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Tab.2 Dominant species and degree of habitat density of the macrobenthos (dominance=0.01)
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Tab.3 Biological indices of the macrobenthos in different seasons
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Abstract: The macrobenthos in a cage fish culture (CF) and in the adjacent (AD) and control (C) sea areas of Ma-
niao Bay, Chengmai were investigated in July (summer) and December (winter) 2019. According to two surveys, 55
species were identified with 30 species in summer, primarily in the AD area, and 33 species in winter, primarily in the
CF and AD areas. The habitat density of the CF, AD, and C sea areas in summer were 30.55, 40.74, and 29.63 ind/m°,
respectively; their biomasses were 14.36, 6.28, and 6.58 g/m?, respectively. In winter, the habitat density of the CF, AD,
and C sea areas were 55.56, 46.67, and 27.78 ind/m’, respectively; their biomasses were 7.29, 6.20, and 0.22 g/mz,
respectively. The dominant species were Raphidopus cilitus and Nemertea sp. in summer and Xenophthalmus pin-
notheroides, Terebellides stroemii, Nemertea sp., and Callianassa harmandi in winter. Moreover, the macrobenthic
biodiversity index (H') of the CF, AD, and C sea areas in summer were 1.40, 2.06, and 1.46, respectively. The indi-
ces were of the CF, AD, and C sea areas in winter were 2.16, 1.59, and 0.94, respectively. In conclusion, the sedi-
ment of bait and fish metabolites produced through the cage fish culture influenced the distribution of the macro-

benthos, and strong correlations were observed between community structure and region and season.
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