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Dominant species and their dominant values of the Yellow River estuary

It # % Dominant values

255 Class Y Fh Species 1T X4 Latin name
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Table 2 Diversity indices of macrobenthos in the coastal waters of the Yellow River estuary

Sam- D J’ H

ple 2016.08 2016.11 2017.05 2017.08 2017.11 2016.08 2016. 11 2017.05 2017.08 2017.11 2016.08 2016.11 2017.05 2017.08 2017. 11

T1 2.44 - 2.45 3.09 2.50 0.94 - 0.92 0. 89 0.93 3.92 - 3.90 4.12 3.93
T2 1.70 2.98 2.15 2.69 2.41 0.98 0. 89 0. 84 0.79 0.90 3.50 3.96 3.57 3.56 3.88
T3 0.75 3. 34 2.46 2.42 2.80 0.95 0.89 0.88 0.58 0.94 2.20 4.14 3.80 2.54 4.25
T4 3.02 3.22 1.61 2.67 1. 54 0. 88 0. 89 0.91 0. 88 0. 96 4.03 4.04 3.38 3.88 3.18
TS5 2.98 2.36 2.06 2.30 1.91 0. 85 0. 87 0. 86 0. 85 0.94 3.82 3.62 3. 60 3.54 3.47
T6 3.28 2.06 1.37 2.18 2.30 0. 87 0.76 0.92 0.90 0.95 4.20 3.05 3.05 3.61 3.79
T7 3.27 2.70 2.19 2.36 1. 96 0. 86 0. 85 0. 90 0.94 0.92 4.03 3.67 3.66 3.94 3.52
T8 2.96 2.48 1.52 - 2.73 0. 80 0. 89 0. 87 - 0. 84 3. 60 3.62 3.12 - 3.62
T9 2.59 - 3.09 - 1. 14 0.75 - 0.90 - 0. 89 3.27 - 4.15 - 2.68
T10 2.20 2.57 1. 80 4. 45 2.68 0.88 0.89 0.94 0.90 0.91 3.68 3.65 3.57 4.11 4.06

T11 2.69 2.53 1.21 - 2.35 0.92 0.90 0.90 - 0.92 3.98 3.76 2.84 - 3.85

TE = 0 2 K dla

Note: "—" means no survey data
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Fig. 5 Cluster analysis of macrobenthos in the coastal waters of the Yellow River estuary
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Fig. 6 MDS analysis of macrobenthos in the coastal waters of the Yellow River estuary
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Community Characteristics of Macrobenthos in the Coastal Wa-
ters of the Yellow River Estuary

YAN Lang' ,CHEN Linlin®, LV Juanzhang®,JIANG Shaoyu®",LIU Chunyun', LI Xiaojing”"*,
SONG Bo”, LI Baoquan®

(1. Zhejiang Ocean University, Zhoushan, Zhejiang,316000, China; 2. Yantai Institute of Coastal Zone Research,Chinese Academy
of Sciences, Yantai.Shandong,264003,China;3. Administration Bureau of the Yellow River Delta National Nature Reserve,Dongy-
ing, Shandong, 257091, China;4. University of Chinese Academy of Sciences,Bejing,100049,China)

Abstract:In order to understand the current status and changes of macro-benthic resources in the coastal wa-
ters of the Yellow River estuary,the trawl surveys were carried out in August,November 2016 ,and May, Au-
gust,and November 2017. Biological samples obtained from trawl were identified, weighted and counted to
get the indicator data such as species composition,dominant species,biomass and abundance. The dominance

calculation method and PRIMER 6. 0 statistical software were used to analyze the community characteristics.
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As a result,a total of 109 species of macrobenthos were obtained, 37 species of crustaceans,35 species of fi-
shes, 34 species of mollusks, 2 species of echinoderms,and 1 species of other animals (Actiniaria sp.). 19
dominant species were discovered in this area,including 11 species of crustaceans,4 species of mollusks and 4
species of fish. The total average abundance and total average biomass of macrobenthos in the Yellow River
estuary were 0. 48 ind. /m” and 1. 44 g/m”,respectively. The contribution rate of mollusks was the highest.
The average of richness index (D), evenness index (J') and Shannon-Wiener diversity index (H') were
2.4440.33,0. 8840. 03,3. 64+0. 08, respectively. CLUSTER and MDS analysis results show that at the
40% similarity level,the results of each survey can be divided into 3—5 groups,and the differences between
the groups are important. The macrobenthos off the Yellow River estuary are dominated by small crustace-
ans,mollusks and low-economic fish,and benthic species tend to be miniaturized. The structure of macro-
benthic communities near the Yellow River estuary is quite different,and the overall pollution disturbance is
obvious.

Key words: macro-benthic,community, Yellow River estuary,bottom trawl, diversity
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Application of Domestic Heat Flow Probe HFP-6000 in the In-si-
tu Detection of Heat Flow in Qiongdongnan Basin

SONG Yongdong,ZHANG Jianxing, LUAN Zhendong, YAN Jun

(Key Laboratory of Marine Geology and Environment, Institute of Oceanology,Chinese Academy of Sciences, Qingdao,Shandong,

266071, China)

Abstract: Seafloor heat flow probe is an important geophysical method for studying seafloor tectonic activi-
ties. In order to better obtain the heat flow data in the study area, the self-developed of Lister heat flow
probe was employed to carry out the in-situ measurement work of seafloor heat flow with the "kexue" survey
ship. The heat flow stations in this offshore experiment were located in the northern slope area of the Qiong-
dongnan basin, with a water depth of 100—1 300 m. 5 heat flow stations were tested, and valid data for 3
stations were obtained. The domestic heat flow probe HFP-6000 has stable working performance, and the
measurement accuracy can reach 0. 001°C, which meets the requirements of conducting high-precision heat
flow large-section surveys. However, the probe is long and heavy, and belongs to large scientific research e-
quipment, which has high requirements on the operating conditions of the scientific research ship’s rear deck.
The miniaturization, integration, and intelligent optimization of domestic heat flow probe equipment will be
the next development direction.

Key words: domestication, HFP-6000 heat flow probe, Qiongdongnan basin, in-situ measurement, " kexue"

survey ship
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