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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	This manuscript is important as it addresses a practical challenge in PET facility shielding design, offering an accessible analytical alternative to complex Monte Carlo methods. It provides valuable guidance for improving radiation safety in low-resource settings.
	

	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.


	The abstract is generally clear but could be improved by explicitly stating the research objectives, and briefly mentioning the validation and limitations. The cost-effectiveness claim should be supported with evidence or rephrased more cautiously.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology and reasonable results. However, some claims—such as cost-effectiveness and regulatory compliance- lack supporting evidence, and validation details are limited. Addressing these points would strengthen the scientific rigor.
	

	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 study addresses a relevant and practical topic in PET facility shielding design. The concept of developing an analytical and cost-efficient method for low-resource settings is valuable. However, the following comments should be addressed before the paper can be accepted.

1.
The title mentions Iron, but the abstract uses steel in the results section. Standardize either iron or steel throughout.

2.
The research objective is implied but not explicitly stated. It would strengthen the abstract to include a clear sentence on research problems, objectives.

3.
The rationale for selecting lead, concrete, and iron as candidate materials could be briefly justified.

4.
The existing research gap is not explicitly identified. The introduction should clarify what has not been adequately addressed by previous studies- e.g., lack of validated analytical methods for 511 keV photon shielding, or insufficient adaptation of Monte Carlo results for developing-country contexts. Without this, readers cannot easily see how the study contributes beyond known AAPM or IAEA shielding guidelines.

5.
The phrase “validated against published Monte Carlo–derived reference data” could specify which study or dataset was used (e.g., “validated against AAPM TG reports”). Provide quantitative or literature-based evidence for cost-effectiveness and validation claims. Briefly mention the potential cost savings or design simplification achieved by this analytical method.

6.
The claim that analytical results are “consistently lower than Monte Carlo–based recommendations” should be qualified carefully; this may raise safety concerns if not justified by safety margins.

7.
The authors claim that “this method offers a practical and cost-effective pathway for expanding PET services while maintaining high standards of radiation safety”; however, no quantitative or qualitative evidence is provided to substantiate the cost-effectiveness aspect.

8.
It appears that Figure 1 is not visible in the current version of the manuscript; please check the formatting or file embedding.

9.
Equation (1) is not applicable in a clinical environment, as it does not account for the buildup factor.

10.
Limitations are not discussed at all. The manuscript should acknowledge practical or methodological constraints.

11.
The manuscript does not include any future outlook or potential extension.

12.
Major revision is required before the work can be considered for acceptance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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