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Abstract

From 2021 to 2022, fish surveys will be conducted at 8 sampling points in the Duliujian River sys-
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tem. The fish Biological Integrity Index (F-IBI) system was constructed from the four aspects of
species composition, abundance, nutrient structure, environmental tolerance and reproductive
co-location. The water ecological health status of the Duliujian River system was evaluated by 1, 3
and 5 evaluation methods, and was divided into 6 evaluation levels from “very poor” to “good”. A
total of 3601 fish belonging to 3 orders, 7 families, 10 genera and 10 species were collected in this
survey. The F-IBI results show that the health status of Duliujian River system is rated from “very
poor” to “good”, and the whole is at the level of “normal to poor”. Flood disaster, water pollution,
overfishing and other human activities are the main factors that make the health level of the water
ecosystem of Duliujian River system at a low level.
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1. 5|15

EE AWK Karr 75 1981 F4E T AW 5e B EFa L[ 1] (Index of Biotic Integrity, IBI)iXx—HES:, E Ak
S ORI B2 B 1B PE KA S RGRHEREIRAS . B NAMEKAES RS RPN IR T
FHENE) 1Bl ALHE: e FAG e )t S8 52 B F e R (F-1B1) [2], DA KGRk B W se B v E 5 (P-1B)) [3]-
JEARZN ) 56 BAEFEH(B-1BI) [4]55 . 264 [ N 2573 (2 B ARV [5] . BT 1[6] . BEVAVL[7] 55 /K domid f 28 A4
Ve SRR BN KA S RGMEBOIRIUEEAT T ZRE VAT, S ORI il 53R KBRS RG @ R A F
IR SEH . PN SEAEKAS RGP AAER S I B, BB BE A1 1) [ BZ/K RKAES RS R
FEPE, B DAAS VR B IR PR F 0 AR 5 B H R B0 (F- 1B RN s /K R/KAE S R HIEREIRAS .

FHFLRI] A W IR B ORE I R N CHETE, 463 T 20 tH4l 50 4R4R, 7E 1966 & 1970 4F4 &,
2K 68.8 A, FEAERRAE MR T Z A R R oK HE RN, S B K TR AN
TR B FRACEE[8RF BRL 17K 22 DA K 2F B S [O 0] 3VAT FUE R K AR S R MRSV, #BHEL T
S DURT RN F-1BI Za 24750 L ui B AR 5T, SRR s A — LK AR S PPN A DG I 72 [9] [10],
REA RKIA KT F-1BI BIEE, i DA A A i A i s K & F-1BI AR R, PP AR kI 7K F 7K
AESHERERIL, AL kT v b B R A A 3 R S — AR

2. M5 RHE
2.1 KRS KAFETE

Table 1. Specific location of the sampling point

* 1 REQEMNMTE

KA A B KAE 25 G5 LR (RE) 2 (b4
pNEE ae: DLO1 116.930891 39.068164
FHCALIRAT A = DL02 117.016698 39.040706
FRA IR 413 DLO3 117.187161 38.921113
PRI T3 50 Sk DL04 117.338075 38.832128
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P el T [ e DLO5 117.576665 38.775443
FIEI A\ BE DLO6 116.893378 38.703959
Bl R 1B 9] DLO7 116.918674 38.965115

L] Y8in] 205 [EiE DLO8 117.164666 38.759633

LA ETE 2021 42 2022 43 PUANZEREHEAT, ST /K R BEE T 8 AN KA S (LR 1)k T
FERFEA A, 31X 8 ANRAFE AL A DLOL (RIE T 25 7538) . DLO2 (JHiAt i v f=ris)  DLO3 (Rt JekimT 419A)
DLO4 (Fhiftakin] /3 205 k) DLOS (Fhitydin] B %))« DLO6 (Fdizin] A1), DLO7 (i Fgis ). DLO8 (&
J Yk 205 [EiE) .

22. HFmEESHIEICR

7 PR AR T S 5103, BIA o7k % 5 RN 2 AR 2R S MR R 5 S i [ S 56 = 2 Bl A+ o
GRHE AT S [11]. ORI EIR AR . MRS M. & AR R E R & AR A
Y. & ALY R A
2.3. SHBEEAR

(1) #RERBITH(S), BIERFE S IR P 2R YR .
(2) Shannon-Weiner £ #EPEHEE(H)

H'==Y R log, R o

=

n;
P = N 2

e PONIRIIES AL | AR i SHES ML N WA RER IS BE[12].
(3) £ Berger-Parker 34 1E%1(D)
N

0t ®

i Nmax FE RUFIEAF ARG N ORE s 2 iR i A% 4] [11].
(4) prfEfL A

measured —5%quantile

SHIFRHELL = .
b 95%quantile — 5%quantile (4)
H Hrhi e 4y, = measured -0 o
3-0
O i —
DI HEAL, = 95%quantile — measured o

95%quantile —5%quantile

Hrr, measured: FEAEAT— MEFRERE SRR AR AIIME . 5% quantile: FEAEfT— AN brAa ¥R 5%
A EUE s 95% quantile: AT — M EFR AT IIEHE 95% 1) 70 A 2L E[13] -

(5) HRMPZAEMLEETREL

120857 Z5 B0 H0(S). Shannon-Weiner 2 FEMEFRE((H'). 125 Berger-Parker fL# EHEE(D), X =4
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K 5 B HEAC -F EL RN SR R 2 BEVE SR S48 [ 14] -
3. F-1BI Rk g ik R a5 ik
3.1 BRAMZMSRIERE

SR E AR NN T IR B TIRRIRFE L T A & i R AR KESR B ERARIR
S TSI, P UARSEREE I &), @I T BRI Rr 2R SR S Ta 8, R SRR 2RV LR & 4R
B R B A NS IR A, R A 32 40 R
3.2. {RikfatRiERAaE

AR PRI 7K 28 0 S PRV AL A8 4 I 45 5 AR SCSCIR[S] [6] [15], S AN SR 5 R L B R 45
B2 BEHESLALRE 4 DN RYER 19 MEIEFRFR I F-1BI PR R R (WK 2).

Table 2. F-IBI evaluation system candidate indicators and response to interference

3 2. F-1BI WA RAIRIEHE AR K X T H B R

JE (F3ue 2 €=y LAY X I o
e S ES LISV AT 4 M1 TR
Shannon-Wiener £ #EPETE %L M2 TR
L PAS IR LA (il M3 Tt
iy H £ 25Fh 255 b b M4 T4
B} £ PR 2 H 5 Ll M5 Tt
W LR AR L M6 TR
W R R S T M7 TB&
Ji 2 B SRR L M8 TR
B IR FeBr it ISAMARL S E M9 T
T A P 0 A AR b M10 LF
WA P A A L M11 FR&
I 7 i 52 14 P2 H o L M12 Tt
OB B PR S L M13 TR
KRS PR O B SRS H L B M14 TR
RRAREA R eSS iy ad M15 TR
FEREVE R PSR L M16 LTt
72 B PR Ot R SR L M17 LTt
SR fG AE f SRR 2R L M18 TRE
P OPAT R B R AE S T M19 L

3.3. fRIEIEHRBIRATFIEFI 4T

W 8 AN KA AU BRI AT &9, X 19 MEIRTRAREHTIRE, S M IAEH[5] [TIM0HiE 771,
SEG IR K BRI SEBRIEOL, € =P kb B, AR R SR Rk TR b
ik 90% A, WIMMERZFebR: 520, BURME T H Origin 2021 A2 il fg ik fabx 25%~75%77 s
HAERE, WHRS M 20 m 2 Mzt br e B R A B2 . MR IQ H <2, RIWAHAM HE
B HA PO EN T AR N RS R . (R 1IQME >2, MMM EESHMMAEREES, HFEN
FEAR B AT 2RSS ANTERT J7 R AR N IR e h5 s 28 =20, TURREER: H IBM SPSS Statistics 27 Hf4xf 42
(TR AT HEAT Pearson AHSCPEAMHT, LREA |r| < 0.9 MMt dRAs, # AR R EL|r| > 0.9 [k tiss,
TR B B I — MR FE R -
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3.4. F-1BI 5 BB0 i BN ERE

SRR SLRE[L61HI 715, BRI S IREMEE I, RORE SRR KA 3 —FEF 6 B e B A
NZIERR I . K 1. 3. 5 IMEEE[17] [18] [19]X ST /K 2R K A= A BRI HEA T VA o SR AR
WrSE[201AIVE S T332, Rt s M Fe b S B SRR B EEME 1Y) 75% LA it 5 4, IAANEIHEE(E
[ 50%1t 1 43, 41T 50%%| 75% (BT 3 47« FFrE TRARIIAMEA NG, f3RRFE AR HEAL K F-1BI
538, HRYE MOYLE 5211/ F-1Bl 0 ¥hruEAL %, F-IBl 55y = £ RAE AR 1. 3. 5 IR{EL B 2105
o+ TRk RIETEAR x 120 22 T HSE[22]PHN 7%, BRI K RAK RS RG TN FRIEST 9 6
ANEEL, I (58~60). 1(48~52). — % (40~44). #(28~34). th#(12~22). Tt (0), N SREA AL S F-1BI
RTINS 8], IBATZ AL KA S FER BT P A AN bR 2 8] o

4, BER545h
4.1. & R4FhLE X

AP EAE IR K R 8 N KAF S ICRER 125 3601 B, 40l/ET 3 H 7810 )8 10 #. He,
MRBERZRMIEEH N 2 FE5 )8 500, (HAEMIET 50%; HIRENTEH N 3R 38 3 Fh, ek
B 30%; BRI ETEE 2 BH2 J8 2 B, A EREREL 20%.

42. BRANMZHMARNIEE
225 0 S Rh 2 R A TR B LR RI T e (L 76 3), I X% DLO5.DLO7 15 N3 [ £, 4% DLO1.
DL02. DL03. DL04. DL06. DLO8 fE A%z, WMEFikfahrIS I mMZiba et A REER.

Table 3. Composite index of fish species diversity

3. BXYMSEMEAER

o H— KA B UCRAE = UCRAE VY KA
iR PEOY “hR PEAN iR PEOY “hR PEAN
DLO1 0.26 = 0.31 B 0.29 = 0.29 %=
DLO2 0.48 Bz 0.38 Bz 0.45 Bz 0.62 — %
DL03 0.03 2 0.03 & 0.08 2 0.06 W=
DL04 0.14 2 0.14 & 0.01 2 0.17 %
DLO5 0.65 — % 0.78 R4F 0.76 R4 0.74 R4F
DLO6 0.50 — % 0.53 — % 0.62 — % 0.63 —
DLO7 0.84 R4F 0.77 R4F 0.70 R4F 0.94 7
DLO8 0.34 B 0.39 Bz 0.46 B 0.44 BE

4.3. F-1B1 &k 3E#5 534 B fifik

FRFE R F-IBI B AR bR AT 25 (W 4). 19 Mk TR bR E LRI S Ve AR5, h & P Ak
B tb(M10)EE T 90% A Z(E, MR M10 fR B Fl Ak 18 MBI IR PR AT BUBIE BT . R MR E (ML),
Shannon-Wiener Z £ 1EFEH(M2) SFHA P RE L LE(MB). o R 2 HEFIEEE S LL(MT) skl
AMREE H(MO) A PR AR H (ML), 3X 6 MEEFEARIT 1Q 1 > 2 (WAl 1), XX 6 MEESR
PRiEEAT Pearson AHRIESMHT(ML A 5), M9 5 M11 IAHSE R 8 |r|> 0.9, REZEHIZK, M1LALLT M9 Hi
TR SRR K FR N T A, MR MO, AR M1, M2, M5, M7. M11 /E i
IR K 2 F-1BI {15 FE bR
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Figure 1. Box chart of six candidate indicators at reference points and damage points
B 1 AMREEGESBaMZ R EEE
Table 4. Analysis data of F-1BI candidate indicators at each sampling point
2 4. ERH S F-IBlREIEFRS T HIE
DLO1 DLO02 DL03 DL04 DL05 DL06 DLO7 DLO08
M1 4 5 2 4 6 6 7 4
M2 0.80 1.30 0.33 0.18 1.88 1.19 1.90 1.18
M3 4 3 1 2 3 4 4 3
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M4 0 2 1 1 1 2 2 0
M5 3 3 1 2 3 4 4 3
M6 0.25 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.33 0.29 0.50
M7 0.50 0.40 0.50 0.50 0.33 0.33 0.29 0.25
M8 0.25 0.40 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.33 0.43 0.25
M9 1.00 0.79 0.92 0.99 0.80 0.56 0.68 0.81
M10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M11 0.00 0.21 0.08 0.01 0.20 0.44 0.32 0.19
M12 0.75 0.60 1.00 0.75 0.83 0.67 0.71 0.75
M13 0.25 0.40 0.00 0.25 0.17 0.33 0.29 0.25
M14 0.00 0.20 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.14 0.00
M15 0.50 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.17 0.29 0.50
M16 0.50 0.40 0.50 0.75 0.50 0.50 0.43 0.50
M17 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.17 0.14 0.00
M18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00
M19 0.00 0.20 0.50 0.25 0.17 0..17 0.29 0.25
Table 5. Pearson correlation analysis data
5% 5. Pearson 83Xt 8E
M1 M2 M5 M7 M9 M11

M1 1

M2 0.84 1

M5 0.889 0.758 1

M7 —0.65 -0.792 —0.694 1

M9 -0.719 —0.662 -0.736 0.752 1

M11 0.719 0.662 0.736 —0.752 -1 1

4.4. F-1B1 V4

MR K R KA 5 F-1BI PPN AR AR B FRE(L 22 6), & RAF i F-IBI il 73 LA AR S R (L 42
7)o BHUEFTDASHE, JIAIRIAT K 2 RAE B BOIR LA “ 227 3] “4F” 7K°F, DLO3 rifr VPSR “ M)
7#” , DLO1. DLO4. DLO8 mififiFnasgih “2” , DLO2 sifr iP5 “—~%" , DLO5 f
RLRIVPENEECN “—MK” , DLO6. DLO7 s IV “Uf” o MR K REEMR FACE “ — i~

1K

Table 6. Duliujian River system F-IBI grading standard
% 6. JREIAKF F-1BI IR{EFRE

P LT o Mgﬁzf{ﬁ s
A EFPI (ML) 7 >5.25 3.5~5.25 <35
Shannon-Wiener £ #4445 $(M2) 1.90 >1.42 0.95~1.42 <0.95
SRR 8 S FP A E G L (M5) 4 >3 2~3 <2
HR 2 RS T (MT) 0.50 >0.38 0.25~0.38 <0.25
B T AR S (ML) 0.44 >0.33 0.22~0.33 <0.22
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Table 7. Total F-IBI scores and evaluation results of sampling points in Duliujian River system
= 7. WRACTK RS RS F-IBl 255 RTNER

DLO1 DLO02 DLO3  DLO4 DLO05 DLO6 DLO7 DLO08

M1 3 3 1 3 5 5 5 3
M2 1 3 1 1 5 3 5 3
M5 3 3 1 3 3 5 5 3
M7 5 5 5 5 3 3 3 3
M11 1 1 1 1 1 5 3 1

1Bl &5 (hrifEfk) 31.2 36 21.6 312 40.8 50.4 50.4 31.2
IKAERESR % -z R % — L5 L5 %

5. #1ig

A YRR AR FH 8 8 AR ) S B FR R (F- 1B XA JBIAT 7K R [P 7K AR SRR L IEAT T VY A I,
PRI K R KA RS TR FACTE “ —Me~2" KF. 75 8 AREEmH,  “IF” AP RIRAE AN
DLO6. DLO7, 5 25%; “—f&” /KFHIRFES A DLOS, 5 12.5%; “—M~%" /K FIEAE 5 DLO2,
5 12.5%; “Z” AKCFRIRFE SN DLOL. DLO4. DLO08, |5 37.5%; “H¢2” AKVHIRFE SN DLO3,
12.5%. A WL, 7T LIRS ) DLO6 F1 DLO7 SRAY s i /K AR 25 (g FREDR 25 Lt A1 T At s I8 10 e
R HBUXFE I ] B KON I WA R IR, SZUbEmN, AT, AR
PR, KSR« MR TR EIFE R, KAESBREERMLH R “27 - “—HK~
BT ORFET - CET - R MR IR AR N RTE TR S A, R I TR KR
HPRIG . KRR KA RIZNARA, B SR ST 2 BR R BN, 0] 0 2R ) A ARG O R . (R
IR NG, W@ Ry, T Hi5 . REP R ZIEEESS, F5KG5mE, Mk
ARSI AR 2, A ZREENRD, &P 5 DR ) 0N 3 B K AR S 1 BOIRAS AR BLE K.
AL TR 3T IR LT ) DLOS RAE AL, RIS R T, A4S 2 RAE R K A A
REFH P ATt

T RPN 2 REVE LR A T B UCRAE S 1P A AR B B A 2 R SR S TR BUP I 4 R
DLOL &y “Z%” . DL02 i “##%” . DLO3 A “thZE” . DL04 A/ “tZE” . DLO5 A “R4F” . DL06 K
“—f” . DLO7 A “R&F” . DLO8 Ny “IRE” . MBYFZFEMLEE TN PN 45 R 5 A1) 5 8
PERREVPIN EE R, KA b —80r), i R AR T B K SRR BRI AR A e 35, s SRR 2 4%
PECREHRBUH L T 1 R e B R A HREM R BRI FIBI PR R, SEInfafE s, (Haddmndm
KT 2 FEIE LR G 85US BT 45 SR A HERS, B TP RN BOIR LI L 2 75 2R F-1BI PPN R R
BRNMEFIKESEL.

AV N A e B R R (F-1BY), TRABFIRA NS F . BIREN. M2, Bt

B2 i —SE AT, VP T IR R PR Hord, SRR IUR K F-1BI ARG
BT (00K H 5 R e BT S 0 NS AR AT B s S A B 9 BT, B B it
ARG HORLR , I B SREVIIERIT K 5 (0 S AE40H, (RIS T $E0 F44F ) DLOS. DLOT fF
RBIL, AGRBITK R F-1BI VAR o 207 A (B BT (23] I [24] 467 HE V4 (4 7
LEEER
6. &g

MBS RRY], LIRS R EOIRS A “4F 7 HRCF, B AT AR TR B
fEREIRAE . X AR H AT TR L3 Rz i K 52 br B 32 S A jE A — 8.
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