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Materials and Methods

lonic conductivity measurements

Electrochemical impedance spectroscopy is a very powerful and widely used method for studying
processes in micro- and nanofluidic devices'. That is why this technique was chosen to measure the
ionic conductivity of nanowood membranes in this work. However, in the absence of instruments
allowing EIS measurements, the ionic conductivity of nanowood membranes can be determined using

the following available methods, see Ref.>-5

Cell for measuring conductance

To perform this laboratory work, any standard electrochemical H-cell is suitable, in which the membrane
is placed in the space between two chambers filled with an electrolyte solution of the same
concentration and composition. The volume of the chambers may vary from a few millimeters to several
tens of milliliters, depending on the laboratory supplies available and the volume of electrolyte solution
available. In our case, a custom build cell was used. The cell was made from a sheet of acrylic glass
and consisted of two rectangular chambers measuring 20x16x15 mm (approximate volume 5 mL),

separated by a partition with a 6x8 mm window to accommodate the nanowood membrane.

Standard deviation

The standard deviation (o) was calculated using the following equation:

ie1 (m—m)?

n—1

o= (S10)

where m; is weight of the i sample, m is the mean sample weigh, and n is the number of samples.

Post-lab report marking rubric
The post-lab report is evaluated based on the following components:

= Abstract, aims and objectives (5 marks)

= Introduction — content and scope (25 marks)
=  Structure and presentation (20 marks)

= Understanding and analysis (50 marks)

= Total: 100 marks

Each of the listed components is indicated as a percentage (see marking recommendations below).

The overall score is obtained by scaling each individual component to the marks indicated above.
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