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AUTHOR CORRECTION

www.nature.com/npjdigitalmed

Author Correction: Impact of remote patient monitoring on
clinical outcomes: an updated meta-analysis of randomized

controlled trials

Benjamin Noah'?, Michelle S. Keller'*3, Sasan Mosadeghi®, Libby Stein'?, Sunny Johl'?, Sean Delshad'?, Vartan C. Tashjian'%?,

Daniel Lew'?>, James T. Kwan'?, Alma Jusufagic'*>

npj Digital Medicine (2018)1:17; d0i:10.1038/s41746-018-0027-3

Correction to: npj Digital Medicine 1:2; https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41746-017-0002-4, published online 15 January 2018

The original version of this Review Article contained calculation
errors within the abstract:

“Body mass index (—0.96; 95% Cl: —2.30, 0.37)" has been
corrected to “Body mass index (—0.73; 95% Cl: —1.84, 0.38)", “BMI
I> statistic 92% (95% Confidence Interval: [82%, 96%]" was
corrected to “BMI I? statistic 92% (95% Confidence Interval:
[83%, 96%)]", “body fat percentage (0.19; —1.2,1.57)" has been
corrected to “body fat percentage (—0.11; —1.56, 1.34)", 12 statistic
85% (95% [56%, 95%])” was corrected to “body fat “I° statistic 86%
(95% [59%, 95%))", and “diastolic blood pressure (—0.74; —2.34,
0.86)" has been corrected to “diastolic blood pressure (—0.99;

and Brennan M. R. Spiege

| 1,2,3,5,6

These errors have now been corrected in the HTML and PDF
versions of this Article.
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article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by statutory
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

—2.73, 0.74)", “diastolic blood pressure I? statistic 28% (95% [0%,
73%])" has been changed to “diastolic blood pressure I? statistic
44% (95% [0%, 81%])". These corrections have been repeated in
the results section and Figs. 2, 5 and 7.

© The Author(s) 2018

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Rand 95% CI IV, Rand 95% CI
Jakicic 2016 -1.1 625 237 -18 62 233 220% 0.70[-0.43,1.83]
Shuger 2011 -1.38 287 147 -0.36 253 50 244% -1.02[-1.86,-0.18] -
Luley 2014 -346 211 118 -1.2 232 60 255% -2.26[-2.96,-1.56) -
Wijsman 2013 -05 096 114 -0.29 074 112 281%  -0.21 [-0.43,0.01]
Total (95% CI) 616 455 100.0% -0.73[-1.84,0.38]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.14; Chi*= 35.69, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); = 92% ?_20 1¢0 ) 150 20’

Test for overall effect Z=1.29 (P = 0.20) Favours-[experimentall Favours [control]

Fig. 2 Point estimates of the mean difference for each study (green squares) and the corresponding 95% Confidence Intervals (horizontal
black lines) are shown, with the size of the green square representing the relative weight of the study. The black diamond represents the
overall pooled estimate, with the tips of the diamond representing the 95% Confidence Intervals
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an Effects of remote patient monitoring on clinical outcomes
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Favours [experimental] Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,R 95% CI IV, R 95% CI
Shuger 2011 -4.51 7.43 147 -3.45 576 50 23.4%  -1.06[-3.06,0.94]

Jakicic 2016 -2.4 43 237  -35 387 233 378% 1.10[0.36,1.84] d
Wijsman 2013 -0.64 2.46 114 007 233 112 389% -0.71[1.33,-0.09]

Total (95% Cl) 498 395 100.0%  -0.11[-1.56, 1.34]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.31; Chi*= 14.54, df= 2 (P = 0.0007); = 86%
Test for overall effect Z= 0.15 (P = 0.88)
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Fig. 5 Point estimates of the mean difference for each study (green squares) and the corresponding 95% confidence intervals (horizontal
lines) are shown, with the size of the green square representing the relative weight of the study. The black diamond represents the overall
pooled estimate, with the tips of the diamond representing the 95% Confidence Intervals

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean _ SD _Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,R 95% CI IV, R 95% CI
Luley 2014 -61 927 118 -39 1065 60 196% -2.20[-5.37,097] =
Logan 2012 -42 93 54 141 6.8 51 202% -3.10[-6.20,0.00] -
Wijsman 2013 1.1 833 114 01 868 112 29.5% 1.00 [-1.22,3.22) B
Kim 2015 -515 97 250 -44 99 124 308% -0.75[-2.87,1.37] —
Total (95% CI) 536 347 100.0% -0.99[-2.73,0.74]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.38; Chi*=5.39, df= 3 (P = 0.15); "= 44% En m 3 > 70

Testfor overall effect. Z=1.12 (P = 0.26)

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 7 Point estimates of the mean difference for each study (green squares) and the corresponding 95% Confidence Intervals (horizontal
lines) are shown, with the size of the green square representing the relative weight of the study. The black diamond represents the overall
pooled estimate, with the tips of the diamond representing the 95% Confidence Intervals
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