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1) Abstract 

-Appears to be non-existent or at least not labeled 

2) Introduction 

 

-Very minimal introduction (that isn’t labeled). Description of literature on the subject is 

sourced, but no data are provided. 

-The research question is explicitly described; however, it is a bit confusing. It should be 

reworded to be more clear. The research question does respond to a gap in the 

literature in that it seeks to clarify differing reports of previous studies.  

3) Methods 

-Why only split the seasons into two categories? I understand that they would be 

predominately sunny and cloudy but those seasons can vary quite a bit in terms of sunlight. 

It makes more sense to identify each sample day as cloudy or sunny or each week. 

-While I’m sure that log-transforming the data made in more normal, a p-value of 0.1856 for 

the Shapiro-Wilk test is not exactly close to a fully normal value of 1. Without other tests of 

normality (i.e. QQplot), it does not seem that a log-transform was the best approach, and 

likely affected the rest of the analysis. 

4) Results 

-Verbally it is described well but not visually. The results description is also very limited.  

-Table 1 is initially unclear. Instead of “Description of reported data” as the title, there needs 

to be a more descriptive title such as “Distribution of Samples Taken by Category”. Also, are 

the numbers in parentheses percentages? Ranges?  

 

 

 



5) Discussion/conclusion 

-To the current literature they add findings  that higher temperature is correlated to more fungi 

and that construction phase seems not to matter, however this is on the condition that the data 

analysis was done correctly. 

-They briefly related their findings to other studies but don’t talk about results from their tables 

in any meaningful detail. They also describe Aspergillus growth as being significant differently 

from their methods, then put indoor concentrations without any background information.  

-The only thing that is implicated for public health is that they suggest demolition should be 

done during the fall and winter seasons, but do not go into any detail about why. They also state 

that more research is needed for that suggestion. They give no other public health indications 

from their research. 

a. What is the overall recommendation for this manuscript? 

i. Accept as is 

ii. Provisional acceptance (some minor changes required) 

iii. Minor revision (needs to be re-reviewed after suggested changes are made) 

iv. Major revision 

v. Reject, but encourage resubmission 

vi. Reject 

 

 


