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Tab.1 The environmental variables of each sampling station
QD06 QD07 QD09 QD13 QDI5
(m) 10 23 22 11 13
6.55 2 6.41 6.9 3
(%) 0.85 0.76 1.07 0.82 0.41
2.2 KB JRABL YAt K 4R
4 ’ , ;
206 98 47.57%; ’
53, 25.73%; 31, ) )
15.05%; 7, 3.4%; ’
17 ,
8.25% 4 2 ;
925 /m’, 67%; 24 AMBHHK
116  /m’% 8%; 219
/m’, 16%; 90  /m’ .
7%; 22 /m’, ’ .
2% ’
2.78 g/m?, 10%; ’ ’
, 7.95 g/m*> 6.59 ’
g/m’ 5.96 g/m’, 27% 23% ’ (6,901
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x2 BEPARERMEVMENEEEEN

Tab.2 The Iz, of macrobenthos at each season

IRI

(Protankyra bidentata) 183 118
(Nephthys oligobranchia) 61 69 80 83
(Sternaspis scutata) 92 104
(Sigambra bassi) 55
(Hemileucon sp. ) 58
(Parthenope validus) 48
(Nitidotellina minuta) 82
(Glycindse gurjanovae) 28 31
(Lumbrinereis debilis) 40
(Anisopoda) 51
*3 BUNARFETZHMEE
Tab.3 Diversity of every season at each station
D J H’ D J H’ D J H’ D J H’
QD06 2.68 0.79 2.33 4.44 0.63 2.25 2.81 0.88 2.55 3.97 0.80 2.72
QD07 4.47 0.80 2.84 5.44 0.76 2.91 4.13 0.88 3.05 5.76 0.83 3.19
QD09 2.64 0.74 2.19 4.78 0.76 2.70 2.57 0.77 2.24 3.34 0.76 2.46
QD13 3.41 0.81 2.59 4.29 0.86 2.99 2.44 0.80 2.32 4.62 0.77 2.78
QD15 5.84 0.81 3.02 5.35 0.85 3.15 2.00 0.87 2.35 4.67 0.80 2.88
3.81 0.79 2.59 4.86 0.77 2.80 2.79 0.84 2.50 4.47 0.79 2.81
) O) 25 XBRBEMGFE
(4.86)> (4.47)> (3.81)> (2.79)
One-way ANOVA 4 )
(F=1.109, P>0.05): = 1507 /m .
(F=1.421, P>0.05); (F= QDo7 . 4170 /o,
4.594, P<0.05)
x4 MRBEXBEREEVFEE
Tab.4 The abundance of macrobenthos in the study area ( /m?
QD06 QD07 QD09 QD13 QD15
700 430 1681 840 727 876
2105 4170 1235 1730 1474 2143
420 1780 770 1010 1080 1012
1494 2439 1427 2412 2218 1998
1180 2205 1278 1498 1375 1507
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(Nephthys oligobranchia)

(Heteromastus fili-

QD13 63.22 g/m’,

B

formis) (Aricidea fragilis), QD13 |
1 498 /m’ , (Protankyra bidentata),
, (Ruditapes philippinarum)
One-way ANOVA , QD07 > 49.53 g/m’,
(F=4.067, P<0.05) ;
. (Parthenope validus) ,
26 RERBEVGEDZ
5 One-way ANOVA
5 35.88 g/m’ (F=1.429, P>0.05)
®5 MRBEXBEREEVEDE
Tab.5 The biomass of macrobenthos in the study area (g/m?)
QD06 QD07 QD09 QD13 QDI5
15.23 11.35 21.82 147.83 51.39 49.52
55.66 21.86 17.73 14.41 13.01 24.53
41.86 159.11 13.87 82.94 3.96 60.35
12.52 5.80 14.17 7.69 5.80 9.20
31.22 49.53 16.90 63.22 18.54 35.88
3 ALtk 41.90 g/
X (1)
3.1 ZHMIEHK 5
; (2)
H’ , H' [17] [18]
[19] H’ 1 5 1~3, , D 2 157 g/m?,
. 3 [20] H’
0~1 s 1~2 ;2~3 44.50 g/m’
; 3 [21] 2 b
5 > ) ;
3) ,
(22] 0.5 mm
R 5
H' 2~3 , N .
33 FEAMEILE ML
32 FEEAHE ( ABC ),
1507 /m’ ,
[2]( 203 /m2) [24-26] ,
Bl 386 /m’) , , :
(16l 2 183 /m?) ,
35.88 g/m’, : ,
) 151.18 g/m?) (el
469.90 g/m?) , (23 5 ABC ( 2
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Fig.2 Comparison of the abundance and biomass of macrobenthos
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Evaluation of some methods in a coastal

Preliminary ecological study of the macrobenthos in the

middle part of the Jiaozhou Bay

SUl Ji-xing, YU Zi-shan, QU Fang-yuan, LIU Wei-xia
(College of Marine Life Science, Ocean University of China, Qingdao 266003, China)
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Abstract: The macrobenthos in the middle part of the Jiaozhou Bay was investigated during the period of August,
2006 to October, 2007.The total mean abundance and biomass were 1 507 inds./m’*and 35.88 g/mz, respec-
tively.Compared with the published data on this area, there were some differences between our results and previous
investigations. The indices of biodiversity and the comparison curves of the abundance and biomass indicated that
the macrobenthos community in this area had been slightly disturbed.
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