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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	The manuscript serves as a valuable resource for anyone interested in the intersection of AI, healthcare, and psychology, providing a roadmap for future research and application. The analysis can reveal gaps in the current research, suggesting areas where further investigation is needed to advance the field. It highlights the most productive countries, authors, institutions, and thematic areas, offering insights into the key players and influential factors in the field. By analyzing publication patterns, the manuscript helps identify trends and emerging areas of interest The manuscript can inform practical applications and policy decisions, ultimately contributing to improved healthcare and psychological outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. It seems Appropriate for the same.
	

	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.


	There are some key elements that make the abstract of an article comprehensive.   The abstract seems accurate and impactful in an academic way. The abstract is comprehensive enough. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are key steps that ensure the scientific correctness of a bibliometric analysis like Data Quality, transparency, ethical considerations, Methodology rigor, statistical validity etc. The author has also used the software reference analysis tools that is also generally required in such papers.  Expert validation could have been used but it may not be necessary going over the methodology of the manuscript.  So, considering many factors, the manuscript seems correct. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The author has used only Scopus Database for the same.  It is a well know, peer revied and diverse database. The publications seem recent too. As per various factors along with the preferences set by author, the article references seem comprehensive. 
	

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


	Yes, it is suitable.  The language is concise, grammatically correct, coherent and consistent. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail) No, I don’t find any.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
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