Dear Editor,

Please find enclosed a modified version of my Journalism Column manuscript “HDAC Inhibitors Important for Cancer Treatment”. 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 Journalism Column acceptable for publication in Microreviews in Cell and Molecular Biology.

Sincerely,

Kayla Stromsodt


[bookmark: _GoBack]Reviewer 1:
1. Briefly state if you found the comments of Reviewer 1 helpful or not.
Reviewer 1’s comments did not help regarding factual correctness because Reviewer 1 states that there is no improvement needed for the manuscript. I did not find Reviewer 1’s comments helpful on the topic of relevance/importance. I did not find it helpful that Reviewer 1 states that the manuscript’s clarity could by improved by not starting with a quote or moving the second to last paragraph.
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 for factual correctness. Therefore, I left the text unchanged. I did not find Reviewer 1’s comments on the relevance/importance helpful. The reviewer states that I could add more relevance by adding more implications of Dr. Montgomery’s work. I do not agree that more implications are needed in the concluding statement. It is not common that the final paragraph is one sentence; however, the single sentence grabs the reader’s attention without using science jargon to dilute the importance of the findings for cancer research. Therefore, I reject their statement and left the text unchanged. I did not find Reviewer 1’s comments on clarity helpful because they state that the long quote is confusing, and it would be beneficial to add more of a general statement. I do not agree with this suggestion because the quote provides information about P53, HDAC, and HDAC Inhibitors without just stating facts. A quote makes the column flow easier and provides an enjoyable introduction to the manuscript. Also, Reviewer 1 states that the second to last paragraph is out of place. I do not agree with this opinion because it is describing the research model used, the results, and the future implications of Dr. Montgomery’s research. My reasoning is that the journal column provides a brief understandable summary for a wide audience. 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 there is no improvement needed for the column. Reviewer 2’s comment was not helpful on improving the importance by relating this column to a select group because I previous gave a cancer example to make the manuscript relevant. Reviewer 2’s comment about clarity was not helpful because there were no suggestions given. Reviewer 2’s additional comment was helpful about cutting back on the use of Dr. Montgomery, as a noun, within the paper. 
2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 2?
The factual correctness comment from Reviewer 2 was not helpful because there were no suggestions given for improvement. Therefore, I reject the statement. Reviewer 2’s comment on relevance was not helpful on adding a select group of individuals as an example that could relate to the column. I did not agree that I needed to add a select group because I gave an example of a cancer that is affected by HDAC inhibitors. I used one of the most common cancers, breast cancer, which increases the importance for the reader by relating the topic to a well-known cancer. Therefore, I did not make any changes to the text. Reviewer 2 did not make any improvement suggestions for clarity. Therefore, I left the manuscript unchanged. Reviewer 2’s additional comment on reducing Dr. Montgomery’s name in the manuscript was helpful. I altered her name throughout the manuscript to include she and professor.  

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, relevance/importance, or clarity because they did not provide any suggestions or weaknesses. 

2. What changes did you make to your manuscript as a result of the comments of Reviewer 3?
The comments over factual correctness, relevance/importance, or clarity from Reviewer 3 were not helpful because they did not provide weaknesses in those sections. Therefore, I left the text unchanged. 


