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Correction to: British Journal of Cancer (2018) 118, 750–759; https://
doi.org/10.1038/bjc.2017.463, published online 30 January 2018.

Since the publication of this paper, the authors have identified an
error in the code they used in Stata to compute the Wells risk score
for men. With the correct code, the performance of the Wells risk
score is improved. The correct values are included in the updated
versions of Table 3, Fig. 1 (Fig. 1A), Fig. 2 (Fig. 2A) and
Supplementary Table 3 provided here. The Wells risk score is now
one of the best performing models in men as well as in women. This
does not change the overall conclusions of the analysis but in all
places in the paper where reference is made to the best performing
models in men, the correct list is Tao, Drive, Ma and Wells.
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Fig. 1 Model discrimination. Area under the receiver operating characteristic curve for the risk models in (A) men and (B) women. *Models
originally only developed in men.
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Fig. 2 Model calibration. Plots of observed and predicted 5-year risk of colorectal cancer for (A) men and (B) women. *Models originally only
developed in men.
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