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The first correction was made. The second was not. He probably mis-understood the
sentence.

Discussion

Page 5: It turns out that this is actually very small except in cases where F and I are not
measured simultaneously. We have left it in for completeness. A further explanation
has been added to the text.

Page 7: This comment was addressed with Figure 1 and further explanation in the text.

Page 6: Thus was addressed with a further explanation.
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Page 9: We chose not to change the terminology at this point. A graph, demonstrating
the utility of the diagnostic parameters, was added in Figure 2.

The two comments for section 4.0 were both added to the text.

The original Figure 1, is now Figure 3.
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Fig. 1.
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Fig. 2.
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