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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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.


	This article deals with the important issue of dam safety and the lack of risk management policies in developing countries. This issue is of great importance due to the increase of climate changes and infrastructure wear and tear. The results of this study can be used as a model to improve dam safety policies in similar countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is appropriate, but it is suggested to focus more on the "case study of Mindo Dam".
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	No, information such as the purpose of the study and research methods are not sufficiently explained. It is suggested to add details about the type of data , analysis and tools used. Also, the main feature of this dam, which category it belongs to, and why it is included in these categories are not mentioned.
The purpose of the article is mentioned in the introduction, but it is not mentioned at all in the abstract
In section 3.3, the indicators affecting the safety of the dam are written in the form of text, but there is no table of these indicators with reference to the sources, so that the reader can be sure that these data come from reliable sources.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Some sections require further clarification, such as specifying data sources for classifying dams in the "high hazard" category.

Also, what sources are the indicators that are written that affect the dam, and it is better to first specify the indicators and the sources from which the indicators are extracted in a table.

Also, from where were the physical, human, etc. indicators extracted and used the tables and questionnaires that the interviewees voted and scored?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally sufficient, but a greater variety of newer articles (after 2020) could help improve citations.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Language quality is acceptable, but some parts need minor editing to improve clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Tables should be titled above them.
It seems that the introduction section was written by artificial intelligence
The conclusion should be more related to the details and findings of the article.

The placed image can be improved and placed in a linear image instead of an unintelligible display

Maps can be placed of the location of the dam and the topography of the area, as well as the sections in which the questionnaire was filled, to determine which position the people who were researched were in relation to the dam.
It is written in the introduction section of this text "the study aimed to establish a dam safety policy benchmark for Tanzania, assess the rules and policies in place that control Tanzania's dam safety management and examine the variables that influence Mindu Dam Safety Issues" But in the end and in the conclusion, no specific and localized methods for Tanzania have been presented

In conclusion section, The written text is too general for the conclusion
In the following, it is explained about these 3 sections and there is an inconsistency between this section and the section that is placed in Table 1.

At the end of section 3.1, it is said that Table 1 is categorized based on three international models and the World Bank frameworks, but above Table 1, it is categorized based on The Second Schedule of the International Commission on Large Dams (ICOLD) guideline.
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	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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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