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Investigation and Assessment of Sediment Carbon Storage
in Salt Marsh Wetland of Yellow River Estuary

HE Jianlong', MA Yuanqging', WEI Jifang®, LIU Xin', WANG Jianbu’,
WANG Xiaoxia', ZHAO Yuting', SONG Xiukai'

(1.Shandong Marine Resource and Environment Research Institute, Yantai 264006, China;2.North China Sea En-
vironmental Monitoring Center, SOA., Qingdao 266033, China; 3. First Institute of Oceanography, MNR,
Qingdao 266061, China)

Abstract: Based on data of sediment surveyed in salt marsh wetland of Yellow River Estuary,
September, 2021, the distribution characteristics of sediment particle size, bulk density and or-
ganic carbon were analyzed, and the carbon density and carbon storage in salt marsh wetland of
Yellow River Estuary were evaluated. The results showed that the sediment types were mainly
silt, and some layers were sandy silt and clayey silt. There was little difference in the bulk den-
sity of sediments at different depths among four types planting cover, and the bulk density of

Spartina alterniflora wetlands and Suaeda salsa wetlands were generally greater than that of
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Tamarix chinensis wetlands and Phragmites australis wetlands. The contents of organic carbon
in sediments of Spartina alterniflora, Suaeda salsa, Phragmites australis and Tamarix
chinensis area were 0.199%, 0.200%, 0.184% and 0.161% respectively; The contents of
organic carbon in sediment of Spartina alterniflora and Suaeda salsa were higher than that of
Phragmites australis and Tamarix chinensis area, which was related to more clay components.
It was calculated that the total carbon storage of sediment in salt marsh wetland of Yellow River
Estuary was 334 700 tons, of which the carbon storage in the sediments of Spartina
alterniflora area was 143 100 tons, the Phragmites australis area was 120 500 tons, the Tama-

rix chinensis area was 52 700 tons, and the area of Suaeda salsa was 18 400 tons.

Keywords: Salt marsh wetland of Yellow River Estuary, Sediment, Carbon storage, Assessment
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Table 1 The information of survey stations
T A X35 DA 4 (N°) 25 (E”)
DM3-1 37.799453 119.157992
HAEK A3 X 13 37.735092 119.247514
DM2-1 37.800544 119.149592
DM3-2 37.797411 119.157547
DM3-3 37.793342 119.156664
E8 b 5% 53 A X 9 37.799453 119.157992
10 37.799453 119.157992
DM2-2 37.795461 119.149211
1 37.772175 119.187169
2 37.769022 119.176442
FEMN 3413 X 5 37.774278 119.156664
6 37.770683 119.158561
14 37.715758 119.219592
3 37.762194 119.157083
4 37.771622 119.153956
37.770869 119.123014
AT IX
37.773728 119.091753
11 37.756500 119.190331
12 37.765742 119.010875
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Table 2 Grain size composition of sediments in salt marsh

wetland of Yellow River Estuary

R R E e/ %
T A X 35,
/cm w B #H+
5 8.72 84.89 6.39
15 9.10 83.11 7.79
25 7.99 81.73 10.28
H A K B4y X
R RS 35 3.89 86.53 9.58
45 8.16 88.37 3.47
75 10.08 87.11 2.81
5 3.25 84.66 12.09
15 2.30 83.39 14.31
o 25 2.66 83.64 13.71
Eh Mo 3% A X
35 4.89 82.81 12.29
45 13.83 79.34 6.84
75 14.74 76.35 8.91
5 13.14 83.11 3.75
15 13.84 81.03 5.14
25 11.17 83.94 4.88
LA A X
e 35 15.23 80.97 3.80
15 9.03 88.17 2.80
75 4.58 92.66 2.76
5 21.94 77.02 1.04
15 19.51 78.94 1.56
- A 25 21.12 78.04 0.83
PO A X
35 21.99 76.59 1.42
45 19.40 78.31 2.29
75 21.09 75.44 3.47
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Fig.1 Bulk density of sediments in different area of salt

marsh wetland of Yellow River Estuary
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Fig.2 Organic carbon of sediments in different area

of salt marsh wetland of Yellow River Estuary
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Table 4 Assessment of carbon storage of sediments

in salt marsh wetland of Yellow River Estuary
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