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Abstract

In this paper, a mathematical model is developed to describe the evolution
of the concentration of compounds through a gas chromatography column.
The model couples mass balances and kinetic equations for all components.
Both single and multiple-component cases are considered with constant or
variable velocity.  Non-dimensionalisation indicates the small effect of
diffusion. The system where diffusion is neglected is analysed using Laplace
transforms. In the multiple-component case, it is demonstrated that the
competition between the compounds is negligible and the equations may be
decoupled. This reduces the problem to solving a single integral equation to
determine the concentration profile for all components (since they are
scaled versions of each other). For a given analyte, we then only two
parameters need to be fitted to the data. To verify this approach, the full
governing equations are also solved numerically using the finite difference
method and a global adaptive quadrature method to integrate the Laplace
transformation. Comparison with the Laplace solution verifies the high
degree of accuracy of the simpler Laplace form. The Laplace solution is
then verified against experimental data from BTEX chromatography. This
novel method, which involves solving a single equation and fitting
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parameters in pairs for individual components, is highly efficient. It is
significantly faster and simpler than the full numerical solution and avoids
the computationally expensive methods that would normally be used to fit
all curves at the same time.

Keywords: Gas chromatography, Column Adsorption, Advection-Diffusion
equation, Compounds Separation

1. Introduction

Gas chromatography (GC) is a widely used technique for identifying and
analysing volatile compounds. It has a broad range of applications, such as
detecting and quantifying pollutants, pesticides, and environmental
contaminants in air, water, and soil samples [1, 2]. In food and beverage
analysis, it is used to determine the presence and concentrations of flavour
compounds or additives. In the pharmaceutical industry, GC is employed
for analysing drugs, including their purity, and the quantification of active
ingredients.  Additionally, clinical and medical laboratories use GC for
analysing blood, urine, and other biological samples [3, 4].

GC operates through a series of precise steps to separate and analyse volatile
compounds within a sample. Initially, a small quantity of the sample is
injected into the chromatograph. A carrier gas, typically helium or nitrogen,
transports the vaporised sample through a chromatographic column. The
column may be lined with a thin layer of liquid or packed with adsorbent
material. The flowing gas is termed the mobile phase, while the lining or
packed solid adsorbent is called the stationary phase- nowadays most GC
systems involve a polymeric liquid stationary phase. Typical dimensions for
a column are of the order 5-50m long with an inner diameter of 100-300
microns. The process’s temperature is controlled by placing the column
inside an oven.

The separation process is caused by the interaction between the sample
compounds and the stationary phase. As the sample travels through the
column, the compound’s molecules are repeatedly adsorbed and desorbed
by the stationary phase. The rates of attachment differ for different
molecules (depending on, for example, their molecular size, polarity, and
volatility) and different types of stationary phases. Compounds that
interact strongly with the stationary phase spend more time in the column



and move slower, while those with weaker interactions move through
quicker. Oven temperature programming is often employed, where the
column temperature is gradually increased during the process. This helps
achieve efficient separation by progressively reducing the compounds’
affinity for the stationary phase, allowing them to elute based on their
boiling points and interactions with the stationary phase. Upon exiting the
column, the mixture passes through a detector which identifies the separate
compounds. Common types of detectors used in GC include flame
ionisation detectors, electron capture detectors, and mass spectrometers.
The signals produced by the detector are then recorded and analysed to
create a chromatogram. The chromatogram is a graphical representation
that shows the concentration of compounds over time. Typically it takes
the form of a series of Gaussian-like and asymmetric peaks [5], which
appear at different times. The shape of the elution peak and retention time
are affected by operating parameters and materials.

Various authors have carried out theoretical and experimental studies on
liquid chromatography, as documented in [5, 6, 7, 8, 9]. The importance
of the retention time and peak width in gas chromatography columns has
been addressed in studies by Dose [10] and Rodriguez et al. [11]. Laplace
transforms have proved effective in the study of single components, under a
number of restrictions. Guiochon and Lin [12] present a solution for a pulse
inlet condition after neglecting diffusion. Noting that the inverse transform is
complicated they reduce this condition to a delta function. They also discuss
the case with diffusion but are forced to apply a constant concentration at
the inlet. Their solution follows the work of Lapidus and Amundson [13]
which is valid for a semi-infinite column. In all cases, the velocity remains
constant throughout the column and only a single component is analysed.

Mathematical models for chromatography are separated based on the type
of adsorption and operating parameters. Linear equilibrium elution in GC
with capillary columns has been investigated by Aris [14] and Golay[15].
Packed column GC is well studied across linear/nonlinear
equilibrium /nonequilibrium elutions [16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21| and similarly
with open columns [22, 23]. More recently the work done by Guiochon and
Lin [12] and Asnin et al. [24] in which nonlinear isotherms were considered,
takes into account both the analyte concentrations in the liquid phase and
sites of adsorption in the stationary phase.

Rodriguez et al. [11] proposed a mathematical model based on the
advection-diffusion equation and Langmuir kinetic equation to analyse the



transport of BTEX (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene isomers)
molecules inside a capillary chromatography column. This model was solved
numerically using a finite volume method, and the results were validated
with experimental data on BTEX compounds. This study highlighted the
importance of considering proper volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
separation for accurate quantification and monitoring of pollutants.

A similar system but with a linear kinetic equation was employed to
investigate liquid chromatography in a packed fixed cylindrical column
[25, 26]. In both studies, the finite volume method was utilised to obtain
numerically solutions, analyse the performance of the underlying process,
investigate retention behavior, and identify the optimal parameter values in
the liquid chromatography process. Perveen et. al. [26] employed a linear
kinetic equation to describe the rate of change of concentration. For the
computations they employed the so-called bi-Langmuir isotherms, which
are inconsistent with the kinetic equation (the isotherm comes from the
steady-state of the kinetic equation).

Mathematical models for GC are analogous to the capture of contaminants
in a packed columm. The theory in this field for the single contaminant
case is well established and has been recently advanced in [27, 28, 29].
These papers involve the coupling of an advection-diffusion equation
describing the mass balance with linear and nonlinear kinetic equations.
Analytical solutions are obtained through identifying dominant terms and
applying a travelling wave substitution. = Comparison with numerical
solutions and experimental data confirm their accuracy, in particular
showing significant improvements over standard models (many of which are
presented in the review of [30]). Aguareles et al. [31] extend the results to
include chemical bonding, providing a family of solutions for different
reactions. The difference between such models and previously accepted
standard ones is clarified in [32]. In particular it is explained how the
travelling wave solutions maintain accuracy over a wide range of operating
conditions while earlier models tend to be accurate for a single experiment
but fail when conditions change.

The objective of the present study is to develop and analyse a mathematical
model for GC. The model development will follow that of [29, 32] for column
adsorption. The purpose of the study being to gain a deeper understanding
of the behaviour of materials whilst passing through a column and so, once
developed and verified, the model may be used as a tool for analysing and
optimising the separation process in gas chromatography.
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2. Mathematical model

Here we present two basic models for the flow, adsorption and desorption of
molecules in a long thin column. Assuming that the sample is introduced
in a short burst at time ¢t = 0 we first consider the case where the velocity
is constant. This is based on the fact that after a sufficiently large distance
into the column, we expect the sample to have mixed with the carrier fluid,
since the carrier fluid occupies a large volume compared to the sample the
removal of small quantities should have a negligible effect on the flow. In the
second case, we allow for density variation due to the pressure drop along
the column such that the flow varies. In both cases, we assume that the
stationary phase is always far from being fully loaded. This is in contrast
to the packed column models of [27, 28, 29], where the intention is to retain
as much contaminant as possible. With GC a small sample is introduced
to a very long column and the desorption is at a similar rate to adsorption,
consequently only partial loading occurs.

2.1. Constant velocity model

Under the assumption of a constant fluid velocity, u, the evolution of the
cross-sectional average concentration in the gas mixture and the amount
captured by the stationary phase may be expressed by
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Equation (1) is a mass balance for the concentration density ¢, D represents
the diffusion coefficient, and ¢ is the amount attached to the stationary phase.
The coefficient @« = 2§/R is known as the phase ratio and represents the
difference between the volume of stationary and mobile phases assuming the
stationary phase coats a circular cylindrical tube (¢ is the thickness of the
stationary phase layer). The derivation of (1) is provided in Appendix A.
Equation (2) represents the attachment /detachment process, where k,, kg are
the adsorption and desorption coefficients respectively. It may be viewed as
a reduced form of Langmuir kinetic equation where the amount attached at
any moment is significantly lower than the attachment capacity (this follows
from the assumption that the loading of the stationary phase is low in GC).



To determine the relative strength of the terms in the equations we non-
dimensionalise the variables

p=2 d=2 =2 =4
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The scale g, is the adsorbed quantity in equilibrium. It is defined from the
steady-state of (2), where K = k,/k, and ¢y the concentration at the inlet.
The time-scale 7 indicates the order of magnitude of the time taken for the
attachment process, that is we work on the attachment time-scale rather than
the faster flow time-scale. The length-scale £ is then the distance travelled
by the fluid over the attachment time scale.

The governing equations may now be written as
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where Da = L/(ur) is the Damkohler number and Pe™' = D/(uLl) is the
inverse Péclet number. With hydrogen as the carrier gas, moving at 2cm/s
in a column with dimension 100pum the Reynolds number is of the order
1072 and the flow is clearly laminar, diffusion then is purely the result of
Brownian motion. Noting that Brownian diffusion is generally negligible in
comparison to advection the Péclet number term may be neglected [31, 29].
The Damkohler number Da is also expected to be small however close to the
start of the process there will be a time boundary layer where this term may
be important, particularly for the numerical scheme which requires the term
to be retained in order to apply the initial condition. Consequently, for a
single compound we define the base system
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Assuming the column is initially free of the sample, which is introduced at
the inlet over a short period, we apply

&(2,0) = q(£,0) =0  &0,%) = H(t) — H(t —t,), (7)



where H represents the Heaviside function and the sample is injected for
0<t<t.

Since the stationary phase is far from equilibrium we can assume that there
is no competition for attachment sites (since many are available) and then
the extension to an arbitrary number of components is trivial
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with ¢ = 1, ..., N. The concentrations and adsorbed fractions are scaled with
the inlet and equilibrium values of each component, ¢ = ¢;/coi, Gi = ¢i/qe.
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where KC; = kgi/ka; and up = wu is the inlet velocity. The additional
parameters arise due to the choice of time and length scales being based on
component ¢ = 1 (which must then be chosen as a dominant component),
such that
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and 61 = Ka,l = Kd,l =1.

)

In the absence of competition between compounds this multi-component
model effectively reduces to a set of identical single component equations.
In which case, it is sufficient to solve only a single pair of equations and
then the appropriate solution for each component appears due to the
different non-dimensionalisation.

2.2. Variable velocity model

Chromatography columns are very long compared to their inner diameter.
To drive the flow then requires a significant pressure drop which may affect
the gas density and thus the velocity field of the flow. This results in a
modification to (1), such that
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Equation (2) remains unchanged. As noted in the studies of packed columns
of [27, 33] with large mass removal we must also track the motion of the
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carrier fluid. Anticipating the extension to multi-components, we denote the
concentration of carrier gas molecules as cy and then
R? 0p

L - 10
U 811 0% ) b poCN/Co,N, ( )

where py, cp, v denote the inlet values and ;o the dynamic viscosity. The carrier
gas concentration also satisfies a mass balance of the form (9), but with zero
adsorption. Boundary and initial conditions follow those of the previous
section. The full derivation of the variable velocity model is detailed in
Appendix B. A similar variable flow model has previously been considered
by Rodriguez et al. [11].

If we distinguish the individual components by subsript ¢, where i € [1, N]
represents different analytes and ¢« = N the carrier gas then the extension of
the mass and momentum balance to multiple components is
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and gy = 0. The velocity and pressure for the carrier fluid are given by
equations (10).

The initial and boundary conditions are
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where ug = w(07,¢) is the fluid velocity just before the inlet, it may be
calculated from the inlet mass flow, and p; is the pressure just before the
outlet x = L~.

The variables are nondimensionalised with
. T .t . C; . 4 . U . p
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where the scales match those of the previous section.

Again assuming Pe;! = D;/(uf) < 1, we may write the reduced
dimensionless model
Dalt 4 2% 4 g %% = g% gy =1, N1, 17
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The mass balance for the carrier fluid has been reduced to (18), which in
turn leads to the expressions for pressure and velocity (20, 21), details are
given in Appendix B: Reduced model. The initial and boundary conditions
are

¢6(0,t)=H{#)—H({t—1t,) for i=1,.,N—1, (25)
en(0) =1, (26)

the last condition (26) stems from @(0) = 1.
As before the mass balance and kinetic equations are uncoupled for each
component and so only the solution for a single pair is required. The velocity

and pressure throughout the column only depend on x, not on time nor any
analyte concentration which simplifies the solution.

3. Solution methods

We note that Laplace transforms have been applied previously in the
literature. Guiochon and Lin [12] discuss a system of the form (5, 6) with a
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pulse inlet condition. Noting that the inverse transform is complicated they
reduce the inlet condition to a delta function. They go on to discuss the
case with diffusion but are forced to apply a constant concentration at the
inlet. Their solution is taken from the work of Lapidus and Amundson [13]
which is valid for a semi-infinite column. In all cases the velocity remains
constant throughout the column and only a single component is analysed.

3.1. Laplace transform solution

We now consider the system defined by equations (8) subject to
¢i(x,0) =0, ¢(z,0)=0, Ve >0, Vi (27)
¢i(0,t) = H(t) — H(t — 1), vVt >0, Vi (28)

3.1.1. Solution for the constant velocity model

Taking the Laplace transform of (8) where £{c(#,1)} = &(&, s) and applying
the initial conditions gives,

a¢; o
sDadi(#, s) + 8? + 88 (#, 8) = 0, (29)
X
8Gi(%,8) = KaiCi — KaGi (30)

subject to the boundary condition

1 —exp (—fls)
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s
Equation (30) provides the relation,
K. .
Gi(,5) = ——%i(3, 5) 32
il ) = i) 32)
Substituting this into (29) gives a first order differential equation for ¢,
9¢; BiKai '\ -
Da+ ——— ) ¢ = 0. 33
893+5( a+s+Kd,i)C (33)
Integrating and applying the boundary condition determines
—Dais) — exp (=(t + Dad iKaifad
exp (—Dais) — exp (—(t at)s) exp (6 Kaid 6iKai£> ‘
s s+ Ky '
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The inverse transform, to return to the ¢t domain, requires use of the
convolution theorem and the following results

£1{mq><@;f%€?z>}:: (35)
/ iKaiKiA / o A
¥11(2 51KmKdz£L’t) + (5<t)
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s
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} =H(t — Da#) — H(f — Dai — t;).
(36)

Equation (34) may then be transformed to

t
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0
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The Heaviside functions restrict the limits of integration resulting in

max{0,f—Da#} A
éz’(i',t) — / e BiKait—KaiT (38)

max{0,f—Dag—#; }
i Ko K i ~
5(T>+\/—5 T”Il(z BiKainia:T)]d

where I;(z) is a modified Bessel’s function of the first kind.

The problem of solving a coupled partial/ordinary differential equation
system has therefore been reduced to a single numerical integration. This is
easily achieved numerically.

3.1.2. Solution for the variable velocity model

In this case we take the Laplace transform of (17) and (19) and apply the
initial conditions to find

ou ¢;
D C (1 C; — U . (7 —=
sDaé; (&, s) + ¢ 5% T Ua; + s08:4;(z,s) =0, (39)
Sql'(.ﬁi', S) = Ka,iéi — Kd7iq~i- (40)
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Equation (40) relates ¢ to ¢ which we then substitute into (39)

0¢; 1ou s BiK o .
_ — | D _ P = O, 41
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where @ is determined by equations (21, 20). The solution is
~ . B(s) S BiKa;
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where
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with p(z) given by equation (20) and @z = (1 — p%)/(2L) is the derivative
of u evaluated at £ = 0. We thus arrive at the solution,

SN exp (—Daws) — exp —(51 + Daw)s BiKaiKaw R
(2, 5) = 0s ( ) exXp T[Cj — BiKq w0 ),
(45)
where . 5
1 1 1 2L (1 —p?)
5 7 = - _—— = . 46
“(¥) =3 (uo u> 3(1—72) (46)

Again the back transform requires use of the convolution theorem with the
following results

iKaiK z'A A / iKaiK iA / ~D o
E_l {G‘Xp <55—|——de) } = exp(—Kdit) [ 6%11(2 BiKainiwt) -+ (S(t)
di

Y

(47)
—Daws) — —(#; + Dac - - h
E—l {exp( a,ws) exp( ( 1+ aw)S)} :H(t—Dan) _H(t—Dad)—tl).
s
(48)
This leads to
. max{0,f—Dad} e BiKaiov—Kai T
¢i(z,t) = / —X (49)
max{0,{—Daw—{1} u

6(T) +4/ wh@ ﬁiKaini@T)] dT
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In the limit of small pressure drop the pressure may be expressed as p —
1—(1-=p%)2/(2L) and & — 2L(1 — p)/(1 — p%), so @ — &. Equation (49)
then reduces to (38) and the constant velocity model is retrieved.

The Bessel function I; increases rapidly with increasing argument which can
cause problems with the numerical integration. To avoid this we note that

z

Li(z) = . /OTr exp(z cos €) sin® £ d¢ (50)

see [34, Eq. 9.6.18]. Taking the § function outside of the integral and
replacing the Bessel function we obtain the following expression which
avoids the large function values

] ) o~ max{0,{—Daw} ™
QﬂszAKdzw / / e<—/3iKai®—KdiT+2 BiKainicDTcosﬁ) Sin2 f dé-dt]-
}Jo

u max{0,{—Da&—1;

A~ exp (—?Km‘@) (H (max{0,f — Da® — #,}) — H (max{0,# — Dad})) +

(51)

The solution of the PDE/ODE system is now reduced to a single integration
if using (49) or a double integration if using the more stable version (51).

3.2. Numerical solution

The fixed velocity model is specified by equations (8), for the concentration
and amount adsorbed, subject to the boundary and initial conditions
(27)-(28). The variable velocity model is specified by equations (10)—(12),
subject to boundary and initial conditions (13)—(16). In order to simplify
the numerical solution of the variable velocity model, we note that the
accumulation term Da<<1 while, if the quantity of other components is
much less than that of the carrier fluid then the diffusion of carrier fluid is
negligible (compared to advection). Thus, we use the analytical expressions
for pressure and velocity in equations (20) and (21), so only the
concentration and amount adsorbed of the test compounds must be
determined numerically. Consequently, the same scheme can be applied to
both fixed and variable velocity models. Here we employ the method of
lines with finite differences for spatial discretisation. Further, since the
analytes do not interact, it is sufficient to solve for a single pair of
equations, the solutions will then differ once re-dimensionalised. Therefore
we drop the subscript ¢ notation for this section.
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The domain of the problem is discretised into N, + 1 spatial nodes ({i’j}NfO)
and N, + 1 temporal nodes ({£;}2%,). Let & = ¢y, t ), @5 = 4(z;,t;). Then
from the initial conditions we obtain,

¢ =0, Q) =0, Vi #£ 0, (52)
and from the boundary conditions we obtain,

AR (H(t) — H(t; — ¢ Pe ! (4¢t — ¢k
66: x( ( ) (M 1))—1:1e (01 02)7 Vi (53)
2Az1 + 3Pe

g1 ; .
N, =3 (4¢y, 1 — ey, o), Vi (54)

where the first-order spatial derivatives at the inlet and the outlet have been
approximated as

oc .~ . —3¢ + 4¢, — &
tl? A 9 55
&c( %) = 2Aa; (55)
—(t;, @ = 2 56
a@( &) A7 (56)
For the spatial coordinates j = 1,..., N, — 1, we approximate the time

derivatives with forward differences and the first-order and second-order
spatial derivatives with a central difference,

g—?(fmi’j) = 621—2637 %(Emi‘j) = %; o (57)
%(@‘@’j) = é;+12;§}17 gj; (fi,25) = S _z(;}; 6},1’ (58)

This provides the scheme,
R; =Kuty — Kagj, ¢ = q; + ALR;, (59)
ﬁld§(7u+@ﬁP€@ﬂﬁ%i§i+ (60)
Pe 1D, G —zii-F & n BR;)’ (61)

where 4; is the value of @ at Z;, and 4;; is the value of the derivative
Uz = 0U/0% (which can be obtained analytically) at ;. Since the diffusion
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coefficient depends on pressure, the parameter D(z) = D(Z)/Dy is defined
as the ratio between the diffusion coefficient at pressure p(z) and the
diffusion coefficient at the inlet pressure (Dy). Since the expression for p(z)
is analytical (20), we can obtain an analytical expression for D(z) using the
equation reported in the Appendix B of the work by Rodriguez et al. [11]
(which they attribute to Ferziger and Kaper [35]). The equation indicates
that the diffusion coefficient is inversely proportional to pressure, so if
temperature is constant, we can write

D(z) =1/p(2). (62)
Thus, D; ; is the value of the derivative D; = 0D/0% at ;.

Note that for fixed velocity we have u = 1 and D = 1 for any value of Z, so
equation (61) reduces to

, o OAE [ — e ¢l — 26 ¢l 4
~idl _ ad j+1 j—1 —1-j+1 j j—1 i
Cj = Cj — D_a (2— 7 + Pe £2 + BR]) . (63)
4. Results

4.1. Verification

We begin by analysing the predictions of the two solution forms: the Laplace
solution and the numerical solution. To ensure that the models operate
within a physically realistic parameter regime, we use the parameter values
from the experiments discussed in §4.2. These correspond to the experiments
of [11, 36] involving five analytes where operating conditions are provided in
Tables 1, 3. Since the experiments involve a high-pressure drop along the
column, we have used the variable velocity solution, as given in equation
(51).
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Figure 1: Simulation using Laplace solution (51) for the concentration of each compound
throughout the column at different times. From left to right and top to bottom:
dimensionless times £ = 70, 1500, 4000 and 6500 (corresponding to dimensional ¢ = 5,
108, 290 and 470 s). Parameter values are provided in Tables 1 and 3. The outlet is
located at L = 10683.

In Figure 1 we show the evolution of five compound concentrations along
the GC column. At ¢ = 70 (5s) the components are all gathered around the
column inlet, however by £ = 1500 (108s) the separation is clear: benzene
travels the fastest and is close to the column outlet while xylene is the slowest.
By ¢ = 4000 (290s) both benzene and toluene have escaped, by ¢ = 6500
(470s) only o-, p-, m-xylene remains. Note that the vertical axis decreases
with time, reflecting the fact that signals spread out and decrease in height
as they move down the column.

In Figure 2 we compare solutions through the chromatogram (the
concentration measured at the outlet). In the top figure the solid lines
correspond to the Laplace solutions shown in Figure 1, and the dashed lines
correspond to the numerical solution of §3.2. As may be observed from the
figure benzene escapes the column first and so shows up at the earliest time
in the chromatogram while o-xylene only appears at around ¢ ~ 7500. The
longer the residence time the more the signals spread out and so decrease in
height. These two sets of results clearly demonstrate the accuracy of the
Laplace solution, in comparison to the numerical one. The numerical
solution includes the effects of diffusion where D, obtained from Rodriguez
et al. [11] (leading to Pe; ' = 0.0027 — 0.015). The Laplace solution is an
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approximation in that it neglects diffusion, based on the observation that
the inverse Peclet number is small (indicating diffusion is negligible in
comparison to advection). It has previously been shown that in adsorption
columns, which have a higher Pe™! value due to dispersion, the diffusion
term may be neglected without losing accuracy [27, 28, 29]. The close
correspondence between results verifies this approximation in GC.
Consequently, henceforth we will employ only the variable velocity Laplace
solution, which is significantly faster to compute.

The bottom figure shows a comparison between the constant and variable
velocity Laplace solution, as given in the equations (38, 51). The difference
in both position and peak size is apparent. The constant velocity model
assumes that the velocity of the fluid remains constant throughout the entire
column. In reality the velocity increases by a factor of 4 due to the pressure
drop from 4 to 1 bar. The decrease of pressure at the outlet also leads to lower
concentrations, which can be observed through the smaller peak areas of the
variable velocity model. This demonstrates that for a practical system, at
least that of [11, 36], the constant velocity model may be highly inaccurate.
However, it may be appropriate for systems with a small pressure drop or
much shorter columns (for example those used in contaminant capture).
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Figure 2: Comparison of the chromatograms obtained using different simulations. Top:
simulation using Laplace solution (51) (solid line) against numerical solution of the full
PDE system in (10) to (12) (circles). Bottom: simulation using the Laplace solution of
the variable velocity model (51) (solid line) and the constant velocity model (38) (dashed
line).

The evolution of velocity and pressure throughout the column is presented
in Figure 3. The large variation in velocity and pressure along the column
clarifies the size of the error obtained when applying the constant velocity
model to the data of [11, 36].
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Figure 3: Evolution of velocity (left) and pressure (right) throughout the column. Results
obtained using the values in Tables 1 and 3.

4.2. Comparison with experiment

Having verified the accuracy of the variable velocity Laplace solution against
the numerical solution, we now verify the model against experimental data.
We follow the experimental studies of Nasreddine et al. [36] and Rodriguez
et al. [11]. Their work involved five analytes: o-xylene (1); p-xylene and
m-xylene (2); ethylbenzene (3), toluene (4); benzene (5). The carrier fluid
was nitrogen and the inlet concentration was the same for all compounds
- however since p- and m-xylene act as a single component in the GC this
composite compound is assigned double the inlet concentration. Operating
conditions are provided in Table 1 for the experiment of 36, Fig. 6 (the curve
labelled 20ppb).

19



Table 1: Operating conditions of lab-scale chromatography experiments reported by [36,
11]. Diffusion coefficients, at the inlet pressure, taken from [11].

Name Symbol | Units Value
Temperature T K 353.15
Inlet pressure Do Pa 4.01x10°
Outlet pressure Pr Pa 1.013x10°
Column length L m 20
Inner radius R m 9x10~°
Wall thickness ) m 1076
Inlet flow rate Qo m? /s 1078
Inlet velocity U m/s 0.41
Inlet concentration Co.i mol/m?3 | 2.732x107° (20 ppb)
Injection time t S 4
Fluid viscosity U Pa-s 2.3x107°
Diffusion coef. Dy, m?/s | 2.06x1075-2.89x1076

Certain elements of Table 1 require clarification. The flow rate indicated in
[36] is 2.5 mL/min. This was recorded at the outlet, at atmospheric pressure.
In the Table we provide the value adjusted for the inlet which is at a much
higher pressure, 0.625 mL/min. In [37] the same research group reported
that the injection time in their previous work [36] was 20 s. However, in
Rodriguez et al. [11] a more detailed description of the injection mechanism
is provided, indicating that almost all the BTEX concentration is injected
during the first 4 s. This is then the injection time taken in our calculations.

Before comparing the results with the experimental data, we need to convert
the GC units. The experimental chromatogram of [36] has intensity units
a.u. (arbitrary units). To convert these to concentration units (mol/m?)
we need the calibration of the gas chromatograph for each component. This
requires the relation between the peak area of the chromatogram and the inlet
concentration. Although Nasreddine et al. [36] already report the calibration
curves, we have calculated the area-concentration ratio for the experiment
with the conditions from Table 1. Once this is known, we can calculate the
factor between a.u. and mol/m? by assuming that the molecules injected are
equal to the molecules eluted, namely

ty A
ficoitiug = UL/ Ltdt, fi=-"2
0

coitipr’
where f; (a.u./(mol/m?)) is the conversion factor for each component i, uy,
the velocity at the outlet, t; the final time of experiment (s), I; the

(64)
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intensity of component ¢ in the chromatogram (a.u.), and A; the area of the
peak of component i (a.u.-s). Note that we have used the relation
uo/ur, = pr/po, which stems from equation (21). The calibration in
a.u.-s/ppb and the conversion factor f are presented in Table 2.

Table 2: Calibration value (peak area/inlet concentration) and conversion factor f for
the chromatography experiments reported by Nasreddine et al. [36] with the conditions in
Table 1. The analytes with their component number are o-xylene (1), p-xylene & m-xylene
(2), ethylbenzene (3), toluene (4), benzene (5).

. Compound
Parameter Units i 5 3 1 5
Calibration a.u.-s/ppb 25.82 3528 28.10 46.36 57.97
[ (x108) a.u./(mol/m?) | 1.8708 2.5557 2.0356 3.3584 4.1997

The calibration and the conversion factor is the same for p and m-xylene
(component 2), since they contribute together to the area of the peak. Note
that the values of the calibrations are very similar to the slope of the
calibration curves reported by Nasreddine et al. [36]. Once the conversion
factors are determined, we can fit the chromatogram obtained with the
model to the experimental data.

Rodriguez et al. [11] develop a numerical solution for GC which was verified
using the data of [36]. Their mathematical model takes a similar form to
the system (11, 10) but with the key difference that the adsorption term
for each component involves a summation which shows that all compounds
compete for the same adsorption sites. This term makes it impossible to
uncouple the equations and so their system must be solved simultaneously
for all compounds. Further, they require a value for the maximum number
of available sites - this is approximated using data from similar experiments
of previous authors. They note that the value obtained is “several orders of
magnitude higher than the number of molecules that we are injecting in the
column” and consequently any errors, even of “one or two orders of magnitude
it would make no difference in the overall results”. The scheme uses finite
volumes to integrate the PDE system and then an iterative scheme is applied
to fit each k,,;, kq; to the experimental data of all components. The process
of solving simultaneously the PDE system for all five components and then
iterating for ten unknowns involves a high computational cost.

In our approach we have decoupled the equations, based on the assumption
there are sufficient available adsorption sites at all times and so the
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competition is negligible. This is clearly the case in the latter stages of the
process when the components have separated. However, the findings of [11],
that the number of sites is orders of magnitude greater than the number of
injected molecules, vindicates this assumption and makes it clear that the
competition term is negligible. Our solution, equation (51), involves a
single integration to determine the concentration profile for all components
(since they are scaled versions of each other). Substituting z; then
determines the concentration at the outlet, which defines the
chromatogram. For a given analyte we then only need to fit two parameters
to the data: there is no need to calculate the maximum number of
adsorption sites. This results in a highly efficient solution method.

In Figure 4 we show the result of matching the Laplace solution to the
experimental data [36]. Note that the experimental data has a non-zero
baseline. This background is approximately constant, so the mean value
(3935.4 a.u.) has been calculated from the flat region between component 3
and 4 (between 300 and 400 s approximately). This value has then been
added to the simulation results when fitting the experimental data.
Equation (51) was integrated using a global adaptive quadrature method.
Then, the Matlab global optimisation function GlobalSearch was used to fit
the model to the experimental data.  The local solver coupled to
GlobalSearch uses interior-point algorithm to minimise the sum of squared
errors (SSE). The chromatogram shows an overlap between component 2
(ethylbenzene) and 3 (toluene). However, the overlap region is small, we
neglected this small section in the data fitting.
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Figure 4: Fitting of the variable velocity model (solid line) to the experimental
chromatograph (striped line) reported by Nasreddine et al. [36]. Results obtained using
the values in Tables 1 and 3.

As shown in Figure 4, the agreement between the analytical solution,
equation (51), and the experimental data is very good. The fitting
parameters to achieve this, k,;, k4, are presented in Table 3. Also shown
are a number of related parameters, which may be subsequently calculated
with the aid of values provided in Table 1. With regard to the discussion
concerning goodness of fit we note that the R? values provided in the table
are all high. The main deviations between the solutions and data are due to
the peak tailing. The causes of the tailing are discussed in [11], where it is
suggested that the culprit is the flow path disruption at the inlet of the
column. This leads to some molecules entering the column after the initial
four seconds.
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Table 3: Physical parameters obtained from fitting the model to the experimental data
by Nasreddine et al. [36]. The only fitting parameters are k,; and kg,. The rest may
be calculated from k, ;, kq,; and parameters provided in Table 1. The analytes with their
component number are o-xylene (1), p-xylene & m-xylene (2), ethylbenzene (3), toluene
(4), benzene (5).

. Compound
Parameter Units i 5 3 1 5
ko (x10%) st 1.0168 0.6483 0.9203 0.2953 0.0579
ka s71 14.291 11.057 16.940 11.502 5.299
K; - 711.55 586.33 543.31 256.73 109.28
Ge; (X107%) | mol/m?® | 1.9436 3.2032 1.4841 0.7013 0.2985
Bi - 1.0000 0.8242 0.7635 0.3608 0.1530
Pe;1 (x1073) - 2.6926 2.6926 3.1069 3.3968 3.7696
Da - 0.0633
L (x1073) m 1.8722
T S 0.0723
SSE (x103) a.u.? 0.0323 0.7044 0.1232 1.3718 6.0291
R-squared - 0.9715 0.9425 0.9642 0.9402 0.8585

5. Conclusions

This works presents a novel solution to simulate and predict gas
chromatography column processes. Two different scenarios have been
considered: a first situation where pressure drop is negligible, so no effects
on the velocity field are considered, and a second situation where pressure
and velocity vary throughout the column.

Although the system study is analogous to others previously recorded in
the literature the solution technique is novel. Standard solutions use
numerical techniques to integrate the PDE system and then an iterative
scheme to fit adsorption and desorption coefficients to the experimental
data of all components. The process of solving simultaneously the PDE
system for all components and then iterating for all unknowns involves a
high computational cost. In our approach the equations are decoupled and
the solution involves a single integration which determines the
concentration profile for all components (since they are scaled versions of
each other). For a given analyte we then only need to fit two parameters to
the data. This results in a highly efficient solution method.
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Comparison of our solution against numerics and experimental data verified
the accuracy of the new approach. A comparison between the constant and
variable velocity models demonstrated the possible inaccuracy of neglecting
pressure effects.

The model outputs include the adsorption coefficient, which is related to the
variance of the peaks in the chromatogram, and the equilibrium constant,
which is related to the retention time. These two are key in optimising the
chromatography process.

Whilst the new approach is efficient and provides excellent agreement with
experimental data it must be viewed as a starting point. Many
chromatography processes involve heating systems, which is not considered
in our isothermal model. The impact of higher concentrations or other
types of eluents, analytes and adsorbents are also possible future
extensions. Including these aspects would further increase the value and
applicability of the methods presented in this paper.
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Appendix A. Cross-sectional averaging for constant velocity
model

The standard mass balance for flow down the column is

% +u-Ve = DV, (A1)

where we have assumed constant diffusivity D and velocity u = M /(mR?p),
where M is the mass flux. We define a cross-sectional average concentration
in the mobile phase

R
TR = 27T/ redr. (A.2)
0
Integrating the concentration equation over the cross-section
R 2
dc dc 0c 10 ([ Oc
2 — | rdr =27wD — | r— d
7T/0 ((‘%—'—uax)rr : / (8x2 ror (Tﬁr))rr
= = 2
= TR? (a_c u@) = D( R28—+27r r@ ) . (A3)
0

_l’_
ot ox 0x? or
The final term of (A.3) represents the contribution of the diffusive flux. Due
to symmetry it is zero at r = 0, at r = R it represents the mass flux onto
the stationary phase. Assuming mass is evenly distributed within the thin
stationary phase

dc| 0q oq
~ —2TRO—
or ot ot
where ¢ is the average concentration of the attached molecules and neglecting
d/R < 1. Replacing this in equation (A.3) leads to
oe oe 0% 26 9q
— —=D— — .
o "or~ Corr  Rot
Defining av = 20/ R we arrive at Eq. (1).

2r RD—| =-7[(R+6)° - R’ — (A.4)

(A.5)

Appropriate initial and boundary conditions reflect the fact there is no trace
of analyte in the column at ¢ = 0 and then the injection occurs over a period
0<t<ty,

c(z,0) = q(z,0) =0, (A.6)

=uco (H(t) — H(t —t1)) (A.7)
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where H is the Heaviside function. At the outlet we apply

aCZ' .
D lp 0, (A.8)

where L is the length of the column (m).

Appendix B. Derivation of variable velocity model

Appendiz B.1. Dimensional model

For a long thin column the flow is primarily along the axis, such that u =
v(r,z,t)e,, where e, is the unit vector in the axial direction. Momentum
conservation of the carrier fluid is described by the Navier-Stokes equation,
assuming radial symmetry and no external forces applied, this reads

10 ov 0% dp
S — ) === B.1
M(r@r (r(?r) +8x2> oz’ (B.1)
where p is the dynamic viscosity of the carrier fluid (Pa-s) and p(z,t) is the
pressure inside the column (Pa).

The boundary conditions of equation (B.1) account for no-slip at the solid
surface (r = R) and radial symmetry in the center of the column (r = 0).
Equation (B.1) is first order in p, yet it must satisfy two pressure conditions
(at the inlet p = po, at the outlet p = pr). Here we choose to apply the
outlet condition, the inlet condition then determines the flow rate. Hence,

we apply

ov
R.z.t)=0 — =0 L.t)=nyp;. B.2
U( y L, ) ) or lr—o ’ p( ) ) br ( )

Mass conservation for analyte follows Eq. (A.1) but the advection term is
written as (uc), = (vc),.

Due to the ve term we cannot immediately carry out the averaging process
and must therefore first consider the reduced non-dimensional system.
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Appendiz B.2. Dimensionless model

Following the non-dimensionalisation outlined in §2.2 we have the system

10 (.00 0% 0p
7 oF (T(‘)f) €912 91’ (B3)
o¢  9(ve) o [ 9\ 10 (. 0
2 oc _ 2 L9 oc
Pee (Daﬁf + 57 ) e or (D(%) + FEE <D7"af) ; (B.4)

where Pe = wyL/Dy, Da = L/(ug7), ¢ = R/L and the pressure scale
P = pupl/R?. Since the diffusion coefficient depends on pressure and
temperature, we define D = D/D, to distinguish between the diffusion
coefficient at the inlet pressure with initial temperature conditions (Dj),
and the dimensionless variable function D(Z,%). Note that the dynamic
viscosity of the fluid u is taken as a constant regardless of the composition
of the mixture. This is based on the assumption that only trace amounts of
analyte are injected in the carrier fluid. The boundary conditions of (B.3)
are

00

O(R,x,t) =
U( 7':67) 07 a?’A’

=0, (L) =pr . (B.5)

=0

The initial and boundary conditions of equation (B.4) are

¢(2,0) = ¢(z,0) =0, (B.6)
o _1..0¢ . .
¢ — Pe DOA =H(t)—H(t—t), (B.7)

T oo

oe¢

- = B.

0% la=1 0 (B8)
oe¢ 504 oe B

Daf* ik 0F Of li=o 0. (B9)

Note that if temperature is constant, D(0,f) = 1.

We consider now the asymptotic expansion
F=fO+2f0 40,
where f = {¢,q,9,p}. The leading order in €% of equation (B.3) reads

10 (Aa@@) op

- == T - — .
7 or or 0z

(B.10)
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Integrating equation (B.10) with boundary conditions in (B.5) gives

72— R29p©

() = . B.11
’ 1 07 (B-11)
We define the dimensionless average velocity as
9 R
i = — / b dr | (B.12)
R? Jo
which applied to (B.11) gives
R2 9p©
R0 — 2 . B.13
! 8 0i (B.13)
Taking the leading order in &2 of equation (B.4) we get
10 0e®)
[ Dr =0. B.14
P oF ( "or ) (B.14)

Solving equation (B.14) subject to the boundary condition on r = 0 in (B.9),

A

we get ¢0) = ¢O0)(2,1).

The first order in €2, equation (B.4) reads

O IGOEO) ) (Daaw)) N Pe™! 9 (Dfaé(l)

o= =t 5% \P P o o7 ) (B.15)

Integrating equation (B.15) over the cross-section we obtain

¢ (a0e0) 0 o¢) 2Pe D 9V

Da— =Pe ' — (D - B.16
o T o ea&( a:e)* T leers (B16)

The averaging affects the boundary condition at the inlet

9¢0) . PO
(a(o)@(o) _pe D (’; > =H(t)— H(t —t1). (B.17)

z
&=0+

Note that the derivative of ¢1) at the boundary # = R in equation (B.16)
must match with the sink term to leading order. Consequently we write

oe)

P

or

2
vl (B.18)
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Note that in order to obtain the desired order of magnitude of €2 in the sink
term, the radial length-scale must be defined as R = §q.L?/(coDoT).

Now, replacing (B.18) in (B.16) we get
o¢0) a(@(O)@(O)) o 9¢0) 24
Da— =Pe'— (D - — B.19
i T o eagz( 69?;) oi (B.19)
where the length-scale has been defined as £ = TugcoR/(20g.). Once the
length-scale is defined, the radial length-scale and the pressure scale can be

rewritten as R = u2R?*co7/(48q.Dy) and P = 810q. D2/ (u3dR3coT), and the
parameter € = ugR/(2D).

The pressure of the column to leading order may be defined in terms of the
concentration of the carrier fluid

13(0)

PN (¢
(1) = pocly (B.20)
where, anticipating the extension to multiple contaminants, we denote the
concentration of the carrier fluid as cg\?) (z,1).

As far as the sink term is concerned, as before we assume the adsorption
capacity is much greater than the concentration of analyte and write

960
% = O _ F g (B.21)

where Ky = kqqe/(kaco).

Appendiz B.3. Reduced Model

When dealing with gases, the diffusion coefficient can reach values of the
order of magnitude of 107° m?/s [11]. Even higher values have been reported
in packed columns where dispersion acts to increase the value of D. In
packed columns the effect on the concentration has been demonstrated to be
negligible [29]. Consequently we assume that Pe™! < 1. Neglecting diffusion
reduces the order of equation (B.19). Then boundary condition at x = L
doesn’t hold, and only (B.17), neglecting the Pe™! term, applies.

To understand the flow of the carrier fluid we write a reduced form (B.19)
where Da < Pe™! <« 1 and there is no adsorption, resulting in
A(ae)

S =0, (B.22)
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Integrating, subject to 4 = 653) = 1 determines (rather obviously)

a0 = 1. (B.23)

If we now replace 4(*) with equation (B.13), and ¢y with equation (B.20) we
get
R2p©) §p©

- ~1. B.24
8py 0 (B-24)

Integrating and applying the boundary condition in (B.5) ﬁ(ﬁ,f) = pr we

obtain
©0) I T
p () =p 1+(A——)(1—7). B.25
(T) = pr 7 7 (B.25)

Note that this defines the pressure and hence the velocity as
time-independent functions, i.e. p(°(z) and a(%(2).

In order to provide a simpler definition of the dimensionless pressure, we
rescale pressure as p = p/pg. With the new scaling, equation (B.25) reads

PO = \1- (1= )i/, (B.26)
and then
W =Da™t (1-p2) / (prp"”) (B.27)

where Da = 16pugL/(R?*pyr) is the Darcy number. With the new scaling the
pressure at the outlet may be written in terms of the Darcy number

1/pr, = (Da/2) (1 VI 4Da—2> . (B.28)

and then u = 1/p.
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