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Abstract. Using mesocom experiment, this paper studied the effects of three different sediments ( surface mud, hard mud and sur-
face mud of bank sediment) of Lake Gehu on the growth of two submerged macrophytes, Potamogeton crispus and Elodea nattalii.
When grown on surface mud, hard mud and surface mud of bank sediment, the mean biomass of P. crispus and E. nattalii were
4.07,1.98,3.69 kg/m?and 1.86,1.27,1.74 kg/m?, respectively. All the tested species grown on hard mud had the lowest bio-
mass and shoot height. The wet and dry ratio of P. crispus and E. nattalii was affected significantly by the sediments followed with
an order of hard mud > surface mud > surface mud of bank sediment. The contents of chlorophyll-a and chlorophyll-b on the surface
mud with bank sediment and surface mud were both higher than those cultured on the hard mud. The difference of leaf colour of E.
nattalii between the three sediments was remarkable. The measurement of malondialdehyde further suggested that hard mud was not
good for the growth of the two submerged macrophytes. Finally the results showed that the two submerged macrophytes were able to

grow normally under conditions of different sediments from Lake Gehu. P. crispus grew well on surfurce mud while E. naitalii was
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more adapted to surface mud of bank sediment. Sediment rehabilitation should be made in order to facilitate the growth of sub-
merged macrophytes of Lake Gehu and give a guide on sediment rehabilitation and the submerged macrophytes restoration of Lake
Gehu.
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Tab. 3 Contents of chlorophyll in leaves of two submerged macrophytes on different types of sediments

N PR
TR Chl. a Chl. b Chl. a +Chl. b Chl. a Chl. b Chl. a + Chl. b
(mg/g(DW))  (mg/g(DW)) (mg/g(DW)) (mg/g(DW)) (mg/g(DW)) (mg/g(DW))
FIZWR 2.740 £0.025  0.957 £0.036  3.697 £0.061  2.144 +0.061  0.917 £0.044  3.061 +0.106
TR 2.160 £0.122  0.900 +0.053  3.060 +0.176  1.716 £0.002  0.744 £0.001  2.460 +£0.002
HEERW  2.153+0.235  1.174+0.120  3.327 £0.356  2.573 £0.085 1.076 £0.040  3.649 +0.125
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Tab.4 TN, TP, TOC, pH and Eh values of different types of sediments in the end

UL k7 E S TN(g/kg) TP(g/kg) TOC(g/kg) pH Eh(mV)
T2 P 3.120 £0. 007 0. 750 +0. 002 15.372 £0. 026 7.24 -81.8
PR 3.462 0. 006 0. 802 0. 004 17. 883 £0. 036 7.53 -175.1
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PR 2.976 +0. 007 0. 704 0. 002 16. 326 +0. 031 7.81 -181.7
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Tab.5 Mean values of pH, Eh and DO in water for the growth of submerged macrophytes in the end

. T PR
NI A
pH Eh(mV) DO(mg/L) pH Eh(mV) DO(mg/L)
FKIZ IR 10. 18 64.8 14. 61 10.28 81.3 16.25
T RSB 10. 06 62.2 13. 66 10. 10 77.8 15.56
FKIZHERER 10. 09 61.5 13.98 10. 41 65.5 16. 41
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