
Corrigendum

New Phytologist 206 (2015), 614–636.

Since its publication the authors of Atkin et al. (2015) have
brought to our attention a number of typographical errors in the
PFT-specific equations derived from the linear mixed-effects
models as laid out in Table 6 of the main text and in the continu-
ation to Supporting Information Table S4. These are corrected
below, and in the revised Supporting Information file associated
with the article.

The authors also present revised notation for the continuous
explanatory variables to emphasize that these have been centred
on the dataset mean value (prefix ¢ in the equations below). The
step of centring continuous variables, in order to provide realistic
intercept respiration terms, is explained in the paper’s Materials
and Methods section and also appears in the footnotes to Table 5
of the main text and Supporting Information Table S4.

Some readers – particularly those interested in predicting vari-
ations in leaf respiration in existing modelling frameworks – may
find it useful to consider the PFT-specific predictive equations in
absolute form; here, we provide those absolute form equations
for the first time. To illustrate how centred and absolute equa-
tion forms differ, we can consider the case of leaf nitrogen (N)
where the intercept term for the centred equation represents res-
piration for broadleaved trees, with leaf N being set to the dataset
mean value (in our case 2.13 g m�2); by contrast, for the absolute
form, the intercept represents a notional respiration for
broadleaved trees when leaf N is set to zero. When comparing
equations under the two forms, the only term that differs is the

PFT-specific intercept; coefficients relating to slopes and interac-
tions are unaffected.

We apologize to our readers for these mistakes.
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Table 6 Plant functional type (PFT)-specific equations (formulated from the ‘best’ mixed-effects models shown in Table 5) that can be used to predict
variability in area-based (lmol CO2m

�2 s�1) (a) and mass-based (nmol CO2 g
�1 s�1) (b) leaf respiration at 25°C (Rdark, a

25 and Rdark,m
25, respectively)

(a) PFT-specific equations to predict variability in Rdark,a
25 (‘best’ model)

BlT: Rdark,a
25 = 1.2636 + (0.07289 ¢[N]a) + (0.00159 ¢[P]a) + (0.00959 ¢Vcmax,a

25) – (0.03589 ¢TWQ)
C3H: Rdark,a

25 = 1.7344 + (0.41229 ¢[N]a) + (0.00159 ¢[P]a) + (0.00959 ¢Vcmax,a
25) – (0.03589 ¢TWQ)

NlT: Rdark,a
25 = 0.9041 + (0.14899 ¢[N]a) + (0.00159 ¢[P]a) + (0.00959 ¢Vcmax,a

25) – (0.03589 ¢TWQ)
S: Rdark,a

25 = 1.5926 + (0.14159 ¢[N]a) + (0.00159 ¢[P]a) + (0.00959 ¢Vcmax,a
25) – (0.03589 ¢TWQ)

(b) PFT-specific equations to predict variability in Rdark,m
25 (‘best’ model)

BlT: Rdark,m
25 = 8.5341 – (0.13069 ¢[N]m) – (0.56709 ¢[P]m) – (0.01379 ¢Ma) + (0.01119 ¢Vcmax,m

25) + (0.18769 ¢[N]m9 ¢[P]m)
C3H: Rdark,m

25 = 2.9068 + (0.59469 ¢[N]m) – (4.79789 ¢[P]m) – (0.01379 ¢Ma) + (0.01119 ¢Vcmax,m
25) + (0.18769 ¢[N]m9 ¢[P]m)

NlT: Rdark,m
25 = 15.3427 – (0.85899 ¢[N]m) – (0.15399 ¢[P]m) – (0.01379 ¢Ma) + (0.01119 ¢Vcmax,m

25) + (0.18769 ¢[N]m9 ¢[P]m)
S: Rdark,m

25 = 5.6092 + (0.02999 ¢[N]m) + (1.76639 ¢[P]m) – (0.01379 ¢Ma) + (0.01119 ¢Vcmax,m
25) + (0.18769 ¢[N]m9 ¢[P]m)

Explanatory variables are: PFTs according to the Joint UK Land Environment Simulator (JULES; Clark et al., 2011): BlT (broadleaved trees), C3H (C3

metabolism herbs and grasses), NlT (needle-leaved trees) and S (shrubs); leaf nitrogen ([N]) and phosphorus ([P]) concentrations (g m�2 for area-based
values and mg g�1 for mass-based values); leaf mass per unit area (Ma); Rubisco CO2 fixation capacity at 25°C (Vcmax

25; lmol CO2m
�2 s�1 and

nmol CO2 g
�1 s�1 for area- and mass-based values, respectively); and mean temperature of the warmest quarter (TWQ, °C) (Hijmans et al., 2005).

Note: equations refer to untransformed values of each response and explanatory variable; the continuous explanatory variables have been centred on
their respective mean values (prefix ¢).

See the corrected Supporting Information Table S4: http://
onlinelibrary.wiley.com/wol1/doi/10.1111/nph.13253/suppinfo.
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