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2

20 Abstract

21 The aim of this study was to independently evaluate the diagnostic accuracy of three artificial 

22 intelligence (AI)-based computer aided detection (CAD) systems for detecting pulmonary tuberculosis 

23 (TB) on global migrants screening chest x-ray (CXR) cases. 

24

25 Retrospective clinical data and CXR images were collected from the International Organization for 

26 Migration (IOM) pre-migration health assessment TB screening global database for US-bound 

27 migrants. A total of 2,812 participants were included in the dataset, of which 1,769 (62.9%) had 

28 accompanying microbiological test results. All CXRs were interpreted by three CAD systems (CAD4TB 

29 v6, Lunit INSIGHT v4.9.0, and qXR v2) offline and re-interpreted by two expert radiologists in a 

30 blinded fashion. The performance was evaluated using receiver operating characteristics curve 

31 (ROC), estimates of sensitivity and specificity at different CAD thresholds against both microbiological 

32 and radiological reference standards (MRS and RadRS, respectively).

33

34 The area under the curve against MRS was highest for Lunit (0.85; 95% CI 0.83−0.87), followed by 

35 qXR (0.75; 95% CI 0.72−0.77) and then CAD4TB (0.71; 95% CI 0.68−0.73). At a set specificity of 70%, 

36 Lunit had the highest sensitivity (54.5%; 95% CI 51.7–57.3); at a set sensitivity of 90%, specificity was 

37 also highest for Lunit (81.4%; 95% CI 77.9–84.6). The CAD systems performed comparable to 

38 sensitivity (98.3%), and except CAD4TB, to specificity (13.7 %) of expert radiologist. Similar trends 

39 were observed when using RadRS.

40
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41 In conclusion, the study demonstrated that the three CAD systems had broadly similar diagnostic 

42 accuracy with regard to TB screening, and comparable accuracy to expert radiologist. Compared with 

43 different reference standards, Lunit performed better than both qXR and CAD4TB against MRS, and 

44 better than qXR against RadRS. Overall, these findings suggest that CAD systems could be a useful 

45 tool for TB screening programs in remote, high TB prevalent places where access to expert 

46 radiologists may be limited. 
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47 Introduction 

48 Plain chest radiography remains a crucial tool for early detection of pulmonary tuberculosis (TB) and 

49 the monitoring of responses to TB treatment [1]. Chest X-rays (CXRs) have a high sensitivity in 

50 detecting pulmonary TB abnormalities, even in asymptomatic TB patients, especially when 

51 interpreted by experienced radiologists. Despite this, out of the estimated 10 million global TB cases 

52 in 2019, only 7.1 million were detected and reported [2]. As a result, although the global TB incidence 

53 rate and annual number of TB deaths has been steadily declining, it is not yet in line with the targets 

54 set out in the World Health Organization’s (WHO) End TB Strategy [2]. 

55

56 While advances in digital radiography technology have increased the quality of CXR images [3], 

57 limited access to these facilities and experienced radiologists remains a long-standing challenge, 

58 particularly in low-resource settings with a high TB burden [4]. However, recent advances in artificial 

59 intelligence (AI)-based computer-aided detection (CAD) systems have shown promising results in the 

60 automated interpretation of CXRs and detection of TB [5–7]. With acceptable accuracy, these CAD 

61 systems may help improve access to CXR reading for TB screening and contribute towards achieving 

62 WHO’s End TB strategy [2, 8]. However, there are limited number of studies in this area, most of 

63 which have methodological limitations, studied only one CAD software, with few screening data, 

64 and/or industry-funded, [7-10]. Moreover, most studies used non-expert CXR interpreters and 

65 assessed an online CAD processing system or shared images with the CAD vendors and compared the 

66 performance against a suboptimal refence standard of a single sputum specimen tested with Xpert 

67 MTB/RIF which further highlights the need for independent and rigorous studies [8–12]. More recent 
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68 investigations have focused on offline and multiple AI systems [13-15], but they remain few in 

69 number. 

70

71 A global consultation, convened by WHO in 2016, concluded that additional evidence on the 

72 performance and use of available CAD systems for TB screening were required [16]. To address this 

73 need, the International Organization for Migration (IOM) and FIND entered into a research 

74 collaboration to conduct two parallel studies at their respective organizations, both evaluating the 

75 accuracy of TB CAD technologies. The studies were conducted independently of the developers, 

76 using similar study designs and analysis plans, but involving separate archives. The results of both 

77 studies have contributed to the updated WHO consolidated guideline TB screening [17]. 

78

79 Here we present the results of the IOM study, evaluating the diagnostic accuracy of three 

80 commercially available CAD systems for detecting TB in offline setting using an independent global 

81 archive of CXR images collected from multiple TB screening of migrants in different countries.  

82 against a microbiological (MRS) and radiological reference standard (RadRS). 

83

84 Methods

85 Study design

86 The manufacturer-independent archive of CXR images, set up at the IOM Global Teleradiology and 

87 Quality Control Center in Manila, consisted of retrospective clinical data and DICOM CXR images from 

88 multiple pre-migration health assessment TB screening of migrants bound for the US. These 
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89 screenings were conducted across 31 IOM migrant health assessment Centers (MHACs) in 18 

90 different countries between October 2014 and December 2017 (S1 and S2 Tables). For this study, all 

91 CXRs were analyzed by two experienced radiologists, as well as the three CAD systems.

92

93 Study participants and screening assessments

94 The IOM Migration Health Division conducts pre-migration TB screening of refugees and immigrants 

95 bound to different resettlement countries through its various MHACs located in different countries 

96 worldwide.  IOM uses a Global web-based application, Migrant Management Operation System 

97 Application (MiMOSA) to record migrants’ clinical information during the screening, and Local and 

98 Global Picture archive and communication systems (PACS) to archive the CXR images. 

99

100 The TB screening of US-bound migrants is conducted in accordance with the US Centers for Disease 

101 Control and Prevention (CDC) Technical Instructions [18], which includes a clinical history, physical 

102 examination, and CXR examination (interpreted by qualified radiologist) using the standardized CXR 

103 reporting template provided by the US Department of State, DS-3030. Additionally, if the CXR 

104 reading is suggestive of TB or there is a clinical suspicion of TB, three consecutive sputum smear 

105 tests, plus solid and liquid culture tests, are completed. Molecular diagnostic tests such as Xpert are 

106 also performed if fast results are required or if there is a suspicion of drug-resistance. Participants 

107 eligible for inclusion in this study were 15 years or older, with a TB screening CXR for which the initial 

108 CXR interpretation and reference standards were available. No images included in this study had ever 

109 been shared with any of the CAD system manufacturers.

110
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111 Sample size and sampling

112 The sample size was calculated to demonstrate minimum CAD system accuracy targets of 90% 

113 sensitivity and 70% specificity, based on the WHO target product profile (TPP) for a TB triage test 

114 [19]. The minimum sample size required to detect these sensitivity and specificity targets with 90% 

115 power and a 95% confidence interval (CI) of 10% or less was 536 TB and 789 non-TB cases. These 

116 numbers were increased by 10% to account for missing information, resulting in a final target 

117 population of 590 TB and 868 non-TB cases. 

118

119 Two samples were drawn from the screening archive (Sample 1 and Sample 2), one for each 

120 reference standard. Records were extracted from the MHACs with the highest caseloads first, until 

121 the sample size targets had been met.

122

123 Data preparations 

124 Biographic information, clinical and laboratory results, and original radiology readings were extracted 

125 from the IOM electronic Migrant Management Application, MiMOSA global database, and 

126 anonymized before being entered in the study dataset. DICOM CXR images of all participants were 

127 collected from each MHACs Local or Global PACS systems, as required, and also anonymized before 

128 further use in the study. Clinical and DICOM data were merged into one dataset using a unique 

129 participant identifier. 

130

131 Test methods (Index tests and Reference standards)
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132 Index tests (CAD systems): 

133 At the time of study initiation, the latest versions of commercially available, three “Conformité 

134 Européenne" (CE)-marked CAD systems that complied with European Union health, safety, 

135 performance, and environmental requirements were installed offline on an IOM-secured server: (1) 

136 CAD4TB version 6 (Delft Imaging, Netherlands; henceforth called CAD4TB); (2) Lunit INSIGHT CXR TB 

137 algorithm version 4.9.0 (Lunit INSIGHT, South Korea; henceforth called Lunit); and (3) qXR version 2 

138 (Qure.ai, India; henceforth called qXR). 

139

140 All three CAD systems read posterior-anterior (PA) CXR DICOM images and provide an abnormality 

141 score ranging from 0−100 (CAD4TB) or 0−1 (Lunit and qXR). A secondary image with a heatmap 

142 (CAD4TB and Lunit) or bounding boxes (qXR) is also produced that indicates the location of the 

143 identified abnormal findings (S1 Fig). Lunit and qXR have manufacturer-recommended thresholds for 

144 TB, while CAD4TB users are required to determine the threshold via a verification process (using data 

145 from the user site). Three threshold scores were provided by Lunit, either favoring high sensitivity 

146 (score=0.15), high specificity (score=0.45) or a middle threshold (score=0.3). Two thresholds were 

147 provided by qXR: a “routine TB screening threshold score” of 0.55 and a “high-risk TB threshold 

148 score” of 0.75.  

149

150 For CAD4TB and qXR, a verification or test run was conducted on sets of CXRs from 13 types of 

151 different X-ray machine models used by IOM, which did not form part of this study, as required by 

152 the manufacturers at that time. Out of 13 tested, 10 X-ray machine models passed the verification 

153 for CAD4TB, and CXRs from those machines were included in the study (Agfa CR10-X, Agfa CR15-X, Agfa 
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154 CR30-X, CareStream CR975, CareStream DRX-1, CareStream VitaCR, DRGEM, FUJIFILM, Kodak Point Of Care 

155 260, SHIMADZU and SIEMENS).  CAD CXR interpretation of DICOM images from study participants was 

156 carried out by IOM as per the manufacturer’s instructions, using offline server-installed CAD licenses. 

157 Only the PA CXR of the initial health assessment for each participant was used for the CAD 

158 interpretation, even if some participants had additional CXR views and follow-up CXRs.  

159

160 Reference standards (microbiological [MRS] and radiological [RadRS])

161 For MRS analyses, a TB case was defined as a positive result on at least one out of three sputum 

162 cultures collected on consecutive days during the initial screening assessment. A non-TB case was 

163 defined as: (1) a negative result for all three sputum cultures, (2) the identification of non-

164 tuberculous mycobacterium; and/or (3) at least one negative sputum culture result if the rest of the 

165 samples were contaminated. Only results from specimens taken within 14 days of the CXR were 

166 included. In the few cases where Xpert analyses were conducted, a positive Xpert result was 

167 interpreted as a positive MRS, even if the culture result was negative.

168

169 For RadRS analyses, all CXRs were analyzed by two certified IOM radiologists experienced in TB 

170 screening who had received specific training on TB screening CXR interpretation. The radiologists 

171 were blinded to the clinical and original CXR findings, as well as to the CAD results. Each specialist 

172 assessed half of the CXRs using the DS-3030 CXR reporting template containing a specified list of TB 

173 and non-TB findings (S3 Table). This re-assessment of the CXRs was conducted to reduce inter-reader 

174 variability and standardize the readings, as the original CXR interpretations were performed by 

175 several radiologists at different MHACs. If the image quality was not deemed to be acceptable, or if 
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176 additional CXR views would have been required to complete the interpretation, the radiologists 

177 could exclude these CXRs from the analysis. When the new CXR readings showed major discrepancies 

178 with the original readings, CXR images were reviewed by a quality control radiologist, who provided a 

179 final reading after review of all interpretations from all sources. For RadRS, a TB case was defined as 

180 a CXR that was suggestive of active TB disease or old, healed TB (categories 2 and 3 of the CXR 

181 classification form; S3 Table). A non-TB case was defined as a normal CXR or one which showed other 

182 non-TB findings (categories 1 ,4, 5, and 6; S3 Table).  

183

184 Data analysis 

185 Clinical data, CXR readings, and CAD scores were collated into one dataset and any duplicates 

186 identified were excluded prior to analysis. Histograms of the CAD abnormality scores were plotted, 

187 receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves calculated and the area under the curve (AUC) 

188 evaluated for each CAD system against both reference standards, using binomial distribution 

189 assumptions. 

190

191 Estimates of sensitivity and specificity were also calculated at: (1) predefined points for sensitivity or 

192 specificity based on WHO triage TPP (90% sensitivity and 70% specificity); and (2) manufacturer-

193 provided CAD score thresholds (only for Lunit and qXR) against MRS and RadRS. The sensitivity and 

194 specificity of radiologist assessments were also calculated against MRS. Finally, the sensitivity and 

195 specificity of each of the CAD systems against MRS were calculated at the threshold that produced 

196 the same specificity or sensitivity achieved by the radiologists. 

197
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198 Subgroup analyses for AUC, sensitivity and specificity were conducted for the following groups: age 

199 (15−35 years, 36−55 years, 56+ years), sex, geographical region, high-risk groups (e.g., a history of 

200 previous TB), migrant type (refugee vs immigrant), HIV status (if known), presence of TB symptoms, 

201 sputum smear status, presence of some image quality issues even if the images were deemed 

202 acceptable overall, and the presence of additional CXR views obtained during the screening and re-

203 assessed by expert radiologists. Stata® version 16 was used for data management and analysis [20]. 

204

205 Ethical considerations 

206 The study was conducted after receiving all appropriate approvals, legal agreements, and 

207 authorizations, and in accordance with all applicable data privacy and security rules. The study 

208 received IOM legal council approval to use participant’s data and CDC approval was obtained for use 

209 of data from the pre-migration health assessment program. The study protocol received ethical 

210 approval from McGill University Health Centre Institutional Review Board (project number 2019-

211 4649). 
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212 Results

213 Study selection

214 A total of 2,910 cases were sampled (Fig 1): 589 culture-positive and 865 culture-negative from 

215 Sample 1, and 590 CXR suggestive of TB and 866 CXR not suggestive of TB from Sample 2. After 78 

216 duplicates were excluded and 20 cases were rejected by the expert radiologists based on the CXRs, 

217 2,812 cases were included in the RadRS analysis. Of these, 1,769 were also included in the MRS 

218 analysis. The remaining 1,043 cases were not used for analysis against MRS because either they had 

219 > 14 days between the CXR exam and sputum collection or there were no available sputum culture or 

220 Xpert results. Additionally, 207 participants with invalid CAD4TB scores (empty or negative values) 

221 were excluded from analysis for CAD4TB; Lunit and qXR had valid scores for all observations. 

222

223 Fig 1. Flowchart of participants included in the analysis.

224

225 Baseline demographic and clinical characteristics

226 Baseline demographic and clinical characteristics of the whole study population (RadRS) and the 

227 population included in the analysis against MRS are presented in S4 Table and Table 1, respectively. 

228 While CXR findings and microbiological test results among RadRS and MRS population are presented 

229 in S5 Table and Table 2, respectively. 

230

231 In the MRS analysis population, more than half (60.5%) were male, most were young (36.2% were 

232 15−35 years of age), and 30.1% were MRS positive. MRS-positive TB cases were reported more often 
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233 among males (67.0%), at a younger age (44.5% were 15–35 years of age), and in those with TB 

234 symptoms compared to non-TB cases (3.6% vs 0.6%). Sputum smears were positive in 29.8% of MRS-

235 positive cases, and abnormal CXR findings in 99%, 97.5% of which were CXR suggestive of TB (Table 

236 1). However, 91% of the non-TB cases also had abnormal CXR findings, 84.6% of which were CXR 

237 suggestive of TB. Only 4.7% of MRS TB cases had Xpert results in addition to cultures, and only two 

238 (0.1%) had discrepancies, one being culture-negative and Xpert-positive, and the other being culture-

239 positive and Xpert-negative (Table 2). In the RadRS analysis population, 63.3% had CXR suggestive of 

240 TB were RadRS positive cases.  Of those, 32.3% were culture positive (S5 Table).  
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241 Table 1. Baseline demographics and clinical characteristics (MRS analysis population).

Variables TB (%) non-TB (%) Total in MRS (%) 

Total 533 (30.1%) 1236 (69.9%) 1769 (100%) 

        

Male  357 (67.0%) 714 (57.8%) 1071 (60.5%) 

Female 176 (33.0%) 522 (42.2%) 698 (39.5%) 

Age group 

15−35 year 237 (44.5%) 404 (32.7%) 641 (36.2%) 

36−55 year 166 (31.1%) 395 (32.0%) 561 (31.7%) 

56+ year 130 (24.4%) 437 (35.4%) 567 (32.1%) 

Region  

Africa 125 (23.5%) 305 (24.7%) 430 (24.3%) 

Asia Pacific 391 (73.4%) 792 (64.1%) 1183 (66.9%) 

Middle East 2 (0.4%) 15 (1.2%) 17 (1%) 

Eastern Europe 14 (2.6%) 124 (10.0%) 138 (7.8%) 

not indicated 1 (0.2%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.1%) 

TB symptoms  

Cough (any duration) 15 (2.8%) 5 (0.4%) 20 (1.1%) 

Fever  5 (0.9%) 1 (0.1%) 6 (0.3%) 

Weight loss  11 (2.1%) 3 (0.2%) 14 (0.8%) 

Night sweats  5 (0.9%) 0 (0.0%) 5 (0.3%) 
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TB symptoms present, ≥1 19 (3.6%) 8 (0.6%) 27 (1.5%) 

Risk groups 

History of TB  99 (18.6%) 152 (12.3%) 251 (14.2%) 

Migrant type (refugee)  325 (61.0%) 692 (56.0%) 1017 (57.5%) 

HIV positive 12 (2.3%) 6 (0.5%) 18 (1%) 

Image quality issue  

Yes 103 (19.3%) 208 (16.8%) 311 (17.6%) 

No 430 (80.7%) 1028 (83.2%) 1458 (82.4%) 

Additional view present  

Yes 79 (14.8%) 319 (25.8%) 398 (22.5%) 

No 454 (85.2%) 917 (74.2%) 1371 (77.5%) 

Smear result 

Positive 159 (30.0%) 16 (1.3%) 175 (9.9%) 

Negative 371 (70.0%) 1220 (98.7%) 1591 (89.9%) 

242
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243 Table 2: Chest X-ray findings and microbiological test results (MRS analysis population). 

Variables TB (%) non-TB (%)
Total in MRS 

(%)

Total 533 (30.1%) 1236 (69.9%) 1769 (100%)

CXR finding result 

1=Normal 6 (1.1%) 114 (9.2%) 120 (6.8%)

2=Abnormal CXR, highly suggestive of active TB 

(follow-up required)
495 (92.9%) 686 (55.5%) 1181 (66.8%)

3=Abnormal CXR, may suggest old, healed TB 

but active TB can't be ruled out (follow-up 

required)

24 (4.5%) 359 (29.1%) 383 (21.7%)

4=Abnormal CXR, can remotely suggest old, 

healed TB but minimal risk of reactivation (NO 

follow-up required)

3 (0.6%) 53 (4.3%) 56 (3.2%)

5=Abnormal CXR, not suggestive of TB (follow-

up required)
5 (0.9%) 24 (1.9%) 29 (1.6%)

6=Other abnormalities (NO follow-up required) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0%)

Total 533 (100%) 1236(100%) 1769 (100%)

Bacteriology result (for those done =<14 days of CXR to culture date)

Culture +, Xpert MTB/RIF not done 450 (84.4%) 0 (0.0%) 450 (25.4%)

Culture +, Xpert MTB/RIF + 81 (15.2%) 0 (0.0%) 81 (4.6%)
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Culture +, Xpert MTB/RIF - 1 (0.2%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.1%)

Culture -, Xpert MTB/RIF + 1 (0.2%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.1%)

Culture -, Xpert MTB/RIF not done 0 (0.0%) 1228 (99.4%) 1228 (69.4%)

Culture -, Xpert MTB/RIF - 0 (0.0%) 8 (0.7%) 8 (0.5%)

Total 533 (100%) 1236 (100%) 1769 (100%)

244

245 Histogram distribution of index tests

246 Abnormality scores of all three CAD systems showed some bimodal distribution when plotted in a 

247 two-way histogram against MRS, with a wide range of overlap between TB and non-TB cases 

248 (S2a Fig). Of all CAD systems, Lunit provided the least overlap. Similar distributions were observed in 

249 the analysis against RadRS (S2b Fig). 

250

251 Overall diagnostic accuracy of index tests

252 The AUCs of the ROC curves, plotting the estimated sensitivity and specificity at each possible 

253 abnormality score, (using MRS) were highest with the Lunit system (0.85; 95% CI 0.83−0.87), 

254 followed by qXR (0.75; 95% CI 0.72−0.77) and then CAD4TB (0.71; 95% CI 0.68−0.73) (Fig 2a). Expert 

255 radiologist analysis of the CXRs for TB showed a sensitivity of 98.3% (95% CI 96.8−99.2%) and 

256 specificity of 13.7% (95% CI 11.8−15.7) against the same MRS (Fig 2a). 

257
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258 The ROC curves against RadRS showed greater AUCs for all CAD systems compared with the MRS 

259 analysis, being highest with CAD4TB (0.87; 95% CI 0.86−0.89) and Lunit (0.87; 95% CI 0.85−0.88), 

260 followed by qXR (0.81; 95% CI 0.80−0.83; Fig 2b). 

261

262 Fig 2: Receiver operating characteristic curves of three CAD systems against microbiological 

263 and radiological reference standards. 

264 Cases with no valid CAD4TB scores were excluded from the ROC analysis (n=93 from the ROC against MRS; n=207 against 

265 RadRS). 

266

267 Accuracy estimates of index tests

268 The sensitivity and specificity of the three CAD products computed at a range of thresholds against 

269 MRS showed the highest accuracy (a combination of sensitivity and specificity) for Lunit in all target 

270 categories, followed by qXR and CAD4TB. At a set sensitivity of 90%, specificity values were 54.5% 

271 (95% CI 51.7−57.3%) for Lunit, 32.4% (95% CI 29.8−35.1%) for qXR, and 23.0% (95% CI 20.6−25.5%) 

272 for CAD4TB. At a set specificity of 70%, sensitivity values were 81.4% (95% CI 77.9−84.6%) for Lunit, 

273 67.9% (95% CI 63.8−71.9%) for qXR, and 61.7% (95% CI  57.3−65.9%) for CAD4TB.

274

275 At the sensitivity value achieved by expert radiologists (98.3% against MRS), the specificities of Lunit 

276 and qXR were 15.8% (95% CI 13.8−17.9%) and 12.0% (95% CI 10.2−13.9%), respectively, compared to 

277 13.7% (95% CI 11.8−15.7) for the expert radiologist. CAD4TB had a lower specificity of 6.5% (95% CI 

278 5.2−8.1%). At the specificity value achieved by expert radiologists (13.7% against MRS), the sensitivity 

279 was highest for Lunit (99.1%; 95% CI 97.8−99.7%), followed by qXR (97.7%; 95% CI 96.1−98.8%), then 
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280 CAD4TB (95.9%; 95% CI 93.8−97.5%; Table 3), compared to 98.3% (95% CI 96.8−99.2%) for the expert 

281 radiologist. 

282

283 At manufacturer-recommended thresholds, the three Lunit thresholds (0.15, 0.3 and 0.45) resulted 

284 in sensitivities of 84.2% (95% CI 80.9−87.2), 78.0% (95% CI 74.3−81.5) and 72.6% (95% CI 68.6−76.4), 

285 with specificities of 65.5% (95% CI 62.8−68.2), 76.3% (95% CI 73.8−78.6), and 82.6% (95% CI 

286 80.4−84.7) respectively. However, the targets of the WHO TPP for a triage test were not met at any 

287 of the thresholds. For qXR, both threshold scores (0.55 and 0.75) resulted in lower sensitivities than 

288 Lunit: 56.7% (95% CI 52.3−60.9) and 26.8% (95% CI 23.1−30.8), with specificities of 78.8% (95% CI 

289 76.4−81.1) and 93.0% (95% CI 91.4−94.3 respectively; Table 3). 

290

291 Sensitivity and specificity estimates against RadRS are presented in S6 Table. At 90% sensitivity, 

292 specificity was highest for CAD4TB, followed by Lunit and then qXR. At 70% specificity, CAD4TB and 

293 Lunit had a higher sensitivity than qXR (S6 Table). At the manufacturer-recommended thresholds, 

294 both Lunit and qXR showed similar trends to the analysis against MRS, but typically with lower 

295 sensitivity and higher specificity values. 

296

297 Image processing errors were noticed for 178 CXR images after processing by Lunit, in which the 

298 images were inverted from the original negative image (bones white) to positive (bones black). The 

299 sensitivity and specificity values, as well as the AUC of Lunit with and without those cases included, 

300 were unaffected by these processing errors.

301
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302 Table 3: Accuracy estimates of index test at different sensitivity and specificity points (MRS 

303 analysis population).

Sensitivity and 

specificity category 
CAD Products 

Sensitivity (95% 

CI)

Specificity (95% 

CI)

Threshold 

score

CAD4TB 92.0 (89.3−94.2) 23.0 (20.6−25.5) 46

Lunit 90.1(87.2−92.5) 54.5 (51.7−57.3) 0.076

Specificity at 90% 

sensitivity and 

associated threshold 

score
qXR 90.1 (87.2−92.5) 32.4 (29.8−35.1) 0.29

CAD4TB 61.7 (57.3−65.9)   70.9 (67.8−73.1) 59

Lunit 81.4 (77.9−84.6) 70.1 (67.4−72.6) 0.200

Sensitivity at 70% 

specificity and 

associated threshold 

score
qXR 67.9 (63.8−71.9) 70.7 (68.1−73.2) 0.49

CAD4TB 98.2 (96.7−99.2)   6.5 (5.2−8.1) 26

Lunit 98.3 (96.8−99.2) 15.8 (13.8−17.9)     0.013

Specificity at human 

reader’s sensitivity, 

98.3% (95% CI 

96.8−99.2)
qXR 98.1 (96.6−99.1) 12.0 (10.2−13.9)   0.19

CAD4TB 95.9 (93.8−97.5) 13.6 (11.7−15.7)  43

Lunit 99.1 (97.8−99.7) 13.7 (11.8−15.7)  0.012

Sensitivity at human 

reader’s specificity, 

13.7% (95% CI 

11.8−15.7)
qXR 97.7 (96.1−98.8) 14.2 (12.3−16.3) 0.2

Lunit, low threshold, 

high sensitivity   
84.2 (80.9−87.2) 65.5 (62.8−68.2) 0.15

Sensitivity and 

specificity at 

manufacturers’ Lunit, middle threshold 78.0 (74.3−81.5) 76.3 (73.8−78.6) 0.3
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Lunit, high threshold, 

high specificity 
72.6 (68.6−76.4)  82.6 (80.4−84.7) 0.45

qXR, routine TB 

threshold
56.7 (52.3−60.9) 78.8 (76.4−81.1) 0.55

recommended 

threshold score

qXR, high risk TB 

threshold 
26.8 (23.1−30.8) 93.0 (91.4−94.3) 0.75

304 The sensitivity of the expert radiologists for detecting TB was 98.3% (95% CI 96.8−99.2) against MRS and the specificity 

305 13.7% (95% CI 11.8−15.7). Lunit scores were provided with 6 decimal places but rounded to three decimals. 

306

307 Diagnostic accuracy of index tests in different population subgroups

308 The diagnostic accuracy, expressed in terms of the AUC of the ROC curve for all three CAD systems, 

309 was lower in cases with a history of pulmonary TB compared to those without a history of TB, and 

310 lower with CAD4TB in smear-negative cases (0.66; 95% CI 0.63−0.69), compared to smear-positive 

311 cases (0.82; 95% CI 0.70−0.94) and in those with additional views (0.58; 95% CI 0.50−0.65), compared 

312 to those without additional views (0.72; 95% CI 0.69−0.75) (S3 Fig and S7 Table). For other subgroups 

313 such as female sex, HIV infected, absence of TB symptoms, and immigrants (and for Lunit the older 

314 age group), CAD systems appeared to show lower AUC estimates compared with their opposing 

315 subgroups, though the CIs overlapped. Other subgroups, such as image quality and region, did not 

316 show any additional trends (S3 Fig and S7 Table). 

317

318 Discussion
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319 This study is one of the first comprehensive studies evaluating CAD systems independent of the CAD 

320 developers in a population screened for TB using both culture results and expert radiologist 

321 assessments as reference standards. The findings from the study demonstrated that the three CAD 

322 systems (Lunit, CAD4TB, qXR) have comparable diagnostic accuracy in detecting TB on CXR when 

323 used for TB screening and may perform comparably to that of expert radiologists, with Lunit 

324 performing better than both qXR and CAD4TB against MRS and CAD4TB and Lunit performing better 

325 than qXR against RadRS. However, none of the CAD systems reached the minimum performance 

326 requirements of the WHO triage TPP (90% sensitivity and 70% specificity) [19], in contrast to 

327 previously published findings by Khan et al. [13]. 

328

329 The finding that (i) Lunit performed best against MRS and (ii) CAD4TB performed best against RadRS, 

330 shows that the CADs performance can vary by the reference standard used, and may indicate that 

331 Lunit is better at detecting CXR findings suggestive of active TB disease, which tend to be culture-

332 positive, while CAD4TB may better detect CXR findings suggestive of old, healed TB that can be 

333 identified by radiologists,  but  tend to be culture-negative. This finding could also reflect the 

334 methodology used in the deep machine learning of the CAD product algorithms, e.g., mainly training 

335 the software against RadRS versus MRS. The better performance of CAD4TB against RadRS than MRS 

336 is also supported by the results of a previous study by Fehr et al. [11].

337

338 The low specificity of the CADs at a set sensitivity of 90% against MRS is similar to the expert 

339 radiologist and could also be explained by the intrinsic nature of sputum culture, CXR, and CXR signs 

340 of TB. Culture analysis detects TB in cases with detectable bacteria in the sputum. As such, it 
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341 measures the sensitivity of detecting active TB disease, whereas, old, healed pulmonary lesions 

342 detected by CXR can be culture-negative and are considered false-positive in the analysis against 

343 MRS. Additionally, CXR signs of TB are not specific to TB only, thereby reducing the estimated 

344 specificity. Therefore, CXR is recommended for screening but not as a confirmatory diagnostic tool 

345 (i.e., a positive CXR TB screening result should be used as criteria for further confirmatory testing, 

346 such as sputum cultures, and not for a treatment decision). Nevertheless, for a screening tool the 

347 benefit of high sensitivity may outweigh the limitations of a lower specificity. Both Lunit and qXR had 

348 relatively lower sensitivity and specificity at all manufacture provided thresholds, though Lunit 

349 performed with relatively higher sensitivity while qXR achieved higher specificity.  As such, the 

350 sensitivity and specificity thresholds of the CADs that correspond with expert radiologist assessments 

351 (98.3% and 13.7%, respectively), may be potential candidates for the selection of optimal thresholds 

352 for operational use.

353

354 Subgroup analyses showed that the performance of CADs can vary among some population 

355 demographic and clinical characteristics. All CAD systems performed worse in participants with a 

356 history of TB, something which has also been observed in previous studies [13-15]. This is to be 

357 expected, as healed TB can leave residual CXR changes, which usually are classified as TB findings on 

358 CXR but can lead to negative microbiological test results. CAD4TB performed lower in participants 

359 with smear-negative results, in line with the findings of Khan et al. [13]; CAD4TB, moreover, 

360 performed worse in cases where additional CXR views were requested by the expert radiologist. 

361 Again, these results are not surprising, as smear-positive cases may have obvious CXR abnormalities 

362 that can be easily detected, and the absence of a request for additional views may indicate that the 
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363 initial CXR was of good quality and/or there were no suspicious CXR findings. However, this 

364 conclusion was significant only for CAD4TB, while a similar although not statistically significant trend 

365 was observed for Lunit and qXR. 

366

367 Additional trends were observed in the other subgroup analyses. While overlapping CI values 

368 indicate that these findings should be interpreted with caution, it appeared that the CAD systems 

369 performed less well in females, participants with no TB symptoms, HIV-positive participants, those 

370 with an ‘immigrant’ status compared with those classified with a ‘refugee’ status, and in older 

371 participants (for Lunit only). Other studies have also reported that CAD performance can be 

372 significantly impacted by sex and age [13]. The differences in CAD performance among different 

373 subgroups indicates that population characteristics should be taken into consideration before 

374 implementation. 

375

376 There are some limitations to this study that should also be considered. Firstly, participants received 

377 sputum smear and culture tests during the initial TB screening only when the initial CXR reading was 

378 suggestive of TB or there was a clinical suspicion of TB. Therefore, sputum culture testing was not 

379 performed for most participants with normal CXRs or CXR findings suggestive of non-TB and were not 

380 included in the MRS analysis. This likely resulted in lower specificity readings for the CADs and expert 

381 radiologists, as would be expected from an unselected population. Moreover, as TB cases were 

382 overrepresented for both the MRS and RadRS analyses due to the sampling strategy employed in this 

383 study, the dataset may not be representative of all people presenting for TB screening but is instead 

384 a subset of those who had a higher suspicion of TB and therefore underwent sputum examination. 
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385 This might have affected the overall accuracy estimates, albeit to a similar extent for all three CAD 

386 systems and the expert radiologists. Additionally, 20 participants with no radiologist assessment 

387 were excluded from the analyses, as well as 207 images from the CAD4TB analysis due to invalid 

388 score results. The reason for the invalid scores with the CAD4TB system was unknown, but it could be 

389 because the software quality control rejected unacceptable or poor images without requiring further 

390 investigation. Although the number of excluded results is small compared with the size of the whole 

391 dataset, it is possible that the characteristics of the cases excluded may have been different from 

392 those that were included. 

393

394 Although the study did not systematically evaluate quality control measures of the CADs, some issues 

395 were observed during the automated interpretation of the CXRs by the CAD systems. Some CXR 

396 projections other than the PA CXRs, such as lateral and lordotic CXR views (which are unsupported by 

397 the CADs) or CXRs with image quality issues, were not always flagged by the systems. 

398 The study also did not assess the operational performance of the CADs such as the processing time, 

399 technical issues, and troubleshooting responses, infrastructure needs, comparison of offline and 

400 online use of the CAD product, cost-effectiveness, or other related matters. In addition, since the 

401 study was conducted new versions of the CAD systems have been released and other CAD systems 

402 have entered the market [21], which may necessitate further evaluation.

403

404 Based on the findings of this study, combined with those of the parallel study conducted by FIND 

405 [22], CAD systems may be considered viable as a tool for automated CXR interpretation with regard 

406 to TB detection in screening programs, particularly in remote, and/or a high TB burden places where 
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407 there are limited resources and access to expert radiologists. The use of CAD systems in these areas 

408 may even have a wider application and contribute to increase the global TB detection rate. Further to 

409 these, and other, findings, WHO has recently released consolidated guidelines on tuberculosis 

410 recommending that CAD may be used in place of human readers for interpreting digital CXR for TB 

411 screening in individuals aged 15 years and older [17]. Another role of CADs, even in places where 

412 expert radiologists are available, may be their use for internal quality control monitoring of CXRs 

413 complementary to radiologist assessments. 

414

415 Nevertheless, further studies may be required to further investigate the accuracy of CADs in 

416 detecting non-TB-significant findings, such as lung cancer or bone lesions as well as the different 

417 specific CXR findings suggestive of TB, better address the performance of CADs in the different 

418 population subgroups, the way the CADs address image quality issues that might necessitate repeat 

419 CXRs or additional views by radiologists, how the CADs handle non-PA CXRs, and non-complied age 

420 requirements for specific systems. Likewise, for operational use of the CAD systems, additional 

421 questions should be addressed [23], including choice of the CAD system and version, compatibility 

422 with X-ray machine, accepted image format, need for validation, integration into existing workflow 

423 and patient registration systems, feasibility of online or offline use of the software, and technical 

424 requirements, as well as the selection of optimal thresholds for the intended use. 

425

426 In conclusion, the results of this study demonstrated the comparability of the accuracy of three CAD 

427 systems for CXR interpretation with regard to TB screening, which may broadly perform similar to 

428 that of an expert radiologist. Additionally, the study has demonstrated that the performance of the 
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429 CAD systems can vary by population demographic and clinical characteristics as well as the reference 

430 standard used. As such, these tools may provide viable options for use in TB screening programs to 

431 increase TB detection, especially in low resource areas where there may be no available expert 

432 radiologists. However, further studies are needed to better address CAD performance in specific 

433 population subgroups or different CXR TB findings, to assess other operational and technical factors 

434 necessary for proper operational implementation, and to evaluate novel CAD products coming to the 

435 market. 
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601 Fig 2.

Figure 2a: ROC analysis against MRS Figure 2b: ROC analysis against RadRS

CAD Product n AUC Confidence Interval 

CAD4TB 1,676 0.71 0.68 - 0.73

Lunit 1,676 0.85 0.83 - 0.87

qXR 1,676 0.75 0.72 - 0.77

CAD Product n AUC Confidence Interval 

CAD4TB 2,605 0.87 0.86 - 0.89

Lunit 2,605 0.87 0.85 - 0.88

qXR 2,605 0.81 0.80 - 0.83
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603 Supporting information

604 S1 Table: Distribution of study participants by across TB screening countries (MRS analysis 

605 population).

Country (number of Health 

Assessment Locations)

TB 

n (%)

non-TB

n (%)

Total

n (%)

Bangladesh (2) 8(1.5%) 23(1.9%) 31(1.8%)

Burundi 5(0.9%) 11(0.9%) 16(0.9%)

Cambodia 30(5.6%) 53(4.3%) 83(4.7%)

Chad 1(0.2%) 1(0.1%) 2(0.1%)

Ethiopia (3) 10(1.9%) 44(3.6%) 54(3.1%)

Iraq 1(0.2%) 4(0.3%) 5(0.3%)

Jordan 1(0.2%) 11(0.9%) 12(0.7%)

Kenya (3) 76(14.3%) 187(15.1%) 263(14.9%)

Malaysia 81(15.2%) 164(13.3%) 245(13.8%)

Nepal (2) 165(31%) 336(27.2%) 501(28.3%)

Pakistan (2) 4(0.8%) 9(0.7%) 13(0.7%)

Russian Federation 7(1.3%) 56(4.5%) 63(3.6%)

Rwanda 5(0.9%) 9(0.7%) 14(0.8%)

Tanzania 12(2.3%) 22(1.8%) 34(1.9%)

Thailand (3) 32(6.0%) 66(5.3%) 98(5.5%)

Uganda (4) 16(3.0%) 31(2.5%) 47(2.7%)

Ukraine 7(1.3%) 68(5.5%) 75(4.2%)

Vietnam (2) 72(13.5%) 141(11.4%) 213(12.0%)
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Total 533(100.0%) 1236(100.0%) 1769(100.0%)

606

607
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608 S2 Table: Distribution of study participants across TB screening countries (RadRS analysis 

609 population).

Country (number of Health 

Assessment Locations)

TB

n (%)

Non-TB

n (%)

Total

n (%)

Bangladesh (2) 34(1.9%) 19(1.8%) 53(1.9%)

Burundi 19(1.1%) 5(0.5%) 24(0.9%)

Cambodia 82(4.6%) 25(2.4%) 107(3.8%)

Chad 2(0.1%) 0(0%) 2(0.1%)

Ethiopia (3) 52(2.9%) 56(5.4%) 108(3.8%)

Iraq 5(0.3%) 9(0.9%) 14(0.5%)

Jordan 9(0.5%) 20(1.9%) 29(1%)

Kenya (3) 268(15%) 185(17.9%) 453(16.1%)

Malaysia 256(14.4%) 111(10.8%) 367(13.1%)

Nepal (2) 502(28.2%) 200(19.4%) 702(25%)

Pakistan (2) 13(0.7%) 7(0.7%) 20(0.7%)

Russian Federation 53(3.0%) 83(8.1%) 136(4.8%)

Rwanda 14(0.8%) 14(1.4%) 28(1.0%)

Tanzania 35(2.0%) 23(2.2%) 58(2.1%)

Thailand (3) 93(5.2%) 75(7.3%) 168(6.0%)

Uganda (4) 54(3.0%) 26(2.5%) 80(2.8%)

Ukraine 81(4.5%) 104(10.1%) 185(6.6%)

Vietnam (2) 209(11.7%) 69(6.7%) 278(9.9%)

Total 1781(100.0%) 1031(100.0%) 2812(100.0%)

610
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611 S3 Table: Chest X-ray classifications used by IOM radiologists for detecting pulmonary 

612 tuberculosis as part of the DS-3030 CXR reporting form. 

Category No. Category of CXR findings List of CXR findings 

1. Normal Normal CXR findings

2.  Abnormal, CXR findings highly suggestive 

of active TB 

1. Infiltrate or consolidation

2. Cavitary lesion

3. Nodule or mass with poorly defined margin

4. Pleural effusion

5. Hilar/mediastinal adenopathy

6. Miliary findings

3. Abnormal, CXR findings suggestive of 

probably old, healed TB, but activity 

can’t be ruled out

1. Discrete linear opacity

2. Discrete nodule(s) without calcification

3. Volume loss or retraction

4. Other  

4. Abnormal, CXR can remotely suggest 

old, healed TB, but no risk of 

reactivation, no follow-up needed 

1. Pleural thickening, 

2. Diaphragmatic tenting

3. Calcified pulmonary nodule(s), 

4. Calcified lymph node(s)

5. Abnormal, CXR not suggestive of TB, but 

other significant finding, follow-up 

needed 

1. Cardiac

2. Musculoskeletal

3. Other, specify

613
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614 S4 Table: Baseline demographics and clinical characteristics (RadRS analysis population).

Variables TB (%) non-TB (%) Total (%)

Total (%) 1781 (63.3%) 1031 (36.7%) 2812 (100.0%)

 

Male 1081 (60.7%) 474 (46.0%) 1555 (55.3%)

Female 700 (39.3%) 557 (54.0%) 1257 (44.7%)

Age group

15-35 year 637 (35.8%) 639 (62.0%) 1276 (45.4%)

36-55 year 566 (31.8%) 277 (26.9%) 843 (30.0%)

56+ year 578 (32.5%) 115 (11.2%) 693 (24.6%)

Region 

Africa 444 (24.9%) 309 (30.0%) 753 (26.8%)

Asia Pacific 1188 (66.7%) 506 (49.1%) 1694 (60.2%)

Middle East 14 (0.8%) 29 (2.8%) 43 (1.5%)

Eastern Europe 134 (7.5%) 187 (18.1%) 321 (11.4%)

not indicated 1 (0.1%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.0%)

TB symptoms 

Cough (any duration) 23 (1.3%) 2 (0.2%) 25 (0.9%)

Fever 7 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%) 7 (0.2%)

Weight loss 13 (0.7%) 3 (0.3%) 16 (0.6%)

Night sweats 5 (0.3%) 0 (0.0%) 5 (0.2%)

TB symptoms present ≥1 29 (1.6%) 5 (0.5%) 34 (1.2%)

Risk groups
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History of TB 260 (14.6%) 9 (0.9%) 269 (9.6%)

Migrant type (refugee) 1037 (58.2%) 577 (56.0%) 1614 (57.4%)

HIV positive 16 (0.9%) 3 (0.3%) 19 (0.7%)

Image quality issue 

Yes 328 (18.4%) 138 (13.4%) 466 (16.6%)

No 1453 (81.6%) 893 (86.6%) 2346 (83.4%)

Additional view present 

Yes 387 (21.7%) 124 (12.0%) 511 (18.2%)

No 1394 (78.3%) 907 (88.0%) 2301 (81.8%)

Smear result

Positive 192 (11.0%) 6 (2.9%) 198 (10.2%)

Negative 1546 (89.0%) 199 (97.1%) 1745 (89.8%)

615

616
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617 S5 Table: Chest X-ray and microbiological test results (RadRS analysis population). 

Variables TB (%) non-TB (%) Total RadRS (%)

Total (%) 1781 (63.3%) 1031 (36.7%) 2812 (100.0%)

CXR findings Interpretation results 

1=Normal 0 (0.0%) 893 (86.6%) 893 (31.8%)

2=Abnormal CXR, highly suggestive of active 

TB (follow-up required)
1310 (73.6%) 0 (0.0%) 1310 (46.6%)

3=Abnormal CXR, may suggest old, healed 

TB but active TB can't be ruled out (follow-

up required)

440 (24.7%) 0 (0.0%) 440 (15.6%)

4=Abnormal CXR, can remotely suggest old, 

healed TB but minimal risk of reactivation 

(NO follow-up required)

0 (0.0%) 134 (13.0%) 134 (4.8%)

5=Abnormal CXR, not suggestive of TB 

(follow-up required)
31 (1.7%) 4 (0.4%) 35 (1.2%)

6=Other abnormalities (No follow-up 

required)
0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

Bacteriology result [for those done =<14 days CXR to culture date)

Culture +, Xpert MTB/RIF not done 486 (27.3%) 11 (1.1%) 497 (17.7%)

Culture +, Xpert MTB/RIF + 88 (4.9%) 2 (0.2%) 90 (3.2%)

Culture +, Xpert MTB/RIF - 2 (0.1%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (0.1%)

Culture -, Xpert MTB/RIF + 1 (0.1%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.0%)

Culture -, Xpert MTB/RIF not done 1155 (64.9%) 190 (18.4%) 1345 (47.8%)

Culture -, Xpert MTB/RIF - 9 (0.5%) 2 (0.2%) 11 (0.4%)
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Culture not done, Xpert MTB/RIF not done 40 (2.3%) 826 (80.1%) 866 (30.8%)

618

619

620
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621 S6 Table: Estimated diagnostic accuracy of CAD systems (RadRS analysis population)

Sensitivity and specificity 

category
CAD System

Sensitivity 

(95% CI)

Specificity 

(95% CI)

Threshold 

score

CAD4TB 91.4 (90−92.7) 54.6 (51.3−57.8) 43

Lunit 90.0 (88.5−91.4) 45.5 (42.4−48.6)   0.014

Specificity at 90% 

sensitivity and associated 

threshold score qXR 91.0 (89.5−92.3) 37.5 (34.6−40.6) 0.2

CAD4TB 84.1 (82.3−85.8) 70.9 (67.9−73.8)   46

Lunit 80.9 (78.9−82.7) 70.0 (67.1−72.8)  0.024

Sensitivity at 70% 

specificity and associated 

threshold score qXR 70.0 (67.8-72.1) 70.6 (67.7-73.4) 0.33

Lunit, low threshold, high 

sensitivity   
53.1 (50.8−55.5) 98.4 (97.5−99.1) 0.150

Lunit, middle threshold 42.9 (40.6-45.2) 99.2 (98.5−99.7) 0.300

Lunit, high threshold, high 

specificity 
36.6 (34.3-38.8) 98.4 (97.5−99.1) 0.450

qXR, routine TB threshold 35.0 (32.8-37.2) 96.6 (95.3−97.6) 0.55

Sensitivity and specificity 

at manufacturer 

recommended threshold 

score

qXR, high risk TB threshold 13.8 (12.2−15.4) 99.7 (99.2−99.9) 0.75

622 Lunit score was 6 decimal places, but it was rounded to three decimals.  
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623 S7 Table: Accuracy of the CAD systems in different population subgroups (MRS analysis 

624 population) 

Subgroup Subgroup

CAD 

System n AUC (95% CI) Sen (95 CI%) Spec (95% CI)

CAD4TB 1425 0.73 (0.70−0.76) 57.3 (52.4−62.2) 77.3 (74.6−79.9)

Lunit 1518 0.87 (0.85−0.89) 73.5 (69.1−77.6) 86.4 (84.3−88.4)

No qXR 1518 0.77 (0.74−0.79) 66.6 (61.9−71.0) 75.0 (72.3−77.6)

CAD4TB 251 0.58 (0.50−0.65) 59.6 (49.3−69.3) 56.6 (48.3−64.6)

Lunit 251 0.72 (0.65−0.79) 71.7 (61.8−80.3) 53.9 (45.7−62.1)

Pulmonary 

TB history

Yes qXR 251 0.58 (0.51−0.65) 66.7 (56.5−75.8) 46.7 (38.6−55.0)

CAD4TB 1503 0.66 (0.63−0.69) 51.5 (46.2−56.8) 74.4 (71.8−76.9)

Lunit 1591 0.81 (0.79−0.84) 66.6 (61.5−71.4) 82.5 (80.3−84.6)

Negative qXR 1591 0.70 (0.67−0.73) 59.0 (53.8−64.1) 71.5 (68.9−74.0)

CAD4TB 173 0.82 (0.70−0.94) 72.0 (64.3−78.8) 87.5 (61.7−98.4)

Lunit 178 0.89 (0.79−0.99) 88.3 (82.3−92.8) 75.0 (47.6−92.7)

Smear 

Result

Positive qXR 178 0.84 (0.72−0.96) 84.0 (77.4−89.2) 75.0 (47.6−92.7)

CAD4TB 1289 0.72 (0.69−0.75) 61.6 (56.9−66.2) 72.7 (69.6−75.7)

Lunit 1371 0.85 (0.83−0.88) 77.5 (73.4−81.3) 79.0 (76.2−81.5)

No qXR 1371 0.74 (0.71−0.76) 69.6 (65.1−73.8) 69.0 (65.9−72.0)

CAD4TB 387 0.58 (0.50−0.65) 35.0 (24.9−47.3) 79.7 (74.8−84.1)

Lunit 398 0.82 (0.77−0.87) 48.0 (36.7−59.0) 92.5 (89.0−95.1)

Additional 

View 

present 

Yes qXR 398 0.74 (0.68−0.80) 49.4 (37.9−60.9) 78.7 (73.8−83.0)

Sex Female CAD4TB 649 0.69 (0.64−0.74) 50.6 (42.8−58.3) 80.6 (76.8−84.0)
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Lunit 698 0.84 (0.80−0.88) 71.6 (64.3−78.1) 84.3 (80.9−87.3)

qXR 698 0.73 (0.69−0.77) 65.3 (57.8−72.3) 73.0 (69.0−76.8)

CAD4TB 1027 0.71 (0.68−0.74) 61.3 (56.0−66.5) 70.4 (66.8−73.8)

Lunit 1071 0.85 (0.83−0.88) 73.9 (69.1−78.4) 81.1 (78.0−83.9)

Male qXR 1071 0.75 (0.72−0.78) 67.2 (62.1−72.1) 70.4 (67.0−73.8)

CAD4TB 623 0.73 (0.69−0.77) 48.3 (41.7−54.9) 84.4 (80.4−87.9)

Lunit 641 0.86 (0.84−0.89) 81.0 (75.4−85.8) 77.0 (72.6−81.0)

15-35 year qXR 641 0.78 (0.74−0.81) 65.8 (59.4−71.8) 76.5 (72.0−80.5)

CAD4TB 525 0.73 (0.68−0.78) 57.5 (49.4−65.3) 75.9 (71.2−80.2)

Lunit 561 0.84 (0.80−0.87) 65.1 (57.3−72.3) 83.3 (79.2−86.8)

36-55 year qXR 561 0.71 (0.66−0.76) 61.4 (53.6−68.9) 71.1 (66.4−75.6)

CAD4TB 528 0.75 (0.70−0.80) 76.2 (67.7−83.5) 64.0 (59.2−68.7)

Lunit 567 0.83 (0.78−0.87) 69.2 (60.5−77.0) 86.7 (83.2−89.8)

Age Group 

56+ year qXR 567 0.76 (0.71−0.80) 74.6 (66.2−81.8) 67.3 (62.7−71.7)

CAD4TB 1651 0.70 (0.67−0.73) 56.9 (52.4−61.3) 74.5 (71.9−77.0)

Lunit 1742 0.85 (0.83−0.87) 72.6 (68.5−76.4) 82.4 (80.2−84.5)

No qXR 1742 0.74 (0.71−0.76) 65.8 (61.5−69.9) 71.4 (68.8−73.9)

CAD4TB 25 0.87 (0.71−1.00) 83.3 (58.6−96.4) 85.7 (42.1−99.6)

Lunit 27 0.93 (0.84−1.00) 89.5 (66.9−98.7) 87.5 (47.3−99.7)

TB 

Symptoms 

Present

Yes qXR 27 0.89 (0.74−1.00) 89.5 (66.9−98.7) 87.5 (47.3−99.7)

CAD4TB 1660 0.71 (0.68−0.74) 58.1 (53.6−62.4) 74.8 (72.2−77.2)

Lunit 1751 0.85 (0.83−0.87) 73.5 (69.5−77.3) 82.4 (80.2−84.5)

HIV Status Negative 

or 

unknown qXR 1751 0.74 (0.72−0.77) 66.4 (62.2−70.5) 71.6 (69.0−74.1)
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CAD4TB 16 0.48 (0.17−0.79) 45.5 (16.7−76.6) 40.0 (5.3−85.3)

Lunit 18 0.71 (0.46−0.95) 58.3 (27.7−84.8) 83.3 (35.9−99.6)

Positive qXR 18 0.57 (0.29−0.85) 75.0 (42.8−94.0) 50.0 (11.8−88.2)

CAD4TB 410 0.69 (0.63−0.75) 55.3 (45.7−64.6) 74.7 (69.3−79.5)

Lunit 430 0.83 (0.79−0.88) 70.4 (61.6−78.2) 82.6 (77.9−86.7)

Asia Pacific qXR 430 0.73 (0.68−0.78) 63.2 (54.1−71.6) 71.5 (66.1−76.5)

CAD4TB 1182 0.70 (0.67−0.74) 59.0 (53.9−63.9) 73.2 (70.0−76.3)

Lunit 1183 0.85 (0.82−0.87) 74.4 (69.8−78.7) 80.6 (77.6−83.3)

Africa qXR 1183 0.74 (0.71−0.77) 69.1 (64.2−73.6) 69.3 (66.0−72.5)

CAD4TB 17 0.60 (0.35−0.85) 0.0 (0.0−84.2) 86.7 (59.5−98.3)

Lunit 17 0.67 (0.33−1.00) 0.0 (0.0−84.2) 93.3 (68.1−99.8)Middle 

East qXR 17 0.78 (0.54−1.00) 0.0 (0.0−84.2) 86.7 (59.5−98.3)

CAD4TB 66 0.73 (0.44−1.00) 57.1 (18.4−90.1) 89.8 (79.2−96.2)

Lunit 138 0.95 (0.91−0.99) 71.4 (41.9−91.6) 92.7 (86.7−96.6)

Region

Eastern 

Europe qXR 138 0.61 (0.44−0.78) 35.7 (12.8−64.9) 83.9 (76.2−89.9)

CAD4TB 698 0.68 (0.63−0.72) 54.5 (47.3−61.5) 73.2 (69.1−77.0)

Lunit 752 0.85 (0.82−0.88) 76.0 (69.6−81.6) 78.0 (75.0−82.0)

Immigrant qXR 752 0.72 (0.68−0.76) 63.5 (56.5−70.0) 68.0 (63.9−71.9)

CAD4TB 978 0.73 (0.69−0.76) 59.9 (54.3−65.4) 75.7 (72.2−78.9)

Lunit 1017 0.86 (0.83−0.88) 71.4 (66.1−76.2) 85.4 (82.6−88.0)

Migrant 

type

Refugee qXR 1017 0.76 (0.73−0.79) 68.6 (63.3−73.6) 74.3 (70.8−77.5)

CAD4TB 1376 0.70 (0.67−0.73) 55.7 (50.8−60.5) 74.5 (71.6−77.2)Image 

quality No Lunit 1458 0.85 (0.83−0.87) 72.8 (68.3−76.9) 82.7 (80.2−85.0)
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qXR 1458 0.74 (0.72−0.77) 65.8 (61.1−70.3) 71.6 (68.7−74.3)

CAD4TB 300 0.72 (0.65−0.78) 66.3 (56.2−75.4) 75.4 (68.8−81.2)

Lunit 311 0.86 (0.81−0.90) 74.8 (65.2−82.8) 81.3 (75.3−86.3)

issues

Yes qXR 311 0.74 (0.68−0.80) 69.9 (60.1−78.5) 71.2 (64.5−77.2)

625
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626 S1 Fig: Sample chest x-ray image before and after the image processing by each CAD system, 

627 with image output heat maps/ boxes. 

Original CXR image: CAD4TB CXR Image output  

Lunit CXR image output  qXR CXR image output 

628

629 CAD abnormality scores were 81 for CAD4TB, 94% for Lunit, and 0.86 for qXR. The CXR finding 

630 suggestive of TB and culture-positive case. 
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631 S2 Fig: Two-way histogram distribution of abnormality scores from three CAD systems for a) 

632 MRS analysis population, and b) RadRS analysis population.

633

S2a 

CAD4TB Lunit qXR

S2b 

CAD4TB Lunit qXR

634
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635 S3 Figure: Diagnostic accuracy of three CAD systems across population subgroups. 
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