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F1 REMMEGEE. KR, REBKFREM pH (E. FHEMM

Tab. 1 Localities of sampling stations in Sandu Bay, with their depth, temperature, pH value and cultured species

Q) Q) /m temperature pH
station  longitude latitude depth surface bottom surface bottom cultured species
1 119.97 26.7 16.61 22.86 22.66 8.36 8.42 Pseudosciaena crocea
2 119.96 26.66 9.06 22.92 22.46 8.43 8.44 Laminaria japonica
3 119.94 26.63 8.06 22.81 22.62 8.44 8.44 P.crocea
4 119.88 26.61 9.89 22.34 22.34 8.43 8.35 nothing
5 119.808 26.61 14.89 22.6 22.52 8.42 8.43 P.crocea
6 119.77 26.61 5.83 22.71 22.72 8.42 8.37 P.crocea
7 119.77 26.63 8.06 22.46 22.41 8.36 8.38 P.crocea
8 119.86 26.65 4.72 22.6 22.5 8.41 8.41 nothing
9 119.9 26.67 14.72 22.64 22.64 8.37 8.38 P.crocea
10 119.9 26.68 11.5 22.74 22.72 8.33 8.35 P.crocea
11 119.67 26.64 12.11 22.48 21.71 8.33 8.33 P.crocea
12 119.68 26.64 5.22 22.74 22.86 8.32 8.3 P.crocea
13 119.66 26.64 4.17 23.13 22.78 8.28 8.28 P.crocea
14 119.68 26.73 14.11 233 22.83 8.28 8.14 nothing
15 119.708 26.71 6.44 23.06 22.6 8.25 8.27 P.crocea
16 119.78 26.74 7.22 23.36 23.09 8.27 8.24 P.crocea
17 119.78 26.75 13.94 23.53 22.81 8.28 8.31 P.crocea
18 119.79 26.7 15.28 22.96 22.49 8.33 8.39 L. japonica
19 119.8 26.69 6.83 22.58 2247 8.38 8.38 L. japonica
20 119.83 26.69 21.33 22.38 22.13 8.42 8.41 L. japonica
1.2
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%2 ZHEHURINERE-FMAE RN R FHER M REEP E)
Tab. 2 Spearman correlation coefficients (P values) between environmental factors and community structure of
macrobenthos in Sandu Bay

cem ORP AVS  COD  Chla SDO BDO C:;;“ TN TP H S N
ORP 0.062 0296  0.571 0.560 0.538 0.045"  0.879  0.036 0.005"  0.724 0.664
AVS 0.062 0.244  0.030°  0.000™ 0.000” 0306  0.128  0.077  0.003™  0.026 0.122
COD 0.296 0.244 0.438 0.584 0.704 0307  0.124  0.343  0.905 0.856 0.971
Chla 0.571 0.030" 0.438 0.001" 0.001” 0380 0859 0489 0.776 0.074 0.010

*

SDO 0.560 0.001" 0.584  0.001"

*

0.000™  0.856 0.197  0.555  0.005™  0.003"  0.028

BDO 0.538 0.001™  0.704  0.001™  0.0001" 0.762  0.215  0.590  0.005"  0.003"  0.032
(;;n 0.045° 0306 0307 0380  0.856 0.762 0.583  0.300 0.828  0.168 0.257
TN 0.879 0.128 0.124  0.859 0.197 0215 0.583 0.069  0.334 0.579 0.668
TP 0.036"  0.077 0343 0.489 0.555 0.590 0300  0.069 0.067 0.248 0.292
0.005"  0.003™  0.905 0.776 0.005" 0.005"  0.828  0.334  0.067 0.002"  0.473
S 0.724 0.026"  0.856  0.074 0.003" 0.003”  0.168  0.579  0.248  0.002" 0.0217
0.664 0.122 0.971  0.010°  0.028 0.032° 0257  0.668 0292  0.473 0.021
Dk (P<0.05), ** (P<0.01). ORP: , AVS: , COD:
, Chl a: a, SDO: , BDO: , Grain size: , TN: , TP:
L H': , S , N:

Note: * donates significant correlation(P<0.05), ** donates extremely significant correlation(P<0.01). ORP: oxidizing redox potential in
sediment; AVS: acid volatile sulfide in sediment; COD: chemical oxygen demand in bottom water; Chl a: chlorophyll a in bottom water; SDO:
dissolved oxygen in surface water; BDO: dissolved oxygen in bottom water; TN: total nitrogen in sediment; TP: total phosphorus in sediment;
H': Shannon-Wiener diversity index; S: number of species; N: number of individuals.
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Community structure of macrobenthos in response to mariculture
practices in Sandu Bay

JI Weiwei, ZHOU Jin

East China Sea Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Fisheries Sciences, Shanghai, 200090, China

Abstract: We evaluated the biodiversity and community structure of the macrobenthos in Sandu Bay, China. In
addition, we evaluated the response of the macrobenthos to mariculture practices. This bay is typical of many ar-
eas of China’s coastline, and is characterized by high density mariculture. We collected samples from 20 sites
during nine cruises between May 2009 and February 2010. The Shannon-Wiener index of the macrobenthos in
Sandu Bay ranged from 1.45 to 3.22 (mean: 2.40). The Margalef richness index varied from 0.99 to 2.41 (mean:
1.68). The Pielou evenness index changed within the variation from 0.76 to 0.93 (mean: 0.88). The Shan-
non-Wiener index and Margalef richness index were generally much higher at control sites or sites near the mouth
of the bay. A total of five macrobenthic groups were identified at an arbitrary similarity level of 30%, based on
samples collected in August in Sandu Bay. The community structure was similar at neighboring sites or at sites
with similar mariculture operations. ABC curve analysis suggested that the macrofaunal communities were dis-
turbed in May and August, but not in February and November. Of the environmental variables we measured, dis-
solved oxygen levels at the surface and sea-bed, acid volatile sulfide content, and sediment oxidizing redox poten-
tial were most closely related to the structure of the macrobenthic assemblage (P<0.01).
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