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	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 addresses an important public health issue of food hygiene practices among street vendors and the microbiological safety of animal-derived foods in a cross-border context. The topic is highly relevant for low- and middle-income countries where informal food vending plays a significant role in food security and livelihoods yet poses notable risks to consumer health. The integration of socio-demographic data with microbiological analysis adds rigor and depth to the study.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 clear but dense. It reads more like a condensed version of the entire paper rather than a concise summary. Avoid  too detailed statistics.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No comment
	

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


	Overall, the manuscript is understandable but verbose. Reduce redundancy and simplify overly complex sentences to improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. While the inclusion/exclusion criteria are mentioned, details about the sampling method (random, convenience, stratified) are missing. How were the 70 vendors selected? This affects representativeness.

2. There is no discussion on why 70 vendors and 70 samples were deemed sufficient. A power calculation or reference to similar studies would strengthen this.

3. The range of organisms tested is broad, but the rationale for focusing on specific indicators (TAMF, coliforms, SRB, etc.) should be explained.

4. Although some p-values are mentioned in tables, the methods section does not describe which statistical tests were performed and under what assumptions. This needs clarification.
This study is promising and relevant, but it requires clarification of methodology (sampling, statistical tests, reduction of redundancies in introduction and results, and stronger critical analysis in the discussion.
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