Dear Editor,

Please find enclosed a modified version of my Microreview manuscript “Recognition mechanism of Cpf1-crRNA complex in CRISPR-Cpf1 from crystal structure”. To address the concerns and comments raised by the 3 reviewers, I made the following changes to improve and clarify the manuscript. It is my hope that these changes make the manuscript acceptable for publication in Microreview in Cell and Molecular Biology.

Sincerely,

Tao Liu


And the following is my response to each suggestion:
Reviewer A
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer A helpful or not.
(1) There may be too much details and backgrounds in the manuscript as a microreview. The abstract is too long.
	Disagree.
The requirement about the abstract is “200 words or less”, and mine has 206 words. So I think the length of the abstract is fine. And in my opinion, a real review is much longer than my microreview, and considering the knowledge scope of possible reviewers, my classmates, I believe that I should offer enough information about the background to get my paper across to them.

2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer A?
	The reviewer A’s comment is not reasonable enough to convince me so I left my abstract unchanged.

Reviewer B
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer A helpful or not.
(1) The author can use more his own word to summarize the paper.
Agree.
Just like what I said above, I do need to use my own word to depict my story. Maybe the reviewers spend too much time in reading my paper.
	
(2) Discussion is full of the author’s thought.
	Partially disagree.
	At first, I do not quite understand this comment, wondering whether this is approval or suggestion. But I think the discussion should be where my critical thinking is embodied so it is sort of reasonable to use my own words and thoughts, I guess.

(3) The author don’t connect effect and structure together, making them different part.
	Disagree.
	My whole paper is about the explanation of its structure, and how its structural property contributes to the RNA binding and DNA recognition. I guess that the reviewer did not read it carefully enough.

(4) Introduction don’t have connection with after part. And don’t show it’s whose work.
	Partially agree.
	Truly, there is a small gap between “introduction” and “recent progress”. I should add more transitional contents to glue them together. I only discussed the general CRISPR-Cas system, ignoring the contents about CRISPR-Cpf1. But actually I would like to talk about the comparisons between Cas protein and Cpf1 protein in the “recent progress”, which is also the main focus of my paper. I will add some more contents about Cpf1 protein to make it more like an “introduction”.
	But I did not quite understand the second part of this comment, which is “don’t show it’s whose work”.......

2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer B?
	I add one summary paragraph at the end of the “recent progress” section to summarize the main results from recent work. I hope this paragraph could help reviewers understand my paper better.
	But I do not add any more information about experiment details like specific process because that is not within my focus.

Review C:
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer A helpful or not.
[bookmark: _GoBack](1) It would be better if the manuscript would explain more about Cpf1
	Agree.
	After reviewing my paper, I myself think that I should clarify more about protein Cpf1 in a more general way, to give the peer reviewer a more vivid picture.

(2) It would be better if it can explain the exact importance of the experiment
Disagree.
	Firstly, one researcher should not count on one review to get all relevant information and details. Since my microreview is not about the development of experiment skills, so it is reasonable for me to overlook most of experimental details due to their irrelevance to my focus. Secondly, from the reference appended at the end of paper, people interested in one experiment can find enough details in their supporting information. But one review is not fully responsible for all experimental details, especially in one paper not interested in experiment skill development.

(3) It would be better if the manuscript would combine all the factors together and show us a multi result.
	Agree.
	Just like the second suggestion, besides the specific details, I should offer some more legible pictures to make it more easily understood.

2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer C?
	I made the adjustment to put the first two paragraphs in “recent progress” section to the end of its previous section “introduction”. Because I think that part is helpful for reviewers to understand Cpf1 protein and its general differences from traditional Cas protein.
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