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The response by the authors to my initial comment was adequate. Now | continue with
reviewing the paper in more detail:

line 33. "low efficiency of bioaugmentation” could be reworded to something like "no
additional benefit from bioaugmentation” since the assumption is that biostimulation is
required anyway.

line 153. Was the viability of the immobilized strains/cells confirmed? Figure 4 points
to that, but was some other method used?

Lines 160-163 are unclear (the % seem to jump up and down), and seem not to agree
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with fig 2.

lines 165 - 166. "transformed into recalcitrant” but cant it be rather that among the
compounds present, the easy ones are degraded rapidly and the recalcitrant are left
behind, or are perhaps degraded eventually.

lines 180-181. Biochar may also adsorb PAHs stongly so that they become unbioavail-
able, but apparently still extractable.

lines 291-295. Complicated sentence.

The discussion is rather long and puts quite much weight on the data about the mi-
croflora. | would suggest a little bit more cautious tone in this part of the discussion
and conclusion.

In general the paper is good and contains quite much solid and novel data. So if/when
the authors can meet the above comments (and comments by others) | recommend
acceptance.
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