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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.


	his manuscript addresses shielding design for PET facilities, a topic that is directly relevant for radiation protection, regulatory compliance and infrastructure planning in nuclear medicine. Recent international guidance, such as the IAEA Specific Safety Guide SSG-46 on radiation protection in medical uses of ionizing radiation, explicitly emphasises the need for robust structural shielding and design dose constraints in PET/CT departments (IAEA, 2018; IAEA, 2014). The approach adopted here—using patient-as-source formalism and transmission factors for lead, concrete and iron—is consistent with the methodology summarised in AAPM Task Group 108 (Madsen et al., 2006). By providing a practical workflow to estimate transmission factors and barrier thicknesses, the manuscript has potential value for centres with limited access to Monte Carlo tools, especially in resource-limited settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	he current title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the content of the paper, which follows the conceptual framework of PET/PET-CT facility design 
	

	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 summarises the overall aim, the general method (use of transmission factors and analytical formalism) and the main conclusion that the proposed approach reproduces Monte Carlo–based data within an acceptable range. However, it would benefit from a clearer description of the underlying assumptions and design conditions. In particular, it should explicitly indicate that the calculations are primarily based on ¹⁸F-FDG PET practice (Madsen et al., 2006), specify which design dose constraints were assumed for controlled and uncontrolled areas in light of current recommendations (IAEA, 2014; IAEA, 2018), and clarify that the analytical results were compared with transmission data derived from published Monte Carlo calculations (Elschot et al., 2010; Lo Meo et al., 2014). A brief mention of the main limitations—such as the focus on PET rather than full PET/CT, and simplified assumptions about workload and occupancy—would make the abstract more informative and balanced.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, the manuscript is scientifically sound and uses a formalism consistent with established guidance for PET and PET/CT shielding, particularly AAPM Task Group 108 (Madsen et al., 2006). The treatment of the patient as a distributed source, the use of appropriate gamma constants and the handling of decay and occupancy factors are coherent with current practice, and the orders of magnitude of doses and barrier thicknesses appear reasonable.

Nevertheless, several aspects need clarification or updating:

· Design dose constraints. The manuscript appears to use the full annual dose limits for workers and members of the public as design levels. Recent international documents recommend more restrictive design dose constraints for new facilities (e.g. typically around 0.3 mSv·y⁻¹ for the public), rather than the full 1 mSv·y⁻¹ limit (IAEA, 2014; IAEA, 2018). The choice of P should therefore be explicitly justified and, ideally, an example with more conservative values should be shown.

· Combination of TVL and attenuation coefficients. The paper uses both TVL-based expressions and exponential attenuation with mass attenuation coefficients from XCOM, but it is not fully clear whether the TVLs include broad-beam build-up and how they are reconciled with narrow-beam µ values. Recent work emphasises the impact of build-up and the distinction between narrow- and broad-beam transmission factors at 511 keV, both in Monte Carlo simulations and measurements (Elschot et al., 2010; Steiner et al., 2024). A clearer explanation of which data are used for design, and how build-up is accounted for, would strengthen the physical consistency.

· Validation against Monte Carlo and experimental data. The comparison with Monte Carlo-derived transmission factors is currently presented only graphically. Several studies have provided detailed comparisons between analytical calculations, Monte Carlo simulations and measurements around PET and PET/CT installations (Elschot et al., 2010; Lo Meo et al., 2014; Hossain et al., 2020). Including a quantitative error analysis (e.g. tabulated relative differences or RMSE) would make the validation more robust.

· Scope limited to PET component. The methodology effectively addresses the PET component only. In modern PET/CT practice, the CT contribution can be relevant in certain clinical scenarios, and has been explicitly addressed in design and optimisation studies (Peet et al., 2012; Lo Meo et al., 2014; IAEA, 2014). The conditions under which the CT workload can be neglected, and when additional CT shielding analysis is required, should be discussed (some times it is  the most important overload).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	he reference list includes the key classical sources, in particular AAPM TG-108 for PET/PET-CT shielding (Madsen et al., 2006). However, it does not fully reflect the more recent body of work on PET facility design, Monte Carlo-based transmission data and current international recommendations.

In my view, the bibliography should be expanded to include:
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	It is OK
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, I consider the manuscript scientifically promising and aligned with established PET/PET-CT shielding frameworks (Madsen et al., 2006), but it requires substantial revisions to fully reflect current international recommendations and recent research on PET facility shielding (Elschot et al., 2010; Lo Meo et al., 2014; Hossain et al., 2020; IAEA, 2018). My recommendation is major revision.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No. (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	


Reviewer details:

Adlin Lopez Diaz, Universidad de La Frontera (UFRO), Chile

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

