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Fig.1 Sampling stations of macrobenthos
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11.6 %05 HI7E2 35 Fi, 4 SURPECH) 27,100 s BB sh ¥ 3 B, o R ECHY 2.3 00 s HUE J6ME 7 Bl ORI 3 W) 2 Fi,
A T W) R RS RS RIS 1M L SRR 5.500 0 2 BISMH ST Rl L
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Table 1 The top 10 IRI species

fii W 7/ IRI fi & L/ IRI
1 FEEEWIVD & Nephthys oligobranchia 1207 6 ZH R Lumbrinereis debilis 391
2 s AL Aricidea sp. 1097 7 2l it Nemertineay 211
3 Bl B Notomastus latericeus 1073 8 AAEVF5 B Sternaspis scutata 158
4 M K4 E R Sigambra bassi 708 9 H A K E Paranthuria japonica 158
5 WA Paralacydonia paradoza 541 10 KWvb % Glycerra chirori 149

23 REREDIVHFEE

RIS B R 932.5 A/m* Hh Z B F K S, H 770.8 /m’, § ECFHF W
82.7%0 s HW & W 5e2k , M 103.6 A/m” 5 B EEERY 11100 ARSI B 52 0 16.7 4> /m*, 5 E-F
BIFEREM 180 s A S BN 6.94 A /m”, T SCF B F R 0.7%0; HERBMFEE R 34.4 4A~/m”,
SOFE RN 3.7 (R 2,

RAJEAT Bl ) = B 9 A e {8t PR AE AL T 88 05 3 /2 Vg B A 246 3, 2 3 400 AS/m” , 1% 2k 3 5] B (Noto-
mastus latericeus) B FFEFIR 1 110 A~/m® o %0l S 3 FE WY 32.6 205 YR B H BUAE S R A1 Bl 3k i 249
2 060 A/m’ il Aldg B (Aricidea sp) W F B RE 790 AS/m®, izl BE R 38.3% . F MR ANE
IR T FL 0T R A A 99 L AL 130 AS/m” AR B0 AE A7 T IV T 17 3L AUk 160
A/m’,

F B X A3 A0 T -2 B Tl AR X 0 A T H OB S FL LS e A . R 2 R e BT
B (E 2a) .,
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Table 2 The macrobenthic abundance, biomass and the value at diversity every station
) . FRE/ Y/ , , ) . FEE/ 7N , ,
B/ A ‘ ‘ d J B/ DA ‘ d J
e m? g+m? ~em™? g m*
14 190 0.79 2.76 1.33 0.92 228 1310 3.08 3.38 3.48 0.72
17 160 0.20 2.35 1.18 0.84 229 950 3.27 4.11 3.65 0.87
35 620 43.28 2.34 2.33 0.58 233 650 3.10 3.99 3.53 0.87
36 360 20.75 3.08 2.38 0.79 234 1 580 4.34 3.53 3.53 0.74
97 660 17.81 3.08 2.16 0.79 235 1140 1.41 3.88 3.55 0.83
98 670 42.17 3.46 2.92 0.80 236 1 060 1.73 3.96 3.44 0.85
99 130 39.15 2.50 1.23 0.89 237 1120 4.35 3.80 3.27 0.83
147 600 1.19 3.52 2.66 0.85 238 1530 3.47 3.45 3.00 0.76
148 660 1.33 2.78 2.62 0.67 239 1570 3.20 3.69 3.53 0.78
213 840 4.46 3.85 2.82 0.89 240 850 1.79 3.81 3.71 0.81
214 280 3.73 3.75 2.48 0.96 244 900 1.61 3.38 2.79 0.78
215 1690 31.53 2.89 2.96 0.64 245 1030 6.17 4.32 4.32 0.87
218 690 5.00 3.55 2.75 0.84 246 3 400 10.09 3.65 4.55 0.70
219 1570 4.07 3.86 4.08 0.78 248 970 0.91 3.56 2.76 0.82
223 280 0.69 3.21 1.95 0.90 249 2 060 3.28 3.58 4.59 0.69
224 1 260 18.04 3.63 3.78 0.76 252 260 0.50 3.75 2.70 0.94
226 330 1.63 3.20 1.90 0.89 254 320 0.57 3.57 2.43 0.91
227 1 540 4.72 3.80 4.09 0.77 255 300 0.40 3.19 2.28 0.84
-5 932.50 8.20 3.45 2.96 0.81
37°00" 37°00
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Fig.2 Spatial distributions of the abundance and biomass of macrobenthos
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Shannon-Wiener Z £ P48 50 CH ") 7R L5 6 25 8RR EI0CRN 25 Fi 5] A 42 43 TE 19 35 5 1 1 6 b 1, i ot 2 9 1)
LRI B AR LT L 2.34~4.32 , SF 3948 R 3,45 e A6 T #5 5 M Y 245 3, IS 4D T
T 5 ARG 229 U B ARMEA T 28 0 19 35 3 IRARAE (2.35) 7 TR M IS T8 1T EY 17 3,

Margalef & JEHRE () FmBEE DR 8 M B2 R 1.18~4.59, P ME N 2,97, i & i
FNR A (4.55) 20 B2 T30 107 B SR T Sk 0 98 3l A1 99 3l 5 /IR AR AN R AR AEL (1.23) 43 B 57 T B 8% g 4k 11y 246
VAL 240 ¥k,

Pielou ¥ 5] BEHRE0 (T 1) e W AE W 45 Fh 28 40 A 09 B S B B, B 9 8 fR Y L2 0.58~0.96, “F-3{E
0.82, I i {ELAV. T 3% 5 W 350119 238 3t o YK 1 1B €0 94) A8 F 2L 1Ly 5 g A 1A 380119 97 3l o S5 AR AEL AR AR A (0.64) 43
SIAL T T v B 254 3k 1 248 B,

2.6 KERWBHYHEERLEN

Xof R T J G 3 0 8 R K b B0 TR R D BEAT g (e 1) 28 e, 3158 35 7 6] 9 Bary-Curtis A BLTE 2R 5k,
Xof IR A 1 B 1) T AT 3 67 R AT B AT (BT 3) A 22 4k RUEE 73 Bt (&L 4, I 2 R v - B) 43 A 161 (JB1 5) . 7 38 %6
AEARLE 7K SF- b ml g o] A T 3k PN 19 36 ANl 4 43 5 AN BEVE . ANOSIM K 50 5, 5 /> B 9% (8] £7 76 i 3
25 (R=0.823,P<C0.01), AR AMHRREH 0.18, W5 —M.
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Fig.3 Cluster analysis of macrobenthic conmanitier at all stations

REVE 1AL T NS A8 10 AL 46 14 351 17 3 P 37K IR R 40.5 m, DU LR R b, SF- 35 HLAR o & 3
M 0.11% ; SIMPER 43 M 45 5 R . 2 4>l o7 (8] P ¥ AHBLEE y 18.75 %, DL 55 & U B} (Paraonidae) Fl 1 & 1
B (Pilargiidae) AFAER B P FEE R 175 A~/m” S FHAEY RN 0.50 g/m’,

REVE 1A T e v A0 B 35 AL 4% 252 3 KN 29 m, LA 28 B b A HLBR B B0 B0l 0.11 % 5 1%
TR BIE X EE R 260 A /m? F¥ AR KR 0.5 g/m?,

BEVE AL T H BB R 50, 045 4 Ak, 40590k 148 3,147 3 254 35 A1 255 3, XK R K 24.3 m. T
FRY 2T J b, S S4545 HLBR 5t 43 50°h 0.16 % 5 SIMPER 43 7 4% 5 5871 , 4% 3 057 1) 1 - 249 A0 AL 8 4 23.68 %%
A8 3 58 = OB R 20 LB (Lacydoniidae) #15F B BBk (Paraonidae) s IZBEEF I FE N 470 A~/ m? , 344
Y& h0.87 g/m’,
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communities in the study area

REIE AL T8 5 -0 8- ma T B A 46 22 D07, 7K R 27.6 m, DU AL 22 S b R ok b, o734
A AL BT I 7350 0.39 %6 3 SIMPER 43 BT 25 3 7, 45 3l 067 (1] - B0 A U 36.18 %6 , AR A 3 S i B i 57 B
H B} (Paraonidae) | [1E B B (Pilargiidae) Fl14 ¥ V> % B} (Nephtyidae) s B &P FE B A1 191.82 4~/ m* , F3 4
YrEN 4.05 g/m?,

FEVE VAT 201075 R -2 LV L AR 7 AN KR R 15 m, TR 2B R Ry D , S 35 HILA
JoT 53 R 0.36 26 s SIMPER 43 M 45 5 W 75 o 4% 3l 67 18] 7 B AR BLBE 2 40.46 06 o P 3 B8 3¢ e B B Ay 1 W) 0 e B
(Nephtyidae) ; iZBEE - EFEH 694.29 4~/m?*, FHE Y i 28.53 g/m?,

27 KBERWEHMFEMENESHERFRIMESNT

Pearson #5& 5081 2 W1, BF 53 K B AT 21 40 1) A8 90 4 5 7K R R A LA IR o 43 5 0 i) A A d 3 F M %
KFR(P<<0.01) A 3 IEAJEOC R (P<C0.05) . Az ¥y ik B A K VR 9 384 i im g /N0 o] g2 506 I W ok
T LA K RAT 3h 0 0 A 38 ST M O . R RIS G 2 ) 1) 2 B 38 R 5 DR A K R AR IR IR Tl R G G
R (B AEAHEIE R, RS AT IR R 0 R 56 6 AR 8 R A B 3 KT (P >>0.05)  HAR R R A Ry ik —
HWEIE (K 3.

®3 XBERBFEEMEVESHEREFHEXE

Table 3 Correlations analysis between abundance and biomass of macrobenthos with environment factors

WA rpE R AR TRA TR EC WIRESE MR R R KR EERIR 3B
F B 0.014 0.008 0.045 0.01 —0.009 0.012 0.289
Y 0.330 —0.328 —0.284 0.324 0.271 —0.571"* 0.416*

.o FR P<0.05; »x P FR<C0.01
3 W o’

3.1 KERWEHWSEEST

AWFIE H' >3 e A 30 D, 2<<H'<<3 Wi 7 (R 2), 402 215,148,14,99,97,17 Fl 35 ¥,
2 MR ZE ST YT IR s ) 22 FEE 38 B0T5 YL 2 FE A0 B =21, A VR 9] 285 0 3 5k A 01 3l 152 41 JEG G A 25 34 358 3% A3
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e B L BF 00 A 3 ) 22 A 4 12 BT 52 10 A L A/ L 96 Sl g ) B8 % . Pearson AH 5GP 70 M 36
B, 22 B PR 45 105 BT I R B TR 24 2Rk 31 e 25 A S SC &R (P >>0.05)

FERS T A AR ZR S N R T Bl PR 3R 252 W 30 2 T Bl A S PR B 8 A Y 2 B 3R, A Bl R HE 75 T K 3R B L i
JEA 7 RO R EE TR AT L 148 B T H R R L H ORI Y SR R AT RE R BT A 20 HE4S 90
SEAR A BB X 1 DCIRE AT T KIF & B b, R T i 8 DR S Ry S 3 b, O 7 22 Ak 2 ST X R R
BETU L 14 LT uh HBUIROR B TR IR Y B PR R AR S Y 3K 2 Al 5L TV B I A v
H T K (Y T T T8 R R GRS L TS ORR A RO OB 2R R RO ARORL D RO L SR TR G 3 )
A AF . 35 W TR IS S A S L s A L Bk 2 AR O, O ELR T B AR T R Y AR TR
GEFIZ% € R IR RE 57 9% X H RAR A B DR AT R R ph T A A R T e R R S R . 99 BRI 215 kA7
T UL T AT B, H A T R R DR S A Sl R LA R R BRI S0 Y AT B

32 HEEFHERS SN

LT PR IR R P ok R TR - R AT S a3 0 A (R ) TR BT AR 09 4k PCA HEJF &1 (B 6) 5 A8 W i
9 MDS P 4) AH HH . 2 A R 10 DG E 72 52 RE A5 S e H B 358 R I Xk A4 0 60 I o i e T

x4 PAEBHREBEEIRS TN

Table 4 Principal component analysis of environmental data in survey area

EHGr FRIEE TTECR/ 00 bR BROFTESS SRS BEEES S BERESE Kk W AR

PC1 4.93 70.5 0.44 —0.420 —0.38 0.44 0.442 —0.11 0.31

PC2 0.96 13.7 —0.080 0.126 —0.06 —0.02 —0.080 —0.98 —0.01

B A (PCO AR IFE N 4.93, T ZTTEME N 70.5% , EELES T E R 12 R4 8P B ab A gl +
B 2248 5 25— FE RS (PC2) WSS AE(E  0.96, F E TTRkE N 13.7%, EELZEA T Bk A MAKRE 7 E1H.
PC1 il PC2 ) RFITTRRAE Ny 84.2 %% . BE B g Hhy 52 I FR 55 40 B 1) B S 45 4128

WEE 7 PCA 47 18 (& 6) o, AR 45 26
e K 22 5, VA A v s nT Rl o Oy 4 AL oS ]
43 A 22 TR R A2 FOK IR A 6 [R5 L, R 4y 25 3R 5
BT FBEFE FE A MDS #5J7 (B 4) 22 B3R, Ui W]
WA 00 A BT R 7 N RE X r Sl 2 B4 1 0% 45 SR 4 T 1R
IR . XA AS DT G AR B2 ] LL3E i3 BIOENV Al
RELATE £ 545 2| iF —2E 52,

BIOENV 4341 45 5 7w , K R A LIk 4 A
AT G W = B A A AP R 5 AR R L Y
Bray-Curtis JEAH L 5 B 22 (8] I8 1% B K 14 55 % AH
K (R=0.457) , RRAK TR AN HILAR 2 A 2 X W0 22 31 1Y
FEVE SG5A 1Y f U7 % B¢ . RELATE #3045, 429
P 55 A 35 6 B 2 TR i 3 AH G (P <<0.01)

33 S5HxHRERTEE
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Fig.6 PCA ordination using normalized

environmental data
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Table 5 Comparison between present study and correlated studies

P i AL 4% ARCED I L Yy

i8] A VA 38 18 4 1) (] R A Sl 3 4% PSRk ) SC ik ke
/mm /A e m 2 /g+m 2
L1V 3 R i I 2007-11 0.1 m? #M 3} =0 0.5 19 88 217 60.69 [8]
BN ST ==$r3" 4 2007-11 0.5 m? #M3F =, 0.5 7 142 1 096.86 26.18 [7]
1 A T 2010-11 0.5 m? P32 0.5 30 118 1 026.50 25.76 [9]
T TR I 2007-10 0.1 m? K¥E 50 ® 0.5 15 * 431.70 22.3 [6]
Deukryang Bay
) 2012-11 0.1 m24M 3| = 1 44 140 1066 179.8 [28]
Co) 2 S5 7 g )
I 2011-11 0.1 m?#i=X 0.5 16 151 693.50 13.33 [29]
TR
- 2006-10 0.05 m2 3} 0.5 10 * 1 596.30 * [30]
CHA PRI
11 75 B 3T 5 1 2007-10 0.5 m? #l=F 38 0.5 36 128 932.50 8.20 ABEFE

TE : * Fon s

5400 Vi OR L, TR JRC AV Bl W 4 b BRI 38 T B R v T T X A W i R R R AR s S TR
V5 B 0 1) ] 26 B2 1) Deukryang Bay #H F . B 359 2 9 kRSP 35 3 B2 B BAIC, S5 00 F B AR T ARSI 2
ARG L F R, JRE AR DAMR TR AFKE /IR ZEI, 2 REBHMIERAT,
EPE 2R Ve 48 AH L A 2R U6 75 25 DA 35 A o A1 b FH A 2R U 45 R A5 R B sh b b s s 200 3)
BT 0 B FLAR R[] . 285 IR 4502 45 L 0.5 mm FLAR I 0 3 45 4 K 280 i 6 3 4 G S 2 804 0 L B 1
A RAEC R 1.0 mm FLERRFERY 1.36,1.19,1.15 1%, 2 E25 W58 sh P 2 B b i 40 R 28 A3 0N ,
I 32 W Gt LA 5 el e W 0 ) 2R . AR R I DL R I I N IMR I Z BRI R 2R 3. 4) K S b 3
FAPASTR A5 v (4 TR 2 S R b AR AT R D RURD TR A0 5 AR 15 30T R VB B ORR A S
AT s B GO 2 AL RS B A, LAY D R 2 B £ R IS B A i 3 47 B AT 43 A s Deukryang
Bay"* i TR 28 1 2R U , A o 3 (67 1 U AR A 2 78 Sl 88 s Moutford ) BIF 58 28 BH L R Y IS WG 8h 4 =F B AR
Wy AR P RS TUR Y vh B v L 7 R R DT R b B A Mannino Ml Montagnat® #F 5% 2 W , 70 5 5 TR 4 v ok
T AP 3 4 ~F B v T IR A TR ORI . 53 A L VR A% st I Rt 57 A1) 58 A 4 X AR T 4 R A — R R

4zt 1B

W IE 2007-10 XF 1A g FR T I 36 Al (v E AT R B A S W i 8 A, AT LAAS BN 4548

Dl i X H 40 M1 o DA A AR YR 8 e 1 S 1 JE A s 25 R 5 66 A T8 335 I i 4 T S K AR DR A 0 0 T VK 445 4 =2
B2 B P Bl A1 B AR U S TR JEC VG B ) T R 5 R AL T RS

2 M BIOENV Fl RELATE £ 5045 /K U8 B AT BILAR 75 H 2 5% ) LU R P 308 30 V6 16 30 i 405 449 25 () 4
A7 1 32 22 K 38 s Pearson AH G 23 M 28 B, A BIF 5 v 380 JEC G 2h 4 1) 2 400 k5 7K R A AL JT 45 43 50053 )
e 8 3 67 AH 56 5 R (P <0.01) Ml 3 1E A DG 56 &R (P <C0.05),

3) 5 4RI AR AT X F L B AR Y A 7 2 E B BRAK T Deukryang Bay il Tokyo Bay £ 45 R 22
Hb, B T B LR A s HF 35 42 4 8 b T3 AIKOK T
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Preliminary Study on the Characteristics of Macrobenthic Community
in Autumn in the Coastal Waters of Shandong

ZHAO Fan-qi' , LIU Wei-xia' ,SUI Ji-xing® , QU Fang-yuan®, TU Liang-li',
ZHANG Meng-sheng' ,ZHONG Hai-xia', YU Zi-shan'
(1.College o f Marine Life Science -Ocean University of China »Qingdao 266003 »Chinas
2.Institute of Oceanology ,CAS ,Qingdao 266071,China;
3.The First Institute of Oceanography s SOA ,Qingdao 266061 ,China)

Abstract ; Macrobenthos was investigated at 36 stations along southern coastal waters of Shandong province
in October, 2007. A total of 129 macrobenthic species were indentified in the survey area, and the most di-
verse taxon was polychaeta (69 species), followed in descending order by Crustacea (35 species) » Mollusca
(15 species) » Echinodermata (3 species) and 6 minor phyla (7 species). The top 3 species with high IRI
values were Nephtys oligobranchia , Aricidea sp., and Notomastus latericeus. The average abundance and
biomass of macrobenthos in the study area were 932.3 ind./m” and 8.2 g/m’ respectively. Higher
abundance distributed from Qingdao to Huangdao waters, lower abundance from Rizhao to southern
waters of Rushan Bay; higher biomass was noted from southern waters of Rushan to Aoshan waters, and
lower values from Rizhao to Jiaonan waters. According to the results of CLUSTER analysis, five commu-
nities could be clustered at 38% similarity levels. BIOENV and RELATE analyses showed that the depth
and the organic carbon were the principal factors affecting the community structures of macrobenthos.
Key words: southern coast of Shandong province; macrobenthos; abundance; biomass; diversity;
community structure
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