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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 

1. Presence of abbreviations in the abstract without the previous meaning. (TBLB, 

EBUS-TBNA, EBBX). 

 

2. There is no description in absolute value or percentage of some categorical 

variables analyzed in the study, such as type of anesthesia and serum creatinine 

level. How many patients had creatinine greater than 2 or 3mg / dL? What 

percentage of patients used general anesthesia? 

 

3. Table 3 does not show the "p" values for analyzing the variables. I suggest 

including other variables of interest in the study associated with bleeding. Example: 

comorbidity. The presentation of the results related to the main hypothesis of the 

work needs adjustment. 

 

4. “…It is possible that increased bleeding rates were not related to general 

anesthesia but to the underlying comorbid conditions.” The author addresses the 

possibility of confusion bias in the association of general anesthesia and bleeding. 

It is possible to test this hypothesis with the study data. I suggest comparing 

"underlying disease" x "bleeding", followed by the use of logistic regression.  

 

5. The article is well written, mainly the introduction and the discussion, but it 

presents risk of confusion bias.  

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 

1. Lack of standardization of references. Attention to items 8 and 9.  

 

2. I believe that the sentence "Some researchers use categorical values to classify 

renal failure" should be in the methodology or discussion of the study, not in the 

results. 

 

3. The unit of measurement of laboratory tests must be used after description of the 

value. Example: Cr: 3 mg / dL. See paragraph 2 of the discussion. 

 
4. In table 1 referring to clinical demographic data, adjust the value referring to the 

item HIV Positive / CKD 5. 

 

 

Optional/General comments 
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PART  2:  
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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