Dear Sirs,

Thank you for your valuable suggestions. We have made the following changes according to your suggestions:
Reviewer 1:

The info is accurate but not referenced in multiple occasions. The organization of the information is confusing. Readers will not be clear as
to what recommendation is established by guidelines and what is experimental. I would propose to reorganize manuscript according to Fig 2.
Are figures original?
Answer: References have been added to the text according to the Reviewers suggestions. If references are not added they are assumed to be present by the end of the next phrase.

We have written the treatment options according to the Table 1 which specifies the confirmed and the experimental therapy for chronic diabetic nephropathy. Figure 1 has been omitted. Figure 2 has been converted into Table 1, according to the Reviewers 2 suggestions.

Reviewer 2

 The info is accurate but not referenced in multiple occasions. The
organization of the information is confusing. Readers will not be clear as
to what recommendation is established by guidelines and what is
experimental. I would propose to reorganize manuscript according to Fig 2.
Are figures original?

------------------------------------------------------
Reviewer 3:

Comments (General/Specific) to Authors: 

        The topic of diabetic nephropathy is interesting. Developments regarding the pathoshysiology and management of diabetic nephropathy exist. This
review is very useful as it is clinically oriented.

I find that extensive editing is needed in order to conform with the Journal's format (e.g. citations [in superscripts] & references etc). Authors' titles are missing, info re: the Authors' Department is also missing. 

I see no need for colored figures & associated expense for their
publication. Fig 2 is not really a figure, it should be converted into a Table. 

A list of abbreviations (at the end of the abstract) is missing. In the text, the abbreviations used should be spelled out when first mentioned, but
the abbreviations should the ones in parentheses not the other way around.
Numbers are not written in standard format (e.g. 0,8 should read 0.8,
100.000 should read 100,000, etc). 
Answer: Coloured figure number 1 has been omitted. Figure 2 has been turned into a Table 1. A list of abbreviations has been added at the end of the manuscript. Numbers have been changes as suggested.
Thank you once again for giving us the opportunity to improve our manuscript.

Kind regards,

Natalia Vallianou, MD, MSc, PhD
