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Abstract:
It was well structured with all the components for a good abstract. However, there were a couple
of sentences that were not clear and will need some restructuring. Again some sentences were
not well structured, thus authors will need a native English speaker to assist them in the editing.
Background:
The authors were brief, concise and comprehensive. The authors took the reader through the
burden/epidemiology of TB globally then to the situation in Ethiopia, and the need for the use of
an improved methods in detecting TB cases. The authors also argued that Xpert® MTB/RIF
considerably increases TB detection among culture-confirmed cases. Authors also reviewed
briefly the principles/mechanism underlying the Xpert® MTB/RIF performance.
Concern:
Authors need to edit the write up by consulting a native English person. Some of their sentences
were not clear and grammar was an issue. It was also observed that references were not attached
to some statements being made, which I suggest the authors address.
Methodology:
Even though study area description as done in the present write up is good, it will have been
much clearer for the reader if a map of the study area, in relation to Ethiopia and Africa as a
whole was included. I suggest the authors include the map. This will clear up the confusion
concerning the regional demarcation in Ethiopia and relating to the study area.
Furthermore, the authors made a good attempt in describing some of the procedures used in the
study. However, there were some flaws, which the authors need to work on. It is not clear why
the authors decide to use Xpert® MTB/RIF only for the unprocessed and did not include the LJ
culture as done for the processed one. Another point for clarification is that, the authors failed to
describe the process for 1:3 dilution and compare with the 1:2 as described. Yes, the authors
talked of the 1:3 as the standard by the manufacturers. Having the data for 1:3 alongside will
have made the story a complete one. Other comments are in the pdf manuscripts with comments.

Results:
Data for the positive and negative controls used in the study not reported. Some data collected
were also not reported, e.g. absolute CD4+ T cells.

Discussion:
The authors made a good attempt to discuss the results of the study. It was brief and concise.
However, there are few areas for concern. These are:
The authors were discussing data that were not provided in the study (e.g. 1:3 dilution).
Again a couple of sentences were not clear suggesting that the authors will need a native English
speaking person to edit their work.
As indicated in the article the authors failed to discuss some interesting findings that authors
placed at conclusion. This will have made the discussion much more interesting. I suggest the
authors take note of that to fine tune their discussion.
References:
References were relevant and not outdated. However, one had two dates, which should be
corrected.
Final Comments
On the whole it's a good piece of study. Even though it does not have a novelty in their findings,
it add up to the literature to strengthen the use of Xpert® MTB/RIF to enhance TB detection.
However, the article as it is lacks some informations for it to be published in this present form.
Data for 1:3 dilution not available, making the conclusion skewed towards the 1:2 dilution. Also
Table 2 not available for analysis. The reason why only Xpert® MTB/RIF was used to screen
TB for the unprocessed sputum also raised concerns. Again, there were some inconsistencies too
in the results presentation, e.g. Table 3 where it was captured as results for different dilutions,
meanwhile it was for 1:2 dilution. All these data not captured question the title further on the use
on the word 'IMPROVEMENT', suggesting there is an existing data either in this report or
referenced for the Xpert® MTB/RIF on the two dilutions for TB detection. As it stands now it
appears to be comparing the Xpert® MTB/RIF with the LJ culture method. Based on these
observations I recommend rejection of the article in this format but can be resubmitted if the
major concerns are addressed.
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