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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and highly relevant issue related to infection prevention and control, especially in resource-limited healthcare settings. The evaluation of commonly used antiseptics and disinfectants against clinical isolates provides practical evidence that can inform hospital disinfection practices and policy decisions. Given the increasing burden of healthcare-associated infections and antimicrobial resistance, studies such as this contribute valuable local data that may improve infection control strategies. The findings of this manuscript are especially relevant for low- and middle-income countries where misuse or improper dilution of disinfectants is common.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the content of the study. It is specific, informative, and accurately describes both the study focus and geographical context. No change required.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well structured, covering the background, methods, results, and conclusion. However, it is somewhat dense and could be improved by:

1. Clarifying the meaning of “above manufacturers’ recommended dilution” for easier interpretation.

2. Briefly stating the public health implication of the findings.

Overall, the abstract adequately summarizes the study but would benefit from minor refinement for clarity and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This study is scientifically sound and follows acceptable microbiological methods, including agar disc diffusion and contact kill time assays. The use of standard identification techniques and appropriate controls strengthens the reliability of the findings. Data presentation is generally clear, and the interpretation aligns with the results obtained. However, the manuscript would benefit from a clearer justification of sample size and a brief discussion of study limitations, particularly regarding strain diversity and in vitro testing conditions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, relevant, and largely up to date. The authors have cited recent literature (2019–2024) alongside foundational studies, which strengthens the manuscript. No critical references appear to be missing. However, minor formatting inconsistencies should be corrected to ensure uniformity across the reference list.
	

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


	The language is understandable and generally suitable for scholarly communication. Nonetheless, there are several grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and instances of repetition throughout the manuscript. A thorough professional language editing is strongly recommended to improve clarity, flow, and overall readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Tables are informative but could be better streamlined to avoid redundancy.

2. The discussion is comprehensive but could be shortened slightly by reducing repetition of results already presented in tables.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical concerns are identified in this manuscript. The study involves laboratory analysis of clinical isolates without patient identifiers, and no human or animal subjects were directly involved.
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	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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