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BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   
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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Erica Hinckson 
Auckland University of Technology 

REVIEW RETURNED 15-Jun-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors described first results of a survey on obesity-related 
behaviours and BMI in adults living in European neighbourhoods.  
 
Abstract  
Participants: Move first line of results (total of 6,037 adults …) here.  
 
Introduction  
OK  
 
Methods  
Table 1: Scale of neighbourhoods: Is this the way how/institute 
where neighbourhood data were gathered? Not accurate as written 
atm. Please review accuracy of labels of columns in table. Give clear 
names to the columns in table.  
Move table 1, place it after the paragraph ‘Setting’.  
P5 54: Did they randomly visit people, or everyone?  
Missing: Participant section: How many participants? Now in results, 
but move to methods.  
Were there any inclusion/exclusion criteria, except age?  
 
Data collection  
15: Two domains of PA were assessed. Already said in the 
beginning of the paragraph.  
17-18: … mode of transport to work and mode of transport …  
Which kind of questions were asked for leisure time PA?  
Sedentary behaviours? So the Marshall questionnaire was not 
reliable for all components? How was this handled?  
P8: illness or disability, yes/no: Did you also assess which kind of 
disability or exclude people with certain disabilities?  
51: I would like to continue live in my neighbourhood/move to 
another neighbourhood: More or less the same question is also used 
as a social environment question.  
P8 line 6: … the number of years they lived in …  
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Results  
Move the first part of the results to the methods section.  
34: … more pronounced with to active transport use: with to?  
 
Discussion  
The discussion needs to expand. Describe the interesting findings. 
E.g. why could it be that Belgian respondents in low SES area were 
more physically active, why did Dutch respondents have the highest 
levels of active transport, etc.? Apparently the findings are not all the 
same for every country or city in Europe, so detail is needed.  
Also depth is needed in comparing the findings with other studies, 
are they similar to studies in other continents?  
12: The results confirm previous findings: references missing.  
Another limitation of the study is the difference in response between 
different SES: more people in low SES responded. 

 

REVIEWER Andy Jones 
Norwich Medical School  
UJ 

REVIEW RETURNED 22-Jun-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Solid paper describing the protocol of this large multi-country study. 
As this is a protocol paper I have no particular comments or 
concerns other than there appears to be a problem with Figure 1 
whereby some of the spatial units on both of the maps are 
uncoloured. This either needs correcting or explaining.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer #1  

[Reviewer] Abstract:  

Participants: Move first line of results (total of 6,037 adults …) here.  

[Authors response] We agree and moved the sentence accordingly.  

 

[Reviewer] Methods  

Table 1: Scale of neighbourhoods. Is this the way how/institute where neighbourhood data were 

gathered? Not accurate as written atm. Please review accuracy of labels of columns in table. Give 

clear names to the columns in table.  

[Authors response] The list of national census institutes (for Belgium, France, Hungary, the 

Netherlands and United Kingdom) from which neighbourhood data were obtained in each country 

have been included as footnotes to Table 1. Names/labels of the columns in table 1 were also 

modified.  

 

 

[Reviewer] Move table 1, place it after the paragraph ‘Setting’.  

[Authors response] Table 1 has been moved as suggested.  

 

[Reviewer] P5 54: Did they randomly visit people, or everyone?  

[Authors response] People were visited at random. We have now added this information as follows 

(page … paragraph…):  

“In the Netherlands and France, in the neighbourhoods with lowest response rates, researchers also 

randomly visited people at home to encourage study participation.”  
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[Reviewer] Missing: Participant section: How many participants? Now in results, but move to methods.  

[Authors response] The number of participants are now reported in the methods section under the 

heading ‘recruitment of participants’ (page 6, first paragraph).  

 

[Reviewer] Were there any inclusion/exclusion criteria, except age?  

[Authors response] There were no in- and exclusion criteria on the individual level other than age (i.e. 

18 years or older) and providing informed consent (and implicitly: speaking the national language and 

being able to read). On the neighbourhood level strict criteria were used as listed in the paragraph 

‘neighbourhood sampling’, on page 5.  

 

[Reviewer] Data collection  

15: Two domains of PA were assessed. Already said in the beginning of the paragraph.  

[Authors response] We have removed the sentence in which this was mentioned the second time, and 

thank the reviewer for pointing this out.  

 

[Reviewer] 17-18: … mode of transport to work and mode of transport … Which kind of questions 

were asked for leisure time PA?  

[Authors response] The items on leisure time PA were taken from the IPAQ and are provided in 

Annex 1 (further down). The IPAQ background and full (downloadable) questionnaires can be found 

here: https://sites.google.com/site/theipaq/home.  

 

[Reviewer] Sedentary behaviours: So the Marshall questionnaire was not reliable for all components? 

How was this handled?  

[Authors response] With the exception of computer use and watching television for women, validity of 

the weekend-day sitting time items has indeed previously shown to be low [Marshall AL, et al. 

Med.Sci.Sports.Exerc 2010]. With further domain-specific analyses using sedentary behaviour data 

this will be taken into account. In the current manuscript we did include these less valid measures, but 

have now amended a sentence in the discussion section indicating this limitation of self-reported 

outcomes. This shortcoming of self-reported outcomes also applies to physical activity and dietary 

behaviours. Page 11, fourth paragraph:  

“A limitation of the current study is that the outcomes (such as obesity-related behaviours and BMI) 

were self-reported, which may be prone to under- or over reporting.”  

 

[Reviewer] P8: illness or disability, yes/no: Did you also assess which kind of disability or exclude 

people with certain disabilities?  

[Authors response] The specific types of illness or disability were not assessed (only binary response 

yes/no). This question was mainly included to enable to adjust future analyses on physical activity, 

and/or to stratify outcomes in sensitivity analyses.  

 

[Reviewer] 51: I would like to continue live in my neighbourhood/move to another neighbourhood: 

More or less the same question is also used as a social environment question.  

[Authors response] The reviewer is right in that the social environment question is very similar (“If I get 

the chance, I will move away from this neighbourhood”). We chose to include them both in the survey, 

as the latter question was part of an existing set of items capturing aspects of social capital 

[Beenackers et al. Health Educ Res 2013;28:220–33]. In addition we think that the small difference 

with the question in the neighbourhood satisfaction/mobility intentions paragraph may be an important 

one. We like to note that the full question reads: “I like to move house to another neighbourhood and 

plan to do so soon”, thus referring to actual planning/action (whereas the social capital question is 

aimed to capture the respondent’s attitude/connection to the neighbourhood).  

 

[Reviewer] P8 line 6: … the number of years they lived in …  
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[Authors response] We have now corrected that sentence, which now reads:  

“Respondents were also asked about the number of years they had lived in their neighbourhood and 

whether or not they spent most of their leisure time in their local neighbourhood.”  

 

[Reviewer] Results  

Move the first part of the results to the methods section.  

[Authors response] We moved the first sentence to the methods section (recruitment of individuals 

paragraph), as suggested.  

 

[Reviewer] 34: … more pronounced with to active transport use: with to?  

[Authors response] The word ‘regard’ was missing. We thank the reviewer for pointing this out. The 

full sentence is now changed to:  

“Residents from low-RAD neighbourhoods were slightly less physically active than those from high 

RAD neighbourhoods during leisure time and this difference was even more pronounced with regard 

to active transport use”  

 

[Reviewer] Discussion  

The discussion needs to expand. Describe the interesting findings. E.g. why could it be that Belgian 

respondents in low SES area were more physically active, why did Dutch respondents have the 

highest levels of active transport, etc.? Apparently the findings are not all the same for every country 

or city in Europe, so detail is needed. Also depth is needed in comparing the findings with other 

studies, are they similar to studies in other continents?  

[Authors response] We agree and have drawn a bit more on the interesting findings, with reference to 

results from previous studies, as follows (page 11, second paragraph):  

“The results confirm previous findings with regards to behaviours of residents from low SES 

neighbourhoods: they generally engaged in more obesity-related behaviours and reported higher BMI 

levels [8,10,11]. In accordance with previous literature [e.g. 17], low RAD residents were less 

physically active during leisure time and for transport, although this was not consistent across all 

countries. Belgian participants from low SES/low RAD neighbourhoods were found to be more 

physically active for transport relative to other neighbourhood types. The individual-level and 

contextual-level features specific to these neighbourhoods should be further evaluated (e.g. focusing 

on aspects such as perceived safety, walking and cycling infrastructures etc.). Active transport was 

found to be highest in the Netherlands [33]. Leisure time physical activity was also relatively high in 

the Netherlands – but highest in Hungary. The latter was especially due to the leisure-time physical 

activity levels of high SES/high RAD inhabitants. Fish intake was found to be highest in France and 

the UK. This larger intake relative to other European countries has been shown before [34]. The 

weekly intake of sugary drinks was highest in Belgium, lowest in Hungary. Current evidence from 

adult population based studies across Europe is lacking with regard to soft drink intake, which hinders 

comparison.”  

 

[Reviewer] 12: The results confirm previous findings: references missing.  

[Authors response] The references have been added.  

 

[Reviewer] Another limitation of the study is the difference in response between different SES: more 

people in low SES responded.  

[Authors response] We have now included this limitation to the limitation section, as follows (page 11, 

fourth paragraph):  

“As expected, we received lower response rates in low-SES neighbourhoods as compared to high 

SES neighbourhoods.”  

 

Reviewer #2  

[Reviewer] Solid paper describing the protocol of this large multi-country study. As this is a protocol 
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paper I have no particular comments or concerns other than there appears to be a problem with 

Figure 1 whereby some of the spatial units on both of the maps are uncoloured. This either needs 

correcting or explaining.  

[Authors response] We appreciate the comments of Reviewer #2 and acknowledge the potential 

confusing colour-scheme used in Figure 1. We have now modified the Figure to increase clarity and 

chose to rather show an example of the Paris region under study (instead of London). 

 

VERSION 2 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Andy Jones 
University of East Anglia, England 

REVIEW RETURNED 30-Jul-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Happy with revisions  
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