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Abstract 
Very concise recollection of the major points of your work. Short description of the 
major findings. Give broad analytical trends in your data (i.e. detection limit; 
replicability/precision; range of quantitation; potential correlations). Provide in a sentence 
or two the major conclusions of your work (this is your take on the method tested once 
you’ve condensed all the information). Finally, indicate what are the major advantages of 
the method(s) tested and its application(s) to environmental chemistry (i.e. what types of 
samples would best be suited for this technique). You are limited to 300 words! This 
limitation will be enforced! 
 
Introduction 
Should be approximately 1/5 of the paper 
(remember that the whole text should not 
exceed 4-5 pages). In this section you will 
develop a historical background of the 
conceptual evolution of the field you are 
studying (namely the methodological 
issues faced by environmental scientists to 
measure the parameters of interest). What 
are the major questions that have 
affected/directed the field? What is the 
scientific rationale that may have recently 
led to a new body of knowledge (in 
essence, why are people working on 
improving this method)? What 
controversies have provided shifts in 
knowledge, or still maintain an open 
debate in the field (i.e. is the efficiency of 
a recognized method good enough to 
support the field of environmental 
chemistry at present? What are the 
important limitations to applying the 
recognized method to a general context?). 
There may not be any strong controversy 
on the subject but only identified dearth of 
knowledge that support the need for 
additional information. This is a critical 
section of your text where you will be 
establishing your position, the direction of 
the paper, and potentially pointing at new 

information or research needed to support 
the development of the field in the future. 
Support all major statements with 
bibliographical references (See the main 
text below for indications of how to 
include references in the text and see  the 
Reference section for a way to list them). 
Experimental Section 
In this section, you will describe in detail 
your methodological approache(s). This is 
where you provide information on a) the 
samples used in this study (i.e. natural 
sediments from such and such a place; 
Standard Reference Materials from the 
National Institute of Standard and 
Technology, etc.), and b) the treatment 
these samples were subjected to prior to 
the analytical work (i.e. freeze-dried). If 
these samples are natural environmental 
samples (not SRMs) provide the location 
and date of their collection along with 
onsite treatment (i.e. kept in fridge until 
analysis). In this section, you all describe 
in detail the analytical instrument and its 
operation parameters during the 
experiments (i.e. temperature of oven, gas 
flow, type of gas, etc). Mention any 
standard(s) used to calibrate the machine, 
the number of calibration points if 



applicable, and the calibration parameters 
(i.e. linearity, dynamic range, etc). If you 
used any statistical test, mention it here 
and the software used to perform the test. 
DO NOT discuss any of your results here. 
This section should be approximately 1/10 
to 1/5 of the paper. 
Results 
In this section, you will present the data 
from your experimental procedure(s). Here 
you need only present the results in a 
synthetic form (tables and graphs). You do 
not need to describe the methodology of 
analysis nor to discuss the data themselves. 
You do need to include a description of 
your quantitative analysis (what sort of 
relationships? Did you omit data? Why?). 
In this section, you should not discuss the 
implications of the data (that comes in the 
“Discussion”). Here you only present it in 
a concise and organized fashion (do not 
jump back and forth between data series 
and trends). This section should present the 
most important graphs and tables showing 
the major results. This section should be 
approximately 1/4 to 1/3 of the paper 

Discussion  
Develop the concepts presented in the 
Introduction and discuss your results with 
respect to potential hypothesis(ses) you 
developed there. Build your discussion on 
the data collected during your 
experimental procedure. Also, compare 
your results to (potentially) similar studies 
in specialized literature. 
This section should be organized in a 
methodical structure that builds 
information towards the position you have 
summarized in the Introduction. You can 
use subsections (with subtitles) to 
emphasize different aspects of the 
scientific issue. This is the section that 
provides some freedom and creativity. The 
way you structure it and deal with 
available information will provide an 

important flow to the text and will allow 
you to draw clearer and more concise 
conclusions. Make sure that this section is 
well supported by reference material (i.e. 
several studies that have reached 
similar/opposing conclusions). Remember, 
this section truly allows you to be creative 
even within the confines of the rigorous 
scientific writing method. What you chose 
to highlight and how you chose to present 
it will give the tone to the text and should, 
to some extent, represent your adopted 
writing style.  
This Discussion should be approximately 
1/3 of your paper. See Reference section 
for indication on how to cite 
bibliographical references in the text and 
provide a list for them at the end of the 
text. To make a point, this is the place 
where you should sustain your 
interpretation with tabular or graphic 
material. This visualization and 
summarizing material also allows you to 
be more concise in your writing. In 
addition to your own data, it is perfectly 
OK to use published material as long as 
you refer to it appropriately (see examples 
below). In some instances, you may build 
and support your own analysis from 
published data in a new way and present 
this in a new figure or table. In this case, 
cite the source(s) of these data in the 
caption of your figure or table. Identify 
your figures and tables chronologically in 
the text (i.e. Figure 1…n and Table 1…n. 
See example below). Note: DO NOT use 
Web-based material as reference. Instead, 
use only peer-reviewed material for your 
work (exception: some peer-reviewed 
scientific journals now are web-based, if 
you find one of such articles important to 
support your analysis then you may use it). 
You should imbed your graphic material 
within the text in the way done in the 
seminal papers provided to you. 



Please find below a set of figures and 
tables that you can use as models for your 
report. The first set (Figure 1 and Table 1) 
presents illustrations/tables borrowed from 
other publications (their source is indicated 
in the caption). The second set (Figure 2 
and Table 2) is composed of a figure and a 
table that were built from personal data. 

Implications and Conclusions 
In this section you DO NOT summarize 
your work, you provide conclusions as to 
how the methodological approach used in 
your work allowed you to answer larger 
environmental questions. How was your 

work significant? Draw major conclusions 
on the overall work and particularly the 
state of current scientific knowledge and 
needs for further research. Particularly 
identify, if they exist, the uncertainties that 
prevent the appropriate quantitation of 
parameters of interest in specific media. 
Here again, you should support your work 
with appropriate bibliographical material. 
This section should be approximately 1/10 
of your paper. 
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 1. The global water (hydrologic) cycle. Source: Duxbury, et al. (An Introduction 
to the World’s Oceans; McGraw Hill, 2000) 
 

Reservoir Volume (km3) % Total 
Biosphere 0.6 103  0.00004 
Rivers 1.7 103 0.0001 
Atmosphere 13 103 0.001 
Lakes 125 103 0.01 
Groundwater 9500 103 0.68 
Glacial and other land ice 29000 103 2.05 
Oceanic water and sea ice 1,370,000 103 97.25 
Total 1,408,640 103 100 

Table 1. Earth’s water reservoirs. Source: Adapted from Berner & Berner (The Global 
Water Cycle; Prentice Hall, 1987) 



 

 
Figure 2. Soot-BC concentrations (% dw) extracted from Central Park Lake sediments, 
NIST standard sediments (SRMs 1944 and 1941b), NIST Diesel soot standard (SRM 
2975), and a lab-produced (n-Hexane) soot standard (Dr. D.M. Smith, University of 
Denver), using the chemothermal oxidation method with demineralization and pre-
cleaning treatment (GBC: Gelinas et al. 2001) and without (CTO: Gustafsson et al., 
2001). This correlation was unsuspected because of the reported potential for positive 
bias (i.e. charring) for the CTO method (Accardi-Dey 2003; Gelinas et al. 2001) and 
negative bias (i.e. loss of fine particulates during sample manipulation) for the GBC 
method (Accardi-Dey 2003; Elmquist et al. 2004), but indicates that both CTO and GBC 
methods provide similar results for many types of environmentally significant samples. 
 

Sample Salinity DOC 
(µM) 

Volume 
(L) 

%DOC 
Recovered 

% Initial 
DOCa 

Wt% OC 
CHN 

GOM#1 36.2 78 50 23.4 105 3.96 
GOM#2 36.2 87 50 21.1 n.d 3.38 
AP#1 22.0 219 35 31.7 97.3 9.32 
AP#2 22.0 218 35 32.3 99.6 10.0 
NR -- 336 50 41.6 91.0 7.98 

a. % Initial DOC = ((DOCconcentrate + DOCpermeate)/DOCinitial water)*100 
 
Table 2. Concentrations of dissolved organic carbon (DOC), percentages of DOC 
recovered using tangential-flow ultrafiltration, and weight percentages of organic carbon 
(Wt% OC) in the recovered isolate as determined by flash combustion of dried powders 
in a CHN analyzer. 
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