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Abstract: Direct Contact Membrane Distillation (DCMD) is a promising and feasible technology for
water desalination. Most of the models used to simulate DCMD are one-dimensional and/or use a
linear function of vapour pressure which relies on experimentally determined parameters. In this
study, the model of DCMD using Nusselt correlations was improved by coupling the continuity,
momentum, and energy equations to better capture the downstream alteration of flow field properties.
A logarithmic function of vapour pressure, which is independent from experiments, was used. This
allowed us to analyse DCMD with different membrane properties. The results of our developed
model were in good agreement with the DCMD experimental results, with less than 7% deviation.
System performance metrics, including water flux, temperature, and concentration polarisation
coefficient and thermal efficiency, were analysed by varying inlet feed and permeate temperature,
inlet velocity, inlet feed concentration, channel length. In addition, twenty-two commercial mem-
branes were analysed to obtain a real vision on the influence of membrane characteristics on system
performance metrics. The results showed that the feed temperature had the most significant effect
on water flux and thermal efficiency. The increased feed temperature enhanced the water flux and
thermal efficiency; however, it caused more concentration and temperature polarisation. On the other
hand, the increased inlet velocity was found to provide increased water flux and reduced temperature
and concertation polarisation as well. It was also found that the membrane properties, especially
thickness and porosity, can affect the DCMD performance significantly. A two-fold increase of feed
temperature increased the water flux and thermal efficiency, 10-fold and 27%, respectively; however,
it caused an increase in temperature and concertation polarisation, at 48% and 34%, respectively. By
increasing Reynolds number from 80 to 1600, the water flux, CPC, and TPC enhanced by 2.3-fold, 2%,
and 21%, respectively. The increased feed concentration from 0 to 250 [g/L] caused a 26% reduction
in water flux. To capture the downstream alteration of flow properties, it was shown that the ratio
of inlet value to outlet value of system performance metrics decreased significantly throughout the
module. Therefore, improvement over the conventional model is undeniable, as the new model can
assist in achieving optimal operation conditions.

Keywords: desalination; membrane distillation; modelling; temperature and concentration polarisation

1. Introduction

Water scarcity is increasing globally due to population growth, climate change, and
expanded industrial activities, leading to a severe global challenge [1–3]. To clear away
contaminants and salt from water in various sources, ranging from wastewater to seawa-
ter, thermal-based and membrane-based desalination processes have been widely devel-
oped [4]. Thermally driven technologies, such as multistage flash distillation, consume
high-priced energy to vaporize water. Thus, this method is increasingly being replaced
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by membrane-based technologies, especially reverse osmosis (RO) [5]. Membrane distilla-
tion (MD) is hydrophobic membrane-based desalination technology which is thermally
driven [6]. The driving force is the water vapour pressure difference between the feed
(hot and salty) and permeate (cold and fresh) streams. MD has several advantages over
other desalination processes. First, this method uses low operating temperatures (below
90 ◦C) which enables the use of waste heat and renewable energy sources [7,8]. Second,
the applied pressure in MD is lower compared to the other pressure-driven desalination
technology such as reverse osmosis. Thus, mechanical properties are not a major con-
cern in MD. Third, as MD exhibits a high salt removal rate, it can in theory desalinate
hypersaline water [9,10].

Not being cost effective in terms of energy efficiency is one of the main MD challenges
that should be addressed. One of the main reasons for the low energy efficiency is the
heat loss along the module. Meticulously understanding the flow properties alterations
along the module is necessary to find a solution for this issue. Several studies have
employed semi-empirical Nusselt and Sherwood correlations to investigate DCMD system
performance [11,12]. With this approach, the predicted temperatures and water flux are
uniform in space. As these correlations only consider one dimensional heat and mass
transfer, downstream flow and variables including permeate flux, temperature distribution,
concentration and temperature polarisation are unable to be captured. With an emphasis
on heat transfer, Phattaranawik et al. [13,14] and Qtaishat et al. [15] analysed heat and
mass transfer across a DCMD membrane. Bouchit et al. [16], Manawi et al. [17], and Yang
et al. [18] proposed a one-dimensional semi-empirical model to investigate the optimum
operating conditions without considering downstream flow alterations. Computational
fluid dynamics (CFD) was extensively used as another method to model DCMD. However,
CFD suffers from high complexity and consumes excessive time to model the membrane as
a porous media. Lou et al. [19,20] conducted CFD simulation to analyze the downstream
variation of flow properties. However, they used a linear water flux equation in terms of
vapour pressure difference, which is dependent on experimentally determined parameter.
Park et al. [21] carried out CFD simulation and experimental studies to investigate the
effect of screen spacer on the DCMD process. They reported the insertion of a mesh screen
spacer assisted to increase the convective heat transfer. This leads to decreased temperature
and concentration polarisation along the membrane module. One aspect of our study was
to further develop the one-dimensional semi-empirical model to capture the downstream
variables. This allows us to analyse and investigate the importance of localizing heat
generation or using direct heated concept on the DCMD performance if the downstream
alteration along the module is considerable.

Temperature polarisation and concentration polarisation are two main phenomena
that cause a reduction in temperature difference, and consequently in transmembrane
vapour flux [22–26] if the operating condition remains constant. Of the studies that have
modelled DCMD modules, minimal discussion exists regarding the negative effects of
concentration polarisation on DCMD performance [27]. Indeed, most studies focus on
temperature polarisation alone. Besides, of the studies that have used CFD to model
DCMD [19,21,23,25,28–34], the majority have not considered solute transport [25,28–34]; or
if they have [21], there is limited discussion on the effects of the concentration polarisation
on different parameters of DCMD module performance.

Although water vapour transmembrane mass flux is the most important parameter
in MD system modelling, studies have applied constant fitting parameter, single-gas
mass transfer equation, and/or only considered the transition region in their modelling
approaches [20,21,35,36]. Yazgan-Birgi et al. carried out a CFD study to compare the flat
sheet and hollow fiber DCMD membrane modules in terms of water flux and Temperature
Polarisation Coefficient (TPC). Their results indicated that the flat sheet module have 21%
higher flux than hollow fiber module. Like Lou et al.’s studies [19,20], they modelled
water flux with a linear function of water vapour pressure difference between the hot and
cold side of the membrane. However, Dusty Gas Model (DGM), a transport model for
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simulating the motion of fluid mixtures through a porous media, shows the water flux
is a logarithmic function of water vapour pressure. Therefore, another novel aspect of
this investigation was to develop a comprehensive study on DCMD module performance,
wherein the binary gas mass transport for three different mechanisms, including Knudsen,
molecular, and transition regions, have been considered in terms of Knudsen number.

Membrane characteristics are also critical in MD simulation and MD performance anal-
ysis [37–44]. Though most commercial membranes used in MD studies are not marketed
as MD, it is important to assess them in terms of pore size, porosity, tortuosity, and thermal
conductivity, to enable a thorough study on their performance under DCMD conditions.
Limited knowledge exists on the effect of the current commercial membranes on DCMD
performance [24,45]. For example, Vanneste et al. [46] analysed 17 commercial membranes
in terms of water flux and thermal efficiency [47] without discussing temperature and
concentration polarisation. Therefore, another important aspect of this study was to analyse
commercially available membranes in terms of their performance for DCMD application.

Within the above context, the following specific objectives were set for this study:

1. To develop and validate a semi-empirical model that is able to capture downstream
variables, including transmembrane water flux, Temperature Polarisation Coefficient
(TPC), Concentration Polarisation Coefficient (CPC), and thermal efficiency on a
DCMD module;

2. To model DCMD with a self-sustained water flux equation which allows to systemati-
cally investigate different membranes with few assumptions;

3. To conduct a sensitivity analysis to understand which parameters have more signifi-
cant effects on DCMD performance;

4. To analyse 22 commercially available membranes in terms of performance metric
evaluation to assess the suitability of these membranes for DCMD application.

The methodology involved the use of computational modelling wherein the channel
and membrane were sub-divided into n elements on the basis that transmembrane mass
and heat transfer, and flow through the channels, were directly dependent on temperature
alterations along the membrane and channel. Employing continuity, Navier-Stokes, and
energy equations, n feed, and permeate bulk temperatures along the channel were calcu-
lated. Based on the feed and permeate bulk temperatures, and Nusselt correlation, the
temperature on both sides of the membrane, permeate flux, and all system performance
metrics, including TPC and CPC, and thermal efficiency were derived.

2. Governing Equations

In general, MD can be conveniently defined into three stages: feed-side, membrane,
and permeate-side. The process happening in each stage leads to a resistance to heat and
mass transfer.

2.1. Transmembrane Transport
2.1.1. Transmembrane Mass Transport

As in MD, isothermal conditions are assumed. Based on the dusty gas model [48],
the water vapour transport inside the pores of the membrane can be explained in three
mechanisms: viscous flow, Knudsen flow, and Continuum diffusion [48]. The combination
of these mechanisms can better describe the exact water vapour transport. Stephan-
Maxwell equations describe the diffusive flows of multicomponent mixtures. Fick’s law, a
special case of Stephan-Maxwell equations, and Darcy’s law can be employed to describe
the binary mixture diffusive flow and viscous flow, respectively [48].

Two main mass transport assumptions were made to study gas transport through the
membrane as a porous media: single gas and binary gas mixture through porous media.
Two main gases are involved in the membrane: air and water vapour. The binary gas
mixture is considered to have more exact mass transport model through membrane. The
value of Knudsen number needs to be calculated to select the mechanism applicable to
model the mass transport through the membrane (Appendix ?? Equations (A1) and (A2)).



Membranes 2021, 11, 308 4 of 22

The water mass flux (J) can be described through three mechanisms as a function of
the Knudsen number (Equations (1)–(4)). When kn > 1, the free molecular region, the mass
flux is described by the Knudsen mass transfer Equation (2). In the case of kn < 0.01, with
the assumption of having uniform pressure in the membrane pores, the water mass flux is
calculated by Equation (3). In the case of 0.01 < kn < 1, the water vapour diffusive flux is
obtained by Equation (4) [48]:

J =


JKn, kn > 1
Jtran, 0.01 < kn < 1
Jmol , kn < 0.01

(1)

JKn =
Mw

RT
·
2εdp

3δτ

[
2RT
πMw

]0.5(
pv, f m − pv,pm

)
(2)

Jmol =
(ε/τ)PtDv−a Mw

(1− α)δRT
ln

[
Pt − (1− α)pv,pm

Pt − (1− α)pv, f m

]
(3)

Jtran =
(ε/τ)PtDv−a Mw

(1− α)δRT
ln

Dkn
[
Pt − (1− α)pv,pm

]
+ (ε/τ)PtDv−a

Dkn

[
Pt − (1− α)pv, f m

]
+ (ε/τ)PtDv−a

 (4)

where J is the mass flux of water, JKn is the mass flux of water in the case of Knudsen
region, Jmol is the mass flux in the case of molecular region, Jtran is the mass flux in the
case of transition region, Mw is the molecular weight of water, Ma is the molecular weight
of air, α is the ratio of molecular weight, R is the universal gas constant, ε is the membrane
porosity, dp is the membrane pore diameter, δ is the membrane thickness, τ is the membrane
tortuosity, Pt is the total pressure in the membrane pores, Dkn is the Knudsen diffusion
coefficient, Dv−a is the water-vapour diffusivity in the air, T is the membrane temperature,
pv, f m is the water vapour pressure on the feed side of membrane, and pv,pm is the water
vapour pressure on the permeate side of membrane.

2.1.2. Transmembrane Heat Transfer

Two contributions to the heat transfer in the membrane exist. First, the heat conduction
transfer through the membrane and, second, the latent heat transfer owing to the flux
of water vapour. As illustrated in Figure 1, the conduction heat transfer through the
membrane can be modelled using Equations (5)–(7).

q′′ k = hm

(
Tf ,m − Tp,m

)
(5)

hm =
κe

δ
(6)

q′′ f g = Jh f g (7)

where q′′ k is the transmembrane conductive heat transfer flux, hm is the membrane heat
transfer coefficient, Tf ,m is the membrane feed side temperature, Tp,m is the membrane
permeate side temperature, κe is the effective thermal conductivity of membrane, δ is the
membrane thickness, and h f g is the latent heat.

In the literature, mainly two models have been employed to predict the effective
thermal conductivity of membrane—the parallel model and series model. As the membrane
is comprised of polymer, water vapour, and air, to predict the thermal conductivity of
membrane, all components must be considered. The thermal conductivity of trapped air
and water vapour is similar, and both can be estimated by Equations (A9) and (A10) [49].
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2.2. Channel Flow Governing Equations

The semi-empirical approximation using Nusselt correlation and numerical simulation
are two approaches which are used to calculate the temperature along the membrane.

2.2.1. Semi-Empirical Approximation Using Nusselt Correlation

The feed and permeate heat transfer coefficients can be calculated using dimensionless
Nusselt number, which can be obtained using semi-empirical correlations (Equations (A13)–
(A20)) [50].

To calculate the feed and permeate temperatures at the membrane surface and, accord-
ingly, calculate temperature polarisation as one of the main causes of the loss of driving
force in MD, heat transfer balance must be applied by Equation (8).

Q′′ f eed = Q′′membrane = Q′′ Permeate

−k f
∂T
∂y

∣∣∣
y=0+

= Jh f g − κe
δ

(
Tf ,m − Tp,m

)
= −k f

∂T
∂y

∣∣∣
y=0−

(8)

where Q′′ f eed, Q′′membrane, and Q′′ Permeate are heat flux in feed channel, heat flux in mem-
brane, and heat flux in permeate channel, respectively.

As for Equation (8), in MD, the heat flux in the membrane, feed, and permeate must
be equal. We estimate the feed and permeate heat transfer with the Nusselt empirical
Equations (A21) and (A22).

2.2.2. Numerical Method

The governing equations for the laminar flow in the feed and permeate channel are
the continuity, Navier-Stokes, and energy equations, as follows:

∇·
→
V = 0 (9)

ρ

∂
→
V

∂t
+

(→
V·∇

)→
V

 = −∇p + µ∇2
→
V (10)

∂T
∂t

+

(→
V·∇

)
T =

k f

ρcp
∇2T (11)

where
→
V = [u v] is the fluid velocity vector, T is the temperature, p is the pressure, µ

is the viscosity, k f is the thermal conductivity, cp is the fluid heat capacity, and ρ is the
mixture density.
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3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Process Modelling

As shown in Figure 2, the feed and permeate channels are divided into n elements,
and the Navier-Stokes, continuity, and heat transfer equations are solved by employing
Fluent ANSYS. As the heat along the feed channel transfers to the permeate side, the bulk
feed temperature along the membrane decreases, whereas the permeate temperature in-
creases. The obtained bulk temperatures enable us to calculate downstream flow properties
and membrane temperatures on both sides. Since the equations to compute membrane
temperature on both sides in the semi-empirical model are dependent on water flux, and
to include the effects of water flux on the temperature results on the numerical model, the
algorithm illustrated in Figure 3 has been applied to couple the temperature results of
numerical simulation with the empirical model for each element.
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The pressure-based method, the SIMPLE algorithm, and a second-order accuracy
for the spatial discretization scheme were employed to solve the steady state governing
equations. The convergence criterion was defined to 10−12 for continuity, velocity, and
energy equations’ residuals. Velocity-inlet and pressure outlet boundary conditions were
set at feed and permeate inlets and outlets, respectively. Wall and coupled boundary
conditions were used at the upper and lower walls, and at the interface, respectively [51,52].

To validate our model with experiment data [21], as illustrated in Figure 4, a two-
dimensional flat-sheet membrane module with channel length of L and height of h as a
baseline system, consisting of a PTFE membrane, was considered. The porosity, tortu-
osity, pore diameter, and thickness of the membrane are 0.62, 2.34, 0.36 µm, and 84 µm,
respectively [21]. However, to examine membrane characteristics, we modeled all the
22 commercial membranes discussed in Section 4.6.
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A comprehensive parametric study on DCMD system was undertaken. As presented
in Table 1, the effect of inlet feed and permeate temperature, inlet velocity, channel length,
feed concentration, and membrane characteristics for counter-current flow configuration with
regards to water flux, CPC, TPC, and thermal efficiency on DCMD system was explored.

Table 1. Baseline and operating conditions for different parametric studies of a DCMD system.

Feed Inlet
Temperature

[◦C]

Permeate Inlet
Temperature [◦C]

Inlet Velocity
[m/s]

Feed
Concentration

[g/L]

Channel Length
[mm] Membrane Type

Baseline condition 60 25 0.05 10 150 CLARCOR,
QM0200

Feed inlet
temperature study 40–80 25 0.05 10 150 CLARCOR,

QM0200

Permeate inlet
temperature study 60 20–40 0.05 10 150 CLARCOR,

QM0200

Inlet velocity study 60 25 0.01–0.2 10 150 CLARCOR,
QM0200

Feed concentration
study 60 25 0.05 0–250 150 CLARCOR,

QM0200

Channel length
study 60 25 0.05 10 100–400 CLARCOR,

QM0200

Membrane type
study 60 25 0.05 10 150 Table 2
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3.2. System Performance Metrics

Some metrics evaluations were used to assess the performance of MD, including TPC,
CPC, water flux, and thermal efficiency.

3.2.1. Temperature Polarisation Coefficient (TPC)

To assess the convective heat flux in the flow channels and the effect of temperature
boundary layer and temperature polarisation, the TPC was calculated. The TPC is defined
as the ratio of the temperature difference across the membrane surfaces to the temperature
difference between the bulk feed and the bulk permeate, as follows:

TPC =
Tf ,m(x)− Tp,m(x)

Tf ,b − Tp,b
(12)

where Tf ,m(x) and Tp,m(x), represent the feed and permeate membrane temperature, Tf ,b
and Tp,b are the bulk feed and permeate temperature, respectively. TPC = 1 indicates
no temperature polarisation and high convective heat flux, and TPC = 0 indicates high
polarisation effect.

3.2.2. Concentration Polarisation Coefficient (CPC)

To characterise concentration polarisation and measure lateral mass concentration in
the feed-side channel, CPC is calculated, as follows:

CPC =
C f ,m(x)
C f ,b(x)

(13)

where C f ,m(x) and C f ,b(x) represents the concentration on the surface of the membrane
feed-side and bulk feed fluid, respectively. CPC = 1 indicates no concentration polarisation
and as CPC increases, the concentration polarisation effect increases.

3.2.3. Thermal Efficiency

Thermal efficiency defines the ratio of latent heat of evaporation to the total heat
transfer across the membrane, as follows:

ηt =
q′′ f g

q′′ f g + q′′ k
(14)

where q′′ k, q′′ f g, and ηt are the conduction heat transfer flux, phase change heat transfer
flux, and thermal efficiency, respectively.

4. Results and Discussion
4.1. Model Validation

Downstream alterations of the water flux, membrane temperatures, and membrane
vapour pressures along the module were compared with the results of reference [21]
for validation, as shown in Figure 5, which were in good agreement, with less than
7% deviation.

Four level of meshes have been generated to assess the independency of discretized
mesh on the solution. The 80 × 100 mesh seems to be the most efficient compared to
the other meshes. Mesh grid study, temperature, and velocity contour for the baseline
condition as well as membrane temperature and water vapour pressure difference for
different parameters are provided in the Supplementary Materials (Figures S1–S8).

As illustrated in Figure 6A, cross-sectional temperature profiles along the feed channel
have been used to show the temperature distribution in each feed side section. It is
illustrated that the thermal boundary layer increases and expands along the module;
therefore, the heat transfers gradually across the channels on both sides (feed and permeate).
Figure 6B shows the decrease in membrane feed temperature in its downstream direction,
especially close to the channel inlet, and the increase in membrane permeate temperature in
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the upstream direction. It also shows that the temperature difference, as the main driving
force, becomes almost unchanged after the feed and permeate channel inlets. In conclusion,
the results illustrate that contrary to one-dimensional conventional model, temperature
profiles in each section and membrane temperatures at both sides (feed and permeate)
change significantly along the module.
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4.2. Influence of Inlet Feed and Permeate Temperature

To study the influence of inlet feed and permeate temperature, a counter-current
arrangement of a DCMD system was modelled for the inlet feed and permeate temperatures
40 ≤ Tf ≤ 80 ◦C and 20 ≤ Tp ≤ 40 ◦C, respectively. All other parameters were maintained
constant as the baseline condition (Table 1).
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Figures 7A and 8A show the effect of inlet feed and permeate temperature on the
transmembrane water flux. Water flux, J, is a logarithmic function of vapour pressure, pv,
in the case of molecular diffusion and transition regions (our case), and vapour pressure
itself is an exponential function of temperature. Therefore, as the membrane temperature
difference along the module increases, J increases in an exponential manner. Figure 7A(ii)
and Figure 8A(ii) show that with the two-fold increase of feed temperature from 40 ◦C to
the 80 ◦C, and permeate temperature from 20 ◦C to the 40 ◦C, the water production rate
increases tenfold, from 0.65 to 6.5 CCM, and decreases from 2.7 to 2 CCM, respectively.
Figure 7A(ii) and Figure 8A(ii) illustrate that, as the temperature difference between feed
and permeate increases, the downstream alteration of water flux, the ratio of inlet value to
outlet value, along the module increases, from 1.3 for the case of Tf = 40 ◦C, Tp = 25 ◦C,
to 2.3 for the case of Tf = 80 ◦C, Tp = 25 ◦C. This result shows although increasing
temperature difference leads to higher water flux, it needs to find a way to lessen the
decrease of water flux along the module, such as localizing heat transfer.
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Figure 7. (A) (i) Downstream alterations of water flux for different inlet feed temperatures of a
DCMD system. (A) (ii). Alteration of water production rate with varying inlet feed temperatures
of a DCMD system; (B) (i) Downstream alterations of CPC for different inlet feed temperatures of
a DCMD system. (B) (ii) Alteration of maximum CPC with varying inlet feed temperatures of a
DCMD system; (C) (i) Downstream alterations of ηt for different inlet feed temperatures of a DCMD
system. (C) (ii) Conduction heat transfer (q′′ k), phase change (q′′ f g), and thermal efficiency (ηt) of a
DCMD system for the baseline condition; (D) (i) Downstream alteration of TPC for different inlet
feed temperatures of a DCMD system, (D) (ii) Alteration of mean value of TPC with varying inlet
feed temperatures.
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Figure 8. (A) (i) Downstream alterations of water flux for different inlet permeate temperature of a
DCMD system; (A) (ii) Alteration of water production rate with varying inlet permeates temperatures
of a DCMD system. (B) (i) Downstream alterations of CPC for different inlet permeate temperatures
of a DCMD system; (B) (ii) Alteration of maximum CPC with varying inlet permeate temperatures
of a DCMD system. (C) Downstream alteration of ηt for different inlet permeate temperatures of a
DCMD system. (D) Alteration of mean value of TPC with varying inlet permeate temperatures.

Figures 7B and 8B show the effect of inlet feed and permeate temperatures on CPC.
CPC is an exponential function of J and Ks

−1. The CPCmax = 1.82 occurs in the case of
Tf = 80 ◦C, Tp = 25 ◦C. Figure 7B(ii) and Figure 8B(ii) illustrate that, by increasing Tf ,
from 40 to 80 ◦C, CPC is increased by 34%, and by increasing Tp from 20 to 40 ◦C, CPC
decreases by 3%. CPC decreases along the module due to the decreased water flux.

Figures 7C and 8C show the effect of inlet feed and permeate temperatures on thermal
efficiency and heat transfer across the membrane. The results show that the thermal
efficiency significantly decreases throughout the membrane, reaching 0.75 times the thermal
efficiency at the inlet, in the case of Tf = 80 ◦C, Tp = 25 ◦C. Figure 7C(ii) shows the
downstream alteration of conduction heat transfer (q′′ k), and phase change heat transfer
(q′′ f g), and thermal efficiency (ηt) on the baseline condition. As the conduction heat transfer
across the membrane is dependent on the temperature difference between the feed and
permeate, the conduction heat transfer decreases, and then at the feed channel outlet and
the permeate channel inlet it increases in a rightward direction, as shown in Figure 7C(ii).

Figures 7D and 8D illustrate the effect of inlet feed and permeate temperatures on
the TPC. It is found that the TPC decreases approximately 0.8 times of TPC at the inlet,
and then inversely increases to the initial value at the exit. As shown, TPC decreases
with the increase of Tf from 0.6 for Tf = 40 ◦C to 0.12 for Tf = 80 ◦C, and increases with
the increase of Tp from 0.32 for Tp = 20 ◦C to 0.52 for Tp = 40 ◦C. With the increase of
Tf = 40 ◦C to Tf = 80 ◦C, the Tf ,b− Tp,b and J becomes 3.6-fold and 10-fold, respectively. If
Equation (A21) is divided to Tf ,b − Tp,b , the ratio of increased J is higher than the increased
feed bulk temperature. Therefore, the ratio of total thermal resistance of membrane to the
total thermal resistance of the channels and membrane decreases.
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4.3. Influence of Inlet Velocity

To examine the effects of the inlet velocity, a counter-current arrangement of a DCMD
system was modelled for 0.01≤ Vin ≤ 0.2 m/s, corresponding to the laminar Reynolds
numbers of 80 ≤ Re ≤ 1600 while all other parameters were maintained as the base-
line condition.

Figure 9A(i) shows that, as the inlet velocity increases, the ratio of inlet value to
the outlet value of J, the alteration of water flux along the membrane, decreases, from
2.5 for Vin = 0.01 m/s to 1.43 for Vin = 0.2 m/s. J increases approximately 2.3-fold with
increasing Vin. This is because the increased velocity increases turbulence, and consequently
the thermal boundary layer becomes thinner, which reduces the temperature polarisation
effect, yielding a higher water production rate.
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Figure 9. (A) (i) Downstream alterations of water flux for different inlet velocities of a DCMD system; (A) (ii) Alteration of
water production rate with varying inlet velocities of a DCMD system. (B) (i) Downstream alterations of CPC for different
inlet velocities of a DCMD system; (B) (ii) Alteration of maximum CPC with varying inlet velocities of a DCMD system. (C)
(i) Downstream alteration of ηt for different inlet velocities of a DCMD system; (C) (ii) Alteration of mean ηt with varying
inlet velocities of a DCMD system. (D) Downstream alteration of TPC for different inlet velocities of a DCMD system.
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Figure 9B–D show the downstream alteration of CPC, thermal efficiency, and TPC
for different inlet velocities. It is illustrated that, although J increases the CPC slightly
decreases from 1.15 for Vin = 0.01 m/s to 1.127 for Vin = 0.2 m/s. This is because
two opposite factors affect the CPC. On the one hand, the increase of water flux causes
the increase in CPC. On the other hand, the increase in solute convection mass transfer
coefficient, and concentration difference between the feed and membrane leads to decrease
in CPC. For example, at the inlet, J and Ks increase from 3 g/m2s and 1.43× 10−5 m/s
for Vin = 0.01 m/s to 6 g/m2s and 3.83× 10−5 m/s for Vin = 0.2 m/s, respectively. As
illustrated in Figure 9B(i), at the inlet the effect of water flux on the CPC is higher than
the convection mass transfer for lower velocities. It was shown that ηt slightly decreases
in Figure 9C. This is because q′′ f g and q′′ k both increase with the increase of Vin. The
increase in q′′ k and q′′ f g are due to the decrease in temperature polarization effect and the
increase in water flux, respectively. TPC decreases approximately 0.7 times of the TPC at
the inlet, and then gradually increases. By increasing the inlet velocity from 0.01 to 0.2 m/s,
the turbulence increases, and consequently the thermal boundary layer becomes thinner;
therefore, the effect of temperature polarisation decreases, and, as a result, TPC increases
from 0.26 for Vin = 0.01 m/s to 0.47 for Vin = 0.2 m/s.

4.4. Influence of Inlet Feed Concentration

To examine the influence of inlet feed concentration, a counter-current arrangement of
a DCMD system was modelled for the inlet feed concentration 0 ≤ C f ≤ 250 g/L and all
other parameters were maintained as the baseline condition.

Figure 10A(i)–D(i) show the downstream alterations of water flux, CPC, thermal
efficiency, and TPC for different feed concentrations. The decrease in water flux with
increase of C f occurs due to a decrease in vapour pressure difference. This is because the
water vapour pressure is dependent on the minus quadratic function of molality. The water
production rate decreases from 2.56 CCM for C f = 0 g/L to 1.85 for C f = 250 g/L. Besides,
as the convective mass transfer coefficient remains constant with the increase of C f , the
decrease of J leads to a decrease in CPC from 1.134 for C f = 10 g/L to 1.08 for C f = 250 g/L,
Figure 10B. The decrease in thermal efficiency occurs from 0.37 for C f = 0 g/L to 0.3 for
C f = 250 g/L, due to the decrease in q′′ f g, which occurs due to the decrease in J. It was
also shown that TPC increases with C f , from 0.36 for C f = 0 g/L to 0.52 for C f = 250 g/L.
This occurs because the heat transfer occurs with the combination of phase change and
conduction heat transfers, which depend on J and membrane temperature difference,
Tf ,m(x) − Tp,m(x), respectively. With the same bulk temperature difference, Tf ,b − Tp,b,
the conduction heat transfer part is dominant, due to the decreased water flux and phase
change transfer. Therefore, membrane temperature difference, Tf ,m(x) − Tp,m(x), and
TPC increases.

4.5. Influence of Channel Length

To study the influence of channel length, we modelled a counter-current arrangement
of a DCMD system for 100 ≤ L ≤ 350 mm, and all other parameters were maintained as
the baseline condition.

As shown, with the increase of channel length, water flux increases 2.7-fold from 1.82
for 100 mm to 4.9 for 350 mm because the longer channel provides more contact surface to
exchange heat between feed and permeate channels; however, water flux decreases at the
fixed x, as shown in Figure 11A(i). Due to the decrease of mean membrane temperature
difference along the channel, the mean TPC decreases from 0.38 for L = 100 mm to 0.34
for L = 350 mm as the channel length increases from 100 to 350 mm, Figure 11B(ii). As
shown in Figure 11B(i), when the channel length increases, the U-shaped TPC becomes
widened. This is because the longer channels provide more heat exchange along the
module. Therefore, at the fixed x, the TPC of the shorter channel is higher than the
longer one. Figure 11C,D show that thermal efficiency and CPC increase by 8% and 2%,
respectively, as the channel length increases from 100 to 350 mm.
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4.6. Commercial Membranes

To analyse the effect of membrane characteristics, 22 different commercially available
membranes were explored (Table 2).

A comparison of the 3M 0.2 µm membrane with 3M 0.45 µm (the only difference
is the nominal pore size) showed that different nominal pore size led to a minor change
in membrane temperature and vapour pressure difference. It was shown that, with the
increase of nominal pore size, from 0.59 µm for 3M 0.2 µm membrane, to 0.79 µm for
3M 0.45 µm, the water flux, CPC, and thermal efficiency increases by 3%, 1.5%, and 1%,
respectively (Figure 12A), however TPC slightly decreases 1.5%. This occurs mainly due to
the effect of increase of water production rate (Figure 12B–D).
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Figure 10. (A) (i) Downstream alterations of water flux for different inlet feed concentrations of a
DCMD system; (A) (ii) Alteration of water production rate with varying inlet feed concentrations
of a DCMD system. (B) (i) Downstream alterations of CPC for different inlet feed concentrations of
a DCMD system; (B) (ii) Alteration of maximum CPC with varying inlet feed concentrations of a
DCMD system. (C) (i) Downstream alteration of ηt for different inlet feed concentrations of a DCMD
system; (C) (ii) Alteration of mean ηt with varying inlet feed concentrations of a DCMD system. (D)
(i) Downstream alteration of TPC for different inlet feed concentrations of a DCMD system. (D) (ii)
Alteration of mean value of TPC with varying inlet feed concentration.
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A comparison of Milipore Porosity 0.4 with Milipore Porosity 0.7 membranes, which
have different membrane porosity, 0.4 and 0.7, respectively, showed that, as porosity
increases, the water production rate, CPC, and thermal efficiency increases; however, TPC
decreases. This is due to the increase in water flux, which occurs due to the increase in the
void of membrane.

Membrana PP Accurel 2E and Membrana M1 were compared to analyze the effect of
membrane thickness. As the membrane thickness increases, from 91 µm to 163 µm, TPC
increases by 25% (Figure 12D), the water production rate decreases by 22% (Figure 12A),
inversely dependent on the membrane thickness, and consequently CPC decreases by 3%
(Figure 12B). The increased membrane thickness decreases the water flux and phase change
heat transfer, and increases conduction heat transfer, and consequently thermal efficiency
by 4%. This is explained by the dominant effect of membrane temperature (Figure 12C).

Figure 12 also shows that it is crucial to prioritize what is expected to obtain from
the DCMD system. System performance metrics must be weighed before selecting the
commercially available membrane. Concentration polarisation phenomena is related
to water flux. Therefore, if membrane fouling is matter of concern, we should make a
trade-off between water flux and concentration polarisation. For example, if the water
production rate and thermal efficiency are more economically preferable than replacing
fouled membranes, membranes manufactured by 3M and AQUASTILL are of great interest,
as shown in Figure 12.
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Table 2. Membranes selected for this study, and characteristics provided by their manufacturers.

Manufacturer Model Number Membrane Type Nominal Pore Size (µm) Thickness (µm) Porosity (%) Reference

3M 0.2 µm PP 0.59 110 85 [46]

3M 0.45 µm PP 0.79 110 85 [46]

AQUASTILL 0.3 µm PE 0.3 76 85 [46]

CELGARD 2400 PP 0.043 25 41 [46]

CELGARD 2500 PP 0.064 25 55 [46]

CLARCOR QL218 PTFE 0.2 254–305 (280) 70–85 (75) [46]

CLARCOR QL822 PTFE 0.45 127–203 (165) 70–85 (75) [46]

CLARCOR QP952 PTFE 0.45 150–300 (223) 70–85 (75) [46]

CLARCOR QP9955 PES 0.2 127–305 (216) 70–85 (75) [46]

CLARCOR QP961 PES 0.1 76–203 (140) 70–85 (75) [46]

CLARCOR QM022 PTFE 0.36 84 0.62 [21]

Milipore Durapore
(GVHP) PVDF 0.22 125 75 [53]

Milipore Durapore
(HVHP) PVDF 0.45 140 75 [53]

Milipore Fluoropore PTFE 0.22 175 40 [53]

Milipore Fluoropore PTFE 0.22 175 70 [53]

Osmonics Corp k-150 PTFE 0.1 260 75 [53]

Membrana, Germany PP Accurel 2E PP 0.2 163 75 [53]

Membrana, Germany M1 PP 0.2 91 70 [53]

Membrana, Germany M2 PP 0.45 170 75 [53]

Whatman, Germany Westran S PVDF 0.2 121 76 [53]

Gelman Inst Co TF200 PTFE 0.2 60 60 [53]

Hoechst-Celanese CELGARD 2400 PP 0.02 25 38 [53]
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In summary, as can be seen from Table 3, the feed temperature had the most significant
effect on water flux and thermal efficiency compared to the other operating conditions.
The increased feed temperature enhanced the water flux and thermal efficiency; however,
it caused more concentration and temperature polarisation. In contrast, the increased
inlet velocity was found to provide increased water flux and reduced temperature and
concertation polarisation as well. It was also found that the membrane properties, especially
thickness and porosity, can affect the DCMD performance significantly.

Table 3. Parametric study of DCMD system

Parameter Study
System Performance Metrics

Alteration Range Water Flux (J) CPC TPC Thermal
Efficiency (ηt)

Operating Conditions

Inlet Temperature [ ◦C ] 40–80 +10-fold +0.34% −0.48% +0.27%

Inlet velocity [m/s]
/Reynolds number

0.01–0.2
80–1600 +2.3-fold −2% +21% −5%

Inlet Concentration [g/L] 0–250 −0.26% −5% +30% −7%

Length [mm] 100–350 +2.7-fold +2% −10% +8%

Membrane Properties

Thickness [µm]
M1 with 91 [µm] and

Membrana PP Accurel 2E
with 163 [µm]

−22% −3% +25% +4%

Pore size [µm] 3M with 0.59 [µm] and 3M
with 0.79 [µm] +3% +1.5% −1.5% +1%

Porosity [%] Milipore with 0.4 and
Milipore with 0.7 Porosity +73% +3% −17% +23%

5. Conclusions

By improving the conventional model that uses one-dimensional and considering
downstream alterations, this study performed an extensive and comprehensive analysis of
DCMD system performance. Most of the modelling studies that explored DCMD process
have limited their investigations to simple correlations to model water flux, minimal dis-
cussion on concentration polarisation, broad analysis of different effective parameters, and
to few commercially available membranes. Applications of the model showed advantages
over the conventional modelling approach, such as capturing downstream alterations
along the module, extensive discussion on concentration polarisation effects on different
effective parameters of DCMD process, and more accurate water flux values.

The improved model was in a good agreement with the experimental results. With
the increase of feed temperature from 40 ◦C to 80 ◦C, the water flux, CPC, and thermal
efficiency increased 10-fold, 0.34%, and 0.27%, respectively, and TPC decreased 0.48%.
In addition, the ratio of water flux inlet value to outlet value significantly increased by
1.77-fold. By increasing Reynolds number from 80 to 1600, the water flux and TPC enhanced
2.3-fold and 21%, respectively, and the alteration of water flux along the membrane and
CPC decreased by 1.74-fold and 2%. By increasing the inlet feed concentration from 0 g/L
to 250 g/L, water flux, CPC, and thermal efficiency decreased by 26%, 5%, and 7%; however,
TPC increased by 30%. By increasing the length of membrane from 100 mm to 350 mm, the
water flux and CPC increased 2.7-fold and 2%; however, TPC decreased by 10%.

Analysing different aspects of membrane characteristics, it was shown that by increas-
ing the thickness from 91 µm to 163 µm, water flux and CPC decreased by 22% and 3%,
and TPC and thermal efficiency increased by 25% and 4%, respectively. By increasing pore
size from 0.59 µm to 0.79 µm, the water flux, CPC, and thermal efficiency increased by 3%,
1.5%, and 1%; however, TPC decreased by 1.5%. By increasing porosity from 0.4 to 0.7,
the water flux, CPC, and thermal efficiency increased by 73%, 3%, and 23%, respectively;
however, it caused a 17% reduction in the TPC.

Our results suggest that increasing velocity and Re number is more valuable than
increasing temperature difference in terms of temperature and concentration polarisation
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phenomena and, therefore, extending our study on turbulence promoter is warranted.
However, with the increase of feed temperature, water flux significantly increases. More-
over, the downstream alteration along the membrane is significant. Therefore, it is crucial
to study ways to lessen the significant decrease of water flux along the membrane such
as by using solar-assisted membrane distillation to localize the heat transfer. Further, the
improved model can be used to compare different MD configurations, such as AGMD,
which is the focus of our future work.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/membranes11050308/s1, Figure S1. (A) Mesh grid generation in ANSYS Workbench-ICEM–
Cartesian grid type as a structured grid of DCMD baseline channel. (B) Temperature contour in feed
and permeate channels of baseline DCMD system. (C) Velocity contour in feed and permeate channels
of counter-current baseline DCMD system. Figure S2. Variation of feed membrane temperature in
baseline condition for four different mesh grid size: 40× 80, 60× 90, 80× 120, and 80× 100. Figure S3:
Downstream variations of feed membrane temperature and vapour pressure difference for different
inlet feed temperature, Figure S4: Downstream variations of feed membrane temperature and vapour
pressure difference for different inlet permeate temperature. Figure S5. (A) Downstream variations of
feed membrane temperature for different inlet velocity of DCMD system. (B) Downstream variations
of vapour pressure difference for different inlet velocity of DCMD system. Figure S6. Downstream
variations of vapour pressure difference for different inlet feed concentration of DCMD system.
Figure S7. (A) Downstream variation of membrane temperature difference between feed-side and
permeate-side for different channel length. (B) Variation of membrane temperature difference between
feed-side and permeate-side with varying channel length. (C) Variation of membrane vapour pressure
difference between feed-side and permeate-side with varying channel length. Figure S8. (A) Mean
membrane temperature difference between feed-side and permeate-side for 22 different available
commercial membranes listed in Table 2. (B) Mean membrane vapour pressure difference between
feed-side and permeate-side for 22 different available commercial membranes listed in Table 2.
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Appendix A

λ a
w
= kBT

π[0.5(σw+σa)]
2Pt
· 1

[1+ Mw
Ma ]

0.5

σa = 3.711× 10−10

σw = 2.641× 10−10

kB = 1.381× 10−23

(A1)

Kn =
λ a

w

dp
(A2)

Dkn =
4ε

3τ
dp

√
RT

2πMw
(A3)

Dwv−a =
4.32T1.5 × 10−9

Pt
(A4)
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α =
Mw

Ma
(A5)

psat = exp
(

23.5377− 4016.3632
T − 38.6339

)
(A6)

aw = 1− 0.03112M− 0.001482M2 (A7)

pv = aw psat (A8)

κg = 2.72× 10−3 + 7.77× 10−5T (A9)

κm =


5.769× 10−4T + 0.9144× 10−2, PVDF
5.769× 10−4T + 8.914× 10−2, PTFE
12.5× 10−4T − 23.51× 10−2, PP
4.167× 10−4T + 1.452× 10−2, PES

(A10)

β =
κm − κg

κm + 2κg
(A11)

κe =
κg(1 + 2β(1− ε))

1− β(1− ε)
(A12)

Nu = 4.36 +
0.036RehPrDh/L

1 + 0.0011(RehPrDh/L)0.8 (A13)

Pr =
cPµ

kt,◦C
(A14)

h f ,p =
Nukt,K

dh
(A15)

Re =
ρudh

µ
(A16)

ρ = 995.3 + 753.3c− 0.008442T2 (A17)

cp =
(

3.112− 3.448c + T0.003406
)
× 103 (A18)

kt,◦C = 0.596− 0.448c + 0.0006609T (A19)

kt,K = 0.5621 + 0.00199M + 0.000294MT − 2.3 ∗ 10−6MT2 + 0.00177M2

−6.3 ∗ 10−5TM2 + 4.5 ∗ 10−7T2M2 (A20)

h f

(
Tf ,b − Tf ,m

)
= hm

(
Tf ,m − Tp,m

)
+ Jh f g = hp

(
Tp,m − Tp,b

)
(A21)

Tf ,m =
hm

[
Tp,b +

h f
hp

Tf ,b

]
+ h f Tf ,b − Jh f g

hm + h f

[
1 + hm

hp

] (A22)
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C f ,m = C f ,b exp


(

J/ρ f

)
Ks

 (A23)

Ks =
ShDs

dh
(A24)

Sh = 1.86Re0.33Sc0.33
(

dh
L

)0.33
(A25)

Ds−w =
(

545.096T × 10−10 +
(

0.086T0.5M0.5 − 0.162T−0.5M0.5
)
× 10−8

)
× 10−4 (A26)

Sc =
µ

ρDs
(A27)

Additional Equations (A1)–(A27) are shown in the Appendix A [49,50,54–57].

References
1. Karagiannis, I.C.; Soldatos, P.G. Water desalination cost literature: Review and assessment. Desalination 2008, 223, 448–456.

[CrossRef]
2. Elimelech, M.; Phillip, W.A. The Future of Seawater Desalination: Energy, Technology, and the Environment. Science 2011, 333,

712–717. [CrossRef]
3. Kummu, M.; Ward, P.J.; De Moel, H.; Varis, O. Is physical water scarcity a new phenomenon? Global assessment of water shortage

over the last two millennia. Environ. Res. Lett. 2010, 5, 034006. [CrossRef]
4. Mahmoudi, F.; Goodarzi, G.M.; Dehghani, S.; Akbarzadeh, A. Experimental and theoretical study of a lab scale permeate gap

membrane distillation setup for desalination. Desalination 2017, 419, 197–210. [CrossRef]
5. Kumar, M.; Culp, T.; Shen, Y. Water Desalination: History, Advances, and Challenges. In Frontiers of Engineering: Reports on

Leading-Edge Engineering from the 2016 Symposium; National Academies Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2017.
6. Mahmoudi, F.; Date, A.; Akbarzadeh, A. Further investigation of simultaneous fresh water production and power generation

concept by permeate gap membrane distillation system. J. Membr. Sci. 2019, 572, 230–245. [CrossRef]
7. Kim, Y.-D.; Thu, K.; Ghaffour, N.; Ng, K.C. Performance investigation of a solar-assisted direct contact membrane distillation

system. J. Membr. Sci. 2013, 427, 345–364. [CrossRef]
8. Ali, E.; Orfi, J.; AlAnsary, H.; Lee, J.-G.; Alpatova, A.; Ghaffour, N. Integration of multi effect evaporation and membrane

distillation desalination processes for enhanced performance and recovery ratios. Desalination 2020, 493, 114619. [CrossRef]
9. Ruiz-Aguirre, A.; Andrés-Mañas, J.A.; Zaragoza, G. Evaluation of Permeate Quality in Pilot Scale Membrane Distillation Systems.

Membranes 2019, 9, 69. [CrossRef]
10. Soukane, S.; Elcik, H.; Alpatova, A.; Orfi, J.; Ali, E.; AlAnsary, H.; Ghaffour, N. Scaling sets the limits of large scale membrane

distillation modules for the treatment of high salinity feeds. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 287, 125555. [CrossRef]
11. Dudchenko, A.V.; Hardikar, M.; Xin, R.; Joshi, S.; Wang, R.; Sharma, N.; Mauter, M.S. Impact of module design on heat transfer in

membrane distillation. J. Membr. Sci. 2020, 601, 117898. [CrossRef]
12. Kim, S.; Kim, S.; Ahmed, Z.; Cha, D.K.; Cho, J. Flux model for the membrane distillation process to treat wastewater: Effect of

solids concentration. J. Membr. Sci. 2018, 566, 396–405. [CrossRef]
13. Phattaranawik, J.; Jiraratananon, R.; Fane, A. Effect of pore size distribution and air flux on mass transport in direct contact

membrane distillation. J. Membr. Sci. 2003, 215, 75–85. [CrossRef]
14. Phattaranawik, J.; Jiraratananon, R.; Fane, A. Effects of net-type spacers on heat and mass transfer in direct contact membrane

distillation and comparison with ultrafiltration studies. J. Membr. Sci. 2003, 217, 193–206. [CrossRef]
15. Qtaishat, M.; Matsuura, T.; Kruczek, B.; Khayet, M. Heat and mass transfer analysis in direct contact membrane distillation.

Desalination 2008, 219, 272–292. [CrossRef]
16. Bouchrit, R.; Boubakri, A.; Hafiane, A.; Bouguecha, S.A.-T. Direct contact membrane distillation: Capability to treat hyper-saline

solution. Desalination 2015, 376, 117–129. [CrossRef]
17. Manawi, Y.M.; Khraisheh, M.; Fard, A.K.; Benyahia, F.; Adham, S. Effect of operational parameters on distillate flux in direct

contact membrane distillation (DCMD): Comparison between experimental and model predicted performance. Desalination 2014,
336, 110–120. [CrossRef]

18. Yang, X.; Wang, R.; Fane, A.G. Novel designs for improving the performance of hollow fiber membrane distillation modules. J.
Membr. Sci. 2011, 384, 52–62. [CrossRef]

19. Lou, J.; Johnston, J.; Cath, T.Y.; Martinand, D.; Tilton, N. Computational fluid dynamics simulations of unsteady mixing in
spacer-filled direct contact membrane distillation channels. J. Membr. Sci. 2020, 622, 118931. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2007.02.071
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1200488
http://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/3/034006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2017.06.013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.11.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2012.10.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2020.114619
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes9060069
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.125555
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2020.117898
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.09.018
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0376-7388(02)00603-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0376-7388(03)00130-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2007.05.019
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2015.08.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2014.01.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2011.09.007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2020.118931


Membranes 2021, 11, 308 21 of 22

20. Lou, J.; Vanneste, J.; DeCaluwe, S.C.; Cath, T.Y.; Tilton, N. Computational fluid dynamics simulations of polarization phenomena
in direct contact membrane distillation. J. Membr. Sci. 2019, 591, 117150. [CrossRef]

21. Park, D.J.; Norouzi, E.; Park, C. Experimentally-validated computational simulation of direct contact membrane distillation
performance. Int. J. Heat Mass Transf. 2019, 129, 1031–1042. [CrossRef]

22. Fard, A.K.; Rhadfi, T.; Khraisheh, M.; Atieh, M.A.; Khraisheh, M.; Hilal, N. Reducing flux decline and fouling of direct contact
membrane distillation by utilizing thermal brine from MSF desalination plant. Desalination 2016, 379, 172–181. [CrossRef]

23. Kim, Y.-D.; Francis, L.; Lee, J.-G.; Ham, M.-G.; Ghaffour, N. Effect of non-woven net spacer on a direct contact membrane
distillation performance: Experimental and theoretical studies. J. Membr. Sci. 2018, 564, 193–203. [CrossRef]

24. Lee, J.G.; Jang, Y.; Fortunato, L.; Jeong, S.; Lee, S.; Leiknes, T.; Ghaffour, N. An advanced online monitoring approach to study the
scaling behavior in direct contact membrane distillation. J. Membr. Sci. 2018, 546, 50–60. [CrossRef]

25. Soukane, S.; Naceur, M.W.; Francis, L.; Alsaadi, A.; Ghaffour, N. Effect of feed flow pattern on the distribution of permeate fluxes
in desalination by direct contact membrane distillation. Desalination 2017, 418, 43–59. [CrossRef]

26. Elcik, H.; Fortunato, L.; Alpatova, A.; Soukane, S.; Orfi, J.; Ali, E.; Al Ansary, H.; Leiknes, T.; Ghaffour, N. Multi-effect distillation
brine treatment by membrane distillation: Effect of antiscalant and antifoaming agents on membrane performance and scaling
control. Desalination 2020, 493, 114653. [CrossRef]

27. Elmarghany, M.R.; El-Shazly, A.H.; Salem, M.S.; Sabry, M.N.; Nady, N. Thermal analysis evaluation of direct contact membrane
distillation system. Case Stud. Therm. Eng. 2019, 13, 100377. [CrossRef]

28. Janajreh, I.; Suwwan, D.; Hashaikeh, R. Assessment of direct contact membrane distillation under different configurations,
velocities and membrane properties. Appl. Energy 2017, 185, 2058–2073. [CrossRef]

29. Salem, M.S.; El-Shazly, A.H.; Nady, N.; Elmarghany, M.R.; Shouman, M.A.; Sabry, M.N. 3-D numerical investigation on commercial
PTFE membranes for membrane distillation: Effect of inlet conditions on heat and mass transfer. Case Stud. Ther. Eng. 2019, 13,
100396. [CrossRef]

30. Seo, J.; Kim, Y.M.; Kim, J.H. Spacer optimization strategy for direct contact membrane distillation: Shapes, configurations,
diameters, and numbers of spacer filaments. Desalination 2017, 417, 9–18. [CrossRef]

31. Taamneh, Y.; Bataineh, K. Improving the performance of direct contact membrane distillation utilizing spacer-filled channel.
Desalination 2017, 408, 25–35. [CrossRef]

32. Katsandri, A. A theoretical analysis of a spacer filled flat plate membrane distillation modules using CFD: Part II: Temperature
polarisation analysis. Desalination 2017, 408, 166–180. [CrossRef]

33. Katsandri, A. A theoretical analysis of a spacer filled flat plate membrane distillation modules using CFD: Part I: Velocity and
shear stress analysis. Desalination 2017, 408, 145–165. [CrossRef]

34. Al-Sharif, S.; Albeirutty, M.; Cipollina, A.; Micale, G. Modelling flow and heat transfer in spacer-filled membrane distillation
channels using open source CFD code. Desalination 2013, 311, 103–112. [CrossRef]

35. Yazgan-Birgi, P.; Ali, M.I.H.; Arafat, H.A. Comparative performance assessment of flat sheet and hollow fiber DCMD processes
using CFD modeling. Sep. Purif. Technol. 2019, 212, 709–722. [CrossRef]

36. Orfi, J.; Loussif, N.; Davies, P.A. Heat and mass transfer in membrane distillation used for desalination with slip flow. Desalination
2016, 381, 135–142. [CrossRef]

37. Mahmoudi, F.; Date, A.; Akbarzadeh, A. Examining the commercially available hydrophobic membranes in combined desalination
and power generation through permeate gap membrane distillation. Desalination 2020, 474, 114149. [CrossRef]

38. Gryta, M. Effectiveness of Water Desalination by Membrane Distillation Process. Membranes 2012, 2, 415–429. [CrossRef]
39. García, J.V.; Dow, N.; Milne, N.; Zhang, J.; Naidoo, L.; Gray, S.; Duke, M. Membrane Distillation Trial on Textile Wastewater

Containing Surfactants Using Hydrophobic and Hydrophilic-Coated Polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE) Membranes. Membranes
2018, 8, 31. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Al-Furaiji, M.; Arena, J.T.; Ren, J.; Benes, N.; Nijmeijer, A.; McCutcheon, J.R. Triple-Layer Nanofiber Membranes for Treating High
Salinity Brines Using Direct Contact Membrane Distillation. Membranes 2019, 9, 60. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

41. Ray, S.S.; Bakshi, H.S.; Dangayach, R.; Singh, R.; Deb, C.K.; Ganesapillai, M.; Chen, S.-S.; Purkait, M.K. Recent Developments in
Nanomaterials-Modified Membranes for Improved Membrane Distillation Performance. Membranes 2020, 10, 140. [CrossRef]

42. Intrchom, W.; Roy, S.; Humoud, M.S.; Mitra, S. Immobilization of Graphene Oxide on the Permeate Side of a Membrane
Distillation Membrane to Enhance Flux. Membranes 2018, 8, 63. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Elmarghany, M.R.; El-Shazly, A.H.; Rajabzadeh, S.; Salem, M.S.; Shouman, M.A.; Sabry, M.N.; Matsuyama, H.; Nady, N. Triple-
Layer Nanocomposite Membrane Prepared by Electrospinning Based on Modified PES with Carbon Nanotubes for Membrane
Distillation Applications. Membranes 2020, 10, 15. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Huang, F.Y.C.; Arning, A. Performance Comparison between Polyvinylidene Fluoride and Polytetrafluoroethylene Hollow Fiber
Membranes for Direct Contact Membrane Distillation. Membranes 2019, 9, 52. [CrossRef]

45. Yazgan-Birgi, P.; Ali, M.I.H.; Arafat, H.A. Estimation of liquid entry pressure in hydrophobic membranes using CFD tools. J.
Membr. Sci. 2018, 552, 68–76. [CrossRef]

46. Vanneste, J.; Bush, J.A.; Hickenbottom, K.L.; Marks, C.A.; Jassby, D.; Turchi, C.S.; Cath, T.Y. Novel thermal efficiency-based model
for determination of thermal conductivity of membrane distillation membranes. J. Membr. Sci. 2018, 548, 298–308. [CrossRef]

47. Najib, A.; Orfi, J.; Ali, E.; Saleh, J. Thermodynamics analysis of a direct contact membrane distillation with/without heat recovery
based on experimental data. Desalination 2019, 466, 52–67. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2019.05.074
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheatmasstransfer.2018.10.035
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2015.11.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.07.019
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2017.10.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2017.05.028
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2020.114653
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.csite.2018.100377
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.05.020
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.csite.2019.100396
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2017.05.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2017.01.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2015.11.021
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2015.09.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2012.11.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.seppur.2018.11.085
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2015.12.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2019.114149
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes2030415
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes8020031
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29914072
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes9050060
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31064093
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes10070140
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes8030063
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30111696
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes10010015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31963230
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes9040052
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.01.061
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2017.11.028
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2019.05.009


Membranes 2021, 11, 308 22 of 22

48. Kast, W.; Hohenthanner, C.-R. Mass transfer within the gas-phase of porous media. Int. J. Heat Mass Transf. 2000, 43, 807–823.
[CrossRef]

49. Hitsov, I.; Maere, T.; De Sitter, K.; Dotremont, C.; Nopens, I. Modelling approaches in membrane distillation: A critical review.
Sep. Purif. Technol. 2015, 142, 48–64. [CrossRef]

50. Johnson, R.A.; Nguyen, M.H. Understanding Membrane Distillation and Osmotic Distillation; Wiley: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2017.
51. ANSYS Fluent. ANSYS Fluent Theory Guide; Release 18.0; Ansys. Inc.: Canonsburg, PA, USA, 2017.
52. ANSYS Fluent®. ANSYS [ANSYS Fluent], 15.0, Help System. In User’s Guide/Theory Guide; Ansys Inc.: Canonsburg, PA, USA,

2017; p. 2019.
53. Chiam, C.-K.; Sarbatly, R. Vacuum membrane distillation processes for aqueous solution treatment—A review. Chem. Eng. Process.

Process. Intensif. 2013, 74, 27–54. [CrossRef]
54. Cussler, E.L. Diffusion: Mass Transfer in Fluid Systems; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2009.
55. Carvalho, G.; Chenlo, F.; Moreira, R.; Telis-Romero, J. Physicothermal Properties of Aqueous Sodium Chloride Solutions. J. Food

Process. Eng. 2014, 38, 234–242. [CrossRef]
56. Ramires, M.L.V.; De Castro, C.A.N.; Fareleira, J.M.N.A.; Wakeham, W.A. Thermal conductivity of aqueous sodium chloride

solutions. J. Chem. Eng. Data 1994, 39, 186–190. [CrossRef]
57. Harned, H.S.; Hildreth, C.L. The Differential Diffusion Coefficients of Lithium and Sodium Chlorides in Dilute Aqueous Solution

at 25◦. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1951, 73, 650–652. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/S0017-9310(99)00158-1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.seppur.2014.12.026
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cep.2013.10.002
http://doi.org/10.1111/jfpe.12160
http://doi.org/10.1021/je00013a053
http://doi.org/10.1021/ja01146a043

	Introduction 
	Governing Equations 
	Transmembrane Transport 
	Transmembrane Mass Transport 
	Transmembrane Heat Transfer 

	Channel Flow Governing Equations 
	Semi-Empirical Approximation Using Nusselt Correlation 
	Numerical Method 


	Materials and Methods 
	Process Modelling 
	System Performance Metrics 
	Temperature Polarisation Coefficient (TPC) 
	Concentration Polarisation Coefficient (CPC) 
	Thermal Efficiency 


	Results and Discussion 
	Model Validation 
	Influence of Inlet Feed and Permeate Temperature 
	Influence of Inlet Velocity 
	Influence of Inlet Feed Concentration 
	Influence of Channel Length 
	Commercial Membranes 

	Conclusions 
	
	References

