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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 study addresses a relevant public health concern by assessing the knowledge of vendors and consumers on acrylamide exposure from commonly consumed foods in Nairobi's informal settlements. Given that acrylamide is a probable human carcinogen formed in high temperature cooking processes, understanding public awareness is critical. The findings highlight a knowledge gap that may increase the risk of exposure in vulnerable communities, and the study underscores the need for education and policy interventions. This research is timely and useful for stakeholders in food safety, nutrition education, and health risk prevention in low-resource settings.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and appropriately reflects the study’s objective and scope.


	

	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 comprehensive and effectively summarizes the study. However, a few improvements are suggested.
Correct the typo "Theye" to "They".

Include the total number of participants surveyed.

Mention that a Likert-scale questionnaire was used for knowledge assessment.

Clarify that knowledge was measured in terms of mean percentage scores and categorical levels.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The cross-sectional design is appropriate, the sampling strategy is well explained, and the statistical analysis using chi-square tests is valid for the stated objectives. Results are clearly presented and aligned with the conclusions. Minor editing is recommended for clarity and flow in some sections, see comments. 
In the Results section:

"The mean was obtained by adding all knowledge scores and dividing by the number of respondents (vendors)."

Consider rephrasing more precisely:

"The mean knowledge score was calculated by summing all individual scores and dividing by the total number of vendor respondents."

In the Discussion section:

"This finding is similar to the finding by Mainya et al. (2020)" To avoid repetition, revise as:

"This is consistent with the results reported by Mainya et al. (2020)"
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate and include both classic and recent sources (up to 2022). Key references from EFSA, WHO, FDA, and relevant peer-reviewed studies are cited. No additional sources are required.


	

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


	The English is generally understandable and acceptable for scholarly publication. However, there are occasional grammatical and typographical issues that should be corrected to improve readability and precision. A thorough language edit is recommended.
Examples:

In the Abstract:

“Theye were aged 18 years and above” → should be corrected to “They were aged 18 years and above”.

In the Methodology:

“Sampling techniques: Purposive sampling was done for the County...” → consider rephrasing to “Purposive sampling was used to select the County...” for smoother readability.

In the Results:

“The mean was obtained by adding all knowledge scores and dividing by the number of respondents (vendors)” → could be improved to “The mean knowledge score was calculated by summing all individual scores and dividing by the total number of vendor respondents.”


	

	Optional/General comments


	The tables are clearly labeled but could benefit from more concise captions.

Ethical approval and informed consent were properly addressed.

The discussion makes good use of comparative literature and provides actionable public health recommendations.

Consider clarifying why coffee was included among plant-based foods if it is not commonly consumed in the area.
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