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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Kihye Han 
Chung-Ang University Colege of Nursing, Korea 

REVIEW RETURNED 07-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This study was about factors associated with the non-medical 
workers after nuclear. Couple of comments need to be address to 
improve the report.  
1. Method-study participants  
Please provide the total numbers of employees to make it possible 
to calculate the recruiting rate.  
Please provide more details about how to distribute the 
questionnaires and how to collect the completed qustionnaires.  
Please include inclusion/exclusion criteria if there are any  
 
2. Method-questionnaire  
Researchers asked ITLs at several time points. Please include any 
study threats in this measure.  
Researchers asked demographic data. Demographic data (e.g., 
pregnancy, marital status) at what time point? Demographic 
characteristics at the survey time point?  
 
Please include study limitations in the discussion section.  

 

REVIEWER Robert Yanagisawa 
Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 14-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is an important follow up study to understand that despite the 
difference of medical or non-medical profession, anxiety about 
children being exposed to radiation was the most strongly 
associated with ITL after radiation emergencies.  
 
Since the highest rate of ITL (38.2%) was noted in three weeks to 
one year period after the accident, this study suggests one the most 
impactful timeframe for risk communication may be three weeks to 
one year period, in addition to the immediate and continued risk 
communication.  
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REVIEWER LJM Mortelmans 
ZNA Camp Stuivenberg, Antwerp Belgium  
CREEC, KULeuven, Belgium 

REVIEW RETURNED 26-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Please add the type of study to the methods section (descriptive 
cross sectional).  
The authors mention the whole body counter measurements twice 
(introduction and discussion). It would make the manuscript clearer if 
this discussion would be more elaborate (eg clearly define 
treshholds, describe clinical importance of given measurements.....).  
Overall very interesting study!  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

 

Thank you for your detailed review of our joint manuscript. Based on your suggestions, we have 

revised the paper.  

 

1. We included the total number of employees at Alpine (lines 74-75).  

2. We provided more details about the distribution of the questionnaires. Also, we described inclusion 

and exclusion criteria (lines 92-99).  

3. We included the study threats by asking ITL at several time points in the limitation of the study. 

Based on your suggestion, we discussed the study limitations in the last paragraph of the discussion 

(lines 231-234).  

4. We have included demographic data in Table 1.  

 

 

Reviewer 2  

 

Thank you for your detailed review of our joint manuscript. Based on your suggestion, we included in 

the discussion the most impactful timeframe for risk communication after a radiation disaster (lines 

187-190).  

 

 

Reviewer: 3  

 

Thank you for your detailed review of our joint manuscript. Based on your suggestions, we have 

elaborated and amended the introduction and discussion. 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Kihye Han 
Chung-Ang University College of Nursing,  
South Korea 

REVIEW RETURNED 10-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for your consideration on the reviewer comments.  
Just a minor comment: please delete the third and forth sentences of 
the strenghs and limitations. I think the contents in the main 
manusciprt are enough. 
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REVIEWER luc mortelmans 
ZNA Camp stuivenberg  
Belgium 

REVIEW RETURNED 15-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I'm sorry but i couldn't find the adaptations to my remarks in the 
revised manuscript 

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1  

 

Thank you for your detailed review of our joint manuscript. Based on your suggestion, we deleted the 

third and fourth sentences of the strength and limitation.  

 

 

Reviewer: 3  

 

Thank you for your detailed review of our manuscript. Sorry you can see the adaptations to your 

remarks in red.  
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