Reviewer 2

Comments and Suggestions for Authors
Good morning Authors:

Author response: Good morning! Thank you for the insightful comments and suggestions. Please see below our point-by-point responses to all your suggestions. All the changes to the updated manuscript have been written in the responses in addition to the MS Word file.

1.- In Table 2.
a.- You talk about: suPAR <4ng/ml, suPAR <5ng/ml, suPAR <6ng/ml.
But, Sensu stricto, <6ng/ml include ; 5,4,3,2,1,0 etc
and <5ng/ml include; 4,3,2,1,0 etc.
and <4ng/ml include; 3,2,1,0 etc.
Don´t you think it´s better to write a range?
Ex: 0 - 4,  4.1 - 5,  5.1 - 6 ??

Author response: We thank the reviewer for the suggestion. The reporting of the three cut-off-value groups in the elderly has been indeed incoherently reported. This was also mentioned by Reviewer 3. Therefore, the suPAR values of the groups are now expressed in ranges (0-4 ng/mL, 0-5 ng/mL, 0-6 ng/mL) to clarify the comparison between the suPAR groups (Results section and Table 2). 

b.- Table 2
Hospital Days. Median 2.
In those with suPAR <6ng/ml the maximum (Hospital Days) was 5 days, It looks short. 
Were not the patients with serious diseases? 

Author response: To kindly correct, in the >75 years group & suPAR 0-6 ng/mL group, the median (IQR) hospital days was 2.0 (1.0-5.0). In other words, the value 5.0 describes the upper quartile (Q3) of the IQR, not the maximum value.

2.- In Figure 2.-
In Multivariate analysis
a.- All Data, Adjusted by log (Krea) + log (CRP) + Age
O.R= 1.09 ( 95% IC) (1.00 - 1.18)
It´s OR near 1 and in IC is included 1, so, no good precision.
b.- >= 75 years.
Adjusted by log (krea) + log (CRP) + Age
O.R = 1.1  95% IC ( 1.00- 1.20)
O.R near 1, and included 1 in CI, so, no good precision.
Do you have any comment?

Author response: We thank the reviewer for the excellent correction. The ORs of these two multivariable models were 1.002389 and 1.000287 so they were > 1.0. This has now been corrected in the Figure 3 file. The interpretation of this analysis has not been discussed precisely enough, so a phrase was added to the Discussion section (Lines 274-276).

3.- I recommend to read these articles:
a.- Atul Kakar, Pooja Rani, Tawi Batra, Riswana Hassan , Sangeeta Choudhury
A comparative analysis of serial measurements of soluble Urokinase type Plasminogen Activator Receptor (suPAR) and C Reactive Protein in patients with moderate COVID-19 a single center study from India. 
MedRXiv , BMJ Yale, March, 30, 2022.
b.- Tobias P. Schmidt, Walid Al-banna, Miriam Weiss, Michael Veldeman et al
The role of soluble Urokinase Plasminogen Activator Receptor (suPAR) in the context of Aneurysmal Subarachnoid Hemorrhage (ASAH) a Prospective Observational Study.
Frontiers in Neurology Stroke.
Front. Neurol, March 10, 2021.

Author response: Thank you for the excellent article recommendations. Both articles suit our study’s aspects and complement the reference list. They have now been added to the References list, both cited in the Introduction section (Lines 85 and 88).
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