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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 
 

 Line 55-57: “the staff in the unit, the patient, the patient care taker and the general public, 
would want to know the radiation dose levels in the different working areas of the unit.”  
as a scientific article, your manuscript should contribute to scientific community, not only to 
patient care taker and general public. Contribution to scientific community will immediately 
be fulfilled when the novelty is presented.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 Reference manager (e.g. Mendeley) should be used 
 Use a full name of technetium-99m once, and then use the abbreviation (99mTc) instead 
 Line 43: grammatical mistake “is”. The use of grammar tool is highly recommended to 

avoid such a mistake 
 For the radioactivity, use international system of unit Becquerel, instead of Curie. You 

can still add the curie unit after Becquerel. 
 Line 73: Materials are not suitable for the section’s name. it is more likely suitable as 

experimental design 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 You need to add more up-to-date references 
 Need more discussion, you can compare your findings with other publication/reports and 

discuss why it is similar or different. By doing so, you can get more references 

 

 
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) 
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