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Compulsory REVISION comments

The abstract needs to be rewritten: | understand that the author wishes to review the
cosmic membrane theory. This should be stated in the abstract. Also, please do not
confuse the reader in the abstract by using strange acronyms, e.g., SR for Einstein’s
relativity. Please be specific regarding line width by indicating a numerical value.
Finally, and in view of the conclusions that indicate reference to quantum
mechanics, what would be the operator for time-measurements if one were
postulated by the author.

Please keep in mind that in the theory of gravitation, time and space coordinates are
treated on the same footing, in other words, the metric tensor treats time and space
equally. Consequently, if there were at_0 then there mustbeax 0,y 0,z 0.

The conclusions start with “Accepting Newton’s absolute space,” — this is exactly
why Newton’s theory failed: Everything is “relative” and an absolute space is not
required!

In summary, the article confuses advancement in theoretical Physics especially
during the last 150 years. Unless completely re-written as a “point of view” | would
suggest to avoid publication.
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