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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 manuscript addresses a novel and highly relevant topic—using machine learning (ML) techniques for handwriting analysis in early Alzheimer's Disease (AD) detection. The integration of the DARWIN dataset, functional feature selection techniques (ANOVA, RFECV), and a comparison of multiple ML classifiers is commendable
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is acceptable
	

	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.


	· Streamline the abstract to focus on contribution, method, and key results.

· Provide a forward-looking conclusion with concrete future directions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The manuscript lacks a thorough justification of why handwriting analysis may outperform or complement existing modalities like neuroimaging.

· The claimed 100% accuracy for one of the models using ANOVA suggests potential overfitting or data leakage. This result should be critically analyzed and validated using external or real-world datasets.
· Pre-processing methods are described broadly; more details about how missing values, outliers, or skewed distributions were handled are necessary.

· No cross-dataset or real-world validation has been done to test generalizability.

· The DARWIN dataset is mentioned, but there is no clear explanation of its composition, source, or size. Dataset characteristics and participant demographics are essential.

· Multiple models and feature selection strategies are discussed, but there are no clear tables/graphs in the text to support the comparison unless they are embedded as separate files (which weren't processed here).

· The manuscript presents promising research but needs extensive language editing, deeper methodological clarity, and a more critical interpretation of results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Sentences and references (e.g., "considering example" and duplicate citations [5]) appear multiple times unnecessarily.
· Revise the refernces
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	· The manuscript is plagued by grammatical errors, inconsistent sentence structure, and poor word choice throughout.
· A thorough professional language edit is required. It reads as a machine-translated or heavily paraphrased version of English.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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