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Compulsory REVISION comments

Minor REVISION comments

Title: Adequate.

Abstract:

i. to include unit of measurements for body weight and height. li. The results are quite
confusing, may need to be rewritten to clearly answer the research objectives.
Introduction:

check consistency of reference citations in the text with list of references.
Methods:
i. Age range for inclusion criteris should be tally throughout the manuscript.
ii. The independent and dependent variables need to be clearer.
iii. The author did not mention the position of the subject during the BP measurement.
iv. Sample size was calculated but subjects recruited were too large.

Results and discussion:
i. The lengthy results and discussion on the findings for sociodemographic were not
necessary as it is not the main objective of the study.
ii. Authors should highlight more possible reasons for the not so perfect correlation.
iii. Why there are consistencies or inconsistencies with previous studies should be
discussed.

i. sufficent but lengthy. li. lack of justification why needs to conduct such study. lii. Author to

Optional/General comments

The introduction was written with a better English, however, there are numerous
grammatical errors from the methodology onwards.
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