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RHNHRE EE R AF D, 45 34.0%~41.4%, BEH G A & 8.3%F 17.1%, WK & it
A EY TR AR 23.9%~25.3%, K AL IE 2K 4 Tk 25.0%. FEAE K R E B, 48 24 H ekt B 2 km
Wb ALk B R AN T A N 52%~10.7%, %G EERE &, 2 L EKRTAY N 0~30 cm
b A LB i B A 2.01 Mg C/hm® #¢ 3.75 Mg C/hm®, F34 % 2.88 Mg C/hm®, %k B 4 47 T2 69 A Hlak
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A A A FERS 2 (Nordlund ef al, 2016; Unsworth  48~112 Tg C/yr, Hj & b i v SR B A9 10%~18%
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(McLeod et al, 2011), T3 R5E K AL CO, Flfi A
A MU (Corg) I RE ST, — 7 IR T E AT BA 194 CO,
AL A M e ST s Dy — 7, R T R R AT
L3 35 9 0 7K UL ) PR TR R ROk HAE S &
48 N AP HLEURL(Oreska et al, 2018; Barcelona et al,
2021),

TORRBI R 1 5 PR AR 28 R Gl e Ry 2 B 4 Al
o, i TAEY R (Fourqurean et al, 2012), Bk
FR N R EE AT LB, T B PR 2 UUR R 4
AL 50%M BT F R, HARNDR [ BRI
BRI GR , ANTFIFAE % 5 (Kennedy et al, 2010), IT4F
KHIIFSE SR, AT RN B [ B b STk A7 A —
SE TR I A (Oreska er al, 2018), BIZ%F K, 4b
VA ML (AR RE Y BT R S 4B R 48 P Y
LIR4E) i - S (Chen er al, 2017; Reef et al, 2017;
Oreska et al, 2018), FEJ& Al #E 5 Ji] [l R G R K AR
T 2 T P B RN R e A S, A MLRR s o Bk
(NS EA <3l VAL SRR YT A 4 S S & RSl I )
R FR G 1 B S 2 J2 TRk 1) 32 ZE K U5 (Chen et al,
2017). B FLRR AR —SE R R N B DTN, (A
TR G = R 7= T, T R TE AR
G FRA DAL K B AT T BB ) BR , e
PEILRTE R GHM K i 1% ZE R o X BB 4K IR R A )
AP i, SRR A DO TP AR 1R 4), X T B
FRBRIC A PARAS 30% (Duarte et al, 2017).

TR RN A R0 B A KA A PR ER , Al
S B DU SR FE 4 X 5K WIEAR 418 B R G0 R IR 5 R 50
[ AN T 3 G B A7 AE LA Ry 20K 190 O 5 2 T 2 38 28
(354, 2010; Li et al, 2016), A5 P FE A0 516 545
Xz —, ML 472 hm?, Hop, #8% ) 35
2, BBRPRIRIFRZ N 395 hm?, FB5MG THE 5 1 XA
JIATHETRE X (ZE S, 2020), [RIAS, G275t e 3k [ i 5
FFRFEIEFTL , AR AL DL SR 0H ST T X3
FIED RGN R RS RGNS =, 1
ZY RN, R RAT AIURR R R %) 23 AT 2 il B B R AT
FEEMEE T 0, APRETRE R R ARG T
RIS R B R X GURA MU R IR, PAS T A
BUBR A I, PR IR AR ST TR [ Vi R TR S Rl 2
WA

1 #wREFE
11 B S H5ihffmik
2021 4F 8—9 H, Xif SR IA)5 A B i B PR X A\ Ji

T 0 PR (X M 5 R PR S IX S S R R A . A
FEPRAE T2V AR R 1, AT B R T 7 g B v
IS, ARPEARBEEFEQ2020) A, 2 AN DX s R R AR
R 154.12 F11229.96 hm®, FH T S 36 785 P 6 S k47
DUZRFRAH, o 3 w0 R\ o) 3 8 PR B D1 A 53 A X
PB4 0.3~2.0 km (& 1),

B PR B s 1 R A A0 ol AV AR I 4% R Howard 4§
(2014)y Jr TP, i B HLERFE S A7 7%, AR 2 4
M R RARAE , 45900 3 AN/NIX, e/ X AL
PERER A, LSBT IR BURRAE A LB R IR A5
REAIE 5 Vg T S BB DX 38 A ML TR A AE 5 A B i
PR A7 S, RIAE LA 17K F- 77 1) 1.0 1 2.0 km
AR T ANIBURESS A7 (B 1, 141 2#), FE 175 1) 1.5 km
AP 1 ANECRESE (8 1, 3#), FHLATTA R E R
DX AT LA ) TTHR o

1.2 HmFE

2 Qb RAE i ) SR SR TE R I ) AT, A%
B AL AR RAE R (9=5 cm) TSI HURE . HUEEIR K
40~50 cm, HrA, 0~30 cm [, B3 em 43EE
T RS 3T (n=3), IFAEAS ol 7 4 BRI I A 0
) B3 AT N BORE (gl LR i B n=3) g
AW B HURE (25 cmx25 cm, n=6).

i 15 8% 5 DR T R AT 4 1 BBURE S o7, R A RCR A
(=4 cm)PLEJZ 0~3 cm HYRFFES . K ER N K
PRAY B | PRI AN R R 3 R R [ SRR
A HUBR KR A B0 . BeAh, 5 8 5] JE [ A A
DUZRFRBE X, FEKSNIIVERTS , DU YTTRUK 3l
S B RV FE R SRR . [RIA, S5 F /T s FAg
DX 388 4 /0N 0 25 P T R o A o B /N )R e
PRI, A Bl U5 BILAR FILES AV (ol 86 A DL A A5
HORE Dy SO TE 4 3l 7 BEALICEE R R 25 emx25 em
PR RT A KIS (R KR 3 . fLA 28 (Ulva pertusa)
KBt 2, n=3WEMIRAFES ; DI AE YT BUR:
J7 2k B PR B 3T 3% 5 1 DL S [ 35 B Rl 28 oA 4 i
(Ostrea gigas)], VEmT¥ 5 22 ERTK RS, WK
4 h, WERBVIRY ., FIHAEYIFER 64 um BTRIF
AP S (AR & w iR s ), (HS A E TR
WA [R) 057 2 AL (Yoshii er al, 1999; Post, 2002), LA
R FERAE O CARIR T Ml SE g6 =

1.3 HmoH

RFFFHREE TR 0~3 cm J2AMRE, BT
(60°C FHEF 72 h)JEFRE, T 0.1 mol/L ¥y HC1 HhIR AL ,
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Fig.1 Location of the study area Sanggou Bay and sampling sites

LB T WK, 2R P& G A% o0 R 53 B iR
(Elementar, 3 [E) Y[Rl 2 B 3% {X (ISOprime  100) i
1 6"C A1 0N R HLER B A9 IN RE o B AR % e Y
M ¥ B Howard %5 (2014)8 /7%, Bl 0~30 cm 5
JEREARAEAR 4 BUORE 2R N AR TR R, 78 60°C FHET
72 h BEE, IFRERE, LRI A 50k 5,
P I R FIFER 7 UFR L R AL, HE AT S
AT AT AR (A0 5 o o 8y 0 DR JR) 30 3 57 1 2 2 G I e B
BB IR AL AR R AR TR 2 91 C A 0PN At
b WA S LB E AR T B E Y
JE S0 A BT AR it 4 B I PR E RS ) A TR0 43 55
OEHRLEE AL (Multisizer 3)53H7 o

14 HESHITHE

141 kR BRBY AR R IR AR
#(Parnell e al, 2010)% 3k H EZR A7 5012
U B STERIE T 408, AT R R BRIPE
SIAR (Stable Isotope Analysis in R) F 47, 315345,
BTk, b, 0.95 BAE XA AYF Y sk R e
SRR o A I DR ] R EURE A5 A8 A AT A R4 i [
FERY 7 RIEAT 3 HT o 2 A 8 B PRUTT AR P REAE LA P (B
(P) . Hrik RECRRAD & it (%) EESH

1.4.2 FRAABAE B H A 8 DL AN T
PECEHEAT RAE o e R VTR A &, o B T
B 0~30 cm 19452 UTA TR A PLER B9 R (Lavery

et al,2013), il Mg C/hm? (1 Mg=10° g); iafifefi
WL ROATIRAL T2 Rl N N R AL E E AN R G e e
PImRE R, 2% X B4 (2014) 1 S TS R 5 A\
WX PIRE RN 0.59 cm/yr F1 2.08 cm/yr, L)
0~30 cm ffifg w2 BR LUR BT 30 em Br AR R, 75
FAE BRI A, B0 Mg,

2 #R

21 2RBERARMHIREEZESEYE

i 85 B8 B R A0 A TP BT RUB AP AP X, 3RJZ (0~
3em)AHLER & RN 0.15% (£ 1), AHLESE R
1.63%, ZH K 1.07, FHHREEL 578 H/m’,
S ARl 446.2 g DW/m?; /\ ] i 68 B PR R S5
KRR, AL S REAR, S 0.11%, AHEE
BN 0.98%, FIHIKRE A 467 FR/m®, AW
410.2 g DW/m?,

22 BERRABABREHBRARMRFESRERR
WLERSRIE D7
e % T RRI T s R PN 888 e R[] 5 3R {ELAH T
(B 2), 205K (=12.42+0.24)%0 5 (6.45+0.73) %0 Fll
(~12.14%0.13)%0 5 (6.56+0.54)%0, {HEZHTHYIHK
oPC 5 VN HH AW BAARR, HSEES N
(—20.67+£0.37)%0 F1(4.54£0.96) %05 (—21.64+0.32%o0)
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Tab.1 Sediment and eelgrass meadows characteristics in Sanggou Bay
mok P ovm omw o wE ST g AUROCMEREE gy e
Eelgrass  fif& ¥ o T o denrs}i/t G OE" - dsen(;?tt Aboveground Belowground
meadows Median ¢ coefficient Silt/% Clay/% /(g/cm%l) Corg/% méﬁz?/l‘;) /(shoot /r}rllz) biomass/g biomass/g
o)
CTI%ZJ 2.35+¢0.33 3.14+£0.26 19.7+1.1 3.1+£0.9 1.07+£0.13 0.15+0.03 1.63+0.16 578+234 274.6+94.3 171.3+£64.5
udao
NI 2.16+£0.06 2.65+0.63 15.0+£3.7 2.7+1.0 0.91+£0.08 0.11+0.05 0.98+0.31 467+189 263.2+105.8 146.7+60.9
Bahegang
VRO AR R ) 2 s B —— PAi#HEY) Phytoplankton

F1(5.09+0.80)%0, TRABIIALE R IR, 2 AbEIRN —%— %485 Eelgrass of Chudao
oK 8 1) TR AR (AL 3), 433 8.3% A1 17.1%:; — /Y48 % Belgrass of Bahegang

S5 2 RS o N R — B M ! f Chud:

VR 1 SRR RS 5 BRI Ny 41.4% , 75/ B e o Cnndi

o . [k UL Y Bk R |- 39 —K— DA Y31 Biodeposits

34.0%: 5 7:45‘3 P BLA 19 T k53 5 Oy iS :f)/oﬂéﬂ ¢ 448K Eelgrass meadow in Chudao
23.9%; 2 AbHEPR N ORI B2 A HLIK A ST AR A AW R Belgrass meadow in Bahe

\ N 127 © #¥53EEKX 1 Bare sand area 1#

fBl, 2 25.0%F01 24.9%. ¢ I IERPRIX 2 Bare sand area 2#

I 88 PR RN R 3 ANl 2 Z DU 6 C A 10 B %R RIRIX 3 Bare sand area 3#

I, 6UN MZEREC I R(E 2), TR 28 +

TR, TR N 47.0%~63.8% ([ 4), LI g ol 2 LB ¥

i FR RICT Y L O (B SRR 1.0 k), PR IR A al :‘;t,

TTRRAE R /N, 9 47.0%, B85 A STRRAE X RO, Sl ¢

10.7%, RIS TIIAEN 21.9%, DRFIRTT

HREN 20.4%; FEESRIRAY 2# . 3#uli A (B 25509 A 98 24 20 -6 -1z 8 4 0

2.0 km 5 1.5 km), 88 5 SR 08N 2 5.2%F1 6.7%,
K B DR AEYTUR TTER 2 14.6%~16.5%, 1T IEAH
Wi STk R T & 57.6%~63.8%, KB 5 012491
FUBTHRRAT, A 14.7%~16.3%.
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Fig.2 Characteristics of carbon and nitrogen stable isotopes

(8"3C and 8"°N) in surface sediments and organic carbon
sources at the survey sites
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and biodeposit) to the surface sediment (0~3 cm) in Chudao (A) and Bahegang (B) eelgrass meadows
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A: 55 B: T
23 SEBEKNARRFESHRESITM
¥ I 18 55 PR RS I, 0~30 cm A HLBR & % sh4s

K(E 5A), ZBEIEFI R 0.09%~0.15%, 1454013+
0.02)%; /\TAIE JiC o D) 52 4 ok ) B B AR )2 2K 2

TR B REAN B (E SB), H & & (0.04~
0.11)%, F444(0.066+0.018)% ., i & H R JiE ST ke 45
S AR AL 1.03~1.45 mg Clem®, N
(1.20£0.17) mg C/em® (& 5C); /\Ja] ¥k F5 ARk 5 BE M

RIZZIRZE 2RI 5Dy, Fi&
0.37) mg C/em’,,

H A% 5 B R A\ FRTURR Y N 0~30 em 1Y
SIS BT SEAR B At 4y B 3.75 Mg C/m’ Al
2.02 Mg C/m*(1 Mg=10°g, BP1t), Hi 2 kbAY#SarpR
(R TR AR T B B SR OB TS B B B fif 2R 1 041.5 Mg AR
P8 5 AT VT B DB R 43500 R 0.59 em/yr
H12.08 em/yr (XIFEEE, 2014), 15 31445 4 B I 5 110
SEFIE SR B R 11.36 Mg/yr Fl 32.15 Mg/yr (% 2).

i M (0.64+
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Tab.2 Carbon stocks and annual areal carbon accumulation in eelgrass (Z. marina) meadows of Sanggou Bay

5 i e i i SRAER AR R R

Eel r;:s meadows  Area //I;mz Carbon density Carbon stock Carbon stock  Total carbon Annual carbon

& /(mg C/cm®) /(g C/m?) /(Mg C/hm?) stock/Mg  accumulation/Mg

¥4 % Chudao 154.12 1.20+0.17 374.82+21.42 3.75+£0.21 577.7+£33.00 11.36+0.65
J\Ji# Bahegang  229.96 0.64+0.37 201.70+16.38 2.02+0.16  463.83+37.70 32.1542.62

&I Total 384.08 - - 1041.50 43.50

b AT RS2 TURR B (14 DT R s v T A DX, Ik

3 it

31 BEXRRENMEVRHIKIR

Ve AR W e 1) ELEE DTRR A, (HAEAS [R] R R
W X, H otk bl B A AR R ER,
Kennedy %:(2010)WF52 &M, 1A 319 2BREIR 50%
A AR K 1T, 3 — B P X 5, B 5 R
PR TR TE TR TR A 2 R N Ze i G, S e R
F) 25 ¥ RN 2H A K (Oreska et al, 2018)., 3 14 125 i 25 PR
SBC 1 A8 Ak K (-20.31~21.99)% , 5 8 B 4 B (1)
—12.30% A L, 221H J9—8.2%0, WAL g Hi A () Hh Y5
YEA HLBR A9 FR 1 (Kennedy ef al, 2010); Rohr %£(2018)
Fl Stankovic 45(2021)4r BT, 2 4b R R K2 A WLk
Hok H B8 1 B DTN, R 8.3%~17.1%, it
A BB PR b, 68 R TTERZEN 20%~40% ., —J7 1,
%0 ] SRR DTk T RE S 2 b RERIAL TR
KB IR PR A G (B4R SE, 1988), TERGR T
IR TVEFTT , B T8 75 40 PR 45 77 71 0 22 1) e 7y
WK, R, B B R R 2 I R BT R A X A
/N4, 2016; Rahayu et al, 2019), 55—J5 1,
ER 1% Bl ) L5 DL 20 A DO b B TR AR
FRHEAY 2 R0R , KA 3 IS R B s B8 76 PR IGHS
(Dahl et al, 2018) , 3 MAH 5 8 0 IR L J&] FL ol 4 HLA T
OB JE PR S IRty W A S R A R E L 2
(K 4). [FIAF, MBEBHELIR 1.5~2.0 km Y 2#. 3#uki{is
TF R DB 5 IR 57.6%~63.8% , L B T B R N
34.0%~41. 4% EL ], 2 e 3 9 5 AR 8 5 114) 3 B K
BRI A Py DA S KR 55 T LA 2~20 pm R 1Y
TR A0 NPORL (25 R 5, 20200AfE S, U HE
FIVE T RBES X 2, RIS ) iE A BEH X
(Ricart et al, 2017)FF-7E AR

DB PR A DU G /KR 5 DU IR . PRI AR )
SR ML AL USRI T 2R 3R
JZ SR (Kautsky et al, 1987), - BifEEIEVE Y
BEHAM RS, L, 7RIS D12

KT FRBE AL ) LA R o G R A, 2022), 1M
VA R L e )2 65 K i A B ML BEL A R AEG T K 3 s
JE |, 2 1) TR ORI O R RO B IR N TR I 2R
(Oreska et al, 2018; Barcelona et al 2021), {H{EZR 14
T, DL SRR e B TV AR Y A T A
Oy TR, BR T RRAET A, DLZEUURRN IR RE 1) A KR
A TETE AR UEAE T (R W AKSE, 2018). d04Ek, BE#E
WFFEIITRA , 155 5L PR N T R 119 DL 28 3% 8] 1) 56 3=
Bl W s, DL O T ) I A 6 T T G
T8 07 X o 8BRS A A R G S 1
FH AR o5 (5 | 78 S RN AE Sy, W% 50 R
FEAE S Y 23 (B 50 4, AR R0 B AT, (Rl
BRI, PR TR A KR 5 (Ferriss et al,
2019), Reusch Z(1994)F1 Vinthe Z£(2008) 1 #F 53 th %
B, DURUIRUGHORMEFRMA,, R TigE AR,
SIS YY) VR IR AE 1 5 R GEANT , A URAF
SCAEEE T, ok A IR TURR R R, ] BETE—E
FREE b 0hifg R A K A e A VR

32 ERANKMEERZIMEER

TUBUA LI I 5 e o A AL RR 4y, BRA
PLER A B 45 32 51 o RIATE 2 b R BB FIRRZA WL
BB 10 0.92 mg Clem®, Ny T L6825 K -3
{ 2721 mg C/cm® i 1/10, Rohr %:(2016)fF58 £ M,
SR VBV 68 B R %5 FE 5 2% 2% Faro Al Kolaviken ¥ [X A
UL, (HIEAR TR 88 R 34 (11.444.3) mg C/em’
(Rohr er al, 2018), HIREIL T ITIBHERGEAMLL,
AL TR, I T AR 355 T ) i 0088 0 DA 1) e 285
(12.31 mg C/em®)(Yue et al, 2021), te4h, STE 7Y
VDR P e 2 B8 A L AR A F AR K - (324, 2018).,

AR AT HRGE H, JCTe DA S B P9 R A IX 5
FUBE, 32 syl XA i /N RUBE A7 HILB i 1 0 A
TEH KM 225 (Lavery et al, 2013; Rohr et al, 2018). LA
W A T RN b e B8 R R A ), A iR AR 2 15
%5 . Rohr Z5(2018) X i Hy 8 55 PR B it 1 (1) 40 B % I
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| AR i e 2 S 1 = D PR A R ORI DS B AR (e
T HAEMASERBOMAS R ORIR S ), —
T2 TR RE  62% o JLABRY B ST IR, IS Ry
P D0 L SR A R A 2 DR fi ek e Ay B 1 T
W A F (Miyajima et al, 2015; Dahl et al, 2016;
Mazarrasa et al, 2021). S fif &84 = 19 X IAR L, 5
T4 VS R I JEC TR BE AR R AR, e 4 A X ARG
(FE1); S5 H Dongdae Bay HUBS RLERAH L ,
RN R RIE S B 2 A R H 1/30 (Kim et al, 2022),
WHE VT E/ANT 10%H 8K, HRERE<1 kg Om’,
ifi 2~10 kg C/m” B X 3k HLR & fE7E 30% L) b, HE s
ik 80%. X & T E 4N BURL A P slRs b b, B S I
Y HCZ B AL F IR A IAET , S 0 1 43 A IR
55, MRS ASRIRM A LR E 5 LR, Fk, R
BARA A et 5 R PR AR G . HAT, RIAEW
R A ALAY 400 hm® 247, HZARBEHOR, R
TR /INIE: 52 ) fe R o o 1) 81 2 ] K (Ricart et al,
2017), PR, BARAY ARG A AT RE S H AT FR R
BT 56, RN, SE7E 68 R R0 R A 7 J1 /K-
A FiEE, ML 543.5 g C/(m*yr), X5 LI
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Abstract

Seagrass meadows are one of the most abundant systems in the coastal area. They absorb

and sequester a large amount of atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO;) forming an important blue carbon

system. The strong ability of seagrass beds to absorb CO, and store organic carbon (C,y) could be

attributed to their ability to convert CO, into plant biomass and to reduce water flow and sediment

re-suspension, capturing organic particles from outside the ecosystem. Thus, the source and the stock of
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carbon have attracted much attention. In certain areas, this value exhibits a large range. In some meadows,
endogenous organic matter (OM) such as seagrass litter (leaves and roots) and epiphytes account for a
larger contribution to carbon burial, while in most other grass beds, exogenous OM such as phytoplankton,
suspended particulate matter, and mangroves in adjacent systems dominate. This is primarily because all
marine ecosystems exchange energy and matter with the surrounding systems through water flow, and
carbon is no exception.

Sanggou Bay is one of the main seagrass distribution areas in northern China. It is also a typical
mariculture bay in China. In this bay, the long-term large-scale bivalve culture activities have given a
special ecological scene to the adjacent culture ecosystem and seagrass beds. Based on stable isotopes,
this study analyzed the sources of organic carbon in the sediments of the two eelgrass meadows in
Sanggou Bay and evaluated the organic carbon stock. The results showed that the isotope §°C of the
eelgrass bed in Sanggou Bay was in the range of (20.31~ —21.99)%., compared to 12.30%o. of the eelgrass
itself. The difference (8.2%o) shows the typical characteristics of allochthonous organic carbon. The
estimation from the Isosource 1.3 isotope mixing model software showed that the surface organic carbon
in the two eelgrass beds mainly originated from the phytoplankton (34.0%~41.4%). Bio-deposit from
cultured bivalve also contributed 23.9%~25.3%, while eelgrass itself only contributed about 8.3%~17.1%.
The contribution of shellfish bio-deposit was about 23.9%~25.3%, while that of macroalgae was about
25.0%. Around the Chudao eelgrass bed, the carbon output from the eelgrass contributed about 5.2% to
10.7% to the organic carbon deposited on the surface site within 2 km. The carbon stock estimation
showed that the organic carbon storage at the depth of 0~30 cm in the two grass beds was 2.01 and 3.75
Mg C/hm?, with an average of 2.88 Mg C/hm?, and about 0.71 Mg C/hm” was from bivalve deposition. In
addition, eelgrass also contributed (average 5.2%~10.7%) to sediment carbon in the surrounding system.

The contribution of eelgrass to surface sediment organic carbon in the study site was lower than that
of the average contribution of eelgrass in the north temperate eelgrass beds (20%~40%). This result could
be linked to the fact that both seagrass beds are in an environment with strong nearshore hydrodynamics.
Under the strong hydrodynamic action, the exfoliated materials such as leaves are carried out of the grass
bed and get accumulated in the surrounding environment, while the bio-deposit of the surrounding
cultured shellfish are carried into the meadows by the resuspension. Strong water flow presents a weaker
rate of carbon accumulation due to the high microbial decomposition. Compared to the average carbon
stock in the temperate eelgrass beds (27.2 Mg C/hm?) in the world, the carbon stock in Sanggou Bay
eelgrass meadows is low. The primary reason is the substrate characteristics of the eelgrass bed. The
average grain size is relatively large, with relatively low mud content, which results in strong microbial
decomposition, making it difficult for organic carbon from various sources to accumulate. The decline of
seagrass will lead to a large loss of sedimentary organic carbon and eelgrass bed restoration could be an
effective means to curb this trend. Strengthening the protection of seagrass in Sanggou Bay and carrying
out effective transplantation and restoration could be an important measure to increase the carbon storage
and would help to provide more ecological services such as increasing biodiversity and maintaining
environmental health.

This study shows that the carbon storage of the seagrass system in Sanggou Bay is relatively low.
Bio-deposit from farmed shellfish is an important source of organic carbon in eelgrass beds. The results
provide an in-depth analysis of the source of sedimentary carbon sink in the eelgrass bed in Sanggou Bay
and the contribution of large-scale mariculture activities to the seagrass blue carbon.

Key words Eelgrass meadow; Organic carbon stock; Stable isotope; Maricultue; Sanggou Bay



