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There has been an error in the calculation of the 6(x) Fig. 10 should be:
statistics for the REML-EBLUP method. The following are the
corrections to the paper, the error does not affect the conclusions
of the paper.
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Table 4, page 333, prediction of clay content in the Edgeroi 0 10000 20000 30000 40000
area on the test set, the correct values are as follows. Separation Distance (m)
Fig. 10.
Table 4
Prediction methods RMSD (kg/kg) Mean 6(x) Median 60(x)
REML-EBLUP 0.120 0.96 0.47 Section 4.3, page 333, second paragraph. The correct
Regression kriging 0.122 1.01 0.45 parameter value for the Matern model is: ¢y=0.0, ¢;=0.024,
Kriging 0.126 1.08 0.58 r=5770 and v=0.17. In the third paragraph, the following

Ordinary LS (trend only)  0.139 sentence no longer applies: According to the 6(x) statistics,

REML-EBLUP performs worst with mean 0.58 and median
0.27 implying overestimation of the variance. The best predictor
DOI of original article: 10.1016/j.geoderma.2007.04.028. according to the 6(x) statistics is regression kriging.
* Corresponding author. Tel.: +61 2 9036 9043; fax: +61 2 9351 3706. Table 5, page 333, prediction of cotton lint yield from N
E-mail address: b.minasny@usyd.edu.au (B. Minasny). fertiliser field experiment, the correct values are as follows.
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Table 5 Fig. 13 is not printed correctly; the correct figure is
Prediction methods RMSD (Mg/ha) Mean 6(x) Median 6(x) follows.

REML-EBLUP 0.126 0.93 0.23

Regression kriging 0.157 1.03 0.32 2.57

Kriging 0.163 1.86 0.54

Ordinary LS (trend only) 0.188
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Section 4.4, the following sentence no longer applies: The =
inadequacy of the 6(x) statistics is demonstrated again, favour- %
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Fig. 13.
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