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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 is important because it focuses on the real hygiene problems in small meat shops, which are sometimes ignored in research. It explains the workers' attitude about the safety rules; even though they know the rules, but do not always follow them. The findings of this study may help health experts and policymakers understand the risks of improper practices and how they can lead to foodborne diseases. The paper gives useful ideas for improving meat safety through better training, stricter rules, and more support for meat shop owners.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable.
	

	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 article's abstract is quite clear and understandable. It would be better if consider the following:

 1. Please consider the background (2/3 lines) before the aim.

2. To conduct an observational audit…” feels very direct, you may consider “This study was designed to assess hygiene and sanitation practices in retail meat outlets through an observational audit.”

3. "A checklist-based assessment" ....please try to mention the few critical points here.

4. Too many percentages can overwhelm readers. Highlight only the most striking figures.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically good. It is well-structured, methodologically sound, and the findings are valuable in terms of food safety.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It seems most of the references are quite recent and relevant.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is acceptable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is scientifically solid, well-organized, and addresses a significant public health issue by documenting hygiene-practice gaps in informal meat retail outlets of Jammu & Kashmir. The observational audit design is suitable and provides valuable, actionable evidence that can guide regulatory and policy changes. Overall, this is a high-quality and relevant manuscript with strong practical importance, and with minor improvements in the abstract, language phrasing, and presentation, it will make a meaningful contribution to food safety research.
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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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