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Abstract: In order to verify the reliability of a membrane concentration method to rapidly concentrate and fixe phytoplankton in the
field, the "Lugol's solution fixed sedimentation method (LSM)" and "membrane concentration method (MCM)" were comparatively
used here to authenticate different phytoplankton samples. The results show that: (1) 7 phyla and 32 genera were both identified by the
two method, but using the MCM could authenticate more phytoplankton species than the LSM method; (2) There was no significant
difference not only in phytoplankton abundance between the two methods except Euglenophyta (P<0.05) at the phylum level (P>0.05),
but also in phytoplankton relative abundance within 99% at the genus level (P>0.05). Which meant that, at the phylum and genus levels,
the MCM was feasible to identify the phytoplankton abundance; (3) There was no significant difference in the slope of fitting equation of
different algae biomass gradients (P>0.05), and they showed a high correlation coefficient (R*=0.958, P<0.01), however, algal biomass
of the MCM seemed to be a little larger. On a conclusion, the results of the MCM was consistent with the LSM, and the MCM had more
advantages in less environmental condition requirement, easier for field monitoring, and save time.
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