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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The present work is a very big work (the authors have worked a lot of, and it was not a

on the humans’ health. Such a work must be published, and even more (explained in
newspapers, at the television, the radio, etc...).

The references are wonderful ! very numerous and important.

The work has been very well conducted: the sites selected, the insects collected, the
insects determined, and the dumpsites described.

pleasant work). Also, it is an important work; it concerns a big problem and has incidence

Minor REVISION comments

| have made some corrections directly on the paper, writing in red and barring the
passages to delete.
| hope the authors will take into account all my changes in order to improve their paper.

Optional/General comments

Is it possible to add in the paper some photos of the dumpsites, of the insects, and of ill

importance of the problem relative to refuse, dumpsites, and similar things.
Please, add ‘horrible’ photos, for ‘opening the eyes’ of people.
Thanks in advance.

humans (babies for instance). This should largely improve the paper. This should show the
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Reviewer’'s comment

Author’'s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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