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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

Abstract - Doesn’t provide the whole picture of the
paper. The author only has described about the findings
on the study of 659nm thickness only.

Experimental Procedure

2.1 In the procedure there were 4 samples prepared but
in result and discussion only two samples were
discussed.

Result and Discussion

3.4 Optical band gap -The author has explained about the
findings on the relationship between the thickness and
the transmission of the findings without the support of
the data. If the author wishes to provide the findings
without the support of the data then this statement
should be backed with a reference.

For explanation of Figurel there glass substrate studied
and it was not clear about the status of the glass
substrate whether it is the platform for thin film
deposition or it is another control sample?

According to the title this paper was suppose to study the
effect of gamma radiation on thin films but the data given
in Figure 1 doesn’t show the effect on the thin film before
the gamma radiation.

In explanation for Figure 1 the author also has done a
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comparison for the transmission in terms of percentage
but it is not clear for which wavelength was the
comparison has done since the graph covers a broad
range.

The author also has discussed about absorption
coefficient without the proof of data and reference.

Figure 2 only shows about the study of 191nm thickness
and the other samples were not included.

The author has mentioned about the refractive index for
arange 191-659nm but the presented data only shows
one sample which is 659nm.

Conclusion

The paper also lacks in the scope of study and as a result
no clear conclusion was driven. As the transmittance and
extinction coefficient discussed were for two different

samples.

Please clarify the ethical issues if any
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Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments

The author lacks support of data and reference in his
explanation and the paper lacks continuity. The samples
were not tested constantly as the parameter of testing
varies as for example 191nm sample was only tested
with transmittance. Where as the 659nm sample was
tested with absorption coefficient and refractive index.
Data on 232nm and 478nm samples were not provided
but in the explanation the author has commented on a
broad range from 191nm-659nm.

Reviewer Details:

Name: Anonymous
Department, University & Country Malaysia
Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




