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Pk & M id Daphnia Ji§ AL % F ( McNanght,
1975) 5 1 T 95 7K & Ho A A 28 1Y £ W91 FT B 58 (Al
lan, 1976) , HBEZEFEME I8 & R AIEWEAE Y (De-
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RTAAZE (Allan, 1976) ; PIA/E B PIAR R F 5 1Y
LT, AR K 28 JF A BB R AT RIS A Pt A=
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Daphnia galeata Population Dynamics and Its Effects on Zooplankton
Community in Oligotrophic Water without Fish Species

CHENG Dan, LI Hui-ming, CHEN Xiao-ling, HAN Bo-ping

(Institute of Hydrobiology Jinan University, Guangzhou 510632, P. R. China)

Abstract: In order to understand population dynamics of Daphnia galeata and its effects on zooplankton community
in oligotrophic water, an enclosure experiment was carried out in the enclosures without fish species in Liuxihe Res-
ervoir from March 5, 2010 to April 18, 2010. There were four treatments, including one control (C). In the en-
closures, the reservoir water was pumped into the enclosures after filtering with net of 2 mm mesh size. Except the
control group, D. galeata was added to have low, middle and high densities in the three treatments (L-low, M-
middle, H-high). The density of adding D. galeata was 0 ind/L in C, 0.3 ind/L in L, 0.6 ind/L in M, and
1.0 ind/L in H. Each treatment has three replicates. The results showed that in no-fish condition, D. galeata pop-
ulations increased rapidly and got a density peak via parthenogenesis. However, food shortage in oligotrophic water
limited the population density and it declined rapidly. Increase in D. galeata density suppressed largely the rotifer
community. In the beginning of the experiment, rotifers were strongly competed out by D. galeata. In the late peri-
od of the experiment, the density of D. galeata decreased and replaced by Phyllodiaptomus tunguidus population.
It needs be noted that the random imports of Leptodora kindti with pumping water into several enclosures might in-
fluence D. galeata and even the zooplankton community. This randomness indicates the low repeatability in large
enclosure manipulation for zooplankton.

Key words: Daphnia galeata; zooplankton community; enclosure; oligotrophy



