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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 
 

 
The depletion analysis of the Nigerian research reactor fuel with 19.75% enriched UO2 was performed using the 
VENTURE PC code. The matrix exponential method was selected in this work to perform the depletion analysis. 
The volume fraction of the materials in this mixture was calculated and multiplied by their respective atom densities 
to obtain the effective atom density of the nuclide in the water, Al mix region of the fuel cell model. The plot of the 
variation of k infinity versus hydrogen to Uranium ratio was generated using Matlab programming language for 
processing of the computer code result. On the whole, the work is simple and weak. Some comments and 
suggestions are raised after the review of this manuscript. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1 Related references should be critically reviewed. The problems behind should be deeply discussed. The 
originality/novelty should be further addressed. 
2 Why did the authors select 19.75% U235? 
3 Tables are not well presented or introduced. 
4 The authors introduced the figure, whereas it is not well discussed. 
5 English should be improved, i.e., different flux level, The NIRR-1 also consist of 4 tie rods and 3 dummy pin, each 
zones, etc. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the 
ethical issues here in details) 
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