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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 manuscript provides meaningful insights into ergonomic tool design by quantifying muscle activity during manual fabric cutting using sEMG analysis. It fills an important research gap concerning biomechanical strain in habitual tool users, especially in informal sectors. The findings support evidence-based improvements in tool ergonomics, promoting worker health and productivity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the content and focus of the study.
Alternative suggestion (if you prefer more specificity):
“Electromyographic Assessment of Muscle Workload during Manual Fabric Cutting Using Different Scissor Designs.”
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract effectively summarizes the objectives, methods, and key findings. However, it could briefly include a line about the practical implications for ergonomic design and sample size or data analysis approach to strengthen its completeness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology, data analysis, and interpretation. The conclusions are consistent with the presented results.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and relevant, though adding a few recent studies (from the last 3–4 years) on EMG-based ergonomic assessment or tool design optimization would enhance the literature review.
	

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


	Yes, the language is clear, formal, and suitable for academic publication, with only minor grammatical adjustments needed for smoother readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-organized and demonstrates a solid understanding of ergonomic principles and experimental methodology. The integration of sEMG data with practical tool design implications adds significant value to the field. Minor improvements in figure labeling, language refinement, and inclusion of recent literature could further enhance the clarity and impact of the paper. Overall, it is a valuable and publishable contribution to ergonomic and occupational health research.
The manuscript presents a well-structured and scientifically sound study with valuable findings in ergonomic design and occupational health. Minor revisions are recommended to refine the abstract, improve figure presentation, and incorporate a few recent references to strengthen the literature base. Once these adjustments are made, the paper would be suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are identified. The study appears to have been conducted responsibly, with appropriate consideration for participant safety and consent during data collection.
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