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ERRATUM

The publishers apologise for the following error in
the article A survey of in vivo diode dosimetry in
the UK’ by R. Appleyard (Vol 1 (2): 73-82).

On line 14 of column 2, pp. 78:
The sentence reads —
‘Although the proprietary brand of diode detectors

used in this study is not those used by the vast
majority of UK users it is recognised that although

https://doi.org/10.1017/51460396999000254 Published online by Cambridge University Press

the design differs the size of buid up cap is compa-
rable and thus results can be generalised.’

This sentence should have read —

‘The proprietary brand of diode detectors used in
this study is not those used by the vast majority of
UK users and it is recognised that as a consequence
of differences in design the perturbation effects of
Scanditronix detectors are not as great as those
reported here but still in the order of 5% under
similar conditions.’
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