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MIRHRHAT TR, K% E - RRILASL M, RET 14 8122 Jg, TEMAF@IE: MRERER
( Brachionus angularis) |51 #% 2 | % W ( Polyarthra trigla) | i] B& fo, F 58 1t ( Keratella valga) K i 22 B 56 HL
(Polyarthra dolichoptera) FI: = Jii 58 L ( Filinia longiseta) 5%, $HINF N 43087 (CCA) S5 F W, KB (T) . &4k
MRERAEH(CODy, ) JEH(DO) (A (TN) FE#E (TP) J2 2 ma 48 JUE S RE R FEOKBH 1. ZH %R
W, %6 A7 R R N K T RIS (P <0.05) , T Y A3 il IR TIB IR IX (P <0.01) o A9
AR Ay PR A [ (428 £96) ind/L] < PSR (939 +£220) ind/L] < 3EHR X[ (1216 £330) ind/L] ;44
L MENL(0.364 £0.100) mg/L] < MEAMN (0.991 £0.316)mg/L] < WEHIMX [ (1.589 £0.328)mg/L], A&
WFFEARN , B A 12 PR KR B B R A A — B ROR , MHE IR KR AR S BA —ERSOCR

KR : TR RN EIRX; e BEAS

FESES: X 171 XERFRRG: A

R T AR B S KR BRA SR b KA AR R D7 2 0 K AR A B8 R RCR, Dy itk

B 2R B — BB 2R, Ot ot i
ST LS R KA R A R A S R S e
AR RN ERT, N 9 3R g
XK VA AE A R A BT 52 276 53% Ty B v
A AR T S AT, BE Y A A
IR E TRl KA FRER R I 3 R £ 2K
S ST I BN IR T K AR BR B A8 A 1 F
FEAERK AT W TN P S
PEAT , WFE N 25435 < K IR L A 255500 I A
WA T A DLAR Il £ 47 35 000 BT PAY 9045 9 3t
DA [ A 355 % 4 o T 9% 465 HA) 52 ) 9 A 5 40
AR A [ 5K A 5 Y ) 5 A BR) 4 K
LI, TER S G Fr R 1 IR B X 5 o4
ARSI b A 25 W 0 T U IX R AT /K A 2R
W A 43 6 7 2 ) A TR 9 85 4 1 R
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1.1 RIeigit

HEAT IS Y 3 A XA < I 90 e S e R
TRl S5 0 E AT 4 A I L P R X, e S
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W Rl 454, Hom e Tk TR 1.2 my oy SRy By ik
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FrREE SRR, A2 H FLARIE T 3 em, )2 M
HALAEEH 0. 71 mm, [ [ N BE £ 1 267 ~ 1
667 J&/hm” , 5 AR T & 45 ~83 g; 6k 867 ~ 1
267 &/hm’ BRI R 167 ~250 g /F R i 57
PR
1.1.2 REESNE

2013 47 FJ & 2014 £ 6 A, H MR
FE TR Hodr 12 7 PR K R TCIEAT M, Sk
FFE o RAFBE 9 D ulifi:S1 -89, 773k 3 A IX.
B, B L Py (S1,82,83) | I [l 1 (84,85,
S6) FIHWAIX (S7.S8.89), WK 1, & uli &4
FENER 1 R,

119°42" 119°46' 119°50" 11954’ E

31°42'

3138’

31°34’

31930

1 SB#MRERLSE
Fig.1 Distribution of sampling sites in Lake Gehu

Rl RHRERNESE

Tab.1 Coordinates of sampling sites in Lake Gehu

Ui 5 site N E
SU FRFEXMENA  31°33'32.5" 119°47'39.2"
2 KEXMEHNT  31°33'26.1" 119°47'49.7"
3 FEEEXMENAG  31°33'19.4" 119°47'59.9"
4 FREIX M ESNE - 31°33712.97 119°47'40. 1"
S5 FFEXMES 31°33710.27 119°47'52.1"
S6 SR M ESNGT 31°33719.7" 119°47'29. 6"
S7 HRXA 31°40'0.7" 119°51'13.4"
S8 X 31°40'55.7" 119°50'3.7"
59 T A 31°40'16.8" 119°48'52. 8"

1.2 R&EFE

KRS HHRERE " IrEWINES RGN
MJ595) TR, TR EKRAE 2 m
DAY, §6 HURE i ] FRUAR O 5 L BSROK AR REE R
JZ(0.5 m) 7KFE 10 Lo {RA1F AR 1 LK
FEFT B, B A 15 mL (194855 FQ DA
SE o SRJEHT ISR A B S 2l i 24
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h TTTE J5 e 48 2 50 mL fin 4% WY AR 7R Ak i
W HAERAES IS EXTNCRAE H 0 H Y 23 55
A RIBRE AT U Bk ™ o SRR B i B
IRBEDNE KB (D) FEWIBE(SD) o KR (T) &
fi# %A (DO) Al pH 55 ] YSI600QS ZZ 0K o i il
ICHEATINAE o AR AE 1 LKAR, 77 8] 52 56 25
EHALAEPR , 2R R a( Chl. a) 28R N BV TR
RERGEME B AR R R ERAR Y
KOSTE "~ 4 Jyge i A Ay SR R (AR
5eit

1.3 HIRAETTE

1.3.1 iEAK

Shannon-Wiener ¥ fh Z V85 (H') [17] .

H =-%(N,/N)In(N,/N) (1)
N R R NAEREG N O S AR

Pielou(1975) Yyt 5] EEHE £ () -

J= H'/InS (2)
LA : H' >l Shannon-Wiener #)fp ZAEETE 50 S
S

Margalef( 1968 ) ¥y F i EEHE £ (D)

D=(S-1)/InN (3)
N R EANERE S B
HE(Y) :Y=(N/N) xf (4)

KN, R R NMAREG N D SRS £ R
B0 A BRI, 2 Y > 0. 02 A 2R
ﬂ:[lsfmo

Jaccard (1901 ) AHLIM: 5K .

S;=c¢/(a+b-c) (5)
Ko H— DI B PR F 2B A0 2 o) —
A HLIX IR ¢ S L XA Py R
FREHCEAN; 2 SAE A 0.00 ~0.25 B, iR AAH
£1;24 S, {4 0. 25 ~0. 50 B, A EEAAELL; Y
S; {H>4 0. 50 ~0. 75 B, Ay AEAHLL; 2 S, (R
0.75 ~1.00 f, AL
1.3.2 SEitabi

FH SPSS 19. 0 B A4 Xt BT 3R A5 14 49 R 5040
55 B AT B R R 2 43 B (Cone-way
ANOVA) i 47 2 & WA, IF il i £ 48 & A1 ¢
(Pearson ) 73 A7 56 HURE V& £ 4 55 R85 742 5 45 1Y AH
Ktk FIH Canoco 4.5 A4 % 56t 5 4l
TR BT PR - B8 40 25 47 M 6 17 43 A ( canonical

correspondence analysis, CCA)



244 BRI 56 < TR )4 T Do B PN &7 D8 DX SRR 7 205 K 1) o U A 209

2 giR50H

2.1 FEMERIMIERXELISR
P35 I L P A0 R Ut X 4% PR AR AR AR
EXENR 2, ZHE RN, MEINKIRE(T)
A(DO) T2 2K a i (Chl. a) (LT
FEI#M(P =0.015,0.019,0.013 <0.05) ; % 5 N 4
i S HL A (ORP) FlLGVEL (TN I 2 15 9 [l &b
(P=0.012,0.029 <0.05) ; B FE N T . /KE(D) il

YR 6 A (NO,-N) i & Ik T3 i IX (P =
0.001,0,0.001 <0.01) ; ¥ [ 4 Chl. a . ORP FIF5
FRRRER TS E (CODy, ) B 3/ TiE IR IX (P =0,
0.001,0. 007 <0.01); [ [F 4 DO, Chl. a Fi
COD,, M2 52255 T I X (P =0. 005,0,0. 008 <
0.01) ; ME Sk pH 2 5 T Ui X (P =0. 034 <
0.05) ; M [#E 4#p SD.D Fll NO,-N )% & & % T 15 it
X (P=0,0,0.001 <0.01) ; BFFEIF T 8 ZAK T
X (P =0.034 <0.05) .

R2 FEH3IITREEUETFHEHSE

Tab.2 The annual average physicochemical indexes of 3 regions in Lake Gehu

HL K7 physicochemical index % [l P inside [ EEl # outside WX dredging area
pH 7.98 £0.17 8.23 +0.04 7.87 £0.22
IR T/C 19.22 +0. 11 19.67 +0.13 20.04 +0.23
%4 DO /(mg/L) 9.31 +0.08 9.82 +0.31 9.13 £0.10
W] EE SD/m 0.25 +0.01 0.27 +£0.01 0.34 £0.01
K% D/m 1.50 £0.06 1.53 £0.02 2.40 £0.19
AL JE L2 ORP(mv) 174.4 +6.76 151.73 +9.26 138.10 +7.33
M TN /(mg/L) 2.40 £0.09 2.25+0.04 2.34 £0.05
ST TP /(mg/L) 0.34 +0.12 0.30 +0.05 0.19 +0.04
TR % NO;-N / (mg /L) 0.70 £0.02 0.68 £0.05 0.89 £0.05
A NH,-N /(mg/L) 0.50 +0.03 0.43 +0.01 0.53 £0.13
ESEIRER 45 % COD,, / (mg /L) 5.46 £0.54 5.43+0.43 4.16 £0.11
M4E%E a &8 Chl. o/ (pe/L) 39.5+3.1 47.5+0.8 22.4+3.8

2.2 $EEME RSN E R X 0 B A 28 48 B R
tb

A T T A AL S s i ol 38 A, ) [T A 44
it TG WA IX 39 i, A7 30 RS, Hih B R
BRHRZ, 10 B, AR 33.3% (K3)
3 A DI OB BT B AR AR O KT > B
T>HES>ZF RAMELKERBEKZ T
2SI

PR I ] PN 56 1 i) 4 A0 3 MO8 ) 9 R
% W ( Brachionus angularis ) | & % £ W # &
( Polyarthra trigla ) . il BB o B 48 B ( Keratella
valga) TG £ 58 L (P, dolichoptera) ; {L3# &
43514°0.11.,0.10.0. 08 ,0. 08, [ FEl A Fh Ky
O A R EHE 2 At e il R e TP A L K

I 22 e ORI =I5 e ( Filinia longiseta ) 5 A1
P49 0,12 .,0. 11 .0. 10.0. 07 .0. 07, &t
DALHB g £ 7 22 RS 1 AR o R e o Lty R
o A HORIHR B2 e 1 s R385 43531128 0. 16
0.11.0.10.0.08,

3 ANz T 5 HUR A S S v S AR AR, 45
I N 5 ) 7 Jaccard AHAIPEFE 20K 0. 75, K
N S1E I X 0. 71, W FEI A 51 IR Xl 0. 66
5 R T P AR U8 DX AR 95 e 48 7 b 24 22 5 1
5, 53900k 29 Fh 35 BRI 32 B, Y LISETS-B HiiE
Jutgnfii 2, HE 3 il oh 24. 1% 28. 6%
F128.1% o FEBEWIHE N TETS Qe dRRm iR 3 X
2 (24.1% ) IHIRIX B-H{5 gt mFi2E 0 3 X
%% (25.0% ),
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F3 RH3IANTRFHMHTRIETHE CCA PR HFAE
Tab.3 The pollution indicators in 3 regions of Lake Gehu and the codes of species in CCA

AN =S PO A 1 LA THIRX TS YAR IR SF
code species inside  outside dredging area pollution indicating level
L F} Synchaetidae
1 REZH% R Polyarthra dolichoptera + + +
2 HEEZBE R P trigla + + + B
3 HMZECH P, euryptera + " + o
FARPE TS H Synchaeta pectinata + + + o
4 FBECAEH %6 B Ploesoma hudsoni + o-B
SR F} Trichocercidae
5  W/NFRIH Trichocerca pusilla ¥ + +
YR FRBIEH T. elongata ¥ + . o
7 RS T. capucina + + n o
R4S} Trichocercidae
8 VAIEIF R4S W Diurella sulcata ¥ +
9 LIy H D. tenuior + + +

10 ¥ s B4k D. stylata
¥ E 5} Brachionidae
ZURE A R Anuraeopsis fissa

11 iR W 48 &1 Keratella valga

12 HIBfHFE R K. quadrata

13 BUEEH 8 K. cochlearis

14 ZAfaH R K ticinensis
JBIE M- 45 L Notholca labis
AR WL %8 B2 Argonotholca foliacea

15 Z4 R R4 Brachionus diversicornis

16 HARERE A B. calyciflorus
BRI B. forficula
PR R i B falcatus

17 fas A M B. angularis

18 BRI B. caudatus
NI R W B. bennini
TR 5 0 B, budapestiensis

19 48R A B plicatilis +

20 FpRE R HL B, wrceus +
FE R K B. quadridentatus
2% F} Euchlanidae
INGUR RS L Euchlanis parva +
KEE R E. dilatata + + + a-B
=SRGER B E. triquetra ¥
7K % #} Epiphanidae
R IKFS B Epiphanes clavulatus + 0B
AN FE Hexarthridae

21 ZARABiGE B Hexarthra mira + + + B
B Fl Testudinellidae
VAR o 56 L Pompholyx sulcata + + 8
ZH%E AL Filiniidae

22 RZ=JEEE L Filinia longiseta

23 BRE=EAH R passa
M=JEE IR F. cornuta
B=Be W F. major

24 /N=JRgeH . minuta +
JiE%e R} Philodinidae

25 TR JiE%e 1 Philodina erythrophthalma + + B
B 3R JiE 48 L P. megalotrocha +

+
®
e

o-

o-

o-

+ o+ o+ o+
+ 4+ o+ o+ o+ o+
+ o+ o+ o+

+
+

+
+ o+ o+ o+ 4+ o+
w

+ 4+ o+ o+ 4+ o+ o+
w

-

+

B-a

+ o+ o+ o+
+ o+ o+ o+
o
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. éif& 3.
N s fEP RSN R ]
code species inside  outside dredging area pollution indicating level
K2 H Rotaria neptunia ¥ + N o
rE42 %l Lecanidae
FEIY PR 5 HL Monostyla bulla + + " 0B
P BRESS HL M. dosterocerca 8
BEE 56 Bt Lecane ungulata + + + o-B
Fh2E45 R Asplanchnidae
26 [ LSS R Asplanchna priodonta + + + o-B
27 HIRFHBERE I AL girodi + " o-B
b ERARERAS L A, brightwelli oB
& 4P} Gastropodidae
28  UNIER E e HL Chromogaster ovalis + + +
WAEFEHL Conochilidae
29 i RALES HL Conochilus unicornis + + + o
2.3 EEMERMIFERRERNAFE L 000 o P B R
. ’ —~ 6. inside outside ing area
HT P 2 AT, 8t A W) R A 1 (R 4 3 1Y 3 g%g "
B[ (428 +96) ind/L] < [ F 4N [ (939 +220) S 4o
ind/L] <35 WX [ (1216 £330) ind/L]. )7 243 § o0
B0 R 3 DB I 3 % |
S(F=8.619,P =0.017 <0.05) ; £ T HA& 5%, olestmt o bt
%) ] A S S4TSR (P = 0. 038 < 0. 05) , [ il 20134F " 20144F
AP AR T AKX (P =0. 040 <0. 05) , I [l P 4% s n ﬂzie;i% N
£ Y2 A = E3 B34 KX BHRAET
E%ﬁﬁaﬁ{ﬁ IREX (P =0.006 <0. 01‘>‘O Fig.3 Annual variation of biomass of
_ ;%8 +§E£ +§1]E1’;il; +f§g’§ng area rotifers in 3 regions of Lake Gehu
3 o 2.4 FTRIE RSO GOR A0 5 A A
4000
2 3000 XJEE
* 2000 3K 2 REPE TR RO A W E S TR
o 4. Shannon-Wiener Yy ZHFEf5 B0 (H') 1R 41
78 910111 2 3 4 5 6 (1-6510-15)%??%:%§[Z(1.64i0.10),[@@[}?]
20134 20144

B2 B#3ARERRENEENRESN
Fig.2 Annual variation of density of

rotifers in 3 regions of Lake Gehu

& 3 AT, AR o A A 4 3 R Bl Y
[(0.364 +0. 100) mg/L] < M4 (0.991 =
0.316)mg/L] < 35X [ (1.589 +0.328) mg/
L] JZ s R, A e 3 X2 (A
HAEW R ZH 25 (F =15. 483, P =0.004 <
0.01), 2 L 7w, M P S 25405 T 9 [ A0
(P=0.029 <0.05), [ 4 % F 55 it X
(P=0.035<0.05), [l AR 28T R X
(P=0.001<0.01),

f/N1.53+£0.46) , G EZE R, Pielou Yfpy
SERRE()) ZRNEBFH(F =16. 177, P =
0.004 <0. 01 ) ; M [ #h B F AL THE WX (P =
0.018 <0.05) ; % Fl #h A @ 25K T [ FEl N (P =
0.018 <0.05) , Margalef ¥jFh + & FEF8 5 (D) &
FWE(F=6.132,P =0.035<0.05) ; ME N
FART RSP =0.025 <0.05) 5} Bl P4 122 A%
FIERIX (P =0.021<0.05),
2.5 MEEFIHERBEEEHZN
AR 6 A 5 B (> 0. 002 ) FIAR X431 %8
( >0.15) Xffride 29 Mt AT HEF 70 b B S ikAT
skt HE R BRI 2 0
43 ¥r1 ( Detrended correspondence analysis, DCA ) 15
B 4 AR AR BEAC R, Horb, B EE B R ME
4.132( >4) , i 20 Pl e 2k 4% L A A CCA
( Canonical correspondence analysis ) #4770 .
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*4

i3 XS SRR AYE

Tab.4 Month average of diversity indexes of rotifers in 3 regions of Lake Gehu

[} [E] time [ Bl Y inside X B[4 outside W IRIX dredging area
201307 H 1.11 £0. 16 1.03 £0. 15 1.80 £0. 19
J 0.87 £0. 16 0.48 £0.06 0.90 +£0. 06
D 0.32+0.04 0.80 £0. 06 0.72 +0. 08
201308 74 1.62 +£0.22 1.85 +0. 10 1.57 £0.23
J 0.80 +0.05 0.78 +£0.03 0.84 +0. 14
D 1.00 +£0. 63 1.02 +£0.09 0.71 £0.26
201309 H 1.82 +0. 32 2.01 0. 19 1.03 +0.35
J 0.89 +0.05 0.88 +0. 08 0.97 £0.05
D 0.80 +£0. 21 1.06 +0. 28 0.29 +0. 14
201310 H 1.61 £0.24 2.20 +0. 10 1.69 +0. 08
J 0.97 £0.01 0.83 £0.04 0.85+0.13
D 0.59 +£0. 14 1.38 £0.03 0.76 £0. 21
201311 H 1.46 +0.07 1.02 +£0.09 1.99 +0.26
J 0.91 £0.05 0.76 £0. 14 0.85 +0.04
D 0.53 £0.01 0.43 +£0.09 1.07 £0.36
201401 H' 1.82 +0.18 2.28 £0.16 1.92 £0. 16
J 0.94 £0.03 0.92 £0. 16 0.83 +0.03
D 0.73 £0. 12 1.26 £0. 16 1.01 £0. 15
201402 H 1.85 +0. 30 1.98 +0. 36 1.67 £0.33
J 0.96 £0.04 0.93 £0.05 0.75 +£0. 15
D 0.75 £0.26 0.88 +0.24 0.88 +0. 14
201403 H 1.70 0. 30 1.48 +0.39 1.83 +0. 10
J 0.86 +0. 06 0.76 +£0.09 0.80 +0.02
D 0.71 £0. 16 0.69 £0.24 0.83 +£0.10
201404 H 1.22 £0. 16 1.62 £0. 06 1.58 +£0.08
J 0.95+0.01 0.90 £0.03 0.80 £0.07
D 0.70 £0. 06 1.83 +1.28 2.75 +1.26
201405 H' 1.78 +0. 41 1.94 +0.21 1.53 £0.41
J 0.81 £0.09 0.77 £0.09 0.92 +0.11
D 0.35+0.05 0.60 £0.03 0.71 £0. 12
201406 H' 0.80 +0. 18 0.87 +0.25 1.21 £0.74
J 0.97 £0.05 0.98 +0. 04 0.99 +0.02
D 0.20 +£0. 06 0.23 +£0.09 0.41 £0.35

CCA J3Hr &8 R Wi , 5 P8~ il %) e A A 53 1)
“h°0.408 F10. 225, i B9 i ) F 5 145 R A A
K Z KN 0.929 F1 0. 846, BE #5¢ I 1L [ B 4
WEWERFZE R R, E 4 85, KR
(T) JFE(DO) EE (TN) G (TP) Flim 4 IR
EFEEL(CODy,, ) S5 XT 56 HUE V& 4514 B 52 M K

—HhEEA R R FE AR AR, B T RR AL A
SRR AKAR ) SRR . A R R 48 BT
22 e SRS THE Y TR Hh s, 100 B PR 55 A8 B AT

1R 52 AR BE AR AL, SO A A AR 3l

3 g

3.1 R

El

Do) ] P4 S0 7 5 X % Bl 7 2 4H AR

£ 7 A BURET % £ A U 3 A IX 3R
[ — a5 Rl AR R dUE i
WS AR 2 —  AETT I, Bra FRTE T KRR
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Fig.4 CCA ordination diagram between rotifer species
and environmental factors in Lake Gehu
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FE HERE AR A A T L b S A AR A
T 2 RS U T IR PR B AT A
WIUIRETE 105, BE WS B 22 b 972 1 4 ) 40 s A 3
I RN IR FHEW AL,
SEGUSON SRR ZILE S 5%
AT IR B i 22 IBCRE SO B — (L E A, B K
S I IR A TR B LR S
URTE f Y e A O K 22 e L, AR G
TS I Bl A 3 S T 1 DX R 22 R AT R A
LR X5 IO A B AT TR — 5

FE 3 A XIoh R AR R LR K 2 T
AR M B F /NS5 R fe iU ( Trichocerca
pusilla) WA REFEH (T, elongata ) J§ 0 I %
M EMHRECR U AT 2. B4 alHL R R
RRIE/N SRR R AR RS R 055 R
FeHL(T. capucina ) 55 J2 Fo v 55 1 B TE A SV I
KA L, 3 G WIS A5 1Y R S
IR EEEARTT . T4t AN H D 1B f
PR H 5 A R e R R B, N DL B
CCA 7 Hr R W IRIE o 1 4 U5 4 (DO) A7 IEAH
X, 3X 5 SELLAMI %52 (g fif 5y 45 AR . 24
HRA M, AR S e HE B P R 5 B R
(TN) BIERE, 5 R BRERFE K0 (CODy,, ) 1 Af
X, ERME S fE S e L TS
QIR IR 45 RARAT

3 AN, R N S5 75 e 4 7 B i R 2
S ENMNEN P LR S NIV E S Ve &ML
St A0 s X K A B R — e AR
T I X SETS Y 7 M B A S RO [ A /0, (EL5E
19 YA 7RI B I e T AR 2 A DX,
WG X AR AL S B R BA —E R RCR . 153
o FE] PR 5 EE BT AT 190 1 A v 3 R T P
Fr TGS AL 6 0 i SRS M PE T E R IR
sy, BRI e 2R 90% , At L
109 > PR Hy T 99 [ A 8035 2602 780, 9T LA
SR 48 HUR AR X T R Ak T T X 4
(BT i T I M2 T R A R B
A BILTS S tE 18 R B 75 e 2= AT a4 e o
M A
3.2 IMERTEXRRRE LM

& HUVE D K W TR Hh o i sh P I A R
Z— BRI T VI . CCA 234
FokR () 5 B HE 3 B0 AR 56 28 8000 51

0.8493 , —0. 1708 , & HH /K IR 2 R M 46 0 43 A fe K
IR BT B, X 5 B N A 2 50 0 S —
N kg, KR T R R E E
KB E R A ZE IO T X — WA o

ENT T R N S (NI O € =
2 ELBRE AL, RS AR % B T v Y [ K AR
B FETE R TR A P (Chl. a) TR, X5
WEET IS — 3. BFHE AR
THRBRA TR &, 56 SRR O A I 1L R 48
V5 O N DR R SR s T . 'K
Az B, SR OB TE K 2R A
(DO) I . P E B KT mR o Rk,
R S B 25 5 | K AR v WL 0 A
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Comparison study of community structure of rotifer between inside and
outside of bio-manipulation area and dredging area in Lake Gehu

ZENG Tiantian' , LIU Qigen' , KONG Youjia’, CHEN Lijing'
(1. Key Laboratory of Exploration and Utilization of Aquatic Genetic Resources, Shanghai Ocean University, Shanghai 201306,
China; 2. Fisheries Management Commission of Lake Gehu, Changzhou 213161, Jiangsu, China)

Abstract: From July 2013 to June 2014, in late every month comparative experiment was carried out to study
the community structure of rotifer in three regions of Lake Gehu. The three regions include dredging area,
inside and outside of bio-manipulation area. Using freshwater plankton survey method to study the relationship
between species composition, dominance, standing crop, species diversity of rotifers and water quality
parameters . A total of 51 species of rotifer were collected and identified, belonging to 14 families and 22
genera. Dominant species throughout the year were; Brachionus angularis, Polyarthra trigla, Keratella valga ,
Polyarthra dolichoptera and Filinia longiseta. Canonical correspondence analysis ( CCA) showed that water
temperature (T), dissolved oxygen (DO), permanganate index ( COD,, ), total nitrogen (TN) and total
phosphorus( TP) were the main environmental variables affecting the community structure of rotifer. Multiple
comparison showed that density of rotifer inside of bio-manipulation pen was significantly lower than that
outside of bio-manipulation pen ( P < 0. 05). Inside and outside of bio-manipulation pen extremely
significantly lower than dredging area (P < 0.01). The annual average density of rotifers: inside of bio-
manipulation area [ (428 £96)ind/L] < outside of bio-manipulation area [ (939 +220)ind/L] < dredging
area [ (1216 £330)ind/L]. The annual average biomass of rotifers: inside of bio-manipulation area [ (0.364 +
0.100) mg/L] < outside of bio-manipulation area [ (0.991 £0.316) mg/L] < dredging area [ (1.589 =
0.328)mg/L]. The experiment showed that the silver and bighead carp that control algae have some good
effect on eutrophication control, and dredging has certain effect on water ecological restoration.

Key words: Lake Gehu; bio-manipulation pen; dredging area; rotifer; community structure
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