Dear Editor,

Please find enclosed a modified version of my newspaper article “DNA Reprogramming Helps Uncover Mechanisms in Photosynthesis”. To address the concerns and comments raised by the 3 reviewers, I made the following changes to improve and clarify the article. It is my hope that these changes make the manuscript acceptable for publication in Microreviews in Cell and Molecular Biology.

Sincerely,

[bookmark: _GoBack]Cambrey Gallardo


Reviewer 1:
1. Reviewer 1 was satisfied with the article and felt like no changes needed to be made. 
2. No changes were made due to the reviewer approving the article.
 

Reviewer 2: 
1. Reviewer 2 was helpful. The comments about describing some of the details more gave more clarity to the paper.
2. I added more background about the professor to the paper, I felt like it added more clarity to it. I did not give specifics on the MacVector due to it being a complicated process to explain. 

Reviewer 3:
1. Comment about the first paragraph being repetitive as well as the word changed were helpful. They have detailed comments.
2. I did not make these changed due to the background of the professor. While switching the wording may flow better, the professor does not just teach microbiology and molecular genetics, he is in the department, so his teachings vary from just those two subjects. 

