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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Jon Glasby 
University of Birmingham 

REVIEW RETURNED 15-Oct-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a well written paper from a detailed national study. It's really 
a decision for the editors rather than peer reviewers, but I'm afraid I 
wondered if there was enough substance (and enough new material 
above and beyond the detailed national reports) to warrant a 
separate publication like this? On p.11, there is an 
acknowledgement that this might be "somewhat esoteric and of little 
general interest". I suspect this is over-stating it (and there's a 
plausible attempt to counter such accusations) - but ultimately I 
wasn't convinced there was enough original substance to justify 
acceptance. 

 

REVIEWER Prof Rodger Charlton 
Primary Care Education Unit  
University of Nottingham 

REVIEW RETURNED 28-Oct-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS subheading  
STRENGHTS AND LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY  
- There is a spelling error here  
 
Should response rates be in the results section?  
eg “This paper reports upon phases one and two of an ongoing 
research programme, exploring the development and functions of 
CCGs in England. Phase one (January 2011-September 2012) 
included two online surveys (response rates 104/253=41% and 
118/209=56%), …… “  
 
In the method could we say how the sites were chosen and so how 
representative they are of CCGs in England? This is a limitation of 
the study that is not mentioned but I am sure can easily be 
explained. It was not entirely clear to me.  
 
The method needs to state how the data was analysed and so the 
free text comments arrived at. eg what qualitative research method 
was employed?  
 
“There is as yet little published evidence about CCGs and their 
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development.”  
This is correct and makes it an important paper and this paper is 
very informative of the subject and very relevant to current General 
practice and important to the generalist medical audience of the BMJ 
and in particular to any hospital specialists who may read it.  
 
I would recommend publication of this paper subject to the 
clarifications of the method as detailed above.  
 
I have written an editorial on the subject in 2014 which is not cited 
and may be of help;  
Charlton, R. GP commissioning: the first year. Clinical Medicine 
2014 Vol 14, No 3: 221–2. 

 

REVIEWER Chris Naylor 
The King's Fund, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 30-Oct-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a high-quality piece of research on an important topic, and I 
would commend it for publication. I have a few suggestions for the 
authors to consider.  
 
I would be interested to see more on the roles that GPs played 
within the CCGs studied. For example, on p7 the authors say their 
study "explored what exactly GPs were doing in CCGs to 
understand their roles and the 'added value' that they bring". It would 
be interesting to know more about what the research found in 
relation to this - the text that follows does not address it directly.  
 
In the same section ('developing complexity') the authors touch upon 
a number of themes in quick succession. The text moves from the 
concept of 'added value' to governing body composition, then to the 
background of people in leadership roles, and then to the role played 
by governing bodies. While these issues are related, more could be 
done here to draw a clearer narrative thread.  
 
In places the authors refer to the lack of clarity regarding the internal 
functioning of CCGs, e.g. p8 - "the remit of these groups were 
difficult to understand". This left me asking whether, in the authors' 
view, the remit of these groups is unclear even to those involved in 
them, or is it just hard to understand these things from the outside?  
 
In discussing the variability between CCGs, the authors might like to 
consider whether different CCGs are doing essentially the same job 
in similar ways, but through diverse bureaucratic structures, or does 
the structural complexity reflect genuinely different approaches to 
commissioning?  
 
I would be interested to see slightly more discussion of the issue of 
longer-term viability that the authors mention on p9.  
 
The research found that governing body size is not related to CCG 
population size. Did the research team ask people in their study 
sites to explain why their governing body is the size it is? What else 
might account for the difference, if not population size?  
 
On p11 the authors say that there was a lack of clarity over the 
circumstances under which CCG members can remove or sanction 
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their leaders. Would this not be documented in the constitution for 
each CCG?  
 
On p12 the authors state that the role of the membership will be of 
interest in relation to the move towards 7 day services. The 
relevance of this was not immediately clear to me - could more be 
said on this?  
 
In the discussion section, it would be interesting for the authors to 
reflect on how current policy directions could lead to even greater 
diversity in commissioning arrangements in different parts of the 
country.  
 
Figure 3 was missing from the version I downloaded. 

 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

1. Reviewer 1 questioned the importance of the topic being addressed. We feel that the changes we 

have made in response to reviews have strengthened our argument. In addition, we have added 

some sentences to the discussion which underline this and draw on additional new research 

published since the paper was originally submitted.  

 

2. You asked us to consider revising the title and clearly state some limitations in the “strengths and 

limitations”. We have revised the title as suggested and added some limitations, specifically 

addressed the question of generalisability of the results.  

 

3. Reviewer 2 asked if response rates should be in the results section. We feel that that is appropriate 

in this case.  

 

4. Reviewer 2 asked for more details about site selection and analysis. These have been added in the 

revised text.  

 

5. Reviewer 3 asked for more details about the roles adopted by GPs, more discussion of the issue of 

long-term viability, and governing body size in relation to CCG population size. We have addressed 

these in the text.  

 

6. Reviewer 3 asked to draw a clearer narrative thread in the ‘developing complexity’ section. We 

have addressed this by strengthening the discussion of GP roles, and linking this more clearly to the 

subsequent paragraphs.  

 

7. Reviewer 3 brought up an interesting issue about the variability between CCGs and different 

approaches to commissioning. We have addressed this in the discussion.  

 

8. Reviewer 3 asked for more clarity on the role of the membership in relation to the move towards 7 

day services (p.12 in previous version) and the circumstances under which CCG members can 

remove or sanction their leaders (p.11 in previous version). We have clarified these and increased the 

discussion of current and future NHS policy.  

 

9. Reviewer 3 highlighted that Figure 3 was missing. We checked the online submission and Figure 3 

was attached in the original submission. 

 

 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-2015-010199 on 7 January 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Rodger Charlton 
The University of Nottingham  
UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 08-Dec-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I have read the revised manuscript which has addressed and 
revised all the issues I raised and the paper reads well and I think is 
now ready for publication  
 
I hope that this information is of help to the editor 
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