The authors regret an error of characterization of two of the plans which were analyzed as part of this article and wish to make the following changes to the manuscript published:
· p. 188: 
· Original text: “In the case of Buffalo, two sets of plans were analyzed, each comprising a comprehensive and a land-use plan; for Porto…”
· Corrected text: “In the case of Buffalo, four plans were analyzed: two comprehensive plans from the 1970s and a set of plans from the 2000s, comprising a comprehensive and a land-use plan. For Porto…”
· Table 1. (p. 189)
· Original text: “1971 Comprehensive plan; 1977 Land-use plan”
· Corrected text: “1971 Comprehensive plan; 1977 Comprehensive plan”
The authors would like to present the following clarification for any interested reader:
Two of the analyzed plans were from Buffalo (NY, USA) and published in the 1970s. These were characterized as a “set of plans” made up of a comprehensive plan entitled “Buffalo Master Plan” (City Planning Board & Division of Planning, 1971) and a land-use plan entitled “Buffalo City Plan” (Division of Planning, 1977). There are two clarifications that should be made about this characterization.
Firstly, the status of the 1971 Master Plan: Further research on our part suggests that the 1971 plan was likely not adopted by the City Planning Board but represents an intermediate stage of revisions between the 1964 Master Plan and 1977 City Plan, which were both adopted by the City Planning Board (Division of Planning, 1977; Palen, 1983). Albeit an “intermediate” document, a secondary source describes changes in perspective and assumptions around population between the 1964 Master Plan and 1971 Master Plan (Moriarty, 2014, p. 60) which suggests the 1971 Master Plan is of interest for analysis as a document in its own right.
Secondly, the characterization of the 1971 Master Plan and 1977 City Plan: the 1971 plan was characterized as a “comprehensive plan” and the 1977 plan as a “land-use plan”; this implies a different function for each. As they appear to be revisions or evolutions of the 1964 Master Plan, despite their different names and chapter titling (i.e., the 1971 plan “Chapter IV – Residential Plan” and the 1977 plan “Chapter IV – Residential Land Use Plan”), they should not have been given different characterizations. There does not appear to be a strict definition that can be used to classify one as comprehensive and the other as land-use. They appear to essentially be of the same nature and while perhaps either name could be used, the use of two different names implied a distinction that is inaccurate. We have thus settled on “comprehensive” to describe them both.
Given the above information, these plans should not have been characterized as a “set” of documents, analogous to the set of planning documents from Buffalo published in the 2000s that was also analyzed. While the 1971 Master Plan and 1977 City Plan are a “set” in the sense that they were both published in the same decade and reflect attitudes from the same time period, they are not complementary to one another in the same way the twenty-first century plans are. Therefore, the use of “set” in both decades draws a mistaken parallel between the document groups.
Despite this, we would like to note that, in our view, the aim of the article was met and this correction does not change the article’s findings. The authors apologize sincerely for the inconvenience caused.

The above correction is supported by the following references:
City Planning Board, & Division of Planning. (1971). Buffalo master plan.
Division of Planning. (1977). Buffalo City plan.
Moriarty, C. B. (2014). Creating neighborhood in postwar Buffalo, New York: Transformations of the West Side, 1950-1980 [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. https://minds.wisconsin.edu/handle/1793/94020
Palen, F. S. (1983). City planning in Buffalo, New York: A history of institutions. Unpublished manuscript.

