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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 

 

The study is scientifically valid but requires some 
adjustments. 

 Accepts Reviewer’s comments 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Suggested adjustments: 

 
INTRODUCTION 
Pg 2 line 43: “certain select situations” 
PATIENTS AND METHODS 
Pg 5 line 111: “ injury severity score and the Simplifies 
Simplified Acute Physiology Score II (SAP II)” 
Pg 6 line 127 and 128: “ categorical data were 
presented with as proportions and percentages 
whereas continuous variables were presented as 
averages such as in means with standard deviation” 
RESULTS 

Pg 7 line 154 (Table 1): First row under age group >20 
should be changed to <20 
Same with table 4 (pg 10 line 182): >10 change to <10. 
There are a lot of disparities and contradictions in the 
statements of results of this study, examples include: 
Pg 11 line 190 and 191: “ 1 person among the 362 
patients that were not transfused in the ICU died within 
the same period”  as also shown under Abstract pg 2 
line 30 and 31, but is contradictory to Table 5 which 
showed that 2 people among the 362 died. 
Another example: pg 11 line 201: The relationship 
between blood transfusion and length of admission in 
the hospital was statistically significant at p-value of 
0.67, in contrast to Table 6 which showed p-value of 
0.001. 
The authors should revisit their statistical analysis and 

 
 
 
 
Accepts Reviewer’s comment and effected. 
 
 
Accept. 
 
 
 
 
Accepts and effected. 
 
 
 
Accepts and corrected. 
 
Accepts and Corrected 
 
 
 
Accepts and corrected. 
 
 
Accepts and Corrected. 
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come up with valid conclusions. 
DISCUSSION 

Still a lot of contradictory statements: 
Pg 16 and 17 line 292 – 299 the statement there 
showed that patients who received blood transfusion 
were more ill and more severely injured compared to 
those who did not receive blood transfusion. 
Also pg 18 line 318 – 325 which showed that blood 
transfusion is related to prolonged hospital stay. 
Also pg 18 line 329 – 334 which also showed that 
blood transfusion was associated with adverse 
consequences and complications. 
It will be contradictory to say that blood transfusion is 
associated with poorer outcome as evidenced by 
longer in-hospital, higher risk of developing 
complications and higher mortality (pg 19 line 356 – 
357), as if blood is the direct cause of longer hospital 
stay, higher risk of developing complications and 
mortality instead of Severity of injury (ISS) as shown in 
pg 8 and 9 (under RESULTS) line 165 to 172 and 
Table 3; also pg 19 line 340 – 342, 
“The need to receive blood transfusion was significantly 
correlated to the injury severity score” (Abstract pg 1 
line 21 and 22).  
Authors should make their Discussion and Conclusion  
to reflect the findings (RESULT) of their study.  
Pg 19 line 342 – 347 should come under a sub-
heading “LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY”.   

Accepts and corrected. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Reviewer’s comments are well noted. 
While it is clear that patients with severe injury 
are more likely to receive blood transfusion for 
various reasons as confirmed by the results of 
this study (table 3), the idea in this study is to 
further evaluate if blood transfusion was on its 
own associated with higher adverse 
consequences and complications in matched 
groups of patients with severe trauma admitted 
in the ICU. For this purpose, patients with 
similar severity of injury and injury 
characteristics using validated scoring methods 
as the Injury severity Score which assessed 
the Anatomical injury and Simplified Acute 
Physiology Score II were compared to 
ascertain that blood transfusion was not just a 
“maker” for injury severity but influenced 
outcome in matched cohorts. 
Accepts and effected. 
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