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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Major Comments:

1. Are there controversies in this field? What are the most recent and important

achievements in the field? In my opinion, answers to these questions should be

emphasized. Perhaps, in some cases, novelty of the recent achievements should be

highlighted by indicating the year of publication in the text of the manuscript.

Thank to the reviewer for his time, professional review of our work and for the errors

pointed out. Here are our answers:

ANSWER:The latest literature (30-35) from 2019 to 2024 was added to the manuscript in

the reference section.

2. The results and discussion section is very weak and no emphasis is given on the

discussion of the results like why certain effects are coming in to existence and what

could be the possible reason behind them?

ANSWER: The latest literature supports and agrees with our obtained results and

supports our findings that certain plant components that were added during the

preparation of bread, lower postprandial glucose in T2DM patients. In the discussion,
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the authors tried to give possible explanations based mainly on physiological and

biochemical facts.

3. Conclusion: not properly written. 4. Results and conclusion: The section devoted to

the explanation of the results suffers from the same problems revealed so far. Your

storyline in the results section (and conclusion) is hard to follow. Moreover, the

conclusions reached are really far from what one can infer from the empirical results.

ANSWER: 3. And 4. Thank you for pointing out the error that we also found during a

detailed review of the text. The results were reanalyzed and written in accordance with

the data presented in the graphs. A new conclusion was written, which is fully

supported by the facts presented in the results.

5. The discussion should be rather organized around arguments avoiding simply

describing details without providing much meaning. A real discussion should also link

the findings of the study to theory and/or literature.

ANSWER:The addition of the latest literature in the discussion section fully supports the

facts that we presented in the previous text.

6. Spacing, punctuation marks, grammar, and spelling errors should be reviewed

thoroughly. I found so many typos throughout the manuscript.

ANSWER:Thank you for pointing out the mistakes that we made writing the paper.

The manuscript was carefully reviewed again and all the listed irregularities were

eliminated.

7. English is modest. Therefore, the authors need to improve their writing style. In

addition, the whole manuscript needs to be checked by native English speakers.

ANSWER:According to your recommendation and the recommendation of the editor,

the paper was sent to the professional editorial office (AJE) for correction of the English

language, and the certificate is attached with other supporting documents.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
In this manuscript, Drasko M Gostiljac et al showed that special types of bread (STB) had

better effects than rye bread on postprandial glucoregulation in T2DM patients and had

better organoleptic and satiety characteristics than rye bread. This manuscript has a clear

and distinct structure. However, there are some issues that the authors should address to

improve the quality of the manuscript. 1.The study enrolled 97 T2DM patients and 16

healthy subjects. In Figure 2, the authors compared T2DM patients and healthy subjects.

In Figure 3, the authors compared the whole subjects. In Figure 4, the authors compared

T2DM patients with oral antidiabetic therapy and insulin therapy. While in Table 2, the

authors only provied the basic chatateristics of whole patients without comparision of

these subgroups. So the manuscript lacks rigor and does not support the conclusion

enough. Please add supplement analysis.

ANSWER: Thank to the reviewer for the time and professional help that contributed to

the finalization of this manuscript.

Since this was a randomized study, the main aspect was the effect of the new bread

with plant ingredients compared to the rye bread, primarily within the investigated
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groups. Your proposal is understandable, but comparing the basic characteristics of the

patients with our obtained results would only complicate the interpretation and analysis

of the data. Thanks for pointing out the error. The presented results were analyzed again,

the results were refined and a new conclusion was written.

2.The authors should add some of the latest studies to support the current study.

ANSWER: In the discussion section, the latest references in the last 5 years ending with

2024 have been added, references (30-35).

3.Please check for typos and punctuation throughout the manuscript, e.g type 2 Diabetes

Mellitus (DMT2) should be changed to type 2 Diabetes Mellitus (T2DM).

ANSWER: Thank you for pointing out the errors. The entire manuscript was again

carefully reviewed, errors were corrected. Text containing the names diabetes mellitus

type 2 (DMT2) is changed to diabetes mellitus type 2 (T2DM). The manuscript was sent

for correction of the English language and received an official certificate
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