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Compulsory REVISION 

comments 
  

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

The manuscript is well-written, and the logic is easy to follow.  

1. In line 4 of the result section of the abstract, “while activation energy was 

low and higher ……”. This expression is confusing; authors need to make 

it clearer.  

2. In line 4 of the conclusion section of the abstract, “PPA” should be written 

in full at its first mention. 

3. There are lots of punctuation errors that need to corrected. 

4. In line 92 “If this assumption or postulation is reasonable and applied to 

the experimental data, …..” The authors need to specify which 

experimental data they are referring to. 

5. In line 263, the use of the adjective “so-called” to qualify the soluble potato 

starch used for the assay suggests that “soluble potato starch” is 

misnomer. The authors should consider deleting that adjective (“so-

called”). 

6. In line 330, authors should either delete “Statistical analysis”, or state the 

statistical test used to analyze their data. 

7. There should be space between values and their respective units. For 

instance, in line 364, “2mM” should be written as 2 mM. 
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comments 

 

There is need to perform some grammar checks so as to improve the 

editorial quality of the paper after acceptance.  
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