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A Corrigendum on 


Efficacy and safety of PD-1/PD-L1 inhibitors as first-line treatment for esophageal squamous cell carcinoma: a systematic review and meta-analysis
 by Ren W, Zhang H, Li Y, Sun W, Peng H, Guo H, Hou T, Wang M, Hu Z, Wu T and Liu B (2025). Front. Immunol. 16:1563300.doi: 10.3389/fimmu.2025.1563300


In the published article, there was an error in Figure 3 and Figure 4 as published. The trend line visualization in the original Figure 3 was incomplete. The hierarchical annotation in the original Figure 4 erroneously uses the symbol “=” instead of “≥” for stratification labels. The corrected Figure 3 and Figure 4 and its caption


[image: ]

Figure 3 | Forest plot of subgroup analysis comparing the overall survival HR in patients who received PD-1/PD-L1 inhibitor-based therapy versus chemotherapy based on different PDL1 expression levels of CPS (A) and TPS (B).
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Figure 4 | Forest plot of subgroup analysis comparing the progression-free survival HR in patients who received PD-1/PD-L1 inhibitor-based therapy versus chemotherapy based on different PDL1 expression levels of CPS (A) and TPS (B).



“Figure 3 Forest plot of subgroup analysis comparing the overall survival HR in patients who received PD-1/PD-L1 inhibitor-based therapy versus chemotherapy based on different PDL1 expression levels of CPS (A) and TPS (B).”

“Figure 4 Forest plot of subgroup analysis comparing the progression-free survival HR in patients who received PD-1/PD-L1 inhibitor-based therapy versus chemotherapy based on different PDL1 expression levels of CPS (A) and TPS (B).” appear below.

The authors apologize for this error and state that this does not change the scientific conclusions of the article in any way. The original article has been updated.




Publisher’s note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.
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OEBPS/Images/fimmu-16-1611591-g003.jpg
Study HR 95%-ClI
PD-L1 CPS<1

CheckMate 648 0.98 [0.50; 1.95]
GEMSTONE-304 0.63 [0.32; 1.24]
JUPITER-06 0.61 [0.30; 1.25]
ORIENT-15 1.32 [0.63;2.77]
Common effect model 0.83 [0.58; 1.18]
Random effects model 0.83 [0.58; 1.18]

Heterogeneity: /% = 2.9%, > = < 0.0001, p = 0.3781

PD-L1 CPS21

ASTRUM-007 0.68 [0.53; 0.87]
CheckMate 648 0.69 [0.56; 0.84]
GEMSTONE-304 0.73 [0.45; 1.16]
JUPITER-06 0.61 [0.44; 0.87]
ORIENT-15 0.59 [0.47;0.74]
Common effect model 0.65 [0.58; 0.73]
Random effects model 0.65 [0.58; 0.73]

Heterogeneity: /2 = 0%, 1° = 0, p = 0.8230
Heterogeneity between groups: p=0.20

PD-L1 CPS<10

CheckMate 648 0.78 [0.60; 1.01]
GEMSTONE-304 0.85 [0.61;1.16]
JUPITER-06 0.61 [0.40; 0.93]
KEYNOTE-590 0.86 [0.68;1.10]
ORIENT-15 0.62 [0.45; 0.85]
RATIONALE-306 0.82 [0.62;1.08]
Common effect model 0.77 [0.69; 0.87]
Random effects model 0.77 [0.69; 0.87]
Heterogeneity: /% = 0%, 1° = 0, p = 0.5034

PD-L1 CPS210

ASTRUM-007 0.59 [0.40; 0.88]
CheckMate 648 0.63 [0.47;0.84]
GEMSTONE-304 0.57 [0.39; 0.83]
JUPITER-06 0.64 [0.40; 1.03]
KEYNOTE-590 0.62 [0.49; 0.78]
ORIENT-15 0.64 [0.48; 0.85]
RATIONALE-306 0.57 [0.41;0.80]
Common effect model 0.61 [0.54; 0.69]
Random effects model 0.61 [0.54; 0.69]

Heterogeneity: 1?=0%,1%=0, p =0.9976
Heterogeneity between groups: p<0.01

Common effect model 0.68
Random effects model 0.68

[0.64; 0.73]
[0.64; 0.73]

Heterogeneity: = 0.0%, ?=0, p =0.6011

PR .

05

—
_-_:—
_..E_
—
—&
<
-*
'
¢
<

Weight

Hazard Ratio

1.0%
1.0%
0.9%
0.8%
3.7%

7.4%
11.0%
2.0%
3.9%
8.8%
33.1%

6.7%
4.4%
2.5%
7.8%
4.5%
5.9%
> 31.8%
<P

2.9%
5.4%
3.2%
2.0%
8.4%
5.5%
4.1%
31.5%

100.0%

1 2

Test for subgroup differences (common effect): xg =9.29, df =3 (p = 0.0256)
Test for subgroup differences (random effects): 55 = 9.29, df =3 (p = 0.0256)

Weight

{(common) (random)

1.0%
1.0%
0.9%
0.8%

3.7%

7.4%
11.0%
2.0%
3.9%
8.8%

33.1%

6.7%
4.4%
2.5%
7.8%
4.5%
5.9%

31.8%

2.9%
5.4%
3.2%
2.0%
8.4%
5.5%
41%

31.5%

100.0%

B

Study HR 95%-ClI
PD-L1 TPS<1%

CheckMate 648 0.98 [0.76; 1.28]
ESCORT-1st 0.79 [0.57;1.11]
ORIENT-15 0.55 [0.40; 0.75]
RATIONALE-306 0.79 [0.57; 1.09]
Common effect model 0.78 [0.67; 0.91]
Random effects model 0.77 [0.60; 0.98]

Heterogeneity: /% = 61.1%, 1° = 0.0370, p = 0.0525

PD-L1 TP21%

CheckMate 648 0.55 [0.42;0.72]
ESCORT-1st 0.59 [0.43; 0.80]
ORIENT-15 0.71 [0.53; 0.95]
RATIONALE-306 0.65 [0.49; 0.87]
Common effect model 0.62 [0.54; 0.72]
Random effects model 0.62 [0.54; 0.72]

Heterogeneity: /% = 0%, ©2=0, p = 0.6171
Heterogeneity between groups: p=0.14

PD-L1 TPS<10%

CheckMate 648 0.79 [0.63; 0.99]
ORIENT-15 0.67 [0.52; 0.88]
Common effect model 0.74 [0.62; 0.87]
Random effects model 0.74 [0.62; 0.87]
Heterogeneity: 1?=0%,1*>=0, p=0.3518

PD-L1 TPS210%

CheckMate 648 0.62 [0.44; 0.87]
ORIENT-15 0.55 [0.38; 0.78]
Common effect model 0.59 [0.46; 0.75]
Random effects model 0.59 [0.46; 0.75]

Heterogeneity: /% = 0%, t> = 0, p = 0.6356
Heterogeneity between groups: p=0.14

Common effect model 0.69
Random effects model 0.68

[0.63; 0.75]
[0.61; 0.76]

Heterogeneity: /% = 37.1%, 1° = 0.0138, p = 0.0941

Hazard Ratio

, ——

—

=
<

 —
e —

]
1
)
]
)
1
i
b
2
]
1
!

05 1

Test for subgroup differences (common effect): xz =6.91, df =3 (p = 0.0748)
Test for subgroup differences (random effects): y3 = 4.62, df = 3 (p = 0.2017)

Weight

Weight

(common) (random)

10.4%
6.4%
71%
6.7%

30.6%

9.7%
7.3%
8.3%
8.6%
33.9%

13.8%
10.2%
24.0%

6.1%
5.5%
11.5%

100.0%

9.6%
71%
7.7%
7.4%

31.8%

9.3%
7.8%
8.4%
8.6%

34.1%

11.2%
9.5%

20.7%

6.9%
6.4%

13.3%

100.0%





OEBPS/Images/fimmu.2025.1611591_cover.jpg
’ frontiers | Frontiersin Immunology

Corrigendum: Efficacy and safety of PD-
1/PD-L1 inhibitors as first-line treatment for
esophageal squamous cell carcinoma: a
systematic review and meta-analysis





OEBPS/Images/logo.jpg
, frontiers | Frontiers in Immunology





OEBPS/Text/toc.xhtml


  

    Table of Contents



    

		Cover



      		

        Corrigendum: Efficacy and safety of PD-1/PD-L1 inhibitors as first-line treatment for esophageal squamous cell carcinoma: a systematic review and meta-analysis

      



    



  



OEBPS/Images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OEBPS/Images/fimmu-16-1611591-g004.jpg
Study HR 95%-Cl Hazard Ratio (common) (random) Study HR 95%-ClI Hazard Ratio (common) (random)
- < PD-L1 TPS<1%
I(:B[I;MLS"T(C):ISE—;M 070  [0.39;1.26] 17%  23% Checihate 848 Ges  [0re1.24] 138% 132%
JUPITER-06 0.66 [0.37: 1.19] 1.7% 2 3% ESCORT-1st 0.62 [0.46; 0.83] 11.2% 12.0%
ORIENT-15 0.76 [0.41: 1.38] 16% 2 1% ORIENT-15 0.52 [0.39; 0.68] 12.6:% 12.7%
Cormmon effect modal 0.70 [0.50; 0.99] 4.9% i Common effect model 0.68 [0.58; 0.80] 37.6% "
Random effects model 0.70 [0.50; 0.99] 6.7% Random effecgs model , 0.68 [0.47; 0.96] 37.9%
TI—— £ om B p = 09473 Heterogeneity: /“ = 80.1%, t“ = 0.0782, p = 0.0065
PD-L1 TPS21%
ASTRUM- 007 059 [0.41;088 a3 5% Shecitlalads % DEs Rk
N ; g o ; .39; 0. ; )

SBUEP'VI'TSETF?[“O% 304 8-23 Eg-igj é-gg} g-;‘oﬁ g-é o//: ORIENT-15 059  [0.46:077] 146%  136%
ORIENT-15 054 [0'44j 0.66] 140%  11.0% Common effect model 0.57 [0.48; 0.67] 36.0% .

; Sl b : ¢ Random effects model 0.57 [0.48; 0.67] 36.7%
Common effect model 0.57 [0.49; 0.65] 28.8% : Heterogeneity: /2 = 0%, 12 = 0, p = 0.5303
Random effects model 0.57 [0.49; 0.65] 27.2%
Heterogeneity: 2= 0%, 2= 0,p = 09123 Heterogeneity between groups: p=0.40
Heterogeneity between groups: p=0.21 PD-L1 TPS<10%

ORIENT-15 0.56 [0.44; 0.71] 17.0% 14.4%

FO-LL BRSATD PD-L1 TPS210%
GEMSTONE-304 0.79 [0.61; 1.03] 8.4% 8.2% ORIENT-15 0.54 [0.39; 0.74] 9.5% 11.0%
JUPITER-06 0.56 [0.41; 0.78] 5.6% 6.2% )
KEYNOTE-590 0.80 [0.64; 1.01] 11.0% 9.7% Heterogeneity between groups: p=0.86
ORIENT-15 0.53 [0.40; 0.71] 7.0% 7.2%
Common effect model 0.68 [0.60; 0.78] 32.0% ) Common effect model 0.61 [0.55; 0.67] 100.0% .
Random effects model 0.67 [0.54: 0.83] 31.2% Random effects model 0.61 [0.52; 0.70] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /* = 60%, t* = 0.0290, p = 0.0577 Heterogeneity: /2 = 53.1%, ¢ = 0.0231, p = 0.0369 05 1 2
PD-L1 CPS>10 Test for subgroup differences (common effect): xg =3.59, df = 3 (p = 0.3093)
ASTRUM-00_7 0.48 [0.34; 0.68] 4.8% 5.5% Test for subgroup differences (random effects): 55 = 1.00, df = 3 (p = 0.8018)
GEMSTONE-304 0.50 [0.36; 0.69] 5.4% 6.1%
JUPITER-06 0.65 [0.45; 0.92] 4.5% 5.3%
KEYNOTE-590 0.51 [0.41; 0.65] 10.8% 9.6%
ORIENT-15 0.58 [0.45; 0.75] 8.8% 8.4%
Common effect model 0.54 [0.47; 0.61] 34.3% .
Random effects model 0.54 [0.47; 0.61] 34.8%
Heterogeneity: 1?=0%, 1°=0, p = 0.6945
Heterogeneity between groups: p=0.09
Common effect model 0.60 [0.55; 0.64] 100.0% 5
Random effects model 0.60 [0.54; 0.66] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: /2 = 18.2%, ° = 0.0100, p = 0.2459 05 1 2
Test for subgroup differences (common effect): xg =7.97,df =3 (p = 0.0467)
Test for subgroup differences (random effects): 5 = 4.30, df = 3 (p = 0.2313)





