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Problem statement: (score 1) nicely done

Attention to relevant literature: 1 thorough and accurate review of the literature

Theoretical framework: (score 2) | think the reader needs more detail about the keywords used to
review the literature in determining what factors to put into the analysis. The author
mentions areview of the literature on page 7 line 7 that generated alist of likely predictor
variables. | would like to know more about that. Were there items found in the literature
that were not in their existing data and therefore not included in the model. If so, this
should be in the discussion.

Research design: (score 2)The definition of specialized dc services needs to be moved up. It isfirst
found on page 6 line 9-14 but is referred to much earlier in the manuscript.

The author(s) need to make it more clear where this data came from. The author said it is
from three sources and there was mention on page 6 line 16-17 about it being from a
previous study. | think we need to know the purpose of that origina study and some
information about who collected that information and how to assure us that is valid and
reliable information. Also, please clarify whether the development dataset was from
existing records and the validation set was new? Patient interview datawasused so it is
not clear if these were done on a new, prospective sample. The author uses the word
“recruited” so thisimplies a new sample. If so, was there consent for new data collections
versus exempt status granted by the IRB for the use of existing data? On page 7 line 11,
why were the records limited to 48 hours after admission? Did both datasets contain
interview data? Who did the interviews, using what? For the data extracted from existing
records was there much missing? If so, could it have affected the results? How were
judgments made by patients as to whether they had alimitation in function or not? How
was limitation defined? Again, this goes back to a need to understand the data collection
procedures. What is a Rankin disability score?

Dataanalysis. (score 2) Was the Hosmer and Lemeshow test examined for goodness of fit? How
were the variables of interest determined for the final model—page 7 line 22? More detail
is needed to describe how or why 4 was chosen as the constant multiplier, page 8 line 12-
14.

Discussion of results: (score 1) Page 10 lines 14-15. The numbersin the text do not match the
numbersin figure 1. The same for page 11 line 1 and 2.

Organization: (score 1) Nicely organized

Writing style: (score 1) very well written and clear

Please provide a comprehensive and integrated review of this manuscript.
Be sureto present a balanced view of the manuscript's strengths and weaknesses.

Thisisavery well written, well designed study with very interesting and important
findings that are useful to clinicians. The author(s) need to addr ess some of
the points described above and it will be improved. The main weaknessis a
lack of detail about where the data came from and how it was handled.



