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REVIEWERS' COMMENTS:
Reviewer #2 (Remarks to the Author):

The authors have responded appropriately to prior critiques, and significantly improved the
manuscript. Clearly further studies in primary patient samples will be required to establish the
positive and negative predictive value of this assay, which appears to be rapid and reproducible.
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We appreciate the reviewers’ comments, which we agree have considerably improved the
manuscript. Our thanks to the reviewers for their high-quality input.



