Table S3. Report of the statistics used.

Student’s t test
Comparison Condition Test t and p values

Fig. 1F Control vs amphetamine Fluqrescence Two-tailgd Student’s t=_-2.48,

amplitude (AU) unpaired t-test p=0.017
Fig. 1F Control vs amphetamine Rise time (s) Twz:sgieri dStt-Ligztn ts :;_g (](?2
Fig. 1F Control vs amphetamine  Response width (s) TWS:SQEZ ds;[-utg:P ts Ft;g (;296
Fig. 2B Basal vs DA Control Two;)t:ii:zz tS_::g:ent’s :::_g (:)357
Fig. 2B Basal vs DA Flupenthixol TWO::EZ ts_tzgte”tys :;'3 '88111’
Fig. 2B Basal vs DA SCH23390 TWO;::::‘; it:gte”t's ;g_ 'ffé
Fig. 2B Basal vs DA Sulpiride TWO::::Z(; ts_tzgte”“ t=-7.4, p<0.001
Fig. 2B Basal vs DA Cocktail Twogziiiz ts_tzgf”t’s t;;%_%:’
Fig. 2D Basal vs Optostim. Control TWO;::EZ ts_tzgtem’s ;:g '551’
Fig. 2D Basal vs Optostim. Flupenthixol TWO::::Zg t&‘ﬁ:gtent's tp==0(5.183992’
Fig. 2D Basal vs Optostim. SCH23390 Two::::zg ts_tzcsjtent’s t=p—i)03;357 ’
Fig. 2D Basal vs Optostim. Sulpiride TW°::::‘:3 tS_I:gfnt’s t;;gg%q'
Fig. 2D Basal vs Optostim. Cre negative TWO:::II,:(; Etzgtent’s 2)::06?54554
Fig 48 BasalvsDA i Conrol - paredtiest | pe0.001
Fig. 4B Basal vs DA Calcium Geg;rgsprobiIity: Two::::zg tS_:::;ant’s t;;%:;ag
Fig. 48 masalvs DA T e 'peore
Fig 48 BasalvsDA o aredvest | pe0.007
Fig 48 BasalvsDA o Crbee Y M ed st peo.es
Fig. 4B Basal vs DA EPSC TFr,: F;;L/ld o (%) TWO;:iill'zg tsiuegte e trJ==OO..188586’
Fig. 4D GFAP-D,"" vs GFAP-D,™ Baseline TWE:;;ﬁZ dstt_“tg:Pt'S :::36_203096
Fig. 4D Basal vs DA GFAP-D,"T TWO::::ZS, tsiggf nts t;;%"g%‘:”
Fig. 4D Basal vs DA GFAP-D,” TWO:::::E; ft:gte nt's t;:)gig,
Fig. 4D Basal vs ATP GFAP-D,"T TWO;:::‘Z‘; f::gf nt's t?jg '5812 ‘
Fig. 4D Basal vs ATP GFAP-D,” Two::iiig tsiggf nts t;fg_é—’g f '
Fig. 4E Basal vs DA GFAP-D,"T TWO::::Z‘; ts::gte nts t;lg:gg?’
Fig. 4E Basal vs DA GFAP-D," TWO::::zg f’t:gte nts tngdﬁfsoﬁ
Fig. 5A Basal vs DA Control TWO::::Zg tS_I:ant’s t;;%%ég




o wiaon o ewmsmmens v
Fig. 5A Basal vs Optostim. Control Two;)t:ii:zg ﬂ:gte nt's t;%é%i
Fig. 5A Basal vs Optostim. CPT TWO:::::?, ts::gte nts t;;z'_z%i‘
Fig. 5B Basal vs DA Control Two;)t:ii:z(; tS_::g:ent’s t;ggg?
o oosaon  om T oo
Fig. 5B Basal vs Optostim. Control TWO:::::(; tS_I::fnt’S 2)::56%07;2’
Fig. 5B Basal vs Optostim. CPT TWO::::Zg Et:gte nt's t;:O‘.‘;SQ;
Fig. 5E Basal vs DA Control TWO::::S; ﬁt:gte nt's :fd?oog{
Fig. 5E Basal vs DA GDPBS TWO;)t:ii:zg tS_::‘S’f”t'S t=0.26, p=0.802
Fig. 5E Basal vs DA IPR2" M areduiest . proa
Fig. 5E Basal vs Ado Control TWO:::::E tSI:gte nt's tp=:0208028
Fig Basal s Ado copps et pe0.007
Fig. SE gasal vs Ado PRz T et pebo0d
Fig. 6B Basal vs CNO Control Two;)t:ii:zg ﬂ:gte nt's t;%%ii
Fig 68 Basal vs CNO cPT e tiest | p0.028
Fig. 68 Basal vs CNO mCherry T aredviest . peo.6s8
Fig. 6C Basal vs CNO Control TWO:::IIEZ ts-tzgte nt's ;36_4:087’
Fig. 6C Basal vs CNO CPT T ardvist . pe0280
Fig. 6C Basal vs CNO meherry TWO::::ZZI ot ::06?72567’
Fig. 7D Basal vs Amphetamine Control TWO;:::ZZ tS_:zg:ant’s t;;%z%%
Fig. 7D Basal vs Amphetamine Flupenthixol Two;)taaii:Zz tS_I:gtent’s t;;%?;;
Fig. 7D Basal vs Amphetamine IP,R2" TWO::::::; Sudents t;;g_ﬁ%
Fig. 7D Basal vs Amphetamine CPT TWO::::zg tS-I:Ste nt's t:-:30108173
Fig. 7D Basal vs Amphetamine GDPBS Two;::ii:‘zg Sudents t;’fdc_)gg; !
Fig. 7D Basal vs Amphetamine GFAP-D,"T TWO::::ZE; Sudents ::02_ o
Fig. 7D Basal vs Amphetamine GFAP-D," TWO:;::zg Sudents t;;z,'_?i;’
Fig. 7G Basal vs Amphetamine Control TWO::iiig tS_:::;ant’s :)==504O4046
Fig. 7G Basal vs Amphetamine Flupenthixol TWO:::::(; tS_I::fnt’S ;%?82381’




. . - Two-tailed Student’s t=1.509,
Fig. 7G Basal vs Amphetamine IP;R2 paired t-test p=0.192
Fig. 7G Basal vs Amphetamine CPT Two-tailed Student's _ 35 (¢ 34

paired t-test

. . Two-tailed Student's ,_ _

Fig. 7G Basal vs Amphetamine GDPBS paired t-test t=0.08, p=0.939

. . WT Two-tailed Student’s t=2.824,
Fig. 7G Basal vs Amphetamine GFAP-D, paired t-test 0=0.022

. . n Two-tailed Student’s t=-0.031,
Fig. 7G Basal vs Amphetamine GFAP-D, paired t-test p=0.977

. - . Two-tailed Student’s t=-0.796,
Fig. 71 WT vs IP;R2 Saline unpaired t-test 0=0432

. " . Two-tailed Student’s t=4.604,
Fig. 71 WT vs IP3R2 Amphetamine unpaired t-test 0<0.001
Fig. 71 GFAP-D,"" vs GFAP-D," Saline Two-tailed Student's . 51 -0 96

unpaired t-test

. WT o . Two-tailed Student’s t=2.395,
Fig. 71 GFAP-D,"" vs GFAP-D, Amphetamine unpaired t-test 0=0.038

. Two-tailed Student’s t=-4.98,
Fig. S3C Basal vs DA PPR paired t-test 0<0.001
Fig. S3D Basal vs DA Control Two-tailed Student's 5,3 5 03

paired t-test

. . Two-tailed Student’s t=1.348,
Fig. S3D Basal vs DA Flupenthixol paired t-test 0=0.249

. Two-tailed Student’s t=3.808,
Fig. S3D Basal vs DA Control paired t-test 0=0.005
Fig. S3D Basal vs DA SCH23390 Two-tailed Student's -, 75 5 499

paired t-test

. Two-tailed Student’s t=2.743,
Fig. S3D Basal vs DA Control paired t-test 0=0.029

. L Two-tailed Student’s t=4.178,
Fig. S3D Basal vs DA Sulpiride paired t-test 0=0.004

. . Two-tailed Student’s t=-4.321,
Fig. S3G Basal vs Optostim. PPR paired t-test 0<0.001

. . Two-tailed Student’s t=4.081,
Fig. S3H Basal vs Optostim. Control paired t-test 0=0.027

. . . Two-tailed Student’s t=0.599,
Fig. S3H Basal vs Optostim. Flupenthixol paired t-test 0=0.591

. . Two-tailed Student’s t=3.692,
Fig. S3H Basal vs Optostim. Control paired t-test 0=0.021
Fig. S3H Basal vs Optostim. SCH23390 Two-tailed Student's ) 4o 665

paired t-test
Fig. S3H Basal vs Optostim. Control Two-ta.l led Student's t=4.44, p=0.007
paired t-test

. . . Two-tailed Student’s t=2.943,
Fig. S3H Basal vs Optostim. Sulpiride paired t-test 0=0.032

. . . Two-tailed Student’s t=-0.441,
Fig. S3H Basal vs Optostim. Cre negative paired t-test 0=0.667

. . Two-tailed Student’s t=-8.209

0, ’
Fig. S4E SKF vs SKF+SCH A amplitude (%) unpaired t-test 0<0.001
Two-tailed Student’s t=-0.046

. . WT _n.- H ) ’
Fig. S4F GFAP-D;"" vs GFAP-D, A amplitude (%) unpaired t-test 0=0.964

. Two-tailed Student’s t=-3.264,
Fig. S5D Basal vs CNO PPR paired t-test 0=0.009
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