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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Ian Harris  
UNSW Australia  

REVIEW RETURNED 15-Nov-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This manuscript reports the results of a priority setting project in the 
field of shoulder surgery. This type of work is important and the 
results of such programs should be published and disseminated 
widely. The process should be transparent, but I found this report to 
lack detail regarding the process. Although the process to a point 
was described, there was, for example, no description of the 
decision making process that reduced the final 49 questions down to 
25 and then down to 10. What guidance was provided? What criteria 
or weighting was used to prioritise at this stage? I feel that to be 
transparent, this process needs to be provided and the exclusions 
justified.  
Specific points:  
1. Remove “Were” after “Participants:” in the abstract  
2. Spell out abbreviation on first use (PSP)  
3. Justify exclusions from 49 questions to the final 10 by providing 
the criteria for exclusion  
4. Can the costs of this process be provided? This will be useful for 
others attempting this process.  
5. Can references supporting/justifying this process be provided?  

 

REVIEWER Philip M Ahrens  
Royal Free London NHS Foundation Trust  
London, UK  

REVIEW RETURNED 18-Nov-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The first musculoskeletal application of this methodology appears to 
show that patients want answers to broadly the same questions as 
the health professionals.  

 

REVIEWER Kenneth Rankin  
Newcastle University  
United Kingdom 

REVIEW RETURNED 04-Jan-2016 
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GENERAL COMMENTS This is an important contribution to orthopaedic shoulder surgery as 
seen from the patient perspective. The manuscript is well written and 
easy to follow. The only area that was unclear was who the 
academic clinician was on the steering group- was this the senior 
author (JR) or another clinician? If this could be clarified then I would 
recommend acceptance for publication.  

 

REVIEWER Ofer Levy  
Reading Shoulder Unit, Royal Berkshire Hospital, Reading, 
Berkshire, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 29-Jan-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This paper present the topics that were selected by analysis of the 
different stakeholders (Surgeons, GPs, Physiotherapists and 
patients) as the topics deserving priority for research.   

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1:  

1. We have removed 'Were' from then abstract  

2. The first use of PSP is spelt out in full  

3. We have expanded the methods section to highlight the methods used for interim prioritisation. (i.e. 

49 down to 25 questions)  

4. We have added our costs for this PSP to the discussion section as a guide.  

5. We have added the reference to the James Lind Alliance guidebook which details the entire 

accepted process.  

 

Reviewer 2:  

We are grateful for the positive review.  

 

Reviewer 3:  

We are grateful to the positive review and have clarified in the text who had the academic role on the 

steering group (AR).  

 

Reviewer 4:  

We are grateful for the positive review 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Ian Harris  
UNSW Australia  

REVIEW RETURNED 19-Feb-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have addressed the comments adequately  

 

REVIEWER Ofer Levy  
Reading Shoulder Unit, Royal Berkshire Hospital, Reading UK  

REVIEW RETURNED 21-Feb-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This paper present the topics that were selected by analysis of the 
different stakeholders (Surgeons, GPs, Physiotherapists and 
patients) as the topics deserving priority for research.  
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