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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

1. English grammar should be revised in all text 
2. Please revise the abstract. The abstract should not be a paragraph, follow 

the abstract template guideline http://peerreviewcentral.com/page/general-
guideline-for-authors 
The abstract contains aims, method, result, conclusion, keywords. 

3. In the abstract “A 19-item student satisfaction survey ….”, but in the method 
“, Three items were excluded as they were found irrelevant to this study”. 
The author used a modified questionnaire, it should be stated in abstract 

4. Result should be describe in the abstract 
5. The objective should be included in the paragraph in the introduction. 
6. Please state the ethical clearance for this research in the Methodology 

section. 
7. Suppose the author used a modified version of the questionnaire; the 

questionnaire's validity and reliability score should be stated (Cronbach 
alpha and Pearson r or other statistical analysis). Moreover, please explain 
why and what items of the questionnaire are irrelevant to this study. 

8. Please revise — the analysis presented in descriptive using SPSS version 
23 program. 

9. In the result section, tables or figures should be followed by small pieces of 
information about what should be focussed on by a reader. 

10. The discussion should discuss the finding found in the result section. Also, 
include references to support the findings of this study.  

11. The conclusion should be extracted from this study based on the result and 
discussion.  

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

1. The sub-topic should be written with a number. Example 1. 
INTRODUCTION; 2. METHODOLOGY 

2. Reference should be Vancouver, example [1], [2,3,4] without superscript. 
3. In Table 1. 3

rd
 Column. What score in this column? Please explain in the 

table legend 
4. In Table 1. Please explain in the table legend. (BHMS, BAMS, BUMS) 
5. Please revise references. Follow the reference template 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 

1. The limitation and future research may be added in conclusion. 
2. Suggestion: to accommodate the reader, figure 1 until 4 should be 

presented in one table, divided into several domains. 
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PART  2:  
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
May be ethical issues in this manuscript. The author did not describe the 
ethical clearance for this study. 
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