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 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 

 

 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

- Cardiac Magnetic Resonance is the current 

reference standard to evaluate Right Ventricle 

performance, and it is true that it has several 

limitations, but not because of the risk of 

complications. Echocardiography and Pulsed 

Tissue Doppler Imaging are commonly used to 

evaluate RV fuction in all patients. As authors 

point out echocardiographic assessment of RV 

finction is limited by the complex RV geometric 

shape. (Authors should comment on this in the 

Introduction). 

- References regarding the use of TDI for the 

evaluation of RV diastolic function in COPD 

(most of them) are nor recent. (Authors should 

comment on this in the Introduction). 

- The number of patients of the study is low, and 

the authors write only a small sentence on this. 

Also, data was not compared with the gold 

standard. These are important issues. (Authors 

should comment on this in the Discussion). 

- Authors did not include figures / imaging, and 

they did not include any plot of some statistical 

analysis (Bland Alman, etc). (Authors should 

comment on this in the Results, and should 

comment why the statistics that they present in 

the manuscript were chosen). 
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- Results of this study were compared in the 

discussion only with those of Caso et al.  

(Authors should comment on this in the 

Discussion, and should comment why they chose 

the statistics that they present in the 

manuscript). 

 

Optional/General comments 
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