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1) Overview: what kind of article is this? 
a. Research article 

This is a research article is based on a retrospective, observational study using data 
throughout the US.  

b. What were the major findings? 
The major finding was that CDI is an economic burden and better therapies, prevention, 
and treatment are essential. This is consistent with previous research.  

2) Abstract 
There is no abstract. There is a brief breakdown of major points but it is not written as 
an abstract and seems contradictory. The point about principal and secondary infections 
as a comorbidity is confusing. After reading, I do not know if this is  specific to 
nosocomial CDI.  

3) Introduction 
a. Is the review of relevant literature prepared adequately and is it properly sourced? 

The citation of the literature is done properly and appropriately. There is enough 
background on infection, however only nosocomial infection statistics are stated. 
Mortality is introduced but not morbidity.   

b. Is the research question clear and does it respond to a gap in the literature? 
The research question is somewhat clear. However, I do not know if they are talking 
about HAI or Community acquired CDI and if that distinction is relevant for the study.  
 
 A gap is not addressed in the introduction. It states modelling costs but does not 
explain why their study is particularly relevant.  Additionally, only mortality is addressed 
and not morbidity.  

4) Methods 
a. Is the sampling strategy reasonable and sound? 

The sampling strategy is sound and reasonable but with some limitations. Only hospitals 
that had sufficient cost data were included. There may be something particular about 
these hospitals (finances, staff availability) that allows them to collect this data.  
 
Case definition was well established.  
 
CDI as a principal diagnosis and as a nosocomial comorbidity were both analyzed as 
different subgroups, which is appropriate.  

b. Is the statistical analytic plan rigorous and sound? 
Inpatient matching of sCDI cases was an appropriate measure of LOS. 
 
It is sound but does not seem rigorous as it uses fairly simple statistical concepts. 

5) Results 
a. Are the results presented clearly and comprehensively? 



 
Results are labelled as “Findings”. They are not comprehensive as they do not include 
costs.  

b. Do the results cohere to the research question? 
A specific financial burden for each subgroup is not explicitly stated within the results.  

c. Do the results presented cohere to the Tables and Figures? 
There is no table for readmission CDI or financial burden-It is in the Online Resources. 
 
There are no figures. It would be nice to be able to visualize the differences.   
 

d. Are the Tables and Figures clear and precise?  Do they respond to the research 
question? 
They are difficult to read. It is hard to find the relevant information that responds to the 
research question, the cost. Table IV goes on to a second page.  

6) Discussion/conclusion 
a. Does this article add to the existing literature? 

This article adds to the literature by attributing increased costs to LOS and identifying 
that the Medicare population is primarily affected.  

b. Do the discussion points appropriately contextualize the findings (do they speak to the 
data presented in the results)? 
They explain why their data was different from other studies but fail to explain why 
their data matters or what this means for patient care. Most of the discussion is spent 
explaining the results of other studies which should have been done in the introduction. 

c. Are the implications for public health presented beyond “future research is needed”? 
The conclusion is inadequate. It established that CDI is a burden and better treatment 
and prevention are needed, which was known and supported by the literature.  

d. What is the overall recommendation for this manuscript? 
 

i. Major revision-The goals of this paper are unclear and are not coherent with 
data presented. The gap in the literature is not well explained. There are issues 
with language throughout the introduction-morbidity, mortality, nosocomial? 
Tables should be revised and figures added.  

 


