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Neeltje M Batelaan, MD PhD 

Department of Psychiatry, VU University Medical Center 

AJ Ernststraat 1187 

1081 HL Amsterdam, the Netherlands 

Telephone +31-207885795 

Email n.batelaan@ggzingeest.nl 

 

Re: Manuscript ID BMJ.2016.033460.R4  

"Risk of relapse following antidepressant discontinuation in anxiety disorders, OCD and PTSD.  

A systematic review and meta-analysis of relapse prevention trials" 

 

August 4
th

 2017, Amsterdam, the Netherlands 

 

Dear editor, 

 

Thank you for your response to our previous revision. We are pleased that you and the reviewer expressed 

your satisfaction with our revision and have addressed the reviewer’s comments below. Changes in the 

manuscript have been highlighted. We hope this version of the manuscript is now suitable for publication in 

the BMJ. Please feel free to contact us in case further clarifications are needed. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Neeltje Batelaan MD PhD, corresponding author 

On behalf of Renske Bosman MSc, Anna Muntingh PhD, Willemijn Scholten MSc, Klaas Huijbregts PhD, and 

Anton van Balkom MD PhD 

 

 

 
 

29-Jul-2017 

 
Dear Dr. Batelaan: 

 

Manuscript ID BMJ.2016.033460.R5 entitled "Risk of relapse following antidepressant 

discontinuation in anxiety disorders, OCD and PTSD. 

A systematic review and meta-analysis of relapse prevention trials" 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 reviewer 1's 

comments. We are provisionally offering acceptance but will make the final decision when we see the 
revised version. The comments from the reviewers 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. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 
 

Tiago Villanueva 

tvillanueva@bmj.com, 
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** Comments from the external peer reviewers** 

 

 

REFEREE COMMENTS 
 

Reviewer: 1 

 
Recommendation:  

 

Comments: 
I thank the authors for correcting their language from prevalence rates to prevalence.  

The authors are right that the confusion about the prevalence results has partly arisen because the 

Editors have pushed for absolute risks to be provided. Given that these depend on the time-point, and 

the follow-up time varies widely across studies, the summary prevalence values are really not 

meaningful. So, I think the authors are right to put this back on our side, and I am happy with how 

they have addressed this (i.e. reported the summary prevalence, range of prevalences, and noted the 
limitations of the summary prevalence due to the different follow-up lengths). I think this is a fair 

compromise between what the Editors wanted, and what is actually possible (meaningful) from the 

evidence available.  
 

 

Minor points to conclude: 

1) Amend the abstract to say: “Summary relapse prevalences were 36.4% (95%CI 30.8 to 42.1, n=28 

studies) for the placebo-group and 16.4% (95%CI 12.6 to 20.1, n=28 studies) for the antidepressant-

group, but prevalence varied considerably across studies, most likely due to differences in the length 

of follow-up” 

 
 We have adjusted the sentence accordingly and it now reads: 
  

Abstract, p.2:  
“Summary relapse prevalences were 36.4% (95%CI 30.8 to 42.1, n=28 studies) for the 
placebo-group and 16.4% (95%CI 12.6 to 20.1, n=28 studies) for the antidepressant-group, 
but prevalence varied considerably across studies, most likely due to differences in the length 
of follow-up” 

 

2) Figure 2 is labelled: ‘forest plot representing proportion of replase per study.’ This is incorrect as 

you are showing the odds ratios, not the proportions themselves. Also, this Figure is missing a line at 

the null value of 1.  

Figure 3 also is labelled oddly as time to relapse, when HRs are presented. 
 

We have adjusted the labels of Figure 2 and Figure 3.  
 
The labels now read: 
Figure 2: Forest plot representing odds ratios of relapse per study. 
Figure 3: Forest plot representing hazard ratios of time to relapse per study. 
 
Due to functional limitations of CMA 3.0, we decided to recreate the forest plots using RevMan 
(version 5.3) in order to include a line at the null value of 1. We specified in the manuscript that 
this program has been used for the creation of the forest plots. 
 
Method, meta-analysis, p.7: 
Forest plots were produced to visualize summary ORs, summary HRs and their corresponding 
CIs using RevMan.
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3) Would the x axis of figures 2 and 3 be better to say ‘favours discontinuation’ ‘favours 

continuation’?  
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We agree and have adjusted the x-axis labels of both figures. 

 

4) Also the pooled result is not given in Figures 2 and 3 (i.e. estimate value and CI not quantified) 
 
 We have now included the pooled results in Figure 2 and Figure 3. 

 
I am therefore happy this completes the review process. I thank the authors for the time spent 

addressing my comments over the last few months. 

Richard 
 


