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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 is highly relevant to the scientific and clinical community because it provides timely, real-world evidence on tuberculosis–COVID-19 co-infection in a TB-endemic setting where data remain limited. The multicenter findings help clarify the burden, clinical course, and outcomes of co-infected patients and underscore the heightened risk of severe disease and mortality in this population. Importantly, the study highlights practical diagnostic and management challenges created by overlapping respiratory symptoms and constrained resources, which can directly inform clinical decision-making and health-system preparedness.
	

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

	Yes, but here are some suggestions for their consideration
“Tuberculosis–COVID-19 Co-infection in Senegal: Clinical Characteristics, Management Challenges, and In-Hospital Outcomes from a Multicenter Study.”
“Clinical Features and In-Hospital Outcomes of Tuberculosis–COVID-19 Co-infection: A Multicenter Study in Senegal.”
	

	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 not too comprehensive because it presents the rationale, summarizes the study design and population, and reports the key clinical findings and main outcome (mortality). However, I suggest a few improvements to strengthen clarity and completeness. First, the study design terminology should be made consistent throughout (e.g., avoid mixing “cross-sectional” with “retrospective observational”). Second, the abstract would benefit from briefly stating the study setting (multicenter sites in Senegal) and one or two major comorbidities/risk factors that may influence outcomes (e.g., HIV, diabetes). Finally, consider tightening the long list of descriptive findings and instead emphasize the most important results (severity, mortality, and a key clinical or radiologic feature) and ensure the conclusion is proportional to the sample size.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript appears scientifically sound in its core approach: it uses a clear case definition for TB (microbiological confirmation) and COVID-19 (RT-PCR), applies standard WHO severity criteria, and appropriately treats the analysis as mainly descriptive given the small cohort (n = 19).
A few points need correction/toning down to maintain scientific accuracy: the study design terminology should be consistent throughout (the Methods describe a retrospective multicenter observational study), and conclusions implying “disproportionately high” mortality should be framed more cautiously unless a comparator group is provided.
Finally, the authors should keep interpretations aligned with the limitations they already acknowledge (retrospective design, very limited sample size, no multivariable analysis, and non-standardized radiology assessment).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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

	It would benefit from minor language editing to improve consistency and precision.
Key points to note in your review:
Terminology consistency: The study is described as “multicenter cross-sectional” in the abstract, but “multicenter retrospective observational” in the Methods; this should be harmonized for clarity.
Tone/claims: Phrases such as “disproportionate mortality” and “disproportionately high mortality” should be phrased more cautiously (or explicitly defined with a comparator), especially given the small sample size.
Minor edits: A light copy-edit to smooth a few long sentences and ensure uniform formatting of terms (e.g., TB–COVID-19 vs TB-COVID-19) would further strengthen readability.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)

No
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