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Multi-indices analysis to find out benthic ecological reference conditions of Jiaozhou bay

LIU Xudong, WANG Zhenzhong, WANG Jinsheng, CUI Wenlian
(Qingdao Ecological and Environment Monitoring Center of Shandong Province, Qingdao 266003, China)

Abstract: Macrobenthos can be used as good indicators for marine ecological quality status due to their lifestyle
and Environmental stress ability. Recently multiple indices have been used to evaluate the benthic ecological
status, because of the conceptual basis for each indices may rely on different assumptions and parameters, they
were unable to give a consistent classification. In order to get a better evaluation of the benthic community
health of Jiaozhou bay, we examined the changes of benthic communities over the past seven years, analyzed
the main advantages and disadvantages of indices, established reasonable rules to selecte reference conditions,
at last evaluate the selection effect by M-AMBI. Here we argue that setting reference conditions can reduce the

error classification risk, helping us to identify the ecological status of Jiaozhou bay.
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Tab.1 Investigation time and number of stations
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Fig. 1 Sketch map of sampling stations
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Tab.3 Threshold levels of six indices for benthic ecological quality status assessment.
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Fig.2 Pearson correlation heat map of biological indices
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Tab.5 Comparison between the quantile selection value of the index and the extreme value of each season
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