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Compulsory REVISION comments

1.

Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide

additional suggestions/comments)

1. Environment studies are very important for human life quality. With growing population
demands grow, industrial and agricultural production grow and so does the environment
challenges. So, environment studies are a never-ending endeavour to discover and
assess risks and take measures against them. The importance of the research also lies in
the methodology which offers new tools for further investigations.

2. Yes, the title is suitable; it briefly reflects the research aims and strict location.

3. Yes, the Abstract synthesizes the aim of the research, location, material and methods, and
findings.

4. The manuscript is well structured and each chapter clearly states the research steps. The
Introduction gives good arguments and background for the research and briefly reviews
the state of the art of the matter; the Materials and methods are clearly and
comprehensively described. However, the nature of the sampled sediments should also
be presented.

The subtitle 3.1. (The content of arsenic in the organic and humus horizons) seems
wrong, as there was no question about sampling sediments by horizons, nor was there a
discussion about the nature of the sediments (organic/humus).

The data are clearly presented in tables and figures.

The Discussions are pertinent, well explanatory, and well backed by literature.

The Conclusion gives a clear image of the arsenic contamination risks.

5. Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The methodology and the findings are
correctly supported by literature and the expression is clear and unequivocal.

6. Yes. The background and motivation for the research, the material and methods, and the
discussions are well back by rich and fairly recent references.

Minor REVISION comments

1.

Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

The language is correct and clear and the paper is easy to read. | suggest a correction in the last
phrase of the subchapter 3.5.1. (Taking account of...)

Optional/General comments

The approach of several significant indices and total arsenic content fractionation makes the
research thorough and compelling.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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