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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 (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 is a valuable case report that highlights the challenges and specificities of managing organophosphate poisoning in a primary care setting in a developing country. The relevance of the topic and the clarity of the presentation are strengths. The inclusion of a brief discussion on the importance of toxicological screening (even if unavailable) and the citation of specific guidelines for management could further enrich the work. The discussion on the criminalization of attempted suicide is a very pertinent and well-addressed point, adding depth to the report.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	There are no suggestions for changing the title, as it fulfills its purpose of describing the scope of the work.
	

	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.
	Although it mentions the patient's age and gender, it could briefly include the favorable outcome and the reference to psychiatry in the summary, to provide a more complete overview of the case. Currently, the outcome is only mentioned in the conclusion of the summary, which may be a bit late for a reader seeking quick information.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific accuracy in its approach and discussion of organophosphate poisoning. The description of the mechanisms of action, clinical symptoms, and management is consistent with current medical knowledge.

Although the manuscript mentions the lack of toxicological screening, it would be interesting to discuss, even briefly, the importance of specific laboratory tests (such as plasma or erythrocyte cholinesterase levels) for diagnostic confirmation and monitoring response to treatment, even if not available at the PHC. The absence of these tests is a limitation, but mentioning their relevance would reinforce the scientific accuracy.
The manuscript states that the time between ingestion and presentation could not be precisely determined, but was somewhere between 1 and 7 hours. It would be helpful if the authors could elaborate a little more on how this uncertainty affected initial management or differential diagnosis, if at all. While acknowledging the difficulty, a brief reflection on the clinical implications of this uncertainty would be valuable.

The manuscript mentions that atropine was administered "according to guidelines." It would be beneficial to specifically cite which guidelines were followed (e.g., WHO guidelines, national guidelines, etc.) to provide more robustness to the
conduct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are, for the most part, pertinent and support the statements made in the text. The list includes scientific journal articles and book chapters covering epidemiological, pathophysiological, and management aspects of organophosphate poisoning.

Although some references are from earlier years (e.g., 2004, 2009), most are relatively recent (e.g., 2016, 2017, 2018, 2020), which is acceptable for a case report that relies on established knowledge.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The quality of the language and English in the manuscript is good and suitable for academic communication. The text is understandable, and the narrative flows well.
	

	Optional/General comments
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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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