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In this brief note, we respond to the comments made by Dr. N. Abbas, who raised a concern over the display of information in a graph presented in our article “Comparison of Methods Study between a Photonic Crystal Biosensor and Certified ELISA to Measure Biomarkers of Iron Deficiency in Chronic Kidney Disease Patients” (Peterson, et al. 2017, 17(10), 2203). We have carefully analyzed the arguments in the comment and have concluded that in effect there is an error in the display of the estimated error boundaries in Figure 2. These boundaries have been corrected and are shown in the new Figure 2 presented below. This was an error at the final stages of rendering this figure, in which the boundaries for the 0 ± 1σ(δ) and 0 ± 2σ(δ) were moved. This error in the display of boundaries does not change the discussion of findings or the conclusions.
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Figure 2. Difference plots comparing serum ferritin and sTfR concentrations from hemodialysis patients using the PC biosensor against the certified ELISAs. 
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