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	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 relevant and growing occupational health issue by exploring the prevalence of Upper Cross Syndrome (UCS) among IT professionals, a population at high risk due to prolonged sedentary work and poor ergonomic practices. The findings provide valuable epidemiological evidence that underscores the musculoskeletal consequences of modern technology-driven work environments. By highlighting both prevalence and contributing risk factors, the study adds to the scientific literature on workplace health promotion and ergonomics, which has direct implications for preventive strategies in occupational health. Furthermore, this research can inform clinicians, policymakers, and employers about the urgent need to integrate ergonomic interventions and postural education into workplace wellness programs, ultimately contributing to improved health outcomes and productivity in the digital workforce.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “Prevalence of Upper Cross Syndrome in IT Professionals” is clear, concise, and directly reflects the objective of the study. It accurately conveys the study design (cross-sectional prevalence) and the target population (IT professionals), making it easy for readers to understand the scope of the research. However, the title could be slightly improved by including the study location (e.g., “in Ahmedabad, India”) to provide more context and specificity. Overall, the title is appropriate and relevant to the content of the manuscript.
	

	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 provides a structured overview, including the background, objective, methods, results, and conclusion, which makes it generally comprehensive. The key findings, such as the prevalence of Upper Cross Syndrome and associated risk factors, are clearly mentioned. However, some areas could be improved:

The results section is overly detailed, presenting too many percentages that may overwhelm the reader; summarizing the most significant findings would enhance clarity.

Important methodological details, such as sampling technique and the main assessment tools (NDI, NPRS, PAS), should be briefly mentioned for better transparency.

The conclusion could be strengthened by emphasizing the practical implications for occupational health and preventive strategies.

Overall, the abstract is informative but would benefit from slight condensation of statistical details and a sharper focus on the study’s implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, with a clear rationale, appropriate cross-sectional design, and use of validated tools (NDI, NPRS, PAS) for data collection. The methodology is adequately described, and the results are presented systematically. However, there are some concerns that need attention:

The presentation of results includes some inconsistencies in percentages (e.g., overlapping values in the disability and pain categories), which should be double-checked for accuracy.

The statistical analysis is mentioned but not described in sufficient detail; specifying the exact tests used would strengthen the scientific rigor.

While the discussion appropriately links findings to existing literature, it could be improved by addressing possible causal inferences more cautiously given the cross-sectional design.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically acceptable but requires minor corrections in data presentation and more transparency regarding statistical methods.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language of the manuscript is generally understandable and conveys the intended meaning. However, there are several grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and inconsistencies in tense that affect the overall readability. In some sections, such as the results, the writing is overly descriptive and repetitive, which could be streamlined for clarity. The manuscript would benefit from careful language editing or professional English proofreading to meet the standards of scholarly communication. With these improvements, the article will be much clearer and more concise for an international audience.
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