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PART 2: 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 The significant figures of the experimental results for
the activity concentration and absorbed dose rate
should be reviewed throughout the text.

The “Introduction” section is too long and contains
parts that are not strongly related to the objectives of
the paper. Example: line 79 to 84 of page 3 gives non-
relevant information.

The objectives of the paper are not presented in the
“Introduction” section.

In the “Material and Methods” section the authors
should give identification of the soil sampling
location (geographical coordinates).

Minor REVISION comments The title of the paper is not accurate, since what theauthors are measuring are radionuclides in soil samplesand not in materials from solid minerals processing.Abstract: The first paragraph should be rewritten.The word “absorbed” should be excluded.
The text needs a thorough language revision. Forexample: Rephrasing is needed from line 76 to 78 onpage 3, and from line 69-70 on page 3.
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Units should be given in lower-case letters, for example“cps” instead of “CPS”, “Bq kg-1” instead of Bq/Kg.In Table 2, it is not necessary to present “gross counts”and “net counts”; it is enough to give the final results ofactivity concentration (Table 3), but the significantfigures should be reviewed.The dimensional analysis of equation 2 is not correct. Acis not given in Bq kg-1.Figures 2, 3 and 4 are not necessary and should beexcluded, since they do not add any importantinformation.In the “Results and Discussion” section, line 247, page 12,the U-238 concentration of 18.980 Bq kg-1 should not beconsidered as a high value, since it is lower than the soilworld average activity concentration reported fromUNSCEAR (2000).In the “Results and Discussion” section, it is notnecessary to repeat in the text the result of activityconcentration for all samples analysed. I suggest a morecomprehensive discussion taking into account meanvalues and corresponding standard deviations for K, Uand Th, respectively.In the “Conclusion” section, the results of annual effectivedose should be presented as a range and not as anaverage dose.
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