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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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.
	Psychotropic medications are increasingly used in settings other than psychiatry. This study was conducted to present a comparison of psychotropic usage patterns and concomitant drug-related problems in medical versus surgical wards.
	


[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and
	3
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	necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	



[bookmark: PART_2.2_(Subjective_Evaluation)]PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title of the study is appropriate.
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is mostly appropriate. However, some improvements are suggested:
In the abstract, mention the full terms for DDIs and ADRs. with the abbreviation in parentheses.

Mention the aims in the abstract.
Mention data analysis methods in abstract methods.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Some improvements are suggested in the manuscript:
In the introduction, define psychotropic drugs.

Explain the general mechanism of action of psychotropic drugs due to which these are used in disciplines outside psychiatry.

Mention the full term for TCA and M-DDI Explain DDI.
Explain the HEPLER-STRAND model.

In the methodology, mention the ethical approval number.

Mention the name of the sampling technique used. Mention the inclusion criteria.
Mention how sample size was determined.

Mention if informed consent was taken from the participants.

In 2.3 Participant Selection Criteria, check as the number of participants is inconsistent with that mentioned in the results.

Describe all the study measures, the scoring criteria, and the interpretation ranges in more detail, and provide a reference of any database used.

Revise the statistical analysis section, remove all the tests that were not conducted, and mention the actual data analysis methodology used instead of the tests that were not conducted. Alternatively, present all the statistical findings in the results.

In the results, table 1 description, revise the following phrase for clarity and explain the subset N=52:
age range within the subset N=52

In the Table 2 description, remove the word "significantly" or present statistical findings and p-values in Table 2.

In Table 2, check the monotherapy percentage.
In the Table 3 description, check, as the number of courses for broad-spectrum antibiotic usage is inconsistent with the findings presented in Table 3.

In Table 3, check and revise, as there is inconsistency between numbers and percentages.

In the results, present an adverse reaction table and present the adverse reaction of each drug, along with the number and percentages of each adverse event and Naranjo category. and present the created description.

There is inconsistency in the results and discussion regarding adverse drug reactions; therefore, revise according to the results presented.

Discuss the limitations and strengths of the study.
Discuss the implications and future research directions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
	Some improvements are suggested;

In the introduction, provide references:
	



	If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Alprazolam, lorazepam, and clonazepam, often prescribed on medical and surgical wards, utilize their rapid-acting muscle relaxant, hypnotic, and sedating qualities.
In the introduction, provide references and rephrase to improve grammar; Use of TCA, so nortriptyline and amitriptyline, are mainstays as augmentation agents in the treatment of painful processes such as neuropathy and musculoskeletal pain.


In the introduction, provide references: DRP (Drug Related Problems) and particularly M-DDI that directly precipitate avoidable ADR (Adverse Drug Reactions) were high in the already complex hospital environment, mainly in settings with predispositions, such as multiple organ system failure, multiple comorbidities, and advanced old age.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	The ethical approval number needs to be mentioned.
	


Reviewer details:

. D Shazia Tahira, Bahria University, Pakistan


