
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

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) Influenza vaccination for healthcare workers in the UK: appraisal of 
systematic reviews and policy options 

AUTHORS Kliner, Merav; Keenan, Alex; Sinclair, David; Ghebrehewet, Sam; 
Garner, Paul 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Holly Seale 
University of New South Wales, Australia 
 
I have previously received funds for investigator driven research 
around the influenza vaccine and/or speaker fees from Bio-CSL, 
GSK and Sanofi Pasteur. 

REVIEW RETURNED 22-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This paper aimed to review the systematic reviews that have been 
undertaken to date which have focused on the evidence supporting 
healthcare worker vaccination. The outcomes are interesting and 
highlight the inconsistencies between the different published 
reviews. The paper is nicely written and I only have a couple of 
minor comments on it.  
 
Introduction  
1. I don't necessary agree with the following line: 'The reasons for 
this low uptake are unclear...' I think there have been numerous 
studies conducted both in the UK and overseas which have clearly 
documented the reasons for low uptake of the influenza vaccine 
amongst HCWs. I also think the references 5 and 6 are not the most 
appropriate papers to be cited. These studies review uptake of the 
pandemic vaccine which is a different situation to the normal annual 
influenza vaccine. Suggest you look at the systematic reviews which 
have been undertaken by Hollmeyer HG, Hayden F, Poland G, 
Buchholz U. Influenza vaccination of health care workers in 
hospitals--a review of studies on attitudes and predictors.Vaccine. 
2009 Jun 19;27(30):3935-44.  
 
Methods  
2. Can you please comment on the search terms used. They don't 
appear to be sufficiently inclusive to capture all of the types of 
papers. For example, the term 'healthcare worker' is often used 
outside of the US. Did you use the terms from the Cochrane review?  
 
3. Not sure why there is any need to include the patient involvement 
paragraph? It seems a little redundant. Am I assuming this is a 
requirement of the journal?  
 
Results  

 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-2016-012149 on 13 S

eptem
ber 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


4. It would be useful if the table be updated to include the 'Search 
period' for each systematic review rather then just 'Search end date'. 
This allows a better understanding of the overlap between the 
studies.  
 
Reference  
These need to be updated. At the moment they are not consistent 
and some of the links don't appear to work. 

 

REVIEWER Suzanne Hill 
WHO  
Switzerland 

REVIEW RETURNED 27-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a clearly described and competently performed assessment 
of existing systematic reviews on influenza vaccines, as well as an 
examination of their recommendations and possible reasons for 
discrepancies. My comments are mostly editorial in nature.  
1) I woudl find it useful to have the reasons for exclusion of reviews 
described more clearly in the text (and briefly in the abstract)and not 
just left in a table in the appendix 3  
2) the authors make the point that many of the reviews draw on the 
same data (trials) but reach different conclusions. I would find it 
useful to understand exactly the overlap in trials for each outcome - 
this is listed in the tables as references in the main body of the 
manuscript but could be described in the text - eg '6 reviews 
reporting impact of vaccinating HCWs, drawing on a total of x 
studies, y include in all reviews etc...'  
3) what are the funding sources for each of the reviews? is financial 
conflict of interest a potential reason for the discrepant 
recommendations?  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer #1  

1. This paper aimed to review the systematic reviews that have been undertaken to date which have 

focused on the evidence supporting healthcare worker vaccination. The outcomes are interesting and 

highlight the inconsistencies between the different published reviews. The paper is nicely written and I 

only have a couple of minor comments on it.  

- Thank you for this overview and helpful comments  

 

2. Introduction  

I don't necessary agree with the following line: 'The reasons for this low uptake are unclear...' I think 

there have been numerous studies conducted both in the UK and overseas which have clearly 

documented the reasons for low uptake of the influenza vaccine amongst HCWs. I also think the 

references 5 and 6 are not the most appropriate papers to be cited. These studies review uptake of 

the pandemic vaccine which is a different situation to the normal annual influenza vaccine. Suggest 

you look at the systematic reviews which have been undertaken by Hollmeyer HG, Hayden F, Poland 

G, Buchholz U. Influenza vaccination of health care workers in hospitals--a review of studies on 

attitudes and predictors. Vaccine. 2009 Jun 19; 27(30):3935-44  

- Many thanks for the suggested reference, and we have reviewed and updated that relevant 

sentence and cited the reference: Hollmeyer HG, Hayden F, Poland G, Buchholz U. Influenza 

vaccination of health care workers in hospitals--a review of studies on attitudes and predictors. 

Vaccine. 2009 Jun 19; 27(30):3935-44. This section has been altered without track changes but this is 
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the amended text:  

 

Despite this target, vaccination coverage among HCWs remains low, at 55% during the 2014/2015 

season, and 49.5% for 2015/6 (4). A systematic review on self-reported reasons for non-uptake of flu 

vaccine by HCWs identified two major factors: a wide range of misconceptions or lack of knowledge 

about influenza infection; and lack of convenient access to vaccine (5). On the reasons for accepting 

influenza vaccine, self-protection was the most important reason. We were interested in the degree of 

misconceptions by health workers in the literature. We noted that systematic reviews and related 

papers, often draw on the same body of evidence, reached different conclusions, and wondered 

whether this may perhaps contribute to the muddle, rather than helping (6,7,8).  

 

3. Methods  

Can you please comment on the search terms used? They don't appear to be sufficiently inclusive to 

capture all of the types of papers. For example, the term 'healthcare worker' is often used outside of 

the US. Did you use the terms from the Cochrane review  

Many thanks for the comments, but the search terms are only being used to identify systematic 

reviews and not individual papers and therefore it would not be appropriate to use the same search 

terms as the Cochrane review. We discussed the search terms and included these in the protocol and 

felt that they were adequate to identify all the relevant systematic reviews on the subject.  

4. Methods  

Not sure why there is any need to include the patient involvement paragraph? It seems a little 

redundant. Am I assuming this is a requirement of the journal?  

- Many thanks for spotting this, as this was a requirement of a previous journal that we submitted to 

and it has been removed.  

 

5. Results  

It would be useful if the table be updated to include the 'Search period' for each systematic review 

rather than just 'Search end date'. This allows a better understanding of the overlap between the 

studies.  

- Many thanks and we agree with this comment, and this has now been included whenever available. 

However, most of the systematic reviews didn’t specify the “search period” so we have used “search 

period / search end date” as the heading for this section of the table.  

 

6. Reference  

These need to be updated. At the moment they are not consistent and some of the links don't appear 

to work.  

- Many thanks for checking the references, and we have now checked and reviewed the references 

and updated the relevant links as appropriate  

 

Reviewer #2  

7. I would find it useful to have the reasons for exclusion of reviews described more clearly in the text 

(and briefly in the abstract) and not just left in a table in the appendix 3.  

- Many thanks; we have now included a clear summary of this in the results. But we did not include it 

in the abstract as we are very limited on words in the abstract.  

 

8. The authors make the point that many of the reviews draw on the same data (trials) but reach 

different conclusions. I would find it useful to understand exactly the overlap in trials for each outcome 

- this is listed in the tables as references in the main body of the manuscript but could be described in 

the text - e.g. '6 reviews reporting impact of vaccinating HCWs, drawing on a total of x studies, y 

include in all reviews etc...'  

- We originally tried to do this but it became too complicated, mainly because the 

inferences/conclusions by the authors of the reviews could often not be related to specific outcomes 
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in the results section. For example, see 1. Occupational health perspective: effect on illness.  

We found the most useful way of summarising this was to state which STUDIES the reviews included; 

then the results by review, pointing out differences; then to turn to the conclusions of the reviews.  

 

9. What are the funding sources for each of the reviews? Is financial conflict of interest a potential 

reason for the discrepant recommendations?  

Many thanks, and have reviewed this and only one study (Diaz Granados) declared that it has links to 

Sanofi Pasteur.  

This study only reports efficacy in healthy adults and the results from this study are consistent with the 

other reviews on this subject. The others do not state any funding source or are funded by a country’s 

department of health equivalent, and this is now included in the relevant table. 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Holly Seale 
University of New South Wales, Sydney, Australia 
 
I have previously received funding for investigator driven research 
and speaker fees from drug companies that produce the influenza 
vaccine. 

REVIEW RETURNED 23-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have updated the paper as per my original comments. I 
have no further suggested changes. 
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