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Effect of nutrient on periphytic aglae and phytoplankton
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Abstract; The effects of nutrients on periphytton and phytoplankton in the condition with and without macrophyte
were studied. The results show;1) When the nitrogen concentration was 5 mg/L, the effects of the nitrogen vs
phosphorus ratio on phytoplankton were more sensitive than periphyton. While the nitrogen concentration was 2 mg/
L, this effect was no significant different between the periphyton and phytoplankton. 2) When the ratio of nitrogen
vs phosphorus was 15, the periphyton biomass increased significantly following the increasing of nitrogen, but hyto-
plankton biomass was relatively stable. When this ratio was 25, the biomass of both periphyton and phytoplankton
were increased significantly following the increment of nitrogen. 3) The periphyton biomass was higher and in-
creased more fast following the increasing of nitrogen in the condition without macrophyte than with macrophyte,
while it was reverse for the phytoplankton.
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Tab. 1 treatment of nutrient

fib 7 N(mg/L) P(mg/L) N/P PrREEFEE(g) g (1)
15(2) 2 0.13 5 60 16
15(5) 5 0.33 15 60 16
25(2) 2 0.08 25 60 16
25(5) 5 0.2 25 60 16
40(5) 5 0.13 40 60 16
25(2)° 2 0.13 25 0 16
25(5)° 5 0.2 25 0 16
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Tab. 3 Effect of nutrient on the periphytic algae
biomass of artificial substrata

2 BEFRERX R AT S A Y R R
Tab. 2 Effect of nutrient on the periphytic algae biomass
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Tab. 2 The effects of nitrogeon and N/P on algae biomass

15(2) 15(5) 25(2) 253 059
mﬁ‘&:j(i‘m 119.620 £109.882  217.714£118.305 83,344 £38.076 457.221 247,636 331.004 £91.353
m
MHRRURR) (71700585 10.66050.337  10.88042.571 2834423813  14.102 42,162
(pe/'g)
T?ﬁ)& 15.766 £5.910  18.450£6.992  36.538 £19.363 101.625£27.181 33.170 £5.198

XWTEASCH LR TP A BIESE. BEAT KRR B BE M T 7, iR iR R v R B A ORISR ATE, 25
BOTUrBE2E LA R B SRR RGN (1 4) . SRR PRI EE D 5 mg/L N/P Jfy 250 1 i, B35 e 26 B i
W eSS BRAF B IG5 X4 N/P Rk 15+ 1 i, FCrl g B 3 eSS BRAF B PRI T 3L 50% , i 7 0 8 2K ) BRLAT it
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Tab. 3 Effects of macrophytes on standing crops of periphytic algae and phytoplankton with N/P =25: 1

25(2) 25(5) 25(2)° 25(5)
TEUENE (pe/L) 36.538 101. 625 6.920 35.902
B (B ) (pg/m®) 83.357 457.214 230. 000 9696. 107
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