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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 invaluable evidence on direct relationship between hypertension and adhesion molecules in human within its limited context. There are still limited studies to support use of adhesion molecule measurement in management of hypertension, and main data has been inconsistence. This study has potential to address this inconsistency. However, it requires further elaboration in its data presentation (especially on baseline characteristics) and discussion to ascertain the critical relationship between blood pressure and adhesion molecules, and how it will further support its use in prognostic information for hypertensive patients.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable with minor suggestion – to replace Port Harcourt with Nigeria (or add Nigeria) as this location would be a common locator and friendly / familiar location
	

	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 of article adequately explains the necessary details as intended / stated in its title. The title, content and conclusion are aligned and scientifically accepted. I have no addition or deletion to suggest in the abstract unless there are additional information added as recommended below which might require alignment if necessary.

A minor suggestion on the reported numbers in the result section

– please standardised the value of Mean +/- SEM to 2 decimal points (following the value of Mean)

– in the conclusion, stating “routine assessment may provide prognostic value” may be a bit speculative (as there are no details/analysis on hypertension grade etc, thus I would suggest to rephrase (unless more details / elaboration in the body of manuscript are added to support it)

 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct with suggested additions to improve its quality which as follows.

1- Introduction page 3 and 4 (paragraph1 and paragraph3): please update the reference to most recent global data on hypertension

· Mills 2016 is not current – you may consider referring to Gafane-Matemane et al 2024, or any other current/newer references
2- Why VCAM-1 and ICAM-1? Why not selectins? Please clarify in the introduction

3- The objectives are appropriate and ethically acceptable but could benefit from slight refinement for clarity and comprehensiveness – please elaborate in last paragraph of Introduction page 4 and also in 2.1 Study area and design
4- Sampling method is not clear – can you explain a bit more. It is random, or convenience, or purposive (etc)?

5- Baseline characteristics of the studied groups (ie normal and hypertensive groups – plus subgroups of hypertensive males and females) – age, body mass index (and/or waist circumference), smoking status. This will strengthen the comparison, ensure that these factors are not significantly different (thus eliminate co-founding factors) and clarify if the risk factors related to inflammation in vessels are not contributing to observed increased in adhesion molecules and it is indeed contributed by primary hypertension

6- Smoking status of the participants is not defined – may I know the percentage of smoker and has this been adjusted (excluded if necessary) for this study?

7- Discussion: Known studies in human that identify elevated CAMs in hypertension are not stated to support the findings (Celli et al 2006 and Cybulsky et al 2004 were on atherosclerosis) – are there no studies with the same analysis? Also, were there any studies with no significant differences in VCAM-1 and ICAM-1 or any other adhesion molecules? Please add these information.

8- Discussion on primary finding – higher CAMs in hypertensive vs normal is not discussed properly. Please elaborate

9- Conclusion: Please align this section with the abstract


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Refer to above suggestion on the reference.
	

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


	Yes, it is well written English manuscript and suitable for scholarly communication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No issue, ethically acceptable.
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