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The paper is easy to read and well-constructed. However, the scope of work is too limited. The gap 
of study and significance of the study in kinetic is not clearly presented. 
It is suggested to evaluate more kinetic equations. There is a limited discussion for the evaluation of 
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Figure 1 & 2 should be combined into 1 figure with 2 axis-y. Figure 4-8 repeating Table 1, should be 
put in appendixes. 
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