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



	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.


	The study is relevant in psychiatry as it highlights the efficacy of Escitalopram in the management of depression and anxiety.

It gives insight into Escitalopram as a best alternative in the treatment of depression in pregnancy.

The study also highlights Escitalopram low risk of suicide and adverse effects, compared with drugs in similar class.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	 The topic could be modified since it does not consider depression only but other mental health illnesses as well.

Psychiatrists knowledge and perspectives on the use of Escitalopram in the management of major mental illness in India OR

Experts perspectives on the use of Escitalopram in the management of major mental illness in Indian setting.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract could come with a brief introduction into the problem statement.

Also depression could be broaden to include other mental health conditions that were studied in the research. 

The type of statistical tool used could be stated too.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has major scientific errors that can be worked on.

There was no statement on the knowledge gap of the proposed topic, with no reason for the choice of Escitalopram over other SSRIs.

Also, the problem statement is not clear, nor was the relevance of the study stated and justified.

The investigator could have given clinical observations of depression and anxieties in which Escitalopram used seemed to give a superior outcome than the other SSRIs.

No reference was given for why Escitalopram has a favorable tolerability profile and fewer side effects as compared to other SSRIs and SNRIs.

The investigator could have given real-life manifestations of the tolerability profile of Escitalopram in depression and anxiety in India
Replicating the study methodology will be difficult since the COSMOS tool used is not standardized.

Investigator could have stated the years of experience of the psychiatrists.

Also, inclusion and exclusion criteria could have been stated.

There was no mentioning of the COSMOS tool pre-texted to assess validation.

Knowing that Escitalopram has little or no significant effect on Histamine 1 antagonism, Investigator can throw more light on why FIG.2 stated Escitalopram was preferred for managing insomnia in patients with depression but in FIG 3. it was stated that it was preferred for patients who had increased sedation on Paroxetine, indicating the less sedative effects of Escitalopram. Hence, the two views should be reconciled.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No reference was given for why Escitalopram has favorable tolerability profile and fewer side-effects as compared to other SSRIS and SNRIs.

Most of the references are recent, which is commendable, but reference 2 brought the year after the author’s name, which violates the Vancouver referencing style.

Also, an English translation could have been given to reference 4.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English language used is good but can be worked to be more scholarly with the use of  tenses .
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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