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ABSTRACT

Introduction: Proper patient management often requires accurate weight estimation. However,
the appropriate weight-measuring equipment is not always available in resource-limited settings,
making clinicians resort to less reliable methods like the visual estimation of weight often with
negative consequences. In this study, we assess the accuracy of anthropometric-based equations

in predicting weight in Ugandan adults.

Methods: A cross-sectional study was conducted at Kira Health Center IV between December
2021 and February 2022. A sample of 240 adult patients, 18 years and above, was selected by
quota sampling, stratified by sex and body mass index. Demographic information was obtained
and anthropometric measurements including weight, height, knee height, subscapular skin fold
thickness, and circumference measurements were taken. The predicted weight was computed using
the proposed equations and the accuracy of the different equations was determined using Bland

Altman analysis taking the equation with the best agreement as the most accurate.

Results: Out of 240 participants, 50% were females. The mean (standard deviation) age was
32.5(11.8) years; (34.1(12.9) years for males and 30.8(10.3) years for females). The mean
(standard deviation) actual weight was 66.43 (16.33) kg while the mean height was 1.64 (0.09)
meters. Using Bland-Altman analysis, Rabito equation (Weight = (0.5759xMAC) + (0.5263xAC)
+(1.2452xCC) - (4.8689x5)-32.9241) was found to have the best agreement with the actual weight

with a mean difference (standard deviation) of 2.55(6.99) kilograms overall.

Conclusion: Equation R3 was the most accurate equation for predicting weight among Ugandan
adults. Therefore, in the absence of appropriate weighing scales to weigh patients, using this
anthropometric-based weight estimation equation can act as a relatively accurate alternative.

Keywords: Anthropometric, Weight prediction, Adults, Validation.
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INTRODUCTION

Measurement of weight is essential for the proper management of patients (1) as safe administering
of most medications requires careful tailoring of dosages by clinicians to patients’ weights to
minimize overdose-related harm (2, 3). Accurate weights are essential in the effective calibration
of fluid volumes, a common intervention when managing patients such as those with kidney
failure, septic shock, severe dehydration, and extensive burns (4-8). Routine weight measurement
in clinical care is further crucial for the diagnosis and management of conditions such as

underweight, and overweight or obesity which are a growing epidemic in many countries (9).

Accurate measurement is critical to quality patient care, and yet, globally, research shows that
many patients seeking care from health facilities are unweighed, hindering correct medication
dosages (8, 10, 11). For example, one study in Uganda found that over 98% of patients were not

weighed(11).

Failure to obtain and use accurate patients’ weights is associated with increased errors in
medication dosing and subsequently suboptimal treatment, antimicrobial resistance, and drug
toxicities (12-14). According to a study conducted in four hospitals in Uganda, 58% of the health
workers witnessed medication errors and from a review of documents, medication errors were
among the most frequent kind of errors, accounting for 17.2% of all the errors (15). In another
study, drug overdose was found to be the most common medication error, accounting for 42.9%
of all medication errors (16). While these studies identified medication errors, none explored the
possibility of missing patient weights as a contributor to these errors. The omission of weights as
a possible contributor to high medication errors in healthcare practices in Uganda sheds light on a
critical oversight, which needs further exploration, for effective strategies to improve weight
measurements in healthcare practices to be developed.
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A review of the literature provides several barriers to routine measurement of patient weights in
healthcare practices including heavy workload, inadequate staffing, and inaccurate weighing
machines(10). Likewise, it is often difficult to obtain an accurate weight of bedridden patients
using conventional scales. While chair or bedbound scales can be used to obtain their weight (17),
these are expensive and often not available in resource-limited countries like Uganda(18). In these
situations, patients’ weight is just estimated by visual estimation or using the 70 kg standard adult

weight, leading to either over or underestimation.

Several weight prediction techniques have been proposed over time, for both adults and
children(19-22), nevertheless, they often have low accuracy(23). Due to weight measurement
challenges, anthropometric-based weight prediction has been employed for a long time both in
adults(20) and pediatrics (22) and it's more objective than visual weight estimation.
Anthropometric weight predictions involve estimating a person’s weight using measurements of
body size and proportions rather than directly weighing them on scales. However, weight
prediction equations have mostly been developed in high-income settings(20). While there is a
dearth of research in this area, a few pioneering studies have made efforts to validate and adapt
weight measurement equations for the sub-Saharan African context (24, 25). One such study
successfully validated the use of an anthropometric-based dose for praziquantel among children,
which greatly improved access to this lifesaving medicine in rural and remote populations with
high schistosomiasis endemicity (26). This tool has nevertheless a main limitation of being used
only for praziquantel dosing for children. Another study tested a weight prediction equation among
university students in Nigeria (27). Although their formula had good accuracy in providing weight

estimates among 122 adults, it had major limitations in terms of its small sample size, limited
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80 applicability to populations with heights lower than 1.2m or greater than 2.0m, and inaccuracies

81  in estimating underweight (27).

82  Accurate weight estimation methods are therefore needed for both bedbound patients and
83 individuals in communities where access to conventional weighing scales may be limited. These
84  methods should be easy to implement, require minimal training, and provide reliable estimates of
85  weight for use in clinical decision-making and mass treatment campaigns. This study aimed to
86  assess the feasibility of using anthropometric-based equations for weight estimation in resource-
87 limited settings. To achieve this goal, we evaluated the accuracy of various equations in predicting

88  weight among Ugandan adults.

89 MATERIALS AND METHODS

90 Site: To evaluate the accuracy of anthropometric-based weight estimation equations, we
91  conducted a cross-sectional study at Kira Health Center IV, a high-volume primary healthcare
92  facility in central Uganda, between 05 January 2022 and 21 February 2022. The center serves over
93 100 patients daily, with approximately half of the population being adults aged 18 years and above.
94  Participants: We enrolled adult participants (18 years and older) from both inpatient and
95  outpatient units at the health facility. Inclusion criteria included the ability to stand upright for
96  weighing and height measurement and willingness to provide informed consent. Participants who

97  were pregnant, had altered mental status or had amputated or immobilized limbs were excluded.

98  Sample size determination: The sample size was calculated using MedCalc for Windows, version
99  20.215. In MedCalc, a sample size calculation for the Bland Altman plot was done. The a error
100  was set at 0.05, f at 0.10, and the expected mean difference (MD) between methods was set at

101 0.8kg (28), the expected standard deviation (SD) of the differences of 1.96kg, and the maximum

Page 5 of 25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309142
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309142; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

102  allowable difference between methods was set at 7kg. A sample size of 28 patients was obtained
103  for each quota leading to a total sample size of 224 participants. Assuming a refusal rate of about
104  (5%) and using the formula (Final sample size = Effective sample size/ (1- nonresponse rate

105 anticipated)). The final sample size was 240 participants.

106  Sampling procedure: Quota sampling was used. First, sampling was stratified by sex. Then
107  further stratification within the strata of nutritional status of the patients using BMI (underweight,
108  normal, overweight, and obese) was done. An equal number of participants was sampled in each

109  stratum using convenience sampling.

110  Study procedures: The health center staff identified potential participants for the different
111 categories using BMI and these were referred to the research assistant. The research assistant
112 approached the identified participants and told them about the study. Those who were interested
113  in participating provided written informed consent to join the study and had their anthropometric
114  measurements taken. Recruitment for a given stratum was stopped as soon as the target sample
115  size (30) in the stratum was achieved. Overall recruitment was stopped when the target sample

116  size of 240 participants was achieved.

117  Variables: The dependent variable for the study was estimated weight. The independent variables
118  were subscapular skinfold thickness (mm), height (cm), knee height (cm), calf circumference (cm),
119  arm circumference (cm), hip circumference (cm), and abdominal circumference (cm). These were
120  collected using a skin fold thickness caliper for subscapular skinfold thickness, a stadiometer for

121 height, and a measuring tape for the rest.

122 Using an interviewer-administered questionnaire, data were also collected on other variables like;

123 age in completed years, sex (male and female), education level (preprimary, primary, secondary,
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124  and tertiary), the reason for clinic attendance (respiratory conditions, genital-urinary,
125  gastrointestinal, cardiovascular, and others), admission status (outpatient and inpatient), the study

126  participants’ tribe, BMI (underweight, normal, overweight, and obese) and actual weight.

127  Data Sources and Measurement: Weight (W) was measured using a well-calibrated standing
128  weighing scale (Seca type) and the same weighing scale was used for all patients. Weight was
129  measured with the patient standing upright and barefooted on the weighing scale placed on a firm
130 and flat surface. The participants first removed all heavy coats, sweaters, shoes, and heavy pocket
131  contents. The weight was measured in kilograms and to the nearest one-tenth of a kilogram (100

132 grams) (29).

133 Height (H) was measured with a wall mounted (Seca type) stadiometer: To ensure measurement
134  accuracy, patients were asked to stand barefooted on a flat surface with their feet flat on the floor,
135  heels against the wall, and the head, shoulders, and buttocks touching the wall. They were
136  instructed to look straight ahead without lifting their chins. Just before taking the measurements,
137  the participants were told to take a deep breath, hold it, and keep their shoulders relaxed. The
138  headpiece of the scale was placed perpendicular to the wall and lowered until it rested on top of
139  the patient's head. The reading was then taken. Height was measured in centimeters and to the

140  nearest millimeter (0.1cm) (29).

141 The Subscapular Skinfold Thickness (SST): patients were measured standing upright facing away
142 from the tester. They were asked to put the hand behind their backs and the inferior angle of the
143 scapular was palpated. The tester pinched the skin at the angle, pulled it away from the underlying
144  muscle, and using a skinfold caliper, the tester measured the skinfold thickness about one

145  centimeter below the angle. The skinfold thickness was measured in millimeters.
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146 The Abdominal Circumference (AC): was measured between the iliac crest and the last rib through
147  the umbilical scar(30). It was measured with the patient standing upright, in centimeters to the

148  nearest millimeter.

149  The Calf Circumference (CC): was measured in a standing position. The largest part of the calf
150  was identified and used a flexible non-stretch measuring tape, not so tightly applied, to measure

151  the circumference. The measurements were done in centimeters and to the nearest millimeter.

152 Mid-arm circumference (MAC): also known as Mid-Upper Arm Circumference (MUAC), was
153  measured at the midpoint of the distance between the acromion and the olecranon process on the
154  shoulder blade and the ulna respectively, of the arm. This was done using a flexible non-stretch in

155  centimeters and to the nearest millimeter.

156  Hip Circumference (HC): was measured at the largest circumference around the buttocks with the
157  patient in an upright position using a flexible non-stretch measuring tape. It was measured in

158  centimeters and to the nearest millimeter (29).

159  Knee Height (KH): This was measured with the patient barefooted. The knee was exposed and
160  with the patient seated in a chair with their knee at a right angle, the assessor held the tape measure
161  between their third and fourth fingers and placed their hand flat across the thigh of the patient at
162  about 4cm behind the front of the knee. Then the tape measure was positioned down the leg in line
163  with the lateral malleolus (ankle bone) to the base of the heel. The measurements were recorded

164  to the nearest half a centimeter (31).

165  For uniformity, the Subscapular Skinfold Thickness, the Mid-Upper Arm Circumference, and the

166  Calf Circumferences were taken from the right side for every patient.
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167  Quality Assurance and Control: A research assistant with a medical background and experience
168  taking anthropometric measurements, was recruited. The research assistant was trained to properly
169  use the weighing scale, stadiometer, and measuring tape to take the anthropometric measurements.
170  The training was practical, and it lasted one week. The research assistant was also trained on the
171 research protocol and good clinical and documentation practices. The tools were first tested and
172 calibrated among the patients at Kira Health Center IV before beginning actual recruitment. The
173 tools (weighing scale, stadiometer, and skinfold caliper) were also calibrated (set to zero) every
174  morning before starting to recruit participants. Field editing of the data was done by the
175 investigator on the day the data was collected, and correctable errors were resolved on the same

176  day.

177  Equation selection:

178  Table 1 shows the selected equations, their sample size, study area, and the respective model
179  coefficients of determination. Crandall and colleagues utilized only two variables in their
180  equations(32). The rest of the equations used three or more variables and their models were more
181  predictive. Rabito and colleagues developed a single-weight prediction model for both females
182  and males. Although his models were highly predictive, it is imperative to validate these models
183  for both sexes and different ages due to the morphological differences conferred by gender and

184  age(33).

185  In the study, we chose equations that contain variables that require only a measuring tape and a
186  skinfold caliper to measure because they can easily be measured in emergency rooms, even in
187  uncooperative patients. The equations chosen were evaluated and validated for application in the
188  Ugandan population. The equation for estimation of weight from height developed by Kokong

189 and colleagues in Nigeria (Estimated Weight = (Height-1)100)) was developed through
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observation and trial and error as stated in their study and therefore, this was not considered for

evaluation(27). Equations by Donini and colleagues(34) have parameters similar to Chumlea

equations so these were not evaluated as well.
Table 1: Equations for weight estimation selected for evaluation in the study.
Authors | Population | Equation Model
Chumlea | 228 W (Female) = (MAC x 0.98) + (CC x 1.27) + (SST | R2=10.85
(Ch) (20) | elderly x 0.40) + (KH x 0.87)-62.35
(USA) W (Male) = (MAC x 1.73) + (CC x 0.98) + (SST x | RZ=10.90
0.37) + (KH x 1.16)-81.69
Rabito 368 W = (0.5030xMAC) + (0.5632xAC) + (1.3180xCC) | RZ2=10.93
(R) (1) (Brazil) + (0.0339xSST)-43.1560 (1)
W = (0.4808xMAC) + (0.5646xAC) + (1.316xCC) - | R2=10.93
42.2450 (2)
W = (0.5759xMAC) + (0.5263xAC) + (1.2452xCC) | R2=0.94
- (4.8689x5)-32.9241 (3)
Crandall | 1471 W (Females) =-64.6 + (2.15xMAC) + (0.54xH) R%>=0.55
(Cr) (32) | Obese W (Males) =-93.2 + (3.29xMAC) + (0.43xH)) RZ=0.59
(USA)
Lorenz 7000 W (Males) = -137.432 + (0.60035xH) + (0.785xAC) | R2=0.85
(L) (35) | general + (0.392xHC)
population | W (Females) = -110.924 + (0.4053xH) + |R?>=0.82
(German) | (0.325xAC) + (0.836xHC)
MAC (cm) = Mid-arm circumference, AC (cm) = Abdominal circumference, CC (cm) = calf
circumference, Subscapular Skinfold Thickness = SST (mm) and S = sex (male=1 and
female=2), H (cm) = height, HC (cm) = Hip Circumference, KH (cm) = Knee Height, and W
(kg) = Weight.

Data management: The data was collected on paper case report forms (CRFs) and then entered
into Microsoft Excel. Weight predicted by each of the equations was computed using Excel before
the data was exported to STATA 17 SE for further data management and analysis. For
confidentiality, patient initials and unique identification numbers were used on the CRF to identify

participants.
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200 Data analysis: Analysis was done at univariable, bivariable, and multivariable levels. Continuous
201  variables were summarized using means and standard deviations (SD). The categorical variables
202  were summarized using frequencies and proportions/percentages. The mean weights by the
203  different equations were calculated and shown in Table 4 below. These predicted mean weights
204  were compared to the actual mean weight using the paired t-test for equality of means at a 5% (a
205 =0.05) level of significance. The bias, the level of agreement (LOA), and the precision of estimates
206  were obtained using the Bland-Altman plots with 95% Confidence Intervals (CI). These enabled
207  the determination of the equation which was most accurate at the estimation of weight (which was
208  the equation with the best agreement with actual weight using BA analysis). The assumptions of
209 Bland Altman's analysis were met before conducting the analysis. Bland Altman’s analysis is used
210  to describe the level of agreement between two methods of the same measurements(36). It can be
211  used to compare two new methods or to compare one method to a gold standard and it helps
212  quantify agreement by constructing the limits of agreement using the SD and MD(37). It involves
213 using scatter plots with the Mean of the two methods on the X-axis and the difference between the
214  two methods on the Y-axis. Less scatter and closeness to the mean bias line represent good

215  agreement(38).

216  Ethical Considerations: Permission was sought from the Makerere University School of Public
217  Health Higher Degrees Research and Ethics Committee. Administrative clearance was obtained
218  from the District Health Officer (DHO) of Wakiso district and the in-charge Kira Health Center
219  IV. Written informed consent was sought from the patients before carrying out any study
220  procedures. Only adults were approached for consent, all participants provided consent by

221 themselves, and none required a witness.
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RESULTS

Description of study participants

A total of 240 patients who fulfilled the eligibility criteria were enrolled in the study. An equal
number of males and females were sampled. The overall mean (SD) age of the patients was 32.48
(11.76) years: for women was 30.83 (10.28) and for men was 34.12 (12.91), with an overall age

range of 18-75 years (Table 2).

Table 2: Summary of descriptive statistics by Sex (Continuous variables)

Continuous Variables

All: Females: Males:

mean (SD) mean (SD) mean (SD)
Age (years) 32.48 (11.76) | 30.83 (10.28) 34.12 (12.91)
Weight (kg) 66.43 (16.33) | 64.36(17.22) 68.5 (15.19)
Height (cm) 163.7 (9.33) 160 (8.97) 167.3 (8.20)
Abdominal Circumference (cc) 83.60 (13.72) | 84.01 (15.56) 83.18 (11.64)
Mid-arm circumference (cm) 28.61 (4.31) 28.41 (4.83) 28.80 (3.74)
Knee Height (cm) 50.73 (4.39) 49.09 (4.76) 52.37 (3.27)
Subscapular Skinfold Thickness (mm) 13.21 (7.16) 14.79 (7.97) 11.63 (5.85)
Calf Circumference (cm) 35.04 (4.50) 34.71(4.32) 35.38 (4.66)
Hip Circumference (cm) 98.46 (12.44) 100.55 (14.29) 96.38 (9.90)

Accuracy of various anthropometric-based weight estimation equations

Overall, at bivariable analysis, equation L (by Lorenz et al.) had the smallest MD of 0.72 and a p-
value of 0.166. After stratification by sex, equations R2 (by Rabito et al.) and Ch (by Chumlea et
al.) had the smallest MD for females and males respectively. A summary of the mean, SD, MD,

and p-values is given in Table 3.

Table 3: Comparison between actual and estimated body weight by Sex
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Mean | SD MD p Mean | SD MD p Mean | SD MD p
All (Males and Females) Females Male
R1 | 6495 | 14.64 | 1.48 | 0.002 64.69 | 16.04 | -0.33 | 0.518 6521 | 13.15 |3.29 |<0.001
R2 | 64.82 | 14.38 | 1.61 <0.001 |64.52 | 1574 |-0.16 | 0.760 65.13 | 1294 | 337 | <0.001
R3 | 63.88 | 1422 | 255 |<0.001 |61.13 | 1530 |3.23 |<0.001 |66.63 |12.51 |1.87 |0.010
Ch [63.03 [ 1395 |3.40 |<0.001 |58.19 |13.74 |6.17 |<0.001 | 67.87 | 12.44 | 0.63 | 0.390
L [6570 |14.64 | 0.72 |0.166 65.30 | 1599 |-0.94 |0.120 66.11 | 1322 | 239 |0.005
Cr |7821 [1236 |-11.78 | <0.001 | 82.89 |10.47 |-18.53 | <0.001 | 73.52 | 12.38 |-5.02 | <0.001
W 16643 |[16.33 |- - 6436 | 17.22 |- - 68.50 | 15.19 | - -
Table 4: Comparison between actual and estimated body weight by BMI and Sex
Equation
BMI R1 | R2 | R3 | Ch | Cr L

Males
Under Mean 52.67 52.83 54.62 55.67 74.57 56.85

SD 8.92 8.84 8.53 7.01 8.43 9.031

MD -0.74 -0.90 -2.69 -3.74 -28.34 -4.92

p-value 0.613 0.535 0.060 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Normal Mean 58.58 58.65 60.45 62.31 79.25 59.45

SD 5.94 5.871 5.66 6.41 6.99 9.84

MD 245 2.38 0.58 -1.28 -23.25 1.58

p-value 0.002 0.003 0.424 0.195 <0.001 0.170
Over Mean 69.76 69.57 70.96 73.16 85.00 70.66

SD 7.70 7.64 7.34 9.11 7.45 10.28

MD 5.40 5.60 4.20 2.00 -16.94 4.50

p-value 0.001 0.001 0.011 0.252 <0.001 <0.001
Obese Mean 79.81 79.47 80.48 80.33 92.72 77.48

SD 9.21 9.13 8.77 9.29 9.18 11.98

MD 6.06 6.40 5.39 5.53 -5.59 8.39

p-value 0.001 <0.001 0.003 0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Females
Under Mean 47.05 47.22 44.24 44.50 63.12 50.01

SD 7.61 7.55 7.20 5.07 9.83 8.82

MD -0.82 -0.99 1.99 1.73 -11.19 -3.78

p-value 0.50 0.412 0.090 0.014 <0.001 0.003
Normal Mean 57.28 57.29 54.10 50.81 70.77 58.96

SD 5.72 5.63 5.44 9.08 8.06 8.96

MD -1.28 -1.29 1.90 5.19 -9.74 -2.96

p-value 0.09 0.083 0.012 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Over Mean 68.88 68.62 65.20 62.57 78.23 67.76

SD 4.66 4.64 4.53 5.60 9.88 7.12
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MD -0.81 -0.56 2.87 5.50 -3.07 0.31
p-value 0.288 0.465 <0.001 <0.001 0.118 0.749
Obese Mean 85.55 84.94 80.98 74.87 81.97 84.46
SD 9.84 9.70 9.39 8.82 12.35 13.06
MD 1.58 2.19 6.16 12.26 3.90 2.67
p-value 0.232 0.102 <0.001 <0.001 0.038 0.084

239  MD: Mean difference (actual-estimated), SD: Standard Deviation from the mean estimated weight.

240

241 S1 Fig 1 shows several bland Altman plots A to F. Graph A, shows the bland Altman plot between
242 actual weight and weight estimated by Rabito 1 (R1) equation, graph B between actual weight and
243 estimated weight by Rabito 2 (R2), graph C between actual weight and Rabito 3 (R3), graph D
244  between actual weight and weight estimated from Crandall (Cr) equation, graph E between actual
245  weight and weight estimated from Chumlea (Ch) equation and graph F is for actual weight and
246 weight estimated from equations by Lorenz et al (L). The central dashed line represents the mean
247  difference, and the upper and lower outer parallel dashed lines represent the upper and lower limits
248  of agreement respectively. All equations underestimated weight except the Cr equation which
249  overestimated it. Equations R1, R2, and R3 have most of their points closer to the mean difference
250 line as compared to the other equations. Equation Cr has the most spread-out points on the Bland
251  Altman plots. All equations overestimated weight for patients with small weights and

252 underestimated weight for patients with large weights.

253  S1 Fig 1: Bland Altman plots comparing the predicted weight by different equations and Actual

254  weight.

255

256  Table 5: Shows the coefficient of determination for the respective equations the mean difference

257  and the standard deviation.
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Overall Female Male
Equation | R-Squared MD (SD) R- MD (SD) R- MD (SD)
Squared Squared
R1 0.8061 1.48 (7.19) 0.8924 -0.33(5.65) 0.7172 3.29(8.08)
R2 0.8046 1.61 (7.23) 0.8910 -0.16(5.71) 0.7140 3.37(8.12)
R3 0.8178 2.55(6.99) 0.8952 3.23(5.66) 0.7177 1.87(8.08)
Ch 0.7602 3.40 (8.00) 0.8482 6.17(7.003) 0.7248 0.63(7.98)
L 0.7560 0.724 (8.08) 0.8543 -0.94(6.57) 0.6474 2.39(9.05)
Cr 0.4433 -11.78 (12.28) | 0.7134 -18.53(10.08) | 0.5339 -5.02(10.45)

258

259  Opverall, equation R3 was the best at predicting weight while equation Cr was the worst. For

260 females, equation R1 was the best at predicting weight, and equation Ch for males.

261

262  DISCUSSION

263 The study evaluated the accuracy of six weight prediction equations proposed in the literature in
264  the Ugandan population. Based on the quantitative data analysis done in the study, weight
265  prediction from the R3 equation (by Rabito et al.) had the best agreement with the actual weight
266  using Bland-Altman analysis. R3 is an equation that uses a simple cheap and readily available
267  measuring tape to take the mid-arm, abdominal, and calf circumference, which can easily be
268  measured in bedridden patients with minimal turning. When stratified by sex, equations R1 and
269  Ch had the best agreement with actual weight for females and males respectively. However, they
270  contained variables that require sophisticated and expensive equipment like skinfold thickness
271  calipers and knee height calipers to measure. This would limit its applicability in resource-
272 constrained settings. In 2008, in Brazil, Rabito and colleagues came to comparable conclusions
273 when they evaluated anthropometric-based weight prediction equations they had developed earlier

274 in 2006 and those that had been developed by Chumlea and colleagues(39).
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275 In inpatient care, and more importantly for critically ill, emergency, elderly long-term bedridden
276  patients, and in community mass drug administration, knowing the accurate body weight of a
277  patient is important. Accurate weight is essential in critical care to minimize drug overdoses,
278  especially for drugs with a small therapeutic window(40). Appropriate weighing scales are not
279  always available in resource-limited settings to measure patients' weight. Several studies have
280  evaluated the accuracy and appropriateness of weight estimation equations, nonetheless, only a
281  few have evaluated several equations at once like in this study where six equations were evaluated
282  at once(28). The evaluation of several equations enabled us to have a wider number of options for

283  selection, hence reducing bias.

284  In Latvia, Balode, and colleagues found the R1 equation to be the most accurate(28) which was
285  different from the results obtained from this study, albeit using a different measure of accuracy. In
286 this study, only equation L had a non-significant MD overall. The difference could be due to the
287  different study populations. Their population was made of predominantly elderly females, unlike
288  our study sample which had predominantly young adults of both sexes in equal numbers. Several
289  studies have shown that there are gender(41, 42) and age(43) differences in anthropometric
290 dimensions. With stratification by sex, R1 had a non-significant MD for females which is
291  comparable to findings from Latvia. Our study used the degree of agreement measured by the
292  Bland-Altman analysis as the measure of accuracy and found equation R3 to be the most accurate,
293  unlike Balode and colleagues who used the mean difference. We used the Bland-Altman analysis
294  because it provides more information about the relationship between methods than using either the
295  paired t-test(44) or correlation(38, 45). It provides information about the magnitude and direction
296  of the differences between the two methods of weight prediction, in addition to information about

297  the overall agreement between the methods. In contrast, the paired t-test only provides information
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298  about the average difference between the two methods and correlation only tells us about the

299  strength and direction of the relationship.

300  Generally, all equations underestimated the weight except equation Cr which overestimated the
301  weight. This was different from what was found in Nigeria by Kokong and colleagues where their
302 novel weight prediction method overestimated weight(27). All equations performed poorer in

303  males than females and in obese individuals compared to those in other nutrition categories.

304  Opverall, the data supports the theory that other anthropometric measurements can be used for

305 predicting weight and anthropometric weight estimation equations.

306 Strengths and Limitations:

307 A major strength of this study was the stratification of study participants by nutritional status and
308  sex. Stratification by nutritional status made it possible to obtain enough participants in the
309 extremes of nutritional statuses that would otherwise be underrepresented with non-stratified
310 sampling. This enabled us to assess how the proposed equations performed in these extremes.
311  Stratifying by sex also enabled us to assess how the performance of the equations was affected by

312 sex.

313  The major limitation of the study was a potential selection bias due to the use of non-probability
314  sampling techniques. The sample ultimately obtained was predominantly young adults hence not
315  representative of all adults and especially elderly bedridden patients on whom the equations may
316  be applied. Stratification by sex and nutritional status was done, however, representation in the
317  different categories of other variables like age and ethnicity was not very meaningful.
318  Measurement error cannot be eliminated, and this may have introduced bias. However, this was

319  reduced by using trained health workers using calibrated and standard equipment.
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320

321 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

322 Equation R3 was found to have the best agreement overall and R1 and Ch for females and males
323  respectively. In situations where patients' weight cannot be measured, equation R3 is
324 recommended for use to predict the weight of young adult patients with relative confidence.
325  Equation R3 only requires a measuring tape to use which is cheap and readily available. Equations
326  RI1 and Ch require a skin fold thickness and knee height calipers to compute and therefore would
327  not be very easily applicable in resource-limited settings. However, this equation should be used

328  with caution in obese and underweight individuals.

329  Further future research should aim at evaluating these equations in the elderly population and or

330 develop equations tailored for the Ugandan and sub-Saharan African population.

331  This equation could also be digitalized and incorporated into a phone-based application that can

332 be used to predict weight.

333
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