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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 research demonstrates that the CMAP (a patient-centered HIV care model) can improve retention in care and reduce travel time, costs, and waiting time in clinic. Patients and healthcare providers also indicated strong acceptance of the approach. Together, the findings indicate that CMAP is a practical and effective model for improving HIV care in low-resource settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title does capture the content and approach of the study, but could be altered to improve readability and understanding. One possible title could be:"A Cluster Randomized Trial of a Community-Based HIV Care Model in Senegal." This focuses the intervention and setting for readability and understanding.
	

	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 not included in the text provided for review, but it should differentiate the study design, population, intervention, control, primary outcome (retention in care), and key results. If you are not clearly presenting these elements, I would suggest rewriting the abstract to emphasize: 

•
The intervention itself (CMAP), 

•
Retention rates,

•
The importance of the study results for HIV care delivery in Senegal, 

A succinct conclusion in the abstract that summarizes the policy implications would also help strengthen the overall quality.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically solid. The study utilizes a cluster randomized controlled design, applies an acceptable statistical method (TMLE), and collects both qualitative and quantitative data. The inclusion and exclusion criteria are clearly presented. However, some additional detail regarding timeline and participant characteristics would benefit from further clarification of transparency and reproducibility.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited (as indicated by the in-text numbers) appear appropriate and relevant. We would prefer to have the reference list to assess recency and completeness, but it is not in the content provided. It may be helpful to include recent studies (2020–2024) on HIV task-shifting and other differentiated care models in similar low-resource settings to provide a fuller context.

	

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


	The manuscript needs extensive editing for language.  Words are often presented one on top of the other, probably as a result of formatting, and are challenging to read. Grammatical mistakes, lack of punctuation, and lack of proper sentence structure all need to be improved to reach the scholarly communications standard. Significant editing for correct language usage is highly recommended prior to submission

	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a timely study that is relevant to policy and adds to the growing evidence on decentralized HIV care in low-resourced settings. The quantitative and qualitative components strengthen the analysis. Improved language, formatting, and clarity, particularly regarding the presentation of the CMAP model, would improve the quality and impact of the manuscript.
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