
Dear Editor,

Please find enclosed a modified version of my Journalism Column “Research in the Cabeen Lab.” 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,

Danielle Roufs


[bookmark: _GoBack]Reviewer 1:
1. The comments from Reviewer 1 were helpful in allowing me the opportunity to look over some potential concerns in my manuscript. While the reviewer suggested shortening the amount of background information, but I feel that the information is necessary for the ready to fully understand what was being discussed in the column.
2. I did not change anything in my manuscript after going over this review, but I do appreciate the feedback that was given.

Reviewer 2:
1. The reviewer brought to my attention that I forgot to include a reference regarding the paper that was discussed in my interview with Dr. Cabeen. The reviewer also added in potential changes I could make to better my clarity in the column. This advice was greatly appreciated.
2. I included the reference for the paper that was discussed in the interview, and I also made the necessary grammatical changes.

Reviewer 3:
1. The reviewer brought to my attention that a reader may have trouble understanding the importance of the research that is being conducting. While I believe that the relevance is clear in my manuscript, it allowed me the opportunity to review my manuscript. I appreciate the feedback given by this reviewer.
2. I did not make any changes after looking at the comments from this reviewer.
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