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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 study explores two practical, non-pharmacological strategies—post-activity music (phone vs live) and passive rest—for acute blood pressure (BP) regulation in young adults, a group increasingly exposed to lifestyle-related cardiovascular risks. Using a within-subject design with 30 college students, it reports that both phone-delivered and live music significantly reduce systolic and diastolic BP after physical activity, with phone music showing the largest effect. The work contributes applied evidence to a relatively under-studied demographic and highlights a delivery-mode effect with implications for scalable, low-cost interventions in campus and community settings. Its findings can inform future pragmatic trials and implementation in student health programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current title is clear and accurate. Optional alternative for precision:
“Acute Effects of Post-Activity Phone vs Live Relaxation Music on Blood Pressure Recovery in Young Adults: A Within-Subject Comparison”.
	

	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 states rationale, design, sample (N=30), conditions, and main findings. Consider: (i) explicitly stating primary outcomes (systolic/diastolic BP) and the measurement timing window; (ii) reporting actual effect sizes (mean Δ mmHg with SD/95% CI) alongside p-values; (iii) clarifying randomization/counterbalancing of condition order; and (iv) briefly noting limitations (short follow-up; modest sample).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Strengths: Within-subject design reduces inter-individual variability; standardized BP device/protocol; direct comparison of two music delivery modes after activity; clear practical question.

· Issues to address:
1. Statistical reporting: The Results section reports very large t-statistics (e.g., ±60+) that are implausible for N=30 in typical BP data; please verify the test used, the units, and provide descriptive statistics (means, SDs) and effect sizes (Cohen’s d) per contrast. Consider repeated-measures ANOVA/linear mixed model with condition as a factor rather than many paired t tests, with post-hoc corrections.

2. Design clarity: Specify activity intensity/dose (type, HR targets, RPE), music characteristics (tempo/BPM, genre, SPL/dBA, duration), and live-music standardization (performer, repertoire, environment), as these moderate autonomic responses.

3. Order & carryover: State randomization scheme and any washout between conditions; consider reporting Mauchly’s test/sphericity (if RM-ANOVA) or using LMM.

4. Baseline control: Clarify whether pre-condition BP differed by session and whether values were baseline-adjusted.

5. Outcome timing: Define exact post-activity measurement timing (e.g., minute 15) and whether multiple time-points were captured.

6. Power: Provide an a priori or post-hoc power analysis to justify N=30 for expected ΔBP.

7. Interpretation: Avoid causal language beyond the experimental scope; discuss plausible mechanisms (parasympathetic reactivation, reduced sympathetic arousal) cautiously and align them with measured variables.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites foundational and recent works, but coverage of young-adult populations and delivery-mode effects could be strengthened. Please add: (a) recent RCTs/meta-analyses on music’s acute BP effects in non-clinical/young samples; (b) guidance on BP recovery measurement post-exercise and autonomic markers in youth; (c) reporting standards for music interventions (tempo, SPL, genre, preference). Ensure all references directly support claims in the Introduction/Literature Review and prune protocol/editorials that don’t add primary evidence. 


	

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


	Overall readable and academic. Recommended edits: reduce repetition in the Introduction, tighten long sentences, harmonize tense, and check terminology (e.g., “post-activity passive rest” vs “silent rest”) for consistency. A light language edit will improve flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	- Add a concise Table 1 with sample characteristics (age, sex, BMI, resting BP, activity habits).

- Provide a CONSORT-style diagram (adapted for within-subject studies) for recruitment and exclusions.

-  Include a figure of mean (±SE) BP across conditions with individual spaghetti lines to show within-person change.

-  Discuss implementation (e.g., headphone hygiene, preferred playlists, quiet rooms) for campus roll-out. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Muhammad Asyraf Mohd Bakri, Han Chiang University College of Communication, Malaysia

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

