Dear Editor,
	Enclosed you will find a modified version of my Microreview manuscripted titled “The Relationship Between the Risk of Smoking-Related Disease, Inflammatory Response and Single-Nucleotide Polymorphisms”. To address concerns and comments raised by 3 reviewers, as well as a microbiology writing fellow, I made the following changes to improve and clarify the manuscript. It is my hope that these changes will make the manuscript acceptable for publication in Microreviews in Cell and Molecular Biology. 
Sincerely,
James Biggerstaff

Reviews
Review 1:
	Reviewer 1 reported that statements are cited appropriately in-text and that facts and statements made come from academic resources. A concern of Reviewer 1 was that there were too many statements that suggested more research needed to be performed to verify and expand upon current findings, which could possibly mean that the not all the information presented could actually lead to the assumptions made. Reviewer 1 stated that this manuscript is helpful in the sense that it can help people know if they are genetically predisposed to smoking-related disease, but is not useful for those that continue to smoke. Reviewer 1 reported that the manuscript was well-organized, but that it was difficult to follow individual SNPs. 
	I do agree that the paper is cited appropriately with a variety of sources that facts and states made from academic resources. I found it helpful that reviewer 1 brought to my attention that there were too many statements that suggested that more research must be performed to come to a conclusion. To address this, I expanded upon the information that is presented in the primary study to address what is currently known about the subject from the available date a as well as supporting details from related research to add a factual basis to my assumptions and conclusions. In doing this, I am attempting to bridge any gaps in the information presented in my manuscript. I do not agree with Reviewer 1 that those who continue to smoke do not benefit from this research. The reason for this is that being aware of a predisposition to smoking-related disease provides the necessary information to smokers to make an informed decision regarding their health. For this reason, this part of the text will remain unchanged.
Review 2:
	Reviewer 2 reported that everything appears to be factually correct and that all the details are connected. Reviewer 2 mentioned that there were many, many details to consider in the original manuscript, but did not find issue with it. Reviewer 2 mentioned that the information is relevant as a reasonably large portion of the population smokes cigarettes. However, reviewer 2 states that one of the main points, which is that this research could help to predict and assess a predisposition to smoking-related disease, could be elaborated on. Reviewer 2 reported that some of the wording discussing the risks of smoking sounded judgmental. Reviewer 2 stated that the paper would be a bit easier to follow if further research was placed into on paragraph rather than discussed throughout. 
	I agree with the points made by Reviewer 2. To rectify these issues, somewhat unnecessary information was excluded, such as research regarding other genes and their associated risks of disease. Though these referred to smoking-related disease, they did not really serve much of a purpose besides demonstrating that certain SNPs are associated with certain diseases. As a result, this information was removed and related information to the primary study was elaborated on further to make the paper more relevant and easier to follow. I also elaborated on how SNPs can be used to assess the risk of smoking-related disease. Through genetic testing, people can make informed decisions about their health and the possibility of quitting, or not starting, to smoke cigarettes. I also changed sentences discussing the risks of smoking tobacco to more neutral language so that rather than presenting a bias, the reader can come to their own conclusions based on evidence presented. 
Review 3:
	Reviewer 3 found the manuscript to be factually correct, relevant and clearly written. The only suggestion offered by reviewer 3 was to change somewhat biased language regarding the risks of cigarette smoking. 
	I agree with reviewer 3 suggestions and concerns. To correct the biased language regarding the risks of cigarette smoking, I rewrote such statements in a more neutral tone so that the reader can come to their own conclusion based on evidence presented. 
Writing Fellow:
	The writing fellow pointed out that the original manuscript was written more like a well-supported argument rather than a microreview. The writing fellow suggested that I added more explanation of the primary study to be reviewed and to further discuss error analysis in the discussion section.
	In an attempt to fix this issue, I redirected the main focus of the microreview to the primary study and used related, relevant research to support my own conclusions in the discussion. A paragraph that further elaborated on error analysis was added to the discussion. The paper was slightly reformatted so that it satisfied the required format. 
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