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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) A survey of community pharmacists’ perception of electronic 
cigarettes in London 

AUTHORS Marques Gomes, Ana; Nabhani-Gebara, Shereen; Kayyali, Reem; 
Buonocore, Federico; Calabrese, Gianpiero 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Dr Frances C. Sherratt 
University of Liverpool, UK. 

REVIEW RETURNED 20-Jul-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I felt that the paper was novel in that you explored pharmacists' 
perceptions regarding ecigs and you recruited a substantial number 
of pharmacists. However, I felt the paper could be substantially 
improved upon. I have listed potential recommendations below. In 
particular, te literature you included focuses on the efficacy of 
ecigarettes, whereas your article is focused on pharmacists attitudes 
and observed patient patters. I think you need to focus on this and 
draw on other relevant papers rather than extensively focusing on 
the efficacy literature - the current situation can be summarised in 
the Public Health England report last year. The research questions 
aren't stated, so it becomes a bit hazy what you're hoping to achieve 
rather than just explore views - I wondered what the future directions 
/recommendations are as didn't feel these were stated. The method 
is also lacking as only one paragraph and I had a number of 
enquiries (see below). I think you have some interesting data here 
though, so well done on ascertaining these views. I hope these 
further suggestions are helpful...  
 
Article summary - Limitation – not noted the small sample size  
Page 3 line 4 – comma after 8  
Page 3 line 15 – clarify EC abbreviation  
Page 3 line 22 + Not sure if all of this detail is required? This is 
almost a review of efficacy studies and your study is not exploring 
the efficacy but rather pharmacists’ perceptions regarding e-cigs, 
observed use, and it considers how they approach the issue with 
limited guidance and research on the long term effect of e-cigs. I 
therefore would suggest looking at how some other practitioner 
groups have approached this issues. Several studies have explored 
how smoking cessation advisers have approached the issue 
(Hiscock et al., 2014 and Beard et al., 2014), whilst one study has 
explored respiratory physicians views and observed use (Sherratt et 
al., 2016) – it may be useful to look at these papers to see how other 
health professionals have approached this challenge?  
Page 4 line 16 You say they have found themselves with a shortage 
of information and an ethical dilemma – is this a study finding? If not, 
then it is arguably a subjective opinion/ based on anecdote – if this is 
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a study finding, it may be better in discussion as would be an 
interesting result? No previous research into pharmacists 
experiences (that I can find) but you don't mention this - I would 
emphasise it as adds novelty.  
Page 4 line 27 – randomly selected how? Where was list of 
pharmacies generated? Wondered why five pharmacists who did 
pilot were excluded if their responses were valid? Method includes 
no detail of questions asked i.e. validated questionnaires, how many 
questions etc. If you created the questions, how were they 
developed? Were there any pharmacies with more than one 
pharmacist at the same pharmacy completing the questionnaire (this 
may effect results)? No details regarding consenting process (if 
applicable).  
Page 5 table – Why was East so much higher response rate? More 
populated?  
Page 6 line 5 – confusing sentence – maybe rephrase  
Page 8 line 20 – new paragraph  
Page 8 line 22 – rephrase “respondents to be not commonly …”  
Page 9 – correct paragraph spacing  
Page 9 line 35 – Are pharmacist and general pop results 
comparable – surely the pharmacist would be more knowledgeable?  
Don’t think you need to state percentages so much in discussion, 
should be covered in results.  
Page 9 line 52 – open ended responses detailed in discussion but 
didn’t see detail in results – should be other way around? How were 
open ended results analysed? Referring back to methods – how 
were statistical results analysed too? No analysis plan.  
Discussion failed to detail strengths and limitations of study. Also 
didn’t detail implications and specific future directions for research 
and practice – where do pharmacists go next? I also felt it was 
pertinent that majority of pharmacist stock ecigs despite the 
guidance you mention in intro stating that they are discouraged – 
this surely warrants further consideration but not really drawn upon. 
Why is the guidance not adhered to for example?  
The figures in figure 1 don’t add up – was there some missing data ? 
Some question responses total 101 responses, some 99 etc. Needs 
explanation. I also found figures 1 and 3 not very clear, suggest look 
at alternate ways of presenting data?  

 

REVIEWER Dr. Maguy El Hajj, PharmD, BCPS 
Clinical Pharmacy and Practice Section  
College of Pharmacy,  
Qatar University  
Doha Qatar 

REVIEW RETURNED 24-Jul-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you so much for giving me the opportunity to review this 
manuscript.  
Please find below my comments  
The keywords should include relevant words such as community 
pharmacists, perceptions or attitudes  
The authors are interchangeably using the word perception and 
views in the title and in the study abstract and manuscript. They 
should be consistent in their choice of words.  
Introduction:  
- Abbreviations should be defined such as EC  
- There are many sentences that are stated verbatim I suggest that 
some of them are paraphrased such as” while vaping may 
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not……….” And “‘found that there was no difference in the rate of 
quitting between smokers who used an e-cigarette and those who 
did not’.  
- I suggest you cite previous studies done in UK and elsewhere 
assessing the pharmacists’ views of e-cigarettes  
- Please include more data on the burden of tobacco use in London  
 
Methods:  
- The design of the study should be mentioned. Cross sectional?  
- It is not clear how the randomization was performed. Were 
pharmacists or pharmacies randomized?  
- What was the pre-estimated sample size? How many pharmacists 
participated from each pharmacy?  
- What was the objective of piloting? Did the survey questions 
change after the piloting?  
- How the survey was developed? Did the author test the validity and 
reliability of the survey?  
- I wonder why the authors used excel for data analysis and not SAS 
or SPSS  
- More information should be included about the survey development 
and survey questions  
- Did the authors include a participant consent form?  
Results:  
- How was the survey response rate calculated? What is the number 
of target population? What is the number or pharmacists or 
pharmacies in Greater London?  
- Tables should include n and % and should be stated at the end of 
the manuscript. N should be placed in the second column. The 
second column should be defined  
- How did the authors account for missing values? For example if we 
sum the percentage of males and females in the study we get 98% 
instead of 100%  
- It is not easy to understand Table 2 and the percentages don’t add 
up to 100%. Please can you revise this table.  
- I suggest to convert some of the figures for example Figure 2 to 
tables  
- I suggest that the wording in the results would be decreased. There 
is no need to repeat information presented in figures into text.  
- I suggest that the authors include some inferential statistics. For 
example are the pharmacist views the same if they sell e-cigarettes 
or no. Did the results change with pharmacists' years of practice?  
 
 
 
Discussion:  
- Limitations of the study should be added  
- Recommendations and plans of actions based on the study results 
should be added  
- Are the study results generalizable to all London? please clarify as 
the number of respondents is relatively low  
References:  
- References should be cited according to the BMJ style.  
- More references should be added  
 
Thanks and Good luck   
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VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1: 

-The literature you included focuses on the efficacy of e-cigarettes, whereas your article is focused on 

pharmacists attitudes and observed patient patters. I think you need to focus on this and draw on 

other relevant papers rather than extensively focusing on the efficacy literature - the current situation 

can be summarised in the Public Health England report last year.  

Response: There are 2 reports commissioned by Public Health England last year. One had been 

considered and included as reference number 1. The second had been quoted but not properly 

referenced. This has now been done with the addition of reference 9. While these contain little or no 

reference to Pharmacy, the comment has been acted upon by inclusion of a section focussing on the 

suggested points. 

-The research questions aren't stated, so it becomes a bit hazy what you're hoping to achieve rather 

than just explore views  

Response: Upon revision, the initial hypothesis has been added at the end of the introduction. 

-I wondered what the future directions /recommendations are as didn't feel these were stated.  

Response: Recommendations are now clearly stated at the end of the Conclusion section. 

-Article summary - Limitation – not noted the small sample size  

Response: this was amended, also in line with the Editor’s comment. 

-Page 3 line  4 – comma after 8  

Response: amended.  

-Page 3 line 15 – clarify EC abbreviation  

Response: clarified.   

-Page 3 line 22 + Not sure if all of this detail is required? This is almost a review of efficacy studies 

and your study is not exploring the efficacy but rather pharmacists’ perceptions regarding e-cigs, 

observed use, and it considers how they approach the issue with limited guidance and research on 

the long term effect of e-cigs. I therefore would suggest looking at how some other practitioner groups 

have approached this issues. Several studies have explored how smoking cessation advisers have 

approached the issue (Hiscock et al., 2014 and Beard et al., 2014), whilst one study has explored 

respiratory physicians views and observed use (Sherratt et al., 2016) – it may be useful to look at 

these papers to see how other health professionals have approached this challenge? 

Response: this was addressed with the addition of a section to the introduction covering the 

suggested aspects (at the same point as indicated above). 

-Page 4 line 16 You say they have found themselves with a shortage of information and an ethical 

dilemma – is this a study finding? If not, then it is arguably a subjective opinion/ based on anecdote – 

if this is a study finding, it may be better in discussion as would be an interesting result?  

Response: this sentence was rephrased and all subjective opinions removed. 

-No previous research into pharmacists experiences (that I can find) but you don't mention this - I 

would emphasise it as adds novelty. 

Response: this was emphasised in ‘strengths and limitations’. 

-Page 4 line 27 – randomly selected how? Where was list of pharmacies generated?  

Response: this was amended. 

-Wondered why five pharmacists who did pilot were excluded if their responses were valid? 

Response: this was clarified. 

-Method includes no detail of questions asked i.e. validated questionnaires, how many questions etc. 

If you created the questions, how were they developed? Were there any pharmacies with more than 

one pharmacist at the same pharmacy completing the questionnaire (this may effect results)? No 

details regarding consenting process (if applicable). 

Response: these were all clarified. 

-Page 5 table – Why was East so much higher response rate? More populated? 

Response: this was clarified. 

-Page 6 line 5 – confusing sentence – maybe rephrase  

Response: this was amended. 

 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-2016-013214 on 10 N

ovem
ber 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


-Page 8 line 20 – new paragraph  

Response: this was amended. 

-Page 8 line 22 – rephrase “respondents to be not commonly …”  

Response: this was amended. 

-Page 9 – correct paragraph spacing 

Response: this was amended. 

-Page 9 line 35 – Are pharmacist and general pop results comparable – surely the pharmacist would 

be more knowledgeable? 

Response: this was amended in the light of the literature added to the introduction. 

-Don’t think you need to state percentages so much in discussion, should be covered in results. 

Response: this was amended. 

-Page 9 line 52 – open ended responses detailed in discussion but didn’t see detail in results – should 

be other way around? How were open ended results analysed? Referring back to methods – how 

were statistical results analysed too? No analysis plan. 

Response: this has been clarified in Methods (data analysis). 

-Discussion failed to detail strengths and limitations of study.  

Response: These have been added to the conclusive part. 

-Also didn’t detail implications and specific future directions for research and practice – where do 

pharmacists go next?  

Response: These have been added to the conclusive part. 

-I also felt it was pertinent that majority of pharmacist stock ecigs despite the guidance you mention in 

intro stating that they are discouraged – this surely warrants further consideration but not really drawn 

upon.  Why is the guidance not adhered to for example?  

Response: A section was added to the beginning of discussions to address this. 

-The figures in figure 1 don’t add up – was there some missing data ? Some question responses total 

101 responses, some 99 etc. Needs explanation. I also found figures 1 and 3 not very clear, suggest 

look at alternate ways of presenting data? 

Response: The figures were revisited and Figure 1 converted to a Table. 

 

Reviewer 2: 

-The keywords should include relevant words such as community pharmacists, perceptions or 

attitudes  

Response: these were amended. 

The authors are interchangeably using the word perception and views in the title and in the study 

abstract and manuscript. They should be consistent in their choice of words.  

Response: this was amended. 

Introduction:  

- Abbreviations should be defined such as EC 

Response: this was amended.  

- There are many sentences  that are stated verbatim I suggest that some of them are 

paraphrased such as” while vaping may not……….”  And “‘found that there was no difference in the 

rate of quitting between smokers who used an e-cigarette and those who did not’.  

Response: this was addressed.  

- I suggest you cite previous studies done in UK and elsewhere assessing the pharmacists’ 

views of e-cigarettes  

Response: this is the first study assessing the perception of pharmacists in the UK. This has been 

clarified in the ‘strength and limitation’ section.  

- Please include more data on the burden of tobacco use in London 

Response: the lack of connection/comparison with tobacco smoking is intentional. The authors 

believe this information would not be relevant as it is out of the scope of the work. 

Methods: 

-      The design of the study should be mentioned. Cross sectional?  
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Response: this was clarified.  

- It is not clear how the randomization was performed. Were pharmacists or pharmacies 

randomized?  

Response: this was clarified.   

- What was the pre-estimated sample size? How many pharmacists participated from each 

pharmacy?  

Response: this was clarified.   

- What was the objective of piloting? Did the survey questions change after the piloting?  

Response: this was clarified.   

- How the survey was developed? Did the author test the validity and reliability of the survey?  

Response: this was clarified.   

- I wonder why the authors used excel for data analysis and not SAS or SPSS  

Response: this was a matter of preference.  

- More information should be included about the survey development and survey questions  

Response: this was added.  

- Did the authors include a participant consent form?  

Response: this was added.  

Results:  

- How was the survey response rate calculated? What is the number of target population? 

Response: this is stated under Results (response rate).  

- Tables should include n and % and should be stated at the end of the manuscript. N should 

be placed in the second column. The second column should be defined  

Response: this was done.  

- How did the authors account for missing values? For example if we sum the percentage of 

males and females in the study we get 98% instead of 100%  

Response: this was revised.  

- It is not easy to understand Table 2 and the percentages don’t add up to 100%. Please can 

you revise this table.   

Response: this was revised.   

- I suggest to convert some of the figures for example Figure 2 to tables 

Response: Figure 1 was converted to table.   

- I suggest that the wording in the results would be decreased. There is no need to repeat 

information presented in figures into text.  

Response: this was revised.   

- I suggest that the authors include some inferential statistics. For example are the pharmacist 

views the same if they sell e-cigarettes or no. Did the results change with pharmacists' years of 

practice?  

Response: this was added to Results (response rate and demographics).   

Discussion:  

- Limitations of the study should be added  

Response: this was added.    

- Recommendations and plans of actions based on the study results should be added  

Response: these were added to conclusion. 

-      Are the study results generalizable to all London? please clarify as the number of respondents is 

relatively low  

Response: despite the authors believe so, we have no proofs at this stage. 

References: 

- References should be cited according to the BMJ style.   

Response: these were revised.   
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A revised version of the manuscript has now been submitted according to instructions. Thank 

you for the careful attention this work has received and for the improvements your comments 

generated. 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Dr Frances Sherratt 
University of Liverpool UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 19-Aug-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Well done to the authors for making the recommended 
amendments. I feel that the current paper is looking a lot stronger. I 
have some remaining comments:  
 
- Abstract slips between % and “n” - perhaps stick to one or the 
other.  
- pg 3 line 18 helthcare typo  
- pg 7 line 52 Participants  
-pg 10 line 4 - 17 users out of? Line 14 - perceived Line 38 capability 
might be inappropriate conclusion - perhaps “potential”?  
I would also query that the other reviewer suggested the use of 
inferential statistics i.e. exploring whether views differentiate across 
demographics for example. I believe the authors said they added 
these but I’ve not seen them. I think inferential statistics would be 
complex to include with the low sample size and the number of 
potential outcome measures, however, if you’re not to include them, 
perhaps suggest that this is a limitation and that a larger national 
survey could explore patterns more in-depth with a larger sample?  
 
Also, I can't see details of funding, as suggested in the peer review 
checklist (apologies if missed this).  

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1: 

- Abstract slips between % and “n” - perhaps stick to one or the other. 

Response: these were amended. 

 

- pg 3 line 18 helthcare typo 

Response: this was corrected. 

 

- pg 7 line 52 Participants 

Response: this was corrected. 

 

-pg 10 line 4 - 17 users out of? Line 14 - perceived Line 38 capability might be inappropriate 

conclusion - perhaps “potential”? 

Response: these were all amended. 

 

-I would also query that the other reviewer suggested the use of inferential statistics i.e. exploring 

whether views differentiate across demographics for example.  

Response: in the marked copy I have highlighted a section (under Results-Response rate and 

demographics) where this had been mentioned. 
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-Also, I can't see details of funding, as suggested in the peer review checklist (apologies if missed 

this). 

Response: this is included in the ‘Funding’ section at the end of the manuscript (before references). 

 

A revised version of the manuscript has now been submitted according to instructions. Thank 

you for the careful attention this work has received and for the improvements your comments 

generated. 

 

VERSION 3 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Frances Sherratt 
University of Liverpool England 

REVIEW RETURNED 19-Sep-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have done a great job amending the paper and it reads 
really well - well done.  
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