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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 explores an important and very current issue: how eating ultra-processed foods (UPFs) might affect the risk of depression in adults. As people around the world rely more and more on these heavily processed foods, it’s crucial to understand what that means for our mental well-being. By reviewing and combining results from multiple studies, the authors give a clearer picture of whether UPF consumption is linked to depressive symptoms or major depressive disorder (MDD). Their work adds valuable insight to the growing research area known as nutritional psychiatry, an area that looks at how what we eat affects our mental health. The findings also highlight the potential role of diet-focused guidance in preventing and treating mental health conditions.
	

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

	Yes, the current title is suitable. It accurately reflects the study's focus, population, and methodology.
	

	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 is overall clear, informative, and logically structured. It effectively outlines the study’s aim, design, methodology, main results, and conclusion. Still, a few adjustments could improve clarity and completeness.
First, it would be helpful to mention the number of included studies (five) earlier in the methods section to increase transparency. Referencing the use of PRISMA 2020 guidelines would also strengthen the credibility of the methodological approach. In the results section, including the I² statistics would allow readers to better understand the level of heterogeneity across studies.
Lastly, the conclusion could be slightly refined to recognize the observational nature of the evidence. While the findings support the importance of reducing UPF consumption from a public health perspective, it should be noted that additional research is needed to establish a causal relationship.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript’s reference list is generally appropriate, current, and relevant. Most primary studies cited were published between 2019 and 2023, and key methodological sources (PRISMA 2020, the Cochrane Handbook, and STROBE) are correctly referenced. To strengthen the paper further, consider adding one or two recent comprehensive reviews (published in 2022–2023) that examine the link between ultra-processed food consumption and mental-health outcomes. Narrative or umbrella reviews would be especially helpful to place your findings within the broader, evolving literature. The discussion of biological plausibility could also be expanded by citing recent work on the gut–brain axis and diet-induced neuroinflammation. Including up-to-date reviews or primary studies that describe how UPFs may alter gut microbiota, increase systemic inflammation, or affect neuroimmune pathways will reinforce the proposed mechanisms and deepen the reader’s understanding of potential causal pathways.
	

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

	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript covers an important and timely topic with meaningful public health implications. Still, a few structural and narrative revisions are needed to improve clarity and completeness. Although the manuscript states that PRISMA 2020 guidelines were followed, the corresponding flowchart is missing. Including this diagram is essential to clearly document the study selection process.
The discussion section is also quite brief and relies heavily on numerical results. Expanding this section with more explanatory interpretation would better highlight the relevance and impact of the findings. In addition, the absence of a dedicated limitations section reduces the balance of the overall narrative. A concise discussion acknowledging key limitations, such as high heterogeneity, the observational nature of the included studies, and potential residual confounding, would significantly strengthen the manuscript’s scientific rigor.
Addressing these points will improve both the readability and the overall credibility of the article.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	None.
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