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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 
 

 In the abstract it is necessary to make a small description of the places under study before 
giving the results.  

 The results in the abstract of the way they are indicated can not be understood. 
 Line 36. Change The levels at which naturally occurring radioactive elements by Naturally 

occurring radionuclides. 
 Line 74. Change figure. It isn’t understood 
 In materials and methods does not describe the procedure for the measurements of the doses. 
 The results are presented in tables and graphs. Leave the results in one of the options. 
 Lines 184-188 The described results are not understood is necessary to organize them 

otherwise 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Line 12.  Remove (8) 
Line 13. Remove forty-eight. Only 48 without parenthesis  
Line 67. Capital Territory, latitude, longitude. They have different lyrics 
Line 106. Remove forty-eight. Only 48 without parenthesis 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

  

 
PART  2:  

 
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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
There aren’t ethical problems in the manuscript 
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