Dear Editor:
Thank you for your letter concerning our manuscript entitled “Fabrication of a strain measuring device with an improved 3D printer” (ID: JoVE60177). The comments were valuable and very helpful to improve our manuscript. We have made corrections that will answer your requests. The revised portions are marked in red in the revised manuscript. Please find here the detailed answers to your correction request.

1. Figures 4-5: The figure legends here are still unclear. Even if you were to remove a-e, there are still 10 (Figure 4 A and B) or 5 (Figure 5 A and B) different data sets in each figure, which are not explained anywhere. Is each dataset a different experiment? Do, e.g., the filled and open blue squares (‘a’ dataset) have anything to do with each other? It would appear not, in which case it appears that, e.g., the maximum difference between FEA and experimental slopes for nylon would be 0.101 (FEA red x and Exp. open purple triangle). Please explain your figures more thoroughly in the legends and double-check these results.
Response: Legends for Figure 4 and Figure 5 have been rewritten to make them clearer. Figure 4: Relations between the displacement of the pointer and the different concentrated forces for nylon and ABS, respectively. With the same parameters of the improved 3D printer, we have printed five nylon amplifiers (numbers from a to e) and five ABS amplifiers (numbers from a to e). As shown in Figure 4a, group “a” illustrates the mean result of FEA and experimental test for “amplifier a” for nylon, and other groups show that of the amplifier b, c, d, e. Test for each group has been repeated for ten times. Figure 5: Correlation between the displacement and the strain for nylon and ABS, respectively. Letters a-e represent the five samples for each material. The sensitivity K of nylon is obtained by averaging the five slopes, as well as ABS.
Five samples were made from each material, and each sample was measured ten times. Although there are some deviations between the ideal value (FEA) and the actual results (experimental test) for one sample, and  size deviation between the five samples, the experimental results are linear, which proves the feasibility and validity of the proposed sensor. Future work will further explore various factors affecting the sensitivity of the proposed sensor system, and improve the operating accuracy of the improved 3D printer.
2. Protocol step 1.1: ‘Figure 1’ here still seems to refer to supplemental Figure 1, which contains the dimensions for the amplification mechanism. If that is the case, the current Figure 1 would not be cited. Please correct.
Response: The concentration of Figure 1 (Protocol step 1.1) was incorrectly stated in the original manuscript. This has been rectified to “Construct an experimental platform including an improved 3D printer, a strain gauge indicator, a driving device, a support frame, an aluminum bar, a PDMS lens, a smartphone, weights, a printed amplifier, and a strain gauge, as shown in Figure 1”. 
3. Figure 2: ‘Pringting’ is a typo; please correct.
Response: We are apologize for the typo in Figure 2. It has been revised. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]We greatly appreciate your help concerning improvement to this manuscript.
We have improved the manuscript and made the requested changes. The changes do not influence the results and conclusion of the study. The changes were marked in red in the revised document.
We hope that the corrections will satisfy your requests.
Thank you very much for your comments and suggestions.

Best regards,

Qiuyue Du
