I would like to address a problematic part of the definitions of the Lax-operators. In section 7 the authors give an iterative
definitions for higher loop Lax operator (7.6), (7.8)

L:al...an,i(u) = Pal,i v Pan,iﬁal...an,i(u) (1)
where 3 3
Lal-..an,i(u) =La..a, (u) + QQnAal---an,i(U) (2)
where Zal,..an (u) is the ¢g*>"~2 order Lax:
£a1.--an_1,i(u) =Pai--- Pan—17i‘cva1---an—17i(u) (3)

The integrability requires the RLL-relation. The RLL-relation for the Lax operator Lq, .. 4, ,,i(u) is

Ral‘..an,l;bl...bn,l (u)['al...an,1,i(u)ﬁbl..‘bn,l,i(v) = £b1‘..bnfl,i(’U)ﬁal~~~an71,i(u)Ralu‘an—Ublu»bnfl (u) + O(g2n) (4)

and for the Lax operator L4, 4, () is

Raroanbron (W Las ani(W Ly b, i(V) = Loy b, i(0)Layan i(WRay anibr..b, (1) + O(g*" ) (5)

But we can truncate this equation in order O(g*") as

Ral...an;bl...bn (U)Lal...an,i(U)Ebl...bn,,i(v) = Ebl...bn,i(U)Lal...an,i(U)Ral...an;bl...bn (’U,) + O(gzn)a (6)

which obviously do not contain Ag,. 4, (), it contains only ljal__anfhi(u). My question is: what guaranties that if (4) has a
solution Lq,. 4, , i(u) then this Lax solves the second equation (6), too. Without this proof the recursive definition (2) is not
consistent.

There is an other related question. Let us expand the R-matrix in the similar way:

Ral»»-an;bl-»»bn (u) = Rgl...an;bl...bn ('LL) + g2n8a1»--an;bl-»-bn (u)a (7)

where Rgl
tains La,..a, ,i(u) and RS, (u) therefore the matrices Ra,..a,_y:b...5, o (v) and RO ., (u) should be connected
somehow. My second question is: what is the connection between these matrices.

I also found two typos.

b, = O(g?972). Clearly the equation (4) contains L,, 4, ,.i(u) and Ra, _a,_1:by..6,_, (1), the equation (6) con-

.eGnb1.. by On—

e Ineq (3.6) V7! - V-1(u).
e Ineq (4.7) Pyy — Py q,-



