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Dear editors,

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to revise the manuscript. Please find our reply to the reviewers’ comments below.

Reviewer 1

Reviewer 1, comment 1: A sample size of 12 is insufficient for the statistics required to test the authors hypothesis. I recommend that the authors conduct a power analysis and then re-assess their ability to test their hypotheses in these data. At the very least, this feature of the current study should be added to the Limitations section of the Discussion.
Reply: Thank you for this critical comment. Retrospective power analyses are generally not recommended and statistician would typically consider this approach as not meaningful [see also: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/jch.13173]. Due to the exploratory nature of this proof-of-concept study, the sample size was justified based on practical issues and on the prior-knowledge available at the time the study was designed. The issue of the low number of participants (and hence the low statistical power) has been mentioned as limitation in the discussion section (this issue was discussed in detail with our biostatistician, F. Baty).

Reviewer 1, comment 2: Given the paroxysmal nature of freezing, the authors may wish to consider non-parametric statistics.
Reply: Non-parametric tests are typically unsuitable to account for complex experimental designs typically encountered in such interventional studies with repeated measurements. Mixed models are more flexible in the case of hierarchical designs and still robust with regards to possible deviations to e.g. normality assumptions. 
Furthermore, as mentioned in the manuscript we did not observe an actual FOG episode during the gait analysis in any of the participants. (This point has also been discussed as limitation). Therefore, we can assume that there were no extreme outliers in this data set (this issue was discussed in detail with our biostatistician, F. Baty).

Reviewer 1, comment 3: The comment: “Beta oscillations are regarded as a local idling rhythm, which preserves the current motor state.” should be defended with a reference, particularly as it’s not the typical definition ascribed to beta oscillations
Reply: Thank you for this comment. The sentences concerning beta oscillations have been modified. We hope that the explanation of beta oscillations has become clearer. (Beyond this, we recognized that some references were shifted to different positions in the text and that the order was not correct. The references have been realigned in the current version of the manuscript).

Reviewer 1, comment 4: There are numerous instances in which a hyphen (“-“) is entered into the middle of words, perhaps from a previous format?
Reply: We also assume that the hyphens in the middle of words derive from transferring the document into the template provided by the journal. The document has been screened for incorrectly placed hyphens. They have been now removed.

Reviewer 1, comment 5: P2, line 53 – 2x typo: “step-ping task akin freezing m.”
Reply: Due to a comment from another reviewer we had to modify this sentence anyway.

Reviewer 1, comment 6: Sections of the Introduction and Discussion are not paragraphed effectively, leaving the reader with a block of text that makes interpretation challenging.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Reply: Thank you for this comment. We added some paragraphs to provide more structure.

We thank the reviewers for their critical comments, which supported us improving the paper. We hope that we could sufficiently address their concerns and would be most grateful if the paper could be considered for publication.


Sincerely yours,


Florian Brugger
Georg Kägi
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