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ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Rationale, design and baseline results of the Guangxi manganese-

exposed workers healthy cohort (GXMEWHC) study 

AUTHORS Lv, Yingnan; Zou, Yunfeng; Liu, Jing; chen, kangcheng; huang, 
damin; shen, yuefei; zhong, yaoqiu; Liu, Zhihao; Jiang, Bei; li, qin; 
Qing, Li; zhang, wei; chen, lang; Wang, Fenfen; Xia, Bing; Yang, Li; 
yang, xiaobo 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Piye Niu 
Capital Medical University  
China 

REVIEW RETURNED 16-Apr-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Lv Y et alestablished the Guangxi manganese exposure workers 
healthy cohort (GXMEWHC) and conducted the baseline 
surveys.Then they performed the GWAS of QTL and BTL for 500 
workers exposed to manganese.Overall, this is an interesting 
manuscript.  
 
 
1.Howerver,there are some grammatical errors or misspellings in 
English, as listed below. The authors should check them carefully.  
1) In abstract, p2, line 26,"excrete" should be "excreted".  
2) In abstract, p2, line 27,"accumulate" should be "accumulated".  
3) In introduction, p4,line 71,"inhaled" should be "inhale".  
4) In introduction, p4,line 76,"caused" should be "cause".  
5) In table 1,p20,line 41, "windowed" should be "widowed".  
 
2.In table 1, page 20, line34-35. The data shows the ratio of Han 
Chinese workers is 48.5%, and the ratio of other ethnic workers is 
51.5%. Can the other ethic workers be further stratified?  
 
 
3.how did the loss of follow up deal?  
 
4.The abstract and disccussion can be better organized and 
focused.  
 
5.Beside Mn, did the element (Pb,Hg, Fe, Cu et al) levels if be 
determined in your cohort population? 

 

REVIEWER Michalke, Bernhard 
Helmholtz zentrum München 

REVIEW RETURNED 16-Apr-2014 
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GENERAL COMMENTS There are two significant problems with this paper:  
1. the smaller one is that the English writing is in part that confusing 
that it is sometimes unclear what the authors wanted to inform 
about.  
2. The major problem is that the whole paper is a collection of 
intended (!!!) research in the future.  
The authors write, which methods are intended to be used in the 
next few years.  
Consequently there is no methodical description (how were the 
experiments done..), no results are presented and no discussion is 
available (as there is nothing to be discussed).  
 
Actually, the evaluation mask of BMJ open does not /cannot fit to 
this inacceptable submission. This is the reason why I am 
responding by email directly to you.  
 
Overall, I would review a paper which is readable and presenting 
data and not only intentions.  
This paper shows up to date only that a cohort was organized and 
some clinical data were taken (methodical descriptions are 
missing).. The rest are descriptions about what is intended to do 
within the next few years. This is consequently not an acceptable 
paper. 

 

REVIEWER Donna Mergler 
University of Quebec at Montreal, Canada 

REVIEW RETURNED 08-May-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors provide an overview of a longitudinal study that they 
initiated. There are minimal results and no attempt to examine 
possible associations. there is no measure of blood (whole and/or 
plasma manganese) although this is at the center of the study. I 
think that at this time, the paper should not be accepted and the 
authors invited to submit a paper when they have more results. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Responses to the Comments from Reviewer 1  

 

1. There are some grammatical errors or misspellings in English, as listed below. The authors should 

check them carefully.  

Response: We had drastically modified the grammatical errors and misspellings in English in this 

paper which have been marked with red. Such as, "excrete" changed to "excreted", "accumulate" 

changed to "accumulated", "inhaled" changed to "inhale", "caused" changed to "cause", "windowed" 

changed to "widowed".  

 

2. In table 1, page 20, line34-35. The data shows the ratio of Han Chinese workers is 48.5%, and the 

ratio of other ethnic workers is 51.5%. Can the other ethic workers be further stratified?  

Response: In table 1. We changed the groups of race. The new groups of race were stratified Han 

Chinese workers (48.5%), Zhuang Minority (46.9%), and other ethnic groups (4.2%).  

 

3. How did the loss of follow up deal?  

Response: The main loss to follow-up is the temporary workers in the factory who may leave the 
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factory after a period of time. So we selected the participants who met the standards and have a good 

compliance. We tried to reduce the potential loss of follow-up by strictly controlling inclusion criteria 

when establishing the cohort and improve the compliance of participants.  

 

4. The abstract and disccussion can be better organized and focused.  

Response: We organized and focused the abstract again, and drastically modified the sentences and 

expressions.  

 

5. Beside Mn, did the element (Pb,Hg, Fe, Cu et al) levels if be determined in your cohort population?  

Response: In our cohort, Mn is the main study element, and our objective is the effect of Mn on 

human multi-organs. We also will detect the other elements, such as Fe which may be the influence 

factors of Mn whatever are synergistic or antagonistic effect.  

 

 

Responses to the Comments from Reviewer 2  

 

1. The smaller one is that the English writing is in part that confusing that it is sometimes unclear what 

the authors wanted to inform about.  

Response: We had drastically modified the grammar errors, spelling errors, and confusing English 

writing, so that it can express clearly what we want to inform about. The revised portions are marked 

in red.  

 

2. The major problem is that the whole paper is a collection of intended (!!!) research in the future. 

The authors write, which methods are intended to be used in the next few years. There is no 

methodical description (how were the experiments done.), no results are presented and no discussion 

is available (as there is nothing to be discussed). Actually, the evaluation mask of BMJ open does not 

/cannot fit to this inacceptable submission. Overall, I would review a paper which is readable and 

presenting data and not only intentions. This paper shows up to date only that a cohort was organized 

and some clinical data were taken (methodical descriptions are missing). The rest are descriptions 

about what is intended to do within the next few years.  

Response: This article as a study protocol was submitted to BMJ Open in the beginning which is one 

of the article types in the journal. Actually, this article mainly introduced the epidemiological cohort 

profiles including the baseline survey and also preliminary results of epidemiological study. The 

baseline survey in a prospective cohort is very important for researchers in the fields which greatly 

help to know the cohort by describing the rationale and design. Moreover, we consider that the future 

prospects and protocols of this cohort are also significantly for potential researchers in the fields. 

Concurrently, we changed the title to “Rationale, design and baseline results of the Guangxi 

manganese-exposed workers healthy cohort (GXMEWHC) study”. Simultaneously, we added the 

ongoing experiments in our manuscript by describing the summary methods. The details are shown in 

Database of biomarkers (in METHODS). We also added some results that we conducted and finished 

in our previous studies. The details are shown in Assessment of biomarkers (in PRELIMINARY 

RESULTS).  

 

 

Responses to the Comments from Reviewer 3  

 

1. The authors provide an overview of a longitudinal study that they initiated. There are minimal 

results and no attempt to examine possible associations. There is no measure of blood (whole and/or 

plasma manganese) although this is at the center of the study.  

Response: Study protocol is one of the article types in BMJ Open. We submitted this article to the 

journal in the beginning which as a study protocol. In fact, this article mainly described the rationale, 

design, and preliminary results of the cohort. The epidemiological description of baseline survey in 
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cohort is also one of preliminary results. The baseline survey, future prospects and protocols of this 

cohort are significantly for potential researchers in the fields. Therefore, we changed the following 

sections. 1) Changed the title to “Rationale, design and baseline results of the Guangxi manganese-

exposed workers healthy cohort (GXMEWHC) study”. 2) Added the ongoing experiments in this 

article. The details are shown in Database of biomarkers (in METHODS). 3) Added some results that 

we conducted and finished in our previous studies. The details are shown in Assessment of 

biomarkers (in PRELIMINARY RESULTS). 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Piye Niu 
 
Department of Occupational and Envionmental Health,School of 
Public health, Capital Medical University  
 
China 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Jun-2014 

 

- The reviewer completed the checklist but made no further comments. 
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