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1
Tab.1 Environmental factors in the Huanghe River Estuary and its adjacent waters
AO1 9582 DA2 DA4 9762 DA 18
(E) 1191003  1201500° 11945 @ 1192905 1192997 120°06 01"
(N) 281003 3609000 375908 374507 374995 3814 0f
(m) 14 8 19.5 16 17 23
(%) 40 85 87 93 98 65
() — 6.2 5.2 5.3 6.0 4.9
(h) — 0. 41 0.33 0.31 0.35 0.59
— 32 32 31 33 33
a( Mg/ g) — — 1.97 6.95 2. 80" 2.16
(Mg/ g) — — 6.30 23.26 3.97" 4.99
(%) — — 1.83 1.44 1.28" 0.87
(%) 91.0 93.4 66 60 98.2 62
/ (N/C) — 30.2 3.3 3.3 132. 4 3.5
(ind/ 10em?) 599 2570 659 433 2382 783
(ind/ 10cm?) 658 2752 998 722 2426 1263
(ind/ m?) — — 2923 2106 2197 2450
DA 19 DA20 9761 E9 Ell
(E) 1201406 12602300 120029 92° 11916 07 119 07 3¢
(N) 382908 384407 382998  3Ps510d 373803
(m) 28 28 30 14 10
(%) 59 62 28 98 96
(¥ 4.7 4.8 3.2 6.4 6.5
(h) 0. 61 0.59 1.07 0.27 0.26
33 33 33 29 28
a( e/ g) 2.20 1.54 4.80° 2.20 2.74
(Mg/ g) 6.73 4.13 2.98" 7.04 4.32
(%) 1.82 0.84 4.75 1.59 1.06
(%) 42 47 91.5 92 90
/ (N/C) 4.0 3.6 15.6 9.2 18.2
(ind/ 10cm?) 293 255 2595 924 478
(ind/ 10cm?) 697 543 2836 1004 531
(ind/ m?) 1254 2054 1860 314 124
cE 1999 4
0—2cm 2—5cm 5% s , Ludox— TM , 0. 050mm
, (Higgins et al, 1988)
Warwick ( 1988a) ( 1989, 1990a b)
1.3
Cluster Ordination( MDS)  PCA,
PRIMER( Clarke et al, 1994) )
GLOBAL Spearman

(SPSS 8. 0)
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118° 119° 120° E

1
Fig. 1 Sampling stations for meiofauna in the Bohai Sea
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O 198 7 ;® 1997 6
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2.1
10—30m, 28 —33, -
, ., @ , (h)
( 1) (1224 £790) ind/ 10cm?,
\ 91%
5%  61%, ,
[ (1698 £896)ind/m’], [ (219 £95) ind/ m’]
[ (2409 £366) ind/ m*], [ (1905%432) ind/ m*]; \
( 12 ) (21—35 ) (31 —48 )
, 0. 729( BIOENV ), 5
- (%)
Spearman , QD «( )
( - 0.900, p <0.05)
2.2
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Fig.4 Ordination of PCA for the 11
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, 95B2 80% 5 A01 9
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, Wieser( 1960)
4
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( Lambshead, 1986) 9761 1B/2A
0. 82, DA18 DA19 DA20 0.43 I,
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Fig.3 Comparison of feeding types for different habitats
1B/ 2A
1A 1B 2A / 2B
ELL 0" (0) 72(44) 13(35) 15(22) 5.54(1.26)
E9 2(10) 32(43) 54(27) 13 0.59(1.59)
DA2 5(19) 24(41) 61(30) 10(11) 0.39(1.37)
DA4 7(26) 21(37) 70(32) 2(5) 0.30(1. 16)
9762 10( 19) 55(53) 32(19) 3(9) 1. 72(2.79)
DA18 7(14) 31(32) 53(38) 9(16) 0.59(0. 84)
DA 19 6(13) 14(26) 50(33) 29(28) 0. 28(0. 79)
DA20 11(18) 22(31) 53(36) 15(16) 0. 42( 0. 86)
9761 22(28) 31(31) 38(28) 10(14) 0.82(1.11)
95B2 26(30) 31(48) 41(14) 2(9) 0.76(3. 43)
A01 23(25) 33(34) 34(33) 10(9) 0.97(1.03)
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COMPARATIVE STUDY ON THE NEMATODE COMMUNITY
STRUCTURE IN THE SUBMARINE DELTA OF
HUANGHE RIVER ESTUARY AND ITS
ADJACENT WATERS

ZHANG Zhi Nan, 7ZHOU Hong, GUO YwQing, MU Fang-Hong
( College of Marine Life Science, Ocean University of Qingdao, Qingdao, 266003)
“( Department f Ecology and Biodiwersity, University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong)

Abstract A comparative study on the community structure of nematodes w as underaken by using multivar+
ate techniques in the submarine delta of the Huanghe River Estuary and its adjacent waters. T he results show
that significant change in the spceies composition of the nematode community can be detected. Non— selected
deposit feeders (feeding type 1B) were double in the central part of the Bohai Sea and five times as much as
ten years ago in Laizhou Bay, indicating a significant increase in sedimentary organic detritus. The community
patterns of nematodes at species, genus and family levels show that there are no significant difference betw een
species and genus levels. For nematodes sample, analysis to the genus appears to be perfectly adequate and ob-
viates much of the time— consuming taxonomic constraints on the meiobenthic samples.

Key words Meiofauna, Marine nematodes, Community structure, T he submarine delta in the Huanghe

River Estuary, Laizhou Bay, Bohai Sea



