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	1. 
	Although the BMNs have better reactivity, the CMNs have the advantage of simple synthesis process and scalable production. Moreover, the authors did not give detailed interpretation why the CMNs have better efficiency. Is it just because of the particle size? Moreover, natural magnetite is much cheaper and can be applied in Cr removal. In this case, I can hardly see the advantage of BMNs over CMNs and natural magnetite in real industrial application.
	Thank you for your comment. 
Since BMN is formed by microorganisms, it is evaluated as an eco-friendly material which is simple and economical to synthesize and has low toxicity. In this study, BMN was characterized by small size and large specific surface area and slow release of iron in Cr contaminated water. Therefore, BMNs showed higher removal efficiency of Cr than CMNs because of its slow and continuous reaction. This is suitable for BMNs to be used as in-situ decontamination materials and will be beneficial for the treatment of complex contaminants (e.g., Cr (III/VI)) present in nature and for the stable fixation of the contaminants.

	2. 
	The structural characterization of CMNs is also necessary for comparison study with BMNs. How the Zeta potential of the samples was measured?
	Thank you for your comment. 
Unfortunately, we only examined the characteristics of BMNs. The data of the zeta potential of the BMNs are shown in Fig 1. CMNs were consistent with the general characteristics reported in several previous studies, so no further analysis was performed in this study. 
Since this study focused on the characteristics of BMNs and Cr removal efficiencies, the mechanism of Cr removal associated with mineralogical structural characteristics of magnetite didn’t describe in this manuscript.

	3. 
	The experimental data in the figures need error bar.
	Thank you for your comment. 
Every experiment was run in triplicate, and the average values were used in the graph. The minimum detection limit for the ICP-AES of the metals was about 0.004 mg/L. 

	4. 
	The authors mentioned deconvolution for XPS, but I did not see the result in Figure3. The deconvolution should be added in Figure3.
	Thank you for your comment.
It is a general explanation that the presence of Cr (VI) and Cr (III) can be confirmed by deconvolution of Cr 2p. We removed ‘deconvolution’ from the manuscript to avoid confusion.



