We believe that all the required changes were made in the manuscript in a traceable way, so it can be easily spotted by the editor and the reviewers. We agree in all the reviewer’s comments and we think that they improve substantially our manuscript. 

Editorial comments: all the format changed were performed as suggested. 

Reviewer 1: all the suggested changes were addressed. We discussed with further detail the advantages of TLC method over other methods as suggested. A better description of the preparation of MOPS was provided. About comparing growth in thermomixer vs plate reader, in our case is quite similar, but we agree that it is a crucial step, so we included a comment on the discussion. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Reviewer 2: all the suggested changes were addressed. We actually use 100 µCi/well. We consider that for low basal levels 100 µCi with 0.2 mM carrier phosphate works well, but for measuring (p)ppGpp levels that are expected to become equivalent to GTP pools, we consider that it can be dropped to 25 or 50 µCi/well.  Although it may seem too much, most of the signal will be discarded before exposing the film by removing the pH front that contains free 32P (and even more if we remove any nucleotides on top of GTP). This has been addressed in the text. 

We hope that this will satisfy all the comments and concerns. 

Yours faithfully,
Llorenç Fernández-Coll and Michael Cashel


