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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	In the title, a full form of CBL i.e. Case Based Learning is required in title. The word Flipped Classroom (FC) is also in the text.  Does it need to be put in the title? The word “Joint discussion” is not relevant as FCs are based on a discussion. 

The abstract does not follow a format such as Introduction, Objectives, Methods, Results, discussion and conclusion. The rest of the study also does not have this structure. 

The FC + CBL method can be applied to any clinical teaching and not just to Urology teaching. This study is an application of this particular Teaching Learning Method to teaching Urology.  

The overall text is presented with very poor grammar and sentence formation – to the extent that at places it does not make sense.  Words like experimental and control group are used erratically. Sample selection is mentioned as random – explain. 

The inputs given to controls are grossly inadequate and cannot be compared to a group which has been given more faculty time and sessions. Naturally the outcomes will differ in favour of the experimental group. The study may be written up just as a descriptive study using FC + CBL.  

In introduction, the review of literature on FC + CBL, its conduct and benefits may be written. Currently, it is mentioned haphazardly after methods.   

 SPSS 19.0 statistical software is not really required for simple statistics on such a small number with few bivariate tables.  

The example given as case and the questions applied may be put in a separate box.  A step wise description of what the experimental group did would help. 

Comparison of students' satisfaction with teaching (Table 3) is based on student’s subjective perceptions. “Occupies spare time”, “Increases the study load” may be considered negative aspects by some. 

Overall, there is a need for clarity in the written matter by improving both grammar and sentence formation. 
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