Dear Editor,

Please find enclosed a modified version of my Microreview [or high school textbook chapter for the next assignment] manuscript “3 Sneaky Pathogens”. To address the concerns and comments raised by the 3 (or 2) 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 Microreviews in Cell and Molecular Biology.

Reviewer 1:
The comments from reviewer one were very helpful. Reviewer 1 mentioned that my manuscript was factually correct.

Reviewer 2:
Review 2 mentioned that the language of the manuscript was concise and easy for the reader to follow. The reviewer also mentioned that there was not enough manuscript to judge the relevance or importance. I submitted my first draft of the manuscript with not enough info, and when I went to review my manuscript, I no longer had access to my article and was prompted to pay, so no revisions were made unfortunately.

Reviewer 3:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Reviewer the provided lots of details on how to improve my manuscript. Ex:
1.) Author used contractions such as "aren't"--not acceptable in scientific
journal or any type of writing.
2.) Author did not properly italicize bacteria names.
3.) Author did not label paragraphs....unclear as to if I were reading the
Abstract and Introduction or Introduction and something else...
4.) When rough draft is due, make an honest attempt to meet length
requirements...this ensures the best type of peer reviews. At least could
have provided an outline of paper plans...
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