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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	i. The study contributes to making awareness on un-intended consequences of energy production on the need for cleaner and safer power generation.

ii. It serves as a support for drinking quality water regulation.
iii. Understanding uranium concentration in drinking water helps in the assessments of potential public health threats and the development of mitigation strategies.
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iv. There should be no figure in the abstract

v. There is repetition of aim of the study (check the 7th and 12th line of the abstract, remove the one at 12th line).
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vii. The result in the abstract should be average uranium concentration in each location along with average LADD
viii. The conclusion in the Abstract looks like a proposal. Please conclude base on comparison between your result and the recommended limits, show if the localities are at risk or not. And what is your recommendation?
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	i. The manuscript has no page numbers
ii. Let the title of figure 1 be written under the figure
iii. Check the Journal author’s guide, and use the right citation format.
iv. In page 5, write the concentration in full, no abbreviation 
v. The Table 1 & 2 are not in order, they are roughly arranged and scattered. Remove the lines except for the composites.
vi. What is the source of figure two? Cite.
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