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ductions are greatly facilitated by the simulta-
neous introduction of filter-feeding zooplank-
ton. The grazing pressure of zooplankton on
digestible algae gives indigestible algae a com-
petitive advantage. Best results come from in-
troducing a mixture of several promising algae
species and several promising zooplankton spe-
cies. When I introduced a mixture of several
specis of Kirchneriella and, Scenedesmtts in com-
bination with Daphnia to water from a pig farm
stabilization pond, one or two of the introduced
algae species consistently displaced Chlorella al-
ready in the water and rendered the water un-
suitable fot Culex quinquefasciatus latvae. Cer-
iodaphnia, Diaphanosoma, Si.d,a, Bosmina and
Diaptomus are examples of zooplankton that
could also be useful in this regard.

Mosquito-indigestible phytoplankton do not
appear to have undesirable environmental side
effects. They are not toxic to fish or any other
animals, nor are they particularly associated
with the kinds of algae blooms that lead to
oxygen depletion or fish kills. Numerous kinds
of aquatic animals are associated with these
phy'toplankton in nature, even when mosquito
larvae cannot survive.

We do not know whether mosquito-indigesti-
ble phytoplankton will prove practical for large-
scale mosquito control, but they are worth ex-
ploring further. A signifrcant advantage of in-
digestible phytoplankton is that mosquitoes
should not be able to evolve a resistance to them.
However, indigestible phytoplankton can be ef-
fective only for mosquito species that are pri-
marily filter-feeders, and only where they can
predominate over other food in the water. We
do not know for how many different kinds of
breeding habitats, or for how many species of

mosquitoes, this can actually be the case. Nor
do we know how long these phytoplankton, once
established, will in fact maintain themselves
under various field conditions, though they
sometimes have persisted for as much as a year
after introductions in small-scale field experi-
ments in Hawaii.

The next logical step is to culture local strains
of these phytoplankton, introduce them in co-
ordination with mutually reinforcing organisms
to a variety of mosquito breeding habitats, and
observe the consequences. Only in this way can
we realistically evaluate the potential of indiges-
tible phytoplankton for mosquito control.
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