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Are the experimental data of the Results true and

reliable? Yes

Are the quality and resolution of the images up to

standard? Not Applicable

Do the selection and design of the figures and tables
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Re-review Yes
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Peer-Review: Anonymous

Conflicts-of-Interest: No

SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
This paper utilizes a public database to analyze racial/ethnic disparities among patients

with septic shock in the United States during the COVID-19 pandemic. The paper is

well-structured, with comprehensive data and clear statistical methods. However, there

are several issues that need to be addressed. 1.Title and Background Ambiguity: The title

“COVID-19-associated septic shock” and the objectives and hypotheses in the

background section imply that the study focuses on septic shock with COVID-19

infection. However, the actual study population includes all patients with septic shock

during the COVID-19 pandemic (2020-2021), not solely those with COVID-19 infection.
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Therefore, there is ambiguity between the title and background descriptions and the

actual content of the paper. Additionally，the study only reflects the background of the

COVID-19 pandemic in terms of the time frame (2020-2021) but does not demonstrate

the impact of COVID-19 on septic shock and related disparities. 2. Clarity of Research

Objectives: While the title, abstract, and background section mention exploring

racial/ethnic disparities in septic shock, it is unclear what the purpose of this exploration

is. Is it to identify the causes of the disparities, assess the effectiveness of interventions,

or provide recommendations to reduce the disparities? 3.Selection of Secondary

Outcomes: Severe sepsis can lead to multi-organ failure. In fact, the authors have also

collected data on conditions like “Congestive heart failure.” However, why is the

primary focus of the secondary outcomes on kidney injury? Is this based on personal

preference or supported by the literature? I did not see a rationale provided for this

selection. 4.Handling of Missing Data: The methods section mentions that “Patients with

missing data for key variables were excluded,” but are there missing values for other

variables? If so, were they imputed? It is recommended to explain this in the methods

section. 5.Conclusion section: The authors predominantly focus on describing the

mortality disparities in septic shock, with only the final sentence highlighting the

racial/ethnic disparities. This does not align with the title and research objectives.
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Creativity or innovation of this
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