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Abstract: I'm not sure that the maximum permitted limits for the 
general public of 1mSv/yr is for soil and 0.1mSv/yr for water. That 
should be checked or I need further explanation.  
In the first paragraph of introduction, the word bombarded is so hard. 
It refers also to sentence in the second paragraph where authors 
wrote about that humans are exposed to high doses of radiation. Is 
this truth? High doses? Also, look at the last sentence in the second 
paragraph. 
The description of the investigated area about precipitation, humidity 
and temperature does not matter with the aim of the manuscript. 
Figure 2 is very poor. Authors must  provide better resolution 
Figure 2 in section 3.3 is actually figure 3 and so on. 
In the same section figures 2, 3 and 4 are present in fact exactly the 
same results as in tables 1, 2 and 3. Figures must be ejected. 
Discussion is very poor. Authors wrote just about values of the results 
without any further discussion. 
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