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Tab. 1 Physical-chemical characteristics of scenic rivers

LRI 2 2018 4F 1 A 2018 4F 4 H 2018 4 7 A 2018 4F 10 H

pH 8.08+0.62 7.85+0.7 8.50+0.56 8.35+0.55

KR/ C 4.4341.62 19.754:2.48 31.03%1.51 12.6341.23
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BB/ (mg+ L7D 0.21+0.06 0.17+0.04 0.15+0.02 0.20+0.16
AR ERFE R/ (mg « L™1) 5.48+2.11 5.85+2.22 6.20+0.87 4.87+0.58
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Fig. 1 Species composition of zooplankton
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Fig.2 Temporal variation of zooplankton density
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Tab. 2 Dominant species and dominance of zooplankton
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Fig.3 Temporal variation of zooplankton biomass
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Zooplankton community structure and water quality bio-assessment of
rubber dam scenic rivers of Wei River Basin

Wang Xifeng', Wan Junfang®, Wang Yongping', Sun Changshun', Li Ming’, Hu En'

(1. Shaanxi Provincial Research Academy of Environmental Science, Xian 710061, China; 2. Gansu Institute of Architectural
Design and Research, Lanzhou 730030, China; 3. College of Natural Resources and Environment,

Northwest A&F University, Yangling 712100, China)

Abstract: In order to explore the zooplankton community structure and water quality of urban scenic rivers, seasonal in-

vestigation were conducted in Guanzhong section of Wei River Basin in 2018. A total of 78 genera or species of zooplankton

were identified, among which 46 species of rotifers, 14 species of cladocerans, and 18 species of copepods. The zooplankton

density ranged 0.452 to 7.482 X 10° ind./L, and the rotifer contributed 83.51% of the total zooplankton abundance. The total bi-

omass of zooplankton ranged from 0.207 to 6.834 mg/L., cladocerans and copepods accounted for 74.05% of the total biomass.

There were 17 dominant species of zooplankton in the whole year, mainly Brachionus calyciflorus, Branchionus budapestiensis,

polyarthra trigla and Keratella quadrata, all of which are indicators of moderately polluted or eutrophic water bodies. With ref-

erence to the zooplankton diversity in four quarters, the average Shannon Wiener index(H') were 2.27, 2.72, 2.06 and 2.13,

while Margalef diversity index(d)were 0.99, 0.069, 0.02 and 0.83 and Pielou evenness index(J ) were 0.32, 0.02, 0.01 and

0.24.

The results of zooplankton biodiversity index showed that the water quality of urban scenic rivers in Guanzhong section of

Weihe River Basin was in the state of medium pollution to heavy pollution.

Keywords: Wei River Basin; urban scenic river; zooplankton; water quality bio-assessment
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