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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 manuscript provides valuable insights into TB treatment outcomes in a high-burden region of Nigeria. The study contributes to the broader understanding of TB management in resource-limited settings. The findings support the effectiveness of global and national TB control strategies while also highlighting areas such as age- related disparities where additional interventions may be needed. This work serves as an essential reference for clinicians, public health officials, and policymakers aiming to improve TB care and reduce disease burden.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is clear and informative but could be improved. Suggested title:

TUBERCULOSIS (TB) TREATMENT OUTCOME IN ENUGU STATE TEACHING HOSPITAL CHEST CLINIC, PARKLANE; A 5-YEAR RETROSPECTIVE 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.
	A few suggestions to enhance the clarity, flow, and scientific precision.

1.	Objective: please consider specifying the timeframe and population. For example: "This study aimed to evaluate TB treatment outcomes between 2013 and 2017 among patients at Enugu State Teaching Hospital Chest Clinic, Parklane.
2.    Methodology Description: please rephrase it to something more precise
3.	Results: to enhance interpretability, please consider grouping the outcomes into successful (e.g., cured, completed), unsuccessful (e.g., died, lost to follow-up), and other (e.g., transferred out, not evaluated)
4.    Conclusion: the sentence is valuable but could be rephrased.
5.    Language: to minimize repetition and use more academic transitions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Suggestions for scientific improvement:

1.    The exact sample size not mentioned clearly.
2.    Please define the terms good outcome and poor outcome
3.	Statistical report: you have included a chi-square test. The abstract only reports one p-value. It may be helpful to summarise any other key statistical comparisons that were made.
4.	Limitations: Consider mentioning any retrospective limitations (e.g., missing data, incomplete records) in the full manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are fewer than 50% within the past 5 years. Suggested to add more the citation within 5 years
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Suggested to enhance language quality:

1.    Grammar: Some sentences could be restructured for fluency.
2.	Use past tense consistently when describing the study (e.g., methodology and results) and present tense for general background facts.
3.    Academic style: Substitute informal constructions with more formal alternatives.
4.	Punctuation & Capitalization: Ensure proper capitalization (e.g., "Parklane" vs "parklane") and standard formatting of numerical values, abbreviations, and statistical references.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Language editing or professional proofreading would help elevate it to the standards of a scholarly publication .
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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