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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 

 

1- I strongly recommend that the text must be read and 

re-written by native English speaker before send to 

the reviewers. The used grammar makes difficult to 

follow the text. Many sentences are meaningless.  

2- The study area section is not sufficient to understand 

the soil geological formation. The geological 

formation is very important to interpret the source of 

radiation explosion to the area.  

3- The active technique is not well explained.  

4- Many used energies for determining the isotopes are 

very closed to each other. Since the NaI detector 

resolution is relatively low it is better to give the 

used spectrum to clearly understand how the 

calculation of the radioactivity concentrations are 

made.   

5- The units must be used in the same representations.  

e.g. Bq/Kg, Bq/kg, etc… 

6- The data must be given in same format. e.g. instead of 
46±6.2  46.0±6.2, etc… 

7- According to conclusion many correlations should 

not be given. e.g.  figure 3 through 8. What is the 

scientific sound of those figures?  As I understand 

that the scientific mean of those figure are out of the 

aim of the manuscript or it seems likely that. 

1- The text has been read by English expert and 

corrected as required 

2- The geological information about the 
study area has been added to the section 
with references. 

3- The active technique has been rewritten 
to make it clear and the figure has been 
changed. 

4- NaI we used has good resolution within  
47 keV and we used average value for 
peak, the spectrum added to the text 

5- Units corrected in tables and text 
6- Date formatted symmetrically 
7- The scientific sound of these figure are; 

A) If one find correlation, then it will be 
easy to estimate the value of radionuclide 
concentration and reduced the 
parameters special in the modelling 
work. B) If there is no correlation, then 
the distribution of radionuclide material 
is random and this makes modelling 
much harder.   
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