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INTRODUCTION

One object of this biological survey of Chesapeake Bay has been to make collet”
tions and identifications of various animals and plants found there in order to lear®
more of their distribution and abundance. An equally important object has been to
record at the same time some of the environmental conditions which might determin®
such distribution and abundance. In addition to this it has been the intention of th®
survey to continue the work for several years in an effort to ascertain what the usu#
environmental conditionsin the bay are, so that when great mortality of fishes, oyster®
crabs, clams, etc., occurs there will be data at hand from which to decide as to wh®
unusual changes may have been the cause of the trouble. Finally, it has been hop®
that the information obtained concerning salinity, temperature, and plankton conté?
of the water may help at some time in the future to throw light on the laws whic”
govern the migration of fishes, crabs, and other organisms in Chesapcake Bay.

The survey has been a rather general one, many regions having been visited 8¢
intervals, so that no one region has been studied intensively—daily for examnple™
although each region has been visited several times during a year. At certain one®
observations and collections have been made every 1% hours for a period of 24 hour®
The temperature and salinity data obtained during several years of observation have
been studied. An attempt has been made to work out the distribution of the plankto”
diatoms and other forms and also to see how they are related to salinity and temper®”
ture; but the réle played by each of these factors can not be conclusively ghow?
owing to the difficulty of controlling the numerous factors involved. In order to h’?"e
a better idea of the general physical characteristics of Chesapeake Bay before tak}ng
up the discussion of salinity, temperature, and diatom distribution, the followiné
section on the physical features has been included.

PHYSICAL FEATURES

Chesapeake Bay is a large estuary on the eastern coast of the United States 1 ing’
between latitude 76° to 76° 30’ and longitude 37° to 39° 30’. It forms a deep ind,en
tation into the States of Maryland and Virginia, extending inland about 160 nauti¢®
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Wiles, varying from 5 to 20 nautical miles in width, and covering an area of approxi-
Mately 2,800 square miles.?
Sounds, small bays, and many small inlets make the outline very irregular.
eral moderate-sized rivers empty their waters into the bay. On the west shore,
®8nning at the head of the estuary, are the Susquehanna, Patapsco, Severn, Patux-
(‘;nt, Potomac, Rappahannock, York, and James Rivers; on the eastern shore the Elk,
88safras, Chester, Choptank, Nanticoke, and Pocomoke Rivers are the most impor-
tfmt ones. The Susquehanna and Potomac, which are the largest, and the rest of the
Tvers of the western shore supply by far the greater bulk of the fresh water emptied
Mto the hay. .
While Chesapeake Bay extends almost directly north and south, its mouth faces
¢ east. Cape Charles and Cape Henry, which guard the entrance to the north and
South, respectively, are about 10 nautical miles apart, a distance which is considerably
88 than the average width of the southern part of the bay. This narrowed condition,
Yogether with the occurrence of a tidal delta cut by channels running parallel with the
Current, have an effect on the velocity of the current through the mouth.
Chesapeake Bay israther shallow, and thereisnot a greatdeal of difference between
€ upper and lower parts of the bay. Thirty or forty feet is ahout the average for
®ep water. Here and there, especially along the eastern shore, there are very deep
holes; 150 feet off Kent Island, 114 feet off Poplar Island, 118 feet off Tilghman Island,
114 feet off Taylors Island, 156 feet off Barren Island, 134 feet off Hooper Island, 122
feet off Point No Point, 139 feet off Smiths Point, and 150 fect off Cape Charles City.
of these are close to the eastern shore except the one off Smiths Point, which is
1ear to the western shore, and those off Taylors Island and Point No Point which are
M the middle of the bay.
The deep holes along the eastern shore are connected with one another by regions
of greater depth than the average of the bay, so that there is a natural deep channel
gging the eastern shore more or less closely and extending from the head of the
Y to Point No Point, from which region it crosses over toward the western shore,
®coming lost near Rappahannock Spit (Windmill Point). The deep water then
“ontinues nearer the eastern shore almost to Cape Charles. (See fig. 1 and Coast
&nd Geodetic Survey charts, Nos. 77 and 78.)

These deep holes are of special interest on account of their permanence, their
cOmp&ra‘r,ively rich and unusual invertebrate fauna, and their relation to fishing
8Tounds. Tt is at the bottom of the deep-water channel that the most saline and

Dsest water is found. Similar deep pools are known in England— for example, the
Sloyne in the Mersey River, Lune Deeps in the Irish Sea, and Lynn Well in the Wash.
Wheeler (1893) has pointed out that these deeps are permanent because equilibrium
Ol erosion has been attained, and filling up is prevented by the action of the tides
®ombined with the production of eddies. Most of the deep holes of the Chesapeake
Ar¢ located close to the same shore as the submerged ‘““deeps” of the Susquehanna

1ver, studied by Mathews (1917).

Geologists have generally agreed that Chesapeake Bay, in part at least, is a
Submerged river (McGee, 1888, Lindenkohl, 1891) and that the deep-water channel
Under consideration is the old bed of the Susquehanna River before the subsidence
?ithe coastal plain. Probably, then, the deep channel was established in geological

Seve

! Thig area has been computed for this survey by the U. 8, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and it includes, in addition to Chesa-
Ri © Bay broper, Mobjack Bay, Pocomoke Sound, Tangler Sound, Kedges, Holland, and Hopper Straits, Fishing Bay, Honga
Ver, Eastern Bay, Herring Bay, and the entrance to the Choptank River,
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times when the coastal plain was more elevated than at the present time. While
t‘?el‘e does not seem to be any good reason for believing that the ebb and flood of the
Yide during recent times has cut the deep channel, yet it is known that erosion to a
Marked degree is taking place along the eastern shore of the bay (Hunter, 1914),
Like most estuaries, Chesapeake Bay has, in general, s muddy bottom, resulting
M part from the deposition of large amounts of organic matter brought down from
the lang by the rivers; in part from the settling of the dead bodies of marine, brackish-
Water, and fresh-water organisms, and in part from the settling of finely divided
Mineral matter. The latter is commonly called clay. This mixture of clay and
OTganic matter, which assumes a soft, sticky condition when wet, undoubtedly con-
81ns some iron sulphide resulting from the action of the sulphates in the sea water
o0 the jron compounds brought from the land. The mixture is characteristic of
S8tuaries, ocean waters near the land, and deeps outside of the 100-fathom line, accord-
g to Murray and Irvine (1893). They have given it the name ‘“blue mud” or
clay. This “blue mud” varies somewhat in color from a black to a blue-black and
% & brown in the Chesapeake, depending, probably, on the amount of organic matter
and sulphide of iron present, as pointed out by Murray and Irvine.
.. The consistency of the blue mud is not the same in all regions. In some places
1t forms g rather firm, cakelike layer without a soft surface, in others the typical
Plastic, claylike mud with a soft surface, and in still other localities a soft, puddled
Tayq, Samples of the bottom of Chesapeake Bay show, as a rule, that the blue-mud
&Yer is not very thick except in certain regions, such as the mouths of rivers. Usually
& sample cut out of the bottom to a depth of 2 or 3 inches shows a lower layer of sand,
¢ 8y, or shells, and often the blue mud is more or less mixed with these materials.
While the bottom of Chesapeake Bay is largely muddy, the shores are usually sandy,
80d this latter condition is especially characteristic of the southern half of the bay.
The movements of the water of Chesapeake Bay are complicated. The ebb and
flood of the tide, the outflow of many rivers which aid the ebb and hinder the flood,
© greater volume of river water entering from the western shore, eddies produced
Y headlands at the mouths of rivers and inequalities on the bottom , currents moving
M more or less opposite directions at surface and bottom in the same locality, varia-
1008 in rainfall, seasonal changes in temperature, and strong winds are factors which
80vern the movements of the water in the bay. There are no very strong currents,
% condition which has been noted by the Coast and Geodetic Survey (1916), Grave

1912), and the author.
METHODS

Some preliminary investigations of much value were made by Lewis Radcliffe,
of the Bureau of Fisheries, in 1915, 1916, and 1917, but this work was discontinued
'n M&rch, 1917. In January, 1920, the writer continued the investigation under
the Uniteq States Bureau of Fisheries and was in charge until March, 1922.

P During 1916 and 1920, 13 general cruises over the bay were taken on the U. S. S.
8h Hawk. In addition to these, 2 preliminary cruises were made in 1915, another
;)n the U. S. S. Roosevelt outside of the bay near the entrance in 1916, 4 special cruises
0 the bay to study hydroids in 1916, 2 special cruises in 1921, and 2 in 1922. The
Cruises, including dates, station numbers, and other data, are given below:
Cruise

L. October 22-27, 19135, stations 8336 to 8365.

II. December 1-10, 1915, stations 8366 to 8402; 24-hour station 8394.

IL January 15-22, 1916, stations 8403 to 8441.
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(IIr%’l?eJanuary 27-February 1, 1916. (Outside of Capes Henry and Charles) (on U. 8. S. Rooscrell?)
Stations 8442 to 8457.
V. March 6-12, 19186, stations 8458 to 8496.
VI. April 21-26, 1916, stations 8497 to 8535.
VII. May 22-30, 1916 (for hydroids), stations 8536 to 8549.
VIII. June 2-12, 19186, stations 8550 to 8588.
I1X. July 17-31, 19186, stations 8589 to 8627; 24-hour station 8617.
X. August 30-September 2, 1916 (for hydroids), stations 8628 to 8650.
XI1. September 8-12, 1916, stations 8651 to 8686.
XI1I. December 16-17, 1916 (for hydroids), stations 8687 to 8696.
X1Ia. March 20-22, 1917, (for hydroids), stations 8697 to 8706.
XIII. January 10-16, 1920, stations 8707 to 8737.
X1V. March 6-12, 1920, stations 8738 to 8769; 24-hour stations 8738 and 8760.
XV. May 1-8, 1920, stations 8771 to 8799.
XVI. July 3-9, 1920, stations 8800 to 8831; 24-hour stations 8800 and 8811.
XVII. August 21-26, 1920, stations 8832 to 8866; 24-hour stations 8855 and 8866 (8832 to 8830
outside of bay).

XVIII. October 15-21, 1920, stations 8867 to 8896; 24-hour stations 8867 and 8877.
XIX. December 4-10, 1920, stations 8897 to 8928; 24-hour stations 8918 and 8928.
XX. January 22-27, 1921, stations 8929 to 8959; 24-hour stations 8948 and 8959.
XXI. "March 28-April 2, 1921, stations 8960 to 8988; 24-hour stations 8960 and 8970.

XXII. May 30—June 3, 1921, stations 8989 to 9019; 24-hour stations 9008 and 9019.
XXIII. January 21-25, 1922, stations 9020 to 9047; 24-hour station 9039.
XXI1V. March 25-30, 1922, stations 9048 to 9078; 24-hour stations 9067 and 9078.

The general cruises were made at approximately equal intervals, and on each
cruise about 30 ‘‘areas’ or regions were visited; and, for the most part, the sam®
areas were visited on each cruise. These areas, which were circular in outline, wer®
charted as 183 meters (200 yards) in diameter, and their positions were selected ¥
such a way as to make lines across the bay covering all localities of interest from Cap®
Charles and Cape Henry to Swan Point and North Point. Each area was designate
by a capital letter, as may be seen in Figure 1. While they were recorded as me&*
uring 183 meters in diameter, the actual stations made were not spread out muc
within the area during the time the writer was in charge; that is, the varius station®
within the area were made according to bearings which were kept the same, usually’
from cruise to cruise, so that the positions of the various stations in an area did pot
vary a great deal. ]

Water samples for quantitative plankton study and for ascertaining the salinity
and temperature of the water were collected, using the Green-Bigelow water bottle
and the Negretti-Zambra reversing therometer. About half of each sample of wate?
(approximatley 500 cubic centimeters) was run into a special type of storage bottle
with a patent stopper and rubber washer. The collection of these samples was thel
made a matter of record in the log, and later the samples were shipped to the Unite
States Geological Survey, where, under the supervision of Dr. R. C. Wells, th?lr
salinity was determined by titration for chlorine. From the salinity data the densit16®
were calculated.

The other half of the contents of the water bottle was used as a plankton sample:
Such samples were later sent to Dr. Bert Cunningham, of Duke University, Durhaf™
N.C., who determined the species, counted the number of organisms per cubic centim®”
ter for each species, and studied the distribution of the species in the bay. These
samples gave a fairly good idea of the abundance of most plankton organisms with the
exception of copepods and some other of the more active species. While the observ®’
tions and collections described above were being made the ship was allowed to dr!
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Unless the wind or currents were so strong as to carry it out of the 200-yard area. When
the latter occurred, the ship was given enough headway to keep within the area.

In order to supplement the information obtained from the plankton samples
Mentioned above, surface towings were taken with townets made of silk bolting
cloth (No. 6 and No. 18 or 20) and a bottom towing with a similar No. 18 townet.

he mouth of each surface net measured 30.5 cntimeters (1foot) in diameter and that
of. the bottom net one-half meter in diameter. During the towing, which lasted 10
Minutes, the speed of the vessel was, as a rule, 2 knots. Samples obtained in this
Wa}’ were shipped to specialists for identification and in some cases for study from the
Point of view of distribution. The Copepoda, Meduse, and Sagitte were studied
by Prof. C. B. Wilson, Dr. Henry B. Bigelow, and the author, respectively. Mr.
lassman and the author have undertaken a study of the distribution of the Mysidse.
0st of the Crustace® were sent to the United States National Museum, where they
ave been identified.
. Alarge beam trawl, whose runners were fitted with flat wooden shoes to prevent
Sinking in the mud, was used for the collection of fishes, sponges, ascidians, hydroids,
Tyozoans, and echinoderms. The duration of each trawling was 5 minutes; and the
Sp-eed of the vessel was, as a rule, 3 knots. The fishes have been studied by Messrs.
ildebrand and Schroeder, the echinoderms by Dr. Hubert L. Clark, the ascidians by
I. William G. Van Name, the bryozoans by Prof. Raymond C. Osburn, the hydroids
¥ Prof. C. W. Hargitt, and the sponges by Prof. H. V. Wilson.

Such animals as mollusks, annelids, holothurians, leeches, and many lower organ-
8ms which are found on the bottom or burrowing in the mud or sand, were captured
Cither by the mud bag attached to the beam trawl or by the ‘‘orange-peel bucket.”’
Thelatter is a small commercial dredge that bites to a depth of about 0.5 meter, bring-
'Ng up about 0.1 cubic meter of the bottom. The mollusks were sent for study to the
N&tional Muscum, the annelids to Dr. A. 1. Treadwell, the holothurians to Dr.

Ubert Lyman Clark, and the lecches to Dr. J. P. Moore,

SALINITY

The determination of the salinity of a body of water is one of the necessary pro-
%dures in & biological survey because the degree of salinity is believed to be a factor
n determining the distribution of some of the animals and plants found in the water
*d hecause it is desirable to know how much the salinity varies from time to time,

Or this reason water samples were collected at each station visited, and their salinity
®termined by titration for chlorine, from which the salinity was calculated.

5 The data on surface and bottom salinity and temperature will be discussed first,
ce many of the organisms collected and counted were taken at those levels. In
18 same part of the paper the vertical distribution of salinity and temperature will
®taken up. After that, unter the heading of seasonal distribution, data from inter-
ediate waters will be compared at equivalent depths such as 20 and 30 meters.

SURFACE SALINITY AT MOUTH AND HEAD

u The salinity of Chesapeake Bay, like that of other long bays and estuaries, grad-
Uy decreases, with very few exceptions, from the mouth to the head; and the bay is
20wn as g brackish body of water, although the failure, as a rule, of the fresh waters

tI}?m the land and the saline waters of the sea to mix completely, and the variation in

® Volume of fresh and salt water entering the bay, result in different degrees of
Tackishnoss (Cowles, 1920). The surface data at the mouth of the bay show a vari-



284 ' BULLETIN OF THE BUREAU OF FISHERIES

SURFACE SALINITY
AUGUST CRUISE 1920
5%

Sarsebraa R,

Sumul‘u'\* « River

Chestes R

Nasticoka R,

Wicemice R,

Q Olg Pt,
O N\ Comtrt

FIGURE 2



BIOLOGICAL STUDY OF CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERS 285

&tion jp salinity from about 19.00 to 30.00 grams per liter in the region of areas @G, F,
ud F, while near Balitmore at area U there is & variation from about 3.00 to 11.00
8ramg per liter. So far as our records show (January, March, April, June, July, Sep-
Mber, 1916; January, March, May, July, August, October, December, 1920; Jan-
Vary, March-April, May—June, 1921; and January, March, 1922), the surface salin-
% never reached 31.00 at the mouth, but occasionally it was reduced to less than
9.00—for example 18.36 at G in March, 1922. On the other hand, at area U the
Surface salinity never reached 12.00 and sometimes dropped below 3.00—for example
%26 in May, 1920. It will be seen then that the range of surface salinity from head
Mouth may be large, for example 2.26 at U to 25.40 at F'in May, 1920.

SURFACE SALINITY FROM MOUTH TO HEAD

A good general idea of the variation of the surface salinity from the mouth to the
R d.of Chesapeake Bay may be obtained from Figure 2, which is a map ? of the bay
o f(’Wlng the surface salinity for a cruise in August, 1920. During this cruise the range
'I‘ Surface salinity was from 28.94 (area E) at the mouth to 4.75 (area U) at the head.

® arrangement of the isohalines ¢ shows clearly that the most saline surface water
;vt?ls uniformly on the east side of the bay from head to mouth. Similar maps for
€r months are shown in Figures 3, 4, 5, and 6.
The greatest decrease per unit of distance in surface salinity took place between
0 F, @, and D, O, B, A (from 28.94 to about 20.00 in a distance of about 15 miles)
lear the mouth, and this is indicated by the crowding of the isohalines. (August,
in 20). A similar condition was noted in the Baltic Sea by Pettersson (1894). Next
of Order was that between Y, Z, and U near the head. The decrease from the mouth
N the Potomac River to Y, Z, as well as from D, C, B, A to the Potomac River was
°ry gradual. A study of the data from the other cruises shows that while there is

Obsiderable variability in the rate of decrease from cruise to cruise in the regions
i ®0tioned, the condition during August is an average one. The amount of decrease
ﬁsalinity per unit of distance from oJ, I, K into the mouth of the Potomac River at
fo M, N is usually rather high, but it will be noted by referring to the map (fig. 2)

°F August, 1920, that the isohalines do not show such a condition. This is probably

Y€ t0 the unusual time elapsing between the times of making the observations at

'L, K, and N, M, N'.

VARIATION OF SURFACE SALINITY ACROSS BAY

One of the most striking characteristics of part of Chesapeake Bay is the higher
Urfage salinity on the eastern than on the western side of the bay (Cowles, 1925).
Uch 5 distribution of salinity is most marked from the region of James Island to the

Outh, although during certain cruises—for example June 1916, January, August,
w December, 1920—the surface salinities obtained on the eastern side of the bay
. °Te highest from the mouth to the region of Baltimore. A study of the profiles
lud“"&tes that this condition is due to the fact that the deep-water channel which

“Mtaing the most saline bottom water lies on this side throughout most of its extent

to the fact that a large volume of fresh water from the rivers of the western shore

Tes8es the more saline water toward the eastern shore. Now, taking up in order

he&

' No high degree of accuracy can be claimed for such a map, since the water samples could not be collected simultaneously at the
the 18 and since the salinity fluctuates somewhat back and forth at a station with the tide. However, in the opinion of the writer
w4 8D Dresents a good general picture of the distribution of the surface salinity during the period of the cruise.

" " An igohaline is a line connecting points of the same salinity in a plane,
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from the mouth to the head the several lines extending across the bay, we find the
following:

Salinity data for the line @, F, E during 9 of 11 cruises showed that the surface
salinity was higher on the east side ® ®; line D, C, B, A, 13 of 13 on the east side;
line H, H’, Q, 0, 16 of the 16; line J, I, K, 12 of the 13; line N, M, N’, 10 of the 12;
line P, L, L’, 10 of the 11; R’, R, 11 of the 11; line T, S, 9 of the 11; line V, W, X, 8
of the 14; and line Z, Y, 9 of the 15% It will be noted that toward the head the
condition mentioned gradually changes until along the line Z, Y the higher surfac®
salinity occurs on the east side with considerably less frequency. /

BOTTOM SALINITY AT MOUTH AND HEAD

In this discussion of the bottom salinities it should be understood that samples
from the same area collected on different cruises were not taken at exactly the sameé
depth and that when comparisons are made between bottom salinities in differes®
parts of the bay it is done merely to show under what different conditions of salinity
organisms at the bottom may be living.

The bottom salinities recorded on our cruises for the mouth of the bay varied
from about 26.00 to a little over 32.00 at area &, while in the region of Baltimore 8%
area U they varied from about 6.00 to 17.00. These data, which are from the sam®
cruises as those mentioned above, with the exception of July and September, 1916
January, 1920, and January, 1922, when no data were obtained, show that the botto™
salinity at area {J on one occasion was as low as 6.54 (May cruise, 1920) and did not
reach, at any time observed, a greater salinity than 17.38 (December cruise, 1920).
area G in the mouth the bottom salinity rcached the lowest point observed, 25.77
during the May, 1920, cruise. While the maximum salinity observed was 32.57 I
January, 1916, at area G. The range of bottom salinities, then, from head to mouth
may be very great—for example, 6.54 at U to 25.77 at G in May, 1920.

It is of interest that the salinities at area U closely approach a point where tbe
density is so low that, if continued for a long period of time, it is harmful to oyster®
(Moore, 1897).

BOTTOM SALINITY FROM MOUTH TO HEAD

A study of the data for the August, 1920, cruise shows that during this cruis®
the range of bottom salinities was from 31.74 (area G) at the mouth to 15.21 (ares U)
as compared with 28.94 (area E) at the mouth to 4.75 (arca U) at the head for surfac®
salinity during the same cruise. As in the case of the surface salinities, the greate®
decrease per unit of distance, if one leaves out of consideration the high salinities ©
deep holes, took place between E, F, @, and D, C, B, A. At the mouth of the Potom8°
River, J, I, K to N, M, N’, the decrease was quite marked; but in the long stretch®®
from the mouth of the Potomac River north to Y, Z, and south to D, C, B, A chang®
per unit of distance were small, a condition which holds true for the surface salinity’
An examination of the data for the rest of the cruises shows in general similar rels”
tive amounts of decrease in bottom salinities per unit of distance for the regions ju
mentioned.

An interesting exception to the gradual decrease in bottom salinity from the
mouth to the head of the bay is seen at 7', V, and Z. These areas, which lie on t ¢
west side of the bay from Governors Run to the mouth of the Magothy River, ha?®
fairly similar depths—for example, 9.15 meters at 7, 10 meters at V, and 12.81 meter’

s More accurately on the north side, since this line runs about north and south.
¢ Only cruises for which there were sufficient surface salinity determinations are included in the counts.
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4 Z (August cruise, 1920). On 10 of the 15 cruises for which we have data during

1916, 1920, 1921, and 1922 the bottom salinity increased, passing from 7 to Z—that is,

toward the head of the bay. While there is not much difference in depth from T to

Z, yet it will be seen that the latter is a little deeper than the former and this is prob-

ably enough to account for the condition mentioned. At the surface the salinity
ecreases almost invariably from T to Z.
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F16URE 7.—Salinity profile from Cape Henry to Cape Charles, August 22, 1920
VARIATION OF BOTTOM SALINITY ACROSS BAY

It will be remembered that there seems to be a strong tendency for the most
Saline surface water to lie near the eastern shore of the bay but that this tendency
decreases in the upper part until at Z, Y the saltier water occurs with more nearly an
®qual frequency on the eastern and western sides. The most saline bottom water,

Owever, as might be expected, owing to its higher density finds its way into the deep-
Water channel of the bay and may be traced during every cruise along the eastern
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FiGURE 8.—Salinity profile from New Point Comfort to Cape Charles Oity, August 22, 1920

Shore and almost invariably through Y, X, S, and R, then to the middle of the bay
hr ough L, then nearer the western shore through oJ, again on the eastern shore through
Qand 4, and finally out through the mouth of the bay at @. (See map showing deep-
Water channel, fig. 1.)

VERTICAL DISTRIBUTION OF SALINITY

. Profiles across the bay show that especially along the deep-water channel, some-
Uimes in the region of the mouths of rivers, and usually at the mouth of the bay, a

increase in salinity occurs somewhere between the surface and about the 20-
Meterlevel. (Figs.7,8,9.) This phenomenon, which is a well-known one for regions
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where fresh and salt water meet, is due to the lighter fresh water flowing over th®
heavier salt water. (See Pettersson, 1894, and Murray and Hjort, 1912.) The shar?
increase occurs usually at about 10 meters, but there are exceptions, and at time®
depending upon the flow of fresh water from the rivers, the character of the tides, the
winds, the temperature, etc., the line of demarcation may be nearer the surface ¢
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Fiaure 9.—8alinity profile from Bull Neck to Shanks Islands, January 24, 1921

below 10 meters. While the stratification just described was very marked durin®
most of our eruises, there were times in the spring and winter months when the wate’
approached a condition of equal salinity from surface to bottom. (Fig. 10.)

discussion of this phenomenon will be taken up under seasonal distribution of salinity"
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F16URe 10.—Salinity profile from Horse Shoe Point to Bloody Point, January 27, 1921

In addition, the vertical distribution of salinity as seen in profiles illustrﬁws
graphically the conclusions arrived at above from a study of the data for surface 87
bottom sslinities; namely, that the more saline surface water, in general, lies near®
the eastern shore, although in the northern part of the bay it may be found on eith®
side with almost equal frequency, and that the more saline bottom water follows b
deep-water channel ¥, X, S, R, L, J, Q, A, and G.
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An interesting condition, which shows on practically all cruises, is the one along
the Jine J, I, K just below the mouth of the Potomac River. The most saline bottom
‘:a'tel' is found at area .J, located on the deep channel near the western shore, while

he most saline surface water lios on the eastern side, usually at area K or at least

S area . The density profiles indicate that the condition mentioned is due to the

Pressure of the Potomac River water, which, coming from a westerly direction, crowds
€ more saline surface water overlying the deep channel toward the east. A similar
Ut less marked condition occurs along the line P, L, L'.

SALINITY OF WATER DURING WINTER

_ It has been pointed out that there is a comparatively large decreasing range of
sah_nities from the mouth of the bay to the head throughout the year. This range
Varies from time to time, but there is no evidence in our data to show that there is
Ay uniform seasonal fluctuation in the amount of range.

Inspection of the salinity values of the January cruises taken in 1916, 1920, and
192.2 shows that they were generally higher than those of the January, 1921, cruise.
g 8 condition is probably correlated with the fact that January, 1921, was an excep-
'Onally mild month. (Table 1.) (See section on salinity during the spring.)

T .y .
ABLE L.—Temperatures and salinities at surface, 20 meters, and 30 melers, during January, for various
years and areas

\ . e
January, 1916 January, 1921 January, 1922
Ateng Tem- T'emperature, ° °, l Halinity Temperature, ° C. Salinity
pera- Sa- e
ture, |linity, 77 r"—"’“_fm T T |
° (., |surface 20 me- | 30 me- 1 20 me- | 30 me- | | 20 me- | 30 meo- | 20 me- : 30 me-
surface Surface| “gqr | “ters Burface, “yop tens | Durface) Tp ters | Durface] % ers
. ¥ !
I I SR BV - ]
G | :
AL 41| 23.40] 59 ‘ 19.22 28.10 ... .. 12.9 23.01{ 20.15 [__._.___
i 33| 22741 49| 49|48 e 14 2306 ] 25.71 | 3580
L. 14| 1514 3.9 13,12 17.51 d4| 320 27l
R 1.8 14.38 3.1 13.64 | 13.80 2.6 15.46 | 20,31 20, 46
S 11| 13.86 26| 34| BT |leea.. 1.4 15.81 | 19.54 19. 86
¥: vo| | 30 RTETANTE Y o 20 ||
. 3 " . 00 | -- N ., &) . 90
U 12] 922 1.6 10,88 [ 114,46 oo )| _
N 6 683 11 [ EORN SUUORUN MUY RSN SR ISSOURONY SRR I

At 20,13 met/ers.%
hs Throughout the year the salinity usually increases with the depth (Katohalin).
. U8 might be expected in a body of water where there is fresh water from rivers flow-
€ over tidal saline water entering from’the ocean, even though currents, river floods,
W air temperatures, and winds tend at times to alter that condition. A disconti-
ity in salinity was frequently seen during the winter cruises and, although the water
36!11(81 8t times almost homohaline from the surface to the discontinuity layer, it was
) Om that even an approach to complete homohalinity along'the deep-water chan-
6. Wwas observed. The salinities for January, 1916, are typical: Area U, surface
14‘3» 4 meters 8.44, 9 meters 12.92, 15 meters 14.31; arca L, surface 14.36, 5 meters
Su;’?, 10 meters 15.72, 17 meters 16.87, 25 meters 19.27, 31 meters 19.87; area @,
v ace 23.40, 8 meters 27.20, 17 meters 32.54, 22 meters 32.57. Occasionally, how-
ther’ as on January 25, 1921, at area L, an a}')p.r(.)ach toward an homohaline and homo-
f&:rmou&x condition was observed. The salinities were s follows at 7.35 p. m.: Sur-
® 14.36, 10 meters 14.26, 20 meters 14.34, 30 mdters ™ .64, 33.9 meters 14.78.
® temperatures were: Surface 3°, 10 meters 3°, 20 meters 2.9°, 30 meters 3°,
1988- 302
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33.9 meters 3.3°. The wind, temperature, and direction of the current at this ti'me
were favorable for profound changes in the relation of waters of different salinit1é®
There was a moderate breeze blowing from north-northeast at about 15 miles per
hour, the sea was rolling, and there was an outgoing current moving slowly allr}os
without exception from surface to bottom throughout 24 hours of observatio™
These conditions, together with a rapid fall in air temperature two days previous to
the time when the water samples were collected and a continued low air temperawre
of about —4° C., were probably the cause of the almost homothermous and hom®
haline relations.
SALINITY OF WATER DURING SPRING

The salinity data for 1916 show that the deep-water salinity values found in the
bay were considerably less, with very few and unimportant exceptions, during b 6
March cruise than during the January cruise. The same was true for 1920 and 1922
This relation did not hold in the lower half of the bay between the January and Mﬁr?h’
April cruises of 1921. The exceptional mildness of the month of January, resultipé
in a flood of fresh water, probably accounts for the difference. The evidence on t
whole from the four years indicates, nevertheless, that in the spring there is a decres
in the salinity of Chesapeake Bay. Such a condition would be expected, if for no
other reason than that in the spring months the maximum discharge occurs in b
larger rivers which empty into Chesapeake Bay. (Table 2.)

. . o8
TABLE 2.—Temperatures and salinities at surface, 20 meters, and 30 meters, during March, for pariot
years and areas

e —— e o e e e S — __g_,;;,///
March, 1916 | March-A pril, 1921 March, 1922 ‘
\\ e _ IR
. Tem- Temperature, ° C. Salinity Temperature, ° . Salinity
Aress | e | Sae | B _—
ture, | linity, "7 l [ e B | 30 me
°C., |surface 20 me- | 30 me- 20 me- | 30 me- | 20 me- 30 me- 20 me- | V) o
surface Surface! ters ‘, ters | Surface] < o i ters  |Surface] <4 o i “ters Surface| % 2o | “ters
3.7 28. 15 1210 [ 20,74 .o _._.. SR B9 ... [
3.1 20. 14 12,1 ’ 1.3 ] 114 21. 58 24,621 28.23 7.8 7.0 6.7
2.3 15.17 0.9 (oo 14.30 (oo |oo... &1 6.2 6.5
18 15.25 1.4 | |als 14.26 | . . ._ PR P 7.2 b7 ! 56
1.6 | 14.94 10.2 107 oo. 13904 | 14.20 (. ____ 7.7 4.9 5.2
L7 61| 1081 _ .. ol 10.87 ... B A B R
1.1 12,92 10.5 9.9 ‘ 8.4 7.43 | 10.38 13. 53 8.2 4.5 .. ...
1.2 10.55 12. 4 ] ________ [ 52601 e 9.2 5.2 ...
1.4 9.25 12,7 f ......... : ........ A5 U PR PR 9.0 | .
! | !

A discontinuity in the vertical distribution of salinity is usual along the deep”
water channel for the spring cruises, although the salinity is as a rule lower thab 2
other seasons of the year. At times, however, as in the early part of March, 192
when one of our cruises was made, the vertical distribution of salinity approach®
homohalinity at several areas in the northern part of the bay. Only during the win
(fig. 10) and spring cruises has this condition been observed. On the mornipg 0
March 6 we began to take samples at area U and continued their collection overy
hour and a half until 11.45 p. m. Throughout the day the salinities were unu&!u"lly
similar from surface to bottom—for example, at 1.15 p. m., surface 10.05, 3 met® s
10.11, 6 meters 10.17, and bottom (9 meters) 10.71. At station 8748, between 87>
R and L, a similer condition was found: Surface 16.11, 10 meters 16.14, 20 meter’
16.14, 30 meters 16.16, 35 meters 16.22. The conditions were favorable for s4°
distribution of salinity. At area U the sea was rough, a 15-mile wind blew from th z
northwest, ice floes were in the bay, there was no dominating flood current, an th



BIOLOGICAL STUDY OF CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERS 293

:lr temperatures were exceptionally low. During the night of March 5, 1920, an
(x\ceptlonally large drop in temperature occurred—from 46° F. (7.8° C.) to 18° F.
7.8° C.), a drop of 28° F. (15.6° C.), in Baltimore.

SALINITY OF WATER DURING SUMMER

A discontinuity in the vertical distribution of salinity was distinctly seen on the
&‘lrnmer cruises. This might be expected, since the time for spring freshets was over
Ud there was less chance of a disturbance in the stability of the layers. The maxi-
U rajns in the Chesapeake Bay region usually occur during the summer months.
lile they may cause a distinct decrease of temperature in the surface layers and
Ty 8, of course, the surface layers are diluted to some extent, our data, except for the
in g;; 191(.3, cruise in the upper part of the bay, do not show any appreciable decrease
1e salinity at the surface or in the deeper layers during the months of maximum
recl_Pitation. (Table 3.) The indications are that the effects of precipitation on the
&Y itself are not very important in changing the salinity. No tendency toward a
comohaline condition was observed during the summer cruises along the deep-water
cogll'nel, and even .in shallow water _the range from surface to bottom was usually
ac Siderable. Typical summer conditions for U, July 3, 1920, were as follows: Sur-
at f: 6.80, 5 meters 8.49, 10 meters 12.24, 12.5 meters 13.31, at 11.28 p. m.; and for L
% 20-19 a. m., July 6, 1920, surface 12.50, 10 meters 14.66, 20 meters 19.72, 30 meters
20, 36.6 meters 20.22. That the salinity values of the midsummer and late sum-
€T cruises showed an increase over the low salinity values of the spring cruises may

e : . . Y.
s& Seen from the data given under the section ‘“Salinity at 30 meters and averages of
lmties 3]

SALINITY OF WATER DURING AUTUMN

.SO far as our records show, the discontinuity in vertical distribution of salinity
Yo lst§ in 8 st;ri.king manner into the autumn. During this' season the discharge
Do a‘;‘( Ivers is at 1t§ minimum and the weather is usually exceptlonqlly m.ild on Qhesa-
Sﬂlin'e Bay. Poss1bly', but not probably, almost homogeneous vertical distribution of
blac 1ty, occurred at times, but our records do not show Fhat such changes havg taken
temﬁ' However, only two cruises have been made dgl‘lng the autumn—one in Sep-
er, 1916, and the other in October, 1920. During the cruises of the autumn
Ohths just mentioned the salinities, like those of the summer, were higher than those

€ spring cruises. (Table 4.)

Perg

Ty
BLp 8.—Temperatures and salinities at surface, 20 melers, and 30 melers, during July and August,

for various years and areas

July, 1916 ﬁ August, 1920
Areas .~ ! "Temperature, ® C, ; Salinity
Pempera~ gatinity, | .
Lure,! Ol “surface ‘
surface Surface ;20 meters|301eters| Surface |20meters | 30 meters

[ EER 22.73

21.3 22,36

25,2 |

25.0 13.72
,,,,,,,,,, 12,83
.......... 10. 85
.......... 9, 46
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f
TABLE 4.—Temperatures and salinities at surface, 20 meters, and 30 melers, during September, Octob”
and December, for various years and areas

e

B e R e
September, 1916 October, 1920 December, 1920
Areas | Tem- | Temperature, ° C. Salinity Temperature, ° C. Salinity
pera- | Salin- | I
ture lity, sur-| 30
°C, sur- face Sur- 20 30 Sur- 20 30 Sur- 20 30 Sur- 20 oter’
face face |meters | meters| face |meters| meters| face |meters|meters| face |meters|™
20,4 oo femaaae 20.28 | o |ee. .- 10. 5
20. 4 20.0 19.4 | 2199} 2618 2702 10.3
9.3 . 0.5
19.5 8.7
. 8.6
7.8
7.9
7.4
7.0

SEASONAL SURFACE SALINITIES DURING 1916

I have stated that the salinity values obtained during the different Se"fsorls
indicate that in the spring the salintiy in Chesapeake Bay decreases markedly, ¢
in the summer it begins to increase again, reaching its highest degree ordmarll}’l
the fall and winter. Inspection of the surface salinity values obtained at pred”
G, F,D,C, B, A H,J, I, M, X, and Z for the cruises of January, March, April, Jun;
July, and September, 1916, tends to support this contention so far as surface water’
concerned (Table 5), although in these data, as well as those which have been glve
above, the water samples were not taken simultaneously at the various areas, so b thst r
they were not collected necessarily at the same stage of the tide. However, the rat de
close uniformity in the seasonal fluctuation of the salinity values for each area in pe
cates strongly that they show, in a comparative way, the salinity conditions in t
bay.

TaABLE 5.—8urface salinities during 1916

! \ sel
Areas | 980U | aMarch ! April | June | July tbep- : Janu- | yiarch ! April | June | July | emb®
ary ember ary
. "

18.53 | 17.30 | 13.21{ 1433 1599 | (4.3
15,141 1517 | 10.80| 12.97| 16.31| 159
13.37 ] 1579 11.55| 13.24 @ 11,78 13
1373 1359 | 1L09| 176 | 9.9 | 5300
1L13| 1202 6.8 830| 54| 08

20, 14 18,46 | 2211 | 2254 9.20| 10.01 3.35 3.10 4.25

t
t

S
SEASONAL SURFACE AND 30-METER SALINITIES FOR AREA L DURING 24 HOUR

As further evidence supporting the belief that the salinity decreases in the SP”ng
and rises again to a maximum in the latter part of the year we have the date fro ot
water samples collected usually at 1%-hour intervals through 24 hours. Such ds
bring out the tidal fluctuation in salinity during that period as well as the Gh”‘nge
from cruise to cruise (1920).

The 24-hour observations were not begun at area L until the July cruise, put ¢
single surface salinity determinations for area I in March and May were 15.87 &
7.30, respectively. The data for the July and October cruises (1920) show an mcre
over those of the May cruise, while on the cruise dunng the unseasonably mild mo?
of January, 1921, the salinity values decreased again. (Table 6.)
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T A similar condition may be seen for the salinity values at the 30-meter depth.

th 8 single determination at 30 meters during the March cruise was 16.50, while
98¢ of the July and October cruises (1920) were higher and those of the January,
1, cruise lower.

T
ABLg 6.—Surface and 30-meter salinitres at area L, laken at frequent inlervals during 24 hours, July
and October, 1920, and January, 1921

S
. i \ ;
Periog sur- | 30 : sur- | 30 | : sur- | 30 80
me- Period me- Period me- me-
face | torg face | torg \ face | ¢org ters
. '
oJ; N i

10‘%’{,8-". 1920 July 67, 1920— Oct, 1319, 1920—

UggMono . 12.50 | 20.20 Continued Continued 16. 80
119 Dl m.____ 12,56 | 20.04 419a. m. ... 12.76 | 19,18 9.00p. m.._._. 15.92 | 21.93 15. 34
249 mo____ 12,57 [ 19.98 i 540a.m___.._ 12,40 | 20.01 || 10.30 p. .. ____ 15.85 | 21.92 16.12
Llgp M--eeee 12.53 | 20. 10 | Midnight_____.| 15.38 | 22.04 14.87
bag m.. 12.60 | 20.00 || Oct. 18-19, 1920 1 1L30a m_ .. 15.79 | 21.88 14.87
Ty m.o____. 12.68 | 20.10 }) 10.30 a. m. __._. 15.90 { 22.30 | 3.00a. m. .. __ 15.77 | 21,82 14. 64
84gp M- 12,68 | 20.04 || Noon._...__.__. 15.80 | 22.24 || 4.308.m_.____ 15,68 | 21.75 14. 50

09 Dom. 12.66 | 20,00 | 1.30 p. m_ . 15,90 | 2234 || 6,008 m_ .. .. 15.76 | 21,61 14,87

ll4g g~ m.. 12.58 | 19.68 || 3.00p. m.______ 15,86 | 22.32 || 7.308. m....__ 15.71 | 21.99 14, 34
g g Moo 12.68 [ 19.69 || 4.30 p. m_______ 15,95 | 22.22 || 9.00a. m._.___ 15.81 | 21,87
2499 B--oent 12.68 | 20.06 || 6.00p. m___._._ 15,08 | 21.35 |

~m___ | 12,73 20,02 (| 7.30 p. mi.__._.. 15.92 | 21,85 | |
T~ | | | i i

RELATION OF SEASONAL SALINITY TO SALINITY OF COASTAL WATER

St Tl}e investigations of H. B. Bigelow (1917b) along the eastern coast of the United
so&tes 1n the region of Chesapeake Bay indicate that ‘‘ the salinity of the coast water,
le far as is known, rises during autumn and winter * * *”. Water samples col-
lgcted outside of the mouth of Chesapeake Bay on January 20, 1914, and January 27,
§ 16, at the depth of 18 meters showed that the salinity was 33.57 and 33.35, respec-
WVEIY- (See Bigelow, 1917b, pp. 54, 55,60; and 1922, pp. 124, 181, 184.) While no
nger sample was collected below the surface at this same station in November, 19186,
der data indicate that the salinity at 18 meters was about 33.00; at the surface in
§ same locality the salinity was 32.52. On the other hand, the salinity at 18
:(l)etel‘s on August 21, 1916, was 31.02. These data, which were the ones directly
. Dcerned with Chesapeake Bay in Bigelow’s study, indicate a higher degree of salin-
Y for the coastal water in the winter than in the summer.
The salinity determinations inside of Chesapeake Bay are, on the whole, in ac-
o with Bigelow’s tentative statement concerning the rising of the salinity of the
%astal water during autumn and winter.

SALINITY AT 30 METERS AND AVERAGES OF SALINITIES

The data that we have for salinities at 30-meter depths, although limited, sup-
Port the view that the coastal water increases in salinity during the latter part of the
Year after the floods of the first part of the year. At area A4, off Cape Charles City,
28" 8alinities at 30 meters on the following 1920 cruises were: March, 20.81; August,

09; and October, 27.02. Near the middle of the bay at area L during the same
Year and at, the same depth they were as follows: March, 16.15; July, 20.26; August,
d 76, October, 22.24; and December, 20.10. Farther up the bay at area R the

8ta at 30 meters for two cruises during 1920, were: March, 16.06; and December,

68, No samples were collected at 30 meters during the January cruise.

- hose areas visited during 1920 also show higher surface salinities during the
218“1368 of the latter part of the year. The following are examples: Area @, January,
19, March, 20.64; May, 19.26; July, 20.54; August, 22.73; October, 20.28; and
Scember, 25.20. Areas A, January, 23.32; March, 18.70; July, 21.72; August,
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22.36; October, 21.99; and December, 22.78. Area H, January, 16.85; Marels
16.22; May, 11.95; July, 15.57; August, 16.45; October, 16.74; and Decembe”
18.25. Area X, January, 13.57; March, 13.77; May, 5.81; July, 9.40; August
10.65; October, 13.70; and December, 12.42,

During the year 1922 only 2 cruises were made, 1 in January and 1 in Ma
and a distinctly lower salinity was found during the latter cruise. At area A4, ned
the mouth of the bay, the salinities at 30 meters for January and March were 25
and 25.10, and for area L, near the mouth of the Potomac River, 20.41 and 17.12.
similar condition was found at the surface and at 20 meters.

Averages of the surface salinities of 12 widely distributed areas (G, F, D, C, B, A
H, J, I, M, X, Z) during the cruises of 1916 show the seasonal condition mention®
above: January, 18.26; March, 17.88; April, 13.70; June, 15.85; and July, 1685
Surface salinities for the September cruise were markedly higher than those of the
summer and spring cruises, but, owing to the fact that the data for areas @ and De
lacking, no average is given for that cruise. Also the data at each area for each crul®
show a similar relation: Area A, January, 22.74; March, 20.14; April, 18.46; Jun®
22.11; July, 22.54; and September, 23.59. Area /1, January, 18.53; March, 17.303
April, 13.21; June, 14.33; July, 15.99; and September, 16.31. And area X, Janusy
11.13; March, 12.92; April, 5.88; June, 8.30; July, 5.41; and September, 11.09-

The data show that there was a minimum degree of salinity in Chesapeake BeY
during those cruises taken in the spring months of 1916 and 1920, and that, in gener®’
higher salinities occurred during the summer, fall, and winter cruises. Also in
the data show that salinities of the March cruise were distinctly lower than those ?
the January cruise, but in the winter and spring of 1921 this relation was disturb
the lower part of thebay. It hasbeen pointed out that the winter months, Decemberé
1920, and January and February, 1921, were unusually mild in Maryland and th#
probably that accounts for the low salinities during that time.

A study, then, of the salinities of the various cruises taken on Chesapeake B”;
favors the view that a decided decrease in salinity occurs during the early part of "ha
year and that later in the year there is a tendency for it to increase again. Su¢ r
view is in keeping with the time of occurrence of the maximum discharge of the W”,te
from the large rivers entering the bay, and, as we shall see in the next section, %
the tendency for the more saline deep water of partly marine origin to make its wh
up into the bay during the latter part of the year.

rchi

RELATION OF DIRECTION AND VELOCITY OF CURRENT AT 24-HOUR STATlONs
TO SEASONAL SALINITY

It is evident that the degree of salinity depends on (1) the amount of fresh watéf
brought in by rivers or by local precipitation, (2) on the amount of saline water proug
in by the sea combined with (3) the mixing of these waters, and (4) the amouﬂ.ﬁ
evaporation of the water. The records of the water-supply department of the Um
States Geological Survey show that the maximum discharges of such large rivers
the Potomaec and Susquehannsa at points somewhat above their entrance int0 0
Chesapeske occur during the spring months, March, April, or May, and that the
minimum discharges are in August, September, or October. These conditions 8l0°
would tend to establish a low salinity in the bay during the spring and a higher ¢
during the summer, fall, and winter. s

On the other hand, Chesapeake Bay is a tidal estuary, although the tidal curre?
are weak compared to those of many other estuaries. A clearly defined ebb and floo

he
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2§$‘he water were made out at the. areas mentioned below during the spring and summer
) 18e8, but the current velocities, according to current-meter records, were quite
! Dl}ring the fall and }Vint..er c.ru.ises, however,. when the current vel.oc.ities were
Welttle higher, the alternating Incoming and outgoing cur}'ents characteristic of tides
v&:_e Usually not so evident, judging from our data obtained during 24-hour obser-
1008 at, area U, near Baltimore, and at areas R, L, and , lower down in the bay.
©88 results are of interest in connection with the observations made by Canadian
ca Servers. (See Dawson, 1897.) Changes due to local precipitation and evaporation
can Not be made out, as a rule, from our data. Other changes due to more dominant
Uses magk them.

"The fact that the water at 30 meters as far north as a little below Baltimore
oa.l‘e.a, R) may have a salinity of 20.00 shows, of course, that water of partly marine
c:‘g"_l makes its way up in the bay. It isdifficult to ascgrtain what factors bring this
&rndltlon about and whether the higher salinities sometime after the spring freshets
fre due to decreased pressure from the fresh water, to reaction currents resulting -

om outflow of surface fresh water, to the pressure of oceanic water resulting from the
northeﬂy drift of the highly saline water of equatorial regions, to a combination of
ese factors, or to other factors. Irregularities in tidal flow due to hydrological
“onditions in the upper part of the bay, the occurrence of spring and neap tides, and
pI'Ob&bly many other factors which add complexity make it difficult to analyze the
Movements of the waters of Chesapeake Bay.
Current records, however, at 24-hour stations do show at times what appears to
® & persistent, although not continuous, tendency for the rather highly saline waters
of the lower layers to move slowly into the bay. Areas L and R are both deep-water
ATeas situated in the deep channel where the movements of the more saline water
&y be observed. The records indicated that with the approach of autumn and
su?lng the winter months there was at times a persistent tendency for the highly
flllne water of the lower layers to push its way slowly inwards, thus masking the
lida] Movements, and that during the spring and summer cruises this tendency was
Rot g0 evident, with the result that the tidal currents were more clearly seen. A
Jmilar condition has been observed in Christiana Fiord by Hjort and Gran (1900).
® movement inward during the autumn and winter cruises did not seem to be
€Pendent on the conformation of the bottom, hor could it be related clearly to the
SCeurrence of spring and neap tides. Undoubtedly, however, a nontidal factor (see
“8rmer, 1925, and Zeskind and LeLacheur, 1926) was responsible for this ingoing
cun.- ent. The wind, as an example, blows more frequently from a northerly direction
Uring the winter, while during the summer the more common direction is southerly,
Fccol‘ding to Spencer. This would tend to move the fresher surface water oceanward
' the winter and as a result produce the so-called ‘‘reaction stream’’ of Ekman
51876); the “reaction current’” of Helland-Hansen and Nansen (1909); “compen-
.tory hottom current,” Johnstone (1923); “induction current,” Cornish (1898);
i"‘ndercurrent,” Dawson (1896), in which the deeper more saline water moves
DWard from the sea. In summer,on the other hand, with the wind from the opposite
ection such a tendency would not exist. , A .

The discharge from rivers (another nontidal factor) would also bring about
*onditions such as those just described, but it is not clear why the undercurrent
Moving in an ingoing direction is so marked during the winter months, when the

8charge from the rivers is not ordinarily at is height,

ey



298 BULLETIN OF THE BUREAU OF FISHERIES

Finally, it may be mentioned that so far as the time of the occurrence (autum?
and winter) of a strong tendency toward an incoming current in the lower layers s
concerned, it would be permissible to relate that phenomenon to the influence °
the North Equatorial Stream and the Atlantic gyral (Gulf Stream eddy) of whi¢
it is a part. It is known (Johnstone, 1923) that the axis of this stream or drift a?
also the rest of the Atlantic gyral shifts in a northerly direction during the summe’
reaching its northermost position in the autumn; and that in such regions as e
North Sea, Irish Sea, and Baltic Sea the culminating effect of this moving water ocour®
in March or in some regions later. Chesapeake Bay might be expected to show the
effect of this movement of saline water during the autumn and winter, but while the
data on salinity, temperature, current velocity, and current direction show the
there is at times an unusual inflow of saline water into the bay during the autum?
and winter, there is no conclusive evidence to support the theory that this conditio? 18
brought about by the northerly shift of the Atlantic Stream gyral alone or even in part:

TEMPERATURE OF WATER

It is well known that certain organisms are adapted to one range of temperatﬂres
and that others flourish under a different range. Also, it is known that there are S0/
which are very hardy, being able to live between widely separated extremes, 89
that others are sensitive and can exist only within a small range of temperatur®
Such a dependence on temperature must necessarily be an important factor in de“‘r(i
mining the latitudinal, seasonal, and vertical distribution of aquatic animals 8"
plants. Furthermore, the degree of temperature undoubtedly is often an importa®
factor in regulating the rate of reproduction, and extreme temperatures may at time®
cause great mortality. Finally, it is believed that temperature is a factor which ha$
an influence on the migration of some fishes. For these reasons water temperat“re
data have been recorded. A discussion of the data follows.

SURFACE TEMPERATURE AT MOUTH AND HEAD

The temperature data for the surface water collected at the mouth of Chesape*‘l"e
Bay on the various cruises showed & variation from about 4° C. to 27° C. at ared *'
while at the head (area U) near Baltimore temperatures ranging from about 0.0° V"
to 25° C. were found. The data for January, March, April, June, July, Septembe’’
1916; August, October, December, 1920; January, March-April, May-June, 1921; 8%
January, March, 1922, show a maximum surface temperature of 27° C. at area a .111
August, 1920, and only on one cruise a temperature as low as 3.7° C. (at area anr
March, 1916).

At area U, near Baltimore, the highest surface-water temperature recorded on ou*
cruises was in August, 1920, 24.8° C., and the lowest, 0.3° C. in January, 1921. Tho
maximum surface temperature seems to have been about the same for the mo‘lth
and the head; but the minimum was lower at the head than at the mouth, due undouP
edly to the presence of ice floes and to slightly lower air temperatures during !
winter.

“Temperature data were collected also during January, March, May, and July’
1920. The thermometers used during this period were tested for accuracy and ¢
necessary corrections were detertnined; but since they were not of the reversing tyP®
and hence not suitable for work at depths, it is considered best to disregard the results:
However, the surface readings for the latter part of the first week in March, 192"



BIOLOGICAL STUDY OF CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERS 299

Were frequently below 0.0° C.; and it is the writer’s belief that the temperature of
{ @ surface water in the upper part of the bay reached temperatures below 0.0° C.—
Or example —0.2° C. (salinity 13.67) on March 7, 1920, at area W.

SURFACE TEMPERATURE FROM MOUTH TO HEAD

" Leaving out of consideration, for the moment, the surface temperature condi-
1ons along the line E, F, G, which extends across the mouth of the bay, an examina-
'0n of the surface temperatures observed during the cruises of the coldest months
ot the year suggest that, in.general, there is a decrease from a region near the mouth
Be D, O, B, A) to the head. The data consistently show a graded decrease; and
¢h & condition would be expected, but it must be remembered that our observations
Were not made simultaneously at the thirty-some areas distributed over the bay
and that, in fact, it took several days to complete the collection of the data. It is
rdly necessary to state that there was some change in the temperature conditions
il'om day to day so that a map showing isotherms for a cruise can give only a general
is 6a of th(? conditions over the whole bay. Such a map for the January, 1921, cruise
19il’lown in Figure 13. The decreasing range of surface temperatures for January,
8, 1921, and 1922 may be seen well in Table 1 where series are given for areas
Tom the mouth to head.
During the cruises of the spring, summer, and fall the surface temperature values
one exception did not show the decreasing range from the mouth to the head.
thOugh not taken simultaneously, they indicate a more variable condition and
sm&:ller range during those seasons. The exception mentioned above was found
tﬁmng the August, 1920, cruise, when, as may be seen from Table 3 and Figure 11,
© data showed a decreasing range of surface temperatures from the mouth to the
fad. These figures were rather surprising until it was seen by reference to the
Weather map of the United States Weather Bureau that shortly before the observa-
r10ns were made at areas D, C, B, and A (August 21) the air temperature at Norfolk
®ached 90° F. (32.2° C.) and at Baltimore only 70° F. (21.1° C.).
surg Mugh variability in temperature distribution is to be expected, especially at the
. -ace, 1n a shallow body of water where a difference of 20° F. in the temperature of
1@ air over two different areas may occur at the same time so that maps showing
Otherms can give only approximate pictures of conditions. The map for the cruise
b Ugust, 1920 (fig. 11), shows a range of surface temperatures from 23° near the
%ad to 27° near the mouth, an unusual condition for which an explanation has just
ueen offered. The 27° isotherm is of special interest in this connection. A more
Sual condition for the warmer months is shown on the map for June, 1916. (Fig. 15.)
to The greatest differences in surface temperatures per unit of distance from mouth
ead were found, as in the case of salinity, near the mouth of the bay. They
fred during the cruises of the warmer months, when the heated waters of the
Vers and bay meet the colder waters of the ocean. As examples, in August, 1920,
40'”3 was a difference of almost 5° C. between E and A; in June, 1916, there was almost
ho C. difference between the two areas. During Phe cruises of the colder months,
w Wever, such a rapid change in passing from the line G, F, E to the line D, C;'B, A
8 not observed. (Figs. 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15.)

The range of surface temperatures passing from D, C, B, A out through the
GOUth of the bay by way of areas @, F, E showed almost invariably a decrease in
umperature during the cruises of the warmest months, and an increase in tempera-

Te during those of the coldest months,
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VARIATION OF SURFACE TEMPERATURE ACROSS BAY

Referring to the map showing the surface temperatures for June, 1916 (fig. 15),

One sees at once that the isotherms are arranged quite differently from those of

Ugust, 1920. Here we see a condition which is more characteristic of the warmer
Months. The isotherms, during this cruise at least, run, more or less, up and down

6 bay. This condition results from the warmer water being on the western side of

e bay, except along the line J, I, K, and also from the fact that temperatures from
Rorth to south are close to uniformity.

After a study of the data for all the cruises it seems to be difficult to formulate
any very definite rule for the distrubution of surface temperature with reference to
the east and west sides of the bay. However, it may be stated that, judging from

ata collected during winter and summer cruises, warmer water lies decidedly more
often at area @ than at area E. These areas mark the line across the mouth of the
ay. :
BOTTOM TEMPERATURE AT MOUTH AND HEAD
The highest and lowest bottom temperatures for area G at the mouth of Chesa-
Peake Bay, as recorded on our cruises, were 21.0° C. in July, 1916, and 3.6° C. in
arch, 1916, while at the head of the bay the highest and lowest temperatures at
Were 24.4° C. in August, 1920, and 0.9° C. in January, 1921. It will be noted that
€ range was considerably less for the bottom water than for the surface water both
8 area  and at area U (surface 27.0° C. to 3.7° C. at @ and 24.8° C. t0 0.3° C. at U).
Smaller range would be expected at the bottom, since that water is not subject so
Much to the effect of great changes in air temperatures.

DEEP-WATER TEMPERATURE FROM MOUTH TO HEAD

The decrease in water-temperature values passing from the line D, C, B, A just
side of the mouth of the bay to the region near Baltimore (this leaves out of con-
Sideration for the moment the region between D, C, B, A and @G, F, E) was as marked

OT the deep water during the cruises of the colder months as for the surface water.

18 relation can be seen by inspection of the data for 20 and 30 meters. (See
'I:ables 1, 2, and 4.) As in the case of the salinity, the data could not be collected
Simultaneously at all areas, but notwithstanding this they show consistently a de-
Creasing range.

The greatest differences in deep-water temperature per unit of distance from
Mouth to head were found near the mouth of the bay between D, C, B, Aand G, F, E,
88 in the case of the surface water. 1t was during the cruises of the warmest months
of the year that the greatest range occurred. As examples, the difference in the

Ottom temperatures between @ and A (21.0° C., 24.2° C.) or @ and D (21.0° C,,
25.5° C) in July, 1916, @ and A (15.5° C., 21.3° C.) or @ and D (15.5° C., 24.0° C.)
In August, 1920, and @ and A4 (15.2° C., 17.1° C.) or Gand D (15.2° C., 19.1° C.) in

ay, 1921, are of interest, especially those between G (the area through which most
91 the oceanic water enters) and A, where the bottom temperatures for @, at about 20
Meters, are much lower even than those for A (about 43 meters). This condition sup-
Ports the statement that the bottom water, as well as the surface water, entering
e bay during the warmer months has a lower temperature than that inside of the bay.

Deep-water temperatures, as in the case of the surface temperatures, show
tlmggt, invariably a decreasing range in the warmest months passing from D, C, B,
4 through @, F, E and an increasing range during the coldest months.
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VARIATION OF BOTTOM TEMPERATURE ACROSS BAY

The temperature of the bottom water depends upon several factors, the most im-
portant of which are depth, presence of ice, inflow of water from the ocean, seasons
changes, and to some extent sudden changes in air temperatures. Our records
show that on the summer cruises the coldest bottom water was found along the deep”
water channel @, A, H,J, L, R, S, X, and Y and that on the winter cruises the bottom
water of this channel was the warmest. Locally, at times during the autumn 0f
winter and occasionally during the spring the temperature relations just mentione
were not so marked. The bottom temperatures along a line across the bay cutting
the deep channel may show an approach to uniformity, notwithstanding large differ
ences in depths. As examples, in the spring, during the March cruise, 1916, the
bottom temperatures for D (5.5 meters), C (11 meters), B (12 meters), and A (40
meters) were 3.3° C., 3.3° C,, 3.3° C,, and 3.4° C,, respectively, while in January
1916, for the same areas the temperatures were 3.3° C., 3.9° C., 3.8° C., and 4.3° C-
During the summer cruises, July, 1916, the bottom temperatures for D (6 meters);
C (10 meters), B (12 meters), and A (42 meters) were 25.5° C., 24.9° C., 24.4° C
and 24.2° C.

VERTICAL DISTRIBUTION OF TEMPERATURE

The vertical distribution of temperature depends on many factors among which
are: Seasonal, diurnal, and sudden local changes in air temperature sometime®
accompanied by vertical circulation; strength and direction of the wind; relativé
thickness of fresh-water layers coming from the rivers and the more saline layers
derived from the ocean; the relative temperatures of the fresh water and saline wate’
layers; the cooling effect of the rain on both air and surface water (Kriimmel, 1911);
the decrease in temperature due to ice floes; and the depth of the water.

As might be expected, the greatest range in temperature from surface to botto™
was found in the deep channel. Area @, at the mouth, showed the most extensivé
range—for example, in August, 1920, surface 27.0° C., bottom (23.6 meters) 15.5° C-o;
and in June, 1916, surface 20.5 ° C., bottom (22 meters) 10.7° C., a difference of 11.5
C. and 9.8° C., respectively. -

An examination of the vertical temperature series shows that sudden breaks 1*
temperature occur in the region of 10 to 20 meter depths. These changes are most
clearly marked in the deeper parts of the bay and are most commonly observed whe?
the water is stable or ‘“harder” as Sandstrém (1919) describes it. Water in thi®
condition shows layers of increasing density and usually increasing salinity passing
from the surface to the bottom, and such a condition is characteristic of the warme®
months of the year. A rather common summer condition for temperature, at 1e8°
during the warmer part of the day, is that obersved at area R during June, 192
(surface 20.0° C., 10 meters 20.0° C., 20 meters 15.5° C., 30 meters 15.3° C., 40 meter®
15.3° C., 47.6 meters 15.1° C.). The layer showing the sudden decrease in temperd”
ture between 10 and 20 meters, which is evident in the series, is what is called the
“Sprungschicht’ by Richter (1891) and Kriimmel (1911), “discontinuity layer” bx
Murray and Hjort (1912), ‘“thermocline’” by Birge (1898), and ‘transition zone
by Whippel (1914). This decline in temperature corresponds very definitely in depth
with an increase in salinity. (Surface 11.20, 10 meters 11.68, 20 meters 19.42, 30
meters 19.66, 40 meters 19.80, 47.6 meters 19.78.) A similar relation between tem”
peratures is often seen during the warmer months but frequently the correepondence
in depth with the salinity increase is not so definite as in the case mentioned. Indeet’
there is evidence indicating that the discontinuity in temperature may be disturbe
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.by a drop in temperature due to rain, cloudiness, or other factors. As ad example,
0 July, 1916, the surface temperatures at practically all stations on the bay were
OWer than those a few meters below, a condition which was not found usually during
Continued fair weather on the cruises of the summer months. At area R the tempera-
tures were as follows: Surface 25.2° C., 8 meters 25.6° C., 16 meters 25.3° C., 26
Meters 24.5° C., 36 meters 25.0° C., 46 meters 25.2° C. During June of the same
year at area R a summer condition was found—for example, surface 20.3° C.,9 meters
19.3° C., 18 meters 17.7° C., 21 meters 17.6° C., 27 meters 17.2° C., 31 meters 17.0° C.,
&nd. 41 meters 17.2° C. The records of the United States Weather Bureau show that
Uring the July cruise there were heavy rains in regions about and on Chesapeake
ay. It seems highly probable that they account for the low surface temperatures.
See Kriimmel, 1911.) An equally interesting cruise is that of August, 1920. Areas
» F, A, and B, near the mouth of the bay, were visited on August 22 and showed a
very marked thermocline—for example, at @, surface 27.0° C., 10 meters 20.2° C., 20
Meters 17.2° C., and 23.6 meters 15.5° C. Similar exceptionally high surface temper-
Atures, even for summer months, were found at areas F, 4, and B. This condition
Seems to be traceable to high air temperatures in that region. (Maximum at Norfolk
9%0° F. (32.2° C.) and minimum 68° F. (20.0° C.) on August 20.) Farther up the
8y the air temperatures and the surface-water temperatures were much lower.
aXimum air temperature at Baltimore 70° F. (21.1° C.) and minimum 68° K.
(20.0° C.) on August 20.) The thermocline was obliterated at practically every
Station and frequently the surface temperatures were lower than those a few meters
elow. Observations made at area U, near Baltimore, on August 26, showed, as an
®Xample, surface 23.5° C., 5 meters 24.4° C., 11 meters 24.2° C., at 12 noon. The
Mght before these data were obtained the temperature at Baltimore had dropped to
8 low as 64° F. (17.8° C.) with a daytime maximum of 74° F. (23.3° C.), according
%o the records of the United States Weather Bureau. Several days of rainy weather
0 the region of Baltimore and Washington had preceded August 20, so it seems
Probable that the rain was also a factor in bringing about the lowered temperatures
8 the surface.

Ice floes have an effect on the distribution of temperature in the Chesapeake
B&y . This was evident at area U during January, 1921. Observations were made
o1 temperature and salinity at 1%-hour intervals for a good part of 24 hours, but
owarq the end of that period observations were discontinued on account of the float-
"0 ice which interfered with the instruments. Before the ice disturbed the work, the
Ypical distribution of winter temperature was observed hour after hour—for example,
8 4.05 4. m., surface 2.1° C., 5 meters 2.9° C., 11.9 meters 3.5° C. When the ice
Hoes appeared at 5.35 a. m., however, a mesothermous distribution occurred as follows:

Urface 0.3° C., 5 meters 1.6° C., 11.9 meters 0.9° C.

SEASONAL DISTRIBUTION OF WATER TEMPERATURE AND SALINITY
TEMPERATURE OF WATER DURING WINTER AND INFLUENCE OF OCEANIC WATER

b The range of temperature values observed from the mouth of the bay toward the
ad varied with the season. A study of the winter data at the surface and at the
0 and 30 meter depths along the deep-water channel, areas 4,J, L, R, S, X, Y, and
» Shows g decreasing range with some irregularities from the mouth toward the head,
38 shown in Tables 1 and 4. The largest irregularities in the decreasing range of the
30-meter temperatures occur at areas J and L, which are close to the mouth of the



306 BULLETIN OF THE BUREAU OF FISHERIES

Potomac River. The reduced temperatures at these two areas are probably due ¥
the large volume of colder, fresh water forcing its way in from the Potomac Rivel
as seen in density profiles. Ordinary daily variations in air temperature should not
cause the irregularities mentioned at 30 meters, but the surface water temperatur®
would, of course, be affected by them. )

Data for area @, which marks the main entrance into the bay, are included 1
the following discussion in order to show the influence of the oceanic water, althoug
the depth at this area does not equal 30 meters (22 meters in January, 1916, 22.9
meters in January, 1921, and 23.8 meters in January, 1922). The data for are#
in 1916 were obtained from a station near area S.

The decreasing range of temperature values from mouth to head shown in Table
1 may be ascribed to a difference in latitude, but there is evidence which indicates that
the higher temperature at @, the deepest area in the mouth of the bay, is due, in parts
to the entrance of warmer water from the ocean. The bottom reading at @ durit®
the January, 1916, cruise was 6.1° C. (22 meters), & temperature higher than that
observed at any area or any depth in the bay during that cruise—considerably warmer
even, than those at area G’, near Norfolk. The temperatures inside of the bay, thers
show that the comparatively high bottom temperature at area @, in the mouth of th®
bay, has its origin from some other source. The data from the cruise of the U. S-
Roosevelt off the mouth of Chesapeake Bay during January and February, 1916, (8¢
Bigelow, 1917 b), show that the temperatures out to about the 20-meter contour weré
between 6° C. and 7° C. from the surface to the bottom, and that at the 200-mete”
contour they were considerably higher than nearer shore. These observations, ho¥
ever, were made about two weeks after the time the observations were made at &’
but it is very probable that similar relations existed two weeks earlier. Temper®”
tures of 10° C. and 12° C. were found over the continental slope—for example, in ﬂ.‘e
region of the 200-meter contour. It is evident that there was a gradual increase *
temperature at the surface and at depths from the shore outward; and it is practicall
certain that the warmer water at G had a higher temperature, owing to the fact that
its origin was largely oceanic. It is through this area that the bulk of the salt W ater
usually finds its way into the bay. At the time the temperature observations wer
made at @, the salinity at 22 meters was 32.57, the highest found on that cruise in the
mouth or anywhere else in the bay. During January, 1921 and 1922, the higheﬂt
bottom temperatures for the whole bay were found again at @, with the exception that
in the latter year the temperatures at /' equalled those at G. It is quite probable the?
the comparatively warm water of the ocean during the colder months of the year has
a tendency to raise the temperature of the water of Chesapeake Bay. The temper®”
ture conditions at area @, the occurrence of water of fairly high salinity in the north(?l'rl
part of the bay, and the distribution of certain marine organisms are in keeping wit
this theory.

The vertical distribution of temperature during the winter cruises was found t0 be
characterized by a low temperature at the surface and an increasing range from the
surface downward (Katothermous, following Kriimmel, 1911), as atarea GinJ anualy
1916, surface 4.1, 8 meters 4.9, 9 meters 5.6, 17 meters 5.8, 18 meters 5.9, 22 meters
6.1; and at area R during the same cruise, surface 1.1, 5 meters 1.2, 9 meters 2.2, 1&'
meters 3.4, 27 meters 3.6, 36 niéters 3.8. A sifmilar condition may be seen at ared
in December, 1920, surfa¢e 10.5, 10 meters 10.8, 20 meters 11.3, 22.9 meters 11.6, 8%
at many other areas. But there are times during the winter when close approache
to uniformity of water temperatures from surface to hottom occur. Such temper®”
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tl{res were observed during the month of January, 1921, which was an exceptionally
d month in Maryland at least. Ice floes were so common during the cruisein the
Upper part of the bay that they interfered with the instruments. The 24-hour current
Meter records at area L near the mouth of the Potomac River showed a dominating
%“thing current from surface to bottom, which, however, was as usual of low velocity.
he salinities were remarkably low at all depths for that time of the year, and at
m‘“}y areas there was, for such a body of water as Chesapeake Bay with its highly
Variab]e temperatures, a rather close approach to uniformity from the surface to the
Ottom. So there is much evidence to show that the bay had been flooded, probably
gr&fﬁall)’; with almost homothermous water of low salinity similar to that of the
SPring freshets. This condition combined with the freezing air temperatures, which
curred at the lower end of the bay during the January cruise (see U. S. Weather
Ureay records for Norfolk, two days before our observations were made) and which
hilleq the upper layers, was undoubtedly largely responsible for the almosthomother-
Mous gradient from surface to bottom.

TEMPERATURE OF WATER DURING SPRING

: The data collected on the spring cruise, as for the winter cruise, range decreasingly
OF the most part from the mouth toward the head. This is shown in Table 2,
&lthOUgh it will be seen that there are some irregularities—for example, high surface
*Mperatures at the upper end of the bay during March, 1922, and March-April,
! 21, cruises. The temperature values for the bay were somewhat higher during
threq of the spring cruises, but in March, 1916, the readings, especially at the bottom,
a0 lower than during any of the winter cruises. According to the United States
N eather Bureau this was an exceptionally cold March for Maryland. There was a
®markable unbroken period of low daily air temperatures recorded. The tempera-
.UTe obseryations made at @ during the March cruise, 1916, were the highest observed
. t}}e whole bay, as was the case during the winter cruises, but in the data for the
pril, 1916, March, 1922, and March-April, 1921, cruises this relation was not so
Vident. Apparently during those months the change was taking place from the
¥inter condition to that found during the summer cruises in which the bottom
Ater temiperatures at G were cooler than those observed at other areas in the bay.
% The vertical distribution during the spring cruises varied like that of the winter
80n. (n the March cruise of 1916—the exceptionally cold March—the tempera-
t‘ﬁres showed a close approach to uniformity (homothermous), as at area @ where
® following readings were made: Surface 3.7, 5 meters 3.8, 10 meters 3.7, 20 meters
S, 22 meters 3.6. Occasionally the surface water was a little warmer than the inter-
8diate layers, and below the latter the temperatures increased again (dictothermous),
™ during the March-April cruise, of 1921, at area A: Surface 12.1, 10 meters 11.2,
of Meters 11.3, 30 meters 11.4, and 42.5 meters 11.5—or as during the March cruise
,1922 at area J: Surface 8.1, 10 meters 6.2, 20 meters 6.2, 30 meters 6.5, 40 meters
"% 43 meters 6.6. Often on the March cruise and more often on the March-April
Tuise, however, the surface water was the warmest, and there was a decrease in tem-
S “Tatures passing downward (anothermous). In March, 1922, at area G, ss an
Xamp]e’ the temperatures were as follows: Surface 8.9, 10 meters 6.6, 24 meters
*3; and at area X, surface 8.2, 10 meters 7.2, 20 meters 4.5, 26.5 meters 4.0.

1988—30——3
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TEMPERATURE OF WATER DURING SUMMER

It has been pointed out, under the section devoted to the surface tempel‘ature
from mouth to head, that the distribution of the surface temperatures during the
summer cruises was quite variable. There are indications that the surface tempe™®
tures may be much warmer at the southern end than at the northern, as when °
August 21, 1920, the air temperatures were high at the lower end of the bay and Jo¥
temperatures and rainy weather prevailed at the upper end, or warmer at the northé
end than at the southern, as during the cruise of July, 1916. At the bottom ther®
was evidence to show that the winter condition had been reversed, so that the 00} es‘
water was at the mouth of the bay. These conditions at 20 and 30 meters are
trated in Table 3. It is clear that there was an increasing range of deep-W%
temperatures (as an example, at 20 meters) passing from @ to A. On these cru®
the lowest temperature observed in the whole bay was that at the bottom of areé ™’
just the reverse of the condition existing in the winter, when the highest temperat?f o
observed in the whole bay were at the bottom of the same area. Observations 8 §
outside of the bay at the beginning of the August cruise show that as far as the 2
meter contour, the temperatures (from 8° C. to 10° C. at all depths) were consider: ably
lower than those of the bay and in a decreasing range as far as the 80-meter cont? e
Also, the temperatures at the surface were somewhat less than those of the surfs®
of the bay. "

During the summer cruises the surface water was found to be almost EIW',’y
the warmest, during the warmer part of the day at least, the temperature decre#
with the depth (anothermous), as in August, 1920, at @, surface 27.0, 10 met®
20.2, 20 meters 17.2, 23.6 meters 15.5; and at R, surface 24.2, 45.8 meters 23.9; o ae
in May, 1921, at G, surface 19.0, 10 meters 17.4, 22.8 meters 15.2, and at R, surfs®
20.0, 10 meters 20.0, 20 meters 15.5, 30 meters 15.3, 40 meters 15.3, 47.6 meters dY
The cruise of July, 1916, was made during a time when there was much rain and clo¥
weather, and it had a marked effect on the vertical distribution of the temperat“reé
At A the temperatures were as follows at 9 a. m.: Surface 24.3, 5 meters 24-9
meters 24.6, 20 meters 24.1, 30 meters 23.9, 40 meters 24.1; and at R, surface 25.21 6
meters 25.5, 10 meters 25.5, 20 meters 25.0, 30 meters 24.6, 40 meters 249
meters 25.2 at 1.35 p. m. In general, all over the bay the surface temperﬂif“,re:
were somewhat lower than those of the water a few meters below, and this condit??
was independent of the time of day.

TEMPERATURE OF WATER DURING FALL

During the cruise of September, 1916, the temperature values observed ﬁt'the
bottom (no data at 20 and 30 meters are available) showed an increasing range
the mouth northward as during the summer. No data were obtained at 8ré
during that cruise, but at both F and E, which are areas in the mouth of the bﬂgé
the bottom temperatures were 22.8 at 13 meters and 22.2 at 16 meters, whi twr
bottom temperatures for the following areas, marking regions of considerably gf"“nd
depth even than those of F and E, were higher: A 23.4, J 24.6, S 24.8, X 24.8 620
Y 24.8. During the cruise of October, 1920, the range of temperature values for of
and 30 meter depths indicated that the summer condition was changing into th? of
the winter, while the data for the December, 1920, cruise indicated that this lat b
condition was established, the temperatures decreasing in range again from the 1
toward the head with the highest temperature in the whole bay at D. (Table 4)
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. The cooler weather of fall brings with it a lowering of the temperature of the
fpper layers of Chesapeake waters, while those below, as pointed out by Hjort (1896)
N Ol'vc"egian fjords, often retain their summer condition, thus resulting in a warmer
vye_l‘ being found between upper and lower cooler ones (mesothermous). Such a
“Tlical range of temperatures was widespread over the bay during the cruise of
Ptember, 1916. This condition is well illustrated at area A: Surface 23.4, 7 meters
2:4: 14 meters 23.9, 22 meters 24.1, 32 meters 23.6, 42 meters 23.4; at area J, surface
&ng’ 5 meters 25.0, 10 meters 24.7, 17 meters 24.6, 27 meters 24.6, 37 meters 24.6;
% at area X, surface 23.9, 7 meters 24.9, 14 meters 25.0, 24 meters 24.8, 34 meters
8. According to the United States Weather Bureau, this was a decidedly cool
(eptember except during the first week. In fact, on the day the cruise was begun
940Dtember 8) the air temperatures at Baltimore, Washington, and Norfolk reached
19 F., 93° F., and 90° F. (34.4° C., 33.9° C., 32.2° C.), respectively, but a drop of
o 5{, and 4 degrees, respectively, occurred the next day and decreases in temperature
Ontinued for several days after that. On the other hand, October, 1920, was & warm
Month, and at the same areas the following readings were obtained: At area A,
ace 20.4, 10 meters 20.1, 20 meters 20.0, 30 meters 19.4, 40 meters 19. 3, 44.8
Weters 19.3; at area J, surface 20.0, 10 meters 19.8, 20 meters 19, 3, 30 meters 19.5,
Ineters 19.1, 43.0 meters 19.2; and at area X, surface 19.4, 10 meters 19.9, 27.5
Weters 20.2. The lower bay, in general, showed a decreasing range of temperatures
‘,11"0111 the surface downward which would be in keeping with the high air temperatures.
© surface temperatures, however, at X and at a few other areas, especially in the
Dorthern part of the bay, were found to be a little lower than those of the layers
ediately below.
¢ During the December cruise of this same year (1920) the autumnal condition had
8ken on the winter condition (katothermous), with a few exceptions.

SEASONAL DISCONTINUITY OF VERTICAL DISTRIBUTION OF TEMPERATURE

Under the section in which the vertical distribution of temperature from the
SUrface to the bottom is discussed, it has been pointed out that the thermocline (dis-
c.()llt,inuity layer, Sprungschicht) is frequently seen in Chesapeake Bay and that at
timeg jtg position coincides with a similar discontinuity in salinity. Such a condition
K been noted in the Norwegian fjords, the Baltic Sea, and other localities. (See
~Timme], 1907, p. 395.) The thermocline is most marked during the warmer months,
8Ince it is the heat of the summer sun’s rays that brings about the increase in tempera-
];lre of the upper layer, thus separating it from the cooler mass of water below.

o Wing the cruises of April and June, 1916, the thex.'moc.ﬂix.le was evident at many areas

f: the bay. But such a condition is not necessarily hmlted to the warmest months,

clir during the cruise of March, 1922, when the waters were Stlll. cold, a distinct thermo-

obne was noted. The data for areas U, L, and @ are given in Table 7. At area U
Servations were made during the night as well as during the day and the tempera-

Wes were almost invariably higher at the surface than at 5 meters.

TasLe 7.—Temperalures and salinilies at various depths on March, 1922, cruise

\\ ‘

Date Aren [TOmPSI™| ganity | DeBth: Date Area (TemEST™| goipiey | Depth,

\ . .
Ma, LR U v 9.0 5.22 0| Mar. 27,1022 ... L 5.6] 17.12 30
8.4 82 5 54| 1722 40
Mar 5.0 10. 38 11 || Mar. 25, 1922.....___.... G 89 18,36 0
RS N L 72| 122 0 6.6 80.65 10
58| 1454 10 65| 3110 A

~— 57| 16.9
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On the other hand, during some of the midsummer cruises, such as July, 1916,
and August, 1920, the thermocline was practically obliterated in the bay, owing to
rain in the first case and cool weather in the second, aided probably by wind and
currents. The records show, as would be expected, that the temperature of the
upper layers drops during the night and rises during the day; but, independently °
this, discontinuity layers occur corresponding to the warm and cold parts of the yes
and often in accordance with the origin of the upper and lower layers of water. On

the August cruise the temperature and salinity data were as shown in Table 8.

TasLe 8 —Temperatures and salinities at various depths on August, 1920, cruise

__——’-/
. NE th,
Date Area ’{gg’%‘”g' Salinity Ez%%?s’ Date Area ’f&f‘;’pf ‘g' Salinity If,ii‘tjeﬁ
/
August, 120, ... v B5| 475 0|l August, 1920..__..._. L %0 19.76 2
) %4 4N 5 24.8|  20.50 0
2.2 15.21 1 DO a 7.0 2273 10
DO ciemiiaaeaee L 2.5 13.72 0 20.2] 2005 20
25.5 13.72 10 17.2 31. 26 2
25.5 13.77 20 15.5 31.74
__/

It will be noted that the thermocline is conspicuous at @, the result of high 8i
temperature in that region. Farther north, where the thermocline was not so eviden?
or lacking, the air temperature was about 10° C. lower than in the region of G.

While the thermocline is more or less characteristic of the waters of Chesapeak®
Bay during the warmer months, a discontinuity in the degree of temperature am
salinity often occurs during the winter. This condition is the reverse of that durit€
the summer because there is an upper layer of water which is distinctly colder than the
water below. This is most conspicuous along the deep-water channel. The freshe’
and lighter, although colder, water from the rivers lies over the much warmer but
much heavier saline water having its origin from the ocean. Excellent examples ©
the discontinuity just mentioned occurred when the cruise of December, 1920, W8°
made. Data for areas U, L, and @ are shown in Table 9.

TaABLE 9.—Temperatures and salinities at various depths on December, 1920, cruise

g,
Date Area |TOINROA| galinity | DOPth, Date Aren | TemRSIe salinity | Doters
/
December, 1920.. ......-. U 5.8 5.70 0 || December, 1920._.....___ G 10.5 25,20 lg
59 602 5 w8l ®7m.| g
9.0 1402 1 13 2| 3
DO e L 87| 16.08 0 16| 3098
86| 1521 10
1000 2001 2
01| 2013 )
101 202 3

DELAY IN SEASONAL CHANGE OF TEMPERATURE

The ““Phasenverzug,” a condition described by Kriimmel (1907) in which theré
is a delay in the change of temperature of the bottom water, so that it does not reﬂ(’.h
its maximum temperature in midsummer but in the fall and does not reach its mini
mum temperature in the midwinter but in the spring, can not be said to be a fixe
condition in Chesapeake Bay, such asit isin the English Channel according to Dickso?
(1893). The time of occurrence of maximum and minimum temperatures varies
somewhat with the year. There are indications from the data obtained on our cruisé®
that the minimum bottom temperature occurs sometimes in midwinter and sometime®
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0 the early spring and that the maximum bottom temperature is attained at times in
®late summer and at times in the autumn.

BACILLARIOPHYTA
DIATOMS

The indentifications of the diatoms found in the plankton of Chesapeake Bay
e been made by Dr. J. J. Wolfe, and the original list may be found in a paper by

olfe and Cunningham (1926). A considerable number of bottom diatoms stirred
UP by currents and semibottom diatoms are included. The discussion which follows
8 based on data tabulated by Doctor Cunningham.

hay

GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION

. An examination of the list of diatoms with reference to the recorded distribution
D other parts of the world shows that the various species mentioned may be classed
33 fresh water, brackish water, and marine diatoms. It is evident, judging from what
18 known of the distribution of marine diatoms in other regions, that those found in the
8y include some neritic species (bottom or semibottom forms) which are not placed
Among the true planktonic forms, some which are considered to be true planktonic forms
In abiting coastal regions (neritic), and still others, also planktonic, which are spoken
of as oceanic forms since they are ordinarily found outside of the coastal regions in
€ great ocean currents where the salinity is high. Furthermore, a glance at the list
of neritic and oceanic species of diatoms shows that if we follow Cleve’s (1897, 1901-02)
8rouping into arctic, temperate, and tropical forms all three groups are represented in
€sapeake Bay, although naturally the temperate forms are much in excess of the
Others. The grouping in the list given below is based on that of Cleve, but it has
een modified to some extent in the light of the more recent work of Gran, Osten-
eld, Lemmermann, Karsten, Johnstone, Bigelow, and Fish. Unfortunately, our
Nowledge of the distribution of the various species of diatoms, even in the Atlantic
JCean, is still imperfect and the different groupings overlap one another to a con-
Siderable extent, so that the distribution given must be looked upon s tentative.

The following marine planktonic diatoms have been found in Chesapeake Bay.
SPecies of Coscinodiscus and other species, concerning which there is confusion as to
1dentiﬁ'cm;ion, have been left out. Those listed have been arranged according to their
uSl{ally accepted distribution with reference to the arctic, temperate, and tropical
Tegions of the Atlantic Ocean.

Neritic, Arctic: Biddulphia aurita (Lyngb.) Breb.

Neritic, Northerly Temperate: Chaetoceras teres Cl., Leptocylindrus danicus Cl.,
Rhizosolenia setigera Brightw., Skeletonema costatum (Grev.), Thalassiothriz nitz-
Schioides Grun. Another form which may be included in this group but whose posi-
tlon i somewhat uncertain is Nitzschia longissima (Breb.) Ralfs.

Neritic, Southerly Temperate: Biddulphia mobiliensis (Bail), Cerataulina
bergonyi; Perag., Ditylium brightwelliv (West) Grun., Eucampia zodiacus Ehr., Guin-
ard?a, Sflaccida (Castrac.) Perag. The following may be placed in this group, but

8Ir distribution is still uncertain: Bacteriastrum varians Lauder, Bellerochea malleus

Tightw.), Lithodesmium undulatum Ehr., Rhizosolenia calcar avis Schultze, Rhizo-
Solenia, stolterfothii Perag.

Neritic, Tropical: None.



312 BULLETIN OF THE BUREAU OF FISHERIES

Oceanic, Boreal Arctic: Rhizsolenia semispina Hensen,” Chaetoceras decipien
Cleve.

Oceanic, Temperate: Rhizosolenia alata Brightw., R. styliformis Brightw. The
inclusion of the following species in this group is not as yet fully established: The
assiothriz frauenfeldii Grun.

Oceanic, Tropical: Planktoniella sol (Brightw.) Schuett.

In addition to the true marine planktonic diatoms the following marine, botto™
or semibottom (tycopelagic) diatoms (Ostenfeld., 1913) occurred abundantly ?t
times: Actinoptychus undulatus (Kuetz) Ralfs., A. splendens (Bail) Ralfs., Donkin
recta (Donk.) Grun., Hyalodiscus stelliger Bail., Melosira sulcata (Ehr.)® Kutz»
N. bombus (Ehr.) Kutz., N. cancellata Donk., N. humerosa Breb., N. smithii Breb-
Pleurosigma affine Grun., P. fasciola (Ehr.) W. Sm.

A few fresh-water or so-called brackish water forms were found and are heré
listed : .

Asterionella formosa (Hass.), Bacillaria paradora Gmel., Campylodiscus echene®
Ehr., Navicula borealis (Ehr.) Kutz., Nitzschia plana W.Sm., N. sigma (Kutz) W. 5B
Pleurosigma balticum W. Sm., Raphoneis amphiceros Ehr.

Referring to the above list of those neritic species of marine, planktonic diatom®
whose distribution in other regions is well established, we find the arctic, tempel'ﬁtef
and tropical groups represented in Chesapeake Bay as follows: Arctic neritic, '
northerly temperate neritic, 5; southerly temperate neritic, 5; tropical neritic, ™
Practically all the neritic diatoms belong to the temperate group. True tropl‘j'ﬂl
neritic diatoms have not been found, and only individuals of one species ordins
classed as an Arctic form have been taken. This diatom, Biddulphia aurite (Lyngb-
Breb. was collected once in Chesapeake Bay during March, 1916, at area A in & YT
face sample. It was found to be common, according to Mann (1894), in deep-W"‘:‘er
dredgings off the mouth of Delaware Bay; it has occurred as an occasional speci®®
in Massachusetts Bay (April, 1913) according to Bigelow, and was corumon throug>
out most of the year 1916 (possibly 1915) in the Bay of Fundy according to Bailey
(1917). Gran (1919) has found it a little farther north in the Gulf of St. Lawrenc®
and finally Cleve (1897) mentions it as occurring rarely in a few samples in Baffin®
Bay and Davis Straits. .

The oceanic diatoms are distributed in regard to number of species in the differe?
geographic groups as follows: Boreal, arctic oceanic, 2; temperate oceanic, 2; 8%
tropical oceanic, 1.

Albert Mann (1894) has studied the diatoms dredged by the U. S. S. Albatros®
in 813 fathoms (1,487 meters) of watcr off the mouth of Delaware Bay, and has fou?
& large number of species many of which are fresh-water forms characteristic of river®
in that latitude. He believes that they have been supplied largely by the Dela\r"f“'e
River. In addition to these fresh-water forms, however, there are many m&fm?
forms, a few of which, as Mann says, may have been deposited there by the Gu!
Stream. Those diatoms common to both regions are the following: Navicula boreal®
Ehrb., Raphoneis amphiceros E., Actinoptychus undulatus Ehrb., A. splendens Ralfs-
Melosira sulcata Kz., Navicula humerosa Breb., N. smithii Breb., Pleurosigma oft"
Grun., Biddulphia aurita Lyngb., Ditylum brightwellii West., and Rhizosolen'®
styliformis Bright. -

7 Rhizosolenia hebetatavar. semispina (Hensen).
¥ Parglis euicate (Ehr.).
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It is interesting to compare the species collected during 1915 and 1916 in Chesa-
Peake Bay with the species observed by Fish (1925) at Woods Hole during 1923,
nli"hollgh in comparing the two it must be remembered that collections at Woods

ole were made largely at the surface. However, Fish has found that the water at
.V00ds Hole is thoroughly mixed owing to currents. Those marine planktonic species
Common for the two regions, following Fish’s grouping, are these:

Fresh and brackish water forms: None.

Semibottom forms: Actinoptychus undulatus, Hyalodiscus stelliger.

Neritic, Arctic: None.

.Neritic, Northerly Temperate: Chaetoceras teres, Leptocylindrus danicus, Nitzschia
gissima, Rhizosolenia setigera, Skeletonema costatum, Thalassiothriz nitzschioides.

. Neritic, Southerly Temperate: Bacteriastrum varians, Ceratulina bergonii,
Ditylium, brightwellis, Guinardia flaccida, Rhizosolenia calcar avis.

Neritic, Tropical: Bellerochea malleus.

Oceanic, Boreal Arctic: Chaetoceras decipiens, Rhizosolenia hebetata ver. semispina.
Oceanic, Temperate: Rhizosolenia alata f. genwina (?), Rhizosolenia styliformis,
Thalassiothria: Sfrauenfeldii.

Oceanic, Tropical: None.

Here again, as in the case of the Chesapeake diatoms, a survey of the complete
list, of species as given in Fish’s paper, with reference to the geographic groups in

ich they are usually placed, shows more temperate neritic forms than boreal arctic
o tropical, and of these temperate forms the larger number belong to the southerly
Mperate neritic. The oceanic forms are much fewer in number than the neritic
Orms, g condition which is true of the Chesapeake collections. It should be noted,
FOWeVer, that the proportion of boreal arctic oceanic forms shows a considerable
Ncreage over what is found in Chesapeake Bay, and this is what should be expected.
tis also in keeping with the fact that the colder currents from the northern regions
Which carry boreal arctic forms are of more importance in the latitude of Woods Hole
an they are in the latitude of the mouth of Chesapeake Bay, where such currents
Ve probably dipped below the Gulf Stream.
. A study of Bigelow’s (1914a, 1914b, 1915, 1917a) preliminary work on collec-
Yons made in the Gulf of Maine, Massachusetts Bay, and the coastal waters between
aine and the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay show the preponderance of temperate
Reritic forms as is the case for Chesapeake Bay and Woods Hole, while the boreal
8rctic forms have assumed considerable importance among the oceanic diatoms as
& Woods Hole.

Although Bailey’s (1917) collections in the Bay of Fundy were made at a little
hlgher latitude than those of Bigelow, not so many boreal arctic forms were found,
8lthough they were fairly well represented. His records cover collections made from

80uary to October, inclusive, 1916 (?).

Still farther north the work of Gran (1919) in the Gulf of St. Lawrence and the
Ceanic regions outside of it shows the northerly forms replacing almost, if not entirely,

& southerly forms. With the exception of four species which I have not been able
Place with the literature at hand, the various species are grouped as follows: Arctic
lleﬁtic, 9; boreal arctic neritic, 5; northerly temperate neritic, 3; arctic oceanic,
(?); boreal arctic oceanic, 5. Gran’s collections were made during May, June and

August, 1915.
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SPRING AND FALL MAXIMA

It is evident from the study of the diatom counts of Wolfe and Cunningh*"f]1
that they were high during the April cruise of 1916 and the March cruise of 1920 1
Chesapeake Bay. While this conclusion is not reached from counts made daily 1
any one locality, it is based on many samples collected on each cruise in 1915’16_
and 1920-21. During 1915 the cruises were taken in October and Decembe’’
during 1916 in January, March, April, June, July, and September; during 1920 1
January, March, May, July, August, October, and December; during 1921 in Janusty:
The diatom counts were made on water samples collected at the surface and at .or
near the bottom. In addition, during 1915-16 counts were made of the indivi®
uals of each species at various depths. The results are expressed in the number 0
diatoms per liter of water. .

As an example, the diatom counts for area A at the surface were as follo"*’
Year 1915, October, 4,300, December ; year 1916, January 13,600, March 17;000’
April 558,300, June 9,200, July 6,200, September 92,800. The counts at 27 mewi
were these: October 99,400, December , January 39,800, March 26,500, Ap_n
359,100, June 19,500. The maximum spring count was that of the April cruis®
both at the surface and at 27 meters, and there was a less marked rise in surface count?
during the autumnal cruise. Autumnal records for 27 meters are lacking.

A similar surface series at area A for 1920 is the following: January 16,500
March 262,600, May , July 8,300, August 14,400, October 21,300, Decembe’
418,400. At the bottom these counts were found: January 19,700, March 229,400’
May , July 27,000, August 32,800, October 3,100, December 43,600. H_ere
again there was a markedly high count during the spring cruise of March and a fairly
well-marked autumnal rise, which seems to have persisted into the winter mont 5
The results of surface counts from area A are graphically shown in Figure 16.

High counts were found in all regions (although not at all areas) over the bay
March, 1920, and there were fairly widespread evidences of similar conditions during
the April, 1916, cruise. An autumnal rise probably occurred all over the bay
not so markedly in the upper part. The records of the different cruises often sbo]
successive increases from early fall into midwinter, and the suspicion arises in on®
mind as to whether the so-called autumnal rise is not the beginning of the SPﬂn'l’
maximum of the following year. As a matter of fact, data for 1915-16 and 1920~ .
indicate that the autumnal maximum did not occur until very late and that ther
may have been a close approach of the two maxime to one another. The results 11;
the Chesapeake are very similar to those observed by Steuer (1910) for the Adriat
Sea and by Fish (1925) for Vineyard Sound, etc.

in

SUMMER MINIMUM

The decrease in the number of diatoms during the summer cruises was abou? 85
marked as the increase for the vernal cruises; but occasionally, as has been obsef_"e’
by Gran in the Gulf of St. Lawrence, Fish at Woods Hole, Bigelow off Marthas Vf”&
yard and others, rather large numbers occur locally in the summer months. A shg
but distinct increase in diatom counts was found in the upper part of the bay dun?
July, 1920. If these increases were due to specially favorable conditions of foo
supply in the bay, resulting from exceptional outflow from rivers, it is of interest s
note that during the month previous the rainfall in Maryland and Delaw‘are’wae
one and one-third times the normsgl and that the summer was cool and web, th

wettest on record over southern Baltimore County.
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DIATOM COUNTS AND MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM SALINITY

J During 1916 and 1920 the salinity was high on the midwinter cruise—that is,
8nuary. The diatom counts for the same period were low. On the spring cruises,
Or example, April, 1916, and March, 1920, the salinity was much lower than in
Bluary. The diatom counts for these same periods reached the maximum for the

Year so far as our records show. During the summer cruises the salinity was a little
1gher and the diatom counts were markedly lower as a rule. In the autumn the
82 did not show clearly a correlation between lower salinities and the increased
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Fi1GURE 16.—Diatoms per liter of surface water at area A indicated by black columns. Salinity
of water from which diatom samples were taken indicated by circles

d‘_&tom counts known as the autumnal maximum. These relations may be seen in

12ure 16, in which the diatom counts and salinities for surface water are shown
Sraphically for area A during the cruises of 1915-16 and 1920. Similar conditions
OCcurred at many areas, although often not as marked, especially in- the upper part
of the bay. Usually, however, the spring diatom maximum and the decrease in
-S&hnit,y at that time showed clearly. During the cruises of most of the year the
Dumbers of diatoms were usually greater in the deep layers than at the surfaces, but
8 the time of the maxima, and especially the spring maximum, large numbers were

-
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found both at the surface and at the bottom and probably were present at intermé
diate depths. The larger number was sometimes at the surface and sometimes 8t
the bottom.

It will be seen from Figure 16 that the highest counts for the spring cruises of 1916
were found in April and those for 1920 in March, but it must be noted that no samplles
were collected during April, 1920. Possibly, then, the maximum occurred in Apr"
although we have no data to show it.

The records indicate clearly, so far as the surface and bottom samples are coB’
cerned, that the high diatom counts, especially those of the spring cruises, occurT®
generally at the time of low salinity, but it does not follow that the low salinity caus
the large increase in diatoms.

DIATOM COUNTS AND HOMOHALINITY

An interesting relation is that between the vertical distribution of salinity and
diatom counts. In many cases during 1920 when high diatom counts occurred there
were unusually close approaches toward homohalinity from surface to bottom. Such
a condition has been observed by Nathansohn (1909) for certain regions in the ses, bY
Gran (1912) for the waters southwest of Ireland, and by others more recently. Th?®
relation existed quite frequently during the spring cruise of March, 1920, but in 1916
this same condition was not so marked; in fact, usually the highest diatom count®
were obtained on the April cruise while the nearest approach to homohalinity fro™
the surface to the bottom, so far as we have records, occurred generally during th®
March cruise.

DIATOM COUNTS AT RIVER MOUTHS

The data which the survey has collected on the number of diatoms as a whole;
not on separate species, do not supply any very convincing evidence for the theory
that diatoms occur in greater abundance in the neighborhood of the mouths of river®
than at other places. Owing to the fact that quite a number of the diatom count?
for the different areas along the western side of the bay were not made, a compars”
tive study of the counts with reference to the river mouths on that side does nob
yield very satisfactory results. However, it may be seen from the surface dats
Table 10 that, so far as our data go, the numbers were usually comparatively 1arg®
at one or the other of the areas P, J, or H. These areas in the case of P and J 8/°
close to the mouth of the Potomac River and area H is near the entrance to the R8P~
pahannock River. On the other hand, during the March cruise while the count?
were high at area P near the mouth of the Potomac River they were even highe”
farther up the bay.

TABLE 10.—Diatom counts in surface samples on west side of bay, per liter

1920 w3l
Area
January | March May July August | Ootober | December | Janus¥
—-—/
14,700 @ ® 7,400 900 57 ®

7400 830|258, 100 7,800 3,700 3200|3130 38,30
1 (y 593,700 3,400 3,000  10,600| 13400 500

00| 485 w! s 10580 Loo| O 5, 700 (,1)1'
4,600 | 769200 3 9,900 1, 000 (3' : 13,5
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The highest diatom count for all of the cruises of the year 1920 was 1,563,000,
804 thig was found in March, 1920, at area L close to the mouth of the Potomac and
8 the bottom. On the other hand, the second largest count, 1,055,400, was found
8 area B in a sample taken at the bottom in March, 1920. This area is situated
08¢ to one of the deepest holes in the bay and near Cape Charles City, which is
located on the shore of the bay within a few hundred yards of the area.
The evidence in support of the theory that the highest diatom counts are to
be f(3und in the neighborhood of the mouths of rivers is not conclusive, and yet there
8¢ indications that there may be such a relation. Undoubtedly a study of the
tribution of each species of diatom rather than a mixture of fresh-water, semi-
°t.t0m, and marine diatoms, such as is found in total diatom counts, would be more
Salisfactory. Some of the evidence we have from this source will now be mentioned.
It will be discussed later.
The data concerning the abundance of the different species of diatoms at surface,
Ottom, and uniform intermediate depths are limited to the cruise taken in October,
25. One species, Skeletonema costatum, which lives as a littoral-bottom form to
Some extent but which also exists as a widely distributed plankton form in Chesa-
Peake Bay, is of interest in this connection. It will be shown later under the section
0 which the distribution of S. costatum with reference to hydrographic data is dis-
Cussed that this diatom during the cruise of October, 1915, was more abundant,
®Xcept at 27 meters, in the region of the mouth of the Potomac River than at any
8reas investigated.
DIATOM SCARCITY AT MOUTH OF BAY

The diatom counts in the mouth of the bay were usually comparatively small.
S“'fh & condition might be expected, since it is a shallow region with a shifting bottom
%hich at times is scoured by rather rapid currents. It is a well-established fact
that such places are not favorable for the development of diatoms. The highest
ount recorded in the mouth of the bay during the years 1916 and 1920 was a surface
Count, of 438,800. This number was found at area F during April, 1916, along the
e E, F, @, which extends across the mouth of the bay. Even at this time, which
wﬁ? during the spring maximum, there were higher counts slong the line 4, B, C, D,
Which runs from Cape Charles City to New Point Comfort. The records show
858,300 (surface) at A and 3,157,200 (bottom) at D.

RELATION OF DISTRIBUTION OF DIATOMS TO SALINITY

. It is well established from a study of geographical distribution that certain
diatomg (oceanic) are characteristic of waters of high salinity, such as that of the
Oben ocean; that others (neritic) are characteristic of waters of lower salinity found

Ong the sea coast and in estuaries; and that still different ones frequent the fresh
Waters or rivers emptying into the ocean. But, also, it is well known that many
of these diatoms are able to stand a large range of salinities and that oceanic as
Well ag neritic diatoms are often found in estuaries where the salinity is very low.

® assumption is that the oceanic forms as well as neritic forms are brought in with

® currents from the ocean, but it is known that resting spores are formed in the
8tter type. It is believed by many investigators, especially by Gran, that these
Spores settle to the bottom of the estuaries and periodically assume the floating
®ndition, so that there are supplies from year to year of certain meritic species
Which arise locally.
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The degree of dependence of diatoms on the salinity of the water has long bee?
an unsettled question. Naturally, one would seek for light on the subject in region®
where there is a distinct stratification with reference to salinity—that is, where thero
are considerably fresher layers overlying much more saline layers. The Baltic Sesy
which is flooded now and then by saline water from the ocean and by fresh water
from rivers; the Arctic and Antarctic Oceans, which have a surface layer of fresher
water arising from the melting polar ice; estuaries such as are found in England?
the fjords of Norway and Sweden; and finally the mouths of large rivers wheré
fresh water and saline water meet one another, have been investigated by ascertaining
the salinity at various depths from surface to bottom, together with the diatom
counts at the same depths. If there is a horizontal distribution of diatoms with
reference to salinity as indicated by geographical studies, one would expect a vertics
distribution correlated to some extent with the sahmty gradient from surface t0
bottom. But the problem is complicated by other possible factors—differences in
temperature, light intensity, and amount of nutriment at various levels, with the
accompanying reactions to these differences. Also water currents produced in
various ways often tend to disturb the relation whlch the diatoms might usually
bear toward salinity.

However, some investigators have found the number varying with the salmlty
in regions where the temperature and light did not seem to be controlling factors-
Apstein (1906), in his studies of the waters of the Baltic Sea, discovered that mtlﬂv
Chaetoceras, Rhizosolenia, Cerataulina, and Guinardia species of diatoms occul‘l'e
only on the western side of the Baltic where the salinity was more than 15 per mille
while Chaetoceras danicum and bottnicum were confined mainly to.the east side, where
the salinity was much weaker. Biise (1915) found the currents entering Kjel B&Y
from the west generally richer in diatoms and of a higher salinity than those comlﬂg
from the east.

One would look for such relatlons near the mouth of Chesapeake Bay, as, fof
example, along the line made by areas A, B, ,D. At D op the west side of the b8y’
the fresher water is found, while at area A on the east side, where the depth is mu
greater, the more saline water of the ocean finds its way. The numbers of individus!®
of different neritic and oceanic species should be compared with the salinities ab
these areas. Unfortunately, the data on separate species are insufficient for such #
comparison. Total diatom counts, however at the surface for these two areas 8°
compared with the salinities are of interest.

TABLE 11.—Surface diatom counts and salinity for 1920

. = i
January July - August " October December

Area - B
Diatoms | Sallnity | Diatoms | Salinity | Diatoms | Salinity | Diatoms | Salinity | Diatoms galinity
A 16, 500 23.32| s8300| =2172| 14,400| 2236 21,300 i 2.7
SO 4700 | 1974 7 Tl el aH

, 400 1728 900 19.48 5, 700 17.31

It is clear from data obtained for the cruises of January, July, August, October’
and December during 1920 that the more saline surface water along theline 4, B, 0, D
was found on the eastern side of the bay—that is; at area A. The total surface dlatoIIl
counts were higher, on each cruise, at area A than at area D, which is on the west sid®
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ioé\thf! bay. While the various species making up these total counts have not been
~“entified, it is safe to say that the counts include fresh-water, neritic, oceanic, and
Semibottom dintoms.. We have no data to show that the higher counts at area A,
ere the water was most saline, were due mainly to neritic and oceanic diatoms
,“‘}med in at' the time from the ocean and consequently adapted to a sea water of
er salinity, It is possible also that some of the neritic forms were produced
izeany _fl‘om resting spores. Furthermore, the differences may be due to differences
' Dutritive value of the water or to other factors. QOccasional surface counts made
N 8reas B and C, especially during the spring maximum, did not always support the
elation pointed out above. Deep-water cotunts were not made at equivalent depths
O the east and west sides of the bay, so they are useless in this connection.

COMPARISON OF DIATOM COUNTS AT MOUTH - AND INSIDE THE BAY

A comparison of the diatom counts found along the line E, F, G, in the mouth of
the bay, with those along the line A, B, C, D, which runs from Cape Charles City to
®W Point Comfort, farther inside the bay, would be of interest in order to see if the
Munibers are higher in-the mouth of the bay during the autumn and winter cruises
When, g5 ¢ rule, the salinities are higher, the incoming current is more dominant, and
the. Gulf Stream Eddy (Atlantic gyral) is shifting in a northerly direction. At such
% time one might expect larger numbers at the mouth, if the bay receives any con-
Slderable supply of diatoms from the outside. Only during March, 1916, and Jan-
Uary, 1920 which were months of high salinity, have higher counts been found along
the line E, F, G, than along A, B, C, D. The differences were small and the data too
Meager for a satisfactory comparison. It is true that the oceanic diatoms (see the
s<~30tion on the relation of distribution of species to the hydrographic data) which can
.® taken as an indication of the influx of oceanic water have been found almost
ez‘cl'llsively during the months when water of higher salinity was making its way into
‘he bay, yet the lack of diatom counts for some of the areas along the lines E, F, §
8d A, B, 0, D on every cruise, the absence of data on the species found, and the
Tather limited current data from 24-hour stations make further work necessary before
40y definite conclusions may be reached.

The Atlantic water that enters the bay, judging from our salinity data, is not
Pure oceanic water. Salpa, which is commonly found in the oceanic water of the
"ulf Stream off the mouth of Chesapeake Bay, has not been found in the bay, and
Tue oceanic diatoms during 1916 at least were scarce.

RELATION OF DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIES TO HYDROGRAPHIC DATA

~ The data on the number of individuals of each species are limited to the cruises
of October and December, 1915, and January, March, April, June, July, and Sep-
®mber, 1916. During October, 1915, counts were made for each species of diatom
'Tom the gurface to the bottom at 9-meter intervals for areas 4, J, L, and B. Counts
Were made also at many other areas during the cruises for 1916, but there was con-
Slderah)e irregularity in the choice of areas and the number of samples. However,
“48 depths at which samples were taken were practically without exception at 0,9, 18,
9 27 meters, thus corresponding with those for October, 1915. Almost invariably
only two counts were made for each species at each area during 1916—a surface count
80d one gt 9, 18, or 27 meters, depending on the depth at the area.
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The fresh-water diatoms in the plankton were not abundant at the areas visited
in Chesapeake Bay. This was expected, since usually the water at all these ares
was brackish in character. Asterionella formosa (Hass.), the tests of which occurr®
so commonly in oceanic bottom deposits off the mouth of the Delaware River accoro”
ing to Mann (1894), were found only here and there in small numbers but widely dis-
tributed over Chesapeake Bay. The highest counts were obtained during the colder
months and at areas near the mouth of the bay. Navicula borealis (Ehr.) Kutz, als0
mentioned by Mann, and Bacillaria paradoxa Gmel. (now called Nitzschia parad?:
Gmel.) occurred about as abundantly as A. formosa, but they were less widely dis
tributed. Campylodiscus echeneis Ehr. was taken in very small numbers in the Jower
half of the bay. Most, if not all, of these forms are littoral also (Gran, 1908).

The so-called brackish water diatoms were represented in largest number by
Raphoneis amphiceros Ehr.—a form found frequently in deposits off the mouth of the
Delaware River by Mann. It was taken only in the southern half of the bay. Av
other brackish-water form, Nitzschia sigma (Kutz) W. Sm., designated by Msnn 8
“‘frequent” was found widely distributed over Chesapeake Bay but in every smal
numbers. Nitzschia plana W. Sm. and Pleurosigma balticum W. Sm. were very
scarce, the former occurring only in the lower half of the bay and the latter only 8
area A near the mouth. -

The bottom and semibottom (tychopelagic) diatoms are abundantly represented
in Chesapeake Bay. A form which is closely related to the tychopelagic group (clas8
above in the neritic northerly temperate group) is Skeletonema costatum (Greve) whi¢
according to Ostenfeld (1913) is found all the year round as a littoral-bottom form e
European waters. It was very abundant and very widely distributed in Chesape 6
Bay during the cruises of 1915 and 1916. It is known to be largely independent of the
degree of salinity, and so its occurrence in considerable numbers at area X, almost .
far north as Annapolis, is not surprising. As we shall see, its behavior is not that ?
& bottom form, for the highest counts, judging from the data for the cruise of Octob®"
1915, are not at the bottom. The condition just mentioned is in keeping with Oste®”
feld’s statement that this species multiplies to an important degree in the plankto®
Skeletonema costatum was found in the plankton samples during all the cruises fT¢
October, 1915, to September, 1916.

The highest counts were obtained during the October and January cruises, the
numbers decreasing during the spring cruises until April, when the maximum W%
reached. This and similar conclusions for other forms as to the maximum and Mm%
imum occurrence is based mainly on a surface and a deep-water count for each aré®
but such counts were made at nine widely distributed areas on each cruise.

Ostenfeld and others have pointed out that Skelefonema costatum is ext,remely
euryhaline—that is, adapted to a great range of salinity. In Chesapeake Bay it b?
been found in waters from 11.13 to 32.00 per mille. The range of temperatures, }-
to 26.1° C. is about as extreme as that of the salinities.

During the cruise of October, 1915, when the largest numbers were found for
Skeletonema costatum, there was evidence to show that the highest counts were neiﬂ:
the mouth of the Potomac River. The surface counts were as follows: Area 4, 90 !
J,4,300; M, 1,800; an unlettered area near the middle of the Maryland and Vil‘gmw,
line directly in front of the mouth of the Potomac River, 85,800; L, 4,200; P, 28;500f
and R, 25,800. At 9 meters the counts for the same areas were these: Ares 4, 2 0i
J, 6,700; M, no count; the unlettered ares, 26,600; L, 10,500; P, 33,300; and &
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§,700. At 18 meters the following counts were obtained: Area A, 1,400; J, 13,200;
» 34,100; the unlettered area, no count, not 18 meters deep; L, 2,100; P, too shal-
OW; and R, 2,600. It will be seen that at 0, 9, and 18 meter depths the highest
Counts were close to the mouth of the Potomac River. On the other hand, at 27
Weters the highest was at area, A; but at 36 meters, again, the highest count was
Rear the entrance of the Potomac: Area .4, 700; J, 9,500; M, too shallow; the un-
8ttered area, too shallow; L, 7,500; P, too shallow; R, 900. The largest count for
.80y ares at any depth during the October cruise was 35,800, a surface count directly
1 front of the mouth of the Potomac; and the second largest count, 34,100, was one
8t 18 meters on area M in the middle of the mouth of the Potomac. Again in De-
Cember, 1915, the highest surface count, 15,100, was at area J and the largest deep-
Water count, 22,800, was at area P. Both of these areas are very close to the mouth
of the Potomac River. It must be mentioned, however, that the counts for Decem-
er are much fewer in number than those for October. The data for the rest of the
Cruises are insufficient for purposes of comparison.
The vertical distribution of Skeletonema costatum during October, 1915, seems to
have been largely independent of the degree of salinity, although, as a general rule,
@ highest counts were below the surface and above the bottom. A very interesting
®omparison of the vertical distribution of this diatom at areas A4, J, L, and R during
ctober may be seen in Table 12. The samples for A (near Cape Charles City) were
‘Collected on October 22 from 3 to 4 p. m.; those for J (a little south of the mouth of
¢ Potomac) on QOctober 24 from 10.30 to 12 noon; those for L (a short distance
Dorth of the mouth of the Potomac) on October 25 from 9.49 to 10.38 a. m.; and
tl}OSG for B (about half way up the bay) on the same date from 1.50 to 3.08 p. m. It
be seen that the highest count for area A was in deep water, 27 meters; for J at
Shallower depth, 18 meters; for L, at 9 meters; and for R at the surface.

TasLe 12.—Skeletonema costatum, Oclober, 1915

S

Meters A ) L R Meters A J L R
0
B e 900 | 4,300 4,200 25800 ((27.... ... 10, 400 100 400 700
18 mmemmmoann 200 6,700 | 10,600 | 5,700 1 36. . ... ... 700 9, 500 %500 900
____________________ 1,400 | 13,200 2, 100 2,600 (46 . ... 1,300

. A similar condition, although not so marked, was seen for some other neritic
d‘”«}Oms collected at the same time. The true bottom forms, on the other hand,
w?‘mh do not multiply to any extent in the plankton, did not show the vertical dis-
Tbution just mentioned. It is not permissible to draw any definite conclusions as to
¢ factors involved in bringing about the vertical distribution of Skeletonema costatum
Wring the Qctober cruise, especially since no counts approaching these in complete-
Dless were made during any other cruises, but it may be mentioned that during the
Ume from Qctober 21 to 25 the air temperature at Baltimore and Washington, accord-
g to the United States Weather Buresau, dropped from 64° F. (17.8° C.) to 42° F.
‘(5.Q° C.) and 37° F. (2.8° C.), respectively. One might suspect that there had been
0 Increase in the viscosity of the water in the northern part of the bay due to the
Arge drop in air temperature, which resulted in & greater buoyancy of the water and
80 upward movement of the diatoms. If such 8 movement toward the surface actually
;’%Un-ed at area R, and to a lesser degree at L and J, we have no evidence to show that
Was in response to differences in the turbidity of the water, to differences in food
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conditions, nor to differences in the intensity of the sunlight shining on the surfacé:
Concerning the last possible factor, however, the ship’s log showed that the sky was
clear when the samples were taken at areas J, L, and . Whatever conditions gave
rise to the vertical distribution mentioned during the October cruise of 1915, it seem®
probable that they were peculiar to that cruise, for such a distribution is not eve?
suggested from an examination of the data from other cruises.

Paralia sulcata (Ehr.), a tychopelagic diatom listed by Wolfe and Cunninghs™
a8 Melosira sulcata (Ehr.) Kutz, was widely distributed in Chesapeake Bay during
1916 and was present at least as late as September in considerable numbers, It W83
found even as far north as area X during every cruise except September in 1916, and
it was present in waters of a great range of salinities and temperatures

The highest counts obtained both at the surface and in deep water were dul'lng
the March and April cruises. As examples, the surface counts at area A were 8s fol-
lows: January, 2,600; March, 4,200; April, 7,700, June, 0; July, 100; and Septe™”
ber, 1,000. At 27 meters the counts were: January, 4 900 March, 6,700; AP“I’
4,800; June, 2,400; July, no count; and September, no count. For area J the st**
face counts were the following: January, 500; March, 2,400; April, 1,100; Juné
500; July, 200; and September, 200. At 27 meters: January, 3,900, March, B9

“count; ‘April, 16,200; June, 500; July, no count; September, 400.

Again, as in the case of Skeletonema costatum, the highest counts were found cl0%®
to the mouth of the Potomac River, 15,200 at 27 meters and 15,800 at 26 meters for
areas J and L, respectively, during April. These counts are about double those ¢
any other counts during the year for this species.

This diatom, which has a comparatively heavy test, has the vertical distributio®
of a typical bottom form. The counts of Paralia sulcata showed the highest numberss
with one exception, at the bottom; the numbers gradually decreasing toward the
surface. Data from other cruises, although limited to a surface and a deep-wateé®
count, showed the highest numbers in deep water with only a few exceptions—namely’
in very shallow regions and during the spring maximum, when the water is in 87
unstable condition.

Table 13 gives the counts for Paralia swlcata found in the same samples from
which the counts for Skeletonema costatum tabulated above were made, so the salin
ity, temperature, and other environmental conditions were the same for both.

TaABLE 13.—Paralia wlcatd, October, 1915

Moters A J L R Meters A 7 L R
2| 0 sl Lol se0i

.......... , 2500| 4 ,
600 | 2,800 4,800 ... | had BN 1y

Another common diatom in Chesapeake Bay during 1916 which is not s true
plankton form is Pleurosigma affine Grun. It was widely distributed through th
bay from the mouth to the region of Annapolis and occurred in the plankton durit®
all the cruises—that is, January, March, April, June, July, and September. In
addition to this it was present during October and December in 1915, The hlB'hes
counts were found during October, January, and April, and most of these were fro®
areas near the mouth of the Potomac River. The highest count for all cruises W8°
at area M, in the mouth of the Potomac at 18 meters. The numbers of this diato™
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:V?iaux increase from the surface to the bottom. It seems to be a bottom form
ch is easily disturbed from its resting place.
The following tychopelagic forms were widely distributed in the bay but the
“;ll;}ts made were not large: Actinoptychus undulatus (Kuetz) Ralfs., Hyalodiscus
tger Bail., Navicula bombus (Ehr.) Kutz., N. cancellata Donk. Other tychopelagic
‘;I’ms occurred in very small numbers and had a very limited distribution in the
aankton s0 far as the data for 1916 show. Actinoptychus splendens (Bail.) Ralfs.
aas found near the mouth of the bay only at areas A, G, and F and Donkinia recta
8rea @ only.
B The neritic arctic group is represented by one species, Biddulphia aurita (Lyngb.)
Teb, While it was found to be common in bottom samples off the mouth of the
elaware River by Mann, it was collected from the plankton on one occasion only
th hesape&ke Bay during the year 1916. It was in a surface sample at area A near
of%m;)mh of the bay. The sample was taken during the month of March in water
-1° C. temperature and 24.14 salinity.
Of those diatoms which have been included under the neritic north temperate
P only two species, Rhizosolenia setigera Brightw. and Skeletonema costatum
Tev.), were widely distributed in Chesapeake Bay. The records for R. setigera
OW that it occurred most abundantly from the mouth of the Potomac River to the
OUth of the bay, and that the highest counts were obtained during the autumn and
T}fmg cruises (October, 1915, and April, 1916), indicating autumn and spring maxima.
o € Counts in the region of the mouth of the Potomac were not any larger than those
Wer down the bay at area A. The distribution of this species in the Chesapeake
OWs that it can stand considerable variation in salinity and temperature, but it is
cmter%t to note that above the mouth of the Potomac it was not recorded as having
OOUrre.d in the surface layer. The data are not complete enough to admit of any
cO;chlﬂlons as to the vertical distribution. A discussion of the distribution of S.
bematum has been taken up above. Otl.xer s.pecie.s _included in tht'a neri_tic northerly
(Brp;mte group—namely, Thalassiothriz mtzscl'uozdes er.m., Nitzschia longissima
3011:9 -) Ralfs., Chaetoceras teres Cl. and Leptocylindrus danicus Cl.—were not repre-
d by large numbers in the bay, although T nitzschioides was found as far north
s!u;re& R in October (16.49 per mille, 17.3° C.) and N. longissima as far north as the
© area in June (approximately 17.00 per mille, 17.2° C.).
9 he most abundant diatom of the neritic southerly temperate group during the
and 1916 cruises was Cerataulina bergonii Perag. The high counts of the April,
o 8, Cruise at areas 4, J, L, and X as compared with the numbers found on other
iUdls'es indicate a marked spring maximum. The I_ninimum occurred in the summer,
cx,ms.gmg from the surface records of the July cruise. At area A during the April
Der °.the surface count was 407,200 (18.46 per mille, 11.4° C.), at oJ, 65,400 (10.81
Per faille, 12.1° C.); at L, 40,400 (12.05 per mille, 11.0° C.); and at X, 5,200 (5.88
Yoo, ¢,9.4° C.). The deep-water count for A at 27 meters was 300,800 (no salinity
at 2;‘1, 10.5° C.); for J at 27 meters, 353,800 (no salinity record, 8.8° C.); and for L
X Meters, 173,200 (17.63 per mille, 8.9° C.). No deep-water count was made at
' {tis evident from the records that the largest numbers of C. bergonii were found
mos:mples from the lower half of the bay, especiall)f at area A and the areas near the
. th of the Potomac River. The records for this diatom and those which follow
. Wsufficient for a consideration of the vertical distribution. Rhizosolenia calcar
chultze, which I have placed provisionally in the neritic southerly temperate
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group but which is sometimes included among the neritic tropical forms, does not
seem to have been taken at all by Bailey, Fritz, Gran, Mann, or Cleve in more norther”
waters. It occurred in fairly large numbers in Chesapeake Bay during the year 191
and was widely distributed over the bay. At area A, near the mouth of the bay:’
was taken on the cruises of October, 1915, January, March, April, June, July, &2
September, 1916 in other words during all the cruises except December, 1915. F8!"
ther up the bay it was recorded also during December. The highest counts Wer°
obtained during the April cruise and the smallest during the July cruise. The ?WO
largest counts were those of area J, 6,400 at 27 meters (estimated at 18.00 per m1119i
8.8° C.), and of area L, 6,500 at 26 meters (17.63 per mille, 8.9° C.), during the AP™
cruise. It will be noted that both areas mentioned are close to the mouth of th°
Potomac River. This form was found as far north as area X on the cruises of Dece™
ber, 1915, January, March, and September, 1916, when the salinity was compamtively
high for that region. During the January cruise the surface count was 100 (11;1
per mille, 1.0° C.), and that at 28 meters, 3,000 (17.00 per mille, 3.6° C.). The Wi¢°
distribution of this diatom in Chesapeake Bay, its occurrence there during a 1a78°
part of the year, and the fairly large numbers during the spring maximum in f’he
region of the mouth of the Potomac River are conditions which favor its inclusio®
under the neritic group, where Cleve, Ostenfeld, and Fish have placed it, rather the?
under the oceanic group to which it has been assigned by Gran (1908).
Rhizosolenia stolterfothit was found as far north as area X, in very small numbe®
on the cruise of June, 1916. During the winter cruises (December, 1915, Janus?y !
1916) and even on the March cruise this form was almost absent from the plankto?’
but in April it was very abundant at two areas under the following conditions: A‘reﬁ
@, surface 126,000 (21.92 per mille, 11.1° C.), 18 meters 52,000 (29.78 per Hﬂuez’
7.0° C.); area P, surface 49,800 (11.98 per mille, 10.3° C.), 11 meters 11,400 (12}
per mille, 10.6° C.). At other areas there were no records of its occurrence .
April. During the summer cruises (June and July) the counts were small, but’
September large numbers were found at area F, surface 35,900 (27.54 per miller
22.5° C.) and area A, surface 79,000 (23.59 per mille, 23.4° C.). This species ¥
evidently widely distributed over the bay but in small numbers except in the Jowe
half, where it was most abundant near the mouth (areas 4, F, ). As in the c8%¢ Og
Skeletonema costatum, the largest counts were obtained at 27 meters for area A, ®
meters for area L and at the surface for area B during the October cruise of 1932
The records for the remaining diatoms included in the neritic southerly temper® r
group indicate that they did not flourish in Chesapeake Bay, at least during the Ye”e
1916, that they occurred in largest numbers near the mouth of the bay, and that the
counts near the mouth of the Potomac River were not conspicuously large. he
is some indication that Guinardia flaccida (Castrac.) Perg., Biddulphia mobili¢ .
(Bail.), and Bellerochea malleus (Brightw.) have maxima in the autumn and b
spring. The data for Ditylium brightwellii (West) Grun., Eucampia zodiacus Ehr'é
Lithodesmium undulatum Ehr., and Bacteriastrum varians Lauder are so meager the
it is unjustifiable to discuss them in detail. s
No neritic tropical forms were found in Chesapeake Bay unless Bellerochea mallé”
and Rhizosolenia calcar avis, which I have included provisionally in the neritic got
temperate group, are considered as tropical forms. .
The oceanic diatoms were not abundantly represented in Chesapeake Bay duﬂnj
1916—a condition which should be expected, since pure oceanic water, so far 85 0
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Tecords show, did not have access to it. There wasno marked maximum for these
OOPIns during April such as was characteristic for many neritic forms, and in most
33es their occurrence was confined to the late summer, fall, winter, and early spring,
. N the salinity was highest near the mouth of the bay. Whether such a condition
Stn bevrelated without question to the shifting of the highly saline North Equatorial
re&_m (Johnstone, 1923) toward the north during late summer and early fall must
Main g subjoect for further investigation.
on., o species belonging to the oceanic, boreal, Arctic group have been found:
. h“etocems decipiens Cleve and Rhizosolenia semispina Hensen. The former, which
er'suc}l & common form in the North Atlantic O‘cean, but which was only fairly num-
ofolls at Woods Hole according to Fish was taken in small numbers near the mouth
the bay at areas @ and A. It occurred there during the months of June, July,
and September, which is about the same time it was found commonly in the southern
S&r t of the North Sea, as péinted out by Ostenfeld. The specimens occurred in the
Urface layers where the salinities and temperatures ranged from 22.11 to 23.59 per
" ¢,’and 19.9° to 24.3° C., respectively. It is necessary to state, however, that the
. Unts were not only small but included both dead and living specimens. R. semi-
’113 "¢, & common summer form according to Bigelow and Fish during the summers of
o 1‘_1 and 1922 in the region of Woods Hole, occurred sporadically during 1916 in the
®Sapeake. A few specimens, only in one sample, taken at area JJ during January
€re found.
By far the most abundant oceanic temperate diatom found in Chesapeake Bay
0g the year 1916 was Rhizosolenia alata Brightw., possibly f. gracillima, although
olfe has not mentioned this form of B. alata in his list. Ostenfeld has pointed out
'8t this form is better able to stand neritic conditions and that it has been found in
.2 lower layers of the Baltic Sea. During 1916 in Chesapeake Bay there was no
. 1cation of a maximum in April such as was characteristic for many of the neritic
toms, nor were there any high counts in the region of the mouth of the Potomac
lv_el‘- It occurred in largest numbers in and near the mouth of the bay. At area @,
Unng January, the counts at the surface and 18 meters were 200 (salinity 23.40
S}?; mille, temperature 4.1° C.) and 12,700 (32.5 per mille, 5.9° C.); during March at
miHS&me depths the counts were 600 (28.15 per mille, 3.7° C.) and 2,700 (30.5 per
8, 3.4° C.); and during April the counts at those depths were almost negligible.
o zzOS?lenia styliformis Brightw., which is such an important oceanic diatom, was
_MUnd In small numbers in the lower part of the bay during December, 1915, January,
b 8reh, and September, 1916. The highest count was at area F, in the mouth of the
ry' ) d}ll'ing the September cruise. Its occurrence in largest numbers during that
Wse indicates that its seasonal distribution is similar to that in European waters.
thea{a&s’iothrix frauenfeldii Grun. was taken in very small numbers. It was found in
Ower part of the bay, in the fall only.
(Brig’rhe oceanic tropical diatoms were represented in 1916 by Planktoniella sol

Al htw.). Like other oceanic diatoms, it was found in very small numbers and
0s

durg

tinvariably only in the fall and winter—that is, during the time of high salinities.
he factors governing the distribution and abundance of diatoms have been for
Dez-ny Years .and still are subjects of inves'ti_gation. Currents, light intensity, tem-
\ i&ture, salinity, and thfa chemical composition of the sea water have been recognized

Tee Mportant factors which have to be taken into consideration. All of these have
®lved attention in a general way during the last 50 years, but within the last 5 years
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there has been a widespread tendency to regard the amounts of certain chemical co®”
pounds in the sea water as very important, if not the most important, factors dete
mining distribution and abundance.

The early analysis of sea water for nitrates by Brandt (1899, 1902, 1920) and _for
phosphates by Raben (1905, 1910, 1914, 1920) which resulted in their emphasizif8
the importance of these compounds for the growth of the phytoplankton; the observ#
tions of Nathansohn (1906) stressing the importance of the sinking nutrient matert
in the Mediterranean; the observations of the same author (1911) at Monaco, wher®
a diatom increase was found following wet weather; Mathews’ (1918) analyses for
phosphorus in the surface water of Plymouth Sound; the work of Allen and Nelso?
(1910) and Allen (1914) pointing out the importance of nitrates and phosphates for
the growth of diatoms and the necessity of culture experiments in determining * 6
number of diatoms in a certain quantity of water—all indicate an important relatio?”
ship between the chemical compounds in the water and the distribution and abu®
dance of diatoms.

Recently, using newer and more accurate methods for the analysis of nitraté®
and phosphates, Atkins (1923, 1926) and Harvey (1926) have again found a Gl?se
relation between diatom increase and dissolved phosphates and nitrates in Engli8
sea waters. Gaarder and Gran’s (1927) cultural work in Oslo Fjord on the growth‘f
diatoms under variations in temperature, illumination, and nutrient salts and Grﬂn;
(1929) investigation of the sea outside of Romasdalsfjord indicate the importance °
these factors. {

The problem as to the factors that govern the distribution and abundance °
diatoms is many sided and one in which it is difficult to study a single factor with
others under control. The efforts of Schreiber (1928) to devise such a procedure &
worthy of special mention. Using single diatoms which had been rinsed by a spec
method so as to be free from all other organisms except supposedly a few bacteris, he
determined the degree of intensity of light necessary for optimum reproduction, *
quantity of nutrient materials and the temperature being kept constant. Such &
approach as Schreiber has made, provided it is preceeded by & study of the organis®
under natural conditions, it seems to me is very desirable.

PROTOZOA

The Protozoa occuring in the plankton samples of Chesapeake Bay were ide’_‘tr
fied, counted, and tabulated by Cunningham. They are listed and their distributio®
is discussed from certain points of view by Cunningham in the paper by Wolfe 8%
Cunningham (1926). .

The fresh-water rhizopods were represented in the plankton by one or more spec* &
of Difflugia during the year 1916. Individuals of this form were present on all the
cruises taken, and they were widely distributed. Difflugia is a bottom form, but 0n°
specie at least is known to form a gas vacuole and then to take on a tychopeli‘g1
existence (Steuer, 1910). Such a condition may account for their abundance in
plankton. Specimens of this rhizopod were taken in greatest numbers during the
summer and fall cruises (July and September). The winter cruises yielded b
smallest numbers. o

Another rhizopod found in the bay, but on one occaesion only, was the oces
plankton form Globigerina.
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Die AInong the Silicoflagellata identified by Cunningham are two well-known species
tyocha fibula Ehr. and Distephanus speculum Haeck., both of which have been
oUnd in the waters about Woods Hole by Fish.
N uring the October 1915 cruise, Dictyocha fibula was taken in comparatively
21‘89 Dumbers for that species at area A (surface 160, 9 meters 360, 18 meters 80,
Meters 40, 36 meters 160, 46 meters 640), and somewhat less abundantly at area J
. S to the mouth of the Potomac River. North of that area it was found in very
Mall numbers. During the winter, spring, and summer cruises of 1916 (January,
arch, April, June, and July) specimens of this species were very scarce in the
mp}es; but in September of the same year there was an indication at area F of in-
Teasing numbers, and the counts for the October 1915 cruise were the largest obtained
80y cruise. The data, although meager, indicate that this form has an autumnal
8XImum in Chesapeake Bay.
8 T]}G occurrence of Dictyocha fibula in considerable numbers at area A (salinity,
&Epm?ﬂmately 25 to 27 per mille, temperature approximately 19° to 20° C.) and at
toea ;J (salinity, approximately 16 to 23 per mille, temperature approximately 18°
b 19° C)) suggests that it is & neretic form as stated by Cleve (1897), although Gran
% found it in mid-Atlantic ocean.

Clo

)

Ceratium tripos (Miiller), which is such an important element in the marine
Dl.ankton and which has been found in abundance by Fish at Woods Hole and by
folgelow (1926) in the Gulf of Maine, has not been reported by Cunningham (1925)
Cr the samples taken from Chesapeake Bay. The most abundant species listed for
8 ®S8apeake Bay was Ceratium furca Ehr., while C. fusus Ehr. occurred in much
I\Taller numbers. The data from the 1915-16 cruises of October, December, January,
arch, April, June, July, and September show the larger numbers during the latter
of the year and, as observed by investigators in other regions for Peridinians,
Mter the spring maximum of the diatoms. During the cruise of July the highest
Countg fop C. furca were obtained, while during the cruises of the spring and early
i,ummer the numbers were small. The surface counts for area J, at the mouth of the
Otomac River (and many other areas), show this relation clearly: October, 208;
€cember, 1,320; January, 320; March, none; April, 80; June, 840; July, 23,400;
d September, 200. L . .
th As ig the case of many diatoms the counts for the peridinian, Ceratium furca in
® neighborhood of the Potomac River were the highest obtained in the bay. Asan
txﬂmple’ during the July, 1916 cruise, the surface counts at areas distributed along
ihe deep-water channel from the mouth of the bay to near Baltimore were the follow-
78 G, 800; A, 4,280; J, 23,400; L, 15,320; R, 1,360; and X, 120. Of these areas,
&nd I, are close to the mouth of the Potomac River.
While Ceratium furca is known as a temperate oceanic form, widely distributed
oVer the Atlantic Ocean and occurring sparingly in the Florida current according to
Ve (1898), it has been recorded in the Baltic, where the salinity was approximately
ll'o-m 15 t0 17 per mille by Apstein (1906), in the saline bottom water (approximately
w7 to 20 per mille) entering Kieler Férde by Lohmann (1913), and in Fehmarn Belt,
“here the salinity was higher, by Biise (1915). Its presence in Chesapeake Bay then
in Comparatively large numbers near the mouth of tl.le Potomac River is not surpris-
€ even though the surface salinity was low, approximately 16 per mille at area JJ.
th Several species of the genus Peridinium Werq taken in Chesapeake Bay during
® cruise of 1915 and 1916, but no attempt to identify them was made. Rather
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large numbers of individuals were found on every cruise, and they were widely dis”
tributed over the bay. The counts obtained during the June, July, and Sep’cember
cruises were in general the highest, while on the spring cruises, March and April, the
lowest numbers were found. In other words, the data point to a summer maximu®
following the spring diatom maximum. A marked tendency for the highest number®
to be at or near the surface may be seen from the data, a condition which was fou™

by Apstein (1906) in the North Sea. (See Steuer, 1910.) ‘

The data do not show that the highest counts were found usually in the neighbor‘
hood of the mouth of the Potomac River, although such was the case especially d%%"
ing the July and September cruises.

Many specimens belonging to the genus Prorocentrum (two forms of P. mican
according to Cunningham) were collected during the 1915 and 1916 cruises. BY for
the largest numbers were found at the time of the summer and fall cruises, and the
smallest during the midwinter and spring cruises. At area J the surface counts wer?
these: October (year 1915), 1,560; December, 320; January (year 1916), 360; Mar¢
40; April, 200; June, 480; July, 8,440; September, 4,200. At 27 meters the count?
at the same area were: October, 448; December, 120; January, 120; March, no
count; April, 280; June, 120; July, no count; September, 4,480. The pumber®
found in the surface samples during the cruises of July and September were high,est
in the region of the mouth of the Potomac River, but during other months this relatio®
did not hold. In fact the two largest counts taken in the bay were 15,320 at ared =
in October and 92,800 at area X in June—both surface samples collected far nort?”
ward in the bay. The time of occurrence of the maximum counts for this genus 8°
for other Dinoflagellata mentioned above supports Kofoid’s suggestion (1921) thet
the increase in numbers may be related to the decay of phytoplankton, but it is als
true that the increase in number took place when the temperature was highest 8%
the light strongest.

Noctiluca miliaris Surivay, a protozoan belonging to the group Cystoﬂageﬂ”’w
was found on nearly every cruise in 1915 and 1916. This form, according to Oste?”
feld’s résumé (1913), occurs only in coastal waters, not in the open ocean and not 1
water of too low salinity like that of the Baltic Sea. Bigelow (1926) has not taken !
in the Gulf of Maine, and Fish (1925) did not report it from Woods Hole. Its der
cidedly irregular distribution in Chesapeake Bay bears out the statement of Oste?”
feld that individuals may appear in large numbers in a certain place, stay for seve’™
weeks, and disappear then, while a short distance away they never become numeroy™
A few specimens of Noctiluca made their way north as far as area X in Chesapé®
Bay during 1915 and 1916, but it was only in the lower end of the bay that they o>
curred in considerable numbers. The data show the highest numbers at the sul'ff’ce
and the largest count (2,400) was that in a surface sample taken at area F during
September, 1916. While the distribution in the bay was quite irregular, the dat?
point to a maximum in the fall with considerable numbers in the spring and earlY
summer. During the cruises of January and March almost no specimens were !
corded, while during the cruise of July the numbers were low. No conclusion ca "
reached as to the distribution with reference to the mouth of the Potomac River &
cept that the outstanding high counts were not there but in the region of the mot
of the bay. ‘ o,

A rather large number of genera belonging to the Infusoria were represented w
the plankton samples, and they have been listed and the numbers tabulate b};
Cunningham in the paper of Wolfe and Cunningham (1926). Of these only 0
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8enus, Cyttarocylis, belonging to the Tintinnidae has been studied sufliciently to
Make it possible to draw any conclusions as to distribution. Specimens were found
o0 every cruise during the year 1916 (January, March, April, June, July, and Sep-
teII}'ber). The highest counts were obtained from samples taken during the March
:rluze, and the numbers were more abundant in the samples from the lower part of
© bay.
Y COELENTERATA

PORIFERA

Practically all of the collecting done on the survey was in the offshore waters,
%0 that the sponges of the shallower water have not been investigated. Dredging
With the beam trawl and with the mud bag at the shallow stations have brought to
1ght, however, four species of sponges, one of which is new, and a new variety. These
have been identified by H. V. Wilson, and I am indebted to him for the following list:
etilla laminaris George and Wilson, T. laminaris var. symmetrica n. var., Suberifes
baradozus Wilson, Halichondria panicea Johnston, and Microciona prolifera Verrill.
Tetilla laminaris was dredged on one occasion only at 10 meters at area K. This
Area is located on the eastern side of the bay opposite the mouth of the Potomac
1ver. The specimen was taken during July, 1920, in water of 14.79 per mille salinity
8nd 24 .4° C. temperature. The bottom in this region was partly sandy and partly
uddy (depth 10 meters). T. laminaris George and Wilson, var. symmetrica was
%und growing at area D, off New Point Comfort (depth of 8 meters) on a sandy
bottom. Three specimens were brought up during the April, 1920, cruise from
Water of 21.23 per mille salinity and 11.1° C. temperature. A new species, Suberites
Paradogys was dredged during the July, 1920, cruise at area C, off New Point Comfort
depth about 13 meters). The bottom in this region was variable in character, and
the temperature and salinity of the water from which the specimen was taken were
2.0° C. gnd 22.49 per mille. During the January, 1921, cruise numerous fragments
9 Halichondria panicea were found at arca @ (depth about 14 meters) off Sandy
Ont and at area A (depth about 46 meters) near Cape Charles City. In the first
€886 they were taken from water of 21.59 per mille salinity and 4.2° C. temperature,
While in the second case the salinity and temperature were about 26.00 per mille
d 4.9° C.  Microciona prolifera was dredged during the July, 1920, cruise at area
P (depth about 13 meters) off Point No Point and area J (depth about 13 meters)
Just south of the Maryland and Virginia line. The salinities were 17.27 per mille
80d 15.47 per mille, the temperatures 23.5° C. and 25.2° C., respectively.

_ Undoubtedly the ideal home for sponges is in a region where there are plenty of
S0lid objects for attachment, so one finds them living well among rocks, stones, shells,
%orals, etc. They are known not to do so well in regions where the bottom is made
' soft mud or fine sand. For example, in the deeper part of the fjords (Appellsf,

912) of N orway, where the bottom is muddy, the sponges are absent. It is not
SUrprising, then, that many specimens or species of sponges were not found during

® offshore dredging in Chesapeake Bay, since much of the bottom in the deeper
Parts of the bay is muddy. Itis of interest to note that all of the specimens collected,
With the exception of one, were taken from regions where the depth ranged from 8
% about, 14 meters—in other words from the shallower areas of the bay. No sponges
Were dredged from the mouth of the bay, which is largely a region of shifting sand.
Al the specimens found come from the lower half of the bay, below area P, near the
Mouth of the Potomac River, and none were taken in water of a lower salinity than

4.79 per mille.
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CNIDARIA
HYDROZOA

The hydroids collected in the deep waters of Chesapeake Bay have been studied
by Charles W. Hargitt. He has identified 14 species and listed those identified a2
described for Chesapeake Bay by C. C. Nutting (1901) and S. F. Clarke (1882). ]'337
far the most abundant hydroids collected by our survey belong to the genus Thuiarié:
Three species, one of which at least is of commercial importance, have been reporte
from the bay and its tributaries by Nutting. They are Thuiaria argentea Linn.,
cupressina Linn., and T. plumulifera Allman. Hargitt in working over the collec
tions of the year 1920 found 7. argentea at many stations and speaks of it as ‘DY
all odds the most common species taken.” The beam trawl hauls show thab
Thuiaria was found widely distributed over the deeper parts of the bay; but the
indications are, as has been pointed out by Radcliffe in the log for the 1916 cruise®
and by Hargitt, that some of the material taken was unattached to the substratum®:
although not floating at the surface. Ordinarily roots were not found on the spec"
mens. Floating hydroids have been observed by Bigelow (1915) on Georges Bap
off Cape Cod and their occurrence is discussed by C. McLean Fraser in Bigelo‘?"’s
paper (1915). R. C. Osburn, who has studied the Bryozoa collected in the Ches#
peake by this survey, has commented on the large amount of dead hydroid mater#
received by him with Bryozoa attached, and suggests that they were brought into the
bay by tides and currents from near the mouth, where they grow. The observation®
of Radcliffe (1916) showed that Thuiaria had increased in abundance during the
March and April cruises as compared with the supply during the previous winter”
The indications are that the Thuiaria species can withstand a large range of saliniti®®
and of temperatures.

The following hydroids are known to occur in the region of Fort Wool, V&
Calyptospadic cerulea Clarke, Fudendrium carneum Clarke, Stylactis arge Clarke
Lovenella gracilis Clarke, Bougainvillia rugosa Clarke, and Hydractinia echinata Flem”
ing. Several other hydroids have been collected from Chesapeake Bay, and they 8
now in the United States National Museum. The following list is available owil8
to the courtesy of Waldo S. Schmitt, curator of invertebrates: Campanularia 8P’
Thuiaria argentea (L) from Jerome Creek, Md., T. cupressina (L) off Virginia, -
plumulifera Allman, Aglaophenia rigida Allman, Cladocarpus flexilis Verrill off Virgini®
Antennularia americana Nutting, A. antennena (L), A. simplex Allman, Plumular®
Aloridana Nutting, and Plumularia, near alternata. Two of these species, 4. anté"
nena and P. “near alternata,”’ were determined by Verrill and the rest by Nutting:

HYDROMEDUSE

The hydromeduse collected during the July, August, October, and December
‘cruises of 1920 and the January and March cruises of 1921 have been examined 8%
identified by H. B. Bigelow. I am indebted to him for the information that th®
collection contains no new species and that no extensions of any importance to th°
geographic ranges were found. He points out that there are very few species, 87
that the well-known form Nemopsis bachei greatly predominates in the collectio?
This form, which occurs very abundantly along the Atlantic coast near the mot 8
of large bays into which pure ocean water has free access (Mayer, 1910), was fOu“d
widely distributed in Chesapeake Bay during the cruise of December, 1920. It W8
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taken frequently in the surface nets as well as in the bottom net, and the records show
1t8 occurrence as far north in the bay as area W, off Bloody Point. The records also
show that this form was present in the bay during the cruises of July, August, October,
1920, and Jenuary and March, 1921. A few other hydromedusa were collected,
80me of which were identified provisionally. The complete list is as follows: Bou-
9ainvillia carolinensis McCrady, B. ramosa Van Beneden (provisional identification),

emopsis bachet L. Agassiz, Blackfordia virginiana Mayer, Liriope scutigera McCrady
(provisional identification), and Aglantha digitale Fabricius (too fragmentary to throw

ht on varietal relationships).

SCYPHOMEDUSA

By far the most common jellyfish (or sea nettle, as it is called), in the region of
_Chesapeake Bay is Dactylometra quinguecirrha L. Agassiz. It occurs there ususlly
I the ‘“Chrysaora’” stage, characteristic of the brackish water—that is, with 32
Marginal lappets and 24 tentacles and mature gonads instead of with 48 marginal
8ppets and 40 tentacles (R. P. Bigelow, 1890; Mayer, 1910). Mayer reports (p.
588) that D. quinquecirrha in the 40-tentacle condition develops at the mouth of

esapeake Bay ‘‘in the purer ocean water * * *” The unpublished observations
of Radcliffe on cruises during October and December, 1915; January, March, April,
une, July, August, and September, 1916, give a good idea of the seasonal abundance
of older specimens of Dactylometra in the bay. During the October cruise this form
Was reported at practically every station from the mouth to Sandy Point, near Balti-
More; on the December cruise it was seen very infrequently; during the cruises of
8nuary, March, April, and June it was not reported, although, of course, it may not
have been entirely absent; on the July cruise it was very abundant, especially at the
Mouth of the bay and was found as far north as area X finally, during the September
Cruise it was still abundant at many stations. The records indicate that Dactylo-
Metra became abundant in the Chesapeake during July, 1916, and according to
adcliffe one fisherman, at least, in the southern part of the bay, anticipates a ‘““run’’-
uring that time of the year and takes up his nets to prevent their “burning.” Mid-
Summer and early fall apparently was the time of abundance of this form in Chesa-
Peake Bay during 1916, a conclusion which agrees with observations made along the
ew England Coast and at Tampa, Fla. Dactylometra in the ‘“Chrysaora” stage
88 been found in considerable numbers by the writer in the Severn and Magothy
Ivers during October, and Mayer reports it from St. Marys River, Md., early in
Ovember, 1904 and 1905. E. A. Andrews has found it in the fall, 10 miles up the
evern River and about the docks'in Baltimore Harbor. Undoubtedly it is the com-
mO.n form during the fall in the rivers emptying into Chesapeake Bay. Dactylometra
Wrnquecirrha, according to the observations of H. B. Bigelow for the New England
Tegion, is strictly a coastal form and does not occur north of the Cape Cod region.
‘In its “Chrysaora’ stage it is able to survive through a large range of salinities,
!“dging from observations made in the Chesapeake; butsits geographical distribution
Idicates that it is & warm-water form.

It is not improbable that Dactylometra breeds in Chesapeake Bay and that the
Planule, scyphostomsm, and ephyrz are present in the summer, winter, and spring,
Tespectively, but the records on which the above discussion is based deal only with

26 older and easily seen specimens. However, the ephyre of Dactylometra quingue-
®rrha have been seen by W. K. Brooks at Fort Wool, in the southern part of the
8y, and figures made from them have been published by Mayer (1910).
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The common jellyfish of the Atlantic coast, Aurelia, was not found in large
pumbers during 1916, but during the March cruise it was taken in considerable
numbers in the southern half of the bay. The reddish-colored jellyfish Cyanes,
which, according to Damas (1909) and also Bigelow, is characteristic of coast or bank
water, appears in Chesapeake Bay at times. It was abundant during the April cruise
of 1916 and was found at almost every station from area o/, at the mouth of the Poto-
mac River, to area X, near Baltimore. During the August cruise of 1920 a few large
specimens were seen in the region of the Potomac. E. A. Andrews reports having
seen small specimens in the waters of the eastern side of the bay near Love Point,
which is only a few miles from Baltimore.

ANTHOZOA

Slender branches of a gorgonian have been collected on many cruises during 1916,
1920, 1921, and 1922. These whiplike branches, which may be as much as 60 or 70
centimeters long, measure scarcely over 1 millimeter in diameter. Some are yelloW
and others reddish in color. They have been taken in the beam trawl and the bottom
townet at stations near the mouth of the bay ordinarily, but not infrequently speci-
mens have been found in the region of the mouth of the Potomac River. During
June, 1921, a few fragments were collected as far north as area R, off Barren Island
near the mouth of the Patuxent River. None of the specimens was attached to stones,
shells or other objects, and so there was no evidence to show that they were growing
on bottom materials, During the May-June cruise of 1921 specimens were brought
up from the following areas: G’ off Old Point Comfort; H at the mouth of the Rapp8-
hannock River; I near the mouth of the Potomac River; N in the mouth of the same
river; L’ off Holland Island; and R off Barren Island. On no other cruise was such
an extensive distribution noted—that is, over more than the lower half of the bay—
but in March, 1922, it was found as far north as the mouth of the Potomac River-
The records indicate that this gorgonian may be found in the bay at any season, iP
shallow or deep water, but that it does not reach the upper parts of the bay. AD
attempt to identify this species from descriptions made by Verrill lead me to believe
that it is identical with or closely related to Leptogorgia virgulata (Lmk.), but the
fragmentary character of the specimens and the lack of confirmation of such 80
identification by specialists make it necessary to consider the conclusions as tentative:
A. Knyvett Totten, who is working on the gorgonians of the British Museum, h8s
examined specimens of the species found in the Cheaspeake, and although he h88
not had access to Verrill’s material is of the opinion that our species is L. virgulato-

Only one species of sea anemone has been collected in Chesapeske Bay during
the cruises of 1916, 1920, 1921, and 1922, but these cruises were limited to operations
in offshore waters. This unidentified species had & surprising distribution, judging
from our dredging collections, being found at area Z on the following cruises: 1920,
August, October, and December; 1921, June; 1922, March; area W, 1920, Decembe’ 1
1921, June; area V, 1921, June; area T, 1920, July; area R’ 1921, March; area P,
1921, June; and area I, 1920, July. In other words, it was not found below the mout
of the Potomac River, and it was taken most often at area Z, off Sandy Point, not far
from Baltimore. It was always brought up attached to rocks, shells, slag, or othe*
hard objects. This form was never taken in the deep-water channel, possibly because ©
alack of shells and stones for attachment. It was found only in water from 7 to 12 me-
ters deep, but probably it may be found, by shore collecting, in shallower water; in f acty
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E. A. Andrews reports the occurrence of an anemone (probably of the same species)
from the Severn several miles above Annapolis. It seems to be adapted to water of
& rather low salinity but to an extensive range of temperatures. However, it must
ot be forgotten that another factor affecting the distribution is the presence of hard
objects for attachment. The 12 samples mentioned above were taken in water which
varied in salinity from 11.46 to 18.47 per mille, and in temperature from 5.3 to 24.1° C.
Fragments of a coral which were probably the calcereous portions of Astrangia
danz Agassiz were brought up on 9 different occasions by the beam trawl or the mud
bag.  These were all found near the mouth of the bay—4 times at area ;5 times at
rea I; once near Cape Henry (all three of which localities are directly in the mouth
of the bay); and once at area A off Cape Charles City. In addition to this, Radcliffe
Teports finding ‘‘white corals, many growing on stones’’ at station 8592 near Cape
Henry in about 18 meters of water. :

CTENOPHORA

The ctenophores are a conspicuous element in the plankton of Chesapeake Bay
at certain times of the year. They were so abundant during some of the cruises of
1920, 1921, and 1922 that they interferred with the proper working of the townets.

0 attempt was made to study the ctenophores intensively, and whatever records
We have are the result of general observations on their relative abundance made
When the nets were brought in. Beroé ovata Chamisso and Eysenhardt is known to
Occur in the bay. It was collected by Mayer (1912) from St. Marys River, Md.,
In November, 1905, and has been figured in his monograph on the ctenophores.
Berog forskalli was reported by Bigelow (1922) as being present in the mouth of the bay
and outgide in July, 1913. Radcliffe, in the unpublished log, reports the presence
of & ‘“Pleurobrachialike” ctenophore at stations near the mouth of the bay—for
€xample, at areas @ and A in March, 1916, and again at areas in the same general
Tegion in April, 1916. Very probably the species was Pleurobrachia pileus or possibly
the nearly related species P. brunnea, if the latter is a valid species. It is also probable
that Mnemiopsis gardeni, which is known to frequent brackish-water bays and
@8tuaries from Chesapeake Bay to northern Florida, was common in the bay. During
the January cruise, 1916, ctenophores were abundant in several localities, but on the

arch and April cruises they were scarce except at stations near the mouth of the
8y. They were abundant in the southern half of the bay during the June cruise
and all over the bay on the July cruise, although in greater numbers in the upper half.
he ctenophores were still very abundant in the upper waters of the bay and extremely
abundant near the mouth of the Potomac River during the September cruise. Similar
conditions were found in 1920. During the January, 1920, cruise they were numerous
all over the bay, but in March they were found only at areas E, F, and @, which are
In the mouth of the bay. On the May cruise they were still scarce; but on the July,
October, and December cruises they were again numerous all over the bay, and
®Specially so near the mouth of the Potomac in December.

The ctenophores were still widely distributed over the bay during the January
Cruise of 1921, but again as in 1916 and 1920 the hauls so far as made on the March
Cruise showed a scarcity. - It must be stated, however, that at many areas during
his cruise the nets were not used. On the May-June cruise the ctenophores were
More numerous. Finally, again during the January and March cruises of 1922, they
showed conditions similar to other years—that is, a wide distribution during the
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January cruise and a great scarcity in March. While the discussion just given is not
based on a careful quantitative study of the abundance of the ctenophores, the fact
that there is close agreement between the observations made by Radcliffe in 1916 and
by the author in 1920, 1921, and 1922 as to relative abundance makes the conclusions
of considerable value. The evidence all supports the view that a scarcity of full-
grown specimens, at least, occurs during the spring months (for example, March, 1916,
1920, 1921, and 1922), that the numbers increase in early summer, that they reach &
maximum in the late summer and fall, and that during part of the winter they are
still present, widely distributed. In the late fall and early winter the writer has found
them several miles up the Severn River.

Our observations on the seasonal occurrence of ctenophores in Chesapeake Bay
are in rather close agreement with those made by Nelson (1925) for the inland coastal
waters of New Jersey.

VERMES
NEMATHELMINTHES

NEMATODA

The collection of nematodes, which is large, is now in the hands of Dr. N. A.
Cobb, senior nematologist of the Department of Agriculture. He has been working
on them for some timne and finds that the five hundred and odd specimens comprise
at least a dozen genera (Oncholaimus, Chromodora, Euchromodora, Enoplus, Anti-
coma, Spilophora, Monbystera, etc.). The number of species he states are ‘‘upwar
of 20, some of them doubtless new.” No further discussion of this group can be made
at the present time.

CHAETOGNATHA

The occurrence of sagittas, ordinarily thought of as marine planktonic forms, in
the waters of Chesapeake Bay is not surprising when it is known that one species at
least has been found in the Baltic Sea (Apstein, 1911, p. 174; Ritter-Zahony, 1911,
p. 19) and since the investigations of Huntsman and Reid (1921, pp. 10-14) have
shown that Sagitta elegans was found in brackish water estuaries where the salinity
‘was probably as low as 20 per mille. Three species Sagitta elegans Verrill, Sagitta
serratodentata Krohn, and Sagitta enflata Grassi represent the sagittas collected during
the cruises of July, August, October, December (1920), and January, March—April
(1921). The writer made the identifications following the classifications of Ritter-
Zshony (1911) and Huntsman (1919), although no attempt was made to distinguish
subspecies. Of the three species mentioned, specimens of Sagitta elegans were by far
the most abundant, and specimens of S. serrotodentata barely made their appearance
inside of the bay.

The studies of Huntsman (1919), Bigelow (1922, 1926), and myself all lead
to the conclusion that Sagitta elegans is primarily s neritic form. This species,
however, was all but absent from Chesapeake Bay during the July and August
cruises, judging from numerous surface (over 100), and bottom towings (over 40), and
vertical hauls (30) made at widely distributed areas. Only at areas @ in the mouth
and B near by were any specimens captured. All of these were small forms varying
frem about 4 millimeters to 10 millimeters in length, and only one specimen was
taken in the surface nets. Additional evidence indicating & scarcity during the .
summer is afforded by the records in the log for the May—June cruise of 1921, which
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show that no sagittas were seen in any of the unpreserved samples as they came to
the surface. Such a condition suggests that the sagittas are really immigrants into
the bay. It is of much interest to find that the towings of the October cruise revealed
considerably larger numbers of S. elegans in Chesapeake Bay than those of the summer
Cruises, and also to recall that this cruise took pléce during the time of year when
there was a strong tendency for the deeper and more saline layers to move into the
bay. The records, which deal with the usual large number of surface and bottom
towings, show that all the specimens were small, about 4 to 10 millimeters in length,
and that they were distributed as far north in the bay as area X. While there were
any surface towings made, all of the specimens came from the bottom net (which,

Owever, was not a closing net), indicating that S. elegans was confined largely to
the deeper and more saline waters in the daytime, at least when all the samples were
taken. By far the largest catches were in the mouth of the bay, and the numbers
showed a fairly uniform decreasing range for the successive areas passing toward
the head. The following data for the bottom net (10 minutes towing) illustrate
this: Area @, 927 specimens, largest 6 to 7 millimeters long; area F, 805 specimens of
about the same size as those for area G; area A, 5 specimens 4 to 7 millimeters long;
&rea B, 33 specimens mostly about 8 to 10 millimeters long; area C, 16 specimens
about 8 to 10 millimeters long; area @, 42 specimens ranging up to 10 millimeters
long; area H ’, & specimens 4 to 7 millimeters long; area I, 3 specimens about 6 to10
Millimeters long; and area X, 1 specimen about 9 millimeters long. No large
Specimens were found. ‘

While it is probable that Sagitta elegans breeds to some extent in the bay,
the absence of large specimens during the October cruise, the large number of young
Specimens in the waters of the mouth of the bay with a decreasing number farther
In, the autumnal hydrographic conditions, and at the time of the July and August
Cruises an almost complete absence of it from the hauls, indicate that the bulk of
the specimens found during the October cruise were being transported gradually
from their breeding place, probably just outside of the capes, into Chesapeake Bay.

The towings of the December cruise showed no large numbers of Sagitta elegans,
Dor was the distribution over the bay extensive. In fact, practically all of the speci-
Mens were taken in the mouth of the bay and close by. Only small individuals,
from 3 to 11 millimeters in length, were captured, although the usual number of
towings was made.

During the January (1921) cruise, the usual, numerous towings all over the

8y brought in rather large numbers in the lower half of the bay—that is, from area
J to the mouth—but north of area J no specimens were captured, although many
Surface and bottom towings were made. At this time specimens of Sagitia elegans
of rather large size, as much as 25 millimeters long, were taken, but in addition there
Were many smaller individuals which graded down to 4 millimeters in length. A
800d idea of the character of the catches may be had from the following data for
the bottom net (10-minute towings): Area F, 106 specimens (seven 20 to 25 milli-
Weters long, 79 larger than any captured in earlier cruises but none 20 to 25 milli-
Meters long, and the rest of the 106 graded from 6 to 10 millimeters long); area E,
17 specimens (six 15 to 21 millimeters long and eleven 4 to 10 millimeters long);
frea B, 60 specimens grading from 5 to 24 millimeters long; area C, 1 specimen 17

illimeters long; area Q, 1 specimen 25 millimeters long; area H, 4 specimens, the
largest 17 millimeters long; and area J, 3 specimens 20 to 22 millimeters long. Only
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four of the large number of surface towings yielded any specimens. These, only
10 specimens in all, were mostly small.

The towings from the March—April cruise possibly show the culminating effect
of the inflowing bottom current characteristic of the fall and winter months, by
the very large catches of Sagitta elegans; although the large numbers of small speci-
mens, some of them only 1 or 2 millimeters long, in addition to many large specimens,
even in the upper part of the bay indicate that the great abundance was due in part
to breeding taking place in the bay. A large number of the specimens collected
during the March—April cruise were in good condition but some of the larger speci-
mens were shrunken. Whether this condition indicated the passing of the breeding
season for those individuals, or whether it was the result of the effect of low salinity,
I am not prepared to say. The following data for the bottom net (10-minute towings)
which must be considered as covering only the upper half of the bay since no surface
or bottom towings were made south of the mouth of the Potomac River or more
precisely south of areas R’ and R off Barren Island, show that the catches (given
in round numbers) were much larger in that region than those of any other
cruise: Area R’, 70 specimens, the largest of medium size and grading down to 2
millimeters in length; area R, 2 specimens; area T, 120 specimens of medium size;
area S, 1,850 specimens (nine 26 to 28 millimeters long, 1,841 grading down to !
to 2 xmlhmeters in length); area V, 26 specxmens in poor condition (salinity nof
over 9.16 per mille, shallow area, 9 meters in depth); area Z 7 specimens, one 22
millimeters long; area Y, 1,650 specimens, the largest 31 mllhmeters long and grading
down to 2 millimeters in length This surprisingly large catch at area Y, which
is off Love Point, not far from Baltimore, was made in water the salinity of which
was not higher than 12.99 per mille. On the same day about two hours earliel
one of the two largest catches of Copepods for all the cruises was made at ares
close by.

The catches of Sagitta elegans taken in Chesapeake Bay are of interest because
of the large numbers of small specimens and the small numbers of large specimens,
the latter being limited to the January and March-April cruises. The capture of
-only one specimen reaching 31 millimeters in length indicates that this species doesnot
grow as large in the Chesapeake Bay region as farther north, where it is colder, and
supports the conclusions of Huntsman (1919, p. 447) and Bigelow (1926, p. 320) that
the size of 8. elegans is dependent upon the temperature. Another point of interest#
the occurrence of some very small specimens of S. elegans, at least during all of the
cruises (July, August, October, December, 1920, and January, March~April, 1921)
even though limited to the mouth of the bay. Such a condition indicates that 8
elegans breeds continuously during those months, outside or inside of the bay, and
leads to the suspicion that it may breed to some extent throughout the:summer 0
Chesapeake Bay, as Blgelow (1926, p. 314) has found to be the. case on t,he Georges
Bank.

- Owing to the fact that the so-called ‘“bottom net” used on our cruises was not
of the closing variety, no definite information can be had as to the vertica} distributio?
or as to the precise salinity in which specimens brought up in that net lived. The
scarcity of specimens in the surface nets during all cruises shows clearly, howevers
that Sagitta elegans was almost confined to lower layers during the daytime, at least:
All of the towings in the bay were made in the daytime. The studies of Huntsman an
Reid (1921, p. 12) in the estuary known as the Magagnadavic River show that theré
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was a tendency for S. elegans to remain near the bottom, at least during the bright
half of the day. Asmight beexpected, we found S. elegans in water of 29 to 30 per mille
salinity outside of the capes, but large numbers of small specimens grading up to speci-
Iens over 30 millimeters long were found in good condition at area Y in water of not
More than 13 per mille salinity. (Surface salinity at this area, 5.26 per mille;
bottom salinity, 18 meters, 12.99 per mille.) This haul was made in March, 1921;
and undoubtedly it was not an unusual condition for that time of the year, because
the log in which were recorded the conspicuous organisms in the hauls at the time they
Were brought to the surface shows that in March, 1920, and March, 1922, sagittas
Were present in the same region, close to area Y (surface) and at area X, respectively.
The salinity of the water in which the specimens were found at the former area was
11.63 per mille and at the latter area not more than 16.79 per mille. The great abun-
dance of S. elegans in Chesapeake Bay even at the time of low salinities and the small
Dumbers of S. serrotodeniata, S. enflate and other sagittas, in so far as our records-
show, indicate that S. elegans is adapted to a large range of salinities, while the other
Species are not. However, it does not follow that the degree of salinity of the water
18 the only factor which accounts for the horizontal distribution found in Chesapeake
Bay. The specimens caught at the surface were too meager in number to make any
comparison of the relative numbers at the mouths of rivers as compared with other
regions or to study differences on the east and west sides of the bay which might
Possibly be due to differences in salinity.

It is generally believed that the temperature of the water is another factor

governing the horizontal distribution of Sagitta elegans. The scarcity of specimens in
the bay during the summer cruises, when the comparatively shallow waters are heated
to as much as 24° C. at the bottom and 27° C. at the surface, and their abundance
during the coldest season, when the temperature drops to near 0.0° C. at the surface
and a degree or so higher at the bottom, suggests the importance of temperature in
determing the distribution. But other factors, such as an abundance of food, must be
be considered ; and in this connection it is of special interest to note that during the
March-April cruise (1921), when S. elegans was so abundant in the upper bay, at
least, C. B. Wilson found the copepod Acartia clausii in maximum numbers in the
Same region. It is known that copepods are an important food of sagittas, and
Bigelow (1926, p. 320) has pointed out the probable dependence of the distribution
of S, elegans on the calanoid copepod plankton. In the case of vertical distribution
the intensity. of light should not be neglected. Finally, dominating fall and winter
ill-going bottom currents must be considered as probable factors affecting the seasonal
and horizontal distribution of S. elegans in Chesapeake Bay.

Our records show that Sagitfa enflate was scarce in Chesapeske Bay during all
‘the cruises. It was taken almost as seldom as S. serratodentata. S. enflata is recog-
Dized as a tropical form, characteristic of the surface waters of the Gulf Stream (Hunts-
man, 1919, pp. 425, 426; Ritter-Zahony 1911, p. 17; Bigelow 1917, p. 298; Bigelow

1926, p. 334). Huntsman has found it as far north as 43° 30’ N, off Nova Scotia;
while Bigelow has taken it off Marthas Vineyard, off the coast of New Jersey, and as
farsouth as the region of Chesapeake Bay. Fish (1925) does not report it from Woods
Hole.} No specimens were captured in the Chesapeake Bay during our July and
August cruises (1920), although a few were found outside; but on the October cruise
"4 specimens were taken at area @, 2 at area A, and 10 at area B. The two latter areas
are near the mouth of the bay while the former one is a little farther north abreast of
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the mouth of the Rappahannock River. It was somewhat surprising to find speci-
mens of S. enflata at area Q, but the sausage-shaped ovaries with large eggs and short
tail convinced me of the identity of the specimens. Furthermore, they were com”
pared with some of Conant’s preparations and were in perfect agreement. Duridg
the December cruise five specimens were found in the mouth of the bay at areas G, F,
and E; while on the January (1921) cruise only one specimen, badly distorted, was
caught. It was taken in the mouth of the bay at area C. No specimens were ob-
tained during the March (1921) cruise. The scarcity of this sagitta in the bay and its
practical absence after the December cruise indicate that it is an oceanic tropical form-

The only other sagitta which has been captured by our nets in Chesapeake BaY
is Sagitta serratodentata, another tropical form which is characteristic of the Gulf
Stream (Bigelow 1926, p. 58) but which may spread shoreward during warm summers-
Bigelow (1915, pp. 299 and 300) found it well in toward the mouth of Chesapeake
- Bay in July, 1913, and Huntsman (1919, p. 442) speaks of it as being a cosmopolita?
and epiplanktonic, warm-water form whose distribution in the Gulf of St. Lawrence
region extends farther inshore than any other sagitta, being able to withstand the
lower temperature and salinity better. While S. serratodentata was found outside of
Chesapeake Bay in considerable numbers during our August cruise, only five specimen$
were discovered inside the bay. One was taken at area @ in August, 1920, another
at area F in January, 1921, and three specimens at area K during the same cruise-
All of these areas are in the mouth of the bay. During the July, October, Decembers
and March~April cruises no specimens were found. The specimens captured weré
all small, varying from 9 millimeters to 15 millimeters in length.

During the August cruise, surface towings were made outside of the bay at threé
stations (8832, 8833, 8835) where the depths were 118 fathoms (214.5 meters), 67
fathoms (121.8 meters), and 20 fathoms (36.4 meters), respectively. A few specimens
of Sagitta elegans (35, 1, and 32 after 30 minutes towing), all not more than 10 milbi-
meters in length, were taken in each haul. These three towings were made during
the following periods of time: 5.13 p. m, to 6.16 p. m., 7 p. m. to 7.55 p. m., 88
11.05 p. m. to 11.45 p. m., respectively, and throughout the work the sky was p&l'dy
cloudy and the atmosphere hazy. Four specimens of S. enflata, three of them over
25 millimeters long, were taken in these surface towings, all four at station 8832
but no specimens of §. serratodentata. Towings with a nonclosing bottom net for
30 minutes at each of the three stations—8832, 8834 (43 fathoms or 78.2 meters depth):
and 8835—yielded 43 specimens of S. elegans of various sizes up to 14.5 millimeter3
in length at station 8834; 15 specimens, some as large as 12 millimeters in length, at
station 8835; and no specimens at station 8832. On the other hand, the same botto™
towing sample at station 8832, which it will be remembered was the farthest out 1
the Atlantic Ocean (depth 118 fathoms or 214.5 meters), and which I have just sa!
yielded no 8. elegans, brought up 133 specimens of S. serratodentata. The bottol
towing sample at station 8834 nearer the mouth of the bay (43 fathoms or 78.2 meter®
depth) which brought up 43 specimens of S. elegans, captured 40 specimens of »-
serratodentata. The individuals of the latter species were all small, varying fro®
about 7 to 17 millimeters in length. Finally, the bottom towing sample at statio?
8835, close to the mouth of Chesapeake Bay (depth 20 fathoms or 36.4 meters) wit!
its 15 specimens of S. elegans brought to light only 2 specimens, both about 12 milll*
meters long, of S. serratodentata. Specimens of S. enflata were extremely rare in all
of the bottom towings just mentioned. Two, one of which was 21 millimeters long
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were taken at station 8832 and one at station 8834. While the use of a nonclosing
Ottom net and the limited number of samples makes it impossible to draw any con-
Clusions of unquestionable trustworthiness concerning the precise vertical distribu-
t“OI_l of 8. elegans and S. serratodentata, the indications are that during the August
Cruise the latter species was more abundant in the deeper layers, since practically no
SPecimens (only 3 specimens at station 8834 and 1 at station 8837) were found in the
Surface hauls. The gradually decreasing numbers of specimens of S. serratodentata
fom the 100-fathom line to the mouth of Chesapeake Bay, as seen in surface and
Ottom towings, and the practical absence of this species in the bay throughout our
‘Twses are in keeping with Bigelow’s (1922, p. 153) statement that it is the “more
OCeanic” of the two species under consideration.

BRYOZOA

. The offshore waters of Chesapeake Bay have yielded 17 species of Bryozoa.
These have been identified by R. C. Osburn. He calls attention to the fact that the
Mumber is small for such a large area, but it should be mentioned that the survey
overed only the deeper waters and that no special efforts were made to investigate
Ohe region more than another in order to find a larger number of species of this group.

The list of species follows: Barentsis discreta (Busk), Crisia eburnea (Linnaeus),

Ugula gracilis var. uncinata Hincks, Bugula turrita (Desor), Electra pilosa (Linnacus),

1embranipora membranacea (Linnaeus), Hemiseptella denticuluta (Busk), Hippothoa

Yalina (Linnaeus), Schi zopodrella unicornis (Johnston), Microporella ciliata (Pallas),

leyonidium verrilli Osburn, Aleyonidium parasiticum (Fleming), Anguinella palmata

an Beneden, Bowerbankia gracilis var. caudata (Hincks), 2.Amathia alternata Lamou-
Toux, ?Victorella pavida Saville Kent, and Triticella elongata (Osburn).

Most of the specimens collected were taken from the shallower areas of the

offshore waters. Only a few specimens came from the deep holes such as areas A, J,
» and S, Amathia alternate which Osburn found in abundance on the beach at
eaufort, N, C., was dredged from area @ in the mouth of the bay; area G’, nearby,

off Ol1q Point Comfort; and areas A, B, and C, which mark a line across the bay

'om Cape Charles City to New Point Comfort. Its distribution in Chesapeake

Y seems to be limited to the extreme lower end of the bay, as has been pointed out

g’ Osburn, and it was found only in water of a bottom salinity ranging from about

= 10 31 per mille.

Eight other species, Barentsia discreta at area A (23.96 per mille), Bugula gracilis
va}'- uncinata at area A (27.06 per mille), Electra pilosa at area F (31.08 per mille),

Ppothoa hyalina at area E, Schizopodrella unicornis at area B (24.33 per mille),
Mw"Oporella ciliata at area E, Alcyonidium parasiticum at area F (31.08 per mille),
Bugula turrita at area E were taken only once and at the areas mentioned. While
8lL of thege localities are at the extreme lower end of the bay, the number of specimens
®llected ig go small that little should be said of the distribution.

One of the most abundant bryozoans found in the bay was the large, fleshy
Aleyonidium verrilli, which has been recorded before only from southern New Eng-
8d and New Jersey. Osburn has stated that it was found at areas all over the
SOuthern half of the Chesapeake Bay but no farther north than at area L, which is
08¢ to the mouth of the Potomac River. Its frequent capture in the region men-
tmn(?d during all cruises and the entire lack of specimens from area L to area U, near

timore, during the same cruises constitute convincing evidence that its distribu-

198830

3




340 BULLETIN OF THE BUREAU OF FISHERIES

tion was limited as just described. It occurred in water of a salinity ranging from
about 13.00 to 26.00, or more.

Two species, Bowerbankw gracilis var. aaudata and ?Victorella pamda have a
greater range from north to south, according to the data at hand, than any other species
collected. The former was found at areas B, I, L, P, and S in water of salinities
mngmg from 23.87 to 15.71 per mille, while the latter, Whlch as Osburn has pointed
out, is supposed to frequent waters of only slight salim'ty, was dredged at areas A, C,
K, and S, which range from Cape Charles City to the region of James Island. The
salinities ran from 27.06 to 17.44 per mille.

The distribution of Anguinella palmaia is of interest since it was found only well
within the bay—a distribution which appears to be characteristic of the species,
according to Osburn. It was collected almost exclusively from the region close to
the mouth of the Potomac River. During the cruises of July, August, and December,
1920, and January and March, 1921, it was dredged at area I; in December at areas
J and L; in January at area IV, and in December at area H. Areas I, J, and L lie
close to the mouth of the Potomac, N just inside the mouth, and H a little farther
south at the entrance of the Rappahannock River. The salinities of the water
ranged from 13.19 per mille at area N -to 21.10 per mille at area JJ. :

Hemiseptella denticulate was found at many areas in the lower half of the bay
but not north of area L. It was collected from water ranging in salinity from 14. 72
to 26.44 per mille.

Undoubtedly the presence of solid objects upon which the Bryozos may attach
themselves constitutes an important factor affecting the distribution; but the apparent
confinement of one species, at least, to the region of the mouth of the bay, the taking
of one only from the waters around the mouth of the Potomac River with the reports
of ‘a slightly brackish habitat for this species in other regions of the Atlantic coast,
and the total lack of specimens in our collection of over 70 colonies from above area
S indicate that the degree of salinity is a factor in determining the distribution. At
least, as Osburn has stated, no specimens were taken in waters of a salinity lower
than one-third of the salinity of pure sea water. Not much can be said concerning
the influence of temperature, but several of the species seem to be able to withstand
the winter and summer extremes of temperature found in the offshore waters at the
bottom (about 2°to 25° C.).

The salinities given in thissection on the Bryozoa are those determined from bottom
samples; and they are probably the ones in which the various specimens were grow-
ing; but in some cases the specimens were taken on old hydroid stems which may
have been unattached to the bottom but probably drifting about very close to it.

ANNELIDA

The collection of polychaetous annelids is rather small, but this is largely due to
the fact that all of the material was dredged and to the fact that only the offshore
waters of the bay were studied.

The species listed below were collected during the August, October, December
(1920), and January, March—April (1921) cruises. All of the identifications were
made by Dr. A. L. Treadwell. The following species have been identified by him
(three of the species are new): Lepidonotus squamatus Linnaeus, L. variabilis Web-
ster, Harmothoe aculeata Andrews, Paranaitis speciosa Webster, Nephthys ingens
Stimpsoun, N. phyllocirra Ehlers, N. verrilli McIntosh, Sphaerosyllis fortwita Webster,
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Pionosyllis manca® Treadwell, Myriana cirrata® Treadwell, Autolytus hesperidium
Claparéde, A. solitarius Webster and Benedict, Nereis dumerilis Audouin et Milne
Edwards, N. limbata Ehlers, Lumbrinereis tenuis Verrill, Arabella opalina Verrill,
Diopatra cuprea Clapardde, Chaetopterus variopedatus Renieri, Streblospio benedict:
Webster, Scolecolepis wviridis Verrill, S. tenuis Verrill, Polydora ligni Webster, P.
commensalis Andrews, Prinospio plumosa ® Treadwell, Ammotrypane maculata Web-
ster, Glycera americana Leidy, G. dibranchiata Ehlers, Goniada oculata Treadwell, G.
solitaria Webster, Anthostoma fragile Verrill, Pectinaria gouldii Verrill, Maldane elon-
gata Verrill, Praxiothea torquaia Leidy, Eupomatus dianthus Verrill, Terebella ornata
Leidy, and Loima turgzda Andrews.

The European species, Lepidonotus squamatus, is widely distributed along the
eastern coast of North America—from Canada to Virginia at least. In Chesapeake
Bay it was found no farther north than the mouth of the Potomac River and in water
of not less than 20.00 per mille salinity at the bottom.! This species which was most
prevalent on sandy, shell, and gravel bottoms at Woods Hole (Sumner, Osburn, and
Cole, 1913, p. 120) was found in regions of sand, shells, and mud in the-Chesapeake and
at depths ranging from 13 to 37 meters. It was collected on the July, December (1920)
and January (1921) cruises in water whose temperature varied from 22.0° C. to 4.2° C.

Lepidonotus variabilis seems to be less widely distributed so far as reports go,
than L. squamatus. Apparently it has a more southerly range, havmg been reported,
so far, from Virginia and North Carolina. In Chesapeake Bay it was found in several
regions (depths 11 to 46 meters) from the mouth of the bay to the mouth of the
Magothy River, near Baltimore. The salinities varied from 16.50 to 25.23 per mille.
Some of our specimens were collected in muddy regions, but the observations of
Andrews (1891) show that this species frequents shells, sponges, hydroids, etc., at
Beaufort, N. C. This species was taken during the July, December (1920) and
March-April (1921) cruises at water temperatures ranging from 21.9° to 10.3° C.

The “scale-annelid,” Harmothoe aculeata which has been found in Beaufort,
N. C., under stones and in sponges, by Andrews (1891) was taken in the lower part of
Chesapeake Bay on several occasions, and once outside of the bay, in regions of sand

~or mainly sand and shells. The salinities ranged from 17.70 to 31.08 per mille.
Specimens were captured during the July, August, and December cruises of 1920 in
water whose temperature varied from 24.8° to 10.1° C. They were taken in depths
from 8 to 28 meters and more.

Paranaitis speciosa (Anaitis speciosa) has been reported from Massachusetts and
New Jersey, where it was found on Mytilus beds and Diopatra tubes. Our dredging
records show that it is common in Chesapeake Bay, in regions where the bottom is
firm. It was collected from a region extending from Baltimore to the mouth of the
Rappahannock River, and was found frequenting shallow waters, ranging from 9 to 22
meters in depth. It was taken during the July, October (1920), and January,
March-April (1921) cruises in water of various temperatures, ranging from 23.5° C.
to 1.3° C.

The genus Nephthys is represented in Chesapeake Bay by three species, Neph-
thys ingens, N. phyllocirra, and N. verrilli (the two latter European forms). Evi-
dently they are not common species in the region investigated, since only one or two
Specimens of each were collected.

¥ Named and deseribed by Treadwell but still unpublished.
10 The salinities mentioned in this section on the Annelida are those at the bottom.

)
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Sphaerosyllis fortuita and Pionosyllis manca (a new species) are represented by
single specimens taken just outside of the bay.

A new species, Myriana cirrata, was taken frequently in the extreme southern
part of the bay (areas A, E, F, and @) during the July, August (1920), and the March-
April (1921) cruises. It occurred in water that varied in salinity and temperature
from 25.23 to 30.39 per mille and 11.5° C. to 21.9° C. It was found at various depths
from 16 to 46 meters. The bottom in this region was largely of sand and mud, with
some shells.

The two species of Autolytus were not found abundantly. Of these, Autolytus
hesperidium, which has been reported previously from New Jersey and Virginia living
on seaweed and shells, was collected on one occasion only. It was taken from area D,
off New Point Comfort, during the January 1921 cruise. The depth was 10 meters,
and the salinity and temperature of the water were 23.39 per mille and 4.8° C. The
other species A. solitarius, has been reported heretofore only from Maine. In the
Chesapeake it was dredged in the mouth of the bay and off Barren Island, which is
about midway between the head and the mouth of the bay. Evidently it is able to
live in waters of widely differing salinities and temperatures. It was collected during
the October 1920 cruise at depths ranging from 23 to 48 meters.

Nerets dumerilii, a European form, which has been collected along the Atlantic
coast of America from the coast of Virginia and from the region of Woods Hole, was
found in the lower half of Chesapeake Bay. It was collected from these localities
(areas O, F, and B) during the July, August, and October (1920) cruises. The records
show that the specimens collected were living in water the salinity and temperature
of which ranged from 17.70 to 31.08 per mille and 17.3° C. to 24.8° C. They were
dredged from depths of 8 to 48 meters.

Nereis limbata, which is generally considered as a littoral form frequenting foul and
brackish waters (Sumner, Osburn, and Cole, 1913, p. 124), was the most common
annelid in the Chesapeake collection according to Treadwell. It has been reported
from various places from South Carolina to Maine. Webster (1879, p. 36) considers
it as the only annelid that can live in the soft mud of brackish-water regions. In the
Chesapeake it was taken many times at areas which were in the upper half of the bay.
Only in a few cases were specimens captured near the mouth of the bay. Apparently
this species thrives in muddy regions in Chesapeake Bay, but it has been taken also
from some areas where the bottom was sandy or shelly. Almost invariably the speci-
mens were found in water the salinity of which was not more than 20.00 per mille
(9.00 to 20.00 per mille) but in a few cases the salinity was higher. - N, limbata was
taken many times during each of the cruises (July, August, October, December, 1920,
and January, March—-April, 1921) in water varying from 1.9° C. to 25.2°C. Most of
the specimens were found in shallow ‘water, seldom :deeper than 15 meters, -but the
whole series of depths ranges between 7 and 38 meters.

Lumbrineries tenuis is an inhabitant of compact mixtures of mud :and sand
according to Verrill (1873, p. 342), who found it abundant in the region of Vineyard
Sound. It has been reported from several localities (Virginia to Massachusetts),
but in small numbers. No speclmens were dredged inside of the ba,y, but just out-
side on the 20-fathom line one specimen was taken in August, 1920, in water of 33.58
per mille salinity and 8.9° C. temperature.

Arabella opalina, which has been found commonly along the Atlantlc coast of
the United States and in great numbers in quiet bays and creeks (Andrews, 1891),
was dredged once only in Chesapeake Bay, and then at area @ in the mouth of the
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bay. It was found at a depth of 23 meters in a region of black mud and sand during
the December, 1920, cruise. (Salinity 30.96 per mille, water temperature 11.6° C.).

The large tube-inhabiting annelid Diopatra cuprea is undoubtedly a common
form on muddy sand flats in Chesapeake Bay, since it is known to be common in
shallow waters along the coast from South Carolina to Cape Cod (Pratt, 1916, p.
290). Our collections were made by dredging in the comparatively deep parts of the
bay; and since it is seldom possible to catch this worm except by careful digging,
it is not surprising that only one specimen was obtained. This one, strange to say,
was collected in the beam trawl which contained in addition a large quantity of speci-
mens of various sorts. It was taken during the March-April cruise, 1921, at area .4
off Cape Charles City where there was considerable black mud—in other words, in
one of the “deep holes” of the bay (43 meters). The salinity and temperature of
the water were 28.27 per mille and 11.5° C.

Another tube-dwelling annelid that has been found along our Atlantic coast
from North Carolina to Cape Cod and which, as Treadwell has pointed out, is difficult
to capture, is Chaefopterus. It undoubtedly is fairly abundant in Chesapeake
Bay, for many fragments of tubes (one with a piece of the worm inside) were col-
lected. These were all taken in the lower half of the bay from the mouth of the
Potomac River to the region of Cape Charles (areas @, 0, C, B, A, E, F, and G). The
salinities and temperatures of the water in which the tubes were found ranged from
17.70 to 28.08 per mille and 10.1° C. to 24.8° C. 4

Streblospio benedicti has been reported by Webster (1886, p. 150) and by Webster
and Benedict (1884, p. 728) from the shores of New Jersey and Maine. Our survey
has dredged it from the upper part of Chesapeake Bay, in shallow water only (10 to
22 meters). Webster has spoken of it as being abundant on Mytilus beds and in
ditches to which the tide has access. The indications are, judging from these obser-
vations and from the fact that this species was found as far north as Bloody Point
(areas V and W) in Chesapeake Bay, that it is at home in brackish water. The
salinities of the water in which the six specimens in our collection were found ranged
from 10.08 to 17.27 per mille, They were dredged during the July and October
Cruises in water whose temperature was 20° C. to 23° C.

Two species of Scolecolepis (Scolecolepis viridis and S. fenuis) are known from
the Chesapeake. The former occurs in large numbers within a small area in certain
Places (for example, area V, which is close to the mouth of the Severn River). This
Species is known from Cape Cod to New Jersey. Evidently it can live in water of
low salinity, for all of the specimens collected by our survey came from water the
salinity of which was not more than 16.60 per mille. Specimens were especially
abundant at an ares where the salinity was as low as 9.16 per mille. Specimens were
collected on the January and March-April, 1921, cruises when the water temperature
was as low as 1.3° C. Only a few small specimens of S. tenuis were collected, and
these came from area B not very far from the mouth of the bay (salinity 23.87 per
mille, temperature 20.0° C., October, 1920). »

Large numbers of specimens of Polydora ligni were collected. Treadwell speaks
of this species as being “the species represented by the largest numbér of individuals
in the collection.” Many of the specimens were larval forms, however, and even the
adults did not seem to be sexually mature. The larval forms were found distributed
all over the bay, but those which had reached the adult form seemed to be restricted

to the lower half,
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One specimen was collected of a species of Polydora, probably Andrews’ Polydora
commensalis, since, although mutilated, it showed one of the distinguishing character-
istics of that species. Furthermore, it was found in a region of shells, mud, and sand
where this species might occur. The specimen was collected well up in the bay at
area R’ off the mouth of the Patuxent River. (Depth 7 meters, salinity 12.64 per
mille, temperature of water 23.9° C., August, 1920, cruise.)

Treadwell describes a new species, Prinospio plumosa. A number of specimens
of this annelid were dredged during the August and October, 1920, cruises (depths
from 8 to 48 meters) at areas B, R’, L', M, N’, H’, and J. It will be seen that speci-
mens were taken from the middle third of the bay—that is, from the mouth of the
Patuxent River to the mouth of the Rappahannock River in waters where the salini-
- ties and temperatures ranged from 15.39 to 25.21 per mille and 19.2° C. to 24.8° C.

Glycera americana, which has been reported in various places from South Carolina
to Cape Cod, was caught on one occasion only in Chesapeake Bay. Two specimens
were taken at area B in the lower bay during the August, 1920, cruise. (Depth 12.8
meters, salinity 24.34 per mille, and temperature 25° C.) Another species of Glycera,
4. dibranchiata, was more widely distributed, judging from our collections. It was
found in the mouth of the bay and as far north as the mouth of the Pstuxent River
at depths of 16 to 46 meters. The salinities and temperatures ranged from 16.60 to
31.74 per mille and 10.2° C. to 17.3° C.

Goniada oculata described by Treadwell from material collected on the coast of
Porto Rico was taken quite frequently in Chesapeake Bay during the cruises of
August, October, December, 1920, and March—April, 1921. It was found at depths
from 11 to 46 meters where the salinity and temperature of the water ranged from

15.00 to 23.87 per mille and 10.1° C. to 24.8° C. One specimen (the above data do
not refer to it) was taken on the 40-fathom line just outside of the bay and the rest
from areas distributed from James Island to the mouth; that is, the lower two-thirds
of the bay. '

"~ Another widely distributed annelid in Chesapeake Bay is Pectinaria gouldii—an
annelid that lives in a tube of conical shape. It was brought up from areas Z, S, N/,
J, I, @, and D, which are fairly well distributed from the mouth of the Magothy
River to the region of Cape Charles City, not far from the mouth of the bay. It was
taken at depths from 8 to 44 meters where the salinities and temperatures of the water
were from 8.89 to 21.83 per mille and 7.5° C. to 24.8° C. The specimens were col-
lected during the July, August, October, December, 1920, and the March—April,
1921, cruises.

Maldane elongaia, which makes tubes of mud and which has been reported from
muddy and sandy regions along our coast, was found in the mouth of the bay (ares
@) where the bottom was black mud and sand. It was brought up from a depth of 23
meters. The salinity and temperature of the water were 30.96 per mille and 11.6° C¢

Praxiothea torquata was taken on several occasions in Chesapeake Bay, but all of
the specimens collected were found in the mouth of the bay and the adjacent regions.
They were collected from depths of 11 to 42 meters where the salinities and tem-
peratures of the water ranged from 23.87 to 30.96 per mille and 10.9° C. to 25.0° C.

Three species, Eupomatus dianthus, Terebella ornata, and Loimia turgida, were
collected in very small numbers and only from the lower part of the bay. The first
is one of the serpulids which is known to be very common from Florida to Cape Cod:
It was found on a rocky bottom at 13 meters. (Salinity 18.47 per mille and temper-
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ature of water 23.2° C., July, 1920, cruise.) The second, which is known from Cape
Cod to North Carolina, was represented only by immature forms. The third, which
was described by Andrews from Beaufort, N. C., came from a depth of 28 meters
where the bottom was a mixture of clay, shells, sand, and mud. (Salinity (?) and
temperature of the water 10.1° C., December, 1920, cruise.) '

The annelid collection as well as the data on salinity, temperature, depth, char-
acter of the bottom, seasonal distribution, and distribution from the head of Chesa-
peake Bay to its mouth, deal with the deeper portions of that body of water, which
naturally were the only regions that could be visited by the U. S. S. Fishhawk and the
U. 8. S. Albatross. The shore which includes the more or less steep strip between
high and low tide, the sand flats, the mud flats, the qmet bays, etc., remain to be
investigated.

It seems probable that the character of the bottom for some burrowing and tube-
forming annelids is important—at least regions where there is deep, soft, foul mud are
unfavorable habitats for nearly all of the polychaetous annelids. Some places on
the bottom of the bay are covered with such deposits; and, in general, the deeper
parts of the bay show a layer of firm mud of varying thickness. It is of interest to
note that the only two really common annelids taken in the bay, Nereis limbate and
Polydora ligni, are known to live in muddy regions, the former frequenting foul and
brackish waters and the latter making use of mud in constructing its fragile tubes.
Both of these species showed a wide distribution over the areas visited on our cruises.
On the other hand, there are regions of sand here and there all over the bay, so that
if the presence of these sandy places is all that is necessary for the life of worms that
make tubes of grains of sand, such annelids might be found widely distributed over
the bay.

. It is known that many annelids live on the organic matter which is found in the
sand or mud in which they burrow (M’Intosh, 1885, p. ix), as in the case of Arenicola
marina (Flattely and Walton, 1922, p. 192, from Davison, 1891), that others such as
Cirratulus tentaculatus (Flattely, 1916) while living buried in sandy mud do not pass
it through the alimentary canal but select nutritive food particles—for example, algal
spores, diatoms, and general organic débris outside of the body. . Also it is known,
&ccordmv to Flattely (1922, p. 192), that tube worms such as S&bella Pectinaria,

abella,rm Serpula, etc., depend for their food on currents set up by the cilia on the
g;ll filaments. Still others devour small crustaceans, zoophytes, and sponges; and a
few, according to M’Intosh (1885, p. ix), feed on Fuci and other alge. Such a varlety
of feeding habits must be a factor in the distribution of the polychaetous annelids in
Chesapeake Bay, although our data are not of a character to throw much light on such
al relatlon Shore, sand-flat, and mud-flat observntlons should be ideal for studying
4 problem of that sort.

" There are forms whlch stick to the underside of rocks and inside of shells, or hide
in rocks and crevices, or conceal themselves between ascidians, barnacles, roots,
cavities of sponges, etc., such as species of Lepidonotus, Harmothoe, and others
(Verrill and Smith, 1873, p. 397). ‘

' Also some annelids, such as species of Sabellaria, Serpula, Sabella and Spirorbis,
form tubes which are attached ordinarily to-rocks, stones, shells, etc. (Verrill: and
Smith, 1873, pp. 321-323). Habits of this sort which depend on the presence of large
more or less stationary bottom materials must also have an effect on distribution,

.. No close relationship of distribution to temperature can be made out, although
tohe data show that many of the species are able to live in water of a wide range of
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temperatures. However, the large majority of the forms collected seem to be more
southern forms. :

It is evident, also, that many of the species of annelids are distributed through
waters of widely differing salinities, as examples, Nereis limbata, Goniada oculata,
Pectinaria gouldii, and others.

Undoubtedly some of the annelids collected were hv1ng in situations whlch were
not well suited to them, since the currents during falland spring tend to carry plankton,
including worm larve, far up in the bay. Under those conditions a worm which lives
at its best in water of a high salinity might have its larve carried to regions of low
salinity where they would settle downand continue tolive, although under unfavorable
conditions.

Only one species representing the Hirudinea hae been taken in our collections,
and this one has been identified through the courtesy of Dr. J. Percy Moore, as the
fish-leech, Piscicola punctata (Verrill).

ARTHROPODA
CRUSTACEA

COPEPODA

The free-swimming copepods of Chesapeake Bay and the region immediately
outside the bay have been studied by C. B. Wilson. He has made the identifications
and has studied the distribution of the various species.

The results of his work show very clearly that only two or three species were
present in sufficient numbers in the bay during our cruises to be of much economiic
value; that of these, 2 species, Acartia clausii and A. longiremis, were distributed over
the whole bay from the region of Baltimore to the mouth of the bay throughout the
year; that 10 species at least, including especially the 2 just mentioned, must have
been able to accommodate themselves to a large range of salinities, since they were
found all over the bay in addition to the ocean; and that there were 19 species caught
outside of the bay between the 100-fathom hne and the mouth, which were not dis-
covered in our very numerous towings made throughout the year in the bay. The
absence of these 19 species, which for the large part have been found outside of such
bodies of water as Ches&peake Bay in other parts of the world, may be ascribed to the
low salinity existing in the bay; but it is not possible at the present time to establish
such an assumption absolutely as a fact, since our towings outside of the bay were
made only during the August, 1920, cruise. Furthermore, there are numerous other
factors, such as presence or lack of the proper kind of food associations with other
forms—for example, Sapphirina gemma, which is a commensal in Salpa, light, depth;
temperature, etc.—which might have to be taken into consideration.

Wilson’s studies have brought to light the following &pecies from Chesapeake Bay
and the region just outside of the capes. He has divided them into groups according
to their distribution.

UNIVERSAL IN BAY AND OUTSIDE

Adartia clousii Giesbrecht, 4. longiremis (Lilljeborg), Centropages hamatus (Lilijeborg), €
typicus Kr¢yer, *Harpacticus gracilis Claus, Oithona brevicornis Giesbrecht, 0. similis Claus, Pard'
‘calanus parvus (Claus), Pseudocalanus elongatus (Boeck), Pseudodiaptomus coronatus Williams, and
* Microthalestris litloralis G. O. Sars (the last species is pronouncedly littoral and was not found in
the collections made outside). Two other species, Labidocera gestiva Wheeler and Ectmosoma cur -
ticorne Boeck, were almost universally distributed.
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' CONFINED ‘ALMOST. TO INNER - BAY
[North of Maryland and Virginia line]

*Canuella elongata Wilson, *Cletodes longicaudatus (Boeck), *Dactylopusia brevicornis (Claus),
Ectinosoma normani T. and A. Scott, Harpacticus littoralis. G. O. Sars, *Robertsonia chesapeakensis
Wilson, *Tachidius littoralis Poppe, Eurytemora americana Williams, E. hirundoides (Nordquist),
and *Mesocyclops gracilis (Lilljeborg). Three other species, *Hemicyclops americanus Wilson,
Candacia armata Boeck, and *Bomolochus eminens Wilson occurred in very small numbers at one or
two areas.

CONFINED ALMOST TO OUTER BAY

[South of Maryland and Virginia line]

Alteutha depressa Baird, Calanus finmarchicus (Gunnerus), Corycaeus carinaius Giesbrecht, C.
elongatus Claus, *C. venustus Dana, *Cryploponitus gracilis Wilson, *Oithona spinirosiris Claus,
Oncaea minute Giesbrecht, *Labidocera wollastoni (Lubbock), Pontella meadii Wheeler, Temora
longicornis (Miiller), *T. turbinata (Dana), Tisbe furcata (Baird), Microsetella norvegica (Boeck),
Harpacticus chelifer (O. F. Miiller), and Diosaccus fenuicornis (Claus). In addition the following
species, in very small numbers, were found at one or two areas: *7Temora discaudata Giesbrecht,.
Pontella pennata Wilson, and Caligus schistonyz Wilson.

FOUND ONLY OUTSIDE OF THE BAY
[Between the eapes and the 100-fathom line] .

*Amallophora brevicornis G. O. Sars, Anomalocera patersoni Templeton, *Calanus helgolandicus
(Claus), Centropages bradyi Wheeler, Euchaeta norvegica Boeck, Mecynocera clausii I. C. Thompson,
Metridia lucens Boeck, *Pontella atlantica (Milne Edwards), Rhincalanus nasulus Giesbrecht,
Clylemnesira rosirata (Brady), Macrosetelle gracilis (Dana), *Corycaeus lubbockii Giesbrecht, *C.
speciosus Dana, Oithona plumifera Baird, Oncaea venusta Philippi, Sapphirina gemma Dana, and *8,
sinuicauda Brady, Corycaeus robustus Giesbrecht, C. rostratus Claus.

These lists total 64 species: 13 universal, or almost so, over the bay; 13 almost
confined to the inner bay; 19 almost confined to the outer bay; and 19 outside of the
bay only. Notlessthan 19 of the 26 species listed under ““universal”” and “inner bay
occur in such bodies of water as Chesapeake Bay or at least frequent coastal waters
in other parts of the world, and these 19 do not include the new species and the
species whose distribution is very little known. Of those listed under “outer bay””
(19) a much smaller number (6) are characteristic of estuaries in other regxons, while
those listed for ““outside of the bay’’ (19) include not more than 3 or 4 species which
are 'recorded as being estuarine forms. In other words, the number of estuarine
forms found during our cruises decreases, passing from the inner bay to the region
outside of the capes. -On the whole, from this point of view, the dlstnbutlon of the
free-swimming copepods found by us in Chesapeake Bay and the region immediately
outside of the bay is much like that of the same copepods in other parts of the world,

Twenty-two of the species listed above (those with an asterisk) are elther new
Specles (named and described by Wilson but still unpublished) or those Whlch have
not been reported hitherto from the eastern coast of North America. ‘
" There are included in ‘the complete list 1 species, Bomolochus eminens,. which i is
known to oceur parasmc&lly in the gill cavity of the false Spanish sardine, O’lupanodon
pseudolispanicus; 1 species, Sapphzrfwm gemma, caught free-swimming but known to
be a commensal in Salpa; 1 species, S. sinuicauda, also caught free-sw1mmmg ‘but
Probably -2 commensal in Salpa;. 1 species, C’alzgus shzstony:c, an external pams1te on
the menhaden, Brevoortia tyrtmnus, and 1 specles, Mesocyclops gracilis which is a
fl‘esh-water form.

- Most of the. copepods caught in Chesape&ke Bay have been present 111 such small
numbers that any extended discussion of their ecology is not pernuss1ble ; but one
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species especially, Acartia clausii, which Wilson has singled out as of much biological
and economic importance in the bay, owing to its abundance at times and constant
* presence during our cruises, deserves some attention. The catches of. this copepod
have been studied by Wilson, and his findings bear out the statements of Farran
(1910, p. 77), Willey (1920, p. 201 and 1921, p. 187), and Bigelow (1926, p. 171) with
respect to the neritic character of this species. Its occurrence in Chesapeake Bay
during the cruises of July, August, October, December, 1920, and January, March—
April, and May—June, 1921, in rather large numbers at practically all areas, the pres-
ence of egg-bearing females and larval stages at certain times, the high percentage of
this species in the copepod catches, and its comparative scarcity in oceanic waters
indicate that this form is one of the shallower, neritic waters and that it is endemic in
Chesapeake Bay.

This form has been found along our coasts as far north as the Arctic Circle by
Willey (1920, p. 20 K), in the St. Lawrence River 90 miles from Quebec by Herdman,
Thompson, and Scott (1898, p. 76), in the Gulf of St. Lawrence by Scott (1907, p. 49),
in Narragansett Bay by Williams (1906, p. 648), in the Gulf of Maine by Bigelow
(1926, p. 171), in Woods Hole by Fish (1925, p. 145), and by our survey in and imme-
diately outside of Chesapeake Bay. The data are not sufficient as yet to tell whether
it belongs primarily to the northern or southern regions of our Atlantic coast. Bige-
low’s cruises from Cape Cod to Chesapeake Bay in 1913 and 1916 did not bring it
to light, but it was found in small numbers outside of the mouth of Chesapeake Bay
on our August, 1920, cruise and at the same time much more abundantly at nearly
all of the areas in Chesapeake Bay.

Wilson, from an examination of the females of Acartia clausii (and A. longiremis
as well) found that during the July, 1920, cruise these forms were carrying eggs, and
that the same was true on the January, 1921, cruise. This indicates, as he states,
that there are two breeding seasons for these species in Chesapeake Bay—one during
the summer and the other in the late winter. Correlated with these two breeding
seasons one would expect maximum numbers of individuals to appear some time
after. Judging from the catches made during the March—April, 1921, cruise, con-
spicuously large numbers occurred at that time, since the counts at several of the
areas visited were very much bigher than those of any other cruises. It should be
mentioned, however, that towings were made only in the upper part of the bay—areas
R, R,S, T, V,W,Y, and Z—on that cruise. The indications are that the March—
April cruise was taken at a time which was close to the spring maximum. It is more
difficult to detect a well-defined autumnal increase corresponding to the summer
breeding season from a study of the catches, but there was undoubtedly a general
increase in numbers during the October, December, 1920, and January, 1921, cruises,
so that the seasonal abundance in the upper part of Chesapeake Bay at least cor-
responds rather closely to the seasonal occurrence found by Fish (1925, p. 145) at
Woods Hole during the period from June, 1922, to May, 1923. The counts made of
the catches of the summer cruises were the lowest of the year. :

Little can be said of the vertical distribution of Acartia clausiiin the bay, owing
to the methods employed in making the towings, but it is clear that large numbers
of this species may occur at the surface in the daytime; and it is probable, as Wilson
states, that they may be distributed in various proportions from the surface to the
bottom. Bigelow (1926, p. 175) has found this species more abundant at the surface
at times but also repeatedly more plentiful at some deeper level in the Gulf of Maine.
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~ Acartia clausii has been recognized in Europe as a form which is able to flourish
in abundance in water of low salinity such as is found in the Belt Sea, where the aver-
age of 8 stations was 18.42 per mille, and in the mouth of the English Channel, where
the average for 17 stations was 30.20 per mille (Farran, 1910, p. 77). One can not
escape the conclusions that this'‘copepod, as is shown by Wilson, maly be found abun-
dantly and in good condition in waters of even much lower salinity in Chesapeake
Bay. As examples, the bottom net showed the following counts in round numbers
during the March—April, 1921, cruise: Area Z, 75,000 (salinity <{12.42 per mille);
V, 17,500 (salinity <(9.17 per mille); T, 15,000 (salinity <11.51 per mille); S, 60,000
(salinity <C16.19 per mille); R’, 2,900 (salinity <{11.85 per mille); and R, 1,400
(salinity <{16.61 per mille). The specimens captured in the upper bay during this
cruise can not be considered as only immigrants which had drifted in with the autum-
nal and winter currents, for individuals were found at those same areas, although in
smaller numbers, on all the other cruises. In addition, they were found at all areas
visited, and these were very numerous and widely distributed.  Acartia clausii was
practically universal in occurrence over the bay and on all the cruises with the pos-
sible exception of the one made in March—April, 1921. Even on this cruise the same
would hold true, for the upper part of the bay (areas B, R’, S, T, V, and Z) and very
probably for the whole bay. Our data do not show higher surface counts for Acartia
clausii in the region of the mouths of rivers; nor can it be said that there were larger
numbers on one side of the bay than the other, corresponding possibly to a difference
in the degree of salinity. The data for the bottom samples are not suitable for such
& comparison.
The European records (Giesbrecht, 1892, p. 776; Scott, 1894, p. 68; Sars, 1903,
p. 151, and Farran, 1910, p. 77) show that Acartia clausii is distributed in the cold
and the warm water regions. While specimens of this species are found most abun-
dantly in Chesapeake Bay during the colder months, considerable numbers are
present at other times, and the records show that they may occur in waters which
range in temperature from at least 4° C. to 27° C.

CIRRIPEDIA

Two species of barnacles have been brought to light from the offshore waters
of Chesapeake Bay: Balanus improvisus Darwin and B. eburneus Gould. All of the
specimens collected during the cruises of August, October, December, 1920, and
January, 1921, were identified by Dr. H. A. Pilsbry at the request of the United States
National Museum.

The first species, Balanus improvisus, was taken by far the most frequently and
was found distributed from the mouth of the bay to as far north as area S off James
Island. It was collected from the following areas: G, @', F, C, D, A, @, 0, M, and
N’. At the latter area, which is in the mouth of the Potomac River, the specimen
obtained was living in water of a salinity that was not more than 13.96 per mille,
while specimens at area @ (in the mouth of the bay) were in water whose sahmty was
not more than 31.74 per mille.

This form is given a wide distribution both by Darwin (1854) and by Gruvel
(1905). The latter describes its distribution as along the English Channel, the
coasts of France, Patagonia, Colombia, in the Rio de la Plata, and along'ithe coast of
the United States. It has also been reported from Nova Scotia. Sumner, Osburn,
and Cole (1913, p. 130) point out that definite localities for its oceurrence in the
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United States have not been mentioned by the authors and express the belief that
it oceurs at Woods Hole. The indications are that this barnacle is a southern form.

Ordinarily, Balanus improvisus has been found attached to floating wood, shells,
etc. In the Chesapeake it has been taken at areas where the depths ranged from 10
to 46 meters; and in other parts of the world, according td Gruvel (1905, p. 231), it
has been found from the level of low tide to 85 or 40 meters.

. Judging from the literature, Balanus improvisus is not commonly found along
the coast of the United States, but it seems quite probable that further investigation
will show it to be much more abundant than the records indicate at the present time.

Balanus eburneus is a species which is generally recognized as a brackish-water
form. It was originally described by Gould (1841) from Salem, Mass., and is known
to occur in other places along the coast of the United States. According to Gruvel
(1905, p. 234) it has been found on the coast of Honduras, Venezuela, Jamaica, and
Trinidad. In Chesapeake Bay it was collected near the mouth of the Potomac
River at areas @ and ©) where the bottom salinity was 20.58 and 20.91 per mille, respec-
tively. The depths at these areas were 15 and 8 meters. This species seems to be a
southern form.

It is evident from our records that barnacles occur well up in Chesapeake Bay,
hut shore collecting undertaken by the writer has shown that there is at least one
species still unidentified which is quite abundant on piles and other objects and that
it flourishes as far up Chesapeake Bay as the mouth of the Patapsco River and
probably farther. In this region the salinity may fall so low during the spring months
that the water is almost fresh.

: AMPHIPODA

The species of amphipods which are listed below represent the catch made during
a single cruise, that of May, 1920. These have been identified by C. R. Shoemaker,
of the division of marine invertebrates of the National Museum. A considerable
amount of material collected on other cruises still awaits study so that undoubtedly
more species will come to light when this is done. However, it has been the experi-
ence of those who undertook the survey of the Woods Hole region that in Buzzards
Bay, which is a body of water much like Chesapeake Bay, the collections of bottom-
dwelling amphipods showed a paucity of species as compared with Vineyard Sound
(Sumner, Osburn, and Cole, 1913, p. 132).

 The following is a list of the species: Monoculodes edwardsi Holmes, Stenothoé
cyprts Holmes, Batea catharinensis Miiller, Leptocheirus species (new), Ericthonius
brasiliensis (Dana), Corophium cylindricum (Say), Cerapus tubularis Say, Paraca-
prella simplex Mayer and Caprella acutifrons Latreille.

But little can be said of the relation of distribution to sahmty, temperature,
depth, season, or latitude at this time, However, the new species of Leptocheirus
was found off Sandy Point, Md., where the bottom salinity was 5.76 per mille, and
none of the rest of the species so far as we have records was taken at areas where the
bottom salinity exceeded 21.00 per mille. These low salinities are accounted for by
the fact that all of the specimens collected came from areas where the depths did
not exceed 14 meters—in other words, from shallow water areas.

Monoculodes edwardsi was found at areas L’ and K’ not far from the mouth of
the Potomac River. The bottom salinity at the first area was 13.09 per mille, and
at the last 9.42 per mille. This species, which was described by Holmes (1905, p.487)
from a specimen found at Woods Hole, Mass., was spoken of by him (1903, p.275)
as having a distribution from Cape Cod to Cape Hatteras,
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Another species described by Holmes from Woods Hole (1905, p. 484) is Stenothoé
¢ypris, which was found by him upon the piles and among seaweeds and which was
given a distribution like Monoculodes edwardsi (1903, p. 278). It was collected at
areas C and K, the former off New Point Comfort and the latter near the mouth of
the Potomac River. The bottom salinities at these two areas were 20.65 per mille,
and 13.09 per mille, respectively.

The amphipod Corophium cylindricum, which lives in soft tubes but may be free
(Holmes, 1905, p. 522) and which has a distribution from Cape Cod to Cape Hatteras,
according to Holmes (1903, p. 288), was found -at areas B and C between Cape Charles
City and New Point Comfort (bottom salinity for area C, 20.65 per mille). Mary J.
Rathbun (1905, p. 75) found it “very abundant among weeds and hydroids about
piles of wharves and almost everywhere in shallow water, to a depth of 30 fathoms.”

Cerapus tubularis is another amphipod of this coast distributed, according to
Holmes (1903, p. 288), from Cape Cod to Cape Hatteras. This interesting am-
phipod lives in a black, cylindrical tube which it carries around with it, according to
Smith (1880, pp. 274-276). The specimens from which the identification was made
were found at area B, between New Point Comfort and Cape Charles City. The
bottom salinity for this area during the cruise is not known, but the salinity for a
nearby area (C) where the depth was about the same was 20.65 per mille. :

A South Atlantic species described by Fritz Miiller from the coast of Brazil
isin ourcollection. - Itis Batea catharinensis. Specimens were taken at the two areas
B and C'in the same region as the last species and in water where the bottom salinity
was 20.65 per mille for area C and probably very nearly the same for area B. Re-
cently C. R. Shoemaker (1926, p. 1), after studying the complete collection of Chesa-
peake amphipods taken from 1915 to 1921, found that ‘‘this genus was common
in almost every part of the bay.”

In addition to this southern species, a widely distributed form Erichthonius
brasiliensis (Dana), occurs in the bay. The individuals of this species occupy tubes
affixed to hydroids and alge. According to Stebbing (1906, p. 672), the species is
found in the ‘“Atlantic with adjoining seas (Europe from south and west Norway
(depth 19-75 meters) to Adriatic and Bosphorous; Rio Janeiro; Vineyard Sound);
North Pacific (San Francisco, depth 4 meters).”

The specimens collected in Chesapeske Bay during the May cruise were found
4t area C (depth, 13 meters; bottom salinity, 20.65 per mille).

Another widely distributed amphipod which occurs in Chesapeake Bay is
Caprella acutifrons Latreille which, according to Mayer (1890, p. 56), was found there
long before the present survey, in August, 1879.

Finally, specimens of Paracaprella simplex Mayer were caught at areas B and C
on the line between Cape Charles City and New Point Comfort. The depth at these
areas was 13 meters and the bottom salinity at area C, 20.65 per mille.

The bottom salinities have been given for the areas at which specimens of amphi-
pods were found ; but it does not follow that all of the specimens were taken in waters
of the salinities given, since spemmens are not always at the bottom. While many
live in the sand, under stones, and in crevices of sponges, ascidians, etc., and some
among hydroids and various water plants, they may at times be taken at or near the

“surface in Chesapeake Bay, as our records show. Fish (1925) found a similar vertical
‘d1str1but1on at Woods Hole. The bottom salinities are of value in this connection
however, since they give a satisfactory idea of the maximum salinity for the area,
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so that specimens were probably living in water of lower salinity. No data are given
as to temperature, since the thermometers used during that cruise were not of the
reversing type which records bottom temperatures.

ISOPODA

As in the case of the amphipods, the species listed below were those taken on
the May cruise, 1920. They probably represent only part of the species which have
been collected in later cruises but which have not been studied. The list is as follows:
Aegathoa oculata (Say), Erichsonella attenuata (Harger), Edotea triloba (Say), Idothea
baltica (Pallas) and Edotea montosa (Stlmpson)

The first species, Aegathoa oculata, is a parasitic form which is known from Nevx
England to the West Indies (Richardson, 1905, p. 217) and which was found at
Crisfield, Md., years ago. We collected this form at area B, off Cape Charles City.
No fish were caught at this station, and the records do not indicate that the speci-
men was attached to anything at the time of capture.

So far as records from various sources show, the isopod Erichsonella attenuata is
not widely distributed. It is known to frequent eelgrass along the coast of New
Jersey and Connecticut but, according to Harger (1878, p. 357), it has not been found
north of Cape Cod. The studies of Wallace (1919), Macdonald (1912), and Stimpson
(1853) do not show its occurrence along the Atlantic coast of Canada. During

.our May, 1920, cruise it was taken at area Z, not far from Baltimore. The salinity
of the water in that region did not exceed 6.00 per mille. As pointed out by Harger,
the known distribution of this form indicates that it is a southern form.

Edotea triloba, another isopod which Harger (1880, p. 429) speaks of as a southern
form, since that time has been found very abundant in the Bay of Fundy between low-
tide mark and 15 fathoms (Wallace, 1919). It has been collected along the coast
from Maine to New Jersey in shallow water and was taken in Chesapeake Bay at
areas G and C. The depths and bottom salinities at these areas were 24 meters, 25.77
per mille, and 13 meters, 20.65 per mille, respectively. Apparently it may be found on
almost any sort of bottom.

The cosmopolitan isopod, Idothea baltica, has been found along the Atlantic
coast of Canada and the United States as far south as North Carolina at least. In
Chesapeake Bay it was caught at areas A and B, not far from the mouth of the bay.
The depths at these areas were 13 meters and 40 meters; the salinities, 24.33 per mille
and 29.34 per mille (at 39 meters), respectively.

Another species of Edotea, E. montosa, which is considered by Wallace (1919, p.
26) as grading into E. triloba and E. acuta and which has been known heretofore from
Long Island Sound to the Bay of Fundy, was taken at area A under the same condi-
tions as Idothea baltica. This species had been classed by Harger (1880, p. 429)
as a northern form.

SCHIZOPODA

The Schizopoda are represented in Chesapeake Bay by the well-known species
Neomysis americana (Smith), formerly called Afysis americano, and two other species—
one Mysidopsis bigellowi Tattersall and another which will be designated as Mysidop-
sis sp. nov. until it has been studied and described by Doctor Tattersall. The last
two species are quite uncommon in our collections, but Neomysis americana was
taken on every cruise during the year (1920), and there is much evidence to indicate
that it is endemic in Chesapeake Bay.
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- While catches of Neomysis americana in tow nets can never give & very satis-
factory idea of the numbers present in Chesapeake Bay during different times of the
year, since the individuals are not swarming in the water at all times but may be
hidden among water plants, etc., yet the catches in the bottom net (nonclosing),
which was attached to a small beam trawl and towed for 10 minutes, are of interest.
During the January cruise the numbers brought to the surface were large—for example
in round numbers, 1,000 at area F, 8,000 at area B, 5,500 at area @, 7,000 at area J
and 40 at area B’. No bottom hauls were made north of area R’, but the vertical nets
showed the presence of Neomysis as far north as area W off Bloody Point. A similar
distribution was found when the March cruise was taken, but the numbers were
smaller. Very small catches (ordinarily less than 100 specimens) were obtained on
the May, July,.and August cruises except on one occasion at area G during the July
cruise, when 4,000 specimens were caught. A few specimens were captured on the
100-fathom line just off the mouth of the bay during the August cruise. The counts
were larger when the October and December cruises were taken than during the
sumier.

In January and March, 1920, the specimens collected were mostly of large size,
but on the May cruise only small individuals were found. During the July, August,
October, and December cruises the towings brought to light somewhat larger speci-
mens. On the January and March—April cruises (1921) mostly very large specimens
were caught, while on the May-June cruise (1921) the specimens were mostly small
again as during the cruises of about the same periods in 1920.

These size relations are in keeping with the observation of Fish (1925) for Woods
Hole, that Neomysis americana breeds in the winter. In fact, eggs and young and
large specimens with brood sacs were taken during the January, 1920, cruise. The
great majority of the specimens were large; only a few were small, and these were
evidently recently hatched and immature. The conditions found on the March
cruise were similar to those just mentioned, but in the May catches the large individ-
uals were scarce. Some of these, however, had brood sacs containing very young
larve. In the July towings the large specimens so characteristic of the earlier months
of the year were not present, but on the other hand specimens of more than one-half
the size of those large specimens (probably the partly grown young of the earlier
months) made up the whole catch. Some of the specimens just mentioned had
brood sacs filled with eggs, and there were a few larve present. During the October
cruise the conditions were much as in July—eggs and young larvae were found in the
brood sacs and there were some very young specimens free from the parent. The
material from the December cruise contained no individuals with eggs or with young,
although in a few specimens the remains of a brood sac could be seen. The cruises of
January, March—-April, and May—June, 1921, showed the breeding conditions as on
the January, March, and May cruises of 1920.

_These observations indicate then that breeding individuals are present through-
out most of the year in Chesapeake Bay, a condition which was thought likely by
Smith (187 9) when he studied Neomysis farther north.

It is evident from a study of large numbers of surface towings that Neomys1s
does not ordinarily frequent the surface waters in Chesapeake Bay during the day-
‘time, but there is evidence to show that it may appear there in large numbers when
the intensity of the light is low, even when there is a distinct. stratification of the
water and there is a large difference between the salinity of the surface and bottom
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layers. Only a few cases of this sort appear in our records, probably because towings
were seldom made late in the evening and never during the night. At area A, during
January, 1920, between 5 and 6 p. m., 250 specimens and 120 specimens were found
in the No. 5 and No. 20 surface nets; .at'area F, during December, 1920, between.5
and 6 p. m., 1,380 specimens and 180 specimens were taken in the No. 18 and No.:6
surface nets, and at area @, during January, 1921, between 5 and 6 p. m., 2 specimens
and 2 speclmens were caught in the No. 18 and No. 6 surface nets, respectlvely -On
one occasion specimens were captured at the surface early in the afternoon (2 to 3
p. m.), but the sea was rolling, and the sky was partly cloudy and fogey. This
occurred at area. @, in October, 1920, and there were 7 specimens found in the No 6
surface net.

It is evident from the records obtained by our survey and from.the distribution
found by other workers in more northern waters that Neomysis americana may live
in waters of a wide range of salinities and temperature.

As o fish food this form is probably of considerable 1mporta,nce for it has been
found in the stomachs of the ocellated flounder, the spotted flounder, the shad, the
mackerel, and sea herring, sometimes in great numbers. It is of interest that the
period of maximum abundance during the year 1920, according to our towings, was
in the early months of the year just before and at about the time when the migration
of anadromous fishes into the bay occurred. :

- STOMATOPODA

The common squilla, Chloridella empusa (Say), formerly known as Squilla
empusa Say, has been found in Chesapeake Bay. In June, 1880, it was collected by
W. G. Taylor; in 1882 it was taken near Barren Island and also at stations 1075,
1076, 1077, and 1058 by the U. 8. S. Fish Hawk; in October, 1921, it was found in the
Rappahannock River by W. C. Schroeder, and again by the same collector in May,
1922, on a trip from Crisfield to Cape Charles. During our cruises a specimen was
taken dt area D in January, 1920. I am indebted for identification and other
information to the division of marine invertebrates of the National Museum.

In addition to the specimens mentioned above, which were identified by the United
‘States National Museum, other squillas were captured at areas L, L/, H, R, X,'and B
which undoubtedly are of the same species. They were collected during the cruises
of March, April, July, 1916, and March, 1922, from areas distributed from near Cape
Charles City, not far from the mouth of the bay, to area X, off Bloody Point. It is
evident from the distribution of this crustacean in Chesapeake Bay that it may live
in water of widely differing salinities—approximately, according to our records, from
26.00 per-mille or a little more to 16 or a little lers. - Undoubtedly this form lives also
in water of a much higher salinity, for it is known to occur along the shores of the
open ocean.

Since ‘Chloridella empusa lives in other regions between the tide lines and in
shallow water and since it is a burrowing form, probably 1ts distribution in-Chesapeake
Bay is more extensive than our records show.

CUMACEA

One Chesapeake species of Cumacea has been identified by the United States
National Museum as probably Oxyurostylis smitht Calman. This crustacean, for
which Calman (1912, p. 676) made a new genus as well as species, is known from Ca,sco
Bay, Me., to Calcassieu Pass, La. The fact that it is sometimes taken at the surface
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and that it has only a slightly calcified integument suggests to Calman that it is
adapted for a partly pelagic life. Fish (1925, p. 152) found it in the plankton in
greater numbers during the breeding season and most abundant usually after a storm.

Ten specimens were captured at area K, off the mouth of the Potomac River, in
May, 1920. It is not known at what depth they were taken; but the bay at that
area was 10 meters deep, and the bottom was of yellow sand. The salinity ranged
from 11.15 per mille at the surface to 13.09 per mille at the bottom.

DECAPODA

The Chesapeake survey is fortunate in having the aid of the United States
National Museum for the identification of the decapod crustacea. It is indebted to
the division of marine invertebrates of that institution, and especially to Dr. Mary J.
Rathbun and to Dr. Waldo L. Schmitt, who have generously studied, identified, and
listed the various decapods collected on our cruises.

It is important to note that the lists given below not only include the specimens
taken by the Chesapeake survey but also those which have been collected from
Chesapeake Bay and vicinity during the last 50 years. These specimens have been
deposited in the United States National Museum and identified by its staff. Conse-
quently, the material has been collected in various ways, such as by dredging, trawling,
and towing in the offshore waters, by seining near shore, by collecting along the tide
lines, by collecting in marshes, rivers, and creeks connected with Chesapeake Bay,
and by dredging, trawling, and towing immediately outside of the mouth of Chesapeake
Bay.

The three lists which follow deal with Chesapeake Bay only and are little more
than records of the names of species and the regions in which they have been found.
They are not intended to show the limits of distribution, since much of the material
is not the result of systematic collecting over the whole bay. The distribution of
Species in Chesapeke Bay, so far as the author considers permissible from the data,
will be given in other lists.

Upper bay only (north of the mouth of the Potomac River).—One species of decapod,

mniza sayane Stimpson, was taken from the upper part of the bay and from no
other region. The records in this case show that it was collected only on two occa-
sions. Since this species probably lives in the tubes of annelids and since no special
effort was made to find it, the data are insufficient to draw any conclusions as to its
distribution.

Lower bay only.—~—Shrimps: Penaeus setifera (L), P. brasiliensis (Latr.) (probably), Trachy-
Penaeus constrictus (Stimpson), Parapenaeus consirictus (Stimpson), Hippolysmata wurdemanni
(Gibbes), Crago packardi (Kingsley), Hippolyte pleuracantha (Stimpson). Porcellanids: Euceramus
Praclongus Stimpson. Thalassinids: Callianassa sitmpsoni Smith, Upogebia afinis (Say). Hermit
Crabs: Pagurus pollicaris Say, Clibanarius viltatus (Bosec.). Crabs: Ovilipes ocellatus (Herbst),
Portunus gibbesii (Stimp.), Arenaeus cribrarius (Lamk.), Cancer irroratus Say, Neopanope texana
sayi (Smith), Panopeus herbstii Edw., Pinnotheres maculatus Bay, Pinnotheres ostreum Say, Pinnizia
eylindrica (Say), Pinnizia chaetoplerana Stimpson, Ocypoda albicans Bosc., Uca pugilator (Bose.),
Uca pugnax (Smith), Libinia emarginala Leach, and Pelia mutica (Gibbes).

Upper and lower bay.—Shrimps: Palqemonetes carolinus Stimpson, P. vulgaris (Say), Crago
8eplemspinosus (Say). Hermit Crabs: Pagurus longicarpus Say. Crabs: Callinecles sapidus Rath-

un, Hezapanopeus angustifrons (Benedict and Rathbun), Rithropanopeus harrisii (Gould) ) E"ury-

PanOpus depressus (Smith), Sesarma (Holometopus) cinereum (Bos.), Uca minax (LeConte), and
Libinia dubia M. Edw.

1988—30—6
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The lists just given include those species which were found in the bay, while
the list which follows contains the species which have been collected outside, not far
from the mouth of the bay.

Outside only.—Shrimps: Pandalus leptocerus Smith, Caridion gordoni (Bate), Hippolyte acum-
inata Dana, Latreutes fucorum (Fabr.), Spirontocaris pusiola (Krgyer), Spriontocaris polaris (Sabine),
Palaemon tenuicornis Say, Pontophilus brevirostris Smith. Galatheids: Munida iris A, M. Edw.
Hermit Crabs: Calapagurus gracilis Smith, C. sharreri M. Edw., Pagurus acadieanus Benedict, P.
kroyeri (Stimp.), P. politus (Smith). Hippas: Emerita talpoidia (Say). Crabs: Homolo barbate
(Fabr.), Bathynectes superba Costa, Portunus (achelous) spinimanus (Latr.), Portunus sayi (Gibbes),
Cancer borealis Stimp., Sesarma (Sesarma) reticulatum (Say), Collodes robustus Smith, Euprognatha
rastellifera aclila A. M. E. (probably), E. rastellifera marthae Rathbun, Hyas coarctatus Leach.

A few specimens were collected both outside and in the lower bay.

Outside and lower bay.~—Shrimps: Penaeus setifera (L.), P. brasiliensis (Latr.), Parapenaeus
consiricius (St.), Crago septemspinosus (Say). Hermit Crabs: Pagurus longicarpus Say, Pagurus
pollicaris Say. Crabs: Ovalipes ocellatus (Herbst), Cancer irrorqius Say, Neopanope texana says
(Smith), Panopeus herbstii Edw. (probably), Sesarma (Holometopus) cinereum (Bose.), Ocypoda
albi¢ans Bosc., Uca pugilator (Bose.), Uca pugnaz (Smith), and Libinia enfurginata Leach.

The localities for two species, Hepatus epheliticus (1..) and Callinectes ornatus
Ordway, have not been determined.

A study of the lists just given shows that only 1 species was found exclusively
in the upper bay (its distribution may be more extensive); that 11 were common to
both the upper and lower bay; that 27 were found exclusively in the lower bay; that
25 were taken only outside of the bay; and that the localities of 2 were not determined.
This makes a total of 66 species.

The lists below are designed to show the probable distribution of the decapods
(for which we have sufficient data) in the offshore waters of Chesapeake Bay; that
is, exclusive of the shallow water shore forms and the forms in rivers and creeks.
The conclusions arrived at are based on our systematic collections during cruises
covering a considerable period, checked to some extent by data from shore, river,
and creek collections which, however, have been of an unsystematic nature.

Qur data do not afford evidence to show that there are any species of decapods
which are distributed exclusively in the offshore waters of the upper bay; that is,
above the mouth of the Potomac River.

Decapods of the ofishore waters of upper and lower bay.—Palaemonetes carolinus Stimpson, P.
vulgaris (Say), Crago septemspinosus (Say), Pagurus longicarpus Say, Callinectes sapidus Rathbun,
Rithropanopeus harrisii (Gould), Eurypanopeus depressus (Smith), Herapanopeus angustifrons
(Benedict and Rathbun), and Sesarma (Holometopus) cinereum (Bosc.).

Decapods of the offshore waters of lower bay only.—Peneus setifera (L), Trachypeneus consirictus
(Stimpson), Crago packardi (Kingsley), Euceramus praelongus Stimpson, Pagurus pollicaris SaY,
Ovalipes ocellatus (Herbst), Portunus gibbesii (Stimp.), Cancer irroratus Say, Neopanope texana says
(Smith), Panopeus herbstii Edw., and Libinia emarginata Leach.

Almost all of the 18 species of shrimps or shrimplike forms.found in Chesapeake
Bay and the immediate vicinity have been found in such small numbers that no more
information concerning them can be given than that which appears above. Three
species, however, Palaemonetes carolinus, Palaemonetes vulgaris, and Crago septemspi-
nosus, deserve more attention, since they have been collected more often in Chesapeake
Bay and since we have more data concerning the environmental conditions under
which they live.

Palaemonetes carolinus, which is known to occur all along the eastern coast of
the United States (Kingsley, 1899), seems to be a shallow-water form, judging from
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the data at hand and one which is more often taken along the region near the tide
lines. It has been caught very seldom on our cruises, probably because these cruises
were confined to the offshore waters.

Three specimens only were taken—one at area Z in December, 1915 (depth, 17
meters), another at area 7 in January, 1921 (depth, 12 meters; salinity 13.19 per mille
at bottom; temperature, 3.4° C. at bottom), and a third at area V in March, 1921
(depth, 14 meters; salinity, 11.32 per mille at bottom; temperature, 9.6° C. at bot-
tom). All of these specimens were captured on the winter and spring cruises and
none on the summer cruises. The same condition, we shall see, holds true for Palae-
monetes vulgaris, another shore form, but not for Crago septemspinosus, which frequents
deeper water. The United States National Museum has another lot of P. carolinus
consisting of a rather large number of specimens (over 289) evidently collected near
the shore by collectors not connected with our survey. All of these specimens with
the exception of two were taken during the summer months, and it might be inferred
that in the winter this species migrates into deeper water, but the absence from the
lot just mentioned of any specimens collected during the winter time may be due to
the fact that ordinarily collectors do not go on trips at that time of the year. While
the capture of some specimens of P. carolinus during our winter and spring cruises
and our failure to find any specimens on the summer and fall cruises favors the plausi-
ble assumption that there is migration of this form from the shallow, cold water to
the deeper, warm water during the colder months and vice versa with the approach
of the warmer season, there is still insufficient evidence to establish it as a fact.

"It is clear from data collected by the United States National Museum that
Palaemonetes carolinus is found ordinarily in shallow water and that it flourishes in
water of very low salinity. Specimens have been collected at various places along

. the western shore of Chesapeake Bay in Maryland and also well up in the rivers—for
example, at St. George Island, Lower Machodoc Creek, and Blakistone Island, which
are, respectively, 10, 20, and 25 miles up the Potomac River. Collections have been
made also at Island Creek, which is 12 miles up the Patuxent River. :

Undoubtedly this species may be found along the shores and in the rivers of the
eastern shore of Chesapeake Bay, although none has been recorded from that region.
It has been collected, however, at Smiths Island, Northampton County, Va., prob-
ably close to shore, just outside of the mouth of the bay, and there is good reason to
believe that it will be found close to shore and in the rivers of the lower part of the bay.

Little is known of the breeding habits of Palaemonetes carolinus except that 12
ovigerous specimens were collected 20 miles up the Potomac River, in Lower Macho-
doc Creek, during July, 1919. Evidently, then, this species, like many others, breeds
during the summer.

" Palaemonetes vulgaris, the commmon shrimp or prawn, occurs along the whole
eastern coast of the United States but is especially abundant in bays and estuaries
(Say, 1817). Like P. carolinus, it was taken infrequently on our cruises but some-
what more often than that species. All of the adult specimens were caught at areas
located in the region between the mouth of the Potomac River and the mouth of the
bay. However, the United States National Museum has specimens in their collection
which have been found in various places all over the bay from the region of Love
Point, to Cape Charles City, but practically all of these specimens were collected in
shallow water near the shore. Neither our records nor those of the National Museum
show that P. vulgaris makes its way far into the rivers.
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As in the case of Palaemonetes carolinus, there are indications that P. vulgaris
migrates into deeper water during the colder months; for all the specimens, with the
exception of two, collected during our cruises were taken during the colder months.

The two exceptions were ovigerous and were found at the shallow area O (8
meters) during the July cruise, 1920. The occurrence of these egg-bearing specimens
in July and the finding of the larvee of this form only during the July and August
cruises of 1920 show that the breeding season was during the summer months. On
those two cruises the larve were found at areas covering practically the whole bay
(U, V,W,0,A,D,H and R’).

Crago septemspinosus, which has been known under the names Crangon septems-
pinosus Say and C. vulgaris Smith, was by far the most common shrimp in our collec-
tions during the years 1915, 1916, 1920, 1921, and 1922. It is known to frequent
deeper water than Palaemonetes vulgams (Vernll 1874, p. 45) and is called the “sand”

r ‘“grey shrimp’’ because it is common on sandy bottoms. In the Chesapeake it
was collected from all the areas visited with the exception of U, which is not far from
Baltimore. Probably it is more abundant in the lower two-thirds of the bay, al-
though like P. carolinus it has been found at St. George Island and Blakistone Island
10 and 25 miles, respectively, up the Potomac River, and in Island Creek, which is
about 10 miles upstream from the mouth of the Choptank River.

Ovigerous specimens of Crago septemspinosus were taken at all seasons of the year,
but they were caught most abundantly during the fall, winter, and spring cruises.
The summer cruises brought to light few ovigerous specimens. Juvenile individuals
were reported by Schmitt from our July, August, October, December, 1920, and our
March, 1921, cruises. At Woods Hole, Mass., Bumpus (1898) found Crangon breed-
ing during March, and Thompson (1899) during September, while Fish (1925, p. 156)
reports ‘“‘great numbers of adult females bearing eggs in Naragansett Bay’ in the
month of May, 1922. Bumpus’ statement that “* * * it would beinteresting to
learn when this species is not pregnant,” is well put.

Peneus setifera and P. brasiliensis, the two large shrimps of markets, have been
collected from the lower bay and from such rivers as the Rappahannock, but in small
numbers. Evidently they are more at home farther south along the coast.

~ All the rest of the shrimps collected were found outside only or, in a few cases, in
the lower part of the bay and in small numbers. The localities where they have been
taken are indicated in the lists given above. Three species, Hippolyte acuminata,
Latrutes fucorum, and Palaemon tenwicornis, were collected at the surface only.

The Galatheidea are represented in our collection by the single species Munida
iris A. M. Edw. Over 1,400 specimens have been collected off Chesapeake Bay by
various collectors and placed in the United States National Museum. The records
show that these were taken at depths varying from 78 to 328 meters. Evidently it is
a form-of the deeper and more saline waters. It was never taken inside of the bay
during our cruises; but in August, 1920, when we visited several stations located along
a line extending from the mouth out to the 100-fathom line, 5 specimens were col-
lected—2 probably at 78 meters and 3 probably at 216 meters (I say ‘“probably” be-
cause anonclosing net was used.). The surface and bottom salinities at the 78-meter
station, which was only ashort distance from the mouth, were 29.91 and 33.29 per mille.
The temperatures were 24.1° C. and 8.5° C. This species must be very abundant in
places, for as many as 250 specimens have been collected at a single dredging station-

A rare species of the family Porcellanldaa, namely, Euceramus praelongus Stimp-
son, was collected on three occasions: During October, 1915, off the Inner Middle
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Ground between Cape Charles and Cape Charles City; during December, 1915, at
area L, a little above the mouth of the Potomac River; and during July, 1916, at ares
@ in the mouth of the bay. This species which is known to occur along the coast of
Carolina and Florida was found in waters of low salinity such as those of the region of
the mouth of the Potomac River and also of localities where the salinity was fairly
high, as at area @ (surface 24.90, bottom 31.64 per mille).

Two burrowing forms, Callianassa stimpsont Smith and Upogebia affinis (Say),
were collected, the first at areas F' and B and the last at area G. None were found
above the extreme lower part of the bay and none where the bottom salinity was less
than 22.69 per mille. All were taken with a commercial dredge known as the “ orange-
peel bucket,” which penetrates to a considerable depth. Other specimens have been
found along the shores of Virginia, according to the records of the United States
National Museum.

All but three of the eight species of hermit crabs in the collection have been
dredged outside of the bay only, in rather deep water off the coasts of Maryland and
Virginia. Two of the three species, Pagurus longicarpus Say and P. pollicaris Say,
have been found commonly in the lower bay and outside. The other species, Oli-
banarius vittatus (Bosc), which is known to occur along the coast from North Carolina
southward, was not collected on our cruises and is represented in the National Museum
only by two specimens, both from Gunston, Va., far up in the Potomac River.

Pagurus longicarpus was collected from the following areas: E, F, G, A, D, 0, J,
I, and R. With the exception of three specimens collected at R and in the immediate
vicinity of that area, all of the 170 specimens were taken below the mouth of the
Potomac River. This form was found living in water the salinity of which varied
from 30.60 to 17.95 per mille, and the data show that it has been collected during
every season and during practically every month of the year. Not much can be
said of its breeding habits, but an ovigerous female was collected in October, 1915,
off York Spit Light, in about the middle of the bay.

Pagurus pollicaris, the so-called ““warty hermit crab,”’ seems to have its distribu-
tion in the offshore waters of Chesapeake Bay limited to the southernmost part.
It was taken some twenty different times during our cruises but only at areas @',
E, @, F, A, and D, or localities in the near vicinity of those areas. It has been found
at all seasons of the year (January, March, April, June, July, October; December),
and the occurrence of ovigerous females during the month of April indicates a spring
breeding season. 'Specimens have been found living in water the salinity of which
ranged from-18.91 to 30.96 per mille. :

No hippas were collected during our cruises. This little crustacean is usually
found burrowing in sandy beaches or the shallow waters of sand flats. While our
failure to get any specimens does not necessarily indicate its absence from Chesa-
Peake Bay, the records of the National Museum support such a conclusion, since
they do not show that it has been collected along the shores of the bay. However,
outside of the bay at Virginia Beach, Va., specimens of the hippa, Emerita talpoida
(Say), have been collected, and they are now in the Museum’s collection. -

The best known, if not the most common, ‘crab that is found in Chesapeake
Bay is the “edible crab” or “blue crab,” Callinectes: sapidus Rathbun, which is
found along almost the whole Atlantic coast of the United States. It frequents espe-
cially the muddy bottoms of bays and estuaries. This crab was taken infrequently in
our offshore dredging and trawling in Chesapeake Bay, and most of the specimens
Which were captured were juveniles. However, on one occasion, a large catch of
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Callinectes was made by us with the beam trawl. This occurred at area G’, off
Old Point Comfort, where the depth measures about 28 meters. It was during
the December, 1920, cruise that the specimens were caught when the bottom water
temperature was 10.1° C. The collection consisted of 32 female and 15 male speci-
mens, mostly of large size. All of them were inactive, owing, no doubt, to the low
temperature of the water (Churchill, 1919). In’ the same haul of the beam trawl,
which as usual lasted for 10 minutes, 11 flounders and 26 croakers were captured.

Since Callinectes is known to occur all over the bay and even well up into the
rivers, it must be capable of living in waters of a great range of salinities.

The “mud crab’’ Neopanope texana say: (Smith) has been taken in larger numbers
on our cruises than any crab found in the bay, but none have been collected north
of the mouth of the Potomac River. The specimens of this species which have
been deposited in the United States National Museum by other collectors came
from the lower bay, judging from the data where the localities are known definitely.
Our specimens have been found at areas A, B, C, D, F, G, @', I, J, K, O, and Q.
No specimens have been reported from the Potomac River, even at area M, N, and
N’ in its mouth. The records of others show that this species is distributed from
Provincetown, Mass., southward and that it frequents muddy bottoms in bays
and sounds. The character of the bottom, the large numbers of specimens collected,
the occurence of ovigerous females and ]uvemle forms indicate that Chesapeake
Bay is an ideal locality for this mud crab.

Specimens have been found at all seasons of the year and during the July, 1920,
cruise ovigerous females have been captured. Undoubtedly summer is the breeding
season. During the cruises of the fall, winter, and spring, juveniles, probably develop-
ing from eggs of the previous summer, have been collected; but on the summer
cruises according to our records they have not been found.

The salinity and temperature records show that for 26 hauls the bottom salinity
ranged from 14.79 to 31.62 per mille and the bottom temperature from 4.2° C. to
25.2° C.

Rithropanopeus harrisii (Gould), which may be included under the “mud crabs”’
and which was formerly classed under the genus Panopeus, was caught but once dur-
ing the survey’s cruises—namely, at the mouth of the Eastern Bay, where the depth
was 37 meters and the bottom was soft, black mud. Undoubtedly, the occurrence
under such conditions was unusual. It has been collected frequently along the shores
of Chesapeake Bay, both in the upper and lower regions, and often in creeks and
rivers. Rathbun (1905) reports it from near the high-water mark under stones and
Gould (Rathbun, 1905), has found it in Cambridge marshes and clinging to floating
seaweed in the Charles River. The most abundant catches from Chesapeake Bay
deposlted in the United States National Museum have come from tributary creeks
and rivers.

Specimens have been collected during all seasons of the year. Ovigerous ones
have been found in June and September and juvenile forms in June, July, August,
and September.

EBurypanopeus depressus (Smith), another “mud crab,” apparently lives out
farther from the shore, for it was taken in regions where the depth of water ranged
from 11 to 48 meters. Specimens were captured at areas K, P, and I. Others were
found near area B and off the mouth of the Potomae Rlver Females bearing eggs
were captured in April and Juvemle forms in April, October and December,
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Hexapanopeus angustifrons (Benedict and Rathbun) is another common ‘“mud
crab’ in the offshore waters of Chesapeake Bay. It has been taken from. regions
where the depth ranges from 8 to 48 meters. The indications are that it is not a
shore form, for the records of the United States National Museum do not include any
specimens found on shore collecting trips. Rathbun (1905) speaks of its being found
on oyster grounds in Connecticut, and the same is undoubtedly true in the Chesa-
peake. It was brought up quite often .from regions of shelly bottom during our
cruises. Forty hauls of dredges, nets, and trawls brought to light over 100 specimens
of this crab during the 1915, 1916, and 1920 cruises. They were taken at areas G,
G' A, C D E H, J, K, L R, and S (close). None was caught farther up the
bay than the region of area S, which is along the line between Governors Run and
James Island.

We have no records of any bemg taken in rivers or creeks, but it is possible that
they may be found there, in the deeper waters especially, where there are oyster bars.

Hexapanopeus has been found in the bay during all seasons of the year. The
water in which specimens were caught varied in temperature from about 4° C. to
about 25° C. The range of bottom salinities was from about 18.00 to almost 32.00
per mille. These figures are based on 19 hauls and 50 specimens.

Little is known concerning the breeding habits of this species, but the collection
contains one ovigerous specimen caught at area X in July, 1920, and several juvenile
forms taken during the cruises of October, December, 1915, and April, 1916.

The Pinnotheridae, which includes those small forms which live commensally
with various invertebrate animals, are well represented in Chesapeake Bay. Since
it was not feasible to make any special effort to collect these interesting little crabs,
the number of specimens is very small. Pinnotheres maculatus Say, the ‘“mussel
crab’ (Rathbun, 1905) has been collected on two occasions, once off the mouth of the
Potomac River and once at area D. The female is known to live in the gill cavity of
the mussel, Mytilus edulis, and the male to lead a free-swimming ex1stence ‘Also,
the female is known to frequent Pecten tenuicostatus. ~

Pinnotheres ostreum (Say), which has similar habits to those of P. maculatus except
that it is & commensal in the oyster, probably is distributed over all those parts of
the bay where oysters are found. However, none was collected on our cruises, and
only a few specimens from Chesapeake Bay are in the United States National Museum.
Most of these came from the southern part of the bay.

Pinniza cylindrica (Say), P. sayana Stimp., and P. chaetoptemna Stunp Whlch
are commensals of certain tubiculous annelids, were caught very seldom. P. eylindrica
was captured once at area L, near the mouth of the Potomac River, in about 37 meters
of water; P. sayana was found near the mouth of the Patuxent River—that is, at
area B and at a locality near that area where the water was 48 and 7 meters deep,
respectively, finally, P. chaetopterana was taken in 16 meters of water at area F,
which is in the mouth of the bay. One haul of the “orange-peel bucket” in the latter
case brought up 5 males and 6 females.

Two specles of the genus Sesarma, Sesarma cinereum (Bose) and S. reticulatum
(Say), coming from Chesapeake Bay and vicinity, are in the collection of the United
States National Museum. Neither of these has been collected on our cruises, which
is not surprising, for they are shore or shallow-water forms. ' S. cinereum, called the
“wood crab” and occurring “under logs and drift and about wharves, wooden piles,
ete.”. (Rathbun, 1900, p. 583), has been collected from several localities in the bay:
Near Thomas Point (between areas V and Z); Island Creek in the mouth of the
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Choptank River; Mobjack Bay; Hampton, Va.; and Lynnhaven Inlet near the
mouth of Chesapeake Bay. In addition it has been found on Smiths Island, North-
ampton County, Va., which is just outside of the bay. Evidently this form, which,
it may be mentioned, has a known distribution from Cape Cod to Florida and along
the shores of the Gulf of Mexico, is a shallow-water form.

It has been collected in Chesapeake Bay during the months of June, July, August,
September, and December. Undoubtedly, it may be found there at other times.
Females carrying eggs have been found during the month of July.

Sesarma reticulatum (Say); which lives in burrows on salt marshes (Rathbun,
1905, p. 4) and which seems to be a better-known form than the previous species,
has not been reported from Chesapeake Bay up to the present time, although it seems
probable that it will be. However, one specimen has been taken just outside of the
bay at Smiths Island, Va.

Ocypoda albicans Bosc., commonly known as the sand crab or ghost crab of sandy
shores, has made its way into the extreme southern part of the bay, and has been
caught by those collecting for the United States National Museum, at Buckroe
Beach, Willoughby Point, Wallops Island, and near Fort Monroe, Va. That region
is probably near the northern limit for full-grown specimens of Ocypoda. Only the
young have been found in New England, according to Rathbun (1905). Undoubtedly
Ocypoda albicans is a creature of the sandy shores of the open seas where the winters
are mild. The observations of others indicate that Ocypoda is not well fitted to
withstand freezing temperatures, so it seems probable that the low-winter tempera-
ture of the north is the important factor in limiting its northern range.

Specimens have been collected in the lower bay and in the close vicinity of its
mouth during the months of May, August, and September. However, more sys-
tematic collecting may show its presence there in the winter time.

So far as the records show, none of the 57 adult specimens collected from the bay
and the immediate vicinity was ovigerous.

The fiddler crabs are represented by three species in Chesapeake Bay: Uca minax
(LeConte), U. pugilator (Bosc.), and U. pugnax (Smith). These shore crabs have a
known distribution from Cape Cod to Florida and then along the shores of the Gulf
of Mexico. Uca minaz, which has been found in salt marshes and also in regions
where the water is nearly fresh (Rathbun, 1905, p. 2), has been collected farther up
in Chesapeake Bay than any of the other species. Specimens have been caught at
Chesapeake Beach, Md., which is about as far up the bay as the line made by areas
V, W, and X. Other specimens have been found along Mobjack Bay, Buckroe
Beach, and Lynnhaven Inlet, all of whmh localities are in the southern part of the bay.
None is recorded as from outmde of the bay. Further 1nvest1gat10n probably, will
show that it has made its way up the shores of the rivers. One ovigerous specimen
was found during the month of July. .

The other two species of fiddler crabs, Uca pugnar and U. pugzlator, have been
collected in the lower part of the bay and outside only. An ovigerous specimen of
U. pugilator was found during the month of July. The known distribution of these
forms outside of Chesapeake Bay is the same as that for U. minax (Rathbun, 1900)-

Six species and one subspecies of spider crabs are listed from Chesapeake Bay
and the immediate vicinity. Four of these—Collodes robustus Smith, Euprognathe
rastellifera acuta A. M. E. (probably), Euprognatha rastellifera marthae Rathbun, and
Hyas coarctatus Leach—are deep-water forms which have been dredged near the ‘mouth
in the open ocean.
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Collodes robustus Smith was dredged in water from 102 to 328 meters, but in
other regions it has been found at from 90 to 683 meters (Rathbun, 1925, p. 119). Its
known distribution is from Massachusetts to North Carolina, and it has been found
dun'ng all seasons of the year. Ovigerous specimens have been caught off Virginia
in March and off Massachusetts in August and September.

Rathbun’s subspecies marth® of Euprognatha rastellifera A. M. E. has been
dredged off Chesapeake Bay in water varying in depth from 105 to 306 meters, but
farther north it has been found in water from 81 to 419 meters deep. It has been
collected at all seasons of the year, but only one specimen, according to the records
published by Rathbun (1925, p. 98), was found with eggs. This individual was
collected in July off Marthas Vineyard in exceptlonally shallow water (81 meters)
for that species.

Euprognathe rastellifera acute A. M. E., which is the more southern subspecies
(Habana, Porto Rico) but which has been found as {ar north as near Marthas Vine-
yard, is probably represented in our collection by one juvenile specimen. This was
taken off the mouth of the bay in 102 meters of water.

Hyas coarctatus Leach, which is commonly called the toad crab, has been dredged
along the Atlantic coast of North America from Newfoundland to North Carolina.
The records of Rathbun (1925, p. 260) show that it occurs in water ranging from 9 to
about 350 meters. It has not been found in the bay, but a few specimens have been
taken off of the coast of Virginia.

The so-called common spider crab, Libinia emarginata Leach, occurs in Chesa-
peake Bay, but it has been brought to light only by dredging in water ranging from
7 to 46 meters. All of the specimens collected were from the extreme southern part
of the bay where the salinities near the bottom ran from about 21.00 to 31.00 per mille,
and the water temperatures from 8.8° C. to 21.9° C. It was caught several times at
areas G, @', and A. A few specimens have been found also in Hampton Roads and
off the Inner Middle Ground. There is one specimen in the Chesapeake collection of
the United States National Museum which came from outside of the bay, off Virginia
- Beach. Libinia emarginata has been dredged during all seasons of the year, but the
records show no ovigerous individuals. Most of the specimens are in the juvenile
condition. Rathbun (1925, pp. 311-313, pp. 314-317) records its distribution along
the Atlantic coast of North America from Nova Scotia to West Florida, and she finds
it oceurring on all sorts of bottoms in comparatively shallow water.

Another spider crab, Libinia dubiac M. Edw., is much more widely distributed
over Chesapeake Bay than the former species, and apparently in some localities at
least it lives in shallower water (Rathbun, 1925, p. 318). It has been collected at
areas A, D, E, H, and ¥, the latter area being off Love Point, not far from Baltimore.
In addition it has been taken in the following localities: Hampton Roads, Norfolk,
Chincoteague, Tangier in Virginia, and off the mouth-of the Rappahannock River,
off York Spit, Thomas Point, and Tilghman Island. Apparently L. dubia is more
at home in Chesapeake Bay than any other spider crab, but we have no records of
its occurrence in the rivers. ' Possibly the lack of specimens from such localities is
due to the fact that very little dredging has been undertaken in the rivers; although
we are not accustomed to think of spider crabs as frequenting water of very low
salinity. While L. -dubia is known to range along the ‘Atlantic coast from Cape Cod
down into the Gulf of Mexico, no specimens have been reported outside, in the region
of Chesapeake Bay. TUndoubtedly this:form may vhve in water of low salinity, for
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it has been found as far north as Y, where the salinity at the bottom is often not more
than 16.00 to 17.00 per mille. Nearly all of the 29 specimens constituting the Chesa-
peake collection in the National Museum are juvenile forms, as in the case of L.
marginata. No ovigerous specimens were collected. The records show that speci-
mens of L. dubia have been found in the bay at all seasons of the year. We have
temperature records taken near the bottom for the areas at which this form was
collected. They range from 7.9° C. to 24.4° C.

Finally, there is the spider crab, Pelia mutica (Gibbes), which has been collected
along the Eastern Shore in Tangier Sound and a few other localities. Specimens of
this form were collected by U. S. S. Fish Hawk in June, 1891, but none has been
taken on the Chesapeake survey cruises during 1915, 1916, 1920, 1921, and 1922.
1t should be mentioned, however, that Tangier Sound was not visited at regular
intervals during these cruises. P. mutica is known to frequent bays and sounds.
(Rathbun, 1925, p. 279.)

It is clear that some of the crustacea collected from Chesapeake Bay and vicinity
have been found exclusively outside of the bay, where the salinity is high, that some
have been found exclusively in the bay, where the salinity is much lower. But our
data show that others occur in both regions, even though the range of salinities is very
great. Furthermore, there is good reason for believing that some crustacea migrate
from one end of the bay to the other at certain times of the year. So it seems prob-
able that some crustacea can survive a great range of salinities, at least if the changes
take place gradually. Fredericq (1898, p. 831) has been able to increase or diminish
to a large extent the salts in the blood of the crab, Carcinus maenas, by placing the
specimen successively in water of greater or less salinity. Also, he (1889) finds that
the blood of C. maenas varies with the degree of salinity of the water in which the
animal is living. The investigations of other workers such as Issel on copepods,
Herdman on copepods, Schmankewitsch on Artemia salina (see Flattely and Walton,
1922), and Loeb (1903) on Gammarus show that these forms are able to stand a wide
range of salinities. More recently Adolph (1925) has found that a marine species of
Gammarus “will live indefinitely if transferred to sea water diluted with distilled
water up to 0.5 per cent (0.005 M), or concentrated by the addition of salts up to
160 per cent (1.56 M, corrected for ionization).”

Why some forms have been found only in the lower part of the bay or outside,
or in both regions and not in the upper part of the bay, are questions which can not
be answered without a careful study of the habits and physiology of individuals of
each species in as many of the environments to which they may be subjected in nature.

ARACHNOIDEA

The Xiphosura or horseshoe crabs are represented in Chesapeake Bay by one
species, the common Limulus polyphemus (L), which was taken in the beam trawl
on several occasions. It was found in September, 1916, at area A4; in January and
December, 1920, at G’; and in May, 1920, at F and E. Only eight specimens were
captured, all of which, as may be seen from the areas listed, came from near the mouth
of the bay. The bottom salinities and temperatures for these areas (area G’ during
the December cruise excepted) ranged from 22.60 to 29.22 per mille and from 2.7° C.
to 23.4° C., respectively. The records indicate that L. polyphemus may be found
throughout the year in the bay, but only in its lowermost portion.

At least one species of the order Pycnogonida has been found by us in Chesapeske
Bay. It has been identified, tentatively, by the United States National Museum
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as Anoplodactylus lentus Wilson. It was collected at area @ in the mouth of the bay
during the May, 1920, cruise. The bottom salinity at this area was 25.77 per mille
and the temperature 13.8° C. :

MOLLUSCA

The rather large number of mollusca which have been collected by us are now in
the hands of the United States National Museum, awaiting identification.

ECHINODERMATA

The echinoderms collected during the Chesapeake survey have been identified
by Dr. Hubert Lyman Clark, to whom I am much indebted for a list of the species
and additional information concerning their geographical distribution,

The number of species is small, but no smaller than might be expected from a
rather fresh estuary with a muddy bottom. All of the specimens collected, with one
exception, were found either in that part of Chesapeake Bay below the mouth of the
Potomac River (most of these were taken not far from the mouth of the bay) or just
outside of the bay a short distance.

A list of the species follows: Asterias forbesi (Desor), Stephanaster gracilis (Per-
rier), FEchinarachnius parme (Lam’k), Amphiodia sp., Amphipholis squamata
(Delle Chiaje), and Amphioplus abdita (Verrill). In addition to these echinederms,
which were identified by Clark, a few specimens of the holothurian, Thyone briareus
(Lesueur), the common red sea urchin Arbacia punctulatea (Lam’k), and the starfish
Luidia clathrara (Say) have been found.

The echinoderm, which was captured by far the largest number of times in Chesa-
peake Bay during the cruises of 1916, 1920, 1921, and 1922, was the common starfish
Asterias forbesi, which was brought to the surface on 54 occasions. It was collected
during the following cruises: April, June, July, September, 1916; January, March,

- May, July, December, 1920; January, March-April, May—June, 1921; and January,
March, 1922. Undoubtedly it may be found in the bay any time during the year but
ordinarily only in the region below the Maryland and Virginia line. It has been taken
at areas E, F, and @ in the mouth of the bay, at area G’ oft Old Point Comfort, at
various localities between these two regions, at areas A, B, €, and D, which mark a
line from Cape Charles City to New Point Comfort, and at areas @ and 0. 1t will
be seen that no specimens were collected above the line marked by areas H, H’, Q,
and O, which runs from the mouth of the Rappahannock River to Sandy Point.
Apparently this form can stand a considerable range of salinities and temperatures,
for it was found on bottoms where these ranged from somewhat less than 20.00 to
32.00 per mille and 4.2° C. to 24.4° C.* Specimens were taken at depths from 8
meters at area @ to 46 meters at area A. Frequent catches were made at the latter
ares, and these were in general the largest made in the bay. The Biological Survey
of Woods Hole and Vicinity (Sumner, Osburn, and Cole, 1913, pp. 111-112) showed
that A. forbesi was encountered with the most frequency of any echinoderm in that
region and that it together with Arbacia punctulata were the ones taken most often in
Buzzards Bay. Similarly in Chesapeake Bay .A. forbesi was the form most frequently
encountered. '

Judging from our collections, the starfish Luidia clathrata seldom enters the bay.
Only on two occasions has it been taken—once in January, 1916, at area H and once
in July, 1916, at area F.
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At least two species of brittle stars were found in Chesapeake Bay. One,
Amphioplus abditus, was taken in August, 1920, at areas G, F, and E—that is, in the
mouth of the bay at depths from 16 to 24 meters. The bottom salinities at these
areas were all above 30.00 per mille and the temperatures ranged from 15.5° C. to
20.9° C. The other species, Amphiodia sp.? (probably atra Stimpson according to
Clark), was found at area B during the same cruise at a depth of 13 meters. At this
area the bottom salinity was 24.34 per mille and the temperature 25.0° C.

One species of sea urchin, Arbacia punctulata was teken on six of the cruises
(June-July, 1916, December, 1920, and January, 1921). Without exception they
were found in the mouth of the bay and in four out of six cases at area G where the
bottom salinities and temperatures varied approximately from 29.00 to 32.00 per
mille and 5.9° C. to 21.0° C.

The holothurian, Thyone briareus, showed a somewhat more extensive distri-
bution in Chesapeake Bay than the rest of the echinoderms. Specimens were found
at areas A, B, G’, @, and P during the cruises of January and May, 1920, May—June,
1921, January and March, 1922. It will be seen that while most of the specimens
were taken in the lower part of the bay, one was found a short distance above the
mouth of the Potomac River (area P). The indications are that this form is able to
stand a wide range of salinities and temperatures. Three other echinoderms are
listed above as having been captured during our cruises, but all of these were found
outside of the bay between the mouth and the 118-fathom line (216 meters). The
starfish, Stephanaster gracilis, the common sand dollar, Echinarachnius parma, and
the ophiuroid, Amphipholis squamata, were all found on the same cruise, August,
1920, along the 118-fathom line. The latter was also brought up along the 43-fathom
(79 meters) and 20-fathom (37 meters) lines during the same cruise.

It is worthy of note that five species of echinoderms, S. gracilis, E. parma, Aphi-
pholis squamata, Amphioplus abditus, and Amphiodia sp.? were taken during the
August, 1920, cruise when a trip to the 118-fathom line was made in addition to usual
trips over the bay.

A review of the eight species of echinoderms shows that only two species, Asterias
forbesi and Thyone briareus have been found far inside the mouth of Chesapeake Bay.

Through the courtesy of Dr. Hubert Liyman Clark I have received the following
information concerning the distribution of some of the species: Speaking of the star-
fish, Stephanaster gracilis, and the sand dollar, Echinarachnius parma, he says of the
former, ‘A West Indian species. Its occurrence in Chesapeake Bay is noteworthy ’’;
and of the latter, “ A northern species. Its occurrence at the same station with the
preceding species is noteworthy.”” At the time the above was written Doctor Clark
hagl not been informed that the station in.question was outside of the mouth of the
bay. However, undoubtedly, the occurrence of a West Indian and a northern species
at the same station, even outside of the bay, is worthy of note. Concerning the species
of Amphiodia he says: “* * * the Amphiodia is perhaps the most important of
your captures. -If it is afra, as seems probable, its type locality is Charleston, S. C.”’

CHORDATA
HEMICHORDATA

Fragments of a species of Balanoglossus, probably Dolichoglossus kowalevski
(A. Agassiz), have been brought up by the beam trawl and orange-peel bucket.
These came from about 11 meters off Lynnhaven Roads and from somewhat deeper
water off the mouth of the Potomac River. The salinities and temperatures at the
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bottom were 28.30 per mille, 10.9° C., and 18.93 per mille, 2.7° C., respectively. Also
specimens of Balanoglossus have been reported from areas S and X farther up the
bay. Balanoglossus undoubtedly occurs in abundance on the sand ﬂato in the south-

ern part of the bay.
UROCHORDATA

The dredging records show that the ascidian, Molgula manhattensis (DeKay),
was widely distributed over the northern half of the bay. It was taken in largest
numbers in the region between the Patapsco River and Kent Island. Only a very
few specimens were found below the mouth of the Potomac River, and none, so far as
our records show, below the mouth of the Rappahannock River.

CEPHALOCHORDATA

No specimens of Amphioxus have been discoveredin our dredgings, but Branchi-
ostoma virginiz Hubbs (formerly known as B. lanceolatus) has been found on several
occasions by collectors. See Rice (1880), Hubbs (1922), and Hildebrand and

Schroeder (1928).
VERTEBRATA

The only vertebrates collected on our cruises were fishes; and these have been
reported in another publication by Hildebrand and Schroeder (1928), together with
an extensive collection made by them both inshore and in deep water.

CONCLUSIONS

The conclusions arrived at below are based on data resulting from frequent
ecological investigations of some thirty areas widely distributed over the offshore
waters of Chesapeake Bay. These investigations have been undertaken, usually,
during all seasons, often over a period of two or three years and in a quite uniform
manner.

1. Chesapeake Bay is a shallow, tidal, slow-movmg body of water, averacrmg,
in offshore regions, from 9 to 12 meters (30 to 40 feet) in depth. Water of oceanic
salinity (35 per mille) does not enter the bay but large volumee of fresh water are
emptied into it by many rivers.

2. A deep-water channel, which lies for the most part nearer the eastern shore of
the bay, shows, at intervals, deep-water holes, some of which attain a depth of a little
over 47 meters (156 feet).

3. The bottom is largely muddy with few rocky areas; but along the shores,
especially in the southern part of the bay, there are sandy regions.

4. While Chesapeake Bay is a tidal body of water, the currents are weak; and
there are, ordinarily, no extensive replacements of fresh water by sea water and vice
versa during flood tide and ebb tide, respectively. It follows that salinity samples
collected from one end of the bay, to the other during a period of four or five days
afford a fairly good idea of the salinity conditions for the whole bay durmg that time.

5. On the other hand, there are regions, such as at the mouths of rivers, at the
head of the bay, and at the mouth of the bay, where the salinity may change rather
rapidly, especially during periods of river freshets, unusually high tides, and long-
continued wind from one direction. Furthermore, the study of deep-water currents
shows that, during the autumn and winter, the deep water at times may move con-
tinuously, although slowly, into the bay during periods which are considerably longer
than those of the ordinary flood tide.
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6. The surface salinity records for the mouth of the bay show a variation from
approximately 19.00 to 30.00 per mille and for area U near the head of the bay from
approximately 3.00 to 12.00 per mille. The more saline water was found as a rule
along the eastern side.

7. The bottom salinity records for the mouth of the bay show a variation from
approximately 26.00 to 32.00 per mille and for area U, near the head of the bay, from
approximately 6.00 to 17.00 per mille. * The more saline bottom water was found on
the eastern side of the bay except near the mouth of the Potomac River, where the
deep channel approaches the western side.

8. A sharp increase in salinity somewhere between the surface and 20 meters is
quite marked in certain regions during the summer and autumn. Such a condition
is found especially along the deep-water channel, sometimes at the mouths of rivers,
and usually at the mouth of the bay. At times during the winter and spring months
this condition is not so evident.

9. Sometimes, especially during the early part of the year, when large quan-
tities of fresh water enter the bay and when there is a greater tendency toward
instability, the water approaches a homohaline condition from surface to bottom.

10. While water samples could not be collected simultaneously at the various
areas visited during a cruise, the salinity values obtained point strongly toward the
conclusion that the salinity of the bay as a whole decreases markedly in the early part
of the year, that it increases gradually during the middle of the year, and that it
reaches a maximum toward the latter part of the year. \

11. The same data,.as might be expected, show a decreasing range of salinity
va'ues with few exceptions from the mouth to the head for each depth investigated.

12. The surface temperature at the mouth of the bay varies at least from 4° C.
to 27° C. (area @) and near the head of the bay (area U) from 0.0° C. to 25° C. We
have not+been able to formulate any definite rule for the distribution of surface tem-
perature with reference to the east and west sides of the bay.

13. The bottom temperature at the mouth of the bay varies at least from
3.6° C. to 21.0° C. (area @) and near the head from at least 0.9° C. to 24.4° C. (area
U). During the summey cruises the coldest bottom water was found along the deep-
water channel, while during the winter cruises this channel contained the warmest
water.

14. A discontinuity in range of temperatures from the surface to the bottom
occurs, especially during the warmer months of the year, when the water is more
stable. This discontinuity often corresponds closely in depth to that of the discon-
tinuity of the salinity.

15. The temperature data for the winter cruises indicate that there was a
decreasing range from the mouth to the head and that this was partly due to the
entrance of the warmer water from the ocean; during the spring cruises the tempera-
ture data showed that these relations were not constant; during the summer cruises
the deep-water temperatures showed an increasing range from the mouth to the head,
and this undoubtedly was partly due to the entrance of ocean water, which 13 of a
lower temperature than that of the bay water at this season; finally, the temperatures
of the autumnal cruises indicate that, at that time, the summer conditions were
changing to those of the winter.

16. Practically al of the marine planktonic diatoms found in Chesapeake Bay
during the year 1916 belonged to the neritic temperate group, only one neritic arctic
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and no neritic tropical species having been found. The oceanic forms were rep-
resented by very few species and small numbers of individuals. One oceanic tropical
and two oceanic boreal arctic species were found. Marine bottom or semi-bottom

(tycopelagic) diatoms occurred abundantly.

17. While the diatom collections and counts were not made daily in any one
locality, the study of large numbers of surface and deep-water samples from regions
widely distributed over the bay indicates that during the years of 1916 and 1920 there
was a well-marked spring maximum. There are also indications of an autumnal-
winter increase after a summer minimum, but the diatom counts are ordinarily not
nearly so high as those of the spring cruises. The diatom counts for the summer
almost invariably show a marked decrease when compared with those of the spring.

18. Ordinarily, high diatom counts were found at times of low salinity, but it
does not follow that low salinity was the cause of the high counts.

19. Total diatom counts at areas in the mouth of the bay, where the depths are
shallow and the currents comparatively rapid, were found to be low.

20. Surface and most deep-water samples of the littoral bottom diatom, Skele-
tonema costatum, taken during the cruise of October, 1915, show that the largest
counts were near the mouth of the Potomac River. The vertical distribution of this
diatom showed the highest counts usually at intermediate depths. The maximal
counts were found during the spring cruises.

21. Paralia sulcata, & tychopelagic diatom with a heavy test, was also found in
largest numbers near the mouth of the Potomac. The bottom samples as compared
with surface and intermediate samples contained almost invariably the largest num-
ers of specimens. The maximal counts occurred during the spring cruises.

22. The fresh-water protozoan, Difflugia, which is ordinarily a bottom form,
was found widely distributed over the bay during all the cruises in the year 1916.
The largest numbers were taken during the July and September cruises.

23. The silicoflagellate, Dictyocha fibula, was caught most abundantly in the
lower half of the bay. Probably it has an autumnal maximum.

24. The most abundant peridinian listed by Cunningham for Chesapeake Bay
was Ceratium furca.

_ 25. Noctiluca miliaris, one of the cystoflagellates, was found on nearly every
cruise during 1915 and 1916, but it was only in the lower end of the bay that indi-
viduals of this species were caught in abundance.

26. Comparatively few sponges were dredged in the offshores water of Chesa-
peake Bay. Undoubtedly this scarcity is due largely to the muddy character of the
bottpm and to the lack of solid objects for attachment.

27. Large quantities of hydroids belonging to the genus Thuiaria have been
found in Chesapeake Bay throughout the year, although the indications are that they
are in greater abundance during the spring months. Much of the material collected
was loose but not floating at the surface. Three species of this genus are represented,
Thuiaria argentea, T. cupressina, and T'. plumulifera.

28. The Hydromedusa, Nemopsis bachei, was brought in by the townets in greater
abundance than any. other species in the collections made during 1920 and 1921 (H.B.
Bigelow). The records indicate that it is present throughout the year.

29. The jellyfish, Dactylometra quinquecirrha, occurs in large numbers in Chesa-
peake Bay and is usually in the “Chrysaora stage.” Records for 1915 and 1916
(Radcliffe) and observations of others support the view that it is abundant in the late
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summer and autumn. During the latter season especially it is found well up in the
rivers emptying into the bay. Evidently it can stand w1de ranges of temperature
and salinity.

30. One gorgoman, probably Leptogorgw virgulata (Lm’k), has been found at
many stations in the lower part of the bay, but since we have never brought it in
attached to rocks, stones, or other objects it may have been swept in by the currents
from the ocean.

31. Only one species of sea anemone has been taken in the offshore waters of the
bay; and, judging from our dredging records, it was confined to the upper half of the
bay, showing that it is able to live in water of low salinity.

32. Observations made on the occurrence of ctenophores in Chesapeake Bay
support the view that there is a scarcity of full-grown specimens, at least, during the
spring months, that the numbers increase in early summer, that they reach a maxi-
mum in the late fall, and that during part of the winter they are still present.

33. No live corals were found in the bay.

34. The nematodes are represented by at least a dozen genera and upwnrd of 20
species, according to Cobb.

35. Of the three species of sagittas found in Chesapeake Bay, Sagitta elegans was
by far the most abundant. There is much evidence which supports the conclusions
that this form was scarce in the bay during the July and August cruise, 1920; that
during the October and December cruises, 1920, the numbers were larger, although
the specimens were young; and that during the late winter cruise, January, 1921,
the numbers were large and some of the specimens almost adult. At the time of the
March-April cruise, 1921, maximum numbers were caught, many specimens of which
were of large size.

36. The largest numbers of Sagitia elegans were found near the mouth of the
bay during the cruises of July, August, October, December, 1920, and January, 1921 ;
but during the March—-April cruise, 1921, large numbers occurred in the extreme
upper part of the bay. It is significant that in this same region, at the same time,
the largest catches of copepods for all the cruises were made, and that copepods are
known to be the food of sagittas.

37. The occurrence of Sagitta elegans near the head of the bay during the March—
April cruise of 1921 was probably not peculiar to that year, for the log shows that on the
March cruises of 1920 and 1922 sagittas were caught in almost exactly the same areas.

38. All our records show that Sagitta elegans frequents the layers below the surface
during the daytime and that it is able to withstand a large range of salinities,

39. Evidently the presence of solid objects upon which Bryozoa may attach
themselves is an important factor determining distribution; but the occurrence of
one species only near the mouth of the bay, where the salinity is comparatively high,
and another only well inside of the bay, where the salinity is much lower, indicate
strongly that salinity is an important factor in distribution (Osburn’s view also).

40. Echinoderms are not abundant in Chesapeake Bay, but the commeon star-
fish, Asterias forbesi, is undoubtedly present throughout the year but only in the
region from the mouth of the Potomac River southward. The largest catches were
made at area A. The salinity and temperature records show that this starfish can
live in waters which range from 20.00 to 32.00 per mille and 4.2° C. to 24.4° C.

41. The holothurian, Thyone briareus, while not so common in our collections,
has a similar distribution to Asterias forbest. Other echinoderms have been taken
only near the mouth of the bay and so infrequently that they need no further comment.
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42. There are only two abundant annelids, Nereis limbata and Polydora ligni,
which are found widely distributed in the offshore waters of the bay. They have
been collected during all seasons of the year. These species and such others as
Goniada oculata, Pectiniaria gouldii, and Paranaitis speciosa are evidently able to live
in waters of w1dely differing salinities and temperatures.

43. Four species, Streblospio benedicti, Scolecolepis viridis, Prinospio plumosa,
and Pectinaria gouldii, have been dredged only from that part of the bay extending
from the mouth of the Potomac River to near the mouth of the Patapsco River, and
consequently from waters of low salinities.

44. The following were found only in the lower half of Chesapeake Bay, where
the salinities are much higher: Lepidonotus squamatus, Harmothoe aculeata, Nereis
dumerilii, while Myriana cirrata, Glycera americana, Maldane elongata, Praxiothea
torquata, Eupomatus dianthus, Terebella ornata, and Loimia turgida were only dis-
covered near the mouth of the bay.

45. While there is no proof from the data at hand that the degree of salinity is
a factor governing the distribution of the annelids in Chesapeake Bay, yet there are
indications that such is the case. However, it is certainly true that the character of
the bottom and the occurrence of the proper kind of food are important factors.

46. One species representing the Hirudinea was found in the offshore waters of
the bay. It was the fish-leech, Piscicola punctata.

47. Of the 64 species of copepods collected, only two—Acartia clausii and A.
longiremis—have been found sufficiently abundant in the bay to be of economic
importance. These were distributed over the whole bay from the region of Baltimore
to the mouth and were caught during all the cruises throughout the year. Ten
species, including the two mentioned, must have been able to accommodate themselves
to a large range of salinities, since they were collected, in good condition, all over the
bay, in addition to the ocean. Both of these species have been found breeding in
Chesapeake Bay.

48. Two species of barnacles, Balanus improvisus and B. eburneus, have been
collected in the deeper waters of the lower part of Chesapeake Bay (from the mouth
of the Potomac River to the mouth of the bay). However, along the shores of the
bay there is at least one unidentified species which is found frequently on piles as far
north as the mouth of the Patapsco River.

49. The collection of amphipods, consisting of nine species, represents merely the
catch made during the cruise of May, 1920. All of the specimens came from the
shallower areas and from water that did not exceed 21.00 per mille in salinity. ‘

50. Information concerning the isopods of Chesapeake Bay is limited to material
collected on the cruise of May, 1920. Five species were found.

51. The most abundant schizopod caught during our cruises was Neomysis
americana (formerly known as Mysis americana). Large numbers of surface towings
show that this species does not ordinarily frequent the surface waters in the daytime.
Specimens were captured during all the cruises taken in the year 1920 (January,
March, May, July, August, October, and December).” Some breeding individuals
were found on almost all of the cruises. The records show that this form can live in
Wwaters of a wide range of salinities and temperatures.

52. One species of stomatopod, Chloridella empusa (called Sguilla empusa by the
earlier systematists), has been caught in.the bay. This common, shme-dwellmg
Marine form has been found distributed from near the mouth of the bay to a regmn

1988—30——17 »
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off Bloody Point in waters the salinities of whlch ranged from about 26.00 to 16.00
per mille.

53. The only cumacean found on our cruises was probably Oxyurostylis smithi.
Seversal specimens were captured in May, 1920, off the mouth of the Potomac River.

54. Collections of decapods made in each case in a similar manner, at different
seasons during the year, and at widely distributed areas in the offshore waters of the
Chesapeake Bay did not bring to light any species confined to the upper half of the
bay. On the other hand, a number of species have been found only in the lower
part of the bay and outside.

55. Of the 18 species of shrimps or shrimplike forms only Palaemonetes carolinus,
P. vulgaris, and Crago septemspinosus have been found in abundance. P. carolinus
frequents shallow water along the tide lines and flourishes in water of low salinity.
It breeds in the summer time and may be found many miles up rivers where the water
is almost fresh. P. vulgaris, on the other hand, has not been reported from river
waters, although it is found in shallow waters near tide lines. It has a summer breed-
ing season. C. septemspinosus frequents the deeper areas of Chesapeake Bay, but it
also, like P. carolinus, has been found in some of the rivers. Ovigerous specimens
have been collected at all seasons.

56. Two species of hermit crabs, Pagurus longicarpus and P. pollicaris, have
been found in considerable numbers. Both were confined almost entirely to the
region extending from the mouth of the Potomac River to the mouth of the bay.
Specimens were captured in waters ranging from about 18.00 to 31.00 per mille in
salinity and were found at all seasons during the year. An ovigerous specimen of
the first species has been caught in the autumn, and several ovigerous specimens of
the second species have been found in the spring.

57. The common edible crab, Callinectes sapidus, which is such a familiar form
along the shores of Chesapeake Bay, was taken infrequently in our dredging and
trawling. Such specimens as were captured were usually.juveniles. But in Decem-
ber, 1920, off Old Point Comfort 32 female and 15 male specimens, mostly of large
size, were caught in the trawl. All of these specimens were ina¢tive, owing, no doubt,
to the low temperature of the water (10.1° C.). It is well known that Callinectes is
distributed all over the bay and well up into the rivers. Evidently individuals of
this species can live in waters of wide ranges of temperature and salinity.

58. The “mud crabs” are well represented, four species having been found.
Two of these, Neopanope texana:sayi and Hexapanopeas angustifrons, occurred in
considerable abundance. The former has been caught only in the southern half of
the bay, while the latter has a little wider distribution. Both species are to be found
throughout the year, and they breed during the summer. They have been taken
from waters of wide ranges of temperature and salinity.

59. Five species of ‘‘commensal crabs’—three from the tubes of annelids, one
from the oyster, and one from the mussel—have been collected.

60. Spider crabs are classed as marine forms, but three species have been found
in Chesapeake Bay. Libinia dubia has been taken in many places and as far north
as Love Point, near Baltimore. No ovigerous specimens have been found, and nearly
all have been in the juvenile condition.

- 61. The distribution of the crustacea in the bay mdlc&tes that there are many
forms which can live in waters of a wide range of salinities and temperatures.

62. Horseshoe crabs have been found only at the areas close to the mouth of

the bay.
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63. Balanoglossus and Amphioxus occur in the lower part of Chesapeake Bay,
while the ascidian, Molgula manhattensis, has been taken in large numbers from the
region between the mouths of the Patapsco and Rappahannock Rivers—in other
words, in the less saline part of the bay.-

64. The only vertebrates collected on our cruises have been fishes. -
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