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Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
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	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
This	manuscript	needs	revision.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
Unfortunately,	the	manuscript	is	not	structured	well.	It	needs	some	major	revision.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	is	studied,	and	there	are	some	comments	which	should	be	addressed	by
the	author.	According	to	the	comments,	the	document	needs	major	revision.	
Kind	regards,	

17	Aug	2020

17	Aug	2020

23	Aug	2020

23	Aug	2020
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	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
The	reviewers'	comments	are	mentioned.	Please	correct	the	details	as	mentioned	above
carefully	according	to	reviewers'	request.	
Thanks.	

23	Aug	2020

J Med Edu. Open Peer Review; e106280. Page 3 of 6



OPEN	PEER	REVIEW

Revision	(1)

Reply	to	Reviewers

Ideally,	 the	 reviewing	process	can	significantly	 improve
the	submitted	manuscripts	by	allowing	the	authors	to	take
into	account	the	advice	of	reviewers.	Author(s)	must	reply
to	all	reviewers'	comments	in	a	separate	Word	file,	point
by	point.	A	"Reply	to	Reviewers"	document	is	submitted
along	 with	 revised	 manuscript	 during	 submission	 of
revised	files,	summarizing	 the	changes	 that	 the	authors
made	 in	 response	 to	 the	 reviewers'	 comments.	 The
responses	 to	 reviewers'	 comments	 specifies	 how	 the
authors	addressed	each	comment	the	reviewers	made.

You	 can	 read	 the	 authors'	 responses	 to	 the	 reviewers'
comments	in	the	next	page.
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Students in Oman

Reply to Reviewers
Manuscript ID: 106280

Q: Problem statement is not quite clear, while it could have been better expressed
R: A clear and precise problem statement has been included in the revised manuscript

Q: Please specify the type of study
R: Research design and method of data collection has been included in section 2.1 (Research 
Design) 

Q: Time of study, the participants ' attributes are not specified in the study. It is not clear when 
the period is offered.
R: These details are specified in section 2.2 (Participants)

Q: Please provide appropriate explanations for how students are allocated to groups
R: Random sampling method was used. Details included and highlighted in section 2.2 
(Participants)

Q: Please show this information (Procedure) in a table 
R: A figure illustrating the steps in the procedure has been included in the revised manuscript 
(Figure 1)

Q: Please show this information in the table There is no need to present in the way of method, it 
should be stated in the results.
R: This is the comment received for section 2.4 (study instrument). Only a short description of 
the study instrument is provided in this section. Details are included in the Results section. 

Q: The type of statistical test that has been used is not known.
R: Descriptive statistical methods were utilized. Mentioned and highlighted in the revised 
manuscript 

Q: This manuscript requires a better discussion here, where only the results are indicated that the 
discussion needs to be reviewed.
R: Separate section for Results (section 3) and discussion (section 4) have been included in the 
revision 

Q: Demographic characteristics of the students have not been mentioned. The number of 
completed questionnaires was not stated.
R: Included in the first paragraph of the results section
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Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	Author,	
The	document	is	reviewed	carefully	by	the	reviewers.	According	to	their	comments	and	your
revisions	as	requested,	this	manuscript	is	accepted	as	a	brief	report.	
Thanks.	

10	Nov	2020
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