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This study evaluates to what degree colorectal surgeons in Australia and New Zealand
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agree with and apply clinical practice guidelines for hemorrhoid treatment. Seventeen
clinical scenarios were provided, with choices, including the current guidelines, and
responses were recorded and analyzed. 47% of the scenarios showed considerable
disagreement among physicians, and one other scenario, a majority disagreed with the
guidelines. The areas of disagreement (among physicians - leading to "equipoise" - less
than 70% consensus, and also in one case 87% disagreed with the guidelines) were
associated with low to moderate evidence. The authors suggest these to be areas of
future research. This is a useful study to delineate those areas in the field that require
stronger evidence for guidelines. The paper is acceptable for publication. One optional
suggestion would be for the authors to expand a bit more on the correlation between
disagreement and quality of evidence. It would seem that the former derives from the
latter; that there is insufficient evidence backing some of these guidelines so as to
convince more than 70% of the physicians to agree with current guidelines. A
conclusion could be to specifically prioritize evidence quality for those guidelines.
Perhaps as well, as a follow-up, interrogate the physicians as to the reasons for their

disagreement.
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This is a nice study investigating clinical practitioners’ responses to current medical
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guidelines. I only have two questions. Firstly, I suggest authors revise the title,
indicating the study was a survey. Current title may be misunderstood as an expert
consensus statement of hemorrhoid management. Secondly, the number of respondents
were the main concern. Only 82 gave responses. Indeed, this number is not identical, like
authors mentioned in the limitation. In addition, authors only investigate surgeons from
the single society. I believe some surgeons may be the initiators of the clinical practice
guideline. This may lead to extra bias of the investigation. And what about the opinion

outside the society? The general applicability of the conclusion may also be uncertain.
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