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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Yannis Pappas 
Institute for Health Research  
University of Bedfordshire  
UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 05-Feb-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a much needed update of a published review in a rapidly-
developing area. The dissemination of the protocol of such seminal 
work to wide audiences is very welcome. 

 

REVIEWER Tom H van de Belt 
Radboud REshape Innovation Center, Radboud University Medical 
Center, Nijmegen, Netherlands 

REVIEW RETURNED 17-Feb-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for allowing me to review this manuscript entitled 
“Exploring the challenges of implementing e-health: a protocol for an 
update of a systematic review of reviews”. The topic of this protocol 
is relevant for all stakeholders in healthcare including patients, 
professionals and researchers. It is generally well written. There are 
several methodological issues that need to be addressed before this 
work is suitable for publication in BMJ Open.  
 
My main concern with this paper is related to the study design. It 
makes sense to perform a systematic review of reviews when there 
are many papers available and when the topic is broad. However, an 
important weakness of a systematic review of reviews is that the 
latest insights are not included. This is caused by the relatively long 
time between data collection for individual reviews included in the 
study and publication of the final systematic review of reviews. A 
realistic estimation would be 1-2 years between data collection and 
publication for reviews and again 1-2 years for the systematic review 
of reviews go be performed and published. As a result, the 
systematic review of reviews will contain insights that are 2-4 years 
old. This becomes even more relevant since - as the authors say - 
“the field of eHealth is rapidly growing and changing”. This implies 
that new eHealth initiatives can rapidly rise and disappear in 
months/years. Furthermore, barriers and facilitators are likely to 
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change over time as well. For example, when newer, more user-
friendly tools such as smartphones and interfaces appear (and they 
do, almost every month), many barriers related to technical and 
usability issues can suddenly become irrelevant. In my humble 
opinion, the authors should consider updating their protocol to a 
protocol for a review that will also include all recent work including 
original articles and maybe even some high quality grey literature to 
make sure that very latest insights are covered. If decide to stick to 
their original plan, they should clearly describe the limitations of their 
work in the study protocol as well as in their final paper. Moreover, 
they should aim to discuss the most recent work (that they missed 
due to their search criteria) in the discussion of their final paper.  
 
A second issue is related the references used. They are sometimes 
outdated and since the latest research should always be cited in 
scientific research, I suggest the authors scan the literature and 
update their reference list. For example, the first reference dates 
from 2004 (11 years ago). I am aware of more recent studies that 
could (and should) be cited here. Also for the second reference used 
(2011), there is more recent work available. Etc.  
 
A third issue concerns data extraction. The authors will 
independently scan and include abstracts and full-text papers for this 
study. However, only one author will take care of the data extraction. 
To minimize the risk of bias, I advise the authors to do the data 
extraction independently and discuss disagreements. This will take 
more time but will significantly improve the quality of their work.  
 
Finally, there are several minor (textual) issues that need to be 
addressed. For example: ‘e-heath’ should be ‘ehealth’ (Page 2 - Line 
54); ‘describe’ should be ‘describes’ (Page 3 – Line 25). 
Unnecessary period on Page 4, Line 32”. Please carefully scan the 
entire manuscript for minor issues and resolve them. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer comments and response to the reviewers  

Thank you for the thorough and constructive review of our manuscript. We appreciate your valuable 

comments and suggestions and we have acknowledged them in the revised manuscript.  

 

1. My main concern with this paper is related to the study design. It makes sense to perform a 

systematic review of reviews when there are many papers available and when the topic is broad. 

However, an important weakness of a systematic review of reviews is that the latest insights are not 

included. This is caused by the relatively long time between data collection for individual reviews 

included in the study and publication of the final systematic review of reviews. A realistic estimation 

would be 1-2 years between data collection and publication for reviews and again 1-2 years for the 

systematic review of reviews go be performed and published. As a result, the systematic review of 

reviews will contain insights that are 2-4 years old. This becomes even more relevant since - as the 

authors say - “the field of eHealth is rapidly growing and changing”. This implies that new eHealth 

initiatives can rapidly rise and disappear in months/years. Furthermore, barriers and facilitators are 

likely to change over time as well. For example, when newer, more user-friendly tools such as 

smartphones and interfaces appear (and they do, almost every month), many barriers related to 

technical and usability issues can suddenly become irrelevant. In my humble opinion, the authors 

should consider updating their protocol to a protocol for a review that will also include all recent work 

including original articles and maybe even some high quality grey literature to make sure that very 

latest insights are covered. If decide to stick to their original plan, they should clearly describe the 
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limitations of their work in the study protocol as well as in their final paper. Moreover, they should aim 

to discuss the most recent work (that they missed due to their search criteria) in the discussion of their 

final paper.  

 

Thank you for this important comment, which was indeed an intensively discussed issue before 

commencing the review. We agree that conducting a review of review is a limitation in this sense; 

however, in such a rapidly changing field in which there are a large number of publications, it is a 

duplication of effort to repeat what has already been synthesised. We have amended the protocol to 

include an acknowledgement of this limitation in the discussion section and we will endeavour to 

discuss the most recent work that may have been missed due to our search criteria in the discussion 

section of the final paper prior to publication.  

 

2. A second issue is related the references used. They are sometimes outdated and since the latest 

research should always be cited in scientific research, I suggest the authors scan the literature and 

update their reference list. For example, the first reference dates from 2004 (11 years ago). I am 

aware of more recent studies that could (and should) be cited here. Also for the second reference 

used (2011), there is more recent work available. Etc.  

 

The references in the paper have been updated.  

 

3. A third issue concerns data extraction. The authors will independently scan and include abstracts 

and full-text papers for this study. However, only one author will take care of the data extraction. To 

minimize the risk of bias, I advise the authors to do the data extraction independently and discuss 

disagreements. This will take more time but will significantly improve the quality of their work.  

 

Data extraction by the first author will be checked thoroughly by another author. Discussion will 

resolve any points of disagreement. The methods section of the manuscript has been updated to 

reflect this process.  

 

4. Finally, there are several minor (textual) issues that need to be addressed. For example: ‘e-heath’ 

should be ‘ehealth’ (Page 2 - Line 54); ‘describe’ should be ‘describes’ (Page 3 – Line 25). 

Unnecessary period on Page 4, Line 32”. Please carefully scan the entire manuscript for minor issues 

and resolve them.  

 

Thank you for these detailed observations. The manuscript has been thoroughly re-checked for any 

instances of these errors and others.  

 

We have also taken this opportunity to further clarify some of the methods of data abstraction and 

analysis. 
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