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Reviewer Comments to Author: 

The authors have made significant improvements to the manuscript. There are only a few minor points 

left that I would suggest to be addressed: 

1) "As requested, in Figure 3, we have now included the slope of the FI curve ("FI fit_slope") and the 

average firing rate of the IPFX-defined "hero sweep" ("avg_rate") as additional features that capture 

these specific aspects of neuron physiology." 

Thank you for incorporating this parameter. In Figure 3E and 3F I do see "Avg. Rate (Hz)" but note the 

slope. Perhaps a mislabeled axis? 

2) "Additionally, we have added specific information in the methods regarding the statistical analyses." 

More information on the statistics has indeed been added which has improved the manuscript. However 

either in the main text or legend I would still suggest that non-significant findings also have a p-value 

that should be reported which is not always done. Currently the text states e.g. "We performed 

statistical comparisons for each of these groups yet note that no significant differences were observed 

at the p < 0.05 threshold." 

Also there are still some inconsistencies in the reporting. For example: 

"(NMDG: 266Â±108 MÎ©, n=12; sucrose: 179Â±75.4 MÎ©, n=25; t.test, p < 0.05)" Here (and where it is 

appropriate) I would suggest to report the p-value more precisely (e.g. is it 0.013 or 0.049?) 

"(NMDG: 0.0960Â±0.0706, n=12; sucrose: 0.0892Â±0.0333, n=25, p=0.756)" Here the p-value is reported 

precisely but the test is not reported. I assume this was also tested using a t-test? Please report 

throughout the manuscript 

3) For Figure 5 statistical comparisons are still missing. Please report the outcomes. Or, if it is not useful 

to make statistical comparisons please explain in the main text. 

Otherwise the authors adequately addressed my previous points. 
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