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Table S1. Comparison of dye removal between previous studies and this study in terms
of water flux and rejection.

Experimental =~ Water Flux Rejection
Membrane Target Dye conditions (L/m? h bar) %) Reference
NF99 Acid Brown- 30 mg/L dye 66.6 99.36 This work
83 at 10 bar
NF99 AlluraRed -0 m8/k-dve 82.9 99.92 This work
at 10 bar
Basic 50 mg/L dye .
NF99 Fuchsin 2t 10 bar 79.0 93.66 This work
NF99 Crystal = S0 mg/L dye 72.9 99.77 This work
Violet at 10 bar
Crystal 100 mg/L dye Cheng et al.
TM26 Violet at 4 bar 308 884 2016
Crystal 100 mg/L dye Cheng et al.
Psf UF Violet at 0.8 bar 382 408 2016
EGCG-PEI- Crystal 100 mg/L dye 4 100 Zhang et al.
TC/PTFE Violet at 2 bar 2020
Modified Crystal 100 mg/L dye 29 g5 Rambabu et
Psf (M1) Violet at 4.14 bar ' al. 2019
NF99 Methyl - 50 mg/L dye 78.5 88.49 This work
Orange at 10 bar
EGCG-PEI- Methyl 100 mg/L dye 55 100 Zhang et al.
TC/PTFE Orange at 2 bar ' 2020
ANF TEC Methyl =100 mg/L dye 8.4 98.6 Li et al. 2019
Orange at 4 bar
PMIA TFC Methyl =100 mg/L dye 12 100 Li et al. 2019
Orange at 4 bar
NF90 Methyl - 100 mg/L dye 4 100 Li et al. 2019
Orange at 4 bar
NF 270 Methyl - 100 mg/L dye 93 98.6 Li et al. 2019
Orange at 4 bar




Methyl 50 mg/L dye Benkhaya et
PS/PEI (209 16. 4.7
S/PEI (20%) Orange at 4 bar 630 6 al. 2020
Sunset 50 mg/L dye .
NF99 Yellow at 10 bar 86.4 99.39 This work
Sunset 50 mg/L dye Jun et al.
NF 90 Yellow at 5 bar 149 > 2019
Treat pH Sunset 50 mg/L dye 16.0 599 Jun et al.
13.5,7D Yellow at 5 bar ) 2019
DEA- .
modified iugset 100 rtné;{)L dye 148 975 L11210elt7al.
PA-TFC ellow at 5 bar
PA-TFC Sunset 100 mg/L dye 9.3 599 L et al. 2019
Yellow at 5 bar
CMCNa/PP
composite Sunset 100 mg/L dye 8.6 82.2 Yu et al. 2012
Yellow at 5 bar
membrane
. . Sunset 100 mg/L dye Zhou et al.
Sericin-TCM Yellow at 5 bar 12.4 95.4 2014
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Figure S1. Rejection coefficient (¢) and permeate flux (m) variation with dreiding energy
(A&B) and with MMFF94 Energy (C&D) for colorants: (MO) Methyl Orange, (BF)
Basic Fuchsin, (SY) Sunset Yellow, (AR) Allure Red, (CV) Crystal Violet. Experimental
conditions: pH =7, [Dyes] = 50 mg/L and pressure 10 bar (A&C) and 15 bar (B&D).
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Figure S2. Rejection coefficient (¢) and permeate flux (m) variation with minimal

projection area (A&B) and with maximal projection area (C&D) for colorants: (MO)
Methyl Orange, (BF) Basic Fuchsin, (SY) Sunset Yellow, (AR) Allure Red, (CV) Crystal

Violet. Experimental conditions: pH =7, [Dyes] = 50 mg/L and pressure 10 bar (A&C)
and 15 bar (B&D).
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Figure S3. Rejection coefficient (¢) and permeate flux (m) variation with minimal

projection radious (A&B) and with maximal projection radious (C&D) for colorants:

(MO) Methyl Orange, (BF) Basic Fuchsin, (SY) Sunset Yellow, (AR) Allure Red, (CV)

Crystal Violet. Experimental conditions: pH =7, [Dyes] = 50 mg/L and pressure 10 bar
(A&C) and 15 bar (B&D).
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Figure S4. Rejection coefficient (¢) and permeate flux (m) variation with length

perpendicular to the minimal area (A&B) and with molecular weight (C&D) for
colorants: (MO) Methyl Orange, (BF) Basic Fuchsin, (SY) Sunset Yellow, (AR) Allure
Red, (CV) Crystal Violet. Experimental conditions: pH =7, [Dyes] = 50 mg/L and
pressure 10 bar (A&C) and 15 bar (B&D).
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