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	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 manuscript addresses a practical and still relevant question for occupational health and public health policy, namely whether KN95 mask use during moderate-intensity activity meaningfully alters basic physiological parameters such as heart rate, respiratory rate, and oxygen saturation. The topic matters because mask recommendations are often applied broadly across work, commuting, and exercise contexts, yet real-world data collected during activity, rather than at rest, remain comparatively limited. By attempting field-based assessment in an outdoor setting, the study aims to enhance ecological validity and can inform future, better-controlled trials that evaluate tolerability and safety in routine scenarios
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is broadly suitable, but explicitly indicating that the study is randomized would strengthen methodological signalling. Also because the physiological parameters were measured five minutes post-exercise, the current wording “during moderate-intensity activity” may be interpreted as in-activity monitoring. I recommend a minor revision to improve precision and to highlight the randomized design, for example: “Physiological Responses to KN95 Masks After Moderate-Intensity Activity (5-Minute Recovery): A Randomized Controlled Trial.
	

	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 generally well organized and includes the main components expected for an original research article, including the objective, design, methods, key results, and a conclusion. But the terminology for the comparator mask should be standardized, for example “standard surgical mask,” instead of “non-KN95 surgical masks,” to avoid confusion. Also it is recommended to change in the entire text.  Regarding interpretation, the abstract should be more cautious when referring to sex-specific effects. It already notes that interaction effects were not statistically significant, so any statement suggesting greater effects in women should be clearly framed as exploratory and underpowered.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses a plausible research question and the overall direction of the findings is biologically reasonable
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list appears generally adequate and reasonably recent for a topic that expanded rapidly during the COVID-19 era, but it would benefit from at least one additional field based, clinically contextualized study to strengthen the rationale and discussion, particularly around real world physiological monitoring outside laboratory treadmill settings.

I recommend that the authors consider citing the following prospective cohort study conducted in an emergency department work environment, because it directly addresses a closely related clinical question, uses physiological outcomes relevant to their manuscript, and supports a more nuanced interpretation of “statistical significance versus clinical significance” with respirators during real duties: Sanri E, Karacabey S, Unal E, Kudu E, Cetin M, Ozpolat C, Denizbasi A. The Cardiopulmonary Effects of Medical Masks and Filtering Facepiece Respirators on Healthy Health Care Workers in the Emergency Department: A Prospective Cohort Study. J Emerg Med. 2022 May;62(5):600-606. doi: 10.1016/j.jemermed.2021.11.021.
	

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


	The English is generally understandable and close to publishable, but it is not consistently at the level expected for polished scholarly communication. Several sentences are long and syntactically dense, there are occasional awkward collocations (for example “non random sampling strategies,” “non-KN95 surgical masks”), and some phrasing overstates what the data support, particularly when moving from statistical findings to public health implications.
I would recommend a focused language edit for (1) tightening of the Results and Discussion to avoid causal or policy-forward language that exceeds the design, and (2) simplification of complex sentences to improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant and pragmatic question, namely whether KN95 mask use during moderate-intensity activity is associated with measurable changes in basic physiological parameters, and it attempts to study this in a field setting. However, several reporting and interpretive issues currently limit confidence in the conclusions and should be addressed before the work can be considered methodologically robust. In particular, the manuscript should more transparently report randomization procedures and key trial elements, and it should reconcile the stated “during activity” framing with the fact that HR, RR, and SpO₂ were measured only once at five minutes post-exercise, which reflects early recovery rather than in-task physiology. Because the study was conducted outdoors, the authors should also describe environmental and route-related conditions in sufficient detail to support the claim of controlled conditions and to reduce concern for confounding.

In addition, because the authors frame this as a randomized study, it would be appropriate to explicitly align reporting with the CONSORT guideline. A CONSORT-informed structure, particularly clearer subheadings within the Methods (randomization sequence generation, allocation concealment, implementation, blinding, outcomes) and pre-specified subgroup or interaction analyses, would substantially improve transparency and reader comprehension. The authors should also state whether a formal sample size calculation was performed. If not, they should provide justification and at minimum report power considerations, including the assumed effect size and variability for the primary outcome, to contextualize the risk of false-negative findings, especially for subgroup comparisons. 

Finally, the Discussion should more explicitly distinguish statistical significance from clinical significance. For example, although a statistically significant difference in SpO₂ is reported, the absolute values appear to remain within clinically acceptable ranges, and the manuscript should clearly communicate that this does not necessarily indicate harm in healthy individuals under the tested conditions. At the same time, it would strengthen clinical relevance to acknowledge that small physiological shifts could become meaningful during prolonged exertion or in individuals with reduced cardiopulmonary reserve. The authors could provide a brief, concrete clinical framing, for instance in hospital settings involving sustained high-demand tasks such as prolonged resuscitation efforts, where duration and physiologic stressors may differ from the present protocol.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	None.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No.
	


Reviewer details:

Emre Kudu, Marmara University, Türkiye

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

