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1. Single flux density measurements at observed-frame submillimeter and millimeter wavelengths are commonly used to probe dust and gas masses in galaxies.
2. Dust mass inferred is highly dependent on the assumed dust temperature, which is often unconstrained observationally.
3. Relations between ratios of rest-frame far-infrared flux densities and mass-weighted dust temperature can be used to constrain dust temperatures from observations and hence derive more reliable dust and molecular gas masses.
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May be slightly imbalanced: The article presents the information in a generally reliable way, but there are minor points of consideration that could be explored further or claims that are not fully backed by appropriate evidence. Some perspectives may also be omitted, and you are encouraged to use the research topics section to explore the topic further.
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The article provides a detailed overview of the challenges associated with inferring dust and molecular gas masses from the dust continuum emission of quiescent high-redshift galaxies. The authors provide evidence that the ratio between dust mass and 1.3 mm flux density can be higher than inferred by up to an order of magnitude due to lower dust temperatures seen in non-star-forming galaxies, leading to an underestimation of both dust mass and molecular gas content when submillimeter flux density is used as a proxy for molecular gas content. The authors also present relations between ratios of rest-frame far-infrared flux densities and mass-weighted dust temperature that can be used to constrain dust temperatures from observations, thus providing more reliable estimates for both dust and molecular gas masses. 
The article is generally well written, with clear explanations of the methods used in the experiments conducted by the authors as well as their results. The article does not appear to contain any promotional content or partiality towards any particular point of view, nor does it appear to be one sided or missing points of consideration or counterarguments. However, there are some potential biases that should be noted; for example, the authors do not discuss possible risks associated with their method or explore alternative methods for inferring gas masses from observations such as using CO line luminosities or other tracers such as [CII] 158 μm line emission (which has been shown to correlate strongly with SFR; De Looze et al., 2014). Additionally, while the authors provide evidence for their claims regarding uncertainties in inferring dust masses from single flux density measurements, they do not provide any evidence for their claims regarding underestimations in inferred gas masses when submillimeter flux density is used as a proxy for molecular gas content.
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· CO line luminosity
· [CII] 158 μm line emission
· Dust temperature estimation
· Dust mass estimation
· Molecular gas mass estimation
· High-redshift galaxy gas mass
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