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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 public health issue by synthesizing evidence on the role of Musca domestica as a reservoir and mechanical vector of microbial and parasitic pathogens in open waste dump environments. The topic is highly relevant for low- and middle-income countries where improper waste management contributes to disease transmission. The review integrates microbiological, parasitological, and antimicrobial resistance perspectives, which strengthens its interdisciplinary relevance. If improved structurally and linguistically, the manuscript could serve as a useful reference for researchers in medical entomology, environmental microbiology, and public health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the manuscript content.

However, a slightly more precise alternative could be:

Suggested Alternative Title:

“Houseflies (Musca domestica) as Mechanical Reservoirs and Disseminators of Microbial and Parasitic Pathogens in Open Waste Environments”

This version clarifies the vector mechanism and improves scientific precision.


	

	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 summarizes the topic adequately and includes pathogens, environmental factors, and public health implications. However, improvements are needed:

Suggestions:

· Reduce repetition and improve conciseness.

· Clarify that the manuscript is a narrative review.

· Improve grammatical flow and remove redundant phrasing.

· The term “Fungus” should be corrected to “fungi.”

· The abstract should more clearly emphasize antimicrobial resistance (AMR), as this is a strong theme in the manuscript.

Overall, the abstract is informative but requires language refinement and structural tightening.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its general assertions and aligns with cited literature.

However, several issues require attention:

· Some biological explanations are repeated in multiple sections.

· Minor taxonomic inconsistencies (e.g., family classification mention should be carefully verified).

· Occasional overgeneralized statements (e.g., transmission distances) should be phrased more cautiously unless strongly supported.

The scientific foundation is acceptable, but the manuscript needs structural and editorial refinement.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes an extensive reference list, including studies up to 2024. This is a strength.

However:

Several references are duplicated multiple times (e.g., repeated entries for Nayduch & Burrus 2017; Stoffolano 2019; Khamesipour 2018; Service 2012; Son 2019).

· The reference formatting is inconsistent.

· Some journal names appear incorrectly formatted.

· Redundant citations should be removed.

· The reference list requires thorough editing for duplication and consistency.

Overall: References are sufficient and relatively recent, but technical corrections are necessary.
	

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


	The English requires major editing before publication.

Issues include:

· Repetitive phrasing

· Sentence structure problems

· Grammatical inconsistencies

· Overuse of similar transitional wording

· Typographical errors

Professional language editing is strongly recommended to meet scholarly communication standards.


	

	Optional/General comments


	  The manuscript is lengthy and contains redundancy across sections (e.g., feeding behavior and microbial transmission repeated).

  Subsections could be streamlined to avoid repetition.

  Figures are referenced but not deeply integrated into the narrative.

  A dedicated section synthesizing knowledge gaps and future research directions would strengthen the review.

  Flow between sections can be improved for better readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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