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The incident beam energies cited were not cor-
rected for energy loss in the beam transport sys-
tem. Recent range measurements have shown
that these corrections are substantial. Also, the
average beam energies in the targets should have
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been corrected to take account of the sharply
dropping production rate as a function of bean en-
ergy.

Table I gives the nominal energies quoted in the
paper and the corresponding corrected incident
and cross-section-averaged beam energies. The
resulting shift puts the observed peak in the 7~
spectrum closer to the projectile velocity and
thereby strengthens the proposal that it is due to
the existence of a projectilelike object after the
collision. An important consequence of these
new energies is to make the cross section exceed
the predictions of the models described in the
Letter by a factor of 5-10 at the lower beam en-
ergies.

TABLE I. The corrected beam energy (in units of
MeV/u) and its average value in the targets as com-
pared to the nominal values cited in the paper.

Nominal Corrected Average in the target
beam energy beam energy NaF Cu U
125 101+5 80+£10 -~

150 130+4 110£7 118+7

200 182+3 164+8 172+8

250 235+3 219+5 214+5 226+5

400 388+ 2 383+3 377+3 3813




