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The authors regret that the paper “Decomposition of aquatic pioneer
vegetation in newly constructed wetlands” contains erroneous data. In
this corrigendum we like to report the corrections in the paper and also
list changes in the Supplementary Material.

An error did arise in the data-processing phase of the research, due
to which incorrect values were used for six sediment quality variables
(K, Na, Ca, total Fe, total Mn, total P). Fortunately, the errors appear to
have a minor impact on the results and do not influence the general
findings of this study. Below, changes are underlined showing both the
original and corrected text.

In the Abstract:

1. Seventh sentence “When both litter characteristics and environ-
mental conditions were tested simultaneously and litter was de-
composed in its original environment, 37% and 23% of the variation
could be explained after 6 and 12 months, respectively.” This
should be replaced with “When both litter characteristics and
environmental conditions were tested simultaneously and litter was
decomposed in its original environment, 37% and 25% of the var-
iation could be explained after 6 and 12 months, respectively.”

In the Materials and methods section:

1. Table 1, part SEDIMENT, values for K, Na, Ca, total Fe, total Mn and
total P

Volgermeerpolder Weerribben

SEDIMENT
K+ (mmol/l FW) 20 (5–59) 3 (2–4)
Na+ (mmol/l FW) 4 (1–7) 0 (0–0)
Ca2+ (mmol/l FW) 298 (79–823) 39 (23–57)
Total Fe (mmol/l FW) 82 (21–221) 16 (11–20)
Total Mn (mmol/l FW) 2 (1–4) 0 (0–0)
Total P (mmol/l FW) 4 (1–10) 1 (1–1)

This should be replaced with

Volgermeerpolder Weerribben

SEDIMENT
K+ (mmol/l FW) 18 (13–28) 2 (2–3)
Na+ (mmol/l FW) 7 (3–10) 1 (0–1)
Ca2+ (mmol/l FW) 444 (290–665) 25 (17–32)
Total Fe (mmol/l FW) 107 (80–129) 10 (8–12)
Total Mn (mmol/l FW) 3 (2–3) 0 (0–1)
Total P (mmol/l FW) 7 (5–8) 1 (1–1)
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In the Results section:

1. Section 3.2 Dimension reduction, second and third sentence “For se-
diment quality (Table 1) the first component also contained 62% of
the variation. Almost all sediment quality variables were equally
important, except for Olsen-P and the sediment C:N ratio which
were about half as important (Supplementary Material C).” This
should be replaced with “For sediment quality (Table 1) the first
component contained 67% of the variation. Almost all sediment
quality variables were equally important, except for the sediment
C:N ratio which was about half as important (Supplementary
Material C).”

2. Section 3.4 Combined effect of litter characteristics and environmental
conditions on decomposition, second paragraph “After applying an all-
possible-subsets regression (with up to four predictor variables),
four models described Frac_D6 best (the averaged model over these
four was characterized by R2

adj = 0.368 ± 0.004 and
R2

val = 0.346 ± 0.006, Supplementary Material D.3). The com-
pound-variable for litter characteristics was obligatory present in all
models. Microbial Community Metabolic Diversity (CMD) was also
present in all models, while the compound-variables for water and
sediment quality and fraction detritivorous macroinvertebrates
(DET) were each present in one of the models. When predicting
Frac_D12 with the model ensemble from Frac_D6 about 19% of the
variation could be explained (R2

val_t2_with_t1 = 0.187 ± 0.008), while
only 4% of the variation could be explained when predicting the
fraction of decomposition of vegetation originating from the
Weerribben (R2

WR_t1 = 0.039 ± 0.020).” This should be replaced
with “After applying an all-possible-subsets regression (with up to
four predictor variables), five models described Frac_D6 best (the
averaged model over these four was characterized by
R2

adj = 0.372 ± 0.005 and R2
val = 0.328 ± 0.027, Supplementary

Material D.3). The compound-variable for litter characteristics was
obligatory present in all models. Microbial Community Metabolic
Diversity (CMD) was also present in all models, while the com-
pound-variables for water and sediment quality and fraction detri-
tivorous macroinvertebrates (DET) were present in 40, 40 and 20%
of the models, respectively. When predicting Frac_D12 with the
model ensemble from Frac_D6 about 19% of the variation could be
explained (R2

val_t2_with_t1 = 0.189 ± 0.009), 15% of the variation
could be explained when predicting the fraction of decomposition of
vegetation originating from the Weerribben
(R2

WR_t1 = 0.145 ± 0.150).”
3. Section 3.4 Combined effect of litter characteristics and environmental
conditions on decomposition, third paragraph “Also four models were
present in the model ensemble with Frac_D12 as response variable
(R2

adj = 0.232 ± 0.003, R2
val = 0.178 ± 0.028, Supplementary

Material D.4). The compound-variable for litter characteristics was
still obligatory present in all models. The compound-variable for
water quality was also present in all models. In this case the vari-
ables DET, CMD and the compound-variable for sediment quality
were each present in one of the models. When predicting the de-
composition rate in the Weerribben only 3% of the variation could

be explained (R2
WR_t2 = 0.025 ± 0.006).” This should be replaced

with “Four models were present in the model ensemble with
Frac_D12 as response variable (R2

adj = 0.246 ± 0.007,
R2

val = 0.198 ± 0.032, Supplementary Material D.4). The com-
pound-variable for litter characteristics was still obligatory present
in all models. The compound-variable for water quality was also
present in all models. In this case, the compound-variable for sedi-
ment quality was present in 75% of the models, while the variables
DET and CMD were each present in one of the models. When pre-
dicting the decomposition rate in the Weerribben only 4% of the
variation could be explained (R2

WR_t2 = 0.043 ± 0.011).”

In the Discussion and conclusion section:

1. Third paragraph, second sentence “In the in-situ experiment, water
quality variables became dominant predictors (together with litter
characteristics) in this second phase, explaining 23% of the varia-
tion in decomposition rates.” This should be replaced with “In the
in-situ experiment, water quality variables and to a lesser extent
sediment quality variables became dominant predictors (together
with litter characteristics) in this second phase, explaining 25% of
the variation in decomposition rates.”

2. Fourth paragraph, first sentence “Models based on data from the
constructed wetland Volgermeerpolder could not predict decom-
position rates in the developed wetland Weerribben for both time
periods and experiments.” This should be replaced with “Models
based on data from the constructed wetland Volgermeerpolder
could only to a limited degree predict decomposition rates in the
developed wetland Weerribben for the first six months of decom-
position in the in-situ experiment, but not for the other time periods
and experiments.”

In the Supplementary Material:

1. ESM_A, tab SED: the values in columns Z – AW (K, Na, Ca, total Fe,
total Mn and total P) changed

2. ESM_C, tab PCA: the values columns E and F (Eigenvalue and
loading sediment quality variables) changed

3. ESM_D, tab D.3_Frac_D6_Exp1&2 and D.4_Frac_D12_Exp1&2: values in
columns meanOutput and sdOutput changed, because of not taking 0-
values into account in calculating mean and sd

4. ESM_D, tab D.3_Frac_D6_Exp1&2: the number of models and values
changed

5. ESM_D, tab D.4_Frac_D12_Exp1&2: the number of models and values
changed

The authors would like to apologise for any inconvenience caused.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2019.01.021.
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