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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 paper aims to build a machine learning model using the Random Forest algorithm to predict depression. This is a useful and relevant goal, especially since current methods rely too much on personal judgment and may miss early warning signs. The scope is clear and focused on using AI to find patterns in behavior that can help identify people at risk of depression earlier. This approach could improve mental health care and support early treatment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	1. Mention of Data Source and Size
The abstract does not mention how the dataset was obtained or its size, which is important for understanding the model's validity.
2. Key Findings or Results
Including a brief summary of the model’s performance or most influential features would give the reader a quick sense of the study’s effectiveness and practical impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Partially.
The paper focuses on an important problem and uses a Random Forest model to predict depression. However, the dataset is very small (only 20 samples) and manually created, which makes the results less reliable. The method is explained clearly, but the model is not tested with real-world data, which affects its scientific accuracy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	    Yes
	

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


	Needs improvement.
There are numerous grammatical, spelling, and formatting errors (e.g., “Abatract” instead of “Abstract,” inconsistent headings, and unclear sentences). The paper would benefit from thorough proofreading to improve clarity and professionalism.
	

	1. Optional/General comments


	1. Expand and Use a Realistic Dataset
The study only employs 20 samples from a very small, manually constructed dataset. To strengthen the model’s reliability, consider using a larger dataset sourced from real patients or public repositories such as UCI or Kaggle. Because it was created by the author, it has no practical use and cannot be relied upon for scientific or medical purposes. It's acceptable to create a tiny dataset for learning or explanation. For creating actual ML prediction models, it is insufficient.

2. Clarify and Standardize Feature Names

Numerous feature names in the dataset, such as "Feel T," "Gift of the horn," and "Fat nerve," are ambiguous or poorly translated. Revise unclear or ambiguous feature names using medically accurate terminology. This will enhance the dataset’s readability and increase its relevance and acceptance in the psychological and clinical context.
3. Include Detailed Pre-processing Steps

Clearly describe the data pre-processing process, including encoding. Real-world machine learning requires data pre-processing, which cannot be neglected.

4. Add Model Comparisons
There is no comparison with other models such as SVM, Decision Trees, or Logistic Regression; just Random Forest is utilised. This weakens the claim that Random Forest is the best choice for this task. So, compare the performance of Random Forest with other machine learning models 
5. Proofread for Language and Formatting
Carefully revise the paper to correct spelling, grammar, and formatting issues (e.g., change "Abatract" to "Abstract"). A well-written paper improves readability and reflects professionalism.
6. Ensure Consistency Between Code and Model Description
While Random Forest is mentioned in the study, the offered code snippet displays the import and evaluation of a Decision Tree Classifier. This could lead to misunderstandings over which algorithm is actually used as the main predictive model. Clarify the use of algorithms in the code.

7. Correct Dataset Size Inconsistencies
The paper states 20 records were used, but the code references df.head(1600), suggesting more data. It is necessary to explain this discrepancy. A number of plots including "7.3.5. Data analysis from graphs" also demonstrate that this paper employed close to 1600 records. It makes it difficult to determine how many records there are in the dataset. Clearly state how many records were actually used and explain any discrepancies.
8. Include a Literature Review Section
The paper does not include a literature review, which is essential to understand previous work in the field and to justify the need for the current study. This will help establish the context and justify the novelty of your research.

9. Label and Caption All Figures Properly

The image is placed under a section heading without a proper figure number or caption. Every image should be labeled (e.g., "Figure 3: Confusion matrix showing model evaluation results") to ensure clarity and maintain academic standards. Avoid relying solely on section headings to explain images.

10. Need for Comparative Analysis with Related Work

To strengthen the validity of the proposed model, the author should include a comparative analysis with existing related works, highlighting how this approach outperforms or differs from previous studies.
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