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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER A/Prof Peter Baade  
Senior Research Fellow  
Cancer Council Queensland  
 
I have no competing interests to declare. I have previously reviewed 
an earlier version of a funding application by the study authors on 
which this protocol paper is based on. 

REVIEW RETURNED 01-Mar-2011 

 

THE STUDY The authors outline how they will utilise data from a range of 
sources, including the NSW Cancer Registry (NSWCR), the NSW 
Prostate Cancer care and Outcomes study (PCCOS) and the 
Medicare (MBS) and Pharmaceutical Benefits (PBS) scheme. This is 
a strength of the study. What is not clearly described is how these 
datasets will be combined, given the differing time periods and 
cohort sizes. Some more information, even if brief, would be useful. 

RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS Since this is a study protocol paper, this question is not relevant. 

GENERAL COMMENTS It would be useful to have some revised explanation regarding the 
unknown stage (page 9) to improve its clarity. I found it difficult to 
follow. 

 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

Reviewer Comments:  

1. The authors outline how they will utilise data from a range of sources, including the NSW Cancer 

Registry (NSWCR), the NSW Prostate Cancer care and Outcomes study (PCCOS) and the Medicare 

(MBS) and Pharmaceutical Benefits (PBS) scheme. This is a strength of the study. What is not clearly 

described is how these datasets will be combined, given the differing time periods and cohort sizes. 

Some more information, even if brief, would be useful.  

 

We provided a brief description of how these data will be used in the Data subsection of the Methods 

and analysis section on pages 4 and 5.  

 

2. It would be useful to have some revised explanation regarding the unknown stage (page 9) to 
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improve its clarity. I found it difficult to follow.  

 

We revised the explanation regarding the unknown stage redistribution to improve its clarity on pages 

7 and 8.  

 

VERSION 2 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER A/Prof Peter Baade 

REVIEW RETURNED 08-Mar-2011 

 

RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS Not applicable 

GENERAL COMMENTS Only one minor typo - on page 9, "respectfully" should be 
"respectively"  
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