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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript addresses the important intersection of machine learning methods and mental health, particularly focusing on depression prediction. The topic itself is undeniably important for the scientific community, as mental health remains a pressing global concern and AI offers tools that can potentially assist early detection. However, the way the study is presented here does not yet provide sufficient depth, rigor, or validated results to meaningfully advance knowledge in the field. The idea is relevant, but in its current form the contribution to the scientific community is limited because it lacks real data, experimental validation, and a strong link to existing research.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable as it clearly reflects the core focus of the paper, namely the use of gradient descent and loss functions within the context of depression prediction. It is specific enough to signal the main methods applied while also highlighting the application area, which is mental health. Although a little long, the title is still descriptive and appropriate for the subject matter.

	

	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 covers the general idea of the work and introduces gradient descent, loss functions, and the intended application to depression prediction. However, it reads more like an introduction than a research abstract. It does not include essential details such as the dataset used, the methodology followed, or any specific results and findings. For it to be comprehensive, I would suggest adding:
· A clear problem statement or research gap.

· A short description of the methodology, including whether real data or simulations were used.

· Key results or performance outcomes of the model.
· A concluding statement on the significance or contribution of the work.
At the same time, some of the general background sentences could be shortened or removed to make room for more precise research-focused details.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript explains the basic principles of gradient descent and loss functions correctly at a conceptual level, and the mathematical derivations presented are generally consistent with standard formulations. However, from a scientific standpoint the paper is not fully correct because it does not demonstrate the use of actual data or a validated experimental setup for depression prediction. The examples provided are simplified and at times unrealistic, which limits the scientific rigor of the work. In its current form, the manuscript reads more like an educational overview or tutorial than a scientific study that presents new, verifiable findings.I will list some cases below:

Use of Arbitrary Variables (Section 4.2, Input Variables)
The paper lists 24 input variables with assigned values such as x1 = 37 (Attention disorders), x23 = 41 (Good Mood), x24 = 42 (Bad Mood). There is no explanation of how these numbers were obtained, whether they come from a real dataset, or if they are clinically validated measures. This makes the example illustrative rather than scientific.

Simplistic Example of Prediction (Section 4.3)
The calculation of z = 27.2 leads to p ≈ 1.0, which predicts depression with almost absolute certainty. This oversimplifies the problem and does not reflect the complexities of actual machine learning model training.

Results and Evaluation (Section 4.7)
Figures such as “Python language codes,” “Confusion Matrix,” and “Classification Report” are mentioned but not presented with actual experimental data.

Performance metrics (accuracy, recall, F1 score) are explained in theory, but no real values or comparative experiments are shown.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are not fully sufficient or recent. While a few standard sources on machine learning and gradient descent are included (e.g., Goodfellow et al., Bishop, Hastie et al.), many entries are outdated, incomplete, or questionable. For instance, Géron is cited as 2005 for Hands-On Machine Learning with Scikit-Learn, though this book was first published in 2017. Some references are missing publication details (e.g., Tilkestein, M., et al., “Year, e.g., 2021”), which reduces their credibility. Moreover, the majority of the cited works focus on general machine learning theory rather than depression prediction, meaning the paper lacks strong, up-to-date references that directly support its application domain.
I would recommend adding more recent and domain-specific references such as:
· LeCun, Y., Bengio, Y., & Hinton, G. (2015). Deep learning. Nature, 521(7553), 436–444.

· Devlin, J., Chang, M. W., Lee, K., & Toutanova, K. (2019). BERT: Pre-training of deep bidirectional transformers for language understanding. NAACL.

· Lin, E., et al. (2019). Prediction of depression diagnosis using machine learning algorithms in a large health survey population. Frontiers in Psychiatry.

· Orabi, A. H., et al. (2018). Deep learning for depression detection of twitter users. Proceedings of the Fifth Workshop on Computational Linguistics and Clinical Psychology.

Including more recent works (2018–2024) that apply machine learning to mental health prediction would make the paper more credible and scientifically relevant.

In addition, while the bibliography lists several sources, there are almost no in-text citations throughout the body of the manuscript to indicate where specific information, definitions, or statements are coming from. This makes it difficult to verify the accuracy of the claims and to see how the work is positioned within existing research. Proper in-text referencing is necessary to give credit to prior studies and to strengthen the scientific reliability of the paper.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is understandable, but the English quality is not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. The writing contains grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent terminology (for example, the manuscript sometimes uses “this talk” instead of “this paper”). Sections are written more like lecture notes or a student report, with bullet points and informal explanations, rather than in a professional academic style. The manuscript would benefit from significant editing to improve clarity, grammar, and flow, and to align with the formal tone expected in a scientific journal.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript tackles an important and relevant topic, linking machine learning optimization methods with the prediction of depression, which is a pressing global health issue. However, in its current form, the work reads more like an educational overview than a scientific study. The paper lacks clear in-text citations, a strong research gap, and most importantly, experimental validation with real or benchmarked data. The methodology is explained with arbitrary examples rather than supported by a dataset, and the results section does not provide actual findings, comparative analysis, or reproducible experiments. The references are partly outdated and incomplete, and the language requires substantial editing to meet scholarly standards. Overall, while the topic is promising, the manuscript requires major revision to reach the level of rigor, originality, and clarity expected for publication.
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