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Dear Dr. Hopkins  

 

Manuscript ID BMJ.2016.035417.R1 entitled "The impact of introducing malaria rapid diagnostic tests on 

antibiotic prescribing: a nine-site analysis in public and private health care settings"  

 

Thank you for sending us your paper.  We sent it for additonal statistical review. We recognise its 

potential importance and relevance to general medical readers, but I am afraid that we have not yet 

been able to reach a final decision on it because several important aspects of the work still need 

clarifying.  

 
We hope very much that you will be willing and able to revise your paper as explained below in the 

report from our statistical advisor prof. Wade, so that we will be in a better position to understand your 

study and decide whether the BMJ is the right journal for it. We are looking forward to reading the 

revised version and, we hope, reaching a decision.  

 

Yours sincerely,  

 

 

dr. Wim Weber  
European editor, The BMJ  

wweber@bmj.com  

 

*** 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=0283e4409b5f4447804ffc68f3dc34b9  

 

 

 
**Report from The BMJ’s manuscript committee meeting**  

 

These comments are an attempt to summarise the discussions at the manuscript meeting. They are not 

an exact transcript.  

 

Members of the committee were: xxx (chair), yyy (statistician), [and list other eds who took part]  

 

Decision: Put points  

 
Detailed comments from the meeting:  

 

First, please revise your paper to respond to all of the comments by the reviewers. Their reports are 

available at the end of this letter, below.  

 

Please also respond to these additional comments by the committee:  

 

*  

*  

*  
*  

In your response please provide, point by point, your replies to the comments made by the reviewers 

and the editors, explaining how you have dealt with them in the paper.  

 

** Comments from the external peer reviewers**  

 

Reviewer: 1  

 

Recommendation:  
 

Comments:  

The authors have addressed the points raised and I have just a few comments to make on the revised 

manuscript:  

 

1. Although the authors have not addressed the query re meta-regression to identify factors associated 

with mRDT uptake (which as they state needs to be considered for interpretation), in the discussion 

they do warn against over-interpretation of the meta-analysis point estimate as this is a combination of 

data across highly variable epidemiological settings. Hence the decision to not proceed with meta-

regression is reasonable.  
 

2. The range of RRs (Figure 1 and table 3), page 12, ranged from 0.65 to 2.98, not 1.03 to 2.98. Whilst 

I understand that the range given is of those with higher prescription rate where mRDTs were 

introduced, the current presentation might be misleading and the sentence should be modified.  

 

3. What is the rationale for excluding the two trials which compared data from randomised intervention 

groups after mRDT implementation to baseline data? It should be clarified in the text that they are 

excluded and why.  



 

4. Please clarify the methods for combining individual and cluster randomised trials within the meta- 

analysis. Were clinics accounted for in the cluster trials?  

 

 
Additional Questions:  

Please enter your name: Angela Wade  

 

Job Title: Professor of Medical Statistics  

 

Institution: UCL Institute of Child Health  

 

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: No  

 
 

 

 

   

 


