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Abstract: Dynamic light scattering (DLS) is commonly used for the determination of average particle
diameters and suspension stability and popular in academics and industry. However, DLS is not
considered suitable for polydisperse samples. The presence of little quantities of micrometre particles
in nano and submicrometre suspensions especially affect the reliability of DLS results. Microfiltration
might be a suitable method for the removal of unwanted large particles. This study investigates the
effect of microfiltration on the diameter distributions as measured by DLS. Polystyrene standards
(40–900 nm diameter), and monomodal silica suspensions were filtered with polytetrafluoroethylene
(PTFE) membranes (0.1–1.0 µm pore size) to investigate retention properties and grade efficiency.
Non-ideal materials were used to prove the results. Experiments showed that a mono-exponential
decay can be achieved by filtration. A size safety factor of at least three between labeled pore size and
average diameter was found to keep separation as low as possible. Filtration in order to enhance
DLS for particulate submicrometre materials was considered suitable for narrowly distributed coated
titania and kaolin powder. In a regulatory context, this might have an impact on considering a
substance false positive or false negative according to the European Commission (EC) recommendation
of a definition of the term nanomaterial.
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1. Introduction

Dynamic light scattering techniques (DLS) have been used for many years in nanoparticle research.
The determination of particle diameters and particle size distributions (PSD) by DLS is quite fast, and
this technique is applicable to most colloidal dispersions [1]. The uncertainty of the particle diameter
was 5% for colloidal silica IRMM-304 in a full validation study [2]. Therefore, DLS has been used for
inter-laboratory studies and the development of further certified reference materials [3–6].

DLS measures the intensity fluctuation of light scattered from a sample of diffusing particles.
The frequency or relaxation time of this fluctuation correlates with the particles’ diffusion coefficient
and, thus, with their size. The original measurement data are processed by established algorithms,
which either compute a complete PSD (e.g., constrained regularization program CONTIN [7,8]) or its
characteristic moments (e.g., method of cumulants [9]). Particle diameters determined by DLS refer to
the hydrodynamic equivalent diameter, and PSDs are intrinsically intensity-weighted, even though a
conversion to number- or volume-weighted distributions can be carried out. DLS instruments usually
use Mie’s scattering theory [10] for conversion. The simple application of Mie’s scattering theory is
associated with assumptions. Algorithms to overcome these issues have been published—algorithms
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for figuring out how to calculate the hydrodynamic diameters of highly aggregated materials and how
to determine the size distribution of microgel suspensions, for example [11–13].

DLS instruments are not considered suitable for particle diameter and PSD determinations of
highly disperse samples [14–17]. Contamination leads to a broader PSD and is one of the main reasons
for uncertainties of particle size measurements in general [18]. In particular, by releasing high inputs
of energy into small suspension volumes by means of ultrasonic probe sonication yields the risk of
contamination by the abrasion of the ultrasonic probe and sets practical limits [19–22]. This debris
comprises nanoparticles as well as coarse particles in the micrometre size range [23–25]. Contamination
has a significant impact on the sensitivity to small particles [26]. Micrometre particles significantly
affect the correlation function of delay time. Studies have shown that DLS was not able to detect acrylic
nanoparticles (70 nm in diameter) if there were 1% by number particles in the sub-micrometre range
(390 nm) [27]. With regard to the current state of the art, DLS results always need to be interpreted
carefully, e.g., by comparing them to electron microscopy (EM) images [16] or results obtained by field
flow fractionation (FFF) techniques [28].

An approach that allows one to get access to the smallest particle fractions by DLS is to apply
microfiltration to suspensions before measurement [29]. In theory, the removal of particles in the
micrometre or upper submicrometre size range might improve the correlation function but should not
significantly influence number-weighted related statistic values of submicrometre or nanosuspensions,
e.g., the median diameter x50,0. Conversion issues are comprehensively discussed in the literature [30–32].
Microfiltration for the analysis of suspensions has already been used, e.g., for quantifying engineered
nanoparticles in the aquatic environment [33–35], as well as for nanoparticle analysis in food and
cosmetics [28,29]. To establish DLS in the regulatory context, filtration studies were conducted to test
the risk of providing a false-positive classification of a material as a nanomaterial [36]. International
Organization for Standardization (ISO) standard ISO 14887:2010 describes procedures for dispersing
powders in liquids and is applicable in the particle size range between 0.05 and 100 µm [37]. The use
of DLS instruments is standardized in ISO 22412:2008 [38] and American Society for Testing and
Material (ASTM) standard ASTM E2490-09 [39]. ISO 22412:2008 only mentions the possibility of
sample filtration in chapter B.5. There are concerns that a large quantity with considerably smaller
diameters than the nominal pore size value might be removed too, e.g., by deep-bed filtration.

Theoretically, microporous filters should retain nearly all particles greater than the labelled value.
Membrane filters are routinely used to remove particulate contamination from solutions, e.g., prior to
chromatographic analysis [40]. Usually, filters are labelled with a nominal or an absolute pore size
value, which is probably misused to a great extent in public. Most membrane pores have unequal
and statistically distributed pore sizes. The nominal value describes the ability of the filter to retain
the majority of the particles at this pore size and larger. The absolute pore size denotes the size
of the smallest particle completely retained. The retention properties are mainly affected by the
filter properties (e.g., porosity and its filter area), as well as by the suspensions physicochemical
characteristics (e.g., viscosity, pH, and ionic strength) and the process conditions (e.g., differential
pressure and temperature) [41]. Many types of materials can be used, and there are various recovery
rates for different filter materials, but polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE) shows the best resistance against
strong acids and other aggressive chemicals [42].

This study investigates the performance of preparative filtration of nano- and submicrometre
suspensions for the purpose of PSD analysis by means of DLS. The objectives of preparative filtration
are to increase the sensitivity of nanoparticle detection and to improve the accuracy of quantitation to
obtain reliable PSDs by means of DLS. The grade efficiencies of membranes are determined by studies
with ideal monodisperse suspensions in the size range 40–900 nm diameter. The effects of various solid
contents in retention are evaluated with colloidal silica suspensions. The results re-assessed by filtration
with non-ideal substances. Experimental data of blank samples and some non-ideal materials (BaSO4

and kaolin) were published in a public technical report [36]. The filtration experiments on coated
titania were repeated for this publication. In this article, these results are comprehensively discussed
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regarding the determined grade efficiencies, filtration predictability, membrane characteristics, and
new filtration results.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Materials

2.1.1. Reference Materials

Nanosphere® size standards by Duke Scientific were used as reference materials (RM). These
suspensions contain pre-dispersed spherical polystyrene particles with an original solids content of
1 wt%. The certified particle diameters were in the size range between 40 and 900 nm.

2.1.2. Representative Test Materials

Representative test materials (RTMs) are materials that passed studies on homogeneity and stability
and can be used as benchmarks for examples of new or modified size determination methods [43].
A monodisperse silica suspension (Levasil® 50/50%, H.C. Starck GmbH) was used for investigations
on the retention properties, depending on the solid content of the suspension. Levasil®’s cumulants
diameter is approximately 104 nm. The other RTMs were powders of polydisperse substances provided
by JRC-IRMM. An overview on the materials is given in Table 1

Table 1. Representative test materials (RTMs) used in this study. Reference diameters obtained
by analytical ultracentrifuge (AUC) and transmission electron microscopy (TEM) were taken from
the literature.

Material Supplier Reference diameter by AUC [nm] Reference diameter by TEM [nm]

x50,0 x50,3 x50,0 x50,3

BaSO4 ultrafine
grade (UF)

(IRMM-387)
JRC 24 49.3 33.4 69.3

Levasil® 50/50% H.C. Starck - - - -
Kaolin (IRMM-385) JRC 98 306 120.6 412.2

Coated titania
(IRMM-388) JRC 201 243 185.0 228.8

BaSO4 fine grade (F)
(IRMM-381) JRC 203 444 280.5 665.6

2.1.3. Membranes

Microporous hydrophilic OMNIPORE® membranes (diameter 47 mm) by Merck KGaA were
used in a dead-end filtration process. OMNIPORE® membranes are PTFE disc filters and are available
in a suitable pore size range (0.1–10 µm). PTFE filters are expected to be compatible for a wide range
aquatic and organic solvents, as well as alkaline and acid solutions, and are considered as biologically
and chemically inert. No chemical interaction was expected with any solvent used in this study. The
manufacturers filter codes and the labelled pore sizes of membranes investigated in this study were
JAWP (1.0 µm), JHWP (0.45 µm), JGWP (0.20 µm), and JVWP (0.10 µm). According to documentation,
the filter porosity was 80% for all membranes. The membrane thickness varied and depended on the
denoted pore size (labelled size); the thicknesses were, respectively, 85 µm (1.0 µm), 65 µm (0.45 µm
and 0.20 µm), and 30 µm (0.10 µm).

2.2. Desagglomeration

The deagglomeration (disassembling agglomerates) in the RTM suspensions was conducted by
means of ultrasonic dispersion with the UDS 751 device (Topas GmbH). The effective dispersion of
original dry nano-powders into a liquid requires a high intensity method to break up assemblies of
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particles and to ensure the absence of agglomerates. A probe (7 mm diameter) was used at high
intensity (80% amplitude) to treat the suspension batch (20 mL volume). Meanwhile, an ice bath cooled
the suspension.

2.3. Membrane Characterization

2.3.1. SEM Images

Pieces of PTFE OMNIPORE® membranes were cut (3 × 3 mm) and sputtered with platinum in an
argon atmosphere (45 seconds, 20 mA, 300 V). The expected coating was 1–2 nm. The used instrument
for images is a Gemini 982 SEM by Carl Zeiss AG (Jena, Germany). The voltage was 4.0 kV.

2.3.2. Pore Size Analysis

The pore size meter PSM 165 by TOPAS GmbH was used to determine the pressure drop across
the membrane as a function of the gas flow rate through the membrane. The measurements were
conducted for the dry and the wetted membrane. The test procedures are described in the American
standards ASTM E 1294-89 [44] and ASTM F 316-03 [45]. The bubble point indicates the opening of the
largest liquid-filled pore, and the wet membrane will become gas permeable at this certain gas pressure.
By increasing the gas flow rate, it is possible to determine the pore size distribution. The physical
model is described in the literature [46]. Topor (Topas GmbH, surface tension 16.0 mN·m−1, density
1.9 g·mL−1, both at 25 ◦C) was used as wetting fluid. The adapter sizes were of 11 mm and 6 mm
diameter. Preliminary measurements showed that an appropriate pinhole aperture is needed to avoid
any curvature of the membrane. The bubble point was determined manually. According to the
vendor’s documentation, the measuring range is 0.3–130 µm. However, measurements were carried
out all four membranes. Membranes were cut (approximately 40 × 40 mm), and the pieces were fixed
in the instrument. The software was PSMwin version 4.2 by TOPAS GmbH.

2.4. Sample Preparation Procedures

2.4.1. Blank Samples

In this study, blank samples were simple aqueous solutions with surfactants but without dispersed
particulate materials. Glass beakers (50 ml) were filled with a tetra sodium pyrophosphate solution
(TSPP, 120 µL, 50 g·kg−1) and deionized water (20 mL, 18.3 MΩ·cm−1). The blank solution was
sonicated by means of probe sonication (12 min) as described in Section 2.2 in order to reproduce the
deagglomeration conditions of RTMs. Three independently prepared replicates of each material were
measured in this study.

2.4.2. Procedures for Reference Materials

Nanosphere® size standards (200 µL) were diluted with a sodium chloride (AnalaR Normapur,
VWR Prolabo®) solution (19.8 mL, 0.01 M) to a final solid content of 100 ppm. This initial concentration
is suitable to be low enough to avoid multiple scattering during the DLS measurement and high
enough to prove a possible separation during the filtration. The standards were gently sonicated in
an ultrasonic bath (1 min) in their original bottle in order to homogenize the sample. After dilution,
the samples were gently sonicated in an ultrasonic bath (1 min) again for the same reason.

2.4.3. Monomodal Material

Four Levasil® silica suspensions with solid contents between 350 and 3500 ppm and pH 9.0 were
prepared. These initial concentrations are low enough to avoid multiple scattering during the DLS
measurement because of the low refractive index of silica [47]. The necessary amount of original
silica suspension was put into a glass beaker (50 mL), and a KOH solution (pH 9.0) was added. The
suspension’s pH was checked after a few minutes, and a subsequent adjustment with a KOH solution
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(pH 10) was conducted in order to reach pH 9, which is required to consider the silica suspension stable.
Afterwards, the samples were gently sonicated in an ultrasonic bath (1 min) in order to homogenize
the sample.

2.4.4. Polydisperse Materials

The suspension of the RTMs BaSO4 fine and ultrafine, coated titanium dioxide, and kaolin samples
were prepared according to the sample preparation procedures published by Gilliland et al. 2016 [48].
The literature indicates that the suspensions are considered stable for at least 30 min. This timescale
is sufficient for the accomplishment of the required preparation and measurement tasks (filtration,
sample taking, temperature equilibration of the sample, and DLS measurement).

In the case of BaSO4 and coated titanium dioxide, the required mass of powder was put into a
glass beaker (50 ml), and a sodium hexametaphosphate solution (NaHMP, 20 mL, 2 g·L−1) was added
to reach a solid content of 1000 ppm for the BaSO4 suspensions and 100 ppm for the TiO2 suspension.
The suspensions were sonicated by means of probe sonication, as described in Section 2.2, for 11 min.
In the case of kaolin, glass beakers (50 mL) were filled with kaolin powder (2 mg), a tetra sodium
pyrophosphate solution (TSPP, 120 µL, 50 g·kg−1), and deionized water (20 mL, 18.3 MΩ·cm−1). Like
the other RTM suspensions, the suspension was sonicated by means of probe sonication as described
in Section 2.2 for 12 min. Three independently prepared replicates of each material were measured in
this study.

2.5. Filtration Procedure

Instead of manual filtration, vacuum-assisted filtration was preferred to improve the repeatability
of the filtration process. A Millipore®filtration system by Merck KGaA was used. A Büchner flask was
used to collect the filtrate. The Büchner flask was connected with rubber tubing to a vacuum pump that
created a partial vacuum in the flask and realized a repeatable differential pressure. The membranes
were touched with tweezers only and dropped onto the porous plate (47 mm). The Büchner funnel
was fixed with a spring clamp, and the suspension decanted into the Büchner funnel. The suspensions
were filtered for one minute. A suspension sample (1.5 mL) was taken for DLS measurement of the
recently prepared suspension before the filtration procedure, and a sample of the filtrate was taken
after each filtration step. Filtrations with 0.20 µm and 0.10 µm were carried out only if the results were
expected to be meaningful.

2.6. DLS Measurement Procedure and Analysis

Measurements were conducted with the Malvern High Performance Particle Sizer (HPPS) (UK).
The HPPS operates with a He–Ne-gas laser (vertically polarized beam, 632.8 nm) and detects scattering
light in back scatting mode (173◦). The intensity of the illuminating laser beam (“attenuation level” in
Malvern terms) was set manually via software to conduct a filtration measurement series with the same
laser beam intensity if possible. This laser beam attenuation is realized with an aperture. The measured
intensities are captured as detected photons per second and are called count rate. DLS measurements
were performed by DLS before and after filtration. An aliquot sample of 1.5 mL was taken from the
just-prepared or just-filtered suspension, put into a disposable cuvette, and immediately placed in
the DLS measurement cell. The equilibration time to reach a sample temperature of 25 ◦C was set
to 5 min. The cuvette position was set manually and kept constant for the study. Each sample was
measured ten times, and the results were averaged arithmetically. This count rate is multiplied with an
attenuation factor to obtain values suitable for comparison. Measurements of the Nanosphere® and
silica Levasil® suspensions were analyzed in “multiple narrow” mode, and the other materials were
analyzed in “general purpose” mode. In the case of water, 0.8872 mPas was set for viscosity, and a
refractive index of 1.33 ± i·0 was used. The refractive index used for the Nanosphere® suspensions
was 1.59 ± i·0 according to the documentation sheet. The refractive index used for silica Levasil® was
1.46 ± i·0. The refractive index was 1.64 ± i·0 for both grades of BaSO4 (IRMM-381 and IRMM-387), with
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respect to the wavelength (633 nm) [49]. For the alumosilicate-coated titania (IRMM-388), the refractive
index was estimated to 2.77 ± i·0 (without absorption) according to the literature, which means that
the contribution of the coating to the particles’ scattering intensity was considered negligible [50].
The refractive index used for kaolin was 1.56 ± i·0 according to the material data sheet.

2.7. Calculation Procedures

Grade efficiency curves T(x) describe the pore size depended retention properties of filters. T(x) is
determined by filtration monodisperse RM suspensions and comparisons of count rates, i.e., intensities
before and after filtration. The count rate is directly proportional to the quantity of colloidal particles
at a certain size. Therefore, the count rate is a suitable measure to estimate the retained quantity of
particles and to discuss the retention properties. The quantity of coarse material gCR was calculated for
each membrane type separately [51]. Equation (1) expresses how gCR is calculated (nF is the filtrate
count rate, and nS is the feedstock count rate).

gCR = 1−
∑

nF∑
nS

(1)

The databased grade efficiency values T(x) were calculated for each pore size by means of the
count rate amounts of the feedstock suspension ∆QS(x) and related filtrates ∆QF(x) according to
Equation (2).

T(x) = 1− (1− gCR)
∆QF(x)
∆QS(x)

(2)

A modified sigmoid function (Equation (3)) is considered suitable to describe the continuous
grade efficiency curves TFit(x).

TFit(x) =
1− a

1 + e(−
x−b

c )
+ a (3)

Curve fitting was done by means of the solver module in MS Excel®and the least squares method.
The variables a–c were calculated for each pore size separately.

Whereas the grade efficiency curve TFit(x) describes the size depended retention properties,
the intercept of the infection tangent I(x) with the x-axis can describe a reasoned size from which
filtration starts to have a significant particle size-dependent impact on filtered suspensions. I(x) can be
described by the linear Equation (4).

I(x) =
a
4c
·x +

(
a
2
+ d−

ab
4c

)
(4)

In order to estimate the intensity-weighted PSDs QF,int(x) of the filtered RTM suspensions, the
required values were calculated with the results of Equation (5).

∆QF,int(x) =
1− T(x)
1− gint

∆QS,int(x) (5)

The required coarse material amount gint was calculated for each membrane type, and each
material separately in the observed particle size range 0.4−10,000 nm, according to Equation (6).

gint =
∑

Ti(xi)∆QS,int,i(xi) (6)

3. Results and Discussion

3.1. Membrane Characterization

The SEM image given in Figure 1 is representative for the membranes in this study and shows
fibrous meshes with unregularly formed structures and cavities with various volumes. The observed



Nanomaterials 2019, 9, 829 7 of 16

gap sizes are significantly larger than the denoted value. A capillary pattern, where equal cylindrical
and straight pores are assumed, cannot be used to describe to the retention properties. The pores have
unequal sizes and might be statistically distributed. The weak pore size uniformity indicates that
retention cut offs cannot be absolute.
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Figure 1. Characterization of OMNIPORE® polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE) membrane (1.0 µm denoted
pore size): (a) SEM image after sputtering with platinum in argon atmosphere, magnification 10,000;
(b) cumulative pore size distributions and distribution densities obtained by the pore size meter PSM
165 by TOPAS GmbH.

Figure 1b illustrates the pore size distribution measurement results of triplicate measurements.
The pore size distribution of 1.0 µm and 0.45 µm membranes could be determined reliably, whereas the
measurements of 0.2 µm and 0.1 µm membranes hit the lower limit of the instrument (approximately
0.3 µm) and are shown for information purposes only. All membranes show distributions of pore
sizes and confirm the SEM image observations. The 1.0 µm membrane shows an absolute size of
approximately 0.9 µm, which is below the labelled pore size. The bubble points could be determined
for all four membrane types. An overview on the pore size measurement results is given in Table 3
together with the results of filtration studies with polystyrene suspensions.

3.2. Blank Samples

The sonicated blank samples and non-treated blank samples were compared according to their
count rates and DLS results obtained by the cumulants method. The results are summarized in Table 2.
The count rate of non-treated blank samples was always below 60 kcps, which proves that the solution
was almost free of particles. A polydispersity index larger than 0.5 indicates that the measured particle
size results cannot be considered certain. The contamination after the 1000 nm filtration was very low
but led to a stable scattering signal with derived count rates of about 30 kcps. As expected, there is no
evidence for contamination during filtration with the 1.0 µm membranes. The filtration was continued
with 450 nm pore sizes. DLS measurements of the filtrates show that the additional filtration step leads
to slightly increasing count rates, but there is no certain evidence for a systematic and quantifiable
contamination during the filtration steps.

The DLS results of ultrasonic-treated samples show widely spread cumulants diameters that are
in the micrometre size range. The high count rate proves that there were many particles generated
during the deagglomeration procedure with probe sonication. The polydispersity index (PI) is more
than 0.7, which indicates that the measured particle size results cannot be considered certain. After
filtration, a significantly decreased count rate is observed. This result indicates that many of the
particles generated during sonication are in the size range above 1 µm and, furthermore, that there is a
huge contamination in the submicrometre range and probably in the size range of nanoparticles with
an unknown amount. This result confirms the already reported size of particulate contamination by
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ultrasonic dispersion [23]. Contamination in the range of nanometers yields the risk of providing a false
positive classification of a material as a nanomaterial. The evaluation of DLS results takes into account
that DLS techniques cannot distinguish between the contamination and the sample. Thus, suspensions
with count rates close to the blank values given in Table 2 are interpreted as not meaningful for the
sample characterization.

Table 2. Comparison of dynamic light scattering techniques (DLS) results between samples treated
with ultrasonic devices and non-treated samples.

Membrane
Pore Size

[µm]

Non-Treated Blank Samples Sonicated Samples

Count
Rate

[kcps]

xcumulants
[nm] PI

Count
Rate

[kcps]

xcumulants
[nm] PI x50,int [nm] x50,0 [nm]

no
filtration 32.3 ± 21.3 387 ± 351 0.77 ± 0.15 9497 ± 392 1352 ± 164 0.88 ± 0.07 446.6 ± 33.7 102.3 ± 12.3

1.0 30.4 ± 3.8 695 ± 308 0.77 ± 0.14 1362 ± 179 152.2 ± 1.6 0.29 ± 0.02 160.5 ± 1.8 66.9 ± 2.3
0.45 124 ± 68.3 342 ± 89 0.63 ± 0.16 820.8 ± 88 127.1 ± 4.3 0.25 ± 0.03 136.7 ± 1.9 52.2 ± 2.6

3.3. Suspension Samples with Reference Materials

This study investigated the membranes retention properties depending on the particle diameter.
Nanosphere® polystyrene suspensions with spherical particles in the diameter range 40–900 nm
were filtered through OMNIPORE® membranes, and the filtrate was measured by DLS. The filtrate
of 900 nm suspensions showed similar count rates to blank samples for all pore sizes, which are
interpreted as impurities. In the case of polystyrene (PS) 495, it is remarkable that the cumulants
diameter of the filtrate after 0.45 µm filtration was higher than before. The cumulants diameter of the
PS 404 suspension was almost constant after filtration through the 1.0 µm and 0.45 µm filters, and the
PI was marginally improved. The cumulants diameter of the PS 350 suspension decreased a little after
filtration, whereas the PI was nearly constant. These values indicate that a few PS 350 particles with
diameters larger than 0.2 µm passed through the filter. The suspensions of PS 40–PS 202 were filtered
through 1.0 µm, 0.45 µm, 0.2 µm, and 0.1 µm filters. The cumulants diameters and the PI of these
suspensions did not change remarkably.

Figure 2 shows the grade efficiencies T(x) with related inflection tangents obtained with polystyrene
suspensions. The values below 10% relative intensity are determined with another laser intensity than
the instrument used before in this measurement series. Therefore, values close to x-axis need to be
interpreted as rough estimations.Nanomaterials 2019, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW 10 of 18 
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Figure 2. Results of polystyrene suspension filtration studies: Grade efficiencies T(x) (data and fitted
curves) and related inflection tangents of OMNIPORE® membranes.
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The measured grade efficiency values could be fitted to a modified sigmoid function (Equation (2)).
It can be observed that membrane filters always retain particles even if the average pore size is much
larger than the particle size. This study proves that filtration always leads to retained particles by
diffusion. A summary of related statistical values is given in Table 3. The median grade efficiencies
are about half of the median pore sizes obtained by flow measurements. The slope maxima do not
vary a lot (0.005–0.011 nm−1). In case of the characterization of the 0.1 µm membranethis can also be
influenced by the low amount of data points.

Table 3. Results of membrane characterization studies obtained with pore size meter PSM 165 and
polystyrene filtration studies (median grade efficiency and the intercept of the inflection tangent with
the x-axis). Hardly reliable values that hit the limit of quantification are represented in italics.

Denoted Pore
Size [µm]

Bubble Point
(Pressure) [µm,

(mbar)]

Median Pore
Size [µm]

Modal Pore
Size = [µm]

Grade
Efficiency

Median [µm]

Inflection
Tangent at

I(x) = 0 [µm]

1.0 1.03 (446) 0.74 0.81 0.409 0.313
0.45 0.76 (606) 0.39 0.44 0.242 0.122
0.20 0.44 (1029) 0.28 0.29 0.147 0.049
0.10 0.30 (1535) 0.24 0.24 0.074 0.029

The point of intersection of the inflection tangent and the x-axis can describe a borderline diameter
and, thus, the transition from non-size selective to size selective retention properties for pore size.
This borderline diameter is about a third of the labelled pore size. Concerning the approach of removing
unwanted coarse particles only, this can be a safety factor.

The filtration with the 1.0 µm pore size led to significant impacts on the particle quantity of PS
900, PS 495, and PS 404 suspensions. The quantity of PS 350 particles decreased by 18.2%, which is
still a lot, but there was no change of cumulants diameter and PI. Therefore, this filtration step might
be accepted in this case. This perception verifies a size safety factor of approximately three. In the
case of the 0.45 µm pore size filtration, the quantity of PS 202 decreased by 38.2%, but the cumulants
diameter and PI did not change noticeably. Because of this unremarkable change of the average size,
a size safety factor of 2.5 might be acceptable if there is no need to keep the particle quantity as high as
possible. In all other cases, a filtration at the 0.45 µm pore size cannot be recommended for PS 202, but
it can be recommended for PS 100 and smaller particle sizes. In the case of the 0.20 µm filtration, the
quantities of PS 100 and PS 80 decreased by approximately 27%, but the quantities of PS 50 and PS
40 decreased only approximately 15%. These observations prove that a size safety factor of three is
suitable to keep the particle quantity as high as possible.

3.4. Effect of Particle Concentration

The grade efficiency functions were determined for dilute suspensions (100 ppm). The filtration
of higher concentrated suspensions yields the risk of cake filtration because of the fast blocking of
pores. The consequences were low permeability and higher filter resistance than before. For the
purpose of sample preparation, separation should be achieved by sieving and depth filtration. Both
mechanisms are connected to relatively low particle concentrations. This study investigates the grade
efficiency in the dependency of the solid content to determine the applicability range regarding particle
concentration. Monomodal silica suspensions (Levasil®) in the solid content range 350–3500 ppmw
were filtered, and the filtrate was measured. The results are summarized in Table 4.
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Table 4. DLS results of silica suspensions (Levasil®) with different solid contents filtered with
OMNIPORE® membranes. All measurements were carried out with same laser intensity.

Membrane
Pore Size

[µm]

350 ppm 1000 ppm 3500 ppm

Count
Rate

[kcps]

xcumulants
[nm] PI

Count
Rate

[kcps]

xcumulants
[nm] PI

Count
Rate

[kcps]

xcumulants
[nm] PI

no
filtration

15806 ±
97 105 ± 2 0.092 ±

0.034
45399 ±

319 107 ± 1 0.056 ±
0.019

171361 ±
2056 106 ± 1 0.073 ±

0.015

1.0 16343 ±
133 104 ± 2 0.087 ±

0.029
43131 ±

728 105 ± 1 0.06 ±
0.017

154329 ±
2724 106 ± 0 0.077 ±

0.017

0.45 14898 ±
142 102 ± 1 0.106 ±

0.013
38985 ±

401 104 ± 1 0.073 ±
0.020

138787 ±
1047 105 ± 1 0.079 ±

0.020

0.20 13549 ±
59 101 ± 2 0.087 ±

0.047
32958 ±

223 102 ± 1 0.072 ±
0.012

127992 ±
573 105 ± 1 0.066 ±

0.016

0.10 11629 ±
69 98.4 ± 1 0.110 ±

0.027
27362 ±

279 101 ± 0 0.060 ±
0.013

116059 ±
750 104 ± 1 0.060 ±

0.018

The initial solid content had a little but significant effect on the retention properties. In the case of
the lowest concentrated sample, the initial cumulants diameter decreased from 105 ± 2 nm to 98 ± 1 nm,
whereas, in the case of the highest concentrated sample, the cumulants diameter decreased but not
significantly. The PI did not change remarkably, and no tendency was noticeable. This relation shows
that high concentrations might be more suitable for filtration than diluted suspensions. The ratios
(350 ppm/1000 ppm/3500 ppm) of the mean count rates changed only a little from 1:2.9:10.8 to 1:2.6:9.4
(1.0 µm), 1:2.6:9.3 (0.45 µm), 1:2.4:9.4 (0.2 µm), and 1:2.4:9.9 (0.1 µm). In the case of 1.0 µm filtration,
a slightly higher count rate (+3.4%) was measured for the 350 ppm suspension, which is in the
uncertainty range. The results indicate that diffusion loss is the most important effect in this solid
content range. For this ratio of pore size to particle size, the impact of blocking is negligible.

3.5. Representative Materials

This study investigates the filtration of four RTMs in the nano- and non-nano size range.
The suspensions were prepared and measured in triplicates, i.e., three independently prepared samples,
and each of them was filtrated and measured ten times by DLS. Figure 3 illustrates the DLS results of
the feedstock suspension and filtrate obtained by means of cumulants method.Nanomaterials 2019, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW 12 of 18 
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Figure 3. Averaged results of DLS measurements of RTMs of feedstock suspension and after filtration
with PTFE membranes: (a) Mean cumulants diameter; (b) mean polydipersity index (PI).
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The mean cumulants diameters of the feedstock suspensions of the coated titania and both grades
of BaSO4 indicated a good reproducibility of the sample preparation procedure. Only in case of
kaolin did the cumulants diameter vary a lot (511.8 ± 36.8 nm), and the PI was very high (0.57 ± 0.01).
Filtration led to significantly decreased mean cumulants diameters of all non-nano RTMs. The PI was
considerably improved for kaolin and both grades of BaSO4, but it was not remarkable for coated
titanium oxide, which was already acceptable. In the case of the BaSO4 fine suspension, the count rate
decreased to 6055 ± 2581 kcps after the filtration procedure. This high impact on the count rate indicates
that a high quantity of particles was retained. Continued filtration (0.45 µm) led to continuously
decreased mean cumulants diameters for all RTMs. The PI did not change significantly anymore.

Figure 4 shows that correlation functions g2
−1 could be improved for kaolin, i.e., a textbook-like

mono-exponential decay was achieved, while the correlation functions of original samples were shifted
along the ordinate because of the presence of micrometre sized particles, which caused an additional
relaxation mode at very large decay times. [17]
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Figure 4. DLS correlation functions g2
−1(t) of all replicates of kaolin suspensions: Feedstock suspensions

(FS) and filtrates (F) obtained with OMNIPORE® PTFE membranes (1.0 µm and 0.45 µm pore sizes).

In order to investigate the predictability of the filtrate’s PSD and the enhancement of sensitivity
for fine particle, the filtrate’s PSD were calculated according to Equation (5). The amount of large
particles was calculated according to Equation (6). Measured and calculated filtrate’s PSDs at 1.0 µm
pore size are compared to each other in Figure 5.

In the case of BaSO4 UF, the calculated and measured PSD are similar to each other, which proves
that the grade efficiency is basically valid in the size range 40–400 nm. In the case of submicrometre
RTMs, all PSDs were cut at approximately 800 nm. The minimum and maximum of calculated and
measured filtrate’s PSDs are nearly equal for each material, but the measured peak diameter is always
smaller than calculated one. Hence, the sensitivity could be improved for finer particles and thus the
measured higher quantities of small particles. In case of kaolin, an almost bimodal PSD was calculated,
but a monomodal PSD was measured, which is probably caused by smoothing due to instruments
algorithms. All these effects lead to smaller average diameters than calculated. The conversion to other
types of quantity yields the risk of falsification of PSDs because of implications that happen due to
assumptions of Mie’s model, as well as fitting and smoothing by instrument algorithms. Nonetheless,
the impact of filtration on the number-weighted and volume-weighted PSDs varies. A median diameter
shift to smaller values can be observed for types of quantity for all RTMs. This shifts of x50,0 are smaller
those of x50,3 because coarse particles have a significant impact on the volume-weighted PSD but a low
impact on the number-weighted PSD. In the case of BaSO4 UF, no shift was noted for x50,0. Filtration
with a 1.0 µm and even 0.45 µm pore size can be recommended for a material in the nano-sized range
if this is required for any reason.
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Figure 5. Comparison of intensity-weighted PSDs of feedstock (S) and 1.0 µm pore size filtrate (F):
(a) Coated TiO2 and BaSO4 ultrafine (UF); (b) kaolin and BaSO4 fine.

In Figure 6, the median diameters x50,3 and x50,0 (DLS) are compared to results obtained by
analytical ultracentrifuge (AUC) in a refractive index measurement mode and transmission electron
microscopy (TEM) [16]. It should be noticed that there is no assured agreement between the diameters
measured by AUC and TEM, but the agreement between these size determination methods is considered
sufficient according to the state of art.Nanomaterials 2019, 9, x FOR PEER REVIEW 14 of 18 
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Figure 6. Comparison of measured and calculated median diameters of filtrates with reference
diameters from the literature: Volume-weighted median diameter x50,3 and number-weighted median
particle diameter x50,0.

In the case of kaolin, the filtrate’s particle diameter x50,0 (DLS 104.2 ± 7.5 nm) shows a satisfying
agreement to the diameter x50,0 obtained by AUC (98 nm) and a similarity to the TEM result (120.6 nm).
However, the maximum diameter of the main peak is approximately 1718 nm, which is much higher
than the membranes pore size. The materials size ratio (min/max) according to DLS is approximately
29 (nm/nm). Filtration retains too many particles to determine a reliable volume-based diameter
x50,3. Hence, a filtration with 1.0 µm pore size can be recommended for a material in the expected
average size range of at 100 nm for the determination of x50,0 only. Filtration is not considered suitable
for materials with broad PSDs with a diameter maximum in the micrometre range. In the case of
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coated titanium dioxide, the diameter x50,0 (DLS) of the unfiltered suspension (204.2 ± 14.4 nm) is
a little higher than the diameters determined by AUC (201 nm) and TEM (185 nm). The filtrate’s
diameter x50,0 (166.5 ± 4.9 nm) is not closer to the diameters obtained by AUC and TEM. In contrast,
filtration leads to a much better agreement of the x50,3 (256.3 ± 16.1) to the results by AUC (243 nm) and
TEM (228.8 nm). The materials’ size ratio (min/max) according to DLS is approximately 16 (nm/nm).
Hence, filtration before DLS measurement can probably be recommended for a submicrometre material
with narrowly distributed PSDs in this size range. In the case of BaSO4 fine, x50,0 of the unfiltered
suspension (215.7 ± 24.3 nm) is close to the values obtained by AUC (203 nm) and SEM (212 nm).
Filtration and measurement by DLS lead to much smaller diameters, and, thus, filtration cannot be
considered suitable for this material. The maximum of the main peak is by approximately 2669 nm
in the intensity-weighted PSD, and the size ratio is approximately 34 (nm/nm). Filtration retains too
much particles to determine a diameter.

The study results are consistent with the general belief in the nanomaterial analysis community
that a single particle measurement method cannot cover the required size range from a few nanometers
to well beyond one micrometer to determine the “real” size distribution of a particulate substance
for all kinds of materials [52]. If the existence of micrometre particles is expected, the application of
a laser diffraction or static light scattering technique (LD/SLS) might be recommended to get a first
impression of the particle size distribution width and to assay the suspension on particles, aggregates,
and agglomerates in the upper submicrometre and micrometre range. The use of LD measurements
prior to DLS analysis might be implemented in an operating procedure as a suitable routine to confirm
or reject the assumption of large particles, to verify whether filtration is needed, and to estimate the
impact of filtration on the size distribution.

The findings could be generalized for membrane filters comparable to the hydrophilic PTFE
membranes used in this study and similar polymers with a comparable mesh structure. The use of
other membrane materials, e.g., mixed esters of cellulose (MCE), polyvinylidene fluoride (PVDF),
or polyethersulfone (PES), could lead to other physico-chemical interactions between the particles and
the filter. Only membrane materials with a negative surface charge should be used for suspensions
stabilized with anionic surfactants. The authors recommend to conduct experimental studies on the
retention properties if another material than PTFE is used.

4. Conclusions

The effects of microfiltration have been studied in order to improve DLS for particle size
determination. Filtration was carried out with particulate RMs and RTMs in the nano- and
submicrometre range. The differential pressure and filter area were kept constant in this study.
Polystyrene standards (40–900 nm diameter) were used to investigate the retention properties of PTFE
filters with denoted pore sizes in the range 1.0–0.1 µm. The results were fitted to a sigmoid function.
A size safety factor of at least three for monodisperse materials was determined to keep separation
as low as possible. However, filtration always retains particles by diffusion and, therefore, leads
to a decrease of quantity. Concentration implications were investigated with a monomodal silica
suspension in the solid content range 350–3500 ppm. The study demonstrated that concentration
effects play a minor role in this application range.

RTMs with broad PSDs were used to investigate the filtration procedure. There are potentials
of improving correlation functions and thus increasing the reliability of the DLS method. Filtration
leads to modifications of the granulometric state and thus shifts of median diameters. In the case of
submicrometre materials, the volume-weighted median shifts to a large extent because of the retention
of contaminations and large sample particles. Regarding the number-weighted median diameter, this
shift is less extensive.

The comparison of DLS results with those obtained by AUC and TEM showed that filtration
before DLS measurement can improve the agreement of median diameters. In case of materials with
diameters close to or below 100 nm, filtration with membranes (1.0 µm pore size) can be recommended.
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Materials with submicrometre particles are potentially suitable. In the case of narrowly distributed
PSDs, the determination of median diameters x50,0 and x50,3 could be improved. In the case of
particulate materials with micrometre particles, the determination of the median diameters x50,0 by
DLS can be improved under certain circumstances only. Experiments showed that a suitability is given
if the material’s PSD is not too wide. However, further studies with other membrane materials are
needed to generalize the findings in order to establish a possible routine for sample preparation for
DLS measurements.

Author Contributions: C.U., F.B., and M.S. contributed to this study. C.U. and F.B. developed the methodology.
C.U. conducted all experiments and data analysis. F.B. and M.S. supervised the data treatment and contributed to
the discussion. C.U. wrote the first draft. Review and editing was conducted by F.B. and M.S.

Funding: This research has received funding from the European Community’s Seventh Framework Programme
(FP7/2007-2013) grant number 604347.

Acknowledgments: The authors thank Petra Fiala from TUD for taking SEM images and Stefan Große from
TOPAS GmbH for the possibility to determine membrane pore sizes.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design of the
study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, or in the decision to
publish the results.

References

1. Rasmussen, K.; Gonzales, M.; Kearns, P.; Sintes, J.R.; Rossi, F.; Sayre, P. Review of achievements of the OECD
Working Party on Manufactured Nanomaterials’ Testing and Assessment Programme. From exploratory
testing to test guidelines. Regul. Toxicol. Pharm. 2016, 74, 147–160. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Braun, A.; Couteau, O.; Franks, K.; Kestens, V.; Roebben, G.; Lamberty, A.; Linsinger, T.P.J. Validation of
dynamic light scattering and centrifugal liquid sedimentation methods for nanoparticle characterisation.
Adv. Powder Technol. 2011, 22, 766–770. [CrossRef]

3. Lamberty, A.; Franks, K.; Braun, A.; Kestens, V.; Roebben, G.; Linsinger, T.P.J. Interlaboratory comparison
for the measurement of particle size and zeta potential of silica nanoparticles in an aqueous suspension.
J. Nanopart. Res. 2011, 13, 7317–7329. [CrossRef]

4. Braun, A.; Kestens, V.; Franks, K.; Roebben, G.; Lamberty, A.; Linsinger, T.P.J. A new certified reference
material for size analysis of nanoparticles. J. Nanopart. Res. 2012, 14, 1021. [CrossRef]

5. Kestens, V.; Roebben, G.; Herrmann, J.; Jamting, A.; Coleman, V.; Minelli, C.; Clifford, C.; De Temmerman, P.J.;
Mast, J.; Liu, J.J.; et al. Challenges in the size analysis of a silica nanoparticle mixture as candidate certified
reference material. J. Nanopart. Res. 2016, 18, 171. [CrossRef]

6. Franks, K.; Braun, A.; Charoud-Got, J.; Couteau, O.; Kestens, V.; Lamberty, A.; Linsinger, T.J.P.; Roebben, G.
Certification Report—Certification of the Equivalent Spherical Diameters of Silica Nanoparticles in Aqueous
Solution—Certified Reference Material ERM®-FD304; Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg,
Luxembourg, 2012.

7. Provencher, S.W. Inverse problems in polymer characterization. Direct analysis of polydispersity with
photon correlation spectroscopy. Makromol. Chem. 1979, 180, 201–209. [CrossRef]

8. Provencher, S.W. Contin—a general-purpose constrained regularization program for inverting noisy linear
algebraic and integral-equations. Comput. Phys. Commun. 1982, 27, 229–242. [CrossRef]

9. Koppel, D.E. Analysis of macromolecular polydispersity in intensity correlation spectroscopy—method of
cumulants. J. Chem. Phys. 1972, 57, 4814–4820. [CrossRef]

10. Mie, G. Beiträge zur Optik trüber Medien, speziell kolloidaler Metallösungen. Ann. Phys. 1908, 330, 377–445.
[CrossRef]

11. Babick, F.; Gropp, S.; Katzel, U.; Vorbau, M. Dynamic light scattering of dispersed fumed silica aggregates.
Powder Technol. 2012, 217, 39–45. [CrossRef]

12. Babick, F.; Schiessl, K.; Stintz, M. Characterization of pyrogenic powders with conventional particle sizing
technique: I. prediction of measured size distributions. Part. Part. Syst. Char. 2012, 29, 104–115. [CrossRef]

13. Scotti, A.; Liu, W.; Hyatt, J.S.; Herman, E.S.; Choi, H.S.; Kim, J.W.; Lyon, L.A.; Gasser, U.; Fernandez-Nieves, A.
The CONTIN algorithm and its application to determine the size distribution of microgel suspensions.
J. Chem. Phys. 2015, 142, 234905. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.yrtph.2015.11.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26603783
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apt.2010.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11051-011-0624-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11051-012-1021-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11051-016-3474-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/macp.1979.021800119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0010-4655(82)90174-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1678153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/andp.19083300302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.powtec.2011.10.064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ppsc.201000024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4921686
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26093577


Nanomaterials 2019, 9, 829 15 of 16

14. European Committee for Standardization CEN/TS 17010:2016. Nanotechnologies—Guidance on Measurands
for Characterising Nano-Objects and Materials that Contain them; Brussels, Belgium, 2016. Available online:
https://www.iso.org/standard/75190.html (accessed on 31 May 2019).

15. Rauscher, H.; Roebben, G.; Amenta, V.; Sanfeliu, A.B.; Calzolai, L.; Emons, H.; Gaillard, C.; Gibson, N.;
Linsinger, T.P.J.; Mech, Â.; et al. JRC Scientific and Policy Report—Towards A Review of the EC Recommendation
for A Definition of the Term “Nanomaterial”—Part 1: Compilation of Information Concerning the Experience with the
Definition; Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg, Luxembourg, 2014.

16. Babick, F.; Mielke, J.; Wohlleben, W.; Weigel, S.; Hodoroaba, V.D. How reliably can a material be classified as
a nanomaterial? Available particle-sizing techniques at work. J. Nanopart. Res. 2016, 18, 158. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

17. Nijman, E.J.; Merkus, H.G.; Marijnissen, J.C.M.; Scarlett, B. Simulations and experiments on number
fluctuations in photon-correlation spectroscopy at low particle concentrations. Appl. Optics 2001, 40,
4058–4063. [CrossRef]

18. Ullmann, C.; Babick, F.; Koeber, R.; Stintz, M. Performance of analytical centrifugation for the particle size
analysis of real-world materials. Powder Technol. 2017, 319, 261–270. [CrossRef]

19. Taurozzi, J.S.; Hackley, V.A.; Wiesner, M.R. Ultrasonic dispersion of nanoparticles for environmental, health
and safety assessment - issues and recommendations. Nanotoxicology 2011, 5, 711–729. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Meissner, T.; Oelschlagel, K.; Potthoff, A. Dispersion of nanomaterials used in toxicological studies:
A comparison of sonication approaches demonstrated on TiO2 P25. J. Nanopart. Res. 2014, 16, 2228.
[CrossRef]

21. Ding, P.; Pacek, A.W. Ultrasonic processing of suspensions of hematite nanopowder stabilized with sodium
polyacrylate. AIChE J. 2009, 55, 2796–2806. [CrossRef]

22. Pohl, M.; Hogekamp, S.; Hoffmann, N.Q.; Schuchmann, H.P. Dispersion and deagglomeration of nanoparticles
with ultrasound. Chem. Ing. Tech. 2004, 76, 392–396. [CrossRef]

23. Marin, R.R.R.; Babick, F.; Stintz, M. Ultrasonic dispersion of nanostructured materials with probe
sonication—practical aspects of sample preparation. Powder Technol. 2017, 318, 451–458. [CrossRef]

24. Marín, R.R.R.; Babick, F.; Lindner, G.G.; Wiemann, M.; Stintz, M. Effects of sample preparation on particle
size distributions of different types of silica in Suspensions. Nanomaterials 2018, 8, 8070454.

25. Mawson, R.; Rout, M.; Ripoll, G.; Swiergon, P.; Singh, T.; Knoerzer, K.; Juliano, P. Production of particulates
from transducer erosion: Implications on food safety. Ultrason. Sonochem. 2014, 21, 2122–2130. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

26. Rasmussen, K.; Rauscher, H.; Mech, A.; Riego Sintes, J.; Gilliland, D.; Gonzalez, M.; Kearns, P.;
Moss, K.; Visser, M.; Groenewold, M.; et al. Physico-chemical properties of manufactured
nanomaterials—Characterisation and relevant methods. An outlook based on the OECD Testing Programme.
J. Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 2017, 92, 8–28. [CrossRef]

27. Wohlleben, W. Validity range of centrifuges for the regulation of nanomaterials: from classification to
as-tested coronas. J. Nanopart. Res. 2012, 14, 1300. [CrossRef]

28. Barahona, F.; Ojea-Jimenez, I.; Geiss, O.; Gilliland, D.; Barrero-Moreno, J. Multimethod approach for the
detection and characterisation of food-grade synthetic amorphous silica nanoparticles. J. Chromatogr. A 2016,
1432, 92–100. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Wiezorek, C. Fractionation of nanoparticles in food and cosmetics using “Nanosiebung” and their further
chemical analysis. Deut. Lebensm.-Rund. 2011, 107, 21–24.

30. Babick, F.; Ullmann, C. Error propagation at the conversion of particle size distributions. Powder Technol.
2016, 301, 503–510. [CrossRef]

31. Babick, F. Report of the Potentials of the Transformation of Non-Counting Methods Size Distributions
into Number-Weighted Size Distributions of the Constituent Particles Based on Instrument Manufacturers
Algorithms—NanoDefine Technical Report D3.6; NanoDefine Consortium: Wageningen, The Netherlands, 2016.

32. International Organization for Standardization ISO 9276-2:2014. Representation of Results of Particle Size
Analysis—Part 2: Calculation of Average Particle Sizes/Diameters and Moments from Particle Size Distributions;
Geneva, Switzerland, 2014. Available online: https://www.iso.org/standard/57641.html (accessed on
31 May 2019).

33. Shiller, A.M. Syringe filtration methods for examining dissolved and colloidal trace element distributions in
remote field locations. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2003, 37, 3953–3957. [CrossRef]

https://www.iso.org/standard/75190.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11051-016-3461-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27375365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/AO.40.004058
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.powtec.2017.06.057
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/17435390.2010.528846
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21073401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11051-013-2228-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/aic.11899
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cite.200403371
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.powtec.2017.05.049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ultsonch.2014.04.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24815104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.yrtph.2017.10.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11051-012-1300-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2015.12.058
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26787162
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.powtec.2016.06.039
https://www.iso.org/standard/57641.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es0341182


Nanomaterials 2019, 9, 829 16 of 16

34. Minning, T.; Lytle, D.A.; Pham, M.; Kelty, K. Systematic evaluation of dissolved lead sorption losses to
particulate syringe filter materials. Environ. Monit. Assess. 2015, 187, 383. [CrossRef]

35. Howard, A.G. On the challenge of quantifying man-made nanoparticles in the aquatic environment. J. Environ.
Monitor. 2010, 12, 135–142. [CrossRef]

36. Ullmann, C.; Müller, P. SOP, Applicability Range and Method Performance Description for DLS & MiniTEM
—NanoDefine Technical Report D4.6; NanoDefine Consortium: Wageningen, The Netherlands, 2017.

37. International Organization for Standardization ISO 14887:2000. Sample Preparation—Dispersing Procedures
for Powders in Liquids; Geneva, Switzerland, 2010. Available online: https://www.iso.org/obp/ui/#iso:std:iso:
14887:ed-1:v1:en (accessed on 31 May 2019).

38. International Organization for Standardization ISO 22412:2017. Particle Size Analysis—Dynamic Light Scattering
(DLS); Geneva, Switzerland, 2017. Available online: https://www.iso.org/standard/65410.html (accessed on
31 May 2019).

39. ASTM E2490-09 (Reapproved 2015) Standard Guide for Measurement of Particle Size Distribution of
Nanomaterials in Suspension by Photon Correlation Spectroscopy (PCS). West Conshohocken: PA, US. 2015.
Available online: www.astm.org (accessed on 31 May 2019).

40. International Organization for Standardization ISO 10304-1:2007. International Organization for Standardization
ISO 10304-1:2007. Water Quality—Determination of Dissolved Anions by Liquid Chromatography of Ions—Part 1:
Determination of Bromide, Chloride, Fluoride, Nitrate, Nitrite, Phosphate and Sulfate; Geneva, Switzerland, 2007.
Available online: https://www.iso.org/standard/46004.html (accessed on 31 May 2019).

41. Bin Darwis, N.; Kochkodan, V.; Hilal, N. Microfiltration of micro-sized suspensions of boron-selective resin
with PVDF membranes. Desalination 2017, 403, 161–171. [CrossRef]

42. Shin, J.Y.; Jung, M.Y. Ultra-High-Throughput Analytical Strategy Based on UHPLC-DAD in Combination
with Syringe Filtration for the Quantitation of Nine Synthetic Colorants in Beverages: Impacts of Syringe
Membrane Types and Sample pH on Recovery. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2017, 65, 9916–9922. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Roebben, G.; Rasmussen, K.; Kestens, V.; Linsinger, T.P.J.; Rauscher, H.; Emons, H.; Stamm, H. Reference
materials and representative test materials: the nanotechnology case. J. Nanopart. Res. 2013, 15, 1455.
[CrossRef]

44. ASTM E1294-89(1999), Standard Test Method for Pore Size Characteristics of Membrane Filters Using
Automated Liquid Porosimeter (Withdrawn 2008), ASTM International, West Conshohocken, PA. 1999.
Available online: www.astm.org (accessed on 31 May 2019).

45. ASTM F316-03(2011), Standard Test Methods for Pore Size Characteristics of Membrane Filters by Bubble
Point and Mean Flow Pore Test, ASTM International, West Conshohocken, PA. 2011. Available online:
www.astm.org (accessed on 31 May 2019).

46. Hernandez, A.; Calvo, J.I.; Pradanos, P.; Tejerina, F. Pore size distributions in microporous membranes.
A critical analysis of the bubble point extended method. J. Membrane Sci. 1996, 112, 1–12. [CrossRef]

47. Babick, F. Suspensions of Colloidal Particles and Aggregates; In particle Ttechnology Series; Valverde Millán, J.M.,
Ed.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2016; Volume 20.

48. Gilliland, D.; Pianella, F.; Rio-Echevarria, I.M.; Loeschner, K.; Correia, M.; Mast, J.; Ullmann, C. Standardised
Dispersion Protocols for High Priority Materials Groups—NanoDefine Technical Report D2.3; NanoDefine
Consortium: Wageningen, The Netherlands, 2016.

49. Weber, M.J. Handbook of Optical Materials; CRC Press: Boca Raton, Florida, FL, USA, 2003.
50. Jellison, G.E.; Boatner, L.A.; Budai, J.D.; Jeong, B.S.; Norton, D.P. Spectroscopic ellipsometry of thin film and

bulk anatase (TiO2). J. Appl. Phys. 2003, 93, 9537–9541. [CrossRef]
51. Stieß, M. Mechanische Verfahrenstechnik-Partikeltechnologie 1, 3rd ed.; Springer: Berlin/Heideberg,

Germany, 2009.
52. Linsinger, T.P.; Roebben, G.; Gilliland, D.; Calzolai, L.; Rossi, F.; Gibson, N.; Klein, C. Requirements

on Measurements for the Implementation of the European Commission Definition of the Term “Nanomaterial”;
Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg, Luxembourg, 2012.

© 2019 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 (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10661-015-4610-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/B913681A
https://www.iso.org/obp/ui/#iso:std:iso:14887:ed-1:v1:en
https://www.iso.org/obp/ui/#iso:std:iso:14887:ed-1:v1:en
https://www.iso.org/standard/65410.html
www.astm.org
https://www.iso.org/standard/46004.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2016.04.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jafc.7b03882
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29083181
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11051-013-1455-2
www.astm.org
www.astm.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0376-7388(95)00025-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1573737
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Materials 
	Reference Materials 
	Representative Test Materials 
	Membranes 

	Desagglomeration 
	Membrane Characterization 
	SEM Images 
	Pore Size Analysis 

	Sample Preparation Procedures 
	Blank Samples 
	Procedures for Reference Materials 
	Monomodal Material 
	Polydisperse Materials 

	Filtration Procedure 
	DLS Measurement Procedure and Analysis 
	Calculation Procedures 

	Results and Discussion 
	Membrane Characterization 
	Blank Samples 
	Suspension Samples with Reference Materials 
	Effect of Particle Concentration 
	Representative Materials 

	Conclusions 
	References

