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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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.


	The authors have done a commendable job in unravelling the role played by silk tissues in resistance mediation in maize against fall army worm. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 authors should write the full form of FAW when first referring it in the text, with FAW written in the bracket. Also, use a uniform format when referring to scientific names
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript seems to be scientifically satifactory
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Reviewer’s comment

In text, mention the full form of FAW when first introducing it in the text

Recheck the format for mentioning references in the text. Lack of uniformity there.

The second paragraph in the introduction section needs references

The author’s mention “The selection was made to represent both resistant, moderately resistant and susceptible responses observed during preliminary evaluations” both suggests two parameters but they have listed three instead?

(which were identified as resistant in earlier screening), complete the bracket

Why did the authors specifically focused on the R3 stage?

Could the authors provide better figures, both in terms of presentation and resolution? Figure 1 and 2 seem redundant, change “plate” to figure

Helicoverpa zea, Since it has been mentioned once in the text, use H. zea. 

The statistical analysis and result section seems satisfactory enough but the discussion a more in-depth reasoning needs recent references, supported by recent references 

The table requires some additions, use superscript letters to denote Tukeys grouping

Has the data been transformed?
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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