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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 as it investigates microbial contamination in food delivery carriers and highlights potential contamination routes 
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Title can be reframed to ‘Food-borne pathogen contamination in courier-based Food delivery systems: Evidence from Zambia and Implications for Food Safety Surveillance’

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Comprehensive. 
· Check the use of Pearson's correlation; it should be Spearman's correlation.
· Please check, coagulase -negative Staphylococcus or staphylococci?
· Mention the confidence interval in regression analysis.
· Replace words like ‘influenced’ with ‘associated’.
· h the presence of esophageal varices in advanced liver disease to validate other screening parameters. Delete nonrelated sentence.
 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. Zambia can be added.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. The global burden can be reduced by focusing on the African burden, with a focus on handling and transport. All microbial contamination studies can be given in one paragraph.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory. Clear objective articulation needs to be done. Eg. Reusable carriers may represent an overlooked route for microbial contamination and cross-contamination during food transport. Therefore, this study aimed to assess microbial contamination in courier-based food delivery carriers in Lusaka, Zambia, and to examine the operational and hygiene-related factors associated with contamination risk.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	satisfactory. In the introduction, it's sufficient. In the discussion section, more recent, related studies should be added to strengthen the study.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs improvement 
1. The highlighted part is suitable for the result and discussion. In material methods, Sampling was continued until microbial saturation was achieved. Sampling was extended beyond saturation point to ensure robustness. 
2. Provide detailed steps for reproducibility with media and incubation temperature, mentioning the criteria used for species-level identification.
3. Colony-forming counts represent quantitative microbial load, whereas prevalence refers to presence /absence data. Clearly mention which measurements were performed.
4. Justify use of Pearson correlation or consider alternative methods such as Spearman correlation or logistic regression only
5. Whether univariate or multivariate regression, mention model diagnostic or goodness of fit measures


	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory. The declaration given needs reframing as the words used are “patients” instead of the courier delivery participants' statement, without any mention of ethical approval number
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1. Needs improvement.
2. Mention clearly ‘contaminated carrier ' in text, what this refers to, whether this is microbiological confirmation or any contamination threshold in methods or table footnote.
3. Percentage in the table is different from what is reported in text in secondary level education (75.3 vs 75%)
4. Changes suggested in manuscript files in detail.
5. Regression analysis: mention reference category
6. Pearson correlation can be excluded, or can be switched to Spearman correlation.
 

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory.
Tables need formatting with clear differences in percentage, reference values, and interpretation. Or the interpretation in tables can be excluded. 
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1. Satisfactory
2. Antibiotic resistance is not supported by study data as it lacks resistance profiling.
3. Words like strongest determinant " don’t support the cross-sectional design and should be rephrased to reflect associations. Eg. cleaning frequency.
4. Interpretation of carrier type effects remains unclear due to absence of defined reference category.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory. Comprehensive 
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory. Methodological limitations and statistical limitations (if any) need to be included.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good. Clear and comprehensive.
 
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Title can be reframed to ‘Food-borne pathogen contamination in courier-based Food delivery systems: Evidence from Zambia and Implications for Food Safety Surveillance’

	[bookmark: _GoBack]

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Comprehensive. 
· Check the use of Pearson's correlation; it should be Spearman's correlation.
· Please check, coagulase -negative Staphylococcus or staphylococci?
· Mention the confidence interval in regression analysis.
· Replace words like ‘influenced’ with ‘associated’.
· h the presence of esophageal varices in advanced liver disease to validate other screening parameters. Delete nonrelated sentence.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. Suggestions described above and highlighted in the manuscript
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Ethical permission numbers will strengthen the study. Suggestions as described above
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