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	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.
	The review highlights persistent gaps in outcome-based intervention trials, underrepresentation of low- and middle-income populations in the evidence base, and the emerging but still immature role of risk-prediction modelling. Recognizing and managing elevated blood pressure during childhood is presented as an underused opportunity for primordial and primary cardiovascular prevention across the life course.
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
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	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
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	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 
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