
Subject: BMJ - Decision on Manuscript ID BMJ.2016.036777.R1 

Body: 15-Mar-2017  

 

Dear Ms. Bally:  

 
Manuscript ID BMJ.2016.036777.R1 entitled "Risk of acute myocardial infarction with NSAIDs in real-world use: a 

Bayesian meta-analysis of individual patient data" which you submitted to BMJ,  

 

 

Thank you for sending us your paper. We are pleased to say that we would like to publish it in the BMJ as long you 

are willing and able to revise your paper as explained below in the report from the statistical adviser. We are 

provisionally offering acceptance but will make the final decision when we see the revised version. The statistical 

reviewer's comments and general requirements for submission are available at the end of this letter.  

 

We are looking forward to reading the revised manuscript and, we hope, making a final acceptance decision.  
 

 

Please note that the BMJ might choose to shorten content or replace or re-size images for the print issue.  

 

 

 

 

*** 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=2d332025a6634cfe932f602fcbcdf2de  

 

 

Yours sincerely  

 

 

Tiago Villanueva  

Associate Editor  

tvillanueva@bmj.com,  
 

 

 

 

 

** Comments from the external peer reviewers**  

 

 

REFEREE  COMMENTS  
 

Reviewer: 1  

 

Recommendation:  

 

Comments:  

The authors have submitted a strong and very substantial response to the comments made which I have reviewed 

in detail.   It was rather unfortunate that they had submitted the wrong manuscript version at the previous stage.   

Importantly they have removed any association of study selection from study results.  

 
There are two issues which I think could improve the paper, but neither are essential.    

 

1. First, whilst the authors have assessed study quality, they do not separately describe this in the methods or 

results.  Aggregate data reviews formally include methods and results sections concerning study quality, but all too 

often they are absent in IPD reviews.   This is requested in PRISMA.   I would encourage the authors to reorganise 

their text to do this, for example, their assessments of adjustments for confounding would fall under this heading.  

 

2. Second, the authors argue against plotting their odds ratio estimates on a log scale.   I think that they 

misinterpreted my suggestion to indicate that they label the points using the log OR values – I would not encourage 
that as it would obviously confuse clinicians.  But using a log spacing on the scale is recommended due to the non-

symmetrical nature of the untransformed OR scale.   It would also enable the results for all drugs to be plotted on 

the same axis – currently the results for Rofecoxib are plotted on different scales which makes the comparison 

between the drugs less clear.  
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Please enter your name: Jon Deeks  

 

Job Title: Professor of Biostatistics  
 

Institution: University of Birmingham  

 

Reimbursement for attending a symposium?: No  

 

A fee for speaking?: No  

 

A fee for organising education?: No  



 

Funds for research?: No  
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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-
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