Response to reviewers regarding submission titled: Biomimetic replication of root surface microstructure using alteration of soft lithography
We thank the editor and reviewers for their comments. In the document below we address all comments.
Editorial comments:
1. The manuscript has been checked for any spelling or grammar issues.
2. All formatting was performed.
3. Long abstract is 247 words and clearly states the goal of the protocol.
4. Protocol numbering was adjusted.
5. All text in the protocol written in the imperative tense.
6. The protocol contains only action items that direct the reader to do something. 
7. Individual steps of the protocol only contain 2-3 actions sentences per step.
8. How questions are answered.
9. Only one note follows one step. All notes are used for text that does not provide details about how to perform a particular step.
10. The protocol is less than 2.75 pages. Other than the trivial steps of plant growing, all the protocol is highlighted.
11. No figure was previously published and hence no copyrights need to be obtained.
12. All microscope images have scale bars.
13. Results describe experiment, what we wanted to achieve and inline with the title.
14. Discussion is 6 paragraphs long and addresses the required topics. 
15. All journal names in the references are not abbreviated. 
16. The table of essential supplies, reagents and equipment is a xlsx. file that includes name, company and catalog number of all relevant materials in separate columns and in alphabetical order.
Reviewer 1: 
We thank the reviewer for mentioning that that the protocol is of interest to many disciplines.
Response to major concerns:
We thank the reviewer for the remark regarding the difference between the known 2D method for leaf replication and our 3D method for root replication. We also agree that since the root is not completely embedded in the polymer and only one side is replicated, there are limitations to this method that need to be addressed. We added a paragraph to the discussion section addressing this point (lines 302-310). 
We agree that there are no pictures of the molding process. This is because, since the materials are all transparent, it is very difficult to see anything by simply taking a picture. The relevant pictures are only microscopy images, which we present in the paper. We rely on the video that will make it clearer. In a still picture that shows no movement with transparent materials it is almost impossible to capture the process.
Response to minor concerns:
Figure 3C was changes to Figure 2C on lines 233 and 235 (now lines 231 and 233).
We copy-edited our paper to remove any language mistakes.
Reviewer 2: 
We thank the reviewer for this positive review. 
Response to major concerns:
We added some discussion regarding the differences between the roots used in this paper and the ones grown in real soil. This was added as an additional paragraph in the discussion in lines 311-325.
We clarified the text explaining Figure 2B both in the representative results text (lines 226-227) and in the figure legends. To clarify Figure 2C, we added purple arrows to the figure, pointing to the residual root left in the replica and mentioned them in the text of both the representative results and the figure legends.
ON was changes to overnight throughout the text.
The sentence: “In other words, making the positive replica, from a variety of materials, is relatively easy once a good negative replica is made.” Was added to the discussion in lines 298-299 to amplify this point. 
We placed the legends of all sub-figures in separate paragraphs.
We added some reference to the images in Figure 3, including root hairs and the differences between PDMS and ethyl cellulose (lines 242-247). 

