Dear dr Nedić,

Thank you for Your answer on our submission of manuscript entitled " ALFACALCIDOL MODULATES ACTIVITY OF ANTIOXIDANT ENZYMES AND PBMC SENSITIVITY TO PMA - IONOMYCIN STIMULATION IN PATIENTS WITH ACTIVE RHEUMATOID ARTHRITIS”.
We are using this opportunity to thank the Reviewers and the Editor for their constructive and valuable opinion and suggestions. We appreciate all the help in improving the quality of this publication.

Also, we corrected everything following reviewers’ instructions and we are sending back our corrected manuscript. Please find our explanations below in the text. 
Reviewer A 

REPORT: 
Authors improved their paper by adding new results and explanations. However, there are still few minor points to be addressed. Most of them are concerned with the fact that the journal is of chemical orientation, not medical (clinical) and certain chemical aspects have to be added. The most important concern is analytical validation of non-standard methods used for laboratory investigation. There is no question that methods used to determine enzyme activities and GSH are known and recognized, but the laboratory needs to document its analytical performances. Non-standard methods or reagents (i.e. not produced by certified manufacturer) need to be analytically verified. This should be a routine procedure carried out before analysis of physiological (or any other) samples. Thus, authors are suggested to report data on methods which they are expected to have (such as coefficient of variation, intra- and inter-assay variations). By reporting data on method validation, authors confirm reliability of their values and results (when commercial diagnostic kits are employed, analytical validation is performed by producers). These data should be given in Experimental section and not reported as results. Also, chemicals used should be named together with their origin (manufacturer).
- As You pointed out, analytical verification of non-standard methods used for laboratory investigation have to be done at the beginning of the experiment. The same case is for methodology in our laboratory. So we put the data for intra and inter-assay validation of the methods, in the methodology section, and named all the chemicals used (page 5 of the corrected manuscript). 

Results in table should be presented as Me and range, as one cannot report 500 ± 580. If they wish, authors can state that non-Gaussian distribution was detected only in the case of …
- Thank you for Your comment, we corrected data in table (data with non-Gaussian distribution are presented as Median (IQR, interquartile range), and we added explanation in Methodology - Statistical methods section (page 7 of the corrected manuscript).


Abbreviations should be given in full in the title (although the title will be increased or perhaps it can be modified), as PBMC and PMA are not abbreviation immediately recognized by readers of the chemical journal.
- We corrected abbreviations into full words in the title. The title is, after that increased, so we tried to give you three solutions for the title. We would appreciate if you choose the one that is, in your opinion, the best for Your journal.

Results in tables I and II can be merged into one table.
- with gratitude to the suggestion we believe that by merging the two into a single table, results maybe won’t be clearly presented and explained because:  
Table I shows: the antioxidative enzyme activity and the concentration of glutathione and MDA with values and concentrations;  samples are the red blood cells and plasma of patients; a spectrophotometry is method
Table II shows: Values are expressed as the relative number compared to the control; samples are peripheral blood mononuclear cells (PBMC); flow cytometry as method
Units should be unified throughout the text, according to the journal style
(at the moment, there are both L and l units).
- We corrected units through the text.


In my opinion, this manuscript should: 
    be published after minor revision without additional review

If manuscript is suitable for publishing, referees recommendation : 
    Original scientific paper

