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An Erratum on 
Visualization and evaluation of concrete damage in-service headworks by X-ray CT and non-destructive inspection methods
 by Morozova, N., Shibano, K., Shimamoto, Y., Tayfur, S., Alver, N., and Suzuki, T. (2022). Front. Built Environ. 8:947759. doi: 10.3389/fbuil.2022.947759


Due to a production error, there was a mistake in Tables 3,4,6,7 as published. The table columns were left aligned instead of right aligned. The corrected tables appear below.
TABLE 3 | Physical properties of testing concrete samples.
[image: Table 3]TABLE 4 | Geometric properties of concrete components.
[image: Table 4]TABLE 6 | Correlation between NDT parameters and proportions parameters of concrete components.
[image: Table 6]TABLE 7 | Correlation between proportions parameters of concrete components and AU parameters.
[image: Table 7]Due to a production error, the text of the last paragraph of the Introduction on page 3 was duplicated.
The corrected paragraph is as follows:
“In this study, damage evaluation of concrete core samples is investigated by applying NDT parameters. The samples were taken from an in-service reinforced concrete structure, which has been subjected to the influence of aggressive environmental effects. Then, X-ray CT procedure was conducted on the specimens to detect and visualize the crack distributions After scanning, concrete damage was evaluated by the dynamic modulus of elasticity measured by UPV and resonant frequency tests. Results indicate that the decrease in mechanical properties of the concrete could be evaluated by comparing the geometrical properties of cracks with the dynamic modulus of elasticity, because both these parameters are affected by the internal actual cracks, thus, the damage of concrete could be quantitatively evaluated.”
The publisher apologizes for these mistakes. The original version of this article has been updated.
Copyright © 2022 Frontiers Production Office. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.
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p-value > 0.05 (The result is not statistically significant).

*-p-value < 0.05 (The result is statistically significant).

*+_ p_value < 0,01 (The result is
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Parameter Aggregate Void Crack
Total area Total perimeter Total area Total perimeter Total area of  Total perimeter
of aggregate/ of aggregate/ of void/ of void/ crack/ of crack/
Observation Observation Observation Observation Observation Observation
area area area area area area
Voltage (V) 043 024 -0.50 -0.62 -0.72
RMS -0.02 -0.10 -0.21 -038 ~047 -041
Energy (V?) 050 032 -0.44 -0.65 -0.76 -0.77
Peak FRQ (kHz) 011 0.00 ~0.10 -026 028 019
Centroid 025 001 -0.21 -033 015 006
FRQ (kHz)

“-p-value > 0.05 (The result is not statistically significant).
“*-p-value < 0.05 (The result is statistically significant).

«**_ b value < 0.01 (The result is
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Sample  Length  Diameter = Mass  Area Density  Pulse E,; ‘Wavelength ~ Resonant Ep

name (mm) (mm) (kg) (mm®)  (g/m’) velocity (GPa) (mm) frequency (GPa)
(m/s) (Hz)
No. 1 161 1006 293 79539 228 x10° 1262 39 84 8,625 176
No. 2 213 1008 385 79749 226 x10° 1719 60 15 5,567 127
No. 3 174 100.7 a2 7,964.3 225 x10°° 2,559 133 8 7,478 152
No. 4 169 1008 3.00 79854 222x10° 1,852 69 123 7,369 138
No. 5 152 1008 279 79854 230 x10° 3,730 287 249 11,249 268
No. 6 150 1008 264 79802 221x10° 2233 99 149 8333 138
No. 7 174 1008 315 79854 226 x 107 1582 5.1 106 6679 122
No. 8 180 1008 32 79854 224 x 10 2,035 84 136 7,261 153
No. 9 190 1008 343 79854 226 %10 1226 31 82 6421 134
No. 10 1535 1008 276 79802 225 x 107 1,593 5.1 106 7015 104
No. 11 156 1006 281 79512 227 x 10 2,650 143 177 9,195 187
No. 12 204 1009 366 79960 224x10° 977 19 65 5353 107
Average 173 1008 311 79773 225x10° 1951 88 130 7,545 151
Max 213 1009 385 79960 230 x 10 3,730 287 249 11249 268
Min 150 1006 264 79511 221x 10 977 19 65 5353 104

SD 20 0.1 036 133 233x10° 730 7.1 49 1,564 43
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Sample name Observation area Aggregate Void Crack

(mm?)

Total area Total perimeter Total area Total perimeter Total area Total perimeter

of aggregate of aggregate of void of void of crack  of crack

(mm?) (mm) (mm?) (mm) (mm?) (mm)
No. 1 16,1966 7.867.3 2,659.3 94.1 2595 2198 6237
No. 2 214704 10,7996 30525 1020 2966 287.1 8080
No. 3 17,5218 81235 2,999.7 147.3 3516 137.3 2770
No. 4 17,0352 6,809.5 29307 1854 3552 3283 7195
No. 5 153216 7.961.6 2,668.5 694 1919 491 1875
No. 6 15,1200 5398.8 2,079.7 1342 3058 2702 7918
No. 7 17,5392 7.895.8 3,007.0 1640 4146 407.5 1016.2
No. 8 18,144.0 76292 27763 1420 3655 2713 8045
No. 9 19,1520 9,039.9 3307.8 1529 3771 469.6 1513.1
No. 10 154728 62729 2369.7 1349 3390 2850 9238
No. 11 15,693.6 70739 24233 1143 3049 2306 707.1
No. 12 205836 8277.0 33400 197.3 4874 3265 11028
Average 174376 7,7624 28012 136.5 3374 2735 7896
Max 214704 10,7996 33400 197.3 4874 469.6 1513.1
Min 15,1200 53988 2,079.7 694 1919 491 1875
SD 20014 1307.8 3647 356 720 106.5 3362

*Data: Average of A and B observation surfaces.
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