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 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 
 

 
1. Page 1, Line 3 of Abstract should read “..on a number of self-evident…” 
2. Page 7,  Line 4 should read “3. Likewise, for the electroweak…” or “3. 

Similarly, for the electroweak…” 
3. Page 7, Line 6 should read “…space and the acceptability..” 
4. Page 7, Line 8 should read …, Z comprises Dirac…” 
5. Page 7, Line 16 should read “…the leptons of Figure 1 is consistent…” 
6. Page 7, Line 17 should read “On the other hand, the electroweak theory of 

the W+-, Z particles should also provide…” 
7. Page 8, Line 9 should read “assumptions” 
8. Page 8, Line 16 should read “…elements of Quantum electrodynamics 

(QED)..” 
9. Page 8, Line 23 should read “…free of derivatives. Here the derivatives…” 

(The sentences should be in the same paragraph and the parenthesis should 
be omitted because it is really confusing) 

10. Page 10, Line 13 should read “Besides this…” 
11. Page 11, Line 4 from the bottom should read “denotes” 
12. Page 13, Line 11 from the bottom should read “equation, the charge takes..” 
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