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ABSTRACT

“fragmentation region”  since our data end at y~ 3 and the beam rapidity is >5 it’s not clear we are very far into the “fragmentation region” (at least in the original reference 4 sense).

“Au+Au collisions”:  I don’t think we mention anywhere in the paper the centrality of the AuAu collisions to which we compare the pp.

SECTION 1

1st paragraph last sentence: “Extensive data…”  do we need references here?

2nd paragraph 1st sentence:  “….Au+Au collisions at the same energy…” perhaps here is a good place to add the centrality.

3rd paragraph 1st sentence:  “….and conservation of isospin…”  Do you mean isospin or t(z) or  simply quark combinatorics.  Isospin, I suppose, is conserved in the entire reaction products and is 0 or 1.  

Next sentence: “….fragmentation region around y~1.5…” Are there only two regions: Bjorken type and “fragmentation”?  Is this the usual pp nomenclature.?

Next sentence:  “…..where particle production is independent…”.  Perhaps better “….where ratios of particle yields are independent..”

SECTION 2

2nd sentence:  “….of the 41 mb….”  Do we need a reference for this.   I don’t think we measure it.

2nd  paragraph last sentence.  “…limits varying by …..as dictated…” I was confused by this.  Maybe we should add “(see fig. 1) “.

SECTON 3

1st sentence: “…of antiparticle to particle production…”  “yields” may be better than “production”

2nd paragraph 2nd sentence:  The pi-/pi+ ratio excludes  =/< 1.  To me this is a little surprising although the pi+ must be favored at the larger rapidities.  Still one starts out with 2 + charges.  Does STAR also see this?

2nd paragraph 4th sentence:  Let’s give the centrality for the AuAu data again here

2nd paragraph last sentence:  Isospin again.  I am unfamiliar with the term “isospin content per participant” or the consequences of it.  A word of explanation would help the uninitiate.

3rd paragraph 2nd sentence: “…region of at least two units of rapidity….independent…..of energy..”  The data for the two energies barely overlap for 2 units.

Next sentence:  “This idea states…”  This hypothesis states…”?

Next sentence:  “We also note an abrupt transition…”  It would seem unlikely that there is a real “abrupt” transition.  More likely this is some glitch in the analysis.    

SECTION 4

Last sentence: “…that no anomalous AA coupling…” Here and in the conclusion, I am confused by the word  “anomalous”.  Probably I’m not reading the text closely enough.  My understanding from the text is that Hijing/B incorporates baryon junctions and that this is required to fit the AuAu data and the pp data.  The last sentence then confuses me because I don’t know what anomalous or what AA coupling means.  I’m simply ignorant and can’t follow the lingo.   But I would like to be able to distinguish whether it means the effect requires the interpretation by baryon junctions or requires more than baryon junctions or does not require baryon junctions?  And what does y<3 have to do with it?  Is this because our data ends at y~3?

SECTION 6

Next to last sentence: “The dashed line in Fig 4 shows….”  Is this our model or ref 28 or whose?  Should we give some parameters of the model?

I remember Dieter had some good physics points about the interpretation of the AuAu part of  figure 4.  Perhaps he would volunteer to critique this section.

SECTION 7

2nd sentence: “…all the ratios are ROUGHLY independent….”

3rd sentence:  “…conservation of initial isospin…”  See notes above.

Last sentence:  “….that no anomalous baryon …” Does this mean beyond the usual baryon junction argument? 

Last sentence: Do we want to end our pp paper with observations about the AuAu data?

