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the modifications necessary before the paper can be published or the specific reasons 
for rejection.  
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Evaluation Criteria: 

Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with a 
thorough explanation for each point rating. 

Questions 

Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 
[Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 
article. 

3 

(Please insert your comments) 

The study aimed (as mentioned in its objective) to evaluate healthy & non-healthy 
patterns of eating; However, there is nothing indicates this aim in the study's title.  

 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 3 



results. 

(Please insert your comments) 

1. There were two objectives for the study ((1) evaluation of healthy & non-
healthy patterns of eating; (2) evaluation of the adherence to the 
Mediterranean diet); the connection between these objectives was not clear. 

2. More need to be mentioned about the population of the study; were they 
households, students or what? 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 
mistakes in this article. 

2 

(Please insert your comments) 

There are many structure and improper wording problems. There is a need for a 
critical reading; examples of lines to be amended & improved include:  

- Line 11: religious and economic or you can use and/or.  

- Lines 12—15: the sentence is too long it can be divided into 2 sentences.  

- Lines 16-20 sentences are connected improperly: it will be better to replace 

the semicolons with commas.  

- Lines 25-27 examples of chronic diseases should be between 2 brackets.  

- Lines 27-28 citations should be in a succession manner from the oldest to the 

newest one. 

- Line 35: citation mistake.  

- Line 36: no need to use underline.  

- Line 41: structure problem & improper wording example it is better to make 

the sentence as "however, in spite all beneficial effects of the Mediterranean 

diet, ..". 

- Line 42: particularly among younger (correction). 

- Line 44: over the (space).  

- Lines 41 (page 1) – line 2 (page 2): the whole argument was not presented 

properly.  

- Page 2 line 10: the title should be study's population and sample. 

- Page 2 line 11: instead of "we conducted" it is better to be "a cross-sectional 

survey was conducted".  

 

 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3 

- How sample size was determined & what was the response rate ? 

- What are the procedures to ensure validity? (for example was there a pilot 

test?) 

- Was not there any test of reliability !  

- What are the hypotheses of the study? 

ease insert your comments) 

 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain 3 



errors. 

(Please insert your comments) 

- More is needed to be mentioned about the background of the study; for 
example more is needed to be mentioned about what is the PREDIMED 
study. 

- In result section: there was only one subsection of sample characteristics, I 
suggest to include a subsection for each group of statistical analyses, with a 
specified title indicating the content of the subsection. 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 
supported by the content. 

4 

(Please insert your comments) 

There was not any comparison with the findings of previous studies (the authors 
mentioned that there was no study in Albania that investigated the same variables. 
However, the researchers can compare with similar studies in other countries or of 
other pattern for different diets).  

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4 

(Please insert your comments) 

There were fine except some citation problems mentioned in section No. 3 of this 
reviewing form  

 

 

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)： 

Accepted, no revision needed  

Accepted, minor revision needed  

Return for major revision and resubmission X 

Reject  

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 
 

 

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 
 


