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	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 is important for the scientific community because it provides the first molecular characterization of Rice stripe necrosis virus (RSNV) isolates from Burkina Faso, where rice is a vital food crop. The new sequence data on the capsid protein gene expands the limited global information on RSNV diversity and helps to better understand the epidemiology of this emerging pathogen. These findings have potential implications for resistance breeding and management strategies in sub-Saharan Africa. However, the manuscript requires significant revision in language, structure, and interpretation before it can reach its full impact and usefulness for researchers and practitioners. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Diagnosis and genetic diversity of rice stripe necrosis virus (RSNV) infecting rice in Burkina Faso,” does not fully reflect the scope of the study. The manuscript primarily focuses on molecular characterization and phylogenetic analysis rather than on diagnostic development. The word “Diagnosis” may therefore be misleading to readers. I recommend revising the title to make it more precise and concise. A suitable alternative could be: “Molecular characterization and genetic diversity of Rice stripe necrosis virus (RSNV) in Burkina Faso.” This would more accurately represent the content and findings of the study while improving readability. 



	

	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 covers the background, methods, and results of the study, but it is not yet comprehensive in a concise way. At present, it is overly detailed in the methods (e.g., sample processing, extraction steps) while also containing redundancies and grammatical issues that affect readability. Important elements such as (first report of RSNV diversity in Burkina Faso) and the practical significance (relevance for resistance breeding and management strategies) are not emphasized strongly enough.

I suggest that the authors:

Condense the methods description to a single sentence, focusing on the main approach (sampling, RT-PCR, sequencing, and phylogenetic analysis).

Highlight the main findings more clearly (14 isolates, three phylogenetic groups, nucleotide divergence 0.2–5.5%).

Strengthen the conclusion by stressing the contribution of this work to understanding RSNV epidemiology and its implications for rice improvement in the region.

Revise for grammar and remove unnecessary repetitions to improve clarity.

Overall, the abstract contains the necessary components but requires substantial revision to make it concise, focused, and impactful.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is based on sound scientific methods, including field sampling, RNA extraction, RT-PCR amplification of the capsid protein gene, sequencing, and phylogenetic analysis. The approaches used are appropriate for studying viral genetic diversity, and the results are generally consistent with previous reports in related studies. The identification of 14 RSNV isolates and the analysis of nucleotide divergence (0.2–5.5%) appear valid and support the main conclusions.

However, while the experimental design is acceptable, the presentation of results and interpretation require improvement. The methods are described with unnecessary technical detail but lack clarity on certain aspects, such as sample selection criteria, number of replicates, and quality control measures for sequencing. The discussion sometimes overinterprets the data (e.g., suggesting seed transmission without direct evidence) and should be more cautious. In addition, several grammatical and structural issues obscure the scientific message.

In summary, the work is scientifically correct in its core methodology and findings, but the manuscript requires revision in presentation, clarity, and careful interpretation to ensure that conclusions are fully supported by the data.
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