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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Daron Seukeran 
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James Cook University Hospital  
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REVIEW RETURNED 05-May-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This paper developed from a recognition, that there was significant 
uncertainty as to what questions were important to care 
professionals and individuals who suffered from acne.  
 
The use of Priority setting partnerships are well established. The 
paper emphasises that acne is one of the most prevalent diseases 
world wide but most widely used treatments have changed little in 
the last 30 years.  
 
Therefore key issues of importance to patients and clinicians remain 
to be addressed.  
 
The abstract is clear and well written.  
 
The objective is clearly defined.  
 
The Method defines 5 stages. It clearly explains how the data was 
collected and sorted.  
Decisions about why the survey was kept open longer and the 
reasons for using different methods of publicising the survey are 
explained.  
 
In order to generate a manageable short list for voting, questions 
were sorted into broad themes.  
Could there have been a bias in terms of what questions were left 
out?  
 
It is unfortunate that of 4,363 submissions only 2,288 people 
submitted a question. Why was this?  
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Could there have been any other way to increase the number of 
male respondents in the patient group, as it was significantly lower 
than the female respondents.  
 
The identification of what promotional activities have been most 
useful in obtaining responses will prove useful for future work.  
 
However, the objective was achieved in that the top ten uncertainties 
were identified and it took a significant amount of work as defined in 
the methods to achieve this.  
 
This paper is important as it will assist in guiding the development 
and funding of research into acne, which will be relevant to clinicians 
and their patients.  

 

REVIEWER Diane Thiboutot 
The Pennsylvania State University College of Medicine 

REVIEW RETURNED 18-May-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This project was a tremendous undertaking and was completed 
using rigorous methodology which is well-described. The description 
of the processes followed and the identtification of the top 10 
uncertainites will clearly be of benefit to the research community and 
will help to inform future research directions in acne, which represent 
one of the most common skin diseases. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

We were pleased to read that the reviewers were largely supportive of our study and are happy to 

make the revisions requested.  

 

We have uploaded a revised version of our manuscript. Changes (typed in red) were made in 

response to the three specific comments of reviewer 1:  

 

1. Could there have been a bias in terms of what questions were left out?  

 

2. It is unfortunate that of 4,363 submissions only 2,288 people submitted a question. Why was this?  

 

3. Could there have been any other way to increase the number of male respondents in the patient 

group, as it was significantly lower than the female respondents.  

 

In response to the first question about potential bias in identification of themes, extra text has been 

inserted on pages 12 and 14 of the results section. Minor amends to the existing text have also been 

made. We show that the 30 themes taken forward covered almost 90% of the submitted questions 

and were identified following a rigorous process of collation and counting. No changes have been 

made to the discussion.  

 

In response to the second question, we have inserted an extra sentence into the results section (page 

12) to show that patients who didn’t submit a question completed other parts of the survey form 

whereas professionals and researchers did not. We have also added a short paragraph to the 

discussion (page 22) suggesting why this might have occurred.  

 

In response to question 3, we have added a sentence to the discussion on page 25 in recognition that 
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we perhaps could have made greater efforts to motivate more men to participate. We have not 

laboured this point as low participation by males seems to be a general issue not specific to our PSP 

that may require primary research to understand the reasons behind it.  

 

The changes have been reviewed and agreed by the Steering Group. We hope the manuscript is now 

acceptable for publication. 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Daron Seukeran 
James Cook University Hospital  
Marton Road  
Middlesbrough  

REVIEW RETURNED 18-Jun-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have addressed my questions, and I am pleased to 
recommend this paper for publication as it will play an important role 
in assisting research into acne.  
It will help to identify the areas of priority and where funding may be 
best allocated.  

 

 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2015-008085 on 17 July 2015. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/

