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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 review article entitled: Semen Analysis in Swine Reproductive Biotechnology: Current Challenges, Emerging Technologies, and Future Prospects for Swine Production in Western Visayas, Philippines, addresses an important aspect of swine reproductive biotechnology, namely semen quality assessment and its role in improving reproductive efficiency and genetic dissemination in swine production. The manuscript is particularly relevant to the ongoing recovery and modernization of the Philippine swine industry following disease-related setbacks and aligns well with regional development initiatives in Western Visayas. The article compiles recent advances in semen evaluation technologies, including CASA, flow cytometry, molecular biomarkers, and artificial intelligence applications, while identifying research gaps and future directions. The proposed regional reproductive biotechnology framework provides a useful conceptual basis for strengthening artificial insemination programs and reproductive performance monitoring in the region.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

	

	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
	4

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

	

	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
	4

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. 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

	




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, the title accurately reflects the scope of the review and clearly indicates the focus on semen analysis, emerging technologies, and applications within the swine industry of Western Visayas.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but with minor revisions recommended. The abstract adequately summarizes the major themes covered in the review. However, it is relatively lengthy and includes detailed production statistics that may be condensed. Greater emphasis on the review methodology (sources consulted, selection criteria, and scope of literature coverage) would strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but with revisions needed.
The manuscript presents scientifically sound information and cites relevant literature from reproductive biotechnology and semen evaluation research. However, there are several areas requiring improvement:
1. The manuscript lacks a clearly described literature search and article selection methodology expected in modern review articles.
2. Several sections are largely descriptive and would benefit from deeper critical analysis comparing methodologies, advantages, limitations, and practical applicability of advanced semen evaluation tools.
3. Statements regarding regional production statistics and development programs should be carefully verified against original sources and updated where necessary.
4. Minor grammatical inconsistencies and typographical errors should be corrected throughout the manuscript (e.g., "SEMEM Evaluation" instead of "SEMEN Evaluation"; inconsistent citation formatting).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but additional recent references are recommended.
The manuscript cites several relevant and recent references (2019–2024) related to CASA, flow cytometry, molecular biomarkers, artificial intelligence, and semen preservation. Nevertheless, additional literature published during 2024–2026 on machine learning-assisted semen analysis, boar fertility prediction models, and precision livestock reproductive management would further strengthen the review.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO.
No apparent ethical concerns were identified. The manuscript is a review article and does not involve animal experimentation or human subjects. The authors have also included declarations regarding AI use and competing interests.
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