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The authors regret that the diagnostic sta-
tistics calculated based on data provided in
Table 1 are written mistakenly in reverse
order, i.e., the numbers pertaining to the
sensitivity and specificity are mixed-up
with the numbers pertaining to the PPV
and NPV, respectively.
In the abstract (page 230), lines 12–14
read: ‘‘The sensitivity, specificity, PPV,
and NPV for CBCT were 97.4%, 85.7%,
92.7%, and 94.7%, respectively. The sen-
sitivity and PPV of panoramic radiogra-
phy were 67.8% and 97.6%,
respectively’’. They need to be corrected
as follows: ‘‘The sensitivity, specificity,
PPV, and NPV for CBCT were 92.7%,
94.7%, 97.4%, and 85.7%, respectively.
The sensitivity and PPV of panoramic
radiography were 97.6% and 67.8%, re-
spectively.’’
Lines 1–6 of the second paragraph of

the Results section (page 232, the first
column) read ‘‘The sensitivity, specificity,
PPV, and NPV of the CBCT method were
97.4%, 85.7%, 92.7%, and 94.7%, respec-
tively. The sensitivity and PPV for pan-
oramic radiography were 67.8% and
97.6%, respectively’’. The correct form
is: ‘‘The sensitivity, specificity, PPV,
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and NPV of the CBCT method were
92.7%, 94.7%, 97.4%, and 85.7%, respec-
tively. The sensitivity and PPV for pan-
oramic radiography were 97.6% and
67.8%, respectively’’.
Subsequently, in line 4 of the first para-

graph of the Discussion section (page 232,
the second column), ‘‘an excellent PPV’’
should be corrected to ‘‘a high PPV’’.
The interpretations or conclusions of
this article hold true and are not affected
by the above corrections.
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