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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 valuable for the scientific community because it provides empirical data on SARS-CoV-2 immunity among vulnerable populations in Senegal. The study is also relevant for shaping public health policies in low-resource settings, where vaccination coverage and vulnerability differ from high-income countries.
Moreover, the work adds to the global literature by presenting data from Africa, a region underrepresented in COVID-19 research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes It is. A shorter alternative could be:
“Multicenter Assessment of SARS-CoV-2 Immunity in Vulnerable Populations in Senegal, 2022.
	

	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 comprehensive and includes background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusion. However, it could be improved by specifying the number of regions included (three sites in Senegal) and briefly mentioning the type of serological analysis used.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound with a clear multicenter design and robust methods (RT-PCR, serological assays). The data are well presented, though the statistical analysis remains descriptive. It would strengthen the paper if a comparison between vaccinated and unvaccinated participants regarding antibody levels were included.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and recent (2020–2023). However, it would be useful to add more recent reports from WHO or CDC on the effectiveness of Sinopharm and other vaccines in African populations.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English is adequate for scholarly communication, but some sentences are too long and repetitive, especially in the discussion section
	

	Optional/General comments
	· Consider adding a summary table of key participant characteristics (age, sex, comorbidities, vaccination status).
· The discussion could be strengthened by comparing findings with similar studies in other African countries.
It requires only minor revisions, mainly in improving English expression, adding a summary table of participant characteristics, and strengthening the discussion with additional literature.
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