[bookmark: _GoBack]Dear Editor, 

Enclosed is a revised version of my Microreview, “Sustainable Agriculture: Using Synthetic Biology to Engineer Higher Yields with Rhizobacteria”. I have made the following revisions to improve my manuscript based on the comments and concerns from the 3 reviewers. It is my hope that these revisions make the microreview manuscript acceptable for publication in the Microreviews in Cell and Molecular Biology. 

Sincerely,

Jessica Roper


Reviewer 1:
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 1 helpful or not.
	I found reviewer 1’s comments to be beneficial because they pointed out specific area such as further explanation on the difference between “mosBCDEF” and “mosDEF”. This helped me be able to determine the exact areas that needed improvement in my manuscript.  I also found the comments addressing the lack of sources on some sentences helpful, the comments about the clarity of some sections I also found helpful for revisions.

2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 1?
I added additional sources to the recent progress section to address the comment about a lack of factual correctness regarding citations. The comment from Reviewer 1 involving the importance of the microreview was clarified by adding a sentence to the last paragraph in the discussion to stress the importance. To address the comments about the clarity in the recent progress and the difference between “mosBCDEF” and “mosDEF” I clarified that these are different genes that are involved in the process but I did not explain the difference between the genes because how the genes impact the biological pathway is not exactly known and is one of the reasons why a synthetic pathway was created.  

Reviewer 2: 
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 2 helpful or not.
I found Reviewer 2s comments helpful because they noted that the discussion should recap the entire manuscript and that the recent progress section needed restructuring to help clarify the overall microreview manuscript. 
2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 2?
	I restructured the recent progress section due to the lack of clarity that they and other reviewers mentioned. I also added sentences to the discussion to encompass the entire mircoreview. 

Reviewer 3:
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 3 helpful or not.
I found reviewer 3s comments helpful, they mentioned citing general facts to improve my written claim would be beneficial. They also mentioned a clarity issue due to the paragraph formatting and said the importance of the microreview needed to be stressed more.
2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 3?
	I reformatted several paragraphs mainly in the discussion in order to help improve the clarity of the microreview. I also stressed the importance of the paper by added several sentences to the last paragraph in the discussion. I added citations into areas that had general facts to support them. 
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