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Abstract  66 

Background  67 

Chest X-ray (CXR) screening is a useful diagnostic tool to test individuals at high risk of tuberculosis (TB), 68 

yet image interpretation requires trained human readers who are in short supply in many high TB burden 69 

countries. Therefore, CXR interpretation by computer-aided detection software (CAD) may overcome 70 

some of these challenges, but evidence on its accuracy is still limited. 71 

We established a CXR library with images and metadata from individuals and risk groups  that underwent 72 

TB screening in a variety of countries to assess the diagnostic accuracy of three commercial CAD solutions 73 

through an individual participant meta-analysis.  74 

Methods and findings  75 

We collected digital CXRs and demographic and clinical data from 6 source studies involving a total of 76 

2756 participants, 1753 (64%) of whom also had microbiological test information. All CXR images were 77 

analyzed with CAD4TB v6 (Delft Imaging), Lunit Insight CXR TB algorithm v4.9.0 (Lunit Inc.), and qXR v2 78 

(Qure.ai) and re-read by an expert radiologist who was blinded to the initial CXR reading, the CAD scores, 79 

and participant information. While the performance of CAD varied across source studies, the pooled, 80 

meta-analyzed summary receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves of the three products against a 81 

microbiological reference standard were similar, with area under the curves (AUCs) of 76.4 (95% CI 72.1-82 

80.3) for CAD4TB, 83.3 (95% CI 78.4-87.2) for Lunit, and 76.4 (95% CI 72.1-80.3) for qXR. None of the CAD 83 

products, or the radiologists, met the targets for a triage test of 90% sensitivity and 70% specificity. At the 84 

same sensitivity of the expert radiologist (94.0%), all CAD had slightly lower point estimates for specificity 85 

(22.4% (95% CI 16.9-29.0) for CAD4TB, 34.6% (95% CI 25.3-45.1) for qXR, and 41.0% (95% CI 30.1-53.0) for 86 

Lunit compared to 45.6% for the expert radiologist). At the same specificity of 45.6%, all CAD products 87 

had lower point estimates for sensitivity but overlapping CIs with the sensitivity estimate of the 88 

radiologist. 89 

Conclusions 90 

We showed that, overall, three commercially available CAD products had a reasonable diagnostic accuracy 91 

for microbiologically confirmed pulmonary TB and may achieve a sensitivity and specificity that 92 

approximates those of experienced radiologists. While threshold setting and cost-effectiveness modelling 93 

are needed to inform the optimal implementation of CAD products as part of screening programs, the 94 

availability of CAD will assist in scaling up active case finding for TB and hence contribute to TB elimination 95 

in these settings. 96 

 97 

  98 

for use under a CC0 license. 
This article is a US Government work. It is not subject to copyright under 17 USC 105 and is also made available 

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted January 27, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.24.22269730doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.24.22269730


Page 4 of 25 
 

Introduction  99 

Finding efficient and novel ways to diagnose and treat all people with active pulmonary tuberculosis (TB) 100 

is crucial to achieving the ambitious United Nations Sustainable Development Goals to end the TB 101 

epidemic by 2030. It is estimated that every year worldwide 10 million people fall ill with TB, 102 

approximately 2.9 million of whom are not notified or diagnosed (1). Reasons for this large proportion of 103 

undiagnosed TB cases are manifold. Individuals with TB may be asymptomatic and therefore not seek 104 

care, but they may also receive irrelevant or inaccurate tests for TB, leaving them undiagnosed. Targeted 105 

screening of individuals who are at increased risk of having TB is proposed by the World Health 106 

Organization (WHO) as a strategy to detect TB cases earlier (2).  107 

Easy, low-cost, and highly sensitive screening tests are needed for such strategies to quickly rule out TB in 108 

the vast majority of screened individuals, so that further highly accurate confirmatory testing can then 109 

carried out on those who screened positive (3). 110 

Chest X-ray (CXR) interpreted by a trained human reader has been recognized by WHO as an initial 111 

screening test given its high sensitivity (2,4), it can also identify TB in patients who do not report classical 112 

TB symptoms (5). However, lack of access to well-trained human readers, and the fact that X-ray 113 

equipment is most often available only at district-level centers and referral hospitals, hinders wide-scale 114 

use of CXR screening at the community level in many high TB burden countries (6).  115 

In recent years, there has been a growth in the development of computer-aided detection (CAD) software 116 

– artificial intelligence-based deep learning algorithms that can interpret digital CXRs. Several CAD 117 

products, trained on millions of images, are now capable of detecting TB by producing an abnormality 118 

score for TB that can triage individuals who require further confirmatory testing (7,8). Furthermore, CAD 119 

can create a heatmap or annotated image indicating on each X-ray image the location of the abnormal 120 

findings. Some commercial CAD products, such as CAD4TB (Delft Imaging, Netherlands), are designed for 121 

TB detection only, while others, like qXR (Qure.ai, India) and Lunit INSIGHT CXR (Lunit Inc. Republic of 122 

Korea) also aim to replicate radiologist reports and claim to detect other lung findings in addition to TB 123 

(7).  124 

Very few manufacturer-independent studies have assessed the diagnostic accuracy of CAD software for 125 

pulmonary TB (8–10); the limited number of studies, combined with methodological limitations, has 126 

hampered the development of guidance on the use of CAD thus far (10,11).  127 

To enable the independent validation of CAD software products for their ability to detect pulmonary TB, 128 

FIND and partners have created a large library of digital CXR images, including clinical metadata, from 129 

individuals who were screened for TB. In parallel, the International Organization for Migration (IOM), 130 

established a global library of CXRs from migrants undergoing pre-migration TB screening in their resident 131 

country before migrating to the US. 132 

The objective of both the FIND and IOM studies was to assess what the diagnostic accuracy is, in terms of 133 

sensitivity and specificity, of three commercially available, Confirmité Europëenne (CE)-certified CAD 134 

systems for detecting microbiologically confirmed TB in adults who are not seeking care but who are 135 

screened for TB in a health provider-initiated screening activity.  136 

The analytic approach and CAD software versions were the same for both studies. In this paper, we 137 

describe the results using FIND’s global CXR TB screening library; the results of the IOM study using their 138 
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migrant CXR TB screening library are described in a separate paper. The results of both studies were used 139 

in a guideline development group meeting convened by WHO in 2020 to inform an update of the TB 140 

screening guidelines, which resulted in the recommendation that CAD may be used as an alternative to 141 

human CXR interpretation for the purpose of TB screening (12,13).  142 

Methods  143 

Study population 144 

FIND’s global CXR TB screening library contains digital CXR images (in DICOM, Digital Imaging and 145 

Communications in Medicine format) of individuals from different geographical regions and different risk 146 

groups that were taken as part of research studies or programmatic screening activities (henceforth called 147 

‘source studies’). Source studies were considered eligible when all the following criteria were met: (1) CXR 148 

evaluation was carried out in a defined period for a cohort of individuals irrespective of the presence of 149 

symptoms; (2) CXRs were available in DICOM format and had not been previously been shared with any 150 

CAD developer for purposes of training their software; and (3) a minimal set of clinical (age, sex, co-151 

morbidities) and laboratory variables was available, including microbiological test results from sputum 152 

samples. All reporting followed the STARD guideline (14) and a prespecified analysis plan was followed 153 

but was not officially published.  154 

Sample size 155 

We aimed to include in our library a minimum of 590 CXRs for participants with TB (TB cases) and 868 for 156 

participants without TB (non-TB cases) according to the definitions of each of the reference standards. 157 

This sample size assumed a CAD system to be at least 90% sensitive and 70% specific, in line with the WHO 158 

target product profile (TPP) for a triage test in detecting pulmonary TB (16), and allowed a precision of 159 

the estimates expressed as total width of the 95% confidence interval (CI) of 10%, with 90% power of 160 

observing a CI of such width or less. The resulting sample size was increased by a factor of 10% to account 161 

for potential missing and/or incomplete data (17). The study was not powered to evaluate a difference 162 

between the performance of CADs and humans when using the same reference standard. The final sample 163 

size, however, allows to detect a difference of 10% in specificity (from a reference value of 45%) with 164 

power greater than 90%, as well as non-inferiority (for specificity of CADs when compared with human 165 

readers) with a margin of 10%. 166 

Sampling 167 

From each source study, two sets of random samples were drawn based on different case definitions 168 

(Figure 1). Firstly, participants with a microbiological confirmation and classified according to the case 169 

definitions of the microbiological reference standard (MRS), described in Table 1, were sampled. For all 170 

studies except for the Philippines prevalence survey, the total number of microbiologically confirmed TB 171 

cases were included, given the relatively low number of TB cases. The Philippines prevalence survey 172 

contributed a sample of confirmed TB cases until the required number of confirmed TB cases was reached. 173 

For the sampling of non-TB cases, data providers were asked to randomly sample 1.5 times as many non-174 

TB cases as TB cases from their study dataset to make sure that each study contributed a similar 175 

proportion of TB and non-TB cases to the final FIND library. 176 

The second sample that was drawn from each study drew the same number of TB and non-TB cases, but 177 

this time the case definitions were based on the interpretation of the CXR by the study radiologist. The 178 
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two samples were combined. Overlap between the two samples was accepted, but any duplicates that 179 

were part of both samples were removed from the final library before analysis. 180 

Data preparation 181 

The first DICOM image was selected for each study participant. If applicable, any identifying information 182 

was removed from the DICOM image (e.g., by use of a DICOM anonymizing tool or by overlaying a black 183 

square on the part of the CXR image containing personal data). Anonymized DICOM images and a dataset 184 

with subject demographics and clinical information were uploaded by the study teams to a secure server 185 

hosted at FIND headquarters in Geneva, Switzerland. All study subject datasets were then harmonized 186 

into one overarching dataset. 187 

Index test  188 

We evaluated three commercially available CAD applications, all CE-certified before January 2020; 189 

CAD4TB v6 (Delft Imaging, Netherlands), qXR v2 (Qure.ai, India), and Lunit Insight CXR TB algorithm v4.9.0 190 

(Lunit Inc., South Korea). All CAD applications were locally installed as offline software to ensure that the 191 

developers would have no access to the DICOMs in the library via their cloud. All CAD products gave a TB 192 

abnormality score, which ranged between 0 and 100 (for CAD4TB) or 0 and 1 (for qXR and Lunit). CAD 193 

analysis was carried out by FIND, and manufacturers only provided support through remote team viewer 194 

sessions when needed for trouble shooting. The manufacturer of CAD4TB had recommended to do a pre-195 

validation for each X-ray system that was used, and provide a set of approximately 200 images (100 TB 196 

cases and 100 non-TB cases) to confirm that the software could correctly interpret the CXR images. Such 197 

pre-validation was not carried out because the amount of data needed from each site and from each X-198 

ray system exceeded the number of available images from each study. Therefore, the restriction to only 199 

process DICOM images from pre-validated X-ray systems was lifted and CAD4TB was used off label for the 200 

FIND library. 201 

Modifications to DICOM images 202 

The CAD4TB v6 software requires that DICOM images be taken as posterior-anterior (PA) CXR and saved 203 

vertically, and in monochrome 12-bit format. Since some images did not meet these specifications, 204 

modified DICOM versions were created when needed (see the Supplement for further details). Although 205 

qXR and Lunit did not require any such adjustments, all three CAD products were run on the same set of 206 

images, including the modified images, to allow an impartial comparison across the three products.  207 

Reference standards 208 

The accuracy of the CAD products was evaluated against two reference standards (Table 1). For the 209 

microbiological reference standard (MRS), a TB case was defined as having at least one positive culture 210 

for Mycobacterium tuberculosis (MTB) or Xpert MTB/RIF (Cepheid, Sunnyvale, USA) or in-house positive 211 

polymerase chain reaction (PCR) result (henceforth summarized as ‘Xpert/PCR’) from a sputum sample 212 

obtained no more than 14 days before or after the CXR image was taken. A non-TB case was defined as 213 

all microbiological testing done (culture, Xpert/PCR) being negative or isolation of non-tuberculosis 214 

mycobacteria result from a sputum sample obtained no more than 14 days before or after the CXR image 215 

was taken. There was no restriction on the number of sputum samples that needed to be obtained per 216 

individual, so one sputum sample collected per study participant was considered sufficient. For the 217 

radiological reference standard (RadRS), a case suggestive of TB was defined as a CXR classified by an 218 
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expert radiologist as either a) abnormal, highly suggestive of active TB (follow-up required), or b) 219 

abnormal, suggesting old, healed TB but active TB cannot be ruled out (follow-up required). A non-TB case 220 

was defined as a CXR suggesting any classification other than TB, which included images that were judged 221 

as a) normal; b) abnormal, remotely suggesting old, healed TB but minimal risk of reactivation (no follow-222 

up required); c) abnormal, not suggestive of TB (follow-up required); or d) other abnormalities (no follow-223 

up required). All CXRs were read by two certified expert IOM radiologists, each with over 6 years’ 224 

experience in the IOM health assessment program, and highly qualified in internal quality control. Each 225 

radiologist read a random set of half of the images using a standardized, prespecified CXR classification 226 

form. The radiologists were blinded to the initial CXR readings from the source study radiologists and the 227 

CAD scores, as well as the demographic and clinical information of the participants. 228 

Analysis  229 

The distribution of the TB abnormality scores of the different CAD software in individuals classified as TB 230 

and non-TB was visually explored with histograms. Pooled receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves 231 

were plotted for each CAD against each reference standard, pooling the data from the different source 232 

studies, and used to estimate the AUC of each CAD. The heterogeneity between source studies was 233 

explored at the study-level. Individual participant data meta-analyses as well as summary ROC (SROC) 234 

curves across the different source studies were subsequently computed to generate pooled estimates of 235 

the test accuracies while accounting for between-study heterogeneity, by use of a random effects 236 

bivariate model implemented with the use of the “mada” R package. Furthermore, the accuracy of tests 237 

in terms of sensitivity and specificity were evaluated at a set sensitivity of 90% and a set specificity of 70% 238 

(in line with WHO’s targets for a triage TPP), and at company-recommended thresholds for qXR and Lunit. 239 

Furthermore, the performance of the RadRS against MRS was determined in each screening source study 240 

dataset and a pooled, meta-analysed estimate was determined through use of a Bayesian hierarchical 241 

model (implemented in the R meta4diag package)(18). The performance of the CAD products was then 242 

compared at the same sensitivity and specificity as for the radiologists against MRS. Lastly, the AUC and 243 

sensitivity and specificity analyses were explored for pre-specified subgroups of participants. All analyses 244 

were performed using R v 4.03. Specific packages used for parts of this analysis include: pROC, mada, 245 

diagmeta and meta4diag (19).  246 

Ethics 247 

All source studies contributing to the FIND CXR library obtained local ethical approval to allow sharing of 248 

the data. In addition, the study protocol for the ECAD-TB project was approved by the McGill University 249 

Health Centre International Review Board (protocol number 2019-4649).  250 

 251 

Results  252 

This study was conducted between November 2018 and November 2021. Six screening source studies 253 

each contributed between 189 and 908 images for a total of 2,756 participants. A description of the six 254 

source studies and the demographic characteristics of the different study populations can be found in 255 

Supplement Tables S1-S7. Three source studies (studies 1, 2, and 3) had conducted targeted screening in 256 

high-risk groups: people living in congregate settings in a high prevalent area (XACT II in South Africa), 257 

people residing in correctional services (South Africa), or entry screening of asylum seekers (The 258 
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Netherlands). The other source studies (studies 4, 5 and 6) had screened the general population as part 259 

of a country-wide prevalence survey (Vietnam (20), and Philippines (21)) or house-to-house screening in 260 

a province (22). 261 

Out of the total 2,756 participants, 1,449 (53%) were classified as RadRS-positive and 1,307 (48%) as 262 

RadRS-negative. MRS results were available for 1,753 (64%) of the participants. All source studies, except 263 

the ACT-3X study, collected sputum samples only in participants who were symptomatic or had a CXR 264 

suggestive of TB and, therefore, MRS results were not available for 805 (29%) participants. 198 (7%) 265 

participants were excluded because the MRS test results and CXRs were done more than 14 days apart. 266 

Of the 1,753 participants with MRS results, 528 (30%) were MRS-positive and classified as TB, and 1,225 267 

(70%) MRS-negative and classified as non-TB (Figure 2). For the remainder of this paper, we concentrate 268 

on the results against MRS. The same analysis as presented for MRS was performed against RadRS (see 269 

Supplement Tables S9-S12, Figures S4-S6). 270 

Most participants with MRS results originated from the WHO-classified Western Pacific Region (68%) and 271 

the African region (28%) (Table 2). Over half of the participants were male (65%) and the median age was 272 

47 (IQR 34-61) years. TB symptoms were present in 968 (55%) of the participants in our library, with an 273 

almost equal proportion of symptomatic participants among those classified as MRS-positive (59%) and 274 

MRS-negative (54%). A known history of TB was present in 295 (17%) of all participants and 137 (8%) were 275 

known to be HIV-positive. CXRs were judged as abnormal by the expert radiologist in 494 (94%) of the 276 

MRS-positive cases but also in 611 (50%) of the MRS-negative ones.  277 

Five out of six source studies had conducted culture, Xpert/PCR and sputum smear testing, whereas one 278 

(study 2) had only done Xpert/PCR. Of all microbiologically-confirmed TB cases, 342 (65%) had a positive 279 

MTB culture result, 92 (17%) had a positive Xpert/PCR result but had no culture testing done, and 94 (18%) 280 

had a positive Xpert/PCR result but negative culture result.  281 

Distribution of abnormality scores 282 

All DICOM images had an abnormality score generated by qXR and Lunit; for 18 images (14 with MRS 283 

results) there was no valid CAD4TB result, with images excluded from the statistical analysis for CAD4TB 284 

only. For all three CAD products, median scores were higher in TB than in non-TB classified images, 285 

irrespective of which reference standard was used, with the highest median scores found in the MRS TB 286 

group (Figure 2). All CAD abnormality scores followed a bimodal distribution, generally with lower CAD 287 

scores in non-TB cases and higher abnormality scores among TB cases, although the CAD score 288 

distributions in TB cases and non-TB cases were overlapping. For CAD4TB, the two modes for non-TB and 289 

TB cases were closer to each other, while for Lunit and qXR the two modes were closer to the opposite 290 

extremes (Supplement Figure S1). 291 

Accuracy estimates 292 

ROC curves plotted against the MRS showed that the performance of CADs varied across study sources 293 

(Supplement Figure S2). While the area under the curve (AUC) was highest for Lunit in 6 out of 7 studies, 294 

CIs were wide  and overlapped with those of CAD4TB and qXR for all the studies (Table 3).  295 

When pooling the data from all studies, AUCs from the summary ROC curves of the meta-analysis were 296 

83.3 (95% CI 78.4-87.2) for Lunit, 80.4 (95% CI 75.9-84.2) for qXR, and 76.4 (95% CI 72.1-80.3) for CAD4TB 297 

but with overlapping CIs for all three products (Figure 3).  298 
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We estimated the performance of the expert radiologists (RadRS) against MRS, which resulted in an 299 

estimated sensitivity of 94.0% (95% CI 87.3‒97.8), with a specificity of 45.6% (95% CI 31.2‒60.7). At the 300 

same sensitivity of 94.0%, all CAD software had lower point estimates for specificity than the radiologists 301 

(22.4%, 95% CI 16.9-29.0 for CAD4TB, 34.8%, 95% CI 25.3-45.1 for qXR and 41.0%, 95% CI 30.1-53.0 for 302 

Lunit, Table 4). For qXR and Lunit, the CIs overlapped with those of the radiologists, suggesting that the 303 

software could be performing similarly, while CAD4TB had a significantly lower specificity compared to 304 

the radiologist and Lunit. At a set specificity of 45.6%, all CADs had again lower point estimates for the 305 

sensitivity but overlapping CIs with the sensitivity estimate of the radiologist. 306 

Sensitivity and specificity estimates were assessed at different thresholds for the abnormality score. At a 307 

set sensitivity of 90%, the specificity was 34.9% (95% CI 27.9-42.8) for CAD4TB, 47.8% (95% CI 37.5-58.6) 308 

for qXR and 54.5% (95% CI 43.0-65.6) for Lunit, with non-overlapping CIs between CAD4TB and Lunit. At 309 

a set specificity of 70%, sensitivity was 71.0% (95% CI 64.4-76.9) for CAD4TB, 77.6% (95% CI 70.3-83.6) for 310 

qXR and 82.0% (95% CI 74.4-87.8) for Lunit, with all having overlapping CIs. The thresholds recommended 311 

by the developers of Lunit all had relatively high sensitivity (with respective sensitivity and specificity of 312 

92.9% and 45.4% at threshold 0.15, 87.8% and 59.9% respectively at threshold 0.30, and 79.8%, and 72.9% 313 

at threshold 0.55) while those of qXR had relatively higher specificity (with respective sensitivity and 314 

specificity of 72.2% and 75.6% at threshold 0.55 and 48.4% and 89.5% at threshold 0.75).  315 

Subgroup analysis 316 

Subgroup analysis indicated that the performance of CAD may be reduced in female participants , in 317 

individuals with a history of TB, and in people without symptoms (Figure S3). However, CIs around AUC 318 

estimates were wide and overlapping for all subgroup comparisons against MRS.  319 

Comparison of CADs against the radiological reference standard 320 

Compared against RadRS, a comprehensive analysis is presented in Tables S9-12 as well as in Figures S4-321 

S6 in the Supplement. In brief, all 3 CAD programs had higher estimates of AUCs when compared to MRS 322 

across the different screening datasets, as well as in the pooled meta-analyzed SROC analysis: 87.8 for 323 

Lunit (95% CI 85.7‒89.3), 88.0 for CAD4TB (95% CI 85.9-89.9) to 90.5 for qXR (95% CI 87.8-92.7) (Table 324 

S10, Figure S5, Figure S6).  325 

Accuracy estimates at different threshold scores were higher in most comparisons for all products when 326 

evaluated against RadRS. At a set sensitivity of 90%, specificity was 64.5% (95% CI 58.9-69.7) for CAD4TB 327 

and 66.5% (95% CI 59.0-73.1) for qXR but 44.3% (95% CI 40.0-48.7) for Lunit, which was significantly lower 328 

than for the other two products (Supplement Table S6). At a specificity of 70%, sensitivity reached 87.9% 329 

(95% CI 85.2-90.2) for CAD4TB, 86.1% (95% CI 83.7-88.2) for Lunit, and 89.3% (95% CI 86.0-92.0) for qXR. 330 

 331 

Discussion 332 

In this individual participant data meta-analysis of three different commercial CAD products used to test 333 

for TB in a screening population, which we believe is the first of its kind, we showed that the accuracy 334 

measured against a microbiological reference standard is reasonable and may achieve a sensitivity and 335 

specificity that approximates those of experienced radiologists in identifying individuals who require 336 

further confirmatory testing for TB. Moreover, all three CAD products had a high and largely comparable 337 
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accuracy when compared against a radiological reference standard of experienced radiologists. While 338 

there was variability in the performance of the CADs across the different source studies and small 339 

differences existed between the software within each study, the meta-analyzed pooled AUCs of the three 340 

CADs were similar when assessed against MRS or RadRS.  341 

However, none of the CAD products or the expert radiologists in our study met the aspirational targets 342 

set by WHO for a triage test. There were also some differences between the products. When the specificity 343 

of the CADs was compared at a set sensitivity of 90%, CAD4TB had the lowest specificity at 34.9% 344 

compared to 47.7% for qXR and 54.5% for Lunit using MRS, while Lunit had a lower specificity (44.3%) 345 

compared to CAD4TB (64.5%) and qXR (66.5%) when using a RadRS. While qXR and Lunit had a slightly 346 

lower yet not statistically different specificity than that of the expert radiologist’s, the specificity of 347 

CAD4TB was significantly lower than that of the expert radiologist when their sensitivity was matched,.  348 

Our screening archive contained data from a variety of risk groups that are recommended for targeted TB 349 

screening given their high TB prevalence. Very few peer-reviewed studies have assessed the performance 350 

of CADs in such groups, and all studies except one (23) used earlier versions of CAD4TB (24–26).  Two of 351 

these studies suggested that CAD4TB v5 or v6 could achieve a similar performance as that of a trained 352 

field radiologist when interpreting CXRs of the Zambia National TB prevalence survey (25), or a senior 353 

radiologist when interpreting images from a population-based survey in a high HIV-endemic area in rural 354 

South Africa (23). But the accuracy of the field radiologists in both of these studies had a sensitivity of 355 

69.8% (with a specificity of 92.6%) and 80.8% (with a specificity of 66.9%), values considerably lower than 356 

the sensitivity of the expert radiologists in our study, which was 94% (with a specificity of 45.6%) (23,25).  357 

CXR examination with CAD interpretation has the potential to make screening programs more efficient, 358 

especially when done at scale, given their ability to generate instantaneous, standardized results on an 359 

endless number of CXRs without the reader fatigue or inter-reader variability that human readers face. It 360 

is to be expected that, in settings where X-ray devices are available but access to human readers is limited 361 

or lacking, the use of CADs may substantially increase the population that can be reached for testing and 362 

increase the number of individuals who receive confirmatory diagnosis and initiate treatment; 363 

implementation and cost-effectiveness studies are needed to demonstrate how and when the rollout of 364 

CAD will have the most impact in real-life settings. Recent advances in X-ray technology and the 365 

development of ultra-portable digital X-ray devices may make TB CXR screening in remote or hard to reach 366 

areas and for sub-populations a realistic target (27). Nevertheless, cost of equipment and artificial 367 

intelligence software licences are high and still a major barrier for large scale-up without substantial donor 368 

support (27,28).  369 

The performance of CAD in terms of sensitivity and specificity at a given threshold score varied across 370 

studies, meaning that the same abnormality threshold score of a particular CAD product has a different 371 

sensitivity and specificity in each setting. Because of this, and before implementation of a CAD product, 372 

WHO recommends implementers conduct a calibration study to determine the most appropriate 373 

threshold score for their setting and use-case. The Special Programme for Research and Training in 374 

Tropical Diseases has developed an online toolkit that allows implementers to model cost-effectiveness 375 

and impact based on the data collected in a calibration study (29).   376 

Strengths and limitations  377 
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Our study has several strengths. It is the largest combined validation dataset of screening CXR images 378 

from different geographical regions and different screening groups. None of the images have been used 379 

for the training of CAD products. At the same time, none of the data were specifically collected for the 380 

purpose of validating CAD products. Nevertheless, to date, this is the most representative (global) dataset 381 

for CAD validation that was built with the intention to use in future independent validations of CAD 382 

solutions. 383 

It is important to note that we did not limit our analysis to a pre-specified threshold score as was 384 

recommended in the opinion paper by Khan et al (10). Before implementation, the CAD4TB 385 

manufacturer’s advice was to conduct a verification process to confirm that the software performance 386 

(AUC) was acceptable and could set or endorse a threshold. We did not carry out such a verification 387 

process for any of the CAD software because the number of images required (from each data provider) 388 

exceeded the number of images available for these studies.  389 

While our dataset addresses many of the methodological shortcomings that were raised during the 2016 390 

WHO meeting (10,11), including issues around study population, participant selection, and reference 391 

standards, there are still several possible reasons why the performance of the radiologists versus the CAD 392 

software is potentially underestimated or overestimated: (1) MRS analysis for the screening use-case was 393 

limited to individuals from whom a sputum sample was collected and in whom the presence of symptoms 394 

or an abnormal CXR were often the main reason for referral, thereby excluding healthy, asymptomatic 395 

individuals who are likely not to have TB. The exclusion of this group may potentially have resulted in an 396 

overestimation of the sensitivity rate (since most TB cases had sputum done because of an abnormal CXR) 397 

and underestimation of the specificity rate. The impact on the performance would be similar for the 398 

radiologist as well and thus the comparison of CADs against the RadRS would be less biased. (2) The 399 

inclusion of study 1 could have negatively affected the sensitivity estimate in the screening use-case, as 400 

HIV-negative participants in this study were only referred for CXR when they had a positive microbiological 401 

test result. Moreover, the inclusion of study 2, in which Xpert testing was only done after an initial CAD4TB 402 

v5 score of 60, may also have introduced bias. (3) Another limitation was that our analysis was based on 403 

retrospective data from different studies and processes were not controlled or standardized across 404 

studies. This might have resulted, for example, in culture results being variable between sites, with over 405 

decontamination resulting in false-negative results and thus lower specificity for the radiologist and CAD 406 

solutions when compared against the MRS. (4) Lastly, our analysis did not have enough data to confirm 407 

whether the accuracy of CAD solutions was impacted by certain risk factors, as has been suggested by 408 

Tavaziva et al (30). In their recent individual patient data meta-analysis of triage studies, the authors found 409 

that for the same CAD products, the sensitivity was modified by smear status and HIV infection and the 410 

specificity is significantly modified by age and prior TB.  411 

In conclusion, we showed that three commercially available CAD products perform reasonably well in 412 

identifying individuals with CXR findings suggestive of TB and who require further confirmatory testing as 413 

part of TB screening, with a sensitivity and specificity that approximates those of experienced radiologists. 414 

Based on the results from our study, the companion study at IOM, and data presented by others (Qin et 415 

al, (personal communication), (30)), WHO is now recommending that in individuals aged 15 years and 416 

older, CAD may be used in place of human readers for interpreting digital CXR for screening for TB disease. 417 

 418 

  419 
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Tables  538 

Table 1. Definition of reference standards used in the evaluation of three CAD software products for 539 

chest X-ray interpretation in TB screening 540 

 Participants with TB (TB case) Participants without TB (Non-TB case) 

Microbiological 

Reference 

Standard 

(MRS)§ 

Individual with at least one positive 

MTB culture or Xpert/PCR result from 

a sputum sample obtained no more 

than 14 days before or after the CXR 

image was taken. 

Individual with all bacteriological test 

results being MTB culture-negative, 

isolation of non-tuberculosis 

mycobacterium, or Xpert/PCR negative 

from a sputum sample obtained no more 

than 14 days before or after the CXR 

image was taken. ‡ 

Radiological 

Reference 

Standard 

(RadRS) # 

Individual with a CXR classified as 

suggestive of TB, as judged by a highly 

experienced radiologist.  

Individual with a CXR classified as any 

other classification than suggestive of TB 

as judged by a highly experienced 

radiologist. 

§MRS: Culture, Xpert or PCR test results from original studies were used.  541 

#RadRS: Radiologist reading of all images done by two experienced radiologists from IOM, who 542 
each read half of all images; 15% of these were then read by a QC radiologist. ‡ Number of 543 
sputum samples collected per study ranged between 1‒3.  544 

CAD=computer aided detection, CXR= chest X-ray, MRS=microbiological reference standard, 545 

MTB=Mycobacterioum Tuberculosis, RadRS=radiological reference standard, TB=tuberculosis, 546 

PCR=polymerase chain reaction.  547 

 548 

 549 

 550 

  551 
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Table 2. Demographic and clinical characteristics of participants included in an evaluation of the 552 

diagnostic accuracy of three CAD software products for chest X-ray interpretation against a 553 

microbiological reference standard in TB screening 554 

 Participants included in analysis against a 

microbiological reference standard 

 All included in MRS 

(% of total) 

TB cases 

(% of total) 

Non-TB cases 

(% of total) 

Total 1753 528 1225 

Study     

Study 1- XACT II study  174 (10%) 38 (7%) 136 (11%) 

Study 2- Correctional services screening  264 (15%) 87 (16%) 177 (14%) 

Study 3- Asylum seekers screening 136 (8%) 47 (9%) 89 (7%) 

Study 4- ACT-3X study 64 (4%) 17 (3%) 47 (4%) 

Study 5- Philippines Prevalence survey 

2016 

489 (28%) 144 (27%) 345 (28%) 

Study 6- Vietnam Prevalence survey 

2017-18 

626 (36%) 195 (37%) 431 (35%) 

Region of origin§    

African Region 499 (28%) 152 (29%) 347 (28%) 

Region of the Americas  2 (0%) 1 (0%) 1 (0%) 

Eastern Mediterranean Region 48 (3%) 11 (2%) 37 (3%) 

European Region  20 (1%) 7 (1%) 13 (1%) 

South-East Asia Region  0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Western Pacific Region 1184 (68%) 357 (68%) 827 (68%) 

Sex    

Female 608 (35%) 136 (26%) 472 (39%) 

Male 1145 (65%) 392 (74%) 753 (61%) 

Age, median [IQR] 47 [34-61] 46 [33-59] 48 [35-62] 

Age group    

15-34 year 489 (28%) 165 (31%) 324 (26%) 

35-54 year 671 (38%) 204 (39%) 467 (38%) 

55+ year 593 (34%) 159 (30%) 434 (35%) 

Symptoms present    

Yes 968 (55%) 311 (59%) 656 (54%) 

No  516 (29%) 128 (24%) 388 (32%) 

Unknown/missing 269 (15%) 89 (17%) 180 (15%) 

Type of symptoms present*    

Cough (of any duration) 856 (88%) 280 (90%) 575 (88%) 

Fever 212 (22%) 69 (22%) 143 (22%) 

Hemoptysis 38 (4%) 18 (6%) 20 (3%) 

Weight loss 309 (32%) 115 (37%) 193 (29%) 

Night sweats 255 (26%) 81 (26%) 173 (26%) 
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HIV status    

Positive  137 (8%) 29 (5%) 108 (9%) 

Negative  72 (4%) 43 (8%) 29 (2%) 

Unknown/missing 1544 (88%) 456 (86%) 1088 (89%) 

Smear result    

Positive 125 (7%) 123 (23%) 2 (0%) 

Negative 1315 (75%) 313 (59%) 1002 (82%) 

Missing/not done 313 (18%) 92 (17%) 221 (18%) 

TB history    

Yes 295 (17%) 81 (15%) 214 (17%) 

No  1121 (64%) 339 (64%) 782 (64%) 

Unknown/missing  337 (19%) 108 (20%) 229 (19%) 

Other risk groups#    

Household contacts 6 (0%) 2 (0%) 4 (0%) 

Diabetes mellitus 35 (2%) 12 (2%) 23 (2%) 

Immune compromising condition† 172 (10%) 41 (8%) 131 (11%) 

Pulmonary comorbidities‡ 342 (20%) 123 (23%) 219 (18%) 

Radiological result    

Active TB    

Abnormal CXR, highly suggestive of 

active TB (follow-up required) 

1105 (63%) 494 (94%) 611 (50%) 

Abnormal CXR, may suggest old, healed 

TB but active TB cannot be ruled out 

(follow-up required) 

81 (5%) 7 (1%) 74 (6%) 

No active TB    

Normal 272 (16%) 11 (2%) 261 (21%) 

Abnormal CXR, can remotely suggest 

old, healed TB but minimal risk of 

reactivation (no follow-up required) 

35 (2%) 4 (1%) 31 (3%) 

Abnormal CXR, not suggestive of TB 

(follow-up required) 

65 (4%) 3 (1%) 62 (5%) 

Other abnormalities (no follow-up 

required) 

195 (11%) 9 (2%) 186 (15%) 

Microbiological test result    

Xpert/PCR+, Cu+ 220 (13%) 220 (42%) - 

Xpert/PCR+, Cu‒ 94 (5%) 94 (18%) - 

Xpert/PCR+, Cu ND 92 (5%) 92 (17%) - 

Xpert/PCR‒, Cu+ 104 (6%) 104 (20%) - 

Xpert/PCR ND, Cu+ 18 (1%) 18 (3%) - 

Xpert/PCR‒, Cu‒ 919 (52%) - 919 (75%) 

Xpert/PCR‒, Cu ND 239 (14%) - 239 (20%) 

Xpert/PCR ND, Cu‒ 67 (4%) - 67 (5%) 
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* % of those with symptoms. # numbers only shown for those known to belong to the indicated risk 555 

group.  556 

§ WHO classification (https://www.who.int/healthinfo/global_burden_disease/definition_regions/en/)  557 

†Presence of immune-compromising condition (HIV, diabetes, cancer (all forms/locations), 558 

immunosuppression).  559 

‡ Presence of pulmonary comorbidities (history of smoking, asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary 560 

disease, lung cancer, bronchiectasis, interstitial lung disease, sarcoidosis, aspergillosis, pneumonia 561 

(pseudomonas), silicosis) 562 

CAD-computer-aided detection, Cu= culture, CXR=Chest-X-ray, MRS=microbiological reference standard, 563 

ND=not done, PCR= in-house polymerase chain reaction test, TB=tuberculosis, +=test positive, -=test 564 

negative, Xpert=Xpert MTB/RIF  565 

 566 

  567 
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Table 3. Area under the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve of the performance of three CAD 568 

software products for chest X-ray interpretation in each contributing TB screening study as well as 569 

pooled ROC measured against a microbiological reference standard  570 

  

  

Number of 

participants in 

analysis 

CAD4TB Lunit qXR 

TB Non-TB AUC (95% CI) AUC (95% CI) AUC (95% CI) 

Study 1- XACT II study  38 136 67.0 (56.9-77.1) 69.8 (59.0-80.6) 66.4 (55.6-77.1) 

Study 2- Correctional 

services screening  
87 177# 74.5 (68.3-80.8) 83.3 (77.9-88.7) 79.3 (73.6-84.9) 

Study 3- Asylum seekers 

screening 
47 89 65.7 (55.9-75.6) 81.6 (74.2-89.0) 76.8 (68.3-85.2) 

Study 4- ACT-3X study 17 47 85.4 (74.0-96.8) 86.9 (74.9-98.8) 88.7 (77.4-99.9) 

Study 5- Philippines 

Prevalence survey 2016 
144Ω 345$ 83.5 (79.5-87.6) 90.0 (87.0-93.0) 86.8 (83.2-90.3) 

Study 6- Vietnam 

Prevalence survey 2017-18 
195^ 431~ 78.3 (74.6-81.9) 84.0 (80.8-87.2) 80.7 (77.2-84.2) 

Simple pooled ROC  528† 1225‡ 77.8 (75.4-80.2) 84.1 (82.1-86.1)* 81.2 (79.0-83.4) 

Summary ROC 528† 1225‡ 76.4 (72.1‒80.3) 83.3 (78.4-87.2) 80.4 (75.9-84.2) 

AUC=area under the curve, CAD=computer-aided detection, simple pooled ROC =simple pooled ROC 571 

curve combining all screening studies.  572 

# Non-TB: n=176 for CAD4TB (1 participant had missing CAD4TB results) 573 

Ω TB: n=137 for CAD4TB (7 participants had missing CAD4TB results) 574 

$ Non-TB: n=341 for CAD4TB (4 participants had missing CAD4TB results) 575 

^ TB: n=194 for CAD4TB (1 participant had missing CAD4TB results) 576 

~ n=430 for CAD4TB (1 participant had missing CAD4TB results) 577 

† n=520 for CAD4TB (8 participants had missing CAD4TB results) 578 

‡ n=1219 for CAD4TB (6 participants had missing CAD4TB result) 579 

* 95% CI of AUC for Lunit is not overlapping with that for CAD4TB and qXR 580 

581 
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Table 4. Predicted sensitivity and specificity estimates for three different CAD software products for 582 

chest X-ray interpretation against a microbiological reference standard at various threshold scores for 583 

each CAD based on the summary ROC curves in a TB screening population. 584 

 Software 
Sensitivity (%) 
(95% CI) 

Specificity (%) 
(95% CI) 

Threshold 
score# 

Set sensitivity of 
90% 

CAD4TB 90.0 (86.5‒92.7) 34.9 (27.9‒42.8)∞ 45.8 

Lunit 90.0 (84.9‒93.5) 54.5 (43.0‒65.6) 0.24 

qXR 90.0 (85.4‒93.2) 47.7 (37.5‒58.6) 0.31 

Set specificity of 
70% 

CAD4TB 71.0 (64.4‒76.9) 70.0 (63.4‒75.9) 63.3 

Lunit 82.0 (74.4‒87.8) 70.0 (59.9‒78.5) 0.41 

qXR 77.6 (70.3‒83.6) 70.0 (61.6‒77.3) 0.49 

Developer 
recommended 
thresholds (thr) 

CAD4TB ‒ ‒ None  

Lunit – thr1 92.9 (89.0‒95.5) 45.4 (34.0‒57.2) 0.15 

Lunit ‒ thr2 87.8 (81.9‒92.0) 59.9 (48.6‒70.3) 0.30 

Lunit ‒ thr3 79.8 (71.6‒86.1) 72.9 (63.3‒80.7) 0.45 

qXR – thr 1 72.2 (64.2‒79.0) 75.6 (68.3‒81.7) 0.55 

qXR – thr 2 48.4 (40.3‒56.5) 89.5 (86.0‒92.2) 0.75 

Same sensitivity as 
radiologists (RadRS) 
[TB=active TB or old 
healed TB but 
active TB cannot be 
ruled out] 

RadRS 94.0 (87.3‒97.8) 45.6 (31.2‒60.7)  

CAD4TB 94.0 (91.6‒95.7) 22.4 (16.9‒29.0)† 38.4 

Lunit 94.0 (90.6‒96.2) 41.0 (30.1‒53.0)  0.11 

qXR 94.0 (90.9‒96.1) 34.6 (25.3‒45.1) 0.20 

Same specificity as 
radiologists (RadRS) 
 

RadRS 94.0 (87.3‒97.8) 45.6 (31.2‒60.7)  

CAD4TB 85.9 (81.4‒89.4) 45.6 (37.9‒53.6) 51.1 

Lunit 92.8 (88.9‒95.4) 45.6 (34.3‒57.4) 0.15 

qXR 90.7 (86.4‒93.8) 45.6 (35.5‒56.1) 0.29 

# Scores for CAD4TB range from 0 to 100, scores for qXR and Lunit range from 0 to 1.  585 

∞ 95% CI of specificity estimate for CAD4TB does not overlap with that of Lunit. 586 

† 95% CI of specificity estimate for CAD4TB does not overlap with that of the radiologists and of Lunit.  587 

CAD= computer-aided detection, CI=confidence interval, RadRS=radiological reference standard, 588 

ROC=receiver operating characteristic, Thr=threshold. 589 

 590 

 591 

  592 
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Figures  593 

 594 

Figure 1. Flow diagram of the sampling procedure used in an evaluation of three CAD software 595 

products for chest X-ray interpretation in TB screening 596 

 597 

CAD=computer-aided detection, CXR=chest X-ray, RadRS=radiological reference standard, 598 

MRS=microbiological reference standard, PCR=polymerase chain reaction, TB=tuberculosis.   599 

 600 

 601 
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 602 

Figure 2. Flow diagram of an evaluation of three CAD software products for chest X-ray interpretation 603 

in TB screening, showing the number of eligible participants with a screening DICOM image included 604 

in the accuracy analysis against the microbiological reference standard 605 

Legend: CAD=computer-aided detection, CXR=chest X-ray, DICOM= Digital Imaging and Communications 606 

in Medicine – digital CXR image, IQR=inter quartile range, MRS=microbiological reference standard, 607 

RadRS=radiological reference standard 608 

 609 
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 610 

Figure 3. Summary ROC curves illustrating the performance of three different CAD software products 611 

for chest X-ray interpretation against a microbiological reference standard (MRS) in a TB screening 612 

population    613 

Legend: The colored lines represent the estimated summary ROC curve as predicted by the R diagmeta 614 

function for CAD4TB (black line), Lunit (orange) and qXR (blue). The shaded area around each of the 615 

plotted lines represents the 95% confidence interval (CI) indicating the uncertainty around the 616 

estimated summary ROC curve.  617 

The purple dot shows the accuracy of the radiologist reference standard (RadRS) and 95% CI, when 618 

compared against MRS, which corresponds to a sensitivity of 94.0 (95% CI 87.3‒97.8) and specificity of 619 

45.6 (95% CI 31.2‒60.7). 620 

CAD=computer-aided detection, ROC=receiver operating characteristic, TB=tuberculosis 621 
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