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The manuscript has been improved according to the suggestions of reviewers:
1 Format has been updated
2 Revision has been made according to the suggestions of the reviewer
(1)There is too much redundancy in the Results section. There is no need to describe the results for the
polyps as a single group and again according to the differences seen for polyps of different sizes. As
such, sections 3.2 and 3.3 can be omitted. The crux of the story is the ability of the gastroenterologist to
estimate polyp size by visualization, compared to measurement with biopsy forceps and calipers. That
is completely addressed with section 3.4.
A:I have omitted the sections 3.2 and 3.3 and moved some sentence to next part.
(2)The last paragraph of section 3.4 (looking at the ratio of visual estimation and forceps measurement)
can be omitted. In essence it is simply another way of expressing the data related to polyp sizes. What
can be done instead is a short report that visual estimation tends to “over-estimate” polyp size.
A:I have omitted the sentence and made change according to the reviewers advice.
(3) Paragraph 1 of section 3.4 should be omitted as it is re-stated verbatim in section 3.5.
A: I have omitted it.
(4) In the Discussion section the information about “All size estimations were based on the clinicians’
experience….” Should first be introduced in the Results section, and then expanded upon in the
Discussion section.
A:I have changed it according to the advice.
(5) The last sentence of the first paragraph of the Discussion section “Are there any other…” should be
omitted, it added nothing to the manuscript.
A:I have omitted the sentence.
(6). Paragraph 3 of the Discussion section simply re-iterates the results. There needs to be discussion
about the results – what do they imply, how will they change management, etc.
A:I have changed according to the reviewers advice.
(7) Table 1 and Figure 1 should be omitted. They add nothing to the study.
A:I have omitted
(8) Figure 3 should be shown as a bar graph, As an example see below.
A:I want to chang figure3 to Bar graph. But is seems not very clear and I did not chang.The bar figure
was showed in the letter.
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If the figure change as Bar Graph, It likes this.

(9) Figure 4 should be omitted.
A:I have omitted
(10) A comparison with an open biopsy forceps could have been made
A:From the reference, estimation with an open biopsy forceps was not very accurate and we did not
use an open biopsy forceps to compare with the disposable graduated biopsy forceps (DGBF).
(11)How many endoscopists were involved in the study and what was the degree of agreement among
them?
A:Five endoscopists were involved in the study and I have added it in the text.
3 References and typesetting were corrected
Thank you again for publishing our manuscript in the World Journal of Gastroenterology.
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