
 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

 
Journal Name:  British Journal of Medicine and Medical Research    
Manuscript Number: Ms_BJMMR_26915 

Title of the Manuscript:  Traditional medicine: knowledge, attitude, and practice of medical students and their mothers in 

Tabuk city, Saudi Arabia. 

Type of the Article Original Research Article 

 

 

 

General guideline for Peer Review process:  
 

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is 

scientifically robust and technically sound. 

To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 

 

(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline) 

 

 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

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. Need for language editing and follow journals 

guideline to authors 

 2. Is the study comparing modern medicine and 

traditional medicine? If so, the title should show this. 

3. The authors used a questionnaire for this study 

hence it is a quantitative study, not a qualitative 

study. 

4. Why was ethical clearance not collected for this 

study? 

5. The result section of the Abstract confusing.  

6. How was impact of income assessed? 

 

 

 

 

1. Efforts made to improve language  

2. Title is modified 
3. Unintended mistake corrected (quantitative 
study) 
4. This issue is clarified under ethical consideration; 
however, it was a small project assignment to senior 
medical students who were given permission by 
their supervisors and university research unit to 
complete this project. Ideally speaking, any 
research should have ethical committee approval. 
5. Results in abstract now more precisely written 
6. No impact of income assessed systematically, 

only simple question was asked income has 

something to do with to buy low cost TM. 
All changes highlighted in Yellow! 
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