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Compulsory REVISION comments  

 

There are some relatively trivial mappings which 

cause me some concern as to the newness of the 

results.  My concern starts with the relationship: 

HR(P) = H_R/(2-\beta)
\beta(P) = H_R/(2\alpha-\beta)

\alpha,\beta(P) 

which holds for all but two real numbers.  For the new 

useful R-norm information, we again have 

HR(P;U) = H_R/(2\alpha-\beta)
\alpha,\beta(P;U) 

for all but two real numbers.  So, all the proofs about 

the properties of HR(P;U) should carry over almost 

trivially for this generalized version  Sections 2-3 

could be greatly shortened by first noting this 

mapping and then citing previous work on HR(P;U), 

with special attention to the two R values for which 

this mapping does not hold.  Similar critiques hold for 

Section 4.  And at the very least, this mapping 

between measures should be noted somewhere in the 

paper. 
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