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Abstract

In order to study the impact of ecological restoration on phytoplankton community structure and
biodiversity, six samples were selected from Liuxi Lake Wetland in Ningxia in summer (July) and
autumn (October) in 2015 and 2020. Kolmogorov Smirnov test, one-way ANOVA and Kruskal-Wal-
lis test were performed using SPSS12.0, and biodiversity analysis was performed using PSAT326b.
1.1. The results showed that the species of phytoplankton in Liuxi Lake increased after ecological
restoration, and the phytoplankton of Chlorophyta was the most significant. The abundance and
biomass of algae were generally increased, up to 72,486.11 ind-L-! and 13.77 mg-L-1, respectively.
The number of dominant species decreased and the dominance index increased compared with that
before repair. After ecological restoration, Shannon-Wiener diversity index (H) decreased, Pielou
evenness index (J) increased in summer and decreased in autumn. The above survey results showed
that the phytoplankton community in Liuxi Lake was not stable in ecological restoration, and it would
need a long time of succession to make the ecosystem tend to be stable.
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Figure 1. The geographical location of sampling sites
1. KRR ptR v E R EE

Table 1. Coordinates of sampling points and environmental characteristics of aquatic organisms in Liuxi Lake
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Figure 2. Phytoplankton species composition in Liuxi Lake
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Table 2. Dominant species of phytoplankton in Liuxi Lake
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Figure 3. The abundance and biomass of phytoplankton in Liuxi Lake
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Table 3. Biodiversity index of phytoplankton in Liuxi Lake
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