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Survey on Macrobenthic Community Structure in Jiangsu Segment of
Grand Canal
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(1. Jiangsu Environment Monitoring Center, Nanjing, Jiangsu 210041, China;
2. Jiangsu Suli Environmental Technology Co. , Lid, Nanjing, Jiangsu 210036, China)

Abstract; The macrobenthic community structure and habitat situation at 23 sampling sites in Jiangsu Seg-
ment of Grand Canal were surveyed in May of 2018. The macrobenthic diversity was evaluated by Shannon-Wie-
ner diversity index. The similarity of macrobenthic community compositions in each sampling site were analyzed
by cluster method, the differences of cluster groups were checked by ANOSIM, and the main species in cluster
groups were identified by SIMPER. Results showed that there were 42 taxa of macrobenthic animals in 23 sam-
pling sites, including 4 Crustacea, 16 Mollusca, 2 Polychatea, 2 Hirudinea, 4 Chironmidae,and 14 Oligochae-
ta. In addition, 23 sampling sites were divided into 4 groups by clustering analysis, the macrobenthic community
compositions were significant different between the 4 groups (p <0.05) according to ANOSIM analysis. Habitats
and aquatic vegetation were the main factors influencing the macrobenthic community structure in Jiangsu Seg-
ment of Grand Canal.
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Fig. 1  Sampling sites of macrobenthic communities

in Jiangsu Segment of Grand Canal
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Table 2 The list of macrobenthic species in Jiangsu Segment of Grand Canal
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Fig. 2 Cluster analysis of Bray-Curtis similarity
coefficient based on macrobenthic communities in

23 sampling sites
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Table 3 Water quality and habitat situation of sampling groups in Jiangsu Segment of Grand Canal
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