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Dear Dr. xxxxxxxxxxx,

I regret to inform you that we are rejecting your manuscript for scientific reasons based on the reviewers' comments at the end of this email.

We trust that you will find the reviewers' comments helpful when planning further work on this important topic.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to consider your work.

Yours sincerely,

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
Reviewers' comments:

Reviewer #1: 

The manuscript by xxxxxxx and co-authors describes an interesting experiment of practical importance for areas contaminated with metals. The authors showed that application of sepiolite can help in remediation of cadmium-contaminated soils and prevent the metal from entering human food chain in dangerous amounts - the use of sepiolite decreased Cd contents in test plants (spinach) to the level below permissible concentration even at significantly increased Cd concentrations in soil. The experiment was well designed, and the data seem trustworthy and meaningful. Unfortunately, the writing of the paper and, to a lesser extent, statistical methods are not up to the standard of the experiment. The article requires a through linguistic revision. I tried to suggest some most important corrections but I stopped after the Methods section, because the first sentences of "Results" are so messy that I did not even dare to try to correct them. As a matter of fact, the manuscript needs to be completely re-written before it can be accepted for publication - which I encourage the authors to do as the data are indeed interesting and valuable. 

The authors did not describe statistical methods used to analyze the data - so it is impossible to tell if they were correct. What methods were used? From the results presented, one can guess that this was analysis of variance - but then: were all the basic assumptions fulfilled? If not - what transformations were used? Were interactions tested - I do not see results, and with this experimental design, interactions can be pretty interesting themselves. 

Below please find some more detailed suggested corrections but note that I made the job only for Abstract, Introduction and Methods. Moreover, even applying them will not replace careful linguistic editing of the manuscript (which should be done, anyway, after re-writing large parts of the text). 

Detailed comments:

Lines 15-16: "Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) for available Cd in soil  was  suffered  different  degree decrease": (1) I do not get what this sentence actually means. How a procedure can suffer? What is it supposed to mean that a procedure ... decreases? (2) There are grammatical problems with the sentence ("was suffered") - please rephrase. 

Line 16: (1) What do you mean by the "increased values of catalase"? Be precise - is that catalase activity or concentration? (2) There is no reason to spell out catalase with capital letter. This is just the enzyme name.  (3) Please correct "increase" to "increased". 

Line 17: "the treatment of sepiolite..." - I guess, you mean 'the treatment WITH sepiolite"?

Line 20: why "On the contrary"?

Lines 21-22: "...concentration of Cd was reduced with the increase of sepilite dose, and resulting in of 74.2-92.2%,  56.2-90.0%  and  23.9-84.9%  decrease,  respectively, compared with unamended soils"  - this sentence has to be completely re-written. If you are satisfied in the abstract with a more general statement, it could read as follows: "...concentration of Cd decreased with the increase of sepiolite dose by 23.9-92.2% compared with unamended soils". If you want to be more specific and use the exact intervals of decrease, then you have to specify what these intervals are for - the word "respectively" means nothing here as no names/treatments/soils or whatsoever is specified before. Please correct "sepilite" to "sepiolite". 

Line 24: "was low than 0.2" - correct to "was lower than 0.2" (?)

Line 25: remove "though".

Line 26: "concentrationS"; rephrase "it was safe for eat" to "the spinach was safe to eat". 

Line 32: "cadmium" should not start with the capital letter. 

Line 44-46: there are some problems with this sentence. "The positive rate ... was higher"? If that is what you meant, what exactly this is supposed to mean? What is "the positive rate"?  If the statement "was higher" relates to both low molecular weight proteins and activity of <beta>2-MG  and  ALP in urine, then, because this is plural, you should use "were" rather than "was". Do not use both "urinary" and "in  urine" together - one is enough. In summary - the sentence needs to be rephrased. 

Line 56: "metals". 

Line 77: rephrase "health  and  reflecting" to "health,  reflecting". 

Line 78: "enzymes"

Line 79: rephrase "nutrients, it involved in soil N cycling" to "nutrients and is involved in N cycling".

Line 88: delete "its".

Lines 91-29: rephrase "properties (Garau et al., 2007), this therefore can be helpful in order to evaluate the efficiency of a remediation treatment" to "properties (Garau et al., 2007) and may be helpful in evaluating the efficiency of a remediation treatment". 

Line 94: remove either "aim" or "objective". 

Line 100: replace "proterty" with "properties". 

Line 102: "revealed".

Line 103: rephrase "22.70 m2 g-1, average" to ""22.70 m2 g-1, and average"

Line 104: delete "using Barrett-Joyner-Halenda (BJH)"; same line - delete "by".

Lines 105-106: "the  chemical  analysis was shown in Fig. 1" - this belongs to the Results section. Please delete this phrase from here and refer to Fig. 1 in Results. 

Lines 109-111: this is the worst way to report these data - it's just too time consuming to sort out which number belongs to which characteristic. Please rephrase, with particular soil property followed by the respective number. 

Lines 112-114: rephrase the sentence to: "Samples of upper soil layer (0-20 cm, 1.0 kg) were ground to pass through a 4 mm mesh, mixed with CdCO3 at three Cd levels (1.25, 2.5, 5 mg kg-1) and placed in plastic pots". 

Line 116: avoid staring a sentence with a digit - rephrase to "Six seeds...". 

Line 118: rephrase "maintained  this  humidity" to "and the humidity was maintained". 

Line 119: rephrase "...the cultivation, and a petri dish..." to "...the cultivation. A petri dish...". 

Line 128: report the maker of the pH meter. 

Line 129- 130: rephrase "(TCLP) followed USEPA Method 1311(USEPA,  1992) were  conducted" to "(TCLP; USEPA,  1992, Method 1311) was conducted". 

Line 135: delete "(1) soil bacteria:"

Lines 135-136: what are the units for the numbers (5, 10, 5, 18)

Line 136: add comma between ml and agar.

Line 138: "respectively" - to what?

Lines 138-139:  split this sentence into two as the first half belongs to (I guess) the description of methodology used to count bacteria, and the second - to fungi. After splitting, the second sentence should start in a sensible way, not with "(2) fungi:". 

Line 139: provide units for the numbers. 

Lines 144-145: as above - split the sentence into two. Add units. More generally - this whole paragraph in written in a very confusing way. It is next to impossible to tell what belongs to what. It must be completely re-written. 

Lines 164-165: please provide information about proportions of the acids used in the mixtures. 

Lines 165-166: which AAS method was used - flame or graphite furnace? Please provide some information about the precision and accuracy of the measurement. Did you use some standard material to check the precision?

Reviewer #2: 
I am truly sorry to reject the manuscript in its current form for the following reasons:

1. The quality of English is inacceptable.

2. Results from microorganism counts and enzyme activities are quite insignificant thus hard to interpret.

3. The whole manuscript and especially the discussion is too long considering the fact that not many data gives some good clue and finally that all the differences are about pH only.

4. Many other problems e.g. nonstandard cultivation media, fig. 1 without any description, some data presented several times...

I suggest to select the valuable results and rearrange them into some shorter paper e.g. short communication.
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