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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important issue in healthcare: compliance with infection control practices (IPC). It provides valuable localized data that can inform hospital administration and policy within similar socio-geographic contexts. The findings on the significant relationships and experience with specific IPC practices offer insights into both strengths and potential demographic-specific gaps in IPC adherence, which is essential for developing targeted training and resource allocation to reduce healthcare-associated infections ultimately
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title needs some adjustments as suggested below
Level of Compliance of Staff Nurses in Infection Control Practices in Selected Hospitals of Puerto Princesa City, Philippines.
	

	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 states that a "quantitative descriptive survey method" was used, but the methodology section clarifies a "descriptive-correlational" design. The abstract should reflect the correlational aspect, and mention the specific number of respondents (n=110) in the abstract for completeness. Point out the major results; other results can be seen in the analysis. Some statements need to be rephrased; for example, the author wrote, “It is also found out that there are no statistically significant connections..." is a bit awkward. Rephrase for better flow, e.g., "No significant associations were found between compliance and sex or unit/area." The final sentence of the abstract should more strongly state the main conclusion, e.g., "The study concludes that while overall compliance is high, targeted interventions considering staff demographics are recommended to sustain and improve IPC standards.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound. The methodology is appropriate for the research questions, and standard statistical analyses (frequency, mean, Chi-square) are correctly applied. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list of references is sufficient. However, they are not integrated or cited in the manuscript text. This indicates that the literature review may not be as comprehensive as it could be, and the discussion could be strengthened by integrating these missing sources. Every entry in the reference list should have a corresponding citation in the text. The extensive list of uncited works should either be integrated or removed to maintain academic precision. The author should revise the Introduction and Discussion sections to incorporate these sources.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable. However, there are numerous grammatical errors, typos, and awkward phrasings that need correction to meet the standard for scholarly publication. Examples include:

· "descriptive-correlational resign design" (should be "research design").

· "Accordig" (should be "According").

· "HCP always wearing appropriate masks" (should be "HCP always wear...").

· "Continuos" (should be "Continuous").

· The flow in the discussion and conclusion sections can be improved with more transitional phrases.

Suggestion: a thorough proofreading by a native English speaker or a professional editing service is highly recommended.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-structured and valuable study. The main areas for improvement are technical, i.e, clarifying limitations, generalizability, and linguistic (proofreading). The core findings are relevant and can contribute to the field of nursing and infection control in the area of study. The recommendation for future research to use direct observation alongside surveys is excellent and would significantly strengthen any follow-up studies
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues detected. The manuscript clearly states that approval was obtained from the University Ethics Board and the participating hospitals. It also mentions that confidentiality was strictly observed.
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