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	Reviewer Comment
	Response
	Location

	R1C2.1 All corrections/suggestions were included in the text.

	We thank the reviewer again for their previous recommendations and for taking the time to read our resubmission.
	

	R2C2.1 With regards to the authors’ response to R1C3, R1C8 and R1C9: It is great that more information is provided on the smoothing process, including the assessment of the varying smoothing steps. However, what is missing is a comparison of the surface roughness of the mesh obtained from the iPhone, with that obtained from the Artec Spider, or the reference scan. This is essential as the aim of the paper, as defined by the authors, is to study the potential for low-cost devices to provide comparable results to expensive 3D scanners. In addition, a quantitative assessment is too subjective (the reviewer is assuming that the qualitative assessment was based on people’s opinion of visual smoothness). A more quantitative comparison of surface roughness is appreciated, using any tools in commercial software (e.g. Geomagic Control X surface analysis), or available algorithms from prior literature.
	The reviewer makes an excellent suggestion. We have used a Matlab algorithm to assess the surface roughness of our ear scans and have included a table of results in the supplementary material (Table S2). This has also been referred to in text. 
	Table S2
[bookmark: _GoBack]Lines 249-250

	R2C2.2 With regards to the authors’ response to R1C15: The results from the additional experiment conducted by selecting small batches of photographs will be of great interest to many readers. It should thus be added into the manuscript.
	We agree with the reviewer’s recommendation and have included a results table in the supplementary material (Table S1). This has also been referred to in text. 
	Table S1
Lines 134-136

	R2C2.3 With regards to the authors’ response to R1C17: There are other potential challenges faced when scanning child participants, which should be discussed. One major potential challenge is that child participants are more active, and would have difficulties in keeping still for as long durations as adults. It is highly likely that the movements will deteriorate the results, as suggested in R3C1.3, and should be discussed.
	We have added further discussion on this point to the manuscript.
	Lines 324-328
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