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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This is a well written study investigating intestinal permeability after shock in a rodent model. I have 

provided my comments and concerns in the attachment, which mostly focus on some clarifications 

regarding the animal model and methods used for data analysis.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The authors describe an interesting work about in vivo translocation of bowel-generated 

proteolytically-cleaved peptides from de small bowel lumen to the circulation, in rats with bowel 

hypoperfusion due to peripheral exsanguination.  The manuscript has good iconography and the 

limitations are well expressed. It is also well written and easy to read.  I wonder why the differences 

between the two groups regarding systemic concentrations of proteolytically-generated peptides 

from fluorescently labelled casein (fig. 1) were only statistically different in the first 40 minutes. What 

do you think it happened between the minute 40 and the reperfusion time? Do you think that is some 

kind of mucosa adaptation or something related to the experimental protocol? As you say, low flow 

due to hypotension can underestimate theses values; even so, it is interesting to see that the 

fluorescence drops from minute 40 to 100 - maybe because a more severe lower blood flow state as 

the organism is subject to a more time of hypotension? So, can we think that the more detrimental 

translocation occurs in the first minutes after a major bleeding, and after 20 minutes it losses 

relevance? If this is the case, we can think that translocation is not important for the perpetuation of 

the shock, since it is only significant in the first minutes. What is your opinion?  Also, in the 
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manuscript you always talk about hemorrhagic shock in general. Do you think that the results will be 

reproducible if the cause of the hemorrhagic shock was an upper GI bleeding, with the consequent 

large amount of blood in the small bowel? Do you think that the results would be even more different 

between the two groups due to the large amount of protein in the lumen? For reproductivity 

purposes maybe in the conclusions of the study you should highlight that the hemorrhagic shock was 

due to non-GI bleeding.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This study demonstrate that small bowel ischemia results in marked and early increases in gut 

membrane permeability in response to experimental hemorrhagic shock and discusses  the 

translocation of bowel cleaved peptides from de small bowel lumen to the circulation. The study is 

very interesting and it is apparent the tremendous effort done in it.  The aim and results are clear 

and the data qualify publishing   I have few simple comments: 1- The abstract needs to structured in 

sections (Aim, Methods, results, conclusion) 2- In line231 the author mentioned “These studies 

demonstrate that early increases in small bowel permeability occur during experimental hemorrhagic 

shock……” What is meant by these studies!! I think it is a typo as it should be written: This study 3- 

At the end of discussion it would be better if the authors write a section titled Conclusions or a 

paragraph that starts with “in conclusion” summarizing the most important finding of the study 
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