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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Fiona Stacey 
University of Newcastle, Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 03-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This paper reports the protocol for a quasi-experimental feasibility 
study of whether microgrants and a financial incentive can improve 
the PA behavior of groups of breast cancer survivors. The 
intervention described is novel.  
Abstract - can you please add a brief summary describing participant 
recruitment.  
Methods - Participants: can you please clarify if recruitment was 
extended to ALL women in the area, or to any female cancer 
survivor?  
Methods - Intervention: it's not clear how you will determine if groups 
are eligible to receive the financial incentive at 6 months. Can you 
please provide more information about how you will assess whether 
the group "meets their group goals"?  
Pg 12, line 32, delete "("  
Pg 13, line 7, put space between "at" and "baseline"  
Pg 13, line 19, put space between "sessions" and "["  
Methods - Process Evaluation and analysis: could you please 
provide specific information about how you will assess each of the 
RE-AIM dimensions? In particular, how will you assess adoption, 
implementation, and maintenance?  
Methods - Process Evaluation and analysis: will you be able to 
assess group drop-out? Have you considered an assessment of 
group cohesion or group dynamic? This may play an important role 
in participant drop-out or non-adherence.  
Methods - Process Evaluation and analysis: For the focus groups 
and semi-structured interviews, have you considered looking at 
whether there may be differences in participation for established 
groups vs those individuals that are assigned to an already 
established group?  
References - please check reference 34 (author details need fixing), 
52 (typo in title), and 57 (vol & issue are not included).   
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REVIEWER Noelia Galiano-Castillo, PhD 
University of Granada, Granada, Spain 

REVIEW RETURNED 13-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a meaningful and well-designed study protocol aiming to 
support a growing population, breast cancer survivors who have to 
face different adverse effects, through physical activity interventions 
using an innovative approach based on grant model (microgrants + 
financial incentive).  
 
In general, abbreviations should be defined at first mention and used 
consistently thereafter, because in other way it makes difficult 
reading the manuscript (all abbreviations should be revised; e.g. 
breast cancer, physical activity, BMI).  
 
 
My comments are as follows:  
 
Title  
*According to the “Instructions for authors”, title should include the 
specific study type (quasi-experimental design).  
 
Introduction  
*Authors should clarify that symptoms suffering breast cancer 
survivors may be attributed not only treatment but also disease itself. 
Both cancer and its treatments could be responsible for the variety 
of symptoms that breast cancer survivors suffer and this has to be 
reflected in the manuscript.  
 
Methods and analysis  
*This study supports physical activity initiatives from the “bottom-up”. 
Despite this, the groups were encouraged to contact research team. 
What was this advice? Do groups receive recommendations to tailor 
their interventions? Please, clarify this point in more detail.  
 
*Figure 1 is not available in the manuscript. I would have liked to see 
the flow summary of the progression of Project MOVE.  
 
*When will it be considered the end point post-intervention? Authors 
describe a pre-post design so they should define duration for each 
intervention.  
*I would like to know which protocol has been followed to use and 
analyze accelerometers (Actigraph GT3X). Please, add a citation 
about this.  
 
*According to quality of life, why has not it used to measure this 
variable a specific questionnaire such as EORTC QLQ-BR23 (breast 
cancer module)?  
 
 
 
I hope this revision will help to reinforce the paper 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

RESPONSE TO REVIEWERS 
 

Reviewer #1  
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Abstract - can you please add a brief summary 
describing participant recruitment. 

We have now added a line briefly outlining the 
recruitments strategies, please see page 2, lines 
53-55. 

Methods - Participants: can you please clarify if 
recruitment was extended to ALL women in the 
area, or to any female cancer survivor? 

Recruitment was specifically targeted at breast 
cancer survivors, however, due to recruitment 
challenges with obtaining groups with 100% 
survivors we did allow groups to include women 
who did not have a diagnosis of BC. Groups of 
women that did contact the project office were 
told that the group had to include at least 50% 
survivors in order to be eligible. This is further 
outlined on page 7, lines 157-166. 

Methods - Intervention: it's not clear how you will 
determine if groups are eligible to receive the 
financial incentive at 6 months. Can you please 
provide more information about how you will 
assess whether the group "meets their group 
goals"? 

We have provided further clarity about the group 
goals, please see page 11, lines 245-252. 

Pg 12, line 32, delete "(" “(“ has been deleted on page 12. 

Pg 13, line 7, put space between "at" and 
"baseline" 

A space has been added between “at” and 
“baseline” on page 13. 

Pg 13, line 19, put space between "sessions" and 
"[" 

A space has been added between “sessions” and 
“[“ on page 13. 

Methods - Process Evaluation and analysis: 
could you please provide specific information 
about how you will assess each of the RE-AIM 
dimensions? In particular, how will you assess 
adoption, implementation, and maintenance? 

We have now included a table outlining how each 
RE-AIM dimension will be assessed. Please see 
Table 2, page 17.  

Methods - Process Evaluation and analysis: will 
you be able to assess group drop-out? Have you 
considered an assessment of group cohesion or 
group dynamic? This may play an important role 
in participant drop-out or non-adherence. 

Given the real world nature of Project MOVE we 
did try to limit our contact with the groups, unless 
they contacted us for support or if we were 
reminding them about 6 month data collection, 
thus we did not formally assess group dropout. 
However, at the 6 month mark we did (phase 1 
participants currently undergoing 6 month follow-
up) ask group leaders about drop out and will 
continue to record it as we continue collecting 6 
month data.  
 
Also, we have not considered a measure of group 
cohesion for this particular study as this was not 
our main objective, however we will be assessing 
social support in order to gain preliminary 
information regarding social interactions within 
the group (page 15, lines 329-336). This is 
definitely something that we may consider in the 
future as it is anticipated that the next step of this 
research is to scale up the project. This will 
include a quasi-experimental or RCT study that is 
sufficiently powered, which would provide more 
accurate data concerning variables such as 
group cohesion. 

Methods - Process Evaluation and analysis: For 
the focus groups and semi-structured interviews, 
have you considered looking at whether there 
may be differences in participation for established 
groups vs those individuals that are assigned to 
an already established group? 

Yes this is of interest to us and we will include  
guiding questions about this in the focus group 
schedule. However, a robust evaluation of this 
will not be possible until we conduct a full-scale 
study.  

References - please check reference 34 (author 
details need fixing), 52 (typo in title), and 57 (vol 

Thank you for picking up on these. We have fixed 
references 34, 52 (which is now #54 due to refs 
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& issue are not included).   added), 57 (which is now #59 due to refs added) 
as requested. We have also gone through the 
reference list again in case of any errors. 

Reviewer #2  

In general, abbreviations should be defined at 
first mention and used consistently thereafter, 
because in other way it makes difficult reading 
the manuscript (all abbreviations should be 
revised; e.g. breast cancer, physical activity, 
BMI). 

We have reviewed the entire manuscript and 
made requested changes where necessary. We 
did decide to use the full words “physical activity” 
throughout rather than an abbreviation, this has 
been corrected throughout. We did use “BC” as 
an abbreviation for breast cancer, this has also 
been corrected throughout, except on page 8, 
line 175, where we list the tag words used for 
social media advertisements. 

Title 
*According to the “Instructions for authors”, title 
should include the specific study type (quasi-
experimental design). 

The study design (quasi-experimental) has now 
been included in the title. 

Introduction 
*Authors should clarify that symptoms suffering 
breast cancer survivors may be attributed not 
only treatment but also disease itself. Both 
cancer and its treatments could be responsible 
for the variety of symptoms that breast cancer 
survivors suffer and this has to be reflected in the 
manuscript. 

We have acknowledged that these symptoms 
may also be due to the disease itself. Please see 
page 4, line 84. 

Methods and analysis 
*This study supports physical activity initiatives 
from the “bottom-up”. Despite this, the groups 
were encouraged to contact research team. What 
was this advice? Do groups receive 
recommendations to tailor their interventions? 
Please, clarify this point in more detail. 

The advice given by the research team was 
solely around helping groups further develop their 
already determined initiative/program idea as well 
as assisting them with filling out the application 
form if they were experiencing difficulties or 
challenges with the application questions. We 
have now included a statement in the manuscript 
to clarify this. Please see page 10, lines 233-238.  

*Figure 1 is not available in the manuscript. I 
would have liked to see the flow summary of the 
progression of Project MOVE. 

We apologise for it not being available. We did 
upload it as a separate file (as per instructions) 
but not sure why it was not attached. We have 
made sure that this was uploaded again as a 
supplementary file. 

*When will it be considered the end point post-
intervention? Authors describe a pre-post design 
so they should define duration for each 
intervention. 

Given the ‘real world’ naturalistic approach to this 
innovative model we did not restrict the 
intervention to a particular time period. We 
allowed the groups to decide if their initiative 
would be ongoing or for a shorter period. This 
may also depend on how groups choose to use 
the funds, as some groups may choose to stretch 
these funds out over a longer period of time while 
others may choose to use them up within a set 
time period. This type of information will be 
gathered within the feasibility analysis. The 
groups, however, were informed (when they were 
awarded the microgrant) that they would be 
assessed at 6 and 12 months after baseline.  

*I would like to know which protocol has been 
followed to use and analyze accelerometers 
(Actigraph GT3X). Please, add a citation about 
this. 

We have now included references (#36, 37) 
supporting the protocol we will follow for use and 
analysis of the accelerometers. We did also 
notice that we did make an error in that we will be 
using 60 sec epoch, we have now corrected this 
as well, page 13. 

*According to quality of life, why has not it used to 
measure this variable a specific questionnaire 

Thank you for your comment. Our group did 
discuss this, however, we decided that given the 
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such as EORTC QLQ-BR23 (breast cancer 
module)? 

variability within our sample, specifically that 
many participants would be post systemic 
treatment, some would be still receiving 
treatment, some would be survivors for many 
years (10+ years) while others only a few years, 
we felt that a more general measure of quality of 
life (SF36) would be more appropriate for this 
particular sample. 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Fiona Stacey 
University of Newcastle, Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 15-Jul-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The manuscript has been improved by the author's revisions. The 
authors have responded adequately to the reviewer requests. There 
are a couple of very minor corrections to be made:  
Pg 3, line 71: please insert "be" to read "model can be re-created"  
Pg 14 - line 302: please change "30-second epoch" to "60-second 
epoch"  
Pg 18- line 393: please delete the additional space in "community-
based"   

 

REVIEWER Noelia Galiano-Castillo, PhD 
University of Granada (Spain) 

REVIEW RETURNED 19-Jul-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have carried out all revisions to my satisfaction. The 
response report has been clear. 
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