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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 REVISIONcomments The manuscript describes the treatment of single dye solutions by
means of biosorption with two different biomasses. Many works
have been published on biosorption of pollutants using different
biosorbents, and it is well know that biosorption is affects by both
biotic and abiotic parameters such as initial dye concentration,
biosorbent amount, pH, etc. Despite the big number of publications
on this topic, the actual manuscript is quite interesting and well
organized. However, some critical points should be addressed before
its publication may be considered.
Please, see my hints in the General comment section.

Minor REVISIONcomments - Please, delete the comma after “universe” at line 16. This actuallyseparates the subject and the verb.- At line 19, it should be better to gradually introduce the issue of dyespollution whit a brief sentence sounding like: “Among the mostworrying water pollutants there are dyes”. The jump from the universeto dyes production is, in fact, too big.- Please, add a space between numbers and measure units.
- The first sentence at line 46 can be deleted, since it is only a
repetition of what said before.- At line 48, please change “particle size of 1.18 mm was” in “particlesof 1.18 mm size were”.- At line 54, please change “experiment was” in “experiments were”- Please, specify which pH values at line 59.- At line 65 Please correct the expression “studies was”.
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Optional/Generalcomments IntroductionAfter the sentence that ends at line 35, the Authors should introducethe goal that aimed their study. Actually, the Authors explained theadvantages of biosorption over other techniques and reported anexample of effective biosorbent currently used in wastewatertreatment plants, but this does not explain the need for furtherresearch in this field. For instance, the drawbacks of traditionalbiosorbents could be listed here.In the same context, the Author should explain the choice of coconutshell and coal ash as biosorbents: are there promising data about thesebiosorbents? Have the Authors performed similar experiments ondifferent pollutants? Some interesting reviews (as “Coconut-basedbiosorbents for water treatment - A review of the recent literature” byBhatnagar et al., 2010) could provide some hints.Materials and MethodsCan the Author better explain how they sieved the biomass? Generally,in the literature the sieved biomasses have been use in a range of sizes(i.e. between x and y, or under z size, and so on), not in a singlemeasure.Why Authors monitored only 490 nm wavelength? Is this the pick ofabsorbance of orange 7? Have the Authors verified the linearity ofchange in absorbance and dye concentration?I did not understand if the samples pH were adjusted before of alsoduring the experiments. Please, explain it.Eventually, it is not clear if Authors used also a real wastewater samplefor their experiments: if so, please specify which kind of wastewater,which was its composition (if known). Has this wastewater the samesingle pick of absorbance?Were the experiments performed in replicates? If so, please specify andadd the error bars in the charts.
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Results and DiscussionIn general, the results are too little discussed. A serious work should bedone in this sense.Figures 1-4: I suggest to change the kind of chart in histograms,according to the nature of the data: generally, lines are exploited torepresent dependent data (i.e. a certain parameter that varies overtime). In this case, instead, the data are independent and the charts canbe misleading. Moreover, if clarity is not compromised, the data can bejoined in a single chart with 3D histograms for each biosorbents. Thisallows to reduce the number of figures.Eventually the name of abscissas axis can be deleted, since it is only arepetition.There is a similar problem for figures 5-8: I suggest to maintain linearcharts, but linking the data referred to the same adsorbent dosage andreporting the time in the abscissas axis.Please, pay attention at line 139: at lower initial concentrations theremoval percentage can be higher than at greater initialconcentrations, but in absolute terms this is not true (50% of 100 mg/Lis a higher value than 60% of 50 mg/L)! Please, rewrite this sentence ina more correct way.Contrarily to the previous part, 3.2 section has no figure at all. Pleaseadd some chart of the results, in particular that of the real sample.
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