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	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 study contributes significantly to understanding gene flow and introgression between cultivated Sorghum bicolor and its feral/weedy relatives (S. halepense, S. sudanense, and S. verticilliflorum). The findings are relevant to plant breeders, geneticists, and biosafety regulators because they reveal how hybridization can influence genetic diversity, weed competitiveness, and transgene containment. The integration of SSR markers and morphological data across F1, F2, and BC1 generations strengthens the paper’s scientific merit and ecological relevance.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and reflects the scope of the study accurately. Optional suggestion: “Hybridization and Genetic Segregation among Cultivated and Feral Sorghum.”
	

	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 comprehensive and well-aligned with the study objectives. It summarizes the methodology (SSR markers and morphological traits) and highlights key findings. Consider adding explicit numerical data (e.g., range of alleles or diversity indices) to make it more informative.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The study is methodologically sound, using 21 SSR markers, ANOVA, PCA, and Mahalanobis D² statistics to assess genetic and phenotypic variation. The conclusions are supported by the data. Replication details and sample sizes could be specified more clearly, and figures/tables would benefit from improved labeling.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are current and relevant (up to 2025). They include both foundational (e.g., Arriola & Ellstrand, 1996) and recent genomic studies (e.g., VanGessel & Bagavathiannan, 2022). Minor formatting issues (spacing and punctuation in DOIs) should be corrected.

	

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


	Moderately good. The paper would benefit from minor language polishing for grammar and flow (e.g., “paramters” → “parameters,” and improved transitions in Results/Discussion).

	

	Optional/General comments


	- Improve figure resolution and ensure axis labels are legible.
- Clarify whether the greenhouse conditions replicate field gene flow dynamics.
- Add a section on implications for biosafety and transgene management.
- Ensure consistent reporting of sample sizes and replicates across results.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues are identified. The study deals with plant material only.
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