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Fig. 1 Sampling sites in the Wei River Basin
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Fig.3 The characteristics of environmental factors during the dry and wet season of the Wei River Basin
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Fig. 5 The density (left) and biomass (right) of Zooplankton during wet season of Wei River Basin
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Tab. 3 Species number, density and biomass of zooplankton in the Wei River Basin in different years
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Tab. 4 Comparison of phytoplankton diversity index of
zooplankton in Wei River Basin and Yellow River
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ZOOPLANKTON COMMUNITY STRUCTURE AND THE WATER QUALITY IN
THE WEI RIVER BASIN

WANG Shuo', YANG Tao"?, LI Xiao-Ping"* and CHEN Jia'

(1. Tourism and Environment College of Shaanxi Normal University, Xi’an 710119, China; 2. International Joint Research Centre of
Shaanxi Province for Pollutant Exposure and Eco-environmental Health, Xi’an 710062, China)

Abstract: To evaluate the water quality situation, this study investigated zooplankton species, density and biomass and
the main water quality indexes like water temperature, conductivity, DO and pH in 12 cross-sections in the Wei River
Basin in October of 2017 and June of 2018, respectively, using the biological diversity index method. 57 species of zoo-
plankton species (11 species of protozoa, 33 species of rotifers, 7 species of cladocerans, 6 species of copepods) were
identified, and the dominant species was Brachionus calyciflorus. During dry season, the density of zooplankton varied
between 0.72—7.84 ind./L with the average density of (2.79+2.11) ind./L, and the biomass ranged from 0.38 to 6.15 mg/
L with the average biomass of (2.31+2.64) mg/L. The diversity indices of Shannon-Wiener and Margalef were 1.07 and
0.69, respectively. The canonical correspondence analysis indicated that the community structure of zooplankton in the
Wei River Basin was primarily affected by the water environment including temperature, DO, altitude and conductivity.
During wet season, the density of zooplankton varied between 0—179.02 ind./L with an average density of
(16.66£49.18) ind./L, and the biomass ranged 0—2448.12 mg/L with an average biomass of (243.96+£673.78) mg/L.
The diversity indices of Shannon-Wiener and Margalef were 0.78 and 1.15, respectivly. The water quality of Wei River
in Beidao and Linjiacun was moderately polluted, and the water qualities in Weijiabao were heavy pollution, and in Xian-
yang, Lintong, Huaxian the water qualities were light pollution. The water quality of Jing River in Yangjiaping, Yu-
luoping and Zhangjiashan was moderately polluted. The water quality of Beiluo River in Liujiahe, Jiaokouhe and
Zhuangtou was moderately polluted.

Key words: Wei River Basin; Zooplankton; Community structure; Water quality assessment
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Appendix Species number of zooplankton in the Wei River Basin

iR

BRI T S LE A

YUY Zooplankton

=E /K #iWet season

7K #iDry season

FR5eHArcella sp.
BELIRANGE HR Carchesium polypinum
[ 5% Ht Centropyxis sp.
£ R 5% B Centropyxis aculeata
L &F s Cothurnia sp.
#-F W Ciliophora spp.
3% H Difflugia sp.
Y B2 K Epistylis plicatilis
JB Y8 B Paramecium caudatum
W& s Suctorida spp.
Bt Vorticella sp.
IR LU R Anuraeopsis fissa

N K b 2846 th Asplanchna brightwelli
BT 35 M Asplanchna priodonta
1988 R ¢ L Brachionus angularia
T IS R %0 L Brachionus budapestiensis
BEAY R R4 U Brachionus calyciflorus
JE 5 ¥ K Brachionus caudatus
By R4 U Brachionus forficula
TR 46 L Brachionus urceus

[ 2 %¢ L Diurella sp.
YEWi%e H Dicranophorus sp.
M /K#¢ H Epiphanes senta
KIt A0 R %6 H Euchlanis dilatata
MEE/K#¢ H Epiphanes senla
TAE = %6 U Filinia terminalis
WETE B H #E i Keratella cochlearis

il i £ H 46 UK eratella valga
TBAV R K Lecane doryssa
ARt Lecane luna
WAT Il #¢ H Lecane ungulata
FLAEES K Monostyla sp.
IR e H Pedalia fennica
71 5 E Wi Fe H Pedalia mira
I AR % S5 B Polyarthra vulgaris
Jii P48 L Pompholys complanata
% H Rotaria sp.
I .58 B Rotaria citrina
K 2% H Rotaria neptunia
R HSchizocerca diversicornis
il 55 5 B . Trichocerca capucina
I /N5 B #¢ H Trichocerca pusilla
L) 5 R 5 B Trichocerca stylata
JrYLGER H Trichotria tetractis
KB R EB Bosmina longirostris

W S0 Ceriodaphnia sp.

JEAE W3 Chydorus sphaericus
FMRFEDaphnia pulex
%6 R F5 1R Diaphanosoma brachyurum
WIPIR 59 80% Disparalona rostrata
BRIEREMoina sp.
HEAL 87K % Cyclops vivinus vicinus
817K FAR L LK Copepod larvae Cyclopis
#3578l /K FMicrocyclops varicans
ARSI K & Sinocalanus dorrii
GRS 7K F Thermocyclops taihokuensis

To i 4K Nauplii
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4+ |+ ]
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A RN, R I
Note: “+”observed, “—” not observed



