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PEER REVIEW FILE 

 

Reviewers’ Comments: 

 
Reviewer #1 (Remarks to the Author):  
 
The revised version of the manuscript is much clearer than the initial version. However, this 
reviewer regrets that the comments provided as response 1e to the reviewer's is not also 
incorporated into the text; after all, is it to the reader that it is important to explain the additional 
insights provided in this paper from what had been initially described.  
 
But overall, I feel that the manuscript is acceptable now for publication in Nature 
Communications.  



RESPONSE TO REFEREE’S COMMENT: 

Referee: The revised version of the manuscript is much clearer than the initial version. 
However, this reviewer regrets that the comments provided as response 1e to the 
reviewer's is not also incorporated into the text; after all, is it to the reader that it is 
important to explain the additional insights provided in this paper from what had been 
initially described. But overall, I feel that the manuscript is acceptable now for 
publication in Nature Communications. 

RESPONSE: We thank the referee for the kind comment. We have added a new paragraph to 
the manuscript from our rebuttal to point 1e. See page 8, lines 1-11 of the updated manuscript. 
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