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Supplementary methods
Method S1:
Why we assume that the amount of litter consumed by soil fauna has to be higher than the net difference between fauna-accessible and fauna-inaccessible litter bags
Net fauna effect on decomposition is usually calculated as the net difference (ND) between the weight of contents of fauna-accessible and fauna-inaccessible enclosures, typically litterbags, at the instant of fauna effect evaluation.  Let us assume we have two litterbags, both filled by the same amount of the same litter, Mi, where one is accessible to soil fauna and the other is not.  Then some part of the litter (between 0 and 100 %) in the fauna-accessible bag is consumed by the fauna and hence affected by it, while the rest of litter in this litterbag is unaffected by the fauna. In the fauna non-accessible litter bag no such fauna-affected part exists. However consumed part of litter do not disappear, part of it is assimilated by soil fauna and part returned in to litterbag in form of feces. 
Then we can write the net difference, ND, between the contents of fauna-accessible and fauna-inaccessible bags as follows
ND = (Mi – DL)-(p*((Mi – DLF)+(1-p)*(Mi-DL))),						(1)
where Mi is the initial mass of litter in each of the litterbags,
DL is decomposed mass of litter at the time of fauna effect evaluation (this includes all mass loss of litter from the bag due to mineralization leaching. etc.) at the fauna-inaccessible bag, calculated for the initial mass, Mi.
DLF is decomposed mass of litter affected by fauna at the time of fauna effect evaluation (this includes all mass loss of fauna-consumed litter which may happed due to  fauna assimilation, mineralization of organic matter in remaining feces, leaching from feces, etc.) , calculated for the initial mass, Mi (in reality, the decomposed mass is therefore p*DLF, and p*Mi is eaten).
p is proportion of original litter eaten by the fauna in the fauna-inaccessible litter bag
Formally, we can write
(Mi – DL) = p*(Mi – DL) + ((1-p)* (Mi – DL))						(2)
and substitution of (2) into (1) gives
ND = p*(Mi – DL)+ ((1-p)* (Mi – DL)) - ((p*(Mi – DLF)+ ((1-p)*(Mi-DL)). 			(3)
Using simple algebra, this can be simplified to 
ND = p*(DLF -DL).									(4)
Thus, for p = 0, it is ND = 0, as expected (no fauna – no difference between the bags). When fauna is present in the first bag, then p > 0 and ND is positive or negative, depending on whether DLF > DL or vice versa. Given DLF and DL, it holds: the larger the p, the larger the absolute value of ND.
If the amount of litter consumed by the soil fauna were equal to the net difference between the contents of fauna-accessible and fauna-inaccessible litter bags at the instant of fauna effect evaluation, then it would have to be 
ND = p*Mi										(5)
(the amount of litter consumed by soil fauna is on the right-hand side, the net difference between the contents of fauna-accessible and fauna non-accessible litter bags is on the left-hand side). Comparing (4) with (5) gives
Mi = DLF-DL.										(6)
Verbally: In order for (6) to hold, the difference between: (i) the amount of mass decomposed in the fauna-accessible bag until the instant of fauna effect evaluation, calculated for the initial mass, Mi (DLF) and (ii) the amount of mass decomposed in the fauna-inaccessible bag until the instant of fauna effect evaluation (DL) must be equal to the litter biomass in each of the bags at the beginning, Mi. As clearly DL > 0 (at least some decomposition occurs in the fauna-inaccessible bag) and DLF < Mi (the fauna is unable to feed and/or cause decomposition of more than the total contents of the fauna-accessible bag, Mi), equality in (6) can only occur when DLF = Mi (fauna eats up the whole amount of the bag, which would be either completely assimilated i.e. no feces are produced or  feces of fauna would completely decompose until the instant of fauna effect evaluation) and simultaneously DL = 0 (there is no decomposition in the fauna non-accessible bag). The situation when both of these conditions are met at the same time  is an extreme, biologically unrealistic case. Therefore, it must hold (except of the just mentioned unrealistic case) in (6):
Mi > DLF-DL										(8)
or else 
p*Mi > p*(DLF-DL)									(9)
And using (4) and the knowledge that p*Mi is the amount of litter eaten by the fauna:
ND < p*Mi,										(10)
i.e., the net difference (ND) between the weight of contents of fauna-accessible and fauna-inaccessible bags (see (4) is smaller than the total amount of litter eaten by fauna until the instant of fauna effect evaluation, p*Mi.
Let us illustrate this on an example (Fig. 1). The example is adjusted to fit the equations above (namely equation 8  and 10)  but based on real world data from Frouz and Simek1 . Fig. 1 shows mass loss of litter in situation, when all litter in fauna-accessible bag was consumed (p=1), converted to feces which stay in the bag (Mi is 100% for both fauna-affected as well as fauna-unaffected litter). Part of the liter eaten by fauna was assimilated by fauna, which is responsible for raid mass loss early after the start of experiment (note that the x axis is logarithmic). However most of the mass of litter eaten by fauna was turned in fauna feces. Then the fauna disappeared from the bag and both intact litter as well as feces of fauna (i.e. leftover of litter processed by fauna) decompose, which is manifested by the decrease of the mass over time in both types of bags. At the beginning, the fauna-unaffected litter had higher remaining mass than the fauna-affected litter (feces), later this difference has disappeared.  This is reflected by the difference between mass of both bags (ND in equations above), which increase early after the start and then gradually decrease.  However, even the maximal value of ND reaches only about 20% of the amount of litter consumed by soil fauna (i.e. ND max reaches 20% of Mi in equations above). This means that when we use the difference in weights of the remaining litter between fauna-affected bag and  fauna-unaffected bags as a proxy for the amount of litter consumed by soil fauna, this would cause at least a 5 fold underestimate. The level of this underestimation will increase substantially with time: in bags older than half a year, ND would be 0 or lower, but the amount of litter consumed by fauna would still be the same (Fig. 1). 
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Fig. 1. Remaining mass of litter in litterbag with no fauna access, (Mi-DL) and remaining mass of fauna consumed litter (Mi-DLF) and difference between those two (ND).
As a matter of fact, in studies that compare difference in mass loss between litter and feces1,2 this difference was rather in percent or tens of percent than order of magnitude so very likely total amount of litter consumed by fauna should be several fold higher than net difference that appear from enclosure studies.
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Supplementary figure 1
[image: ]
Figure S1: Comparison of the workflows for calculating the annual litter fauna consumption based on detailed data1,2 (in green) and based on simplified calculations (in red and blue). All weights are given as dry weights,  denotes multiplication.

Workflow of Frouz et al.1,2 calculation
1) larval density (Fig. S1A) and larval size was measured in individual sampling occasions
2) a subset of larvae were weighed and their individual biomass and size were used to develop
 an allometric equation
3) larval biomass per individual of the remaining larva was estimated from larval size using
the allometric equation and a mean biomass value was calculated for each sampling occasion (Fig. S1B)
3) larval biomass per area (Fig. S1C) was calculated by multiplying larval density and mean biomass for each sampling occasion.
4) consumption rate (Fig. S1D) was measured for full range of biomass values recorded
5) litter consumption rate in each sampling period (Fig. S1E) was calculated using biomass per area
    and biomass specific consumption rate and temperature correction based on Frouz et al.1
6) consumption in individual sampling periods was integrated into an annual value (Fig. S1F)

Simplified calculations
Simplified calculations use no temperature corrections and assume no seasonal changes in biomass.
They are based on multiplication of mean annual biomass and mean consumption rate (Fig. S1 in red; the same approach was used in this quantitative review) or on mean annual biomass and consumption of last larval instar (Fig. S1 in blue) assuming the largest animals are often used in consumption studies.
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Supplementary tables:
Table S1: Mean biomass (±SE) of functional groups of soil fauna across global biomes. n – number of observations.
	Functional groups*
	Biomes
	Biomass (mg m2 dw)
	n
	Reference

	Bacterial feeders
	Tundra and cold steppe
	126.79±114.7
	6
	1–4

	Earthworms
	Tundra and cold steppe
	85.22±81.6
	4
	2–7

	Fungal feeders
	Tundra and cold steppe
	413.37±341.1
	4
	1,2,4,5

	Herbivores
	Tundra and cold steppe
	44
	1
	1

	Litter feeders:macrofauna
	Tundra and cold steppe
	318
	1
	1

	Litter feeders:mesofauna
	Tundra and cold steppe
	10
	1
	2

	Omnivores
	Tundra and cold steppe
	51.95±49.7
	11
	2–5

	Predators
	Tundra and cold steppe
	121.86±77.1
	9
	1,2,4

	Saprotrophs
	Tundra and cold steppe
	695.66±585.8
	4
	1,2

	Bacterial feeders
	Boreal forest
	160.49±159.8
	6
	1,4,8

	Earthworms
	Boreal forest
	147.46±128.3
	5
	1,4–7

	Fungal feeders
	Boreal forest
	976.95±372.2
	17
	1,5,9–11

	Herbivores
	Boreal forest
	194.56±176.8
	10
	8,9,11

	Litter feeders:macrofauna
	Boreal forest
	290.42±130.3
	9
	1,8,11

	Litter feeders:mesofauna
	Boreal forest
	215.20±124.0
	4
	1,10,11

	Omnivores
	Boreal forest
	224.22±100.5
	19
	4,5,8–11

	Predators
	Boreal forest
	1745.06±1609
	26
	1,4,8–11

	Saprotrophs
	Boreal forest
	323.49±158.5
	11
	4,10–13

	Ants
	Temperate forest
	11.75±4.6
	5
	2,7,14,15

	Bacterial feeders
	Temperate forest
	369.75±205.2
	23
	1,2,4,15–19

	Earthworms
	Temperate forest
	1628.03±1514.7
	9
	2,4–6,16,19–21

	Fungal feeders
	Temperate forest
	79.62±34.7
	31
	2,5,14–19,22–27

	Herbivores
	Temperate forest
	190.53±92.2
	11
	4,15–17,19,21,26

	Litter feeders:macrofauna
	Temperate forest
	46.40±26.2
	11
	2,14–19,22,26

	Litter feeders:mesofauna
	Temperate forest
	72.36±61.5
	18
	2,17,18,23,24,27,28

	Omnivores
	Temperate forest
	280.68±148.8
	29
	2,4,17,18,22–27,29

	Predators
	Temperate forest
	151.93±83.0
	39
	2,4,15,16,18,19,23,24,26,27

	Saprotrophs
	Temperate forest
	362.54±191
	23
	2,4,13–16,19,22,26

	Termites
	Temperate forest
	5±2.5
	2
	30,31

	Ants
	Temperate grassland
	33.48±33.3
	3
	2,7,14,32

	Bacterial feeders
	Temperate grassland
	60.08±40.5
	12
	2,4,33–36

	Earthworms
	Temperate grassland
	1821.56±1557.9
	16
	2,4–7,20,32,34,35,37–42

	Fungal feeders
	Temperate grassland
	62.23±32.9
	25
	2,5,14,27,33–36,41–45

	Herbivores
	Temperate grassland
	41.67±24.6
	6
	4,33,35,42

	Litter feeders:macrofauna
	Temperate grassland
	201.25±199.7
	7
	2,14,27,39,42

	Litter feeders:mesofauna
	Temperate grassland
	35.74±17.2
	10
	2,27,39,43–45

	Omnivores
	Temperate grassland
	4930.65±4804
	27
	2,4,14,20,34–36,39,41–48

	Predators
	Temperate grassland
	56.73±33.7
	28
	2,4,33,35,36,39,41,42,44

	Saprotrophs
	Temperate grassland
	51.75±38.5
	15
	2,4,27,32,33,35,39,41,42

	Termites
	Temperate grassland
	200±98.9
	4
	7,30–32

	Ants
	Mediterranean vegetation
	1.26±1.2
	19
	49,50

	Earthworms
	Mediterranean vegetation
	157.50±157.5
	3
	6,7,50,51

	Fungal feeders
	Mediterranean vegetation
	15.02±15.0
	6
	35,50,52

	Herbivores
	Mediterranean vegetation
	0.37±0.36
	47
	49,50

	Litter feeders:macrofauna
	Mediterranean vegetation
	0.09±0.09
	27
	49,50

	Litter feeders:mesofauna
	Mediterranean vegetation
	30.62±30.6
	4
	50,52

	Omnivores
	Mediterranean vegetation
	36.05±36.0
	9
	50,52

	Predators
	Mediterranean vegetation
	6.82±6.7
	63
	49,50,52

	Saprotrophs
	Mediterranean vegetation
	0.45±0.1
	14
	49,50

	Termites
	Mediterranean vegetation
	323.33±323.3
	6
	7,30,31,49,53

	Ants
	Desert and semideserts
	3.03±1.5
	4
	7,54

	Bacterial feeders
	Desert and semideserts
	0.39
	1
	54

	Fungal feeders
	Desert and semideserts
	0.14±0.1
	2
	5,54

	Herbivores
	Desert and semideserts
	4.63±2.4
	7
	54

	Omnivores
	Desert and semideserts
	10.15±7.9
	23
	5,54

	Predators
	Desert and semideserts
	15.72±15.2
	18
	4,54

	Saprotrophs
	Desert and semideserts
	2.66±1.8
	2
	51,54

	Termites
	Desert and semideserts
	300±289
	4
	30,31,53,55

	Ants
	Tropical grassland
	150.18±149.8
	3
	2,7,56

	Bacterial feeders
	Tropical grassland
	105.16±104.8
	21
	2,57

	Earthworms
	Tropical grassland
	28.37±28.3
	20
	2,6,7,56–60

	Fungal feeders
	Tropical grassland
	5.07±4.9
	9
	2,57

	Herbivores
	Tropical grassland
	5.23±4.8
	11
	2,57

	Litter feeders:macrofauna
	Tropical grassland
	10.00
	1
	2

	Litter feeders:mesofauna
	Tropical grassland
	50.00
	1
	2

	Omnivores
	Tropical grassland
	65.05±64.9
	11
	2,57

	Predators
	Tropical grassland
	18.42±18.3
	8
	2,56,57

	Saprotrophs
	Tropical grassland
	40.00±36.0
	2
	2,61

	Termites
	Tropical grassland
	2247.10±1927.4
	6
	2,7,30,56,58

	Ants
	Tropical forest
	4.52±3.7
	9
	2,7,62–67

	Bacterial feeders
	Tropical forest
	0.92±0.9
	6
	4,64,66

	Earthworms
	Tropical forest
	39.84±37.5
	10
	2,4–6,62–64,66

	Fungal feeders
	Tropical forest
	5.63±4.8
	14
	2,5,67,68

	Herbivores
	Tropical forest
	14.24±12.9
	38
	2,4,61–69

	Litter feeders:macrofauna
	Tropical forest
	162±5
	22
	2,62–70

	Litter feeders:mesofauna
	Tropical forest
	16
	1
	70

	Omnivores
	Tropical forest
	212.60±194.5
	46
	2,4,61–69

	Predators
	Tropical forest
	352.06±348.4
	47
	2,4,61–69

	Saprotrophs
	Tropical forest
	38.46±34.2
	23
	2,4,61–65,67–69

	Termites
	Tropical forest
	809.25±523.0
	14
	2,7,30,61–66,68,69


*Examples of functional groups of soil fauna: 
Bacterial feeders: Protists, bacterivorous nematodes, dipteran larvae, rotifers, tardigrades.
Fungal feeders: Oribatid mites, collembolans, pauropods, proturans, fungivorous nematodes.
Herbivores: Gastropods, hemipterans, homopterans, herbivorous nematodes.
Litter feeding macrofauna: Unidentified soil fauna larger than 2 mm.
Litter feeding macrofauna: Unidentified soil fauna smaller than 2 mm.
Omnivores: Blattodea, Dermaptera, myriapods sensu lato, omnivorous nematodes, insects sensu lat.
Predators: Spiders, centipedes, Mesostigmats, Diplura. 
Saprotrophs: Saprotrophic nematodes, isopods, milipedes, enchytreids. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk86006508]Table S2: Annual litterfall (kg ha-1 yr-1), total litterstock (kg ha-1), turnover ratio and turnover time across global biomes
	[bookmark: _Hlk59466080]Biom
	Annual litterfall (Mean ± SE)
	n
	Reference

	Tundra and cold steppe
	1,702±706
	9
	1–4

	Boreal forest
	2,032±1,094
	118
	2,5–7

	Temperate forest
	3,221±1,394
	283
	1,2,8–10

	Temperate grassland
	2,997±1,053
	19
	1–3,10,11

	Mediterranean vegetation
	2,974±1,480
	38
	1,2,12–17

	Desert and semidesert
	638±448
	12
	1,2,12,13,16,18,19

	Tropical grassland
	3,893±1,894
	36
	1,2,16,20–22

	Tropical forest
	5,413±1,394
	182
	1,2,9,16,23,24

	
	 
	
	

	Biom
	Annual litter stock (Mean ± SE)
	n
	Reference

	Tundra and cold steppe
	5,210±2,946
	7
	1–4

	Boreal forest
	8,925±4,758
	10
	2,5–7

	Temperate forest
	11,112±6,345
	88
	1,2,8–10

	Temperate grassland
	2,500±707
	6
	1–3,10,11

	Mediterranean vegetation
	5,318±3090
	14
	1,2,12–17

	Desert and semidesert
	918±698
	5
	1,2,12,13,16,18,19

	Tropical grassland
	3,378±1990
	17
	1,2,16,20–22

	Tropical forest
	6,300±3366
	46
	1,2,9,16,23,24

	
	 
	
	

	Biom
	Fine root biomass (Mean ± SE)
	n
	Reference

	Tundra and cold steppe
	9,600±2,200
	5
	25,26

	Boreal forest
	6,000±1,300
	5
	25,26

	Temperate forest
	8,000±1,500
	24
	25,26

	Temperate grassland
	15,700±1,400
	21
	25,26

	Mediterranean vegetation
	5,200±1,300
	6
	25,26

	Desert and semidesert
	2,700±1,000
	5
	25,26

	Tropical grassland
	9,900±2,400
	5
	25,26

	Tropical forest
	5,700±1,500
	18
	25,26

	
	 
	
	

	Biom
	Turnover rate±SE (litterfall/litterstock)
	Turnover time±SE(litterstock/litterfall)

	Tundra and cold steppe
	0.327±0.24
	3.061±4.175
	 

	Boreal forest
	0.228±0.23
	4.393±4.349
	 

	Temperate forest
	0.29±0.22
	3.45±4.550
	 

	Temperate grassland
	1.199±1.489
	0.834±0.671
	 

	Mediterranean vegetation
	0.559±0.479
	1.788±2.088
	 

	Desert and semidesert
	0.695±0.642
	1.438±1.55
	 

	Tropical grassland
	1.152±0.952
	0.868±1.051

	Tropical forest
	0.859±0.414
	1.164±2.414


The n reffers number of observations
Database Holland et al.2 includes data from 685 original literature sources dating from 1827 to 1997.
Database Jackson et al.25,26  includes data from 250 original literature sources dating from 1950 to 1995.
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Table S3: Average litter consumption by soil fauna expressed as consumed dry weight of litter per dry biomass of animal per day
	Species
	Taxonomic groups
	Guild
	Assumption
	Mean consumption (mg dw. mg d bodymass-1.d-1)±SD
	Reference

	Aamara aenea
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna1
	2.115
	1

	Amara aenea
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	3.310
	1

	Amara aulica
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.575
	1

	Amara aulica
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.035
	1

	Amara consulatis
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.335
	1

	Amara consulatis
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.015
	1

	Amara familiaris
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.275
	1

	Amara familiaris
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	2.300
	1

	Amara littoreta
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	2.245
	1

	Amara littoreta
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	4.045
	1

	Amara ovata
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.495
	1

	Amara ovata
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.440
	1

	Amara similata
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.850
	1

	Amara similata
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	3.625
	1

	Anchomenus dorsalis
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.470
	1

	Anisodactylus signatus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	2.295
	1

	Calathus ambiguus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.500
	1

	Calathus ambiguus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.035
	1

	Calathus fucipes
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.025
	1

	Dolichus halensis
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.030
	1

	Dolichus halensis
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.020
	1

	Harpalus affinis
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	2.640
	1

	Harpalus affinis
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.135
	1

	Harpalus atratus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.690
	1

	Harpalus signaticornis
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	2.225
	1

	Harpalus signaticornis
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	2.135
	1

	Harpalus tardus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.940
	1

	Harpalus tardus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.350
	1

	Harpalys distinguendus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.610
	1

	Harpalys distinguendus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.350
	1

	Heteronychus arator
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	NA
	0.093
	2

	Heteronychus arator
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	NA
	0.026
	2
	Ophonus azureus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.640
	1

	Ophonus azureus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.540
	1

	Poecilus cuperus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.425
	1

	Poecilus cuperus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.025
	1

	Pseudoophonus rufipes
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	2.095
	1

	Pseudoophonus rufipes
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.065
	1

	Pterostichus melanarius
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.155
	1

	Trechus quadristiatus
	Carabidae
	Herbivores
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.505
	1

	Mean Herbivores
	 
	 
	1.217±1.1
	 

	Cylindroiulus caeruleocinctus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.037
	3

	Allaiulus fuhiceps
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna + 25% dry matter content for litter
	0.363
	4

	Allaiulus fulviceps
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.363
	4

	Allajulus latestriatus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.025
	5

	Allajulus latestriatus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.020
	5

	Allajulus latestriatus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.017
	5

	Anadenus altivagus
	Mollusca
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.011
	6

	Arianta arbustorum
	Mollusca
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.018
	7

	Armadillidium vulgare
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.175
	8

	Balloniscus sellowii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.265
	9

	Balloniscus sellowii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.075
	9

	Balloniscus sellowii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.155
	9

	Balloniscus sellowii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.205
	9

	Balloniscus sellowii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.260
	9

	Balloniscus sellowii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.400
	9

	Balloniscus sellowii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.267
	9

	Balloniscus sellowii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.167
	9

	Bibio marci
	Diptera
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.150
	10

	Bibio pomonae
	Diptera
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.205
	11

	Binio pomonae
	Diptera
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.320
	11

	Cylindroiulus bursenlandicus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.407
	12

	Cylindrojulus boleti
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.035
	13

	Cylindrojulus luridus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.035
	13

	Discus  rotundatus
	Molluscsa
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.007
	7

	Eudrious pulchripes,
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.012
	14

	Eudrilus eugeniae
	Earthworm
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.064
	15

	Glomeris hexastica
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.037
	3

	Glomeris hexasticha
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.982
	16

	Glomeris hexasticha
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.901
	16

	Glomeris hexasticha
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.545
	16

	Glomeris hexasticha
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.076
	13

	Glomeris marginata
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.192
	17

	Glomeris marginata
	Diplopoda e
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.142
	17

	Glomeris marginata
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.423
	18

	Glomeris marginata
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.384
	18

	Glomeris marginata
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.172
	18

	Glomeris marginata
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.119
	18

	Glomeris marginata
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.111
	19

	Harpaphe haydeniana
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna + 25% dry matter content for litter
	0.388
	20

	Harpaphe haydeniana
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna + 25% dry matter content for litter
	0.325
	20

	Harpaphe haydeniana
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna + 25% dry matter content for litter
	0.213
	20

	Harpaphe haydeniana
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna + 25% dry matter content for litter
	0.263
	20

	Harpaphe haydeniana Juvenile
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna + 25% dry matter content for litter
	0.338
	20

	Harpaphe haydeniana Juvenile
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna + 25% dry matter content for litter
	0.338
	20

	Harpaphe haydeniana Juvenile
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna + 25% dry matter content for litter
	0.363
	20

	Harpaphe haydeniana Juvenile
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna + 25% dry matter content for litter
	0.350
	20

	Chromatoiulus projectus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.320
	20

	Chromatojulus projectus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.056
	13

	Chromatojulus unilineatus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.024
	13

	Leptoiulus proximus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.020
	13

	Leptoiulus trilobatus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.752
	12

	Narceus annularis
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.362
	21

	Ommatoiulus sabulosus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.529
	4

	Ommatoiulus sabulosus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.529
	4

	Oniscus asellus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.160
	22

	Oniscus asellus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.015
	22

	Oniscus asellus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.070
	22

	Oniscus asellus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.030
	22

	Oniscus asellus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.030
	22

	Oniscus asellus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.020
	22

	Oniscus asellus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.040
	23

	Oniscus asellus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.060
	23

	Oniscus asellus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.045
	23

	Oniscus asellus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.055
	23

	Ophiiulus pilosus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.516
	4

	Ophyiulus pilosus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.516
	4

	Orthomorpha gracilis
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	6.040
	24

	Oxychilus cellarius
	Molluscsa
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.008
	7

	Parafontaria pruinosus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.027
	25

	Parafontaria pruinosus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.063
	25

	Parafontaria laminata
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.625
	26

	Penthetria holosericea
	Diptera
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.650
	10

	Penthetria holosericea
	Diptera
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.070
	10

	Porcelio dilatatus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.185
	27

	Porcelio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.134
	3

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.009
	28 

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.024
	25

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.038
	25

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.370
	22

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda 
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.045
	22

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.105
	22

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.035
	22

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.040
	22

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.145
	22

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.029
	29

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.210
	30

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.600
	30

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.357
	30

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.211
	30

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.052
	31.

	Porcellio scaber
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.015
	31.

	Porcellionides pruinosus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.377
	32

	Porcellionides pruinosus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.348
	32

	Porcellionides pruinosus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.198
	32

	Porcellionides pruinosus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.200
	32

	Porcellionides pruinosus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.600
	30

	Porcellionides pruinosus
	Isopoda 
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.357
	30

	Porcellionides pruinosus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.357
	30

	Porcellionides pruinosus
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.357
	30

	Rossiulus kessleri
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	3.750
	33

	Rossiulus kessleri
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	2.500
	33

	Rossiulus kessleri
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.800
	33

	Rossiulus kessleri
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.750
	33

	Strongilosoma pallipes
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.035
	13

	Traceolipus aoutii
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.080
	14

	Traceolipus radkei
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.550
	34

	Traceolipus radkei
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.689
	34

	Traceolipus radkei
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.517
	34

	Traceolipus radkei
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.454
	34

	Traceolipus radkei
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.407
	34

	Trachelipus rathkii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.160
	22

	Trachelipus rathkii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.030
	22

	Trachelipus rathkii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.050
	22

	Trachelipus rathkii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.050
	22

	Trachelipus rathkii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.020
	22

	Trachelipus rathkii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.025
	22

	Trachelipus ratzeburgii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.405
	22

	Trachelipus ratzeburgii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.055
	22

	Trachelipus ratzeburgii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.030
	22

	Trachelipus ratzeburgii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.050
	22

	Trachelipus ratzeburgii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.070
	22

	Trachelipus ratzeburgii
	Isopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.205
	22

	Trochulus hispidus 
	Mollusca
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.016
	7

	Unciger foetidus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.014
	12

	Unciger foetidus
	Diplopoda
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.013
	13

	Xyloryctes lobicollis
	Colleoptaera
	Litter feeders
	NA
	0.026
	35

	Litter feeders mean
	 
	 
	0.337±0.69
	 

	Allolobophora caliginosa
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.770
	36 

	Allolobophora caliginosa
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.060
	36

	Allolobophora caliginosa
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.010
	36

	Allolobophora caliginosa
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.877
	36

	Allolobophora caliginosa
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.130
	36

	Allolobophora caliginosa
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.110
	36

	Allolobophora caliginosa
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.799
	36

	Allolobophora caliginosa
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.180
	36

	Allolobophora caliginosa
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	1.140
	36

	combined both 
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.105
	37

	combined both 
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.080
	37

	combined both 
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.050
	37

	Dendrobaena platyura
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	NA
	0.073
	38

	Lumbricus rubellus
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	NA
	0.940
	38

	Lumbricus terrestris
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	NA
	0.163
	38

	Lumbricus. rubellus 
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.065
	37

	Lumbricus rubellus 
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.030
	37

	Lumbricus polyphemus
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	NA
	0.068
	38

	Lumbricus rubellus 
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.115
	37

	Lumbricus terrestris
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	NA
	0.085
	39

	Lumbricus terrestris
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	NA
	0.083
	39

	Lumbricus terrestris
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	NA
	0.079
	39

	Lumbricus terrestris
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	NA
	0.065
	39

	Lumbricus terrestris
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	NA
	0.072
	38

	Octolasion lacteum
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.010
	37

	Octolasion lacteum
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.010
	37

	Octolasion lacteum 
	Earthworm
	Earthworm
	20%  dry matter content for fauna
	0.020
	37

	Earthworms mean
	 
	 
	0.414±0.46
	 

	Coptotermes sormosanus
	Termite
	Termites
	termite weight Morales ramos pers com
	0.174
	40

	Coptotermes sormosanus
	Termite
	Termites
	termite weight Morales ramos pers com
	0.217
	40

	Reticulitermes flavipes
	Termite
	Termites
	termite weight
	0.094
	 41

	Termites community
	Termite
	Termites
	termite weight
	0.046
	
42 

	Termites community
	Termite
	Termites
	termite weight
	0.053
	43

	Trinervitermes trinervoides
	Termite
	Termites
	termite weight
	0.017
	44

	Trinervitermes trinervoides
	Termite
	Termites
	termite weight
	0.004
	44

	Termites mean
	 
	 
	0.086±0.08
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