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In the paper “Copepod community growth rates in re-
lation to body size, temperature, and food availability in __ Method 1 artificial cohort method in this study
the East China Sea: a test of metabolic theory of ecol- Method 2 model by Huntley and Lopez (1992)
ogy” by K. Y. Lin et al. (Biogeoscience, 10, 1877-1892, 2t mgtﬂgji mggg} % H::igzg Egga;ftf((ﬂggg
2013), the following error occurred: in Fig. 8, the val- Method 5 model by Hirst and Bunker (2003)
ues of weight-specific growth rates predicted by the Hirst
and Lampitt (1998) model (Calculation Method 4) con-
tained a calculation error when we applied the Hirst
and Lampitt (1998) regression equation for juvenile sac-
spawning copepods to our temperature data. The figure
presents a comparison of our measured weight-specific
growth rates (Calculation Method 1) relative to the predic-
tions of four models. The calculation error yielded an erro-
neously low median, and narrow 95 % confidence interval for
Calculation Method 4. We have corrected this error and now

-

05F

Weight—specific growth rate (day

E o =3
- 4 !
- —_
—r
1

2 3 4 5
present the corrected Fig. 8 and caption. The change does nc Calculation method
influence any of our results, analyses or conclusions of this
study. Fig. 8. Measured weight-specific growth rates compared to model-

derived growth rates. The boxplots for each taxon indicate the val-
ues of medians, 25th and 75th percentiles, 95 % confidence intervals
(whiskers), and outliers (crosses).
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