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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 is important to the scientific community because it provides rare, context-specific empirical evidence on the food safety risks associated with steamed street foods, a category often perceived as safer yet underrepresented in existing research. By integrating Knowledge, Attitude, and Practices (KAP) assessment with microbiological analysis, the study advances methodological rigour in street food safety research and demonstrates the disconnect between improved vendor awareness and actual food safety outcomes. The findings contribute to public health and food safety scholarship by highlighting the limitations of short-term educational interventions when structural and infrastructural constraints persist. Furthermore, the study offers valuable insights for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners working on urban food systems, foodborne disease prevention, and informal food sector regulation in rapidly urbanising settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is broadly appropriate, but it can be improved for academic clarity, precision, and impact.  The author(s) could consider the following: 

Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices of Street Momo Vendors and the Microbiological Quality of Steamed Momos in East Delhi

OR 

Food Safety Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices of Street Momo Vendors and Microbiological Quality of Steamed Momos in East Delhi: A Pre–Post Intervention Study
	

	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 should explicitly state at the outset that the study employed a mixed-methods, pre–post intervention design incorporating microbiological assessment, enabling readers to quickly understand the methodological scope. Additionally, the abstract should more clearly emphasise the key finding that improvements in vendors’ knowledge, attitudes, and practices did not translate into safer momo samples, as this represents a critical insight of the study
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The use of convenience and purposive sampling is appropriate for an exploratory public health study; however, the manuscript should more explicitly acknowledge the limited generalisability of the findings earlier in the Methods or Discussion sections, rather than confining this clarification to the limitations. Although microbiological analysis was conducted only at the pre-intervention stage while KAP was assessed both pre- and post-intervention, this approach is scientifically acceptable, but the manuscript should clearly state that post-intervention microbial safety outcomes were not evaluated to avoid any implied causal interpretation. Food safety practices were measured using self-reported data rather than direct observation, which may introduce social desirability bias and should be more clearly acknowledged when interpreting the limited change observed in practices. For consistency with standard statistical reporting conventions, p-values currently reported as p=.00 should be revised to p<0.001. Finally, minor technical clarifications are needed, including explicitly stating how “moderate” microbial counts were classified when determining overall food safety status and standardising terminology such as “steam momos” and “steamed momos” throughout the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are insufficient and there is a need for more recent references. 
	

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


	The manuscript meets the minimum and intermediate standards of scholarly English. With professional copy-editing or academic language polishing, it would be well-positioned for international publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript would benefit from improved clarity and consistency in language, grammar, and formatting throughout, particularly in the methodology and results sections. Some sections are overly detailed and could be streamlined for better readability. The introduction section should provide detailed information on the research problem, identified research gaps, and the study’s rationale. The methodology section is overly skeletal and requires further elaboration. Additionally, the discussion could be strengthened by more explicitly linking the lack of association between vendor KAP and momo safety to structural and environmental constraints, such as water access, infrastructure, and regulatory enforcement. Strengthening the conclusion to more clearly articulate policy and practice implications, as well as refining the limitations section, would further enhance the overall quality and impact of the paper.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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