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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments 1. The association between RAS with HGF/c-Met and | 1 Additional information has been added
glycaemia control or degree of diabetic complicatios | regarding the relationship among the RAS, the
should be more described in detail and discussed in | HGF/c-Met system, diabetes and glycaemia in
the specific paragraph. Section 7, first paragraph.

2. Type 1 diabetes, type 2 diabetes and diabetes are | 2 & 3. The majority of the descriptions
used to describe the findings in the overall textfdhe | concern Type 2 diabetes although occasionally
current paper. This is very confusing. The the condition(s) described pertains to both
terminology must be used strictly if an academic Types 1 and 2. We have done our best
paper. throughout the manuscript to indicate when

3. Similarly, hypertensive Type 2 diabetes and diabete | poth Types 1 and 2 are involved, only Type 1 or
are mixed to describe the findings. only Type 2.

4. Clinical evidence of the topics should be shown in 4 We attempted to construct such a table
Table. S and found it to be very cumbersome and did

5. Inthe part 9, the description includes some little to further illustrate the clinical evidence.
spgculauve evidence. More modest description is 5 Part 9 describes our current approach
suitable. and associated research efforts. Itis not

intended to be anything other than that.

Minor REVISION comments 1. The word ‘hypertensive diabetic patients’ is Minor point 1. We have changed “hypertensive
sometimes seen, but this is not good. For instance, | diabetic patients” to “diabetic patients with
‘diabetic patients with hypertension’ is favourable hypertension” as requested throughout the

2. Several parts included the mistaken expressions: manuscript.
background perspective of diabetes (in the 1.1 Minor point 2. We have changed Section 1.1.
subtitle: what do the authors mean?), a one yearr(i “Background perspective of Diabetes” to
the part 5), hypertensive Type 2 patients (in the@t | “Background Information” which is a more
5), approaches be developed (in the part 10), c-Met | appropriate heading. Part 5: the phrase “a one
binding), offer (in the part 10)...etc. year” has been changed to “over the duration of

one year”. Part 10: “novel approaches be
developed” has been changed to “novel
treatments be considered”. Part 10: the
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comment concerning “c-Met binding” has been
changed to “The presently described approach
concerns the use of a small molecule HGF
mimetic to increase HGF dimerization and
binding to the c-Met receptor. Increased
activation of c-Met receptors has been shown to
facilitate proliferation and optimization of
pancreatic -cells.”

Optional /General comments

Overall, the paper is well written, but the speculative
and definitive evidence must be separately described
in a neutral sense (especially in the part 9).

Created by: EA

Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO

Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




