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One paragraph of the manuscript of the paper has been inadvertently omitted in the very final stage 

of its compilation due to a technical mistake. Since this paragraph discusses the declustering of the 

used earthquake catalogue and is therefore necessary for the understanding of the seismicity data 

preprocessing, the authors decided to provide this paragraph in form of a correction. The respective 

paragraph belongs to chapter 2 of the paper, where it was placed originally, and should be inserted 

into the published paper before the second to the last paragraph. The omitted text reads as follows: 

“The applied PSHA requires the identification of foreshocks and aftershocks, i.e., the declustering 

of the basic earthquake catalogue. After declustering, the remaining earthquakes for the analyses are 

statistically independent, i.e., they follow a Poisson process. The employed technique is the one after 

Grünthal (1985), which uses three magnitude-dependent window parameters concerning time 

windows for fore and a distance window. In Burkhard and Grünthal (2009), the method was extended 

for Mw > 6.6. Special tests were performed in the frame of the project PEGASOS (Coppersmith et al. 

2009) to select the optimal declustering approach with the outcome that the scheme of Grünthal 

(1985) with its magnitude extension is the most suitable one. It is optimized for Central European 
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conditions. It fits also best with respect to recent sequences, e.g., in Switzerland (Deichmann, pers. 

comm. 2002). Consequently, it was not only applied in PEGASOS and our own analyses but also in, 

e.g., Giardini et al. (2004, p. 39), Hiemer et al. (2014), Woessner et al. (2015) or in Wiemer et al. 

(2016). The identified foreshocks and aftershocks, mostly small magnitude events often within 

earthquake swarms, represent about 48% of the total number of events but only 5% of the total seismic 

energy release.” 
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