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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 
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ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Impact of fixed implant-supported prostheses in edentulous patients: 
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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Gaia Pellegrini, DDS, PhD 
Dept. of Biomedical, Surgical and Dental Sciences, Università degli 
Studi di Milano, Milan, Italy 

REVIEW RETURNED 18-Jul-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This manuscript reports the protocol for a systematic review of 
literature on the impact of fixed implant supported prostheses on oral 
health related quality of life and patient satisfaction. The topic 
addressed in this study is interesting and the research deserves to 
be concluded. However a paper reporting the only method of a 
systematic review does not bring anything new. To publish this 
paper, results and discussion should be reported. 

 

REVIEWER Frauke Müller 
University of Geneva  
Division of Gerodontology and Removable Prosthodontics  
19, rue Barthélemy-Menn  
1205 Geneva  
Switzerland 

REVIEW RETURNED 07-Aug-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Please add the results of your review to the paper. Publishing a 
protocol only makes sense for a clinical trial which runs over a long 
period of time. The results of a systematic review can be achieved 
with no observation period. Please also define a clear PICO 
question, and most importantly define the outcome measures. "Oral 
Health" is a too wide term for a systematic review. You would end up 
with several ten-thousands of papers, and no clinically relevant 
conclusion. 

 

REVIEWER NIKOLAOS PANDIS 
UNIVERSITY OF BERN, SWITZERLAND 

REVIEW RETURNED 22-Sep-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Perhaps authors can discuss strategies to assess publication bias  
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VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

“This manuscript reports the protocol for a systematic review of literature on the impact of fixed 

implant supported prostheses on oral health related quality of life and patient satisfaction. The topic 

addressed in this study is interesting and the research deserves to be concluded. However a paper 

reporting the only method of a systematic review does not bring anything new. To publish this paper, 

results and discussion should be reported.”  

 

Reply: Thank you very much for your positive comments regarding the potential interest in our review 

question. We have not made any change regarding the publication of results and discussion since we 

understand they apply for a systematic review and not to for protocol. We would be happy to 

reconsider if this is not the case.  

 

Reviewer: 2  

“Please add the results of your review to the paper. Publishing a protocol only makes sense for a 

clinical trial which runs over a long period of time. The results of a systematic review can be achieved 

with no observation period. Please also define a clear PICO question, and most importantly define the 

outcome measures. "Oral Health" is a too wide term for a systematic review. You would end up with 

several ten-thousands of papers, and no clinically relevant conclusion.”  

 

Reply: Thank you very much for your comments. They provide an interesting point of view regarding 

the usefulness of publishing protocols for systematic reviews. We recognize this is a matter of debate, 

but we strongly believe there are compelling reasons to do so.  

 

Regarding the clarity of our PICO question, we believe it is defined according a PICO framework in 

the methods section, as it is typically presented in both protocol and published systematic reviews:  

We have copied the pertinent text of our protocol here for clarity.  

Types of participants  

We will include studies examining healthy edentulous patients or with stabilized conditions.  

Type of interventions  

The interventions of interest are full-arched fixed prosthesis and hybrid prosthesis. We will not restrict 

by type and number of implants or attachment system.  

Type of comparisons  

Comparisons of interest are conventional prosthesis and implant-supported or implant-retained 

overdentures.  

Types of outcomes  

• Primary outcomes:  

- Patient satisfaction  

- Quality of life  

• Secondary outcomes:  

- Clinician’s appraisals for treatment success  

- Cost  

- Technical complications  

 

 

Regarding the comment on ‘Oral Health’ being too broad as a topic: we are not aware of using it in 

any section of the review. However, we have tried to clarify the focus of the review question by 

rewording ‘objectives’ section.  

 

Reviewer: 3  
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“Perhaps authors can discuss strategies to assess publication bias”.  

 

Reply: We are really sorry for missing this issue before submitting and we are very grateful to the 

reviewer for flagging this important omission in our protocol. We have incorporated the corresponding 

section with strategies to assess publication bias. 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Gaia Pellegrini, DDS, PhD 
Università degli studi di Milano, Italy 

REVIEW RETURNED 07-Nov-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Manuscript title:Impact of fixed implant-supported prostheses in 
edentulous patients: protocol for a systematic review.  
 
The impact of fixed implant supported prostheses on patient quality 
of life is a very important topic. Few studies analyzed the 
advantages full-fized implant supported rehabilitations on 
masticatory function and patients satisfaction compared to 
removable solutions. It would be interesting to have more 
information on this topic and the protocol proposed by the submitted 
manuscript is interesting. However a systematic review has been 
recently published (De Bruyn et al COIR 2015, Sep;26 Suppl 11:45-
56) and new informations from a further revision could be limited and 
not significant. I suggest to design a clinical study evaluating the 
patient reported outcomes more than a systematic review. 

 

REVIEWER Nikolaos Pandis 
University of Bern  
Switzerland 

REVIEW RETURNED 30-Oct-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I think the protocol is fine and acceptable if BMJopen accepts SR 
protocols.  
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