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Zooplankton community structure and water quality assessment

in Chaohu Lake
WU Zhuanzhang ,ZHU Chao, TANG Ping, YANG Xiaoran, WANG Huan,ZHANG Fuhai "
(Anhui Provine Eco—Environmental Monitoring Center , Hefei 230071, China)

Abstract ; Based on the water quality monitoring data and zooplankton survey data of 8 state—controlled
monitoring points in Chaohu Lake area,the diversity index of the zooplankton community structure was
analyzed and the water quality was assessed. The zooplankton density was also analyzed with cluster a-
nalysis method. The results showed that 41 species ( genera) of zooplankton were identified in three in-
vestigations, and rotifers, cladocerans and copepods were the main groups. The Shannon — Wiener
diversity index in the monitoring points of Chaohu Lake did not change significantly. The Margalef rich-
ness index was greater in 2020 than that in 2019, greater in the spring than that in the autumn, and
slightly greater in the eastern lake than that in the western lake. Combined with the results of zooplank-
ton diversity index analysis, water quality physical and chemical factors assessment, it was concluded
that the water quality of Chaohu Lake was in the state of mild—moderate pollution. The cluster analysis
results showed that the water quality and zooplankton community structure in the monitoring points, ex-
cept the middle monitoring point of eastern lake,had little difference.
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Fig.1 Schematic diagram of monitoring points
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Table 1 Evaluation criteria of Shannon—Wiener index
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Table 2 Evaluation results of water quality at each monitoring point in Chaohu Lake

Wi ] Rl T TR ﬂ% EIA -y POA @%ﬁ 5 &8
RaIPE W WK WK

BE/(mg- L) 0.64 0.54 0.61 0.55 0.70 0.81 1.12 1.39 0.80
‘E’\@i/(mg - L7H 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.13 0.13 0.09 0.08
2019 410 H 4R ER a/(mg * L™ 0.113 0.084 0.086 0.081 0.068 0.147 0.120 0.112 0.101
Py 0.93 0.78 0.92 0.92 0.95 1.93 1.94 1.38 1.21

KR KT AR KT KIS ARERE PSR R BEEER R
MA/( mg * L™ 1.35 1.14 1.38 1.50 1.05 1.97 1.64 1.61 1.46
B/ (mg - L) 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.07
2020 45 A 4K a/( mg * L™ 0.010 0.010 0.020 0.020 0.010 0.020 0.020 0.010 0.015
Py 1.13 0.93 1.13 1.18 0.86 1.53 1.26 1.28 1.16

AT AR BL RET Y KGRI BRSBTS KB REESY BB RER RESY
MR/ (mg - L™ 1.14 1.09 1.15 1.28 1.38 1.64 2.27 1.67 1.45
Ek@i%/(mg - L7H 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.10
2020 4% 10 H HEEER a/(mg * L™ 0.006 0.007 0.007 0.010 0.010 0.023 0.016 0.009 0.011
Prey 1.25 1.49 1.51 1.67 1.81 1.68 1.75 1.62 1.57
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Table 3 Number of zooplankton species at each monitoring point in Chaohu Lake
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Fig.2 Proportion of density of zooplankton groups at each monitoring point in Chaohu Lake
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Table 4 Zooplankton density,diversity index and evaluation at each monitoring point in Chaohu Lake
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Fig.3 Changes of zooplankton diversity index and richness index at each monitoring point in Chaohu Lake
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Fig.4 Cluster analysis of zooplankton density
in Chaohu Lake
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