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Abstract

In order to learn the effects of ecological restoration on phytoplankton community structure, six
sample sites were selected in Mingcui Lake of Ningxia in summer (July) and autumn (October) in
2015 and 2020. The results showed that the phytoplankton species increased after ecological res-
toration, and chlorophyta and cyanophyta phytoplankton were the most significant. The algal ab-
undance and biomass increased significantly, reaching the maximum of 65,152.78 ind-L-! and
28.34 mg-L-1, respectively. The number of dominance decreased and the dominance index gener-
ally increased compared with that before ecological restoration. Shannon-Wiener diversity index
(H’) decreased and Pielou evenness index (J) increased after ecological restoration. These results
indicate that the phytoplankton community is still in succession, and it will take a longer time for
the ecosystem to stabilize.
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Figure 1. The geographical location of sampling sites
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Table 1. Distribution of sample sites in Mingcui Lake

=1 BEHRHERIRE

MCLI 106°22'15.14" 38°23'56.85" JATRJEST, BB 20 m

MCL2 106°22'19.01" 38°23'43.09" USRI, BEFE M 20 m
MCL3 106°2233.30" 38°23'39.40" BRI PN, HUEH G KT FEL 50 m
MCL4 106°22'41.80" 38°23'47.60" B AN, fE O K4 50 m
MCLS5 106°22"21.85" 38°23'8.750" I RTHIAR P 236, WIE KR %29 2 m
MCL6 106°22'35.15" 38°2327.85" T KT X 35
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Figure 2. Phytoplankton species composition in Mingcui Lake
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Table 2. Dominant species of phytoplankton in Mingcui Lake
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o} TR R E
G Merismopedia marssonii 0.087

i LR AT Fragilaria brevistriata 0.085

ol Fragilaria capucina 0.072

TR B B — Fof Ochromonas sp. 0.068

SRETFFEE Synedra acus 0.057

BeTe o1 45 Anlistrodesmus angustus 0.050

VO ff1 - Crucigenia quadrata 0.048

P4 Crucigenia tetrapedia 0.045

2015 FHF

[ G D2 g Anabaena azotica 0.040

] PR 75 Phormidium allorgei 0.034

HEEOEH Chromulina elegans 0.029

20 Staurastrum gracile 0.029

UNTEAC T Chlamydomonas ovalis 0.024

ERAC Chlamydomonas globosa 0.024

/N B it Synechocystis minuscula 0.024

SERRE Pandorina morum 0.021

i PG 75 Phormidium allorgei 0.092

[ T, £ R 7 Anabaena azotica 0.077

ERACE Chlamydomonas globosa 0.072

Bl Fragilaria capucina 0.062

2015 KT TN 3 Synechocystis minuscula 0.046
TR RO S — o Ochromonas sp. 0.046

INZ RS Prymnesium parvum 0.040

WL Y Ankistrodesmus angustus 0.031

REFFEE Synedra acus 0.028
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% i R — Mallomonas sp. 0.027
Sy BB Dinobryon divergens 0.027
EERBE Eudorima elegans 0.024
VTk [0 Fragilaria brevistriata 0.020
% T Scenedesmus spinosus 0.020
g JE /NI Cyclotella meneghiniana 0.020
EREC VNS ) Raphidiopsis sinensia 0.359
IR 22 38 Aphanizomenon flos-aquae 0.178
£t i Pseudoanabaena schmidlei 0.055
P IRAEFF Synedra ulna 0.049

2020 FHF
EeiiiEa i Ankistrodesmus convolutus 0.047
PEFFF Synedra acus 0.041
JRERET AT B A0 AR Fole Synedra ulna var.danica 0.021
NP2 Oscillatoria tenuissima 0.021
IR 22 38 Aphanizomenon flos-aquae 0.319
Bl THUER T 75 Spirulina platensis 0.133
RN KT Raphidiopsis sinensia 0.115
2020 FHFE IET Synedra acus 0.044
b SR EE BB 40 A8 Synedra ulna var.danica 0.034
JEPIREFF Synedra ulna 0.028
P f I Pseudoanabaena schmidlei 0.021
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Figure 3. The abundance and biomass of phytoplankton in Mingcui Lake
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Table 3. Biodiversity index of phytoplankton in Mingcui Lake
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