Dear Editor,

We appreciate a lot reviewer’s valuable comments and suggestions that helped us to improve our original manuscript.

Please find below our comments to the changes we made in the manuscript (highlighted in the text), in accordance to reviewers remarks.

We hope that revised manuscript will meet all demands for publication in the Journal of the Serbian Chemical Society.

Authors
Reply to Reviewer #1:
Reviewer: validation of each method used for quantification, in general, is necessary. This does not have to be a main goal of the study, but some quantification parameters need to be given. If authors have calibration curves, and numerical data about the content, then it is possible to express the linearity of the method and precision at least. Please, express some parameters of method validation for which you have the data.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment. We included data about linearity of the method and precision.
Reviewer: L 80 - "...were blended..." please express in what?
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.
Reviewer: L76-78 – how many fruits did you use for the preparation of samples? Did

you make just one sample or more? Please explain.

Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L83-86 – no details on the extraction procedure (the mass of the sample, the volume of the extraction solution). Are you sure that one extraction was enough? Please explain what you can and give a more precise description.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L97 – "Digested fractions or juice samples...". Did you use digested fractions, juice samples or was it really your extracts? Please explain what you used in your work.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewe's comment. We agree that multiple extraction provide more benefits, but we based our experiment on papers with similar topic based on single extraction.
Reviewer: L104-107 – quercetin-3-O-galactoside and others, O is italic. Please correct for all compounds where ever is necessary.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L128 – "All data are presented as mean ± standard deviation". From how many measurements? Please, give enough details about your analysis. You did not have more measurements for micro and macroelements, but you did have more measurements for polyphenols.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L140 – "TPC in pear and apple..." change into TPC in apple and pear.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewers: L166, 167 – check again the data from tables.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L183-184 – those are apples from Zlatibor or? Check
Authors: Mistake was in Table’s region markings. Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L185 – 186 – those are apples from Ljig or? Check
Authors: Mistake was in Table’s region markings. Corrected according to reviewer's comment.
Reviwer: L189 – check is it 666 or some other value.

Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L191-192 – "The exceptions were cultivars Zlatna pramenka where this content was almost 4 fold higher in peel and Masnjača where chlorogenic acid was equally presented in peel and pulp." The authors are explaining that the chlorogenic acid content is higher in the pulp in comparison to the peel of apples. And they are explaining the exceptions. But what about cultivar Streknja which also had the chlorogenic acid content higher in the peel. Zlatna pramenka does not have 4 times higher chlorogenic acid content in comparison to the pulp (336 μ in the peel (470  Please correct.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L220 – what about Senabija peel.

Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L224 - "...0.08 to 2.13 mg/g dw..." change into units that are in tables. Also, it is not from 0.08 but from tr to 
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L225 – again, why mg/g dw when the results in tables are in μg/g dw.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.
Reviewer: L271-272 – which samples are from Zlatibor and which from Ljig? Tables do not specify.

Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: L276 – "Se was not detected..." Was Se not detected or it was below the limit of detection or it is present in traces? Please check and explain. The same applies for Sb, Cd and others.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: Table 2 – you do not have samples from Ljig. It is not necessary to put markings for this region because you do not have the data from that particular region.

Authors: Corrected according to reviewe's comment.
Reviewer: Table 3 and 4 – missing markings for the region.

Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: In Table 1 and Table 2, * stands for Zlatibor region, and ** for Ljig. Check if this is correct. According to the text (L72-76), the markings could be the other way around. The markings are not correct in the tables and this creates confusion in the text while explaining the data. Please check carefully which apples are from Zlatibor and which from Ljig and correct. Also, it is not explained what is a marking tr? Please explain below the tables.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

Reviewer: Tables 3 and 4 look different than Tables 1 and 2. Please use the same shape in all tables.
Authors: Corrected according to reviewer's comment.

