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	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 addresses a critical implementation gap in the use of AI for tuberculosis (TB) screening. Identifying that optimal CAD thresholds differ significantly based on patient history, gender, and setting is highly valuable for national TB programs. By providing locally validated thresholds for Nigeria and demonstrating the reduced accuracy in previously treated patients, the study offers practical, evidence-based guidance for maximizing the cost-effectiveness and impact of CAD4TB in real-world, high-burden settings. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the manuscript's content. It states the aim (optimizing thresholds), the tool (CAD), the context (community screening in Nigeria), and the methodology (integrating patient profiles). No change is needed.
	

	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 well-structured and comprehensive. Kindly do consider mentioning the key stratified thresholds found (e.g., the 48 vs. 36 score for those with/without prior TB) directly in the "Findings" section. This would immediately highlight the core contribution of the paper to a reader skimming the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is robust, employing a retrospective case-control design with an appropriate microbiological reference standard (Xpert Ultra/Culture). The statistical analysis, including ROC curve generation and AUC comparison, is standard and correctly applied for diagnostic accuracy studies. The conclusions are well-supported by the data presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and include key recent publications. They cover the scope of CAD in TB, WHO guidelines, and relevant regional studies.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a strong and highly relevant study. It effectively contextualizes the findings within the broader literature, acknowledging the limitations of CAD in subgroups with prior TB. Furthermore, including the cost implications for confirmatory testing is a notable strength, which adds a crucial programmatic perspective.
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