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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.


	This study, dealing with the induced stress in high risk working environment portrays the use of various modern equipment and implementation of advanced principles, like measurements of HRV, HR to determine the stress level rather than depending in questionnaires. This serves as a very important model in scientific community as it deals with physiological variations rather than subjective answers, which may account biasness. The test pattern used is more like an elimination test than a selection test, as it precisely checks the stress level. Detailed statistical as well as numeric figures are provided which is very beneficial for assessing the variation and further studies. Many previous test designs like Stroop test, FA Test and its revised editions are thoroughly studied, modified, and assembled here, finally in 3-step sequential test, thus providing clarity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the term “work” and “activity” are synonymous, so “interruption of work activity” as well as “doubt” sounds vague.
A better alternative title is:

Elevation of acute mental stress by decision ambiguity and work interruption in high-risk professional environment
	

	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.


	In overall, the abstract is well-structured and information stuffed. 
But points to be added are:

· Define version 1 and version 2 of the psychotechnical test before mentioning it suddenly in the abstract.

· In the paragraph of results, mention the statistical significance of the test precisely (as only the p value of Stroop test is mentioned over there) rather than using term like “very satisfactory” which sounds far less convincing.

Line to be deleted:

· In conclusion, delete the last line of the abstract, i.e., “Research prospects are given in conclusion”.

N.B.: Change the average age from “46,5” to 46.5 years.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript serves the purpose clearly with all of its aims and procedures clearly mentioned and worked out upon. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference is NOT in the correct APA 7th edition format; hence, it must be changed to that format. 
	

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


	Some sentences are unnecessary lengthy, which challenges the reader to clearly grasp the content. Those sentences should be preferably shortened. For instance, the sentence under the subtitle of Development of the stress-test, the 2nd sentence in the second paragraph should be shortened, and whilst mentioning regarding the FA test, several information are attached in unnecessary clause form. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	· It is mentioned in the abstract and under the title of Participants that the sample size is 24, but in the calculation of Stress test in Period 1 &2, the sum is found to be 26 (11+15), which depicting a contradiction.
· The average ages of the participants must have decimal where necessary, instead of commas.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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