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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.


	The study addresses contamination by Fe, Cu, Zn, Cd, As and Pb in palm and palm kernel oils produced by small-scale processors in Juaben, Ghana, and estimates non-carcinogenic and carcinogenic risks. Given the ubiquity of these oils in West African diets and markets, the topic is relevant to food safety surveillance and local regulatory attention. The side-by-side comparison of palm vs. palm kernel oils and the calculation of DIM, HRI/HI, and CR indices add applied value for public health interpretation. However, several methodological reporting gaps and internal inconsistencies currently limit confidence in the risk conclusions and need resolution before the work can reliably inform policy or consumer guidance.
Clarify and correct the methodological and risk-interpretation issues detailed below (QA/QC reporting, unit consistency, reference standards used, and alignment between results and conclusions).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Clear and specific; it names the matrix, geography, and the “health risk analysis.” It accurately reflects the scope.
Consider a minor refinement to improve precision: “Comparative Assessment of Heavy Metals and Health Risks in Elaeis guineensis (Palm and Palm Kernel) Oils Produced in Juaben Municipality, Ghana.”
	

	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 informative, and reports mean concentrations, statistics, and risk indices. Yet it contains a major inconsistency: the CR for Pb is stated to render oils “unsafe,” but in the Results table CR(Pb) values are below the typical 10⁻⁶ threshold cited as the lower bound of the benchmark range; the narrative later also says Pb CR “fell below the benchmark range.” These statements conflict. In addition, the abstract claims all metals exceeded FAO/WHO permissible limits; this depends on the specific standard and unit, which are not consistently justified.
Revise the abstract so that risk interpretations align with your own CR and HI outputs (e.g., HI < 1 for both oils; CR(Pb) below benchmark range as reported in your Table). State explicitly which standards (Codex/FAO-WHO) apply to which metals in edible oils and in what units (mg/kg), and avoid blanket “exceeded” language unless supported for each element.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Strengths: clearly described sampling frame (March–April 2025, five composite samples per oil type), digestion chemistry, AAS instrumentation, and basic statistics (paired t-test; Pearson correlations).
Weaknesses:

Units and standards. Concentrations are reported in mg/L while Codex and many food-oil heavy-metal specifications are mg/kg; density assumptions are not provided. Reported “FAO/WHO” limits for Fe and Zn (e.g., “1.0–1.5”) are cited but not convincingly documented for edible oils.

QA/QC missing. No mention of method blanks, spiked recovery, certified reference materials in matrix, LOD/LOQ, calibration linearity (R²), drift control, or replicate precision beyond “triplicate.”

Convert and report concentrations in mg/kg (wet weight) and state the oil density used; ensure all comparisons to Codex/FAO-WHO limits are unit-consistent and element-specific. 
Add a QA/QC subsection: instrument model and wavelengths; LOD/LOQ per element; calibration levels and R²; procedural blanks; matrix spikes/CRMs and recoveries; duplicate precision (RSD%).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list blends foundational and recent sources (up to 2025) and includes regional studies. Several entries have formatting errors (broken DOIs, spacing artifacts) and the key regulatory source(s) for edible-oil heavy-metal limits are cited broadly (“FAO/WHO & Codex, 2019”) without pinpointing the exact Codex standard and table used.
	

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


	Generally understandable, but several sentences are long and contain grammatical slips (articles, agreement, punctuation). A few claims overstate certainty (e.g., “rendered both oils unsafe”).
	

	Optional/General comments


	Consider adding: (i) a brief process-flow description of typical Juaben small-scale operations to contextualize contamination pathways; (ii) a sensitivity analysis showing how alternative adult oil intake rates affect DIM/HRI/CR; and (iii) a simple map of sampling sites.
Decision guideline: Major Revision (>7–8)

Comment (overall)

The dataset is relevant and potentially impactful, but major revisions are required to correct inconsistencies (especially in risk interpretation), strengthen analytical QA/QC reporting, align units and standards, and reconcile Section 2.4 with the analytes reported. After these revisions, the manuscript could be reconsidered.

Recommendations (overall)

Resubmit with (i) corrected Pb inclusion throughout Methods; (ii) added method validation details (LOD/LOQ, recoveries, blanks, linearity); (iii) unit-consistent results (mg/kg) with justified standards; (iv) re-analysis or flagged discussion of extreme values; and (v) harmonized risk statements that match your HI and CR outputs.
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