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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. The author must 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 presents a highly significant and timely contribution to the scientific community, particularly in the fields of educational technology, computational psychology, and public health. 
· It addresses the critical and escalating issue of student mental health in India by developing a practical, data-driven intervention. 
· The study is valuable as it demonstrates the successful application of a fully open-source, automated machine learning pipeline within a resource-constrained setting, providing a scalable and economically feasible blueprint for other institutions. 
· Furthermore, it offers robust empirical evidence on the predictive power of integrating academic, behavioral, and psychological data, advancing the methodology for early-risk identification systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not, please suggest an alternative title.)
	The title is suitable and clearly describes the manuscript's content. However, it could be slightly refined for precision and impact.
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. It effectively summarizes the problem, methodology, key results, and implications. 

However, one minor point for enhancement is suggested. 
· While the 99.87% accuracy is highlighted, the abstract could briefly acknowledge the inherent limitation of this figure, perhaps with a phrase like: "…achieved 99.87% accuracy on a test set, though this performance is contextualized within the study's methodology." This would immediately signal a nuanced understanding to the reader. 
· Further, the current discussion of limitations in the main text is sufficient, but a hint of it in the abstract adds depth.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here. 
	· The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is described with exceptional detail and rigor. 
· The use of SMOTE to handle class imbalance, 10-fold cross-validation, feature importance analysis, and a clear definition of the target variable based on clinical thresholds are all best practices in machine learning. 
· The reported metrics (Accuracy, AUC, Sensitivity, Precision) are appropriate for evaluating a classification model. 
· The discussion correctly identifies potential biases (self-reporting, automation) and limitations (rule-based ground truth, generalizability), which strengthens its scientific integrity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions for additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and appropriately recent. They include foundational clinical instruments (PHQ-9, GAD-7), key machine learning techniques (SMOTE), relevant R packages, and recent studies on student mental health in India. The inclusion of India's 2023 DPDP Act is particularly relevant.

Suggestions for Additional References:
· For the SHAP method, the following reference can be cited as a potential future direction for enhancing model interpretability beyond basic feature importance.
Lundberg, S. M., & Lee, S. I. (2017). A unified approach to interpreting model predictions. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30. 

· Further, for a broader context on AI in mental health and to strengthen the introduction by placing the work within the wider field, the following reference can also be cited. 
Graham, S., et al. (2019). Artificial intelligence for mental health and mental illnesses: an overview. Current Psychiatry Reports, 21(11), 116. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language quality is excellent and entirely suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, concise, professional, and engaging. The narrative is compelling, moving logically from the problem statement to the solution and its implications.
	

	Optional/General comments

	· This is an exceptionally well-written and executed study. 
· The manuscript reads like a complete chapter, with a strong narrative arc. 
· The focus on practicality, using open-source tools and standard hardware, is its greatest strength, making the research not just theoretical but implementable. 
· The ethical considerations are thoughtfully integrated throughout the text. Figures 2 and 4 are particularly effective in conveying the core concepts.
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