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Reply to Distinguishing Between
CISNET Model Results Versus
CISNET Models

We thank Berry et al from the Cancer Intervention and
Surveillance Modeling Network (CISNET) Breast Work-
ing Group for taking the time to read and respond to our
article.1

We affirm that we are not, nor did we ever intend to
claim to be, CISNET investigators. Because none of us
has been a CISNET author, none of our academic affilia-
tions overlap with CISNET Working Group institutions,
and because we made no claim of CISNET affiliation in
either the title page or “Methods” section of our article,1

we did not anticipate that readers would assume we were
affiliated with CISNET. We took every opportunity to
cite prior CISNET publications as the sources of the pub-
licly available data used in our article.2-6 It should be not-
ed that we did not use data from the study by Berry et al7

cited in their letter, but we did use data from prior studies
by Mandelblatt et al, which are cited below and were cited
in our article.1-4

The end of our “Introduction” section states the mo-
tivation for our paper,1 namely that our study was per-
formed because the most recent CISNET analysis involved
only 1 of the 3 most widely discussed screening strategies.
This statement should further clarify that we are not affili-
ated with the CISNET Breast Working Group.

We thank the CISNET investigators for their im-
portant computer modeling work, and look forward to fu-
ture CISNET publications evaluating competing
screening strategies.
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