LA FLZ, Journal of Anhui Agri. Sci.2017,45(15) :63 -65

i 7 B B 0 i 3K B R K B

RIS

(LRSI 2 2 Bk A 27 B , 10 T YR FH 110034 )

WE [ RAEFETREIHIE FNETERRRE, [ 7512016 F7 A (FKH) F0 10 A (FAI) SFETRIKS SR L
(FEFA 6 ANRAE) RGBS Y Ar § HMRAT T RS, AN Z KIBKRAR T2, [ER]ZEMFZESIRI, RAESHH 3 15
M8 A 10HR2 A L PHARSWEBARERL R, EHEHUZTH 8% , KT & 13% , 565 & 16% , LI 34 & 3% . %
IR BV R RAR LT B A F ORI eE, RO KR B E, T R A MK IR, P A T RAT A T AR R F LR R
TRAGE D0 £ BT, AN R PR ERFEETTHRE, AAFHAZTARITAMERREAXE—SRE LY 0T FH ke
AL AR IR AT T AR, [ 30 ] 12T T0 A e T A A AR T A 438

SRR R RN A KRB KR
RESES (058.8;X824 AR A XEHS 0517 -6611(2017)15 0063 ~03

Species Investigation of Macrozoobenthos and Water Quality Evaluation in Hun River
LI Xin-tong, HAO Bo, DU Jing"
Abstract
od ]In order to evaluate the water quality in Hun River,qualitatively and quantitatively the diversity of Hun river in July and October,2016 was

(Shenyang Normal University ,Shenyang, Liaoning 110034 )

[ Objective | The aim was to investigate of macrozoobenthos species in Hui River, and evaluate the water quality of Hui River. [ Meth-

analyzed. [ Result ] The results showed that samples were collected from total 8 sites (6 sites in fact). We found 3 phyla,5 classes,8 orders, 10
families,32 species of benthicanimals,including 68% of aquatic insects,which group in more times,13% of annelida,16% of mollusca,and 3%
of anthropoda. Hun River water has different degrees of pollution. During the wet season,the water pollution in Dongzhouqu was serious, down-
stream pollution was relatively light. In the dry season. Midstream and downstream for construction and impoundment changed the living environ-
ment of macrozoobenthos , causing its type quantity which didn’t conform to seasonal change. Environmental changes of some rivers by anthropo-
genic activities affected the seasonal changes to some extent. Therefore ,the overall water quality in dry season was slightly better than the wet sea-

son. [ Conclusion ] The study can provide scientific basis for maintaining ecosystem health of Hui River.
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Table 2 Macroinvertebrates groups in each point of Hun River Basin

b2 Bk A IiES
No. Sampling point Type
1 KK 37K T RUP PRI O M BRI K 22] e N MR I SE AR BRI B G S R R R BRG] itk 2208] | BRI RE
I DL R 2 PR I
AR N B AT NSRRI JE R BRI K 22 85] Jii Lok 22851 /N0 S L R £ 8 rh AR |
3 A FULEHR P MR OB MR BRI K 22 85] A AT SR 0 FE R R I8 /N 0 SRR A MR A
TP = P AR
4 P T CREHERA s 2RI B PRI IR TR I, =50 PR AL R OISR I —Fh L8 MR 08 MR /N0 e 2R B
IKH) SRR RS P R BUE R
5 PR (AE)  ANSURMEO\H AR BRGNS MR Ui e MR DA 2 R BUE IR
6 ISV LB OEE | T FREOMCHE 150 SR U8 R SCRR IS RIS 22 e RS (ZH A0 6] R D MR/

BRSPS BRI

®3 FEMRET B(EKE) 10 B (FKE) &RESRESY ENFITEMN SR

Table 3 Results of benthic animal monitoring and evaluation in each sampling points of Hun river basin in July (altogether) and October ( dry sea-
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Fig.2 Comparison of total number of individuals of benthic ani-

mal individual in each sampling points of Hun River Ba-
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Fig.3 Comparison of species numberof benthic animal individu-

al in each sampling points of Hun River Basin
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