Dear Editor,

Please find enclosed a modified version of my Microreview manuscript “Pharmacological Drugs Aimed at Preventing Cancer Cell Division”. 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 Microreviews in Cell and Molecular Biology.

Sincerely,

Kayla Stromsodt


Reviewer 1:
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 1 helpful or not.
	I did not find Reviewer 1’s comments on improving the factual correctness by adding information from previous experiments or adding more information to the discussion to be helpful. I did find the Reviewer 1’s comments on grammar errors to be helpful in improving the quality of my Microreview manuscript.
2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 1?
The comment Reviewer 1 made about the spelling and grammar errors in the abstract was very helpful. I fixed this problem by checking the spelling of potential words that could have been incorrect and adding commas to reduce run-on sentences. I disagreed with the Reviewer 1’s comment of adding information from previous experiments or further research into the topic because it would have been off topic and would have made the paper harder to read, and therefore I rejected this comment and left the text unchanged. As for the comment Reviewer 1 made concerning adding further relevance to the discussion, I disagreed with the suggestion because it would be redundant to restate ideas that were discussed previously in the paper. My reasoning that the change would have made the paper harder to follow lead to my decision to leave the discussion section of the text unchanged. 

Reviewer 2: 
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 2 helpful or not.
I did not find Reviewer 2’s comments helpful on improving the factual correctness by adding more sources to the reference section of the paper or that adding more sources would improve the legitimacy of the paper. I did not find it helpful that Reviewer 2 stated that I needed to add a title to the manuscript when there was a title present.  
2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 2?
The comments from Reviewer 2 were not helpful, and I did not use the suggestions for improvement. I did not agree with the comment that I could improve factual correctness by adding more sources because it would have been excessive and unnecessary. Therefore, based on this suggestion I left the text unchanged. I did not agree with the comment that I could improve the legitimacy of the paper by adding more sources because it would have been overkill and would have distracted from the main topic of the manuscript. Therefore, based on this comment I left the text unchanged. I did not find the comment by Reviewer 2 on that my manuscript did not title helpful because I had a title prior to the Reviewer’s comment. Therefore, I rejected this comment and left the title section unchanged. 

Reviewer 3:
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 3 helpful or not.
I did not find Reviewer 3’s comments helpful on improving the factual correctness by switching my words with information found from other sources or the comment about the word count of my abstract. I did not find Reviewer 3’s comment that my recent progress could be broken up into smaller paragraphs helpful. 

2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 3?
[bookmark: _GoBack]The comments from Reviewer 3 were not helpful and I did not use the suggestions for improvement. I did not agree with the comment that I could improve factual correctness by changing my words to information found from other sources because there is not a need for more sources just to add extra citation, and therefore based on this comment I left the text unchanged. I did not agree with the comment on the improvement/relevance of the article by shortening the word count on the abstract. Even though it was a longer abstract than normal, my reasoning for rejecting this comment is that Reviewer 3 also takes in strengths that the abstract was easy to follow along with and understand. I do not believe that the abstract should be changed only on the basis of word count when it is a concise message. Therefore, based on this suggestion I left the text unchanged. I did not find the comment by Reviewer 3 on that my recent progress section could be broken into smaller sections helpful because it would make the manuscript harder to follow, particularly which pharmacological drugs were being used in each experiment. Therefore, I rejected this comment and left the recent progress section of the Microreview manuscript unchanged. 


