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Response to Comments: BMJ.2015.028932.R1 

Chen, Desai, et al. 

 

 

STATISTICAL REVIEWER COMMENTS 

 

In the revised paper, the authors have provided a more detailed description of the 

search methodology and have clarified satisfactorily some of the raised issues.  

 

The fact that the majority of the trials were assessed by just one reviewer remains 

a problem. However, given that over 4000 trials needed to be reviewed, I 

acknowledge that having two independent reviewers for each trial would have 

been difficult. The check on quality/consistency (the lead investigator reviewing 

the first 50 trials assigned to each reviewer plus the 5% random sample) does go 

some way to overcome the potential bias. Therefore, it is probably acceptable. 

However, it would be useful to add more details of the results of this check in the 

main paper. 

 

Response: We appreciate the reviewer’s comments and have added additional details of 

these checks on quality and consistency into the Methods section of the paper. The 

paragraph on quality and consistency, page 6, is now as follows: 

 

We implemented several measures to ensure quality and consistency of the manual reviews. 

One lead investigator (RC) initially reviewed the first 50 trials of each assigned reviewer’s 

subsection together with that assigned reviewer to ensure consistency in the search 

algorithm. Any uncertainties during the manual review process were sent to a second 

reviewer for independent review, and further conflicts were resolved by review by the lead 

investigator. For validation, a 5% random sample of each team member’s collection of 

abstracted clinical trials (225 trials total) was independently confirmed by a team member 

not involved in the original reviews (ND), with discrepancies resolved by consensus. The 

random sample review confirmed the original reviewer’s findings in all but 2 instances 

(0.9%), which identified inconsistencies related only to the month of the primary publication. 

There were no instances in which a reviewer reported that there was no publication for the 

trial and on random review, a trial publication was discovered. 

 

 


