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Abstract: Based on the macrobenthic samples and environmental data collected from northern Fu-
jlan Province in summer 2013, the characteristics,disturbance and the relationship with the envi-
ronmental factors of macrobenthic community were analyzed,and the eco-environmental quality
was assessed by using the diversity index, AZTI marine biotic index (AMBI) and multivariate
AZTI index(M-AMBI).In the coastal area of northern Fujian Province in summer 2013, the mac-
robenthic species was less,the density and the biomass were lower,and the body size had minia-
turization tendency. The macrobenthic community was affected and the degree agreed with the environ-
mental pressure gradient, the eco-environmental quality of coastal area in Ningde where the marine devel-
oping activities were less,was higher than coastal area of Fuzhou.The assessment results of macrobenthic

community using diversity index H', AMBI index, M-AMBI were not completely consistent, the
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ecological levels assessed by AMBI, M-AMBI indexes were higher than those by diversity.

Key words: Benthic organism, Biological community, Marine environment, Bio-diversity
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