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	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 study is important to the scientific community as it is related to the topic of infection prevention and control, and it also addressed the misuse of disinfectants in practical reality in hospitals. However, it suffers from some limitations, including the small sample size and limitations in the methodology. If serious treatment is done in the language, presentation of tables, and statistical and methodological analysis of the results, then the scientific value in terms of local importance is moderate and global importance is limited. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title should be original and contain fresh, engaging elements. It should include the study design and key variables, such as contact time and attenuation, as these are key study outcomes. The abstract should not be too long and should not contain excessive numerical details, as this reduces impact and clarity.
	

	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 should not be too long or overly detailed with numerical information, as this may reduce its impact and clarity. The information provided should also be verified, as it states that disinfectants are ineffective at commonly used concentrations, while the conclusion indicates that they are effective. Recommended concentrations should be mentioned to avoid any risks to public safety. There is also the use of inaccurate terminology, such as the term "resistant," when terms like "lack of inhibitory effect" or "reduced sensitivity" would be more appropriate.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	-  The introduction repeatedly mentions information about hospital-acquired infections and the importance of disinfectants. The rationale and necessity of this study need to be clarified, and the use of dilution methods is not adequately addressed.

-  Regarding materials and methods, emphasis should be placed on the method for evaluating the effectiveness of these disinfectants. The disc diffusion method is not a standard method for testing disinfectant effectiveness, and there is no clear explanation for using a higher dilution than the manufacturers. Survey results should be consistent with laboratory results, and there should be few isolates from specific facilities. Statistical analysis is weak, and inferential analysis is lacking.
- The results rely excessively on tables, whereas large tables should be avoided as they complicate the interpretation of the main findings. Appropriate scientific terminology should be used for disinfectants, and values ​​in tables should not be repeatedly cited without summative analysis. Statistical investigation should be conducted to identify differences between disinfectants.

- The discussion is excessively lengthy and contains speculative interpretations lacking experimental evidence. Results are often reformulated instead of analyzed, and conflicting conclusions are noted that contradict some of the cited studies.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Many of the references used in the study are journals with low impact or poor indexing, and old local studies between 2012 and 2016. Internet sources such as residential surveys were also cited.
	

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


	The language used in the study is unsuitable, containing many problems including frequent grammatical errors, weak sentence structure, inconsistent use of tenses, repetition and verbosity in sentences, and misuse of some scientific terms.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the study design was of average accuracy, the methodology was weak, the data interpretation was average, and the language quality was very poor.
Therefore, a thorough review is required before publishing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

I don't think that

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	I don't think that

	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	In general, The manuscript in some places contains plagiarism (overall (15-20)%. according to the plagiarism programs (Plagiarism Checker-X).
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
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