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Figure 1. The variability of zooplankton captured in 3 
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and Rice Lake (a river lake) just upstream from Lake St Croix All site were located near the SCWRS for composition is within an area.and Rice Lake (a river lake) just upstream from Lake St. Croix. All site were located near the SCWRS for 
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Rotifers were expected to be the dominant zooplankton in the river but I found thatRotifers were expected to be the dominant zooplankton in the river but I found that 
is not universally true The side channel backwater2 and Lake St Croix wereis not universally true. The side channel, backwater2, and Lake St. Croix were 
d i t d b l d2000 dominated by cladocerans.
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Zooplankton Analysis
Standard plankton sampling methods were used, however differences were found 
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between two mesh sizes and tow methods The larger (54um) mesh horizontal tow netZooplankton were collected using two different plankton  Main Rice Lake  Backwater2  Lake St. Croix

Rice lake between two mesh sizes and tow methods. The larger (54um) mesh horizontal tow net p g p
nets The vertical tow net has a 30um mesh size and is much smaller Sample Sites lost more rotifers which biased our sample to crustaceans Whereas the verticalnets. The vertical tow net has a 30um mesh size and is much smaller  lost more rotifers, which biased our sample to crustaceans. Whereas the vertical 

ll (30 ) h t t d tif t t ticompared to the horizontal net. The net was lowered into the water as far as  smaller (30um) mesh net captured more rotifers gave a more accurate representation compared to the horizontal net. The net was lowered into the water as far as 
possible without touching the bottom and pulled up at a constant rate Figure 4 The mean zooplankton densities compared across sites show the
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diff b t l ti d l ti t f th St C i Ri (1) F hi h
of the zooplankton community composition of the SCWRS backwater.

Zooplankton samples were collected using the vertical net doing 3 tows from difference between lotic and lentic systems of the St. Croix River. (1) Far higher Zooplankton samples were collected using the vertical net doing 3 tows from 
h i i h l f 3 l k l f h l k i

densities of zooplankton were found in Lake St. Croix and the backwater2 that  Lotic vs lentic systems show a big difference in the number of zooplankton densitieseach site with a total of 3 zooplankton samples from each zooplankton site. 
p

are lentic systems (2) Lake St Croix and backwater2 are cladoceran dominated
Lotic vs. lentic systems show a big difference in the number of zooplankton densities p p p

The horizontal (aka Wisconsin) tow net has a 54um mesh size and thrown at
are lentic systems. (2) Lake St. Croix and backwater2 are cladoceran dominated 
d th i h l d Ri L k tif d i t d (Figure 4) Lotic systems had less numbers whereas lentic systems have far moreThe horizontal (aka Wisconsin) tow net has a 54um mesh size and thrown at  and the main channel and Rice Lake are rotifer dominated.  (Figure 4). Lotic systems had less numbers whereas lentic systems have far more 
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net was only used at the SCWRS backwater The samples were concentrated
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into centrifuge tubes 80‐90% ETHO settled out and drained to 25mL Each This study is a snapshot of zooplankton community during the peak of summer but into centrifuge tubes 80 90% ETHO, settled out and drained to 25mL. Each 
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it is an ongoing analysis part of the NPS study: Assessing pelagic zooplankton in Lakesample was agitated to get evenness all around and 1mL was taken by a  it is an ongoing analysis part of the NPS study:  Assessing pelagic zooplankton in Lake p g g y
Hempsten Stempel pipette to be counted on a Sedgwick rafter cell St Croix in anticipation of invasive Asian Carp by Toben Lafrancois SCWRS;Hempsten‐Stempel pipette to be counted on a Sedgwick rafter cell. 
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St. Croix in anticipation of invasive Asian Carp by Toben Lafrancois, SCWRS; 
B K NPS 2010 2011Vinai doing 1 of 3 tows collecting

Abundance per cubic meter was calculated from the subsamples.  Side Channel Lake St. CroixFigure 7.  Figure 10.  Byron Karns NPS. 2010‐2011.Cladoceran
Vinai doing 1 of 3 tows collecting 
for zooplankton at Lake St CroixAbundance per cubic meter was calculated from the subsamples. 
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