Dear Editor,

Please find enclosed a modified version of my High School Science Textbook Chapter manuscript “Cell Division: The Two M’s (Mitosis & Meiosis)”. 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 High School Textbook Chapter acceptable for publication in High School Science Textbook Chapters section in Cell and Molecular Biology.

Sincerely,

Kayla Stromsodt


Reviewer 1:
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 1 helpful or not.
Reviewer 1’s comments did not help improve the Science Textbook Chapter manuscript. I did not find Reviewer 1’s comments helpful on the relevance/importance. I did not find it helpful that Reviewer 1 states that the manuscript’s clarity could by improved by removing words because the reader would understand without the details. 
2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 1?
I rejected all of Reviewer 1’s comments to my manuscript because they were not helpful. The comments did not give suggestions for how to improve the manuscript, but only to state what the reviewer did not like about the topic discussed. I did not find Reviewer 1’s comments on the relevance/importance helpful. The reviewer states that they do not believe that my topic is important to write because it is in “pretty much every biology related textbook.” This is not helpful because the assignment was to write something as if you wish you had it in high school. Some students in high school did not have a biology textbook that went in depth on Mitosis and Meiosis, which made it difficult to understand concepts and details. It is only their opinion that it was not a relevant, but they state that as a strength for importance that the topic is relevant to the writing class. Also, they did not provide a solution for the relevance problem. Therefore, I reject their statement and left the text unchanged. I did not find Reviewer 1’s comments on clarity helpful because they state it is “a little copy and paste,” which is only their opinion and not about the clarity of the manuscript. Reviewer 1 states that the manuscript is a bit wordy, and that the reader would understand the sentence without these additional words. Even though certain words may not be needed for a college level student, my reasoning for rejecting this comment is that a high school student may not find these sentences easy to follow along with and understand without extra description. Therefore, I left the text unchanged as the revision would have made the paper harder to understand. 

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 because Reviewer 2 states that they are not sure if we need in text citation. Reviewer 2’s comment was not helpful on improving the clarity by changing the font of subtopics Mitosis and Meiosis so that it would stand out. Reviewer 2’s additional comment was helpful about bolding the word Meiosis the first time it is used in the introduction paragraph.
2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 2?
[bookmark: _GoBack]The factual correctness comment from Reviewer 2 was not helpful because it states the Reviewer is unsure if we needed in text citation. They did not state that is was a weakness or that the manuscript needed factual improvement. Therefore, I reject the statement. Reviewer 2 did not provide any suggestions or improvements needed for relevance/importance. Therefore, I did not make any changes to the text. Reviewer 2 suggested for clarity that I change the subtopics Mitosis and Meiosis by increasing the font to separate those headings from the other subtitles. I did not agree that I should change their appearance because it would have been distracting to the reader. Therefore, I rejected this comment and left the manuscript unchanged. Reviewer 2’s additional comment on bolding the Meiosis term in the introduction paragraph was helpful. I added bolding to the word Meiosis so that as the word introduce for the first time it is distinct.  

Reviewer 3:
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 3 helpful or not.
Reviewer 3’s comments were not helpful on improving the factual correctness or relevance/importance because they did not provide any suggestions or weaknesses. I did find Reviewer 3’s comment on clarity helpful regarding a wording error. 

2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 3?
The comments over factual correctness and relevance/importance from Reviewer 3 were not helpful because they did not provide weaknesses in those sections. Therefore, I left the text unchanged. I did find the comment by Reviewer 3 regarding clarity helpful on the wording error in the Meiosis – Anaphase I section. I omitted the extra word opposite that followed the term opposite pole to provide more clarity.  


