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1) Overview: Research article- cross sectional study design  

2) Abstract 

There’s no abstract in this article.   

3) Introduction 

The article references “literature” in the opening few sentences, but does not directly cite specific 

articles or labs that have done previous work on this topic, and what the results of those studies were. 

The introductory sentences mention “conflicting data” or “insufficient data” but we have no indication 

as to what data they are referring to.  

4) Methods 

Data collection methods are consistent, so that’s good (11AM air sample collection time & daily 

meteorlogic data collection). Shapiro-Wilkes test was used to “normalize” the data, however a QQ plot 

was not used (or shown in the results) to further show that the data is normal. So normality of data is 

unclear in this study. Further method explanation is confusing and all the different types of data 

mentioned makes it hard to grasp what exactly the authors are looking at. Good use of Type I error and 

R!  

5) Results 

Good sample size (n=201)! They say “In summary, there was no evidence of association between 

elevated… concentration and type of work concentration” but later say “demolition was more 

associated with high fungi concentration than building work”. So their conclusions need to be reworded, 

as their statements are contradictory.  

Tables are a bit confusing, as they present median values, and then the IQR in parentheses, which isn’t 

clear just by looking at the table. It would make sense to state the standard deviations of the means, but 

not sure why they chose to state medians/IQR’s. Some parenthetical values represent percentages, 

which makes the whole table even more confusing, as you have to decipher whether the value is a 

percentage, and a percentage of what, or whether the value represents an IQR.  

Table 2 is hard to read without the footer explaining the beta values. I think the one thing I have the 

biggest issue with in this table is that the significant values are not differentiated or marked from the 

rest of the data values. For example, the beta value for the demolition vs building is 0.81, with a P value 

of <0.001, which the footer deems as significant. However, the table does not highlight this finding at all. 

Furthermore, the results section states that there is no association between fungi growth and work 

concentration, but according to this value, it seems to be a positive correlation. I also think that showing 

the standard deviations of each value in parenthesis is messy and confusing.  



6) Discussion/conclusion 

I don’t think this article adds to existing literature. The first line of the discussion says “surprisingly 

meteorologic conditions, specifically temperature, were the only factors associated with outdoor 

positive cultures” which they says contrasts with previous other studies. If anything, I feel as though it 

adds to the “conflicting literature” that the article cites in the beginning of the article. The authors of 

this article spend more time discussing the findings of other studies by different authors, rather than 

contextualizing their own results and what they mean for the study.  

The article ends by saying that more data is needed to confirm their findings, which I would agree with. I 

don’t agree with their method of data analyzing, so I question the “normalized” data they used in their 

analysis, which makes me question their results and external validity.  

Overall, I would reject this article.  


