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	Title:  “Nutritional and Ethno-medicinal Insights into Freshwater Snail, Brotiacostula: Consumer Perceptions and Functional Food Potential in Manipur, India“

This manuscript can possibly become of some use, if the authors prepare a major revision, taking into consideration the reviewers’ reports and criticism.

The problems start already with the title. The authors failed to mention the authority, whose name should always be following the scientific name of a species, when it is first mentioned in a text (or in a title). Here it has to be Brotia costula (Raifinesque, 1833).

In the Abstract write after”….importance. However,… This study highlights…”  Delete the word ‘tremendous’!  

Although the authors cite a WHO webpage, which this reviewer could NOT access (maybe something wrong with the cited webpage?) , the authors refer to WHO reports 2021 and 2022, but mention only one in the references.

In the Discussion the authors mention their demographic data, but no such data are given in the Materials & Methods. All we know is that 300 people in 6 districts were interviewed. Where is a copy of the questionnaire? That should have been provided as a figure. What were the ages of the respondents? How many men and how many women were interviewed and responded? What were their educational backgrounds, professions and perhaps religions? The authors have to provide a great deal more details about the people who provided the information for this paper

.

The authors write in the Introductioon “Molluscs are a diverse organism…”  Molluscs are NOT an organism but include many species of gastropods, bivalves, octopus and squid, etc. This paper deals only with a freshwater gastropod (do NOT refer to molluscs; there are about 100,000 species of Mollusca!). Focus on gastroposds, and specifiocally freshwater gastropods. Is there only the one species Brotia costula or are other species also used as food and therapeutically?

When referring to the global population outpacing food supply, the authors should bear in mind that considerably more people die of obesity related diseases and overeating than of a lack of food. Moreover, all European countries and all East Asian countries, including China, now  have a decreasing population and even India is heading that way. See also, population projected to decline in two-thirds of EU-region 2021, available online: https://e.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/ddn-20210430-2  Nuttall, C.N. 2022. Population decline to the emerging Europe back to the early 20th century. (Available online): Also,  Tsuchiya, H. 2022. East Asia’s looming demographic crisis. https://www.nippon.com/en/in-depth/d00639).

Secondly, the global food problem is NOT a shortage, but admittedly, a nutritionally poor diet for many is a problem.  There is food shortage in some atrreas but no widespread starvation; however, there is a serious problem of obesity, overeating and food overproduction , see  https://www.bbc.com/news/health-68436642  and one billion people are obese globally: https://data.worldobesity.org/rankings/ with significantly more people dying from the consequences of too much rather than too little food! See also the Editorial in  “Frontiers in Physiology” 2024, “Novel strategies targeting obesity and metabolic diseases” by Xinran Ma et al. Doi: 10.3389/fphys.2024.1342943

Regarding the therapeutic uses of snails and slugs, the authors should look,read and cite the detailed review by Meyer-Rochow 2017 ( doi: 10.1186/s13002-017-0136-0 ) on the medicinal uses of invertebrates, which contains information on gastropods. However, since their paper focuses on a freshwater species, it is useless to cite papers (even if they are their own papers) that deal with marine species. Marine species lead completely different lives, feed on different food sources, and possess different reproductive and immunological systems, which is why it is completely besides the point to cite papers that deal with marine species. Nganbam et al 2015 and 2019 should be deleted! Nongmaithem et al.2017 and 2018 must also be removed, BUT the 2024 paper by Nongmaithem et al. is very useful and so is Ngangbam et al (2024) on Cipangopaludiona lecythis. Authority is missing.

Why is the problem of schistosomiasis ighnored or is there ho schistosoma in Mamnipur? See also: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2011.12.007 

The authors should go through their paper and remove all references to marine species, but they do perhaps find some more relevant and citable papers that deal with freshwater species. The paper by Jadhav et al. 2020 referred to in connection with cures for gastritis, arthritis, hypertension etc is patently misleading as Jadav et al have never scientifically examined these claims. You cannot cite such a work, which is not based a verifiable data. Otherwise it’s anecdotal and that is not scientific.

The figures and especially fig 5, are ok, but they have to be based on demographic data and information, which needs to be supplied in the revision. 

Ion the references, papers should be cited with DOI  identifiers  and not only one paper by Moniruzzaman et al. (Heliyon, which has a DOI). Others also have;  and the doi, when available,  should accompany the citation.
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