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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 article is very important for molecular biology science communities. It will be very valuable for crop breeding procedures. The PhD students and post-doctoral researchers of genetics can utilize it in their procedures and academic citations. Especially that corn is a prominent economic-staple food and forage crop worldwide. 
However, some ethical issues are found within the text, primarily the references which were not mentioned. Thus, I have to decide to make major revisions and another round of reviewing before acceptance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, change the type of article to Short Research Article.
	

	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.


	I suggest to use abbreviation of GLS after the first mention in abstract, then use abbreviations of GLS anywhere without full meaning.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Actually yes, it followed the general scientific procedure and in a solid way. However, some corrections must be reconsidered: 

1/ Figure 2 is not obvious.
2/ Section 3.4 stated that AMOVA, and it should be written as ANOVA.

3/ The last three sentences in the introduction (red and yellow) were supposed to be the hypothesis. Thus, the first three sentences of the discussion (red and yellow) should be an approval of your hypothesis based on your results and before mentioning the work of others (i.e, Hu et al., 2024). 

4/ The authors of 19 references (highlighted in yellow) were not mentioned in the text. This is a awful ! 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1/ Basically Yes. Please look to: optional/general comments. 
2/ Further, authors are obliged to double check the mention of all listed references list.
3/ A European research University studied recently (2020-2024) the grey leaf spot disease in tomatoes and peppers. Could you find those researchers (Massimi et al.,) and (Massimi and Radocz) at the University of Debrecen (the University is ranked 250 on QS as an agricultural University)? I strongly suggest that the authors display their findings in this article's introduction and show that the grey leaf spot disease in other plants is highly associated with drought and (K) ion deficiency. The presentation in this way will help to improve your article's literature review and show the importance of SSR in corn to find resistant germplasm to GLS. In the conclusion part, the authors can highlight their supposed procedure SSR as a super potential method to cope with drought susceptibility and potassium absorption in drylands. In my opinion, this interactive presentation will display the power of SSR method in finding multiple solutions for diverse related problems like fungal resistance (biotic factor) and drought (as a prominent abiotic factor). This complex interaction is very attractive for scientific communities in USA, Canada, Europe, Japan and other developed nations.
	

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


	I suggest to use some software’s to update it: like Grammarly proof/ paraphrasing to avoid similarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The equation in the section 2.6 must be referenced and the reference should be added to the references list
These References are not found in the text:

1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 12, 14, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 33, 35, and 37 
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	Author’s Feedback

	You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.

Yadav L, Kumar A, Singh H, Yadav NK, Pankaj . Screening and Evaluation of Maize Genotypes against Banded Leaf and Sheath Blight Disease under Artificial Epiphytotic Conditions. Curr. J. Appl. Sci. Technol. [Internet]. 2022 Apr. 26 [cited 2025 Jan. 30];41(9):25-34. Available from: https://journalcjast.com/index.php/CJAST/article/view/3819
Keerthana D, Haritha T, Kumar IS, Ramesh D. Field Screening of Maize (Zea mays L.) Genotypes against Turcicum Leaf Blight (TLB) under Artificial Conditions. Int. J. Plant Soil Sci. [Internet]. 2023 Mar. 22 [cited 2025 Jan. 30];35(7):1-11. Available from: https://journalijpss.com/index.php/IJPSS/article/view/2856
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	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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