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Spatial and temporal distributions of diatom communities and their relationships with envi-
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Abstract. A total of 71 diatom species belonging to 18 genera were indentified from Lake Erhai in Yunnan Province ( Southwest
China) from February 2004 to January 2005. Results revealed a distinct seasonal succession of diatom communities, which domi-
nated by eutrophic-tolerant species. Dominant species were different in each season: Fragilaria crotonensis was the main species in
winter ; Aulacoseira ambigua and F. crotonensis in spring; Cyclotella ocellata in summer; and A. ambigua and Cyclostephanos dub-
ius in autumn. Except 1# the dominant diatom species were almost same in the whole lake, with a little difference in percentage
between the north and the south part of the lake. It may suggest that the water quality of the whole lake was moderate to heavily pol-
luted. Average monthly data of the diatom and water chemistry of all the sampling sites except 1* and the RDA analysis showed that
meteorological condition was the key factor, and the nutrient was the second.
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Fig. 2 Average relative abundance of diatom species from 12 sampling sites in Lake Erhai
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Fig. 3 Concentration of diatom species from 12 sampling sites in Lake Erhai
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Fig. 5 Relative abundance of diatom species from the three groups
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Fig. 6 Main environmental factors from Lake Erhai
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Tab. 1 Correlation coefficients of three dominant diatom species and limnology data, meteorological data
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Et=2 7N AR A. ambigua F. crotonensis S. hantzschii
WA K A5 TN 0.04 0.19 0.68"
TDN 0.19 0.05 0.44
NO;-N -0.02 0.07 0.43
NO,-N -0.02 -0.07 0.34
NH,-N -0.74" 0.48 -0.37
TP 0.33 -0.31 0.06
TDP 0.49 -0.30 -0.16
PO} ~-P -0.02 0.30 0.44
Chl. a 0.59* -0.42 0.84"
KR Kk 0.36 -0.17 -0.25
IR -0.55 0.84" 0.64*
Rk 0.47 -0.26 -0.45
H I8 5 -0.38 0.43 0.58"

* FREFLE,P<0.05.
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