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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 

 

The work presented in this paper concerns the 

prediction of the radiation by three methods. The work 

is interesting. I think that the manuscript must be 

revised according to the proposals: 

- Introduction: the introduction is clear, the work on the 

radiation is well positioned. The authors have to specify 

their contributions and originality. 

 

- Paragraph 2: specify the contribution of the authors. 

 

- Paragraph 3:  

· Figure 3 to improve; 

· Line 181: the authors deduct to find a good results 

for three methods? To see again? 

· to show the importance of the work and three 

methods, the authors have to present results in 

several places of the earth (North, South, West and 

East). So, the authors have to detail ' the prediction ' 

by comparing the results of simulations (three 

methods) and those experimental. 

 

- Conclusion: to revise according to the added results. 

 

- Reference: put recent references in the domain 

(estimations of the iradiation). 

All correction have been made 

Minor REVISION comments   

Optional/General comments   

 


