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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 study not only evaluates CAD4TB but also calibrates its threshold based on individual patient characteristics.
  The novelty of this research lies in the fact that such studies are still limited, as it elaborates on the role of chest radiography (CXR) and computer-aided detection (CAD) in tuberculosis detection.

  The limitation of this study is that it has not yet addressed the technological constraints of CAD4TB in various aspects, as this is a relatively new area of research.

  In the Methods section, avoid repetitive sentences.
  Verify the data in the Results section by ensuring consistency between the tables and the text.

  Please make the Discussion section more detailed and written in more systematic and structured English.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes the the article suitable
	

	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 meets the IMRAD criteria; however, it does not include the sampling method or the inclusion criteria of the study population. The English in the manuscript also needs improvement to ensure proper grammar and clarity.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	the manuscript scientifically correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Review the References section — several citations are outdated, and some references mentioned in the text are missing from the list. Please check and correct these inconsistencies
	

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


	Yes  English quality is suitable for scholarly communications

	

	Optional/General comments


	1. in the Introduction, please state the urgency of the study, such as the weaknesses or limitations of existing screening methods, which justify the need for the approach used in this paper.
2. Replace outdated references with those from the last four years.

3. In the Methods section, avoid repetitive sentences or redundant descriptions.

4. Verify the data in the Results section to ensure consistency between the tables and the narrative text.

5. The Discussion should be made more detailed and systematic, using clearer and more formal academic English.

6. In the Introduction, describe the urgency of the study, such as the weaknesses of existing screening methods, to justify the need for the approach used in this paper.

7. Replace outdated references with those published within the last four years.
8. In the Methods section, avoid repetitive sentences
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