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Tab.1 Limnological variables of three reservoirs
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Note ; The limnological data was provided by local reservoir manage-
ment stations, fish densities were indicated by per hectare of annual fish

yield in 2010.
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Fig.1 Water temperature, secchi depth, chlorophyll a concentration and relative biomass

composition of phytoplanktonand
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Fig.3 Zooplankton abundance and relative
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Tab.2 Species compositions of zooplankton in three reservoirs
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AL R4S 18 Branchionus calyciflorus + - - || WK ZHE R Poluarthra major + - +
BIIERE B %8 . Branchionus forficula + + - BG4 F 46 Bt Ploesoma hudsoni - - +
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Kb 4 Bt Trichocerca similis + + MR Ceriodaphnia cornuta - - +
K| B # W Trichocerca longiseta + - W FE R Diaphanosoma orghidani - +
/NS . Trichocerca pusilla + + - FH 75 149% Diaphanosoma dubium + +
[ {4 S B #e WL Trichocerca cylindrica + + + 2% Copepoda
il 55 S B Fe . Trichocerca capucina + - HE 5255 7K 2% Mongolodiaptomus birulai - - +
RESR3 Trchocerca ruttneri - - + TR EE /K % Phyllodiaptomus tunguidus - + +
U RRAS . Trichocerca rattas + - - HIEH B K #& Neodiaptomus shemackeri + - -
VIR A 5E . Pompholyx sulcata + K BTN K & Tropocyclops prasinus breviamus - -
R AR 3Ese . Asplanchna priodonta + 1T S K %/ Tropocylops bopingi - -
YT JCAREE B Ascomrpha ovalis + - BIEHRSIK Z Thermopeyclops taihokuensis + +

HIMZ % Bt Polyarthra euryptera - - +

T K A AR XS R RS + 7 2R IR ¢ -7 R,

Note : Symbol “ +” meant one specific species was detected in one specific reservoir, mark “ —” if not.
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Fig.5 Linear fit between fish density and annual

biomass ratio of zoo/phyto
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Effect of Farming Fish Density on Zooplankton Community of Reservoirs
JIANG Xiao-jun, HAN Bo-ping, LIN Qiu-qi

( Department of Ecology, Jinan University, Guangzhou 510632 ,P. R. China)

Abstract: To assess the potential differences in predation impact on zooplankton by filter-feeding fish, zooplankton
communities of three reservoirs with different fish densities and trophic levels in southern China were investigated.
Zooplankton biomass was below 1.0 mg/L in the three reservoirs. Helong Reservior, which was eutrophic and cul-
tured with highest density of filter-feeding fish, it's zooplankton biomass was significantly lower than that in the two
other reservoirs. Baihualin Reservoir which was eutrophic with medium fish density, zooplankton biomass was much
higher than Furongzhang Reservoir which was oligo-mesotrophic with low fish density. While zooplankton communi-
ty was dominated by rotifera( Asplanchna priodonta) in Helong reservoir all year round. The zooplankton were domi-
nated by cladorcera( Bosmina longirosiris, Bosminopsis deitersi, Diaphanosoma dubium) in March and December,
and by copepoda ( Phyllodiaptomus tunguidus) in August in Furongzhang and Baihualin. Biomass ratios of zoo/
phyto was always below 0. 1 in the three reservoirs and had a significantly negative correlation with annual fish
catch. Consequently, high predation by filter-feeding fish caused low biomass and dominance in small-sized zoo-
plankton species in these reservoirs.
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