Stand Out in Class: Investigating the potential impact of a sit-stand desk intervention on children’s sitting and physical activity during class time and after school
We would like to thank the Reviewers for their comments on our paper, and the Editorial team for providing us with an opportunity to revise our paper in-line with these comments. A point-by-point response to the comments is provided below, and changes made to the manuscript are highlighted in yellow within the manuscript file. Additions or edits made to the manuscript are also included below.

Reviewer 2
The present manuscript covers an interesting topic that aimed to provide a comprehensive understanding of potential impact of a classroom sit-stand desk intervention on children’s sitting and physical activity behaviors within the classroom and after school settings.

Manuscript:
Avoid unnecessary abbreviations in your manuscript.  
Response: We have made a small edit to the text in the abstract which enables us to remove the abbreviation of RCT. Explanation of the abbreviations are now added to the footnote of all the tables.

Abstract:
Avoid using abbreviations in the abstract. 
Response: We have made a small edit to the text in the abstract which enables us to remove the abbreviation of RCT.

Introduction:
The introduction is well-writing.

Methods:
The methodology is clear and well-structured 

Results and Tables:
Table 1:
Groups should be statistically compared on variables such as age, sex, ethnicity or BMI.
Please, provide the p-values.
These data should be similar between groups.
Response: We have added the information regarding the comparisons of the characteristics of the participants in the intervention and control groups at baseline (Results, lines 253-260).
The following information has been added:
“There were no significant differences in age (p>0.05), sex distribution (p>0.05) and BMI (p>0.05) between participants in the intervention and control group at baseline. However, chi-square tests revealed that there were significantly more South Asian Heritage children in the control arm, and more white British children in the intervention arm (p<0.001). The overall sample mean BMI was 18.3 kg/m2 which is categorised as normal weight (between the 2nd and 91st centiles) for children between 9-10 years old[51]. Overall, 29.5% of participating children had a BMI above the 91st centile.”

The statistical tests that were conducted in order to provide the required information above are now described in the methods (lines 229-232):
“Comparisons of the characteristics of the participants at baseline between the intervention and control groups were conducted using independent t-tests for continuous variables (i.e. age and BMI), and chi-square tests for categorical variables (i.e. sex and ethnicity).”

Does the mean BMI classified them as eutrophic?
Response: The mean BMI of 18.3 kg/m2 is between the 75th and 91st centiles for children aged 9 to 10 years old in the UK. Thus we would consider the participants in this study were eutrophic.

Please, describe the prevalence of overweight and obesity in each group.
Response: The following text has been added to address the comments regarding the participants’ BMI and weight status (Results, lines 260-262)

“The overall sample mean BMI was 18.3 kg/m2 which is categorised as normal weight (between the 2nd and 91st centiles) for children between 9-10 years old[51]. Overall, 29.5% of participating children had a BMI above the 91st centile.”

Table 2:
The abbreviations should be included in the footnotes.
Response: Explanation of the abbreviations are now added to the footnote of Table 2:   
[bookmark: _Hlk70062745]“SD: Standard Deviation; SB: Sedentary Behaviour; PA: Physical Activity; MVPA: Moderate to Vigorous Physical Activity”

Both groups should be statistically compared on the baseline on variables such as sitting time, standing time, stepping time and other variables.
Response: Due to the difference in change of the valid wear time from baseline to follow up between groups (addressed in the results, lines 270-278), we conducted the comparison between groups on the percentage of wear time spent in each behaviour (reported in results, lines 281-313 and Table 3). 
We added the results of the between groups comparisons for the proportions of time spent in each behaviour at baseline during class time(Results, lines 281-285):
“Between group comparisons of the proportions of wear time spent sitting, standing and stepping, and in light PA and MVPA did not differ significantly between groups at baseline, with the exception of the proportions of wear time (%) spent stepping (p=0.001, d=0.15) and in MVPA (p<0.001, d=0.02), with the control group accumulating more time in these behaviours than the intervention group.”
and after school (Results, lines 302-304):
“Between group comparisons of the proportions of wear time spent sitting, standing and stepping, and in light PA and MVPA after school did not differ significantly (p>0.05) between groups at baseline.”
Table 3:
All the abbreviations should be included in the footnotes. 
Response: Explanation of all the abbreviations have now been added to the footnote of Table 3. 
The following text has been added to the footnote of Table 3:
“SD: Standard Deviation; SB: Sedentary Behaviour; LPA: Light Physical Activity; MVPA: Moderate to Vigorous Physical Activity;”
Discussion:
The discussion proceeds nicely.
Please, discuss these missing statistical analysis.
Response: Following the comment received from Reviewer 3 we have also added the following text to the discussion (lines 427-431) to specifically address the difference in ethnicity of the participants: 
[bookmark: _Hlk70059962]“There was a significant difference in the proportion of ethnic groups within the intervention and control arms. As the schools were randomised into the intervention and control arms, the results could be based on chance. However, further research with a larger sample size is required to understand the roles ethnicity and culture play in school-based sitting and physical activity interventions.”

