Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Microbiology Research Journal International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_MRJI_141836

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	PREVALENCE AND DISTRIBUTION OF URD BEAN WEB BLIGHT DISEASE (RHIZOCTONIA SOLANI) IN TARAI REGION OF UTTARAKHAND

	Type of the Article
	Research


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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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 holds significant value for the scientific community as it provides updated, region-specific data on the prevalence and distribution of Rhizoctonia solani-induced web blight in urd bean, a major pulse crop in the Tarai region of Uttarakhand. The findings offer insights into spatial variation in disease incidence and severity, which can guide targeted disease management strategies and policy interventions. Additionally, the study highlights the influence of cropping patterns on disease dynamics, contributing to the understanding of epidemiological factors affecting black gram production. Such information can serve as a baseline for future research on integrated disease management and resistant variety development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Prevalence and Distribution of Urd Bean Web Blight Disease (Rhizoctonia solani) in Tarai Region of Uttarakhand" is suitable for the manuscript.

It is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the study’s scope, crop species (Vigna mungo / urd bean), pathogen (Rhizoctonia solani), and geographical focus (Tarai region of Uttarakhand). The use of “prevalence and distribution” aligns well with the survey-based approach described in methodology.


	

	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.


	Using random sampling methods sampling is redundant - Avoid repetition  

Abstracts should summarize the sampling method in 1–2 sentences - More concise methodology. The conclusion could briefly mention implications for disease management or future research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The disease is called web blight in the title but pod rot appears in the description; this should be consistent to avoid confusion.  There’s no mention of statistical tests to verify if differences between locations are significant. Most journals expect at least ANOVA or other appropriate analysis for field survey data. The conclusion could briefly explain why sole cropping increases incidence (e.g., higher canopy humidity, continuous host presence).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While you have Rawate et al. (2022) and Naz et al. (2021), adding a few 2023–2024 references would make the literature review feel more current. Include recent epidemiological work on Rhizoctonia solani in pulses from northern India or similar agro-ecological zones. Recent research often uses ITS sequencing and molecular markers to characterize R. solani populations. Including at least one paper like that would strengthen the scientific depth. As disease incidence varies by season and cropping patterns, adding recent climate-disease correlation studies would support your discussion section.
	

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


	Yes, The sentences are generally clear and the scientific content is understandable.
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