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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 looks at anemia in young women and how it affects aerobic fitness. This is relevant because anemia is common in this group, but the functional impact is less studied. Using simple tests like Rockport and Borg is practical and could be useful in community screening. The idea is good, but the execution has problems
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly fine. I’d suggest adding “mild anemia” to make it clearer what group was studied
	

	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.


	Covers the main parts, but inconsistent: duration says 4 months here, 3 months in Methods. Needs correction. Should also state that the Rockport was done on treadmill, not track. The conclusion is too strong—phrases like “markedly reduced” should be toned down
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There is a serious issue with the VO₂ max formula: the constant for “male” (+6.315) should not have been added since the sample is all female. This inflates results and needs recalculation. Also, treadmill Rockport test is not the standard and no justification is given. Heart rate reporting looks questionable (mean 101 bpm after test seems too low). Analysis is limited to descriptive stats—at least basic correlations should be added

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Adequate but dated. Please add more recent (2019–2024) work and cite the exact ACSM tables used. Also include references if claiming treadmill Rockport is valid
	

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


	Understandable, but repetitive. Introduction and Discussion go in circles at times. Needs editing for conciseness
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Please include the mean hemoglobin level and BMI in the Results, since these are key to interpreting the findings.

· Clarify why the test results (very long walk times and very low post-exercise heart rates) appear physiologically implausible.

· Make sure units and terms are consistent throughout (VO₂ max in mL/kg/min, Hb in g/dL).

· Improve the graphs: add clear labels, units, and brief explanations.

· Add a data availability statement, in line with journal requirements.

· The VO₂ max formula was applied incorrectly (+6.315 added although the sample is entirely female). This inflates all results and must be recalculated.

· The Rockport test was adapted to a treadmill but without enough methodological justification (distance calibration, incline, handrail use, etc.).

· Reported results (very long walk times, low heart rates) look physiologically implausible and need to be explained.

· Only descriptive statistics are provided. At least simple correlations and confidence intervals should be added.

· Key variables such as mean hemoglobin and BMI are missing in the Results.

· Abstract and Methods inconsistent on study duration (3 vs 4 months).

· References need updating with more recent work and exact ACSM tables.

· Language is clear but repetitive, especially in the Introduction and Discussion.

The reviewers have highlighted that the manuscript addresses an important and timely topic. However, significant methodological and analytical concerns were raised, particularly regarding the incorrect application of the Rockport equation, the use of the treadmill protocol without adequate justification, and the limited statistical analysis. The conclusions, in their current form, are considered too strong for the data presented.

The authors are encouraged to carefully address each reviewer’s point, recalculate and revise the VO₂ max results, and provide stronger justification and clarification of methods. A thorough revision of the language and structure is also recommended to improve clarity.
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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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