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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
This manuscript presents great relevance. 
 
The methodology needs to be better described.  

 The use of the Healthy Eating Index should be described, not just mentioned.  
 Recall 24 hours: Was food consumption collected on three consecutive days? 

Were any of those days a weekend? Describe this information.  
 What criterion was used to define eating out of home? 
 To describe methodologically how was done the classification of quality of the diet. 
 In the section "statistical analysis, verify if the t-test was used properly (to verify 

differences between averages). Describe the Analysis of variance by ANOVA in 
the methodology. 
 

The results are clear, but the writing of the results can be improved. Tables need to have a 
description of symbols and acronyms. 
It is recommended that the authors verify the existence of current papers for discussion. 
In the discussion are used references that do not mention the population studied in the 
present study, making it difficult to compare the data. 
 
There are newer articles with oncology patients that can be cited. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
In the section "statistical analysis", there is the existence of a sentence in repetition. There 
are acronyms not written extensively in the manuscript. 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The introduction and conclusion of the paper are well written. The methodology and results 
require improvements to better understand the reader and to enable replication of the 
study. 
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