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An aquaculture system can be a potentially significant source of antibacterial
compounds and ammonia in an aquatic environment. In this study, the removal
of total ammonia nitrogen and florfenicol antibiotic from synthetic aqueous
wastewater was assessed by applying a commercial TFC (thin film composite)
polyamide nanofilter. The effects of pH (6.5-8.5), pressure (4-10 bar),
concentration of total ammonia nitrogen (1-9 mg/L), and florfenicol (0.2-5 mg/L)
on the removal efficiency of the nanofilter were studied at a constant 70%
recovery rate. It was found that by increasing the pH within the range of 6.5 to
8.5, it enhanced the removal efficiency by up to 98% and 100% for total ammonia
nitrogen and florfenicol, respectively. With an increase in pressure from 4 to 7
bar, the removal percentage increased and then, it decreased from 7 to 10 bar.
The interactions factors did not have significant effects on the both pollutants
removal efficiencies. To obtain optimal removal efficiencies, an experimental
design and statistical analysis via the response surface method were adopted.
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1. Introduction

Freshwater fish production may environmentally impact
surface waters because of organic carbon pollution and
eutrophication [1, 2]. The introduction of foreign species,
parasites, and pathogens [3, 4] as well as harmful chemicals
including antibiotics and pesticides [5, 6] also pollute the
environment. According to an FAO report [7], the
aquaculture total fish production by weight has consistently
grown from 13.4% in 1990 to 25.7% in 2000 and to 42.2% in
2012. Recently, antibiotic residue in the aquatic
environment is of major concern due to their large-scale use
and long-term adverse effects [8]. Antibiotics lose their
efficiency over time because of increased resistance among
bacterial pathogens [9]. In 2010, florfenicol (Flo) was the
most important antibiotic employed in the aquaculture
(52%) followed by oxytetracycline, flumequine, and oxolinic
acid (44%, 1% and 1%, respectively) [10]. Flo (2, 2- dichloro*Corresponding author. Tel.: + 98-31-37934027
E-mail address: asolaimany@eng.ui.ac.ir

N- [(1 R, 2 S) - 3- fluoro- 1- hydroxy- 1- (4methylsulfonylphenyl) propan- 2- yl] acetamide;
C12H14Cl2FNO4S;CAS No: 73231-34-2) is a fluorinated
synthetic analog of thiamphenicol that belongs to the
amphenicol [11, 12] class of antibiotics. In addition to
pharmaceutical compositions, total ammonia nitrogen
(TAN), nitrite, and nitrate are other major pollutants in
aquaculture wastewater [13, 14]. Among these, ammonia is
a toxic waste that is produced by fish through their gills and
feces. These are all byproducts from metabolizing protein.
An increase in feeding times enhances the production of
ammonia. Likewise, the bacterial decomposition of organic
waste solids such as uneaten feed and dead algae leads to
the production of ammonia [15, 16]. There are various
techniques for the treatment of fish farming wastewater
including ion exchange, membrane and adsorption process
[14, 17]. Biological systems such as membrane bioreactors
[18] and sand biofilters [19] have also been used. Biological
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systems are impaired in situations with high loads of
antibiotics. Antibiotics are also expected to inhibit the
nitrification process [20, 21]. Recently, researchers are
paying more attention to chemical oxidation processes.
Their results showed that the UV/H2O2 process may not be
an effective disinfection process which can limit or minimize
the potential spread of antibiotic resistance under realistic
conditions at a high flow rate and low concentrations of
contaminants [22]. One of the most effective treatment
methods for wastewaters containing ammonia and Flo
antibiotic is membrane nanofiltration (NF). Simultaneous
removal of bacteria and contaminants, ease of operation,
low energy consumption, and the ability to operate at high
rate applications are among the advantages of employing
NF [23]. The NF permeate can be consumed in households,
industrial processes or as irrigation water. The NF
concentrate could be discharged to surface waters or
landfills, while it has serious environmental impacts and
remains the bottle neck of this application. The
contaminants in the NF concentrate can be eliminated using
such methods such as the advanced oxidation process and
electrochemical technology [14, 24]. Particles, molecules
and ions could be rejected due to the charge and size
differences in the nanofiltration process [25]. The ion
charge rejection depends on the membrane charge, ion
valence and ionic force. Ionic force and ion valence
influence the membrane charge density and the isoelectric
point. The membrane charge is negative above the
isoelectric point and positive below it [26]. Thus, charge
exclusion or separation is mainly related to the charge
differences of the species to be separated (Donnan effect).
The removal efficiency of these compounds depends on the
type and characteristics of the membrane [27] and
operating factors like pH and pressure [27, 28]. The aim of
this study was to assess the effects of pressure, pH, and the
initial concentrations of Flo and TAN on the removal
efficiencies for these two pollutants lo from synthetic trout

fish farming wastewater
nanofiltration technique.

samples

by

applying

a

2. Materials and methods
2.1. Materials

The NH4Cl (CAS No. 12125-02-9), HCl (%37, CAS No.7647-010) and NaOH (CAS No. 1310-73-2) were purchased from
Merck (Germany) and the commercial Flo antibiotic (pure
powder, CAS No. 333-41-5) was supplied by Iranian science
laboratories.
2.2. Experimental set-up
A schematic diagram of the system is shown in Figure 1. All
experiments were performed in a continuous manner. The
feed and concentrated vessels were made of polyethylene
(LLDPE) with a capacity of 100 liters per vessel. Two
diaphragm pumps (Soft Water, Taiwan) were applied. The
pump flow was set at 1.6 L/min with the output pressure of
8.5 bar. A commercial NF membrane (spiral wound
polyamide membrane, TFC, Korea) was placed in the NF
module. The NF membrane specifications were of a fine film
composite for operation at a pH range of 2 to 11 with a
maximum tolerable pressure of 20 bar. The membrane
specifications are shown in Table 1.
Table 1. Commercial polyamide TFC membrane features
Provider

TFC company of Korea

Material

Polyamide

Maximum tolerable pressure
pH range (bar)

2-11

Isoelectric point
Active surface

20

(m2)

Surface electrical charge
MWCO (da)

Fig. 1. Schematic set-up of nanofiltration system.

4.5
0.35
Negative
300
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2.3. Experimental procedure

The stock solutions containing 1000 mg/L of Flo and TAN
were prepared in distilled water and suitably diluted to give
0.2, 2.6 and 5 mg/L solutions of Flo and 1, 5 and 9 mg/L
solutions of TAN. The solution pH was adjusted by NaOH
(0.1 M) and HCl (0.1 M) and measured by a pH meter (827
pH Lab Metrohm). The experiments were conducted at a
constant temperature of 15 ± 1ºC with a recovery rate of
70±5%. The factors levels were selected based on their real
ranges in Iranian trout fish farms and firsthand experience.
The measurements were carried out according to water and
wastewater standard procedures. The residual TAN
concentrations were evaluated by measuring the solutions
absorbance at a 410 nm wavelength based on the Nessler
method
[29]
by
applying
a
JASCO
V-570
spectrophotometer. The Flo had a peak of absorbance of
around 226 nm [30]. The NF contaminant removal
percentage was calculated through the following equation:
R(%) = [1 − (CP ⁄CO ) × 100]

(1)

where, R denotes the removal percentage, and 𝑪𝒑 and 𝑪𝟎
represent contaminant concentrations in the permeate and
feed water, respectively [31].
2.4. Response surface methodology

The response surface methodology (RSM) is a productive
method used to optimize the response. The Box-Behnken
statistical design was used to analyze and optimize the
responses [32]. This design included three trihedral factors
with 15 tests to be run. The experiments were performed
on a random basis. The confidence level (C.L) of 95% was
considered to prevent possible errors due to systematic
bias. The factors and their selected levels are tabulated in
Table 2. This design included three level factors and three
times implementation of the experiments in the central
surface in order to obtain the experimental error. A second
order polynomial is presented by the design method to fit
the experimental data as [32]:
Y = A0 + A1 X1 + A2 X2 + A3 X3 + A12 X1 X2 + A13 X1 X3
+ A23 X2 X3 + A11 X12 + A22 X22 + A33 X32

(2)

where, Y is the removal percentage response and X1, X2, X3
represent the coded levels of the independent variables.
The coefficients A0, Ai, Aij (i,j=1,2,3) were determined by
best fitting the experimental results. The contour plots and
the analysis of variance (ANOVA) evaluation were used to
analyze the results. The contour plots and the analysis of
variance (ANOVA) evaluation were used to analyze the
results.
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Table 2. Factors and selected levels
Factors
Level 1
Flo concentration (ppm)
TAN concentration (ppm)
pH
P (bar)

0.2

Level 2

Level 3

2.6

5

1

5

9

6.5

7.5

08.5

4

7

10

3. Results and discussion

The experimental design data and the results for the Flo
and TAN removal are presented in Tables 3 and 4.
3.1. Analysis of experimental data

The analysis of variance are shown in Tables 5 and 6. A
factor was significant when its effect on response was
important and could not be neglected. The effect of any
factor was considered significant when its P-value was less
than 0.05, which meant that there was only a 5% probability
for error to consider a non-significant factor as significant.
The greater F-value showed a greater effect for the factor
on the response. The Flo and TAN concentrations factors
(A), pH of the solution (B), and pressure (C) followed in rank
order of importance on the Flo and TAN removal from the
synthetic wastewater. In addition, there were no
interactions effects among the mentioned factors. The
mathematical model based on actual values for Flo and TAN
removal percentages are expressed through Eqs. 3 and 4,
respectively.
R1 (%) = 58.194 − 2.3437 × A + 5.106 × B + 3.999
× C + 0.081 × A × B + 0.0069 × A
× C − 0.1125 × B × C − 0.0427
× A2 − 0.2187 × B2 − 0.2065 × C2

(3)

R 2 (%) = 148.709 − 3.598 × A − 17.715 × B − 1.462
× C + 0.081 × A × B − 0.154 × A
× C + 1.058 × B × C + 0.286 × A2
+ 1.108 × B2 − 0.535 × C2

(4)

where, R1 and R2 denote the Flo and TAN removal
percentages, respectively. The regression parameter R2 was
used to determine the comparison agreement of the
experimental responses to that estimated by the BoxBehnken method. For the Flo and TAN rejection, the R2
statistic parameter was equal to 92.8.6% and 95.10%,
respectively. Because of its proximity to unity, the proposed
models are acceptable and accurate.
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Table 3. Box-Behnken method results for Flo

1

2.6±0.08

7.5

P (±0.5)
(bar)
7

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

5±0.2
2.6±0.08
5±0.2
2.6±0.08
0.2±0.01
2.6±0.08
2.6±0.08
2.6±0.08
0.2±0.01
0.2±0.01
2.6±0.08
5±0.2
0.2±0.01
5±0.2

7.5
8.5
7.5
8.5
8.5
6.5
7.5
6.5
7.5
6.5
7.5
6.5
7.5
8.5

4
4
10
10
7
4
7
10
10
7
7
7
4
7

Experiment No.

Flo concentration (ppm)

pH (±0.1)

Flo removal (%)
97.3

96.04
95.39
97.15
97.09
97.71
93.22
97.69
96.27
94.79
94.6
97.72
96.11
93.88
100

Table 4 Box-Behnken method results for TAN

Experiment No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

TAN concentration
(ppm)
5±0.1
9±0.3
1±0.05
9±0.3
5±0.1
1±0.05
9±0.3
5±0.1
5±0.1
9±0.3
1±0.05
5±0.1
1±0.05
5±0.1
5±0.1

P (± 0.5)
)bar(
10
10
7
7
7
4
7
4
4
4
10
7
7
7
10

pH (± 0.1)

Table 5. Analysis of variance for Flo removal efficiency
Mean square
Degree of
Model terms
error
freedom
Model
40.29
9
A:Flo concentration (ppm)
8.65
1
B: pH
12.48
1
C: P
5.73
1
B×A
0.15
1
C×A
1.00E-02
1
C×B
0.46
1
A ×A
0.22
1
B× B
0.18
1
C×C
12.76
1
Lack of fit
3.01
3
Pure Error
0.11
2

6.5
7.5
6.5
8.5
7.5
7.5
6.5
8.5
6.5
7.5
7.5
7.5
8.5
7.5
8.5

Sum of the
error squares

4.48
8.65
12.48
5.73
0.15
1.00E-02
0.46
0.22
0.18
12.76
1.00
0.055

F-value

7.18
13.88
20.02
9.19
0.24
0.016
0.73
0.36
0.28
20.47
18.25

TAN removal (%)
62.29
71.79
89.29
90.99
82.79
92.29
80.89
92.19
81.09
84.49
86.99
86.29
98.09
83.29
86.09

P-value

0.0214
0.0136
0.0066
0.029
0.6422
0.9041
0.4316
0.575
0.6172
0.0063
0.0524

Status

significant
significant
significant
significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
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Table 6. Analysis of variance for TAN removal efficiency
Mean square
Degree of
Model terms
error
freedom
Model
A:TAN concentration
(ppm)
B: pH
C: P
B×A
C×A
C×B
A ×A
B× B
C×C
Lack of fit
Pure Error

99

Sum of the
error squares

F-value

P-value

Status

1013.11

9

112.57

10.79

0.0087

significant

185.28

1

185.28

17.76

0.0084

significant

361.8
230.05
0.42
13.69
40.32
77.56
4.54
85.66
44.98
7.17

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2

361.8
230.05
0.42
13.69
40.32
77.56
4.54
85.66
14.99
3.58

34.69
22.06
0.041
1.31
3.87
7.44
0.43
8.21
4.18

0.002
0.0054
0.8484
0.3038
0.1064
0.0414
0.5388
0.0352
0.1989

significant
significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
significant
not significant

3.2. Effect of contaminants concentrations

Based on the results, the removal efficiency of Flo increased
at higher Flo concentrations. This indicated that the pores
of the membrane were able to pass a certain amount of
molecules due to their capacity [33]. As the number of
antibiotic molecules per unit volume increased, passing
through the pores of membrane became more difficult.
Therefore, increasing Flo concentration enhanced the
removal efficiency which is illustrated in Figures 2(a) and
2(b). These results confirm the findings of other researchers
[34]. The effect of TAN concentration on the removal
efficiency are shown in Figures 3(a) and 3(b). With an
increase of TAN concentration from 1 to 9 mg/L, its removal
efficiency decreased. This effect can be explained by the
fact that an increase in NH4+ concentration led to a higher
ionic force, followed by a decrease in the surface charge of
the membrane. This behavior was in accordance
with the Donnan exclusion theory and has also been
deduced by other researchers [35, 36]. Another mechanism
that could be inferred was the formation of a positively
charged surface layer by adsorption of the NH4+ ions on the
active layer of the membrane. Those charged functional
groups attracted ions of the opposite charge which
controlled the repulsion of other ammonium ions [37, 38].
3.3. Effect of pH

According to the obtained results, with the enhancement of
pH, the membrane water wettability increased and the thin

polyamide layer swelled and its pores started to shrink. Also
by increasing the pH, the hydroxyl group in antibiotic
molecules structure was deionized which led to an increase
in the electrical repulsive between the membrane surface
and antibiotic molecules. However, it was reported that the
membrane water wettability mechanisms did not have a
significant effect on the removal efficiency [33]. As
presented in Figures 2(a) and 2(c), with an increase in pH,
the removal efficiency of Flo increased. The results showed
that by increasing pH from 6.5 to 8.5, the Flo removal
efficiency was enhanced from 94 to 99%, respectively. The
isoelectric point of the NF membrane was 4.5. Therefore, as
long as the pH value was greater than 4.5, the membrane
was negatively charged; this was followed by an increase in
the adsorption of the ammonia cation as well as enhanced
TAN removal efficiency. With increasing pH, the TAN
removal efficiency improved from 81.06 to 97.03 % as
demonstrated
in
Figure 3(a). These results are in agreement with the other
researchers’ findings [23, 37, 39, 40]. The experiments
showed that an appropriate operating pH for the removal
of Flo and TAN was observed at 8.5. Among the influenced
factors, the pH effect was more significant on the removal
efficiencies of TAN and Flowith P-values of 0.0020 and
0.0066, respectively. In other words, increasing pH had a
greater influence on the removal efficiency.
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Flo removal efficiency (%)

pH

P (bar)

Flo removal efficiency (%)

Flo concentration (mg/ L)

Flo concentration (mg/ L)

(a)

(b)

pH

P (bar)

Flo removal efficiency (%)

Flo concentration (mg/ L)
(c)
Fig. 2. Contour plots of the Flo removal efficiency; (a): the effect of concentrations and pH on the removal efficiency of Flo at a constant
pressure. (b): the effect of pressure and concentration on the removal efficiency of Flo at a constant pH (c): the effect of pH and pressure
on the removal efficiency of Flo at a constant concentration.
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(b)

(a)

(c)
Fig. 3. Contour plots of the TAN removal efficiency; (a): the effect of concentration and pH on the removal efficiency of TAN at a
constant pressure. (b): the effect of pressure and concentration on the removal efficiency of TAN at a constant pH (c): the effect of pH
and pressure.

3.4. Effect of pressure

The results demonstrated that the TAN and Flo removal
efficiencies increased with an increase in pressure from 4 to
5 bar and to 7 bar, respectively (Figures 3(c) and 2(c)).
According to the Darcy law, by an increase in pressure, the
membrane effluent flux reached a maximum amount which
led to a decrease in the pollutant concentrations in the
filtrate stream due to constant concentrations of the TAN
and Fl in the feed [41]. By increasing the operating pressure
above 7 and 5 bar for Flo and TAN, respectively, a negative
impact on the nanofiltration performance was observed.

Since various electrochemical forces overcome pressure
forces at the pressures beyond the optimum value [23], it
causes the TAN and antibiotic molecules to pass through the
membrane pores beyond the optimum pressure. These
results were in agreement with the findings of other
researchers [31].
3.5. Optimum conditions

The optimum conditions based on the maximum removal
efficiencies were predicted through Eqs. (3) and (4) via
Design Expert software (version 8.0.1). The optimum
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operating conditions for the Floand TAN removal are
presented in Table 7. The membrane optimum operating
conditions offer significant energy savings for industrial
scale applications.
Table 7. Optimum condition for TAN and FLO.
Concentration
(ppm)

pH

P (bar)

TAN

1.07

8.23

7.35

Flo

5

8.5

7.44

Contaminant

Removal
efficiency
(%)

98.35
99.61

4. Conclusion

The effect of pH, pressure and concentration on the TAN
and Flo removal efficiencies from synthetic trout fish farm
wastewater were assessed. Based on the obtained results,
the pH and contaminants concentration had the most
significant effect on the responses of TAN and Flo,
respectively, while the factors interactions did not have a
substantial effect on the removal efficiency of the Flo. The
results also indicated that with an increase in pH and
antibiotic concentration, the Flo removal efficiency
increased. The design of experiments/response surface
method was a suitable method for optimizing the number
of experiments and analysis of the results within the
selected factors levels. The results showed that applying a
commercial spiral wound polyamide NF can be considered
as an effective way of removing TAN and Flo antibiotics
from trout fish farm wastewater.
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Plasma and tissue depletion of florfenicol and
florfenicol-amine in chickens. Journal of agricultural
and food chemistry, 56(22), 11049-11056.
[13] Nora’aini, A., Mohammad, A. W., Jusoh, A., Hasan, M.
R., Ghazali, N., Kamaruzaman, K. (2005). Treatment of
aquaculture wastewater using ultra-low pressure
asymmetric polyethersulfone (PES) membrane.
Desalination, 185(1), 317-326.
[14] Mook, W. T., Chakrabarti, M. H., Aroua, M. K., Khan, G.
M. A., Ali, B. S., Islam, M. S., Hassan, M. A. (2012).
Removal of total ammonia nitrogen (TAN), nitrate and
total organic carbon (TOC) from aquaculture
wastewater using electrochemical technology: A
review. Desalination, 285, 1-13.
[15] Lee, J. H. W., Choi, K. W., Arega, F. (2003).
Environmental management of marine fish culture in
Hong Kong. Marine pollution bulletin, 47(1), 202-210.
[16] Ali, N. A., Halim, N. S. A., Jusoh, A., Endut, A. (2010). The
formation and characterisation of an asymmetric
nanofiltration membrane for ammonia–nitrogen
removal: Effect of shear rate. Bioresource technology,
101(5), 1459-1465.
[17] Aitcheson, S. J., Arnett, J., Murray, K. R., Zhang, J.
(2000). Removal of aquaculture therapeutants by
carbon adsorption: 1. Equilibrium adsorption behaviour
of single components. Aquaculture, 183(3), 269-284.
[18] Sharrer, M. J., Rishel, K., Summerfelt, S. T. (2010).
Evaluation of a membrane biological reactor for

F. Cheshmberah et al. / Advances in Environmental Technology 2 (2016) 95-103

reclaiming water, alkalinity, salts, phosphorus, and
protein contained in a high-strength aquacultural
wastewater. Bioresource technology, 101(12), 43224330.
[19] Davidson, J., Helwig, N., Summerfelt, S. T. (2008).
Fluidized sand biofilters used to remove ammonia,
biochemical oxygen demand, total coliform bacteria,
and suspended solids from an intensive aquaculture
effluent. Aquacultural engineering, 39(1), 6-15.
[20] Bebak-Williams, J., Bullock, G., Carson, M. C. (2002).
Oxytetracycline residues in a freshwater recirculating
system. Aquaculture, 205(3), 221-230.
[21] Kumar, K., Gupta, S. C., Chander, Y., Singh, A. K. (2005).
Antibiotic use in agriculture and its impact on the
terrestrial environment. Advances in agronomy, 87, 154.
[22] Ferro, G., Guarino, F., Castiglione, S., Rizzo, L. (2016).
Antibiotic resistance spread potential in urban
wastewater effluents disinfected by UV/H2O2 process.
Science of the total environment, 560, 29-35.
[23] Cancino-Madariaga, B., Hurtado, C. F., Ruby, R. (2011).
Effect of pressure and pH in ammonium retention for
nanofiltration and reverse osmosis membranes to be
used in recirculation aquaculture systems (RAS).
Aquacultural engineering, 45(3), 103-108.
[24] Li, K., Zhang, P., Ge, L., Ren, H., Yu, C., Chen, X., Zhao, Y.
(2014). Concentration-dependent photodegradation
kinetics and hydroxyl-radical oxidation of phenicol
antibiotics. Chemosphere, 111, 278-282.
[25] Seidel, A., Waypa, J. J., Elimelech, M. (2001). Role of
charge (Donnan) exclusion in removal of arsenic from
water by a negatively charged porous nanofiltration
membrane. Environmental engineering science, 18(2),
105-113.
[26] Bandini, S., Drei, J., Vezzani, D. (2005). The role of pH
and concentration on the ion rejection in polyamide
nanofiltration membranes. Journal of membrane
science, 264(1), 65-74.
[27] Jurecska, L., Dobosy, P., Barkács, K., Fenyvesi, É. Záray,
G. (2014). Characterization of cyclodextrin containing
nanofilters for removal of pharmaceutical residues.
Journal of pharmaceutical and biomedical analysis, 98,
90-93.
[28] Hilal, N., Al-Zoubi, H., Darwish, N. A., Mohamma, A. W.,
Arabi, M. A. (2004). A comprehensive review of
nanofiltration membranes: Treatment, pretreatment,
modelling, and atomic force microscopy. Desalination,
170(3), 281-308.
[29] Greenbery, A.E., Trussell, R.R., Clesceri, L.S., (1985).
Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and
Wastewater American Public Health Association.
Sixteenth ed. American Water Works Association,
Washington.
[30] Martins, A., Guimarães, L., Guilhermino, L. (2013).
Chronic toxicity of the veterinary antibiotic florfenicol

103

to Daphnia magna assessed at two temperatures.
Environmental toxicology and pharmacology, 36(3),
1022-1032.
[31] Mahmoodi, P., Hosseinzadeh Borazjani, H., Farhadian,
M., Solaimany Nazar, A. R. (2015). Remediation of
contaminated water from nitrate and diazinon by
nanofiltration process. Desalination and water
treatment, 53(11), 2948-2953.
[32] Myer, R. H., Montgomery, D. C. (2002). Response
surface methodology: process and product
optimization using designed experiment. John Wiley
and sons, New York, 343-350.
[33] Košutić, K., Dolar, D., Ašperger, D., Kunst, B. (2007).
Removal of antibiotics from a model wastewater by
RO/NF membranes. Separation and purification
technology, 53(3), 244-249.
[34] Yu, S., Liu, M., Ma, M., Qi, M., Lü, Z., Gao, C. (2010).
Impacts of membrane properties on reactive dye
removal from dye/salt mixtures by asymmetric
cellulose acetate and composite polyamide
nanofiltration membranes. Journal of membrane
science, 350(1), 83-91.
[35] Peeters, J. M. M., Boom, J. P., Mulder, M. H. V.,
Strathmann, H. (1998). Retention measurements of
nanofiltration membranes with electrolyte solutions.
Journal of membrane science, 145(2), 199-209.
[36] Hurtado, C. F., Cancino-Madariaga, B. (2014). Ammonia
retention capacity of nanofiltration and reverse
osmosis membranes in a non steady state system, to
be use in recirculation aquaculture systems (RAS).
Aquacultural engineering, 58, 29-34.
[37] Chellam, S., Taylor, J. S. (2001). Simplified analysis of
contaminant rejection during ground-and surface
water nanofiltration under the information collection
rule. Water research, 35(10), 2460-2474.
[38] Bruni, L., Bandini, S. (2009). Studies on the role of sitebinding and competitive adsorption in determining the
charge of nanofiltration membranes. Desalination,
241(1), 315-330.
[39] Amisha, D. S., Huang, C. H., Kim, J. H. (2012).
Mechanisms of antibiotic removal by nanofiltration
membranes: Model development and application.
Journal of membrane science, 389, 234-244.
[40] Korzenowski, C., Minhalma, M., Bernardes, A. M.,
Ferreira, J. Z., de Pinho, M. N. (2011). Nanofiltration for
the treatment of coke plant ammoniacal wastewaters.
Separation and purification technology, 76(3), 303307.
[41] Zheng, Y., Yu, S., Shuai, S., Zhou, Q., Cheng, Q., Liu, M.,
Gao, C. (2013). Color removal and COD reduction of
biologically treated textile effluent through
submerged filtration using hollow fiber nanofiltration
membrane. Desalination, 314, 89-95.

