, Synthesis Methods, and Applications in Energy

Conversion. Adv. Funct. Mater. 2021, 31, 2101313.

(24) Bernal Lopez, M.; Ustarroz, J. Electrodeposition of nanostructured catalysts for electro-

chemical energy conversion: Current trends and innovative strategies. Curr. Opin. Elec-

trochem. 2021, 27, 100688.

(25) Lai, S. C. S.; Lazenby, R. A.; Kirkman, P. M.; Unwin, P. R. Nucleation, aggregative growth

and detachment of metal nanoparticles during electrodeposition at electrode surfaces. Chem.

Sci. 2015, 6, 1126–1138.

(26) Hussein, H. E. M.; Maurer, R. J.; Amari, H.; Peters, J. J. P.; Meng, L.; Beanland, R.; New-

ton, M. E.; Macpherson, J. V. Tracking Metal Electrodeposition Dynamics from Nucleation

and Growth of a Single Atom to a Crystalline Nanoparticle. ACS Nano 2018, 12, 7388–

7396.

(27) Noori, Y. J.; Thomas, S.; Ramadan, S.; Smith, D. E.; Greenacre, V. K.; Abdelazim, N.;

Han, Y.; Beanland, R.; Hector, A. L.; Klein, N.; Reid, G.; Bartlett, P. N.; Kees de

Groot, C. H. Large-Area Electrodeposition of Few-Layer MoS2 on Graphene for 2D Mate-

rial Heterostructures. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2020, 44, 49786–49794.

40



(28) Moehl, G. E.; Bartlett, P. N.; Hector, A. L. Using GISAXS to Detect Correlations between

the Locations of Gold Particles Electrodeposited from an Aqueous Solution. Langmuir

2020, 36, 4432–4438.

(29) Abdelazim, N. M.; Noori, Y. J.; Thomas, S.; Greenacre, V. K.; Han, Y.; Smith, D. E.; Pi-

ana, G.; Zhelev, N.; Hector, A. L.; Beanland, R.; Reid, G.; Bartlett, P. N.; de Groot, C. H.

Lateral Growth of MoS2 2D Material Semiconductors Over an Insulator Via Electrodeposi-

tion. Adv. Electron. Mater. 2021, 7, 2100419.

(30) Thomas, S.; Greenacre, K., V; Smith, D. E.; Noori, Y. J.; Abdelazim, N. M.; Hector, A. L.;

(Kees) de Groot, C. H.; Levason, W.; Bartlett, P. N.; Reid, G. Tungsten disulfide thin films

via electrodeposition from a single source precursor. Chem. Commun. 2021, 57, 10194–

10197.

(31) Sundararaman, R.; Goddard III, W. A.; Arias, T. A. Grand canonical electronic density-

functional theory: Algorithms and applications to electrochemistry. J. Chem. Phys. 2017,

146, 114104.

(32) Melander, M. M.; Kuisma, M. J.; Christensen, T. E. K.; Honkala, K. Grand-canonical ap-

proach to density functional theory of electrocatalytic systems: Thermodynamics of solid-

liquid interfaces at constant ion and electrode potentials. J. Chem. Phys. 2019, 150, 041706.

(33) Trindell, J. A.; Duan, Z.; Henkelman, G.; Crooks, R. M. Well-Defined Nanoparticle Elec-

trocatalysts for the Refinement of Theory. Chem. Rev. 2020, 120, 814–850.

(34) Santos, E.; Schmickler, W. Models of Electron Transfer at Different Electrode Materials.

Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10581–10598.

(35) Warburton, R. E.; Soudackov, A. V.; Hammes-Schiffer, S. Theoretical Modeling of Electro-

chemical Proton-Coupled Electron Transfer. Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10599–10650.

41



(36) Groß, A. Fundamental Challenges for Modeling Electrochemical Energy Storage Systems

at the Atomic Scale. Top. Curr. Chem. (Z) 2018, 376, 17.

(37) Melander, M. M.; Laurila, T. T.; Laasonen, K. Atomic-Scale Modelling of Electrochemical

Systems; John Wiley & Sons Ltd, 2021.

(38) Sundararaman, R.; Vigil-Fowler, D.; Schwarz, K. Improving the Accuracy of Atomistic

Simulations of the Electrochemical Interface. Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10651–10674.

(39) Zhao, X.; Levell, Z. H.; Yu, S.; Liu, Y. Atomistic Understanding of Two-dimensional Elec-

trocatalysts from First Principles. Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10675–10709.

(40) Zhu, Z.; Luo, X.; Paddison, S. J. Coarse-Grained Modeling of Ion-Containing Polymers.

Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10710–10745.

(41) Bui, J. C.; Lees, E. W.; Pant, L. M.; Zenyuk, I. V.; Bell, A. T.; Weber, A. Z. Continuum Mod-

eling of Porous Electrodes for Electrochemical Synthesis. Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 11022–

11084.

(42) Dattila, F.; Rohit Seemakurthi, R.; Zhou, Y.; López, N. Modeling Operando Electrochemical

CO2 Reduction. Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 11085–11130.

(43) Yang, X.-H.; Zhuang, Y.-B.; Zhu, J.-X.; Le, J.-B.; Cheng, J. Recent progress on multiscale

modeling of electrochemistry. WIREs Comput. Mol. Sci. 2022, 12, e1559.

(44) Yu, L.; Chen, X.; Yao, N.; Gao, Y.-C.; Zhang, Q. Constant-potential molecular dynamics

simulation and its application in rechargeable batteries. J. Mater. Chem. A 2023, 11, 11078–

11088.

(45) Melander, M. M. Frozen or dynamic? — An atomistic simulation perspective on the

timescales of electrochemical reactions. Electrochim. Acta 2023, 446, 142095.

(46) Groß, A. Challenges in the modeling of elementary steps in electrocatalysis. Curr. Opin.

Electrochem. 2023, 37, 101170.

42



(47) Groß, A.; Sakong, S. Ab Initio Simulations of Water/Metal Interfaces. Chem. Rev. 2022,

122, 10746–10776.

(48) Ringe, S.; Hörmann, N. G.; Oberhofer, H.; Reuter, K. Implicit Solvation Methods for Catal-

ysis at Electrified Interfaces. Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10777–10820.

(49) Lombardo, T. et al. Artificial Intelligence Applied to Battery Research: Hype or Reality?

Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10899–10969.

(50) Yao, N.; Chen, X.; Fu, Z.-H.; Zhang, Q. Applying Classical, Ab Initio, and Machine-

Learning Molecular Dynamics Simulations to the Liquid Electrolyte for Rechargeable Bat-

teries. Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10970–11021.

(51) Wu, J. Understanding the Electric Double-Layer Structure, Capacitance, and Charging Dy-

namics. Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10821–10859.

(52) Jeanmairet, G.; Rotenberg, B.; Salanne, M. Microscopic Simulations of Electrochemical

Double-Layer Capacitors. Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10860–10898.

(53) Koper, M. T. M.; Weber, A. Z.; Chan, K.; Cheng, J. Introduction: Computational Electro-

chemistry. Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 10579–10580.

(54) Gamburg, Y. D.; Zangari, G. Theory and Practice of Metal Electrodeposition; Springer,

2011.

(55) Fick, A. On liquid diffusion. London, Edinburgh Dublin Philos. Mag. J. Sci. 1855, 10, 30–

39.

(56) Marshall, G.; Molina, F. V.; Soba, A. Ion transport in thin cell electrodeposition: modelling

three-ion electrolytes in dense branched morphology under constant voltage and current

conditions. Electrochim. Acta 2005, 50, 3436–3445.

43



(57) Vazquez-Arenas, J.; Ortiz-Rodriguez, E.; Ricardez-Sandoval, L. A. A computational labo-

ratory on the role of mass transport contributions in electrochemical systems: Copper depo-

sition. Educ. Chem. Eng. 2009, 4, 43–49.

(58) He, X.; Azarian, M. H.; Pecht, M. G. Analysis of the Kinetics of Electrochemical Migration

on Printed Circuit Boards Using Nernst-Planck Transport Equation. Electrochim. Acta 2014,

142, 1–10.

(59) Bedolla-Hernández, M.; Rosano-Ortega, G.; Sánchez-Ruiz, F. J.; Bedolla-Hernández, J.;

Schabes-Retchkiman, P. S.; Vega-Lebrún, C. A. Electrodeposition mechanism of chromium

nanoparticle coatings: Modeling and experimental validation. Chem. Eng. Sci. 2022, 252,

117291.

(60) Volgin, V. M.; Kabanova, T. B.; Andreev, V. N.; Davydov, A. D. The Limiting Current of

Metal Electrodeposition on Rotating Disk Electrode: The Role of Solution Composition and

Transport Properties. Russ. J. Electrochem. 2022, 58, 766–780.

(61) Cannon, A.; McDaniel, J. G.; Ryan, E. Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamics Modeling of

Electrodeposition and Dendritic Growth Under Migration- and Diffusion-Controlled Mass

Transport. J. Electrochem. En. Conv. Stor. 2023, 20, 041006.

(62) Marshall, G.; Mocskos, P. Growth model for ramified electrochemical deposition in the

presence of diffusion, migration, and electroconvection. Phys. Rev. E 1997, 55, 549–563.

(63) Elezgaray, J.; Léger, C.; Argou, F. Linear Stability Analysis of Unsteady Galvanostatic

Electrodeposition in the Two-Dimensional Diffusion-Limited Regime. J. Electrochem. Soc.

1998, 145, 2016–2024.

(64) Castro, M.; Cuerno, R.; Sánchez, A.; Domínguez-Adame, F. Multiparticle biased diffusion-

limited aggregation with surface diffusion: A comprehensive model of electrodeposition.

Phys. Rev. E 2000, 62, 161–173.

44



(65) Zahraei, M.; Saidi, M. S.; Sani, M. Numerical simulation of electro-deposition process influ-

enced by force convection and migration of ions. J. Electroanal. Chem. 2016, 782, 117–124.

(66) Faraday, M. VI. Experimental researches in electricity.-Seventh Series. Phil. Trans. R. Soc.

1834, 124, 77–122.

(67) Barker, D.; Walsh, F. C. Applications of Faraday’s Laws of Electrolysis in Metal Finishing.

Trans. IMF 1991, 69, 158–162.

(68) Santos, J. S.; Matos, R.; Trivinho-Strixino, F.; Pereira, E. C. Effect of temperature on Co

electrodeposition in the presence of boric acid. Electrochim. Acta 2007, 53, 644–649.

(69) Hammer, B.; Norskov, J. K. Why gold is the noblest of all the metals. Nature 1995, 376,

238–240.

(70) Nørskov, J. K.; Abild-Pedersen, F.; Studt, F.; Bligaard, T. Density functional theory in sur-

face chemistry and catalysis. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 2011, 108, 937–943.

(71) Yang, Y.; Luo, M.; Zhang, W.; Sun, Y.; Chen, X.; Guo, S. Metal Surface and Interface En-

ergy Electrocatalysis: Fundamentals, Performance Engineering, and Opportunities. Chem.

2018, 4, 2054–2083.

(72) Lucky, C.; Schreier, M. Mind the Interface: The Role of Adsorption in Electrocatalysis. ACS

Nano 2024, 18, 6008–6015.

(73) Dubouis, N.; Grimaud, A. The hydrogen evolution reaction: from material to interfacial

descriptors. Chem. Sci. 2019, 10, 9165–9181.

(74) Zhang, J.; Bin Yang, H.; Zhou, D.; Liu, B. Adsorption Energy in Oxygen Electrocatalysis.

Chem. Rev. 2022, 122, 17028–17072.

(75) Langmuir, I. The Adsorption of Gases on Plane Surfaces of Glass, Mica and Platinum. J.

Am. Chem. Soc. 1918, 40, 1361–1403.

45



(76) Bockris, J. O.; Reddy, A. K. N.; Gamboa-Aldeco, M. Modern Electrochemistry 2A: Funda-

mentals of Electrodics, 2nd ed.; Springer Science & Business Media, 2000.

(77) Frumkin, A. Über die Beeinflussung der Adsorption von Neutralmolekülen durch ein elek-

trisches Feld. Z. Physik 1926, 35, 792–802.

(78) Freundlich, H. Colloid and Capillary Chemistry; Methuen, 1926.

(79) Flory, P. J. Thermodynamics of High Polymer Solutions. J. Chem. Phys. 1942, 10, 51–61.

(80) Huggins, M. L. Thermodynamic Properties of Solutions of Long-Chain Compounds. Ann.

N.Y. Acad. Sci. 1942, 43, 1–32.

(81) Sasaki, K. Y.; Talbot, J. B. Electrodeposition of Iron-Group Metals and Binary Alloys from

Sulfate Baths. II. Modeling. J. Electrochem. Soc. 2000, 147, 189–197.

(82) Low, C. T. J.; Wills, R. G. A.; Walsh, F. C. Electrodeposition of composite coatings contain-

ing nanoparticles in a metal deposit. Surf. Coat. Technol. 2006, 201, 371–383.

(83) Gomes, A.; da Silva Pereira, M. I. Zn electrodeposition in the presence of surfactants: Part

I. Voltammetric and structural studies. Electrochim. Acta 2006, 52, 863–871.

(84) Thi Nam, P.; Thi Mai Thanh, D.; Thu Phuong, N.; Thi Thu Trang, N.; Thi Hong, C.; Thi

Kieu Anh, V.; Dai Lam, T.; Thi Thom, N. Adsorption of Ag+ ions using hydroxyapatite

powder and recovery silver by electrodeposition. Vietnam J. Chem. 2021, 59, 179–186.

(85) Thi Duyen, L.; Hoang Bac, B. Adsorption–desorption behavior of halloysite clay for Cu2+

ions and recovery of copper by electrodeposition method. Desalin. Water Treat. 2024, 317,

100207.

(86) Taube, H. Electron Transfer Reactions of Complex Ions in Solution; Elsevier, 1970.

(87) Marcus, R. A. On the Theory of Oxidation-Reduction Reactions Involving Electron Trans-

fer. I. J. Chem. Phys. 1956, 24, 966–978.

46



(88) Pinto, L. M. C.; Spohr, E.; Quaino, P.; Santos, E.; Schmickler, W. Why silver deposition is so

fast – solving the enigma of metal deposition. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 2013, 125, 7883–7885.

(89) Pinto, L. M. C.; Quaino, P.; Santos, E.; Schmickler, W. On the Electrochemical Deposition

and Dissolution of Divalent Metal Ions. ChemPhysChem 2014, 15, 132–138.

(90) Newns, D. M. Self-Consistent Model of Hydrogen Chemisorption. Phys. Rev. 1969, 178,

1123–1135.

(91) Anderson, P. W. Localized Magnetic States in Metals. Phys. Rev. 1961, 124, 41–53.

(92) Pham, T. A.; Horwood, C.; Maiti, A.; Peters, V.; Bunn, T.; Stadermann, M. Solvation Prop-

erties of Silver and Copper Ions in a Room Temperature Ionic Liquid: A First–Principles

Study. J. Phys. Chem. B 2018, 122, 12139–12146.

(93) Melander, M. M. Grand Canonical Rate Theory for Electrochemical and Electrocatalytic

Systems I: General Formulation and Proton-coupled Electron Transfer Reactions. J. Elec-

trochem. Soc. 2020, 167, 116518.

(94) He, Z.-D.; Chen, Y.-X.; Santos, E.; Schmickler, W. The pre-exponential factor in electro-

chemistry. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 2018, 57, 7948–7956.

(95) Liu, D.-Q.; Kang, M.; Perry, D.; Chen, C.-H.; West, G.; Xia, X.; Chaudhuri, S.; Laker, Z.

P. L.; Wilson, N. R.; Meloni, G. N.; Melander, M. M.; Maurer, R. J.; Unwin, P. R. Adiabatic

versus non-adiabatic electron transfer at 2D electrode materials. Nat. Commun. 2021, 12,

7110.

(96) Luque, N. B.; Schmickler, W. Are the reactions of quinones on graphite adiabatic? Elec-

trochim. Acta 2013, 88, 892–894.

(97) Santos, E.; Nazmutdinov, R.; Schmickler, W. Electron transfer at different electrode materi-

als: Metals, semiconductors, and graphene. Curr. Opin. Electrochem. 2020, 19, 106–112.

47



(98) Kramers, H. A. Brownian motion in a field of force and the diffusion model of chemical

reactions. Physica 1940, 7, 284–304.

(99) Zusman, L. D. Outer-sphere electron transfer in polar solvents. Chem. Phys. 1980, 49, 295–

304.

(100) Grote, R. F.; Hynes, J. T. The stable states picture of chemical reactions. II. Rate constants

for condensed and gas phase reaction models. J. Chem. Phys. 1980, 73, 2715–2732.

(101) Grote, R. F.; Hynes, J. T. Reactive modes in condensed phase reactions. J. Chem. Phys.

1981, 74, 4465–4475.

(102) Calef, D. F.; Wolynes, P. G. Classical solvent dynamics and electron transfer. 1. Continuum

theory. J. Phys. Chem. 1983, 87, 3387–3400.

(103) Kuznetsov, A. M.; Vigdorovich, M. D.; Ulstrup, J. Self-consistent environmental fluctuation

effects on the electronic tunnel factor and the activation Gibbs energy in long-range electron

transfer. Chem. Phys. 1993, 176, 539–554.

(104) Kornyshev, A. A.; Kuznetsov, A. M.; Nielsen, J. U.; Ulstrup, J. Overpotential-induced labil-

ity of the electronic overlap factor in long-range electrochemical electron transfer: charge

and distance dependence. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2000, 2, 141–144.

(105) Kuznetsov, A. M.; Sokolov, V. V.; Ulstrup, J. A semiclassical theory of electron transfer

reactions in Condon approximation and beyond. J. Electroanal. Chem. 2001, 502, 36–46.

(106) Nissim, R.; Batchelor-McAuley, C.; Henstridge, M. C.; Compton, R. G. Electrode kinetics

at carbon electrodes and the density of electronic states. Chem. Commun. 2012, 48, 3294–

3296.

(107) Inozemtseva, A. I.; Sergeev, A. V.; Napolskii, K. S.; Kushnir, S. E.; Belov, V.; Itkis, D. M.;

Usachov, D. Y.; Yashina, L. D. Graphene electrochemistry: ‘Adiabaticity’ of electron trans-

fer. Electrochim. Acta 2022, 427, 140901.

48



(108) Chaudhuri, S.; Logsdail, A. J.; Maurer, R. J. Stability of Single Gold Atoms on Defective

and Doped Diamond Surfaces. J. Phys. Chem. C 2023, 127, 16187–16203.

(109) Sear, R. P. Nucleation: theory and applications to protein solutions and colloidal suspen-

sions. J. Phys. Condens. Matter 2007, 19, 033101.

(110) Milchev, A. Nucleation phenomena in electrochemical systems: kinetic models. ChemTexts

2016, 2, 1–9.

(111) Milchev, A. Electrochemical phase formation: classical and atomistic theoretical models.

Nanoscale 2016, 8, 13867–13872.

(112) Milchev, A.; Stoyanov, S. Classical and atomistic models of electrolytic nucleation: Com-

parison with experimental data. J. Electroanal. Chem. 1976, 72, 33–43.

(113) Budevski, E.; Staikov, G.; Lorenz, W. J. Electrocrystallization: Nucleation and growth phe-

nomena. Electrochim. Acta 2000, 45, 2559–2574.

(114) Ustarroz, J.; Hammons, J. A.; Altantzis, T.; Hubin, A.; Bals, S.; Terryn, H. A Generalized

Electrochemical Aggregative Growth Mechanism. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2013, 135, 11550–

11561.

(115) Williamson, M. J.; Tromp, R. M.; Vereecken, P. M.; Hull, R.; Ross, F. M. Dynamic mi-

croscopy of nanoscale cluster growth at the solid–liquid interface. Nature Mater. 2003, 2,

532–536.

(116) Radisic, A.; Vereecken, P. M.; Hannon, J. B.; Searson, P. C.; Ross, F. M. Quantifying Elec-

trochemical Nucleation and Growth of Nanoscale Clusters Using Real–Time Kinetic Data.

Nano Lett. 2006, 6, 238–242.

(117) Velmurugan, J.; Noël, J.; Nogala, W.; Mirkin, M. V. Nucleation and growth of metal on

nanoelectrodes. Chem. Sci. 2012, 3, 3307–3314.

49



(118) Kim, Y.; Lai, S. C. S.; McKelvey, K.; Zhang, G.; Perry, D.; Miller, T. S.; Unwin, P. R.

Nucleation and Aggregative Growth of Palladium Nanoparticles on Carbon Electrodes: Ex-

periment and Kinetic Model. J. Phys. Chem. C 2015, 119, 17389–17397.

(119) Sosso, G. C.; Chen, J.; Cox, S. J.; Fitzner, M.; Pedevilla, P.; Zen, A.; Michaelides, A. Crys-

tal Nucleation in Liquids: Open Questions and Future Challenges in Molecular Dynamics

Simulations. Chem. Rev. 2016, 116, 7078–7116.

(120) Kiang, C. S.; Stauffer, D.; Walker, G. H.; Puri, O. P.; Wise Jr., J. D.; Patterson, E. M. A

Reexamination of Homogeneous Nucleation Theory. J. Atmos. Sci. 1971, 28, 1222–1232.

(121) Laaksonen, A.; Napari, I. Breakdown of the Capillarity Approximation in Binary Nucle-

ation: A Density Functional Study. J. Phys. Chem. B 2001, 105, 11678–11682.

(122) Lee, J. K.; Abraham, F. F.; Pound, G. M. On the validity of the capillarity approximation in

the rate theory of homogeneous nucleation. Surf. Sci. 1973, 34, 745–758.

(123) Schenter, G. K.; Kathmann, S. M.; Garrett, B. C. Dynamical Nucleation Theory: A New

Molecular Approach to Vapor–Liquid Nucleation. Phys. Rev. Lett. 1999, 82, 3484–3487.

(124) Kalikmanov, V. I. Mean–field kinetic nucleation theory. J. Chem. Phys. 2006, 124, 124505.

(125) Russell, K. C. Linked flux analysis of nucleation in condensed phases. Acta Metall. 1968,

16, 761–769.

(126) Peters, B. On the coupling between slow diffusion transport and barrier crossing in nucle-

ation. J. Chem. Phys. 2011, 135, 044107.

(127) Wei, P. F.; Kelton, R., K. F. Falster Coupled–flux nucleation modeling of oxygen precipita-

tion in silicon. J. Appl. Phys. 2000, 88, 5062–5070.

(128) Kelton, K. F. Time–dependent nucleation in partitioning transformations. Acta Mater. 2000,

48, 1967–1980.

50



(129) Gránásy, L. Diffuse interface theory of nucleation. J. Non-Cryst. Solids 1993, 162, 301–303.

(130) Gránásy, L.; Herlach, D. M. Diffuse interface approach to crystal nucleation in glasses. J.

Non-Cryst. Solids 1995, 192–193, 470–473.

(131) Blow, K.; Quigley, D.; Sosso, G. C. The seven deadly sins: When computing crystal nucle-

ation rates, the devil is in the details. J. Chem. Phys. 2021, 155, 040901.

(132) Isaev, V. A.; Grishenkova, O. V.; Zaykov, Y. P. Theoretical modeling of electrochemical

nucleation and growth of a single metal nanocluster on a nanoelectrode. RSC Adv. 2020, 10,

6979–6984.

(133) Butler, J. A. V. Studies in heterogeneous equilibria. Part II.—The kinetic interpretation of

the nernst theory of electromotive force. Trans. Faraday Soc. 1924, 19, 729–733.

(134) Sakaushi, K.; Kumeda, T.; Hammes-Schiffer, S.; Melander, M. M.; Sugino, O. Advances

and challenges for experiment and theory for multi-electron multi-proton transfer at electri-

fied solid–liquid interfaces. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2020, 22, 19401–19442.

(135) Abidi, N.; Lim, K. R. G.; Wei Seh, Z.; Steinmann, S. N. Atomistic modeling of electrocatal-

ysis: Are we there yet? WIREs Comput. Mol. Sci. 2021, 11, e1499.

(136) Melander, M. M.; Wu, T.; Weckman, T.; Honkala, K. Constant inner potential DFT for

modelling electrochemical systems under constant potential and bias. npj Comput. Mater.

2024, 10, 5.

(137) Scalfi, L.; Salanne, M.; Rotenberg, B. Molecular Simulation of Electrode-Solution Inter-

faces. Annu. Rev. Phys. Chem. 2021, 72, 189–212.

(138) Zhang, C.; Sprik, M. Finite field methods for the supercell modeling of charged insulator/-

electrolyte interfaces. Phys. Rev. B 2016, 94, 245309.

51



(139) Dufils, T.; Jeanmairet, G.; Rotenberg, B.; Sprik, M.; Salanne, M. Simulating Electrochem-

ical Systems by Combining the Finite Field Method with a Constant Potential Electrode.

Phys. Rev. Lett. 2019, 123, 195501.

(140) Deißenbeck, F.; Freysoldt, C.; Todorova, M.; Neugebauer, J.; Wippermann, S. Dielectric

Properties of Nanoconfined Water: A Canonical Thermopotentiostat Approach. Phys. Rev.

Lett. 2021, 126, 136803.

(141) Jia, M.; Zhang, C.; Cheng, J. Origin of Asymmetric Electric Double Layers at Electrified

Oxide/Electrolyte Interfaces. J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 2021, 12, 4616–4622.

(142) Schwarz, K.; Sundararaman, R. The electrochemical interface in first-principles calcula-

tions. Surf. Sci. Rep. 2020, 75, 100492.

(143) Melander, M. M. Grand canonical ensemble approach to electrochemical thermodynamics,

kinetics, and model Hamiltonians. Curr. Opin. Electrochem. 2021, 29, 100749.

(144) Hohenberg, P.; Kohn, W. Inhomogeneous Electron Gas. Phys. Rev. 1964, 136, B864–B871.

(145) Kohn, W.; Sham, L. Self–Consistent Equations Including Exchange and Correlation Effects.

Phys. Rev. 1965, 140, A1133–A1138.

(146) Ilja Siepmann, J.; Sprik, M. Influence of surface topology and electrostatic potential on

water/electrode systems. J. Chem. Phys. 1995, 102, 511–524.

(147) Reed, S. K.; Lanning, O. J.; Madden, P. A. Electrochemical interface between an ionic liquid

and a model metallic electrode. J. Chem. Phys. 2007, 126, 084704.

(148) Petersen, M. K.; Kumar, R.; White, H. S.; Voth, G. A. A Computationally Efficient Treat-

ment of Polarizable Electrochemical Cells Held at a Constant Potential. J. Phys. Chem. C

2012, 116, 4903–4912.

(149) Dwelle, K. A.; Willard, A. P. Constant Potential, Electrochemically Active Boundary Con-

ditions for Electrochemical Simulation. J. Phys. Chem. C 2019, 123, 24095–24103.

52



(150) Coretti, A.; Scalfi, L.; Bacon, C.; Rotenberg, B.; Vuilleumier, R.; Ciccotti, G.; Salanne, M.;

Bonella, S. Mass-zero constrained molecular dynamics for electrode charges in simulations

of electrochemical systems. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 152, 194701.

(151) Takahashi, K.; Nakano, H.; Sato, H. A polarizable molecular dynamics method for

electrode–electrolyte interfacial electron transfer under the constant chemical-potential-

difference condition on the electrode electrons. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 153, 054126.

(152) Zuo, Y.; Chen, C.; Li, X.; Deng, Z.; Chen, Y.; Behler, J.; Csányi, G.; Shapeev, A. V.;

Thompson, A. P.; Wood, M. A.; Ping Ong, S. Performance and Cost Assessment of Machine

Learning Interatomic Potentials. J. Phys. Chem. A 2020, 124, 731–745.

(153) Morawietz, T.; Sharma, V.; Behler, J. A neural network potential-energy surface for the

water dimer based on environment-dependent atomic energies and charges. J. Chem. Phys.

2012, 136, 064103.

(154) Morawietz, T.; Behler, J. A Density-Functional Theory-Based Neural Network Potential for

Water Clusters Including van der Waals Corrections. J. Phys. Chem. A 2013, 117, 7356–

7366.

(155) Yao, K.; Herr, J. E.; Toth, D. W.; Mckintyre, R.; Parkhill, R. The TensorMol-0.1 model

chemistry: a neural network augmented with long-range physics. Chem. Sci. 2018, 9, 2261–

2269.

(156) Unke, O. T.; Meuwly, M. PhysNet: A Neural Network for Predicting Energies, Forces,

Dipole Moments, and Partial Charges. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2019, 15, 3678–3693.

(157) Unke, O. T.; Chmiela, S.; Gastegger, M.; Schütt, K. T.; Sauceda, H. E.; Müller, K.-R.

SpookyNet: Learning force fields with electronic degrees of freedom and nonlocal effects.

Nat. Commun. 2021, 12, 7273.

53



(158) Wai Ko, T.; Finkler, J. A.; Goedecker, S.; Behler, J. General-Purpose Machine Learning

Potentials Capturing Nonlocal Charge Transfer. Acc. Chem. Res. 2021, 54, 808–817.

(159) Wai Ko, T.; Finkler, J. A.; Goedecker, S.; Behler, J. A fourth-generation high-dimensional

neural network potential with accurate electrostatics including non-local charge transfer.

Nat. Commun. 2021, 12, 398.

(160) Westermayr, J.; Chaudhuri, S.; Jeindl, A.; Hofmann, O. T.; Maurer, R. J. Long-range

dispersion-inclusive machine learning potentials for structure search and optimization of

hybrid organic-inorganic interfaces. Digital Discovery 2022, 1, 463–475.

(161) Zhang, L.; Wang, H.; Carolina Muniz, M.; Panagiotopoulos, A. Z.; Car, R.; E, W. A deep po-

tential model with long-range electrostatic interactions. J. Chem. Phys. 2022, 156, 124107.

(162) Smidstrup, S.; Stradi, D.; Wellendorff, J.; Khomyakov, P. A.; Vej-Hansen, U. G.; Lee, M.-E.;

Ghosh, T.; Jónsson, E.; Jónsson, H.; Stokbro, K. First-principles Green’s-function method

for surface calculations: A pseudopotential localized basis set approach. Phys. Rev. B 2017,

96, 195309.

(163) Otani, M.; Sugino, O. First-principles calculations of charged surfaces and interfaces: A

plane-wave nonrepeated slab approach. Phys. Rev. B 2006, 73, 115407.

(164) Taylor, C. D.; Wasileski, S. A.; Filhol, J.-S.; Neurock, M. First principles reaction modeling

of the electrochemical interface: Consideration and calculation of a tunable surface potential

from atomic and electronic structure. Phys. Rev. B 2006, 73, 165402.

(165) Jinnouchi, R.; Anderson, A. B. Electronic structure calculations of liquid-solid interfaces:

Combination of density functional theory and modified Poisson-Boltzmann theory. Phys.

Rev. B 2008, 77, 245417.

(166) Fang, Y.-H.; Liu, Z.-P. Mechanism and Tafel Lines of Electro-Oxidation of Water to Oxygen

on RuO2(110). J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2010, 132, 18214–18222.

54



(167) Skúlason, E.; Tripkovic, V.; Björketun, M. E.; Gudmundsdóttir, S.; Karlberg, G.; Ross-

meisl, J.; Bligaard, T.; Jónsson, H.; Nørskov, J. K. Modeling the Electrochemical Hydrogen

Oxidation and Evolution Reactions on the Basis of Density Functional Theory Calculations.

J. Phys. Chem. C 2010, 114, 18182–18197.

(168) Letchworth-Weaver, K.; Arias, T. A. Joint density functional theory of the electrode-

electrolyte interface: Application to fixed electrode potentials, interfacial capacitances, and

potentials of zero charge. Phys. Rev. B 2012, 86, 075140.

(169) Goodpaster, J. D.; Bell, A. T.; Head-Gordon, M. Identification of Possible Pathways for

C–C Bond Formation during Electrochemical Reduction of CO2: New Theoretical Insights

from an Improved Electrochemical Model. J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 2016, 7, 1471–1477.

(170) Jinnouchi, R.; Kodama, K.; Morimoto, Y. Electronic structure calculations on elec-

trolyte–electrode interfaces: Successes and limitations. Curr. Opin. Electrochem. 2018, 8,

103–109.

(171) Dabo, I.; Kozinsky, B.; Singh-Miller, N. E.; Marzari, N. Electrostatics in periodic boundary

conditions and real-space corrections. Phys. Rev. B 2008, 77, 115139.

(172) Andreussi, O.; Marzari, N. Electrostatics of solvated systems in periodic boundary condi-

tions. Phys. Rev. B 2014, 90, 245101.

(173) Petrosyan, S. A.; Rigos, A. A.; Arias, T. A. Joint Density-Functional Theory: Ab Initio

Study of Cr2O3 Surface Chemistry in Solution. J. Phys. Chem. B 2005, 109, 15436–15444.

(174) Mathew, K.; Chaitanya Kolluru, V. S.; Mula, S.; Steinmann, S. N.; Hennig, R. G. Implicit

self-consistent electrolyte model in plane-wave density-functional theory. 2016; https:

//doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1601.03346, arXiv:1601.03346.

(175) Fisicaro, G.; Genovese, L.; Andreussi, O.; Marzari, N.; Goedecker, S. A generalized Poisson

55

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1601.03346
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1601.03346


and Poisson-Boltzmann solver for electrostatic environments. J. Chem. Phys. 2016, 144,

014103.

(176) Ringe, S.; Oberhofer, H.; Reuter, K. Transferable ionic parameters for first-principles

Poisson-Boltzmann solvation calculations: Neutral solutes in aqueous monovalent salt so-

lutions. J. Chem. Phys. 2017, 146, 134103.

(177) Islas-Vargas, C.; Guevara-García, A.; Galván, M. Electronic structure behavior of PbO2,

IrO2, and SnO2 metal oxide surfaces (110) with dissociatively adsorbed water molecules as

a function of the chemical potential. J. Chem. Phys. 2021, 154, 074704.

(178) Zhang, J.; Zhang, H.; Wu, T.; Wang, Q.; van der Spoel, D. Comparison of Implicit and

Explicit Solvent Models for the Calculation of Solvation Free Energy in Organic Solvents.

J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2017, 13, 1034–1043.

(179) Zhou, Y.; Ouyang, Y.; Zhang, Y.; Li, Q.; Wang, J. Machine Learning Assisted Simulations

of Electrochemical Interfaces: Recent Progress and Challenges. J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 2023,

14, 2308–2316.

(180) Zhu, J.-X.; Cheng, J. Machine Learning Potential for Electrochemical Interfaces with Hy-

brid Representation of Dielectric Response. 2024; https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.

2407.17740, arXiv:2407.17740.

(181) Tomasi, J.; Persico, M. Molecular Interactions in Solution: An Overview of Methods Based

on Continuous Distributions of the Solvent. Chem. Rev. 1994, 94, 2027–2094.

(182) Orozco, M.; Javier Luque, F. Theoretical Methods for the Description of the Solvent Effect

in Biomolecular Systems. Chem. Rev. 2000, 100, 4187–4226.

(183) Tomasi, J.; Mennucci, B.; Cammi, R. Quantum Mechanical Continuum Solvation Models.

Chem. Rev. 2005, 105, 2999–3094.

(184) Bondi, A. van der Waals Volumes and Radii. J. Phys. Chem. 1964, 68, 441–451.

56

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2407.17740
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2407.17740


(185) Lee, B.; Richards, F. M. The interpretation of protein structures: Estimation of static acces-

sibility. J. Mol. Biol. 1971, 55, 379–400.

(186) Connolly, M. L. Analytical molecular surface calculation. J. Appl. Cryst. 1983, 16, 548–558.

(187) Connolly, M. L. The molecular surface package. J. Mol. Graphics. 1993, 11, 139–141.

(188) Sinstein, M.; Scheurer, C.; Matera, S.; Blum, V.; Reuter, K.; Oberhofer, H. Efficient Implicit

Solvation Method for Full Potential DFT. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2017, 13, 5582–5603.

(189) Chen, J.; Brooks III, C. L.; Khandogin, J. Recent advances in implicit solvent-based meth-

ods for biomolecular simulations. Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol. 2008, 18, 140–148.

(190) Min Rhee, Y.; Sorin, E. J.; Jayachandran, G.; Lindahl, E.; Pande, V. S. Simulations of the

role of water in the protein-folding mechanism. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 2004, 101, 6456–

6461.

(191) Larsson, D. S. D.; van der Spoel, D. Screening for the Location of RNA using the Chloride

Ion Distribution in Simulations of Virus Capsids. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2012, 8, 2474–

2483.

(192) Larsson, P.; Lindahl, E. A high-performance parallel-generalized born implementation en-

abled by tabulated interaction rescaling. J. Comput. Chem. 2010, 31, 2593–2600.

(193) Zhang, H.; Tan, T.; van der Spoel, D. Generalized Born and Explicit Solvent Models for

Free Energy Calculations in Organic Solvents: Cyclodextrin Dimerization. J. Chem. Theory

Comput. 2015, 11, 5103–5113.

(194) Gunceler, D.; Letchworth-Weaver, K.; Sundararaman, R.; Schwarz, K. A.; Arias, T. A. The

importance of nonlinear fluid response in joint density-functional theory studies of battery

systems. Modelling Simul. Mater. Sci. Eng. 2013, 21, 074005.

57



(195) Kastlunger, G.; Lindgren, P.; Peterson, A. A. Controlled-Potential Simulation of Elementary

Electrochemical Reactions: Proton Discharge on Metal Surfaces. J. Phys. Chem. C 2018,

122, 12771–12781.

(196) Kamerlin, S. C. L.; Haranczyk, M.; Warshel, A. Are Mixed Explicit/Implicit Solvation Mod-

els Reliable for Studying Phosphate Hydrolysis? A Comparative Study of Continuum, Ex-

plicit and Mixed Solvation Models. ChemPhysChem 2009, 10, 1125–1134.

(197) Hofmann, O. T.; Zojer, E.; Hörmann, L.; Jeindl, A.; Maurer, R. J. First-principles calcu-

lations of hybrid inorganic–organic interfaces: from state-of-the-art to best practice. Phys.

Chem. Chem. Phys. 2021, 23, 8132–8180.

(198) Maurer, R. J.; Freysoldt, C.; Reilly, A. M.; Brandenburg, J. G.; Hofmann, O.; Björkman, T.;

Lebègue, S.; Tkatchenko, A. Advances in Density-Functional Calculations for Materials

Modeling. Annu. Rev. Mater. Sci. 2019, 49, 1–30.

(199) Lehtola, S.; Steigemann, C.; Oliveira, M. J. T.; Marques, M. A. L. Recent developments in

LIBXC — A comprehensive library of functionals for density functional theory. SoftwareX

2018, 7, 1–5.

(200) Grimme, S. Accurate description of van der Waals complexes by density functional theory

including empirical corrections. J. Comp. Chem. 2004, 25, 1463–1473.

(201) Grimme, S. Semiempirical GGA-type density functional constructed with a long-range dis-

persion correction. J. Comp. Chem. 2006, 27, 1787–1799.

(202) Grimme, S.; Antony, J.; Ehrlich, S.; Krieg, H. A consistent and accurate ab initio

parametrization of density functional dispersion correction (DFT-D) for the 94 elements

H-Pu. J. Chem. Phys. 2010, 132, 154104.

(203) Caldeweyher, E.; Bannwarth, C.; Grimme, S. Extension of the D3 dispersion coefficient

model. J. Chem. Phys. 2017, 147, 034112.

58



(204) Caldeweyher, E.; Mewes, J.-M.; Ehlert, S.; Grimme, S. Extension and evaluation of the D4

London-dispersion model for periodic systems. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2020, 22, 8499–

8512.

(205) Tkatchenko, A.; Scheffler, M. Accurate Molecular Van Der Waals Interactions from

Ground-State Electron Density and Free-Atom Reference Data. Phys. Rev. Lett. 2009, 102,

073005.

(206) Ruiz, V. G.; Liu, W.; Zojer, E.; Scheffler, M.; Tkatchenko, A. Density-Functional Theory

with Screened van der Waals Interactions for the Modeling of Hybrid Inorganic-Organic

Systems. Phys. Rev. Lett. 2012, 108, 146103.

(207) Ruiz, V. G.; Liu, W.; Tkatchenko, A. Density-functional theory with screened van der Waals

interactions applied to atomic and molecular adsorbates on close-packed and non-close-

packed surfaces. Phys. Rev. B 2016, 93, 035118.

(208) Tkatchenko, A.; DiStasio Jr., R. A.; Car, R.; Scheffler, M. Accurate and Efficient Method

for Many-Body van der Waals Interactions. Phys. Rev. Lett. 2012, 108, 236402.

(209) Tkatchenko, A.; Ambrosetti, A.; DiStasio Jr., R. A. Interatomic methods for the disper-

sion energy derived from the adiabatic connection fluctuation-dissipation theorem. J. Chem.

Phys. 2013, 138, 074106.

(210) Ambrosetti, A.; Reilly, A. M.; DiStasio Jr., R. A.; Tkatchenko, A. Long-range correla-

tion energy calculated from coupled atomic response functions. J. Chem. Phys. 2014, 140,

18A508.

(211) Hermann, J.; Tkatchenko, A. Density Functional Model for van der Waals Interactions:

Unifying Many-Body Atomic Approaches with Nonlocal Functionals. Phys. Rev. Lett. 2020,

124, 146401.

59



(212) Hermann, J.; Stöhr, M.; Góger, S.; Chaudhuri, S.; Aradi, B.; Maurer, R. J.; Tkatchenko, A.

libMBD: A general-purpose package for scalable quantum many-body dispersion calcula-

tions. J. Chem. Phys. 2023, 159, 174802.

(213) Elstner, M.; Porezag, D.; Jungnickel, G.; Elsner, J.; Haugk, M.; Frauenheim, T.; Suhai, S.;

Seifert, G. Self-consistent-charge density-functional tight-binding method for simulations

of complex materials properties. Phys. Rev. B 1998, 58, 7260–7268.

(214) Li, Y.; Qi, Y. Transferable Self-Consistent Charge Density Functional Tight-Binding Pa-

rameters for Li–Metal and Li-Ions in Inorganic Compounds and Organic Solvents. J. Phys.

Chem. C 2018, 20, 10755–10764.

(215) Moreira, N. H.; Dolgonos, G.; Aradi, B.; da Rosa, A. L.; Frauenheim, T. Toward an Accurate

Density-Functional Tight-Binding Description of Zinc-Containing Compounds. J. Chem.

Theory Comput. 2009, 5, 605–614.

(216) Dolgonos, G.; Aradi, B.; Moreira, N. H.; Frauenheim, T. An Improved Self-Consistent-

Charge Density-Functional Tight-Binding (SCC-DFTB) Set of Parameters for Simulation

of Bulk and Molecular Systems Involving Titanium. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2010, 6,

266–278.

(217) Fihey, A.; Hettich, C.; Touzeau, J.; Maurel, F.; Perrier, A.; Köhler, C.; Aradi, B.; Frauen-

heim, T. SCC-DFTB parameters for simulating hybrid gold-thiolates compounds. J. Com-

put. Chem. 2015, 36, 2075–2087.

(218) Bannwarth, C.; Caldeweyher, E.; Ehlert, S.; Hansen, A.; Pracht, P.; Seibert, J.; Spicher, S.;

Grimme, S. Extended tight-binding quantum chemistry methods. WIREs Comput. Mol. Sci.

2020, 11, e01493.

(219) Bannwarth, C.; Ehlert, S.; Grimme, S. GFN2-xTB—An Accurate and Broadly Parametrized

Self-Consistent Tight-Binding Quantum Chemical Method with Multipole Electrostatics

60



and Density-Dependent Dispersion Contributions. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2019, 15,

1652–1671.

(220) Wolpert, D. H.; Macready, W. G. No free lunch theorems for optimization. IEEE Trans.

Evol. Comput. 1997, 1, 67–82.

(221) Wales, D. J.; Doye, J. P. K. Global Optimization by Basin-Hopping and the Lowest Energy

Structures of Lennard-Jones Clusters Containing up to 110 Atoms. J. Phys. Chem. A 1997,

101, 5111–5116.

(222) Doye, J. P. K.; Wales, D. J. Thermodynamics of Global Optimization. Phys. Rev. Lett. 1998,

80, 1357–1360.

(223) Goedecker, S. Minima Hopping: An Efficient Search Method for the Global Minimum of

the Potential Energy Surface of Complex Molecular Systems. J. Chem. Phys. 2004, 120,

9911–9917.

(224) Dral, P. O.; Wu, X.; Thiel, W. Semiempirical Quantum-Chemical Methods with Orthogo-

nalization and Dispersion Corrections. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2019, 15, 1743–1760.

(225) Schütt, K. T.; Gastegger, M.; Tkatchenko, A.; Müller, K.-R.; Maurer, R. J. Unifying machine

learning and quantum chemistry with a deep neural network for molecular wavefunctions.

Nat. Commun. 2019, 10, 5024.

(226) Sankar, M.; He, Q.; Engel, R. V.; Sainna, M. A.; Logsdail, A. J.; Roldan, A.; Willock, D. J.;

Agarwal, N.; Kiely, C. J.; Hutchings, G. J. Role of the Support in Gold-Containing Nanopar-

ticles as Heterogeneous Catalysts. Chem. Rev. 2020, 120, 3890–3938.

(227) Duan, A.; Henkelman, G. O2 activation at the Au/MgO(001) interface boundary facilitates

CO oxidation. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2016, 18, 5486–5490.

(228) Engel, J.; Francis, S.; Roldan, A. The influence of support materials on the structural and

61



electronic properties of gold nanoparticles – a DFT study. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2019,

21, 19011–19025.

(229) Coquet, R.; Howard, K. L.; Willock, D. J. Theory and simulation in heterogeneous gold

catalysis. Chem. Soc. Rev. 2008, 37, 2046–2076.

(230) Chen, M. S.; Goodman, D. W. Structure–activity relationships in supported Au catalysts.

Catal. Today 2008, 111, 22–33.

(231) Adnan Saqlain, M.; Hussain, A.; Siddiq, M.; Ferreira, A. R.; Leitão, Thermally activated

surface oxygen defects at the perimeter of Au/TiO2: a DFT+U study. Phys. Chem. Chem.

Phys. 2015, 17, 25403–25410.

(232) Macpherson, J. V. A practical guide to using boron doped diamond in electrochemical re-

search. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2015, 17, 2935–2949.

(233) Sauer, J. Ab Initio Calculations for Molecule–Surface Interactions with Chemical Accuracy.

Acc. Chem. Res. 2019, 52, 3502–3510.

(234) Chaudhuri, S.; Hall, S. J.; Klein, B. P.; Walker, M.; Logsdail, A. J.; Macpherson, J. V.;

Maurer, R. J. Coexistence of carbonyl and ether groups on oxygen-terminated (110)-oriented

diamond surfaces. Commun. Mater. 2022, 3, 6.

(235) Bortz, A. B.; Kalos, M. H.; Lebowitz, J. L. A new algorithm for Monte Carlo simulation of

Ising spin systems. J. Comput. Phys. 1975, 17, 10–18.

(236) Guo, L.; Radisic, A.; Searson, P. C. Kinetic Monte Carlo Simulations of Nucleation and

Growth in Electrodeposition. J. Phys. Chem. B 2005, 109, 24008–24015.

(237) Treeratanaphitak, T.; Pritzker, M. D.; Mohieddin Abukhdeir, N. Kinetic Monte Carlo simu-

lation of electrodeposition using the embedded-atom method. Electrochim. Acta 2014, 121,

407–414.

62



(238) Zargarnezhad, H.; Dolati, A. A 3D Continuum-Kinetic Monte Carlo Simulation Study of

Early Stages of Nucleation and Growth in Ni Electrodeposition. Electrochim. Acta 2017,

236, 1–9.

(239) Crevillén-García, D.; Leung, P.; Abbas Shah, A. An emulator for kinetic Monte Carlo sim-

ulations of kinetically controlled metal electrodeposition. J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 2018, 1053,

012081.

(240) Choobar, B. G.; Modarress, H.; Halladj, R.; Amjad-Iranagh, S. Electrodeposition of lithium

metal on lithium anode surface, a simulation study by: Kinetic Monte Carlo-embedded atom

method. Comput. Mater. Sci. 2021, 192, 110343.

(241) Schmickler, W. Adiabatic and non-adiabatic electrochemical electron transfer in terms of

Green’s function theory. Russ. J. Electrochem. 2017, 53, 1182–1188.

(242) Schmickler, W. A theory of adiabatic electron-transfer reactions. J. Electroanal. Chem. Inter.

Electrochem. 1986, 204, 31–43.

(243) Santos, E.; Quaino, P.; Schmickler, W. Theory of electrocatalysis: hydrogen evolution and

more. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2012, 14, 11224–11233.

(244) Santos, E.; Lundin, A.; Pötting, K.; Quaino, P.; Schmickler, W. Model for the electrocataly-

sis of hydrogen evolution. Phys. Rev. B 2009, 79, 235436.

(245) Huang, J.; Chen, S. Interplay between Covalent and Noncovalent Interactions in Electro-

catalysis. J. Phys. Chem. C 2018, 122, 26910–26921.

(246) Lam, Y.-C.; Soudackov, A. V.; Goldsmith, Z. K.; Hammes-Schiffer, S. Theory of Proton

Discharge on Metal Electrodes: Electronically Adiabatic Model. J. Phys. Chem. C 2019,

123, 12335–12345.

(247) Lang, N. D.; Williams, A. R. Theory of atomic chemisorption on simple metals. Phys. Rev.

B 1978, 18, 616–636.

63



(248) Chaudhuri, S. Computational simulation of metal nucleation on diamond electrodes. Ph.D.

thesis, University of Warwick, 2022.

(249) Yang, M.; Pártay, L. B.; Wexler, R. B. Surface phase diagrams from nested sampling. Phys.

Chem. Chem. Phys. 2024, 26, 13862–13874.

(250) Hacene, M.; Anciaux-Sedrakian, A.; Rozanska, X.; Klahr, D.; Guignon, T.; Fleurat-

Lessard, P. Accelerating VASP electronic structure calculations using graphic processing

units. J. Comput. Chem. 2012, 33, 2581–2589.

(251) Huhn, W. P.; Lange, B.; Yu, V. W.-z.; Yoon, M.; Blum, V. GPU acceleration of all-electron

electronic structure theory using localized numeric atom-centered basis functions. Comput.

Phys. Commun. 2020, 254, 107314.

(252) Phillips, J. C. et al. Scalable molecular dynamics on CPU and GPU architectures with

NAMD. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 153, 044130.

(253) Giannozzi, P.; Baseggio, O.; Bonfà, P.; Brunato, D.; Car, R.; Carnimeo, I.; Cavazzoni, C.;

de Gironcoli, S.; Delugas, P.; Ferrari Ruffino, F.; Ferretti, A.; Marzari, N.; Timrov, I.;

Urru, A.; Baroni, S. QUANTUM ESPRESSO toward the exascale. J. Chem. Phys. 2020,

152, 154105.

(254) Jørgen Mortensen, J. et al. GPAW: open Python package for electronic-structure calcula-

tions. J. Chem. Phys. 2024, 160, 092503.

(255) Ismail, I.; Chaudhuri, S.; Morgan, D.; Woodgate, C. D.; Fakhoury, Z.; Targett, J. M.; Pil-

grim, C.; Maino, C. Eat, sleep, code, repeat: tips for early-career researchers in computa-

tional science. Eur. Phys. J. Plus 2023, 138, 1094.

(256) David Sherrill, C.; Manolopoulos, D. E.; Martínez, T. J.; Michaelides, A. Electronic struc-

ture software. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 153, 070401.

64



(257) Ratcliff, L. E.; Dawson, W.; Fisicaro, G.; Caliste, D.; Mohr, S.; Degomme, A.; Videau, B.;

Cristiglio, V.; Stella, M.; D’Alessandro, M.; Goedecker, S.; Nakajima, T.; Deutsch, T.;

Genovese, L. Flexibilities of wavelets as a computational basis set for large-scale electronic

structure calculations. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 152, 194110.

(258) Clark, S.; Segall, M. D.; Pickard, C. J.; Hasnip, P. J.; Probert, M. J.; Refson, K.; Payne, M. C.

First principles methods using CASTEP. Z. Kristallogr. 2005, 220, 567–570.

(259) Kühne, T. D. et al. CP2K: An electronic structure and molecular dynamics software package

- Quickstep: Efficient and accurate electronic structure calculations. J. Chem. Phys. 2020,

152, 194103.

(260) Blum, V.; Gehrke, R.; Hanke, F.; Havu, P.; Havu, V.; Ren, X.; Reuter, K.; Scheffler, M. Ab

initio molecular simulations with numeric atom-centered orbitals. Comput. Phys. Commun.

2009, 180, 2175–2196.

(261) Mortensen, J. J.; Hansen, L. B.; Jacobsen, K. W. Real-space grid implementation of the

projector augmented wave method. Phys. Rev. B 2005, 71, 035109.

(262) Enkovaara, J.; Rostgaard, C.; Mortensen, J. J.; Chen, J.; Dułak, L., Ferrighi; Gavnholt, J.;

Glinsvad, C.; Haikola, V.; Hansen, H. A. Electronic structure calculations with GPAW:

a real-space implementation of the projector augmented-wave method. J. Phys. Condens.

Matter 2010, 22, 253202.

(263) Valiev, M.; Bylaska, J.; Govind, N.; Kowalski, K.; Straatsma, T. P.; Van Dam, H. J. J.;

Wang, D.; Nieplocha, J.; Apra, E.; Windus, L.; de Jong, W. A. NWChem: A comprehen-

sive and scalable open-source solution for large scale molecular simulations. Comput. Phys.

Commun. 2010, 181, 1477–1489.

(264) Aprà, E. et al. NWChem: Past, present, and future. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 152, 184102.

65



(265) Prentice, J. C. A. et al. The ONETEP linear-scaling density functional theory program. J.

Chem. Phys. 2020, 152, 174111.

(266) Sun, Q.; Berkelbach, T. C.; Blunt, N. S.; Booth, G. H.; Guo, S.; Li, Z.; Liu, J.; Mc-

Clain, J. D.; Sayfutyarova, E. R.; Sharma, S.; Wouters, S.; Kin-Lic Chan, G. PYSCF:

the Python-based simulations of chemistry framework. WIREs Comput. Mol. Sci. 2018, 8,

e1340.

(267) Sun, Q. et al. Recent developments in the PYSCF program package. J. Chem. Phys. 2020,

153, 024109.

(268) Giannozzi, P. et al. QUANTUM ESPRESSO: a modular and open-source software project

for quantum simulations of materials. J. Phys. Condens. Matter 2009, 21, 395502.

(269) Giannozzi, P. et al. Advanced capabilities for materials modelling with QUANTUM

ESPRESSO. J. Phys. Condens. Matter 2017, 29, 465901.

(270) Ganesh Balasubramani, S. et al. TURBOMOLE: Modular program suite for ab initio

quantum-chemical and condensed-matter simulations. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 152, 184107.

(271) Kresse, G.; Furthmüller, J. Efficient iterative schemes for ab initio total-energy calculations

using a plane-wave basis set. Phys. Rev. B 1996, 54, 11169–11186.

(272) Lejaeghere, K. et al. Reproducibility in density functional theory calculations of solids.

Science 2016, 351, aad3000.

(273) Hourahine, B. et al. DFTB+, a software package for efficient approximate density functional

theory based atomistic simulations. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 152, 124101.

(274) DFT-D4 project. https://github.com/dftd4/dftd4.

(275) Larsen, A. H.; Kuisma, M.; Löfgren, J.; Pouillon, Y.; Erhart, P.; Hyldgaard, P. libvdwxc: a

library for exchange–correlation functionals in the vdW-DF family. Modelling Simul. Mater.

Sci. Eng. 2017, 25, 065004.

66

https://github.com/dftd4/dftd4


(276) Larsen, A. H. et al. The atomic simulation environment—a Python library for working with

atoms. J. Phys. Condens. Matter 2017, 29, 273002.

(277) Grigorev, P. et al. matscipy: materials science at the atomic scale with Python. J. Open

Source Softw. 2024, 9, 5668.

(278) Lu, Y.; Farrow, M. R.; Fayon, P.; Logsdail, A. J.; Sokol, A. A.; Catlow, C. R. A.; Sher-

wood, P.; Keal, T. W. Open-Source, Python-Based Redevelopment of the ChemShell Multi-

scale QM/MM Environment. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2019, 15, 1317–1328.

(279) Stishenko, P. V.; Keal, T. W.; Woodley, S. M.; Blum, V.; Hourahine, B.; Maurer, R. J.;

Logsdail, A. J. Atomic Simulation Interface (ASI): application programming interface for

electronic structure codes. J. Open Source Softw. 2023, 8, 5186.

(280) Todorov, I. T.; Smith, W.; Trachenko, K.; Dove, M. T. DL_POLY_3: new dimensions in

molecular dynamics simulations via massive parallelism. J. Mater. Chem. 2006, 16, 1911–

1918.

(281) Anderson, J. A.; Glaser, J.; Glotzer, S. C. HOOMD-blue: A Python package for high-

performance molecular dynamics and hard particle Monte Carlo simulations. Comput.

Mater. Sci. 2020, 173, 109363.

(282) Thompson, A. P.; Metin Aktulga, H.; Berger, R.; Bolintineanu, D. S.; Michael Brown, W.;

Crozier, P. S.; in ’t Veld, P. J.; Kohlmeyer, A.; Moore, S. G.; Dac Nguyen, T.; Shan, R.;

Stevens, M. J.; Tranchida, J.; Trott, C.; Plimpton, S. J. LAMMPS - a flexible simulation tool

for particle-based materials modeling at the atomic, meso, and continuum scales. Comput.

Phys. Commun. 2022, 271, 108171.

(283) Ahrens-Iwers, L. J. V.; Janssen, M.; Tee, S. R.; Meißner, R. H. ELECTRODE: An electro-

chemistry package for atomistic simulations. J. Chem. Phys. 2022, 157, 084801.

67



(284) Ustarroz, J.; Gupta, U.; Hubin, A.; Bals, S.; Terryn, H. Electrodeposition of Ag nanoparti-

cles onto carbon coated TEM grids: A direct approach to study early stages of nucleation.

Electrochem. Commun. 2010, 12, 1706–1709.

(285) Ustarroz, J.; Ke, X.; Hubin, A.; Bals, S.; Terryn, H. New Insights into the Early Stages of

Nanoparticle Electrodeposition. J. Phys. Chem. C 2012, 116, 2322–2329.

(286) Cherigui, E. A. M.; Sentosun, K.; Bouckenooge, P.; Vanrompay, H.; Bals, S.; Terryn, H.;

Ustarroz, J. Comprehensive Study of the Electrodeposition of Nickel Nanostructures from

Deep Eutectic Solvents: Self-Limiting Growth by Electrolysis of Residual Water. J. Phys.

Chem. C 2017, 121, 9337–9347.

(287) Ustarroz, J.; Geboes, B.; Vanrompay, H.; Sentosun, K.; Bals, S.; Breugelmans, T.; Hubin, A.

Electrodeposition of Highly Porous Pt Nanoparticles Studied by Quantitative 3D Electron

Tomography: Influence of Growth Mechanisms and Potential Cycling on the Active Surface

Area. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2017, 9, 16168–16177.

(288) Leenheer, A. J.; Jungjohann, K. L.; Zavadil, K. R.; Sullivan, J. P.; Harris, C. T. Lithium Elec-

trodeposition Dynamics in Aprotic Electrolyte Observed in Situ via Transmission Electron

Microscopy. ACS Nano 2015, 9, 4379–4389.

(289) Wang, X.; Zhang, M.; Alvarado, J.; Wang, S.; Sina, M.; Lu, B.; Bouwer, J.; Xu, W.; Xiao, J.;

Zhang, J.-G.; Liu, J.; Meng, Y. S. New Insights on the Structure of Electrochemically De-

posited Lithium Metal and Its Solid Electrolyte Interphases via Cryogenic TEM. Nano Lett.

2017, 17, 7606–7612.

(290) Pei, A.; Zheng, G.; Shi, F.; Li, Y.; Cui, Y. Nanoscale Nucleation and Growth of Electrode-

posited Lithium Metal. Nano Lett. 2017, 17, 1132–1139.

(291) Lukaczynska, M.; Cherigui, E. A. M.; Ceglia, A.; Van Den Bergh, K.; De Strycker, J.; Ter-

ryn, H.; Ustarroz, J. Influence of water content and applied potential on the electrodeposition

of Ni coatings from deep eutectic solvents. Electrochim. Acta 2019, 319, 690–704.

68



(292) Ross, F. M. Opportunities and challenges in liquid cell electron microscopy. Science 2015,

350, aaa98861–aaa98869.

(293) Hodnik, N.; Dehm, G.; Mayrhofer, K. J. J. Importance and Challenges of Electrochemical

in Situ Liquid Cell Electron Microscopy for Energy Conversion Research. Acc. Chem. Res.

2016, 49, 2015–2022.

(294) Li, Z. Y.; Young, N. P.; Vece, M. D.; Palomba, S.; Palmer, R. E.; Bleloch, A. L.; Cur-

ley, B. C.; Johnston, R. L.; Jiang, J.; Yuan, J. Three-dimensional atomic-scale structure of

size-selected gold nanoclusters. Nature 2008, 451, 46–48.

(295) Khan, M. K.; Wang, Q. Y.; Fitzpatrick, M. E. Materials Characterization Using Nonde-

structive Evaluation (NDE) Methods; Woodhead Publishing, 2016; pp 1–16.

(296) Wang, S.; Yin, X.; Liu, D.; Liu, Y.; Qin, X.; Wang, W.; Zhao, R.; Zeng, X.; Li, B. Nanoscale

observation of the solid electrolyte interface and lithium dendrite nucleation–growth process

during the initial lithium electrodeposition. J. Mater. Chem. A 2020, 8, 18348–18357.

(297) Lachenwitzer, A.; Vogt, M. R.; Magnussen, O. M.; Behm, R. J. Electrodeposition of Ni on

Cu(100): an in-situ STM study. Surf. Sci. 1997, 382, 107–115.

(298) Möller, F. A.; Kintrup, J.; Lachenwitzer, A.; Magnussen, O. M.; Behm, R. J. In situ study

of the electrodeposition and anodic dissolution of ultrathin epitaxial Ni films on Au(111).

Phys. Rev. B 1997, 56, 12506–12518.

(299) Möller, F. A.; Magnussen, O. M.; Behm, R. J. Electrodeposition and Anodic Dissolution of

Ni on Au(100): an in situ STM Study. Z. Phys. Chem. 1999, 208, S57–S75.

(300) Strbac, S.; Magnussen, O. M.; Behm, R. J. Nanoscale Pattern Formation during Electrode-

position: Ru on Reconstructed Au(111). Phys. Rev. Lett. 1999, 83, 3246–3249.

(301) Morin, S.; Lachenwitzer, A.; Möller, F. A.; Magnussen, O. M.; Behm, R. J. Comparative

69



In Situ STM Studies on the Electrodeposition of Ultrathin Nickel Films on Ag(111) and

Au(111) Electrodes. J. Electrochem. Soc. 1999, 146, 1013–1018.

(302) Lachenwitzer, A.; Morin, S.; Magnussen, O. M.; Behm, R. J. In situ STM study of elec-

trodeposition and anodic dissolution of Ni on Ag(111). Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2001, 3,

3351–3363.

(303) Matsushima, H.; Lin, S.; Morin, S.; Magnussen, O. M. In situ video–STM studies of

the mechanisms and dynamics of electrochemical bismuth nanostructure formation on Au.

Faraday Discuss. 2016, 193, 171–185.

(304) Ustarroz, J.; Ornelas, I. M.; Zhang, G.; Perry, D.; Kang, M.; Bentley, C. L.; Walker, M.;

Unwin, P. R. Mobility and Poisoning of Mass–Selected Platinum Nanoclusters during the

Oxygen Reduction Reaction. ACS Catal. 2018, 8, 6775–6790.

(305) Daviddi, E.; Shkirskiy, V.; Kirkman, P.; Robin, M. P.; Bentley, C. L.; Unwin, P. R.

Nanoscale Electrochemistry in a Copper/Aqueous/Oil Three-phase System: Surface

Structure-Activity-Corrosion Potential Relationships. Chem. Sci. 2021, 12, 3055–3069.

(306) Aaronson, B. D. B.; Chen, C.-H.; Li, H.; Koper, M. T. M.; Lai, S. C. S.; Unwin, P. R.

Pseudo-Single-Crystal Electrochemistry on Polycrystalline Electrodes: Visualizing Activity

at Grains and Grain Boundaries on Platinum for the Fe2+/Fe3+ Redox Reaction. J. Am.

Chem. Soc. 2013, 135, 3873–3880.

(307) Ebejer, N.; Güell, A. G.; Lai, S. C. S.; McKelvey, K.; Snowden, M. E.; Unwin, P. R. Scan-

ning Electrochemical Cell Microscopy: A Versatile Technique for Nanoscale Electrochem-

istry and Functional Imaging. Annu. Rev. Anal. Chem. 2013, 6, 329–351.

(308) Bentley, C. L.; Kang, M.; Unwin, P. R. Scanning electrochemical cell microscopy: New

perspectives on electrode processes in action. Curr. Opin. Electrochem. 2017, 6, 23–30.

70



(309) Bentley, C. L.; Kang, M.; Unwin, P. R. Nanoscale Surface Structure–Activity in Electro-

chemistry and Electrocatalysis. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2019, 141, 2179–2193.

(310) Kang, M.; Momotenko, D.; Page, A.; Perry, D.; Unwin, P. R. Frontiers in Nanoscale Electro-

chemical Imaging: Faster, Multifunctional, and Ultrasensitive. Langmuir 2016, 32, 7993–

8008.

(311) Bentley, C. L.; Edmondson, J.; Meloni, G. N.; Perry, D.; Shkirskiy, V.; Unwin, P. R.

Nanoscale Electrochemical Mapping. Anal. Chem. 2019, 91, 84–108.

(312) Laurinavichyute, V. K.; Nizamov, S.; Mirsky, V. M. Real time tracking of the early stage of

electrochemical nucleation. Electrochim. Acta 2021, 382, 138278.

(313) Hill, C. M.; Pan, S. A Dark-Field Scattering Spectroelectrochemical Technique for Tracking

the Electrodeposition of Single Silver Nanoparticles. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2013, 135, 17250–

17253.

(314) Hill, C. M.; Clayton, D. A.; Pan, S. Combined optical and electrochemical methods for

studying electrochemistry at the single molecule and single particle level: recent progress

and perspectives. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2013, 15, 20797–20807.

(315) Westermayr, J.; Gastegger, M.; Schütt, K. T.; Maurer, R. J. Perspective on integrating ma-

chine learning into computational chemistry and materials science. The Journal of Chemical

Physics 2021, 154, 230903.

(316) Harniman, R. L.; Plana, D.; Carter, G. H.; Bradley, K. A.; Miles, M. J.; Fermín, D. J. Real-

time tracking of metal nucleation via local perturbation of hydration layers. Nat. Commun.

2017, 8, 971.

(317) Scharifker, B. R.; Mostany, J. In Developments in Electrochemistry: Science Inspired by

Martin Fleischmann; Pletcher, D., Tian, Z.-Q., Williams, D. E., Eds.; Wiley, 2014; pp 65–

75.

71



TOC Graphic

72


