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Body: 19-Oct-2017  

 

Dear Mr. Matharu,  

 

Manuscript ID BMJ.2017.040593 entitled "Are the new MHRA follow-up 

recommendations for patients with metal-on-metal hip replacements 

justified?"  

 

Thank you for sending us this paper and giving us the chance to consider 

your work.  

 

We sent it out for external peer review and discussed it at the Analysis 

manuscript committee meeting (present: Peter Doshi, Cat Chatfield, Tom 

Pierscionek, Navjoyt Ladher, Emma Rourke).  

 

We are pleased to make a provisional offer of publication if you are able to 

revise it to address the points made by the referees and the editors. The 

referees’  comments are available at the end of this letter,  and the points 

raised by the editors are set out below.  

 

1. Editors thought the topic was interesting, likely to be of broad appeal, 

and relevant to our readership.  

 

2. Editors agreed that a patient perspective would add significant value to 

the manuscript. What is the impact of over investigation on patients? 

Ideally we would like authors to explore this beyond financial and resource 

terms, and include a patient view.  

 

3. Please clarify more explicitly where the MHRA recommendations differ 

from the evidence base.  

Authors state that people below seven parts per billion are at low risk of 

problems. Editors would like clarification regarding the nature of these 

potential problems.  

 

4. Editors would like more details about systemic effects, and what 

evidence we have about systemic events at the present time.  

 

5. Editors would like authors to highlight the range of possible systemic 

symptoms, and which of these they feel GPs and surgeons should be 

aware of.  

 

6. Authors might wish to include a broader perspective around device 

regulation and appropriate levels of caution when concerns are raised - 

why are metal on metal hips replacements different from vaginal mesh, for 

example.  

 

7. Editors felt it would be useful to include recommendations regarding 

outstanding follow up and studies yet to be done.  

 

We hope that you will be able to revise the paper and send it back to us 

within one month. When you resubmit, could you kindly ensure that you 

provide:  

 



(a) A covering letter outlining how you have responded, or not responded 

and why, to both the referees comments and those of the editors.  

(b) A word count (excluding the references and words in boxes and 

tables). You should aim to keep this count below or very close to 2000 

words.  

(c) Please check that all the information required in the manuscript (see 

note below) is included in the revised manuscript.  

 

 

To revise your manuscript, log into https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/bmj 

and enter your Author Center, where you will find your manuscript title 

listed under "Manuscripts with Decisions."  Under "Actions," click on 

"Create a Revision."  Your manuscript number has been appended to 

denote a revision.  

 

 

 

We hope that you will be able to revise the paper and send it back to us 

within one month.** All accepted Analysis articles are published on 

thebmj.com, the canonical version of the journal. Please note that only a 

proportion of accepted Analysis articles will also be published in print. **  

 

You may also click the below link to start the revision process (or continue 

the process if you have already started your revision) for your manuscript. 

If you use the below link you will not be required to login to ScholarOne 

Manuscripts.  

 

*** PLEASE NOTE: This is a two-step process. After clicking on the link, 

you will be directed to a webpage to confirm. ***  

 

https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/bmj?URL_MASK=a655527a47a3412983

6b18863df1c121  

 

You will be unable to make your revisions on the originally submitted 

version of the manuscript.  Instead, revise your manuscript using a word 

processing program and save it on your computer.  

 

Once the revised manuscript is prepared, you can upload it and submit it 

through your Author Center.  

 

When submitting your revised manuscript, you will be able to respond to 

the comments made by the reviewer(s) in the space provided.  You can 

use this space to document any changes you make to the original 

manuscript.  

 

IMPORTANT:  Your original files are available to you when you upload your 

revised manuscript.  Please delete any redundant files before completing 

the submission.  

 

 

I hope you will find the comments useful.  

 

Best wishes,  

 



Emma Rourke  

ERourke@bmj.com  

 

 

 

INFORMATION TO INCLUDE IN REVISION  

Please would you also check that you have provided the following 

information  

 

* Competing interest statement (in the style explained at 

http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-authors/forms-policies-and-che

cklists/declaration-competing-interests)  

 

* Contributorship statement + guarantor  

(see 

http://resources.bmj.com/bmj/authors/article-submission/authorship-cont

ributorship)  

 

* Copyright statement/ licence for publication (see 

http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-authors/forms-policies-and-che

cklists/copyright-open-access-and-permission-reuse)  

 

* Signed patient consent form(s), if the article gives enough personal 

information about any patient(s): - (see 

http://resources.bmj.com/bmj/authors/editorial-policies/copy_of_patient-c

onfidentiality)  

 

 

Reviewer(s)' Comments to Author:  

 

Reviewer: 1  

 

Recommendation:  

 

Comments:  

This is a timely piece. It doesn't  reduce to be quite so long, but makes a 

good point. The MHRA need to be accountable and their latest ex-cathedra 

advice will be translated into policy by the cqc, who will then brand 

hospitals as outliers who do not carry out this advice.  

What neither the MHRA nor the authors explain is how this advice for hip 

resurfacing is at odds with the substantial evidence from the Bmj 

documenting the greater safety of resurfacing over replacement. This 

makes the case that survival  data is fundamentally flawed when death is 

a success  yet one type of Prosthesis has a substantially different 

mortality..  

That aside, this needs publishing.  

 

Additional Questions:  

Please enter your name: Justin P Cobb  

 

Job Title: Professor  

 

Institution: Imperial College  

 



Reimbursement for attending a symposium?: No  

 

A fee for speaking?: No  

 

A fee for organising education?: No  

 

Funds for research?: No  

 

Funds for a member of staff?: No  

 

Fees for consulting?: No  

 

Have you in the past five years been employed by an organisation that 

may  

in any way gain or lose financially from the publication of this paper?: No  

 

Do you hold any stocks or shares in an organisation that may in any way  

gain or lose financially from the publication of this paper?: No  

 

If you have any competing interests <A 

HREF='http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-authors/forms-policies-

and-checklists/declaration-competing-interests'target='_new'> (please see 

BMJ policy) </a>please declare them here:  

 

 

Reviewer: 2  

 

Recommendation:  

 

Comments:  

Dear editorial team, thank you for the opportunity to review this 

manuscript. To my opinion this article is of importance to general 

practitioners, orthopedic surgeons and health policy makers, since is 

concerns both health issues with a rather large comorbidity as well as 

economic consequences of the discussed MHRA guideline; The topic is 

covered in a succinct manner discussing all relevant topics with sufficient 

depth. It might be interesting to add detail on patients who have bilateral 

metal-on-metal hip arthroplasties and on the early follow up of revised 

metal-on-metal hip arthroplasties. All other relevant topics are covered 

very well and the authors discuss in an interesting manner (the lack of) 

scientific data known on this topic in relation to the MHRA guideline.  

 

Additional Questions:  

Please enter your name: Walter van der Weegen  

 

Job Title: Senior researcher  

 

Institution: St Anna hospital, Geldrop, the Netherlands  

 

Reimbursement for attending a symposium?: Yes  

 

A fee for speaking?: Yes  

 

A fee for organising education?: No  



 

Funds for research?: Yes  

 

Funds for a member of staff?: No  

 

Fees for consulting?: Yes  

 

Have you in the past five years been employed by an organisation that 

may  

in any way gain or lose financially from the publication of this paper?: No  

 

Do you hold any stocks or shares in an organisation that may in any way  

gain or lose financially from the publication of this paper?: No  

 

If you have any competing interests <A 

HREF='http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-authors/forms-policies-

and-checklists/declaration-competing-interests'target='_new'> (please see 

BMJ policy) </a>please declare them here: 

Date Sent: 19-Oct-2017  

 

 

 

  

 


