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Figure S1: Photodegradation of MY (A) and RB (B) at a concentration between 0.01 and 0.04 mM with a
catalyst concentration of 0.2 g/L. Photolysis experiments were carried out at a concentration of dye of 0.01 mM.
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Figure S2: Diagram of the CSTR configuration.



A =004mM —-0.03mM -—0.02mM -=-0.01 mM

=004 mM =003 mM -=0.02mM --0.01 mM

os)

- = 08
5 08 g
§ o6 & 06
= =
=
T 04 & 04
=7 o 5
8 0.2 8 0.2 g

B
H
"
H
Hi
H

=
(=1

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 0 100 200 300 400 500 600

Time [min] Time [min]

£

00l mM —=—002mM ——003mM -=0.04mM ==0.04mM -=0.03mM --0.02mM -—0.01 mM

w)

= —= 0.8
§U.3 &_‘o\
s b
g 06 5 s S g
= = 1 S
50'4 E E E—' EU4 e 2k - e e e e - ¥ £
& iy
80.2 e Q02

=
=

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 0 100 200 300 400 500 600
Time [min] Time [min]

Figure S3: CSTR degradation of RB (A and C) and MY (B and D). In picture A and B the
flow rate used was 2 mL/min, while in C and D it was 4 mL/min.



Figure S4: Photo of feeding solution, reactor and output of MY and RB after reaching the
steady state. Both dyes were run with a concentration of 0.01 mM and a flow rate of 2 mL/min.
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Figure S5: HPLC analyses of a mixture run in the CSTR system. The solution was composed
by 0.02 mM of MY and 0.03 mM of RB.
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Figure S6: HPLC analyses of a mixture run in the CSTR system. The solution was composed
by 0.02 mM of MY and 0.03 mM of RB. The feeding was calculated using equation 3, while
the degradation was calculated using equation 4.
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Figure S7: Proposed mechanism of photodegradation of Metanil Yellow.
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Figure S8: Proposed mechanism of photodegradation of Rhodamine B.



Start Degrad. Degrad.
Sample [pjlfn | [pIpCm] [Tm()’ncl] TOC TOC | UV/Vis
[ppm] [%] [%]
Batch - MY - Q.OZ mM - 1.8 12 0.5 3.9 85.9 90
240 min
Batch - MY - Q.04 mM - 24 13 1.1 7.6 85.6 88
700 min
Batch - RB - Q.OZ mM - 1.8 1.0 0.8 6.2 87.1 93
180 min
Batch - RB - Q.O4 mM - 25 1.1 1.4 12.2 88.6 91
300 min
CF-RB- 0.0:2 mM -2 56 33 23 6.9 66.6 70
mL/min
CF-RB-0.03mM-1 6.3 1.6 47 11.8 60.1 66
mL/min
CF-RB—0.0?_ mM - 1 48 15 33 7.4 55.0 61
mL/min
CF-RB- 0.03 mM -2 63 14 5.0 11.6 573 62
mL/min
CF-RB-0.04mM -1 9.4 1.4 8.0 15.4 48.1 52
mL/min
CF - RB - 0.04 mM - 2 98 1.5 8.3 15.0 44.5 48
mL/min
CF-RB- O'Of‘ mM - 1 105 15 9.0 14.8 392 43
mL/min
CF - MY - 0.Q2 mM -1 39 1.4 2.4 4.3 439 49
mL/min
CF - MY - O.QZ mM -2 4.1 13 2.8 4.4 36.3 38
mL/min
CF - MY - 0.Q3 mM - 1 4.8 1.3 3.5 6.7 47.6 49
mL/min
CF - MY - 0.Q3 mM -2 59 18 4.1 6.5 36.2 38
mL/min
CF - MY - 0.Q4 mM - 1 6.1 13 4.8 8.6 44.5 49
mL/min
CF-MY-0.04mM -2 7.0 13 5.7 8.8 34.4 38
mL/min
CF-RB & MY -0.01
mM each - 1 mL/min 29 1.3 16 62 73 i
CF -RB & MY -0.02
mM each - 1 mL/min 88 14 7 17 >80 >

Table S1: Comparison of some of the degradation values of rhodamine B (RB) and metanil
yellow (MY) in batch and continuous flow (CF) system using TOC and UV/Vis absorption
analyses.



Concentration Feed molar flow [umol/day] | Decomposed dye [umol/day]
MY 0.01 mM — Solution A 18 15
MY 0.02 mM — Solution B 33 25
MY 0.03 mM — Solution C 43 23
RB 0.01 mM — Solution A 18 12
RB 0.03 mM — Solution B 50 34
RB 0.04 mM — Solution C 59 37

Table S2: Results from the degradations of combined mixtures of RB and MY at different flow
rates. In details, solution A was used at flow rate of 1 ml/min, solution B at 2 ml/min, and
solution C at 4 ml/min.



