Dear Editor,

Please find enclosed a modified version of my Microreview manuscript “Diabetes and The Saku Study: A Microreview”. 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,

Gregory Balcerak


Reviewer 1:
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 1 helpful or not.
	The comments made by reviewer one were very helpful and insightful. However, I did not agree with the fact that more should be added to the abstract about sex-hormone binding globulin. I did agree with the fact that there should be some expansion on the methods and results section.
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2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 1?
There was not a large amount of changes made to the manuscript from the comments of reviewer 1. Although review 1 recommended an addition of information to the abstract concerning sex-hormone binding globulin, no changes were made as this might make the abstract too lengthy.

Reviewer 2: 
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 2 helpful or not.
	The comments of reviewer 2 were somewhat helpful. Not all of the comments were agreed with but some were helpful.
	
2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 2?
	There was an addition of information about the conclusions section added to the abstract which was recommended by reviewer 2.

Reviewer 3:
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 3 helpful or not.
	The comments of reviewer 3 were helpful in some ways. Reviewer 3 mentioned that a “Recent Progress” section was very unique and helpful to the manuscript. However, the reviewer claimed that this section was misplaced in the manuscript.

2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 3?
	There were very few changes made to the manuscript based on the comments of reviewer 3. The recent progress section was not moved as recommended by reviewer 3 due to the fact that it is almost a continuation of the introduction. Therefore, it should follow the introduction section in the manuscript.
	
