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Investigation on the Community Characteristics of Zooplankton in the Rivers of Qingpu District in Shanghai
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Abstract [ Objective ] To study the community characteristics of zooplankton in the rivers of Qingpu District. [ Method ] Zooplankton in 5 rivers of
Qingpu District were sampled and evaluated by using Shannon-Wiener diversity index, Pielou evenness index ,Margalef richness index ,the species
dominance and diversity threshold. [ Result] 18 kinds of zooplankton in total were found in 5 rivers of Qingpu District,and Polyarthra trigla ,Pol-
yarthra dolichoptera and Brachionus diversicornis were the dominant species,while P. trigla and Rolaria neplunia were the high-abundance commu-
nities. The evaluation results of Shannon-Wiener diversity index, Pielou evenness index, Margalef richness index and diversity threshold showed
that the rivers of Qingpu District were at light-medium pollution level and had a rich diversity of zooplankton. [ Conclusion | The research results

could provide reference for the water environment protection and pollution treatment in Qingpu District.
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Table 1 The grading evaluation standards of biodiversity threshold de-

scription
TEREER EH(:N GrAEAR
Evaluation level Threshold Grading
I <0.6 SR
|| 0.6~1.5 R
I 1.6~2.5 ZREAERT
I\ 2.6~3.5 ZRETE
A >3.5 R A
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2.1 FREAR A s 3 28 26 Fil, Horh
U 19 Fh, L 73% B 4 M, H 15% B 2R 3
it 5 H12% A 2 Al TR X5 SRR A S — I
FPZRE e 2 YOS, LR R 2 i 2
% W ( Polyarthratrigla) 4% 3% ( Daphniacarinata)) F1T~ 45 H1
BI7K & ( Mesocyclopsleuckarti)) || 2 43 W TE AT 1A | HALY)
®2 BHEHRZFHENYEFEET GG
Table 2 The proportion of each group of zooplankton in Qingpu Dis-

trict %
Fh2 SKAE S Sampling sites
Species 1 2 3 4 5
12 Rotifer 78 64 72 64 76
HiffiZs Cladocera 11 18 17 18 18
BEIEZE Copepods 11 18 11 18 6

FMCEEA BT B, DMEAEEFEEL vV>0. 02 B IS FI
3Fh(F 3) BN T Z Rde L ( Polyarthra trigla) K AYZ %
YA (P. dolichoptera) F 542 FE#E HLU(B. diversicornis)
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Table 3 The dominant species and dominance of zooplankton in Qingpu

District
AT KFER Sampling sites
Dominant species 1 2 3 4 5
W4 1. Rotaria tardigrada 0.09 0.04
5l R, ratatoria 0.08
KL B R. neptunia 0.11 0.11
AR i Monostyla bulla 0.02
EIRZ R P. trigla 0.17
J A Z W L Polyarthra trigla 0.06  0.04  0.06  0.03 0.10
KL i B P. dolichoptera 0.02 0.03 0.02
INZ I AL P, minor 0. 02 0. 03
K =B H Filinia longiseta 0.10 0.07
TiAE = HE 1 F. terminalis 0.02 0.05
E. ok %, L 0.02
Dicranopharus lutkeni
ZURRE R M B. diversicornis 0. 03 0. 04 0. 06
A RS A B. calyciflorus 0. 05 0. 05
BB RS L B, forficula 0. 02
TR A B. urceus 0.04
IR B. leydigi 0. 02 0.02
;!i,iﬂjﬁf@, 48 WL Keratella cochle- 0. 04 0.05
MER/KEE B Epiphanes senta 0.02
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