
Dear Dr Loder,

Thank you for the peer review comments on our manuscript (BMJ-2019-051174.R1) which have 
helped to strengthen the methods. We have addressed the peer reviewer’s comments below (in 
bolded text) and in the manuscript (using track changes). 

Thank you for your time in consideration of our manuscript.

Sincerely,
Dr. Alice Fabbri (on behalf of the authors)

_____________________________________________________________________________

Reviewer 1 

Comments:
Generally this looks fine but some minor adjustments in the reporting are necessary.
Figure 3 and 5 in main body provide a line that appears to be equivalent to the potential pooled 
estimate. Please remove as well as the weights provided in these Figures as there is no pooled estimate 
produced given the high levels of heterogeneity.
RESPONSE: Following the Reviewer’s suggestions, we have amended Figure 3 and 5 removing 
the weights and the vertical line that represented the pooled estimate. 
 
Also, for Figure 3, although there is a note: " *Data received from the authors", I could not find any 
study to link that note to.
RESPONSE: We thank the Reviewer for pointing this out. We have added the asterisk in Figure 
3 for the study by Lin, 2017. 

In the Supplementary material: Suggest you remove Figures 1 and 8 as all information is already 
provided in the subgroup analyses in Figures 2 to 5 and Figure 9, and you do not want to emphasise 
the pooled estimate as the heterogeneity is high.
RESPONSE: We have removed Figures 1 and 8 from Supplementary File 4 as suggested. 

Also, the use of funnel plots (Figures 6 and 7) is questionable for summaries of prevalence (even 
using Peters’ method). If decide to keep, please provide reasoning behind their use and if possible a 
reference for their adequate use when summarising prevalence data.  Some minor adjustment in main 
text might be required if funnel plots are removed but this should not affect main results and 
discussion.
RESPONSE: We agree that the use of funnel plots using standard error vs proportion (as we 
have done in Figure 6 and 7) may be questionable (Hunter et al 20141). Therefore we have 

1 Hunter JP, Saratzis A, Sutton AJ, Boucher RH, Sayers RD, Bown MJ. In meta-analyses of proportion studies, 
funnel plots were found to be an inaccurate method of assessing publication bias. Journal of clinical 
epidemiology. 2014;67(8):897-903.



removed the entire section on publication bias from the manuscript and we have removed 
Figure 6 and 7 from Supplementary File 4. 


