We would like to thank the reviewers for their comments. Below we answer the minor points raised (reviewers’ comments are printed in italics). Changes to the manuscript main text, included the ones indicated by the JoVE editorial team, are now marked in red type for clarity.

Reviewer #2:

More details needed on sterile technique: use of 70% ethanol, how do they sterilize their tools, which steps were performed in a biosafety cabinet, how the surgical procedure was kept asceptic.

We provide these details in the following paragraphs/lines of the manuscript:
Paragraph 2, Preparation of mouse embryo cortical slices: 2.1, 2.2, Lines: 98-101
Paragraph 5, Intracranial injections: Note 1, Lines: 213-216

More detail on the agarose columns. What is the diameter? What is the length? How are they handled given their small size?

We provide this information: 
Paragraph 3: Acute brain slice electroporation: 3.2, 3.7, Lines: 145-148, 171

More detail required to define which telencephalic slices are deemed suitable for electroporation. What were the criteria used by the authors? A photograph or diagram would be very helpful here.

To address this comment, we added a new figure, Figure 1.

Figures in general need more annotations: For instance, in 2C, explicitly state that this is GFP on the figure itself. This needs to be done throughout.

We added more annotations in all our figures.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Figure 2, A: the resolution is too low to appreciate the localization of the electroplated cells. Is that CGE? E14.5?

We have added the appropriate annotation on the figure and provided the required information in the figure legend.

Figure 3E: Absence of error bars. Also, x axis label is very difficult to understand. Please consider re-labelling with something clearer.

We have made the suggested changes and provided the missing information by adding more samples in our quantification.

Since the authors highlight the importance of the DNA quality, they should suggest a protocol or a commercial kit to achieve it.

We provided this information in Discussion, Line: 351.

What does they mean by "the identity of the plasmid itself can also affect the electroporation efficiency". Is it simply the size of the hM3D(Gq) CDS? The length of the plasmid is an important factor for the efficiency.

It is true that the size of a construct is important for the efficiency of the electroporation, the bigger the size of the construct the less the efficiency. Nevertheless, we believe that this is not what is happening in our case, since the pCAGGs-hM3D(Gq)-IRES-RFP construct is not very long. We really have no explanation about the fact that only 50% of our GFP electroporated population also express hM3D(Gq)-IRES-RFP. We wanted to make this note, but we understand that it might be confusing, therefore we have removed this comment from our discussion.

- Is it a typo for the Glass capillaries for electroporation WVWR, should it be VWR?

We have corrected the typo.

JoVE comments

We have made all changes suggested by the JoVE editorial team.

Concerning the scale bars of the images, these are indicated for different images only. If the image is the same but shows a different fluorescent channel we don’t have a scale bar. Sufficient explanation is provided in each figure legend.

Concerning the copyright permission to reuse any figures from our previous publication: “Modulation of Apoptosis Controls Inhibitory Interneuron Number in the Cortex. Cell Reports 22 (7), 1710-1721, Denaxa et al., 2018”, we provide the following statement from Cell Reports:

Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY)
This article is available under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). 
You may copy and distribute the article, create extracts, abstracts and new works from the article, alter and revise the article, text or data mine the article and otherwise reuse the article commercially (including reuse and/or resale of the article) without permission from Elsevier. You must give appropriate credit to the original work, together with a link to the formal publication through the relevant DOI and a link to the Creative Commons user license above. 
You must indicate if any changes are made but not in any way that suggests the licensor endorses you or your use of the work. 

Permission is not required for this type of reuse.

    






 







