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The original version of this article unfortunately
contained a mistake. There were transcription errors in
the row for “Soil leachate (2010)”. The range under the
column “Absorption (agss) m )" should read 0.18—
70.8, and the slope under the column “Absorption ver-
sus fluorescence” should read 9.78.

The errors do not change the conclusion of the article.
Below is the corrected table.

The online version of the original article can be found at http://dx.doi.org/
10.1007/s10661-013-3401-2.
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Table 2 Regressions of absorption versus fluorescence and DOC versus fluorescence for each sample site

Absorption  Fluorescence DOC Absorption versus DOC versus

(aass) mfl) (NFIU) (LM C) fluorescence fluorescence

Range (min—max) Intercept Slope 7 Intercept Slope 12
Bach Dang estuary (July 2008) nd 5.1-40.2 91.0-144.2 nd nd nd  —432 0.51  0.75
Bach Dang estuary (April 2009) 0.27-2.24  2.0-332 90.8-158.9 -0.36 1.76 093 -7.6 0.18 0.16
Bach Dang estuary (November 2011) nd 1.7-22.2 86.4-175.5 nd nd nd 207 026 0.74
Freshwater lens, New Caledonia 2.57-60.9  70.7-1308 298-4,277 47.8 222 099 2485 0.15 034

(2007-2008)

Zimbabwe (2010) 428370 43.8-2522  339.2-2,5509 35.9 5.7 0.66 28.6 0.08 0.70
Soil leachate (2010) 0.18-70.8  0.3-620.4 65.22-5,190.6 49.7 9.78 088 125 0.12 098

Values in italics are those not significant at the p=0.05 level

nd not determined
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