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Main text

The authors regret that some references were incorrect in the original article’s Table 2. Below

is Table 2 with corrected references.

The authors would like to apologise for any inconvenience caused.

Table 2 | Trait values for the nine zooplankton and three fish groups.

Group Minimum Size Maximum Size logi1o0PPMR Carbon- (% of
ESD logo(g)* | ESD logio(g)* | range wet weight)

Heterotrophic 3.3um* -10.7° 70um® —6.8° 0.2-0.72 145

flagellates

Heterotrophic ciliates 10pum° -9.3¢ 100um° —6.3¢ 2.5-2.9? 15¢

Larvaceans 90pum¢® —6.4¢ lmm® -3.2¢ 6.8-10.0 28

Omnivorous copepods | 40umé -7.59 0.8mm” -3.5" 3.6-4.62 12810

Carnivorous copepods | 40um® -7.59 1.8mm” -2.5" 0.8-1.9? 12810

Euphausiids 0.6mm’ -4.2! 1.5 cn/ 0.2 6.6-7.8¢ 12810

Chaetognaths 0.15mm’ | -5.9/ 6mm’ -0.9/ 1.7-3.1m 4810

Salps 0.5mm” -4.7" 3.6cm” 1.4" 6.8-12.9° 28

Jellyfish 1.2mm? -3 6cm?” 2° 2.7-4.77 0.5%10

Small pelagic fish 1.2mm¢ -39 6¢cm 2 22 10%

Medium pelagic fish 1.2mm¢? -3¢ 27cm 4 2% 10%

Large pelagic fish 1.2mm¢? -39 124cm 7 22 10%

*g wet weight calculated from ESD, assuming 1 gram = 1 cm?.

@ Volume from Table 3 in (1), converted to g wet weight and ESD, assuming 1 gram = 1 ¢cm?® ? Calculated using geometric
mean size of heterotrophic flagellates, with equation for heterotrophic flagellates carbon content in Table 3 of (3), ¢ From
Figure 1 in (4), ¢ Calculated using geometric mean size of heterotrophic ciliates, with equation for carbon content of loricate
ciliates in Table 4 of (3), ¢ Minimum and maximum larvacean trunk lengths taken from (5) and (6) respectively, and converted
to ESD and wet weight using equation derived in (6),” Larvacean PPMR range calculated using linear regression fit to predator-
prey size data from (6) and (7). € Minimum copepod carbon mass obtained from supplementary material in (9), converted to
wet weight and ESD using copepod carbon:wet weight ratio, ” Maximum omnivorous and carnivorous copepod lengths taken
from Table 2 in (11) and converted to ESD and then wet weight using equation derived in (12),  Euphausiid embryo ESD
from Figure 2 in (13),/ Maximum euphausiid length taken from supplementary material in (14) and converted to ESD and wet
weight using equation in Table 2 from (15), ¥ PPMR range for euphausiids centred on prey between 5um-20um ESD, as shown
in Figure 5.4 of (16). / Minimum and maximum chaetognath ESD from supplementary material in (14) ” PPMR range for
chaetognaths calculated using linear regression fit to predator-prey size data in (14), and the non-isometric scaling relationship
in (2). " Minimum salp length taken from Box 1, Table I in (17), maximum salp length taken as geometric mean of Thalia
democratica and Thetys vagina maximum length from Table 1 in (17), then converted to ESD and wet weight using equation
derived in (18), using a carbon content of 1% from (8), ® Salp PPMR range fixed so that feeding for all salps is centred on
picoeukaryotes ~1-3pum ESD, based on (19). ” From supplementary material in (20), ¢ From (21).
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