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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Dear authors, This article represents the retrospective case-control study aiming to 

compare the treatment outcomes of AngioJet rheolytic thrombectomy vs. 

catheter-directed thrombolysis in patients with filter-related caval thrombosis. The 

article is written with good English-speaking adduction of the arguments. The article is 

sufficiently novel and very interesting to warrant publication. All the key elements are 

presented and described clearly. The most discussable options in the article are: 1) 

Would you please kindly correct all your typos and grammar errors throughout the 

manuscript? 2) Please provide the reader with the relevant information about statistical 

power including sample size calculation. The point is if you deliver the results of the 

retrospective study, it must be justified in the Introduction and supported by a strong 

statistical approach. Please underline the value of your study. 3) Regarding “There was 

no symptomatic PE after the treatment in either group”, how long your follow-up was? 

Are you talking about the outcome at discharge? Did any patients have 

CT-angiopulmonography after the intervention? Did you analyze outcomes through the 

months? Did you test D-dimer in these patients, including follow-up? 4) Table 1 becomes 
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confusing especially when in the text you are mentioning the absence of symptomatic PE. 

There must be some elaboration on pulmonary embolism in 12 patients. Maybe it might 

be nice to make a sort of subanalysis in that subset merely because this is the most 

critical part of the story. 5) The definitions of your clinical conditions must be provided 

for the reader. Please elaborate on the description of your interventional technique in the 

sense of reproducibility. Many details are missing especially those that can be critical for 

technical success and outcomes. 6) Regarding bias, please elaborate on the topic in the 

limitations. Mentioned limitations without any remarks are unacceptable. There must be 

a vision or the author’s position. Please generally underline the clinical value of your 

findings and the obstacles that you faced. Why could you not run the prospective 

observational study? 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Thank you for your submission. Your manuscript was an interesting read. The 

manuscript is very well organized and follows a clear flow.  There are only a series of 

writing errors, English language errors in the text that should be corrected. It is much 

better to understand if this amount of data is presented in the form of graphs. The 

figures presented in this draft are not very expressive and clear. It is necessary to 

provide images with more features. The use of schematic figures is necessary to compare 

these two types of methods. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Dear authors, Thank you very much for your substantial efforts to improve the article. I 

have a few suggestions though: 1) Your sample size calculation is mathematically correct, 

but not methodologically. You mention the article "Zhu J, et al. A case-controlled study 

on AngioJet rheolytic thrombectomy and catheter-directed thrombolysis in the treatment 

of acute lower extremity deep venous thrombosis. Vascular. 2020;28(2):177-182", but 

what kind of study is that?! Do you know the statistical power in that article? Can that 

study be used to calculate a sample size in your study? Statistically speaking the article 

looks very immature. Please, upgrade the level of your methodological approach. 2) You 

did not underline the clinical value and novelty of the article. 3) All your remarks for the 

peers must be incorporated in the article. Those answers are for a reader, not for a peer. 

 


