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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

This manuscript reported about the FA/TiO2-WO3 
composite photocatalyst and the application in methyl 
orange dye degradation. The FA/TiO2-WO3 composite 
was charaterized by XRD, SEM, and EDS. From my 
point of view, this manuscript contains information that 
can be of interest for the scientific community and 
recommend its publication. However, amendments 
must be done before final publication. Below are listed 
my observations. 
1. As is known to us, there are many manuscripts 
about TiO2-WO3 composite and their applications in 
photocatalytic, such as (1) Applied Physics A, 2016, 
6(122): 1-10. (2) ACS Sustainable Chemistry & 
Engineering, 2016, 4(3): 1581-1590. (3) Topics in 
Catalysis, 2016, 10(59): 996-1001.  
2. Authors used two express about XRD peaks in page 
2 line 76 and page 2 line 77, such as, “16.39 °, 26.01 °, 
26.27 °, 33.23 °, 26.58 °, 20.86 °” and “2θ=25.80, 48.04 
and 55.07”, please check it carefully. 
3. The clarity of some figures is not good, such as 
figure 1 and figure 3. And I can’t see the scale bar in 
the SEM images (Fig. 2). Therefore, the authors should 
upload high-resolution (at least 300 dpi) for each 
figures. 
4. Can the authors show the other SEM images for 
obtaining different morphologies of different 
nanostructures? 
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5. The stability of samples should be investigated in 
photocatalytic. 
6. Some recently literatures about photocatalysts are 
suggested to be mentioned, for example, Applied 
Surface Science, 2014, 317: 414-421; Applied Surface 
Science, 2015, 340: 18-24; Ceramics International, 
2016, 42: 2854-2860; Applied Physics A: Materials 
Science & Processing, 2016, 122: 1020-1029; 
Ceramics International, 2016, 42: 7192-7202; Journal 
of Photochemistry and Photobiology A: Chemistry, 
2016, 329: 175-181. 
7. There are some grammatical errors in the 
manuscript. Please check it carefully. 
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