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on of methanol vapour from
a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/
ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state
sensor†
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and Messai Adenew Mamo *a

Methanol vapour is harmful to human health if it is inhaled, swallowed, or absorbed through the skin. Solid-

state gas sensors are a promising system for the detection of volatile organic compounds, unfortunately,

they can have poor gas selectivity, low sensitivity, an inferior limit of detection (LOD), sensitivity towards

humidity, and a need to operate at higher temperatures. A novel solid-state gas sensor was assembled

using carbon nanoparticles (CNPs), prepared from a simple pyrolysis reaction, and zinc oxide@zeolitic

imidazolate framework-8 nanorods (ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods), synthesised using a hydrothermal method.

The nanomaterials were characterized using scanning electron microscopy, transmission electron

microscopy, powder X-ray diffraction, X-ray photoelectron spectroscopy Raman spectroscopy, and

Fourier transform infrared spectroscopy. The ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods were inactive as a sensor, the CNPs

showed some sensor activity, and the CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorod composite performed as a viable solid-

state sensor. The mass ratio of ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods within the CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorod composite

was varied to investigate selectivity and sensitivity for the detection of ethanol, 2-propanol, acetone,

ethyl acetate, chloroform, and methanol vapours. The assembled sensor composed of the CNPs/

ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorod composite with a mass ratio of 1.5 : 6 showed improved gas sensing properties in

the detection of methanol vapour with a LOD of 60 ppb. The sensor is insensitive to humidity and the

methanol vapour sensitivity was found to be 0.51 U ppm�1 when detected at room temperature.
1. Introduction

Methanol (CH3OH) is an organic compound that can easily
evaporate at lower temperatures due to its high vapour pressure
and low boiling point.1 It is a type of volatile organic compound
(VOC) that is used in several applications including food tech-
nology,2 synthesis of various commercially important organic
compounds,3 paint industries, automobile manufacturing, and
pharmaceuticals.4–6 However, the inhalation of methanol can be
dangerous to human health as it causes eye irritation, head-
aches, and can have deleterious effects on the nervous system.6–8

As a replacement for fossil fuels, CH3OH is considered to be
a promising candidate to be used in automobiles, especially
those tted with fuel cells. Since it is ammable, there is a need
to monitor the leakage of methanol from on board tanks using
a relatively simple system, such as, gas sensors.9,10 There is a high
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rate of car accidents resulting from drunk drivers, especially in
South Africa, but with the advance in technology, gas sensors can
be used to identify drunk drivers through the detection of either
methanol or ethanol vapours from their exhaled breath.11,12 In
the past, methanol vapour and other VOCs were detected using
highly accurate, but relatively complex, analytical instruments
including gas chromatography,13 spectrophotometers,14 and
optoacoustic spectroscopy.15 But such instruments pose some
disadvantages to being effectively used on a much wider scale,
due to their high costs, lack of portability, need for trained
personnel, long analysis time, and expensive maintenance
requirements. Recently, chemi-resistive gas sensors have attrac-
ted many researchers and engineers to develop and use them in
the detection of VOCs due to their portability, low-cost, high
sensitivity, and fast analysis time. Semiconductor metal oxides
(SMOs) such as titanium dioxide (TiO2),16 zinc oxide (ZnO),17 tin
dioxide (SnO2),18 and tungsten trioxide (WO3)19 are some of the
earliest studied and applied materials in chemi-resistive gas
sensors. This can be attributed to their fast response–recovery
times and high sensitivity. However, such metal oxides have
some drawbacks including the lack of selectivity towards the gas
of interest, poor response under high humidity conditions, and
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
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a high working temperature of 240–400 �C.16–19 The high working
temperature is a major drawback because it leads to increased
energy consumption and this results in a poor lifespan of the
sensor since the material used to fabricate the sensor disinte-
grates aer being repeatedly exposed to such conditions. To
overcome some of these drawbacks, SMOs can be coupled with
polymers such as polyaniline,20 polypyrrole, and polythiophene.21

Alternatively, carbon nanomaterials including carbon nano-
tubes,22 graphene oxide,23 and carbon nanoparticles24 are
another promising option to make hybrids that can be used as
sensors that work at a lower temperature. SMO nanocomposites
can have a good response–recovery times and high sensitivity;
however, selectivity towards the gas of interest and humidity
effects are still major challenges with such hybrid materials.

Zeolitic imidazolate frameworks (ZIFs) are a subclass of
a metal–organic framework materials with a tetrahedral
arrangement between the metal ion and imidazolate linker,
possessing a geometry similar to that of zeolites.25–28 ZIFs mate-
rials have been used in gas sensors, due to their porosity and
intrinsic tunability which has improved selectivity. In addition,
their hydrophobic nature allows the sensor to work at relatively
high levels of humidity.25–30 ZIF-8 is composed of zinc cation and
2-methyimidazolate precursors and is reported to be chemically
and thermally stable.31,32 ZIF-8 has been combined with an SMO
to make gas sensors; specically, ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods were
synthesised and shown to have good selectivity, sensitivity, and
fast response recovery times. However, such gas sensors still
operate at elevated temperatures of about 140 to 350 �C.33,34

In this study, ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods and carbon nano-
particles (CNPs) were used as a composite for the detection of
methanol at room temperature. Besides being an inexpensive
and versatile nano-carbon, our previous work with CNPs derived
from candle soot in gas sensing has shown that such sensors
have an excellent response–recovery times and the ability to
work at room temperature.35–38 The proposed CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8
nanorods composite can work at room temperatures, possess
high sensitivity, selectivity, longer life-span, good reproduc-
ibility, fast response–recovery time, and the material can work
and reproduce the same results at a wide range of relative
humidity.39
2. Experimental
2.1. Chemicals and reagents

All chemicals were used without further purication: zinc
nitrate hexahydrate (Zn(NO3)2$6H2O, 98%), sodium hydroxide
(NaOH, 96%), 2-methylimidazole (99%) and N,N-dime-
thylformamide (DMF, 99.5%), methanol (MeOH, 99.8%),
ethanol (EtOH, 98%), 2-propanol (98.5%), chloroform (99%),
ethyl acetate (99.8), and acetone (99.5%) were all purchased
from Sigma Aldrich. Lighthouse candles were purchased at
Shoprite, Johannesburg, South Africa.
2.2. Synthetic methods

2.2.1. Carbon nanoparticles. Carbon soot was prepared
through the pyrolysis method following the method reported by
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
G. E. Olifant et al.24 The candle was placed underneath the
ceramic cup (approximately 2 cm from the tip of the ame) for
the collection of carbon soot as shown in (Fig. 1). The ceramic
cup was cooled at room temperature and a spatula was used to
scrape the accumulated carbon soot from the inside of the
ceramic cup walls. The soot was used without purication.

2.2.2. Synthesis of ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods. ZnO@ZIF-8
nanorods were synthesised via the solvothermal method re-
ported by H. Tian et al.,34 whereby ZnO nanorods acted as
a substrate for the coating of 2-methylimidazolate. Firstly,
a hydrothermal method was followed for the preparation of ZnO
nanorods. In a typical procedure, 2.26 g of Zn(NO3)2$6H2O and
2.43 g of NaOH were both added to a beaker with 40 mL of
deionized water. The white solution was stirred using
a magnetic stirrer and stirrer bar for 30 min, and then the
solution was transferred into a Teon lined-stainless steel
autoclave. The autoclave was placed in an oven set at 140 �C,
and the reaction was le for 12 hours. The resulting ZnO
nanorods were then obtained through centrifugation and
washing several times with ethanol and deionized water. The
nal washed white precipitates were dried, in an oven, at 60 �C
for 12 hours.

To prepare the ZnO@ZIF-8 samples, 0.0407 g of ZnO nano-
rods and 0.324 g of 2-methylimidazolate were mixed in a beaker
containing 40 mL of DMF : H2O (3 : 1 by volume). The solution
was sonicated for 5 min and then transferred into a Teon-lined
stainless steel autoclave and heated at 70 �C for 24 hours.
Subsequently, the ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods were collected through
centrifugation, washed several times with ethanol and DMF and
dried at 60 �C for 8 h.

2.2.3. Synthesis of CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods composite.
CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods composite was prepared through
physical mixing. A mass of 0.1 g of CNPs and 0.6 of ZnO@ZIF-8
nanorods were mixed in 15 mL of DMF. The black solution was
stirred at room temperature for 12 h and the composite was
obtained by drying at 70 �C for 24 h (see Fig. 1).
2.3. Sensor fabrication

ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods, CNPs, and CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods
composites were used to fabricate six sensors for the detection
of VOCs. 15 mg of ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods and CNPs were
dispersed separately into 7 mL DMF to prepare sensor A and
sensor B respectively. Different mass ratios of CNPs and
ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods as composites were used to prepare
more sensors, wherein 15 mg CNPs were kept constant
throughout and ZIF-8 nanorods weight within the composite
was varied to 15 mg, 25 mg, 35 mg, and 60 mg. Sensor C was
fabricated from an equal mass ratio (15 : 15 mg) of
CNPs : ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods solution, 15 : 25 mass ratio for
sensor D, 15 : 35 mass ratio for sensor E, and 15 : 60 mass
ratio for sensor F (see Table 1). All mass ratios were dissolved
into 7 mL DMF and stirred for 24 h at room temperature,
subsequently, a 7 mL solution of each was drop-coated onto an
interdigitated gold electrode and allowed to dry. Prepared
sensors were placed in the vacuum desiccator to further dry
any remaining DMF le.
RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108 | 27095
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Fig. 1 Schematic illustration of (1) preparation of CNPs, (2) synthesis of ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods and CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods composite
preparation.

Table 1 The summarised prepared sensors with their respective
material mass ratios

Sensor name Sensing material
Mass ratio (mg),
CNPs : ZnO@ZIF-8 NRs

Sensor A ZnO@ZIF-8 NRs 0 : 15
Sensor B CNPs 15 : 0
Sensor C CNPs : ZnO@ZIF-8 NRs 15 : 15
Sensor D CNPs : ZnO@ZIF-8 NRs 15 : 25
Sensor E CNPs : ZnO@ZIF-8 NRs 15 : 35
Sensor F CNPs : ZnO@ZIF-8 NRs 15 : 60
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2.4. Gas sensing setup

All sensors were tested using the same sensing setup under the
resistance parameter. A sensor connected to the E4980A key-
sight LCR meter was placed inside a 3-necked 20 L round
bottom ask (see Fig. 2). The round bottom ask (sensing
chamber) has an opening for a pipe connected to a vacuum
Fig. 2 Gas sensing setup.

27096 | RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108
pump to remove gas from inside the chamber and it also has
a pipe to introduce some external fresh air. Five trials of 1, 2, 3, 4
and 5 mL of VOC of interest were injected into the round bottom
ask with a contact time of 10 min, subsequently, the exposed
VOCs were removed using a vacuum pump for 2 min at atmo-
spheric pressure and a rest period of 3 min was done before the
next measurement. Due to the high vapour pressure and low
boiling point of the VOCs, the gaseous analyte interacted with
the sensor of interest, and the measurements were observed on
the monitor. The concentration of the analytes was calculated
using the formula:

C ¼ (22.4pTVs)/(273MrV) � 1000,

where C is the vapour concentration (ppm), p is the density of
the liquid analyte (g cm�1), T is the temperature (K), Vs is the
volume injected into the 20 L volumetric ask (mL), Mr is the
molar mass of the liquid analyte and V is the volume of the
volumetric ask (L).35,37
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
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The resistance measurements were recorded using the
optimal 0.5 V AC and at a 25 kHz signal frequency. The
frequency selection was due to the noise/signal ratio was not
signicant and the devices responded with good sensitivity.
2.5. Sensor's response and recovery test

The sensor's response and recovery time of the sensors were
dened as when the response time is the time that required the
sensor to reach 90% of the maximum response and while
recovery time is that required to recover 90% of the response.
2.6. Selectivity test

Firstly, 1 mL of each of the six analytes (methanol, ethanol, 2-
propanol, acetone, ethyl acetate, and chloroform) were
combined to make 6 mL and mixed well under stirring. From
the mixture, a 6 mL aliquot was injected into a 3-necked 20 L
round bottom ask to investigate the selectivity of methanol.
2.7. Characterization techniques

Samples were analysed on a JEOL-TEM 2010 (Japan) high-
resolution transmission electron microscopy at an accelera-
tion voltage of 200 kV, using Gatan soware, and Holey carbon-
coated copper grids were used to mount the samples. Scanning
electron microscopy observations were performed at 30 kV with
a FEI Nova Nanolab 600 FEG-SEM. Structural analysis was
revealed using powder X-ray diffraction (PXRD), Bruker D2
Phaser using LynxEye detector with radiation of a CuKa at
a wavelength of 0.154 nm and Bruker Senterra laser Raman
spectrometer tted with frequency-doubled Nd-YAG laser with
the wavelength of 532 nm. X-ray photoelectron spectroscopy
(XPS, XSAM800, Kratos, Manchester, UK) was used to determine
the oxidation state and the elemental analysis.
3. Results and discussions
3.1. Materials characterizations

Fig. 3 presents the morphological investigations of CNPs,
ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods, and CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods done
using electron microscopy. Fig. 3a shows the TEM image of
carbon nanoparticles soot, which appears to be spherical with
a diameter between 30 and 50 nm. The CNPs soot appears to be
stacked on top of each other forming chain-linked spheres ob-
tained from ame pyrolysis, similar ndings were reported by L.
Malepe et al.36 The ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods are prepared using the
ZnO nanorods and Zn2+ source. The ZnO nanorods are acting as
a template and are coated as a shell with a 2-methylimidazole
linker to form ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods. ZIF-8 structure is formed
from the coordination of central Zn2+ and 1,3 nitrogen positions
on the 2-methylimidazole. Fig. 3b presents the image of
ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods with the core–shell heterostructures. The
core ZnO nanorods have a diameter of about 140 nm coated
with the ZIF-8 shell of about 100 nm and similar ndings were
reported by H. Tian et al.34 The TEM image of CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8
nanorods revealed that the CNPs soot covered the surface of
ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods (see Fig. 3c), which played a crucial role in
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
improving the electrical conductivity that facilitated the gas
sensing.

The surface morphology of CNPs, ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods, and
CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods composite was investigated using
scanning electron microscopy (SEM). Fig. 3d shows an SEM
image of the CNPs spheres and reveals that the materials are
agglomerated and interconnected forming irregular lumps of
microstructures. The ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorod samples occur as
tiny rods on the microscale, and in some areas, the nanorods
tend to agglomerate forming sphere-ower-like structures as
presented in (Fig. 3e). The successful synthesis of CNPs/
ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods was conrmed by the presence of
agglomerated CNPs and ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods on the SEM
image shown in (Fig. 3f). The results of the powder X-ray
diffraction (XRD) analysis on the CNPs, ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods
and CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods are presented in (Fig. 4). The
XRD pattern of CNPs showed two peaks occurring at 2q ¼ 25.2�

and 44� assigned to the crystal planes 002 and 001 respectively
(ICDD: 04-018-7559) for graphitic carbon. The broad, and rela-
tively low-intensity peaks are typical for CNPs.

Fig. 4b presents the XRD pattern of ZnO@ZIF-8 which indi-
cates that it has twomaterials of different crystal structures. The
XRD patterns positioned at 2q ¼ 31.9�, 35� and 37.9� are
indexed to crystal planes 100, 002 and 101, the reections of
hexagonal structure of ZnO (JCPDS No. 36-1451) and while ZIF-8
XRD patterns match with literature, wherein 2q ¼ 7.6�, 10.4�,
13�, 15.2�, 16.9� and 18.2� are indexed to crystal planes 011, 002,
112, 022, 013 and 222 respectively.40–44 Fig. 4c, shows the XRD
patterns of CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 composite, which shows the
presence of CNPs by exhibiting the broad peak occurring at 2q¼
25.2� (002), however, the peak has a low intensity due to the fact
that the high crystallinity of ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods within the
composite suppress the amorphous and graphitic peaks.
Fig. 5a, presents the Raman spectrum of CNPs exhibiting two
broad peaks at 1344 and 1591 cm�1 assigned to D, and G bands
respectively. The D band represents the disordered lattice
nature of the CNPs while the G band is assigned for the
graphitic vibrations (sp2) of the CNPs.45,46 Fig. 5b, presents the
Raman spectrum of ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods and exhibits a vibra-
tional mode positioned at 220 cm�1 which is assigned to Z–N
stretchings and while others occurring at 679, 1014, 1249, and
1485 cm�1 are attributed C5–N stretchings and 2-methyl
bending of the 2-methyl imidazolate ring.47–49 Several other
peaks were observed at 110, 351, 439, 588 and 1149 cm�1, and
are attributed to vibrational transitions from the ZnO nanorods.
ZnO nanorods are Raman active on polar (A1 and E1) and slit
into longitudinal optical (LO) and transverse optical (TO)
phonons. The hexagonal structure of ZnO is conrmed by
a peak occurring at 101 and 439 cm�1 are assigned for E2 (low)
and E2 (high) mode and the peak 588 cm�1 corresponds to E1

(LO) mode that is assigned for the presence of oxygens.50,51 The
successful synthesis of CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods is
conrmed by the appearance of the D and G bands from the
CNPs and ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods Raman vibrations modes (see
Fig. 5c).

The chemical bonding nature of the materials was studied
using FTIR presented in (Fig. 6). The FTIR spectrum of CNPs
RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108 | 27097
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Fig. 3 TEM image of (a) CNPs, (b) ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods and (c) CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-nanorods. SEM image of (d) CNPs, (e) ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods, and
(f) CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods.
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showed a broad peak positioned at 3555 cm�1 representing O–H
stretching, 3233 cm�1 and 3129 cm�1 are for the C–H and the
peak occurring at 1374 cm�1 is for C–O–C bonding character. In
addition, the 429 cm�1 is due to Zn–N stretching conrming the
bonding of the 2-methyl imidazolate linker and Zn, the peaks
positioned at 1616 cm�1 and 3475 cm�1 indicate the presence of
surface-adsorbed of H2O and O–H on Zn–OH stretching occur-
ring in all synthesizedmaterials. The peak at 550 cm�1 conrms
27098 | RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108
the Zn–O–Zn–O bonding mode. The observed peak at
1390 cm�1 coming out on CNPs and ZnO@ZIF-8 conrms the
C–OH stretching, wherein ZnO@ZIF-8 might have resulted from
surface-adsorbed moisture while in CNPs might be resulted
during formation.52,53 The presence of 429 cm�1 and 550 cm�1

peaks at CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods spectrum conrms the
presence of Zn–N stretching54,55 and Zn–O–Zn–O stretching
mode respectively attributed to ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods, and
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
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Fig. 4 XRD patterns of (a) CNPs, (b) ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods, and (c)
CNPs@ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods. Fig. 5 The Raman spectra of (a) CNPs, (b) ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods, and

(c) CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods.
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while the peaks at 3233 cm�1 and 3129 cm�1 conrms the
presence the of CNPs within the composite, thus the CNPs/
ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods composite was successfully formed.

The oxygen species on the surface of the sensing material
plays crucial role in gas sensing application.56 Therefore, X-ray
photoelectron spectroscopy was carried out to identify the
type of oxygen species present on the sensing materials, the
oxidation state of zinc, and the chemical composition
ZnO@ZIF-8/CNPs composite. Fig. 7 shows the XPS survey
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
spectrum presenting the existence of Zn 2p, O 1s, N 1s and C 1s
peaks indicating the presence of zinc (Zn), oxygen (O), nitrogen
(N) and carbon (C). The O 1s spectra of ZnO@ZIF-8, CNPs, and
ZnO@ZIF-8/CNPs composite have oxygen species Ob and Og

occurring at 531.8 and 533.1 eV respectively but ZnO@ZIF-8 and
ZnO@ZIF-8/CNPs have an extra oxygen species positioned at Oa

529.3 eV. The oxygen at Oa is assigned for lattice oxygen species,
Ob represents the surface adsorbed oxygen species and Og
RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108 | 27099
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Fig. 6 FTIR of CNPs, ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods, and CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8
nanorods composite.
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represents the adsorbed OH on the sensing materials.36,57

Fig. 7e and f present the peaks at 1021.1 eV and 1044.5 eV
assigned for Zn 2p3/2 and Zn 2p1/2 respectively, with separating
binding energy of about 23.4 eV proving the existence of Zn2+ in
ZnO@ZIF-8 and ZnO@ZIF-8/CNPs composite.58
3.2. Sensing studies

3.2.1. Gas response, sensitivity, and selectivity. The elec-
trical response was investigated during the interaction between
all the prepared sensors, (sensor A, sensor B, sensor C, sensor D,
sensor E, and sensor F) and the volatile organic compounds, i.e.
methanol, ethanol, 2-propanol, acetone, chloroform, and ethyl
acetate. All the sensing applications were done at room
temperature and sensitivity investigations were done by varying
the mass of ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods within the CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8
nanorods while the mass of CNPs was kept constant. The
sensitivity of the sensors was considered to be equivalent to the
gradient, i.e. “S” ¼ DR/DC, where S represents sensitivity, DR is
the relative response and DC is the concentration of the analyte.
Sensor A, which was based on only ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods, as
a control, did not show any response during the exposure of any
of the analyte vapours (for example for methanol see Fig. S6†),
the non-responsive behaviour of the sensor at room tempera-
ture is due to the ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods-based sensors can only
respond at elevated temperature.34

Sensor B (based on only CNPs) on the other hand responded
to all the VOCs, however, there is a lack of selectivity to the
specic analyte vapour as shown in (Fig. 8a) and (Fig. S1†). The
remaining sensors, sensors C, D, E, and F, were all based on the
27100 | RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108
composite mixture of CNPs and ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods at
different mass ratios. All the CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 composite-
based sensors showed a high signal-to-noise ratio and showed
a better performance than sensor A (see additional informa-
tion). The increase in the performance of the sensors is due to
the synergic effect of ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods with the CNPs which
enhanced the response of the analyte vapours. For all the
sensors that showed good performances, the resistance of the
sensors increased as the analyte vapour concentration
increased and in most cases, a linear relationship was obtained
between the sensor response and exposed analyte concentration
(see Fig. 8b and c for example). A similar response was also
recorded for sensor B (see Fig. S2†). Although the performance
of the sensors has improved by mixing the two sensing mate-
rials, in terms of sensitivity, except for sensors E and F, all have
lacked sensitivity towards specic analyte vapour (see Fig. 9g).
According to the results, sensor F is highly sensitive toward
methanol over the other tested analytes, the sensor's sensitivity
toward methanol vapour was approximately 2.6 times more
than to the ethanol vapour and it is 125 times more sensitive
than sensor B. Sensor E is more sensitive toward ethanol than
any other exposed analyte vapour, comparing sensor E with
sensor F, sensor E is 30%more sensitive than sensor F. In terms
of the response and recovery time toward methanol, sensor F is
the best performing sensor in the response and recovery time as
compared to the remaining sensors with a response time of 49 s
and recovered back to its baseline in 47 s (see Table 2). The
response and recovery time for the sensors that were exposed to
ethanol vapour, generally all the responded sensors showed
quick response and recovery time and sensor D was the fastest
to respond and recover. Sensor E is the second-fastest to
respond and recover, it took 37 s to respond and 39 s to recover
to the baseline (see Table 3). Sensor F, however, was quick to
respond and recover in the case of ethanol than methanol, 36 s
to respond and 59 s to recover.

Selectivity in the detection of methanol in the presence of
a mixture (ethanol, 2-propanol, acetone, ethyl acetate, and
chloroform) of vapours were studied (see Fig. 9). The sensor's
response to the mixture analyte vapour was compared with the
sensor's response to the individual analyte vapour (see Fig. 9). It
can be seen that the methanol vapour had amaximum response
of 24.7U ppm�1 and followed by ethanol vapour which was 12U
ppm�1 then followed by acetone vapour was 5 U ppm�1 and 2-
propanol vapour which was 3 U ppm�1. There were no
responses recorded for ethyl acetate and chloroform vapours.
Interestingly the sensor's response to the mixture of all the
analytes vapour was measured as 27.6 U ppm�1 which was
slightly over the response magnitude of the methanol, thus the
response of the sensor towards the mixed analyte vapour is
believed to be largely due to the presence of methanol in the
mixture. The presence of other analyte mixture vapour did not
affect much the sensor response towards methanol vapour. In
terms of the response and recovery time, the presence of other
analyte mixture, however, had inuenced the response time of
the sensor. Sensor F took twice the time to respond in the
presence of mixture analyte vapours and the recovery time was
as quick as the methanol analyte (see Table 4). A delay in
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
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Fig. 7 XPS spectra, (a) ZnO@ZIF-8/CNPs survey, (b) O 1s of CNPs, (c) O 1s of ZnO@ZIF-8, (d) O 1s of ZnO@ZIF-8/CNPs, (e) Zn 2p of ZnO@ZIF-8
and (f) Zn 2p of ZnO@ZIF-8/CNPs.
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response time might be due to the presence of other than
methanol analytes vapour that competes for the active site of
the sensing materials.

3.2.2. Sensor humidity effect and reproducibility. The
presence of humidity during the detection of volatile organic
compounds can affect the sensor's performance.59 Under
humid conditions, the water molecules usually bind to the
sensing materials and cause driing of the sensor responses;
and by occupying the active area of the sensing materials it
blocks the analyte molecules not to interact with the sensing
materials which leads to a decrease in the activities of chemi-
sorption between the target gas with the metal oxide.60 It is also
expected that decrease the sensitivity of the sensors and the
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
baseline resistance of the gas sensor.60 Therefore it is important
to study the effect of humidity on the performance of the
fabricated sensor. The effect of humidity during the detection of
methanol using sensor F was studied at various relative
humidity (RH) of 33%, 53%, and 61% with about 60 ppm of
methanol vapour in the system (see Fig. 10). The maximum
response of methanol at these respective RH was 35.4 U, 37.8 U,
and 39.2 U. Interestingly, as the RH increased from 33% to 61%
which is about twice the initial value, the response of the sensor
changed only by 5%. The response–recovery curve shape has
remained the same at different humidity, rises during interac-
tion and falls back to the baseline when the analyte vapour is
removed. This can be evidence that the fabricated sensor is not
RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108 | 27101
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Fig. 8 Dynamics response–recovery curve of sensor F (a) and (c) for methanol and ethanol vapour respectively and their corresponding cali-
bration curve for methanol and ethanol (b) and (d) respectively. Response–recovery times of methanol on sensor F (d), the sensitivity of the
sensors towards various organic vapour (e) for sensors A and B; (f) for sensors C and D; (g) for sensors E and F; (h) the response–recovery profile
of sensor F towards methanol.

27102 | RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108 © 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
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Fig. 9 Static response–recovery curve of sensor F.

Table 2 Response and recovery time on the sensors by the methanol
vapoura

Sensor
Mass ratios,
CNPs : ZnO@ZIF-8 NRs

Response
time (s)

Recovery
time (s)

Sensor A 0 : 10 — —
Sensor B 15 : 0 11 66
Sensor C 15 : 15 219 61
Sensor D 15 : 25 80 78
Sensor E 15 : 35 37 119
Sensor F 15 : 60 49 47

a No response is denoted by (—).

Table 3 Response and recovery time on the sensors by the ethanol
vapoura

Sensor
Mass ratios,
CNPs : ZnO@ZIF-8 NRs

Response
time (s)

Recovery
time (s)

Sensor A 0 : 10 — —
Sensor B 15 : 0 63 98
Sensor C 15 : 15 38 45
Sensor D 15 : 25 31 34
Sensor E 15 : 35 37 39
Sensor F 15 : 60 36 59

a No response is denoted by (—).

Table 4 Response and recovery times of the vapour analytes on
sensor Fa

Sensor F
Response
time (s)

Recovery
time (s)

Mixture 141 28
Methanol 49 47
Ethanol 70 30
2-Propanol 60 43
Acetone 81 64
Chloroform — —
Ethyl
acetate

— —

a No response is donated by (—).

Fig. 10 Methanol vapour response at RH (a) 33% (b) 53% (c) 61%.
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affected much by the presence of water molecules in the system
(see Fig. 11). Interestingly, the humidity effect was profoundly
observed in the response time as the humidity concentration
increased from 33% to 61% we observed a delay in response
time approximately double from 26 s to 50 s (see Fig. 12).
However, the recovery time of the sensor F was almost the same
over the range (see Fig. 10 and Table 5).

3.2.3. The sensing mechanism. The ZIF-8 layer works as
a separator or lter to allow methanol vapour to pass through to
reach ZnO nanorods. In the case of metal oxide (ZnO nanorods),
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
semiconductor metal oxides (SMOs) including TiO2,16 WO3,19

ZnO, and SnO2 (ref. 61) use an adsorption–desorption sensing
mechanism. At high temperature, it is expected that free
RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108 | 27103
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Fig. 11 Methanol response–relative humidity bar graph.

Fig. 12 The response time versus relative humidity.

Table 5 Response and recovery times of methanol vapour on sensor F
at different humidity conditions

Relative
humidity (RH) (%)

Response
time (s)

Recovery
time (s)

33 26 19
53 39 19
61 50 22
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electron ows easily through the grain boundaries of SMO
lms. When the sensor is exposed to an oxygen atmosphere, the
oxygen molecules are adsorbed on the SMO surface. The
adsorbed oxygen molecules on the surface of the SMO surface
trap electrons from the bulk of the materials and form a layer of
charged reactive oxygen species (O2

�, O2
2�, O2�).62 Those reac-

tive oxygen species repel other electrons not to interact with the
sensing materials, resulting in a region where depleted elec-
trons and increased potential barrier at the grain boundaries.
This restricts the ow of electrons through the sensing mate-
rials and increases the resistance of the sensor.63

During the sensing process for the n-type semiconductors,
the analyte molecules adsorb on the surface of the sensing
27104 | RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108
materials. In the case of reducing analyte molecules (for
example methanol), the molecules on the surface reduce the
potential barrier by injecting the trapped electrons back into the
conduction band and allowing the electron to ow easily as
a consequence, as a result, the sensors' resistance reduces. It is
the opposite for oxidising analyte molecules64 as the analyte
vapour reacts with reactive oxygen species it produces carbon
dioxide and water molecules as by-products.65,66 The more
availability of adsorbed atmospheric oxygen molecules facili-
tates the surface reaction with the analyte molecules, improving
the sensing performances. Usually, during VOCs sensing at
room temperature, the O2

� reactive species are responsible for
the total decomposition of VOCs into CO2 and H2O molecules.
However, at high temperatures, the O2

2� and O2� reactive
species become very active and these reactive species tap more
electrons as compared to O.24,35,36

For p-type SMOs gas sensors, oxygen molecules from the
atmosphere are adsorbed on the surface of the SMOs and,
under ambient conditions, oxygen (O2) molecules react with the
electrons and become O2

� on the surface of SMOs and holes are
accumulated and form hole accumulation layer (HAL) with low
resistance.67 When the sensors are exposed to reducing gases,
electrons are injected back into SMOs and decrease the
concentration of holes in HAL and as a consequence, the
resistance of the sensor increase. Interestingly, sensor B, the
CNPs-based sensor, responded well during the exposure of the
sensor to methanol and ethanol vapours (see Fig. S1†). As it is
exposed to the reducing analyte molecules, the resistance of the
sensor increases and when the analyte molecules are removed
from the system and the sensors are exposed to atmospheric air
the resistance returns back to the lowest value which means
high conductivity. This behaviour is consistent with the p-type
semiconductor electrical conductivity. From our previous
studies, the CNPs are involved in the total decomposition of
VOCs into CO2 and H2O,68,69 this is due to the presence of
reactive Og and Ob reactive species on the surface of CNPs (see
Fig. 7b)36 which are active at room temperature. Reports on the
carbon nanomaterials-based sensors indicated that when the
sensors are exposed to an electron acceptor such as NO2

molecules, causes a decrease in the resistance of the sensor70

and on the contrary when the sensors are exposed to electron
donors such as ethanol, the resistance of the sensor increases.

Generally, a report has shown that the ZIFs-based sensors'
behaviour display p-type semiconductor electrical conduc-
tivity,71 in our case, we form n–p types of heterojunctions by
synthesising the ZnO@ZIF-8, and nevertheless, the sensor
didn't respond when exposed to any of the analyte vapours at
room temperature and there was a high noise-to-signal ratio
during the measurement. However, the introduction of CNPs
into ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods allowed the formation of p–n–p-type
heterojunctions, but the behaviour of the sensor was dominated
by the p-type. As the sensor is exposed to the methanol vapour,
the sensor's resistance increased and when the analyte vapour is
removed and the sensor is exposed to the atmospheric air, the
sensor conductivity increase. The incorporation of the CNPs
allows the sensor to perform better at room temperature by
improving the electrical conductivity resulting in decreasing the
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
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resistance of the sensor72 as well as the synergistic effect
between the two sensing materials. The proposed reaction
equation is as follows:

O2(gas) + e� 4 O2
�(ads) (1)

O2
�(ads) + e� 4 O2

2�(ads) 4 2O�(ads) (2)

CH3OH + 3O�(ads) / CO2 + 2H2O + 3/2e� (3)

During the interaction of the analyte vapour with the sensor,
the electrical resistance of the sensor increases as a result of the
interaction between the methanol vapour and the adsorbed
reactive oxygen species resulting in the total decomposition of
the VOCs.

3.2.4. Limit of detection. The limit of detection (LOD) is the
lowest possible quantity of concentration that can be detected
by the sensor. The relationship between electrical response and
methanol vapour concentration between 30 to 150 ppm was
approximately linear, the correlation coefficient (R2) and slope
of the linear t were 0.99 and 0.51 U ppm�1 respectively. LOD
can be calculated using the formula LOD ¼ 3 � RMS/slope,73

wherein RMS was the standard deviation and the LOD was
found to be 0.001, LOD was approximated to be 60 ppb, which
highlights that the sensor can detect very low concentration.
4. Conclusions

In summary, the successful synthesis of CNPs and ZnO@ZIF-8
nanorods and CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods composites were
conrmed by SEM, TEM, XRD, FTIR, XPS and Raman spectros-
copy. All synthesized materials were used to fabricate the sensor,
and among all prepared sensors, sensor F was found to be highly
sensitive and selective towards the detection of methanol vapour
over ethanol, acetone, 2-propanol, ethyl acetate, and chloroform.
The introduction of carbon nanoparticles prepared from pyrol-
ysis reaction into ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods to form CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-
8 nanorods drop the high working temperature to room
temperature. The formation of composites able to form p–n–p
type of heterojunction but the sensor's behaviour was p-type
semiconductor electrical conductivity. According to our ob-
tained results, sensor F shows a fast response–recovery time, and
the LOD was found to be 60 ppb. In addition, sensor F shows
almost the same results at various humidity conditions with
a methanol vapour response error of about �5%. Carbon
material/semiconductor metal oxide@ZIF composites are
promising novel materials to enhance gas sensing performances,
no humidity impact and to reduce the high known working
temperature of the gas sensors to room temperature.
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M. A. Mamo, Concomitant in situ FTIR and impedance
measurements to address the 2-methylcyclopentanone
vapor-sensing mechanism in MnO2 – polymer
nanocomposites, ACS Omega, 2019, 4(5), 8324–8333.

36 L. Malepe, P. Ndungu, D. T. Ndinteh andM. A. Mamo, Nickel
oxide-carbon soot-cellulose acetate nanocomposite for the
detection of mesitylene vapour: investigating the sensing
mechanism using an LCR meter coupled to an FTIR
spectrometer, Nanomaterials, 2022, 12, 727.

37 L. Malepe, D. T. Ndinteh and M. A. Mamo, The effect of
measurement parameters on the performance of the
sensors in the detection of organic compound vapours,
Chemical Physics Impact, 2022, 4, 100068.

38 L. Chai, L. Zhang, X. Wang, L. Xu, C. Han, T. T. Li, Y. Hu,
J. Qian and S. Huang, Bottom-up synthesis of MOF-derived
hollow N-doped carbon materials for enhanced ORR
performance, Carbon, 2019, 146, 248–256.

39 M. Drobek, J. Kim, M. Bechelany, C. Vallicari, A. Julbe and
S. Kim, MOF-based membrane encapsulated ZnO
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b


Paper RSC Advances

O
pe

n 
A

cc
es

s 
A

rt
ic

le
. P

ub
lis

he
d 

on
 2

3 
Se

pt
em

be
r 

20
22

. D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

on
 1

/1
3/

20
26

 8
:3

5:
59

 P
M

. 
 T

hi
s 

ar
tic

le
 is

 li
ce

ns
ed

 u
nd

er
 a

 C
re

at
iv

e 
C

om
m

on
s 

A
ttr

ib
ut

io
n 

3.
0 

U
np

or
te

d 
L

ic
en

ce
.

View Article Online
nanowires for enhanced gas sensor selectivity, ACS Appl.
Mater. Interfaces, 2016, 8, 8323–8328.

40 X. Wang, J. Liu, S. Leong, X. Lin, J. Wei, B. Kong, Y. Xu,
Z. Low, J. Yao and H. Wang, Rapid construction of
ZnO@ZIF-8 heterostructures with size selective
photocatalysis properties, ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces, 2016,
8, 9080–9087.

41 W. Zhan, Q. Kuang, J. Zhou, X. Kong, Z. Xie and L. Zheng,
Semiconductor@metal–organic framework core–shell
heterostructures: a case of ZnO@ZIF-8 nanorods with
selective photoelectrochemical response, J. Am. Chem. Soc.,
2013, 135, 1926–1933.

42 L. Chai, Z. Hu, X. Wang, L. Zhang, T. T. Li, Y. Hu, J. Pan,
J. Qian and S. Huang, Fe7C3 nanoparticles with in situ
grown CNT on nitrogen doped hollow carbon cube with
greatly enhanced conductivity and ORR performance for
alkaline fuel cell, Carbon, 2021, 174, 531–539.

43 P. Liang, C. Zhang, S. Liu, M. Tade and S. Wang,
Photocatalysis of C, N-doped ZnO derived from ZIF-8 for
dye degradation and water oxidation, RSC Adv., 2016, 6,
95903–95909.

44 W. Morris, W. Doonan, C. J. Furukawa, H. Banerjee and
R. O. M. Yaghi, Crystals as molecules: postsynthesis
covalent functionalization of zeolitic imidazolate
frameworks, J. Am. Chem. Soc., 2008, 130(38), 12626–12627.

45 M. Sawangphruk, P. Srimuk, P. Chiochan, T. Sangsri and
P. Siwayaprahm, Synthesis and antifungal activity of
reduced graphene oxide nanosheets, Carbon, 2012, 50(14),
5156–5161.

46 D. B. Schuepfer, F. Badaczewski, J. M. Guerra-Castro,
D. M. Hofmann and P. J. Klar, Assessing the structural
properties of graphitic and non-graphitic carbons by
Raman spectroscopy, Carbon, 2020, 161, 359–372.

47 S. Luanwuthi, A. Krittayavathananon, P. Srimuka and
M. Sawangphruk, In situ synthesis of permselective zeolitic
imidazolate framework-8/graphene oxide composites:
rotating disk electrode and Langmuir adsorption isotherm,
RSC Adv., 2015, 5, 46617.

48 Y. Li, S. Xiao, W. Li, X. He, W. Fang, H. Chen, J. Ge and
L. Zhao, ZnO@ZIF-8 inverse opal structure photoanode for
efficient CdS/CdSe co-sensitized quantum dot solar cells, J.
Mater. Sci., 2020, 55, 7453–7463.

49 M. Miyamoto, S. Ono, Y. Oumi, S. Uemiya, S. Van der Perre,
T. Virdis, G. V. Baron and J. F. M. Denayer, Adsorption and
diffusion phenomena in crystal size engineered ZIF-8
MOF, J. Phys. Chem. C, 2015, 119, 28430.

50 V. Ramakrishnan, K. G. Nair, J. Dhakshinamoorthy,
K. R. Ravi and B. Pullithadathil, Porous, n–p type ultra-
long, ZnO@Bi2O3 heterojunction nanorods - based NO2

gas sensor: new insights towards charge transport
characteristics, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys., 2020, 22, 7524–
7536.

51 C. Zhang, D. Wu, X. Tong, Y. Zhu, S. Xu, D. Xiong, P. Guo,
Y. Wu, R. Qi, R. Huang, L. Wang, S. Chena and P. K. Chud,
Highly efficient eld emission from ZnO nanorods and
nanographene hybrids on a macroporous electric
conductive network, J. Mater. Chem. C, 2017, 5, 9296–9305.
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
52 P. Arabkhani, H. Javadian, A. Asfaram and M. Ateia,
Decorating graphene oxide with zeolitic imidazolate
framework (ZIF-8) and pseudo-boehmite offers ultra-high
adsorption capacity of diclofenac in hospital effluents,
Chemosphere, 2021, 271, 129610.

53 A. J. M. Reddy, N. K. Katari, P. Nagaraju, K. Hussain Reddy
and M. S. Surendra Babu Surya, Fabrication and
deployment of nanodisc ZnO@ZIF-8, ZnO@NA and
ZnO@INA core–shell MOFs: enhanced NH3 and HCHO gas
sensing, J. Mater. Sci.: Mater. Electron., 2021, 32, 7827–7840.

54 T. Zhoua, Y. Sanga, X. Wanga, C. Wua, D. Zeng and C. Xiea,
Pore size dependent gas-sensing selectivity based on
ZnO@ZIF nanorod arrays, Sens. Actuators, B, 2018, 258,
1099–1106.

55 K. Khaletskaya, S. Turner, M. Tu, S. Wannapaiboon,
A. Schneemann, R. Meyer, A. Ludwig, G. V. Tendeloo and
R. A. Fischer, Self-directed localization of ZIF-8 thin lm
formation by conversion of ZnO nanolayers, Adv. Funct.
Mater., 2014, 24, 4804–4811.

56 H. Liu, F. Wang, K. Hu, B. Zhang, L. He and Q. Zhou,
Superior hydrogen sensing property of porous NiO/SnO2

nanobers synthesized via carbonization, Nanomaterials,
2019, 9, 1250.

57 H. Guo, Z. Zhang, Z. Jiang, M. Chen, H. Einaga and
W. Shangguan, Catalytic activity of porous manganese
oxides for benzene oxidation improved via citric acid
solution combustion synthesis, J. Environ. Sci., 2020, 98,
196–204.

58 S. Feng, X. Jia, J. Yang, Y. Li, S. Wang and H. Song, One-pot
synthesis of core–shell ZIF-8@ZnO porous nanospheres with
improved ethanol gas sensing, J. Mater. Sci.: Mater. Electron.,
2020, 31, 22534–22545.

59 J. Wang, P. Yang and X. Wei, High-performance, room-
temperature, and no-humidity-impact ammonia sensor
based on heterogeneous nickel oxide and zinc oxide
nanocrystals, ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces, 2015, 7, 3816–3824.

60 T. A. Blank, L. P. Eksperiandova and K. N. Belikov, Recent
trends of ceramic humidity sensors development: a review,
Sens. Actuators, B, 2016, 228, 416–442.

61 D. Fu, C. Zhu, X. Zhang, C. Lia and Y. Chen, Two-
dimensional net-like SnO2/ZnO heteronanostructures for
high-performance H2S gas sensor, J. Mater. Chem. A, 2016,
4, 1390–1398.

62 A. Dey, Semiconductor metal oxide gas sensors: a review,
Mater. Sci. Eng. B, 2018, 229, 206–217.

63 S. Kanan, O. M. El-Kadri, I. A. Abu-Yousef and M. C. Kanan,
Semiconducting metal oxide-based sensors for selective gas
pollutant detection, Sensors, 2009, 9, 8158–8196.

64 G. Eranna, B. C. Joshi, D. P. Runthala and R. P. Gupta, Oxide
materials for development of integrated gas sensors—
a comprehensive review, Crit. Rev. Solid State Mater. Sci.,
2004, 29, 111–188.

65 G. K. Mani and J. B. B. Rayappan, A highly selective and wide
range ammonia sensor—nanostructured ZnO: Co thin lm,
Mater. Sci. Eng. B, 2015, 191, 41–50.

66 J. H. Kim, J. H. Lee, Y. Park, J. K. Kim, A. Mirzaei, H. W. Kim
and S. Kim, Toluene-and benzene-selective gas sensors
RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108 | 27107

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b


RSC Advances Paper

O
pe

n 
A

cc
es

s 
A

rt
ic

le
. P

ub
lis

he
d 

on
 2

3 
Se

pt
em

be
r 

20
22

. D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

on
 1

/1
3/

20
26

 8
:3

5:
59

 P
M

. 
 T

hi
s 

ar
tic

le
 is

 li
ce

ns
ed

 u
nd

er
 a

 C
re

at
iv

e 
C

om
m

on
s 

A
ttr

ib
ut

io
n 

3.
0 

U
np

or
te

d 
L

ic
en

ce
.

View Article Online
based on Pt-and Pd-functionalized ZnO nanowires in self-
heating mode, Sens. Actuators, B, 2019, 294, 78–88.

67 D. Zhang, Z. Yang, S. Yu, Q. Mi and Q. Pan, Diversiform
metal oxide-based hybrid nanostructures for gas sensing
with versatile prospects, Coord. Chem. Rev., 2020, 413,
213272.

68 V. O. Okechukwu, V. Mavumengwana and M. A. Mamo, A
direct relationship between the sensitivity of the sensors
and the intensity of IR CO2 peak in in situ FTIR-LCR meter
chemi-impedance SnO2–carbon nanoparticles polymer-
based sensors in the detection of organic compounds
vapor, AIP Adv., 2021, 11, 105203.

69 G. E. Olifant, K. Kondiah and M. A. Mamo, Application of
candle soot CNPs-TiO2-PVP composite in the detection of
volatile organic compounds with aldehyde, amine and
ketone functional groups by resistance and impedance
responses, Nano Express, 2021, 2, 020010.
27108 | RSC Adv., 2022, 12, 27094–27108
70 Z. Song, Z. Wei, B. Wang, Z. Luo, S. Xu, W. Zhang, H. Yu,
M. Li, Z. Huang, J. Zang, F. Yi and H. Liu, Sensitive room-
temperature H2S gas sensors employing SnO2 quantum
wire/reduced graphene oxide nanocomposites, Chem.
Mater., 2016, 28, 1205–1212.

71 D. Matatagui, A. Sainz-Vidal, I. Gracia, E. Figueras, C. Cane
and J. M. Saniger, Chemoresistive gas sensor based on ZIF-
8/ZIF-67 nanocrystals, Sens. Actuators, B, 2018, 274, 601–608.

72 Y. X. Liang, Y. J. Chen and T. H. Wang, Low-resistance gas
sensors fabricated from multiwalled carbon nanotubes
coated with a thin tin oxide layer, Appl. Phys. Lett., 2004,
85, 666.

73 O. Leenarrts, B. Partoens and F. M. Peeters, Adsorption of
H2O, NH3, CO, NO2, and NO on graphene: a rst-
principles study, Phys. Rev. B: Condens. Matter Mater. Phys.,
2008, 77, 125416.
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b

	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b

	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b

	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b
	Selective detection of methanol vapour from a multicomponent gas mixture using a CNPs/ZnO@ZIF-8 based room temperature solid-state sensorElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See https://doi.org/10.1039/d2ra04665b


