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Improve the quality of the figures. 
 
There is not much difference in the electrochemical properties of the synthesized and commercial IrO2 as 
shown in Table-3, however, the CP analysis shows a big difference in performance. that's why, you need to 
explain more with appropriate references. 
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Improve the quality of the figures 
AUTHOR: The quality of Figures 1, 5, 6, and 7 were improved for easier interpretation. The Tafel plots were 
reworked and plotted as separate figures to make it easier to interpret the data. 
There is not much difference in the electrochemical properties of the synthesized and commercial IrO2 as 
shown in Table-3, however, the CP analysis shows a big difference in performance. that's why, you need to 
explain more with appropriate references. 
AUTHOR: Additional references were included in the manuscript, especially to the electrochemical 
analyses, to support the improved performances of the synthesized IrO2 catalysts over the commercial IrO2 
catalyst. The commercial IrO2 is an amorphous type material, which is known to be more active but less 
stable than its more crystalline counterparts. Moreover, the XRD patterns of commercial IrO2 catalyst 
exhibited sharp peaks for metallic Ir which is known to be less stable than IrO2. 
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