Rebuttal letter

Dear Editor, 

After consideration of the comments and suggestions of the last round of reviews to the manuscript 61512, we point the following items:

1. The title was altered according to the suggestions translation a more broad approach than the previous one, considering dental biomaterials only. Moreover, a few alterations were made through the text to reflect this change.

2. It was necessary to alter the affiliation section due to the new guidelines of our institution. 

[bookmark: _Hlk7767055]3. The introduction was deeply revised and reorganized to include the aspects pointed in the comment:
“Please revise the Introduction to include all of the following: a) A clear statement of the overall goal of this method b) The rationale behind the development and/or use of this technique c) The advantages over alternative techniques with applicable references to previous studies d) A description of the context of the technique in the wider body of literature e) Information to help readers to determine whether the method is appropriate for their application.” 

4. Regarding the protocol section, we have doubts about how to proceed. We think the current comments are not in accordance with the previous revision round and JoVE instructions. 
Several comments ask to be more specific regarding cell lines used, materials tested and so on, but this is not compatible with a protocol aiming to provide a guideline to evaluate biomaterials concerning several medical specialities. 
We consider the version of the protocol we are submitting now to be following the title providing a way to evaluate biomaterials for medical use. Further specificities will limit the scope of the protocol.

5. Regarding the comment about lines 811-818 “Significance with respect to biomaterials?” we ask for clarification. What do you mean with this comment?

6. Limitations were included in the discussion section in the last round of reviews. Please see lines 924-927.
