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Correction to: European Radiology
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00330-018-5957-2

The original version of this article, published on 04
February 2019, unfortunately contained a mistake. The
following correction has therefore been made in the original:
The presentation of Fig. 2 was incorrect. The corrected figure
is given below.

The online version of the original article can be found at https://doi.org/
10.1007/s00330-018-5957-2
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Fig. 2 Modelled cancer detection rate per 1000 against recall rate (a) and
false positive recall rate (b) for IHG and LIG at incident and prevalent
screens. Modelled false positive recall (FPR), IHG and LIG per 1000 for
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prevalent screens (¢) with P95 and P99 recall rate values and same for

incident screens (d)
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