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Fig. S1. Comparative analysis of the binding efficiency of FAM-Ligllla with (a) XRCCI in the absence or presence of Polf, (b) Polf in
the absence or presence of XRCCl1, (c) Polf or equimolar mixture of Polp and XRCCI. The binding curves are calculated from the data of
three independent experiments; mean values and standard deviations are presented.



