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Correction to: EENMMI Phys 7, 75 (2020)
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40658-020-00345-4

Following publication of the original article [1], it was noted that, due to a typesetting
error, Table 4 was missing several columns.

The corrected Table 4 has been reproduced in this Correction article and the original
article has been updated.
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Table 4 Univariate analysis of predictive factors
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Variables Dichotomisation QF Lesion QF TL QF NTL
median (IQR) p median (IQR) P median (IQR) P
Sex Male vs. Female  0.23 (0.14-0.34) vs 050  0.29 (0.20-0.37) vs 022 0.27 (0.19-0.36) vs  0.79
0.22 (0.13-0.33) 0.25 (0.17-0.29) 0.27 (0.22-0.40)
Age (y) > 73vs <73 021 (0.14-033) vs 054 025 (0.16-033) vs 061 024 (0.19-043) vs 047
0.23 (0.14-0.34) 0.26 (0.20-0.34) 0.28 (0.24-0.32)
Previous Liver Yes vs No 0.26 (0.15-034) vs 074 0.28 (0.18-039) vs 053 0.24 (0.20-033) vs 0.70
surgery 0.22 (0.14-032) 0.26 (0.17-0.30) 0.28 (0.19-0.39)
Previous Yes vs No 0.19 (0.13-034) vs 007 024 (0.17-033) vs 098 0.27 (0.18-033) vs  0.19
Bevacizumab 0.26 (0.17-0.33) 0.27 (0.19-0.33) 0.28 (0.23-0.43)
Delay predictive > 9 vs <9 0.26 (0.17-0.38) vs  0.003 0.28 (0.22-0.37) vs  0.03 033 (0.28-041) vs  0.004
/ post-treatment 0.19 (0.12-0.30) 0.22 (0.15-0.27) 0.22 (0.18-0.28)
dosimetry (d)
Net administered > 1262 vs <1262 0.20 (0.13-0.34) vs 049  0.25 (0.20-0.35) vs  0.64 0.26 (0.19-0.35) vs  0.50
activity (MBq) 0.24 (0.16-0.33) 0.26 (0.17-0.33) 0.28 (0.21-041)
Lesion >58vs <58 0.23 (0.15-032) vs  0.51
Volume (ml) 0.21 (0.13-0.34)
TL Volume (ml) > 7334 vs <7334 0.28 (0.16-0.37) vs 040
0.26 (0.20-0.30)
NTL Volume (ml) > 1354 vs <1354 0.29 (0.21-041) vs 037
0.27 (0.20-0.31)
Type of Whole liver single 0.17 (0.12-0.28) 0.02 0.20 (0.15-0.28) 065 0.23(0.17-033) 042
targeting injection
Whole Liver 0.24 (0.14-0.35) 0.27 (0.17-0.37) 0.31 (0.19-041)
injection left and
right lobes
separately
Uni-lobar 0.26 (0.18-0.33) 0.27 (0.22-0.33) 0.28 (0.24-0.38)
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