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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have 

suggestion of additional references, please mention in the 
review form. 

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to 
provide additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
yes 
 
yes, but needs to indicate study area. 
 
 
Yes, but needs to improve as suggested below. 
 
 
Yes, but needs to improve as suggested below. 
 
Yes, but needs to improve as suggested below. 
 
Yes, but needs to improve as suggested below. 
 
 
Please see below a complete comment to the authors.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

 
Yes, but needs to improve as suggested below. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
In the column to the right, I have included the comments I originally 
prepared to the authors. I hope it is helpful.   

 
While the manuscript attempts to provide relatively more recent, specific, and relevant 
information on the topic under consideration, it is also associated with certain concerns 
that need to be addressed, and these concerns are listed below. 

 The title of the manuscript should indicate the location (study region) of the study.  
 In the abstract, what is written as “Study Design” is not clear and needs to be 

revised. 
 In the abstract, the conclusion is mostly repetition of the results, and the last 

sentence there is vague.  It is suggested this conclusion needs to be revised.  
 In the Introduction and abstract the justification(s) for conducting the present 

study is not clear.  Is the study filling a gap that was not addressed by previous 
researchers? If so, what was it, and what would be the potential contribution of 
the current work?  

 Some key references are missing in the introduction and elsewhere un the paper. 
 There is repetitiveness of statements in the introduction and elsewhere in the 

manuscript, which should be minimized. 
 There is confusion with the use of the words “drugs, “drug abuse” and “drugs of 

abuse” in the manuscript. 
 The reviewer wonders if writing the names of the study participants was a 

requirement for such kind of study. 
 A brief description the official regulation psychotropic drugs in the region of India 

can be helpful for better insights. 
 In table 1, under family income, in what currency was the amount of money listed 

down considered? 
 While some sections of the discussion are more of a repetition of the results, the 

implications and contribution of the reported results are not well discussed. This 
is important to be given due consideration.   

 It is suggested that in a separate paragraph in the discussion, authors write down 
at least some of the important limitations of the study, with inclusion of proposals 
for possible future investigations in the field. 
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 Overall, the manuscript is not that well-written, making it difficult to clearly 
understand the rationales behind some of the presentations. This requires that it 
should be thoroughly edited for language as well as opinions/reasonings. 

 
 
 

 
 
PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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