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GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for this updated manuscript

It was very interesting to read, and | think there had been lots of
effort put into it.

Updating reporting standards is always welcome. The paper is
potentially useful to many stakeholders

The only really specific comment | had was why have patients not
included in the stakeholder (Delphi) activities? there needs to be a
justification for this.

Beyond this | thought that the items are all intelligible and coherent,
examples are clear and sensible. The modification to items you have
made seems sensible. There are enough modification to warrant
publication.

You cover a wide range of important factors, ranging from the
pragmatic considerations.
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Reviewer #1
Thank you for this updated manuscript We thank Reviewer #1 for this positive No change.
It was very interesting to read, and | think there had | comment.
been lots of effort put into it.
Updating reporting standards is always welcome.
The paper is potentially useful to many
stakeholders
The only really specific comment | had was why The Delphi activities included people Page 22.
have patients not included in the stakeholder knowledgeable about trial reporting. We
(Delphi) activities? there needs to be a justification | do not believe that patients are typically
for this. included in this activity, but we do
understand that this might be seen as a
limitation. Thus, we have noted, “One
patient was included as a member of the
reporting guideline development team, but
no patients participated in the Delphi
exercise.”
Beyond this | thought that the items are all We thank Reviewer #1 for noting this. No change.
intelligible and coherent, examples are clear and
sensible. The modification to items you have made
seems sensible. There are enough modification to
warrant publication.
You cover a wide range of important factors, We thank Reviewer #1 for noting this. No change.

ranging from the pragmatic considerations.




