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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

I have read with interest the manuscript entitled, “Generation of 

glyceraldehydes-derived advanced glycation end-products (GA-AGEs) in pancreatic 

cancer cells and the potential of extracellular GA-AGEs to promote tumors” by Takata 

and co-workers.  The manuscript is well written, the study was conducted properly, 

and the conclusion is supported by the data presented.  I have several minor comments 

that the authors should address in order to improve the quality of the manuscript.  1.  

On page 4 and page 15, the authors state that they can use the PANC-1 cell line for 

experiment without restriction for regarding academic investigation as a statement 

identifying the institutional and/or licensing committee for human pancreatic caner cell 

line, PANC-1.  To this reviewer, it is totally not clear if this statement is needed.  What 

is the purpose of this statement? 2. Page 7.  “Confocal microscopy was performed” 

should be “Confocal microscopic examination was performed” or something like that. 3. 

Page 8.  “Data were expressed as …” should be “Data are expressed as …”. 
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