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GENERAL COMMENTS
The analysis is well presented and close to ready for publication. However, a few clarifications and several literally clean-ups (see detailed comments below) are still necessary. It should be clearly explained in the introduction how t and tbar quarks are distinguished. Please recall the charges and the semi-leptonic decay modes of both to show how the measurement works (see suggestion on page 2, line 23).
The statement “the most precise measurement of a quark-antiquark mass difference” (in the abstract and in the conclusions) should be rephrased. Only in the t-tbar case a direct measurement is possible, but a number of mass-dependent measurements on lighter quarks determine the quark-antiquark mass differences better than the 1.7 GeV uncertainty quoted here. QCD complicates the comparison for light quarks but cannot amount to corrections of the size of order GeV. 
LINE BY LINE
Page 1 – Introduction

7th line. "stat" "syst" (no periods)
Page 2
Line 3: "which are almost maximally violated" (otherwise there would be no CP violation)
Line 4. But CP is violated not just in kaon decay. CP violation is also observed in the b-quark system. Consider "Examples include C and P symmetries and their CP combination, which are violated by the weak interactions." (skip ref.)
Lines 5 and 6. Suggest "CPT symmetry, which...transformations, has…" Please add a reference for the CPT theorem as this is what the paper is testing.
Line 8. Suggest “possible” rather than “well motivated”
Line 9 "identical; thus, a mass"  (thus is not a conjunctive)
Line 12. Suggest “impossible” rather than “difficult”

Line 18. "probe of CPT violation…"
Lines 20, 21. Suggest "The data correspond to an integrated luminosity of 5.6 fb-1 in proton-antiproton collisions at the Tevatron with √s =1.96…"
Lines 22-23: The sentence "In the SM t and tbar quarks decay almost exclusively..." is incorrect. The SM does not predict the CKM matrix elements and that Vtb is close to one - these are experimental SM parameters. In fact the direct measurement only gives Vtb > 0.7. Only if we assume three generations and the unitarity of the CKM matrix do we get Vtb near unity. Please rephrase.

Line 23. Please add here the charges of the t and tbar and the full decay modes which allow them to be distinguished

Line 24 "jets defines" (no comma) 

Line 26 "pseudorapidity" (no hyphen)
Line 29 "the jet seed"
Line 31 "elimination" ? Suggest "reduction".
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Table I. No vertical bars- see APS format.
Line 4. Suggest “to have” rather than “that has”
Line 5. "reject backgrounds"
The quoted Ht requirement sounds inappropriate for events with more than 4 jets (one possible case is considered in the previous lines)
Line 12 "use theoretical". Also "in MC simulations". Here and elsewhere please don't just use MC.
Line 14. No comma after “but”

Line 15. “backgrounds”

Line 18 Suggest "ΔMtop , using a special purpose kinematic fitter, in which we modify the standard fitter [15] to allow a mass difference.."
Line 19 "Measured four-vectors of jets and leptons are corrected..."
Line 20. The assumption that the widths are equal deserves some comment. Presumably they would not be equal if CPT was violated. Also experimentally we have rather poor direct limits on the top-quark width so this assumption is far from obvious.
Line 21, and line 1on page 4. Suggest "which is the sum of all transverse energies in the calorimeter that is not..., is used to calculate the neutrino…"
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Line 2. Suggest "the transverse momentum of the neutrino". It would be useful to rephrase in order to make it clear that this quantity is just one term in the MET estimate of the neutrino ET
Line 4 "We then define a kinematic fit χ2 having a free parameter...”

Line 12 "χ2 formulation" (why "like"? This is the function that you define.)
Line 17 "masses"
Line 19: please add a reference for the t-quark width.

Line 22: please expand and explain this selection in terms of the t and tbar charges.
Line 21 "(…), and this is done...event, defining Δ..."
Line 27 "…events are allowed to be different…"
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Line 1 "scattering"
Line 10. The number 17 does not sound obvious. Suggest mentioning which mass values were chosen within the interval.

Line 19. Suggest “…from the above-mentioned 17 MC samples. We interpolate…”

Line 24 "multiplying them together"
Line 26. Suggest "likelihood exceeds the minimum by 0.5"
Lines 28 and 29. "pseudo experiments" (no hyphen). Also suggest “…for each of 11 equally spaced (is this true?) ΔMtop values…”
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Table II. Use APS format for lines.
Line 9. Suggest “…bbar jets…”. Also on second line of Table II “b and bbar jets asymmetry”
Line 11. Suggest “…is not exactly equal…”. I guess that the multiple interaction rate was properly included in the simulations. Also “…the jet energy scale error (JES)…”
Lines 12 and 13. Why “is expected to”? Suggest “partially cancels” 
Line 15. Suggest “…uncertainties in parton distribution functions,…”
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Fig. 1. This figure is rather cluttered. Please put the legend in the top left sub-figures once only.
Line 2 "stat" "syst" (no periods)
Caption to fig.1, and lines 6 and 7.  Suggest “solid red line”, and “dashed blue line”, (only if you plan to submit the colored version to PRL).
Line 7 "gives better"
Line 8 "examine the mass"

Line 9."using data corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 5.6 fb-1 "
Line 10 “stat” “syst”

Line 11 "deviates from the CPT-symmetry expectation, ΔMtop = 0, at about the 2 sigma level.”
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Lines 1 and 2. Please see the second paragraph of the general comments.

Line 3. Use current acknowledgments paragraph.

Lines 14,15,24,25. Use APS format for JHEP, as given in SPRG Guide.

