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Abstract: In this study, polyethersulfone (PES) ultrafiltration (UF) membranes were modified with
GO, Ag, ZnO, Ag-GO and ZnO-GO nanoparticles to improve carbamazepine removal and foul-
ing prevention by making membrane surfaces more hydrophilic. The fabricated membranes were
characterized for surface and cross-sectional morphology, surface roughness and zeta potential, as
well as hydrophilicity, functional groups, surface tension parameters and water permeability There-
after, the membranes were evaluated for their efficiency in removing MgSO4 and carbamazepine
as well as antifouling properties. To understand the role of affinity interactions in rejection and
fouling, membrane–solute adhesion energies (∆Gslm) were quantified based on the Lifshitz–van der
Waals/acid–base method. Unlike previous studies, which have generalized fouling prevention to be
due to improvements in hydrophilicity upon adding nanoparticles, this work further explored the
role of surface tension components on rejection and fouling prevention. The addition of nanoparti-
cles improved membrane hydrophilicity (77–62◦), water permeability (11.9–17.7 Lm−2 h−1 bar−1),
mechanical strength (3.46–4.11 N/mm2), carbamazepine rejection (30–85%) and fouling prevention
(60–23% flux decline). Rejection and antifouling properties increased as ∆Gslm became more repulsive
(i.e., less negative). Membrane modification reduced irreversible fouling, and the fouled membranes
were cleaned by flushing with water. Fouling related more to membrane electron donor components
(γ−), while the roles of electron acceptor (γ+) and Lifshitz–van der Waals components (γLW) were
less important. This work provides more insights into the role of affinity interactions in rejection and
fouling and how rejection and fouling mechanisms change with nanoparticle addition.

Keywords: interaction energies; mixed-matrix membranes; organic compounds; nanoparticles;
fouling prevention

1. Introduction

Water scarcity and the availability of potable drinking water have become a global con-
cern. The little available water is often polluted with trace organic compounds, including
pharmaceuticals, and these pollutants have been detected in different water sources across
the globe [1–5]. The presence of trace organic contaminants in water poses a major health
risk to humans; thus, their removal is imperative. Various water treatment techniques,
such as activated sludge treatment, photocatalysis and electrocoagulation processes, have
been applied for the removal of organic pollutants [6–8]. However, these processes do not
achieve complete removal. Membrane treatment using ultrafiltration (UF), nanofiltration
(NF) and reverse osmosis (RO) membranes has become a promising technique for the
removal of organic contaminants in water, where the retention of organic compounds is
controlled by membrane–solute interactions. This makes both membrane properties (e.g.,
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molecular weight cut-off (MWCO), hydrophobicity and surface zeta potential) and solute
properties (e.g., solute size and shape, charge, polarity and hydrophobicity) fundamental
parameters in determining solute rejection [9]. Thus, electrostatic and non-electrostatic
affinity interactions (e.g., hydrogen bonding and van der Waals interactions) are major
membrane–solute interactions [10–13]. Based on size exclusion, solutes larger than the
membrane effective pore size are well rejected, while smaller molecules pass through the
membrane, thereby showing poor removal [14]. High solute rejection is attained when
both the solute and membrane bear a similar charge due to electrostatic repulsions [15].
On the other hand, hydrophobic compounds show high initial rejection than hydrophilic
compounds of similar molecular weight due to their adsorption on the membrane [13,15].
However, adsorption is a temporal phenomenon; after long-term filtration, the rejection of
hydrophobic compounds declines due to their increase in concentration on the membrane
surface (boundary layer) [16].

Membrane filtration offers advantages over other techniques, which include environ-
mental friendliness, energy efficiency and ease of operation [17]. However, the application
of membranes in water treatment is greatly hindered by fouling, which reduces membrane
life-span and treatment efficiency [10]. Recent studies have focused on modifying mem-
brane surface properties to improve hydrophilicity and reduce the prospects of membrane
fouling [18,19]. One of the modification techniques is the incorporation of nanoparticles
(e.g., graphene oxide (GO), ZnO, SiO2, WO289 and TiO2) into the membrane matrix [20–23].
In addition to fouling prevention, the resultant mixed-matrix membranes reject organic pol-
lutants more than the control membrane without nanoparticles [10,20,23]. Some researchers
have reported that the addition of nanoparticles into the membrane matrix increases the
membrane mean pore radius [24,25]. This implies that the improved rejection of organic
compounds smaller than the molecular weight cut-off (MWCO) of mixed-matrix mem-
branes is through mechanisms other than size exclusion. Amongst these processes are
solute–membrane affinity interactions whose effects on solute rejection have been over-
looked or not well studied for membranes incorporated with nanoparticles. However, for
commercial membranes, these effects have been widely investigated. For example, the
transport of neutral organics was investigated in ion-exchange membranes and it was
found that there was resistance for organics to partition into the membrane phase when
the free interaction energies were greater than 0 [11]. Free interaction energies (∆Gi) in-
fluence solute rejection because they control the adsorption of organics on the membrane
surface [13,26]. Previous studies have also shown that free energies of interactions between
commercial membranes and solutes can be estimated from surface tension components
through advanced contact angle measurements [10,11,27,28]. Using this approach, a good
correlation was found between fouling and/or rejection and membrane–solute adhesion
energies (∆Gslm).

For mixed-matrix membranes, previous studies have ascribed the improvement in
rejection and antifouling properties to the membranes becoming more hydrophilic upon
adding nanoparticles. However, no further investigation has been conducted on the
contribution of electron donor (γ−), electron acceptor (γ+) and Lifshitz–van der Waals
(γLW) components on solute rejection and antifouling properties of the nano-engineered
membranes. Enhanced solute rejection properties of nano-engineered membranes can also
be linked to improvement in water permeability properties of the membranes because
some authors have demonstrated the dependency of rejection to flux [27,29,30]. However,
extremely high fluxes and rejection cannot be achieved at the same time due to the tradeoff
between the two [31]. Therefore, nanoparticles are added to attain satisfactory flux and
rejection properties without sacrificing the other.

The aim of this study was to investigate the effects of modifying polyethersulfone (PES)
membranes with graphene oxide (GO), zinc oxide (ZnO), silver (Ag), Ag-GO and ZnO-GO
nanoparticles on the rejection of pharmaceuticals and membrane fouling propensity. These
nanoparticles were selected because they have been widely used to enhance rejection,
photocatalytic and antifouling properties of membranes due to their physical and chemi-
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cal characteristics which include electronegative functional groups as well as optical and
antimicrobial properties [10,25,32–35]. PES was chosen because it has excellent properties
such as thermal stability, chemical resistance and strength. After synthesis and characteri-
zation, the rejection of carbamazepine as well as membrane fouling by sodium alginate
was investigated. Carbamazepine was selected as a recalcitrant neutral organic compound
so that the role of electrostatic interactions could be eliminated, while sodium alginate
was chosen because membrane fouling by sodium alginate (representing extracellular
polymeric substances in wastewater) has been widely investigated [36–40]. Many studies
have shown poor removal of the recalcitrant carbamazepine compound in different water
matrices [10,41,42]. Therefore, membrane modification to improve its removal is important.
Unlike previous studies, changes in the membrane–solute affinity interactions upon adding
nanoparticles were quantified and related to the rejection of carbamazepine [18,26,43].
Further, the study sought to understand better fouling mechanisms by relating membrane
fouling parameters to specific membrane surface tension components (i.e., electron donor,
electron acceptor and Lifshitz–van der Waals components).

Membrane–carbamazepine and membrane–sodium alginate adhesion energies (∆Gslm)
were estimated from contact angle measurements of solutes and membranes based on the
Lifshitz–van der Waals and acid–base interaction energies [10,11,26,27]. The effects of
incorporating different nanoparticles on the membrane surface tension parameters were
investigated to identify the key components that change due to the modification. The
findings were used to understand the improvements in flux, rejection and antifouling
properties (or mechanisms) upon nanoparticle addition. This helped avoid the simple
explanation of attributing enhancements in filtration properties to membranes becoming
more hydrophilic—a common explanation given by most researchers. For the first time, this
work investigates the correlation between ∆Gslm and membrane surface tension compo-
nents (γ−, γ+ and γLW) with fouling parameters, namely, total fouling ratio (Rt), reversible
fouling ratio (Rr) and irreversible fouling ratio (Rir), for nano-engineered membranes. This
information gave an in-depth understanding of the underlying interactions that govern the
mechanisms of fouling prevention by nano-engineered membranes.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Synthesis of Nanoparticles
2.1.1. Synthesis of Graphene Oxide

Graphene oxide (GO) was synthesized from graphite (<45 µm, ≥99.99% trace metals
basis, Merck, Johannesburg, South Africa) based on our previous approach, which was
adopted from the Hummers method [10]. Briefly, 6 g of sodium nitrate (ACS reagent,
>99.0% NaNO3, Merck, South Africa) was added to a 1 L glass beaker containing 8 g
graphite grains. The beaker was safely secured in an ice bath, and this was followed by
addition of 270 mL sulfuric acid (ACS reagent, 95% H2SO4, Merck, South Africa). The
mixture was stirred vigorously, and 36 g potassium permanganate (ACS reagent, >99.0%
KMNO4, Merck, South Africa) was slowly added over 60 min. After vigorous stirring
for an additional 120 min, the beaker was removed from the ice bath and stirred under
room temperature for 120 h. This was followed by slow addition of 400 mL of 5% H2SO4
over a period of 60 min, and the solution was heated gradually to 98 ◦C over a period of
60 min (Heating and Drying oven; model: DHG-9023A, Everich, Hangzhou, China). The
suspension was stirred for 120 min at constant temperature (98 ◦C) and cooled down to
room temperature. Once at room temperature, 80 mL of 30 wt% hydrogen peroxide (30%
w/w H2O2, Merck, South Africa) was added to react with excess KMNO4, followed by
stirring for 120 min. The suspension was centrifuged at 4000 RPM for 20 min (Sigma 3-16 P,
Sigma, Johannesburg, South Africa) to separate the GO. This was followed by repeated
washing with 5% HCl (ACS reagent, 37% HCl, Merck, South Africa) and deionized water
(Millipore Corp, Temecula, CA, USA). The GO was dried in an oven at 60 ◦C for 18 h
(Heating and Drying oven; model: DHG-9023A, Everich, China).
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2.1.2. Synthesis of Silver (Ag) and Ag-GO Nanoparticles

The preparation of Ag-GO nanoparticles began with the synthesis of Ag nanoparticles
as follows: 6 g of 99.99% trace metal basis silver acetate (Merck, South Africa) was placed
in a glass beaker and 300 mL deionized water was added, followed by stirring for 60 min.
Sodium borohydride (0.5 M NaBH4, ACS reagent, >98%, Merck, South Africa) was added
dropwise, resulting in color change, and the mixture was stirred for 30 min. The suspension
was filtered, washed with deionized water several times and dried overnight at 90 ◦C
(Heating and Drying oven; model: DHG-9023A, Everich, China).

For the synthesis of Ag-GO nanoparticles, 1.5 g of the previously synthesized GO
and 1.5 g of Ag nanoparticles were individually suspended in deionized water and soni-
cated for 30 min. The two suspensions were mixed and ultrasonicated for an additional
30 min (Ultrasonic S60H, Elmasonic, Singen am Hohentwiel, Germany). The mixture was
stirred for 120 min, and the pH was adjusted using ammonium hydroxide (ACS reagent,
28.0–30.0% NH3 basis, NH4OH, Merck, South Africa) to pH 7. After pH adjustment, the
mixture was kept in an oven at 90 ◦C overnight. This was followed by washing several
times with deionized water and centrifugation at 4000 RPM for 30 min (Sigma 3-16 P, Sigma,
South Africa). The Ag-GO nanoparticles were dried at 70 ◦C overnight, calcined at 500 ◦C
(Lenton Furnaces, Neuhausen, Germany) and kept for further characterization and use.

2.1.3. Synthesis of Zinc Oxide (ZnO) and ZnO-GO Nanoparticles

ZnO nanoparticles were synthesized from reagent-grade, >98% zinc chloride (ZnCl2,
Merck, South Africa) and NH4OH (CS reagent, 28.0–30.0% NH3 basis, Merck, South Africa).
ZnCl2 (0.68 g) was suspended in deionized water, and the pH was adjusted to pH 7 using
25 wt% NH4OH. The suspension was kept static in an oven at 90 ◦C for 9 h (Heating and
Drying oven; model: DHG-9023A, Everich, China), after which it was left to cool to room
temperature. This was followed by filtration and washing with ethanol (ACS reagent, Merck,
South Africa) and water. The nanoparticles were then dried in an oven at 80 ◦C for 24 h.

ZnO-GO nanoparticles were synthesized by first dispensing 0.5 g of the previously
prepared GO nanoparticles in deionized water and sonicated for 30 min (Ultrasonic S60H,
Elmasonic, Germany). ZnCl2 solution (0.5 mM) was then added to the solution drop-
wise, followed by ultrasonication for an additional 30 min (Ultrasonic S60H, Elmasonic,
Germany). The mixture was stirred for 120 min, after which the pH was adjusted, using
NH4OH, to pH 7. The mixture was kept static at 90 ◦C for 9 h and later centrifuged (Sigma
3–16 P, Sigma Aldrich, South Africa) for 30 min at 4000 RPM. The supernatant was decanted,
while the residue was dried in an oven at 80 ◦C overnight. This was followed by calcination
at 500 ◦C for 2.5 h (Lenton Furnaces, Germany).

2.2. Characterization of the Nanoparticles
2.2.1. SEM Micrographs and EDS Spectroscopy

Successful synthesis of the nanoparticles was confirmed by surface imaging and
analysis of chemical composition using a scanning electron microscope (SEM, Jeol JSM
IT300, Tokyo, Japan). The SEM was coupled with an energy-dispersive spectroscopy
(EDS) analyzer (EDS, Jeol JSM IT300, Tokyo, Japan). Prior to analysis, the powdered
samples were coated with 5 nm gold in an SCD 005 Cool Sputter Coater (BalTec, Lübeck,
Germany) at a current of 25 µA, which was applied for 50 s. Surface images were recorded
at irradiation beam of 10 kV, while EDS spectra were recorded under an irradiation beam
of 40 kV. Surface imaging and identification of chemical composition were important to
establish the morphology of the nanoparticles, as well as to confirm chemical composition
of the nanomaterials.

2.2.2. Particle Size and Zeta Potential

The nanoparticles were characterized for surface zeta potential and particle size using
a Malvern Zetasizer Nano series (Malvern, UK). Size and zeta potential measurements were
performed at neutral pH. The background electrolyte was 10 mM KCl (ACS reagent >99.9%,
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Merck, South Africa). Zeta potential measurements were related to the electrophoretic
mobility (EM) of the nanoparticles according to the Helmholtz–Smoluchowski equation
(Equation (1)), which considers zeta potential (ζ, mV), Henry’s function (f (ka)), permittivity
of water (ε, C2N−1 m−2) and electrical viscosity (µ, Pa.s)

EM =
2εζ f (ka)

3µ
(1)

The sizes of the nanoparticles were determined by means of dynamic light scattering
(DLS) techniques under background electrolyte of 10 mM KCl.

2.3. Fabrication of Pristine and Nanocomposite Membranes
2.3.1. Preparation of Casting Solutions

Casting solutions with and without nanoparticles were prepared by first dissolving
polyethersulfone (Mw 35 kDa PES, Solvay, Belgium) in N-Methyl-2-pyrrolidone or NMP
(ACS reagent, >99%, Merck, South Africa) under room temperature. Each casting solution
contained 22 wt% PES (Table 1). For preparation of casting solutions with nanoparticles,
desired amounts of the nanoparticles were individually dispersed in a little bit of NMP
solvent (approximately 5 mL) and ultrasonicated (Ultrasonic S60H, Elmasonic, Germany)
for 30 min. The suspensions were then added to the previously prepared PES casting
solutions (except for the casting solution prepared for the pristine membrane) and stirred
for 1 h to mix thoroughly. All casting solutions were kept in the dark overnight to ensure
complete removal of air bubbles prior to membrane casting. The nanoparticles were added
at 0.2 wt% based on our previous works, where loadings >0.2 wt% resulted in low fluxes (or
no further improvement in membrane properties) due to nanoparticle agglomeration and
blocking of membrane pores [10], and this has also been observed in other works [44–46].

Table 1. Composition of casting solutions.

Membrane Name

Concentration (wt%)

PES NMP
Nanoparticle

GO Ag ZnO

PES membrane 22 78.0 0 0 0
GO membrane 22 77.8 0.2 0 0
Ag membrane 22 77.8 0 0.2 0
Ag-GO membrane 22 77.8 0.1 0.1 0
ZnO membrane 22 77.8 0 0 0.2
ZnO-GO membrane 22 77.8 0.1 0 0.1

2.3.2. Fabrication of Pristine and Nanocomposite Membranes

The conventional non-solvent phase inversion technique was used to fabricate the
pristine and nanocomposite membranes. After preparing and degassing the casting so-
lutions, the membranes were cast on a glass plate using a casting knife (Elcometer 3530,
Elcometer, Liege, Belgium). The casting knife gap clearance was first adjusted to 200 µm to
control the membrane thickness, and the individual casting solutions were spread on a dry
glass plate. The glass plate was then transferred into a water bath to initiate coagulation
at room temperature for 30 min, after which the membranes were placed in plastic bags
with water and kept in the refrigerator at 5 ◦C overnight to complete the phase inversion
process and prevent bacterial growth. The membranes were named and marked based on
the nanoparticles added (Table 1). For example, a membrane with graphene oxide was
named GO membrane.

2.4. Characterization of the Membranes

Chemical composition and/or functionality of the membranes (after drying overnight
in a desiccator) was characterized by attenuated total reflectance Fourier transform infrared
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(ATR-FTIR) spectroscopy (Perkin Elmer, FT-IR 100, PerkinElmer, Inc., Shelton, CT, USA).
Prior to conducting FTIR analysis, a background scan was performed, and all scans were
performed from 4000 cm−1 to 500 cm−1 with a resolution of 4 cm−1 and 4 scans per sample.

A Raman spectrometer (Alpha 300A, WITec, GmbH, Ulm, Germany) was used to
characterize the membranes for their functionality. The membrane samples were individu-
ally mounted on separate glass slides, which were then placed under an Olympus BX51
microscope. Raman measurements were conducted using a 750 nm laser after focusing
the laser beam on the measured sample. The grating and spectral center were adjusted to
300 g/mm and 1800 cm−1, respectively. A total of 30 accumulations were recorded for an
integration time of 30 s.

Contact angles were measured for the previously dried membrane coupons using a
contact angle analyzer or goniometer (DSA30E, Kruss GmbH, Hamburg, Germany). The
measurements were based on the sessile drop technique, where three types of liquids—Milli-Q
water, glycerol (ReagentPlus, >99%, Merck, South Africa) and diiodomethane (ReagentPlus,
>99%, Merck, South Africa)—were used for contact angle measurements. These liquids
have well-characterized surface tension parameters. For each membrane type, a minimum
of 10 drops per liquid was placed on the surface of each membrane. A microliter syringe
was used to accurately deposit 5 µL of the desired liquid. All measurements were carried
out at room temperature, and images of the water contact angle were recorded. The
measured contact angles were then used to quantify surface tension components based on
the Lifshitz–van der Waals/acid–base approach, as explained in our previous works [10,27].

Surface and cross-sectional micrographs of the membranes were obtained using a
scanning electron microscope (Jeol JSM IT300, Tokyo, Japan) at an irradiation beam of 10 kV.
The membranes were first dried in desiccators for at least 24 h before SEM analysis. For
cross-sectional imaging, the dried membranes were immersed in liquid nitrogen, frozen
and broken. SEM analysis was conducted after coating the membrane with gold at a current
of 25 µA for 50 s using an SCD 005 Cool Sputter Coater (Bal-Tec, Untersiemau, Germany).

A WITec Alpha 300 atomic force microscope or AFM (WITec, GmbH, Erfurt, Germany)
was utilized to obtain AFM micrographs of the membranes. Measurements were conducted
on previously dried membranes in non-contact mode using reflex-coated FM (AC), 2.8 N/m,
75 kHz AFM Arrow cantilevers. Surface roughness parameters of the membranes (Sa and
Sq) were quantified using Project 5 (WITec, GmbH, Erfurt, Germany) after doing a back-
ground correction.

A SurPASS Electrokinetic Analyzer (Anton Paar, GmbH, Graz, Austria) was used to
measure streaming potentials of the membranes. Measurements were performed at pH
7 and 10 mM KCl background electrolyte. The tangential mode of analysis was used at a
pressure of 200 mbar and gap height of 105 µm. The zeta potentials (ζ) were then estimated
according to the Helmholtz–Smoluchowski equation (Equation (2)), which considers the
measured streaming potential (∆V, mV), electrolyte viscosity (µ, Pa.s) applied pressure (∆P,
Pa), electrolyte conductivity (δ, µS/cm) and permittivity of water (ε, C2N−1 m−2).

ζ =
∆Vµδ

∆Pε
(2)

The porosity of the fabricated membranes was quantified through the dry–wet ap-
proach. Briefly, the membranes were cut into small portions (4.2 × 8.7 cm2), and permeate
flow (Q) was determined at 4 bar using a crossflow (see Section 2.5). Flow measurements
were conducted after membrane compaction at 6 bar until stable fluxes. After flow mea-
surements, the membranes were removed from the filtration cells, and the wet masses
were measured after wiping off superficial water from the membrane surfaces. Thereafter,
the membranes were dried at 45 ◦C overnight, and the dry weights were measured after
the membranes were allowed to cool to room temperature. Membrane porosity (η) was
calculated using Equation (3), which considers the weight of the wet membrane (Ww, g),
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the weight of the dry membrane (Wd, g), membrane area (A, cm2), membrane thickness
(σ, cm) and density of water (ρω, g.cm−3).

η(%) =

[
Ww − Wd

ρωAσ

]
× 100 (3)

The mean pore radius (rm) was calculated using the Guerout–Elford–Ferry equation
(Equation (4)), which incorporates membrane porosity (η), water viscosity (µ, 8.9 × 10−4 Pa.s),
membrane thickness (σ, m), permeate flow (Q, m3 s−1), effective membrane area (A, m2)
and applied pressure (∆P, Pa).

rm =

√
(2.9 − 1.75η)8µσQ

η.A.∆P
(4)

2.5. Filtration Experiment Protocol
2.5.1. Filtration Setup

Filtration experiments were carried out using a custom-made cross-flow filtration
setup (Figure 1) with the following channel dimensions: channel width of 4.2 cm, channel
length of 8.7 cm and channel height of 0.1 cm. The system consisted of 6 membrane
cells that could be operated independently. A high-pressure pump (Hydra-Cell; Wanner
Engineering, Minneapolis, MN, USA) was used to deliver feed water into the membrane
cells from a 20 L stainless steel feed tank.
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For all the membranes, filtration experiments were conducted at initial permeate flux
of 40 L/m2 h and crossflow velocity of 0.2 m/s. Membrane water flux (Jw, L/m2 h)) was
estimated from Equation (5) based on the volume of permeate collected (V, L) at specific
time (t, s) and membrane area (A, m2). From water flux, the membrane resistance (Rm) was
calculated from knowledge of applied pressure (∆P, Pa) and viscosity of water (µ, Pa.s).

Jw =
V
At

=
∆P

µRm
(5)
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The membrane pure water permeability (Lp) was calculated using Equation (6):

Lp =
Jw

∆P
(6)

Due to the differences in membrane permeability, the applied pressure was varied
for the different membranes to achieve the desired initial permeate flux of 40 L/m2 h. The
applied pressure was controlled by adjusting the bypass and concentrate valves; the feed
pressure was measured using a pressure gauge (ERIKS, Antwerp, Belgium). All filtration
experiments were conducted in recycling mode where the permeate and concentrate were
returned into the feed tank.

Prior to conducting filtration experiments, the membranes were compacted at 6 bar for
3 h, and membrane fluxes were measured at different applied pressures. Flux measurements
were followed by determination of the rejection of 2000 mg/L MgSO4 (ACS reagent, >98%
MgSO4.7H2O, Merck, South Africa) and 5 mg/L carbamazepine (powder, Merk, South
Africa). The solutes were added to the feed to achieve the desired concentrations, and the
system was allowed to equilibrate for 6 h before collecting samples (feed and permeate) for
analysis. A longer equilibration time was used to ensure that carbamazepine rejection was
not biased due to temporal adsorption of the compound by the membrane.

2.5.2. Assessment of Membrane Rejection Properties

Carbamazepine rejection was monitored by measuring the total organic carbon (TOC
Fusion, Teledyne Tekmar, Mason, OH, USA), while the concentration of salts was examined
by analyzing electrical conductivity (Consort C6010 conductivity meter, Consort, Turnhout,
Belgium). Rejection (R) was calculated using Equation (7), where Cp and C f are solute
concentrations in the permeate and feed, respectively.

R(%) =

[
1 −

Cp

C f

]
× 100 (7)

The TOC analyzer had a limit of detection of 0.1 mg/L; thus, 5 mg/L carbamazepine
was used to enable quantification at 98% carbamazepine rejection.

2.5.3. Investigation of Membrane Antifouling Properties

Sodium alginate (medium viscosity, Merck, South Africa) was selected as model
foulant representing natural organic matter (NOM). Sodium alginate was characterized for
charge and size at pH 7 in a background electrolyte of 10 mM KCl. A Zetasizer nano series
(Malvern Instruments, Malvern, UK) was used to measure both foulant charge and size,
where the charge was estimated from the electrophoretic mobility, while size measurements
were based on dynamic light scattering techniques. This was followed by investigating
membrane fouling behavior by 20 mg/L sodium alginate at pH 7 and 10 mM NaCl (ACS
reagent > 99.9% NaCl, Merck, South Africa) as background electrolyte. Prior to fouling,
the membranes were compacted at 6 bar until stable fluxes were obtained, and membrane
fouling was conducted at an initial flux of 40 L/m2 h and cross-flow velocity of 0.2 m/s.

Initial membrane fouling is controlled by membrane–foulant affinity interactions.
Thereafter, fouling depends on the interactions between foulants deposited on the mem-
brane surface and those coming from the feed. Membrane modification aims to minimize
initial fouling and/or irreversible fouling. Therefore, in this study, fouling was conducted
for 3 h to investigate if the addition of nanoparticles could limit the deposition of sodium al-
ginate on the membrane surface and permeate flux was monitored at selected time intervals.
Antifouling properties were quantified by calculating the flux recovery ratio (FRR), the total
flux decline ratio (Rt), as well as irreversible (Rir) and reversible (Rr) fouling ratios. After
fouling studies, the different fouling ratios were determined by cleaning the membranes
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with deionized water. This was followed by re-measuring pure water flux, and the different
fouling ratios were estimated according to Equations (8)–(11).

FRR (%) = [
Jw2

Jw1
]× 100 (8)

Rt(%) = [1 −
J f

Jw1
]× 100 (9)

Rr (%) = [
Jw2 − J f

Jw1
]× 100 (10)

Rir (%) = [
Jw1 − Jw2

Jw1
]× 100 (11)

where (Jw1) is pure water flux prior to fouling, (Jw2) is pure water flux after fouling and
(J f ) is flux of the foulant solution (in this case, at 3 h of fouling with sodium alginate). The
deposition of foulants on the membrane surface was confirmed by recording SEM images
as well as microscope images using Spotlight 400 FTIR Imaging system (PerkinElmer, Inc.,
Waltham, MA, USA).

2.6. Calculation of Free Energies of Interactions

The estimation of free energies of interactions was based on our previous works [10,27].
Lifshitz–van der Waals component (γLW), electron acceptor (γ+), electron donor (γ−) were
calculated from the measured contact angles according to Equation (12).(

1 +
Cosθ

r

)
γTOT

s = 2(
√

γLW
s γLW

l +
√

γ+
s γ−

l +
√

γ−
s γ+

l ) (12)

where r represents an increase in surface area due to membrane roughness; subscripts
s and l are the solid surface and test liquid, respectively; and γ+ and γ− represent the
Lewis acid–base components, respectively. The Lewis acid–base components (γAB) can be
estimated from γAB = 2

√
γ+γ−.

Contact angles of carbamazepine and sodium alginate were obtained by first compress-
ing the powdered samples in a small cell at 1347 bar (Carver manual hydraulic press, model
B, Carver, Inc., Wabash, IN, USA) for 1 h. Contact angles of the individually compressed
solutes were then measured using the sessile drop techniques, as previously explained in
Section 2.4.

Membrane–carbamazepine as well as membrane–sodium alginate interaction energies
were calculated from the surface tension components by solving Equations (13) and (14)
using Solver MS Excel, where m and s represent the membrane and solute interacting in
liquid, l:

∆GLW
slm = 2(

√
γLW

l −
√

γLW
s )(

√
γLW

m −
√

γLW
l ) (13)

∆GAB
slm = 2

√
γ+

l

(√
γ−

s +
√

γ−
m −

√
γ−

l

)
+ 2
√

γ−
l

(√
γ+

s +
√

γ+
m −

√
γ+

l

)
− 2
√

γ+
s γ−

m − 2
√

γ−
s γ+

m (14)

The total free energy of adhesion (∆GTOT
slm ) between the membranes and solutes in

water was quantified from Equation (15).

∆GTOT
slm = ∆GLW

slm + ∆GAB
slm (15)

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Characteristics of Nanoparticles

Graphene oxide (GO) sheets were observed under a scanning electron microscope
(Figure S1A). The sheets appeared layered/stacked on top of each other, and this could be
attributed to the high affinity of the GO sheets toward each other. The magnification and
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resolution used in our characterization did not show the clear geometry of the nanoparticles,
but the EDS spectra illustrated and confirmed the composition of the prepared materials,
as shown in Figure S1F.

According to the dynamic light scattering (DLS) results, the nanoparticles had mean
sizes smaller than 500 nm (Table 2). The electrophoretic mobility results revealed that Ag
and ZnO nanoparticles had a positive zeta potential at neutral pH. Contrarily, GO, Ag-GO
and ZnO-GO nanoparticles were negatively charged, with GO bearing the highest negative
zeta potential. The GO had a dominant influence on the measured charge of the composite
materials. The presence of Ag and ZnO reduced the zeta potential of the nanohybrids due
to charge neutralization.

Table 2. Particle size and zeta potential of the fabricated nanomaterial at neutral pH and 10 mM KCl
background electrolyte.

Size (nm) Zeta Potential (mV)

GO 220.2 ± 72 −22.4 ± 1.2
Ag 98 ± 17 25.6 ± 0.9
Ag-GO 382 ± 30 −4.7 ± 0.2
ZnO 392.4 ± 55 28.8 ± 1.8
ZnO-GO 420.5 ± 83 −6.9 ± 0.7

3.2. Characteristics of the Nano-Engineered Membranes

Figure 2 shows FTIR and Raman spectra of the nano-engineered membranes. The
addition of the different nanoparticles did not alter the FTIR characteristic peaks of the
polymer (Figure 2A). This confirmed the good structural integrity of the membranes.
Noticeable peaks at 620 and 880 cm−1 were characteristic of C-stretching and C=C stretching
on the aromatic rings, respectively [33]. Prominent peaks at 1150 cm−1, 1240 cm−1 and
1481 cm−1 were due to the presence of sulfonyl groups, which is characteristic of PES. The
peak at 1244 cm−1 was due to the aromatic ether (C–O–C) group. These observations are
consistent with previous reports [47].
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Raman spectra of the modified membranes showed prominent D-bands and G-bands
for PES membranes modified with GO, Ag-GO and ZnO-GO (Figure 2B). The G-bands
were due to the graphitic carbon in the structure, while the D-bands were associated with
defects or disordered domains in the graphitic domain [34]. The presence of the G and
D bands was ascribed to the first-order scattering from the E2g phonon of sp2 carbon
atoms [48]. The band between 300 cm−1 and 400 cm−1 was due to the presence of ZnO
crystals [35]. The peaks symbolizing the presence of Ag and ZnO nanoparticles were
overshadowed when the nanoparticles were incorporated into the membrane polymer
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matrix. This could be due to the lower concentrations of the nanoparticles used to avoid
potential clogging of the membrane pores resulting in lower fluxes [10]. The Raman results
confirmed the successful incorporation of the nanoparticles, while the FTIR results showed
that the chemical composition of the membranes was not changed to a greater extent.

The effects of the addition of nanoparticles on the membrane surface and cross-
sectional morphology were examined using SEM analysis. The surface of the pristine PES
membrane (Figure 3B) appeared smoother than the micrographs of the PES membranes
modified with nanoparticles (Figure 3D,F,H,J,L). However, SEM cannot be used to estimate
membrane surface roughness; thus, AFM analysis was performed.
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(K,L) ZnO-GO membrane.

The PES membranes were characterized by fingerlike microvoids (Figure 3A,C,E,G,I,K),
which portrayed strong interactions between the filler and polymer (PES). These interac-
tions include the formation of C–C bonds between the nanoparticles and PES backbones,
as well as hydrogen bonds between the joined groups and water molecules [49]. These mi-
crovoids were smaller in the skin layer. For the membranes incorporated with nanoparticles
(Figure 3C,E,G,I,K), the microvoids appeared larger than those of the pristine membrane.
This can be attributed to the delay in the onset of water–NMP demixing due to the presence
of nanoparticles leading to the formation of larger microvoids. Further, the presence of
polar groups in the nanoparticles disordered the polymer chains and increased the entropy
of the membranes. The resultant effect was an increase in the membrane surface roughness
and the widening of the pore diameter [49]. The addition of inorganic nanoparticles also
changed the dope solution’s physical properties, such as viscosity, which influenced NMP–
water exchange rates. This increase in the size of microvoids was expected to enhance
membrane water flux since they present a less torturous path for water transport (less
resistant path).

In addition to surface imaging using SEM, an atomic force microscope was utilized
to probe modifications in the surface roughness of the membranes due to the addition
of nanoparticles (Figure 4). Control FOUR software (WITec, GmbH, Germany) was used
to quantify the average arithmetic roughness (Sa) and the root mean square roughness
(Sq), which represent membrane roughness parameters. The general observation from
the presented results was that the prepared membranes were generally smooth with
Sa values lower than 12 nm. Though a closer analysis revealed that the roughness of
the membranes increased upon the addition of nanoparticles, signifying an enlargement
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in the effective membrane surface area. The previously noted increase in microvoids
(SEM characterization), as well as the increase in effective membrane surface area (AFM
characterization), was expected to enhance membrane water flux [50].
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3.3. Membrane Flux, Hydrophobicity, Zeta Potential, Salt Removal and Surface Tension Parameters

Membrane characteristics, including wettability, pure water permeability, zeta poten-
tial and salt rejection, are presented in Table 3, while membrane surface tension components
are presented in Table 4. The control PES membrane was slightly hydrophilic with a contact
angle of 77 ± 2◦. The addition of nanoparticles improved membrane surface hydrophilicity
as observed by the decrease in the water contact angle, and these results are consistent with
the literature findings, which have attributed this observation to the introduction of oxygen-
rich functional groups [10,51,52]. Further, the PES membranes became more hydrophilic
upon adding nanoparticles due to the slight increase in surface roughness (Figure 4), as
explained by the Wenzel equation (cosθm = rcosθγ), where θm is the measured contact angle
and θγ is the Young contact angle [53]. The increase in membrane hydrophilicity resulted
in an improvement in the pure water permeability of the membranes. The increase in water
permeability could also be attributed to the increase in membrane microvoids (Figure 3),
surface roughness (Figure 4) and mean pore radius (Table 3). The removal of salts (MgSO4)
was poor (<10%), and this was expected because the PES polymer is well known to poorly
reject salts [54]. The removal of MgSO4 was believed to be through charge interactions,
where the interplay between the fixed charges on the PES membranes and the mobile salt
might have promoted the removal of MgSO4. At pH 7, the PES membranes were negatively
charged (Table 3) due to the deprotonation of the functional groups of the PES polymer
(-SO3H) and nanoparticles (epoxy, hydroxyl and carboxylic functional groups) [55]. Mg2+

and SO4
2− species were removed because of repulsive charge interactions between the

membranes and the SO4
2− ions. Subsequently, Mg2+ was rejected to maintain electrical

neutrality on the membrane surface; otherwise, a potential difference would be created [56].
High salt removal properties were not the major desired characteristics because the mem-
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branes were targeted for application in wastewater treatment, which normally contains low
salt concentrations. In addition, the presence of the nanoparticles was aimed at inducing
additional membrane removal mechanisms, such as polar and non-polar interactions.

Table 3. Water contact angle, pure water permeability (PWP), zeta potential, tensile strength, magne-
sium rejection and mean pore radius for the nano-engineered membranes.

Contact Angle (◦) PWP (L/m2 hbar) Zeta Potential (mV) Stress (N/mm2) MgSO4
Rejection (%)

Mean Pore
Radius (nm)

PES membrane 77 ± 2 11.9 ± 1.5 −29.8 ± 2 3.46 ± 0.3 8.5 ± 0.2 23.9 ± 1.1
GO membrane 65 ± 2 14.8 ± 1.2 −25.9 ± 1 3.79 ± 0.5 8.3 ± 0.3 31.8 ± 2.3
Ag membrane 68 ± 2 13.7 ± 0.8 −24.2 ± 1 2.69 ± 0.2 8.7 ± 0.1 27.8 ± 2.5
Ag-GO membrane 62 ± 2 16.1 ± 1.8 −23.4 ± 2 3.89 ± 0.5 8.6 ± 0.2 44.1 ± 2.1
ZnO membrane 63 ± 2 14.3 ± 1.3 −25.9 ± 3 2.11 ± 0.3 9.1 ± 0.2 37.7 ± 1.4
ZnO-GO membrane 65 ± 2 17.7 ± 1.7 −23.5 ± 2 4.11 ± 0.6 9.5 ± 0.3 48.4 ± 2.3

Table 4. Surface tension parameters of nanocomposite membranes.

Surface Tension Parameters (mJ/m2)

γLW γ+ γ− γTotal

PES membrane 38.6 ± 4 0.6 ± 0.1 5.5 ± 1 42.1 ± 3
GO membrane 43.8 ± 3 0.1 15.3 ± 2 45.5 ± 4
Ag membrane 41.1± 4 0.1 14.1 ± 2 42.8 ± 3
Ag-GO membrane 38.6 ± 2 0.5 ± 0.1 16.9 ± 3 44.6 ± 2
ZnO membrane 39.1 ± 3 0.9 ± 0.1 13.8 ± 2 46.4 ± 3
ZnO-GO membrane 35.4 ± 2 0.6 ± 0.1 15.8 ± 2 41.6 ± 2

Surface tension components of the pristine and nano-enabled membranes were com-
puted from the measured contact angles as previously explained, and the results are
presented in Table 4. The main contributor to the total surface tension component (γTotal)
was the Lifshitz–van der Waals components (γLW). It was noted that the Lewis base or
electron donor components (γ−) were higher than the counterpart Lewis acid or electron
acceptor components (γ+), and this observation was consistent for all membranes. The
γ− increased distinctively in all membranes upon the addition of nanoparticles, and this
indicated that the membranes became more polar, which correlated with the measured
water contact angles (Table 3). It was further noted that γLW for Ag membranes and
ZnO membranes were higher than those of Ag-GO membranes and ZnO-GO membranes.
This showed that the presence of GO reduced the Lifshitz–van der Waals components
while increasing the electron donor components (γ−) due to the presence of oxygen-rich
functional groups.

The extensively characterized membranes were investigated for their efficiency in re-
moving carbamazepine and the prevention of organic fouling by sodium alginate. The next
sections present the rejection and fouling propensity of the nano-engineered membranes,
where the roles of membrane–solute affinity interactions in carbamazepine retention and
membrane fouling were investigated.

3.4. Carbamazepine Rejection and Organic Fouling Propensity

The control PES membrane rejected about 30% carbamazepine (Figure 5A), and the ad-
dition of nanoparticles improved carbamazepine rejection. This was more apparent for the
GO membrane and Ag-GO membrane where carbamazepine rejection ≥80% was achieved.
Carbamazepine rejection by Ag and ZnO membranes was lower than that of Ag-GO as
well as ZnO-GO membranes. This showed the synergistic effects of the different materials
in improving membrane separation qualities for more effective performance. Further, the
improvement could be linked to the increase in electron donor components (γ−), which
were expected to lower solute affinity for the membrane surface, thus improving rejection.
Ag-GO and ZnO-GO membranes had the highest electron donor components (Table 4).



Membranes 2023, 13, 744 14 of 21

Membranes 2023, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 14 of 22 
 

 

achieved. Carbamazepine rejection by Ag and ZnO membranes was lower than that of 
Ag-GO as well as ZnO-GO membranes. This showed the synergistic effects of the different 
materials in improving membrane separation qualities for more effective performance. 
Further, the improvement could be linked to the increase in electron donor components 
(γ−), which were expected to lower solute affinity for the membrane surface, thus improv-
ing rejection. Ag-GO and ZnO-GO membranes had the highest electron donor compo-
nents (Table 4). 

  
Figure 5. Carbamazepine rejection (A) and role of membrane pure water permeability in carbamaz-
epine rejection (B) for the nano-engineered membranes. Experimental conditions: 5 mg/L carbam-
azepine, 10 mM NaCl, pH 6.8, initial flux of 40 L/m2 h and crossflow velocity of 0.2 m/s. 

The rejection of organic compounds is controlled by both the membrane and solute 
properties, where the major rejection mechanisms are size exclusion, electrostatic interac-
tions and non-electrostatic interactions, which include hydrophobic interactions and the 
formation of hydrogen bonds [9]. Carbamazepine is a neutral compound; therefore, no 
charge interactions with the membrane were expected. All the membranes had a mean 
pore radius of less than 5 nm with the pristine membrane having the lowest mean pore 
radius of 2.39 nm (Table 2). Based on the mean pore size of the membranes, carbamazepine 
was rejected through size exclusion, but this was not the only mechanism for carbamaze-
pine removal, as the membranes modified with nanoparticles had larger pores (implying 
a high molecular weight cut-off) but still achieved higher carbamazepine retention than 
the pristine membrane. Carbamazepine is a transphilic organic solute with a log Kow value 
of 2.45 [57]. Previous studies have reported that the rejection of organic compounds is also 
controlled by membrane–solute hydrophobic interactions, where hydrophobic mem-
branes show lower solute rejection due to the adsorption of the compounds onto the mem-
brane surface and facilitate diffusion into the permeate side, leading to lower rejection 
[9,13,58]. There was a clear increase in carbamazepine rejection with the increase in mem-
brane hydrophilicity (due to the addition of nanoparticles). This increase was expected 
because a water layer formed on the vicinity (interface) of the surfaces of the more hydro-
philic membranes, and this reduced membrane–solute interactions due to overlapping 
hydration layers leading to high solute rejection [59]. The addition of nanomaterials is 
believed to have introduced defects into the PES, and the superficial imperfections pro-
vided interfacial areas that are covered by water droplets during filtration [60,61]. 

Other studies have reported that the rejection of organics by dense membranes im-
proved with an increase in permeate flux, and this was attributed to the dilution effects 
[27,29,30]. To relate rejection to membrane pure water permeability, carbamazepine rejec-
tion was plotted as a function of pure water permeability (Figure 5B), and it was noted 
that more carbamazepine was rejected with the increase in membrane pure water perme-
ability. These results showed that the more permeable the membranes were to pure water, 
the more solutes were rejected. However, the trend was not very clear because the perfor-
mance of the fabricated membranes depends mainly on the pore size and pore size 

Figure 5. Carbamazepine rejection (A) and role of membrane pure water permeability in carba-
mazepine rejection (B) for the nano-engineered membranes. Experimental conditions: 5 mg/L
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The rejection of organic compounds is controlled by both the membrane and solute
properties, where the major rejection mechanisms are size exclusion, electrostatic interac-
tions and non-electrostatic interactions, which include hydrophobic interactions and the
formation of hydrogen bonds [9]. Carbamazepine is a neutral compound; therefore, no
charge interactions with the membrane were expected. All the membranes had a mean pore
radius of less than 5 nm with the pristine membrane having the lowest mean pore radius
of 2.39 nm (Table 2). Based on the mean pore size of the membranes, carbamazepine was
rejected through size exclusion, but this was not the only mechanism for carbamazepine
removal, as the membranes modified with nanoparticles had larger pores (implying a
high molecular weight cut-off) but still achieved higher carbamazepine retention than the
pristine membrane. Carbamazepine is a transphilic organic solute with a log Kow value of
2.45 [57]. Previous studies have reported that the rejection of organic compounds is also
controlled by membrane–solute hydrophobic interactions, where hydrophobic membranes
show lower solute rejection due to the adsorption of the compounds onto the membrane
surface and facilitate diffusion into the permeate side, leading to lower rejection [9,13,58].
There was a clear increase in carbamazepine rejection with the increase in membrane
hydrophilicity (due to the addition of nanoparticles). This increase was expected because
a water layer formed on the vicinity (interface) of the surfaces of the more hydrophilic
membranes, and this reduced membrane–solute interactions due to overlapping hydration
layers leading to high solute rejection [59]. The addition of nanomaterials is believed to
have introduced defects into the PES, and the superficial imperfections provided interfacial
areas that are covered by water droplets during filtration [60,61].

Other studies have reported that the rejection of organics by dense membranes im-
proved with an increase in permeate flux, and this was attributed to the dilution ef-
fects [27,29,30]. To relate rejection to membrane pure water permeability, carbamazepine
rejection was plotted as a function of pure water permeability (Figure 5B), and it was
noted that more carbamazepine was rejected with the increase in membrane pure water
permeability. These results showed that the more permeable the membranes were to pure
water, the more solutes were rejected. However, the trend was not very clear because the
performance of the fabricated membranes depends mainly on the pore size and pore size
distribution, porosity and morphological structure as well as the charge of the membrane
and solute [20]. There is a tradeoff between water permeability and solute rejection proper-
ties, which implies that water permeability and rejection cannot be maximized at the same
time [9,31]. At a working polymer/nanoparticle mass ratio, both permeability and rejection
were improved without compromising either of the two.

The application of membranes is greatly hindered by fouling, which deteriorates both
membrane flux and performance in terms of solute rejection. In this study, PES membranes
were modified with different nanoparticles to reduce organic fouling (using sodium alginate
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as a representative of natural organic matter), and the influence of membrane modification
with nanoparticles was more evident, as fouling was lower for the nano-engineered mem-
branes compared to the pristine membrane (Figure 6A). The flux declined the least for the
membranes modified with hybrid Ag-GO and ZnO-GO nanoparticles, showing synergistic
effects in improving antifouling properties by the nanomaterials. A similar observation
was made for carbamazepine rejection, where PES membranes with combined nanohybrids
rejected the organic compound more than PES membranes with individual nanoparticles.
This was attributed to the Ag-GO and ZnO-GO membranes having more polar groups or
electron donor components (γ−, Table 4).
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Figure 6. Membrane fouling (flux decline) by sodium alginate and fouling resistance parameters.
(A) Normalized flux decline; (B) fouling resistance parameters. Fouling conditions: 20 mg/L sodium
alginate, background electrolyte concentration of 10 mM NaCl, pH 6.8, initial flux of 40 L/m2 h and
crossflow velocity of 0.2 m/s.

Fouling is controlled by an interplay between membrane properties, foulant properties
and the chemistry of the feed solution. The feed water chemistry and foulant properties
were the same for all fouling experiments; thus, the differences in fouling extent could not
be due to the variation in feed chemistry and the properties of the foulants. The characteri-
zation results revealed that the sodium alginate had a particle size of 125 ± 1.6 nm and a
zeta potential of −34.9 ± 3.2 mV. Sodium alginate was larger than the surface pore radius of
the membranes (Table 3). Therefore, no foulants were expected to penetrate the membrane
pores, resulting in complete pore blocking. Fouling was promoted by permeation drag
and non-electrostatic interactions between sodium alginate and the membranes. At a
working pH of 7, the membranes and foulants were negatively charged; therefore, fouling
was not anticipated to occur due to repulsive charge interactions. However, since fouling
was observed, this could be linked to other factors, such as permeation drag and non-
electrostatic interactions, such as hydrophobic interactions [36]. The contact angle results
(Table 3) showed that the PES membrane was the least hydrophilic, with a contact angle of
77 ± 2◦, which made it slightly hydrophobic, while the Ag-GO membrane was the most
hydrophilic (62 ± 2◦). The PES membrane fouled more due to the favored adsorption of
sodium alginate onto the membrane surface [10,13,15]. Thus, the addition of nanoparticles
improved the ability of membranes to resist organic fouling by lowering solute affinity for
the membrane surface. An increase in membrane surface roughness was noted upon the
addition of nanoparticles. Ideally, high surface roughness provides attachment sites, and
during filtration, the “valleys” on the membrane zone present dead zones free of the cross-
sectional shear force and are ideal for foulant adhesion. However, this was not observed for
the nano-engineered membranes because the increase in membrane hydrophilicity favored
the formation of hydration layers, which reduced foulant interactions with the membrane
surfaces [59,60].

Membrane fouling could be temporal (reversible—requires hydraulic cleaning) or
permanent (irreversible—requires chemical cleaning). The total fouling ratio (Rt) is a
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combination of the reversible fouling ratio (Rr) and irreversible fouling ratio (Rir). To
understand the antifouling properties of the membranes, the fouling ratios were quantified,
and it was found that the major contributor to flux decline for the control PES membrane
was irreversible fouling (Figure 6B). The addition of nanoparticles reduced the total fouling
ratio (Rt) by decreasing irreversible fouling through inhibiting hydrophobic membrane-
foulant affinity interactions. Up to 90% flux recovery was achieved for the Ag-GO and
ZnO-GO membranes, while there was less than 50% flux recovery from the control PES
membrane after flushing with deionized water, and this was due to the permanent fouling
of the membrane.

3.5. Role of Membrane–Solute Interaction Energies on Solute Rejection and Membrane Fouling

In addition to size exclusion and charge interactions, the rejection of organic com-
pounds is also influenced by non-electrostatic membrane–solute affinity interplay. In this
study, membrane–solute affinity interactions or free energies of adhesion (∆Gslm) were
predicted from the contact angle measurements and related to carbamazepine rejection,
as well as flux decline. A positive interaction energy implies repulsive forces between the
solute (s) and membrane (m) in a liquid medium (l), while a negative interaction energy
implies attractive interactions. Carbamazepine rejection improved as the membrane–solute
affinity became less attractive (Figure 7A). Therefore, there was poor contact between car-
bamazepine and the membrane surface, thus minimizing carbamazepine adsorption onto
the membrane surface. These findings are in agreement with previous results that have
shown the resistance of organics against partitioning into the membrane phase as ∆Gslm
became more positive [10,11,27]. However, the works of Ma et al. [11] and that of Mahlangu
et al. [27] studied solute rejection using well-characterized commercial ion exchange (AEM
I, CEM I, AEM II and CEM II) and nanofiltration (NF270) membranes, respectively. Our
work shows that affinity interactions are also important for nano-engineered membranes
and need to be characterized fully if these membranes are to be commercialized.
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Figure 7. Role of interaction energies in carbamazepine rejection (A) and flux decline during sodium
alginate fouling (B). Experimental conditions: 5 mg/L carbamazepine, 10 mM NaCl, pH 6.8, initial
flux of 40 L/m2 h and crossflow velocity of 0.2 m/s. In fouling experiments, 20 mg/L sodium alginate
was used.

In the early stages of fouling, the deposition of foulants on the membrane surface is
controlled by membrane–foulant interactions, in this case, PES/modified PES membranes
and sodium alginate. Once the membrane surface is completely covered by foulants,
subsequent fouling is then dominated by foulant–foulant interplay, which is completely
independent of the membrane properties [36]. The aim of modifying the membrane surface
properties is to minimize foulant affinity for the membrane surface by making (∆Gslm)
more positive (repulsive). Therefore, in this study, the role of membrane–foulant adhesion
energies in fouling or foulant deposition on the membrane surface was investigated by
plotting flux decline as a function of ∆Gslm. Again, there was low fouling when adhesion
energies were less attractive (Figure 7B), showing that initial fouling was also influenced by
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membrane–foulant adhesion energies, thereby agreeing with findings from the works of Jin
et al. who studied the fouling of a seawater reverse osmosis membrane by alginic acid [28].
Our results show that affinity interactions are important regardless of the membrane type
and salt rejection properties of the membrane.

To study the link between fouling parameters and ∆Gslm, the quantified fouling ratios
were uniquely plotted as a function of membrane–foulant adhesion energy (Figure 8A). It
was observed that the total fouling ratio (Rt) as well as the irreversible fouling ratio (Rir)
declined with an increase in ∆Gslm (due to membrane modification with nanoparticles),
while the reversible fouling ratio (Rr) increased. The PES membrane was characterized by
a high total fouling ratio, where irreversible fouling contributed the most to flux decline.
However, this was reduced upon adding nanoparticles, and fouling was mainly reversible
(high flux recovery ratio, Figure 6B). Reversible fouling occurred due to hydraulic resis-
tance and permeation drag, but there was probably no formation of permanent bonds
between the membranes and foulants. The higher flux recovery for Ag-GO and ZnO-GO
membranes was due to the reversible fouling contributing more to the total fouling ratio
(Figure 8A,B). Fouling was reversible due to the membranes having more electron donor
components (Table 4), and this made membrane–foulant interactions repulsive (i.e., less
negative, Figure 7B).
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Figure 8. Relation between interaction energies and membrane fouling ratios (total fouling (Rt),
reversible fouling (Rr) and irreversible fouling (Rir) ratios). (A) Relation between membrane–sodium
alginate adhesion forces and fouling ratios; (B) influence of electron donor components (γ−) on
fouling ratios; (C) correlation between electron donor components and interaction energy; and
(D) influence of Lifshitz–van der Waals components (γLW ) on fouling ratios.

Membrane total interfacial parameters comprise γLW , and γ− and γ+. To gain further
insights into the membrane surface tension components that control fouling, the fouling
ratios were plotted as a function of γLW , γ− and γ+, and it was found that fouling became
more reversible with an increase in γ− (Figure 8B). This is because ∆Gslm increased with
electron donor components (γ−) in a linear relationship (Figure 8C). This further confirmed
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that adding more electron-withdrawing groups to the membrane polymer improves the
rejection and antifouling properties. Previous studies have ascribed this observation to
membranes becoming more hydrophilic—our work details this to be due to the reduction
in membrane–solute affinity interactions. There was no correlation between the different
fouling ratios neither with Lifshitz–van der Waals components (Figure 8D) nor the electron
acceptor components (Figure S2).

Membrane fouling was confirmed using SEM and a Spotlight 400 Imaging system.
The PES membrane had the most foulants deposited on the surface (Figure S3A,B), and
the fouling layer was clearly visible to the naked eye. In general, there was less depo-
sition of foulants on the surfaces of membranes modified with nanoparticles, and the
membranes incorporated with combined nanoparticles showed minimal foulant build-up
(Figure S3C–L). The lesser accumulation of the foulant for nano-engineered membranes
was due to the reduced membrane–foulant affinities (∆Gslm), which could be attributed to
the membranes gaining more electron donor components (γ−) upon the incorporation of
oxygen-rich nanoparticles (Table 3).

4. Conclusions

Polyethersulfone (PES) membranes were modified with various nanoparticles to en-
hance the rejection and antifouling properties. The incorporation of nanoparticles improved
the membrane properties, such as tensile strength (3.46–4.11 N/mm2), hydrophilicity
(77–62◦) and pure water permeability (11.9–17.7 Lm−2 h−1 bar−1). Further, nanoparticle
addition increased the electron donor components of the membranes, which improved the
rejection of carbamazepine (30–>80%) and antifouling properties (a reduction in fouling
from 60 to 23%). Rejection and fouling prevention were enhanced due to the decrease in
solute affinity for the membrane surface. This ensured low/minimal adsorption of the
solutes (both organic pollutants and foulants) on the membrane surface. Incorporating
nanoparticles into PES membranes changed the fouling pattern from irreversible fouling to
reversible fouling, where the fouled membranes were cleaned by flushing with water to
recover flux. Solute rejection and fouling were found to be influenced by electron donor
components (γ−) more than Lifshitz–van der Waals (γLW) and electron acceptor compo-
nents (γ+). These results show that membranes incorporated with nanoparticles have the
potential to achieve high removal of organic contaminants in wastewater while retaining
high fluxes due to minimum fouling. This translates to energy saving by nano-engineered
membranes. However, the stability of the nanoparticles over long-term applications needs
to be investigated, as some studies have hinted at the potential release of nanoparticles
from polymeric membranes. Membrane fouling can be alleviated by adding electron donor
components through membrane impregnation with oxygen-rich nanomaterials. This also
improves the removal of organic compounds.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https://www.
mdpi.com/article/10.3390/membranes13080744/s1, Figure S1: Scanning electron micrographs (SEMs)
and EDS spectra of the synthesized material. A—GO nanoparticles, B—Ag nanoparticles, C—Ag-GO
nanoparticles, D—ZnO nanoparticles, E—ZnO-GO nanoparticles and F—combined EDS spectra of
the nanoparticles; Figure S2: Relationship between membrane fouling ratio and electron acceptor
components ( γ+

)
for membrane fouling with sodium alginate; Figure S3: SEM and microscope

images of the polymeric membranes after fouling with 20 mg/L sodium alginate: A–B—PES mem-
brane; C–D—GO membrane; E–F—Ag membrane; G–H—Ag-GO membrane; I–J—ZnO membrane;
K–L—ZnO-GO membrane.

Author Contributions: O.T.M. conceptualized the work, conducted parts of the experimental work,
including synthesis, characterization and testing, and wrote some parts of the first draft manuscript.
M.M.M. conducted parts of the experimental work, including synthesis, characterization and testing,
and wrote some parts of the first draft manuscript. F.I.H. and B.B.M. conducted reviews and editing,
project administration and funding acquisition. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/membranes13080744/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/membranes13080744/s1


Membranes 2023, 13, 744 19 of 21

Funding: This research was funded by the Institute for Nanotechnology and Water Sustainability,
University of South Africa.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: All data reported in this work are available upon request.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank the Institute for Nanotechnology and Water
Sustainability, the University of South Africa, for providing the facilities and funding for this study.
Further, all anonymous reviewers are acknowledged for their valuable comments that improved the
quality of the work.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Bernot, M.J.; Becker, J.C.; Doll, J.; Lauer, T.E. A National Reconnaissance of Trace Organic Compounds (TOCs) in United States

Lotic Ecosystems. Sci. Total Environ. 2016, 572, 422–433. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Carolina, A.; De, A.; Sanz, P.; Navarro, I.; Michel, L.N.; Lepoint, G.; Das, K.; Schnitzler, J.G.; Chenery, S.R.; Mccarthy, I.D.; et al.

Occurrence of Legacy and Emerging Organic Pollutants in Whitemouth Croakers from Southeastern Brazil. Sci. Total Environ.
2019, 682, 719–728. [CrossRef]

3. Kuczy, A.; Rosenqvist, L.; Vliet, M.E.V.; Togola, A.; Lopez, B. Emerging Organic Compounds in European Groundwater *. Environ.
Pollut. 2021, 269, 115945. [CrossRef]

4. Minh, N.H.; Minh, T.B.; Kajiwara, N.; Kunisue, T.; Subramanian, A.; Iwata, H.; Tana, T.S.; Baburajendran, R.; Karuppiah, S.; Viet,
P.H.; et al. Contamination by Persistent Organic Pollutants in Dumping Sites of Asian Developing Countries: Implication of
Emerging Pollution Sources. Arch. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 2006, 481, 474–481. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Otieno, K.; Okoth, M.; Langenhove, H.V.; Demeestere, K. Occurrence and Treatment of Contaminants of Emerging Concern in the
African Aquatic Environment: Literature Review and a Look Ahead. J. Environ. Manag. 2020, 254, 109752. [CrossRef]

6. Plósz, B.G.; Leknes, H.; Liltved, H.; Thomas, K.V. Diurnal Variations in the Occurrence and the Fate of Hormones and Antibiotics
in Activated Sludge Wastewater Treatment in Oslo, Norway. Sci. Total Environ. 2010, 408, 1915–1924. [CrossRef]

7. Neghi, N.; Kumar, M. Performance Analysis of Photolytic, Photocatalytic, and Adsorption Systems in the Degradation of
Metronidazole on the Perspective of Removal Rate and Energy Consumption. Water Air Soil Pollut. 2017, 228, 339. [CrossRef]

8. Zhang, L.; Yin, X.; Li, S.F.Y. Bio-Electrochemical Degradation of Paracetamol in a Microbial Fuel Cell-Fenton System. Chem. Eng. J.
2015, 276, 185–192. [CrossRef]

9. Mahlangu, O.T.; Motsa, M.M.; Nkambule, T.I.; Mamba, B.B. Rejection of Trace Organic Compounds by Membrane Processes:
Mechanisms, Challenges, and Opportunities. Rev. Chem. Eng. 2022, 39, 875–910. [CrossRef]

10. Mahlangu, O.T.; Nackaerts, R.; Thwala, J.M.; Mamba, B.B.; Verliefde, A.R.D. Hydrophilic Fouling-Resistant GO-ZnO/PES
Membranes for Wastewater Reclamation. J. Membr. Sci. 2017, 524, 43–55. [CrossRef]

11. Ma, L.; Gutierrez, L.; Vanoppen, M.; Lorenz, D.N.; Aubry, C.; Verliefde, A. Transport of Uncharged Organics in Ion-Exchange
Membranes: Experimental Validation of the Solution-Diffusion Model. J. Membr. Sci. 2018, 564, 773–781. [CrossRef]

12. Zhao, Y.; Kong, F.; Wang, Z.; Yang, H.; Wang, X.; Xie, Y.F. Role of Membrane and Compound Properties in Affecting the Rejection
of Pharmaceuticals by Different RO/NF Membranes. Front. Environ. Sci. Eng. 2017, 11, 20. [CrossRef]

13. Fujioka, T.; Kodamatani, H.; Yujue, W.; Dan, K.; Riani, E.; Yuan, H.; Fang, M.; Allen, S.; Yu, K.D.; Wanjaya, E.R.; et al. Assessing
the Passage of Small Pesticides through Reverse Osmosis Membranes. J. Membr. Sci. 2020, 595, 117577. [CrossRef]

14. Bruggen, B.V.D.; Schaep, J.; Wilms, D.; Vandecasteele, C. Influence of Molecular Size, Polarity and Charge on the Retention of
Organic Molecules by Nanofiltration. J. Membr. Sci. 1999, 156, 29–41. [CrossRef]

15. Maryam, B.; Buscio, V.; Ustun, S. A Study on Behavior, Interaction and Rejection of Paracetamol, Diclofenac and Ibuprofen
(PhACs) from Wastewater by Nanofiltration Membranes. Environ. Technol. Innov. 2020, 18, 100641. [CrossRef]

16. Verliefde, A.R.D. Rejection of Organic Micropollutants with High Pressure Membranes (NF/RO); Water Management Academic Press:
Delft, The Netherlands, 2008.

17. Pendergast, M.M.; Hoek, E.M.V. A Review of Water Treatment Membrane Nanotechnologies. Energy Environ. Sci. 2011, 4,
1946–1971. [CrossRef]

18. Mohammadnezhad, F.; Feyzi, M.; Zinadini, S. A Novel Ce-MOF PES Mixed Matrix Membrane; Synthesis, Characterization and
Antifouling Evaluation. J. Ind. Eng. Chem. 2019, 71, 99–111. [CrossRef]

19. Liu, C.; Liu, Y.; Guo, Y.; Wang, C.; Hu, Z.; Zhang, C. High-Hydrophilic and Salt Rejecting PA-g/Co-PVP RO Membrane via Bionic
Sand-Fixing Grass for Pharmaceutical Wastewater Treatment. Chem. Eng. J. 2019, 357, 269–279. [CrossRef]

20. Hussein Al-Timimi, D.A.; Alsalhy, Q.F.; AbdulRazak, A.A. Polyethersulfone/Amine Grafted Silica Nanoparticles Mixed Matrix
Membrane: A Comparative Study for Mebeverine Hydrochloride Wastewater Treatment. Alex. Eng. J. 2023, 66, 167–190.
[CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.08.060
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27543946
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.05.213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2020.115945
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00244-005-1087-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16435087
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109752
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2010.01.042
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11270-017-3532-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2015.04.065
https://doi.org/10.1515/revce-2021-0046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2016.11.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.07.029
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11783-017-0975-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2019.117577
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0376-7388(98)00326-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eti.2020.100641
https://doi.org/10.1039/c0ee00541j
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jiec.2018.09.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2018.09.151
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aej.2022.11.044


Membranes 2023, 13, 744 20 of 21

21. Abdullah, R.R.; Shabeeb, K.M.; Alzubaydi, A.B.; Figoli, A.; Criscuoli, A.; Drioli, E.; Alsalhy, Q. Characterization of the Efficiency
of Photo-Catalytic Ultrafiltation PES Membrane Modified with Tungsten Oxide in the Removal of Tinzaparin Sodium. Eng.
Technol. J. 2022, 40, 1–10. [CrossRef]

22. Chimanlal, I.; Nthunya, L.N.; Mahlangu, O.T.; Kirkebæk, B.; Ali, A.; Quist-Jensen, C.A.; Richards, H. Nanoparticle-Enhanced
PVDF Flat-Sheet Membranes for Seawater Desalination in Direct Contact Membrane Distillation. Membranes 2023, 13, 317.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Mahlangu, O.T.; Mamba, G.; Mamba, B.B. A Facile Synthesis Approach for GO-ZnO/PES Ultrafiltration Mixed Matrix Photo-
catalytic Membranes for Dye Removal in Water: Leveraging the Synergy between Photocatalysis and Membrane Filtration. J.
Environ. Chem. Eng. 2023, 11, 110065. [CrossRef]

24. Ndlovu, L.N.; Malatjie, K.I.; Chabalala, M.B.; Mishra, A.K.; Mishra, S.B.; Nxumalo, E.N. Beta Cyclodextrin Modified Polyvinyli-
dene Fluoride Adsorptive Mixed Matrix Membranes for Removal of Congo Red. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2022, 139, 1–14. [CrossRef]

25. Rehan, Z.A.; Gzara, L.; Khan, S.B.; Alamry, K.A.; El-Shahawi, M.S.; Albeirutty, M.H.; Figoli, A.; Drioli, E.; Asiri, A.M. Synthesis and
Characterization of Silver Nanoparticles-Filled Polyethersulfone Membranes for Antibacterial and Anti-Biofouling Application.
Recent Pat. Nanotechnol. 2016, 10, 231–251. [CrossRef]

26. Huang, M.; Chen, Y.; Huang, C.; Sun, P.; Crittenden, J. Rejection and Adsorption of Trace Pharmaceuticals by Coating a Forward
Osmosis Membrane with TiO2. Chem. Eng. J. 2015, 279, 904–911. [CrossRef]

27. Mahlangu, T.O.; Schoutteten, K.V.K.M.; D’Haese, A.; Van den Bussche, J.; Vanhaecke, L.; Thwala, J.M.M.; Mamba, B.B.B.; Verliefde,
A.R.D. Role of Permeate Flux and Specific Membrane-Foulant-Solute Affinity Interactions (∆Gslm) in Transport of Trace Organic
Solutes through Fouled Nanofiltration (NF) Membranes. J. Membr. Sci. 2016, 518, 203–215. [CrossRef]

28. Jin, X.; Huang, X.; Hoek, E.M.V. Role of Specific Ion Interactions in Seawater RO Membrane Fouling by Alginic Acid. Environ. Sci.
Technol. 2009, 43, 3580–3587. [CrossRef]

29. Azaïs, A.; Mendret, J.; Petit, E.; Brosillon, S. Evidence of Solute-Solute Interactions and Cake Enhanced Concentration Polarization
during Removal of Pharmaceuticals from Urban Wastewater by Nanofiltration. Water Res. 2016, 104, 156–167. [CrossRef]

30. Doederer, K.; Farré, M.J.; Pidou, M.; Weinberg, H.S.; Gernjak, W. Rejection of Disinfection By-Products by RO and NF Membranes:
Influence of Solute Properties and Operational Parameters. J. Membr. Sci. 2014, 467, 195–205. [CrossRef]

31. Geise, G.M.; Bum, H.; Sagle, A.C.; Freeman, B.D.; Mcgrath, J.E. Water Permeability and Water/Salt Selectivity Tradeoff in
Polymers for Desalination. J. Membr. Sci. 2011, 369, 130–138. [CrossRef]

32. Li, C.; Sun, W.; Lu, Z.; Ao, X.; Yang, C.; Li, S. Systematic Evaluation of TiO2-GO-Modified Ceramic Membranes for Water
Treatment: Retention Properties and Fouling Mechanisms. Chem. Eng. J. 2019, 378, 122138. [CrossRef]

33. Devi, L.G.; Srinivas, M. Impact of Preparative PH Conditions on the Structure and Morphology of Graphene Oxide-CoFe2O4
Composite: Exploration of Adsorption Isotherm Models and Photocatalysis. Surf. Interfaces 2019, 14, 175–183. [CrossRef]

34. Chen, Y.L.; Zhang, C.E.; Deng, C.; Fei, P.; Zhong, M.; Su, B.T. Preparation of ZnO/GO Composite Material with Highly
Photocatalytic Performance via an Improved Two-Step Method. Chin. Chem. Lett. 2013, 24, 518–520. [CrossRef]

35. Ameen, S.; Shaheer Akhtar, M.; Seo, H.K.; Shik Shin, H. Advanced ZnO-Graphene Oxide Nanohybrid and Its Photocatalytic
Applications. Mater. Lett. 2013, 100, 261–265. [CrossRef]

36. Mahlangu, T.O.; Thwala, J.M.; Mamba, B.B.; Haese, A.D.; D’Haese, A.; Verliefde, A.R. Factors Governing Combined Fouling by
Organic and Colloidal Foulants in Cross-Flow Nanofiltration. J. Membr. Sci. 2015, 491, 53–62. [CrossRef]

37. Mahlangu, T.O.; Hoek, E.M.V.; Mamba, B.B.; Verliefde, A.R.D. Influence of Organic, Colloidal and Combined Fouling on NF
Rejection of NaCl and Carbamazepine: Role of Solute–Foulant–Membrane Interactions and Cake-Enhanced Concentration
Polarisation. J. Membr. Sci. 2014, 471, 35–46. [CrossRef]

38. Mahlangu, O.T.; Bhekie, B. Mamba Interdependence of Contributing Factors Governing Dead-End Fouling of Nanofiltration
Membranes. Membranes 2021, 11, 47. [CrossRef]

39. Tow, E.W.; Warsinger, D.M.; Trueworthy, A.M.; Swaminathan, J.; Thiel, G.P.; Zubair, S.M.; Myerson, A.S.; Lienhard V, J.H.
Comparison of Fouling Propensity between Reverse Osmosis, Forward Osmosis, and Membrane Distillation. J. Membr. Sci. 2018,
556, 352–364. [CrossRef]

40. Alam, I.; Guiney, L.M.; Hersam, M.C.; Chowdhury, I. Pressure-Driven Water Transport Behavior and Antifouling Performance of
Two-Dimensional Nanomaterial Laminated Membranes. J. Membr. Sci. 2020, 599, 117812. [CrossRef]

41. Alharbi, S.K.; Nghiem, L.D.; van de Merwe, J.P.; Leusch, F.D.L.; Asif, M.B.; Hai, F.I.; Price, W.E. Degradation of Diclofenac,
Trimethoprim, Carbamazepine, and Sulfamethoxazole by Laccase from Trametes Versicolor: Transformation Products and
Toxicity of Treated Effluent. Biocatal. Biotransf. 2019, 37, 399–408. [CrossRef]

42. Tufail, A.; Alharbi, S.; Alrifai, J.; Ansari, A.; Price, W.E.; Hai, F.I. Combining Enzymatic Membrane Bioreactor and Ultraviolet
Photolysis for Enhanced Removal of Trace Organic Contaminants: Degradation Efficiency and by-Products Formation. Process
Saf. Environ. Prot. 2021, 145, 110–119. [CrossRef]

43. Patala, R.; Mahlangu, O.T.; Nyoni, H.; Mamba, B.B.; Kuvarega, A.T. In Situ Generation of Fouling Resistant Ag/Pd Modified PES
Membranes for Treatment of Pharmaceutical Wastewater. Membranes 2022, 12, 762. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Rajakumaran, R.; Boddu, V.; Kumar, M.; Shalaby, M.S.; Abdallah, H.; Chetty, R. Effect of ZnO Morphology on GO-ZnO Modified
Polyamide Reverse Osmosis Membranes for Desalination. Desalination 2019, 467, 245–256. [CrossRef]

45. Wu, H.; Tang, B.; Wu, P. Development of Novel SiO2–GO Nanohybrid/Polysulfone Membrane with Enhanced Performance. J.
Membr. Sci. 2014, 451, 94–102. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.30684/etj.2022.134070.1219
https://doi.org/10.3390/membranes13030317
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36984704
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jece.2023.110065
https://doi.org/10.1002/app.52302
https://doi.org/10.2174/1872210510666160429145228
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2015.05.078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2016.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1021/es8036498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2016.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2014.05.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2010.11.054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2019.122138
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surfin.2018.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cclet.2013.03.034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matlet.2013.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2015.03.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2014.07.065
https://doi.org/10.3390/membranes11010047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.03.065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2019.117812
https://doi.org/10.1080/10242422.2019.1580268
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psep.2020.08.001
https://doi.org/10.3390/membranes12080762
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36005677
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2019.06.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2013.09.018


Membranes 2023, 13, 744 21 of 21

46. Lee, J.; Chae, H.R.; Won, Y.J.; Lee, K.; Lee, C.H.; Lee, H.H.; Kim, I.C.; Lee, J. Graphene Oxide Nanoplatelets Composite Membrane
with Hydrophilic and Antifouling Properties for Wastewater Treatment. J. Membr. Sci. 2013, 448, 223–230. [CrossRef]

47. Mathaba, M.; Daramola, M.O. Effect of Chitosan’s Degree of Deacetylation on the Performance of PES Membrane Infused with
Chitosan during AMD Treatment. Membranes 2020, 10, 52. [CrossRef]

48. Rattana, T.; Chaiyakun, S.; Witit-Anun, N.; Nuntawong, N.; Chindaudom, P.; Oaew, S.; Kedkeaw, C.; Limsuwan, P. Preparation
and Characterization of Graphene Oxide Nanosheets. Procedia Eng. 2012, 32, 759–764. [CrossRef]

49. Al-Araji, D.; Al-Ani, F.; Alsalhy, Q. The Permeation and Separation Characteristics of Polymeric Membranes Incorporated with
Nanoparticles for Dye Removal and Interaction Mechanisms between Polymer and Nanoparticles: A Mini Review. Eng. Technol.
J. 2022, 40, 1399–1411. [CrossRef]

50. Rosales-Leal, J.I.; Rodríguez-Valverde, M.A.; Mazzaglia, G.; Ramón-Torregrosa, P.J.; Díaz-Rodríguez, L.; García-Martínez, O.;
Vallecillo-Capilla, M.; Ruiz, C.; Cabrerizo-Vílchez, M.A. Effect of Roughness, Wettability and Morphology of Engineered Titanium
Surfaces on Osteoblast-like Cell Adhesion. Colloids Surf. A Physicochem. Eng. Asp. 2010, 365, 222–229. [CrossRef]

51. Chen, Z.; Chen, G.; Xie, H.; Xu, Z.; Li, Y.; Wan, J.; Liu, L.; Mao, H. Photocatalytic Antifouling Properties of Novel PVDF Membranes
Improved by Incorporation of SnO2-GO Nanocomposite for Water Treatment. Sep. Purif. Technol. 2021, 259, 118184. [CrossRef]

52. Wei, Y.; Zhu, Y.; Jiang, Y. Photocatalytic Self-Cleaning Carbon Nitride Nanotube Intercalated Reduced Graphene Oxide Membranes
for Enhanced Water Purification. Chem. Eng. J. 2019, 356, 915–925. [CrossRef]

53. Shardt, N.; Elliott, J.A.W. Gibbsian Thermodynamics of Wenzel Wetting (Was Wenzel Wrong? Revisited). Langmuir 2020, 36,
435–446. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Kajau, A.; Motsa, M.; Mamba, B.B.; Mahlangu, O. Leaching of CuO Nanoparticles from PES Ultrafiltration Membranes. ACS
Omega 2021, 6, 31797–31809. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Bellona, C.; Drewes, E. The Role of Membrane Surface Charge and Solute Physico-Chemical Properties in the Rejection of Organic
Acids by NF Membranes. J. Membr. Sci. 2005, 249, 227–234. [CrossRef]

56. Verliefde, A.; Van der Meeren, P.; Van der Bruggen, B. Solution-Diffusion Processes. In Encyclopedia of Membrane Science and
Technology; Hoek, E.M.V., Tarabara, V.V., Eds.; Wiley and Sons: Hoboken, NY, USA, 2013; p. 4013.

57. Vogel, D.; Simon, A.; Alturki, A.A.; Bilitewski, B.; Price, W.E.; Nghiem, L.D. Effects of Fouling and Scaling on the Retention of
Trace Organic Contaminants by a Nanofiltration Membrane: The Role of Cake-Enhanced Concentration Polarisation. Sep. Purif.
Technol. 2010, 73, 256–263. [CrossRef]

58. Ilyas, S.; Abtahi, S.M.; Akkilic, N.; Roesink, H.D.W.; de Vos, W.M. Weak Polyelectrolyte Multilayers as Tunable Separation Layers
for Micro-Pollutant Removal by Hollow Fiber Nanofiltration Membranes. J. Membr. Sci. 2017, 537, 220–228. [CrossRef]

59. Stanley, C.; Rau, D.C. Evidence for Water Structuring Forces between Surfaces. Curr. Opin. Colloid Interface Sci. 2011, 16, 551–556.
[CrossRef]

60. Botton, S.; Verliefde, A.R.D.; Quach, N.T.; Cornelissen, E.R. Surface Characterisation of Biofouled NF Membranes: Role of Surface
Energy for Improved Rejection Predictions. Water Sci. Technol. 2012, 66, 2122–2130. [CrossRef]

61. Ndlwana, L.; Sikhwivhilu, K.; Moutloali, R.M.; Ngila, J.C. The Synthesis and Characterization of Novel Bi-/Trimetallic Nanoparti-
cles and Their Nanocomposite Membranes for Envisaged Water Treatment. Membranes 2020, 10, 232. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2013.08.017
https://doi.org/10.3390/membranes10030052
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2012.02.009
https://doi.org/10.30684/etj.2022.132572.1129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.colsurfa.2009.12.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seppur.2020.118184
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2018.09.108
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.langmuir.9b02984
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31869229
https://doi.org/10.1021/acsomega.1c04431
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34870002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2004.09.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seppur.2010.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2017.05.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cocis.2011.04.010
https://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2012.430
https://doi.org/10.3390/membranes10090232

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Synthesis of Nanoparticles 
	Synthesis of Graphene Oxide 
	Synthesis of Silver (Ag) and Ag-GO Nanoparticles 
	Synthesis of Zinc Oxide (ZnO) and ZnO-GO Nanoparticles 

	Characterization of the Nanoparticles 
	SEM Micrographs and EDS Spectroscopy 
	Particle Size and Zeta Potential 

	Fabrication of Pristine and Nanocomposite Membranes 
	Preparation of Casting Solutions 
	Fabrication of Pristine and Nanocomposite Membranes 

	Characterization of the Membranes 
	Filtration Experiment Protocol 
	Filtration Setup 
	Assessment of Membrane Rejection Properties 
	Investigation of Membrane Antifouling Properties 

	Calculation of Free Energies of Interactions 

	Results and Discussion 
	Characteristics of Nanoparticles 
	Characteristics of the Nano-Engineered Membranes 
	Membrane Flux, Hydrophobicity, Zeta Potential, Salt Removal and Surface Tension Parameters 
	Carbamazepine Rejection and Organic Fouling Propensity 
	Role of Membrane–Solute Interaction Energies on Solute Rejection and Membrane Fouling 

	Conclusions 
	References

