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	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.
	Radiation planning is a very important part of the radiotherapy procedure. This paper provides an insight into the basic absorb dose background in Cobalt-60 Radiotherapy
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Measurement of Absorbed Dose in Cobalt-60 Radiotherapy Using Diode Dosimetry
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Improvement needed
Measurement of Absorbed Dose in Cobalt-60 Radiotherapy Using Diode Dosimetry
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Not really, improvement needed
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
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