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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	The study provides new data for a previously unmonitored area. The authors presented a well-organized paper and easy-to-read and to-follow. The aim is clearly stated in the abstract and introduction: to assess indoor radon levels and estimate health risks.

This paper has a potential to be accepted, but some important points have to be clarified or fixed before acceptance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes.
	

	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.


	Yes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes.
	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors presented a well-organized paper and easy-to-read and to-follow. This paper has a potential to be accepted, but some important points have to be clarified or fixed before acceptance. In my opinion, the paper needs major revision before being accepted for publication. The author needs to provide a point by point response or provide a rebuttal.

1. The study provides new data for a previously unmonitored area. 
2. The paper acknowledges the limited data on indoor radon concentration in Tanzania, particularly around Minjingu phosphate mines. It builds a case from global data and national relevance (Uranium in phosphate rock) to local context. The research gap could be stated more explicitly. Currently, the gap is implied rather than directly articulated.

3. The research questions are not explicitly listed. For clarity and rigor, consider stating specific questions such as:

· Do any measured concentrations exceed WHO/ICRP reference levels?

4. There is no formal hypothesis stated or tested. Even in observational studies, a null hypothesis like "Radon concentrations near Minjingu do not exceed global average or recommended limits" helps frame the statistical relevance.

5.      The study acknowledges the limitation of short-term measurement and suggests the need for long-term monitoring. Discuss other limitations such as:

· Limited sample size (22 houses).

· Measurements taken only during the day.

· Possible seasonal bias since meteorological factors were not considered.

· No radon progeny or thoron concentrations were measured despite AlphaGUARD capability.

6.      The locations map for radon monitoring should be included by the authors as it will improve the paper's quality.

7. Fig. 1 lacks a caption describing its purpose or features.  The authors should include a full caption.

8. Fig. 2 provides a clear visual comparison of radon levels across dwellings. Highlight high outliers (DW17 and DW18) effectively. Add error bars in Fig 2. No statistical tests (e.g., confidence intervals or p-values) are presented to support claims of significance.

9. Add a horizontal line indicating the WHO and ICRP reference levels (100 Bq/m³ and 300 Bq/m³) to contextualize the data.

10. Include X-axis labels (e.g., "House Identification Number" rather than “Number Of Dwellings Measured”).  Make the chart more publication-ready: ensure high resolution, clear font, and color scheme that works in grayscale if needed.

11. While the text states that each measurement was for five hours during the day, it would help to explicitly mention how this short-term data was averaged or adjusted for annual dose estimates.

12. Mention whether placement of the AlphaGUARD was standardized (e.g., height above ground, center of room, away from windows). This affects comparability. The paper does not state whether the AlphaGUARD was calibrated before use. This is a major omission in radiation studies.

13.   There’s no mention of whether measurements were cross-checked, repeated, or validated against a secondary device or blank test. This would improve robustness.

14.   The manuscript reports ± uncertainty for each measured radon concentration (e.g., 115 ± 9 Bq/m³). This suggests that some form of measurement precision or instrument uncertainty is acknowledged. The source of the uncertainty is not described. Is it:

· Instrumental error (AlphaGUARD precision)

· Standard deviation of multiple readings

o   Error propagation from formula-based dose and risk calculations

o   Type A (statistical) and Type B (instrumental/systematic) errors

o   Confidence intervals for the mean values

15. There’s no error propagation described for calculated values like Annual Effective Dose (AED) or Excess Lifetime Cancer Risk (ELCR) -though the final risks are given in Table 4.

16. The conclusion recaps key findings and reaffirms the public health relevance. The conclusion should mention policy implications more directly.
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