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Tab.1 Basic characteristics of the four reservoirs
oK BE IEW M BalE
mEY =/ FEgss okEs ks
km? Fim  Fw An’ m’

G R

A 1996 254 30250 15900 ND ND

B 2001 254 16 840 14500 11200 14 000
C 1997 3 407 1453 1 100 ND 4 600
D 2001 460 23500 18 500 21900 27 600

1 :ND 2R To iR A 5 o
Note: ND — No Data.
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Tab.2 The 22 candidate metrics selected for ecological assessment
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Fig.1 Box plot graphs of 8 candidate metrics between reference points and impaired points
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Tab.3 The selected metrics for plankton evaluation model
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Tab.4 Evaluation standard of P-IBI for water
source assessment in Zhejiang Province
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Tab.5 P-IBI scores for the sampling sites of the reservoirs in Zhejiang Province

IKEE A o WY ES [ER I/ X (VA A N o SN P-IBI P-IBI KA
G & o PRI ZHENE Y WK% L/ % SriH By T
R 0.000 0.054 0.439 0.003 0.943 0.123 1.561
A 0.924 0.086 0.367 0.038 0.112 0.073 1.599 1.216 %
JE 0.265 0.031 0. 186 0.008 0. 000 0. 000 0.489
IR 0.999 1.000 0.777 1.000 1.000 0.996 5.772
B 1.000 0. 680 0.881 0.972 1.000 0.951 5.484 5.157 it
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AT 0.984 0.142 0.847 0.042 1.000 0.450 3.465
¢ 0.939 0.040 0.597 0.014 0.900 0. 145 2.635 3.304 B
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2 0.801 0.165 0.790 0.003 0.697 0.579 3.034
JEE 1 0.811 0.347 0.836 0.012 1.000 0.667 3.673
JERE2  0.853 0.364 0.983 0.027 0.890 0.826 3.943
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Tab.6 Water quality evaluation results

of the four reservoirs
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Planktonic Index of Biotic Integrity ( P-IBI) for Water Source Assessment
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Abstract; Investigation study on plankton population was conducted during 2009 and 2010, and the data were ana-

lyzed with an evaluation method of Planktonic Index of Biotic Integrity (P-IBI). According to the research data, an

evaluation model of P-IBI composed of 6 metrics was established. Furthermore, ecological health statuses of four

reservoirs were also evaluated. Results showed that the P-IBI scores of four reservoirs were 1.216, 5.157, 3.304

and 3. 542 respectively; the health statuses were poor, excellent, good and good correspondingly. Results also indi-

cated that the P-IBI evaluation system can reflect the health status of aquatic ecosystem of water resources in Zhe-

jiang Province.

Key words: Planktonic Index of Biotic Integrity; water source; water quality assessment



