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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 is important to the scientific community as it establishes local baseline values for the cardiothoracic ratio (CTR), transverse cardiac diameter (TCD), and transverse thoracic diameter (TTD) in an adult population in Lagos, Nigeria, where such reference data was previously unpublished. The findings underscore the importance of population-specific reference values, as the mean CTR and prevalence of cardiomegaly differ from reports in non-African populations and other sub-Saharan studies. By identifying that sex and age are significant predictors of CTR, with females having a higher ratio and older age groups showing a progressive increase in cardiomegaly prevalence, the study suggests that reliance on universal CTR thresholds may lead to inaccurate diagnoses in Nigerian patients. The research reinforces the role of CTR as a valuable, inexpensive, and widely available screening tool in low-resource settings, and the new reference data enhances its diagnostic utility, supporting earlier identification of patients at risk of cardiovascular disease, such as hypertensive heart disease.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes it was 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 of the article is comprehensive as it clearly states the background, aims, methodology, key results, and conclusion. However, a few minor additions would make the summary even stronger and more impactful, particularly regarding the statistically significant findings.
Suggestions for Abstract Enhancement
The current abstract already includes the most critical information. Here are a few suggested additions to emphasize key statistical findings:
 * Add Specific Prevalence Breakdown: While the overall prevalence of cardiomegaly (CTR >0.50) is given as 27.3\%, the abstract would benefit from explicitly mentioning the significant difference found between the sexes.
   * Suggestion: Add a sentence stating that the prevalence was significantly higher in females (36.5\%) compared to males (17.6\%). This is a major finding that warrants inclusion in the abstract.
 * Mention the TCD/TTD/CTR Difference by Sex: The abstract notes that the mean CTR in females was significantly higher than in males, and that mean TCD and TTD were significantly higher in males. To be even more concise while retaining the key data, you could integrate the actual mean values into these statements:
   * Suggestion: Rephrase the current result on sex differences to: "The mean CTR in females (0.489 \pm 0.052) was significantly higher (P < 0.001) than that of males (0.461 \pm 0.047), while the mean TCD and TTD were significantly higher in males (P < 0.001)."
 * Incorporate Age as a Predictor: The abstract mentions that the study aimed to establish the average measurements, but it could also explicitly state that age was a significant predictor of cardiomegaly.
   * Suggestion: Briefly state that the prevalence of cardiomegaly significantly increased with age, with the highest prevalence in the 71-80 years group (59.1\%).
 * Regarding Deletion: No points should be deleted, as the current content is concise and covers all the required elements of a scientific abstract (Background, Aims, Methodology, Results, Conclusion).
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