
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) Measurement properties of patient-reported outcome measures 
(PROMs) used in adult patients with chronic kidney disease: a 
systematic review protocol 

AUTHORS Aiyegbusi, Olalekan; Kyte, Derek; Cockwell, Paul; Marshall, Tom; 
Keeley, Thomas; Gheorghe, Adrian; Calvert, Melanie 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Jennifer E. Flythe 
University of North Carolina Kidney Center  
Chapel Hill, NC, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 11-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Aiyegbusi et al. present a methods protocol for a systematic review 
of patient-reported outcome measures used among individuals with 
chronic kidney disease. The review is timely given the increased 
focus on patient-reported outcomes and desire to incorporate such 
outcomes into clinical trials as well as into standard assessments of 
care quality. The proposed methods are strong, searches extensive, 
and use of standardized checklists such as COSMIN and PRISMA 
strengthens the proposal. A few clarifications would enhance the 
manuscript:  
 
1. Will the review include PROMs used in dialysis patients or is the 
review restricted to pre-dialysis chronic kidney disease patients? If 
both populations will be used, independent assessment of the 
psychometric properties of the measures in these distinct 
populations may be helpful.  
 
2. The methods would be strengthened by having 2 reviewers 
independently screen all titles and abstracts.  
 
3. If there is a discrepancy in reviewer assessments of the abstracts- 
how will this be handled? A preferred approach may be to screen 
the full text article "in" if identified as eligible by either reviewer. This 
approach would lead to fewer "missed" full text articles.  
 
4. Will 3 investigators independently review all full text articles? This 
should be clarified.  
 
5. Further explanation of the rating of items as excellent, good, fair, 
and poor is needed. There is lack of consensus regarding quality 
thresholds for many of the psychometric properties. There are few 
accepted standards for rating because some properties require 
subjective assessment. Defined standards should be cited. If this is 
not possible, an alternative approach would be to report the 
presence or absence of testing for each psychometric property 
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rather than trying to rate the quality of each property.  

 

REVIEWER Flora Tzelepis 
University of Newcastle, Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 17-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This protocol paper describes the methods that will be used for a 
systematic review that examines the psychometric properties of 
PROMs used in patients with chronic kidney disease.  
 
1) Page 6, paragraph 1: The authors indicate that two previous 
systematic reviews have investigated the measurement properties of 
PROMs in chronic kidney disease however both of these studies 
had eligibility criteria which may have excluded potentially relevant 
studies. What were these eligibility criteria and why do the authors 
believe that this may have resulted in the exclusion of relevant 
studies?  
2) Given the existing systematic reviews on this topic, more focus on 
what is unique about the proposed review would be helpful.  
3) After the criterion validity definition (page 11) could the authors 
add some examples of what would be the „gold standard‟ for the 
constructs the PROMs are measuring and how this gold standard is 
measured?  
4) Page 12: In the sentence, “Data from selected studies will be 
extracted independently by the reviewers….” could specify that there 
will be „two‟ reviewers. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1 – Dr Jennifer Flythe  

 

1. Will the review include PROMs used in dialysis patients or is the review restricted to pre-dialysis 

chronic kidney disease patients? If both populations will be used, independent assessment of the 

psychometric properties of the measures in these distinct populations may be helpful.  

 

Response: We thank the reviewer for this comment. The review will include studies that assess the 

measurement properties of PROMs in patients at any stage of CKD. (Page 6, paragraph 4)  

The inclusion criteria have been clarified to show that 'all' CKD populations will be evaluated.(Page 8)  

"Where appropriate the results will be presented in separate sections/tables for instruments assessed 

in pre-dialysis, dialysis and kidney transplant patients". (Page 13, paragraph 1)  

 

2. The methods would be strengthened by having 2 reviewers independently screen all titles and 

abstracts.  

 

Response: We agree and indeed this is the case - now clarified the manuscript. "All titles and 

abstracts will be screened by two independent reviewers (OLA and TK/AG)". (Page 9, paragraph 1)  

 

3. If there is a discrepancy in reviewer assessments of the abstracts- how will this be handled? A 

preferred approach may be to screen the full text article "in" if identified as eligible by either reviewer. 

This approach would lead to fewer "missed" full text articles.  

 

Response: We agree with the reviewer's comment. The eligibility criteria were made as specific as 

possible to minimize the incidence of discrepancy in reviewer assessments. "Abstracts that do not 
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provide the reviewers with enough information to make a decision will be taken forward for full text 

screening thus minimizing the risk of missing potentially eligible articles". There is also the provision to 

consult a third reviewer if two reviewers were unable to reach a consensus. (Page 9, paragraph 3)  

 

 

4. Will 3 investigators independently review all full text articles? This should be clarified.  

 

Response: We agree with the comment. This section has been clarified.  

"Full text papers will be reviewed by two independent investigators (OLA and TK/AG)". (Page 9, 

paragraph 1)  

 

5. Further explanation of the rating of items as excellent, good, fair, and poor is needed. There is lack 

of consensus regarding quality thresholds for many of the psychometric properties. There are few 

accepted standards for rating because some properties require subjective assessment. Defined 

standards should be cited. If this is not possible, an alternative approach would be to report the 

presence or absence of testing for each psychometric property rather than trying to rate the quality of 

each property.  

 

Response: We thank the reviewer for this comment. Further explanations of the COSMIN 4-point 

rating scale that will be used to evaluate the methodological quality of the included papers and the 

criteria that will be used for the data synthesis have been provided in the manuscript. (Page 10, 

paragraphs 2 - 4 and page 14, paragraphs 1 -3 respectively)  

 

Reviewer: 2 – Dr Flora Tzelepis  

 

1) Page 6, paragraph 1: The authors indicate that two previous systematic reviews have investigated 

the measurement properties of PROMs in chronic kidney disease however both of these studies had 

eligibility criteria which may have excluded potentially relevant studies. What were these eligibility 

criteria and why do the authors believe that this may have resulted in the exclusion of relevant 

studies?  

 

Response: We agree with the reviewer and have provided more information about the eligibility 

criteria used by the two previous reviews. (Page 6, paragraphs 1 & 2)  

 

2) Given the existing systematic reviews on this topic, more focus on what is unique about the 

proposed review would be helpful.  

 

Response: We thank the reviewer for this comment. "The previous reviews have included language 

restrictions or have been limited to appraisal of utility-based PROMs. The current study has no such 

restrictions and therefore will represent the most comprehensive review of the literature to-date". 

(Pages 3, 6, 10, 14)  

 

3) After the criterion validity definition (page 11) could the authors add some examples of what would 

be the „gold standard‟ for the constructs the PROMs are measuring and how this gold standard is 

measured?  

 

Response: We thank the reviewer for this comment. "The consensus by the COSMIN panel was that 

no 'gold standard' exists for PROMs. The exception being the comparison of a shortened measure to 

the original longer version, in which case, the original version can be regarded as a 'gold standard'". 

(Page 11, paragraph 5)  

 

4) Page 12: In the sentence, “Data from selected studies will be extracted independently by the 
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reviewers….” could specify that there will be „two‟ reviewers.  

 

Response: We thank the reviewer for this comment and the sentence has been amended as 

suggested. (Page 13, line 1). 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Jennifer Flythe 
UNC Kidney Center 

REVIEW RETURNED 10-Aug-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors adequately addressed my questions and comments.  

 

REVIEWER Flora Tzelepis 
University of Newcastle, Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 05-Sep-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have addressed my previous comments. I recommend 
that this manuscript is accepted for publication.  
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