
Citation: Barambu, N.U.; Bilad, M.R.;

Shamsuddin, N.; Samsuri, S.; Nordin,

N.A.H.M.; Arahman, N. The

Combined Effects of the Membrane

and Flow Channel Development on

the Performance and Energy

Footprint of Oil/Water Emulsion

Filtration. Membranes 2022, 12, 1153.

https://doi.org/10.3390/

membranes12111153

Academic Editors: Anja Drews,

Abdul Latif Ahmad, Siew Chun Low

and Aishah Binti Rosli

Received: 28 September 2022

Accepted: 14 November 2022

Published: 16 November 2022

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

membranes

Article

The Combined Effects of the Membrane and Flow Channel
Development on the Performance and Energy Footprint of
Oil/Water Emulsion Filtration
Nafiu Umar Barambu 1 , Muhammad Roil Bilad 2,* , Norazanita Shamsuddin 2 , Shafirah Samsuri 1 ,
Nik Abdul Hadi Md Nordin 1 and Nasrul Arahman 3

1 Chemical Engineering Department, Universiti Teknologi PETRONAS,
Bandar Seri Iskandar 32610, Perak, Malaysia

2 Faculty of Integrated Technologies, Universiti Brunei Darussalam, Jalan Tungku Link, Gadong BE1410, Brunei
3 Department of Chemical Engineering, Universitas Syiah Kuala, Jl. Syeh A. Rauf, No. 7,

Banda Aceh 23111, Indonesia
* Correspondence: roil.bilad@ubd.edu.bn

Abstract: Membrane filtration is a promising technology for oil/water emulsion filtration due to
its excellent removal efficiency of microdroplets of oil in water. However, its performance is highly
limited due to the fouling-prone nature of oil droplets on hydrophobic membranes. Membrane
filtration typically suffers from a low flux and high pumping energy. This study reports a combined
approach to tackling the membrane fouling challenge in oil/water emulsion filtration via a membrane
and a flow channel development. Two polysulfone (PSF)-based lab-made membranes, namely PSF-
PSF-Nonsolvent induced phase separation (NIPS) and PSF-Vapor-induced phase separation (VIPS),
were selected, and the flow channel was modified into a wavy path. They were assessed for the
filtration of a synthetic oil/water emulsion. The results showed that the combined membrane and
flow channel developments enhanced the clean water permeability with a combined increment of
105%, of which 34% was attributed to the increased effective filtration area due to the wavy flow
channel. When evaluated for the filtration of an oil/water emulsion, a 355% permeability increment
was achieved from 43 for the PSF-NIPS in the straight flow channel to 198 L m−2 h−1 bar−1 for
the PSF-VIPS in the wavy flow channel. This remarkable performance increment was achieved
thanks to the antifouling attribute of the developed membrane and enhanced local mixing by the
wavy flow channel to limit the membrane fouling. The increase in the filtration performance was
translated into up to 78.4% (0.00133 vs. 0.00615 kWh m−3) lower in pumping energy. The overall
findings demonstrate a significant improvement by adopting multi-pronged approaches in tackling
the challenge of membrane fouling for oil/water emulsion filtration, suggesting the potential of this
approach to be applied for other feeds.

Keywords: crossflow membrane filtration; membrane surface development; energy saving; sustainable
engineering; membrane fouling; oil/water emulsion

1. Introduction

The membrane-based process has long been recognized as a reliable technology for
process separation. It has been widely adopted as the best option for decentralizing water
and wastewater treatment [1–3]. It has also been widely explored to treat oily wastewater,
including oil/water emulsions [4]. However, the economic advantages of the technology are
very sensitive to the energy input that drives the filtration. In crossflow membrane filtration,
the energy is consumed mainly for feed pumping, and the specific energy consumption
is a function of the applied pressure and achievable permeability. Like other membrane-
based processes, the system throughput is dictated by the ability to manage membrane
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fouling, which is typically managed in an oil/water emulsion filtration by minimizing the
interaction between the oil droplets and the membrane surface [5–7].

For surfactant stabilized oil/water emulsion, like the water produced in the oil and gas
industries, polymeric membranes offer high separation efficiency, mainly when containing
oil droplets smaller than 20µm. A polymeric membrane can be easily prepared by using
the conventional phase inversion. Most commercial polymeric membranes are prepared
using water as the non-solvent, requiring the main polymer to be hydrophobic, resulting in
a hydrophobic membrane [8–10]. The hydrophobic attribute of the polymeric membrane
makes it vulnerable to fouling when handling oil droplets in the oil/water emulsion feed
because of the inherent oil affinity of the surface [11–13].

Many strategies have been explored to restrict oil droplet/membrane interactions in
oil/water emulsion filtration systems using membranes. They include membrane material
development and membrane module engineering [14–16] or a combination thereof [17].
Those approaches have resulted in remarkable improvements in hydraulic performance.
Most membrane material developments have focused on imposing hydrophilic properties
on the membrane surface, increasing filtration fluxes to >90 L m−2 h−1 [16]. Some materials
offer remarkably high filtration flux, reaching ≈12,000 L m−2 h−1 [18]. Most of those
ultra-high permeable membranes were evaluated rapidly under extremely low-pressure
filtration systems that ignored membrane compaction and irreversible fouling (in multi
cycles and long-term tests) [19], which might be incompatible with being used as a basis for
full-scale installation. A more conservative improvement in oil/water emulsion flux was
demonstrated in our recent work by employing a simple vapor-induced phase separation
(VIPS) technique [20]. The flux increased from 9.0 to 27.8 L m−2 h−1 under a feed gauge
pressure of 0.2 bar over 10 h of filtration.

Another strategy to enhance the performance of oil/water emulsion filtration is by
imposing a surface groove to form patterns on the membrane surface instead of the con-
ventional flat surface. The surface pattern is aimed to promote the feed turbulence flow
and to generate fluid eddies that restrict the interplay of oil droplets with the membrane
surface [21,22]. Moreover, fluid eddies also reduce the boundary layer resistance and
bestow a self-cleaning effect upon the membrane, thereby enhancing filtration performance
and, consequently, improving energy saving [23,24]. Unfortunately, creating a pattern on
the membrane surface often requires pre-optimization of the fabrication method, resulting
in a membrane material with an entirely new set of properties [25–27]. This approach
also involves sophisticated fabrication methods [25,26,28,29]. Recently, we reported a new
approach to promoting local mixing on the membrane surface by developing a wavy flow
channel [30]. It effectively enhanced an oil/water emulsion flux by 58% to 43.8 L m−2 h−1.

Besides boosting the filtration throughput, the energy input affects the sustainability
of crossflow membrane filtration. A filtration system with a membrane material with high
permeability and a low fouling propensity led to low energy consumption. For example,
optimizing the ∆P and the membrane in a conventional crossflow filtration of oil/water
emulsion could reduce the pumping energy input by 66% [31]. For other feeds, intensifying
the filtration via the membrane surface corrugation contributed to an 88% energy sav-
ing [32]. In another report, utilizing the disk rotation in a conventional rotating biological
contactor to control the membrane fouling of a membrane placed between the disks offered
a ~72% energy saving [33]. For those reports, the energy-saving performance was attributed
to the system’s enhanced feed turbulence flow and the applied membrane’s antifouling
properties, demonstrating their importance in enhancing the hydraulic performance and
lowering the energy footprint of a filtration system.

This study evaluated the synergistic effect of membrane and module developments for
oil/water filtration. Each approach was investigated individually in our previous works [20,30].
Their combined contribution to enhancing the hydraulic performance and lowering the energy
input is reported for the first time in this study. Two flat-sheet membranes were made in a
laboratory and tested under a conventional straight flow channel and a newly developed wavy
flow channel. The hydraulic performance of the membrane was then evaluated. Finally, their
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energy consumption in a hypothetical full-scale module for oil/water emulsion treatment was
compared. This methodology allowed us to distinguish between the advantages gained from
membrane and module developments independently.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Preparation of the Oil/Water Emulsion and Membrane Samples

The synthetic oil/water emulsion sample used as the filtration feed was prepared by
mixing an actual crude oil sample (obtained from a production well in Southeast Asia) with
distilled water and a surfactant, in the form of sodium dodecyl sulfate (SDS, 98% purity,
Sigma Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA), to stabilize the emulsion. The feed was set to have
1000 ppm of crude oil concentration. The emulsion was formed by stirring the mixture of
water, crude oil, and surfactant at 350 rpm for 24 h. It was visually stable, without any sign
of phase separation or floatation of the oil layer on the surface. The intensity distribution of
oil droplets in water was multimodal, with dominant sizes of 0.25, 0.01, and 4.0 µm.

Two lab-made membranes were used to evaluate the impact of membrane develop-
ment on hydraulic performance and pumping energy. Our earlier work [14] reported that
they were pre-developed using the VIPS method. The main polymer for membrane fabrica-
tion was polysulfone (PSF, MW of 78 kDa, Sigma Aldrich), dissolved in dimethylacetamide
(DMAc, 99.8% purity, Sigma Aldrich) as the solvent, in addition to an additive comprising
both lithium chloride (LiCl, MW of 42.38 g/mol, ACROS Organics, Geel, Belgium) and
polyethylene glycol (PEG, MW of 10 kDa, Sigma Aldrich). The dope solutions were pre-
pared at a fixed composition for PSF, DMAc, PEG, and LiCl of 18 wt%, 80.9 wt%, 1 wt%,
and 0.1 wt%, respectively. The homogeneous dope solution was cast onto a nonwoven
textile as the support (Novatexx 2413, Freudenberg Filtration Technologies, Weinheim,
Germany) at a wet casting thickness of 220 µm, followed by immersion in distilled water
as the non-solvent. The difference between the two membranes was the time gap between
the casting and immersion. The first sample, PSF-Nonsolvent induced phase separation
(NIPS) was prepared with no time gap, while the second sample was prepared with a time
gap of 60 s (PSF-VIPS) under the ambient temperature and relative humidity of 22 ◦C and
70%, respectively.

2.2. Filtration Test

The filtration tests were run in the custom-made crossflow filtration setup illustrated in
Figure 1A. All filtrations were done under a constant feed gauge pressure of 0.2 bar, a constant
feed crossflow velocity of 5.5 cm/s, and a full-recirculation system. The filtration was driven
by the4P generated by the feed pump that was also used to circulate the oil/water emulsion
feed. The collected permeate was returned every 10 min to maintain the feed condition.
The oil concentrations of the feed and permeate samples were determined using a UV-VIS
spectrometer (Shimadzu UV-2600, Kyoto, Japan) at a wavelength of 227 nm.

Two types of filtration cells were applied in this study. The first was the standard cell
with a straight flow channel, mounted with a membrane sample with an effective filtration
area of 37 cm2. The second was a modified cell with a wavy flow channel (Figure 1B,C).
The projected width and length of this cell were similar to the straight flow channel. Due to
its wavy design, the cell was mounted by a 34% longer membrane sheet, corresponding to
an effective filtration area of 49.6 cm2. The flow channel’s amplitude, wavelength, and flow
depth were set at 5, 20, and 2 mm, respectively.
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Figure 1. (A) Picture of the crossflow filtration setup, also showing the design and dimensions of the
filtration cell with a wavy flow channel viewed from the top (B) and the side (C).

The filtration cells were used to measure the clean water permeability (CWP, L in
L m−2 h−1 bar−1) of the membranes and their filtration performance for the oil/water
emulsion feed. First, the CWP was measured by the filtration of distilled water. The
membrane was first compacted for 60 min, then continued for 30 min, where the permeate
was collected every 10 min. The volume data were used to evaluate the CWP using
Equation (1). Subsequently, the feed was exchanged with the oil/water emulsion, and
the filtration was extended for 90 min. During the filtration of the oil/water emulsion,
the permeate volume was recorded every 10 min. After the volume measurement, it
was returned to the feed tank. The permeate volume data were then used to calculate
the oil/water emulsion permeability using Equation (1). Next, the feed was exchanged
with distilled water, and the filtration was continued for 30 min to evaluate the fouling
reversibility of the filtration system. The CWP data for the final 10 min were then recorded.
Ninety minutes of oil/water emulsion filtration, followed by 30 min with distilled water,
comprised one filtration cycle. The filtration tests consisted of five cycles.

L =
∆V

A ∆t ∆P
(1)

where ∆V represents the permeate volume (L) obtained for each filtration cycle for a period
(∆t) of 10 min under a constant transmembrane pressure (∆P) of 0.2 bar in a filtration cell
with an effective membrane area of A (m2).
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2.3. Estimation of Pumping Energy Consumption

The feed pump is responsible for most of the energy consumption of a crossflow
membrane filtration system. This study represented the pumping energy by the specific

energy consumption (E, KWh m−3) estimated using Equation (2). The
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E =

Membranes 2022, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW  5  of  11 
 

 

2.3. Estimation of Pumping Energy Consumption 

The  feed pump  is  responsible  for most of  the energy consumption of a crossflow 

membrane filtration system. This study represented the pumping energy by the specific 

energy consumption (E, KWh m−3) estimated using Equation (2). The ṁ  in the equation 
denotes the mass rate (kg s−1) expressed by Equation (3), while 𝑊  denotes the work of 

the feed pump (J kg−1) expressed by Equation (4). 

The energy estimation was done for a hypothetical full‐scale plate and frame panel 

with a length of 2 m, a width of 1 m, and the flow channel width or the gap between two 

adjacent panels of 2 mm. The system was operated under similar filtration conditions to 

those applied in the experiments, with a crossflow velocity and  Δ𝑃  of 5.5 cm/s and 0.2 

bar, respectively. The pressure drop data along the module were obtained from the lab‐

scale measurement, and  the permeability values were obtained  from  the experimental 

data. 

𝐸 ൌ  
ṁ 𝑊

𝑉
  (2)

ṁ ൌ  𝜌𝒱𝑤𝐿  (3)

𝑊 ൌ  

𝑃
𝜌   

𝒱ଶ

2  𝐹

3,600,000
 

(4)

where  𝜌  denotes the water density (kg/m3), 𝒱 represents the operating linear feed veloc‐
ity (m/s),  𝑤  is the membrane width (m),  𝐿  is the feed flow depth (m),  𝑃  is the inlet pres‐
sure (Pa), and  𝐹  is the flow channel frictional loss (m2/s2). 

3. Results and Discussion 

3.1. Membrane Characteristics 

Two membranes were assessed to demonstrate the impact of the membrane proper‐

ties on the crossflow filtration energy consumption. Their development and characteriza‐

tion were reported in our earlier work [20]. The PSP‐NIPS membrane had a thickness of 

218.3 ± 1.3 μm with a surface water contact angle of 70.3 ± 0.6°. On the other hand, the 

PSF‐VIPS had a thickness of 235.7 ± 1.7 μm with a surface water contact angle of 57.7 ± 

0.6°. Membrane fabrication using VIPS allowed the formation of an immobile layer on the 

cast polymer film during exposure to humid air. This layer hindered the outflow mobility 

of the hydrophilic additive toward the non‐solvent during the phase inversion process. 

This  phenomenon  led  to  the  formation  of more  hydrophilic  surface  chemistry.  Con‐

versely,  for  the NIPS method,  the hydrophilic additive mostly  leached out  to  the non‐

solvent during the phase inversion. In a phase‐inverted membrane, the top dense layer is 

mainly responsible  for  filtration resistance, and  the overall membrane  thickness  is  less 

significant. The PSF‐VIPS and the PSF‐NIPS exhibited pore size and porosity of 0.032 μm, 

73.2 ± 0.2%, and 0.126 μm and 58.1 ± 0.2%, respectively. The PSF/NIPS was a plain mem‐

brane used as a reference, while the PSF‐VIPS was a modified membrane based on vapor‐

induced phase separation. When evaluated in the common straight flow channel, the lat‐

ter had a substantial advantage. This study explored this advantage when applied in the 

wavy flow channel regarding the hydraulic performance and energy footprint. 

3.2. Effect of the Membrane and Module Flow Channel on Clean Water Permeability 

The membrane properties and module configuration can affect the module perfor‐

mance in membrane filtration [34,35]. The term “packing density” is based on the possi‐

bility of packing a specific membrane area in a particular module volume. Figure 2 com‐

pares the clean water permeability of the two membranes under the flat and wavy flow 

channels,  showing  clear  advantages  of  the modified membrane under  the wavy  flow 

channel. The CWP of the PSF‐NIPS and the PSF‐VIPS were 329 ± 8 L m−2 h−1 bar−1 and 502 

Wp

VP
(2)

Membranes 2022, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW  5  of  11 
 

 

2.3. Estimation of Pumping Energy Consumption 

The  feed pump  is  responsible  for most of  the energy consumption of a crossflow 

membrane filtration system. This study represented the pumping energy by the specific 

energy consumption (E, KWh m−3) estimated using Equation (2). The ṁ  in the equation 
denotes the mass rate (kg s−1) expressed by Equation (3), while 𝑊  denotes the work of 

the feed pump (J kg−1) expressed by Equation (4). 

The energy estimation was done for a hypothetical full‐scale plate and frame panel 

with a length of 2 m, a width of 1 m, and the flow channel width or the gap between two 

adjacent panels of 2 mm. The system was operated under similar filtration conditions to 

those applied in the experiments, with a crossflow velocity and  Δ𝑃  of 5.5 cm/s and 0.2 

bar, respectively. The pressure drop data along the module were obtained from the lab‐

scale measurement, and  the permeability values were obtained  from  the experimental 

data. 

𝐸 ൌ  
ṁ 𝑊

𝑉
  (2)

ṁ ൌ  𝜌𝒱𝑤𝐿  (3)

𝑊 ൌ  

𝑃
𝜌   

𝒱ଶ

2  𝐹

3,600,000
 

(4)

where  𝜌  denotes the water density (kg/m3), 𝒱 represents the operating linear feed veloc‐
ity (m/s),  𝑤  is the membrane width (m),  𝐿  is the feed flow depth (m),  𝑃  is the inlet pres‐
sure (Pa), and  𝐹  is the flow channel frictional loss (m2/s2). 

3. Results and Discussion 

3.1. Membrane Characteristics 

Two membranes were assessed to demonstrate the impact of the membrane proper‐

ties on the crossflow filtration energy consumption. Their development and characteriza‐

tion were reported in our earlier work [20]. The PSP‐NIPS membrane had a thickness of 

218.3 ± 1.3 μm with a surface water contact angle of 70.3 ± 0.6°. On the other hand, the 

PSF‐VIPS had a thickness of 235.7 ± 1.7 μm with a surface water contact angle of 57.7 ± 

0.6°. Membrane fabrication using VIPS allowed the formation of an immobile layer on the 

cast polymer film during exposure to humid air. This layer hindered the outflow mobility 

of the hydrophilic additive toward the non‐solvent during the phase inversion process. 

This  phenomenon  led  to  the  formation  of more  hydrophilic  surface  chemistry.  Con‐

versely,  for  the NIPS method,  the hydrophilic additive mostly  leached out  to  the non‐

solvent during the phase inversion. In a phase‐inverted membrane, the top dense layer is 

mainly responsible  for  filtration resistance, and  the overall membrane  thickness  is  less 

significant. The PSF‐VIPS and the PSF‐NIPS exhibited pore size and porosity of 0.032 μm, 

73.2 ± 0.2%, and 0.126 μm and 58.1 ± 0.2%, respectively. The PSF/NIPS was a plain mem‐

brane used as a reference, while the PSF‐VIPS was a modified membrane based on vapor‐

induced phase separation. When evaluated in the common straight flow channel, the lat‐

ter had a substantial advantage. This study explored this advantage when applied in the 

wavy flow channel regarding the hydraulic performance and energy footprint. 

3.2. Effect of the Membrane and Module Flow Channel on Clean Water Permeability 

The membrane properties and module configuration can affect the module perfor‐

mance in membrane filtration [34,35]. The term “packing density” is based on the possi‐

bility of packing a specific membrane area in a particular module volume. Figure 2 com‐

pares the clean water permeability of the two membranes under the flat and wavy flow 

channels,  showing  clear  advantages  of  the modified membrane under  the wavy  flow 

channel. The CWP of the PSF‐NIPS and the PSF‐VIPS were 329 ± 8 L m−2 h−1 bar−1 and 502 

= ρVwL (3)

Wp =

P
ρ + V2

2 + F

3, 600, 000
(4)

where ρ denotes the water density (kg/m3), V represents the operating linear feed velocity
(m/s), w is the membrane width (m), L is the feed flow depth (m), P is the inlet pressure
(Pa), and F is the flow channel frictional loss (m2/s2).

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Membrane Characteristics

Two membranes were assessed to demonstrate the impact of the membrane properties
on the crossflow filtration energy consumption. Their development and characterization
were reported in our earlier work [20]. The PSP-NIPS membrane had a thickness of
218.3 ± 1.3 µm with a surface water contact angle of 70.3 ± 0.6◦. On the other hand, the
PSF-VIPS had a thickness of 235.7± 1.7 µm with a surface water contact angle of 57.7 ± 0.6◦.
Membrane fabrication using VIPS allowed the formation of an immobile layer on the cast
polymer film during exposure to humid air. This layer hindered the outflow mobility
of the hydrophilic additive toward the non-solvent during the phase inversion process.
This phenomenon led to the formation of more hydrophilic surface chemistry. Conversely,
for the NIPS method, the hydrophilic additive mostly leached out to the non-solvent
during the phase inversion. In a phase-inverted membrane, the top dense layer is mainly
responsible for filtration resistance, and the overall membrane thickness is less significant.
The PSF-VIPS and the PSF-NIPS exhibited pore size and porosity of 0.032 µm, 73.2 ± 0.2%,
and 0.126 µm and 58.1 ± 0.2%, respectively. The PSF/NIPS was a plain membrane used
as a reference, while the PSF-VIPS was a modified membrane based on vapor-induced
phase separation. When evaluated in the common straight flow channel, the latter had a
substantial advantage. This study explored this advantage when applied in the wavy flow
channel regarding the hydraulic performance and energy footprint.

3.2. Effect of the Membrane and Module Flow Channel on Clean Water Permeability

The membrane properties and module configuration can affect the module perfor-
mance in membrane filtration [34,35]. The term “packing density” is based on the pos-
sibility of packing a specific membrane area in a particular module volume. Figure 2
compares the clean water permeability of the two membranes under the flat and wavy
flow channels, showing clear advantages of the modified membrane under the wavy flow
channel. The CWP of the PSF-NIPS and the PSF-VIPS were 329 ± 8 L m−2 h−1 bar−1

and 502 ± 9 L m−2 h−1 bar−1, respectively, corresponding to a 52.7% increment. When the
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modified membrane (PSF-VIPS) was evaluated under the wavy flow channel, the perme-
ability was 673 ± 8 L m−2 h−1 bar−1, yielding an advantage of 105% over the PSF-NIPS.
The advantage of PSF-VIPS over PSF-NIPS could be attributed to the improved properties
of the membranes (Section 3.1) gained from the vapor-induced phase separation fabrication
discussed in our earlier work [20].

On the other hand, the 34% advantage of the wavy flow channel was due to its
advantage in increasing the module packing density (or effective filtration area), as also
reported by others [23,29,36,37]. Due to its wavy flow trajectory, an additional 34% of
membrane length could be packed. Since there was no fouling when treating clean water,
the intrinsic clean water permeability of the flat and wavy channels was insignificant.
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Figure 2. Effect of membrane material and feed flow channel geometry on clean water permeability.
Two permeability calculations were done for the wavy channel. A represents the actual value and P
represents the advantage of additional membrane area when projected to a straight flow channel.

When treating the clean water, the hydraulic filtration performance was not affected by
fouling. Hence, Figure 3 shows the full potential of the combined approach to membrane
and module development. The advantage of the membrane in the two flow channels was
determined accurately, because it was evaluated from the same original sheet. The simple
flow channel modification allowed the use of a traditional flat-sheet membrane, which
underwent re-optimization in many surface-patterned membrane systems [27,29,38]. As
shown in Figure 2, clean water permeability yielded almost no advantage for either the flat
or wavy (A) flow channels, with corresponding p-values of 0.6316 and 0.6464 from ANOVA,
respectively. In an earlier study, surface patterns on membranes increased clean water
permeability by 10–22% thanks to the pre-optimized membrane fabrication parameters,
including the additional effective filtration area via a 3D support [39,40].
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Figure 3. Effect of flow channel modification on membrane performance during oil/water emulsion
filtration by also counting the advantage of additional surface area in the wavy flow channel.

The additional effective area advantage offered by the wavy flow channel might
seem indistinct. One could argue that such an advantage can be achieved by a traditional
plate-and-frame module with a larger effective membrane area and still using the same
membrane. This is valid, but it ignores a few advantages of the wavy flow channel system.
The material used for membrane production was reduced, since a low thickness could
be maintained without the need to provide space for developing surface patterns. The
high packing density also led to a smaller overall module footprint, and hence a lower
construction cost for the filtration tank [41].

3.3. Filtration of Oil/Water Emulsion

The combined advantages of both the membrane material and flow channel develop-
ment on the permeability of the oil/water emulsion membrane filtration are demonstrated
in Figure 3. It shows the performance of five filtration cycles. Each cycle comprised 90 min
of oil/water filtration and 30 min water flushing. The PSF-VIPS membrane performed
much better than the PSF-NIPS. Both membranes excelled when employed in the wavy flow
channel compared to the straight flow channel. Comparing the permeability data from the
fifth cycle, the overall advantage of combined membrane and flow channel development
was 355%. The permeability of the straight PSF-NIPS was 43.4 L m−2 h−1 bar−1, much
lower than the PSF-VIPS in the wavy flow channel, i.e., 197.5 L m−2 h −1 bar−1.

The significant increment of oil/water emulsion permeability of the PSF-VIPS in the
wavy flow channel could not only be attributed to the improved membrane properties
(Section 3.1) and enhanced effective filtration area (34%, Figure 2), but also to the improved
hydrodynamics offered by the wavy flow channel. The combined advantages of clean
water permeability due to the improved membrane properties and membrane area were
105%. The advantages increased to 355% when used for filtration oil/water emulsion, in
which membrane fouling played a crucial role in diminishing the filtration performance.
The antifouling performance can be attributed to the combined effect of the antifouling
attribute of the PSF-VIPS relative to the PSF-NIPS and the improved flow properties due to
the wavy flow channel. Of the 355% permeability advantage, 241% could be attributed to
the enhanced fluid dynamics in the wavy flow channel and the antifouling property of the
PSF-VIPS.
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Moreover, the fluid eddies generated in the wavy flow also increased foulant removal
by driving oil droplets away from the membrane surface or leaving them insufficient time
to interact with it [27,42]. The wavy patterns also bestowed axial flow resistance upon the
membrane surface, enhancing the surface shear stress and thus restricting the oil droplet
adsorption [23,29,43]. Our earlier reports [23] demonstrated that the membrane develop-
ment contributed to a 66% energy saving by enhancing the oil/water permeability. As
demonstrated by a reduced contact angle, membrane development via the VIPS fabrication
method resulted in the membrane being more hydrophilic. A similar finding was reported
for polyvinylidene difluoride using PEG as the additive [44]. A membrane surface with
low hydrophilicity could hinder the formation of an oil layer on the membrane surface and
facilitate water transport [45].

3.4. Reduction in Energy Consumption

Figure 4 demonstrates the contribution of the wavy flow channel and membrane
development in lowering the specific pumping energy during oil/water emulsion filtration.
The filtration using the wavy flow channel consumed less energy than the one using the
straight flow channel across all filtration cycles. Even for the first filtration cycle, the wavy
PSF-NIPS and PSF-VIPS membrane consumed a pumping energy of just 0.016 kWh/m3

and 0.008 kWh m−3, respectively. In contrast, their flat counterparts consumed up to
0.022 kWh m−3 and 0.011 kWh m−3. Those decreases corresponded to a ~27% reduction,
which is highly significant, considering the sensitivity of the energy footprint in engineering
decisions. The wavy flow channel’s energy-saving gradually increased across the filtration
cycles. For the second cycle, an energy-saving of up to ~28% was recorded; this increased
to ~30% in the fourth cycle. When comparing the data from the fifth cycle, the energy
savings attributed to the wavy flow channel were 33% for both PSF-NIPS and PSF-VIPS.
This increasing trend can be attributed to the increasing influence of the hydrodynamics
in limiting the filtration resistance caused by the boundary layer. The wavy membranes
made the boundary layer thinner thanks to the fluid eddies induced by the swirling flow
patterns, as demonstrated earlier by the fluid dynamics simulation [30].
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Figure 4 suggests the advantages of multi-pronged approaches in reducing the pump-
ing energy in a crossflow membrane filtration system, i.e., the highest energy consumption
contributor. Comparing the baseline/reference of PSF-NIPS in straight flow configuration
to PSF-VIPS in the wavy flow channel configuration, a staggering energy reduction of 78.2%
was achieved. These findings will pave the way for future approaches to addressing the
high energy footprint of membrane filtration.

4. Conclusions

The findings of this study demonstrate the effectiveness of multi-pronged approaches
in enhancing the filtration performance and reducing the pumping energy of a crossflow
membrane filtration system. The proposed membrane and flow channel enhanced the
clean water permeability by 105% (329 vs. 673 L m−2 h −1 bar−1). The wavy flow channel
allowed additional packing of a 34% higher membrane area, thereby improving module
productivity. Meanwhile, membrane development further enhanced the permeability by
52.7%. The intrinsic advantage in clean water permeability was further elevated when
treating fouling-prone feed in the form of oil/water feed. The combined advantage of the
flow channel and membrane developments resulted in a 355% permeability enhancement
(from 43 to 198 L m−2 h −1 bar−1). Finally, the hydraulic performance reduced the pumping
energy by 78.2% (0.00133 vs. 0.00615 kWh m−3) due to the combined effect of membrane
and flow channel development.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.R.B.; methodology, N.U.B.; validation, N.A. and M.R.B.;
formal analysis, N.S. and N.A.; investigation, N.U.B.; resources, M.R.B.; data curation, N.U.B. and
M.R.B.; writing—original draft preparation, N.U.B. and M.R.B.; writing—review and editing, N.A.,
S.S., N.A.H.M.N. and N.S.; visualization, N.U.B. and M.R.B.; supervision, M.R.B. and N.A.H.M.N.;
funding acquisition, M.R.B. and S.S. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: The authors would like to acknowledge the funding support by PETRONAS via YUTP-FRG
(cost centre: 015LC0-378) and facilities support from HICoe—Centre of Biofuel and Biochemical
Research (CBBR) and Chemical Engineering Department, Universiti Teknologi Petronas.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: Authors would like to declare that this manuscript is part of the Ph.D. thesis
draft of the first author that will be documented in the university’s library repository.

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

References
1. Peters, T. Membrane technology for water treatment. Chem. Eng. Technol. 2010, 33, 1233–1240. [CrossRef]
2. Elimelech, M.; Phillip, W.A. The future of seawater desalination: Energy, technology, and the environment. Science 2011, 333,

712–717. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Shannon, M.A.; Bohn, P.W.; Elimelech, M.; Georgiadis, J.G.; Mariñas, B.J.; Mayes, A.M. Science and Technology for Water

Purification in the Coming Decades. In Nanoscience and Technology; Macmillan Publishers Ltd.: London, UK, 2009; pp. 337–346.
ISBN 978-981-4282-68-0.

4. Barambu, N.U.; Bilad, M.R.; Bustam, M.A.; Kurnia, K.A.; Othman, M.H.D.; Nordin, N.A.H.M. Development of membrane
material for oily wastewater treatment: A review. Ain Shams Eng. J. 2021, 12, 1361–1374. [CrossRef]

5. Wan Ikhsan, S.N.; Yusof, N.; Aziz, F.; Misdan, N.; Ismail, A.F.; Lau, W.-J.; Jaafar, J.; Wan Salleh, W.N.; Hayati Hairom, N.H. Efficient
separation of oily wastewater using polyethersulfone mixed matrix membrane incorporated with halloysite nanotube-hydrous
ferric oxide nanoparticle. Sep. Purif. Technol. 2018, 199, 161–169. [CrossRef]

6. Long, Y.; Shen, Y.; Tian, H.; Yang, Y.; Feng, H.; Li, J. Superwettable Coprinus comatus coated membranes used toward the
controllable separation of emulsified oil/water mixtures. J. Membr. Sci. 2018, 565, 85–94. [CrossRef]

7. Zoubeik, M.; Ismail, M.; Salama, A.; Henni, A. New Developments in membrane technologies used in the treatment of produced
water: A review. Arab. J. Sci. Eng. 2018, 43, 2093–2118. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1002/ceat.201000139
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1200488
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21817042
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.asej.2020.08.027
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.seppur.2018.01.028
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.08.013
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13369-017-2690-0


Membranes 2022, 12, 1153 10 of 11

8. Hołda, A.K.; Vankelecom, I.F.J. Understanding and guiding the phase inversion process for synthesis of solvent resistant
nanofiltration membranes. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2015, 132, 42130. [CrossRef]

9. Zou, D.; Nunes, S.P.; Vankelecom, I.F.J.; Figoli, A.; Lee, Y.M. Recent advances in polymer membranes employing non-toxic
solvents and materials. Green Chem. 2021, 23, 9815–9843. [CrossRef]

10. Wahab, M.Y.; Muchtar, S.; Jeon, S.; Fang, L.; Rajabzadeh, S.; Takagi, R.; Arahman, N.; Mulyati, S.; Riza, M.; Matsuyama,
H. Synergistic effects of organic and inorganic additives in preparation of composite poly(vinylidene fluoride) antifouling
ultrafiltration membranes. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2019, 136, 47737. [CrossRef]

11. Zulkefli, N.F.; Alias, N.H.; Jamaluddin, N.S.; Abdullah, N.; Abdul Manaf, S.F.; Othman, N.H.; Marpani, F.; Mat-Shayuti,
M.S.; Kusworo, T.D. Recent mitigation strategies on membrane fouling for oily wastewater treatment. Membranes 2021, 12, 26.
[CrossRef]

12. Wu, H.; Shi, J.; Ning, X.; Long, Y.-Z.; Zheng, J. The High flux of superhydrophilic-superhydrophobic janus membrane of CPVA-
PVDF/PMMA/GO by layer-by-layer electrospinning for high efficiency oil-water separation. Polymers 2022, 14, 621. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

13. El Batouti, M.; Alharby, N.F.; Elewa, M.M. Review of new approaches for fouling mitigation in membrane separation processes in
water treatment applications. Separations 2021, 9, 1. [CrossRef]

14. Rahmawati, R.; Bilad, M.R.; Nawi, N.I.M.; Wibisono, Y.; Suhaimi, H.; Shamsuddin, N.; Arahman, N. Engineered spacers for
fouling mitigation in pressure driven membrane processes: Progress and projection. J. Environ. Chem. Eng. 2021, 9, 106285.
[CrossRef]

15. Dmitrieva, E.S.; Anokhina, T.S.; Novitsky, E.G.; Volkov, V.V.; Borisov, I.L.; Volkov, A.V. Polymeric membranes for oil-water
separation: A review. Polymers 2022, 14, 980. [CrossRef]

16. Zhang, N.; Yang, X.; Wang, Y.; Qi, Y.; Zhang, Y.; Luo, J.; Cui, P.; Jiang, W. A review on oil/water emulsion separation membrane
material. J. Environ. Chem. Eng. 2022, 10, 107257. [CrossRef]

17. Barambu, N.U.; Bilad, M.R.; Wibisono, Y.; Jaafar, J.; Mahlia, T.M.I.; Khan, A.L. Membrane surface patterning as a fouling mitigation
strategy in liquid filtration: A review. Polymers 2019, 11, 1687. [CrossRef]

18. Yang, H.-C.; Liao, K.-J.; Huang, H.; Wu, Q.-Y.; Wan, L.-S.; Xu, Z.-K. Mussel-inspired modification of a polymer membrane for
ultra-high water permeability and oil-in-water emulsion separation. J. Mater. Chem. A 2014, 2, 10225–10230. [CrossRef]

19. Hung, T.S.; Bilad, M.R.; Shamsuddin, N.; Suhaimi, H.; Ismail, N.M.; Jaafar, J.; Ismail, A.F. Confounding effect of wetting,
compaction, and fouling in an ultra-low-pressure membrane filtration: A review. Polymers 2022, 14, 2073. [CrossRef]

20. Barambu, N.U.; Bilad, M.R.; Bustam, M.A.; Huda, N.; Jaafar, J.; Narkkun, T.; Faungnawakij, K. Development of polysulfone
membrane via vapor-induced phase separation for oil/water emulsion filtration. Polymers 2020, 12, 2519. [CrossRef]

21. Du, Q.; Chen, Z.; Jiang, X.; Pang, J.; Jiang, Z.; Luan, J. An oil/water separation nanofibrous membrane with a 3-D structure from
the blending of PES and SPEEK. High Perform. Polym. 2019, 31, 538–547. [CrossRef]

22. Al-Shimmery, A.; Mazinani, S.; Ji, J.; Chew, Y.M.J.; Mattia, D. 3D printed composite membranes with enhanced anti-fouling
behaviour. J. Membr. Sci. 2019, 574, 76–85. [CrossRef]

23. Zhao, Z.; Liu, B.; Ilyas, A.; Vanierschot, M.; Muylaert, K.; Vankelecom, I.F.J. Harvesting microalgae using vibrating, negatively
charged, patterned polysulfone membranes. J. Membr. Sci. 2021, 618, 118617. [CrossRef]

24. Zhu, L.-J.; Song, H.-M.; Wang, G.; Zeng, Z.-X.; Zhao, C.-T.; Xue, Q.-J.; Guo, X.-P. Microstructures and performances of pegylated
polysulfone membranes from an in situ synthesized solution via vapor induced phase separation approach. J. Colloid Interface Sci.
2018, 515, 152–159. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Ilyas, A.; Yihdego Gebreyohannes, A.; Qian, J.; Reynaerts, D.; Kuhn, S.; Vankelecom, I.F.J. Micro-patterned membranes prepared
via modified phase inversion: Effect of modified interface on water fluxes and organic fouling. J. Colloid Interface Sci. 2021, 585,
490–504. [CrossRef]

26. Ilyas, A.; Mertens, M.; Oyaert, S.; Vankelecom, I.F.J. Synthesis of patterned PVDF ultrafiltration membranes: Spray-modified
non-solvent induced phase separation. J. Membr. Sci. 2020, 612, 118383. [CrossRef]

27. Maruf, S.H.; Li, Z.; Yoshimura, J.A.; Xiao, J.; Greenberg, A.R.; Ding, Y. Influence of nanoimprint lithography on membrane
structure and performance. Polymer 2015, 69, 129–137. [CrossRef]

28. Ilyas, A.; Mertens, M.; Oyaert, S.; Vankelecom, I.F.J. Anti-fouling behavior of micro-patterned PVDF membranes prepared
via spray-assisted phase inversion: Influence of pattern shapes and flow configuration. Sep. Purif. Technol. 2021, 259, 118041.
[CrossRef]

29. Ding, Y.; Maruf, S.; Aghajani, M.; Greenberg, A.R. Surface patterning of polymeric membranes and its effect on antifouling
characteristics. Sep. Sci. Technol. 2017, 52, 240–257. [CrossRef]

30. Barambu, N.U.; Bilad, M.R.; Laziz, A.M.; Nordin, N.A.H.M.; Bustam, M.A.; Shamsuddin, N.; Khan, A.L. A wavy flow channel
system for membrane fouling control in oil/water emulsion filtration. J. Water Process Eng. 2021, 44, 102340. [CrossRef]

31. Barambu, N.U.; Bilad, M.R.; Huda, N.; Nordin, N.A.H.M.; Bustam, M.A.; Doyan, A.; Roslan, J. Effect of membrane materials
and operational parameters on performance and energy consumption of oil/water emulsion filtration. Membranes 2021, 11, 370.
[CrossRef]

32. Scott, K.; Mahmood, A.J.; Jachuck, R.J.; Hu, B. Intensified membrane filtration with corrugated membranes. J. Membr. Sci. 2000,
173, 1–16. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1002/app.42130
http://doi.org/10.1039/D1GC03318B
http://doi.org/10.1002/app.47737
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes12010026
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym14030621
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35160610
http://doi.org/10.3390/separations9010001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jece.2021.106285
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym14050980
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jece.2022.107257
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym11101687
http://doi.org/10.1039/C4TA00143E
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym14102073
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym12112519
http://doi.org/10.1177/0954008318825297
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.12.058
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2020.118617
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcis.2018.01.032
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29335182
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcis.2020.10.031
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2020.118383
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2015.05.049
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.seppur.2020.118041
http://doi.org/10.1080/01496395.2016.1201115
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwpe.2021.102340
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes11050370
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0376-7388(00)00327-6


Membranes 2022, 12, 1153 11 of 11

33. Waqas, S.; Bilad, M.R.; Man, Z.B.; Suleman, H.; Hadi Nordin, N.A.; Jaafar, J.; Dzarfan Othman, M.H.; Elma, M. An energy-efficient
membrane rotating biological contactor for wastewater treatment. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 282, 124544. [CrossRef]

34. Nguyen, T.-A.; Yoshikawa, S. Modeling and economic optimization of the membrane module for ultrafiltration of protein solution
using a genetic algorithm. Processes 2019, 8, 4. [CrossRef]

35. Lee, J.-Y.; Tan, W.S.; An, J.; Chua, C.K.; Tang, C.Y.; Fane, A.G.; Chong, T.H. The potential to enhance membrane module design
with 3D printing technology. J. Membr. Sci. 2016, 499, 480–490. [CrossRef]

36. Hutfles, J.; Chapman, W.; Pellegrino, J. Roll-to-roll nanoimprint lithography of ultrafiltration membrane. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2018,
135, 45993. [CrossRef]

37. Heinz, O.; Aghajani, M.; Greenberg, A.R.; Ding, Y. Surface-patterning of polymeric membranes: Fabrication and performance.
Curr. Opin. Chem. Eng. 2018, 20, 1–12. [CrossRef]

38. Zhao, Z.; Ilyas, A.; Muylaert, K.; Vankelecom, I.F.J. Optimization of patterned polysulfone membranes for microalgae harvesting.
Bioresour. Technol. 2020, 309, 123367. [CrossRef]

39. Mazinani, S.; Al-Shimmery, A.; Chew, Y.M.J.; Mattia, D. 3D printed fouling-resistant composite membranes. ACS Appl. Mater.
Interfaces 2019, 11, 26373–26383. [CrossRef]

40. Maruf, S.H.; Greenberg, A.R.; Ding, Y. Influence of substrate processing and interfacial polymerization conditions on the surface
topography and permselective properties of surface-patterned thin-film composite membranes. J. Membr. Sci. 2016, 512, 50–60.
[CrossRef]

41. Zhang, Y.; Yuan, Z.; Bai, H.; Zhao, L.; He, L.; Shi, C. A pilot-scale treatment of steel plant wastewater by PVDF hollow fiber
ultrafiltration membrane with low packing density. Separations 2022, 9, 37. [CrossRef]

42. Xie, M.; Luo, W.; Gray, S.R. Surface pattern by nanoimprint for membrane fouling mitigation: Design, performance and
mechanisms. Water Res. 2017, 124, 238–243. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Tsai, H.-Y.; Huang, A.; Soesanto, J.F.; Luo, Y.-L.; Hsu, T.-Y.; Chen, C.-H.; Hwang, K.-J.; Ho, C.-D.; Tung, K.-L. 3D printing design of
turbulence promoters in a cross-flow microfiltration system for fine particles removal. J. Membr. Sci. 2019, 573, 647–656. [CrossRef]

44. Mat Nawi, N.I.; Chean, H.M.; Shamsuddin, N.; Bilad, M.R.; Narkkun, T.; Faungnawakij, K.; Khan, A.L. Development of hydrophilic
PVDF membrane using vapour induced phase separation method for produced water treatment. Membranes 2020, 10, 121. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

45. Venault, A.; Chang, Y.; Wang, D.-M.; Lai, J.-Y. Surface anti-biofouling control of pegylated poly(vinylidene fluoride) membranes
via vapor-induced phase separation processing. J. Membr. Sci. 2012, 423–424, 53–64. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.124544
http://doi.org/10.3390/pr8010004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2015.11.008
http://doi.org/10.1002/app.45993
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.coche.2018.01.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2020.123367
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsami.9b07764
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2016.04.003
http://doi.org/10.3390/separations9020037
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2017.07.057
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28763639
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.11.081
http://doi.org/10.3390/membranes10060121
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32560031
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2012.07.041

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Preparation of the Oil/Water Emulsion and Membrane Samples 
	Filtration Test 
	Estimation of Pumping Energy Consumption 

	Results and Discussion 
	Membrane Characteristics 
	Effect of the Membrane and Module Flow Channel on Clean Water Permeability 
	Filtration of Oil/Water Emulsion 
	Reduction in Energy Consumption 

	Conclusions 
	References

