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Phytoplankton community structure in the Yellow River estuary and
its adjacent waters in late summer,2010
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Abstract; To study the response of phytoplankton community to the water-sediment regulation in Yellow River in sum-
mer 2010, water samples were collected in the Yellow River estuary and its adjacent waters after the event. A total of
80 species (including 14 undetermined species) representing diatom, dinoflagellate , cyanobacteria, chrysophyte and
chlorophytes were identified by microscopic analysis. Diatoms were dominant in all stations surveyed with 68 species i-
dentified and taking up 85% of the total phytoplankton. The main dominant species were Chaetoceros debili, Eucampia
zodiacus and Ceratium furca in this survey. The changes of nutrients condition in the survey area affected the phyto-
plankton community structure significantly. This study provides fundamental information for further research about the
influences of environmental changes on phytoplankton community in the Yellow River estuary and its adjacent area.
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Fig. 1 Investigation area and sampling stations in Yellow River estuary in Sep. 2010
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Fig. 2 Temperature , salinity and transparency in survey area in Sep. 2010 ( a:temperature; b:salinity; c:transparency)
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Fig. 3 Nutrient distribution in survey area in Sep. 2010 ( pmol/L) (a:DIN; b:PO,-P; ¢:Si0;-Si)
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Tab. 1 Species compositon of phytoplankton in investigation area
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Tab. 3 Correlation analysis between abundance, diversity and environmental variables in Sep. 2010

T S Tr DIN PO,-P Si05-Si

Abundance 0. 653 = * 0. 080 0.172 0. 001 -0.490 = = -0. 405 =
Diatom Abundance 0. 687 = -0. 025 0. 166 -0.071 -0. 405 = -0.213
Dinoflagellate Abundance -0.217 0.217 -0. 059 0. 160 0. 047 -0.216

H' -0.079 -0.430 = -0.258 0.052 0. 030 0. 547 = =

J -0.298 —0.547 = = -0.426 = 0.010 0. 180 0.726 = =

. * % 4 p<0.01, * 4 p<0.05
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