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PART 2: 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 REVISION comments The manuscript is investigating the effect of aromaticcompounds, known as xenobiotics and their structuralchemistry on methanogenic bacteria is of great interest,not only to access their environmental impact but specialfor the implementation of an efficient biodegradationprocess. Those organic compounds are widely used inindustry and, therefore, the concern on their degradationdictates the development of efficient processes for theirremoval.  On my opinion, the manuscript has greatpotential for publication. Minor revisions are needed.
Minor REVISION comments

IntroductionAuthors refer that the studied aromatic compounds areeasily degradable in the environment, but that is notalways true!Sentence: “…, there are easily degradable”- change thereby they.Sentence: “The Chloroanilines…. of many products…” –
ofmany should be corrected to of many.
Experimental:The units for litre that authors refer to l, should bechanged by L.In the section 2.3, a figure with the structures could begiven, in order to make easier to follow and understandthe results.
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In the section 2.4, “The required quantity….”, rangestudied should be written.
Results:Sections 3.1 and 3.2 should be merged, because authorsare talking of the samething. I suggest removing title 3.2.and start 3.1 by “The inhibitory effect of….in decreasingorder of toxicity”. And the paragraph “All concentrationsof aromatic amines compounds…”, from section 3.1,could be after this paragraph.There is no need for the figure 2, results are already intable 1.In table 1, was does logPoct and b.p. means? Thisinformation should be given!In section 3.3, the sentence “The aromatic compound soformed (o-chloroaniline) becomes more toxic…” can beremoved, once it is a repetition of what was writtenbefore.Fig. 4, the first dot in the graphic corresponds to orthoposition?! This value of b.p. for o-chloroaniline (below150) does not correspond to the one in table 1 (208.8)!!Authors refer the correlation of IC50 versus b.p., what isthe importance of that?!! Correlation of the aromaticcompounds toxicity and boiling temperature?! Pleaseexplain the meaning and importance of this!In general, in the manuscript, authors have too manyparaghraphs. No need for that. Many of the sentencesfollow the reasoning of the previous sentence and shouldbe connected.
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