Communities in Saltmarshes
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Saltmarsh Food Relay
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Marsh cord grasses and
phytoplankton provide
rich food resources.
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Macroinvertebrates
consume those
resources and detritus as
well as other
invertebrates.
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At high tide juvenile fish
have access more of the
and consume
macroinvertebrates.

At high tide larger fish
species have access to
the marsh and feed.
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Saltmarsh habitats are
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Overall Goal: To resolve the trophic structure and energy sources of

the macroinvertebrate community.
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How and Who to Sample? .
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Aim 1: Determine relative contribution of pelagic vs. benthic carbon
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energy sources and trophic positions of different taxonomic groups
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5 Nitrogen (%o) Mean + SD
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Aim 3: Comparison of Functional Feeding Group Niches

6N(%o)
S NN W
o o o o
| | | |

Standard Ellipse Area (o)
o
|

i
Lt

0 — ~o- -
| | | ] | e ]
-20 -18 -16 -14 -12 -10 .\40@ \g&oﬁ &5@ odo‘ @‘0&
. S Q W\ N
(“\“0 &513C(%o) Q@ C & v
\

v‘e‘



Research Questions ‘ G\'

1.

What are the trophic positions and carbon energy resource contribuarv\ﬁ’%he macroinvertebrate
taxonomic groups?

Secondary Consumers
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Pelagic contributions 27%
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2. How does the macromvertebrate cor%\@étompare to the representative predators in the system?
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3. What a @Qes of the trophic niches of functional groups?

el

&bores have largest niche & span wide trophic ranges diet comprised of diverse carbon sources
Omnivores and detritovores have similar sized niches, but detritovores have wider trophic range

Planktivores and Algivores have the smallest niche & more specialized diet



Next Steps

Lots of Food Web
Interactions

Few Food Web
R&silient Interactions Very Sensitive

Relative Food Web Importance
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