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We believe that there is a big misunderstandings about our answer. Please, let us try
to clarify the situation.

The referee seems to think that we train a first model with very few points and automat-
ically add the positive predictions to the training set of another, etc. We agree with the
referee that this methodology would obviously be wrong, as explained in its comments.

This is not what is done.

All labelled points added to the dataset are selected by visual inspection for all
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spacecraft. The predictions of intermediate trainings are just used as a visual sug-
gestion for labelling the data, to guide the eye. We manually build the new training/test
set and train a brand new model with our new visually made labels.

The visual guidance the intermediate prediction provides when we label additional data
only serves to speed up the data browsing. Indeed, if not perfect, the intermediate pre-
dictions are not stupidly wrong either and quite better than random. This prediction is
just used to zoom in the data intervals of interest and manually select points we identify
as belonging to a given class. Labelling is done also by looking at the spectrograms,
as presented in the paper, while this data is not included in the training dataset.

The results presented in the paper are produced with a totally independent, unique,
model, trained with the dataset obtained after the whole visual labelling process.

Furthermore, an important part of the paper is dedicated to a massive prediction
on unseen data. This prediction is presented and is very good. Contrary to many
(almost all) studies, we made all codes and predictions available, which can confirm
the prediction is good on unseen data. This could not be the case with an algorithm
that would be based on only 6 hours of data and successively automatically trained on
raw positive inputs. We will clarify this explanation in the revised paper.
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