EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	1. I found some pitfalls in the manuscript. These are as follows:
1.       Reviewer KNV (KNV Chenchu Lakshmi) commented that the unavailability of data (i.e., only 38 of the 71 cases were used) may lead to selection bias. The author responded that a statement addressing selection bias was added to the Discussion section. However, this response is insufficient; the issue should be described under the “Limitations of the Study” section.

2. Moreover, the authors stated that Fig. 1 shows the anatomical sites of TB disease and AFB smear results by children’s age groups. Among children aged 5 years and above, 21 (46.7%) had smear-positive PTB, 13 (28.9%) had smear-negative PTB, and 11 (24.4%) had EPTB. Among those under 5 years of age, only 5 (19.2%) had smear-positive PTB, 9 (34.6%) had smear-negative PTB, and 12 (46.2%) had EPTB (p = 0.05). The authors should elaborate further on the interpretation and implications of the reported p value (p = 0.05).

After that, the manuscript should be accepted to be published
	The issue of selection bias now described under the subsection 4.1 Limitations and research recommendations. Some recommendations related to this issue are given for future research.

Interpretation and implications of the reported p value is elaborated in the Discussion section, where additional comments comparing these findings with other studies was made. There is an added practice recommendation in relation to these study findings.
Thank you.
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