
Simplified models of diffusion in radially-symmetric geometries

Luke P. Filippini, Matthew J. Simpson and Elliot J. Carr∗

School of Mathematical Sciences, Queensland University of Technology, Brisbane, Australia.

Abstract

We consider diffusion-controlled release of particles from d-dimensional radially-symmetric geome-
tries. A quantity commonly used to characterise such diffusive processes is the proportion of particles
remaining within the geometry over time, denoted as P(t). The stochastic approach for computing
P(t) is time-consuming and lacks analytical insight into key parameters while the continuum approach
yields complicated expressions for P(t) that obscure the influence of key parameters and complicate
the process of fitting experimental release data. In this work, to address these issues, we develop sev-
eral simple surrogate models to approximate P(t) by matching moments with the continuum analogue
of the stochastic diffusion model. Surrogate models are developed for homogeneous slab, circular,
annular, spherical and spherical shell geometries with a constant particle movement probability and
heterogeneous slab, circular, annular and spherical geometries, comprised of two concentric layers
with different particle movement probabilities. Each model is easy to evaluate, agrees well with both
stochastic and continuum calculations of P(t) and provides analytical insight into the key parameters
of the diffusive transport system: dimension, diffusivity, geometry and boundary conditions.

1 Introduction

Mathematical modelling of diffusion-controlled transport is applied across many disciplines, including
biology [1–3], ecology [3], medicine [4–6] and physics [7, 8]. Important applications include drug
delivery from cylindrical [9, 10] and spherical [4, 5, 10–12] devices and the drying of fruit and vegetable
products [13–16]. Motivated by such applications, in this paper, we explore diffusion-controlled
release from d-dimensional radially-symmetric geometries (Fig. 1(a)). Here, particles diffuse within
the geometry until they are absorbed at a boundary (Fig. 1(b)). A key quantity commonly used to
characterise such diffusion processes is the proportion of particles remaining within the geometry over
time, denoted as P(t). This quantity is equivalent to the survival probability [17, 18] of an arbitrary
particle and decreases over time as the number of absorbed particles increases. The shape and slope
of P(t) (Fig. 1(d)) is influenced by key parameters such as the dimension, diffusivity, geometry and
boundary conditions of the diffusive transport system [19].

Traditionally, P(t) is calculated using a stochastic or continuum approach. In the stochastic
approach, computing P(t) involves repeated simulations of a random walk model governing the
motion of each individual particle. In the continuum approach, computing P(t) involves solving
the continuum analogue of the stochastic model for the particle concentration (Fig. 1(c)). Both
of these approaches have their drawbacks. Firstly, the stochastic approach is time-consuming and
lacks analytical insight into key parameters. Secondly, the continuum approach yields complicated
expressions for P(t) [10, 20] that obscure the influence of key parameters and complicate the process
of fitting experimental release data [19, 20]. To address these issues, surrogate modelling aims to
develop a simplified model that accurately approximates P(t) and is computationally inexpensive
(Fig. 1(d)). Previous work includes exponential, Weibull and other exponential-like models for P(t)
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Figure 1: (a)–(b) Diffusion-controlled release of particles from a homogeneous annular geometry with
a reflecting inner boundary and absorbing outer boundary. Here, particles diffuse until they are ab-
sorbed out of the system (see section 2). (c) dimensionless particle concentration c(r, t) obtained
by solving the continuum analogue of the stochastic diffusion model (see section 3) with the arrow
indicating the direction of increasing time. (d) stochastic and continuum calculations for the propor-
tion of particles remaining over time, P(t), with an example surrogate model (see sections 4.3–4.5)
providing a simple accurate approximation to P(t).

and related quantities [21, 22] for slab, circular, and spherical geometries with radial symmetry
[2, 4, 5, 10, 16, 20, 23].

In this paper, we develop several new accurate surrogate models for P(t) by matching moments
with the continuum analogue of the stochastic diffusion model. This approach yields surrogate mod-
els that explicitly depend on, and provide analytical insight into, key parameters of the diffusive
transport system. Firstly, we revisit the work of Carr [19] and present one-term exponential models
to approximate P(t), obtained by matching the zeroth moments. Secondly, we present new two-
term exponential models to approximate P(t), obtained by matching the zeroth and first moments.
Finally, we present new weighted two-term exponential models involving an arbitrary weighting
of the two exponential terms, obtained by matching the zeroth, first and second moments. Our
scope includes both homogeneous geometries with a constant particle movement probability and
heterogeneous geometries comprised of two concentric layers with different particle movement prob-
abilities. In addition to standard absorbing and reflecting boundary conditions, we also consider
semi-absorbing boundary conditions, where particles are either absorbed or reflected with speci-
fied probabilities. Both semi-absorbing boundaries and heterogeneous geometries find application
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to drug delivery applications, where heterogeneous multi-layer spherical capsules encapsulated with
semi-absorbing permeable outer shells are designed to better control the drug release rate [11, 12, 24].
In total, we present new surrogate models for three main problems: (i) homogeneous slab, circular
and spherical geometries with an absorbing or semi-absorbing boundary, (ii) homogeneous slab, an-
nular and spherical shell geometries with absorbing, reflecting and/or semi-absorbing boundaries
and (iii) heterogeneous slab, circular and spherical geometries with an absorbing or semi-absorbing
boundary. Each model is easy to evaluate, agrees well with both stochastic and continuum calcula-
tions of P(t) and provides analytical insight into the physical parameters of the diffusive transport
system: dimension, diffusivity, geometry and boundary conditions.

The remaining sections of this work is structured as follows. Firstly, we discuss the stochastic
(section 2) and continuum (section 3) models and outline how P(t) is calculated in each case. Sec-
ondly, we develop the new one-term (section 4.3), two-term (section 4.4) and weighted two-term
(section 4.5) surrogate models for P (t). Thirdly, we assess the accuracy of the surrogate models
against P(t) obtained from the stochastic and continuum models (section 5). Finally, we summarise
the main elements of the work and suggest avenues for future research (section 6).

2 Stochastic model

We now describe the stochastic approach for calculating P(t) using a random walk model for diffusive
transport in d-dimensional radially-symmetry geometries. We consider both a homogeneous geometry
(ℓ0 < r < ℓ1) with constant particle movement probability, P , and a heterogeneous geometry (ℓ0 <
r < ℓ2) comprised of two concentric layers (ℓ0 < r < ℓ1 and ℓ1 < r < ℓ2) with different movement
probabilities, P1 and P2. Our analysis allows for slab geometries with both an inner (left) and
outer (right) boundary, circular/spherical geometries (ℓ0 = 0) with an outer boundary only and
annular/spherical-shell geometries (ℓ0 > 0) with both an inner and outer boundary.

Consider Np non-interacting particles and let xj(t) denote the position of the jth particle at time
t. Initially, the particles are uniformly distributed across the geometry:

xj(0) =


rj , if d = 1,

rj [cos(θj), sin(θj)], if d = 2,

rj [cos(θj) sin(ϕj), sin(θj) sin(ϕj), cos(ϕj)], if d = 3,

(1)

where rj = (ℓd0 + uj(ℓ
d
m − ℓd0))

1/d (m = 1 for homogeneous geometry and m = 2 for heterogeneous
geometry), ϕj = cos−1(1 − 2vj), θj ∼ U(0, 2π), uj ∼ U(0, 1) and vj ∼ U(0, 1) [19]. Thereafter, each
particle participates in a random walk with constants steps of distance δ > 0 and duration τ > 0,
where during each time step, each particle undergoes a movement or rest event with probabilities
depending on the geometry under consideration.

2.1 Homogeneous geometry

For a homogeneous geometry, the jth particle moves to a new position

xj(t+ τ) = xj(t) +


δ sign(uj − 0.5), if d = 1,

δ[cos(θj), sin(θj)], if d = 2,

δ[cos(θj) sin(ϕj), sin(θj) sin(ϕj), cos(ϕj)], if d = 3,

(2)

with probability P , or remains at its current position, implying xj(t + τ) = xj(t), with probability
1− P . Here, ϕj = cos−1(1− 2vj), θj ∼ U(0, 2π), uj ∼ U(0, 1) and vj ∼ U(0, 1).

2.2 Heterogeneous geometry

For a heterogeneous geometry, we follow [25], where the jth particle undergoes a movement or rest
event depending on the possible new movement positions described by Sd(xj(t); δ), the line (d = 1),
circle (d = 2) or sphere (d = 3) of radius δ centred on xj(t). During each time step, there are three
possibilities.
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1. If Sd(xj(t); δ) does not intersect the interface (r = ℓ1) and xj(t) is located in the inner layer
(ℓ0 < r < ℓ1), then the jth particle moves to a new position (2) with probability P1 or remains at
its current position with probability 1− P1.

2. If Sd(xj(t); δ) does not intersect the interface (r = ℓ1) and xj(t) is located in the outer layer
(ℓ1 < r < ℓ2) then the jth particle moves to a new position (2) with probability P2 or remains
at its current position with probability 1− P2.

3. If Sd(xj(t); δ) intersects the interface r = ℓ1, then the jth particle moves to a new position or
remains at its current position with probabilities depending on the dimension d. For d = 1, the
jth particle moves to a new position

xj(t+ τ) = xj(t) +

{
−δ, with probability P1/2,

δ, with probability P2/2,

or remains at its current position with probability 1−P1/2−P2/2. Here, Pk is the probability
associated with the layer in which the position xj(t) + δ/2(−1)k is located. For d = 2, the jth
particle moves to a new position

xj(t+ τ) = xj(t) +


δ[cos(θ1), sin(θ1)], with probability P1/n,

δ[cos(θ2), sin(θ2)], with probability P2/n,
...

...

δ[cos(θn), sin(θn)], with probability Pn/n,

or remains at its current position with probability 1−
∑n

k=1 Pk/n. Here, n is a specified integer
(see section 5), θk = 2π(k − 1)/n and Pk is the probability associated with the layer in which
the position xj(t) + δ/2[cos(θk), sin(θk)] is located [25]. For d = 3, the jth particle moves to a
new position

xj(t+ τ) = xj(t) +



δ[cos(θ1) sin(ϕ1), sin(θ1) sin(ϕ1), cos(ϕ1)], with probability P1,1/n,

δ[cos(θ1) sin(ϕ2), sin(θ1) sin(ϕ2), cos(ϕ2)], with probability P1,2/n,
...

...

δ[cos(θ1) sin(ϕn2), sin(θ1) sin(ϕn2), cos(ϕn2)], with probability P1,n2/n,

δ[cos(θ2) sin(ϕ1), sin(θ2) sin(ϕ1), cos(ϕ1)], with probability P2,1/n,
...

...

δ[cos(θn1) sin(ϕn2), sin(θn1) sin(ϕn2), cos(ϕn2)], with probability Pn1,n2/n,

or remains at its current position with probability 1 −
∑n1

k=1

∑n2
m=1 Pk,m/n, where n = n1n2.

Here, n1 and n2 are specified integers (see section 5), θk = 2π(k − 1)/n1, ϕm = cos−1(1 −
2(m− 1)/n2) and Pk,m is the probability associated with the layer in which the position xj(t)+
δ/2 [cos(θk) sin(ϕm), cos(θk) sin(ϕm), cos(ϕm)] is located [25].

2.3 Boundary conditions

In our stochastic model, boundaries are designated as absorbing, reflecting or semi-absorbing. If a
particle attempts to pass through an absorbing boundary, it is removed from the system, whereas,
if it attempts to pass through a reflecting boundary, it is returned to its previous position, implying
xj(t+ τ) = xj(t). On the other hand, if a particle attempts to pass through a semi-absorbing inner
boundary, it is absorbed with probability PI and reflected with probability 1−PI, while if a particle
attempts to pass through a semi-absorbing outer boundary, it is absorbed with probability PO and
reflected with probability 1− PO [19, 26].
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2.4 Calculation of P(t)

For the stochastic model, P(t) is defined as [24]

Ps(t) =
N(t)

Np
, (3)

where N(t) is the number of particles in the system at time t.

3 Continuum model

We now describe the continuum approach for calculating P(t) using the continuum analogue of the
stochastic model. For both the homogeneous and heterogeneous geometries, the continuum model
takes the form of an initial-boundary value problem for the dimensionless particle concentration,
c(r, t), and is a valid approximation of the stochastic model in the regime of small δ and τ [1, 3].

3.1 Homogeneous geometry

For the homogeneous geometry, c(r, t) satisfies the d-dimensional radially-symmetric diffusion equa-
tion [3, 7, 17, 20, 27, 28],

∂c

∂t
=

D

rd−1

∂

∂r

(
rd−1 ∂c

∂r

)
, ℓ0 < r < ℓ1, t > 0, (4)

subject to the initial and boundary conditions,

c(r, 0) = 1, ℓ0 ≤ r ≤ ℓ1, (5)

a0c(ℓ0, t)− b0
∂c

∂r
(ℓ0, t) = 0, t > 0, (6)

a1c(ℓ1, t) + b1
∂c

∂r
(ℓ1, t) = 0, t > 0, (7)

whereD = Pδ2/(2dτ) is the diffusivity. Note that c(r, t) = c̃(r, t)/c̃0, where the particle concentration
c̃(r, t) is initially uniform, c̃(r, 0) = c̃0. Here, c̃(r, t) and c̃0 are dimensional quantities that represent
the number of particles and initial number of particles per unit length/area/volume [19].

3.2 Heterogeneous geometry

For the heterogeneous geometry, the dimensionless particle concentration is a piecewise function

c(r, t) =

{
c1(r, t), ℓ0 ≤ r ≤ ℓ1,

c2(r, t), ℓ1 ≤ r ≤ ℓ2,
(8)

where c1(r, t) and c2(r, t) satisfy the d-dimensional radially-symmetric diffusion equation in the inner
and outer layers respectively [11, 12, 29, 30]

∂c1
∂t

=
D1

rd−1

∂

∂r

(
rd−1∂c1

∂r

)
, ℓ0 < r < ℓ1, t > 0, (9)

∂c2
∂t

=
D2

rd−1

∂

∂r

(
rd−1∂c2

∂r

)
, ℓ1 < r < ℓ2, t > 0, (10)

5



subject to the initial, boundary and interface conditions,

c1(r, 0) = 1, ℓ0 ≤ r ≤ ℓ1, c2(r, 0) = 1, ℓ1 ≤ r ≤ ℓ2, (11)

a0c1(ℓ0, t)− b0
∂c1
∂r

(ℓ0, t) = 0, t > 0, (12)

a1c2(ℓ2, t) + b1
∂c2
∂r

(ℓ2, t) = 0, t > 0, (13)

c1(ℓ1, t) = c2(ℓ1, t), t > 0, (14)

D1
∂c1
∂r

(ℓ1, t) = D2
∂c2
∂r

(ℓ1, t), t > 0. (15)

Here, D1 = P1δ
2/(2dτ) and D2 = P2δ

2/(2dτ) are the diffusivities for the inner and outer layers,
respectively. The interface conditions (14) and (15) specify continuity of concentration and flux at
the interface, which assumes perfect contact between the layers [29, 30]. Note that c1(r, t) = c̃1(r, t)/c̃0
and c2(r, t) = c̃2(r, t)/c̃0, where the quantities c̃1(r, t) and c̃2(r, t) represent the number of particles
per unit length/area/volume in the inner and outer layers, respectively.

3.3 Boundary conditions

The coefficients in the boundary conditions (6)–(7) and (12)–(13) depend on whether the boundaries
are absorbing, reflecting or semi-absorbing:

[a0, b0] =


[1, 0], if the inner boundary is absorbing,

[0, 1], if the inner boundary is reflecting,

[1, β0], if the inner boundary is semi-absorbing,

(16)

[a1, b1] =


[1, 0], if the outer boundary is absorbing,

[0, 1], if the outer boundary is reflecting,

[1, β1], if the outer boundary is semi-absorbing,

(17)

with β0 = δ/PI and β1 = δ/PO [19]. Note that for the case of the circular or spherical geometry with
no inner boundary (ℓ0 = 0), we set [a0, b0] = [0, 1] for radial symmetry at the origin.

3.4 Calculation of P(t)

For both the homogeneous continuum model (4)–(7) and the heterogeneous continuum model (9)–
(15), P(t) is defined as [19, 31]

Pc(t) =

∫
Ωd

c(r, t) dV∫
Ωd

c(r, 0) dV
,

where Ω1 = {x ∈ R | ℓ0 < x < ℓm} and Ωd = {x ∈ Rd | ℓ0 < ∥x∥2 < ℓm} for d = 2, 3 (m = 1 for
homogeneous geometry and m = 2 for heterogeneous geometry). Using radial symmetry and the
constant initial conditions (5) and (11), Pc(t) simplifies to [19, 31]:

Pc(t) =
d

ℓd1 − ℓd0

∫ ℓ1

ℓ0

rd−1c(r, t) dr, (18)

Pc(t) =
d

ℓd2 − ℓd0

[∫ ℓ1

ℓ0

rd−1c1(r, t) dr +

∫ ℓ2

ℓ1

rd−1c2(r, t) dr

]
, (19)

for the homogeneous and heterogeneous geometries, respectively.
Clearly, calculating Pc(t) requires solving the homogeneous continuum model (4)–(7) and hetero-

geneous continuum model (9)–(15). Alternatively, one may think of applying the averaging operators
(18) or (19) to the homogeneous or heterogeneous continuum model to derive an initial value prob-
lem for Pc(t). Unfortunately, this initial value problem involves c(r, t) itself except for the special
case of reflecting boundary conditions, where trivially, Pc(t) = 1 for all time as no particles exit the
system [19].
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4 Surrogate models

4.1 Motivation

Exact expressions for Pc(t) can be obtained by solving the homogeneous continuum model (4)–(7) or
heterogeneous continuum model (9)–(15) using separation of variables [12, 29, 30] and then averaging
the solution by applying (18) or (19). For example, for the case of a homogeneous disc (d = 2) with
ℓ0 = 0, ℓ1 = L, radial symmetry at the origin ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and a semi-absorbing boundary
([a1, b1] = [1, β1]), we obtain

Pc(t) =
2

L2

∞∑
n=1

[
∫ L
0 rJ0(ηnr) dr]

2∫ L
0 rJ0(ηnr)2 dr

e−η2nDt, (20)

where ηn for n ∈ N+ are the positive roots of the transcendental equation

ηn
J1(ηnL)

J0(ηnL)
=

1

β1
, (21)

and Jν(·) is the Bessel function of the first kind of order ν. The problem, however, is that (20) takes
the form of an infinite series of exponential terms with complicated coefficients and the values of ηn
have to be determined numerically since closed-form expressions for the roots of (21) are not able to
be determined. Moreover, to achieve sufficient accuracy for small values of time, a large number of
terms need to be taken in the series (20). All of these issues complicate both fitting experimental
release data and interpreting the effect of known physical parameters, such as L, D and β1, on Pc(t)
[19, 20], motivating the need for surrogate modelling [19, 20].

4.2 Moments

In this work, we develop surrogate models for P(t) by matching moments with the continuum model.
As we will see later in sections 4.3–4.5, this process defines surrogate models in terms of spatially-
averaged moments of the continuum model. We now outline how exact expressions for these spatially-
averaged moments can be calculated for both the homogeneous and heterogeneous continuum models.

4.2.1 Homogeneous geometry

For the homogeneous continuum model (4)–(7), the kth moment is defined by

Mk(r) =

∫ ∞

0
tk c(r, t) dt, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (22)

Closed-form solutions for Mk(r) can be obtained, without prior calculation of c(r, t), since Mk(r)
satisfies the differential equation [25, 32]:

D

rd−1

d

dr

(
rd−1dMk

dr

)
=

{
−1, k = 0,

−kMk−1(r), k = 1, 2, . . . ,
(23)

subject to the boundary conditions,

a0Mk(ℓ0)− b0
dMk

dr
(ℓ0) = 0, (24)

a1Mk(ℓ1) + b1
dMk

dr
(ℓ1) = 0. (25)

Note that this is the same boundary value problem satisfied by the mean particle lifetime for a
particle initially located at a distance r from the origin [17, 25]. Given Mk(r), the spatial average of
the kth moment is then defined as

⟨Mk(r)⟩ =
d

ℓd1 − ℓd0

∫ ℓ1

ℓ0

rd−1Mk(r) dr. (26)
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4.2.2 Heterogeneous geometry

For the heterogeneous continuum model (9)–(15), the kth moment is defined by

Mk(r) =

{
M

(1)
k (r), ℓ0 < r < ℓ1,

M
(2)
k (r), ℓ1 < r < ℓ2,

(27)

M
(1)
k (r) =

∫ ∞

0
tk c1(r, t) dt, M

(2)
k (r) =

∫ ∞

0
tk c2(r, t) dt. (28)

Closed-form solutions for M
(1)
k (r) and M

(2)
k (r) can be obtained without prior calculation of c1(r, t)

and c2(r, t), since M
(1)
k (r) and M

(2)
k (r) satisfy the differential equations [25, 32]:

D1

rd−1

d

dr

(
rd−1dM

(1)
k

dr

)
=

{
−1, k = 0,

−kM
(1)
k−1(r), k = 1, 2, . . . ,

(29)

D2

rd−1

d

dr

(
rd−1dM

(2)
k

dr

)
=

{
−1, k = 0,

−kM
(2)
k−1(r), k = 1, 2, . . . ,

(30)

subject to the boundary and interface conditions

a0M
(1)
k (ℓ0)− b0

dM
(1)
k

dr
(ℓ0) = 0, (31)

a1M
(2)
k (ℓ2) + b1

dM
(2)
k

dr
(ℓ2) = 0, (32)

M
(1)
k (ℓ1) = M

(2)
k (ℓ1), (33)

D1
dM

(1)
k

dr
(ℓ1) = D2

dM
(2)
k

dr
(ℓ1). (34)

Given M
(1)
k (r) and M

(2)
k (r), the spatial average of the kth moment is then defined as

⟨Mk(r)⟩ =
d

ℓd2 − ℓd0

[∫ ℓ1

ℓ0

rd−1M
(1)
k (r) dt+

∫ ℓ2

ℓ1

rd−1M
(1)
k (r) dt

]
. (35)

4.3 Surrogate model 1: One-term exponential model

We now consider a surrogate model for Pc(t) consisting of a single exponential term [19],

S1(t) = e−λt, (36)

where λ > 0 is a constant which depends on the dimension, diffusivity, geometry and boundary
conditions. Note that (36) is a sensible candidate model since it agrees with Pc(t) at initial time
(t = 0) and has the correct limiting behaviour at large times (t → ∞) (see, e.g., Pc(t) in equation
(20)). To determine λ, we follow [19] and match the zeroth moments of S1(t) (36) and Pc(t) (18),∫ ∞

0
S1(t) dt =

∫ ∞

0
Pc(t) dt. (37)

Substituting S1(t) (36) and Pc(t) ((18) or (19)) into equation (37), integrating exactly on the left
hand side, reversing the order of integration on the right hand side and rearranging yields

λ =
1

⟨M0(r)⟩
, (38)

where ⟨M0(r)⟩ is defined in section 4.2.
We now present several one-term exponential models for P(t). The models are developed for the

seven distinct cases outlined in Table 1 involving both homogeneous (Cases A–E) and heterogeneous
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Case Geometry Inner Boundary Outer Boundary a0 b0 a1 b1
A homogeneous – absorbing 0 1 1 0
B homogeneous – semi-absorbing 0 1 1 β1
C homogeneous reflecting absorbing 0 1 1 0
D homogeneous reflecting semi-absorbing 0 1 1 β1
E homogeneous absorbing absorbing 1 0 1 0
F heterogeneous – absorbing 0 1 1 0
G heterogeneous – semi-absorbing 0 1 1 β1

Table 1: Geometry and boundary parameters for Cases A–G. Note that for Cases A, B, F and G
there is no inner boundary (ℓ0 = 0), so we set [a0, b0] = [0, 1] for radial symmetry at the origin.

(Cases F–G) geometries and various combinations of boundary conditions. Each model is presented
by providing a closed-form expression for λ appearing in the one-term exponential model (36). For
the homogeneous geometries, λ is calculated by solving the boundary value problem (23)–(25) for
M0(r), calculating ⟨M0(r)⟩ (26) and then computing λ (38). For the heterogeneous geometries, λ

is calculated by solving the boundary value problem (29)–(34) for M
(1)
0 (r) and M

(2)
0 (r), calculating

⟨M0(r)⟩ (35) and then computing λ (38). For Cases C–E, we note that λ is expressed generally for

any dimension d using the definite integral
∫ ℓ1
ℓ0

r1−d dr, which is equal to ℓ1− ℓ0, ln(ℓ1/ℓ0), 1/ℓ0−1/ℓ1
for d = 1, 2, 3, respectively.

Case A: homogeneous slab, circular or spherical geometry (ℓ0 = 0 and ℓ1 = L) with radial symmetry
at the origin ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and an absorbing outer boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, 0])

λ =
d(d+ 2)D

L2
. (39)

Case B: homogeneous slab, circular or spherical geometry (ℓ0 = 0 and ℓ1 = L) with radial symmetry
at the origin ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and a semi-absorbing outer boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, β1])

λ =
d(d+ 2)D

L2 + β1L(d+ 2)
. (40)

Case C: homogeneous slab, annular or spherical shell geometry (ℓ0 > 0) with a reflecting inner
boundary ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and an absorbing outer boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, 0])

λ =
d(d+ 2)(ℓd1 − ℓd0)D

ℓd+2
1 + (d+ 2)[ℓ2d0

∫ ℓ1
ℓ0

r1−d dr − ℓd0(ℓ
2
1 − ℓ20)]− ℓd+2

0

. (41)

Case D: homogeneous slab, annular or spherical shell geometry (ℓ0 > 0) with a reflecting inner
boundary ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and a semi-absorbing outer boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, β1])

λ =
d(d+ 2)(ℓd1 − ℓd0)D

ℓd+2
1 + (d+ 2)[ℓ2d0

∫ ℓ1
ℓ0

r1−d dr − ℓd0(ℓ
2
1 − ℓ20) + β1ℓ

1−d
1 (ℓd1 − ℓd0)

2]− ℓd+2
0

. (42)

Case E: homogeneous slab, annular or spherical shell geometry with absorbing inner ([a0, b0] = [1, 0])
and outer ([a1, b1] = [1, 0]) boundaries

λ =
4d(d+ 2)(ℓd1 − ℓd0)D

4(ℓd+2
1 − ℓd+2

0 )− (d+ 2)(ℓ21 − ℓ20)
2[
∫ ℓ1
ℓ0

r1−d dr]−1
. (43)

Case F: heterogeneous slab, circular or spherical geometry (ℓ0 = 0, ℓ2 = L) with radial symmetry
at the origin ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and an absorbing boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, 0])

λ =
d(d+ 2)D1D2

L2D1 + ℓd+2
1 (D2 −D1)/Ld

. (44)
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Case G: heterogeneous slab, circular or spherical geometry (ℓ0 = 0, ℓ2 = L) with radial symmetry
at the origin ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and a semi-absorbing boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, β1])

λ =
d(d+ 2)D1D2

(L2 + β1L(d+ 2))D1 + ℓd+2
1 (D2 −D1)/Ld

. (45)

The above results yield easy-to-evaluate surrogate models that provide analytical insight into the
role of dimension, diffusivity, geometry and boundary conditions on the proportion of particles re-
maining over time, P(t). For Case A (39), we observe that increasing the dimension d, increasing the
diffusivity D or decreasing the radius L increases the decay rate λ. For Case B (40), decreasing β1
(i.e. increasing the absorption probability PO) also increases the decay rate λ. All these observations
make physical sense when considering the homogeneous stochastic model (section 2) as particles are
more likely to move outward than inward when the number of dimensions d is increased, particles
jump more frequently or jump further when D is increased, particles have have less distance to reach
the absorbing boundary when L is decreased and particles are more likely to be absorbed when
reaching the outer boundary when β1 is decreased. For Case F (44) and Case G (45), moving the
interface (r = ℓ1) closer to the outer boundary (r = L) increases λ if D2 < D1 while moving the
interface (r = ℓ1) closer to the origin (r = 0) increases λ if D2 > D1. Both observations are consistent
with the heterogeneous stochastic model (section 2).

4.4 Surrogate model 2: Two-term exponential model

The one-term exponential model (36) fails to accurately capture the fast early decay and slow late de-
cay of P(t) [19]. To address this, we explore a surrogate model for Pc(t) consisting of two exponential
terms,

S2(t) =
1

2
[e−λ1t + e−λ2t], (46)

where λ1 > 0 and λ2 > 0 are constants that depend on the dimension, diffusivity, geometry and
boundary conditions. The two-term exponential model (46) represents the simplest possible extension
to two exponential terms with the factor of 1/2 ensuring that S2(0) = 1. The inclusion of a second
exponential term in (46) yields a time-dependent decay rate λ̃2(t) = −S′

2(t)/S2(t), which decreases
monotonically from (λ1 + λ2)/2 at t = 0 to min(λ1, λ2) as t → ∞. The two-term exponential model
therefore accommodates faster early decay and slower late decay that cannot be captured by the
constant decay rate of the one-term exponential model (36).

To obtain λ1 and λ2, we match the zeroth and first moments of S2(t) and Pc(t),∫ ∞

0
S2(t) dt =

∫ ∞

0
Pc(t) dt, (47)∫ ∞

0
t S2(t) dt =

∫ ∞

0
tPc(t) dt. (48)

Substituting S2(t) (46) and Pc(t) ((18) or (19)) into equations (47) and (48), integrating exactly on
the left hand side and reversing the order of integration on the right hand side yields

1

2

[
1

λ1
+

1

λ2

]
= ⟨M0(r)⟩, (49)

1

2

[
1

λ2
1

+
1

λ2
2

]
= ⟨M1(r)⟩, (50)

where ⟨M0(r)⟩ and ⟨M1(r)⟩ are defined in section 4.2. The exact solution of equations (49) and (50)
is given by

λ1,2 =
1

⟨M0(r)⟩ ±
√
⟨M1(r)⟩ − ⟨M0(r)⟩2

, (51)
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which is easily verified by substitution.
We now present several two-term exponential models for P(t). The models are again developed for

the seven cases outlined in Table 1, with each model presented by providing closed-form expressions
for λ1 and λ2 appearing in the two-term exponential model (46). For the homogeneous geometries
(Cases A–E), λ1 and λ2 are calculated by solving the boundary value problem (23)–(25) for k = 0, 1,
calculating ⟨Mk(r)⟩ (26) for k = 0, 1 and then computing λ1 and λ2 (51). For the heterogeneous
geometries (Cases F–G), λ1 and λ2 are calculated by solving the boundary value problem (29)–(34)
for k = 0, 1, calculating ⟨Mk(r)⟩ (35) for k = 0, 1 and then computing λ1 and λ2 (51). Results for
Cases C/D and Cases F/G are combined for succinctness. In these cases, the formulas are given for
Case D and G only, with the formulas for Case C and F obtained by setting β1 = 0.

Case A: homogeneous slab, circular or spherical geometry (ℓ0 = 0, ℓ1 = L) with radial symmetry at
the origin ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and an absorbing boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, 0])

λ1,2 =
d(d+ 2)D

L2(1±
√
d/(d+ 4))

. (52)

Case B: homogeneous slab, circular or spherical geometry (ℓ0 = 0, ℓ1 = L) with radial symmetry at
the origin ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and a semi-absorbing boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, β1])

λ1,2 =
d(d+ 2)D

L2(1±
√

d/(d+ 4)) + β1L(d+ 2)
. (53)

Case C/D: homogeneous slab, annular or spherical shell geometry (ℓ0 > 0) with a reflecting inner
boundary ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and a semi-absorbing outer boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, β1])

Slab (d = 1)

λ1,2 =
3D

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)2(1± 1/
√
5) + 3β1(ℓ1 − ℓ0)

.

Annular (d = 2)

λ1,2 =
8D(ℓ21 − ℓ20)

(ℓ21 − ℓ20)(ℓ
2
1 − 3ℓ20) + 4ℓ40 log(ℓ1/ℓ0) + 4β1(ℓ21 − ℓ20)

2/ℓ1 ±
√
κ2/3

,

κ2 = (ℓ21 − ℓ20)
3(ℓ21 − 7ℓ20)− 24ℓ40ℓ

2
1 log(ℓ1/ℓ0)(2ℓ

2
0 log(ℓ1/ℓ0) + ℓ20 − ℓ21).

Spherical shell (d = 3)

λ1,2 =
15D(ℓ31 − ℓ30)

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)3(ℓ21 + 3ℓ0ℓ1 + 6ℓ20 + 5ℓ30/ℓ1 ±
√
3κ3/7) + 5β1(ℓ31 − ℓ30)

2/ℓ21
,

κ3 = ℓ41 + 6ℓ0ℓ
3
1 + 21ℓ20ℓ

2
1 + 41ℓ30ℓ1 + 36ℓ40.

Case E: homogeneous slab, annular or spherical shell geometry (ℓ0 > 0) with absorbing inner
([a0, b0] = [1, 0]) and outer ([a1, b1] = [1, 0]) boundaries

Slab (d = 1)

λ1,2 =
12D

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)2(1± 1/
√
5)
.

Annular (d = 2)

λ1,2 =
8D log(ℓ1/ℓ0)

(ℓ20 + ℓ21) log(ℓ1/ℓ0)− (ℓ21 − ℓ20)±
√

ξ2,1/3
,

ξ2,1 = 3(ℓ21 − ℓ20)
2 − 3(ℓ41 − ℓ40) log(ℓ1/ℓ0) + (ℓ21 − ℓ20)

2 log2(ℓ1/ℓ0).
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Spherical shell (d = 3)

λ1,2 =
60D(ℓ31 − ℓ30)

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)3(4ℓ20 + 7ℓ0ℓ1 + 4ℓ21 ±
√
3ξ3,1/7)

,

ξ3,1 = 16ℓ41 + 26ℓ0ℓ
3
1 + 21ℓ20ℓ

2
1 + 26ℓ30ℓ1 + 16ℓ40.

Case F/G: heterogeneous slab, circular or spherical geometry (ℓ0 = 0, ℓ2 = L), radial symmetry at
the origin ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and a semi-absorbing boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, β1])

λ1,2 =
d(d+ 2)D1D2

[L2 + β1L(d+ 2)]D1 + [ℓd+2
1 (D2 −D1)±

√
σd/(d+ 4)]/Ld

,

σd = d(d+ 4)(D2 −D1)D1L
d+2ℓd+2

1 − (d+ 4)(D1 −D2)
2ℓ2d+4

1 +

(d+ 2)((d+ 2)D2
1 − (d+ 4)D1D2 + 2D2

2)L
dℓd+4

1 + dD2
1L

2d+4.

The above results yield easy-to-evaluate surrogate models that provide analytical insight into the role
of dimension, diffusivity, geometry and boundary conditions on the proportion of particles remaining
over time, P(t). As mentioned earlier, the two-term exponential model (46) accommodates faster
early decay and slower late decay that cannot be captured by the constant decay rate of the one-term
exponential model (36). This behaviour is clearly evident for Case A, where the expressions for λ1

and λ2 in the two-term exponential model (52) take a similar form to the expression for λ in the one-
term exponential model (39), with the exception of correction terms in the denominator depending
on the dimension d. Using these expressions for λ1 and λ2, we see that the two-term exponential
model exhibits an initial decay rate of (λ1 + λ2)/2 = d(d+ 2)(d+ 4)D/(4L2), which exceeds its late
decay rate of λ1 = d(d+2)D/[L2(1+

√
d/(d+ 4))] for all d = 1, 2, 3. Comparing these decay rates to

the constant decay rate of λ = d(d+2)D/L2 for the one-term exponential model (39), it is clear that
the two-term exponential model exhibits a larger initial decay rate and a smaller late decay rate. For
Case A, we also observe that the early decay rate for the two-term exponential model is fastest for
d = 3 and slowest for d = 1, and the later decay rate is slowest for d = 3 and fastest for d = 1, both
of which are consistent with the behaviour of P(t) [19].

4.5 Surrogate model 3: Weighted two-term exponential model

Finally, we consider a surrogate model for P(t) which generalizes the two-term model (46) to an
arbitrary weighting of the two exponential terms:

S3(t) = θe−λ1t + (1− θ)e−λ2t, (54)

where λ1 > 0, λ2 > 0 and θ ∈ (0, 1) are constants that depend on the dimension, diffusivity, geometry
and boundary conditions. In a similar manner to the two-term exponential model (46), the weighted
two-term exponential model (54) exhibits a time-dependent decay rate λ̃3(t) = −S′

3(t)/S3(t), how-
ever, the decay rate now decreases monotonically from θλ1 + (1 − θ)λ2 at t = 0 to min(λ1, λ2)
as t → ∞.

To obtain λ1, λ2 and θ, we match the zeroth, first and second moments of S3(t) and Pc(t),∫ ∞

0
S3(t) dt =

∫ ∞

0
Pc(t) dt, (55)∫ ∞

0
t S3(t) dt =

∫ ∞

0
tPc(t) dt, (56)∫ ∞

0
t2 S3(t) dt =

∫ ∞

0
t2 Pc(t) dt. (57)
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Substituting S3(t) (54) and Pc(t) ((18) or (19)) into equations (55)–(57), integrating exactly on the
left hand side and reversing the order of integration on the right hand side yields

θ

λ1
+

1− θ

λ2
= ⟨M0(r)⟩, (58)

θ

λ2
1

+
1− θ

λ2
2

= ⟨M1(r)⟩, (59)

2

[
θ

λ3
1

+
1− θ

λ3
2

]
= ⟨M2(r)⟩, (60)

where ⟨M0(r)⟩, ⟨M1(r)⟩ and ⟨M2(r)⟩ are defined in section 4.2. The appropriate exact solution of
equations (58)–(60) is given by

λ1 =
1

⟨M0(r)⟩+
√
(1− θ)[⟨M1(r)⟩ − ⟨M0(r)⟩2]/θ

, (61)

λ2 =
1

⟨M0(r)⟩ −
√
θ[⟨M1(r)⟩ − ⟨M0(r)⟩2]/(1− θ)

, (62)

θ =
1

2
+

1

2

√
ω

ω + 4
, (63)

ω =

[
6⟨M0(r)⟩(⟨M1(r)⟩ − ⟨M0(r)⟩2) + 2⟨M0(r)⟩3 − ⟨M2(r)⟩

2(⟨M1(r)⟩ − ⟨M0(r)⟩2)3/2

]2
. (64)

Note that the expressions for λ1 and λ2 here are different from those given for the two-term expo-
nential model (51) expect for the special case when θ = 1/2 (ω = 0).

We now present weighted two-term exponential models of P(t) for Cases A–E outlined in Table 1.
Each model is presented by providing closed-form expressions for λ1, λ2 and ω, which when combined
with the expression for θ (63) fully defines the weighted two-term exponential model (54). In each
case, λ1, λ2 and ω are calculated by solving the boundary value problem (23)–(25) for k = 0, 1, 2,
calculating ⟨Mk(r)⟩ (26) for k = 0, 1, 2 and then processing (61)–(64). Results for Cases C/D are
again combined for succinctness with the formulas given for Case D only and the formulas for Case
C obtained by setting β1 = 0.

Case A: homogeneous slab, circular or spherical geometry (ℓ0 = 0, ℓ1 = L) with radial symmetry at
the origin ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and an absorbing boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, 0])

λ1 =
d(d+ 2)D

L2(1 +
√
d(1− θ)/(θ(d+ 4)))

, (65)

λ2 =
d(d+ 2)D

L2(1−
√
dθ/((1− θ)(d+ 4)))

, (66)

ω =
d+ 4

d

[
6− d

d+ 6

]2
. (67)

Case B: homogeneous slab, circular or spherical geometry (ℓ0 = 0, ℓ1 = L) with radial symmetry at
the origin ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and a semi-absorbing boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, β1])

λ1 =
d(d+ 2)D

L2(1 +
√

d(1− θ)/(θ(d+ 4))) + β1L(d+ 2)
,

λ2 =
d(d+ 2)D

L2(1−
√

dθ/((1− θ)(d+ 4))) + β1L(d+ 2)
,

ω =
d+ 4

dL4

[
(6− d)L2 + (d+ 2)(d+ 6)β1L

d+ 6

]2
.
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Case C/D: homogeneous slab, annular or spherical shell geometry (ℓ0 > 0) with a reflecting inner
boundary ([a0, b0] = [0, 1]) and a semi-absorbing outer boundary ([a1, b1] = [1, β1])

Slab (d = 1)

λ1 =
3D

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)2(1 +
√
(1− θ)/(5θ)) + 3β1(ℓ1 − ℓ0)

,

λ2 =
3D

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)2(1−
√
θ/(5(1− θ))) + 3β1(ℓ1 − ℓ0)

,

ω =
5(5(ℓ1 − ℓ0) + 21β1)

2

49(ℓ1 − ℓ0)2
.

Annular (d = 2)

λ1 =
8D(ℓ21 − ℓ20)

(ℓ21 − ℓ20)(ℓ
2
1 − 3ℓ20) + 4ℓ40 log(ℓ1/ℓ0) + 4β1(ℓ21 − ℓ20)

2/ℓ1 +
√
(1− θ)κ2,1/(3θ)

,

λ2 =
8D(ℓ21 − ℓ20)

(ℓ21 − ℓ20)(ℓ
2
1 − 3ℓ20) + 4ℓ40 log(ℓ1/ℓ0) + 4β1(ℓ21 − ℓ20)

2/ℓ1 −
√
θκ2,1/(3(1− θ))

,

ω =
(288κ2,2 log

2(ℓ1/ℓ0)− 1152ℓ80ℓ
3
1(ℓ

2
0 + ℓ21) log

3(ℓ1/ℓ0) + 24κ2,3 log(ℓ1/ℓ0) + κ2,4)

12ℓ21κ
3
2,1

,

κ2,1 = (ℓ21 − ℓ20)
3(ℓ21 − 7ℓ20)− 24ℓ40ℓ

2
1 log(ℓ1/ℓ0)(2ℓ

2
0 log(ℓ1/ℓ0) + ℓ20 − ℓ21),

κ2,2 = ℓ60ℓ
2
1(ℓ

2
1 − ℓ20)[ℓ1(5ℓ

2
0 + ℓ21)− 4β1(ℓ

2
1 − ℓ20)],

κ2,3 = ℓ40ℓ1(ℓ
2
1 − ℓ20)

2[7ℓ40 − 12ℓ20ℓ
2
1 + 24β1ℓ1(ℓ

2
1 − ℓ20)],

κ2,4 = (ℓ21 − ℓ20)
3[ℓ1(3ℓ

6
1 − 25ℓ20ℓ

4
1 + 83ℓ40ℓ

2
1 − 145ℓ60)− 24β1(7ℓ

2
0 − ℓ21)(ℓ

2
1 − ℓ20)

2].

Spherical shell (d = 3)

λ1 =
15D(ℓ31 − ℓ30)

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)3(ℓ21 + 3ℓ0ℓ1 + 6ℓ20 + 5ℓ30/ℓ1 +
√
3κ3,1(1− θ)/(7θ)) + 5β1(ℓ31 − ℓ30)

2/ℓ21
,

λ2 =
15D(ℓ31 − ℓ30)

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)3(ℓ21 + 3ℓ0ℓ1 + 6ℓ20 + 5ℓ30/ℓ1 −
√
3κ3,1θ/(7(1− θ))) + 5β1(ℓ31 − ℓ30)

2/ℓ21
,

ω =
7(ℓ1κ3,2(ℓ1 − ℓ0)

3(ℓ21 + 4ℓ0ℓ1 + 10ℓ20) + 15κ3,1β1(ℓ
3
1 − ℓ30)

2)2

27κ33,1ℓ
4
1(ℓ1 − ℓ0)6

,

κ3,1 = ℓ41 + 6ℓ0ℓ
3
1 + 21ℓ20ℓ

2
1 + 41ℓ30ℓ1 + 36ℓ40,

κ3,2 = ℓ51 + 5ℓ0ℓ
4
1 + 15ℓ20ℓ

3
1 + 50ℓ30ℓ

2
1 + 100ℓ40ℓ1 + 54ℓ50.

Case E: homogeneous slab, annular or spherical shell geometry (ℓ0 > 0) with absorbing inner
([a0, b0] = [1, 0]) and outer ([a1, b1] = [1, 0]) boundaries

Slab (d = 1)

λ1 =
12D

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)2(1 +
√
(1− θ)/(5θ))

,

λ2 =
12D

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)2(1−
√
θ/(5(1− θ)))

,

θ =
1

2
+

1

2

√
125/321.
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Annular (d = 2)

λ1 =
8D log(ℓ1/ℓ0)

(ℓ20 + ℓ21) log(ℓ1/ℓ0)− (ℓ21 − ℓ20) +
√

(1− θ)ξ2,1/(3θ)
,

λ2 =
8D log(ℓ1/ℓ0)

(ℓ20 + ℓ21) log(ℓ1/ℓ0)− (ℓ21 − ℓ20)−
√

θξ2,1/(3(1− θ))
,

ω =
log2(ℓ1/ℓ0)(18(ℓ

2
0 + ℓ21)(ℓ

2
1 − ℓ20)

2 + 6(ℓ20 + ℓ21)(ℓ
4
0 + ℓ41) log

2(ℓ1/ℓ0)− ξ2,2 log(ℓ1/ℓ0))
2

48ξ32,1
,

ξ2,1 = 3(ℓ21 − ℓ20)
2 − 3(ℓ41 − ℓ40) log(ℓ1/ℓ0) + (ℓ21 − ℓ20)

2 log2(ℓ1/ℓ0),

ξ2,2 = (ℓ21 − ℓ20)(19ℓ
4
0 + 46ℓ20ℓ

2
1 + 19ℓ41).

Spherical shell (d = 3)

λ1 =
60D(ℓ31 − ℓ30)

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)3(4ℓ20 + 7ℓ0ℓ1 + 4ℓ21 +
√

3(1− θ)ξ3,1/(7θ))
,

λ2 =
60D(ℓ31 − ℓ30)

(ℓ1 − ℓ0)3(4ℓ20 + 7ℓ0ℓ1 + 4ℓ21 −
√

3θξ3,1/(7(1− θ)))
,

ω =
7(64ℓ60 + 471ℓ50ℓ1 + 780ℓ40ℓ

2
1 + 745ℓ30ℓ

3
1 + 780ℓ20ℓ

4
1 + 471ℓ0ℓ

5
1 + 64ℓ61)

2

27ξ33,1
,

ξ3,1 = 16ℓ41 + 26ℓ0ℓ
3
1 + 21ℓ20ℓ

2
1 + 26ℓ30ℓ1 + 16ℓ40.

The above results yield easy-to-evaluate surrogate models that provide analytical insight into the role
of dimension, diffusivity, geometry and boundary conditions on the proportion of particles remaining
over time, P(t). For Case A, the expressions for λ1 (65) and λ2 (66) in the weighted two-term
exponential model take a similar form to the expression for λ1 and λ2 in the two-term exponential
model (52), with the exception of correction terms in the denominator depending on the weighting θ.
Using these expressions for λ1 and λ2, we see that the weighted two-term exponential model exhibits
initial decay rates of θλ1+(1−θ)λ2 = 10D/L2, 24D/L2, 42D/L2 for d = 1, 2, 3, each of which exceed
the initial decay rate of the two-term exponential model.

5 Results

We now investigate the accuracy of the three surrogate models (36), (46) and (54). Here, we consider
the seven test cases outlined previously in Table 1 but with specific choices for the parameters as
detailed in Table 2. For the homogeneous geometries (Cases A–E), we choose P = δ = τ = 1 giving
D = Pδ2/(2dτ) = 1/(2d) while for the heterogeneous geometries (Cases F–G) we choose P1 = 0.3
and P2 = δ = τ = 1 giving D1 = P1δ

2/(2dτ) = 0.3/(2d) and D2 = P2δ
2/(2dτ) = 1/(2d). The

surrogate models for Cases A–E are given in sections 4.3–4.5 while the surrogate models for Cases
F–G are given in sections 4.3–4.4. Surrogate model parameter values for Cases A–G in either one
(d = 1), two (d = 2) or three (d = 3) dimensions can be found in Appendix A. All simulations are
performed over a specified time interval 0 < t < T = 2 log(10)/λ, where λ is the decay rate in the
one-term exponential model (section 4.3). This choice of T corresponds to the value of time satisfying
S1(t) = 10−2 and captures the main region of decay of P(t) to easily detect differences between the
surrogate models.
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Case Geometry ℓ0 ℓ1 ℓ2 Inner Boundary Outer Boundary a0 b0 a1 b1
A homogeneous 0 100 – – absorbing 0 1 1 0
B homogeneous 0 100 – – semi-absorbing (PO = 0.5) 0 1 1 2
C homogeneous 50 100 – reflecting absorbing 0 1 1 0
D homogeneous 50 100 – reflecting semi-absorbing (PO = 0.5) 0 1 1 2
E homogeneous 50 100 – absorbing absorbing 1 0 1 0
F heterogeneous 0 50 100 – absorbing 0 1 1 0
G heterogeneous 0 50 100 – semi-absorbing (PO = 0.5) 0 1 1 2

Table 2: Geometry and boundary parameters for Cases A–G.

Each surrogate model is benchmarked against the stochastic and continuum model. To account
for the variability of Ps(t) (3) from the stochastic model, we perform Ns = 100 simulations using
Np = 50 and Np = 500 particles. For each value of Np, we store the minimum and maximum
values of Ps(t) at each time step across all Ns = 100 simulations with the resulting area enclosed
encompassing all realizations of Ps(t). For the heterogeneous geometries (Cases F–G), we choose
n = 36 and n1 = n2 = 12 [25] when processing the movement probabilities at the interface (see
section 2.2). To calculate Pc(t) from the continuum model, we first compute a numerical solution
to the homogeneous continuum model (4)–(7) (Cases A–E) or the heterogeneous continuum model
(9)–(15) (Cases F–G) by discretising in space using a finite volume method and discretising in time
using the Crank-Nicolson method. We use Nt = 105 fixed time steps and Nr = 501 (Cases A–E)
or Nr = 1001 (Cases F–G) uniformly-spaced nodes. For both the homogeneous continuum model
(4)–(7) and the heterogeneous continuum model (9)–(15), this yields approximations c(ri, tj) where
ri = ℓ0 +(i− 1)(ℓm − ℓ0)/(Nr − 1) (m = 1 for Cases A–E and m = 2 for Cases F–G) and tj = jT/Nt

for i = 1, . . . , Nr and j = 1, . . . , Nt. Using these discrete approximations, c(ri, tj), and a trapezoidal
rule approximation to the integrals (18) or (19) then allows Pc(tj) to be computed for j = 1, . . . , Nt.
In addition to visual comparisons, to quantify the accuracy of the surrogate models, we also use the
mean absolute error between each surrogate model and Pc(t),

εk =
1

Nt

Nt∑
j=1

|Ck(tj)− Pc(tj)|, (68)

where k = 1, . . . , 3. Full details of the above implementations are available in our MATLAB code
which can be accessed on GitHub: https://github.com/lukefilippini/Filippini 2023.

Figure 2 and Figure 3 compare the surrogate models to the benchmark values of Ps(t) and Pc(t)
obtained from the stochastic and continuum models. Figure 2 assesses the performance of the one-
term (36), two-term (46) and weighted two-term exponential models (54) for the homogeneous test
cases (Cases A–E) while Figure 3 assesses the performance of the one-term (36) and two-term (46)
exponential models for the heterogeneous test cases (Cases F–G). All subfigures feature the final time
T and the corresponding mean absolute errors (68) for each surrogate model. Results are shown for
d = 2 only with similar results observed for d = 1, 3. From the results in Figure 2 and Figure 3, we
can conclude that:

• All surrogate models reliably capture the release profile over the seven test cases but with
varying levels of accuracy.

• The one-term exponential model (36) has the lowest accuracy of the three models across all
seven test cases, however, it is the most simplistic and may potentially be sufficient in some
cases.

• The weighted two-term exponential model (54) provides the highest accuracy, capturing the
early and late decay of P(t) more accurately than the one-term (36) and two-term (46) models,
however, this comes with the trade-off of increased model complexity.
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Figure 2: One-term, two term, and weighted two-term exponential models for P(t) compared with
stochastic and continuum models for the homogeneous test cases (Cases A–E) with d = 2. For the
stochastic model, the bounds of the shaded regions represent the maximum and minimum proportion
of particles remaining at each point in time across the Ns = 100 simulations. The mean absolute
errors ε1, ε2 and ε3 and final time T are rounded to three significant digits.
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Figure 3: One-term and two-term exponential models for P(t) compared with stochastic and contin-
uum models for the heterogeneous test cases (Cases F–G) with d = 2. For the stochastic model, the
bounds of the shaded regions represent the maximum and minimum proportion of particles remaining
at each point in time across the Ns = 100 simulations. The mean absolute errors ε1 and ε2 and final
time T are rounded to three significant digits.

• All three surrogate models yield higher accuracy for test cases with semi-absorbing boundary
conditions (Cases B, D and G) when compared to test cases with purely absorbing boundary
conditions (Cases A, C, E and F).

Finally, we compare the surrogate models developed in this paper to the Weibull model of Carr [19],
which was developed for homogeneous geometries only (i.e. Cases A–E). Table 3 displays the mean
absolute errors for the Weibull model, denoted as εw, for Cases A–E. In comparison to the mean
absolute errors presented in Figure 2, we find that the Weibull model is more accurate than the
one-term (36) and two-term (46) exponential models but less accurate than the weighted two-term
exponential model (54).

Case A B C D E

εw 1.05× 10−2 9.21× 10−3 1.03× 10−2 8.42× 10−3 9.22× 10−3

Table 3: Mean absolute errors for the Weibull model of Carr [19] (Cases A–E).

6 Conclusion

We have considered the problem of particle diffusion in d-dimensional radially-symmetric geome-
tries with reflecting, absorbing and/or semi-absorbing boundaries. By matching moments with the
continuum analogue of the stochastic diffusion model, we have presented several new one-term and
two-term exponential models for P(t), the proportion of particles remaining within the geometry over
time. New surrogate models have been developed for three main problems: (i) homogeneous slab,
circular and spherical geometries with an absorbing or semi-absorbing outer boundary (ii) homoge-
neous slab, annular and spherical shell geometries with absorbing, reflecting and/or semi-absorbing
boundaries and (ii) heterogeneous slab, circular and spherical geometries with an absorbing or semi-
absorbing outer boundary. Each surrogate model provides a simple approximation of P(t) that is
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easy to evaluate, avoids the limitations and complexity of exact expressions obtained from the con-
tinuum model, reliably captures the particle release profile over time and explicitly depends on the
physical parameters of the diffusive transport system: dimension, diffusivity, geometry and boundary
conditions. Of the three surrogate models developed, our findings demonstrated that the weighted
two-term exponential model (54) captures both stochastic and continuum calculations of P(t) with
the highest degree of accuracy. It also offers improved simplicity and accuracy when compared to
the Weibull model previously presented by Carr [19].

The results reported in this paper indicate, as may have been expected, that the most accurate
surrogate model is the one with the greatest number of parameters (weighted two-term exponential
model) and the least accurate surrogate model is the one with the fewest number of parameters
(one-term exponential model). To account for this trade-off between model accuracy and model
complexity, a standard model selection criterion that rewards accuracy but penalises the number of
parameters [33] could be used to select a single preferred surrogate model. Other avenues for future
work could include accounting for a non-uniform initial distribution of particles or drift and/or decay
in the diffusive transport process. Surrogate models using different functional forms, such as a
weighted two-term Weibull model, could also be explored and may further improve accuracy but at
the cost of increased model complexity.
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Appendix A. Surrogate model parameter values

Here, we present the one-term (36), two-term (46) and weighted two-term (54) exponential models
corresponding to Cases A–G (see Table 2) by providing numerical values for the parameters appearing
in each surrogate model. All values are rounded to three significant figures and presented in tables
separated by dimension.

One-term Two-term Two-term (weighted)

Case λ λ1 λ2 λ1 λ2 θ

A 1.50× 10−4 1.04× 10−4 2.71× 10−4 1.23× 10−4 2.13× 10−4 8.12× 10−1

B 1.42× 10−4 9.95× 10−5 2.45× 10−4 1.19× 10−4 1.84× 10−3 8.27× 10−1

C 6.00× 10−4 4.15× 10−4 1.09× 10−3 4.94× 10−4 8.51× 10−3 8.12× 10−1

D 5.36× 10−4 3.83× 10−4 8.92× 10−4 4.56× 10−4 6.57× 10−3 8.41× 10−1

E 2.40× 10−3 1.66× 10−3 4.34× 10−3 1.96× 10−3 3.40× 10−2 8.12× 10−1

F 1.16× 10−4 7.34× 10−5 2.79× 10−4 – – –
G 1.11× 10−4 7.13× 10−5 2.51× 10−3 – – –

Table A1: Surrogate model parameters for Cases A–G appearing in the one-term (36), two-term (46)
and weighted two-term (54) exponential models (d = 1).
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One-term Two-term Two-term (weighted)

Case λ λ1 λ2 λ1 λ2 θ

A 2.00× 10−4 1.27× 10−4 4.73× 10−4 1.45× 10−4 1.65× 10−3 6.99× 10−1

B 1.85× 10−4 1.21× 10−4 3.98× 10−4 1.39× 10−4 1.39× 10−3 7.24× 10−1

C 4.16× 10−4 2.75× 10−4 8.55× 10−4 3.22× 10−4 4.58× 10−3 7.58× 10−1

D 3.70× 10−4 2.54× 10−4 6.80× 10−4 3.00× 10−4 3.50× 10−3 7.93× 10−1

E 1.19× 10−3 8.20× 10−4 2.17× 10−3 9.76× 10−4 1.61× 10−2 8.08× 10−1

F 1.75× 10−4 1.02× 10−4 6.09× 10−4 – – –
G 1.63× 10−4 9.79× 10−5 4.90× 10−4 – – –

Table A2: Surrogate model parameters for Cases A–G appearing in the one-term (36), two-term (46)
and weighted two-term (54) exponential models (d = 2).

One-term Two-term Two-term (weighted)

Case λ λ1 λ2 λ1 λ2 θ

A 2.50× 10−4 1.51× 10−4 7.24× 10−4 1.66× 10−4 1.58× 10−3 6.23× 10−1

B 2.27× 10−4 1.42× 10−4 5.61× 10−4 1.59× 10−4 1.29× 10−3 6.57× 10−1

C 3.78× 10−4 2.40× 10−4 8.95× 10−4 2.75× 10−4 3.34× 10−3 7.03× 10−1

D 3.34× 10−4 2.21× 10−4 6.81× 10−4 2.57× 10−4 2.52× 10−3 7.44× 10−1

E 8.24× 10−4 5.57× 10−4 1.58× 10−3 6.59× 10−4 9.58× 10−3 7.85× 10−1

F 2.33× 10−4 1.32× 10−4 9.86× 10−4 – – –
G 2.13× 10−4 1.26× 10−4 6.98× 10−4 – – –

Table A3: Surrogate model parameters for Cases A–G appearing in the one-term (36), two-term (46)
and weighted two-term (54) exponential models (d = 3).
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