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PART 1: Comments

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

	
	
	Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments
	
	

	
	
	are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	
	

	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 makes a valid contribution to wider scientific knowledge,
aligning physical activity with heart rate and Sp02. However, there
are a significant number of shortcomings in the manuscript itself. The
length is not sufficient to be considered a full article. Various claims and sections do not cite appropriate sources for claims made. Additionally, the discussion as part of the results and discussion, is insufficient and provides only base results with the authors providing hypotheses for cause and effect yet not providing any evidence to back up and discuss these findings. The conclusion does not provide any definitive details related to the title as it lacks an actual definitive concluding statement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title of the article is not suitable for what is provided. It cites ergonomics yet provides only physical data related to study participants. It should be rephrased to focus on either fatigue
evaluation or similar biophysical characteristics related to 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 of the study is appropriate for the data provided in the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	It is difficult to provide a conclusive answer to this question. If the title is disregarded then the methodologies are appropriate, to some extent, for evaluation of biological parameters that the authors have
chosen to study. However, the methodology used is not clearly described and more information must be included.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them
	The references are not sufficient. Numerous claims are made in the introduction without citations. The discussion does not include any references because no discussion has been made. Refer to the manuscript for my comments as reviewer R.
	







	in the review form.
	
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is sufficient.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Significant deficiencies exist in the methodological approach, appropriateness of
citation use and the general lack of a discussion within the results and discussion section and a conclusion. The authors must address these
deficiencies for the article to have sufficient scientific merit and robustness to be accepted.
	



PART 2:

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

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	
No ethical issues have been highlighted or found.
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