
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Parenting Acceptance and Commitment Therapy: A randomised 
controlled trial of an innovative online course for families of children 
with Cerebral Palsy 

AUTHORS Whittingham, Koa; Sheffield, Jeanie; Boyd, Roslyn 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Remo Russo 
WCH AUSTRALIA 

REVIEW RETURNED 04-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Well written. Please state the primary outcome - I could not find 
which was nominated. Please justify a 6 month follow-up; why not 12 
months? Also, the introduction could be revised and made more 
concise if there is a word limitation issue, but it is well written and 
sets the theme of the study well.  

 

REVIEWER Iona Novak 
Cerebral Palsy Alliance  
The University of Sydney  
Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 07-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Congratulations on designing an original and much needed study 
that is likely to bring great benefits to the field.  

 

REVIEWER Yeon-Gyu, Jeong 
Dept. of physical therapy, Sangji University, Wonju-City, Republic of 
Korea 

REVIEW RETURNED 30-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Generally in your paper you must check considerably for English in 

plain language and avoid repetition. The paper needs to be a short 

as possible, and repeating information is unnecessary and wasteful. 

Also, you should insert references in information reported by other 

studies. 

 

Abstract 

I think if possible you should describe what outcome measures used 
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and which statistical analyses of general linear models.  

 

The Introduction should stay short, but should focus on the 

questions you are considering which is whether or not PACT 

(parenting acceptance and commitment therapy) is better than 

another.  

I think that the overall unnecessary sentences should be withdrawn. 

The text should be short and draw attention to the main points only. 

For instances, line 5-43 is one long paragraph, therefore, several 

sentences should be incorporated into relatively short paragraph. 

You could then gives one paragraphs summarizing briefly with 

references any existing research, but this should not summarize 

particular studies. The introduction should stay as short as possible 

in all subheadings of introduction). In specific, delete all numerical 

values unnecessary for your purposes (one in four…., 59%, % …..), 

because you did not focus on value for your study. As I think, you 

should describe several sentences summarizing briefly. 

 

 Please try to write your methods section in a logical order, probably 

following the order in which the patient went through the study. Also 

please break the text up into reasonable paragraphs. Most of them 

are too long, and cover several topics. 

 

Generally in your paper you must avoid repetition. The paper needs 

to be a short as possible, and repeating information is unnecessary 

and wasteful. 

 

You must break your discussion up in the paragraphs. 

 

Your discussion should start with a brief statement of your main 

findings. Please read our guidance on writing for the journal which 

gives an outline on how to structure a discussion. Your current first 

paragraph can be removed completely. 

 

 

Please have the article checked for English; some guidance is given 

in our guidance on writing for the journal. 

 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

Reviewer One  

 

Well written. Please state the primary outcome - I could not find which was nominated.  
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Our response: Thank-you. The primary outcome is the parent-child relationship, particularly as 

measured by the Emotional Availability Scales. We have added this clearly into the paper on page 

twelve:  

 

‘The EAS is the primary outcome measure.’  

 

Please justify a 6 month follow-up; why not 12 months?  

Our response: A six month follow-up is usual in parenting intervention RCTs and is a balance 

between providing sufficient time to assess longer-term effects without increasing rates of attrition to a 

degree that impacts on power.  

 

Also, the introduction could be revised and made more concise if there is a word limitation issue, but it 

is well written and sets the theme of the study well.  

Our response: Thank-you. As we don’t have a word limitation issue we have not shortened the 

introduction.  

 

Reviewer Two  

 

Congratulations on designing an original and much needed study that is likely to bring great benefits 

to the field.  

Our response: Thank-you very much.  

 

Reviewer Three  

 

Generally in your paper you must check considerably for English in plain language and avoid 

repetition. The paper needs to be a short as possible, and repeating information is unnecessary and 

wasteful. Also, you should insert references in information reported by other studies.  

Our response: We have proofed the paper accordingly, thank-you.  

Abstract - I think if possible you should describe what outcome measures used and which statistical 

analyses of general linear models.  

Our response: Thank-you. We have added into the abstract details about the outcomes measured as 

well as more specific information on the planned analysis:  

‘Assessments will take place at baseline, following completion of PACT and at six-month follow up 

(retention) and will focus on the parent-child relationship, parent and child adjustment and parent and 

child quality of life. Analysis will follow standard methods for randomised controlled trials using 

general linear models, specifically ANOVA or ANCOVA.’  

The Introduction should stay short, but should focus on the questions you are considering which is 

whether or not PACT (parenting acceptance and commitment therapy) is better than another.  

I think that the overall unnecessary sentences should be withdrawn. The text should be short and 

draw attention to the main points only. For instances, line 5-43 is one long paragraph, therefore, 

several sentences should be incorporated into relatively short paragraph. You could then gives one 

paragraphs summarizing briefly with references any existing research, but this should not summarize 

particular studies. The introduction should stay as short as possible in all subheadings of 

introduction). In specific, delete all numerical values unnecessary for your purposes (one in four…., 

59%, % …..), because you did not focus on value for your study. As I think, you should describe 

several sentences summarizing briefly.  

Our response: Although we do not have word count problems, we have reviewed the introduction for 

unnecessary information, and decided not to shorten the introduction. Reviewer one notes that it sets 

up the theme of the study well.  

Please try to write your methods section in a logical order, probably following the order in which the 

patient went through the study. Also please break the text up into reasonable paragraphs. Most of 

them are too long, and cover several topics.  
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Our response: We believe that the current order is logical. It is consistent with the way methods are 

often reported both in protocols and results papers.  

Generally in your paper you must avoid repetition. The paper needs to be a short as possible, and 

repeating information is unnecessary and wasteful.  

Our response: Again, after a review of the paper, and in consideration of having no word count 

problems, we have not trimmed the paper.  

You must break your discussion up in the paragraphs.  

Our response: The discussion is short, particularly after cutting several sentences as advised below, 

and fits as a single paragraph.  

Your discussion should start with a brief statement of your main findings. Please read our guidance 

on writing for the journal which gives an outline on how to structure a discussion. Your current first 

paragraph can be removed completely.  

Our response: As this is a protocol paper there currently are no findings. We have followed the author 

guidelines for writing a protocol paper. As advised we have cut repetitious sentences from the 

discussion. 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER A/Prof R N Russo 
WCH, 72 King William Road, North Adelaide SA 5006 

REVIEW RETURNED 29-Aug-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS My concerns have been addressed. I look forward to the results of 
this novel study.  

 

REVIEWER Yeon-Gyu, Jeong 
Department of physical therapy, Sangji university, #83 Sangjidae-gil, 
Wonju-city, Gangwon-do, Republic of Korea. 

REVIEW RETURNED 29-Aug-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Good! I agree to accept your paper.  
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