Dear editor and reviewers,

we want to thank you very much for your comments and criticisms. We are completely convinced that amending our manuscript according to your suggestions has greatly improved its quality.
Pleas find our answers to your comments, remarks and suggestions attached.
Please note that all page and line references refer to the “clean” version of the revised manuscript. 
Thank you very much! 

Response to the editorial comments:

Dear Editor, thank you very much for your constructive criticism and annotations. We completely agree with all points raised by you and have amended the manuscript according to your suggestions.

1. Please take this opportunity to thoroughly proofread the manuscript to ensure that there are no spelling or grammar issues.
Thank you very much for addressing this. We have thoroughly proofread the manuscript to identify and correct all potential spelling and/or grammar mistakes. 

2. Please incorporate the abbreviations into the manuscript text instead of a discrete section.
Thank you very much for your comment. We have amended the manuscript accordingly. 

3. Please number the references in order of appearance. Please cite reference 1 before references 2-4.
We would like to thank you for your comment and apologize for this mistake of ours. We have now amended the manuscript accordingly. 

4. Please present the 7 principles of Halsted in the imperative tense as these are surgical guidelines.
Thank you very much for your comment. We have amended the manuscript accordingly (lines 166-188). 

5. Step 3.1.1: Please specify all surgical tools used throughout.
Thank you for your remark. Please excuse this mistake of ours, we have now amended the manuscript accordingly (lines 190-248) and in this regard also added five additional items and surgical tools to the list of materials (lines 7+8 of the respective list: „Micro drill” and “Burrs for Micro drill”; lines 30 + 31 of the respective list: “Goldstein retractor” and “Metzenbaum Baby Scissors” and line 47: “sterile gauze 5x5cm”). 

6. 4.1: Is any reward system used in the training?
Thank you for addressing this point, which we have clearly failed to address appropriately. Indeed, rats were rewarded with food when they completed a training session. We have now specified the respective section in the manuscript (lines 318-320)


Response to reviewer #1:

Manuscript Summary:
this manuscript describes the procedure for performing computerized automated gait analysis to assess functional recovery in different animal models of peripheral nerve injury as well as spinal cord contusion injury. It is concise, well-written and places a good deal of focus on proper procedures for data collection and analysis.
Dear reviewer, thank you very much for your positive comments and constructive feedback regarding our manuscript. 

Major Concerns:
1. there are no suggestions/recommendations regarding non-cooperative animals. Please add recommended procedures to be followed (additional training, exclusion from testing) in case animals do not learn to run the length of the chamber during the training phase.
Thank you very much for this highly appreciated comment of yours. You addressed a very important question and we have amended the manuscript according to your suggestions. We have tried to address the problem of animals which have not properly learned how to cross the walkway at the end of the training period in the “Troubleshooting” section of the original manuscript (lines 647 – 679), but we clearly understand the need to address this in more detail. We have therefore added additional recommendations to the manuscript (lines 347-354). 

2. Addition of SOPs for 'optimal surgery recovery prior to testing' should be added. During their own example data collection, authors mention some animals experienced side-effects/recovery issues. Please ensure to list or name potential adverse surgery outcomes that may impede data collection.
Thank you for this highly appreciated remark. We have amended the manuscript accordingly (lines 261-282). In this context we also added the drug Gabapentin to the list of materials (line 26 of the list of materials)

Response to reviewer #2:

The broad range of studies utilizing the Catwalk device to assess locomotor function in the context of peripheral nerves underline its comprehensive capability to monitor functional recovery. This work illustrated the use of computerized automated gait analysis to assess functional recovery in different animal models of peripheral nerve injury as well as spinal cord contusion injury, with a detailed and hands-on guideline to assesses locomotor function in such models.
Dear Reviewer, we would like to thank you very much for your positive feedback.

Response to reviewer #3:

Manuscript Summary:
The study proposes to describe a method of gait analysis in cases of experimental nerve damage. The authors used a robust methodology to describe peripheral nerve injuries and spinal cord contusions, therefore a automated gait analysis.
Dear reviewer, thank you very much four your comment.

Major Concerns:
No major concerns.

Minor Concerns:
1. Lines 442 to 445, Lines 466 to 471: These sentences are more suitable for discussion than results.
Thank you very much for your comment and valid point. We completely agree with your suggestion and  have therefore moved the respective sentences to the discussion part (now moved to lines 592-594 and lines 603-609 ,respectively). 

2. It would be interesting for the authors to include a Limitations paragraph on discussion. The analysis of temporospatial parameters, such as paw print area, or swing time, may vary according to the injury recovery adaptation . An improvement of these parameters does not necessarily reflect in the nervous recovery, but a possible functional adaptation for gait maintenance.
We would like to express our gratitude towards you for addressing this point. We have amended the respective passage of the manuscript according to your suggestions. (lines 614-627)

3. The authors could discuss or better present in the methodology which type of automated analysis the software used. Apparently the software uses pattern recognition and neural networks, but this was not clear in the text. The authors could talk a little more about the method.
Thank you very much for this remark. We completely agree with suggestion. Although the software uses neither pattern recognition nor also neural networks (not yet included), we failed to specify the underlying methodology. We apologize for not providing these details in the first place.  We have now amended the respective passage of the manuscript accordingly to provide more information on the methodology as requested by you (lines 286 – 291)

4. The conclusions seem more like an extension of the discussion and should be removed to the discussion section. The conclusion should be reported according to the objectives of the study, it should be simple and direct.
Thank you very much for your comment. We completely agree with your criticism and have therefore edited the conclusion according to your suggestions (lines 641-646)
