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PUBLISHER CORRECTION Open Access

Correction to: Diagnostic performance of ® e
semi-quantitative and quantitative stress
CMR perfusion analysis: a meta-analysis

Journal of Cardiovascular Magnetic Resonance

Correction

In the original publication of this article there was an
error in Figs. 8, 9, 10 and 11. During typesetting the
Figs. 8, 9, 10 and 11 have been incorrectly swapped.
In this “publisher correction” the correct and the
incorrect figures are published. The original publication
has been updated. BioMed central apologizes to the
authors and readers for any inconvenience caused.
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Fig. 8 The original publication of Figure 8 with the caption "Deeks’
funnel plots of the studies on per segment (a), per territory (b), and per
patient (c) basis. P-value <0.05 indicative of publication bias or
systematic difference between results of larger and smaller studies”
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Fig. 8 The corrected publication of Figure 8. with the caption “Deeks’
funnel plots of the studies on per segment (a), per territory (b), and per
patient (c) basis. P-value < 0.05 indicative of publication bias or systematic
difference between results of larger and smaller studlies”
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Fig. 9 The original publication of Figure 9 with the caption: “Deeks’
funnel plots of the subgroup analysis on per territory basis with anatomical
reference standard (a), functional reference standard (b), semi-quantitative|
analysis (c), and quantitative analysis (d). P-value < 0.05 indicative of
publication bias or systematic difference between results of larger and
smaller studies”
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Fig. 9 The corrected publication of Figure 9 with the caption:
“Deeks’ funnel plots of the subgroup analysis on per territory basis with
anatomical reference standard (a), functional reference standard (b),
semi-quantitative analysis (c), and quantitative analysis (d). P-value <
0.05 indicative of publication bias or systematic difference between
results of larger and smaller studies”
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bias and applicability concerns assessment with an overview of the
® reviewers judgment about each separate domain for each included study”
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Fig. 10 The original publication of Figure 10 with the caption:
“Summary of the risk of bias and applicability concerns across the
included studies as assessed with QUADAS-2 forms by the reviewers"
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Fig. 10 The corrected publication of Figure 10 with the caption: “Summary of the risk of bias and applicability concerns across the included studies
as assessed with QUADAS-2 forms by the reviewers”
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Fig. 11 The corrected publication of Figure 11 with the caption:
“Risk of bias and applicability concerns assessment with an overview of
the reviewers judgment abeout each separate domain for each
included study”
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