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Response to reviewers.

Dear Dr. Steindel,

Please find attached the revised version of the manuscript including the changes, along with a tracked version of the paper. In the following paragraphs you will find our responses (in black) to each of the points raised by the Reviewers and Editor (in grey). We hope that the modifications made to the manuscript further improved the manuscript.  

Sincerely yours,
The authors
_____________________


Editorial comments:
1. Additional details are required:
5.1: Please provide an example of the BMIS questionnaire as a supplemental file.
E.1. An example of the BMIS questionnaire as a supplemental file has been added. References about the French validation of the BMIS were also included in the MS.

5.2: When was the heart rate monitoring attached to the driver? This is not mentioned previously.
E.2. Participants are equipped with the heart rate monitoring device before to take place on the driving simulator (described at MS section 1.5). Point 4.4 has been added to explain that the heart rate data recording is made by musical background condition.

Line 271-273: p = .15 or = < .14?
E.3. IVT was not significantly impacted by the background condition. The p value is p=.14

2. Can a picture of the set up be provided?
E.4. A picture of the set up has been added as supplemental file.



Reviewers' comments:


Reviewer #1:

Major Concerns:
I feel this paper could benefit from a very thorough review by a proficient editor.
R.1.1. The manuscript has been checked again.

Graphics could be much better. I urge authors to develop better charts to present their data with higher quality. 
R.1.2. The Figures have been improved according to editorial recommendations at the first review of the manuscript. 

Minor Concerns:
The first paragraph of the introduction while it is an obvious statement, it's not a statement that a scientific article could gain benefit from. 
R.1.3. The sentence has been changed according to R1 comment at the first review of the manuscript. Now the first sentence “Car driving activity has spread up extremely quickly over the last decades and is now a daily activity for many individuals in modern societies.” introduce the manuscript by putting some emphasis on the importance of car-driving. This is relevant to us as the methodology presented focus on car-driving.

Although authors claim "an exhaustive literature review" I cannot find enough discussion or a well structured literature review section or discussion as a proof of this statement.
R.1.5. This exhaustive literature review was conducted by another group of researchers. The reference to this work is available at the end of the quoted sentence. To avoid any confusion, the sentence was changed during the first review and now clearly states that “Based on an exhaustive literature review, Schäfer et al., found about 130 different non-redundant functions associated to music listening and three music listening meta-functions were then identified: (1) arousal and mood regulation, (2) self-awareness achievement and (3) social relatedness expression4.”

"Protocol" section of this paper:
- Please provide a sufficient introduction for the protocol.
R.1.6. A figure of the set up and an example of BMIS questionnaire have been added as supplemental files. Further details on the driving scenario and the analysis performed on the physiological data were also added.

- Please explain your advertisement method to acquire participants?
R.1.7. This information was added at the beginning of the protocol.

What is the method of analysis that is being used here? Mentioning that the difference is significant is not enough. 
R.1.8. The method of analysis is presented in the first paragraph of the representative results. 


Reviewer #2:

Manuscript Summary:
The authors made a good effort revising the manuscript according to the review comments.
R.2.1. The authors are very grateful to R2 for his/her general appreciation of the effort of revision on the submitted MS.

Major Concerns:
However, if in line with the journal's guideline, I would still suggest adding more detailed descriptions of the driving scenario/environment and analysis details of the physiological data. These detailed descriptions are essential for others to understand the exact material/procedure that would enable replication of the protocol. If these are not required by the journal, then I do not have any further comment.
R.2.2. Following R2 insights more details are now provided on both the driving scenario/environment (new paragraph 4.6) and the analysis performed on the physiological data (add to paragraph 5.2).
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