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Fig.1 Sketch map of study area in Huizhou West Lake

1.2 HmREMSH

e AR IE R AT Bl W T
(&AHAl, 1990) .

KR E R BB EWE . BRY . &
Rad,

PP Y2 B R R 20 wm B9 97 4R
RIETEEHR, P BEEE. R €88
FRKABSRERZK 1 L, G S B IR E E , 5



2009 4% 6

BROLRE, BN E M4 SR AP E I 303 0 4 e 31

BE7E 10 x40 15 BiE T #HTF A MR =
L (HEE, 1979) o WEFIEFIUTR/NT
BHIZF R AEYR, FRBFS R IR EBH
VA7 0L S AN R 27/ O

PR s+ 5 B ke 25 SRR TN
(64 pm) HHL, EEFMRAK L L, BGIWA 5% 18
IRESARIEIRE , 7 [B] S 7 B LI , Y48 22 20 mL 31
o REFWHAYERFEMRT 13 SFHEEYN
(113 pm) B, EEHMA S L RKSEREZEK 25

0.141
0.1}
= oo}
=R
f‘j 0.06
0.04F

60 F

240

BT Y/mg - L

N

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Hf
Month

~50 L, 125 5 R34 , BRI 5% 48 /K Bk
B, L E AR St T R R (£
XM, 19615 FRIG, 1979; HRHBE 3 Y BT 5230
YRt , 1979) o

2 HRESH

2.1 KRR
FKFRFEAR IS 45 51 W 2, B R BRI AR TEX
WA B 3 AN REE S E,

Month
Hf
5 6

1 2 3 4 7 8 9 10

Chla

N4t #a/ng - L

5 6 7 8 9 10
Aoy
Month

B2 FEREFHEEFRRI

Fig.2 Nutrient characteristics in demonstration area and Pinghu lake
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Fig.3 The abundance and biomass
change of phytoplankton
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Tab.1 The dominant species of zooplankton in demonstration area and Pinghu lake
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The response of Nutrient Salt and Plankton to Ecological Restoration in Huizhou West Lake
CNEN Guang-rong', LIU Xian®, LEI Ze-xiang’, LI Chuan-hong*, TAN Zhen*

(1. Department of Engineering, Guangdong Construction Vocational
Technology Institute, Guangzhou 510450, China;

2. Environmental Protection Agency of Nansha District, Guangzhou 511457, China;
3. Department of Environmental Science and Engineering, Zhongkai University of
Agriculture and Engineering, Guangzhou 510225, China;

4. Institute of Huizhou Environmental Science, Huizhou 516001, China)

Abstract: Huizhou West Lake is a eutrophic shallow urban lake. An ecological restoration project was carried out
including planktivorous and benthivorous fish removal and macrophyte restoration in December, 2004. We investi-
gated the situation of demonstration area and unrestored Pinghu from January to October, 2005. The result showed
that the concentration of TP, SS and Chl a in demonstration area respectively decreased 64. 0% , 80.0% and
63.5% compared with the Pinghu lake, the water transparence inceased three times. In demonstration area the
dominant species of phytoplankton tended to meso-oligosaprobic algae and changed from blue-green-algae in Pinghu
lake to diatom, at the same time the abundance and biomass of phytoplankton respectively decreased 98% and
93% compared with the Pinghu lake. The number of zooplankion species increased and the abundance of large-
sized species included cladocerans and copepods increased, but the abundance of rotifers decreased significantly, at
the same time the preponderant species in demonstration area tended to change to clear water species. The water

quality in demonstration area improved greatly through ecological restoration.

Key words: Eutrophication; Ecological restoration; Plankion; Huizhou West Lake



