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Thank you very much for the summary of a not yet very well known radiological 

phenomenon when using CDR. The paper is written as a systematic review, so I do not 

have the exact criteria of which studies were selected. How many studies were considered 

in total, how many were rejected and why ?  Nevertheless, the topic has been reviewed, 

summarized and evaluated accordingly. Even if the significance for the daily clinical work 

is still low, I read the paper with interest. The discussion deals with possible causes and 

evaluates these theories.  I would also like to mention the suspicion that the two Kieser 

studies (26/27) are largely based on the same cohorts, which certainly distorts the 

evaluation.  Assuming that the methodology is presented in more detail, it is worth 

publishing. 

 


