We sincerely thank both the editor and the reviewer’s for their constructive suggestions and criticism. Please do not hesitate to contact us, if further clarifications are needed. Please find response to reviewer’s comments printed below.

Reviewer 1.

1. It is advised to include novel delivery systems in clinic.
Answer: There are very few novel delivery systems which made up to clinics. They are mostly either implants or liposomes. Previously, we have described marketed ocular implants. As per reviewer’s suggestion, in the current manuscript we included liposomal formulations that are in clinics for the treatment of ocular diseases (Pg#30).  For reviewer’s convenience we have highlighted the discussion.
2. It is suggested to discuss possible technological obstacles and side effects in developing novel nanotechnology based ocular delivery strategies
Answer: This is a good and an acceptable suggestion. However, all the novel delivery strategies have their own technological obstacles/barriers with associated side effects. In our manuscript we did not include technological obstacles because our aim was to focus on recent updates and developments made in conventional and nano formulations.
Reviewer 2.

1. It is advised to reduce the length of the first part e.g. conventional approach since it is well documented in text books.
Answer: Following the reviewer’s advice, we have reduced the content in the conventional formulation approach.
2.  Ref. 14 is not directly related to the text where it is cited.

Answer: We are very much thankful for identifying the error.  We have deleted the citation#14 from the text.
3.  Ref 54, 55 are non-specific to age-related macular degeneration

Answer: We agree with the reviewer that the references are not specific to age-related macular degeneration. We provided those references in the previous manuscript because those publications discussed about the utilizing nanomicellar construct for the treatment of age-related macular degeneration. Following reviewer’s suggestion and to avoid confusion to readers we have deleted those two references.
4. Reference 28, 33 and 58 are not complete citations
Answer: Thank you identifying the error in the citations. We have thoroughly cross verified the citations and tried to maintained uniformity through citation section.
5.   Besides, typo errors are easily found

Answer: We have thoroughly revised the manuscript for typo errors.  We have eliminated the typos found in the current manuscript.
6. For instance, no labels used in figure 3 while the figure legend uses EP and ST to specify certain tissues.

Answer:   It is an acceptable suggestion from the reviewer.  To avoid confusion and maintain uniformity in the manuscript we have deleted the figure in the current manuscript.
7. The authors should focus on ocular diseases and show how drug delivery systems are used to combat the diseases

Answer:   It is good suggestion. In the current issue of World Journal of Pharmacology, some articles discuss in detail about various ocular diseases. Hence, we did not include ocular diseases in detail in the manuscript. However, in editorial of this issue, by Dr. Deep Kwatra and Dr. Ashim K Mitra (our lab), have described about ocular barriers and strategies to overcome those barrier with novel drug delivery strategies. Hence, in current manuscript we focused to discuss about ocular drug delivery systems and their recent updates and developments. 
