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Temporal and spatial patterns of Limnodrilus hoffmeisteri Claparéde in Lake Taihu
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Abstract. The population of Limnodrilus hoffmeisteri Claparéde in Lake Taihu ( Eastern China) was investigated in 2005 by month-
ly sampling. The annual average density and biomass of this worm were 3273. 75 ind. /m? and 4. 697 g/m?*, respectively. Both
population density and biomass peaked in February. According to the annual dynamics of the frequency distributions of body
length, the species had three generations and reproduced in considerable time throughout the year. The results showed a strong
clumped distribution pattern of L. hoffmeisteri but it changed little among seasons. The highest population density and biomass of
L. hoffmeisteri were found in Meiliang Bay, Zhushan Bay and the river-mouths areas in the west, while other places of the lake had
very low worm density. The key factors regulating this spatial distribution pattern may be nutrient state, types of substrate, food
availability and habitat stability.
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Tab. 1 Physical and chemical conditions in each part of Lake Taihu

PRI MR A meE Rln WMo mME#X AKX
&M (SD)/m 0.34 0.35 0.31 0.28 0.26 0.35 0.83

1,533 (Cond) / ( wS/cm) 597 545 538 508 521 472 465

BETEYI(SS)/ (mg/L) 64.94 82.72 70.78 72.98 107.86 118.93 56.13
KZE(WD)/m 2.29 2.10 2.23 1.94 2.63 2.13 1.62
R4 (DO) /(mg/L) 7.77 7.84 9.14 7.98 9.25 9.09 9.22
pH 8.0 7.8 8.1 7.9 8.1 8.1 8.1

EBSFRERBE (PO3~ -P) /(mg/L) 0.013 0.011 0.002 0.006 0.002 0.002 0.002
A A (NO; -N)/(mg/L) 1.10 1.05 1.18 1.91 0.80 0.77 0.25
£ (NH, -N) / (mg/L) 1.97 1.41 0.28 1.22 0.43 0.16 0.12
WA LK (TOC) / (mg/L) 9.28 9.78 7.04 8.93 8.85 6.44 6.07
FERERERAEE(CODy, )/ (mg/L) 4.89 7.73 4.57 5.07 4.14 4.08 3.71

A AT 4 (BOD; )/ (mg/L) 4.03 4.52 2.14 5.03 1.85 1.81 1.66
MA(TN)/(mg/L) 5.02 5.17 2.68 6.07 2.83 2.50 1.25
MBE(TP)/(mg/L) 0.15 0.23 0.09 0.17 0.11 0.10 0.05
YL b % (TNs) / (mg/kg) 672.6 752.5 451.7 479.0 468.2 542.1 431.0
PUBRA h A (TPs) / (mg/kg) 1374.4 1380.0 691.7 800.0 629.0 905.9 2083.3

2.2 KHEHKLENZEASHEE

2.2.1 KMEHKLEINEEWN DGR AWK L0 2% B 1 e e (8 e L 1 s,y
13800 ind. /m” , HERAS 0 AT 171 DX 35k 116085 35 110 A 60 050 85, R DA CIE 1) Pl A — 5 9 35 728 . K I 78 i 7k 22
A ST A5 A 0 5 A 4 B A8 AR, B 5 (Bt B A5 1L, 29, 1 g/, B Rt A5 ML 1) e 3%
WiREAR B RS (1 2).

2.2.2 KMBEHALEFRFNFEE 04 WRFZTEHKLE S 4R UE L (F3) 4%
(1212 H) 5 AR B T 7K 2205135 B R A 45 A e . 38 R 7K 2 061 10 3% 3 R A 4 ik B e (249 1 B
L, 43512 17080 ind. /m’ 1 68. 2 ¢/m’. F2:(3—5 H ) KB H /KL% LRS54 A HAT T
BN, (LR 531 905 PR AT T AL A . A0 LS A5 SR B R e AR (R IX, B K43 31 11440 ind. /m® il
13.9 g/m’ . A A3 AT Hhy B2 T K 22051 (L5 3 A W ik 1. B2 (6 — 8 1) S — 4 rh g iy vk 44 5 5% 1
VA 49080 85/ N 0. 2% 00 28 T 7K 2 ) 10y 5 2 R0 A 0 e 1 e ML 1K 8 2 G 2 R 11, e A AL 43 34
6920 ind. /m’ Fi1 8.8 g/m’ , A 11175 1) 3 5 A A Ay I L 2 TROAES. 5 B b L, 8% Y /K 22881 14y 235 5 R A Ay i e
FKZE(9— 11 ) WIS, 550 905 P 1 0 [0 4. 985 P 1 A 0 A 126 £ DX S P BT 2 1 s S5 B0 43 500
25120 ind. /m’ 1 33. 6 g/m” , KU 1 % B AL A 4 UM X 450 5 (A A 0, S B 25 R Hh B T — 5 P
R TH K 22051 405, B FF G 24 P A R B AT 5, A7 T /K 22051 404 4 v A A 3 5 1L
VS IS RO G 0 1A A 1 L5 LA 0 4 7 L X 4 v 0 TR0 A TR 37 - 1 L1



& 3E . KE K28 (Limnodrilus hoffmeisteri Claparede ) 49 it = 455 453

2 B/(ind./m?)
[T 0~400
[T 401~1100
[ 1101~2000
B 2001~3000
3001~4300
4301~6000
6001~8000
I $001-10000
I 10001~12000
B 12001-13786

Hyik(g/m?)

P 2 IR H K 228619 B2 () FNAE W)k (b) 234
Fig. 2 Spatial patterns of the density (a) and biomass (b) of L. hoffmeisteri in Lake Taihu
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Fig. 3 Spatial patterns of the density and biomass of L. hoffmeisteri in Lake Taihu in different seasons



454 J. Lake Sci. (#ia#4),2012,24(3)
% B/(ind./m?) He i /(g/m?)
HZ [ 0~400 kS [ Jo-0s4
[_1401~800 Clo s07
[ 801~1100 -o;M .
B 1101-1700 — 1218
B 17012300 — Iy
I 23012900 -2‘;3‘(‘
B 29013800 e
I 35014800 5748
I 43015800 o6
I 55016919 s
7653

FkZF

2 B/(ind./m?)
[T 0-s00

[ 501~1700
1 1701~3300
I 3301~5200
I 52017380
I 7351~10500
B 1050114000
B 100115000
B 1500121000
B 2100125094

K

HAyE/(g/m?)
oo

[ Joe20
2145
B+ 670
7100
Il 0.1-150
Il 51200
Il 20.1-250
Il 25.1-300
01335

% & /(ind./m?)

P 3 (%) ANRIZR4T AR 7Y 7K 22 1% B R A= W) ik 1) 2 [ 43 A 4 S

Fig.3(cont. ) Spatial patterns of the density and biomass of L. hoffmeisteri in Lake Taihu in different seasons
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Fig. 4 Monthly dynamics of density and biomass of
L. hoffmeisteri at station TH16 in Lake Taihu
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Fig. 5 Frequency histograms of the body length of L. hoffmeisteri in Lake Taihu
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Fig. 6 An ordination bi-plot of PCA shows all 32 sampling

sites (dots) and environmental variables (vector lines)
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