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1. Title appropriate? yes (X) no ( ) (verify if it is comprehensible, concise, according to content, and doesn't use abbreviations (except internationally known, such as, for instance, GIS) Comment:  
2. Abstract appropriate? yes ( ) no (X) (verify if it is structured in sections: introduction, material and method, etc.; methodology satisfactory described; objectives clearly stated; main results shown; conclusions are coming exclusively from the presented study; doesn't have abbreviations (except for internationally recognized). Comment:
An English review is required. Some points in the abstract are just suggestions that can not be achieved with the data presented in the text, for example the suggestion of bioremediation as a remediation technique.
3. Introduction and Literature Review adequate? yes ( ) no (X) (verify if it presents the relevance of the study, objectives of the investigation clearly indicated; abbreviations and technical terms defined, previous published articles on the subject were referenced). In case the answer has been "No", make suggestions:
The Introduction structure must be improved. A complete English review must be done. There is no reference to previous works. Concerning Ogata solution presented, it must be reviewed and all terms in the equation must be described.
4. Pertinent bibliographical references cited and listed? yes ( ) no (X) Comment:
A complete review of listed references must be done, since many of the items listed are not cited, and vice-versa. All test procedures, including chemical analysis of soil and groundwater must be cited and listed.
5. Are objectives clearly defined? yes ( ) no (X) Comment:
The paper presents two interesting and distinct objectives: a vulnerability analysis and a contaminant transport modeling. The link of them does not seem to be properly discussed.
6. Methodology appropriately described? yes ( ) no (X) (scientific principals observed to reach the proposed objectives; data used appropriately described? Data gathering and or used instruments are described with clarity? Analysis procedure well described?). Comment:
A complete English review must be done. As mentioned in question 4, all test procedures, including chemical analysis of soil and groundwater must be cited and listed. I suggest some comments about the Indian Standards with respect to ASTM standards, for example for grain size analysis (fraction limits and the use of some kind of deflocculants during the sedimentation phase).
Concerning the use of DRASTIC model, the description must be in Introduction. The authors must provide details how the data were obtained and which criteria were used for ratings and weights selection.

A detailed description of the column test must be presented.

It is not clear if the column tests were conducted using compacted or undisturbed samples. It seems that compacted samples were used, since the authors mention the use of compacted clay liners. For the purposes of the paper (characterization of a dumpsite) undisturbed samples might be more adequate.
The item Material and Methods also presents results that must be in Results and Discussion.
7. Results and Discussion appropriately described? yes ( ) no (X) (verify if main results are covered and if similarities and discrepancies in relation to other authors are mentioned and if possible generalizations and/or practical applications are stated). Comment:
A complete english review must be done. The results are presented in Methodology item.

The authors mention results from literature without citing the sources.

The comparison with literature results must be more discussed since the diffusion and advection processes are dependent on many factors, such as soil mineralogy and structure.

The authors must comment all the results obtained for physical and chemical analysis of the soil samples, as well as for groundwater. Some comments regarding the relations between soil mineralogy and retardation processes must be done.
The units of the diffusion coefficients are not showed.
The results presented for diffusion and retardation coefficients are average results? How many tests were carried out?

The paper should link the results for soil characterization and vulnerability analysis.
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9. Conclusions according to the objectives? yes (X) no ( ) (verify if the conclusions are clear and based on the findings of the study) Comment:   

A complete English review must be done.
Some conclusions, regarding for example Site Remediation, are out of context.
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Ethical principals respected?: yes ( ) no ( ) no applicable (X) Comment:  
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Is the manuscript technically coherent and exempt of conceptual mistakes? yes (X) no ( ) Comment:  
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Is the manuscript concise (complete, but no prolix)? yes (X) no ( ). If the answer is "No", please suggest extension: (e.g. n° of pages from 5 to 20): Comment:   

13) Does the manuscript present important contributions for the environmental area, water resources or interdisciplinary? yes (X) no (X) Comment:  The quality of the paper and its contribution can be improved, with a complete review of the English, more detailed methodology and a more comprehensive discussion of the results.
14) How do you evaluate this article, regarding to scientific contribution?

( ) Manuscript presents a great contribution.

( ) Manuscript presents a median contribution.

(X) Manuscript presents a small contribution.

( ) Manuscript doesn't present contribution.
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( ) Manuscript is recommended with small modifications.
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