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Tab.1 Maximum, minimum and average values of physical and chemical environmental factors in the study area
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Fig. 2 Distribution of salinity, temperature, suspended Solids, DO, pH and COD in Linhong estuary

TR IEZ R 11.2°C, fe s N T RAE T
X P S8 Suifi iy 11.9°C, wARME K 10.3°C,
BUAEWT R 1 S15 S uli v, (HAR RS, EEKTP
P AEL A 3ty o3, 249057 9T 0BRSS Y e, 12 SR Y
Gy AR FUA RSO T R AR L SNBSS, 3R IR K
T F2 B2 B T ki M s, PR L B i b TR
MK ORI EEIOMR, B TG IR0, BEE T
Hb R K IR R BRI GGR 1, &1 2).

KR TR R R B K TS R R R 2
— o BV R KV D A SRR, DA R e T
P A VEF IR = T o AUIEAE il ] 117
SRR IR K2 22.8 mg/L, Horp b
FEFIAT A 9 ANl s R IME, e (A AR AR A 5

Marine Sciences / Vol. 43, No. 12 /2019

S BLLE S14 51 S13 534z, 4398 137.6 mg/L Al
3.4 mg/L, eI MKW BIRY) & widm, e
T B KR B R/ ME, BRI R B
HHHFRLIE RS, HlEKEEY 5 E TR,
KRB W FRER 1, B 2).

TR KAR P VA R (DO & AL R R T
IR BV A SEK O, o2 FH R Al 1 K 1Y A 1 g
AR, [R]E B s e T AR W eV K P AR
FCR B R K ) IR i, DA IR A T UK
Vs A BRI 43 A SEAR BRI A i, S AT AR,
I 2V DX PG G UK B T AR M, P S
h9.8 mg/L, 7RG 114G Y S3 5 3 v 4G
Pl R AWE, 7 10.8 mg/L, W 15— S10

69



e IRkE REPOATS

SU AR AR, A 9.3 mg/L(E 1, Kl 2).

MK pH {H B H52 M 2V h & M S FET R
FEEIEAS . TER LA R BT THE 27 AR FL B T 28 7 1)
AR, WE SR BN O A AR IREE, IfG
FUEER pH 28 4L 7E 8.21~8.35, F-HMEH K 8.29, FF4itF
JK 55 B B AR BT Tt Y A i R B T v
BRI, R TR, AR FIEET
B, FTLL pH Thim, [RIA 32 fili Mb A2 A RE L, IR K A TR
B UV K i /N— 2, 0] 0 A IR 2 (5 HL ] i 7K
() pH BRI T HE 25 T 0 0 i 1, & 2).

b 27 5 4 1t (COD) 2 VAN K AR A AL TS G 72 B 1Y
ZEA R AR, HRAKFIEIA— TS A
COD 7E 0.34 mg/L~6.55 mg/L 254k, “FI{E A 3.42 mg/L,
T (L DXASE T T 11 B ST DA R 58 IX B A b, i IR
(B XA TR 50 3 AR, JCI A A (R 1,
i 2).
2.2 B O BR A AL BT AT R E a

2

VAW U AL TR WA 2 R 2 BIEA L
WEIAK, HEEFYERA 027 ng/L, mEfEH
PAE S13 S0 5(0.65 pg/L), AR e S2 S
#1014 pg/L), TUAIN-4 % a LA S12, S13 5
Sl 457 g raCy o S B s A, a] g O RIS, KB
S I TT 11 B 3 VA SR X AR R AR (B 3)

TR WA I 4 R a 7R3 L SR HUIR MG,
55 UL A ) 1 G A AR LA, A A 5 R
TF AR 0% 53 A e M B, 5 30 VAT O AV 1T DX 1

W B B I s T B AT D e, S R (RS
il 1.48 pg/L(0.68 ng/L~3.13 pg/L), S1 5k & i
R4 R a SRR, 1 S10 53k S Aab J e ik . A/
ECRE, WAL Y 483 a WREEAEIG IR 1
Ab 1) 53 A AR AT AL, B R T s e, 1 B B
b AR AL R R R PR AR ) 53 A S e R 3 (R 3)

NI YiFE R 0 1 G AT TE T A R 0 I AR )
e O AL, T G SR R A T R R A
SRy et £ a WRE AR A — 2 B
ol Hrt g R a & FIIEN 9.15 pg/L, e E A 1
I8 2 a —FEHBLTE ST 53l 5, Hik 25.50 pg/L,
B3 T AN X AL, T AMER S9 5. S16
U AR T, AR BRAE S16 5l A,
H92.69 pg/L(K 3).

INFAPERERE AR A S 5 3R a VR EE R K
R LTS, XTEMRER a VB TTEREY
H 83.85%, BFTOTHRE . TTMRRR S 5 Sk
s 94.65%, HAKAY 16 Syl E] T 67.30%.
FLOTR AR [ W R AN A T R, SRR R
LA TF WA A o7 D0 348 %) R B A S 30 A1 1 J LA S A
A ZZ A 3),

23 tHFa5XBEETFHMALH

3 b TR AE R R B L A AT, IR
WHEIRICE N RIS, 5 AZ] SPSS #1745 ki iz
TE AR 3 A5 REAE 55 25 PR 558 BT A A DG o3 BT, &5
ANk 2 PR,

34900N Il 1 Il Il Il 1 34900N L Il 1 1 Il Il 1
o= pe NV fom
S W i
/‘ O
34.80° 34.80° 220/ 3
¥
e
34.70° ; : . T T T r 34.70° : . : : . . :
119.10° 119.20° 119.30° 119.40° 119.50°E 119.10° 119.20° 119.30° 119.40° 119.50°E
34900N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
/NI m0.2~2 um 2~20 pm m >20 um
A S B
e
34.80° =
2%
34.70°

119.10°  11920°  11930°  119.40°  119.50°E

P30 Iy T BT B Y | L N PR WA ) 2 K a A S 2

Fig. 3 Distribution of picophytoplankton, nanophytoplankton, microphytoplankton and size structure near the Linhong estuary
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Tab.2 Correlation between chlorophyll a level of size-fractionated phytoplankton and environmental factors
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Phytoplankton size structure and environmental factors in
the Linhong estuary of Haizhou Bay
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Abstract: A total of 16 stations were sampled to analyze environmental factors and phytoplankton size structure in
the Linhong estuary of Haizhou Bay in April 2017. The results showed that mean salinity and mean temperature in
the studied sea area were 35.2 and 11.2°C, respectively, which gradually increased from nearshore to offshore. The
concentration of suspended sediments varied from 3.4 to 137.6 mg/L (average value, 22.8 mg/L) and decreased
from nearshore to offshore, causing the water to become clear. The average pH value was 8.29, with low and high
values at nearshore and offshore, respectively. The mean value of DO was 9.8 mg/L; COD varied from 0.34 mg/L to
6.55 mg/L (mean value, 3.42 mg/L), with no obvious pattern in its distribution. The microflora mainly comprised
nanophytoplankton and microphytoplankton with average chlorophyll a concentrations of 1.48 ug/L (range,
0.68 ug/L-3.13 ug/L) and 9.14 ug/L (range, 2.69 ug/L-25.50 ug/L), respectively. The chlorophyll a concentrations
of both nanophytoplankton and picophytoplankton decreased from nearshore to offshore. The average chlorophyll a
concentration of picophytoplankton was only 0.27 ug/L, with an irregular distribution. The contribution rate of mi-
crophytoplankton to the total phytoplankton biomass was the largest (up to 83.89%), and the contribution rates of
nanophytoplankton and picophytoplankton were 13.60% and 2.52%, respectively. In correlation analysis, the dis-
tribution of microphytoplankton was considerably affected by environmental factors. Suspended sediments, pH, and
chlorophyll a concentration of microphytoplankton were significantly correlated (P < 0.05). Dissolved oxygen and
salinity were significantly correlated with chlorophyll a concentration of microphytoplankton (P < 0.01); however,
the distributions of nanophytoplankton and picophytoplankton were not significantly correlated with various envi-

ronmental factors.

(ALt 4 B 5 #)

Marine Sciences / Vol. 43, No. 12 /2019 73



