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PART 1: 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

Minor REVISION
comments

Reviewer's Comments on the manuscript titled:

‘Distribution of imidacloprid residues in two sandyoils of Portneuf County
(Quebec) under potatoes (Solanutberosumn culture’

The manuscript describes field observations ofiiesipation, distribution and
leaching potentials of the nicotinoid insecticigeidacloprid in two sandy
soils. The experiments described here were meartrtfirm observations
from previous intact column experiments, and therfabilitate development o
models for predicting behavior of the insecticidesoil. This reviewer
recommends publication of the manuscript with tikfving minor
clarifications and suggested improvements:

Page 1, Abstrag, line 5-6 from bottom: ‘..soil contamination after harvest is
insignificant compared to amount of imidaclopridoéipd’. This statement wa
not clear to this reviewer. The authors are eragen to consider less
ambiguous statement about statistical significaaag,the difference between
initial amount of imidacloprid applied and post-ivast levels of the insecticid
was not significanfp leve).

If indeed this was the case, the authors are eagedrto discuss briefly, soil
contamination during foliar applications of imidagtid.

Ok

Ok
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Page 4, line 87-88 Maintainsamples were sievexstead osamples were
filtered. Also, address concerns, if any, about storing gestisamples in
plastic bags prior to residue analyses.

Page 5, line 115 and followingconsider usingpcationinstead oposition
andsampling periodnstead osampling moment

Page 6, Table 3.Reconcile information from 113 DAA in report ahtié
DAA in Table.

Pages 8-9Consider improving quality of graphics (Figurearitl 3)
General: The authors are strongly encouraged to include fdain day O, i.e.,

immediately after pesticide application. Also, coemnon the differences in
residue recoveries from the different soil typesd(aver time).

Ok

It was not possible,
because the applications
were done by the
industrials, because for
hihg risk of
manipulation;they called u
after application, for
sampling; and the samplin
was also enough.
This explain the
differences of DAA in two
farms

Optional /General
comments
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