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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
This manuscript addresses an important challenge in soybean production in Burkina Faso: the occurrence of fungal diseases even in varieties believed to be resistant. The study is relevant for researchers, plant pathologists, breeders, and extension workers because it highlights the potential breakdown of resistance and identifies key fungal pathogens affecting production. The work provides useful baseline information for future resistance screening, breeding programs, and improved disease management strategies in the region. However, the manuscript requires improvements in scientific rigor, data presentation, and clarity, particularly regarding disease incidence/severity quantification and confirmation of pathogen identity.
	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.


	Soybean is a key crop for food security and income generation in sub-Saharan Africa, and fungal diseases remain a major constraint to achieving high yields. This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by reporting important fungal pathogens affecting soybean varieties considered resistant in Burkina Faso. The study highlights that resistance may not be stable over time and that continuous evaluation is needed to manage emerging disease pressure. The findings can guide future research in resistant variety development and integrated disease control strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and relevant, but it contains a spelling error (Glucine → Glycine).
“Evaluation of fungal diseases affecting soybean varieties (Glycine max (L.) Merr.) considered disease-resistant in central Burkina Faso.”
	

	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 is clear and provides the aim and identified pathogens. However, it should include key quantitative findings such as disease incidence, frequency, or severity in each variety to strengthen scientific impact. In addition, the abstract should briefly mention the sampling size and the number of samples collected/isolated. The last conclusion sentence is good but should be supported by study data.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology for fungal isolation and identification using symptomatology, macroscopic colony observation, and microscopy is acceptable as a preliminary diagnostic approach. However, the manuscript lacks pathogenicity testing (Koch’s postulates) and/or molecular confirmation (PCR/sequencing), which are strongly recommended for accurate pathogen identification, especially for closely related fungi. The results section mostly describes symptoms and isolates but does not include quantitative disease assessment (e.g., disease incidence, severity scoring, replication). Therefore, the study is promising but needs stronger scientific evidence and clearer experimental design details
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references are relevant and include recent ones (2023–2025). However, several citations appear to be theses, reports, or general documents, and a few references look unrelated to fungal soybean pathology. The authors should include more peer-reviewed journal articles on soybean fungal diseases (downy mildew, Phomopsis seed decay, Sclerotinia stem rot, brown stem rot) and resistance breakdown. Also, check the formatting consistency of DOIs and web links
	

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


	The language is generally understandable, but the manuscript requires moderate English editing for grammar, consistency, and scientific writing style. Several sections include repetition, and species names should be consistently italicized (e.g., Glycine max, Peronospora manshurica, etc.). Some sentences are lengthy and need restructuring for clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  The study is valuable but needs clearer experimental layout: number of fields/plots, number of samples per variety, sampling frequency, and season/year of study.

  The manuscript should provide quantitative disease assessment (incidence %, severity index, or frequency of each pathogen per variety).

  Photos are repeated in the results section (e.g., Photo 1–4 and Photo 5–8 appear duplicated).

  The discussion is descriptive; it should compare findings more critically with previous soybean pathology studies and explain why resistance might have failed.

  Recommendations for control methods should be strengthened with practical and locally feasible approaches (e.g., integrated disease management). 
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	Author’s Feedback (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 detail) 

No major ethical issues were identified. The study involves plant samples and laboratory fungal isolation, which generally does not require ethical approval. However, if samples were collected from farmers’ fields, the authors should mention whether farmer permission and local consent were obtained.
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