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Author's Response toward Associate Editor's Report
Article No. 
: # 1030
Title of Paper
: Radon concentrations in Canned Liquid Juice
Comment on Descriptions
	Criteria Evaluation
	Associate editor's evaluation
	Author’s Response

	
	Completely correct
	Partly correct
	not Correct at all
	Comments
	

	1. Originality of the article 
	
	
	
	
	

	· Free of Plagiarism/Similarity (max 20%)
	Completely Correct
	
	
	Ok it is 17%
	Ok, thank you

	· New article/not yet Published (presented/ in proceeding max 30%)
	Completely Correct
	
	
	No comment
	Ok, thank you

	2. Related to nuclear/atomic science and technology
	Completely Correct
	
	
	Radon concentration in canned drink
	Ok, thank you

	3. References
	
	
	
	
	

	· The number of references at least 10, at most 20 for nonreview papers; at least 26 for review papers.
	Completely Correct
	
	
	No comment
	Ok, thank you

	· The use of recent references 80 % (maximum 5 years ago)
	Completely Correct
	
	
	Only 5 are old
	Ok, thank you

	· Type of the references (primarily, secondary etc.) 85 % from journals
	
	Partly Correct
	
	Only 16 out of 25 (64%) are from journal
	We put 24 reference from journal.

	· DOI reference (traceable)
	Completely Correct
	
	
	No comment
	Ok, thank you

	· Reference style standard: Elsevier numeric without title
	
	Partly Correct
	
	Some are written with title
	We rewrite all references without title.

	· When reference has more than 3 Authors, write only 3 names, et al.
	
	Partly Correct
	
	Some are OK
	We rewrite all references as your common.

	· Article follows the Atom Indonesia template and guidelines
	Completely Correct
	
	
	No comment
	Ok, thank you

	· Table (clear, without vertical line)
	Completely Correct
	
	
	No comment
	Ok, thank you

	· Figure (clear, min 300 dpi)
	Completely Correct
	
	
	No comment
	Ok, thank you

	· Is the Level of English appropriate? (Excellent, Adequate, poor)
	(Excellent
	
	
	Manuscript provides an important information of  the concentration of radon in canned drink.
	Ok, thank you

	Final recommendation:
1. Continue review process   [    ]
2. Return to the Author         [√ ]
3. Reject                                [    ]
	
	Comments: Please revise according to the above finding

	



