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	Author’s Feedback/Rebuttal

	1.  Instead of chi-square test, I think T-tests
are better here.
	1. Data analysis has been amended by using T-test instead of chi-square test. This is recorded in the methodology section (paragraph 6) as follows; 
An independent samples t-test, with a two-tailed distribution was used to compare the difference of reject rate between two different years of study.

2. As methodology (data analysis) has been amended, therefore some amendments also required at the result section and abstract. 
· At the result section amendment is made at paragraph 3, line 11 to line 12 as follows;
[bookmark: _GoBack]This finding was consistent with the statistically significant difference in the periapical radiographs reject rates for between Year 3 (mean 3.4%, SD 3.286) and Year 4 (mean 10.4%, SD 5.68); p = 0.0475.
· At the abstract amendment is made at line 9 as follows;
This finding was consistent with the statistically significant difference in the periapical radiographs reject rates for Year 3 and Year 4 (p = 0.0475).



	2. In the conclusion, conclude your  
objective first before other comments.
	Conclusion has been amended as suggestion. Amendment in the conclusion section is made as follows;
The reject rate of the overall radiographs consisting of periapical and bitewing radiographs among UKM dental undergraduates was low. Nevertheless, with bitewing radiographs reject rate which almost reached the value that requires corrective action and the significant increase of periapical radiographs reject rate among Year 4 students, analysis of the type of radiographic error further entailed the necessity to supervise not only in terms of positioning radiographic armamentarium, but also, the setting of radiographic exposure time and the film processing procedures regardless of the year of the undergraduate training. Thus, evaluation of radiographic reject rate among dental undergraduates require detail analysis in several aspects including the type of radiographic projection, type of radiographic error as well as their year of training. In this way, the actual scenario pertinent to radiographic reject rates among dental undergraduates can be identified and a detail corrective action can be planned. Analysis of periapical and bitewing radiographs’ reject rates among UKM dental undergraduate entails the necessity to supervise not only in terms of positioning radiographic armamentarium, but also, the setting of radiographic exposure time and the film processing procedures regardless the year of the undergraduate training.


	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	









