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OUTBURST OF CRESEIS ACICULA IN SOUTHWEST DAYA BAY IN JULY 2020

LIU Dai', YING Ke-Zhen?, CAI Zhong-Hua', HUANG Hong-Hui’, BI Hong-Sheng*

(1. Tsinghua Shenzhen International Graduate School, Shenzhen 518055, China; 2. Oasis Photobio Tech LTD., Shenzhen 518057,
China; 3. South China Sea Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences, Guangzhou 510300, China;
4. University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science, Maryland 20688, USA)

Abstract Creseis acicula is a widely distributed pteropod and an important link of food web in biogeochemical cycle.
In July 2020, high-density C. acicula occurred in the Daya Bay, Hainan, South China Sea, which likely had considerable
impact on local food web structure. In this study, an in-situ optical underwater plankton imaging systems, the
PlanktonScope was deployed to determine C. acicula density and environmental parameters in the bay. Spatial distribution
of C. acicula was investigated. Results show that C. acicula was distributed in greater density mainly in the west bay
mouth and Changwan than in other areas. In vertical direction, C. acicula was distributed mainly in the surface layer with
higher temperature and lower salinity than those in deeper water columns. The body length of C. acicula was greater in the
west bay mouth than those in the north and west area of Xiaolajia, and that in the middle of bay mouth was much shorter
than other areas’. Therefore, the high-density C. acicula outburst in Daya Bay might come from an outside source through
current. The T-S diagram shows that C. acicula was more likely to appear in the surface water and affected by the
stratification of seawater and current. This study provided a reference for further tracing of the species.

Key words Daya Bay; Creseis acicula; distribution feature; PlanktonScope; underwater imaging system,;
coastal organism outburst



