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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 tackles a subject of clear regional importance—assessing heavy metal exposure from a widely consumed traditional food. However, its broader scientific impact is constrained by key limitations. 

Crucially, this manuscript design omits methodological details regarding sample size, analytical replication, which calls into question the robustness of the foundational of these data.

Furthermore, the health risk assessment is conducted using generalized, parameters outdated toxicological reference values. Consequently, this approach may not represent the population under study, thereby reducing the practical applicability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, is suitable. however, to enhance precision , the scientific name (Tympanotonus fuscatus) in parentheses is a common practice for clarity in environmental and food science journals.
	

	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 a good summary but reads more like an extended results preface. 

By incorporating the methodological rigor and stating the risk findings with precise terminology , it will transform from a simple summary into a compelling. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study's aim are scientifically valid, but the execution and reporting contain flaws .

The core findings, that the blowout method leads to higher metal intake are plausible and important, but they are not sufficiently supported by the presented data and methods. additionaly, the sample size per station or per processing method is not stated. This is crucial for interpreting the statistical significance.

Table 1 and the text list "Pb 4.92 ± 0.70 mg/kg (blowout)" but Table 2 lists much higher values for Pb at stations. Which data was used for the risk calculation? ?!

Major revisions addressing QA/QC, experimental design clarity, and updated risk parameters are mandatory to establish scientific correctness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are insufficiently recent and not comprehensive enough for a manuscript aiming to contribute to contemporary scientific literature. 

Updating the toxicological benchmarks and broadening the scope of cited research are essential revisions to enhance the manuscript's credibility, relevance, and scholarly impact.
	

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


	While the core meaning is generally understandable, pervasive grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent terminology significantly detract from the manuscript's professionalism.

Incorrect use of prepositions is frequent, "Blow out" is used as two words, one word ("blowout"), and hyphenated ("blow-out"). A single, consistent term must be chosen.

 so, the manuscript requires thorough editing .
	

	Optional/General comments


	This study addresses a critical public health issue with clear local importance, 

but its scientific impact is  limited by methodological gaps.
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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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