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Figure 1: Blocking experiments indicat the specificity of [89Zr]-CD4 and [29Zr]- onciusions
CD8 PET imaging. (A) Representative [®Zr]-CD4 and [*Zr]-CD8 PET/CT images. ACknOWIEdgement 1. [89Zr]-CD4 and [°Zr]-CD8 PET imaging can accurately evaluate CD4+ and CD8+
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