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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
The manuscript from Shi et al. is an in vivo study investigating the protective properties

of green tea polyphenols on phthalate-induced liver damage. The data presented are

really interesting, there is a lot of work done and in general the paper is well written,

although there is a big problem with the readability of most of the figures. An act of faith

is needed when reading the results of this paper because it is impossible to interpret the

figures. In particular, Fig. 2 from B to G, Fig. 6 and 7, the legend of Fig 8B and Fig 9,

panels A, C, D and F must be redrawn to allow people to read what’s inside them.

Minor points: I would suggest revising the Discussion because in most cases the

literature is cited without any link to the results reported in the paper, so it is not

possible to understand the reasoning of the authors when citing the work of others, since

they do not explain the correlation between the results reported by other groups and

theirs. The abstract is too long.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
line 190 - it looks like a typo: not kidney, but livers were obviously harvested some

questions to study design: why some groups received corn oil? If it served as a solvent

for GTPs (solvents should be indicated by the way) - why the third group received all

the substances (DEHP, corn oil, and GTPs)? Why the volume of corn oil was the same for

all animals and didn't respect the animals weight (like mL/kg)? Line 328-329: authors

mentioned that "Mice ... did not exhibit aberrant behaviors in urination, defecation, food

intake, or water consumption", but they actually didn't measure food and water intake.

Line 331: it is unclear, how liver index was calculated. Fig.2B-G should be improved:

very small letters and numbers and uncommonn bars. It would be good to design

Fig.2B-G as Figs. 3B,C, 5B, 4C Fig.4B,C: Connective tissue is presented in healthy liver,

so it is strange that the authors didn't find it at all in the mentioned groups. Line 390: it

is difficult to say something about statistically significant difference between the groups

in electron-microscopy study, because this data was collected from one animal per group.
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