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A corrigendum on 


Rise of the machines: Best practices and experimental evaluation of computer-assisted dorsal fin image matching systems for bottlenose dolphins
 by Tyson Moore RB, Urian KW, Allen JB, Cush C, Parham JR, Blount D, Holmberg J, Thompson JW and Wells RS (2022) Front. Mar. Sci. 9:849813. doi: 10.3389/fmars.2022.849813



Error in Figure/Table

In the published article, there were errors in Figure 6 and Figure 7 as published. The image for Figure 6 was labeled as Figure 7 and the image for Figure 7 was labeled as Figure 6. In addition, there were values referenced in the caption of Figure 6 which were not applicable to that Figure. The corrected Figure 6 and Figure 7 and their captions appear below.




Figure 6 | The percentage of images correctly matched by each algorithm and combination of algorithms (Flukebook algorithms only) and their cumulative rank position for the ideal tests in the (A) one-to-many annotations comparisons and (B) the one-to-many names comparisons; as well as the percentage of images of varying image quality and fin distinctiveness correctly matched by the independent algorithms for the ideal tests in the (C) one-to-many annotations comparisons and (D) the one-to-many names comparisons. For reference, Q1 = excellent quality image, Q2 = average quality image, D1 = very distinctive fin, and D2 = average amount of distinctive features on fin (Urian et al., 1999; Urian et al. 2014).






Figure 7 | The percentage of images correctly matched by each algorithm and combination of algorithms (Flukebook algorithms only) and their cumulative rank position for the equal matchability tests in the (A) one-to-many annotations comparisons and (B) the one-to-many names comparisons; as well as the percentage of images of varying image quality and fin distinctiveness correctly matched by the independent algorithms for the equal matchability tests in the (C) one-to-many annotations comparisons and (D) the one-to-many names comparisons. For reference, Q1 = excellent quality image, Q2 = average quality image, Q3 = poor quality image, D1 = very distinctive fin, D2 = average amount of distinctive features on fin, D3 = low distinctiveness, and D4 = not distinct fin (Urian et al., 1999;Urian et al. 2014).



In the published article, there was an error in Table 1 as published. A few of the percentages listed of images in the first ranked position for the ideal tests in the one-to-many names comparisons were incorrect. The corrected Table 1 and its caption appear below.


Table 1 | The percentage of correct matches within the top-X ranked positions and the first position for each dataset comparison test (i.e., comprehensive, ideal, and equal matchability tests for the one-to-many annotations and one-to-many names comparisons) and each algorithm evaluated (the finFindR R application, and the CurvRank, CurvRank v2, and finFindR algorithms and their combinations integrated into Flukebook).





Text Correction

In the published article, there was an error in the text. In the fourth sentence of the first paragraph of the Discussion, the authors incorrectly refer to the wrong Figure panels.

A correction has been made to the Discussion, paragraph one. This sentence previously stated:

“For example, match success was over 98.92% in the top 50-ranked positions for the finFindR R application, and the CurvRank and CurvRank v2 algorithms within Flukebook in both the one-to-many annotations comparisons and the one-to-many names comparisons of Q1, Q2 and D1, D2 images (Table 1, Figures 7A, B)”.

The corrected sentence appears below:

“For example, match success was over 98.92% in the top 50-ranked positions for the finFindR R application, and the CurvRank and CurvRank v2 algorithms within Flukebook in both the one-to-many annotations comparisons and the one-to-many names comparisons of Q1, Q2 and D1, D2 images (Table 1, Figures 6A, B)”.

The authors apologize for these errors 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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