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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Many of the Tables (for example, Table 1 and Table 2) have information that can simply be 
generated using equations in the text.  These redundant lengthy Tables should be 
abbreviated or removed.  Similarly, Figure 1 is not really needed. 
 
Some reference to experiments should be given so that the accuracy of estimated and 
SEMF binding energies can be judged. 
 
The significance of Z=30 (Results and Discussion, point 5) should be explained.  Is there 
something peculiar about Zinc that makes this number important? 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

A reference or equation explaining the SEMF should be given on p. 11. 
 
References to string theory should be given to support the speculation in the Conclusions. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

English usage is acceptable but could be improved, as could quality of the presentation 
and figures. 
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