
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Acupuncture for benign prostatic hyperplasia: a systematic review 

protocol 

AUTHORS Zhang, Wei; Yu, Jinna; Liu, Zhishun; PENG, Weina 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Linpeng Wang 
Department of Acupuncture and Moxibustion, Beijing Hospital of 
Traditional Chinese Medicine affiliated to Capital Medical University, 
23 Meishuguan Backstreet, Dongcheng District, Beijing, China. 

REVIEW RETURNED 10-Dec-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This manuscript performed a systematic review protocol on the 
effectiveness and safety of acupuncture for benign prostatic 
hyperplasia, which is important and timely. The description of the 
intended methods is correct and straightforward. The manuscript 
could be published if some minor revisions have been done.  
 
Comments:  
1. Page 2: ethics information was not addressed in abstract.  
2. Page 4: Line 45, comma should be deleted.  
3. Page 5: Line 3, the sentence could be deleted as it is not related 
to how the intervention might work.  
Line 7-13, the written English should be revised.  
Line 14-20, the result of the research was negative. I wonder 
whether the reference could explain the mechanism of acupuncture 
for BPH? I suggest the author to cite some more reference to 
explain how the intervention might work.  
Line 34-37, the written English might be revised.  
4. Page 6: Line 9, I suggest the author to use a complete sentence 
here. Is there any exclusion criteria?  
Line 15-22, please revise the written English. Did the interventions 
described here refer to treatment group, as the next paragraph 
described the controlled interventions?  
Line 43, I think there should be a word 'the' before the word 
'change'.  
Line 58, I think there should be a word 'the' before the word 
'change'.  
5. Page 8: Line 30-33, the written English should be amended.  
6. Page 10: Line 36, the description of ‘sensitivity analysis’ should be 
amended according to the Cochrane Handbook for systematic 
reviews.  
7. Page 11: Line 4, the written English should be modified.  
Line 8-11, whether those increased high quality RCTs related to 
acupuncture for BPH or acupuncture treatment or TCM should be 
described clearly.  
Line 15, the result of the systematic review might be negative or 
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unclear. So the word 'efficacious' might be deleted.  
8. Page 15: Line 4, this table is a PRISMA checklist of systematic 
review. The boxes under 'Reported on page #' should be filled with 
page number. If the checklist appears in the final published version, 
it is better to complete the content of page according to the 
manuscript.  
9. Page 16: Line 30, this box should be empty as the manuscript is a 
protocol if this table appears in the publication.  
 
As I am not a native English speaker, the comments on written 
English are only for reference.  

 

REVIEWER Jillian Capodice 
Mount Sinai Health System, New York, NY 

REVIEW RETURNED 28-Jan-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Your paper addresses an important need regarding performing a 
systematic review of acupuncture for BPH however there are a 
number of challenges including grammar, unclear statistical methods 
and the tables that do not really correlate to the study you would like 
to perform. In addition, while I feel the results of the study might be 
valuable, I do not think that a paper describing the methodology of 
performing a systematic review in this case would be of tremendous 
benefit to the reader.  
Your attention and diligence overall is noted. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Response to reviewer’s comments (Linpeng Wang)  

1 Page 2: ethics information was not addressed in abstract.  

I have added ethnic content in it.  

 

2 Page 4: Line 45, comma should be deleted.  

It was done.  

 

3 Page 5: Line 3, the sentence could be deleted as it is not related to how the intervention might work.  

I prefer to keep this sentence because a lot of diseases were not included in the two lists above 

including BPH. A brief introduction of treatment spectrum of acupuncture will be helpful to readers 

who know little about acupuncture.  

 

Line 7-13, the written English should be revised.This job has been done by editing company.  

Line 14-20, the result of the research was negative. I wonder whether the reference could explain the 

mechanism of acupuncture for BPH? I suggest the author to cite some more reference to explain how 

the intervention might work  

So far, research intended to explain the mechanism of acupuncture for BPH is limited, especially 

outside China. The one I cited in my manuscript is the only one I got. True, a negative result is not 

good for mechanism explanation. Though there was reasons for this negative result, such as the 

small sample size (N = 30) which may cause a Type II error, and an irregular acupuncture course 

which was quite different from normal ones in China, I do admit that this study is not proper to be a 

evidence here. So I deleted it.  

 

Line 34-37, the written English might be revised.  

This job has been done by editing company.  
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4 Page 6: Line 9, I suggest the author to use a complete sentence here. Is there any exclusion 

criteria?  

I have revised this part and added exclusion criteria.  

Line 15-22, please revise the written English. Did the interventions described here refer to treatment 

group, as the next paragraph described the controlled interventions?  

It was done.  

Line 43, I think there should be a word 'the' before the word 'change'.  

This job has been done by editing company.  

Line 58, I think there should be a word 'the' before the word 'change'.  

This job has been done by editing company.  

5 Page 8: Line 30-33, the written English should be amended.  

This job has been done by editing company.  

6 Page 10: Line 36, the description of ‘sensitivity analysis’ should be amended according to the 

Cochrane Handbook for systematic reviews.  

It has been revised according to the Cochrane Handbook.  

 

7 Page 11: Line 4, the written English should be modified.  

This job has been done by editing company.  

Line 8-11, whether those increased high quality RCTs related to acupuncture for BPH or acupuncture 

treatment or TCM should be described clearly.It was done.  

 

Line 15, the result of the systematic review might be negative or unclear. So the word 'efficacious' 

might be deleted.It was done.  

8 Page 15: Line 4, this table is a PRISMA checklist of systematic review. The boxes under 'Reported 

on page #' should be filled with page number. If the checklist appears in the final published version, it 

is better to complete the content of page according to the manuscript.It was done.  

 

9 Page 16: Line 30, this box should be empty as the manuscript is a protocol if this table appears in 

the publication.It was done.  

 

Response to reviewer’s comments (Jillian Capodice)  

Your paper addresses an important need regarding performing a systematic review of acupuncture for 

BPH however there are a number of challenges including grammar, unclear statistical methods and 

the tables that do not really correlate to the study you would like to perform. In addition, while I feel 

the results of the study might be valuable, I do not think that a paper describing the methodology of 

performing a systematic review in this case would be of tremendous benefit to the reader.  

Your attention and diligence overall is noted.  

We have done something concerning the challenges that reviewer mentioned.  

1 Grammar: This we have asked help from a professional editing company with English native 

speakers.  

2 Unclear statistical methods:  

3 Tables that do not really correlate to the study you would like to perform: The only table in this 

review is a PRISMA checklist. Now we have put a PRISMA-P checklist in the manuscript according to 

editorial comments. We believe this table correlates to our review very well.  

4 I do not think that a paper describing the methodology of performing a systematic review in this 

case would be of tremendous benefit to the reader. Contents below were cited from instructions for 

authors section of BMJ-Open:”Publishing study protocols enables researchers and funding bodies to 

stay up to date in their fields by providing exposure to research activity that may not otherwise be 

widely publicised. This can help prevent unnecessary duplication of work and will hopefully enable 

collaboration. Publishing protocols in full also makes available more information than is currently 

required by trial registries and increases transparency, making it easier for others (editors, reviewers 
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and readers) to see and understand any deviations from the protocol that occur during the conduct of 

the study”. I believe all these make this manuscript feasible to be published in BMJ_open. 
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