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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 is important to the scientific community as it provides a robust, multidimensional assessment of the sanitary quality of a locally produced, widely consumed processed fish product (Sardinella pâté or PINTON) in Senegal. It specifically investigates the critical, real-world issue of how different distribution channels (formal supermarkets vs. informal neighborhood shops) impact product safety, stability, and quality, which is highly relevant for food security and public health in West Africa. Furthermore, by combining socio-economic surveys on retailer practices with microbiological, chemical, and organoleptic analyses, the study offers comprehensive data to inform policy on strengthening retailer training and promoting uniform hygiene standards, particularly in the informal sector. The findings, which confirm the product's high initial stability and safety despite observed disparities in marketing practices, offer a valuable case study for quality control of semi-industrial preserves in the region.
	

	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 quite comprehensive. There are only few that need improvement:
1. While the abstract mentions "notable differences" in storage methods and education, it would be highly impactful to include the most significant quantification of this disparity from the results. For example, mention the difference in staff education (e.g., "Staff in supermarkets generally had higher educational levels (e.g., University-level) compared to shop staff (mostly Koranic School only)" or similar wording based on the data in Table 4). This is a critical context for the final recommendation. It needs to quantify the Key Disparity here.
2. The abstract states the product showed "satisfactory stability and microbiological safety" regardless of the distribution channel. It would be useful to briefly mention which specific analyses confirmed this, such as "confirmed microbiological safety with the absence of Clostridium botulinum or Bacillus cereus" and "physical and chemical integrity (stable pH with deviations < 0.5) confirmed by stability tests". This adds concrete scientific detail. Clarify the scope of stability/safety here.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. There is only a minor scientific/methodological clarification recommended: 
Chemical Results Discussion
In the discussion section (Section 4), the authors should explicitly state what the maximum regulatory thresholds are for the key chemical parameters (Histamine and TVB-N) to provide full context, as they are mentioned only to say the values were below them. Providing the actual threshold values (e.g., 20 mg/100g for TVBN, and the referenced standards for Histamine) would enhance the scientific clarity of the safety assessment.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes.
	

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


	Yes, but there are some minor grammatical errors, unclear phrasing, and typographical errors that should be corrected for professional polish.

1. Abstract/Intro
"It is based on a multidimensional approach combining..." could be simplified to "It employs a multidimensional approach combining..."
2. Ages of the people surveyed
"all the requested age groups are present" might read better as "all the age groups surveyed are represented."
3. Grammar/Flow
"Regarding product texture, 100% of reviewers attested that the product had a soft texture in the samples taken in supermarkets. However, in shops, 80% of testers stated that the product had a soft texture, while 20% considered it to have a soft texture." This seems contradictory/confusing as the text switches the dominant texture between the results (Section 3.2.3) and the discussion (Section 4). In the results (Table 10), supermarkets are 100% Tender, and shops are 80% Tender/20% Soft. The discussion reverses this, stating 100% tender in shops and 80% tender/20% soft in supermarkets. The authors should urgently review and correct this contradiction to ensure the discussion accurately reflects the data presented in the results tables.
4. Typographical errors 
Correct the following: "Exclusive Hypermarket" is sometimes written as "Exclusif supermarket" or "Exclusive hypermarket" , and there is a typo in "Hypermarché/hypermarket???". Ensure consistent naming (e.g., Exclusive Hypermarket) throughout.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-structured study that directly addresses a critical and under-researched topic: the post-production distribution challenges for preserved foods in an African urban environment. The combination of social and scientific data is its major strength. The most crucial recommendation is to correct the contradictory statements regarding the texture results in the Discussion section (Section 4) to accurately reflect Table 10 (Section 3.2.3). Otherwise, the manuscript is ready for publication after minor editorial revisions.
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