Response letter (JoVE50993R1):

Dear Editor,
Thank you for the comments of the referees on our manuscript. In the new version we addressed almost all points they raised.
All changes have been made using the track change function. Please find the responses to the reviewers’ comments below:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Reviewer#1
RESPONSE: We corrected all typos or phrasing that could be misunderstood. In addition, we explained in more detail the nature of the glands in Nepenthes (last paragraph of the Introduction) as requested. We also included an additional reference for the attractants (#15; Mithöfer et al., 2009).

Reviewer#2
RESPONSE: We changed that particular sentence and, in addition, went through the whole manuscript to improve the language.

Reviewer#3
RESPONSE: We corrected “°C” and “%” throughout the manuscript. We also weakened the statement that “laser capture microdissection” technique is too limited for many approaches. Concerning the referee’s comments about more recent publications on secretory structures and a deep discussion on “laser capture microdissection” versus the mechanical microdissection technique that is described in our paper, we think that such a discussion is far beyond the scope of this article.

Reviewer#4
RESPONSE: See response to reviewers 1 & 2. For us and the other three referees a complete re-structuring of the manuscript seems not to be necessary.

Sincerely,
Axel Mithöfer

