Rebuttal letter 2.

We are grateful for the editorial comments and we have taken advantage of these to improve our manucript. Please find below our detailed responses to the comments:

1. We have carefully proofread the manuscript and we have corrected some remaining errors.
2. We acknowledge that the paper still contained a number of company names. We have now carefully removed all of these and we have checked if all materials required to perform the protocol are referenced in the Table of Materials.
3. [bookmark: _GoBack]Paragraph 3, lines 188-197: ‘We present here…the 5’ adapter.’ The text here is not really a note but rather an introduction. We have therefore removed the word ‘NOTE’ at the beginning.
4. Step 1.6: incubation should be done at room temperature. This has been clarified in the description of the step.
5. We agree that step 2.3 was a bit long. We have therefore subdivided this step in three separate steps 2.3-2.5.
6. We have rewritten the requested sections to make sure original language is used. 


