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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The present article is (1) a review of research done with Cotton Top Tamarin (CCT) in order to 

explain how this New World primate avoids hepatic metastases following colon cancer, and (2) a 

review entitled ?Hypotheses of hepatic metastases in humans?. The Introduction gives a good 

background for the reader. The aim of the review (part 1) is to compare mechanisms known to induce 

liver metastases in humans with related processes in the CTT. The authors have focused their review 

on molecular mechanisms whereby adhesion molecules known to be important in formation of 

human hepatic metastases act. An early chapter discusses CTT colon cancer biology vis a vis 

corresponding human disease. Important information is given in Table I. This table is extremely 

difficult to understand in its present form and should be revised such that the reader  really can 

compare cancer genetics in CCT and human. This chapter also discusses earlier results on chemokins, 

kallikrein and other relevant molecules. This information is of course essential and should be 

presented in in a more precise way, for instance in a table which shows which relevant factor has 

been investigated and which has not. CEA has a central position in the research of the authors.  
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Western blots are shown in Fig 3. Lane 5 shows ?positive CEA control?. The lane shows a value that 

is very different from the position of CEA at 50. What is the reason for the difference? The 

chapters ?Definitive studies on the homology of the CEA molecule? and ?Summary: Specific 

metastasis-targeted studies in CCT and humans? are interesting and respond to the question asked 

by the authors:?The only pieces of the puzzle missing were the questions of CEA molecular 

homology and how to tie the available data together to explain how the CCT dodges liver 

metastases?. Although more work needs to be done it seems likely that mutations in the N-terminus 

of the CEA and the reduced binding activity to Kupffer cell receptors may reduce metastases in CTT. 

Finally: The second half of the article (?Hypotheses of hepatic metastases in humans?) is a well 

written and excellent review. Possibly. It would conceivably be an advantage for the reader if the 

second half exchanges place with the first half, then readers without direct experience in the field 

would be prepared to read about the work done by the authors on Cotton Top Tamarin. Conclusion: 

The following points need to be dealt with: 1. Chapter: ?CTT colon cancer biology vis a vis human?. 

Table 1 is unnecessarily complicated and should be revised such that the reader really can see what is 

compared. 2. All acronymes should be explained in a list. Readers without direct knowledge about 

the field (colon cancer, metastases,etc) will spend a lot of time to steadily find the meaning of the 

abbreviations. 3. The review reads well but a few sentences still needs to be corrected or revised. 4. 

Fig 4: Difficult to see bile canaliculus? Fig 5: To compare A and B the magnifications should have 

been Equal. 5. In order to be prepared to read the review about the work of the authors it would be 

an advantage to put the present last part of the article in front. 
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