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Referee Report for the Paper 

Demersal Assemblages on the Soft Bottoms off 

the Catalan-Levante Coast of the Spanish Mediterranean 

by Paz Sampedro 

Main comments 

In their paper, García and colleagues generate a characterization of the demersal 

assemblages in the Geographical Subarea 6 (as defined by the General Fisheries Commission 

for the Mediterranean) of the Mediterranean Sea. The work presents the main assemblages for 

GSA 6, analysing their composition of species, depth distribution and diversity. The data 

considered in the analysis came from oceanographic surveys carried out in spring in four 

different years, from 2007 to 2010. The survey methodology was well established and was 

standardized through the years. The multivariate techniques employed in the statistical analysis 

are the classic and overall accepted methods in studies of assemblages. The cluster analysis 

identified 5 main groups, that were also identified by the MDS according with their average 

depth. Although most of the conclusions stated by the authors are supported by the data, the 

presence of two different groups in the upper-shelf is still not appropriately explained. Data and 

findings of this paper may be of general interest to the community of fisheries and biodiversity 

researchers, especially for those ones studying the potential effect of trawl fishing in diversity, 

abundance and distribution of species in the area. 

The manuscript is written in a clear and accurate manner, that makes it to be 

comprehensively understood and easy-to-follow. The experiences and the statistical analysis are 

appropriate to characterize the assemblages.  

According to the results, seasonality was not evaluated, as surveys were always carried 

out in spring. In this sense, at the beginning of the discussion the objective of characterization of 

demersal assemblages is changed in the discussion to “the results of this study characterized the 

spring assemblages”. The objective should be modified to be consistent with final results and 

discussion.  

The identification of two different groups in the upper-shelf, with similar average depth, 

is not sufficiently explained by the information provided. In the discussion, an explanation for 

the identification of two groups/subgroups in the upper-shelf was presented. Different type of 

substratum, a sandy-muddy in the Group 1 and terrigenous muddy type in Group 2, are 

indicated as the reason for two assemblages in the upper-shelf. Indirect evidences of the type of 

bottom were used. The higher abundances of Cephola macrophthalma in Group1 and  of 

Liocarcinus depurator in  Group 2 are not unequivocal evidences to make a conclusion. A 

thorough exploration of the influence of abiotic variables, as latitude and oceanographic 

conditions,  can be considered to support the presence of two different assemblages in the 

upper-shelf. Besides, as authors themselves indicate, the number of groups can vary in function 

of the statistical method used (Page 11, paragraph 2.). Other statistical methods could be tested 

to accept or discard the idea of two different groups in the upper-shelf. 

The study of the potential alterations of the assemblages due to trawl fishing is one of 

the objectives of the paper. The effect of fishing pressure on animal assemblages over time is a 

challenging issue and  it must integrate fishing effort information and community ecology.  In 

the paper, Abundance Biomass Curves are used to evaluate the dominance of small individuals 
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of species, as indicative of alteration of a specific assemblage. However, the fishing pressure 

causes different patterns of change in species. A  more robust approach should include the 

analysis of fishing pressure through the years and, in case the time series of data were available, 

the study of the captures assemblages at the early period of fishery development. 

Minor comments 

 Page 3, paragraph 6. “.. using analysis of similarity (ANOSIM) (one-way ANOVA 

test).” ANOSIM and one-way ANOVA are not the same method. They have some 

similarities but they are different methods, they are not synonymous.  

 Page 3, paragraph 7. “.. using similarity percentages (SIMPER)”.  It should be written 

“.. using similarity percentage analysis (SIMPER)” 

 “Data from MEDITS survey series 2007-2010”, is repeated in all legends. There is not 

need to specify, mainly because it is the only one set of data used in the paper. 

 Information from Table 5 is also showed in Figure 6, and it is described in the text. 

Figure 6 can be removed without loss of information. 

 Page 8, legend of Table 4. “ between the six groups resulting from the cluster 

analysis”,  it must say “ between the five groups resulting..”.  

 Page 9, paragraph 4. “..a species considered to be an indicator or terrigenous muds” it 

must say “…………………..of terrigenous muds” 

 Figure 5. Abundance-biomass curves. Plot correspondent to middle slope (Cluster 5) 

is missing.  

 

Recommendation 

This paper is a good characterization of assemblages in the GSA 6 area. The idea and 

the methodology employed are not novel but, it is the first time that this the study is carried in 

the zone. The exposition is clear and the results constitute an important contribution for future 

researches in the field of ecosystem and the fishing effect on ecosystems. My overall evaluation 

of the paper is positive and I recommend the inclusion / publication of this paper in the 

repository.  


