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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Stella Vig 
Croydon University Hospital, London Road, Croydon 

REVIEW RETURNED 18-Feb-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Overall very well written and addresses a key concern. Minor 
typographical errors which need addressing. Utilises a key cohort 
and a reasonable response rate. Adds to the current body of 
literature and limitations are discussed with honesty.   

 

REVIEWER Graeme Campbell 
Bendigo Health  
Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 02-Mar-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This paper outlines the results of a survey of members of the 
Association of Surgeons in Primary Care. This group appears to 
represent GPs with a special interest (GPwSI) in surgery. The 
survey achieves an impressive 96% completion. A surprisingly high 
percentage of members appear to have undergone considerable 
surgical training.  
 
The results show an impressive volume of minor surgery is 
performed by these doctors, the commonest procedures being 
vasectomy, excision of skin and subcutaneous lesions and surgery 
for ingrown toenail. There is no data on the results of the surgery, or 
on patient satisfaction. A very small cohort of responders perform 
more involved procedures, with only one respondent performing 
hernia repair.  
 
The study focuses on training, concluding both that the training for 
GPs could be improved, and also that surgical trainees could benefit 
from training in minor surgery in a community setting. Both 
conclusions seem logical, but are not backed by evidence or 
experience.  
 
The study is a useful addition to what is fairly limited published 
information. It would be even more interesting for a similar survey be 
performed of a large cohort of GPs, to gain a clearer understanding 
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of how commonly such procedures are performed by average GPs 
who do not identify a special interest.  
 
In Australia we expect that most GPs will perform simple excisions, 
and perhaps selected other procedures, although data is scant. 
There is a debate about the need for isolated GPs to perform larger 
procedures requiring in hospital treatment under general 
anaesthesia. This paper does not contribute to that debate.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer #1  

To address your comments in turn:  

 

1/ It would be valuable to have a table stating the characteristics of the sample – age, gender, years 

of practice etc. (Fig 1 is not a substitute.)  

 

We agree that this would be an interesting addition, but unfortunately this data was not collected, so 

cannot be included.  

 

2/ Please include the more permanent affiliations of the researchers at time of conducting the 

research  

 

These have been added onto the manuscript.  

 

3/ The title and abstract should make clear what country the paper refers to  

 

The ‘United Kingdom’ has been made prominent in both the Title and the Abstract.  

 

4/ The abstract only includes percentages' absolute numbers should be included, including the 

response rate  

 

Absolute numbers have been included, as has reference to response rate.  

 

5/ The first two bullets in the S & L section aren't methodological strengths. 'contemporaneous' is a 

difficult word to use as when someone reads the paper in two years time it will no longer be true (and 

arguably isn't now as the data are from 2013)  

 

The word contemporaneous has been removed from the first S&L point:  

 

• This article represents a novel UK-wide cross-sectional study investigating surgical training within 

the community.  

 

The Second Point has been removed and replaced with a comment highlighting high response rate:  

 

• The combined paper and online survey format, combined with a CPD point incentive has resulted in 

a very high response rate, improving the reliability of the results.  

 

 

Reviewer #2  

 

You highlight some very important points raised within our manuscript, namely:  
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1) That training for GPs and surgical trainees in the UK can be improved  

2) That measures are required to identify the true prevalence of community surgery  

3) To highlight the existence of GPs performing procedures in secondary care settings. As you state, 

as none of the respondents perform the latter, our manuscript cannot attempt to add to this 

discussion.  

 

Looking to survey the GP population as a whole is one of the ultimate goals of future work, and 

hopefully in time we will be able to present such a dataset. In the mean time we agree as you state 

that this manuscript is ‘a useful addition to what is fairly limited published information ‘.  

 

Importantly, we cannot link our data to outcome (whatever the ideal outcome measure is - another 

debate in itself), and we have addressed this point in the manuscript by addition of the sentence into 

the second paragraph of page 12:  

 

‘Ideally, the level of surgical training should be correlated to clinical outcome, however this is fraught 

with its own difficulties. The current paper serves as an initial discussion, hopefully leading to further 

studies.’  

 

The point you make about service provision in Australia is interesting, but not immediately relevant to 

the aims of this manuscript. As such, it has not been commented upon. 
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