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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.


	a well written case that addresses an important clinical case which is neuropsychiatric phenomenon and post-stroke psychosis presenting with auditory hallucinations. It demonstrates the current literature very well. Also, it provides valuable insight into the diagnostic complexity of psychosis in the geriatric population. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is not that good for this case report, and I believe that it does not reflect the report. 
The title needs to reflect both the specific manifestation (auditory hallucinations) and the broader syndrome (psychosis due to stroke) which was discussed in the introduction and discussion. 

A suggestion: Post-Stroke Psychosis Presenting with Auditory Hallucinations: A Case Report in an Elderly Patient.
	

	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.


	It is overall clear, logically structured. However, some points should be improved:
1- Title &Abstract alignment:
The abstract currently centers on auditory hallucinations, yet the core diagnosis and discussion talk about post-stroke psychosis.
2- Diagnostic reasoning:
The abstract could state that no prior psychiatric history or cognitive impairment was found, so it will reinforce the diagnosis of post-stroke psychosis rather than a primary psychiatric disorder. ( or mention it clearly so the reader understands what came first)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the manuscript is well written and clinically interesting, it remains need some improvements. 
- Missing the diagnosis confirmatory: There is no mention of formal diagnostic framework or tool of psychosis and hallucinations such as (DSM-5, ICD-11, or validated post-stroke psychosis criteria) is cited. MMSE is not a diagnostic tool for psychosis.

- Incomplete timeline and causal linkage: The chronology between the cerebrovascular accident, symptoms onset, medication initiation, discontinuation, and relapse are loosely presented. Without a precise temporal map which will make the reader confused. 
- Superficial MRI interpretation: - Psychosis after right hemispheric stroke was well-documented, but the case had left parietal involvement. Authors did not address this or cite data on left-sided lesions producing auditory hallucinations. – No Visual data integration: The figure itself was not described in analytic terms, no mention of lesion size, exact coordinates. Need to mention more data to be diagnostic. 
- Neglecting sensory impairment: They briefly mentions hearing loss but never explores how auditory deprivation may have interacted with vascular damage to precipitate psychosis. 

- Therapeutic discussion: There is no discussion of why olanzapine was chosen over other atypical antipsychotics. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference is adequate, but authors should add some recent reviews on vascular psychosis mechanisms.
	

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


	The overall English quality is good and suitable, with clear grammars. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The case itself is interesting and clinically relevant. Even though the authors should do the enhancements discussed above before publishing the paper.
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