1) Please revise the introduction of this article so that it is clear why this research is valuable to other Canadian medical schools, not just UBC.

 We thank the reviewers for their comments. We have clarified this in lines 107-111: “Social accountability and development of CanMEDS roles are key objectives in medical education in Canada[2]. Therefore, this research into evaluating the effectiveness of different learning options on improving social accountability and CanMEDS roles will be valuable to all medical schools in Canada. Furthermore, it may stimulate the creation and development of new learning opportunities in Canadian medical schools for the benefit of students.” 


2) In the limitations section, please address the implications of creating your own tool rather than using a validated tool.

Lines 304-311: “A new instrument was utilized to collect data from participants, which had not been previously validated. Using a validated tool would have been preferred and as such, a literature search had been performed which generated one validated scale to assess social accountability. Unfortunately, some of the questions within that instrument pertained to the private healthcare system and could not be applied to Canadian healthcare. Specific steps were taken in developing the new questionnaire to ensure, including consultation with an expert panel consisting of professors and course directors in several Canadian medical schools and administering a pilot to medical students to gather feedback.” 


3) Please consider the implications of conducting a large number of statistical tests for significance - have you likely identified some associations simply by chance?

The potential for identifying associations by chance was recognized early on, given the large quantity of question items analyzed. Thus, in comparing the three groups for every item, ANOVA was first applied to screen for potential significant differences, and individual t-tests were then used to test for specific differences between groups. As multiple comparisons were performed within each question item, Bonferroni correction was utilized to decrease the likelihood of false positives. This was accomplished by using a more stringent p value of 0.05 divided by the number of comparisons, in our case three, for each question item. Finally, in analyzing a large number of items, we set out to observe consistent trends in our results that may better describe the overall effects of different learning styles, as opposed to determining isolated associations. This is now further clarified in our Methods section (lines 152-158). 

4) Why are you using p=0.017 instead of the traditional p<0.05?

As answered above.
It seems that the study participants were assigned to different learning modes in different manner (volunteer vs. passive assignment). How would this impact the study result? Eg. selection-bias, response rate, etc

We have clarified this in the limitations portion of the manuscript (lines 321-331): “Third, we recognize that there may be a self-selection bias based on the learning options, as students were able to choose which option they applied for. Moreover, students who did not apply to SDPO or CSLO were passively assigned to DGO. Table 1 demonstrates that the response rate for DGO students was slightly lower at 12% (compared to 19% for CSLO and 18% for SDPO); however, there were a similar number of total participants from each learning option. We recognize that students who chose SDPO may inherently have more research aptitude, and students who chose CSLO stream may be more socially accountable. However, we attempted to account for this through appropriate wording of the survey questions, specifically asking participants to assess only the impact of DPAS 420 on the outcomes measured. Furthermore, we believe that the opportunity for self-determination is an essential component of DPAS 420 that promotes autonomous motivation and personal satisfaction.”

Line 29 - It would be helpful to mention what outcome (at least the primary ones) were assessed in the abstract.

The abstract has now been changed include this (lines 27-29): “The objective of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of three different learning options in developing social accountability and CanMEDS roles in medical students.”



Line 51 and others - Small difference in citation style from the submission guideline. Reference should be cited using bracketed numbers (eg. [1]). Multiple references are to be cited at the end of the sentence in a single bracket. Please refer to the guideline for more detail
https://uottawa.scholarsportal.info/ojs/index.php/uojm-jmuo/about/submissions#authorGuidelines

Noted and changed, thank you

Line 140 - How were ANOVA and t-test carried out? Sequentially (ANOVA as a
screening test) or simultaneously?

ANOVA was first performed for each question item, in order to screen for potential significant differences amongst the 3 groups. If such a significance was found, then pairwise t-tests were carried out to determine significant differences in each respective comparison. This process was repeated for all question items to yield the observed results. This is now clarified in our Methods section.

Line 158 and others - Perhaps indicating specific p-values when stating
there are significant differences?

Given the number of statistically significant comparisons described in our Results section, we opted to leave out p-values, and refer our readers to Table 2 in order to optimize cleanliness and readability.


Line 327 and others - Reference style for web pages different from submission guideline. Please refer to the guideline for examples.

Noted and changed, thank you

The "significant difference" between values in Table 2 are not well explained. It is not clear which statistical tests are used, and while the criteria are stringent (p < 0.017), it appears that some of the data that were described as significant were not that significant. Q.11 describes CSLO (n=59, 4.1±0.8) and SDPO (n=54, 3.7±1.0) to be * significant, but an unpaired two-tailed t-test shows a p-value of 0.0202. Q.28 describes SDPO (n=54, 3.3±1.1) to be ** significant from the other two values, but
compared to CSLO (n=59, 2.9±1.0), an unpaired two-tailed t-test shows a p-value of 0.0453. Fortunately, these examples would still be generally considered statistically significant (p < 0.05), but do clarify how you are defining "statistically significant' and check your analysis.

Noted and corrected. Q11 appears to be a matter of rounding. If rounded to the hundredths decimal place using original data, the values for Q11 are as follows: CSLO 4.14±0.84, SDPO 3.70±1.04. Using these numbers, the p-value calculates as 0.0145 using an unpaired two-tail t-test. Q28 was an error in transcribing, as the calculated p-value comparing SDPO and CSLO was indeed 0.050 based on original data. The rest of data presented has been rechecked for other similar errors, and Q24 was corrected to depict DGO as being only statistically different from CSLO. 
These two changes have been reflected in their respective sections.
The values presented in the results (line 159) do not match the margin of error presented in Table 2. Please check. 

Noted and corrected.

Lines 167-168: if you're presenting averages, this data would also be useful
in the table. 

This data can be found as question 14 in Table 2.


You state that CSLO and SDPO students did not continue their community or project involvement after DPAS 420 but the table data indicates that some students did continue their projects. Please clarify.

We have clarified this in lines 226-228 “CSLO and SDPO students largely disagreed in having continued their community or project involvement after DPAS 420.” 
Cite CanMEDs when the concept is first introduced (Line 53)

Thank you for pointing this out, this has been corrected (line 55)
Clarify what you mean in Line 89

We have clarified the primary outcome (lines 95-96 “Evaluating the effectiveness of different learning methods in improving social accountability is the primary outcome of our study.”


Ensure consistent formatting of values and references throughout

Thank you for pointing this out, we have noted and changed for references, and noted and rechecked for values
