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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 significant while it could enhance knowledge regarding genetic variability and inheritance patterns in brinjal, which is an important crop in terms of agronomic and nutritional value in tropical and subtropical regions. The estimation of phenotypic and genotypic variability along with heritability and genetic advance is significant in understanding the contribution of genetic factors associated with important yield-related traits. Such information is essential for breeders aiming to design efficient selection strategies and accelerate genetic improvement. The identification of traits that are mainly influenced by additive gene action is also valuable for selection programs for high-performing and stress-resistant brinjal genotypes.
	



PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The title is clear, concise, and reflects the main objectives of the study, particularly the focus on genetic variability and trait analysis in brinjal.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The abstract adequately summarizes the objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study. However, it could be improved by enhancing clarity, correcting minor grammatical issues, and ensuring a more concise presentation of the results.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The keywords are generally relevant to the study and reflect its main themes. They could be improved by reducing redundancy and incorporating more specific or widely indexed terms to enhance the article’s visibility and retrieval.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The background provides a general overview of brinjal and highlights the importance of genetic variability in crop improvement. The organization could be improved, and the section would benefit from a more focused synthesis of recent literature and a clearer linkage to the specific objectives of the study.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The research objectives are present and can be inferred from the introduction, particularly the focus on assessing genetic variability, heritability, and genetic advance. However, they are not explicitly and clearly formulated as distinct statements, and no specific hypotheses are provided.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The literature cited is relevant to the topic and includes some recent references. It needs a stronger integration of more up-to-date studies to improve its scientific rigor and contextual positioning.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The research methodology is well-structured with clear justification for the chosen approach. The methods are appropriate for addressing the study objectives and ensure reliable and reproducible results.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Ethical considerations were thoroughly addressed, with proper adherence to relevant guidelines and protocols.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The results are presented in a clear and organized manner, with appropriate tables and figures that effectively support the findings. Minor improvements in labeling and clarity of some data points could further enhance readability
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The tables are clear, well-labeled, and directly relevant to the study objectives. However the 3 figures could be merged.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The discussion effectively integrates the study findings with existing literature, highlighting consistencies and discrepancies.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The conclusions are well-supported by the presented data, with logical reasoning and clear links between the results and the study objectives.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
More detailed exploration of certain methodological constraints could further strengthen transparency.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The references cited are relevant and cover key studies in the field. While the number of sources is adequate, including a few more recent publications could further enhance of the literature support.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language, with logical flow and coherent argumentation. Minor grammatical adjustments and sentence refinements could further improve readability.
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The abstract could be more concise, with clearer emphasis on the main findings and their implications for breeding programs. Minor grammatical improvements would also enhance readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Authors should include more recent studies (2022–2025) on brinjal genetics and crop improvement to strengthen the literature context.
	



PART  3: 
	

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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 details)
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