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BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   
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AUTHORS Dong, Bin; Wang, Zhiqiang; Song, Yi; Wang, Haijun; Ma, Jun 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Wu, Yangfeng 
The George Institute 

REVIEW RETURNED 18-Jul-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thanks for the opportunity to review this important paper, which 
provided massive data on the trend of blood pressure among 
children in China during a long period of 35 years. This reviewer has 
the following comments:  
1. in the abstract, the authors stated that "The mean systolic BP in 
boys and girls decreased by 3.9 and 5.6 mm Hg between 1985 and 
2005", however that Table one shows that the corresponding 
decrease was actually 1.3 and 3.0 mmHg. The other numbers given 
are also wrong.  
2. The study used multi-stage sampling but the statistical methods 
used were not in accordance.  
3. The authors stated that "All measurements were conducted by the 
same team of technicians in each province." This reviewer does not 
believe that is true because the study run over 35 years, many 
people who participated in the first survey should already retired.  
4. The above limitations should be addressed in Discussion. 

 

REVIEWER Yoon, Kyung Lim 

REVIEW RETURNED 26-Jul-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS 1. This is thought to be a well-defined, successive study with large-
scale data for the secular trends of BP in Chinese children and 
adolescents.  
2. This study describes recent trends of elevated BP in children and 
adolescents that cannot be explained by BMI alone, which warns to 
us. Thank you for your great efforts.  
3. The discussion described analysis of proper comparison with 
other similar studies as well as study limitations.  
4. There are a few that have to be corrected.  
1) In the result Table 1, the numbers of systolic BP and systolic BP 
z-scores do not match with that in Table 2. Please unify the data 
between the two Tables.  

2) In page 11, in the 10th line, “~followed by an increase of 1.3”  
“1.4”  
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3) There are many disrepancies in the number of data in Table 3 
and Table 1 in relation with BMI and BMI z-score in both sexes. 
Please unify.  
4) In page 13, 27th line, “The adjusted mean BMI in 2010 was 

2.0~” “The adjusted mean BMI was increased by 2.0~”  
5) In page 14, in the 52th line, “~association between systolic and 

BMI~”  association between systolic BP and BMI 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer #1:  

Thanks for the opportunity to review this important paper, which provided massive data on the trend 

of blood pressure among children in China during a long period of 35 years. This reviewer has the 

following comments:  

1. in the abstract, the authors stated that "The mean systolic BP in boys and girls decreased by 3.9 

and 5.6 mm Hg between 1985 and 2005", however that Table one shows that the corresponding 

decrease was actually 1.3 and 3.0 mm Hg. The other numbers given are also wrong.  

 

[Response: We thank the reviewer for the comment. The values stated in the Abstract are adjusted 

BP values (Table 2) which are different from the crude values in Table 1. We have re-written this 

sentence to clarify this in the Abstract section.]  

 

2. The study used multi-stage sampling but the statistical methods used were not in accordance.  

 

[Response: We have re-analysed the data by taking the design effect of cluster sampling into 

account.  

Because the records of selected schools were not included in 1985, we only used the data between 

1995 and 2010. Performing analysis according to the multi-stage sample design only led to slight 

changes in the results, mainly in standard errors and 95% confidence intervals. This adjustment of 

sample design did not alter the patterns of BP trends, neither the effect of BMI on BP trends.  

According to reviewer’s comments, we have explained this in the Discussion section.]  

 

3. The authors stated that "All measurements were conducted by the same team of technicians in 

each province." This reviewer does not believe that is true because the study run over 35 years, many 

people who participated in the first survey should already retired.  

 

[Response: The reviewer was correct. In each survey time point, all measurements were conducted 

by the same team of technicians in each survey site. However, different technicians collected data in 

different surveys.  

We have clarified this in the Methods section. We thank the reviewer for this suggestion.]  

 

4. The above limitations should be addressed in Discussion.  

 

[Response: We have clarified this in the Methods section and added some limitations in Discussion as 

suggested.]  

 

Reviewer #2:  

1. This is thought to be a well-defined, successive study with large-scale data for the secular trends of 

BP in Chinese children and adolescents.  

 

[Response: We thank the reviewer for this comment.]  

 

2. This study describes recent trends of elevated BP in children and adolescents that cannot be 
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explained by BMI alone, which warns to us. Thank you for your great efforts.  

 

[Response: We appreciate the reviewer’s comments.]  

 

3. The discussion described analysis of proper comparison with other similar studies as well as study 

limitations.  

 

[Response: We thank the reviewer for this comment.]  

 

4. There are a few that have to be corrected.  

1) In the result Table 1, the numbers of systolic BP and systolic BP z-scores do not match with that in 

Table 2. Please unify the data between the two Tables.  

 

[Response: The numbers in Table 1 are the crude values without adjustment, while the numbers in 

Table 2 are the values after adjusting for height, age, province and urban/rural area. Therefore, the 

numbers in Table 1 and Table 2 are different.  

According to the comments of the reviewer, we have added “adjusted” in Tables 2 and supplementary 

Tables, to clarify this difference. ]  

 

2) In page 11, in the 10th line, “~followed by an increase of 1.3” “1.4”  

 

[Response: We thank the reviewer for this comment. It was due to rounding in our original calculation. 

As suggested, we have revised this number in the Results section.]  

 

3) There are many discrepancies in the number of data in Table 3 and Table 1 in relation with BMI 

and BMI z-score in both sexes. Please unify.  

 

[Response: Table 3 shows the adjusted values of BMI and BMI z-score, while Table 1 shows their 

crude values. The differences between values in Table 1 and corresponding values in Table 3 were 

due to the adjustment for age, province and urban/rural area.  

According to the comments of the reviewer, we have clarified this in Table 3.]  

 

4) In page 13, 27th line, “The adjusted mean BMI in 2010 was 2.0~” “The adjusted mean BMI was 

increased by 2.0~”  

 

[Response: We do apologise for this error which has corrected according to the reviewer’s comment.]  

 

5) In page 14, in the 52th line, “~association between systolic and BMI~” association between systolic 

BP and BMI  

 

[Response: We apologise for this mistake and added “BP” as suggested.] 
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