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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 provides a valuable and nuanced investigation into the phenotypic plasticity and stability of qualitative traits in brinjal, a major vegetable crop, under contrasting seasonal environments. By explicitly comparing the responses of inbreds and hybrids, the study offers critical insights for breeders, revealing that heterotic hybrids are not universally more plastic but exhibit trait-specific responsiveness. The identification of a core set of completely stable genotypes is a significant practical output, providing ready-to-use genetic material for developing climate-resilient cultivars that ensure consistent market appeal. This research effectively bridges the gap between theoretical G×E interaction studies and applied vegetable breeding.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is excellent. It is comprehensive, precise, and clearly conveys the core focus of the research: G×E interactions, qualitative traits, the comparison between inbreds and hybrids, and the seasonal (summer/kharif) context.
	

	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 highly comprehensive and well-structured. It successfully summarizes the key objectives, methods, findings, and implications. One minor suggestion for improvement:

Suggestion for Addition: While the key statistical tests are mentioned in the main manuscript, the abstract could briefly state the nature of the core analysis, e.g., "Data were analyzed using chi-square, McNemar, and ANOVA to quantify G×E interactions." This would immediately signal the statistical rigor to the reader.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The experimental design (RCBD with replications across two distinct seasons) is appropriate. The use of standardized descriptors (PPV & FRA, IPGRI) ensures the reliability and repeatability of the qualitative trait scoring. The statistical analysis is sophisticated and well-suited to the categorical and paired nature of the data, employing a battery of tests (Chi-square, McNemar, Stuart-Maxwell, ANOVA) to address different aspects of trait variation and G×E interaction. The results are clearly presented, and the discussion logically interprets the findings in the context of existing literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include a good mix of foundational statistical texts, key crop-specific studies, and recent literature. The references are relevant and support the statements made.
Suggestion: To further strengthen the discussion on the genetic and molecular basis of the observed plasticity, consider citing a review on phenotypic plasticity in plants (e.g., "Phenotypic plasticity and epigenetic marking: an assessment of evidence for genetic accommodation" by M. J. West-Eberhard, 2005, or a more recent review in this area).
	

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


	The language quality is very good and entirely suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, concise, and formal. There are a few minor typographical errors (e.g., "Genotype by environment" in the introduction should be "Genotype × Environment" for consistency; "spinyness" is more commonly spelled "spininess"), but these do not detract from the overall high quality. The manuscript would benefit from a final proofread to catch these minor issues.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues were identified. The research appears to have been conducted in accordance with standard scientific practices.
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