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17.19% 0.56%.
(Chroococcus epiphyticus)
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Purification effect on the treatment efficiency of Asparagus schoberioides
Kunth and Sinonovacula constricta Lamarck in monoculture or polyculture on
the intensive marine shrimp culture tail-water

QIN Wen-juan'?, LU Kai-hong'?**, ZHENG Zhong-ming'?, YANG Wen'?, ZHENG Yu-qi'?
( 1.School of Marine Sciences, Ningbo University, Ningbo 315211, China;
2 Key Laboratory of Applied Marine Biotechnology of Ministry of Education, Ningbo University, Ningbo 315211, China )

Abstract: In order to reduce eutrophication in the wastewater of intensive marine shrimp aquaculture ponds and
its impact on the surrounding waters, an experiment was conducted using monoculutue or polyculture with
Asparagus schoberioides Kunth and Sinonova culaconstricta Lamarck to treat the wastewater. The dynamics of
phytoplankton communities in the wastewater treatment ecosystems were also investigated. The results showed
Asparagus schoberioides Kunth and the combination of Asparagus schoberioides Kunth and Sinonovacula
constricta Lamarck achieved effective purification of the effluent under the experimental conditions. The
combination of Asparagus schoberioides Kunth and Sinonovacula constricta Lamarck produced 76.92%,
77.97%, 77.88%, 80.00%, 71.67% and 71.95% more purification with ammonia, nitrate, nitrite, phosphate, total
nitrogen and total phosphorus respectively, compared with Asparagus schoberioides Kunth. Sinonovacula
constricta Lamarck had a significant difference in removal rate on phytoplankton and total phosphorus, but did
not produce a significant difference in removal effect of other nutrient contents in the experiment time.
Phytoplankton species were not significantly different in diversity, but increased in abundance especially with
the combination of Asparagus schoberioides Kunth and Sinonovacula constricta Lamarck.

Key words. Asparagus schoberioides Kunth; Sinonovacula constricta Lamarck; phytoplankton; tail-water
purification



