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PART 2:  

FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any) Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments 

1) As the authors well know, the detection of LDL-ox antibodies are only one 

method to study oxidative stress, but not the best way to study it, - TBARS, lag 

phase, etc- . This method only measures lipidic stress, but not other oxidative 

stress, like nitrosinate or carbonyl stress, important in the pathogenic 

mechanisms for kidney damage, especially in DM.  The authors may add in the 

discussion that there are other more adequate methods to study lipidic 

oxidative stress, but this was not the aim of the present study due to its 

limitations. 

2) The patients in the macroalbuminuria group are patients with a bad DM control 

( HbA1c 8,7%,  FBS 283 mg/dL). Therefore the value of   LCN2 as  an “early” 

marker is not well substantiated in the study. You need to study proteinuric  

patients with better metabolic control and to test if, in these kind of DM patient,  

LCN2  maintain its value as an “early” marker of kidney damage. The authors may 

also add in the discussion that the more adequate way to study the  value for LCN2 as 

an “early” marker is the study of  DM patients with established but less advanced 

diabetic kidney disease and that this is an important limitation of the present study. 

3) The values  expressed in  “mg/dl” may be changed to “mg/dL”.. The authors have not 

answered this aspect and have not changed de units along the text and tables. 

 

 

We appreciated the constructive criticisms of the reviewer and the valuable comments that have helped 
us greatly to improve our manuscript.  I have addressed each of their concerns as outlined below. 
 

 

1,2 All what required were done and highlighted in the manuscript 
3. we are so sorry but excuse us this point was passed from us and in this revision 
we perform the change required  
Many thanks 
 

 


