Dear Editor,

Please find enclosed a modified version of my Microreview manuscript Familial Alzheimer’s Disease Linked to Aluminum Levels in Brain Tissue. 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,

Amy Hicks


Reviewer A:
Reviewer A noted that I did not have much intext citation in my introduction, and that I should check to ensure all of my information was given due credit. To address this, I added two in-text citations for material that was not recognizably cited. 
Reviewer A also called to my attention the inconsistency in my use of acronyms in the text. To address this issue, I chose to use the full term once at the beginning of each section, and then the acronym every time following in the section. I also identified the acronyms in parentheses directly following the first time the actual terms were used.

Reviewer B: 
 Reviewer B brought to light the need for clarification on the significance of the aluminum deposits and levels as it relates to Alzheimer’s Disease. To add clarification, I added a paragraph to give a brief insight to how humans are exposed to aluminum in our every-day life, and I elaborated on how the research currently being conducted is breakthrough in both the study of aluminum in the brain and its association with Amyloid- β proteins in the brain. I also address the lack of knowledge in this area of study in the discussion portion of my manuscript.
 Reviewer B also made some inaccurate observations of the timeline of my cited sources, and this brought to my attention that I was not clear enough on how an older study is relevant to the most recent study (and the one I am reviewing) in my text. To address this, I restructured the end of my introduction to more clearly tie into my recent progress section. Additionally, I chose to clearly state the year (2019) in which the study of interest was conducted.


Reviewer C:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Reviewer C, like reviewer A, addressed my need for more in-text citations to prove the factual basis in which my manuscript was written off of. I made these corrections as mentioned above. Reviewed C complimented the flow of my writing, which I appreciated. They also commented that “my manuscript was set up correctly”, which unintentionally brought to my attention that I needed to format my manuscript to be two text columns rather than 1, and be center aligned.
