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Tab.1 The matrix of the initial pigments ratios

peri 19but  fucox 19hex  neox pras viola allo lut zea chlb Dv-chla chla
1.06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0.75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
8 0 0.25 0.59 0.54 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
6 0 0 0 1.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0.06 0 0.06 0 0.2 0.01  0.26 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.23 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.35 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0.15 032 0.06 0 0.01 0 0.95 0 1
: : peri (peridinin, ), 19but (19’-butanoyloxyfucoxanthin, 19°’- ), fucox (fucoxanthin,
), 19hex (19’-hexanoyloxyfucoxanthin, 19°- ), neox (neoxanthin, ), pras (prasinoxanthin, ), viola (violaxanthin,
), allo (alloxanthin, ), lut (Lutein, ), zea (zeaxanthin, ), chl b (chlorophyll b, b), Dv-chl a (Dv-chlorophyll a,
a), chl a (chlorophyll a, a)
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Fig.2 Temporal variations of temperature, salinity, and dissolved oxygen in the experimental site in Daya Bay
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Fig.4 The biomass (a) and relative contribution (b) of different types of phytoplankton group in surface water

®2 TEZHHEZEENYR L MEFE E (nd./m’)

Tab.2 The abundance of dominant mesozooplankton species in different seasons (ind./m’)

2015 2015 2016 2016 2016 2017 2017

Calanus sinicus S1 4 0 11 0 0 1242 0

Canthocalanus pauper S2 4 5 0 0 0 49 1

Subeucalanus subcrassus S3 4 6 1 0 0 111 0

Paracalanus aculeatus S4 4 5 0 0 1 57 4

Paracalanus parvus S5 4 2 3 1 3 270 7

Parvocalanus crassirostris S6 15 19 0 3 4 0 1

Temora turbinata S7 49 29 1 2 37 1185 1

Acartia erythraea S8 38 9 2 48 36 57 1

Tortanus gracilis S9 15 1 1 2 18 0

Corycaeus dahli S10 8 1 0 5 22 1
b Penilia avirostris S11 1220 0 0 0 0 4 42
W Pseudevadne tergestina S12 2 0 54 0 0 13 3
Doliolum denticulatum S13 212 0 1 0 0 1746 0

Ophiopluteus larvae S14 182 0 0 0 0 0 0

Flaccisagitta enflata S15 27 4 13 0 0 88 2

Eirene menoni S16 0 0 0 0 0 376 0

Oikopleura sp. S17 2 1 1 0 0 40 6

2033 97 116 60 92 5862 85

12015
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THE MESOZOOPLANKTON COMMUNITY STRUCTURE AND
THEIR HERBIVORY IN DAYA BAY

LI You-Mai"?, HAN Liu-Yu’, CHEN Mian-Run’>, TONG Meng-Meng'

(1. Ocean College, Zhejiang University, Zhoushan 316000, China,
2. South China Sea Institute of Planning and Environmental Research, Guangzhou 510300, China)

Abstract The structure and feeding behavior of the mesozooplankton adults community in Daya Bay, Guangdong,
South China was studied based on a two-year field investigation. The results show that the maximum mesozooplankton
abundance during 2015 to 2017 occurred in the winter, following by spring, autumn, and summer in turn, dominated by
filter-feeding species, such as Temora turbinata and Calanus sinicus. The grazing behavior of the mesozooplankton
depended much on the dominant species. The dominant filter-feeding species exhibited great preference on
microphytoplankton (20—200um), but not on nano- (2—20um) and pico-phytoplankton (0.7—2um) resulting to the
increase of biomass of nano- and pico-phytoplankton. Furthermore, seasonally selective feeding of mesozooplankton was
observed. Dinoflagellates and prasinophytes were the most preferred phytoplankton groups for the mesozooplankton in the
bay in all seasons. In addition, haptophytes and cryptophytes were the supplementary prey for the mesozooplankton in
spring; haptophyta and prasinophytes in summer; and diatoms, cryptophytes, and Synechococcus in autumn. Diatoms were
not the preferred prey for mesozooplankton in Daya Bay, even the biomass reached nearly 50% during the investigation
period. In contrast, dinoflagellates, which were considered as rich in nutrition, were selected as prey even when in low
biomass. Overall, the grazing pressure of the mesozooplankton had a limited effect and weak control on the biomass of
phytoplankton in Daya Bay.

Key words Daya Bay; mesozooplankton; selective feeding; size-fractionated chlorophyll; phytoplankton
groups; herbivory



