EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	The manuscript titled “Clinico-Pathological Outcome of Neoadjuvant Chemoradiation in Rectal Cancer: A Retrospective Study” has been reviewed. 
While it presents useful real-world data, its scientific impact is limited due to the small sample size, absence of survival or toxicity outcomes, and lack of multivariate analysis to support key conclusions. 
The abstract is overly descriptive and lacks statistical precision, and the results section reiterates basic findings rather than extracting clinically meaningful insights. 
Critical variables—such as timing of surgery, chemotherapy compliance, and treatment-related morbidity—are mentioned but not explored in depth. 
The discussion summarizes prior studies without critically contextualizing the manuscript’s findings. 
The lack of confidence intervals, incomplete referencing, and formatting inconsistencies further detract from its quality. 
Overall, the manuscript shows potential but requires more rigorous statistical framing, deeper analysis, and refined presentation to meet publication

	We appreciate the thoughtful and constructive comments provided by the Editor and Reviewers. The manuscript has been revised accordingly, and all points raised have been addressed in detail below.
We acknowledge the limited sample size and have explicitly included 95% confidence intervals for primary outcomes to improve result precision. The retrospective nature and absence of survival and toxicity data are now clearly stated as limitations, and the conclusions have been reframed as hypothesis-generating.

The abstract has been fully rewritten to include statistical associations, confidence intervals, and key p-values, with descriptive content replaced by analytical outcomes.

Subgroup and association analyses have been added to explore the impact of RT–surgery interval, tumor size, stage, and radiotherapy technique on pathological response, with appropriate statistical caveats.
The Discussion has been extensively revised to critically interpret findings in relation to existing literature, emphasizing where results align or diverge, and clearly stating limitations.
Confidence intervals have been added throughout, references standardized, and formatting revised to comply with journal guidelines.
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