EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

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

	1. The authors did not use the journal's template.

2. The references are APA, and the authors used Vancouver; 7 of the 17 references are more than 10 years old.

3. The material and methods are not complete. 

4. If it is a descriptive study, why was the Chi-squared test used?

5. What was the sample size calculation? What were the variables?

6. There is no discussion section.

7. There is serious confusion. In Consent, the authors show that informed consent was obtained for a case report, but the article is a retrospective cross-sectional study. 

8. What Ethics Committee approved the study?

9. Did the authors have the consent form to publish hystopathological images? It is mandatory
	We would like to sincerely thank the reviewer for the valuable comments and suggestions, which helped improve the quality and clarity of our manuscript. We have carefully revised the manuscript accordingly. Our responses are as follows:

1. The manuscript has been reformatted according to the journal’s official template.

2. The reference list and in-text citations have been revised and formatted according to the APA style as required by the journal. We have also updated several references to ensure their relevance and timeliness.

3. The Materials and Methods section has been revised and expanded to provide a clearer and more complete description of the study design and procedures.

4. Although this study is primarily descriptive, the Chi-squared test was used to evaluate the association between categorical variables, such as age group, sex, and histopathological types of gastric polyps. This test was applied to determine whether there were statistically significant differences between these groups.

5. Sample size calculation and study variables:
A detailed description of the sample size calculation has been added, and the study variables have been clearly specified in the Materials and Methods section.

6. A Discussion section has been added to interpret the findings of our study and to compare them with previously published studies.

7. We agree that the previous version contained an inappropriate statement regarding consent for a case report. This issue has been corrected in the revised manuscript. This study is a retrospective cross-sectional study based on medical records and archived histopathological specimens. The manuscript has been revised to clearly state the Ethics Committee approval. Since this research used retrospective data and anonymized histopathological samples, the requirement for written informed consent was waived by the Ethics Committee.

8. The information regarding the Ethics Committee approving the study has been added to the revised manuscript in the Consent and Ethical Approval section, including the name of the Institutional Review Board and the approval number.

9. We apologize for this oversight. We do not have a specific consent form permitting the publication of the histopathological images. Therefore, to comply with the journal’s ethical requirements, we have removed the histopathological images from the revised manuscript.

Once again, we sincerely appreciate the reviewer’s constructive feedback, which has significantly improved the quality of our manuscript.
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