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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

The paper as it stands nhow does not adequately describe adequately how the testing
was conducted. One could not, reading this text, repeat the work. We don’t know
how the corrosion inhibitor was prepared. We don’t know the solvent, how the
inhibitor extract was prepared for use. The test material (if it was 5052 Aluminium) is
not adequately described. For instance, what is its (at least) nominal composition,
does it have cold work, what is its hardness? The test corrosion solution is not
clearly, and not in the methods section, described. Was it 0.1, 0.5 or 1.0 M HCI (in
water?)

The authors should look to the paper
Corrosion Inhibition of Mild Steel in 0.1M H2S0O4 Solution by Anacardium
occidentale Gum

David E. Arthur1*, Adebiyi Adedayo1, Gerald Igelige1 and Edwin Ogwuche1

To see how their Material and Methods section could be improved.

For many (most) of the corrosion tests the test temperature is not mentioned. This
can have quite an influence in corrosion.

Fig 2 and 3 seem to present the same data, just visualized differently. Maybe you
don’t need both?

| don’t see where you refer to Fig 7 & 8. What are they for and why does 8 have an
axis unit of money?

| looked up “OPTICAL emission microscopy”. The authors don’t seem to be using
this technique.

On the hardness measurements, while you don’t give any statistics to show scatter,
how do you know the inhibitor changed the hardness, and not the corrosion
process?

Sections of the text seem to be plagiarized from other sources. These areas need to
be re-written.

The researcher did tests and got results which should be valuable. The tests seem to
have been done with care. The results with properly documented procedures should
be documented for others, which | hope they will.

Minor REVISION comments

There are minor English grammar issues to resolve.

Optional/General comments

This manuscript seems to be written by two, or more, people. Merging their writing style
would be a plus.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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