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 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) The line 65 mention the boron neutron capture 

synovectomy and presents as reference (JC Yanch, 1996). 

Is this a thesis? I think it would be better, if possible, to 

present some paper or any indexed publication as a 

reference. 

 

2) Lines 72 to 74: This paragraph should be rewritten. I 

don’t understand the meaning. 

 

3) Lines 81-88: Authors should present  two or three 

references considered by them as the fundamental works 

in the field of “radioenzymology”. 

 

4) Lines 151 to 159: This paragraph is in my opinion 

quite ambitious. Especially when the authors said: 

“Radiation chamber of a miniature generator may be 

inserted inside a patient’s body”. Is there any reference 

about an application like this?? I remember that plasma 

focus devices works with high voltage, let said between 

10 and 250 kV (as the authors mentioned). It is not easy 

to me to imagine how a physician can use a Plasma Focus 

INSIDE a patient. They also produce an intense EM pulse 

capable of tilt several electronic devices around the 

facility. It is not clear to me that the proposed application 

can be easily achieved, especially in a hospital or in the 

presence of other electronic apparatus. I suggest to 

include here some references, if exist, about the 
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mentioned applications. 

 

5) In the line 166 authors mention a peak of X-ray in 

8.979 KeV (this should be keV instead of KeV) and 150 

keV from DPF.  The origin or cause of these X-ray should 

be mentioned. 

 

6) In the work the authors mention fusion neutrons of 

2.45 and 14 MeV. They should mention the reactions by 

which these neutrons are produced. i.e. D-D and/or D-T 

fusion. 

 

7) The authors should explain better why they are using 

the product of dose and dose power (DxP). Is there any 

model to explain why this parameter is the most 

appropriate for this study? 

 

8) Figure 3a and 3b. Is not clear from the figures or from 

the body of the paper the reason of using the filters of Cu 

or Al. The legend in the figures is confusing. In my 

opinion more space in the body of the paper should be 

dedicated to explain the figures, especially what I 

mentioned about the use of the filters. 

 

9) The authors should explain why in their opinion the 

activity in Figures 3a and 3b is greater than 100%. What 

is the meaning of that result? 

 

10) I strongly suggest to the authors to improve the 

writing of the article to get a more continuous reading 

and to include a section with “Conclusions” to emphasize 

the goals of the work. 
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Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

1) Line 51: in my opinion “circa 70% of oncologic…”. 

Authors need to provide a reference to back-up this 

phrase. 

 

2) The quality of figures 3a and 3b should be improved. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Anonymous Reviewer 

 


