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Tab.3  Values of dry bulk density in previous studies of different regions

(g/em’)

1.68 ,2017
1.30 Bietal, 2019
1.78 ,2018
1.08 Qiao et al, 2017
1.30 Liu et al, 2014
1.36 Shi et al, 2003
1.80 Bornhold et al, 1986

1.67—1.99 , 1992
1.45 , 1988
1.10 Lietal, 1998
1.53 ,2017
1.70 , 2000
1.20 Zhou et al, 2015

0.60—1.28 , 1991
1.20 Liu et al, 2007
0.70 Jia et al, 2018a

1.63—1.76 ,2010

, ,
l.3g/cm3,
, 13—14.5kg/(m*a) , ,
,
6.48kg/(m*a), ,
27.78kg/(m*a)(  4) ,

3 >
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Tab.4 Calculated sediment fluxes of other studies with the new dry bulk density values

(><10° t/a) [kg/(m* a)]
/ (g/em’)
(1.3g/cm’) (1.3g/cm’)

3.0x10"' m’ 1.2 Tka 51.4 55.7 Ll;oe&al’
1.27x10°%km’ 0.7 19080 353 14.96 27.78 Jia et al,

2018a
4.78x10*%km? 0.7 350£150 650 7.32 13.60 Jia et al,

2018a
4.30x10*km’ 0.7 15060 279 3.49 6.48 Jia et al,

2018a
1.89%10*%km’ 1.08 206.5 249 10.93 13.15 Q”;%le;a”
3.45x10%km? 1.08 414.6 499 12.02 14.47 Qiao et al,

2017
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DRY BULK DENSITY ANALYSIS FOR INNER SHELF SEDIMENTS OF THE EAST
CHINA SEA AND ITS SEDIMENTARY IMPLICATIONS

XUE Cheng-Feng, SHENG Hui, WEI Dong-Yun, YANG Yang, WANG Ya-Ping, JIA Jian-Jun

(State Key Laboratory of Estuarine and Coastal Research, School of Marine Sciences, East China Normal University, Shanghai 200241,
China)

Abstract

significance to understand sediment budget, source-sink fluxes, and geomorphologic evolutions. However, the test and

Dry bulk density is often applied to calculate the flux as an important parameter, which has a great

analysis procedures of the previous studies on dry bulk density were lack of uniform norms and not taken seriously. In this
paper, dry bulk density of surface sediments and core sediments from the inner shelf of the East China Sea was obtained by
means of experimental test and indirect formula calculation. The accuracy of two methods was compared and analyzed to
enhance the quantitation and accuracy in sedimentary research. The general value of dry bulk density was determined to be
1.1—1.5g/ecm’ for fine particulate matter sediments in the inner shelf of the East China Sea. The main factors affecting dry
bulk density were the mineral composition and grain size of the sediments. The former affected by the density of mineral
compositions, while the latter affected the porosity. Therefore, the test of dry bulk density should be completed as soon as
possible after sampling. In order to accurately estimate the sediment flux, appropriate dry bulk density should be calculated
based on the spatial variation of the main grain size and the porosity of sediments.

Key words dry bulk density; sediment flux

mean grain size; porosity;



