Journal of Korean Society on Water Environment, Vol. 39, No. 4, pp.269-287 (July, 2023)
pISSN 2289-0971 eISSN 2289-098X  https://doi.org/10.15681/KSWE.2023.39.4.269

Si=o| SIMEd FIIE 28 AMMsE: SHFXFBMG) T A HE
254 - ofoi

ZA7|cHstm A4Skt

= oS o=

Development and Application of Benthic Macroinvertebrates Genus
Index for Biological Assessment on Korean Stream Environment

Dongsoo Kong“fr - Minjeong Yeo®

Department of Life Science, Kyonggi University
(Received 23 June 2023, Revised 20 July 2023, Accepted 21 July 2023)

Abstract

The genus-level biotic index of benthic macroinvertebrates (Benthic Macroinvertebrates Genus Index, BMGI)
was developed and applicated based on the data collected from 13,347 sampling units of 814 sites from
2010 to 2021 in Korea. Tolerant values of 274 indicator taxa were established by analyzing the relationship
between the relative frequency and abundance of indicator taxa and the water quality index considering
biochemical oxygen demand (BODs), total suspended solids (TSS), and total phosphorus (T-P). BMGI
showed a slightly higher correlation with water quality than the species-level biotic index (Benthic
Macroinvertebrates Index, BMI) that was developed and applied in Korea. Although the BMGI does not
contain species-level information, the reason why BMGI shows higher applicability than BMI seems to be
due to the increase in the number of indicator taxa and the decrease in the misidentification of immature
aquatic insects. The coefficient of determination in multiple regression with BODs, TSS, and TP for BMGI
was 0.62 in the long-term averaged data of 814 sites, and the standardized coefficient of BODs was -0.46,
TSS was -0.17 and T-P was -0.21, respectively. As a result of the evaluation by BMGI, of the 814 sites,
38% were in good, 25% in fair, and 37% in poor condition.
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1. Introduction

S84l et S5 FrhEHE 53 21719 dHE A
¢t FEOE Frlste Ao|BE FV|HoldAAME FFAQ
B7HE QA e A=A el g3 EoloF shtk(Kong,
2002' Yoon et al., 1992b). 3] AZANEL 77ty 2

S s Fal FF aldol *@E"ﬂ HAs EF4A 9FS
Wl ZFthMandaville, 2002). T2 AXHBELS 194]7]
WHEE B8 7t X—'}%Qﬂ som, 55 x4 P
72 F% E(Benthic Macroinvertebrates)= AEZUEHY
S EA Y g7t e &850 $hrhKarr, 1999; Resh
and Jackson, 1993; Smith et al., 1999). AXY NI FHF5

E2 g AHA A 7 st 35S 78 F skl
W HolAtE A AL} aAt AHAE AFce T8 9
Sh2 5t3 QJth(Hynes, 1970). =3+ 374 2013 A4 Ad] u}
2 g0 A gste Yol tgst SFF Y WSt wg
SHAl Whgste Sol Bol FFE bl HEe AR A
31 9JtH(Chandler, 1970; Doeg and Koehn, 1994; Hynes,
1970).

olAY ANFE AAE HFFFHFSE o 234 F7t
a8 FHE 7HAL AT BES 57 (identification)S ¢
3 975 A9 At E = o g8 ity

sotal 9len, E5 & o 5

oty A4 A s 4E AET
% wyk ol nigds A S dHlME o5
(Kong et al.,, 2019). T3+ F(species) ©]5t9] 5}
T FEAA HBE AFEXG FFHA =

APgE A g gho] MEA] FFLHE Bk &
i & = ¢tk Kong, Min et al., 2018). 9|2
F7He FPste AXNYE FAENA M =3
o] F= EA|7} BHSE AERA FA o] £ BE
2 HFONA A FEY] ol 37 AA FF O]"f_‘ Aol 3
gt YEHA FrE BAsterte e =] A&HIL

) tHBailey et al., 2001).

FeelA AEE AXE AFFHFEEY HEATE
49 o= SHF Frhe FEY Sdo dig dFo w
2 g BRety HFE VIvte s A H itk AAA
Aoz I MEAFEY Hlgo] H Zelinka and Marvan
(1961)9] 25X Ex]<=(Saprobic index, SI)= AAY HIF
HAF5EY T TN FItEE AFolH, ol dF AA
QAR T& 2Tt Brlste 5Y9 ZEXAPTHE(DIN
38410, 1990)9] Z3to] H Aot

I FAE FIHAANAME AXE dABFHFs=Y
HUAAE F(family) FEANA 2G5t ot 1976'dl 274
H AESH ZYHy YFE ZY(Biological Monitoring
Working Party, BMWP) A& FE2 =29 A3} 27‘394
a5 Foly AESAH A& WET F e M AR
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4 $Fo2A HFamily) B Class ¥5)5 H"oq
sha 857 Rl Wi WS A3k thHawkes,
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Davy-Bowker, 2014; Paisley et al; 2014, Walley and
Hawkes, 1996; Walley and Hawkes, 1997) Ax @A 4
BRI 10670(R 25 123 10570 #HhE SF=qx 2z
A= WY F2 2ol AP BMWP score= 1980'd
9l#E River Invertebrate Prediction and Classification
System (RIVPACS)<] A €& X 4*(Ecological Quality Ratio,
EQR) 2Hgo| AM&Eo] $tth(Wright et al., 2000). &
RIVPACSIVE 2008 dF-E River Invertebrate Classification
Tool (RICT)?] 3 HEoz EFFHoHW, RICTIAE
BMWP score®] 482 WHPT score’} o] &H i 9lom
ole] W2 FriHHI VE2 MELZ ;A JATHUK
Legislation, 2015).

d2NA = AFZHAFYIN(E@A AFHEAF Y37}
19920 & BMWP 3] RIZA S wpd g o] %, 5h3
TR A AP 199378 &&H AL, 2012 =
AAE Tl 93 954 Brle Ad3)dA 71&9 o
2% BMWP score®] 7WELS whEAF vE ATHNojaki,
2012).

u] o A& Hilsenhoff (1988)7F 3 &2 A EX 4| 23
B 72429 Family biotic index (FB)E 7]'&3t o] % Plafkin
et al. (1989), Bode et al. (1996), Bode et al. (2002), Barbour
et al. (1999)° s B A= 78 Modified Family
Biotic Index (FBDZe WP Loz 240]al glom o] m3
EPA <] Rapid Bioassessment Protocol IIIA % &8 H} Q)
THBarbour et al., 1999). FZ 71Ut} Nova ScotiaF9] +=
Q1 Halifax® E¥ - 2835 (Soil & Water Conservation
Society of Metro Halifax, SWCSMH)+ o] A1A37E
TS B2 WAHEE AL JITHSWCSMH, 2015).
a8y E£F7Y o] 2 XdAE #F 59 dolH
Bt &/ 39 HolHM Y dHE EE]- Z i
s o8y AF7F JokBowman and Bailey, 1998;
Hawkins and Norris, 2000; Plafkin, 1989). o]o] w&} ZHZ
ul=t EPASIA F#3= A= 7 - B H7K(National Rivers
and Streams Assessment, NRSA) ZZ2 1] A4 P F

HAFTE FEAAE & 759 HFEF & 23helA 3

7+ A3 A Th(Herlihy et al., 2008; U. S. EPA., 2008).

A ety F7H4 AEREYUEFAA FAEHA Bt
o AMgEI Yt AAXEFEAS(Benthic Macroinvrtebrates
Index, BMI)+= Zelinka and Marvan (1961)%] S+ ER] S
(Saprobic index, SDE A& AL2ZXN F +F9 HAF W
J E(tolerance)E L dt= A o]th(Kong, Son et al,
2018). 2 Yol & =9 AFZE Yoon et al. (1992a)°l
9 AAE Yoon-Kong® L+BEAF, Won et al. (2006)
9] =M ER F(Korean Saprobic Index, KSI), Kong,
Park et al. (2018)Y AXAY tIFIHFFE AHASF
(Ecological Score of Benthic Macroinvertebrates community,
ESB), Kong et al. (2013)9 3bg254EX5(Korean
Thermality Index, KTI), Kong and Kim (2016)2] AAX &=
51 3143 A 4=(benthic macroinvertebrates streambed index,
BMSI)7} @itk
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uhd A9 BEFTe AEAFZEE Yoon et al. (1992b)9]
Yoon-Kong® 2 HA5(Group Pollution Index, GPI),
Yoon-Kong®] #2EA4E 743 Kong, Min et al. (2018)
9]  Zro]AAFEAX 4 (Simple Benthic Macroinvertebrates
Index, SBMI)7} $ith. ol @t A5=9] A %2 &(phylum)2
ZHE (species) T HF7HA rgFatA Fd=0o Atk
I 9]9 = Kong et al. (2019)2 ¥=<] EQR B7/HAE A&
5171 A5t AXEE FHF A4 (Benthic Macroinvertebrates
Family Index, BMF)E A& vl Qlth o] A+E& 49

—11-4 AgEol7] Wil F Aol wg &olsht a9l

Foll i AT FRE BGlFA= Gerh
T A 7494’0}71] &8 st=d Ao AHst
EAHELS B S22 A 2A &
22 TAA P& 4\7‘:}74]4 FALZE T Eﬂﬁﬁ
HoH(Morse et al., 2017). 7]
AXESEATBMD= A S35 JESZT T '3]'7< "J?EH
Al A7 Bt AE&HL e I AFEA =
2 853 J=H(NIER, 2019), BMI %k% % #%91 A E
A AT EFHE 7o E AFHE
oAA 7Hg & T’:X'“L_ T FEAA s °x°ﬂ o
AA 7t BV A oW, & Y A= F T
A BIRSHA ?4_01‘/}5 74 AFHA= Bridd A
ol AR wat FIHAA Y dFFo] AoEHE Folth w
Al olElgt EAIFH o] & M) At & HFe
o ok Zade] ¥ A= HIAFE sl ASHL
2 A7 s
azkell A AdHe] HEHa gl BMIY ESBe
FE9 AFelH, BMFI= & %, GPI, SBMI= 2ot
AEFT T2 AFol, & FEAA AdEH AE 9
&8 AT Atk ol FdA & A+ AXSE
E‘:* Z]4=(Benthic Macroinvertebrates Genus Index, BMGI)
g A9 ng S8 A =HJATE 20109 FH
AR ZAAANA 29 wd 54
o2 NETLES F7MsIL BMGIE A
—a}QQth & 7 719 BMI¢ Bl £A5kal $HE E71Y
a3 7]-v~7_<]E Attt sZ3T-TH AEFRY F&

%‘% AZ °“""(trade-oft)«] #AZ & 4 At} Robinson
(2023)—3— & FEdA HFFHAFTES tHFe A
= °ﬂ*ﬂ BEst=d Agdol 2 F A
k. H}EW FF F7tH o2 BMIE A ste] B
&3te AT T 7Y BEE oE9A & AUV st
= 39 ZAEAGTH
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2. Materials and Methods

21 Atz 8

AsAel F8F ARE FFFABVALN s1F
F7h FAEel AAE G he AUC0~124), B2
Hol «sl AN ST AF 7| FE oq?. 9 A AR, SR

FYaFBAAY AU A F2A A% 4% 2 @

L AF(15~-18), “AEA ABF =4 2 B
(12~13d)” 2 “akd FAHA dF A 9 3344 B
(14~21dy, SH@FHGAe P57 2UHY 2
71 AAEAT(17~'183), “4tid B Jjge] mE
A Mst2AN18~1209d)7, 94E ARG FABE AL
5191 G ARAZEA FRBEL i*‘xlﬂ"?}E(HsD A

F TEF AF(209) M 2AVETR F

—l)N

Z AA o 2AAH F FEF EIESHEYY] #2537
AT dAskE 779 ARH FAEEGe] e 7IFHs
HA 9] 35 AAE TFF F 8147 AHAA 95 Ee A
7+ WEE ZAE BEF XS T 13347709 ZETS
(sampling unit)®] A5 E o2 AU 4+ 779
AFEAE 814709 ZAAHE B EANAF0E =TS
ﬂﬂi‘%k)@r BHrA g 7I9e g A HAT B AT AN
d A5 oy d7] HAE S B2 AR BR 7
ZAAAE R ZAIZE 2 BT A7t Atk wEtA XA
HE7t & A A7 9] AxA 9 540 FTHAHL
2 g5 e AS 3] At AFE HE s BT
2 AT B AFAES FVITY FEIEFS o
st AolBZ AN Bdrd e 7HAA EAME=

Aol g Holgta AGsATh

22 X|2e MH

ARFTY BRI HFEe & FELE e As 994
o2 oy e SUlelA AxFe] FElo] FEEE
ERTe & 722 AEsHTh o 589 A&EH ¥
AP R F71e FFgd s & Aotk Zutt
(Chironomidae)‘—‘- LS 712 F M9 FHIL[E2A

H(red type)@ I 919 F¥(non-red type)] &= FHEI}IA

‘/]‘, A F(blood tubule)d] F+F & TXZF §F wat A
T8 EZ7AY FHFLE UFATh B A(Clitellata)o]
2] &(Diptera)# 2] 0] AP FLHFE A5
gd50] e EFTEES IF(family), oFF(subfamily) F= 7
(class) T2 AEetATh AA TEDH A FoiEdwl
E7F w22 1% P9 ERTSS BAA ALt

-'I->

23 QEHIE MY
QEAIEL Kong, Son et al. (2018)°] BMI9] 757
Al A g7 7]—%3 %18}04 933 9y FAGE
FTUT-P)= FFIH, T2
(TSS)S “7&‘:% t&ﬂh‘—% FEOZA AXY U
HEFFEY A5 FFE F= Fo Q02 aFHA 9]
TH(Kong, Son et al., 2018). Kong, Son et al. (2018)< BOD;
FEE /1F0E 9FYEAGS AYAT AEAE AP
% BMI¢} BODs, TSS, T-P9 t53 A2 S A&t BMI
o9 g7t SHe LFRAt
ATolME LEAEY YDA BODs¢t TSS 2
T-PE Ao IEiste olF 7|vter Z AR AEA
£ A5t th(Table 1). 2LEA Gl A BODs%t TSS 552
71&2]+= Kong, Son et al. (2018)2] 28]<¢ A A S wgtom,

-[n [ rui
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Table 1. Classification of pollution series, criteria of water
quality and water quality index (WQI)

Criteria of water quality | WQI Classification of pollution
BODs | TSS T-P Symbol Pollution series
(mg) | (mg) [ gy | YT T | value (s)
< 1| <25 | <001]| =80 I 1 0

<2| <5 |<003| =60 | II 2 1

< 4| <10 | <0.09| =40 | I 3 2

< 8| <20 | <027 | =20 | IV 4 3

<16 | <40 | <081 | =>=0]| V 5 4

T-P2] 7]%X+= Kong, Son et al. (2018)2] AAE tt& =3
3] 3uj5 AAZ HPsdch 4P B BES 57
2 OECD (1982)8 Qe HFAA(<0.01 mg/L:
oligotrophic, 0.01~0.035 mg/L: mesotrophic, 0.035~0.1
mg/L: eutrophic)®ll 7}7h2 Ao|th
BODs, TSS, T-P9] Fxo wat #g 5= L8AEY &
e M2 ge UEd & JonE 4 $333Y BE §
3
ot
)

N

¥ FZ X g (water quality index) #OZ WIS £
FAAFE st g EATY LEHAES ¥
t} Table 19 I 53Y F2ASF o] 80, V 539 F32
T Fkel 00] ElEi BOD;9} TSS: 204 AA =, T-P

W AAZ F2& AAFATHA 1~3).
WQI(BOD,) =100—20x [1+Log,””*| (BODs: mg/L) (1)
WQI(TSS) =100—20x [1+Log} %°/*5] (TSS: mg/L)  (2)
WQI(T —P) =100—20x [1+Log] ~"/*'] (T-P: mg/L) (3)

T FAATE NE £AAF A E F %'3}01 2H8
sten, s e 4 AR AXY dIFHFFEY
AFG PR = GFEE At AT %“'i . o1& 98l
81470 AR FABF#}T 7]E /ME=o] = BMI 3
e 7L 953N S EESATHA 4). 4 23
o7 Wiy FAASFLES EFI I AA S(standardized
regression coefficient):= BODs7} -0.46, TSS+ -0.15, T-P+=
0202.2 BODs, T-P, TSSS] #0.2 Jgwr} = Aoz #
B = A

f

BMI= 62.09— 12.83In(BOD; ) — 3.22In(755) —4.27In(7P)  (4)
(R*=0.59)

o]#3t «=9]9 w} BODs= 3, TSS= 1, T-P= 29 S 7
A4 7MEA 2 A &5t $3 WQIE AESHATHA 5).

3 WQI(BOD;) + WQI(TSS) + 2 WQI(TSS)
- 6

i

S EEASIE|X| M39A HM4s, 2023
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EF2¥ UAX+ Kong, Son et al
Al &S s wegt A&t ol
gAgE R
AEE)E B

Z AFET()
g AxFo] &3 2T, E
FAF(NV)E Y FelTh(2] 6).

Gy, = RF, X A,

/g Al FX] (tolerant  valency, v, )=
AHl &2 EE2HTHZ] 9).

Z+ A F 729 WA A (tolerance value,

(2018)°] BMI 70t
B Nee 7 o

4 Z]EEL-J EdEdE(UEdVNExEdE
A 5= Zo]tiDufrene and Legendre, 1997).
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10).

5
= Zviksk
k=1

s; : WAA (the tolerant value)

10)

S, : k AQY LEA G (the pollution series value of

series k; 0, 1, 2, 3, 4)

25 X E29 X|Z7FSX|(Indicator

32K 1) #& 7I1F£2=% Ko
Al(Table 2)ell @} 48 st

weight value)

Zr BERTLEY A= FHd v WAEAAIZA Y &
A1 S ng, Son et al. (2018)<] A
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Table 2. Scheme of indicator weight values (g;) based on
standard deviation (STD) of tolerant valency from
Kong, Son et al. (2018)

Table 3. Scheme of abundance frequency (h;) according to
the rank percentage of individual abundance (R)
from Kong, Son et al. (2018)

0.09<~ | 0.18<~ | 0.27<~
< >|
STD =009 018 | <027 | =036 036
g 1 2 3 4 5

(1

]

ol#] gt W& Sladeek (1969; 1973)8 A F7MEA] ol
ot A}t FAFSY Ago] Bt &olst HEHo| oS
=thKong et al., 2012).

26 MMSE &8 FX|(Benthic Macroinvertebrates
Genus Index, BMGI)

Yoon et al. (1992a)¢] Yoon-Kong’s SI (saprobic index) Al
2HE dA7A S UEAA AHEEHC $d #YE A
Hl= Zelinka and Marvan (1961)2] LA EXF]
g AoE AFIFA Y FAEE JHEetd WAEA
#ot Aol fFAT 2 AFNA At AXSE
(BMGI) Al 22 FEAAE wsth4] 12).

Ao ot to
ot flo of

o
N
N
37

Y sy,

i=1

Ehigi
i=1

GMBI=| 4~ % 25 (12)

GBMI : ANEE SUFEAS

(Benthic Macroinvertebrates Genus Index)
i AdE ARETY dEds

(the number assigned to the indicator 7)
n : 3T AEZY FF

(the number of occurrent indicators)
s i AR AR

(the tolerance value of indicator i)
h; : i AETLY 9%

(the abundance frequency of indicator i)
6 1 i ARZ ARAEA

(the indicator weight value of indicator ¢)

=] DIN 38410 (1990)2 2 54 &X] 4*(saprobic index)
B A FAEE THAR T35t H &5t ok & AT
X Zelinka and Marvan (1961), Kong, Son et al. (2018)

2ol EdMAFY WEE sHAZ FESIA FotHth
Z+ AxTe AT £AE HEHFE wIstd
13), °]& 5 SFLE FR3Y EFVNE @& 17H 5714
o 519 tH(Table 3). Kong, Son et al. (2018)2 A &7-9 &
AN E 2 Al A 28 BRTY S de doves

2

ET-S

0/ < ~ 0/ ~ 0/ ~
| = | i | e | T |
Relative

abundance 5 4 3 2 1
(h)

aPFPOUY B AT AXFo] Yy AA F

7Rl Ml €38 AFETY FF(A 139 =) g

&
vl eS 253l

]Vi
R =—5x100 (13)

R i ARTY E3MAF 9 4EE
(the rank percentage of indicator ; based on individual
abundance)

N i ART FAAAS &9
(the rank of indicator ; based on individual abundance)

N : AETLY F &9 F (the total number of indicators)

27 X0 533}
7 ogAge ohor 44E Aolmz ogALeA
99l BEE o4 sk LA del

YeldE BMGI 39 9%
o3k BMGIY] 7]&X 5 A
< 104 DHH 1?{*

E)jq_ 2 9z 7y
Weibull ¥, Gamma #3X, beta ¥, Gumbel ¥¥)2] 87

FolgeH, o T 4/ BRIA
Weibull ¥, Gamma £X)° tfslA & 243 E(negatively
skewed dlstrlbutlon)«] AAAS fet JEE EFP(reversed

distribution type)& F7}sHATH
3. Results and Discussion

3.1 BMGI2} 7[& BMIS| X[EX| H|m

LEAIE B2 BMGI AR5 B+ WX+ Kong,
Son et al. (2018)¢] BMI A EFEY HA 2 EA(saprobic
value)oll Bl 2 o2 YElon, BMGI AETEY &
gAGE Hd WA FA (tolerant valency)= BMI X ETE
9] QEHAIEY Q€A FX(saprobic valency)ll HIS] WHo]7}
Zrrth(Fig. 1). ©l+= Kong, Son et al. (2018)%] A7+ H3]
2 d7e T2 Y #F 2A FUtete LE8E A9Y 3

=
=
=
=

-
T
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H7F S @l Edﬂ‘ﬂ AS Wt ol 2 Kong, Son et al.
(2018)2 BOD; T4 & cEAdL AFsP oY
B QAo A TSS, T-P7HA] E3ste] SEAGS He o
A3 AFEA HRE AR BT

gEuog

32 X2 & WX

HTHoR HEE AFZLS 2747H—4 T Ee JHE
ojlglen o] F 247 EFILS & FF 755]‘”9—‘/} 8 &
T2 & F5(Baetis silvaticus, Baetis ursinus, Ecdyonurus

joernensis,  Ecdyonurus  levis, = Ephemera  orientalis,
Cheumatopsyche brevilineata, Hydropsyche kozhantschikovi,
Hydropsyche valvata), 2 EF12 ©o}¥ 4(Tanypodinae,

Acentropinae), 97 BRI F FEREF & AYS

Elmidae, Sisyridae, LF £& A3t Culicidae,
Ceratopogonidae, Empididae, Dolichopodidae, Syrphidae,

Ephydridae, Muscidae), 17] EF&2 & FHLF £ A
9]t Plecoptera), 17} EFF2 4 FF(Collembolla), 671 -
o OﬂEH—_rL(%}E]-?--n-)OE 378 5 At Appendix 1).

B2 % Dugesia 2 Phagocata & v oS =
/é A& Bk B/ U $E59 WA= ddtie
&717e] WAAI7F At o2 gokt). Semisulcospira
TE ¥ AUErle FE ARY, HATETE FE
Ao AAste T AARAY A7t AT WAER =
Fol7h A7) wiel ¢ £o=2 Fol FsATh
durd oz &zl vpet Zol WFLo =2 HrtH
HEFE 1Y &5 ANFFLLE AFsaey
oAFH g wEol #H A5/ FHH A L&
2 Zolth. A B2 A=EUEE FA A o
9o RMIRR/7} Limnodrilus $ 2.2 5Z5 3 A& A
ok Sl 715H AR F o) /E 265 365 23t
J OB 2 (Park et al, 2013) &F X EFLS ARSI o

"—ﬂérirl

ofN oy 4 E rlo
9 Lo
Ju

=
=2
N

2

rr _ﬂ
o

2 o rfo

9

Ot & o

o

4 *H 3 Gammaridae)®] TFE Al 2x HEIF W
(a) BMI (Kong, Son et al., 2018)
1.0
For 190 indicator taxa,
| Average of saprobic value : 1.07
0.8 Coef. of varince in saprobicvalency: 0.81
0.6

Valency

Saprobic series value

f

WA S} thetel 574 Al folstelcl e BRTolTh &

E7ZE 2 Z AFA AeE SFRE gFRolA R
(Kong, Park et al., 2018; Kong, Son et al., 2018) ¥ A7-ol
Ae ddAoE 2 WAEXE Btk 44 SEVZS E
Foltt sk AAFZA thFet mlaxd Aol A& &
Froz o ol i 2k WA A=Y Adez %
2F7HEYd Aew dgdAn

HnlsFE A0 Baetise SHEAOIF FTolAe JUH L
2 UHEr & EFTeE 4¥A oy fxstFE4atol

(Baetis silvaticus)®t 238720l (Baetis ursinus)= 8573
o] spledlA AN ETL £7] "ol B7le BEgEE Fo
7] & olE9Y AFEA = F Tl ATt o) Ht
W 718 X SFF A0 (Ecdyonurus joernensis), U7 3540
(Ecdyonurus levis), & &3+-F20l(Ephemera orientalis)=
d &9 g oTl‘Oﬂ Hlate] WA R ddides 7] b
of o] Al F FEAAA BEY AZXNE AP AT
%EEH%(Plecoptera)t T2 F549 stAddA A she
AEFZNAT AZ ST Yol AFEgo] 24
Fool daix= 5 T34 78 ERFTLE 99 AR
A& AT FA B HE] =AAET o E 5
2 = S50 =¥ ZFYeA ia;% TH7 g2 &
= & frrdelr] b g
FoEY AFA= 799 S die Gridd FH &t

—

no}ndr

P

He ]

@U}?T}(Chironomidae)E GEo A= EF9 A HE(blood
tubule)?] FFE F FHTLE U] AFEAE 273 oh-
S 3L(Nojaki, 2012), EHnjo|H& A Ho
type)2 23S AFAE /gzg—s}m_ Ak
(Hilsenhoff, 1988; SWCSMH, 2015). =W+ & Yoon et
al. (1992b)& we} w57} o] ZuTE M7l mat F 7
o] 2o R tro] AXAE dFste] goh 28y 13
ojuf BE I Fo] BAEY] i AMoT T
S 2HY] M E @A vE Agstoiof st 2

non-red

(b) BMGI

1.0

For 274 indicator taxa or phenon,
0.8 Average of tolerance value : 1.52

Coef. of variance in tolerant valency : 0.40
0.6 -
0.4 -
0.2 -
0.0

Pollution series value

Fig. 1. Distribution of averaged saprobic valency and averaged tolerant valency of all indicators according to saprobic or

pollution series value. (a) BMI, (b) BMGI
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Fig. 2. Relationship between (A) Benthic Macroinvertebrates Genus Index (BMGI) (B) Benthic Macroinvertebrates Index
(BMI) and BOD:s, total suspended solids (TSS), total phosphorus (T-P)
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OTRFe it ez EAUET wokA A% Age &
St Yol oflm 1 vE Fg=® grh wEpa] FERFQI
A& 71222 509 FHws FLE AR, 2
Chironomidae sp. A€ red-type2Z FHFHEZ F 6719
Hrow FEste AREXE AASHATE AN Ee T2

£ FHTLE FUHE & 5 ov 9EgT 9By 3
AA & o X0 WE JHLE V2R Frlske Ao
2o v st £33 s dFoR 715d Z2uTF
= 43%0 2ot A2 759 58 2 AAX dig A+
= gslA AP Qo E 2 (Kwak et al., 2020) Z7148 L
2 JeFe] obd AAAHR EF7 G Y AEA | e A
77+ AP Hojof gk

g =8 E(Trichoptera)> F2 FT4HY skdA E&5HA
v mutEE = (Cheumatopsyche brevilineata), &¢%
(Hydropsyche kozhantschikovi), 3&E =2 (Hydropsyche
valvata)v B4 LEE FA AN E %?‘3'3]'7] gzl F +
TAA AFXE HFsAT

ot ofN I o

B =

—

>

0l

3.3 &1 BMGI & BMIL| ZHA|

81471 A A =&d Z713te] B+ BMGIE 59 A&
A =&F BMI Hls| F7I7 AR FHY FHETE oF
b o ESkthFig 2). BMGIE i%& & FE9 JEe &
A Fa ey Ajro] FI7HE A ®To] WP EIL %7494 <3
F7F 2ol 5l wet BMIOl Hls) 258 thd 52 84S
Hel Aoz HuH
A5 elA BMGI®H BMI 25 %
2 g Hole B97 e ol Y gFoE wdd
o AXAY NEFEFFEELS T2 S Asta gles
Zol Agol 2 JFE& vA 5 Uk
2k BMGI$F BMI 3toll tiste] 242 A9 g 58
< F2 e dFeZ B F Utk o¢ whA TSSY T-P
FE7F Ul £ AHAA BMGIQ} BMI %ol =4 Jyehd
A7 AF e ol ZARIETL HE AFAA dAH
A A Al AR 2EEHAVI “Olﬂ‘ri s DH‘%E}

81470 A A9 AAY FH4 BODs, TFFEZ(TSS), U
(T-P) =9 B BMGI #%9 t53AEA —% &3l =&d
AL 4 149 2ok 2FATE 4 $2 5T BMGIY
9es A EAA Uehd 2#e 2 Aol glled ol
E o $AZE o dEFHdel 52 AoE FPHE
7+ 2o ez wWEd $£AWSFEY ZFES JAAST
(standardized regression coefficient)= BODs7} - 0.46, TSS
£ -0.17, T-PE -021Z BODs, T-P, TSS £22 9=
b & Ao #AFHATH

BMGI= 60.57—10.81In(BOD; ) — 2.24In(75S) —2.73In(7P)  (14)
(R?=0.59)

l'N
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2=

BMI #3 BMGI #9 ZFATE 0952 FE840]
523t Ao 2 e thFig. 3). F AF 2 A58 ¥
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Fig. 3. Relationship between Benthic Macroinvertebrate Genus
Index (BMGI) and Benthic Macroinvertebrates Index
(BMI).
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T ZAAA 13,3477 ZESS A A E BMGISE BMI
o] Zg 8147 AFEE B #s /ML 474 BMGIE
Table 49] 715, BMI= Kong, Son et al. (2018)<] 7|50l u}
2 33849 Frhead WEREEE Fig. 59 2t BMGIY
TEHE2 BMISY 534 & vs)] ‘mij§ d5 o ¥ F
FoAA G2 vk BE ~ e B S0l e EkoH,



size| SR T S MMSE SUTAUSBVG)S HL X HS 277

0.0350

0.0300

0.0250

0.0200

0.0150

0.0100

Probability density function

0.0050

0.0000

0.0350

0.0300

0.0250

0.0200

0.0150

0.0100

Probability density function

0.0050

0.0000

0.0800

0.0700

0.0600

0.0500

0.0400

0.0300

0.0200

Probability density function

0.0100

0.0000

(a) Class I

[ pmF
—— PDF

71[In(112.287x)73‘445 :
e 2 0.430

&= 0.430V2m(112.28 — x)

10 20 30 40 50
BMGI

(c) Class III

60

70 80 90 100

9.47
PMF ="
— f = 4T (

— PDF

N

\

,Z

157.5 — 0\°F 7<157 5_1)947
_— e
118,1

1181

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
BMGI
(e) Class V
[ PMF
—— PDF
1.60 260
_ 260 (x—9.11\"" _(xa1
) = 15.42( 15.42 ) e B

10 20 30 40 50
BMGI

60

70 80 9 100

0.0800
Very poor Poor Good ; Very good
L 3 » )
0.0700
=
S
2
2 0.0600
= Class V|
-g 0.0500 ass 1V
=
Y
S
2 0.0400
A ClassIl i ClassI
£ o000
S
St
~
0.0200
0.0100
0.0000 - ; : : : ; " .

(b) Class 1T

0.0400
[ P™MF

- 0.0350 —— PDF

2 /\

S 0.0300

s

; 0.0250 1[In(100-x)-3534]

= e‘iW}

2 f)s————r——

S o000 0.369V2m(100 - x)

=

>

&

= 0.0150

=2

<

2 00100

S

A
0.0050 )/’7174 \
0.0000 ‘ I !

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 8 9 100
BMGI

(d) Class IV

0.0600
I— 471
—— PDF

= 0.0500

=]

2

<9

E 2

&£ 0.0400 Jlln(x—mn)—zsm]

- ez 0413

= f)=————n————

z 0.413V2Zm(x — 10.0)

S 0.0300

<

>

=

S 0.0200

]

2

=]

St

A< 0.0100

0.0000 . / k'\

0 10 20 30 40 S50 60 70 8 90 100
BMGI

(f) All classes

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
BMGI

Fig. 4. Probability distribution function of BMGI values according to pollution series. (a) class I, (b) class II, (c) class III,
(d) class 1V, (e) class V, (f) all classes.

o

oe BEY FE gorh

Fugts Jeddd g g5 #4371

M o T 1o Py

w2 (abrasion), A #(scouring), =& (clogging), = =-(burial)
ok715taL, 33 Al @ Z/J(substrate composition), &&4HA

E(oxygen concentration), A12]*] ©]-8-/d(habitat availability),

of o

Journal of Korean Society on Water Environment, Vol. 39, No. 4, 2023



278 SS

Table 4. Classification scheme of BMGI according to
environmental status

Benthic Macroinvertebrate

Cl i tal statu:
ass environmental status Genus Index (BMG)

A Very good >77~100
B Good >63~<77
C Fair >46~<63
D Poor >32~<46
E Very poor 0~<32

Ho] 71843 Z(food availability and quality), B ©] 3 (food
web)d] WSS of7|ste] A&l &S m R th(Jones et al,
2012). & e 3 FAEFY A=F WAZE olstd
o|Z QI &FEAAS Foptt FE E HFHF Y W=
AXG IFAFEEY K& Astatal 447159 ¥
32 2T 5 9tk Wb BODs HAFES Mutew &
=3 BMI A5l vste] TSSY T-PE 97 sty =&
¥ BMGIZF feluete] 3849 deE Bt 25
HgEtal Qe Aoz #gd

4. Conclusion

2 AFE 2010858 2021374 A= 81470 -9
13,3477 EE2ZSolA ZAME AEE blgez FE &
(Genus) ®F9 27478 AAAY WBFIFETEY AZLS
wZeta AXEE SHFATBMGH FET dF 7R

g Jfdete] J83 Aolth BMGIE 71&0 H 850 &

oo]:
Ige neh A4 B » 9

o

A =7 AEESFFY stHAdY FAF F SUE
&5 = BMIE HAIst BMGIE & &8t 2% o
2 FHol g AR AUHY F FEIANA & FFEOZ
AETY] #Y7E AAH oz HFE
SHAA AFEoof & Aot &
HA EEE 7 AESE LY 2
#E st AAE FASE sHH 9
42l BMGIE F &3t Ao ugyst

o rlr
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Fig. 5. Frequency of environmental status condition evaluated
by BMGI in the 786 sites of Stream Ecosystem
Survey by the Ministry of Environment during 2010
~2021.
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Appendix 1. Tolerant valency, tolerance value (S) and indicator weight value (g) of each indicator taxon or phena (I ~ V:

pollution class)

Tolerant valency

No Family name Taxa ; ‘ - ‘ - ‘ - ‘ v s g
Phylum Platyhelminthes
1 Planariidae Dugesia 0.28 0.50 0.19 0.02 0.00 1.0 3
2 Planariidae Phagocata 0.97 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
Phylum Nematomorpha

3 Gordiidae Gordius | 073 [ 023 [ 004 | 000 | 000 | 03 4

Phylum Mollusca

Class Gastropoda
4 Viviparidae Cipangopaludina 0.01 0.21 0.29 0.46 0.03 23 3
5 Viviparidae Sinotaia 0.01 0.31 0.49 0.20 0.00 1.9 3
6 Ampullariidae Pomacea 0.00 0.04 0.06 0.86 0.04 29 5
7 Bithyniidae Gabbia 0.01 0.18 0.39 0.42 0.00 22 3
8 Bithyniidae Parafossarulus 0.01 0.22 0.19 0.58 0.00 23 3
9 Assimineidae Assiminea 0.00 0.03 0.57 0.40 0.00 24 3
10 Stenothyridae Stenothyra 0.00 0.02 0.52 0.43 0.03 2.5 3
11 Neritidae Clithon 0.14 0.00 0.85 0.01 0.00 1.7 5
12 Pleuroceridae Koreanomelania 0.37 0.55 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.7 3
13 Pleuroceridae Koreoleptoxis 0.10 0.80 0.10 0.00 0.00 1.0 4
14 Pleuroceridae Semisulcospira 0.34 0.54 0.10 0.01 0.00 0.8 3
15 Ellobiidae Ellobium 0.67 0.32 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.3 4
16 Lymnaeidae Austropeplea 0.01 0.08 0.06 0.09 0.77 35 4
17 Lymnaeidae Galba 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 4.0 5
18 Lymnaeidae Radix 0.03 0.42 0.31 0.19 0.04 1.8 2
19 Physidae Physa 0.02 0.11 0.22 0.32 0.32 2.8 2
20 Planorbidae Gyraulus 0.02 0.06 0.16 0.70 0.06 2.7 4
21 Planorbidae Hippeutis 0.00 0.07 0.20 0.56 0.16 2.8 3
22 Planorbidae Polypylis 0.01 0.00 0.15 0.62 0.21 3.0 3
23 Planorbidae Laevapex 0.03 0.02 0.55 0.40 0.00 2.3 3
24 Succineidae Oxyloma 0.00 0.04 0.12 0.39 0.45 32 3

Class Bivalvia
25 Mytilidae Limnoperna 0.00 0.02 0.95 0.03 0.00 2.0 5
26 Mytilidae Xenostrobus 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 2.0 5
27 Unionidae Anodonta 0.00 0.02 0.09 0.89 0.00 2.9 5
28 Unionidae Unio 0.05 0.32 0.48 0.15 0.00 1.7 3
29 Unionidae Nodularia 0.01 0.06 0.85 0.08 0.00 2.0 5
30 Cyrenidae Corbicula 0.03 0.59 0.36 0.03 0.00 14 3
31 Sphaeriidae Pisidium 0.02 0.95 0.03 0.01 0.00 1.0 5
32 Sphaeriidae Musculium 0.01 041 0.57 0.02 0.00 1.6 3

Phylum Anelida

Class Polychaeta
33 Nereididae Hediste | 009 | 014 [ 068 [ 009 | 000 | 18 4

Class Clitellata
34 Lumbricidae Eisenia 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.82 0.00 2.6 4
35 Naididae Chaetogaster 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.92 3.8 5
36 Tubificidae Branchiura 0.00 0.05 0.19 0.63 0.13 2.8 3
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37 Tubificidae Limnodrilus 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.16 0.78 37 4
38 Glossiphoniidae Alboglossiphonia 0.01 0.11 0.10 0.60 0.19 29 3
39 Glossiphoniidae Glossiphonia 0.05 0.13 0.16 0.66 0.00 24 3
40 Glossiphoniidae Helobdella 0.06 0.14 0.06 0.08 0.67 3.1 3
41 Glossiphoniidae Hemiclepsis 0.01 0.15 0.10 0.64 0.10 2.7 3
42 Glossiphoniidae Torix 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.18 0.79 3.8 4
43 Hirudinidae Whitmania 0.00 0.13 0.08 0.23 0.55 32 3
44 Hirudinidae Hirudo 0.00 0.06 0.21 0.72 0.01 2.7 4
45 Erpobdellidae Erpobdella 0.01 0.07 0.22 0.38 0.32 2.9 2

Phylum Arthropoda

Class Malacostraca
46 Sphaeromatidae Gnorimosphaeroma 0.00 0.19 0.31 0.11 0.39 2.7 2
47 Asellidae Asellus 0.01 0.11 0.21 0.63 0.04 2.6 3
48 Gammaridae Gammarus 0.78 0.08 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.5 4
49 Anisogammaridae Jesogammarus 0.01 0.02 0.83 0.14 0.00 2.1 4
50 Corophiidae Monocorophium 0.00 0.00 0.97 0.03 0.00 2.0 5
51 Atyidae Neocaridina 0.08 0.12 0.43 0.37 0.01 2.1 3
52 Atyidae Caridina 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.79 3.6 4
53 Atyidae Paratya 0.00 0.16 0.82 0.01 0.00 1.9 4
54 Palaemonidae Macrobrachium 0.00 0.04 0.17 0.79 0.01 2.8 4
55 Palaemonidae Palaemon 0.02 0.08 0.45 0.44 0.01 23 3
56 Varunidae Eriocheir 0.01 0.00 0.33 0.47 0.19 2.8 3
57 Sesarmidae Chiromantes 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.89 0.00 29 5

Class Collembola
58 i Collembola | 058 | 017 [ 008 | 018 | 000 | 09 | 3

Class Insecta

Order Ephemeroptera
59 Siphlonuridae Siphlonurus 0.24 0.69 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.8 4
60 Ameletidae Ameletus 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
61 Baetidae Acentrella 0.45 0.45 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.7 3
62 Baetidae Alainites 0.25 0.66 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.8 4
63 Baetidae Baetiella 0.56 0.41 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.5 3
64 Baetidae Baetis silvaticus 0.96 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
65 Baetis ursinus 0.38 0.53 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.7 3
66 Other Baetis 0.17 0.27 0.23 0.23 0.11 1.8 1
67 Bactidae Cloeon 0.02 0.05 0.29 0.45 0.20 2.8 2
68 Bactidae Labiobaetis 0.03 0.23 0.40 0.28 0.06 2.1 2
69 Bactidae Nigrobaetis 0.56 041 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.5 3
70 Bactidae Procloeon 0.25 0.59 0.14 0.01 0.01 0.9 3
71 Isonychiidae Isonychia 0.71 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.3 4
72 Heptageniidae Bleptus 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.0 5
73 Heptageniidae Cinygmula 0.98 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
74 Heptageniidae Ecdyonurus joernensis 0.33 0.59 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.8 3
75 Heptageniidae Ecdyonurus levis 0.29 0.59 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.8 3
76 Heptageniidae Other Ecdyonurus 0.85 0.14 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.2 5
77 Heptageniidae Epeorus 0.78 0.22 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.2 4
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78 Heptageniidae Heptagenia 0.72 0.27 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.3 4
79 Heptageniidae Rhithrogena 0.76 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.2 4
80 Leptophlebiidae Choroterpes 0.40 0.57 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.6 3
81 Leptophlebiidae Paraleptophlebia 0.97 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
82 Leptophlebiidae Thraulus 0.00 0.46 0.54 0.00 0.00 1.5 4
83 Potamanthidae Potamanthus 0.14 0.61 0.24 0.02 0.00 1.1 3
84 Potamanthidae Rhoenanthus 0.10 0.76 0.14 0.00 0.00 1.0 4
85 Polymitarcyidae Ephoron 0.44 0.49 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.6 3
86 Ephemeridae Ephemera orientalis 0.20 0.47 0.28 0.03 0.02 1.2 3
87 Ephemeridae Other Ephemera 0.72 0.26 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.3 4
88 Ephemerellidae Cincticostella 0.88 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
89 Ephemerellidae Drunella 0.92 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
90 Ephemerellidae Ephacerella 0.44 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.6 4
91 Ephemerellidae Ephemerella 0.61 0.33 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.5 3
92 Ephemerellidae Serratella 0.46 0.38 0.15 0.01 0.00 0.7 3
93 Ephemerellidae Teloganopsis 0.41 0.49 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.7 3
94 Neoephemeridae Potamanthellus 0.19 0.77 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.9 4
95 Caenidae Brachycercus 0.42 0.54 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.6 3
96 Caenidae Caenis 0.22 0.48 0.25 0.04 0.00 1.1 3
Order Odonata
97 Coenagrionidae Paracercion 0.10 0.24 0.41 0.22 0.03 1.8 2
98 Coenagrionidae Enallagma 0.00 0.39 0.24 0.37 0.00 2.0 3
99 Coenagrionidae Ischnura 0.09 0.08 0.32 0.33 0.16 24 2
100 Coenagrionidae Mortonagrion 0.00 0.01 0.19 0.37 0.43 3.2 3
101 Coenagrionidae Nehalennia 0.00 0.65 0.35 0.00 0.00 1.3 4
102 Platycnemididae Copera 0.17 0.26 0.49 0.09 0.00 1.5 3
103 Platycnemididae Platycnemis 0.04 0.07 0.28 0.14 0.47 2.9 2
104 Calopterygidae Atrocalopteryx 0.04 0.54 0.40 0.01 0.00 1.4 3
105 Calopterygidae Calopteryx 0.25 0.47 0.26 0.02 0.00 1.1 3
106 Gomphidae Asiagomphus 0.00 0.95 0.05 0.00 0.00 1.1 5
107 Gomphidae Anisogomphus 0.62 0.35 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.4 4
108 Gomphidae Burmagomphus 0.12 0.76 0.10 0.02 0.00 1.0 4
109 Gomphidae Davidius 0.57 0.41 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.4 4
110 Gomphidae Gomphidia 0.11 0.54 0.35 0.00 0.00 1.2 3
111 Gomphidae Shaogomphus 0.01 0.68 0.29 0.02 0.00 1.3 4
112 Gomphidae Sinictinogomphus 0.73 0.07 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.5 4
113 Gomphidae Nihonogomphus 0.21 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.8 4
114 Gomphidae Lamelligomphus 0.22 0.66 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.9 4
115 Gomphidae Ophiogomphus 0.44 0.53 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.6 3
116 Gomphidae Sieboldius 0.78 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.2 4
117 Gomphidae Stylurus 0.01 0.15 0.82 0.02 0.00 1.9 4
118 Gomphidae Trigomphus 0.46 0.48 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.6 3
119 Aeshnidae Anax 0.03 0.20 0.27 0.17 0.33 2.6 2
120 Aeshnidae Boyeria 0.07 0.89 0.00 0.04 0.00 1.0 5
121 Cordulegastridae Anotogaster 0.00 0.75 0.25 0.00 0.00 1.2 4
122 Macromiidae Epophthalmia 0.18 0.11 0.51 0.20 0.00 1.7 3
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123 Macromiidae Macromia 0.27 0.56 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.9 3
124 Corduliidae Epitheca 0.12 0.10 0.05 0.03 0.70 3.1 4
125 Libellulidae Crocothemis 0.33 0.25 0.35 0.08 0.00 1.2 2
126 Libellulidae Libellula 0.16 0.76 0.05 0.03 0.00 1.0 4
127 Libellulidae Orthetrum 0.01 0.09 0.19 0.33 0.38 3.0 2
128 Libellulidae Pseudothemis 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.95 3.9 5
129 Libellulidae Sympetrum 0.01 0.32 0.25 0.26 0.16 22 2
130 Libellulidae Pantala 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.29 0.67 3.6 4
131 Libellulidae Deielia 0.01 0.11 0.40 0.30 0.18 2.5 2
Order Plecoptera
132 Nemouridae Amphinemura 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
133 Nemouridae Nemoura 0.99 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
134 Leuctridae Perlomyia 0.65 0.34 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.4 4
135 Perlodidae Arcynopteryx 0.94 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
136 Perlodidae Isoperla 0.99 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
137 Perlodidae Stavsolus 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
138 Perlidae Kamimuria 0.99 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
139 Perlidae Kiotina 0.97 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
140 Perlidae Neoperla 0.89 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
141 Perlidae Oyamia 0.96 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
142 Perlidae Paragnetina 0.99 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
143 Chloroperlidae Sweltsa 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
144 - Other Plecoptera 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
Order Hemiptera
145 Asellidae Hesperocorixa 0.04 0.66 0.07 0.18 0.04 1.5 3
146 Asellidae Micronecta 0.00 0.02 0.10 0.19 0.69 3.5 4
147 Asellidae Sigara 0.00 0.01 0.15 0.70 0.14 3.0 4
148 Pleidae Paraplea 0.00 0.00 0.95 0.05 0.00 2.0 5
149 Aphelocheiridae Aphelocheirus 0.04 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.0 5
150 Belostomatidae Appasus 0.01 0.05 0.25 0.50 0.19 2.8 3
151 Belostomatidae Diplonychus 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.94 0.00 2.9 5
152 Nepidae Laccotrephes 0.14 0.11 0.36 0.40 0.00 2.0 2
153 Nepidae Nepa 0.00 0.11 0.06 0.83 0.00 2.7 4
154 Nepidae Ranatra 0.06 0.09 0.28 0.56 0.00 23 3
155 Gerridae Aquarius 0.02 0.04 0.20 0.31 0.43 3.1 2
156 Gerridae Gerris 0.06 0.08 0.11 0.06 0.68 32 4
157 Notonectidae Notonecta 0.00 0.03 0.24 0.08 0.65 33 3
Order Megaloptera
158 Sialidae Sialis 0.07 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.9 5
159 Corydalidae Parachauliodes 0.65 0.33 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.4 4
160 Corydalidae Neochauliodes 0.35 0.64 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.7 4
161 Corydalidae Protohermes 0.50 0.48 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.5 3
Order Coleoptera
162 Dytiscidae Copelatus 0.23 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.8 4
163 Dytiscidae Cybister 0.79 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.3 4
164 Dytiscidae Hydroglyphus 0.00 0.11 0.18 0.14 0.56 3.2 3
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165 Dytiscidae Hydaticus 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.21 0.67 35 4
166 Dytiscidae Hydrovatus 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.97 0.00 3.0 5
167 Dytiscidae Ilybius 0.00 0.25 0.01 0.75 0.00 2.5 4
168 Dytiscidae Laccophilus 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.09 0.90 39 5
169 Dytiscidae Oreodytes 0.91 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
170 Dytiscidae Platambus 0.99 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
171 Dytiscidae Nebrioporus 0.06 0.19 0.49 0.26 0.00 2.0 3
172 Dytiscidae Rhantus 0.00 0.04 0.14 0.82 0.00 2.8 4
173 Noteridae Noterus 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.96 39 5
174 Gyrinidae Gyrinus 0.00 0.07 0.01 0.02 0.89 37 5
175 Haliplidae Haliplus 0.22 0.69 0.00 0.10 0.00 1.0 4
176 Haliplidae Peltodytes 0.00 0.12 0.49 0.30 0.09 24 3
177 Hydrophilidae Amphiops 0.07 0.05 0.80 0.08 0.00 1.9 4
178 Hydrophilidae Berosus 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.20 0.78 3.8 4
179 Hydrophilidae Enochrus 0.00 0.02 0.09 0.49 0.40 33 3
180 Hydrophilidae Helochares 0.01 0.07 0.18 0.38 0.35 3.0 2
181 Hydrophilidae Hydrochara 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.35 0.63 3.6 4
182 Hydrophilidae Laccobius 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.39 0.56 3.5 3
183 Hydrophilidae Sternolophus 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.94 0.00 2.9 5
184 Elmidae Stenelmis 0.19 0.76 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.9 4
185 Elmidae Zaitzevia 0.66 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.3 4
186 Elmidae Other Elmidae 0.14 0.72 0.14 0.00 0.00 1.0 4
187 Psephenidae Eubrianax 0.48 0.50 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.5 3
188 Psephenidae Mataeopsephus 0.32 0.66 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.7 4
189 Psephenidae Malacopsephenoides 0.21 0.68 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.9 4
190 Psephenidae Homoeogenus 0.26 0.62 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.9 3
191 Chrysomelidae Galerucella 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.12 0.86 3.8 5
Order Neuroptera
192 Sisyridae Sisyridae | 037 [ 049 [ 015 [ 000 | 000 | 08 3
Order Hymenoptera
193 Ichneumonidae Agriotypus | 072 [ 028 [ 000 | 000 | 000 | 03 4
Order Diptera
194 Limoniidae Antocha 0.30 0.58 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.8 3
195 Limoniidae Dicranomyia 0.98 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
196 Limoniidae Hexatoma 0.97 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
197 Limoniidae Ormosia 0.10 0.33 0.26 0.31 0.00 1.8 2
198 Pediciidae Dicranota 0.87 0.08 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.2 5
199 Pediciidae Pedicia 0.99 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
200 Tipulidae Tipula 0.19 0.36 0.21 0.23 0.01 15 2
201 Psychodidae Ulomyia 0.02 0.12 0.01 0.00 0.85 3.5 5
202 Psychodidae Psychoda 0.00 0.01 0.10 0.33 0.56 34 3
203 Psychodidae Telmatoscopus 0.14 0.73 0.00 0.13 0.00 1.1 4
204 Dixidae Dixa 0.26 0.04 0.01 0.69 0.00 2.1 4
205 Chaoboridae Chaoborus 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 2.0 5
206 Culicidae Aedes 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.96 39 5
207 Culicidae Anopheles 0.00 0.03 0.10 0.54 0.32 32 3
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208 Culicidae Culex 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.39 0.50 34 3
209 Culicidae Other Culicidae 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.21 0.72 3.6 4
210 Simuliidae Simulium 0.54 0.41 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.5 3
211 Ceratopogonidae Ceratopogonidae 0.39 0.41 0.15 0.05 0.00 0.9 3
212 Chironomidae Chironomidae (non-red) 0.10 0.24 0.21 0.26 0.19 2.2 1

Chironomidae Chironomidae (red) 0.01 0.04 0.08 0.15 0.71 3.5 4
2 Chironomidae Chironomidae sp. A 0.01 0.04 0.08 0.15 0.71 35 4
214 Chironomidae Chironomidae sp. B 0.08 0.22 0.22 0.45 0.03 2.1 2
215 Chironomidae Chironomidae sp. C 0.06 0.31 0.20 0.07 0.36 2.4 2
216 Chironomidae Chironomidae sp. D 0.10 0.30 0.51 0.09 0.00 1.6 3
217 Chironomidae Chironomidae sp. E 0.10 0.21 0.25 0.23 0.21 22 1
218 Chironomidae Tanypodinae 0.18 0.38 0.34 0.09 0.00 1.4 2
219 Blephariceridae Bibiocephala 0.86 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
220 Athericidae Atherix 0.89 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
221 Athericidae Suragina 0.88 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
222 Stratiomyidae Odontomyia 0.00 0.57 0.24 0.20 0.00 1.6 3
223 Stratiomyidae Stratiomys 0.00 0.04 0.13 0.52 0.31 3.1 3
224 Empididae Empididae 0.44 0.43 0.08 0.05 0.00 0.7 3
225 Dolichopodidae Dolichopodidae 0.28 0.23 0.07 0.34 0.08 1.7 2
226 Tabanidae Chrysops 0.00 0.32 0.68 0.00 0.00 1.7 4
227 Tabanidae Tabanus 0.68 0.21 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.5 4
228 Syrphidae Eristalis 0.02 0.00 0.06 0.93 0.00 29 5
229 Syrphidae Other Syrphidae 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 4.0 5
230 Ephydridae Ephydridae 0.00 0.01 0.07 0.43 0.48 34 3
231 Muscidae Muscidae 0.03 0.01 0.08 0.38 0.50 33 3

Order Trichoptera

232 Rhyacophilidae Rhyacophila 0.78 0.21 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.2 4
233 Hydroptilidae Hydroptila 0.12 0.58 0.25 0.05 0.00 1.2 3
234 Hydrobiosidae Apsilochorema 0.98 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
235 Glossosomatidae Agapetus 0.63 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.4 4
236 Glossosomatidae Glossosoma 0.79 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.2 4
237 Philopotamidae Dolophilodes 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
238 Philopotamidae Wormaldia 0.87 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
239 Stenopsychidae Stenopsyche 0.89 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
240 Hydropsychidae Arctopsyche 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
241 Hydropsychidae Aethaloptera 0.01 0.63 0.36 0.00 0.00 1.3 4
242 Hydropsychidae Cheumatopsyche brevilineata 0.20 0.38 0.30 0.09 0.02 1.4 2
243 Hydropsychidae Other Cheumatopsyche 0.10 0.56 0.32 0.01 0.01 1.3 3
244 Hydropsychidae Diplectrona 0.00 0.94 0.03 0.02 0.00 1.1 5
245 Hydropsychidae Hydropsyche kozhantschikovi 0.13 0.50 0.29 0.03 0.05 1.4 3
246 Hydropsychidae Hydropsyche valvata 0.04 0.43 0.40 0.01 0.13 1.8 3
247 Hydropsychidae Other Hydropsyche 0.78 0.18 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.3 4
248 Hydropsychidae Macrostemum 0.05 0.58 0.36 0.00 0.00 1.3 3
249 Hydropsychidae Potamyia 0.10 0.47 0.41 0.00 0.02 1.4 3
250 Polycentropodidae Nyctiophylax 0.18 0.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.8 4
251 Polycentropodidae Plectrocnemia 0.87 0.11 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.2 5
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252 Ecnomidae Ecnomus 0.02 0.07 0.39 0.31 0.20 2.6 2
253 Psychomyiidae Psychomyia 0.11 0.59 0.26 0.01 0.03 12 3
254 Phryganeidae Agrypnia 0.83 0.15 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.2 5
255 Phryganopsychidae Phryganopsyche 0.15 0.85 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.9 5
256 Brachycentridae Micrasema 0.93 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.1 5
257 Limnephilidae Hydatophylax 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
258 Limnephilidae Limnephilus 0.99 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
259 Limnephilidae Nemotaulius 0.81 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.2 4
260 Limnephilidae Nothopsyche 0.81 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.2 4
261 Goeridae Goera 0.33 0.61 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.7 3
262 Uenoidae Neophylax 0.96 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
263 Apataniidae Apatania 0.66 0.32 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.4 4
264 Lepidostomatidae Lepidostoma 0.81 0.17 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.2 4
265 Sericostomatidae Gumaga 0.59 0.40 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.4 4
266 Molannidae Molanna 0.62 0.37 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.4 4
267 Odontoceridae Prsilotreta 0.97 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
268 Calamoceratidae Anisocentropus 0.46 0.38 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.7 3
269 Calamoceratidae Ganonema 0.96 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 5
270 Leptoceridae Ceraclea 0.23 0.55 0.22 0.00 0.00 1.0 3
271 Leptoceridae Mystacides 0.23 0.62 0.15 0.00 0.01 1.0 3
272 Leptoceridae Triaenodes 0.38 0.60 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.6 4
273 Leptoceridae Oecetis 0.28 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.7 4
Order Lepidoptera
274 Pyralidac Acentropinae [ 001 [ 022 | o021 [ 018 [ 038 | 27 | 2

Journal of Korean Society on Water Environment, Vol. 39, No. 4, 2023





