We are grateful to the editors and reviewers for their careful review of our manuscript. It is our pleasure to have such professional reviewers to check and approve our work. These pertinent comments are very helpful for the further improvement of our manuscript. The following is our point-to-point response:

Editorial comments:
Inserte
We have answered these comments and revised the manuscript where it is necessary. 

Reviewers' comments:
Reviewer #4:
Accept
Thanks.

Reviewer #5:
Manuscript Summary:
Bone drilling is technically challenging during endoscopic ear surgery EES. Lots of techniques were provided to perform bone dissection. The use of curette was the corner stone during EES but whenever excessive drilling as for atticoantrotomy shifting to the microscope was the rule. The addition of powered instrumentation added much to the field of EES though the cost and availability were of major concern. The authors in this project provide a practical and easy to find equipment and techniques that will make him achieve his goal efficiently and safely.
I see the work is clear and practical. It provide simple maneuvers that can help significantly during EES specifically when bone drilling is needed. The simple practical tips that authors presents provide valuable techniques that can help reducing risks of trauma not only to the surrounding tissue specifically middle ear and tympanomeatal flap but also to the endoscope lens.

Major Concerns:
The number of cases he presented are very limited. I strongly encourage him to continue his technique because with time many pitfalls appears. The idea of placing a small suction tube in the middle ear though looks practical but it not always easy or simple. The end aural incision is very practical but if the pathology shows to be markedly extensive, you may still need to shift to microscope and possibly post auricular incision. That is why I mentioned the number of cases that the protocol was based on. May be if you consider this technique based on case selection you will avoid this issue.
The reviewer’s concern is quite rational. The indications of our technique have bee emphasized in the revised manuscript to avoid further misconceive. 

Minor Concerns:
The manuscript is well written and the language is acceptable. The legends are complete and the photos are clear.
I believe this manuscript deserve to be published.
Thanks.
