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	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.


	The study is a systematic review on the clinical use of artificial intelligence (AI) in the analysis of chest radiographs and computed tomography (CT) scans.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Yes.
	

	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 provides an adequate overview, but it is not completely informative: it lacks methodological and quantitative details that would provide greater robustness and transparency. It works well as an introduction, but not as a faithful summary of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct from a conceptual and clinical content point of view.
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	yes, they are largely current.
	

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


	It's decent and fluid to read.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article offers a comprehensive and up-to-date overview of the use of AI in radiography and CT, but presents crucial methodological weaknesses: unclear criteria, a lack of robust assessment of study quality, and a lack of quantitative synthesis. The conclusions should be interpreted as exploratory and illustrative, not as definitive evidence.
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