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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
The manuscript is written in the current and very relevant title for medical education.

However, I have following recommendation to further improve the quality of the

manuscript. 1. Consistent use of COVID-19. COVID-19 vs. COVID in some part of the

manuscript 2. Though writing is understandable, content-wise it is very verbose.

Advised to make more succinct conclusions and remarks. While going thru the

manuscript, there is the redundancy of some content and overlapping. Though very

few notable languages and write-up errors, it is there in some areas eg. “.40 .” please

revisit and proofread to omit such minor errors. 3. Though this article is a narrative

review, it is supposed to have clear methods, how it is carried out? I could not find any

mention of search words, database searched, date of inclusion of published work, etc.

Despite being a narrative review if authors could provide details of search findings,

omission of duplicates, irrelevant papers, and papers reviewed in full text and those

meeting criteria for inclusion, it would have been very clear (though PRISMA flow

diagram is not required for narrative, a simple framework of study selection would have

made methods more clear). Without such details, it is very difficult for replication. And

replicability is a vital part of any research work. If proper heading eg. Methods, result,

discussion is provided with a relevant subheading, I suppose it will be clearer and less

verbose. 4. I got surprised to see, only a few studies were selected in a table included in

the paper. What was the basis of selecting those ten papers? What about the quality of

those papers? It is very vital to make these things clear to avoid selection bias of

included paper and to avoid drawing bias conclusion being it is just a narrative review.

Please kindly justify these and make it very clear to readers. 5. The conclusion itself is

very long nearly a page with 299 words. Please avoid the waste word and make it

succinct and clear without any bias.
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