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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Sebastian Straube  
 
Department of Occupational, Social and Environmental Medicine  
University Medical Center Göttingen  
Germany  
 
Competing interests: none 

REVIEW RETURNED 18/02/2012 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is an important review project. I think the proposed 
methodology (including randomised and non-randomised studies, 
narrative approach to data synthesis) is reasonable, given what 
evidence there is in palliative care. However, non-randomised and/or 
non-double-blind studies are prone to bias. I would suggest giving 
priority to high quality evidence, where it exists, and being explicit 
about this in the protocol; and to interpret results with caution in 
areas where only bias-prone evidence exists.  
 
I think addressing the following further points would improve the 
already very good protocol further:  
(1) Where there is a choice of data to be extracted: what is the 
authors' approach to data imputation for patients not completing a 
study (analysing completers only, baseline observation carried 
forward, last observation carried forward)?  
(2) Size: is there a minimum number of participants for a study to be 
included?  
(3) Will there be any restrictions regarding study duration?  

 

REVIEWER Prof. Alex Molassiotis  
Professor of Cancer & SUpportive Care  
University of Manchester, UK  
 
No competing interests 

REVIEW RETURNED 16/03/2012 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a protocol of a systematic review about palliative care and 
chronic illness. While overall the protocol is well-written, I am not 
sure it adds anything as is nor it presents a protocol of an unusual 
study or design to warrantee publication or early dissemination. 
When the review will be completed I think it will have some 
interesting results to show.  
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Also, some suggestions for consideration:  
-The three research questions listed are quite broad and I would 
encourage the authors to be more focused in what they want to 
assess with this review.  
-These research questions differ from the 'efficacy' of palliative care 
mentioned in the Background section and abstract.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Response 1 (To the managing editor)  

 

Please ensure that the title makes clear that the manuscript is a protocol for a systematic review.  

 

The title for the manuscript has been amended to reflect that it is a protocol  

for a systematic review.  

 

Muhajarine, N., does not seem to meet ICMJE criteria for authorship (see 

http://www.icmje.org/ethical_1author.html)  

 

Due to Muhajarine, N not satisfying the ICJME criteria for authorship, he is  

no longer considered an author for this manuscript. Muhajarine, N has been  

deleted from the list of (co) authors.  

 

Response 2 (To Sebastian Straube)  

 

(1) Where there is a choice of data to be extracted: what is the authors' approach to data imputation 

for patients not completing a study (analysing completers only, baseline observation carried forward, 

last observation carried forward)?  

See: Data extraction in revised manuscript  

 

We will deal with missing data for patients not completing a study  

by imputing the missing data and accounting for the fact that  

these were imputed with uncertainty.  

 

We will utilize multiple imputation methods to handle missing data.  

 

The potential impact of missing data on the findings of the review  

will be addressed in the discussion section.  

 

 

 

 

(2) Size: is there a minimum number of participants for a study to be included?  

 

For a study to be included, there must be a minimum of 10 participants.  

See: Inclusion/Exclusion criteria in revised manuscript.  

 

(3) Will there be any restrictions regarding study duration?  

 

Study duration will be limited to studies with a minimum of 12 weeks  

duration. See: Inclusion/Exclusion criteria in revised manuscript.  
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Response 2 (To Prof. Alex Molassiotis)  

 

The three research questions listed are quite broad and I would encourage the authors to be more 

focused in what they want to assess with this review.  

 

The three research questions mentioned by Prof. Molassiotis were  

modified to become more representative of objectives specific to  

this systematic review.  

 

See: Methods and Analysis section in revised manuscript.  

 

-These research questions differ from the 'efficacy' of palliative care mentioned in the Background 

section and abstract.  

 

As stated above, the research questions were modified to align more  

closely with the efficacy' of palliative care mentioned in the Background  

section and Abstract.  

 

 

See: Methods and Analysis section in revised manuscript.  
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