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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
The authors compared LGE of CMR and FDG-PET uptake in patients with known

obstructive CAD. They found that segments with scar was more frequent in patients

with EF <30%, while it was less frequent in patients with EF >50%. Please see the
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comments. Major comments 1. The authors compared the CMR viability scores with
PET scores by changing the thresholds for vialibity in CMR. However, in the Results, the
authors mention "prediction of functional recovery". This phrase is very confusing
because prediction of functional recovery is only possible when observation is
performed. The authors did not perform a longitudinal observation. This study was a
cross-sectional study. The authors should change this phrase as "prediction of viability
by PET". 2. In the Core tip section, the authors state that PET might overestimate the
functional outcome. The phrase overestimate is difficult to understand, because
"overestimate" can be used as either worse or better. Please clarify. Minor comments 1.
Why did the authors evaluated the LGE extent for each slice of MRI rather than using
the 17-segment model of AHA? 2. Please provide the Kappa value for the interobserver
differece in the diagnosis of viability scores. 3. Please provide the viability score in Fig

2.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

This paper is quite comprehensive and potentially important. The first time in this
research, the comparison between CMR and PET differentiated in groups depending on

LVEF have been investigated. Investigators have demostrated that CMR is good in
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detecting myocardial scars. It is also important that CMR might prevent from

unnecessary invasive procedures and potential peri-interventional risks.
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