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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.


	This manuscript provides a clear and informative overview of depression, including its causes, symptoms, classifications, risk factors, and treatment options. It serves as a helpful educational resource, particularly for readers looking to build a foundational understanding of the topic. While the content is broad and covers many important aspects, the manuscript would be stronger with a more structured synthesis and clearer methodological explanation. Nonetheless, the subject matter is highly relevant, considering the global impact of depression and the ongoing need for accessible, evidence-based information in the field of mental health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the scope of the paper. 
	

	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 introduces several important aspects of the topic; however, it lacks structural clarity and coherence. Key points are presented in a disorganized manner, with some repetition and unclear phrasing that diminish the overall impact. To improve readability and academic quality, the abstract should be revised to follow a logical flow—beginning with a brief background, followed by a clear statement of purpose, an outline of the main themes discussed (such as symptoms, risk factors, and treatment), and a concise conclusion. It is also important to explicitly indicate the type of study (e.g., narrative or systematic review) to properly set the reader’s expectations. Enhancing grammar and sentence structure will further strengthen the abstract’s clarity and professionalism
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The content is generally accurate and appears to be based on existing literature. Although it is presented as a systematic review, the paper does not include essential methodological information such as the databases used, inclusion and exclusion criteria, or data extraction procedures. This lack of methodological clarity affects the transparency, reliability, and reproducibility of the review. Furthermore, the author does not cite sources within the main body of the text, making it difficult to verify the origin of the information presented. To meet academic writing standards, the author should include appropriate in-text citations throughout the manuscript and clearly describe the review process. Strengthening the discussion with more critical analysis and synthesis of referenced findings is also recommended.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript references several credible sources; however, many citations are dated (2000s or earlier), and some recent key references are missing. A high-quality systematic review should include more recent studies, particularly post-2015.
	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate to major language editing. While the content is understandable, there are frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetitive statements that affect clarity and flow. Sentences are often long and convoluted. A professional English language edit is strongly recommended to improve scholarly readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript should explicitly describe the review methodology, including search strategy, databases used, and inclusion/exclusion criteria.

· The "Discussion" section is underdeveloped and lacks synthesis or critical comparison across referenced sources.

· The list-based structure in many sections is overly simplistic; the content would benefit from more integrated narrative development.

· The author must include in-text citations to support all factual statements and ensure the credibility of the content.

· Table(s) or summary models are recommended to improve comprehension and organization of key information.

· A structured conclusion with clear takeaways and implications is needed to effectively summarize the review’s findings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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