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CNRS, 15, rue Jean-Antoine de Bäıf, Paris, 75013, France.
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Abstract

Bioelectrochemistry is crucial for understanding biological functions and driving
applications in synthetic biology, healthcare, and catalysis. However, current sim-
ulation methods fail to capture both the stochastic nature of molecular motion
and electron transfer across the relevant picosecond-to-minute timescales. We
present QBIOL, a web-accessible software that integrates molecular dynamics,
applied mathematics, GPU programming, and quantum charge transport to
address this challenge. QBIOL enables quantitative stochastic electron transfer
simulations and has the potential to reproduce numerically any (bio) electro-
chemical experiments. We illustrate this potential by comparing our simulations
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with experimental data on the current generated by electrode-attached redox-
labeled DNA, or by nanoconfined redox species, in response to a variety of
electrical excitation waveforms, configurations of interest in biosensing and catal-
ysis. The adaptable architecture of QBIOL extends to the development of devices
for quantum and molecular technologies, positioning our software as a powerful
tool for enabling new research in this rapidly evolving field.

Keywords: Nanoelectrochemistry, quantum charge transport, biosensors, molecular
technologies
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1 Introduction

Over the last decades, more and more industries have moved toward simulations as a
way to reduce risks and costs, with primary examples in aeronautics, semiconductors
and health care. Molecular systems attract heavy scientific interests due to their poten-
tial applications in bio-electrochemical systems, molecular electronics and quantum
devices [1–4]. The case of bio-electrochemistry is of particular interest as an attractive
approach to understand nanoscale biological systems or use bio-mimetic approaches
with low energy electron transfer toward catalytic or green energy applications [5–10].
It also has a dual role to play in the frame of the “More than Moore” and “Beyond
CMOS” paradigms [11], contributing to the diversification of both the nature and scale
of nanoelectronic devices. Redox molecules can be seen as nano-objects exhibiting
exceptional reproducibility and compact size, they are already employed in biosensing
applications [12–16], and as they can be integrated into electrochemical and biological
systems, are envisioned for DNA data storage [17–19] or large scales integrated nano-
electrochemical sensing [20, 21]. However, such nano-bio-systems exhibit a complexity
(moving molecules, stochastic electron transfer) that is not captured by commercial
finite element modeling (FEM) solutions [22–24] nor by molecular dynamics (MD)
and coarse-grained approaches alone.

MD provides invaluable insights on molecular movements, averaged electron trans-
fer rates and molecular structure configurations, but does not include intermolecular
or metal-molecule electron transfers especially at timescales that would allow a
direct comparison with experimental measurements for most applications [25–29].
Coarse-grained simulations helped greatly in bridging the gap between angtrom- and
micrometer-scales descriptions of molecular movements [26, 27, 30–32], even manag-
ing to bridge coarse-grained and FEM [33]. However, they do not provide themselves
a description of electron transfers resulting in current signals comparable with exper-
iments. Molecular electronics achieves good agreement between simulations, models
and molecular junction experiments [34, 35], based on averaged positions for the cal-
culations of electronic rates, because molecular motions (or vibrational modes) are
typically much faster than electron transfer rates. However, this assumption does not
always hold for biomolecular motions, which occur across a wide range of timescale
and over large distances [36–38]. As for FEM, it models with great success macro-
scopic behaviors in terms of concentration profiles and average values [39], including
currents, but is not able to take into account the stochasticity in electron transfer cou-
pled to molecular movements arising at the nanoscale. As an example, for the past 20
years electrochemical DNA (E-DNA) sensors’ measurements have led to the belief that
molecular diffusion of tethered DNA was anomalously slow [40–43]. The early develop-
ments of QBIOL helped to show that this was incorrect, and that the electrochemical
response of these systems could be fully explained by a reduced electron transfer rate,
itself due the low probability of presence (ρ) of the redox head at the electrode surface,
associated with low reorganization energy (λ) [44–46] and complex energetics related
to hydrophilic/hydrophobic interactions at interfaces [47]. This eventually led to the
discovery of ballistic Brownian motion for nanoconfined DNA [45]. These results, along
with remaining open questions and the general trend of performance demands driving
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development and device miniaturization for greater sensitivity and richer data, moti-
vated the full-scope development of QBIOL presented in this work, addressing at the
same time the need to transition from averaged to stochastic event representations of
electrochemical reactions [48–51].

Since the rise of single-molecule electrochemistry [52], electrochemical systems
started to be studied and modeled with a stochastic approach [42, 49, 53, 54], with
such nanosystems already becoming more and more widespread. Recent works have
shown that stochasticity could be used at the advantage of the experimentalist to
obtain as much if not more information than through traditional macroscale measure-
ments [50, 51, 55]. However, stochastic simulations remained behind both in terms of
timescales and variety of the simulated entities, often limited to restrained timescales
and free particles [48, 56–59], with orders of magnitude discrepancies for experiments
attempting to describe redox biomolecules [42].
Here we show that our simulator QBIOL enables the reproduction of macroscale elec-
trochemical currents of various electrochemical addressing techniques on free particle
as well as MD-simulated biomolecules from single-electron counting. The accuracy
and timescales available allows direct comparison with experimental data. We choose
to focus here on (bio-) electrochemical applications, and also show a working exten-
sion for quantum dots.

2 Results

2.1 QBIOL workflow and targets

QBIOL is a web-accessible electron transfer simulation software that allows to obtain
the current, its fluctuations and probability of presence for any molecule/system in
liquid or solid state that can be simulated with molecular dynamics (MD) (Fig. 1).
We introduce several innovations over previous electrochemistry-based approaches,
incorporating accurate electron transfer rates informed by the latest advancements
in the rapidly evolving field of bioelectrochemistry [44–46]. This allows to count
electrons one by one in complex moving systems, reproducing familiar macroscale
measurements directly comparable with experimental data while keeping the full
information on the current’s fluctuations (Fig. 1).

The default electron transfer rates used are based on the Marcus-Hush (MH)
theory [60, 61]. QBIOL uses existing MD libraries, such as oxDNA [30–32], to
obtain the position of the electroactive part of the molecule of interest over time.
Position-dependent electronic couplings and reorganization energies are computed
from the MH formalism and used to generate time-dependent probabilities of elec-
tron transfer, which, combined with random number generation algorithms, are
used to obtain the stochastic simulation [62] at the picosecond scale. Estimating the
evolution of electrochemical currents over minutes with one picosecond resolution is
beyond the capabilities of current computers using a conventional “naive” approach,
largely because of the computational cost of integrating MH rates and the trillions
of stochastic processes to simulate per molecule. To overcome this limitation, we
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Fig. 1 QBIOL overview. QBIOL allows to count electrons individually based on a given rate
equation. It takes into account the position in space of the electroactive center or molecule by leveraging
molecular dynamic solutions such as oxDNA, with the possibility to simulate nanoconfined environments.
The progress in GPU computing combined with applied maths engineering allowed numerical experi-
ments such as cyclic voltammetry, AC voltammetry or chronoamperometry with realistic timescales. The
ability to simulate realistically complex systems in confined environments has applications in biosensors
development, quantum devices simulation and molecular electronics.

employ rejection sampling, GPU parallelization and precomputed rates, enabling the
efficient calculation of electrochemical currents over extended timescales. In addition,
we overcome the “Markovian limitation”, which prevents massive parallel computa-
tion, by noticing that redox molecules typically have a small number of charge states
(typically two). Details are provided in supplementary information (SI).
For the sake of illustration, a ferrocene molecule (Fc) is considered here as the elec-
troactive part (or as a single molecule) unless explicitly mentioned. QBIOL uses the
position of Fc to compute a probability of electron transfer to/from an electrode with
a time resolution of dtMD = 9.09 × 10−13 s (≈ 1 ps) and up to several minutes. In
practice, a user only has to input experimental conditions, such as the number of elec-
trodes, type of experiment, applied voltages, dimension of the confinement (if any),
sequence of the molecule (if DNA is simulated), ionic strength, etc., to obtain a current
versus voltage and/or versus time curve, called here “numerical experiment”. Details
about the time management, molecular dynamics and algorithms are available in SI.

The performances of QBIOL in terms of timescales, variety of electrochemical
voltammetry experiments and accuracy of electron transfer rates are presented in
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Table S1 with comparisons to previous work on stochastic electrochemical simula-
tions. To illustrate QBIOL’s capabilities and performance, we have focused on a
few relevant application examples to highlight its significance for instrumentalists,
biophysicists, sensor design, and its utility in addressing questions such as signal-to-
noise ratio across various electrochemists’ communities. Finally, the above-mentioned
algorithms and computing effort can also be leveraged to model accurately quantum
systems, as illustrated further in this paper.

2.2 Performance evaluation: Bioelectrochemical experiments

We present hereafter a range of electrochemical experiments available in QBIOL, repre-
sentative of its reliability and versatility for various cases of interest for the community
of electrochemists and bioelectrochemists.

2.2.1 Cyclic voltammetry

Cyclic voltammetry (CV) has been the primary tool for electrochemists for nearly a
century, allowing the extensive characterization of redox reactions as well as quanti-
tative sensing through electroactive molecule measurements. If other more advanced
addressing techniques are today used to circumvent some of its limitations, CV mea-
surements remain a cornerstone of electrochemistry.
Fig. 2 shows, as a benchmark, a comparison of the cyclic voltammetry behavior of
freely moving particles within a nanogap ranging from ν = 0.01 V/s to 1010 V/s,
with one of two walls of the gap acting as an electrode, either as derived from the
analytical thin layer cell (TLC) model or from QBIOL simulations. Note that QBIOL
simulations with the two-walls acting as electrodes, i.e. forming an electrochemical
nanogap, are also available.
The thin layer cell model [63] is developed in details in section S10, but briefly, it
predicts the shape of CVs depending on the confinement length zgap, the diffusion
coefficient D, the MH electron transfer rates and the voltage sweep rate ν. In par-
ticular, it can compute the dimensionless potential shift ξ = q

kBT (Ep − E0) (with

q the elementary charge, kB the Boltzmann constant, T the temperature, E0 the
standard electrochemical potential and Ep the potential of the oxidation peak) for

every (µ, µΛ) coordinate couple, with µ = zgap
√

qν
kBTD and µΛ = kszgap/D (ks being

here the relevant electron transfer rate), that can be thought as dimensionless sweep
rate and electron transfer rate, respectively (details section S10).
As shown in Fig. 2, QBIOL is in very good agreement with the model (see also Fig.
S21) except for log(µ) < 10−1 and log(µΛ) < 10−2.5, at the bottom left of Fig. 2.
This corresponds to very small sweep rates combined with very slow electron transfer
rates, in which cases very few events occur at the electrode, exposing the limit of
electron counting in QBIOL when simply too few events occur over the simulated
times to reproduce the macroscopically expected values.

Since the position and rates applied to the electroactive particle are known at each
moment, QBIOL is able to reproduce concentration profiles. If simple cases such as a
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Fig. 2 QBIOL-generated CV oxidation peak’s voltage heatmap. This heatmap generated
from QBIOL cyclic voltammogram (CV) data represents the dimensionless oxidation peak’s voltage ξ
as a function of the dimensionless parameters µΛ (∝ ks) and µ (∝ ν) (other maps for current peak and
current peak/sweep rate available in S19). The variations of µ and µΛ control the behavior of the CVs,
with the crossed coordinates marking the shown CVs. The black dashes are obtained from the TLC
analysis discussed section S10. (zgap = 60 nm)

free particle confined between two electrodes are now trivial [57, 64], QBIOL offers a
unique insight for complex systems, such as end-attached Fc DNA strands (Fig. S13).

2.2.2 Chronoamperometry

Chronoamperometry techniques are widely used to obtain information on the rate
of electron transfer, with applications in biology, biosensors and electrochemistry.
QBIOL implements chronoamperometry as described in section S5.2, with an exam-
ple of chronoamperometry on a redox-labeled tethered DNA double strand T20 Fig. 3
(a). Plaxco et al. made experiments on tethered DNA strands of various lengths and
showed an oscillating pattern [14], attributed to the DNA helix rotating the electro-
chemical head periodically closer to the electrode (Fig. 3 (b)). Chronoamperometry
experiments on QBIOL were carried out on double strand DNA from 8 to 50 base
pairs. The apparent rate (kapp) was obtained as the decay rate on the current versus
time curves (Fig. 3 (a)). We observe the same periodicity than in [14] (≈ 11 base pair)
for kapp with respect to the number of base pair (Fig. 3 (b) and (c)).
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The apparent decay trend of kapp on the QBIOL curve, though absent on the exper-
imental data, was previously observed [43, 44, 65] and, simply explained, attributed
to shorter strands spending more time close to the electrode. In other words, kapp ∝
ρ ∝ 1/Nbp, with Nbp the length of the DNA strand in number of bases. Considering
the error bars and the difficulty of the experiment, we predict that reiterating the
experiment designed by [14] with more intermediate bases and statistical reproduc-
tions should render the decay visible experimentally.
We observe a difference in phase that can be explained by a difference of linker, by the
location of the electrochemical tag on the DNA head and by the type of electrochem-
ical tag used (methylene blue in the experiment, Fc in the simulation). The difference
in amplitude of kapp. is due to the use of a Fc molecule in the simulation, with a
single step electron transfer. Indeed, a full study to assess reorganization energy for
the methylene blue used in the original article, which involves the exchange of a pro-
ton, remains to be done. The methylene blue shows an apparent electron transfer rate
orders of magnitude lower than Fc [65] explaining the difference here observed. This
also shows that QBIOL is a powerful tool to explore and optimize the ideal number
of bases for a given E-DNA sensor.
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Fig. 3 E-DNA chronoamperometry: comparison between QBIOL and experiment. (a)
Chronoamperometry of a dt20ds DNA. (E-E0): −50 → 0 mV, with a single exponential decay fit. (b)
Schematics showing the rate change to be expected from the rotation of the DNA helix with the number
of base pair. (c) Measurement of kapp for double-stranded DNA between Nbp = 8 and 50 base pair.
A periodic pattern is visible in both experimental (reproduced from [14]) and QBIOL data. On the
latter, the additional decay observed is due to shorter strands spending more time close to the electrode.
Simulation parameters: MH rates, ρH2/ℏ = 4× 10−6 eV, z = 11.5 Å.

2.2.3 SWV

Square wave voltammetry (SWV) (Fig. 4 (a)) has been widely used for its ability to
resolve a signal where CVs were too noisy or impeded by parasitic capacitive currents.
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However, the complex nature of the current answer to SWV waveforms prevents in
practice the quantitative interpretation of experimental results, in spite of existing
models [66–68]. As a result, empirical calibrations are typically used [13, 69, 70],
using CVs as a base to take advantage of the increased sensitivity of SWV. QBIOL
provides here a simulation platform to estimate both CVs and SWVs from complex
systems, such as tethered electrochemical probes [16, 69].

As an application example, we study a case where one wants to calibrate the SWV
signal with CV measurements. We have performed experiments on a self-assembled
monolayer (SAM) of dT35 double stranded DNA, as illustrated on Fig. 4 (a), diluted
with hexanethiol alkyl chains (details in SI). Fig. 4 (b) shows the currents recorded
for both the CV and the SWV for such a SAM, where the amplitude of the CV peak
is roughly 10 times smaller than that of the SWV. QBIOL simulations of both exper-
iments with the same parameters are also shown on Fig. 4 (b), with N = 2.76× 1010

molecules (determined from the CV) and z = 4.2 Å for the e−βz factor in the electro-
chemical rate expression (with β the tunneling decay coefficient), coherent with the
length of the hexanethiol used here. QBIOL shows a 1/10 ratio between CV and SWV
peaks, similar to the experimental data, and also yields very close currents compared
to the experimental values. These results show that QBIOL can be used to realistically
simulate SWV and obtain quantitative information from SWV measurements.

-0.3 -0.2 -0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.3

-1E-8

0

1E-8

2E-8

3E-8

4E-8

5E-8

6E-8

I 
(A

)

E-E0(V)

 Exp. SWV
 Exp. CVx10
 QBIOL SWV
 QBIOL CVx10

0 2 4 6
-0.4

-0.2

0

0.2

0.4

0 0.04
-0.26
-0.24
-0.22

E
-E

0  (
V

)

t (s)

RE CE
(a)

𝐴

1

𝑓

(b)

Fig. 4 Square-wave voltammetry: comparison between QBIOL and experiment. (a)
Square wave voltammetry (SWV) voltage profile, with an enlarged version showing SWV parameters.
Inset: schematics of the Fc-DNA-alkyl molecule tethered on a gold electrode. (b) Experimental SWV and
CV (after baselines removal) compared to QBIOL numerical experiment with the same parameters. The
CV currents are scaled 10 times for an easier comparison. Inset: raw SWV and CV data. SWV parame-
ters: A = 20 mV, f = 100 Hz, ν = 0.1 V/s. CV parameters: ν = 0.1 V/s. Simulation parameters: MH
rates, ρH2/ℏ = 4× 10−6 eV, z = 4.2 Å.
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2.2.4 AC voltammetry

Alternative current voltammetry (AC voltammetry) superimposes a linear sweep
with a sinusoidal wave to study the frequency response of the interrogated electro-
chemical system. From this one can also address the frequency isolation techniques
[71, 72] as well as impedance spectroscopy [73–75], where the excitation frequency is
swept. It allows to discriminate charge transfer rates of different origins and sepa-
rate the different contribution to the system’s impedance, with various applications
in biology, batteries, fuel cells, corrosion, nanopores and porous materials. Most
notably, high-harmonics are of particular interest as they almost completely remove
the contribution of the double layer [72]. AC voltammetry is available in QBIOL as
illustrated Fig. 5, where we simulate a Fc free particle in a 60 nm gap, reproducing
the increase of readability for high harmonics with the increase of the excitation
amplitude, as shown experimentally here [72].
Recent developments emphasize the importance of AC voltammetry techniques, as
they allow to recover superior information compared to DC techniques, whether it is
through advanced analysis of frequency-isolated currents [72] or, as discussed further
in this paper, by high-frequency capacitive amplification [76].

2.2.5 Electrochemical shot-noise

Experimental evidences were recently brought for the measurement of electrochem-
ical shot-noise on a single-electrode device taking advantage of the stability and
homogeneity of electrochemical self-assembled monolayers (SAMs) [55]. As QBIOL
inherently accounts for stochastic processes, it is particularly well-suited to simulate
such noise experiments. The reproduction of this experiment in QBIOL, done by
measuring the current over time at different voltages, is shown Figure 6, showing the
low-frequency noise versus voltage. The data in QBIOL are obtained using a prefactor
on the rates to account for the undecanethiol spacer, corresponding to an equiva-
lent distance between Fc and the surface of the electrode of ≈ 9.1 Å, in reasonable
agreement with literature [77]. The experimentally measured noise baseline is not
generated in QBIOL and added from its measured experimental values to QBIOL’s
noise results for comparison with the experiment.

The results are in good agreement with experimental data reproduced from [55].
Interestingly the discrepancies on the width at half maximum between the model
proposed in the original article and experimental data, attributed to interactions with
neighboring molecules and electronic coupling variations, is here absent. This tends
to indicate that a refining of the analytical model for electrochemical molecules is
required, which we plan to address in a dedicated work.

2.2.6 Designing biosensors

If previous experiments showed archetypal DNA sequences, QBIOL is able to simu-
late any sequence such as biologically relevant aptamer sequences and be used as an
engineering tool. Electrochemical DNA (E-DNA) probes consist in an end-attached
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Fig. 5 AC voltammetry QBIOL simulations AC voltammetry with f = 70 Hz, A = 40, 80 or
160 mV, ν = 0.1 V/s, zgap = 60 nm. (a) Applied voltage (zoom in inset as well as schematics of the
experiment). (b) Current versus time. (c) Fourier transform of the current, clearly showing well defined
high harmonics for higher excitation amplitudes. (d) 4th harmonic envelope versus voltage for different
excitation amplitudes.

electrochemical marker on a DNA strand or aptamer strand and have various biosens-
ing applications [12–16]. They have been used for the past decade as incredibly
versatile biosensors, for food, metal, environment or cancer marker detection [78–80].
We show here a case study for the design of such a biosensor based on a SYL3C
aptamer1 for the EpCAM marker on cancer cell membrane [12]. The aptamers are
grafted on a gold electrode with nano pillars to suspend the cell, leaving the aptamer
at a proper distance to both reach the surface of the cell and this electrode. The
detection is made by monitoring the electrochemical current amplitude during cyclic
voltammograms, as it would decrease when the aptamer matches the EpCAM recep-
tor on the cell membrane and thus spend less time near the surface, decreasing the
net current at the electrode. A crucial parameter in the development of the sensor
was: what should be the height of the nano pillars to ensure that the aptamer can

1SYL3C sequence: 5’-Fc-CAC TAC AGA GGT TGC GTC TGT CCC ACG TTG TCA TGG GGG GTT
GGC CTG-(CH2)3-SH-3’
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experimentally recorded PSD (at 10 Hz) and QBIOL at low frequency. Inset: schematic of the experiment.
Simulation parameters: BV rates, dtsample = 3.3e-5 s, k0 = 4× 107 s−1, zgap = 1 Å, prefactor = 1.85e-
4, N = 7.5×1010 molecules, noise background = 4×10−26 A2/Hz. Experiment: ferrocene undecanethiol
SAM diluted with undecanethiol alkyl chains with in total ≈ 7.5× 1010 Fc molecules addressed in 0.5M
NaCO4 on microelectrodes (0.78 mm2). Original data and detailed protocol in [55].

move freely without being compressed against the electrode, while still reaching the
surface of the cell? If this was solved experimentally by trial and error, QBIOL now
offers a tool to probe this question ahead of such experiments.

Fig. 7 shows simulations of a single confined SYL3C strand with different zgap.
The total hydrogen energy bond Fig. 7 (a), important indication for the hairpins
configurations of aptamers, and the probability of presence Fig. 7 (b) suggest that
for a confinement down to 5 nm, the detection loop [12, 81] for EpCAM sensing is
dominant most of the time. CVs are also simulated for the corresponding gaps, Fig.
7 (c). There is a clear transition from 4 nm downwards visible on hydrogen bonds,
probability of presence and CVs, indicating a change in conformation. CVs remain
the same from 10 nm gap, where the molecule is hardly confined, down to 5 nm
where the peak clearly starts shifting toward a surface-only CV. This is due to higher
probability of presence close to the electrode for more confined molecules.

It agrees with experimental findings where a 5 nm-high optimum gap was esti-
mated between the surface of the cells and the electrode where SYL3C were grafted
[12]. The corresponding CVs Fig. 7 (c) show a shift of the current peak, due to differ-
ent probabilities of presence at the interface for different confinements. The presence
of polyethylene glycol oligomer that hinder the access to the surface in the real experi-
ment is not included in QBIOL at this stage, but practically results in an impossibility
to reach the electrode closer than z ≈ 1 nm, which is translated into a reduction of the
electron transfer rates by a factor eβz ≈ 22000. The simulation of a dense layer of lat-
erally interacting Fc-DNA chains on an electrode is also possible (Fig. S15), but since
the Fc aptamer layer was here loosely packed, it was not especially relevant for this
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particular example. However, it can be an important feature for biosensor engineering.
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Fig. 7 QBIOL as a tool for biosensors’ design. (a) Total hydrogen bond energy of SYL3C for
different zgap. Inset: peak height at the energies indicated by arrows versus zgap. (b) Probability of
presence of the Fc head within the gap. The height of images are to scale with the indicated gap. Scale
bar: 1 nm. Simulation parameters: MD simulated time = 20 µs, salt = 0.5 M, T = 20°C. (c) Corresponding
QBIOL CVs with the following parameters: ν = 1 V/s, 10 mV per step, MH rates, ρH2 = 4× 10−6 J,
z = 1 nm in e−βz . Insets: top left, voltage and current peak shift with zgap, bottom right, a schematics
of the simulated experiment.

If for this specific DNA sequence, the probability of presence near the interface
plays the main role over the final current response, it is not true in general: for a given
DNA sequence, the timescale of opening/closing of hairpins is for example not known
in advance, and electron transfer rates can be of similar magnitudes. It is especially true
for more complex waveforms applied on the electrode. Note that any DNA sequence
can be used for simulation within QBIOL. Furthermore, QBIOL could be extended
to simulate proteins by implementing a protein molecular dynamics library such as
LAMMPS [82].

2.3 Pushing electrochemistry at the limit

Electrochemistry at the nanoscale is often hindered by noise, and QBIOL is a natural
tool to investigate such limits. A global perspective was initiated by Gao et al. [83]
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across a wide variety of electrochemical systems ranging from nanopores to nanoscale
electrochemical imaging, including neurotransmitter release and single particle elec-
trochemistry. Fig. 8 (a) represents the original data gathered by Gao et al., as well as
QBIOL voltammetry simulations and other works investigated by the authors (details
listed in SI). The original study suggested a measurement limit for electrochemical cur-
rents set from a shot noise definition based on the variation of the number of measured
molecules changing charge state N over a bandwidth ∆t−1 and on the “Limit of Quan-
tification” [84] recommending a 10 times bigger measurement than the background
noise. It translates practically in a limit current ∆i = 100σi, with σi = σN ∗ q/∆t

(black dashes on Fig. 8), σi the current shot noise (blue line on Fig. 8) and σN the
variation of the number of elementary charges measured during ∆t. If this definition of
shot noise is debatable given the range of experiments considered, QBIOL simulations
and literature data suggest that this limit is not absolute. In fact, many experiments
were possibly constrained by their current amplifier (red small-dash line, Fig. 8) rather
than true electrochemical noise.
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Fig. 8 Electrochemical current limits. Minimum faradaic current resolved ∆i versus its measure-
ment bandwidth ∆t−1 for different electrochemical systems (adapted from [83]). See Tables S5 to S17
for numerical values and methods.

In redox-cycling experiments, the electrochemical current and the background
current (as compared in [83]) differ in nature. The electrochemical current results
from redox cycles down to a single molecule [85], while the background current likely
reflects the limit of the experiment’s current amplifier. In contrast, voltnoisograms
(Fig. 6) analyze a large number of molecules to determine their shared rate properties
[55]. A smaller number of molecules would proportionally reduce the current noise,
highlighting the often-overlooked role of molecular count in measurements.
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In addition to the considerations on the number of molecules, QBIOL simulations,
free of any background noise, point toward lower current limits for CVs and volt-
noisograms (blue spheres on Fig. 8). Experimentally, scanning microwave microscopy
(SMM, blue circles on Fig. 8) also demonstrates that it is possible to break through
the aforementioned limit thanks to its capacitive amplification and frequency isola-
tion scheme [76]. QBIOL is also able to reproduce the SMM addressing scheme (see SI
section S5.3) and highlights the potential improvements for SMM (red circle on Fig.
8), although the large difference in bandwidth is due to the absence of parasitic capac-
itances in QBIOL, experimentally ubiquitous and still challenging to avoid. Overall,
this highlights the importance of alternative amplification schemes, such as employed
in redox cycling and SMM, as well as the potential of frequency-isolation techniques to
reach lower current limits, often synonym of a much smaller number of molecules, thus
giving access to the stochastic properties of the system. Such advancements would ben-
efit applications like single-entity measurements [86] or DNA synthesis, where precise,
localized measurements are critical, for example, in DNA data storage technologies
[17, 18].

2.4 Toward quantum transport devices

We so far focused on (bio-)electrochemical applications, but the architecture of QBIOL
makes it suitable for any system where stochastic electron transfer occurs at the
nanoscale. As an example, we chose to reproduce the following experiment carried
out on a single-electron transistor. Ubbelohde et al. managed to measure precisely the
electron statistics in a single-electron transistor (represented Fig. 9 (a)), using a quan-
tum point contact (QPC) to monitor the presence or absence of electron within the
quantum dot (QD) of the transistor[87]. They manage not only to measure accurately
the current, but also the higher-order moments of noise with precision and in agree-
ment with analytical models. By using the rates reported in their work in QBIOL and
adjusting time constants to match their experiment, we can reproduce remarkably
well the experimentally measured electron distribution statistics, including the second
moment (Fig. 9 (b)) and the third moment (Fig. 9 (c)) in the frequency domain. This
shows that, provided the proper electron transfer rates, QBIOL is very versatile and
can be structurally very easily adapted to quantum devices of interest for solid-states
and molecular organic electronic communities.

2.5 Web interface

A web interface of QBIOL is available at qbiol.org. Up to date implemented features
cover most of the examples shown in this work for anyone to test. In the future, QBIOL
is meant to address most bioelectrochemical systems, in particular bioengineering
applications, covering for example stochastic diffusion of particles in DNA synthesis
[18] or transistors aptasensors [15].
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Fig. 9 Solid-state electron counting: comparison between QBIOL and experiment.
Reproduction from QBIOL simulations of the results obtained by Ubbelohde et al. [87].
(a) Schematic representation of the experiment, where the state of the QPC allows to recover indepen-
dently the electrons flowing in both leads. (b) Spectral noise and cross-correlation of the currents taken
from [87] and (c) the equivalent obtained from QBIOL, with analytical models derived in the original
article in dashed lines. The average dwell time 1/(ΓL+ΓR) is well recovered (grayed zone) in QBIOL. (d)
Third order fano factor (frequency dependent skewness) taken from [87] and (e) the equivalent obtained
from QBIOL. In both cases the bottom part is obtained from the analytical model and the top part is
from experimental data in (d) and QBIOL data in (e). (QBIOL simulation parameters: ΓL = 13.23 kHz,
ΓR = 4.81 kHz, binning window = 40 µs, dtMD = 2 µs, dtsample = 2.77 s ×1000 threads ≈ 47 min
simulated.) Original figures reproduced from [87].

3 Discussion

QBIOL is able to tackle the challenge of electrochemical current simulations on large
timescales thanks to its hybrid approach using coarse-grained MD and stochastic
electron transfer simulations. QBIOL simulations are conducted in two stages. First,
molecular dynamics (MD) libraries simulate the system over timescales representa-
tive of the target current measurement. Second, electron transfer probabilities are
calculated over time using this spatial data, looping over it as necessary (see section
S4.3). It effectively decouples electron transfer from structural conformation changes,
providing a key simplification for computation speed. While it currently cannot model
intermolecular electron transfers and shares some limitations with MD for systems
with significant spatial evolution over long timescales, this approach allows to reach
very long timescales compared to MD alone with a very good accuracy on the studied
systems.
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The electron transfer rates used in QBIOL reflect the state of the art in the biomolec-
ular electron transfer rates understanding [44–46]. Thanks to its flexible structure,
QBIOL is able to take into account future refinements or user-input custom rates.
While MD-derived presence probabilities might seem sufficient to estimate current
characteristics in simple cases, the full QBIOL approach is mandatory when molecu-
lar motion, conformation changes or electron transfers cover overlapping ranges. This
can typically be the case for aptamers with hairpins forming at different time scales.
Furthermore, a purely probabilistic approach would fail to capture the statistical
distribution of transfer events, which provides critical insights beyond mean current
values.

The QBIOL simulation time currently needed to reproduce Fig. 3 is about 4 days,
including the MD and the electrochemistry. While this will be improved, it already
advantageously compares to weeks of experimental work and therefore, shows that
QBIOL can already be used as a screening technique.

QBIOL is the first numerical tool, accessible to all, aiming to generate any
(bio)electrochemical experiment that can be directly compared to real experiments.
Starting from stochastic processes (molecular and charge transfer) at its core while
addressing computational challenges arising from the spread in timescales between
molecular motion (≈ ps) and electrical measurements (≈ s), QBIOL proves to be
the way to provide state-of-the-art quantitative results. It has already contributed
to unveil the operational mechanism of E-DNA sensors [44], the ballistic Brownian
motion of DNA under nanoconfinement [45] and the suppression of the reorganization
energy for tethered DNA via the probability of presence at the metal interface [46]. It
allows direct comparison to a large variety of experiments, enabling anyone to unveil
new science, engineer biosensors or simply for educational purposes.
We believe that with the continuous progress of molecular dynamic simulations, AI
tools for macromolecular recognition and computing power of GPU, such numerical
experiment will overcome in number real bioelectrochemical measurements in the next
decade. It will also be transposed to other biosensing or imaging techniques, becom-
ing a key tool for today and tomorrow’s innovations, such as transistor aptasensors
[15] or large-arrays of nanoelectrodes for parallel electrochemical DNA synthesis [18].
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[3] Reynaud, C.A., Duché, D., Simon, J.-J., Sanchez-Adaime, E., Margeat, O., Ack-
ermann, J., Jangid, V., Lebouin, C., Brunel, D., Dumur, F., Gigmes, D., Berginc,
G., Nijhuis, C.A., Escoubas, L.: Rectifying antennas for energy harvesting from
the microwaves to visible light: A review. Progress in Quantum Electronics 72,
100265 (2020) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pquantelec.2020.100265

[4] Wasielewski, M.R., Forbes, M.D.E., Frank, N.L., Kowalski, K., Scholes, G.D.,
Yuen-Zhou, J., Baldo, M.A., Freedman, D.E., Goldsmith, R.H., Goodson, T.,
Kirk, M.L., McCusker, J.K., Ogilvie, J.P., Shultz, D.A., Stoll, S., Whaley,
K.B.: Exploiting chemistry and molecular systems for quantum information sci-
ence. Nature Reviews Chemistry 4(9), 490–504 (2020) https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41570-020-0200-5

[5] Cramer, P., Bushnell, D.A., Fu, J., Gnatt, A.L., Maier-Davis, B., Thompson,
N.E., Burgess, R.R., Edwards, A.M., David, P.R., Kornberg, R.D.: Architecture
of RNA Polymerase II and Implications for the Transcription Mechanism. Science
288(5466), 640–649 (2000) https://doi.org/10.1126/science.288.5466.640

[6] Bocanegra, R., Ismael Plaza, G.A., Pulido, C.R., Ibarra, B.: DNA replication
machinery: Insights from in vitro single-molecule approaches. Computational and
Structural Biotechnology Journal 19, 2057–2069 (2021) https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.csbj.2021.04.013

[7] Yao, N.Y., O’Donnell, M.E.: Evolution of replication machines. Critical Reviews
in Biochemistry and Molecular Biology 51(3), 135–149 (2016) https://doi.org/
10.3109/10409238.2015.1125845

[8] Kumar, A., Hsu, L.H.-H., Kavanagh, P., Barrière, F., Lens, P.N.L., Lapinsonnière,
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S1 Rates

QBIOL uses by default Marcus-Hush (MH) rates [1, 2] (Eq. S1), although the widely
used Butler Volmer (BV) model is also available (Eq. S3 and S4). The BV model, much
simpler, is an asymptotic approximation of the MH approach that cannot account
for changes of reorganization energy λ, eventually failing to reproduce accurately
experimental results for bio-molecular systems [3, 4]. Unlike the BV model, the MH
model accounts for these changes (Eq. S2), at the cost of a computationally expensive
integration.

kMH
ox,red =

ρH2

ℏ
e−βz

√
π

kBTλ
×

+∞∫

−∞

1

1 + e
x

kBT
e
− (x−λ±η)2

4λkBT dx (S1)

λ =
q2

8πε0

(
1

a0
− 1

2(z + a0)

)(
1

εop
− 1

ε

)
(S2)

with kox the oxidation rate, kred the reduction rate, ρ the density of state in the
metallic electrode, H2 the electronic coupling, β the tunnel decay ratio, z the distance
to the electrode, ℏ the reduced Planck constant, λ the reorganization energy, T the
temperature, kB the Boltzmann constant and η = q(E −E0) with E the potential at
the electrode, E0 the standard potential of the molecule, q the elementary charge, ε0
the permittivity of vacuum, εop the optical limit for the relative permittivity of water
(≈ 1.78) and ε the effective relative permittivity of water. Note that this expression
corresponds to the non-adiabatic electron transfer case (weak electronic coupling of
the redox molecule with the electrode), typically encountered in bio-electrochemistry.
The adiabatic case can be implemented by modifying the pre-integral factor.
Due to the computational cost of calculating the MH rates for every z and E over
time, rates are pre-computed for efficiency, with a 1 mV resolution in terms of voltage
and 0.01 Å in terms of space. During the actual simulation, a linear interpolation
with the actual positions and voltages is done for precise values of kox,red. No approx-
imation other than the interpolation is made on the calculation of the rates, nor a
threshold is used limiting their extension in space as it would prevent from consider-
ing intermolecular electron transfer.

In the case of MH rates, we account for the different reorganization energies λ
seen by the electrochemical center [4, 5] by adjusting the permittivity of water ε. For
the DNA end-attached molecules, we consider ε = 1.8 (Fig. S1 (a)) and for free par-
ticles, we consider the macroscopic value ε = 78.5 (Fig. S1 (b)). Previous work on
nanoconfined water [6] showed experimentally very small values of ε (Fig. S1 (c)),
which arguably could be used to calculate λ(z) with a varying ε (Fig. S1 (d)). However,
confined water molecules within a gap zgap are different from freely moving molecules
seen at a distance ∼ zgap. In practice, all QBIOL simulations with free particles are
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Fig. S1 QBIOL rates. (a) MH rates with ε = 1.8 (inset shows the logscale in y axis). (b) BV
rates and MH rates with ε = 78.5. (c) The permittivity of water has been found to decrease with
confinement [6]. We show here the data from the original publication with the arbitrary fit we use
to obtain ε(z). (d) λ(z) for different values of ε. The red horizontal dashed line marks λ = 0.85 eV.
(e) Oxidation rates comparison. MH rates calculated with a varying λ with z have the ε used for the
calculation indicated in legend.

run with ε = 78.5 and with ε = 1.8 for DNA end-attached molecule, with the oxidation
rates obtained when calculating λ(z) with ε(z) shown only for illustrative purposes.
On Fig. S1 (e), we see the different oxidation rates near the interface and in particular,
considering λ(z) calculated with ε = 78.5 translates into a sharper decrease of kox at
the interface, which could be taken into account in BV formalism with the commonly
admitted λ = 0.85 eV by just increasing slightly the value of the tunnel decay ratio β.
Additional experimental insigths are given in [3] where experimental values of λ
are extracted for different length of single strand (ss) and double strand (ds) DNA
molecules through high scanrate cyclic voltammetry (Fig. S2), emphasizing that if
research is still ongoing for an accurate description of λ in biomolecular systems, it
does not prevent QBIOL to integrate these findings into its electron transfer rates.
Aside electrochemical rates, QBIOL is fully compatible with any type of rates, such as
molecular electronics or the one used for the calculation of the quantum dot statistics
in the main paper.

kox =k0e
−βze

(1−α)
q(V −V 0)

kBT (S3)

kred =k0e
−βze

−α
q(V −V 0)

kBT (S4)
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Fig. S2 Dependency of the reorganization energy with the length of DNA. High scanrate
cyclic voltammetry experiments measurements of the reorganization energy λ measured on ssDNA
and dsDNA with different number of bases N . Lines are guides to the eye. Reproduced from [3]

S2 Time constants

Another strength of QBIOL is its ability to manage time as closely as possible to
experimental data acquisition devices. A general description of the time constants is
shown Fig. S3. The sampling time dtsample is as often as possible the same as the
voltage time resolution dtV . If dtV < dtsample, typically when using high frequency
modulations, an interpolation is done to correctly change the voltage during the sam-
ple acquisition. The minimum time constant dtMD is defined here as the molecular
dynamics time constant, set to dtMD = 9.09× 10−13s. This value is chosen to match
the currently used MD library and so that commonly encountered diffusion constants
for freely moving particles (for example D = 6.5 × 10−6 cm2/s for Fc in NaClO4

[7]) result in reasonably slowly moving particles (∆z ≪ 1 Å), a good compromise
between speed and accuracy for the simulations. Finally, dtPeval

corresponds to the
time at which the probability to transfer an electron is evaluated, and is defined as
dtPeval

= − 1
Γmax

log(1− u), u ∈ U(0, 1) with Γmax the highest rate encountered dur-
ing the considered time period and U the uniform distribution, a consequence of the
rejection sampling used in QBIOL (see also section S4.1).
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Fig. S3 QBIOL’s general workflow. (a) A trajectory of the electroactive part is obtained from
MD. Here it is represented with a single electrode where a varying voltage E − E0 is applied. (b)
From the position of the electroactive label and potential E−E0 applied to the electrode, QBIOL can
estimate a probability of transferring an electron between the molecule and the electrode. Electron
transferred to the electrode are counted here. (c) Different time steps coexist: dtMD is the time
step between each simulated MD point, dtPeval

is the time step (of variable length) between each
probability estimation for electron transfer (Pti(V, z)), dtV and dtsample, often equal, are the time
step between each voltage change and the time step between each sample for net electron transferred
estimation, respectively. (d) The simulation is repeated thousands of times, and an average net number
of electron transferred is obtained at each sample point. The conversion to current is straightforward
using dtsample.
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S3 Comparison with previous stochastic
electrochemical simulations

Implementation MD τ min/max Rates
management

Ref.

Steady-state CV, concen-
tric nanogaps

Free particle 0.2 ps / 2 µs BV [8]

CV, microdisk electrode Free particle 2 ms/ 77 min BV, MH
(approx.[9])

[10]

Chronoamperometry,
microdisk electrode

Free particle 1 µs/130 µs Collision to the
electrode

[11]

CV, E-DNA as half-sphere
confined springs

Spring attached
particle

0.2 ps/160 µs BV [12]

Redox cycling, confined
geometries

Free particle 2 ns/1 min Threshold near
the electrode

[13]

CV, one dimensional Free particle 13.3 ms/ 8 s BV [14]

Arbitrary V , nanogap Free particle,
DNA, RNA,...

0.909 ps/1 min BV, MH This work

Table S1 Comparison with previous electrochemical stochastic simulations. τ min/max indicates
the shortest/ longest time resolved. BV stands for Butler-Volmer and MH for Marcus Hush rates.
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S4 Algorithmic considerations

S4.1 Rejection sampling

A “naive” approach would be to calculate the probability to transfer an electron from
a given position of the molecule to the electrode at each dtMD. However, consider-
ing the timescale of most electrochemical measurements (> 1 s), this would involve
calculations out of reach for the computing power available at the time we write
this article. We use instead rejection sampling, a method of sampling which consists
here in estimating the time between two electrochemical events instead of estimat-
ing the probability of such events for each dtMD [15]. This is especially efficient when
the probability for an event to occur at each time step is small, which is the case
here. It means in practice that, for example on what is represented Figure S3, the
probability to transfer an electron is estimated at irregular time intervals following
dtPeval

= − 1
Γmax

log(1 − u), u ∈ U(0, 1), with Γmax = max(kox + kred). To give an
order of magnitude, the naive simulation of a cylic voltammogram was estimated to
take around one year, versus a few minutes with rejection sampling.

S4.2 Electron counting

The probability of transferring an electron over time is estimated using the rates
(section S1) and rejection sampling. Each time the probability to transfer an electron is
realized, the state of the molecule is switched and one electron is added to the counter
corresponding to the location (top electrode, bottom electrode,...) and transition (0
to 1 or 1 to 0) of the realized electron jump. The mean waiting time between two
transitions τ01 and τ10 are also recorded over the simulation and defined as described
by Eq. (S5) and (S6), and allow to calculate further statistics on the current.

τ01 =
1

n0→1

n0→1∑

i

ti01 (S5)

τ10 =
1

n1→0

n1→0∑

i

ti10 (S6)

with τ01 (τ10) the mean waiting time to transfer an electron from the state 0 to 1 (1
to 0), ti01 (ti10) the time between transitions i − 1 and i and n0→1 (n1→0) the total
transitions from the state 0 to 1 (1 to 0, respectively) for a single molecule. It also
allows to obtain chronoamperometry by binning the transition times τ01 and τ10 and
integrating the net number of jump njp = n0→1−n1→0 in each bin (of duration ∆tbin),
with the current calculated as Ibin = q × njp/∆tbin.

S4.3 “Long” numerical experiments

S4.3.1 Algorithms

The computation strategy is different depending on the duration of the experiment.
We define ∆ttrack the time covered by a MD track, that we assume representative of
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the total spatial configurations accessible to the molecule. It means for example for
a free particle that the MD track covers enough time so that the molecule diffuses
in the entire gap defined in the experiment. We also define dtsample as the simulated
time for one output in current. For example, for voltage steps dV = 10 mV in a cyclic
voltammogram at ν = 1 V/s, dtsample = dV/ν = 10 ms per voltage step (here, one
current output per voltage step).

For experiments where dtsample ≤ ∆ttrack, we use the “chronological” algorithm
described Fig. S4. Each thread goes through a portion of the track that corresponds to
dtsample in duration, starting randomly on the track to keep an overall representative
track (as each thread only sees a fraction of the whole track). The results are aver-
aged over all threads, each thread representing a single molecule during a duration of
dtsample in a different location in space. The history of the states of the molecule is
naturally preserved as each thread conducts the whole experiment for one molecule.
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0.1

z
 (

n
m

)

Time (s)
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Δ𝑡𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑘
𝒅𝒕𝒔𝒂𝒎𝒑𝒍𝒆≤ 𝚫𝒕𝒕𝒓𝒂𝒄𝒌

Fig. S4 Chronological algorithm. Example track (CV, free particle, 0.1 nm gap bounded by
two walls of which one or two are electrodes) where each thread covers a different part of the track.
The region covered by each thread is assigned randomly, the time window identical in duration, and
depends only on the duration of the experiment (i.e. voltage step and sweeprate).

Generating MD track with picoseconds resolution over minutes (for longest experi-
ments) is out of the reach of today’s computers, and for experiments where dtsample >
∆ttrack, we use a different “parallel universe” algorithm. We here take advantage of
the fact that our simulation essentially looks at the state of a molecule that can only
have 2 states: 0 or 1 (for oxidation and reduction). The idea consists in slicing the
overall dtsample in n slices the size of ∆ttrack until n×∆ttrack ≥ dtsample. This creates
an artificial MD track by just looping over the available MD data, that are again sup-
posed representative of the spatial variations of the molecule. Each thread is assigned
a portion of duration ∆ttrack (Fig. S5), with half of them initialized in the state 0,
and the other half in the state 1. This step is critical, this is the step that allows for
the massive parallelization of the calculations of electrochemical experiments based
on molecular dynamics. We now have two “parallel universes” where the molecule is
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always at the state 0 (yellow on Fig. S6) or 1 (blue) at the beginning of a thread cal-
culation. Looking at the simulation of the first slice, we can use the actual outcome of
the experiment, giving the starting state of the next slice. An additional sub-routine
is created to recursively reconstruct the actual history of the states of the molecule,
allowing to retrieve the current and other fluctuation moments in the same manner
than for the chronological algorithm when dtsample ≤ ∆ttrack. In practice, a few thou-
sands of molecules are simulated in parallel this way. A direct consequence is that the
number of molecules simulated is in general much higher in the chronological than in
the parallel universe algorithm.

Start in state 0

Start in state 1

Δ𝑡௧

𝑑𝑡௦

Start state End state

Start 
state

End 
state

11 11 1

00 00 0

01 10 0

10 00 1

𝑑𝑡௦

Duplicate as necessary to reach 𝑑𝑡௦

𝒅𝒕𝒔𝒂𝒎𝒑𝒍𝒆> 𝚫𝒕𝒕𝒓𝒂𝒄𝒌

Thread 1 Thread 3 Thread 5Thread 2 Thread 4

Thread 6 Thread 8 Thread 10Thread 7 Thread 9

1    2    3    4    5

6    7    8    9    10

1    2    3    4    5

6    7    8    9    10

Fig. S5 Parallel algorithm. When the time to simulate is longer than the available MD data,
the MD track is copied until it is long enough to cover the desired duration dtsample. Each thread is
assigned all the available MD data, and will carry on the simulation starting on 0 for half the threads
and 1 for the other half. The end state of each threads is saved for further reconstruction of the state
history of the molecule across the whole track.
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0

1

1

1

…

…

…

…

Start at 0

Start at 1

0 1 2 3 4 … 𝑛𝑖 =

Fig. S6 Parallel algorithm’s subroutine for state history reconstruction. With half the
threads starting at 0 and the other half at 1, the actual path of the molecule is recreated by choosing
one of the two threads at each step i (with 0 ≤ i ≤ n) spaced by ∆ttrack, matching the end state of
a thread at i to the start state of a thread at i+ 1.

S5 Simulating electrochemical experiments

S5.1 Estimation of the current

The current in a one-electrode experiment, such as in CV, can be obtained using
different approaches:

Ijp =
1

Nmol

Nmol∑

i=1

ni
jp

qν

dV
(S7)

Iτ = q
dP1

dV

dV

dt
(S8)

(S9)

with ni
jp the net number of electron transferred (“jumps”) for the ith molecule, Nmol

the total number of molecules simulated and P1 = τ01
τ01+τ10

the probability to be in
the state 1. Fig. S7 shows a series of CVs taken at decreasing sweep rates around
the transition from the chronological algorithm to the parallel universe algorithm,
illustrating the reliability advantage of Ijp at high sweep rates and of Iτ at low sweep
rates.
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Fig. S7 QBIOL CVs at different rates: comparison of Ijp and Iτ . CVs of a single ferrocene
particle in a 60 nm gap at decreasing sweep rates. (a) At 100 V/s, the chronological algorithm is used.
We see a clear discrepancy between Ijp and Iτ , due to the small number of event per molecule. (b) At
46 V/s, still using the same algorithm, both currents tend to agree as the number of event per molecule
increases. (c) At 22 V/s now using the parallel universe algorithm (because dtsample > ∆ttrack), a lot
less molecules are simulated, which makes Ijp very noisy. However, though the number of molecule
decreased, the number of events per molecule kept increasing (as longer times are simulated) making
Iτ more reliable. (d) At 1 V/s, reliability remain in favor of Iτ , though Ijp becomes more and more
accurate.

As shown Fig. S7, the reliability of Ijp is based on Nmol and the net number of
jumps on all threads and allows to recover a current even at very short time scale
using large Nmol. The reliability of Iτ on the other hand depends on the number
of transitions within each simulated molecule (i.e. thread) as each time one of these
occurs, the accuracy of the estimation of τ01 and τ10 increases. In practice, for short
dtsample (i.e. fast sweep rates for example), the chronological algorithm (see section
S4.3.1) is used, where a large number of threads can be allocated to simulate indi-
vidual molecules and give accurate estimations of Ijp while typically, Iτ is inaccurate
because of the small number of transitions within each simulated molecules. For long
experiments the parallel universe algorithm is used and though it has typically a
significantly lower number of threads allocated to simulate independent molecules,
decreasing the accuracy of Ijp, the number of transitions within each simulated
molecules increases (as there is more time for them to occur) making Iτ more reliable
[? ]. More precisely, we empirically estimated the minimum number of transitions
within a single simulated molecule for Iτ to be trusted at 2. For CV it means that
the values of Iτ near V 0 will become reliable before the extrema, as there are the
most transitions around this potential.
The current in a two-electrode experiment is typically simpler to estimate, as it is
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stationary, either limited by mass transfer [16] or electron transfer rate [4]. It is mea-
sured by counting the electrons at one of the electrodes, using then Eq. S7 to recover
the current.

S5.2 Chronoamperometry

Chronoamperometry in QBIOL is essentially done in the same way than cyclic voltam-
metry, except that we record not only the total number of electron jumps but also the
individual time at which each jump occurs. Gathering jumps in time bins of width τbin
spread between the minimum time dtMD and the maximum time of the experiment
allows to define a current i = njp/τbin versus time at each voltage. One challenged
lies in the timescale at which jumps must be recorded. The smallest time defined in
QBIOL is dtMD = 9.09 × 10−13 s as a minimum boundary, up until seconds of mea-
surement depending on the experiment. Linearly spaced bins with τbin = dtMD would
result in ≈ 1012 elements arrays for each time trace, impractical at best. A reasonable
number of bins such as 1000 bins would on the other hand miss almost entirely the
exponential decay contribution of the timetrace for most experiments, happening at
short time scales compared to one second. A compromise was found using logarithmi-
cally spaced bins (Fig. S8), with τbin growing exponentially larger for longer timescale.
This allows to resolve both short and long current contributions with good accuracy.
Fig. S9 shows an example showing both linearly and logarithmically spaced bins with
the corresponding sampling, currents and current limits. Due to the different nature
of the binning, the current limits also differ for both methods, but remain defined as
q/τbin

S5.3 Arbitrary waveform

Arbitrary voltage waveforms can be used in QBIOL, functioning as a real experimen-
tal data acquisition and numerical waveform generator would. The applied voltage is
sampled at a given sampling rate, not necessarily matching the output current sam-
pling rate. In such case an interpolation is realized during the experiment to apply
continuously the voltage variations. As such, it is possible to simulate any type of sig-
nal, such as here a 2 GHz excitation on top of a DC linear sweep at around 1600 V/s,
as used to illustrate de EF-SMM simulation in the following figures.
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Fig. S8 Chronoamperometry simulation using logarithmically spaced bins with the lim-
its marked for an experiment done at two distinct sweep rates on a dt20ds DNA. The
same current is recovered as it is limited by the DNA movement, but the limit of current detection
change due to the different acquisition durations. The limits are found using the Table S3, where
Ilim = q

∆tN
for N = 1, 2, 3 and 4. Here N represents the number of event from which the current is

estimated in this simulation. Simulation parameters: tethered dt20ds-Fc DNA unconfined, E -E0= 0
mV → 20 mV, dtsample ≈ 1× 10−5 s)

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. S10 SMM experiment as implemented in QBIOL. (a) Voltage signal applied to the
electrode with its different components. (2 GHz, 5 mV, 1600 V/s))(b) Magnified voltage as marked
by the red dotted rectangle in (a). (c) Resulting current over samples. (d) Fast Fourier Transform of
(c). Parameters: Total time: 0.4 ms, time per sample ≈ 0.2 ns, output samples = 1111111, voltage
samples = 5000000, Marcus-Hush rates.
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Fig. S9 Chronoamperometry current limits depending on the type of bins. Chronoamper-
ometry example showing the current traces acquired linearly and logarithmically, with the associated
currents limit and samples (left: linear, right logarithmic sampling). Simulation parameters: Fc free
particle, 1 nm gap, E -E0= -10 mV → 0 mV, dtsample = 3.3× 10−5 s)

Fig. S11 SMM experiment data treatment, exhibiting the real and imaginary part of the
harmonics of the fundamental at 2 GHz.
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Fig. S12 SMM output current. Output current as obtained following the procedure described
in Eq. 12 in[17]: I = ν(Cac −Gac/ω)/2.

S6 Simulation default values

Parameter Value Unit Meaning

k0 4× 107 s−1 Standard e− transfer rate BV
β 1010 m−1 Tunneling decay rate
q 1.602× 10−19 C Elementary charge
T 300 K Temperature
kB 1.38× 10−23 J/K Boltzmann constant
E0 0 V Standard electrochemical potential
α 0.5 – Asymmetry factor BV
ρH2 4× 10−6 J Coupling energy MH
ℏ 1.054× 10−34 J.s Reduced Planck constant
ε0 8.85× 10−12 F/m Vacuum permittivity
εop 1.78 – Optical relative permittivity of water
εbulk 78.5 – Bulk relative permittivity of water
εnano 1.8 – Nanoscale relative permittivity of water
a0 3 Å Ferrocene radius

Table S2 Default values used in QBIOL.
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S7 Concentration profiles
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Fig. S13 State distribution of a tethered dt20 DNA double strand with a Fc head on the
5- end confined in a 5 nm gap. The grey inset shows the total probability of presence of the Fc head
of the molecule in the 5 nm gap.
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Fig. S14 State distribution of a freely moving Fc molecule confined in a 10 nm gap. (a)
Estimation done considering a threshold on both sides (ε = 4Å) where the electron transfer occurs
automatically. (b) Estimation done considering actual electron transfer rates on both sides. Grey
inset in (a) shows the total probability of presence of the Fc molecule in the 10 nm gap.

S8 Molecular dynamics (MD)

QBIOL only needs a position over time to compute a current for a given electroactive
molecule. It is thus compatible with any molecular dynamic library able to provide
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such data for the studied system. In the present configuration, it implements its own
random walk generator for freely moving particle, and uses oxDNA [18–20] for the sim-
ulations involving DNA strands. QBIOL uses MD-generated “tracks”, files containing
a list of time and position of the electroactive molecule, to estimate the probability of
electron transfer between the molecule and one (or more) electrode(s). For freely dif-
fusing molecules, QBIOL has its own implementation of random walk diffusion. The
number of tracks necessary to correctly model a gap of length zgap increases ∝ z2gap,
making for now micrometer scales difficult to model in such a way. Other more com-
plex molecules, such as tethered DNA, are simulated with external MD libraries, such
as oxDNA (currently used for DNA strands simulations). Unless explicitly mentioned,
the minimum time step in QBIOL is dtMD = 9.09× 10−13 s.

S8.1 Random walk and random number generation

For the simulation of freely moving particle within a nanogap, QBIOL uses a random
walk algorithm. The gap is defined in one dimension, between z = 0 and zgap with
reflective boundaries. At each dtMD, a molecule is moved from its previous position
of a distance ∆z = g

√
2DdtMD, g ∈ N (0, 1). The random number g used here and all

random number generated for QBIOL are generated using the xoroshiro128+ algo-
rithm on GPU, which guarantees the independence of the number generated as long
as a single GPU thread generates less than 264 ≈ 1019 requests (which is by far our
case with at worst ≈ 109 calls per GPU thread)[21–23].

QBIOL simulates one molecule at a time, and repeat the experiment nthreads times,
with nthreads the total number of GPU threads used to simulate molecules (see Meth-
ods for details on the use of GPU threads). This is equivalent to have nthreads molecules
in the same space with no steric interaction with each other, i.e. two molecules could
in principle be at the same place at the same time. Concentrations for a random walk
experiments in a 1D confined space can be estimated from the effective probability
of presence or directly from C = 1000

NAzgap2Dt M with t the simulated MD time and

NA Avogadro’s number. In general QBIOL simulations run with concentrations of
electroactive particle on the order of 1 mM.

S8.2 SAM

Self-assembled monolayers (SAMs) of densely packed, laterally interacting, redox-DNA
molecules can also be simulated with QBIOL, with the possibility to follow individually
each molecules separately and do CVs or other electrochemical experiments on them.
The intermolecular electron transfer feature is not the object of the present work and
will be presented in a future paper but the effect of lateral interactions between the
immobilized DNA molecules on the electron transfer with the electrode is simulated.
Fig. S15 shows a SYL3C SAM with 61 unconfined molecules, with 5 nm between each
molecule. The MD was carried out with oxDNA in a few days on a gaming laptop,
i.e. large SAMs with thousands of base pairs are available provided it runs on the
appropriate computing platform. However, we believe that a few hundreds of molecules
will be enough to avoid edge effects and have representative data for the behavior of
macroscopic SAMs. Here the CVs are carried out with 104 reduction of the default
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electron transfer rates, corresponding to a distancing from the surface of roughly 1
nm. We observe here already a difference between the molecules in the center and at
the edge of the SAM. The molecule in the center is more affected by its neighbors,
decreasing the probability of presence at the interface.
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Fig. S15 QBIOL SYL3C SAM simulation with 61 strands. Top view probability of presence
of the extremity of the SYL3C DNA strand for position z within (a) 0 < z < 1 nm and (b) 2 < z < 3
nm. (c) CVs obtained at the center and the side of the SAM (corresponding positions × in (b)) (CV
parameters: ν = 10 V/s, 10 mV per step, MH rates, ρH2 = 4× 10−6 × 10−4 ). Side view of the same
probability along a profile going through (d) the center and (e) the edge of the SAM, as indicated by
dashed line in (b). (f) Aggregated probability of presence along the z axis of the extremity of SYL3C
for all molecules within the SAM.
Intermolecular distance = 5 nm.

S9 Noise and limit of detection

The fundamental limit of detection for current is simply of one elementary charge
per unit time. In QBIOL, this translates into different actual limits depending on the
number of threads used to obtain statistics and the type of measurement.
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Exp. type Resolution Note
One el. CV q

τN Where τ is the interval between
each dV step.

Two el. CV q
τ

√
FF targetmean

N or

q
√

FF targetmean
τ∆ttrack

Where 1
τ is the sampling fre-

quency.

Chronoamp. q
∆tN ∆t is the size of the bin over

which e− jumps are counted.

Table S3 Limit current as they are calculated in QBIOL depending on the simulation type.

S10 Cyclic voltammetry response of a Thin Layer
Cell

We consider a planar thin layer, delimited by an electrode of surface S and an inert
boundary located at a distance zgap (Figure S16). A solution of electrolyte containing
a redox species (initially in its reduced form, P , at an initial concentration of C0

p)
is introduced in the cell. The redox species cannot escape the cell sideways, so the
problem is one-dimensional, describable using a single spatial coordinate, x, ranging
from 0 to zgap. It is assumed that a reference and a counter-electrode are also in
contact with the electrolyte.
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Fig. S16 Depiction of a thin-layer cell (TLC) delimited by an electrode surface on the left side
and by insulating walls on the three other sides. A reference and a counter electrode are also present.
A solution of electrolyte containing a redox species (here in its reduced form, P ) is introduced in
the cell. Biasing the electrode at an anodic enough potential (vs. the reference electrode) triggers
oxidation of P to its oxidized form Q at the electrode, generating the TLC current. The width of the
TLC is zgap.

Cyclic voltammetry is used to interrogate the cell. The potential of the electrode,
E − E0, is scanned linearly with time, from a value sufficiently cathodic versus the
standard potential of the redox species, E0, toward a value sufficiently anodic, and
back. Hence the following electrochemical reaction occurs at the electrode:

P – e−
V 0, ks−−−−⇀↽−−−− Q
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Q is the oxidized form of P . The current, i, is related to the kinetics of the electron
transfer (ET) by:

i = FSksf(ξ){[P ]0 − exp(−ξ)[Q]0}
Where [P ]0 and [Q]0 are the concentrations of P and Q at the electrode surface,

respectively. ks is the standard heterogeneous electron transfer rate constant (i.e. the
ET rate constant at zero overpotential, E = E0). It is related to the analogous stan-
dard homogenous rate constant, k0, by ks = k0/β where β is the tunneling constant
(β ≈ 1 Å−1, so that ks (cm/s) ≈ k0/10

8 (s−1)). ξ is the dimensionless overpotential
given by :

ξ =
F

RT
(E − E0) =

q

kBT
(E − E0)

f(ξ) is a function describing the dependence of the rate of electron transfer with
overpotential, its functional form depends on the electron transfer kinetic model. For
the Butler-Volmer (BV) model: f(ξ) = eαξ , with α the transfer coefficient (typically
of 0.5 [24]). For Marcus-Hush-Levisch-Chidsey (MHLC) model [1, 25, 26]:

f(ξ) =

∫ +∞
−∞

e
− (λ∗−ξ−x)2

4λ∗
1+ex dx

∫ +∞
−∞

e
− (λ∗−x)2

4λ∗
1+ex dx

With λ∗ = λ F
RT (in eV) being the reorganization energy of the redox species. By virtue

of mass conservation and assuming that P and Q have the same diffusion coefficient,
D, one can write:

[P ]0 + [Q]0 = C0
P

The problem can conveniently be made dimensionless by introducing the following
variables and parameters (see Table S4).

The mass conservation equation becomes:

p0 + q0 = 1

The current Ψ is related to the dimensionless flux of P at the electrode surface
(δP/δy0), and to the ET rate via:

Ψ =
δP

δy0
= Λf(ξ)

[
p0(1 + e−ξ)− e−ξ

]

The concentration profile of P is obtained by solving the 2nd Fick’s law, describing
diffusion in the cell:

δp

δτ
=

δ2p

δy2

with the following initial and boundary conditions:
for τ = 0 and 0 ≤ y ≤ µ: p = 1;
for τ ≥ 0 and y = 0: δp

δy |0 = Λf(ξ)
[
p0(1 + e−ξ)− e−ξ

]

for τ ≥ 0 and y = µ: δp
δy = 0.
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Dimensionless
Comment

variable

p = [P ]/C0
P Concentrations are normalized by the initial concentration, C0

P

q = [Q]/C0
P

y = z
√

νF
DRT

The spatial coordinate z (Figure S16) is normalized by the thick-
ness of the transient diffusion layer at the electrode resulting from

the potential ramp
√

DRT
νF

µ = zgap

√
νF

DRT
Compares the TLC thickness zgap to that of the transient diffusion
layer

τ = tνF
RT

Compares the time to the CV observation time, RT
νF

Λ = ks

√
RT
νDF

Compares the rate of electron transfer at the electrode to the
diffusion rate

Ψ = i

FSC0
P

√
νDF
RT

Dimensionless current

ξ = q
kBT

(E − E0) Dimensionless potential

Table S4 Dimensionless variables and their relationship with usual variables.

The problem was solved numerically using a home-written FEM solver program
which yielded dimensionless CVs, Ψ vs ξ, for any value of the Λ and µ parameters,
both for BV and MHLC ET kinetics. It appeared that the CV behavior is largely
controlled by only two global parameters:

1. µΛ = ks
zgap

D , which compares the rate of electron transfer to the diffusion rate
throughout the TLC

2. µ which as stated before compares the TLC thickness zgap to that of the diffusion
layer.

The parameters α or λ have also to be considered, depending on whether BV or MHLC
electron transfer kinetics are considered, respectively.

S10.0.1 Limiting cases scenarios

Several important limiting situations, associated with distinct CV shapes, can be
identified based on limiting values of the µ and µΛ parameters, as shown in the kinetic
zone diagram presented in Figure S17 (calculated for a BV ET model and α = 0.5).

• µ → 0: In this case, always reached at low enough scan rates, ample time is given
to the redox species to diffuse through the cell and reach the electrode so that the
signal is identical to that of a surface-confined (paradoxically diffusion-less) species,
as described by Laviron[27]. The intensity of the CV peak current, ip, is then
proportional to ν, i.e. the ip/ν ratio is constant. Two subcases ensue, depending on
how fast is the electron transfer:
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Fig. S17 Cyclic voltammetry interrogation of a thin layer cell (TLC). Kinetic zone diagram
showing the limiting CV responses, reachable for extreme values of the two parameters controlling
the system: µ and µΛ. Butler-Volmer electron transfer kinetics (α = 0.5) is assumed. The zones are
defined by the peak current being within 10% (or better) of the analytical values corresponding to
each limiting case depicted. The compass shows how altering the values of the parameters D, ks,
zgap or ν can modify the CV response of the TLC.

◦ µΛ ≫ 1: the electron transfer is fast compared to diffusion through the cell (note
that this condition does not depend on the scan rate). The electron transfer is at
equilibrium, said to be Nernstian. The shape of the corresponding CV is shown
in the upper left corner of Figure S17, in the zone labeled “SN” (for Surface-
Nerstian). This zone is characterized by a constant value of Ψp/µ = 0.25, hence
the peak current is ip = 0.25F 2νSC0

p
zgap

RT , the peak separation is zero and the
peak potential is equal to V 0. Note that the SC0

pzgap term is the amount of redox
molecules in the cell.

◦ µΛ ≪ 1: the electron transfer is slow compared to diffusion through the cell
(note that this condition does not depend on the scan rate). The exact shape of
the CV depends on the electron transfer kinetic model. For the BV model the
shape of the corresponding CV is shown in the lower left corner of Figure S17,
zone labeled “SBV” (Surface-BV). This zone is characterized by a constant value
of Ψp/µ = 0.184, the peak current value is ip = 0.184F 2νSC0

p
zgap

RT , the peak
positions and separations depend on the exact value of µΛ. The forward (anodic)
peak position is :

Epa = E0 + 2.3
RT

αF
log(

RTk0
ανF

)

The peaks shift away from E0 (and from each other) as ν is increased, e.g. for
α = 0.5 the peak separation increases by 240 mV per decade of ν (at 25°C).
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• µ → +∞: In this case, always reached at high enough scan rates, the transient
diffusion layer developing in the cell is significantly thinner than the cell width zgap.
In this case planar semi-infinite-diffusion is at play, the CVs present a distinctive
diffusional “tail”, and their peak current is proportional to

√
ν, i.e the ip/

√
ν ratio

is constant. Two subcases ensue, depending on how fast is the electron transfer
compared to diffusion:

◦ µΛ ≫ 1: the electron transfer is fast compared to diffusion through the cell, the
electron transfer is at equilibrium (i.e. “Nernstian”), case “DN” in Figure S17.
This zone is characterized by a constant value of Ψp = 0.446. The peak current

is expressed by: ip = FSC0
p

√
DFν
RT . The forward and return peaks are located at

E0 ± 30 mV, respectively, so that their separation is ≈ 60 mV (at 25°C).
◦ µΛ ≪ 1: the electron transfer is slow compared to diffusion through the cell. For
BV kinetics (α = 0.5), case “DBV” in Figure S17. In this zone Ψp = 0.351, so

that ip = 0.351FSC0
p

√
DFν
RT . The positions of the forward and backward peaks

depend on the scan rate ν, the higher the scan rate the larger the peak separation.
The forward peak potential is:

Ep = E0 + 2
RT

F

[
2.3log(ks

√
2RT

DFν
− 0.78

]

The peaks shift away from E0 (and from each other) as ν is increased, e.g. for
α = 0.5 the peak separation increases by 120 mV per decade of ν (at 25°C).

The take away message is that it is the µ parameter which solely decides of whether
the CV displays the characteristic of a “surface” or “ diffusive” signal, regardless of
the ET rate. ET kinetics mainly affects the peak position.

S10.0.2 General case scenarios

As an illustration of a general case, the variation of the characteristics of the CV
wave with µ, calculated for a large panel of µΛ values and in the case of Marcus
kinetics (λ = 0.85 eV) are shown in Figure S18. Since only µ depends on ν, each
curve represents the variation of the CV characteristics with scan rate, for a given
µΛ = kszgap/D value, color coded as shown. Scan rate formally increases from left to
right.
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Fig. S18 Cyclic voltammetry interrogation of a Thin Layer Cell. Variation of the charac-
teristics of the CV as a function of the parameter µ, calculated for various values of the µΛ parameter
(as shown), MHLC ET kinetics (λ = 0.85 eV). Shown are the variations of : (a) the ratio of the
dimensionless anodic peak current, Ψpa, over µ. (b) The dimensionless anodic peak current Ψpa. (c)
The anodic, ξpa, and cathodic, ξpc peak overpotentials.
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Part (a) shows the variation of the dimensionless (anodic) peak current value, Ψp,
divided by µ, vs. log(µ). This plot is reminiscent of the dimensional ip/ν vs. log(ν)
graph, typically used as an experimental observable. Part (b) displays the variation
of Ψp with log(µ), which is akin to the experimentally praised ip/

√
ν vs. log(ν) plots.

Part (c) shows the variation of the dimensionless anodic, ξpa, and cathodic, ξpc, peak
potentials vs. log(µ) (i.e ≈ vs. log(ν)). One can notably see from Figure S18 a that,
for µ → 0 (i.e. slow scan rates), no matter the µΛ value, the CV characteristics are
those described above for the zone SN in Figure S17: a reversible (Nernstian surface
CV), featuring a constant Ψp/µ = 0.25 (i.e. ip/ν = constant).

As µ is increased one observes in Figure S18b that Ψp increases and initially tends
toward a plateau, equal to 0.446 for high enough µΛ value, or closer to 0.35 for lower
values. This is as predicted in the case of a signal becoming diffusive (zones DN or
DBV in Figure S17, displaying a constant ip/

√
ν ratio). However, as a result of the

ET kinetics now following the MHLC model, the current then slowly decreases at ν
is further raised.
Figure S18b allows to identify that, for slow enough ET rate (i.e. low µΛ values) the
peaks, and their separation increase with µ (i.e. ν) roughly following two different
slopes, the steepest one corresponding to the lowest µ values. This is reminiscent of
the characteristics of zones SBV and DNV in Figure S17, where the peak separations
increased with v twice as fast for a surface CV than for a diffusive signal, respectively
(240 mV vs 120 mV/ decade of ν). Obviously, MHLC kinetics result in the actual
variations not being ideally linear, unlike predicted by the BV model.
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S11 TLC vs QBIOL
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Fig. S19 Comparison TLC model with QBIOL maps. QBIOL-generated CV oxidation peak’s
current (ψ) (a), current peak to sweeprate ratio (ψ/µ) (b) and voltage (χ) (c) heatmaps. (d) Reprint
of the TCL model map (Fig. S17 for comparison.
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Fig. S20 CVs in QBIOL QBIOL-generated CV oxidation peak’s voltage heatmap.Cyclic voltam-
mograms in a 60 nm gap for Fc free particle as simulated in QBIOL, showing both current calculations
methods Ijumps and It when available.
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Fig. S21 Comparison TLC model with QBIOL. (a) Schematics of the model. (b) QBIOL
oxidative current peak versus sweeprate ν, with corresponding CVs in inset. Normalized ocidative
peak potential χpeak (c) and current ψpeak versus normalized sweeprate µ for both QBIOL and the
TLC model. The slight discrepancy between QBIOL and the TLC model observed at high sweeprate
can come from uncertainty on the peak as we reach the limit of the potantial window explored, and
to the fact that QBIOL takes into account λ(z) whereas TLC uses λ = 0.85 eV. QBIOL simulations
done in 60 nm gap.

S11.1 Calculation efficiency and convergence of moments

One adjustable variable in QBIOL is the number of molecule simulated, which, in
general, corresponds to the number of threads used in the GPU calculations. Along
with an issue of execution time, comes an issue of reliability: how many molecules are
enough to measure the current for a reliable cyclic voltammogram [10]? How about
the higher moments? We did a systematic study of the impact of the total number
of threads, spread as blocks and threads per blocks in the GPU, with the following
conditions: a ferrocene free particle in a 1 nm gap, using a track of 9.09 × 10−7 s
and doing a cyclic voltammetry with the bottom electrode kept at -0.3 V and the top
electrode varying from -0.3 V to 0.3 V. Results are shown in Fig. S22 to S24. Fig. S25
shows the convergence of different variables with the number of threads. Since it seems
difficult to reach full convergence for the 4th moment, most experiments are carried
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out with at least 128× 256 = 32768 threads, which allows to have convergence of the
3rd moment while remaining near the optimal configuration determined in Fig. S24.

Fig. S22 QBIOL execution time vs total number of GPU threads. Time necessary to finish
the simulation (in s). The total number of threads is blocks × threads per block.
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Fig. S23 Number of threads finishing the simulation per second vs total number of
GPU threads. Number of threads finishing the simulation per second. The total number of threads
is blocks × threads per block.
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Fig. S24 How many GPU threads for best efficiency ? Threads/s/execution time, i.e. the
previous results Fig.S23 / Fig. S22. The lower the value, the faster we get the most simulations done
per second. There is a local optimum around 64-128 blocks and 128-256 threads per block, where one
can obtain the most simulations done in the least amount of time spent per simulation.
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Fig. S25 Convergence of statistical moments vs total number of GPU threads. Conver-
gence of the fano factor (FF Up), the average number of jumps per voltage step and per thread
(AvgUp), the mean waiting time to go from 0 to 1 states (MWT01), the current (I MarcusUp), skew-
ness (3m Up) and the kurtosis (4m Up). All moments are evaluated at the top electrode.
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S12 Pushing electrochemistry at the limit: currents
tables

Nanopore i-t recordings

1/(∆t) Ionic flow
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (C/s) (pA) (pA)

2000 2.30× 10−12 7179 1 84.73 [28] Open current from Fig. 1

×104 1.7× 10−11 10612 4.5 464 [29] Current baseline in Fig. 2

2× 105 5× 10−9 156055 300 1.12× 105
[30] Current baseline in Fig. 4

106 5× 10−9 31211 760 1.34× 105

104 10−10 62422 7 1748.9 [31] Fig. 3B open pore current

2× 105 2× 10−9 62422 1000 2.5× 105 [32] Current baseline in Fig. 1B

2× 105 2× 10−9 62422 700 1.75× 105 [33] Largest delta I seen in Fig. 1A

104 4.7× 10−11 29338 10 1713 [34] Open pore current from Fig. 1C

2× 105 9× 10−10 28090 770 1.29× 105 [35] Conductance taken from the largest
delta G visible in Fig 4a, multiplied by
the applied voltage

1.04× 105 4.60× 10−10 27610 1050 1.75× 105 [36] Largest conductance delta taken from
Fig. 1b, applied voltage from Table S1
(50 mV)

105 3× 10−10 18727 50 6842 [37] Largest delta I taken from Fig. 1

105 3.75× 10−10 23408 45 6885 [38] Largest delta I taken from Fig. 2

104 7× 10−11 43695 5 1045 [39] Only blockade currents available,
largest one taken

6× 104 2× 10−9 208073 560 2.55× 105 [40] Largest delta I taken from Fig. 2

2× 104 1.4× 10−10 43695 22 4599 [41] Current of KCl at 90 mV in Fig. 1,
corresponding to measurements in Fig.
2

2000 1.40E-10 436954 5 3305 [42] Open current from Fig. 1a

8× 104 10−11 780 1000 2.79× 104 [43] Baseline current in Fig. 1

2× 104 1.5× 10−10 46816 15 3246 [44] Open current from Fig. 1

Table S5 Method: used the open pore current to estimate the ion flux. The number of molecule is
estimated assuming one electron per ion and a time integration over the time found in Gao et. al. [45]
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Single-Particle Electrochemistry

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

2× 105 3.12× 106 4000 7.07× 106

[46] Charge value from Table S2

6× 104 2.5× 106 3000 4.74× 106

2× 104 2.5× 106 2000 3.16× 106

2000 3.12× 106 300 5.3× 105

200 2.5× 106 90 1.42× 105

500 3.99× 106 0.23 145.37 [47] Integration of the peak in Fig. 2 inset
gave 6.4e-14 C.

2× 104 1.31× 105 15 5430.87 [48] Integration of the peak in figure 5 C
gave 2.1e-14 C.

2× 105 4.24× 108 55 1.13× 106 [49] Integration of the peak in Fig. 4B gave
6.8e-11 C.

104 8583 44 4076.36 [50] Based on the integration of the peak
Fig.2a (blue star) and the Q statistics
Fig. 2e, a charge of 5.5 fC is used, with
4 electrons per events counted

2000 1.56× 105 12 4740.46
[51]

Integration of the peak in Fig. 3a v
gave 2.5e-14 C, in accordance with esti-
mations in the text

2× 104 624 2 50 Data taken from a histogram, from the
first bin. C estimated around 0.1 fC
(rectangle integration).

104 612 5 127 [52] Integration of the peak in Fig 1 gave
9.8e-17 C.

Table S6 Method: find the charge associated with the current peak, assume 1 electron per molecule
if the information is not known, and divide by the elementary charge for the number of molecule.

Fast-scan voltammetry

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

2.88× 106 9.36× 107 1.56× 106 1.51× 1010

[53] Integration of the peaks in Fig. 3.

1.12× 107 6.96× 107 6.30× 106 5.25× 1010

4.32× 107 5.43× 107 1.75× 107 1.29× 1011

8.64× 107 5.35× 107 2.57× 107 1.88× 1011

1.44× 108 3.27× 107 3.57× 107 2.04× 1011

2.00× 108 3.81× 107 5.00× 107 3.09× 1011

8.00× 104 1.62× 109 20 8.06× 105 [54] Integration of the peak in Figure 4c

Table S7 Method: integration the voltammetry peak.
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Nanoscale Electrochemical Imaging

1/(∆t) Ionic flow
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (C/s) (pA) (pA)

10 5.3× 10−12 3.31× 106 0.15 273 [55] SECM. i = 4FCnDA. Used the base-
line current of Figure 6a to determine
the number of molecules involved

125 2.2× 10−12 1.10× 105 2 663
[56]

SECM. 2.2 pA on Figure 3c.

8× 10−4 2.2× 10−12 1.72× 1010 0.2 2.62× 104 Assumed same noise than data from
the same group.

20 - 1000 0.2 6 [28] Actually redox cycling. N estimated
from the area and the density of PEG
announced in the paper

Table S8 Method: for SECM, use the baseline current and assume a diffusion limited current to
get the number of ions involved in the detection process, similarly to nanopores.

Single-Molecule Redox Cycling

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

2 1 7× 10−3 7× 10−3 [57] Single molecule.

100 1 0.02 0.02 [58] N = CV Na, with C = 120 pM and
V = 60 µm × 70 nm × 1.5 µm ≪ 1 →
1 molecule.

0.8 1 0.75 0.75

[59]
N = CV Na gives N ≪ 1 → 1
molecule (assuming d ∼ 1 nm for i(d),
as stated for Fig. 6)

0.8 1 1.5 1.5

0.8 1 3 3

20 1 3.6× 10−3 3.6× 10−3 [60] Single molecule.

0.18 20 4× 10−4 1.78× 10−3 [61] Given in the text.

Table S9 Method: information from the text for molecule number.

Nanobubble cavity

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

2000 1.25× 105 100 3.53× 104 [62] Faradaic current.

Table S10 Method: Faradaic current estimation.
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Neurotransmitter Release

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

2.00× 104 6.87× 104 31 8123

[63]
From the integration of the I vs t
peak, assuming 1 e- per ion giving
1.1e-14 C.

2000 6.87× 104 17 4455

400 6.87× 104 6.7 1756

80 6.87× 104 1.5 393

2000 1.99× 105 20 8918 [64] From peak and half max value, cre-
ated a corresponding Gaussian peak
and integrated it, yielding ≈3.185e-14
C

4000 3.70× 105 41 2.47× 104 [65] Peak integration in the inset of Fig. 1

Table S11 Method: integration of I vs time peak, assuming 1 e−/molecule.

Square Wave Voltammetry

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

100 10 10−5 3.16× 10−5 [66] Number of molecule provided in the
paper (obtained through cyclic voltam-
metry peak integration)

Table S12 Method: peak integration through the SWV/CV correspondence provided by the
authors.

Single-Atom Electrochemistry

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

7.78 1.36× 109 56 2.07× 106

[67]

Obtained from the integration of
current over time, assuming 2 e−

transferred per molecule (2H+ →
H2). Notice, the value retained by
Gao et al. is more a maximum current
than a delta I.

7.78 2.21× 109 91 4.28× 106

7.78 2.65× 109 109 5.61× 106

7.78 2.94× 109 121 6.56× 106

7.78 3.50× 109 144 8.52× 106

7.78 4.10× 109 169 1.08× 107

4 1.87× 109 150 6.49× 106 [68]

Table S13 Method: see notes.

37



Single-molecule Electrochemical STM

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

100 1 1.2× 105 1.2× 105 [69] Conductance of a single Fc molecule.

Table S14 Method: see notes.

Electrochemical high Frequency STM (EF-STM)

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

2 200 2.00× 10−8 2.83× 10−7 [70] I from σ in Fig. 2b. ∆t from the Fig.
1b: assuming the data is obtained at
the highest possible sampling rate, it
gives around 2pts/s. N molecules given
in the paper.

2 1600 2.00× 10−7 8.00× 10−6 [17] 666 nm2 × 2.4 molecule/nm2 ≈ 1600
molecules probed. ∆i taken from the
uncertainty on current given in the
text. With Fig. 3c, a similar consider-
ation than for [70] gives also around
2pts/s.

Table S15 Method: see notes.

AFM-SECM

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

10 20 4.00× 10−4 1.79× 10−3 [61] Molecules in the text, 10Hz lowpass fil-
ter used and noise taken from Fig. 10a.

10 4000 2.00× 10−3 0.13 [71] Molecules estimated from Fig.2, lower
AFM-SECM image. We estimated
4000 Fc (text) on the fd, and obtained
a standard deviation of 2 fA on the
image when excluding saturated val-
ues.

10 20 0.01 4.5× 10−2 [72] Sensitivity in the text, taken the aver-
age number of Fc head/virus as a
representative value of the number of
Fc molecule.

20 140 0.2 2.28 [73] Current bumps from Fig.4 and 5 ≈ 20
fA. 5 IgG-PEG-Fc per dot, 28 Fc per
Ig ≈ 140 Fc/dot.

Table S16 Method: most experiments are done on SAMs, with no diffusion-limited current. See
notes for details.
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QBIOL

1/(∆t)
N

∆i ∆i
√
N

Ref Note
(s−1) (pA) (pA)

200 1024 6.44× 10−7 2.06×10−5 This work (voltnoisogram)
√
PSD at f = 200 Hz and E = E0.

200 1024 1.96× 10−7 6.29×10−6 This work (CV) Std of i over 0.005 s at E = E0.

5× 108 65536 2.00× 10−12 5.12×10−10 This work (SMM) Std around E = E0, ∆t = integration
time.

Table S17 Method: CVs and chronoamperometry are done at different voltage sweep to get
different time constants. Redox cycling experiments were done on nanogaps of 1 to 10 nm.
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