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VERSION 1 - REVIEW  

REVIEWER Renzo R. Guinto, MD 
Universal Health Care Study Group, University of the Philippines 
Manila 

REVIEW RETURNED 13-Jan-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The discussion part discussed more the pros and cons of 
participatory action research in addressing the research question, 
and I feel that there should be more discussion about the 
implications of the research findings (such as G/TIs "making sense" 
to migrants and implementers as well as their willingness to be 
involved in implementation) on policy and practice. Otherwise, the 
discussion becomes disjointed from the rest of the paper, and has 
no practical application.  

 

REVIEWER Emina Hadziabdic 
Department of Health and Caring Sciences,  
Linnaeusuniversity, Sweden. 

REVIEW RETURNED 22-Jan-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you very much for asking me to review this interesting paper 
exploring whether the available G/Tis make sense to migrants and 
other key stakeholders and whether they could collectively choose 
G/TIs and engage in their implementation in primary healthcare 
settings. The topic is indeed important, however, I have few 
comments concerning the paper:  
 
Introduction:  
- the research question is defined but it is not be easy to find in 
introduction section  
- please, move the sentence on page 4, lines 30-42 to the method 
section  
 
Methods:  
- the paper lacks information about the data collection. The authors 
described that data collection was by focus group interviews. 
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However, it was no description concerning the composition and 
dynamics of each focus group, with a discussion of how the group 
discussions may have varied  
- Table 2 makes me confused according to the how many 
participants was included in the study. When I count according to 
how many men and women included in the study, I get numbers 
Austria 15, England 9, Greece 16, Ireland 11 and Netherlands 27 
and when I count composition of the stakeholders group, I get 
numbers Austria 20 , England 10, Greece 17, Ireland 16 and 
Netherlands 28. Please, identify how many participants participated 
in the study and composition of each focus group.  
- The authors did not describe interviews approach in countries that 
do not have English as official language. In which language was 
interviews carried out and who had translated the interviews? How 
translations from three languages have affected both data collection 
and analysis?  
-The description of data analysis lacks description about steps taken 
during the analysis process. Please, identify codes and subthemes 
arisen from inductive respective deductive thematic analysis.  
-it was no description about the rigor of the analysis process  
 
Discussion  
- references to the previous findings lacks on page 22, lines 34-36  
- more details about the chosen method strengths and limitations 
needs to be better acknowledged e.g. it was no mention concerning 
how it was to work cross different countries, it was no description 
about the rigor of the process of translation and cultural/linguistic 
adaptation to ensure correct and accurate translation  
- The authors mentions in the abstract on page 2, line 20 and on 
page 3 line35 and in the discussion section on page on page 25, line 
20 that it was a qualitative case study approach but in the 
introduction on page 4, lines 36-43 methods on page 6, lines 42-59, 
in the discussion on page 24, line 45 and in the conclusion on page 
25, lines 47-58 that it was qualitative participatory approach. Thus, it 
makes me confused what the study approach was.  
 
Conclusion  
-The suggestions for implications for practice should be described in 
the conclusion section. 

 

REVIEWER Kevin Pottie 
UOttawa, Canada 

REVIEW RETURNED 24-Jan-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Impressive piece of international work, but it needs editing to make 
the results more robust and readable  

 

REVIEWER Abi Merriel 
University of Birmingham  
United Kingdom 

REVIEW RETURNED 29-Feb-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript, I enjoyed 
reading the paper and as a clinician, although not in primary care, 
know how tricky these situations can be. I think that it’s an 
interesting topic which is very relevant and it is well written. I do 

 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-2015-010822 on 22 July 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


hope it will be published with a few extra bits of information to make 
things even clearer to the reader.  
 
I have some suggestions which you may like to use to revise the 
paper.  
 
page 4 Line 30: you talk about the guidelines not being evidence 
based or relevant etc. I wonder if it would be useful to talk here 
about them also being difficult to implement which is also likely to be 
the case.  
 
Page 4: line 36. I think that you could make a stronger case for why 
the PAR has the unique ability to unite stakeholders and mould the 
way forward. I personally feel that it’s a bit more than just getting buy 
in – but really jointly setting the agenda.  
 
RESTORE: Is this the whole of the RESTORE or a subsection of it? 
It would be useful for this to be made clearer at some point in the 
text – preferably the introduction.  
 
This leads onto the queries I have regarding sampling and 
recruitment – how were the ‘conveniently selected’ organisations 
actually selected – the general criteria are clear - but in this case the 
interactions between the convenience, purposeful and snow ball 
sampling are not clear to me I’m afraid – it would be useful to see a 
little clarification on this.  
 
In terms of NPT – it would be nice to hear more of a justification as 
to why you are not addressing the other parts – as it seems that you 
did do some planning and committing?  
 
In terms of the focus groups – it would be useful to me to understand 
more about your procedures. I’d like to understand more about how 
many researches attended, and what their roles were within the 
group. In terms of the researchers it would also be useful to 
understand a little more about the backgrounds of the researchers – 
doctors/nurses/social scientists/migrants – as this will alter their 
perspective. Did they know any of the participants first?  
 
How often the focus groups met (for example were people asked 
back to repeated groups - as I think they were from reading between 
the lines), where they met and for how long. I don’t think I’m 
particularly clear either on what the endpoint of the sessions was 
e.g. could it have been a group that decided to continue meeting to 
realise their goal of implementing a guideline?  
 
Later on page 10 - you also go on to discuss the transcripts. But how 
these were formed and the role for example of a note 
taker/transcribers/video/audio is not discussed. It would be useful to 
add this in somewhere. How were the transcripts coded – by one 
person or more?  
 
Page 8 line 36, you point us to table 3. This table doesn’t seem to 
me to serve the purpose you describe. I felt instead it was just a list 
of the issues the groups chose to work on. I felt at this stage it would 
have been nice to see a table of all the options presented to the 
teams for their consideration.  
This is perhaps more like what table 2 is – although I’m not 
particularly clear about that. The other thing is that it feels somewhat 
odd to me that table 3 is the first one presented.  
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In terms of table 2, I think the table would look better and be more 
reader friendly if you used codes e.g. IRL to decrease the space 
required by the columns and then increased the space for the 
names of the guidelines – I personally feel I’d then get to appreciate 
the array of guidelines more easily.  
 
You discuss commentary charts on page 9 line 5 and refer to a 
figure. I really do feel that you could do with more explaining 
alongside the figure with a little caption as I’m not clear what the 
numbers on the chart mean.  
 
You also talk about using the commentary charts to update people 
who were missing from the discussions. It would be interesting to put 
in a sentence about how you may have felt this effected the dynamic 
of the group and the subsequent group discussions – especially if 
there are different stakeholders involved - I’m not that clear as to 
whether there was any overlap.  
 
In terms of the direct ranking discussed on page 9 – I think that you 
could add a sentence to clarify what you mean by this exactly ? is it 
related to the numbers in the figures?  
 
Page 10 line 47 – you discuss the standardised headings. I’m not 
clear exactly what these are – or where they originated from. It could 
be that they are the elements of NPT?  
 
The theoretical saturation paragraph does not sit that well with me 
I’d suggest revising it a little. I’m not clear how an priori decision of 
the process could have ensured theoretical saturation. It may well be 
that you did get to a point where no new ideas were generated in the 
process – and this is a little more akin to saturation.  
 
In terms of the results – sorting out my confusion with the 
relationship to RESTORE – would be helpful here. It would also be 
useful to know here (rather than just in the checklist at the end) that 
all those you approached agreed to participate - ‘finally recruited’ 
makes it sound like a challenge.  
 
Pg 16 line 35 and 50 you have R/IRL25a and R/IRL 1b – I’m 
guessing that these are respondent numbers – but I can’t find 
anything relating to them? I think that they just add confusion. Same 
on pg  
 
18 line 9 and pg 19 line 7-8.  
 
In terms of table 3 – I am not sure what the ‘code’ column adds I 
would suggest deleting. I would also find it extremely interesting to 
have another column to see what the essence of each of these 
interventions is e.g. e learning etc. The Austrian part of the table 
starts to do this in the AIM box – which is different from how you’ve 
used the aim box in the rest of the table.  
 
This is related to my point that on page 21 you discuss the irish 
guideline – but I can’t from the information presented see why it is 
the one that requires the most capacity. (Also having the guideline 
number doesn’t really add value to the sentence on line 26)  
 
Page 22, line 24 you talk about practitioner and public organising 
themselves – I wonder if it is more for the practitioners to engage 
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with the public? I think its hard for them to organise themselves – 
who are the ‘public’ to organise.  
 
Pg 24, line 5 – you discuss small scale organisations but this is the 
first time you’ve said that this was targeted at small organisations. I 
think that getting the RESTORE link clear will help this.  
 
Table 4: I found it hard to read as the words weren’t all on the A4 
page – may be worth checking that this reads well in the final copy.  
 
COREQ checklist: would be useful to ensure all the points (most I 
think I’ve actually mentioned in my review) are included within the 
text of the manuscript.  
 
Line 35 on pg 9: you need to put a ‘to’ inbetween ‘it the’  
 
Pg 24 line 17 – you’ve got ‘this’ twice. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1 
    
Renzo R. Guinto, MD 
Universal Health Care Study Group, University of the Philippines Manila 
 
Please leave your comments for the authors below 
 
1. The discussion part discussed more the pros and cons of participatory action research in 
addressing the research question, and I feel that there should be more discussion about the 
implications of the research findings (such as G/TIs "making sense" to migrants and 
implementers as well as their willingness to be involved in implementation) on policy and 
practice. Otherwise, the discussion becomes disjointed from the rest of the paper, and has no 
practical application. 
 
Thank you for your comment and we enriched the discussion section of the revised manuscript with 
issues of implications of the research findings (Page 25, lines 11-18, lines 23-24, Page 26, lines 3-8).  
 
Reviewer: 2 
 
    
Emina Hadziabdic 
Department of Health and Caring Sciences, Linnaeus university, Sweden. 
 
Please leave your comments for the authors below 
Dear Editor of BMJ Open, 
 
Thank you very much for asking me to review this interesting paper exploring whether the 
available G/Tis make sense to migrants and other key stakeholders and whether they could 
collectively choose  G/TIs and engage in their implementation in primary healthcare settings. 
The topic is indeed important, however, I have few comments concerning the paper: 
 
Introduction:     
1. the research question is defined but it is not be easy to find in introduction section 
 
Thank you for your comment and it has been revised to read as follows in the introduction section 
(Page 6, lines 3-6). “In this paper our research question is if  migrants and other key stakeholders 
make sense of the available G/TIs and can they choose one and engage with its implementation in 
their local primary care setting?”  
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2. please, move the sentence on page 4, lines 30-42 to the method section  
 
Thank you for your helpful comment, we agree that it was not best placed in the introduction section 
and we have deleted it. The methods section  (Page 8, lines 24-27, page 9, lines 1-4) expands on this 
further.  
 
 
Methods: 
3. the paper lacks information about the data collection. The authors described that data 
collection was by focus group interviews. However, it was no description concerning the 
composition and dynamics of each focus group, with a discussion of how the group 
discussions may have varied 
 

Many thanks for your comments. Please refer to the procedures section in the methods where more 

information has been added on Page 8, lines 10-26 and starting on page 9 and on Page 14, lines 21-

24 regarding the group composition and dynamics.  

‘’In terms of the composition of individual focus groups, the repeat engagement of stakeholders was 

generally good and the PLA Commentary Charts worked well to keep stakeholders informed of 

developments and without disrupting the dynamics of the groups.’’ (Page 14, lines 21-24)  

 
 
4. Table 2 makes me confused according to the how many participants was included in the 
study. When I count according to how many men and women included in the study, I get 
numbers Austria 15, England 9, Greece 16, Ireland 11 and Netherlands 27 and when I count 
composition of the stakeholders group, I get numbers Austria 20 , England  10, Greece 17, 
Ireland 16 and Netherlands 28. Please, identify how many participants participated in the study 
and composition of each focus group. 
 
Thank you for this comment and Table 2 has been corrected. In addition a description of the 
composition of the focus groups has been added on Page 14, lines 21-24.  
 
5. The authors did not describe interviews approach in countries that do not have English as 
official language. In which language was interviews carried out and who had translated the 
interviews? How translations from three languages have affected both data collection and 
analysis? 
 
Thank you for your helpful comment. An explanation and further clarification has been added on Page 
8, lines 24-26 as well as on Page 12, lines 12-18.  
“All PLA style focus groups were conducted in the native language of the country involved.” (Page 8, 
lines 24-26).  

“For this, teams collectively mapped the emergent findings from the thematic analysis onto the four 
NPT constructs; where data were generated in languages other than English, the Dutch, Austrian and 
Greek teams translated material into English for the narrative report. The translation was conducted 
by one researcher and checked by a second researcher in these teams for consistency. A 
comparative analysis of these English language reports was led by the NPT leads (AMacF, COD, FM 
and CD) in close consultation with all consortium members.” (Page 12, lines 12-18).  
 
 
6. The description of data analysis lacks description about steps taken during the analysis 
process. Please, identify codes and subthemes arisen from inductive respective deductive 
thematic analysis. 
 
Thank you for your helpful comment and we have included more detailed information within the Data 
Analysis section for the steps included in the data analysis (Page 11, lines 9-15).  
 
7. it was no description about the rigor of the analysis process 
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Many thanks for your comment and we have included a few lines regarding the rigour of the analysis 

process on Page 12, lines 22-27. “In terms of rigour, throughout each stage of our analysis we 

critically assessed if there were any gaps in the data versus the apriori themes. We also critically 

analysed whether the other two NPT constructs (Collective Action and Reflexive Monitoring) were 

discussed or not and whether any important issues were identified that fell outside the apriori themes. 

This was particularly important for our NPT analysis as we wanted to assess its utility across 

international settings.”  

 
Discussion 
8. references to the previous findings lacks on page 22, lines 34-36 
 
Thank you for your helpful comment and we have included four additional references in the 
‘comparison with previous literature’ section on pages 24 and 25.  
 
9. more details about the chosen method strengths and limitations needs to be better 
acknowledged e.g. it was no mention concerning how it was to work cross different 
countries,  it was no description about the rigor of the process of translation and 
cultural/linguistic adaptation to ensure correct and accurate translation 
 
Thank you for this comment. More information regarding the strength of this study has been added in 
the Discussion section (Page 26, lines 13-17). In addition, information about the process of translation 
and adaptation has been added on Page 12, lines 13-17. More specifically in regards to your query 
about translation; the translations into English were undertaken by researchers who did not have 
English as their first language, and there were no procedures for back translation, which could be 
considered as a technical limitation. 
 
‘’For this, teams collectively mapped the emergent findings from the thematic analysis onto the four 
NPT constructs; where data were generated in languages other than English, the Dutch, Austrian and 
Greek teams translated material into English for the narrative report. The translation was conducted 
by one researcher and checked by a second researcher in these teams for consistency. A 
comparative analysis of these English language reports was led by the NPT leads (AMacF, COD, FM 
and CD) in close consultation with all consortium members. This analysis was also conducted 
following the principles of a deductive framework analysis using a set of NPT sensitising questions for 
Coherence and Cognitive participation.’’ (Page 12, lines 12-21) 
 
 
10. The authors mentions in the abstract on page 2, line 20 and on page 3 line 35 and in the 
discussion section on page 25, line 20 that it was a qualitative case study approach but in the 
introduction on page 4, lines 36-43 methods on page 6, lines 42-59, in the discussion on page 
24, line 45 and in the conclusion on page 25, lines 47-58 that it was qualitative participatory 
approach.  Thus, it makes me confused what the study approach was. 
 
Thank you for your comment and for consistency reasons we utilised the term qualitative case study 
and corrected it throughout the text.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
 
11. The suggestions for implications for practice should be described in the conclusion 
section. 
 
Thank you for this comment and we re-read this carefully and decided that if we remove this section it 
will disrupt the flow of the paper and preferred to leave it as is.  
 
 
Reviewer: 3 
 
Kevin Pottie 
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UOttawa, Canada 
 
Please leave your comments for the authors below 
1. Impressive piece of international work, but it needs editing to make the results more robust 
and readable 
 
Thank you for your positive comments and feedback. We have re-worked the majority of the 
manuscript and the results are more robust and readable.  
 
 
Reviewer: 4 
 
Abi Merriel 
University of Birmingham, United Kingdom 
 
Please leave your comments for the authors below 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript, I enjoyed reading the paper and as a 
clinician, although not in primary care, know how tricky these situations can be. I think that it’s 
an interesting topic which is very relevant and it is well written. I do hope it will be published 
with a few extra bits of information to make things even clearer to the reader. 
 
I have some suggestions which you may like to use to revise the paper. 
 
1. page 4 Line 30: you talk about the guidelines not being evidence based or relevant etc. I 
wonder if it would be useful to talk here about them also being difficult to implement which is 
also likely to be the case. 
 
Thank you for your comment and we feel that this covered in the text below (page 4, lines 12-14). 
"Most importantly, physicians seem to be concerned that guidelines are not evidence-based,  not 
relevant to their patient population,  or too complex, and consequently they simply do not agree with 
the guideline recommendations.

7-11
" 

 
2. Page 4: line 36. I think that you could make a stronger case for why the PAR has the unique 
ability to unite stakeholders and mould the way forward. I personally feel that it’s a bit more 
than just getting buy in – but really jointly setting the agenda. 
 

Thank you for this very helpful suggestion and we have edited a few lines on PLA having the capibility 

to unite stakeholders (page 4, lines 17-21) at the start of the Procedures section in Methods.‘’To 

address some of these concerns, participatory approaches to guideline generation are recommended 

to unite diverse stakeholders to jointly set the agenda for practice improvement and to ensure the 

suitability of intervention design and the validity of guidelines for implementation in specific contexts 

as well as increase the likelihood of ‘buy in’ to drive their implementation forward in practice settings
13- 

15
’’ 

 
 
3. RESTORE: Is this the whole of the RESTORE or a subsection of it? It would be useful for 
this to be made clearer at some point in the text – preferably the introduction. 
 
Thank you for your helpful comment, we have clarified this in the Introduction section (page 5, lines 
24-27, Page 6, lines 1.). "The first two constructs relating to conceptualisation (Coherence/sense 
making) and engagement (Cognitive participation/engagement) are the focus of this paper, as we are 
discussing one stage of fieldwork from the whole of the RESTORE project and are the primary focus 
of this paper." 
 
4. This leads onto the queries I have regarding sampling and recruitment – how were the 
‘conveniently selected’ organisations actually selected – the general criteria are clear  - but  in 
this case the interactions between the convenience, purposeful and snow ball sampling are 
not clear to me I’m afraid – it would be useful to see a little clarification on this. 
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Thank you for your comment. We have added a reference to our sampling strategy De Brun 2015, a 
recent RESTORE publication to reduce word count in our text and we added detailed information to 
clarify the snowball sampling technique in the Sampling and recruitment paragraph (Page 7, lines18-
26).  
 
 
5. In terms of NPT – it would be nice to hear more of a justification as to why you are not 
addressing the other parts – as it seems that you did do some planning and committing? 
 
Thank you for your comment and we have clarified the reason why we are only using two constructs 
in the introduction section as we are only discussing one stage from the RESTORE fieldwork as each 
stage of fieldwork has its own objectives. For this reason, each stage/phase is separately presented 
in publications (Page 5, lines 24-27, Page 6, lines 1). "The first two constructs relating to 
conceptualisation (Coherence/sense making) and engagement (Cognitive participation/engagement) 
are the focus of this paper, as we are discussing one stage of fieldwork from the whole of the 
RESTORE project and are the primary focus of this paper." 
 
6. In terms of the focus groups – it would be useful to me to understand more about your 
procedures. I’d like to understand more about how many researches attended, and what their 
roles were within the group. In terms of the researchers it would also be useful to understand 
a little more about the backgrounds of the researchers – doctors/nurses/social 
scientists/migrants – as this will alter their perspective. Did they know any of the participants 
first? 
 
Thank you for this comment. We have included additional information about the researchers’ 
backgrounds and their relationship with the stakeholders (Page 8, lines 10-17). 
 
"In each setting data were generated using PLA style focus groups (ie focus groups which were 
designed to encourage the appropriate dynamics for a PLA brokered dialogue between stakeholders, 
in particular fostering an atmosphere of equality and equity, ensuring all participants were fully 
involved in data generation). These were facilitated by RESTORE researchers who had been  
extensively trained in NPT and PLA. The researchers, both males and females had different 
backgrounds, such as social work, sociology, anthropology, public health and general practice. In 
some cases the researchers knew the stakeholders because of working together on previous 
research projects." 
 
7. How often the focus groups met (for example were people asked back to repeated groups  - 
as I think they were from reading between the lines), where they met and for how long. I don’t 
think I’m particularly clear either on what the endpoint of the sessions was e.g. could it have 
been a group that decided to continue meeting to realise their goal of implementing a 
guideline? 
 
Thank you for this crucial comment. We clarified where the focus group sessions were held in the 
participants profile paragraph within the results section, how long they met for and the dynamic of the 
group in the first paragraph of the results section (Page 14, lines 21-24, page 15, 2-5).   
 
"In terms of the composition of individual focus groups, the repeat engagement of stakeholders was 
generally good and the PLA Commentary Charts worked well to keep stakeholders informed of 
developments and without disrupting the dynamics of the groups. We conducted a total of 28 PLA 
focus group sessions with an average of 5.6 sessions held in each field site (e.g. at the health centre 
or University campus) from September 2012 to May 2013 (Austria 4, England 7, Ireland 5, Greece 6, 
Netherlands 6) with an average time of 40 minutes per session."  
 
In addition, information has been clarified about the endpoint of the sessions in each setting on Page 
21, lines 3-5.  ‘’Furthermore, the endpoint in each setting was that the majority of stakeholders in each 
setting confirmed that they wished to remain involved in RESTORE and drive the implementation of 
their selected G/TI forward."   
 
Additionally, information further clarification of the composition of the focus groups has been added on 
Page 14, lines 21-24 in the methods section.  
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8. Later on page 10  - you also go on to discuss the transcripts. But how these were formed 
and the role for example of a note taker/transcribers/video/audio is not discussed. It would be 
useful to add this in somewhere.  How were the transcripts coded – by one person or more? 
 
Thank you for this helpful comment, we have added further information requested about the process 
throughout the data analysis section (Page 12, lines 11-21). ‘’Finally, each team prepared a detailed 
narrative report using standardized headings based on NPT's constructs to facilitate cross-country 
analysis. For this, teams collectively mapped the emergent findings from the thematic analysis onto 
the four NPT constructs; where data were generated in languages other than English, the Dutch, 
Austrian and Greek teams translated material into English for the narrative report. The translation was 
conducted by one researcher and checked by a second researcher in these teams for consistency. A 
comparative analysis of these English language reports was led by the NPT leads (AMacF, COD, FM 
and CD) in close consultation with all consortium members. This analysis was also conducted 
following the principles of a deductive framework analysis using a set of NPT sensitising questions for 
Coherence and Cognitive participation.’’ 
 
 
9. Page 8 line 36, you point us to table 3.  This table doesn’t seem to me to serve the purpose 
you describe. I felt instead it was just a list of the issues the groups chose to work on. I felt at 
this stage it would have been nice to see a table of all the options presented to the teams for 
their consideration. This is perhaps more like what table 2 is – although I’m not particularly 
clear about that. The other thing is that it feels somewhat odd to me that table 3 is the first one 
presented. 
 
Table 3 serves the purpose to present the G/TI that were chosen in each setting from the direct 
ranking process. This is written within the text (page 20, lines 14-16)."The result was the democratic 
selection of one G/TI for each setting which was accepted by each group as a collective decision (see 
Table 3)"  
 
If we present all the G/TI options that were given to each country setting in a table, it will be very 
lengthy, as each country setting had their each distinct set of G/TIs. In addition, a separate publication 
presenting all the G/TIs has been published (de Brún T et al, Fam Pract 2015).  
 
Thank you for addressing that Table 3 appears first; this was a mistake and has been fixed in the final 
submission.  
 
10. In terms of table 2, I think the table would look better and be more reader friendly if you 
used codes e.g. IRL to decrease the space required by the columns and then increased the 
space for the names of the guidelines – I personally feel I’d then get to appreciate the array of 
guidelines more easily. 
 
Many thanks for this helpful comment and he have amended Table 2 (page 16).  
 
 
11. You discuss commentary charts on page 9 line 5 and refer to a figure. I really do feel that 
you could do with more explaining alongside the figure with a little caption as I’m not clear 
what the numbers on the chart mean. 
 
Thank you for your helpful comment and we have explained what the numbers indicate in Figure 2 
when the Figure is mentioned (Page 10, lines 16-18). "The numbers on the Direct Ranking chart 
represent the number of votes each stakeholder placed on each G/TI." 
 
12. You also talk about using the commentary charts to update people who were missing from 
the discussions. It would be interesting to put in a sentence about how you may have felt this 
effected the dynamic of the group and the subsequent group discussions – especially if there 
are different stakeholders involved  - I’m not that clear as to whether there was any overlap. 
 
Thank you for this remark. We have further clarified it at two points in the methods and results section 
in the text.  
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‘’This was important because, while the ideal would be to have the same composition of stakeholders 
present at every PLA style focus group, we anticipated that this would be difficult to achieve in 
practice. The Commentary Charts were designed as a useful method to keep stakeholders informed 
about the on-going dialogue in their group’’ (Page 9, lines 26, Page 10, lines 1-4).  
 
‘’In terms of the composition of individual focus groups, the repeat engagement of stakeholders was 
generally good and the PLA Commentary Charts worked well to keep stakeholders informed of 
developments and without disrupting the dynamics of the groups’’  (Page 14, lines 21-24). 
 
13. In terms of the direct ranking discussed on page 9 – I think that you could add a sentence 
to clarify what you mean by this exactly ? is it related to the numbers in the figures? 
 
Thank you for your comment, we have added a sentence explaining what the numbers represent.  
(page 10, lines 16-18). ‘’The numbers on the Direct Ranking chart represent the number of votes each 
stakeholder placed on each G/TI.’’ 
 
14. Page 10 line 47 – you discuss the standardised headings. I’m not clear exactly what these 
are – or where they originated from. It could be that they are the elements of NPT? 
 
Thank you for pointing this out and yes these are headings based on the NPT constructs. We have 
clarified it in the sentence (Page 12, lines 11-12). "Finally, each team prepared a detailed narrative 
report using standardized headings based on NPT's constructs to facilitate cross-country analysis." 
 
15. The theoretical saturation paragraph does not sit that well with me I’d suggest revising it a 
little. I’m not clear how an priori decision of the process could have ensured theoretical 
saturation. It may well be that you did get to a point where no new ideas were generated in the 
process – and this is a little more akin to saturation. 
 

Thank you for your helpful input and the theoretical saturation paragraph has been amended (Page 

14, lines 2-7)  ‘’Theoretical saturation was considered by examining the points at which no new ideas 

were being generated. This was determined by (i) stakeholders’ agreement that they had completed 

their discussions that were being recorded on the PLA “commentary charts” and the “direct ranking” 

process (ii) the resolution of arising queries from stakeholders about the G / TIs they examined and 

(iii) the researchers’ agreement that the NPT review was complete and that all data had been 

accounted for.’’    

 
16. In terms of the results – sorting out my confusion with the relationship to RESTORE – 
would be helpful here. It would also be useful to know here (rather than just in the checklist at 
the end) that all those you approached agreed to participate - ‘finally recruited’ makes it sound 
like a challenge. 
 
Thank you for your comment and we have clarified this in the text that this paper reports on a stage of 
fieldwork from the whole RESTORE project. In addition we have corrected the choice of words for 
recruitment. "From this, 78 stakeholders agreed to participate (Austria 15, England 9, Greece 16, 
Ireland 11, Netherlands 27) and were involved in the stage of fieldwork reported in this paper." (Page 
14, lines 17-19). 
 
17. Pg 16 line 35 and 50 you have R/IRL25a and R/IRL 1b – I’m guessing that these are 
respondent numbers – but I can’t find anything relating to them? I think that they just add 
confusion. Same on pg 18 line 9 and pg 19 line 7-8. 
 
Thank you for your helpful input. The codes, e.g. (R/IRL25a) correspond to Table 3. Each one 
represents a code for each G/TI. We have removed the codes throughout to eliminate any confusion.  
 
18. In terms of table 3 – I am not sure what the ‘code’ column adds I would suggest deleting. I 
would also find it extremely interesting to have another column to see what the essence of 
each of these interventions is e.g. e learning etc. The Austrian part of the table starts to do this 
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in the AIM box – which is different from how you’ve used the aim box in the rest of the table. 
 
Thank you for your helpful comment in regards to Table 3. As mentioned above, the codes relate to 
the title of the G/TI. In regards to the aim column, this information is already presented as Column 4, 
"Aim of G/TI."   
 
19. This is related to my point that on page 21 you discuss the irish guideline – but I can’t from 
the information presented see why it is the one that requires the most capacity. (Also having 
the guideline number doesn’t really add value to the sentence on line 26) 
 
Thank you for this helpful comment, we have deleted the guideline number from page 21 and have 
added more information on why the Irish guideline was seen to require a lot of capacity (Page 18, 
lines 1-4). "There were however cases, when stakeholders could not differentiate the way of working 
proposed in the G/TI from current ways of working such as in Austria and particularly for  the Irish 
guideline for best practice which recommends the use of formal trained interpreter" 
 
20. Page 22, line 24 you talk about practitioner and public organising themselves – I wonder if 
it is more for the practitioners to engage with the public? I think its hard for them to organise 
themselves – who are the ‘public’ to organise. 
 
Thank you for this comment and we have added more information on Page 23, lines 6-8.  
‘’The current study provides valuable practical tools and methodologies that can be used in other 
studies to facilitate the partnership approaches between diverse stakeholders to work together to 
achieve their goals, implementing change for practice improvement.’’ 
 
21. Pg 24, line 5 – you discuss small scale organisations but this is the first time you’ve said 
that this was targeted at small organisations. I think that getting the RESTORE link clear will 
help this. 
 
We have corrected this sentence, thank you for addressing this and it is now uniform throughout the 
text.  
 
22. Table 4: I found it hard to read as the words weren’t all on the A4 page – may be worth 
checking that this reads well in the final copy. 
 
Thank you this formatting error and it will be corrected in the submitted version.  
 
23. COREQ checklist: would be useful to ensure all the points (most I think I’ve actually 
mentioned in my review) are included within the text of the manuscript. 
 
Thank you for this kind reminder and we have checked the COREQ checklist again and updated it for 
the submitted version.  
 
24. Line 35 on pg 9: you need to put a ‘to’ inbetween ‘it the’ 
 
Thank you this was corrected.  
 
25. Pg 24 line 17 – you’ve got ‘this’ twice. 
 
Thank you we have removed the extra "this." 
 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Kevin Pottie 
University of Ottawa, Canada 
 
I develop evidence based clinical guidelines for migrant populations 
in North America, Europe and Australia. 
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REVIEW RETURNED 23-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I would appreciated a detailed numbered response for each reviewer 
comment, and would encourage this next time. But I am happy to 
see many of the changes I suggested now incorporated in the 
manuscript and the writing has also improved. Well done.   

 

REVIEWER Abi Merriel 
University of Birmingham,  
UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 29-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for addressing all my points so clearly. 
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