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NICHE AND INTERSPECIES ASSOCIATION OF MAJOR EPIFAUNA IN SANMEN BAY
OF ZHEJIANG PROVINCE, CHINA

MENG Zhou', WEI Yong-Jie?, WANG Xiao-Bo®’, HAN Qing-Xi'
(1. School of Marine Sciences, Ningbo University, Ningbo 315832, China; 2. Marine Environmental Monitoring Centre of Ningbo, SOA,
Ningbo 315012, China; 3. Yuzhi Environmental Technology (Zhejiang) Co., Ltd., Ningbo 315199, China)

Abstract In order to explore the resource utilization and ecological relationship of epifauna in Sanmen Bay, the
bottom trawl was carried out to collect the epifauna in this area. According to the investigation results in 2017 and 2018 in
Sanmen Bay, Zhejiang Province, dominance (Y), niche breadth, niche overlap, the variance ratio method (VR), chi-square
test, association coefficient (AC), and percentage of co-occurrence (PC) were adopted to study the role of ecological
position and interpolation. The results showed that a total of 53 epifaunal species were collected in the Sanmen Bay during
2017~2018, and 22 epifauna were determined as major species because they were collected in both sampling years. Among
the major species, 3 dominant species were identified, including Mierspenaeopsis hardwickii, Ctenotrypauchen chinensis
and Turritella terebra, which were moderate niche breadth; all epifaunal species were divided into 3 groups, wide niche
breadth species, moderate niche breadth and narrow niche breadth species. The overall difference between the coupling
pair niche overlap values was significant, closely related to food and habitat; according to the overall coupling analyses,
the major epifauna was generally positively related, and the community structure was relatively stable; chi-square test,
association coefficient (AC) and percentage of co-occurrence (PC) showed there were weak interspecific associations,
independent to each other. The community structure of Sanmen bay was relatively stable, but the association between
coupling pairs showed slow decrease.

Key words epifauna; dominant species; niche width; niche overlap; interspecific association



