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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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.

	There are still some problems in the writing and content presented. And please follow the writing guidelines provided by the journal.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the article is suitable, but avoid using abbreviations in the title and add the name of the country as an explanation of the location, because not all readers know the name of the city without giving the name of the country. Or you can add the CHNEAR in keywords rather than in the title.

The title suggests a wide range of psychopathological illnesses.
However, the manuscript only assesses depression (using CDI) and quality of life (PedsQL), not a comprehensive psychopathology assessment. This can be misleading.

The sentence “A Report on 15 Cases” can indicate a case series or case report. In fact, this is a cross-sectional study. Maybe the title can modified as: Mental Health and Quality of Life in HIV-Positive Adolescents: A Descriptive Study from ….
	

	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.

	Please follow the journal guideline for authors.
1. The first abbreviations should be defined at first use, even if they are standard abbreviations.
2. Consistency in writing terminology or abbreviations to avoid misunderstanding or misinterpretation for readers, like CEaHIV and EAvHIV, is used without initial explanation. Suggestion: Use the full term at the beginning: like “Children and Adolescents Living with HIV (CALHIV)” - and use it consistently throughout the abstract.
3. Only 15 children - too small for generalization, let alone to infer a 60% prevalence of depression and association with orphan status. Suggestion: Explain these limitations explicitly in the conclusions or methods section. Do not infer “prevalence” if the sample is too small and non-probabilistic.
4. It is called “mixed-method”, but it does not explain what qualitative methods were used. Also, the authors said, “The survey was done randomly, from the active consultation queue” - this is not true random sampling, but convenience sampling. Suggestion: Improve the description of the method: “consecutive sampling from outpatient clinic attendees” or “convenience sampling”. Avoid the word “random” if it is not truly random.
5. The aim: to evaluate the quality of life and prevalence of depression, but results only mention depression, without mentioning PedsQL outcome (quality of life). Suggestion: Include at least one sentence of results about quality of life.
6. Result: “orphans (56%)” - is it 56% of the total sample? Or 56% of the depressed? Not clear. Also “female predominance (67%)” - 67% of whom? of the depressed? of the total sample?
7. Be careful, because the author do not include the quality of life in the result; the sentence “The explicitly established link between mental state and physical condition…” is not suitable, because there is no physical or correlation report in the result. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	After a comprehensive reading, this manuscript falls short of excellent scientific standards and contains numerous major errors, particularly in terms of methodology, data analysis, result interpretation, term consistency, and academic writing style. Suggestion: The manuscript requires extensive modification before it can be published.
1. The term "EAvHIV" is used throughout the article without an initial definition. Suggestion: Use internationally recognized words such as Children and Adolescents Living with HIV (CALHIV). If you want to maintain the local phrase, define it from the start. And so on.
2. The term "mixed-method" design is introduced, but no qualitative methods are described; only clinical interviews are referred to as "qualitative analysis," which is a component of clinical evaluation rather than a qualitative research approach.
3. No justification of sample size (n=15) and the size too small for correlation or prevalence analysis.
4. The term "correlation" is used, although no statistical tests (such as chi-square, Spearman, or Pearson) are stated.
5. If you want to state a correlation, perform a statistical test and report the analyzed value.
6. Make sure the figure can interpret themselves. And consider using international term, or if you want to maintain the local phrase, define it first.
7. The discussion section is overly extensive, opinionated, and lacks a clear organization, combining interpretations, literature, and constraints.
8. Conclusions are too general and not specific to the results and aims of the study. 
9. Many sentences are narrative, philosophical, or opinionated (for example, Dolto cites without providing direct scientific context).
10. "Figure 1, 2, and 3" are cited, but the information is not detailed in the text.
11. Is it possible for minors aged 16-18 to serve in units designed for 15 years or younger? Are there any exceptions? Is the age limit flexible?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references ([4], [15]) are used to support claims that are not directly related. Please use recent references. Several references are too old.
Suggestion: Use evidence-based references (empirical studies, systematic reviews, and/or WHO/UNICEF guidelines). If you want to use psychodynamic theories, carefully place them in the theoretical discussion section.

	

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

	Requires a review of the use of standard language equivalents.
	

	Optional/General comments

	This work contains potentially relevant information, but the methods and analysis are insufficient to support the conclusions reached. The authors must thoroughly revise: 
1. Acknowledge the constraints of the limited sample size, 
2. Eliminate assertions of connection without statistical testing, 
3. Use standardized words or terminologies, or abbriviations, 
4. Rewrite conclusions based on real findings. 
Major modifications are required before the manuscript may be considered.
	




	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704]PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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