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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	The study provides a vital technical benchmark for improving by demonstrating that vitrification is superior to slow-freezing for the cryopreservation of in vitro produced embryos in the efficiency of Assisted Reproductive Technologies (ART) in this sensitive species. These findings offer actionable insights for practitioners to optimize embryo survival and genetic preservation, ultimately supporting the global dairy industry and germplasm management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is suitable because it clearly identifies the core components of the study.
	

	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 but requires minor refinements for professional clarity.

Suggestions for more professional clarity:

Standardize terms by using vitrified-warmed instead of devitrified, as per IETS guidelines.

Include the specific hatching rate percentages in the results, as this is a key finding mentioned in the conclusion.

Add a brief sentence identifying the source of the embryos e.g., slaughterhouse-derived oocytes.

Fix minor grammatical errors and clunky phrasing to improve the flow of the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and follows a logical experimental design common in reproductive biotechnology.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are relevant and appropriate for the study, but they could be improved to meet the standards of a high-impact journal.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is fair but requires moderate revision before it is suitable for final scholarly publication.
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