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Comments to the Author 

 

The authors reported the results of a retrospective single centre study including patients with HSCT 

and ARDS. Although the hypothesis may be interesting, I have several comments on the study design 

and the manuscript form: 

 

GENERAL 

1) The English form of the manuscript is poor. I suggest the authors to ask for help by a native 

speaker. 

2) Very often, verbal forms are not appropriate to the study sections. The authors should remember 

that they are reporting data of a retrospective study (and not prospective). 

3) The authors should change "enrolled" to "included" throughout the text. They did not perform an 

RCT 

 

ABSTRACT 

1) I don't think that risk factors for NIV failure can be described as a primary outcome. To find risk 

factors for NIV failure is an aim, not an outcome 

2) No way to describe associations reporting proportions and pa value of test for independende. If 

the authors want to describe associations, they should report the correct form of effect size. This is 

wrong reporting. Please correct. 

3) Conclusions are supported by data they present in the results section 

 

BACKGROUND 

1) This section is too long and can be shortened. 

2) ARDS is not a criterion to organize complication but it is a syndrome that can have many causes. 

This description by the authors is very measling. Re-phrase 

3) The authors should state that infections are the leading cause of ARDS in immunocompromised 

population (Cortegiani et al Critical Care 2018) 

4) Line 4-5 pag. 6 the authors should cite the NIV guidelines (question 5-6) when discussing the use 

of NIV in immunocompromised patients (DOI: 10.1183/13993003.02426-2016) 

5) The last part of the intruduction is not clear. I suggest the authors to use the classic form "The aim 

of the study is to..." underlying that they are trying to figure out risk factors for NIV failure 

specifically in an HSCT cohort (if this is the aim of the study) 

 

METHODS 



1)Name of the ethics committee, date and number of approval should be reported) 

2) A classic form of "inclusion" and "exclusion" criteria may facilitate the readers. Please change the 

text accordingly 

3) Line 24-25 pag.7 Why the authors use the present tense "is"? This is supposed to be a 

retrospective study! 

4) Again, 'NIV failure "is" defined'....: why? 

5) The term "characters" should be changed in "characteristics" throughout the text. The meaning is 

different in English. 

6) Please specify who collect the data and how. Database? Medical records? One single investigator? 

two investigators blindly? 

7) At what time the cited biomarkers were evaluated? Which dosages did the authors take into 

consideration? 

8) 'Second outcome variable'? Please change in 'secondary'. Moreover, I don't think that the 

classification of primary and secondary outcomes for a retrospective study like this is correct. 

9) Line 9 pag. 9 why capitol letters? 

10) It is important to know which type of approach for variable selection has been used for the 

logistic regression model. Moreover, it is important to know which ratio between events and 

covariates was used for the models. With 40 patients NIV failure your model cannot support more 

than 4 variables. This is crucial for the validity of the analysis. 

 

RESULTS 

1) which data were missing for 15 patients? 

2) The characteristics were similar except for sex ratio and SOFA score. This is crucial and should be 

controlled in the analysis 

3) The timepoints of measurement are unclear for many reported variables Line 15.17 pag 11 

4) Line 25-27 pag. 11: Which factors (and how many factors) do you test in the model? 

 

CONCLUSION 

1) Do not generalize. The authors should change the sentence in "in a small cohort of HSCT patients 

of ARDS (which severity)..." 
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