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Assessment of stream habitat quality in Naoli River Watershed, China

WANG Jianhua'>*, TIAN Jinghan®, LU Xianguo™ *

1 State Key Laboratory of Earth Surface Processes and Resource Ecology, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China

2 Cangzhou Teachers’ College, Cangzhou 061001, China

3 Key Laboratory of wetland ecology and environment, Northeast Institute of Geography and Agroecology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Changchun 130012,
China

4 College of Resources Science and Technology, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China

Abstract: Based on data collected from 21 sample sites in 6 sections of the Naoli River, this paper assesses the river’ s
habitat quality using the Index of Stream Habitat Quality (ISHQ) which includes 3 groups of indices; (1) stream water
dimension (flow volume, water quality, index combining flow speed and water depth) ; (2) channel-riparian dimension
(shape, structure and degree of erosion of the channel and riparian vegetation); (3) human disturbance dimension
(human activities along the bank, land use, hydraulic facilities). Our findings show that the stream inhabitant quality in
the Naoli River is in a good condition with few sites in poor condition. The habitant quality with ranking score of ‘ excellent
and very good’ is accounted for 47. 6 percent of the sampling sites, 33.3 percent with ranking score of ‘average’ and 19. 1
percent with ranking score of ‘poor’. There is no site in this catchment with ranking score of ‘very poor’. This paper
concludes that the quality of stream habitat in the Naoli River catchment has been strongly influenced by the land use and
land cover in the surrounding areas and is also closely related to the water quality and biological integrity. The paper also
highlights the further research direction: to establish index system and criteria for stream inhabitant quality assessment and

to set up standardized reference conditions for the key assessment indices.
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Fig. 1 Map of the Naoli River Watershed and location of the 21 sampling sites
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Table 1 Indicators and their criteria for assessment of stream habitat quality
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Table 3 Assignment for stream habitat indicators and the ISHQ scores
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