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The chemical notes are redundant for an abstract, and there is no mention of the
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participation was on a voluntary basis, and in this latter case which was the percentage of
responders. Moreover, the large prevalence of female students is related to the gender
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significant in males and the significance in female group affects the overall results. At
least the Authors should attribute this difference only to female. Even the other
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are considered together (but the calculation is exact).
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

Line 93-95: The description of the study population should be moved to the "Results"
section

Line 94: "age range" would be more specific than "age interval”

Line 96:"cross-sectional" would be more appropriate than "transversal”

Line 97:CORT 2004 questionnaire needs a reference

Line 101: the criteria for unhealthy diet are validated?

Line 107: BMI is calculated, not measured

Line 108: blood pressure is not an anthropometric measure

Line 108-110: a different abbreviation is used for abdominal circumference; AC is used in
the text

Line 112: tensiometer is an instrument used for other measurements than blood
pressure

Line 115: The study, not only the questionnaire, require IRB approval (not
validation!)

Line 125: " The criteria for a variable to be considered a risk factor were OR > 1
(95% Cl > 1)." It is not clear which comparison led to the definition of risk factor

Line 129: The Results section and the Discussion should be separated. The mixing

of results, other studies and comment makes difficult to read this section

Line 147: "they did not want to create a separate opinion from the rest of the group ": the
meaning of this sentence is not clear

Line 206: is this a result of this study? If not, it needs a reference
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

1. The manuscript mentions a correlation between alcohol and an elevated consumption
of bread but does not explain any plausible reason for the correlation. Could an increase
in bread consumption be rather related for it being handy over other food preparations
that require cooking which is more often than not, despised by students?

2. Why were medical students chosen for the study than any random first year students?

EUROPEAN SCIENTIFIC JOURNA




