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Review Form 1.6

PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the
manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is
mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Clarification of some words or phrases are needed to avoid misunderstanding. (At the manuscript, remarks in red colour are related
to the main points regarded to the need of clarifying). Some remarks are made below:

1- Does “data available on methylene blue removal” mean “data available on literature with methylene blue removal approach”?
2- Does “efficiency of corncob activated” mean “efficiency with corncob activated carbon”?

3- What did the author(s) mean with “methylene”, instead of “methylene blue”?

4- “Less expensive” than what?

5- How some studies are limited? Or there are few studies?

6- Activated carbon is not mentioned at the phrase with objectives. Why?

7- At the manuscript, the author needs to explicit which “equilibrium” is.

8- Which criteria was used to determine the “best” activated carbon?

9- There are many missing details at Materials and Methods section. After inserting the details, | suggest the division by topics, for
better understanding.

10- Why did alum sludge was used? And Rhodamine B?

11- Which were the parameters used for contact time effect? And for the effect of activated carbon dosage?

12- | do not identify SEM images onto the manuscript.

13- Fig.7 is not visually clear, there are too much information in a little space.

14- | could not identify results for the synthetic aqueous solution at table 3.

Minor REVISION comments

For best clarity of the text, substitution of some words or phrases may be needed to avoid misunderstanding. (At the manuscript,
remarks in purple colour are related to the main points regarded to possible need of clarifying). Some remarks are made below:

1- Does “the adsorption of methylene blue from aqueous solution and industrial effluents” mean “the adsorption of methylene blue
from aqueous solution and from industrial effluents”?

2- Does “adsorption capacities” mean “adsorption capacity values”?

3- Does “The adsorption method was carried out” mean “The adsorption method has been carried out”?

4- How chemical concentration may be determined by spectrometer is not clear.

5- How the optimum values of initial concentration of methylene blue and “agitated” (agitation?) time were obtained?

6- Did the author take into account the described in https://doi.org/10.1016/j.molliq.2016.11.058?

7- Does the author mean “The percentage removal of methylene blue increased with the increase in mass of adsorbent”? And “the
increase in the number of active sites”? And “when the mass of activated carbon was 0.4 g"?

8- Text is sometimes repetitive.

9- “Several parameters such as solution pH, point zero charge (pHpzc), surface functional groups, and surface characteristics of
adsorbent” is not clear.

10- How T1-17 interaction can be associated with a cationic/anionic species?

11- What is the methylene blue adsorption capacity value onto activated carbon at basic pH?

12- Why the maximum adsorption percentage is not mentioned at the conclusion?

Optional/General comments

The manuscript issue is very interesting; has great potential for publication. The quality of the manuscript is very good, unless the
need for clarification. Then, a review of the text is mandatory.

PART 2:

Reviewer’'s comment Author’'s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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