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Abstract

The direct discharge of hot spring wastewater has various impacts on stream
ecosystems, including rising water temperatures, reduced plant photosynthesis, and the
death of aquatic species, which further alter the stream ecosystem. Nowadays, water
body modeling has become an effective tool for water resource management.
Reasonable simulations can supplement insufficient monitoring data and serve as a
basis for evaluating water environments. However, for ecological simulations, it is
crucial to clarify the interactions between species. Combining stable isotope analysis
may be a feasible method.

This study conducts an ecological and water quality investigation on Huanggang
Stream in Yangmingshan, Taipei. It analyzes the upstream, midstream, and downstream
sections of the stream, which are affected by varying degrees of sulfate hot spring
discharge and its impact on the stream ecosystem. The study collects samples of
streambed biofilm, particulate organic matter, animals, and plants, and analyzes their
d13C and 615N values. Using MIXSIAR (Bayesian Mixing Models in R) and SIBER
(Stable Isotope Bayesian Ellipses in R) analysis methods, a complete food web is
established to specifically explore the impact of sulfate wastewater on the stream food
web structure. The data is then input into the AQUATOX model.

The results of the study indicate that under sulfate pollution and pH changes, the
food sources for species in the stream progressively diminish from upstream to
downstream sections. Additionally, the food contribution rates for various species
change, leading to a bottom-up effect on the food web. As the pollution level intensifies,
the isotopic niche of most consumers narrows. This highlights how increased sulfate
pollution constrains the diversity of available food sources and alters the ecological
interactions within the stream ecosystem.
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The AQUATOX model calibration and validation results indicate that the
efficiency coefficients for nitrate and ammonia nitrogen exceed 0.7 in multi-reach
simulations, indicating a reasonable simulation of in-stream transport. While algal
simulations slightly overestimated downstream values, the results remain acceptable.
Due to the limitations of multi-reach simulations, the isotopically constructed food web
could not be input for each reach, resulting in suboptimal outcomes. However, segment-
based simulations reduced biases, showing no significant differences in the mean and
variance of observed and simulated data for most species except midstream fish. This
demonstrates that incorporating isotopically constructed food webs can effectively
enhance the ecological model's simulation accuracy.

These research results quantify the impact of acidic wastewater discharge on
aquatic ecosystems and provide a simulation method that can serve as a reference for

the regulation or improvement of acidic wastewater.

Keywords: Hot spring discharge, Carbon and nitrogen stable isotopes, Food web,

Stream ecosystem, AQUATOX model
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B PR R AR L A R hL E o ER ek P R0 E -
o MUH B e e g o RE - F P BRSNS BRSSP
AR S - PRI P o AT o AR B e a2 R g B ( &
o ivihe ) gV R E s e o A Y F ARG A1 EEEY EF"?J""
r2ig {7385 (Hansel et al.,1988) ¢ % B qc® 24F > ¥ U Eat) it affs (v
BT ) k@ o FEEFRNVEERTELERGTE BES BPRAIRTE
(Benkeetal, 1999)c @ 5 4% @38 P 434 & 2 PSS 8 o bl ol &
Woup gt H B AL G IF P g ff 2 A K 53 (Hynes, 1950 ) ©

AR P - BERBSARNBRE T P RS N BRE D S
GYR - RAEEBFALAFHI03 PREPFTRL AT BERXFTL I S
o FE BT P FPFERT B PERITOnEE A 2 Z_E H ik 45 (Bolnick et al.,
2003) o FHEPN FF EELG T ARRE(RE o~ RREA BB)L BB )

%7(Potier et al., 2007) °
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233 T =k P
AL ER I EAFE AL -BYLALEIE S RNPEP S K
BirE AN G FIAR R ERA PR F RG> Diesk i R ? (Laymanet
al,2012) > #r3) ef e & AR AR EF e Pl Y SR,
TPHEREMR R RET SRR o H £
S BC & & N = [(Rsample /Rstandard) -1] X 1000%o (5% 2-2)
CEMUMMENS NEIRF =%+ A Btk B =& permil(%o) * R * & #
i R B BC/MC & PN/MNe G483 > £ nd 2 B4+ > F 2 78R |

S EWATER i I RE? SR AR c HNAAES L OEER

< %35t -100 %o f= +50 %o 2 A (Fry, 2006) -
GRERD ARAELR h GEF LS RS BT AL
REXHE 3 P rpri P > w21 2 225 Ko & Akl ok 22 G4

AR BAFESER A GE SR OE B W EFILTE A
R E R A RKE BESII oo EReak =% A~ (Bowen, 1960) - & F
SEBFE AP 3]5'3’,5 B3t p e ek =& # c(Tsotopic signature) » £& Tk =& 3

AT LRI R Y TR AR SR ap T R > SR A 4 BFET g

Il

o % % (Peterson & Fry, 1987 ; Cabana & Rasmussen, 1996 ) - a4 € =% i ¥

R A AAH S KR 'g £48 3{%?}}% (West et al.,2006) > F & 2 =

FAmE At adye? olpy £ =8 {v 8 4 L & (Jennings & van der Molen,
2015) - At E AR Efrady & /)g‘l?'[zkfé? s Bl T g > R nE
B D LR e s B evl] > T LE B4 Feenh B (Young et

al.,2018) » ¥ » & 45+ % L2 {8 i (Skrzypek, 2013) » F&AF7 7 & * T = E

HTE 7 A7 o

10
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Bl 2-1 27 et mF
((modified from Peterson & Fry (1987))

1
(typical)

R e o
PRECIPITATION
NH} -18t0+8

NO3 -15t0+3 |

1 eq.

N, fixers

F22 5 227 LF b 4
((modified from Peterson & Fry (1987))

11
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24 R TR 2 E AR

241 487X
i AR T R EATE o SO TP LV GRS ol 8 2 BN &

kfpitens FA R m815N P H A ¥ € 3 4 3~4%o(Peterson & Fry

1987) » i€ % r1 T 23 EE il K ehy & =¥ (Post, 2002) :

TP = A + (8°Nsecondary consumer — 8*°Nhbase)/An (3% 2-3)

A3 Noase ¥ H 28 (L FKLAFA=1 A5 FF1=2)

8"*Nsccondary consumer ;4 i8] & #7187 et i § & SUN(2 i im { B FF ) § )

815 Nbase : 24 50 1 515N

Av:E 2~ TP pFSISN ehg & &

B ZE § e B ¥ (isotope enrichment factor, A ) &3t & = 5% ¢
A= 3 consumer — O food (’7\: 2'4)

O consumer: /}J ?’ ;'Flz E’f”EﬂE\' j; e

O food: F‘*”mﬁu L

% BT (A) 116)[?%“ g {5 8% & 2 5% 4 TDF(Trophic
Discrimination Factor) ~ TEF(Trophic Enrichment Factor) §= DTDF (Diet-Tissue
Discrimination Factor ) © TDF: 3p ch&d %+ pigfzcns i 0 3 20 § ﬁ K
P KR 2 B ek % % v (Stephens et al., 2022 ) - TEF: 4n e .z H &G4 2
Benl k28 0 K P2 - BRAR S SF TN 80 R ok s
fr % i (Méndez et al., 2012) - DTDF: * 45 i 48 & D13 § 7 # Lk =3
o H R e (ovep o S H AL R ) e RS INER

(Jenkins etal., 2020) o = ¥ & & Hcfj B~ (8 pF R % 2 03 Fe

Ao 2EE A %Y ¢ i 1 TDF 457 -
12
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242 F 2R

¥ & 2 J = (Trophic Niche) &dp # fiirim BB H 4 & ' (2 2 8 4 F fE 47 4p
IEF AR T R 0 AU bR chinl o SHA B R
i @ AR R R HATR T B - BIRE L S Xk E 3= (Newsome, 2007) ©
I % & = (Isotopic Niche) §# & # %2 e =47 2 24k > £ T PR 4ph >
2T E DA A R T M (Jackson, 2011) 0 AV REEF Y A LR
# * Layman # 1! 06 7 4 #(layman metrics) % 2 it e =% 42 = % & (isotopic

niche widths) » 4= #755 ( Layman et al., 2012):

(1) Mean distance to centroid (CD) @ & #fF|#EH F 013C % OS15N ¢ g g &

2 18 et (Euclidean distance)z. L3518 » 7 TH F oy & % COTRA o

(2) Carbonrange (CR) : & 5 & B £ & X 313C B f a2 §EH > S EHEJI* 0

%\s&#@ y ﬁ”hviig:p\m %‘j\/}ﬁf”ﬁr} °

(3) Nitrogen range (NR) : & 7 # 8 £2 & % 315N {E s ffh2 R4 > 2 HE |+

F FRREF TTEEP DI BER -
(4) Mean nearest neighbour distance (MNND) : & # a3 H & aRiT - A g S 2

FEHLZ LIS o TGN 2P OB R BFFE

(5) Standard deviation of nearest neighbour distance (SDNND) @ & $= # | H & 4837 3+
O ASLEEHR2 R > T TEE N DY £353 R > v MNND #&7 £ $h
TS SWINT T

(6) Total area (TA) © # # p 74 & ¢t Bl 46 513C % SISN & @& chgh § 182

(convex hull) & ## » 7 WA B L % 24 -

13
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Bd TARER ik ¥ RPRERIFEZFF o FLEELHRAE - F
Mk A f g $ ki R(Layman et al. 2007) o A @ TA € S F th A B e B 5
FlpmE v Aol afk A o @ R gk ¢ 0 SIBER(Stable Isotope Bayesian
Ellipses in R)#z /4 7 % % & &~ fic~ ] B B #5F) & 4 (standard ellipse area,
SEAC)E i I13F & % v il 2 % =(Parnell et al. 2010) - SIBER 3% & b £ #14t2t
(Bayesian statistical methods)#- % % & # i » Wi s FR¥ E & 3-8 I =
o % 1% & #FF <75 ## SEA (The standard ellipse areas) » # /& F 40% gy > %
TSR G A R A ) TTRESTRE BRI RN RRER 6
SEAc (sample size corrected version of the standard ellipse area) > & F# 1k f 4k * #iciE
e T A ERFR G f A2 L SEACHIRE A& n ¥ SEA o 5Nt
2-55 B & %E#F o f# SEAg (Bayesian standard ellipse area) /| * P & #7513+
(Bayesian Statistics)iL i § ¥ % 4% # + %4 £k (Markov Chain Monte Carlo ,
MCMC) +1 & & 8 5 o

SEAC=SEAX(1+-) (¢ 2-5)

SEAC ¥ & 1% 2 17 1F)
SEA 4% % 5[]

n:k &

243 >3 R & #3]

BEE R F RV R SR KRR A EG T 0 AR SR

la

7 ad ik bt o 5 gﬁ_‘\ 8% 12T 3K (Stock et al., 2018) 1 (1) #73 %
L ?’-ﬁl.mj\,}j?y IRE e J‘r"fr'g ften (2) P2 B AR LEMmY BiF2D
(3) Xihele =4 EA F T 2 2 2% 5 (4) fﬁ?[f%ﬁ,%v’ﬂ,?:,@fr?;\- s (5) %

P EEF AR T LF ok F R AR -

14
doi:10.6342/NTU202404234



A B =% -= KRR & 5% (Dual-isotope,three-source mixing model)

FHEL 4R 23507 P RAFFE  ABCRAGHF KB @ A
B ~C %% A B ~CHi+c— BIASen=E « 225 P A B~ C ik
o B E 1T S5 KRt b A A BLE SUBSANE § F 2 BlE4EARE (Ben-
David ctal.1997) o fe gt = j# & @6 % il =& 5 o T > B4 B ntl 4
FRRo E AR KRG R R A F A S H - fEa

& 7 ( Phillips 2001 ; Delong & Thorp 2006) o = 5% 4

PX

X% =— ; .
PA7'+PB™ + PC™!

%100 X 2.6)

X:ipé4#HA-B& C

X% 47 A~B~CH# § 4 Pttt ol

CI
85N %o e P

i B’

B
Al
23
A
813C %o

15
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B. IsoSource
4] % 2 54 K05 (standard linear mixing model) 5% 4 32 (7 & 4 KR ?-EJT b
i E o RN AR D BREEZ FARB0T] BT SF RO K
TGl A Z w S 4 kRS #) 0 2 5% 4o (Phillipsand Koch 2002)
S3Cm = fax(8PCat Aa) + f5x(8Cot Ap) + £ex(83Cet Ac) + fax(8°CatAa) (3% 2-7)
3PNM = fax(8"Nat Aa) + fux(8Npt+Ap) + foX(8Net+ A ) + fax(8Ngt+Ag) (54 2-8)
fat+fp H +Hyg =1 5 20
My % -:‘z P ASBCME2DRXL% R &5 KR
£:8 5 %meng et o
A Eaiicr g &8
BEE £ S @ LRIL R KR LT HTH G T

IsoSource & 5 B Az @A I § F &2 85 Kk dBC ¥ §PN ehT o >

C. b ##mR & #3% (Bayesian-mixing model)

RS RY R AR AR T & BT 5 T Bid (tracers) s 3t A B R IR R
A A SE R bl B w koK @ % S8 R Y I MIxSIAR > H e i £ de
MixSIR ~ SIAR - IsotopeR £ & H ¢ o & p 37 JAGS (Just Another Gibbs
Sampler) < i* ¢ i# {7 (Plummer, 2023) - $ * & = it (+ # fully Bayesian) = 3% %

LRl WAPEMEEL LR FE AT TR R RIS E/ARE L ¢ &
KRtk ASE/MEE L TR AL > BEZEBAYRE A o AL AR s uF
iy £ 4% % (Stock et al., 2018) - i iS5 ¥ £ 45+ + R HEMCMC) > 27 L4 F
% k3 g e B * Fx T+ (Ravenzwaaij et al., 2018) o 2 & 7 B H#r53t » ¥ 3t g3t
AACR IS Ao T OLASI AR =A% G5 kR 4 B &R B kR

TR R o B3 i LR ROL Bl SR A F 0 Ron R R RIREHR £ B T

16
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JReT L g o 0T E_MIxSIAR 1 & @ * 3] 02 3% (Stock & Semmens, 2016):

P(A)P(B|A)

P(A|B)= PE)

(3% 2-10)

P(A|B): #_A {351 % (Posterior probability ) > ¢ 5= B 3 # 15 » A e iz 4%
& oo

P(A): £ A h 5% % (priori probability) - # 4 % & Z @ B = 6 chF] %
P(B|A): £ 38k (likelihood function) » © 4= A 4 4 (5 » B chif 2 % o &
HAE Bty o

P(B): & B his o

5 s -\ )_
Y%NN(§M&W%m@ﬁxg> % 2-11)

2

Yi:%7% j M tracers 2% 1 BR &R A ant i) o

~N: AR EFEAG

A5

Lik: % k B RKRra%x j B tracers 33 E

0

pic ¥ 1 BR AR E KB RR BT

A5

oik: % k B kBT | B tracers HH B # o

E: % j Mtracers piR S A Pl E WA A A T o

17
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25 2 R %GTFR B

4 i b % 3= (Ecological Risk Assessment) % 3% % f8/5 44 & H s B4 /R

FER AR kSR B 2 4 kSR 5 %18 k4R (Luetal,, 2003) o @ 4 fi b
AT A, Y T o ket L3RR eh g BREEC (Barnthouse, 1999) 0 5 A BCE

BRI F AR (R ghh) $X B HE 6 FIEE SRR 20 R
o RV ok RGP & AN 8 (Hanratty, 1996) °

2.5.1 #5500 R

AR GNESE F 4 5 > Talukdar (2023) i 3 HF T BRSOk 1 AR B
TAFP 2 R ESREIFRE LD AT E NS Ak T
(AQUATOX ~ MIKE ~ SWAT ~ IBER 4= TELEMAC ) - Jing Bai (2022)3% & Web
of Science 45 1 2001~2020 F & % | A L& * 6 8-k & #3 (AQUATOX -~ CE-
QUAL-W2 ~ Delft3D ~ EFDC - MIKE {- WASP) - (Costa et al. 2021)1?45 ¥ &
PR IRELFTICLIRY IR EAPFFEY OHTR L L SEC B
BRESPEYIN R LY R EER S Bk T HA(AQUATOX ~ CE-
QUAL-W2 ~ SPARROW ~ SWAT = WASP7) - if & 10 f&-k FH3] ¢
AQUATOX - WASP7 4w EFDC 4 fih iR s » { B A AFT TR o
Park et al.(2008 ) #. < },?L Pt g AQUATOX £ % #&-k 4 i #-3] > 4o dk 2-2 9757
WASP(Water Quality Analysis Simulation Program )iZ 3 ¥ g I 2 i 4 =58 2 g4 &
R R fF 2 wjE o H#ok A 2 oo flF t 4+ o EFDC (Environmental Fluid
Dynamics Code) & & HEM3D ¥ 3¢t p 2 & 1% % $8E D7 S enfiki » R 7 &
FRAR STFE P WAL T TR 2 A AHGR o AR T AQUATOX .5
Do A A F R RAESF D) R AR kA AR AP RS

AP A R

18
doi:10.6342/NTU202404234



+
~

2-2 AQUATOX #5822 562 b "™ Bl v )

((modified from Park (2008))

State variables and
processes

AQUATOX

CATS

CASM

Qual2K

WASP7

EFDC-
HEM3D

QEAFAChn QSim

Nutrients
Sediment diagenesis
Detritus

Dissolved oxygen

DO effects on biota
pH

NH4 toxicity
Sand/silt/clay
Sediment effects
Hydraulics

Heat budget
Salinity
Phytoplankton
Periphyton
Macrophytes
Zooplankton
Zoobenthos

Fish

Bacteria

Pathogens

Organic toxicant fate
Organic toxicants in
Sediments

Stratified sediments
Phytoplankton
Periphyton
Macrophytes
Zooplankton
Zoobenthos

Fish

Birds or other animals
Ecotoxicity

Linked segments

A

T T R R

WM R M K K

A

T I e B I

X

X

R R K

“

T R

X

X
X

I

X

X
X
X

kS

X

X
X
X

W

MM MR

oMo

w

HoM R

X

HoA HoH oM A

AR K K R

Mo
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2.5.2 AQUATOX
AQUATOX #7388~ BAFHT 26 ehd fih %3R5 » 5L 5 K2 4§k

&=

Zi(aquatic ecosystem) ~ it & 7 ;i % (chemical fate) 2 i 3 72 % (ecotoxicological) &

2 & (Park & Clough, 2014) » I 3% & % 7& <%~ 17 (Uncertainty Analysis ) ~ &7 &

/4% (Sensitivity Analysis) £ 42471 & > i H H4 ERFTFaa 4 o 5 &

P ARERR R CAAIIRLPENT TR ABRRR T T AW G
AP KB IBEFE)VAER BB PR S RE SR TR R LAY
oA 4R kAR o 4o 244 #7F © AQUATOX ¥ Hfi-k 2 454 2 B g2 4
& (Biomass) o {47304 & 3555/ A RSP E S E TS R)2 E v 4 A

RAAE o~ PUREAE S & B BRI R AR F SRR F 8
Bl e RE e LR~ 7 W E AN 0 AQUATOX it
FhEIBYEE (TL) PRGOS 2 LBk 2 H 2 BipT 46

T % B % o

RFRUR
2 3 ]
#4 | TR~ AR
X
o AR A 4
\ 4 ﬁ'*
BREN e T Al

AME M
|:> KA |:>
5 . l £33
%
#1t &8

k3

Bl 2-4 AQUATOX 5 #4584 fi 4 5112 4
(modified from AQUATOX Hojir+ )
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A $_2003 #3d sk o AQUATOX @ 53 2B F o B h %7 AEH
- BEE1L - 32023 & 208Fc 4 SAEMMETHYRTEL 0 A H A
2017 # 2 KRR FIL Fenf® > BFrul i Fd B T for:

Sadak et al. (2020) 1% % AQUATOX  $ti= 4+ ipz - & »
AQUATOX #-4|enit % B4 1 513 24 kB PREL (mpCRM) » # 5 #3%
mpCRM # & 3| 2L B & "% ¥ & (nonlinear generalized reduced gradient) s & *
HAlY o - EATORR A G 2 kAR Ak AR hE S A RS
J7 & e (waste load allocation ) 4% > B4 g 7 BLRE 3canifiv o

Sourisseau et al. (2008) #- AQUATOX * ** it 52 F % 4 fL b "G50 M K 3
A LR BRI T R E B e A RE B # Yk H BT
e E R (k- RPN AP PH B k) KR REIN
AL MBS > HHRS S A4S EERET REL c LERAZER
A AR PEO SRR RAITAP  ZHAHEAR 2 A F R kg T @
FAe fF S E M S lF AR

Lombardo etal. (2015) # * AQUATOX #-$f# W% % L7 - fuad = 03]
T HAES AT R Y F Se(triclosan, LAS) ¥ i 7 1 A Lk SLenf 5 o HOHR

RELFTERBEET > A A EL T2 P EBF PR E > LR

RGBT o Y N P FR TR R AR ERCRERES
AQUATOX 3 Vg = a AL P B EA P A ffehg 22l 5 % chl & > 3#5 k2 2 f

gAY G AR G BeR RSP RIS S aRELS
Al Y R B & b AQUATOX Hokt® fb {73 > 1% ik
¥p (¢ B mAG g P F A1) FA S <A a v fad P EE g 2 AR
AAper Sl AT g £ & - TR oo

Meng et al. (2022) % AQUATOX 122 T % & 7 — B 4 3 K k5 4 5 &

S R PR EA RS A NTE o AR R vk A k2 4 B

21
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B ERE PRI A2 > AR I v T R R U &R R i B R
PRo2P -2 BRI EAAFREIFLFE 7 AL ER T
PILRACER R ATE R IR A k o B EE T A LEREERS T BB
i s Y RFRATRFLFERN . ARIPIoAFLFER > > UZ
S RENTREP S CEM S e r iR - SR e o @
FREERTATE RIR G SR PR R 2R PR E > 7 B ER M E
et Favkim R BEfoRIMG FRPEF S f o DB BELLDINFTL T
¥z Wangetal Q01D * s F R =R ha it s 42 &1 Sl
% i AQUATOX Hift® #pE 3 2 o
it v g AQUATOX #3230 e RIM AT av 5 oolciUk 2 4 6 4 stin

LRBRE s VEZ LENEESE o v R ORTRIR B FE L R

S SN E P gaRE o2 S 85 A R R 0 B AQUATOX + & 3%z ik
AR ARG A IE o Ly BFRAR X HIRTG o AQUATOX #
TV OOBECHBRAGNNA S Efra b T rn T E AT UREY Sl

Fr Al ot § 429k % B0 @ * Bayesian-mixing model in R 4 {73 8 &

Mo EH e e tE AQUATOX ik 2 k2 4 b B ks Ema
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LES AR
3.0 B AL

Bl 3-1 977 > WHREFERF22ALER > FRAEJI ek izgAfrr
LR E ARSI R R SR B B SR o TR L ST R
AQUATOX 17 fi# e i B8 K 42K IR 3 g 55

R ke
J— S—
B
J——
UK 1 AR
J— —
bR AL
| |
. [ﬂm%\ﬁ]
[/iiii J [ i [ I
%%m%ﬁ]

(AQUATOX |
L ﬁﬂ%ﬁ )

[ AQUATOX |

BABR

AQUATOX
R b B

i i

¥

[%%ﬁﬁ%}
Bl 3-1 75§ % i A2 ]
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32 P %

321 BB ERR

e 32 907 0 B AEH R At A S L F M s A H LG -

~.

B o G rPHERLE s M r RIER o BN RER R PR Y
10202 > R A5 116 T2 22 5 AF 204 43 L4 o 1935 T2 143 85
Tg? ®g (B37ak), TR BEEZIBEALEFF AR EATE D S L
LBE RS B ARTF SN EREFRET A GR Y B KL
(A2 A) FEF 2 H3048 » > 2w 522203 = 5w h § 56,100
CMD o i3 8 A FvRE#FF 2 5097C »pH &4 3542 F o BA-KERS
B¢ chE g pk s BB A4 LT (S042-) (~1000 ppm) » B3t Fe M ms
e A (R T 5 2005) o BB M EATABIE A E S 0 SR S X R REA
REE S RFEARER BRI R ke FEEARRTEFERRE R AR
Ak LA T RBPEINRBEY THEPERAEBEE KT -

FT_
A 17 &

b4k &

%ﬁ\m %LW&

s HaE

+ R &

0 500 1000 l:%' ;OOOm
Bl 3-2 B B KU R

(modified from A & Zn3 4 LR BT (2022))
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3.22 @ % Bl %

F A SR A EF B B S EZ R AR 100 £ 3103 # B ATR =
S RGeS B R o A s TR sEMrs B T ARSBERS Bl R YA
TpEm A Fe e Bl % o K F ek 3-1 477 0 B P mE Be s > AF R pibe
AL A BALY A ARIER G 50 B ~ pH & 5.0 o & R 4T & AR 8 E g
ke - AR A FTRAS S BEREF CPARBAGETA  REEREGHES
70K ~pHE 1.5 5 ®&BDNOER » H R FEEL B E <~ Rex E(GHHE ~&5%

B 20190 wl B APK S RGRJIETE RPN PE T RBRE-HE

it o
% 3-1 e g AR
B A ok g
=) I P
ks, e Hris A RE grs B8 e yrs
A A k8 (°C) 36.5~52.0 40.4 ~64.0 35.7 ~60.0
'k %fr pH 3.27~5.0 1.37 ~1.50 1.38~1.42
PSS RFFRE(g/L)  0.012~0.034 0.014 ~0.033 0.022 ~0.372
I 33 NH4" (mg/L) 0.57~1.65 1.49 ~9.00 1.55~9.00
NO2™ (mg/L) <05 337.9 ~ 383.8 332.7 ~ 381.7
[ NOz™ (mg/L) 1.49 ~ 4.86 1.29~4.16 1.33~4.77
S04 (mg/L) 169 ~ 235 1450 ~ 1642 1432 ~ 1868
v g%—;g #
e (HE/R) 21.6 38.8 37.8
BACKE
AFETHE
25
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3.3 FetkBhiE T

PRYRW 3-3 400 o AR Y AR BIEPERE 6 B B RIE A S

PP PER T 3R (e s HEIRK TR A e A e g g

B HBR B o RLZ R2ARGPTEA T HF > B0 A LR AR Pt
B L F e B B R3IACRA  GIA G P PE o RRIESTE 113 LB D Bl g
BIEASHERS fr RO FFATE T U B R R AR R 2
o HHREEA ek 320

A
\&.RZ
m/y
,//gJA/*\ il 1]
7 BAEAR

Y L3
(e ﬂi_/ o Y b
o &7 FORANE B R AR * T

s O

BENE BB
\

\é',f ?\/\ ) J\\/“/\_'\J/\,.-\/v\/\ 0 % S00m
Bl 3-3 B B2

F 3-2 R g
VI - kiR BT

) R SR AR P e F
R o R B IER & k)

Syl
-(’17_3. °
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R2

R3

IS

CESLE RN i R RN

Y

TR R OR A CRE TR AR
e I -

R4

HEA LB DT RE 0P

HE R RHATRREE O AR

=t
ET

Ly

- g kS

LA R

R5

ARG LR E R RE SIS D
Fl> 34 pkE kxming >

SEEF IR

s

R6

>

g

RARED SN NAR: &R S
PR o VR 4R B Yrs

Beokat m ook B AR ERR

N o
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3A4RTR TR KRR S RILE LT

FHEI2023 &6 ~TV T AFETHRAFESF RS LT B H P RIEE
>3 4 (POM, Particulate Organic Matter) ~ 7T f# {23843 # 47 (SOM, Sediment
Organic Matter) ~ 2 4 % (Biofilms) % ;T K {& 4= (SAV, Submerged Aquatic Vegetation)
BB R pIEIRER RS SR 0 P LB S 22 5% E (Terrestrial) 3t i enth 3R & Fo
e T 43 7 A B Kang et al.(2022) ~ Yietal. (2023) 2 Wang et al. (2011)7

RS
= °

3.4.1 BE 9 g2

gk~ FER T BE o AP BRisd{ed 5 okFks 0 B g inN
o B AS0°CHE2A | PEE R T o A1 DdedRd T 7 B B0 PkiEEod
B okFe 5o WEis 0 A4 R Sk o iR Y fglIy 4k Bk \(Whatman Grade

GF/F Glass Microfiber Filter) 17 450°C*& 24 -] pis % » 44 R ¥ f=& -

342 B A8 3 BT

TR SRR BT T R B RIR AR R o
A BEPATAT 4 (POM)

% 2L $R-KBBK 5 IV 200 yum G RETEER B RRES 101
£ # * Whatman GF/F Glass Microfiber Filter i8 jjg o #-jg A 12 60°C3z 48 | P

CREHTAG R RE LA R RiREE Y o

~
G

|

B. mHMEIEET ¥4 (SOM)
ﬁ%ﬁ2m1ﬁ&ﬁ’ﬁﬁﬁoﬂmﬁ%é%?i%@@ﬁﬁ’%ﬁﬁu
BoeF wAS KN 0 60 Cdr 48 ) PO AT B 0 K i EL 0 et e o
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C. 2 ¥ % {(Biofilms)

2o

b En P ST = VRS B (B2 10-15 a4 )e @ F T
PlEERRE TR0 ~ * L RRIFT B2 G5 > £ @ * Whatman GF/F Glass
Microfiber Filter # i & fc f 2 4 % o #3112 60°C57 48 /| F 15 -

ook RO~

T4

CFE BRI E

D. 7 A48 4 &2 % # (Terrestrial)

LO R R AT E S A A E bR A 45 i
VFﬁ' ) U],&‘—_—JT—} 4471?["/)1 ’ Ji’}” 'i%ﬁ; 7J(/—?'—I,t o :%LT?%;

24T 0 60°C 3z 48
| PE SRR

B iR BHICRAE T o

E. -k 4 (SAV)
ToBokd 47

AE * L ke o F w18 K M 0 60°C Haz 48 /) 14 pF
FRRE > R EL R A Y o
F. k2 ag#ied

rA 3 AR R e F (Artificial Substrate Samplers) ~ -k 2 &< 3V iE  F (aquatic
funnel traps)

FeioX 3 & % (Surberne tsampler) % D 3|4 % 3 ;N5 8 7 44
Ragok A R o PRETIIP AP g EF M AN ok

3524
JPRERZ SR EIRS T MR RE LRk -80°CH Y B o fRAET R
PR AR R ORI R R N R R AP
SR A2 PREE®

wh L H - A R P
£ o 2 60°Cdg 48 ) PE 1S AT

o7 BirsH-

D R BB ICRAR Y o
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MEF) S Feqe 3 R 4R AL 3V 4 B (aquatic funnel traps)df $iod #F 0 SR A
B B A 80°CA Y B o RS FEIIE N R e B F e ¢
R e & B R D H - GBS 2 60T A8 | PR R 0 kR R

BRI A

343 % & 247

AFTEAFERE SFCF 2 S E R TechComm & (7T 2% 247 - &
Bl o Bl R RBTRE (FF 9 Tmged 9 2mg/H 475 B 75 6mg 52
&) & R A (tincapsules) ¥ » 51 » 4% & 47 % (Flash 1112, Thermo, USA)
@k =% F# & (DeltaVAdvantage, Thermo, USA) %t ¥ > A 47tk & 7 sl
O~% (N) zE2T4s GPC) s §F G"N) B & a® B 472
B e P kR AT A W * cabbage(8'°C =-26.928 /3!°N =3.303) & fish
muscle(§'°C =-24.831/81°N =8292)ch 5 B2 F A4 2145 10 Bl g A
71 B E o Tl A% %Y L A ( Working standard ) » B {8 ehile =% £ 22 [
AR ARt > O e T
X = [(Rsample/Rreference gas) X (Rreference gas/Rstandard) -1] % 1000 %o (7% 3-1)
SPC # 3PN+ A2 & (%) £ 5F > R=PC/PC & PN/MN > reference gas 4y
EPIE Y kY F R Bl F R %% 5 5 PDB ( PeeDee belemnite ) » &

Bkl s F ¢ F F oo AR 5 £0.1 %o o
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3.5 F & A 4

AL RFEHR R PR A AR R A ST

A S S RN EE R EE AR ) PSR
A. FgimRe

dO AR AR AR AR, > LRI EPC R RHCON &
>3.5 g stk &+ (Post et al., 2007) » 2 4o
8"3C normalized = 8">C untreated — 3.32 + 0.09 x C:N (34 3-2)
8"3C nomalized % 73 1 {8 4% & §3C &
813C untreated 1 1% A B 45 81°C &

C:N:k Apt g Wb

B. 2t e i

AT AR > 8 {7 4 Bray-Curtis 4p i 14590 PERMANOVA 4 17 » 4 5%
A BBC)~ §F BPN)sk o #* R433 #Hdg - 1 vegan(v2.6-6.1) package i&

¥ o P & Ei i 9999 =t A& £ B 4% (permutations) ¥ 1 > P<0.05 5 BEFMH LR o

C. ¥%i=% 247

i % R4.3.3 4 » T §* tRophicPosition (v0.8.0) package i& 7 FE o AN R
Pt - AR T twoBaseline 2 oneBaseline @ 83+ 5 * /% » A5 7
5% T 5% * oneBaseline $-3% 0 P 5 * twoBaseline -3t 0 T Bi% s T 15
6 N & B M ehde fE 17 5 A &4 (TP 3% 5 2)  TDF i # McCutchan 1 muscle -

;¥ (McCutchan et al., 2003 ) -
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D. a#ﬂ?}ﬁr <

% R4.3.3 frf - T §' Bayesian Mixing Models in R(MixSIAR v3.1.12)

package i€ {78 3 o S A ER > SR 2 2 R F AT R E S

‘Hd/ﬁka*%fﬁﬁﬁ'—’ﬁé’u_@ Fma*ﬂ%’{(m/ﬁ\*ﬁ— —L%z P EE o %q%é’.% s do
S RAS R B Jﬁmi ST RE10% - & F Bt b F R E- B § e
i’aﬁ‘}}%zS%, )| I)E]‘fr'/ﬁ ag: g 4 A,:pgfﬁ; % TDF e 3% + > %@:Ff\,ﬁﬂ_ﬁ

Frd b/ 44 5 0.440.28 %o (813C) 4 2.240.3 %o (815N) ; & ¥ 2 d f-& #+ 42
# 4/ 4 3% 0 TDF 5 0.6+0.16 %0 (813C) 4v 2.4 + 0.22 %0 (815N) (McCutchan et

al., 2003 ) -

E. ¥ =% 14 (isotopic niche) % 7

% R4.3.3 #ci - T § Stable Isotope Bayesian Ellipses in R (SIBER v2.1.9)

package £ 75 > 3+ 5 H TA-SEAc 2 k=% =€ ¥ A& (overlap SEAc)
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3.6 AQUATOX #-:

AQUATOX #-5% d £ W Ik i% ¥ (United States Environmental Protection
Agency,USEPA)#7% & (2003 #)& - BE PR A 7|ofict c goii k2 457 %3
Ty B ook A 4 Rk AiEsY CLEAN & A #:zie > "g{s 5 7 CLEANER & 7

fo LAKETRACE ° # 18 =3 » ACROPHYTE - PEST » TOXTRACE ~ PART %

-

FGETS & M 5 #5588 » B & 2 - B5FL &2 P BN -
AQUATOX #-%] %_#& Windows 1 Delphil0Q % 3t » * 4= i2 % X = Pascal
Epms o o B ZRRy s FEFERAPLER A DS EEFIEN 4 > RENMH

O F RS EE LR EE IV E 2 X

3.6.1 #-3" $#

R#ct AQUATOX #2555 F 4 & & 5 3 f8 > ;% i % Bc(State Variables) 2 5g#° %
#(Driving Variables) » ki ¥#ce 23 2B~ 325 Bk -3 5 - F i
FlAokd i R AR F D RFPFEMNAITE CER SR E T o AfERET
REL A S "/% AR Rl R S BhfdE 2 4+ 42 0F  (initial conditions){oif B
i% i (boundary conditions)d & * 'g AT e AR R R H ﬁ%l »EpFHRFFE

A7 Z g AQUATOX 5% ¢ §1* p 4&:2 (Interpolation) » 7 LA ficdhy ¥ & {7 5%

PR EE P2 R RN chiE AT I BR B E
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3.6.2 i3t ¥k

AQUATOX -5\ 11w f# & 7 F# Runge-Kutta ;2 Ff2fics > 42 > ﬁs?] » Sl s H
Gl WV LR LMY G ERE o R ’Jﬁ*’ ¥ op f?ﬁi?]" SBCE o BEN RSl
g\

BIBTHE &Y T RS Y A TR T 7 el - L

Bp o RERRMIRC S BEET AP TR ¢ ERT A O

BT B SRR EHIRAN SR G2 Sl ¢ F R A

TR PEAN 0 BRE I GRS K2 B2 Rl ¢ §

PR ARES FESN R FRERELARAORERE (F°0

KBS #p S # R T RHA) 2 Rl P IR RS B e

PN

R TS =V RS Pl Y Ry T S S

B o 5o P IRfRR - AR A Pk o RO ook AR

B LM R R KR KRR E R R B

S
o~ AR -

BF AP fepH B A s S 2B o
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3.7 HN TR &

FLREFTREPN LR NF TR STAEEA T RTRZ K2k

J\%ﬁg_\l‘* ji’rbk‘

é*-)!
iSHL
L

I

o
¥
ESS
e
W

R

sl P N
o 31'“‘\?'@ ~F H;i:\!

P iE BT

ﬁm]‘%ﬁ“‘;*ﬂ}‘/ﬁ% P](g:mf"}"\:'k?z}"}’ﬂ—b%%]%7 Kﬁ'g;a T’Tﬁ;,_fg_—\a}ﬁ

‘“—N

REHEARA S R RTHE > FRRRE fE B0k 3357 -

% 33 T KR A

el R fo b e
R I BRhiE

2023/5/1 -2024/3/31
EERCE R AN

AR K Tk T

2 k% KTk R R
Ri=B AR~ ¥ ’E‘f}*’ 2022/10/1 -2024/2/23

?
R R NN
rETHE QEF S 513 FAN R 2023/5/1 -2024/3/11

FAFE KA L AHEL)

Bkl B 3 7o o
(1) KREFAEALZANL > RFERINMEFHRETANT c IR LT HH K
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2,000ml -k v F 5% 7 A 47 o Bow k4 900ml 12 0.7 1 m Ik e (7 i
T 2ttt e BEBEREFAES S athipl s S00ml 2 0.7 pm BT R
18R R SS 5 ik f5 Rk B 20ml 1 3T & 45 K(ECO IC) A 45 -k @ a it
CERRB 2§ FEBRET B A2 KFFHRERSE RAZI M
H 75 % 8 #ics 47 (One-way ANOVA) ~ = 7]+ % 8 #ics 47 (Two-way ANOVA)

Tt B2 PR RS EAT s algs LR o

(2) *F AP pFEESN S > R B > @ % python B (frRab AR 5 2] #F

S o M IR TR B S ROR 58 0 BT AR R R 2

33 O

G

q
R
=

B) AENAERT A LATHEE k2B X EH Bl OB R LT

(]
PN

(s & =X % I 5\47'7@/?

TR AT T RES B RS 2
£20E o kDR RES S DR

e B R (EJZ10-15 24 ) e i@ % 7 Rl sl 7 45 ~ ¥ JEKkF

1"}‘»‘

IRk RRETF 0 £ % * Whatman GF/F Glass Microfiber Filter i g & J< & 2.

19/?1 glj'é- ’Jl & * bﬁéfﬁ’wéséﬁﬁ"i% a%ﬁi?'ﬁ
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AR BEFEFIE 2B L o e i 0T 0 A hlRIP TR %
PEBRROPFE R IIF RIBDEE LG~ BE S @R BRI BER S &

Rem B E R ST S A ERBENEYE B R PIBERAS Y BE 0 4o 3-4 FTom o

A

O
0 © Tributary input
(!3 — )
d Segment
0 250 ﬂcmm
Segment4 ﬁ%’ Segment3 % Segment2 <:| Segment
E& \ B 5

%34,6@4\5.

AL A 2P EBCRR  BRORE KT SRR K2 BT B2 4

#p o B %7 E4ad: (Linkage Between Segments ) e8¢ > B7 B 1 I 53K 25
Cascade Linked ficie » e £ m-Rin s - 2% 975 PEFFFE > 82 ¥

R ERBEAFTEIE S FI L - RO F R B RS S € X T

% (Washout) &8 # (Drift) 2 ffi"zz’l‘ﬁ TR

]

i J5 Sensitivity Analysis of AQUATOX(Park, 2013) » AHH#k? 54 kG =
ﬁiﬁe?] 2 E 2R EERIS A~ B8RRGS0 % & (Tributary input) o o Y 2EEERIS 4 % gL
RS szﬁi%] BEiF XgpE(gd) At ,Tmﬁie?] »E s mgLE Ay RpEE -
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RS i S & | R
BRLSZ &R AR BT TR TR 4o R R A

BB 4§ A RBEER 2T  E¥Eaf e pER ol 349

T oo
4 34 o A
Segment I Segment2 Segment3 Segment4 Segment 5

MaxLength(km) 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.9 1.2
Volume(m?) 195.58 880 940 2030.4 1940.16
SurfaceArea(m?) 889 1100 1880 3384 4512
MeanDepth(m) 0.22 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.43
MaximumDepth(m) 0.5 1.5 3.2 1.2 0.83
AverageTemp(°C) 22.15 22.15 22.15 22.15 22.15
TemperatureRange(*C) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6
Latitude(degree) 25.1463 25.144 25.1437 25.1415 25.1401
Altitude(m) 188 154 118 65 14
AverageLight(Ly/d) 52.53 99.53 142.57 161.4 188.3
AnnualLightRange(Ly/d) 54.73 114.33 163.77 185.4 216.3
MeanEvaporation

26.4 26.4 26.4 26.4 26.4
(inch/year)
RiverHabitatRun(%) 25 45 50 30 50
RiverHabitatRiffle(%) 55 35 30 50 35
RiverHabitatpool(%o) 20 20 20 20 10
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382 ki

R AL AL PRRITREENS £ AQUATOX # sk 4 4 F# 5
REMTALPE FIMRRSPAY EPETREY P2 P ARG 2 vy
FABA R EFRFAE » bldeds b (Odonata) & AQUATOX 3.2 Lk 4 ¢+ 13
g 'ﬁ;i“:f]&f‘ FHE A o £ AQUATOX § 48l *1 bldedn & (2 ¥ fa s 4
(pred inverts) < % % & B4 fE > FlotjukeinE ~ p T R ERERFESFE AR
PF R 0 g 'Taii‘?i)’j'ﬁai?!-#ﬁ A EE > A Y #4735 ¢ B3 (Crustaceans) &
B A AR e 2T (KA MRS EE M) AT R R H
”v\*?/‘%fﬁ'ﬁ}%ﬁ: - B AP RERE €AY R3HH o

""“_L*“ po— 2 4 R v P [ P a2

MASERANN O SRS EY D RER SRS R BHZ
Fo@r gt o o2 g8LIF E SR T WA FE S AP
Feo AFINAFRHPESEEZT a0 S é‘éﬁi%l > HV ot i 0 @ 7 AQUATOX

P s BES R TS E at BT 45ug/ug 0 B RS KR T 28ug/ug e

*b%%'% a "L‘? /-Lj’-/’;" A 47" «ﬁ&'ﬁ"&f’é\ 4\‘ 3-3 B191 o
YBiomass -CToOr, YBiomassp; +XBiomass -CToOT .
Chl-a = ( leGr g + ( Diatom — Green) g) -1000 (;\ 3_3)

Chl-a: £%% a2 $ £ (ug/l)
Biomass: # * ¥ %22 FiFL & (mgl)

CToOrg : &4 3 &1t (0.526)

A RS RBURERS M iR T 25 34 e
PeriChlor = AFDW - 5.0 3¢ 3-4)
PeriChlor : *if# H#7¥ % % a(g/m?)
A

AFDW : & % iz ¢ (g/md)
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&9$ﬁW§%ﬁ%

B L B R LR AR AT SR - 5 G R
RV SRR RN RS S SRR Eadp M BB E T SP iR
B ek o RFFLRIERY O RS GEAOELT A ANHY B R B AR
BB R ONIR o KA BRAEL 0 BB ACRE S RH ¥ AR KFI AP K
SRR KA B D pes BB R E R BT G R s
k4 4 R B St e 47 F-ik Z(F-test) ~ t-1& T (t-test)fr K-S & &

(Kolmogorov-Smirnov test) % :}IE, E A BheT ol
A, RO
1. #»x 8 (Nash-Sutcliffe efficiency coefficient, NSE ) &_d Nash, J. E.{= J.V.
Sutcliff »+ 1970 & =3k 2 > % r13E 0k + H NS & 2 Bk o PR 4

0% 12 B o Foad GicEARRT 1 A ARG FARTFRIE > B

B 458 3-10 A7

S0 -0)
Z('Q:,—Q,.,): (% 3-5)

NS: 4 7 2 ik
Qo: %7 BWE t g Bl
Qu: % 7 P 5 t FFofiiR i

Qo: %74 BT i

2. F#AF ~ (PercentBias) ¥ bl figgny % 4 3 p R A MG e
fixt-oiooz F e P ERARIEMNG  fEA TR B> MR EZL T Frm
SRR FEEY 0 A THRESEFRIEL R EAE o dost 3-6

S
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z (Yiobs _y;sim);;: (100)
PBIAS= [42L—— (5% 3-6)

2. &)

i=1

PBIAS: 44| A
Yo &7 %1 BE R E

Y™ A% BREE

\\\Xr

PR R TR R AT S B RRNT RY L 23
A Moriasi et al. (2007) ~ Moriasi et al. (2015)% Silvaetal. (2015) > &p 2 B
NSE>0.5 ~ PBIAS< £15% 5 ¥ £ % chfic 2 % o & #8 ¢2 2 NSE>0.35 » PBIAS<

£30% 5 % H R % o

45 8

4y
oy
91

\5;
A

1L w2 R AT AR ERE  d A iR S
FoOFASFET R EARERE TR PR AT R-FREAFER

B G A3 0 PBIAS<£50% % %4 &% o

7\::
=

2. F-i# 2 (Ftes)F 2 KRB B Gl > * R 23 B R AELTE B3 4p e %
LE
3. t-# % (Student's t-test) 5 * 3tk LA FAL S F I 3T iaE . 3

FEeam TR 2 B R AT 5 B E(F-test) ©

4. K-S # Z(Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test) 7 — f& & * #c it > 2 > & T3 BH

EHRADAFRBZ IO R - R o R

AR LB 2 BER R PR AP B R SR T 0

%ﬂﬁzfr l/,}‘#q,\’t’t.#p}‘f-’;%' ;L‘F*ii\“ﬁ‘ﬁiiﬁ,@fﬁo
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Fri RBEFEUG
41 BB P

4.1.1 K F

FPERNARFRZFPEAREBIE0~0T N2 o P R SRR R
BoeHrs TR EOR AR BIE12~17 22 o @ T L 4FE L PR RE g
Ay SRRk BRI BE26~3.8 28 Ao

dRFTRRT38 T P RAET A R BRSO R E L P RAE
Boo } At R R E RSP R B0.7 22 AT SR HRE SRR
R PRRFS 5 77.72183% 5 ¢ RS § R TR R R LA 1 BT
Fripaf o ORI FEA Rl FRA RIRE T 0 EWY PRRES 5 47.6£55
Yo TAREA SR LREY s BlE S EEERE AR FHTE
EFEF 5 36.1£27.7% -

KRB 4l BEEFEEFMS KR A S FE(P<0.001) > = %

PR EhR o Eh e P A R EA L B (p<0.001) KENEG LT 5

‘*‘»

Ao ERIEFEF AR S AT e d R R BRT ERORE B B G E £ R

SRR B R (R jeit cE P T AT BRRRE ARG EE N 0.6102°

C »2iBa10? L37F FRBEFIFA Biesrs X BR-KPFm s P36

CofEMmn 3 LR PFREDFZSFTEEERST > B RPN Thppap
Fedg B M AoR 420 REBHTEE A 3 S pHALR(P>0.05) 0 # Fins ¢

FHEFLB(P<0001) FAFpHKF 2 & T35 732020 ¢ 255 LA 5% 3

THRIETIEE 6.6£0.60 T R R RS E AR RS 5 AT R T 4.82

L0602 TEpH RH R 0 T e grs BB o A ARt M
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RFFHR B 4-6> 5B TFS €3 SS L E(p<0.00]) > 7 Fink
4 FHEEFLRE(P<0.001) - ApFEOFE T B ST 5 bR R B A%
—E A PEMEIPEBELLEE 0 P T EM A TR I fo R TN

AR R G Aot % AP REEA R M o

s | R | o

30

925
& == Season
: “ == £
g . | a%
O v B KE
g | | | =EF
[5) x
[_‘
20 | .

X
15

Season

Bl 4-1 LindFageh
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. i I o I ks
== — —_— ,(
? |
6
Season
z Sgg
X B ;
5 . B X
4 ‘ ‘
I
3
Season
Bl 4-2 2 % G pakk B9t
i3 I i I T iE
100
75
3 R Scason
E S22
50
S— $ )
z * Etg
25 ‘ \
: | ==
—
T m | = T =
0

Season

B 43 LB % & REAmen
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4128 % @

RELFAPRCErB43T4SRELSY ¢ 755 ARD -HRD
ZapeT o B Y iR T d SN E R 5 M(<0.5mg/L)t 2R At o

PR AR L SR A3 IR A5 BB E TS S i
AR (P>005> 2 2kt g7 BEFLE(P<0.001)c &£ F AP kNP THL
PEERROB BT o BRABPLE A FLAZT R ERF O WAk
FRIREEY OF KB R AR RIEY L AF NS ABE WA T ERB

FeR 2 g 5 0 MR AP BERS -

i) [ =2 | Tk
150
. 100 5 Season
E | ]

SO;
IIZIEI I
s
et

50

Season

E] /nii\‘é ﬁzfﬁx %
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s I bl | Y
10
—~ 8
% | Season
=]
o » s
o X
Z 6 ‘ % X L2
. | o
|
Secason
B45 2Bt ampagi
i) [ a2 I I
15
=)
— S
2 10 ‘ E%%
- g =
S 2z
5
|
. |
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IESEES == == 1] .
Season

W46 & iERE B F R0
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FEREESF AR R 4T BERAZEZ BT EFLE(p>

0.05) ° & X APk BB T AT Y TH AT NG L AR

—=\
E
=
éﬂﬂ
3
-
5*'\

0
[\ ]
S
[\
—
~
‘Q
34
&
3%
¢
I~
5%
.
=

@'F
'E*

:E\
A
3
-
N
—J
)\4—
'E*

BedF o AAESZaT R PELEAR K EC PRAEE A R TR
CERABRESF aR R ABE P 5Ty BEH TSRS R F
ZB(P<000l)> TEEB  MEX2 > A ERM A by FHFLBE(PS

0.001) > T P55 B » 7 Pz 0 TSEM O 2 RESEIELKEE P RY

o RS TR AL N FETRY

i3 | ohE | i

w2

caso

=

T FRa(pg/L)

N
I71=

=)
%_

(4]
b<
=

T

Season
Bl 4-7 2B ESE5EE S E ag it
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My B4R Ra(g/L)
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Season
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427 FRRER AR

F]vt.ﬂrlfl'— fﬁﬁ}&ﬂ*ﬂl)ﬁmé\zx\?q‘ £ (

PERMANOVA - Mt fi e # 8974 A & 4
deti B 6 0 BT 01 75 813C 2

PERMANOVA it {7 %74 .52

4”' 2R g VA ‘x‘F'

JQ%ﬁﬁo

FTEFLE@P=011)5 &

A b e T R T8 3 B R

iR AR R AT o
S Ry

2PN AT

B 33

& Rasmussen, 1994) >

al., 1996) « @ et & 4

F1&k

5

g3

A G R

- «Jf”/})izlj‘—e/Jr‘

,rb"i-lf.‘f’}l-ifké\ﬁ_i

etal.,2015) o T AR A G P

104

28

514

* R

» L), @ B
D lj/PJFé‘j\/)%l mei FLE 08
FH» H 7)F

2 et g B F LR RAAHS

FHAW 4S5S4 BAKS

LR AR F BAcB 490 7

3 #F 6PN

RE A R AGAESARPRY EApE R

k3R

PhE Y iad R b0 S PN Eb”ﬁ A g o

J"ﬁh; Ay R R B P73k (Cabana

B (Doucett et

T o gL AR

i (Wang et al., 2021 ; Loomer

RN B e
UP Mid Down
y% +
' o

E?:

Fein 4
|
|

30 25 20-35 30 25 2035 30 25 -20

5"°C
Bl d-1 ¢ T RUR F R
49

’ l‘,(Au\‘%‘?;’HTC; },%(ﬂo

Biofilm
Caddisfly

“c Caridina

i

b o

Chironomidae
Crab
Dragonfly
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Shrimp
Snail
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421 R#ES PR

AH G 1R S13C f= B —32.6 1.9 %o ( ¢ Terrestrial ) ¥ —22.3+2.3
%o (T 5 Biofilm) ; SISN%Fﬂu\ -3.84+0.9 %o (T e Biofilm) | 6.1+ 1.9 %o
(P50 Biofilm) o 4l 7> FEMla T AR S F RO 2 F B0 PP B2 B
4 BE¥ £ B (813C, P=0.036: 315N, P=1e-04) «

4e® 4-10 0 7 L PR A #H G R(SAV &5 ¢ ,z;gmg#kwf) 013C
I AEMATP P52 T A5 SISN P FECE 0 ¢ stz 0 T 5k o isotopic niche ¢ ff
drd 4-1 0 T R 26.22 %% 0 ¥ 520 18.31%0% 0 ¥ 5] 9.86%0° 0 @ & fr iR

AR R FHERI RSP G P

> 18.31%0?

"+9.68%0?
group

<= Down
Mid
= UP

30 25 -20
13
8 "C %o

Bl 4-9 & 45 2L # & 3 k9 SEAC #r TR ]
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Bty RA#A S RA B 0 o'ié 7 975 > POM ~ Biofilm 2 Terrestrial **
Lpubt 4 BEEALR > SOM & 4 ghixt £ B (813C,P=0.336; 315N, P=
0.149) = SAV ¢ @ P gk > H 513C(-23.1+ 0.9 %0) 2 S15N(6.9+ 1.0 %o0) 487 ¥ %
e EA#EHF R o L FEY > 813C &% & Biofilm » & ™ 5 Terrestrial - 315N

AL P AEARE -

LEABGH RGP T A 4eB 4-11 0 Terrestrial chE B Fa B2 & P £
A e 3 G Mo 2ERIAR P o Biofilm v POM 48% 4 10 » g AT 7%
O13C# % > OISN ik o = )I?H‘ Biofilm £2 POM enf& % Fr =% % FI3F § F13 &

5 o Biofilm h 015N & ¥ A kB ek § 815N + 4 %37 (Ada Pastor et al,,
2013) 0 FpFs B2l pe Bk R & 1 4p B (de Carvalho et al., 2021 ) ; 813C &2 £ % %
a~-KE % kR E T 4p i (Hill & Middleton, 2006 ; Ishikawa et al., 2012) » & &7
THAEEAE cPOM 1 8I5N » BB {rg § (815N + A 4iT > BpF&m
ATER Lt S13C g F] L H P EERAEL T Hbem A MpH B¢ HF
3% 813C % i< » (Kendall et al., 2012 ; Doi et al., 2004, 2006) > d *F 7 % % —ﬁ % sk

pﬁﬁvgz,*g%—k 3 pH & o

Shape
Vv Down
< Mid
A yp

5"°N %o

group
. Down.Biofilm
# DownPOM

¥ Downsom
Down.Terrestrial
Mid Biofilm
Mid.POM
Mid.SOM
Mid.Terrestrial
UP _Biofilm
UP.POM
UP.SOM

13 UP Terrestrial
87C %o Mid SAV

Bl 4-10 & A # & 4= Jh e SEAC 17 F 8
51
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4220 % %
g FERE RN RE R BT A iR AR LA 2B THF
ARARPEERTES  FRED AR e AR AEG AP R
%764 B 45 B & (Convict Cichlid) « 4= 4-12 7 » 313C $ B 263 % 0.01 %o
( + 5 Tubifex ) 3] —21.4+1.9 %o (™ #+ Snail ) ; 815N %Eﬂ/!?\ 1.2 £0.2 %o
( ™ #¢7 Chironomidae ) | 9.9+ 1.1 %o ( + #¢7 Shrimp ) °
L Ffas 5 A #(Fish)2 & % 128 4~ (Invertebrate) > 4r'dék 7 0 & % 1 513C
% 515N fot i 2h7 B ¥ 14 £ B (513C,P=1e-04 ; 515N, P=2e-04) » & ¥ o #

P SI5SN B & B 25 BF AL B (013C,P=0.55; 815N, P=1e-04) -

F_k

A AP S RS DEFNF(147%) AR s R ARE R A Y
PEE T RFE S M B 2%% 0%
TIRRE SR R F A Bl o T g b Ay 9 fark

¥ (Dragonfly) ~ #2 & |+ 7 47 (Shrimp/Crab)4 1 % 22 & %5 (Fish)it# ° 4o%itsx 7
K §n813C 2 315N & B 23 B F L 8 (813C,P=1e-04 ; 315N, P= le-
04) » ® &&FHSISN t & B+ B B F L B (513C,P=027; 515N, P=le-
04) o

Yo 4-12 5778 > b 54 ST NR 3% (6.56 %o) S 4 & 4 kBT i B 5 B
R FERE AR \} /AT 7% isotopic niche & F# )I‘ éj, (#5146 %075 ¢ 751 0.97
%0> 5 T ¥ 0.36%0° ) BT & Mg o BV AFISREREY AFSFERE
TR fAP s & 3 TR (Tixieretal, 2012) o -k F AP P53 #F < isotopic niche
B (5 1037%7 5 7 %1 1.39%07 5 T 5 0.014%7) 0 4P 5K E SRR
BRo>m T KkE ahzty B, gl i*%:‘,lf 7 Chironomidae iZ 5 { % & % {82 4
PR oo T Y L fea i H isotopicniche & fifi s > B AL B2 & (1 F

3.82 %07 ; ¥ 751 3.9 %) o
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Yok 414 o B EPE AR RE R T R ERF YR OELT B
4= —*‘ﬁ L3 Apenad Kk ¥ i oF s M % (Flaherty & Ben-David, 2010) - ¢
ek § 2 0 B ERFARE 5 (27.9%)0 A H i g nE pgp g N
LU EAMRA LY R FAR AT A THERF LR Ak T T LS

$endf & s RPM 4
12
Shape

A Dragonfly

N % Fish
.. & Crab-Shrimp

5"°N %o

6 AR IR * group

S “& Down.Dragonfly
sk B DownFish
* Mid Crab-Shrimp

Mid.Dragonfly
Mid.Fish
-# UP.Crab-Shrimp
UP.Dragonfly
B UPFish

-26 -25 -24 -23 22 -21
13
8 7C %o

B 4-11 g% ~ -k § 2 7 #3470 SEAC 11 Bl

F4-1 fog ~ -k § ~ 7 Bz & 4 fad F isotopic niche & & £

TA SEA SEAc
Fish 2.188 1.25 1.458
Dragonfly 0.186 0.246 0.37
UP Crab-Shrimp 4.322 3.275 3.82
Invertebrate 15.088 6.025 6.36
Fish 0.804 0.727 0.97
Dragonfly 0.701 0.925 1.387
Mid .
Crab-Shrimp 4.363 3.416 3.905
Invertebrate 15.136 5.911 6.129
Fish 0.362 0.285 0.356
Down Dragonfly 0.012 0.01 0.014
Invertebrate 0.467 0.276 0.316
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F 42 houg -~ -k § - 7 B2 & 4 2 $ 4 isotopic niche overlap & & %

YRR

W ml EREH%) @2 FROH®%) RRERE (%)

& 38 69.1 £ 5 15.8 14.7
&3 11.7 P ] 46 10.3
Lz a 51 o 19.4 16.4
P ] 100 o3/ 9.7 9.7
&4 16.7 E i3 2.6 23
& HA 0 K& 0 0
¢ 5
&3 10.9 o3/ 2.7 2.2
P ] 83.1 o3/ 30 27.9
Ty & 0 A 0 0
& HA 0 K& 0 0

4.2.3 ¥ o ]

4o 4-13 4777 o b5 Snail 155 A8 RS A TP & 2.7 11 - &
B OB RA MRS BT TP RFGRPIZ P FANG S S ASRBH 7
mif %% =3 24 ER(AriM etal, 2010) » A& R TP cofefhs 7 i A6 P
i * F & ¢ (Chalcraft & Resetarits, 2003) » 4 8/ A & 5L+ 7 a0 .5 58 2 o

¥ #5121 Caddisfly 2 Tubifex 5 A& 48 > TP & # b 25047 2 i =~
g 5 PR > Fish 185 R i f TP 5 3.4 > Crab * Dragonfly %47 5 {2 & % {2

Bofe TP TP > @ F/LE Snail &7 PFehy =g P AFIH I FHETF o
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T 14 Chironomidae £ 5 AMPF > FIZ 75 LG RENLFAadE L > 4
2 A3 v PR Rt A J it SR PREEH =B LFEP A o Fish 7 5

A a"ﬁ TP % 3.4 v = sif % -‘k Dragonfly & 3% 5 » ¥ it | Fliniplea 5 4
HRBF M e Y @i S G5 KL £ SISN A i 4 pl(Gorokhova, 2017 3
Karlson etal., 2018) » #5 TDF %% > & TP B4t F % > ks € 4 b &4p & n

¥ ar 0 - 9 F A 515N (Merild & Eloranta, 2017) -

S
o 7t 7
A il @ ,—6
hh);:/ 'TJ'-‘, e / & V-\_.O
N -
¢ E
2 X
s
c
5
2
g =
a =
g — g
]
=3
2 X —x
.
4 W)
I =)
3
|
21 X
Caddisfly Caridina  Chironomidae Crab Dragonfly Ephemera Fish Goby Shrimp Snail Tubifex

Bl 4-12 1 ¢ T A TP £ HBI(x * % AA )
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Japfpiaare
42 % d SISN 2 SI3C F N2 M AT H K EPA S I7 i hfaf o
431+ %55 ‘?‘]f{— b
PEa Y edho®l 4-14 917 0 AEF X 22RO F 0 Dragonfly ~ Crab ~ Fish 2
Goby = —“Fq’{gj A eI % B ey 7L R > Fishhay kiko
k4 & F4ad 4 (72 %) 5 2 0 @ Dragonfly #- Fish(50.1 %)% Goby(16.7 %)% & &
¥ Kk > Goby fr Crab B|Z_2 Biofilm % i » % 5 72 %% 46.3%0%?{73’)5— T
A2 R 4 i i~ /4 i > Dragonfly - Fish #HF @ 1% > Goby e @12 > @ Crab #T
32 ipx H 422 F ¢ V5455 SEAc#iRF R F] o TP & 3 § =9 Shrimp B &_17 4~
%} # Ephemera(23.5 %)% Snail(24.8%) (% 5 1 & &4 %R - Biofilm ¥
Ephemera m?[;k F$ % (68.8%) » @ Biofilm £_t 25 A # & 4k 315N . B 7(6.05
£ 1.9 %0) > &F it AH TS A f o TP ot § hjRfz - o
R E & i # 8 P R A_Biofilm > ¥ 5 Shrimp(30.2 %) ~ Fish(36 %) ~
Goby(72 %) ~ Crab(46.3 %) ~ Ephemera(68.8 %)% Snail(50.5%)# * 7 eh& $ &k
o POM ~ SOM % ¢k 3R AL # & 3= Terrestrial ¥t & 4~ }b?‘ﬁkl B0 WA O

% Snail 2 Ephemera (¥ 5 & 4~ -
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Dragonfly

~a

;" i)

Ephemera

\

Terrestrial

B 4-13 a5 i B
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432 % ; a#‘?‘]f{—*
® pedcfl 4-15 “0 o Fish €3 Fail 3 4 kg B v @A S LA R

s khard i fadrles > 3 ARSI R NEARRY ThERG YR
AFR ST F F o Crab 2 Shrimp & ¥R L > Briag e & i
o AA# SR & o ¥ % Dragonfly 8 4 %k Tubifex 5 2 (59.3 %) >
B A KEHE R ke L MY o Snail (hE T L AP P4 r SAV @ A 4 B
* » Biofilm £ f£ 3 T % I 29% » SAV ik 4B it 5)(23.2%) 0 7 SAV ¢
O15N(6.93 +0.98 %o)F" &g % iEH ©# JAA#H & ¥k > FF PF Snail & 1% 5 Crab 2 Shrimp
PGP KR E AR A E PR G A L DSISNARE B G REF
F 0 @7 i A Snail &5 A ) F TPQRIEPG EE & s § F PR F2 - o

Biofilm 2 SOM &_7 & 4~ & i —%ma#ﬂ?\/&’m,‘_ﬁ/ﬂ?’?{m gt
Mo 2 b F ot b e fI% POM -~ Terrestrial 2 SAV e § & #cd 4c Tkt o
A F TR e b s R Ry LS ROAHT R AHFT R SR B
- &3
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Dragonfly

s
<
XA

a4 R Prh Bl

F

Bl 4-14 ¢
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433 TS H T
SRR FIX R ECE SRR L TR

A R g e -2

4T
B 4-16 > Fish e & % /& 12 Dragonfly % 2 (54.5%)# = 2_SOM(13.4%) » o ** &
T AR AT K E 2 AR 8 0¥ iU 4 o Dragonfly &7 5B
3w a4 &84 kiR 5 Chironomidae(68.8 %) # @ Biofilm =
Tikar g f im0 R L L2 Fish

F3%T g o i A T
Y TR LAY ERG g o
i+ Fish(11.7 %) ~ Dragonfly (31.2 %)%

i 9
Biofilm ™ § # & & ik # & 5 ¥
Chironomidae(43.7 %) #% '&E}?L ° SOM =X 2. » 3452 }gkﬁi'ﬁ_’liié* Me3% { % 4E %
Fed 5 84 Terrestrial mﬁisa » (Holland, 2012) » # @ 2/ 7 % @ X4 PR
2% ¥ & (Bunnetal., 2003 ; Lau et al., 2009) > @

o RFAAAE G REE R

ERTEE Rk T

F] 7. 2t

-

?\5 B B m HOR R PFRenis 4 o

Chironomidae

Bl4-15 T35 a P ePr i B
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4.3.4 AQUATOX & $ %% &

=0
(43

LTI mFE 2 hd e d 20 AQUATOX 5 @itk & B34 2 - 4
RGP A AR AR TR Ry H - 5 B
PEANBIKE SR B PREIRLC F- o FREHSNG R Lkt

AT DSE KR 2IEE X3 0P L iy o £ MIxSIAR 318 S 4 Rk

Ly
R

1 et falicE 4o 4-3 » Gastropod ~ Odonata # Crustaceans @ 47

TE},%BP‘ 4@l 4-17 o BT i’—:’f_ﬁj@?‘] >~ AQUATOX » #7182 a fr 8t do™ £ 4-4 -

2 A3 EEF S F TR

Gastropod 2
Mean SD 2.50% 5% 25% 50% 75% 95% 97.50%
Biofilm 0.237 0139 0033 0047 0132 0218 0345 0.492 0.524
Ephemera 0.129 0.1 0.003 0.006 0.052 0106 0.179 0.334 0.369
POM 0.345 0.148 0.068 0.104 0244 0336 0448 0.593 0619
SAV 0.216 0136 0025 0043 0107 0.188 0303 0.493 0.524
SOM 0.073 0068 0003 0004 0019 0057 0.103 0.212 0.256
Terrestrial 0.068 0.055 0.005 0.007 0.025 0.052 0.09 0.178 0.188
Odonata
Biofilm 0.214 0079 0097 0105 0159 0202 0.266 0.363 0.396
Caddisfly 0.067 0.057 0004 0006 0021 0.05 0.099 0.163 0.23
Chironomidae 0.211 0.162 0 0 0.052 0205 0329 0.499 0.543
Ephemera 0.111 0.093 0.002 0.004 0.04 0.095  0.157 0.271 0374
Fish 0.086 0072 0001 0002 0024 0075 0.129 0.223 0.258
Goby 0.093 008 0.006 0011 0.038 0.064 0.13 0.266 0.303
Snail 0.072 0.065 0.006 0.007 0.024 0052 0.097 0.213 025
Tubifex 0.147 0.116 0 0 0.042 0.136 0.228 0.351 0.374
Crustaceans
Biofilm 0.11 0.086 0.004 0.008 0043 0099 0.157 0.277 0.327
Caddisfly 0.177 0.079 0.045 0.049 0.119 0172 0241 0.304 0.326
Dragonfly 0.137 0.079 0.027 0.03% 0.082 0.118 0.182 0.288 0319
Ephemera 0.107 0.067 0.014 0.015 0.051 0.09 0.141 0.236 0.273
POM 0.078 0.047 0.003 0011 0.043 0075 0.108 0.159 0.178
SAV 0.123 0.095 0 0.003 0.039 0104 0.183 0314 0.324
Snail 0.1 0.078 0.001 0.002 0.037 0088 0.145 0.243 0.303
SOM 0.091 0.072 0.013 0.02 0.038 0.064 0.126 0.226 0.275
Tubifex 0.077 0.06 0.004 0.006 0.025 0.066 0.11 0.19 0.22
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Gastropod Odonata Crustaceans

[ sionim o [ sicim o | ewnm
[ ] pom Cagaisty | caamsny
SAV Chironomidae __| Dragonny
SOoM Ephemera || Ephemera
Temestrial Fish || POM
Goby e
075 Snall 075 || Snall
Tublfex 0l
| Tubitex
H H £
5 H ]
Qa a a
2 2 2
Loz Loz Zoso
& a [y
2 2 2
= ® =
@ @ @
0.25 0.25 025
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.0 025 050 075 1.00 000 025 050 075 1.00 075 1.00
Proportion of Diet Proportion of Diet

Bl 4-16 & W88 4 TS 45 4 F B
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% 4-4 AQUATOX % 7R e &k B
Preference percentages(%) Caddisfly =~ Mayfly  Chironomid  Tubifex  Gastropod  Crustaceans  Odonata Dace Redear Sunfish Goby Stoneroller
& U A (R detr sed)
# f& L i A4 (L detr sed) 31.5 11.0 21.2 38.1 21.6 9.1 13.4
& T3Pk (R detr part)
# 48 T3 (L detr part) 12.0 13.9 9.3 24.7 7.3 2.6
7 % (Phyto, Diatom) 10.2 20.6 10.3 6.2 4.2
*t 2 # J(Peri, Navicula) 32.5 751 43.7 27.7 23.7 11.0 21.4 36.0 11.7 72.0 4.1
%7 % % (Phyto, Green) 1.3 2.6 1.3 0.8 0.5
#% [ % j#(Phyt, Blue-Greens) 1.3 2.6 1.3 0.8 0.5
i -k 4% $ (Fontinalis) 11.2 9.5 34.5 12.3
£ 2 p (Caddisfly) 17.7 6.7 6.7
4 B evFE(Mayfly ) 10.7 11.1 16.6 13.3
g2 p (Chironomid) 21.1 12.7
% = p (Tubifex ) 7.7 14.7 8.5
19 (Gastropod ) 10.0 7.2
@ # 37 (Crustaceans) 31.5 61.3
¥34 p (Odonata) 13.7 15.9 54.4 14.7 19.4
= e 5L i (Dace) 8.6
4 4>} 4 (Redear Sunfish)
P % v~ 45 % (Goby) 9.3
f2% B v i (Stoneroller)
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4.4 -5 Sl T

AT 2 RE S a2 bl T HE > R * R1 2 R2OTHERL ST
BB S R3Z RAcnTIHEIFL Y 5FRIE ;RS Z2 RO AT IBEITE TP RE
B PFEC? iR SR (T o Bor Hh R 2 S8ci & §_ikJ5 Sensitivity Analysis of
AQUATOX(Park, 2013)% 48 B * (3 ¥ » 20123 BTk » 2018 5 MAL< -
2018) » FEBATR 2. S B K o

RE - RFE A SRR 2023 £ 5 05| 9 P Rl SRR
2023 & 10 " 3] 2024 & 2 7 enF o o e I AT 2 SR LBk P R
Al B BRI A AR 2 AR R Bhod 45 3 4.8

07 0 SR LE AR 49 I 4-12 #F e

245 BT FECTR

% ¥ i R E
Max. Degrn. Rate, Labile g/g-d 0.1
Max, Degrn. Rate, Refrac g/g-d 0.04
Optimum Temperature [ 25
Maximum Temperature C 65
02: Biomass, Respiration Ratio 0.575
KNitri, Max Rate of Nitrif 1/day 0.1
KDenitrification 1/day 0.09
Min. pH for Degradation - 5
Max. pH for Degradation - 8.5
N to Organics, Labile frac. dry 0.117
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T% 3 H ® % Eo %
Resp Rate at 20 deg. C g/g- d 0.08 0.2 0.1
Exponential Mort. Coeff g/g- d 0.05 0.12 0.04
Mortality Coefficient g/g- d 0.001 0.002 0.003

Max. Photosynthesis Rate 1/d 1.4 0.6 1.5
247 g F e FBFRE
9* ﬁ;’(‘— ii— B % % |
723 L N T T T
XF B A A A B #
Mean wet weight g 5.7 0.08  0.0236  0.06 0.06  0.0075 033
Maximum
g/(gd)! 0.1 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.25 0.05
consumption
Min. prey for feeding  ratio 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1  0.0001 02 0.7
Optimum
C 28 28 10 28 15 23 20
temperature
Maximum
C 38 35 35 35 35 30 38
temperature
Temp. Response
- 1.7 1.6 1.6 2.4 24 1.62 1.4
Slope
Min. adaptation
C 10 11 2 11 5 5 5
temperature
Endogenous
1/d 0.015 0.02 0.003 0.01 0.0001  0.035  0.0001
respiration
Mortality coefficient 1/d 0.01 0.002  0.015  0.004 0.0001 0.001  0.001
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v il 1 2

# B i A

% e H o % 5 e =

& v ) 4 =

ﬁg‘ 4 ,&’. 53

Mean wet weight g 76.6 50 30 8.5
Min. prey for feeding ratio 0.05 0.2 0.5 0.5
Optimum temperature °C 22 14.96 25 18.6
Maximum temperature °C 30 30 33.8 27.1
Temp. Response Slope - 24 2.4 23 2.4
Min. adaptation temperature °C 10 10 2.5 10
Mortality coefficient 1/d 0.3 0.00095 0.00001 0.01

349 LA ITr Rl R

% ¥ L R E
Max. Degrn. Rate, Labile g/g-d 0.14
Max, Degrn. Rate, Refrac g/g-d 0.0085
Optimum Temperature C 25
Maximum Temperature C 65
02: Biomass, Respiration Ratio 0.58
KNitri, Max Rate of Nitrif 1/day 0.04
KDenitrification 1/day 0.035
Min. pH for Degradation - 5
Max. pH for Degradation - 8.5
N to Organics, Labile frac. dry 0.079
66
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% 4-10 kg Sl T

S g F % Eek % %
Resp Rate at 20 deg. C g/g- d 0.4 0.25 0.15
Exponential Mort. Coeff g/g- d 0.76 0.056 0.035
Mortality Coefficient g/g- d 0.004 0.0015 0.01
Max. Photosynthesis Rate 1/d 2.15 2.73 2.25
F 411 & 4 b Slicih T
a il Lo £ % B o
%8 L O T =B
% 2 3 A 3 B #*
Mean wet weight g 4.14 0.1 0.05 0.08 0.1 0.0075 0.5
Maximum
g/(gdy!  0.08 001 0023 025 0.7 5 0.08
consumption
Min. prey for feeding  ratio 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.7
Optimum
C 25 28 15.8 23 20 26 25
temperature
Maximum
C 29 32 30 32 30 32 28
temperature
Temp. Response
- 1.8 1.8 2 2.4 2.4 1.6 1.5
Slope
Min. adaptation
C 15 18 15 15 15 15 10
temperature
Endogenous
1/d 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.013 0.0001 0.035 0.0001
respiration
Mortality coefficient 1/d 0.01 0.002 0.01 0.004  0.0001 0.0l 0.001
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%412 4N 2Bl T

v e 1 3

i o B [ e

5 ¥ H 4 5 s e

ks T ) R

i . d t

Mean wet weight g 17 35 20 5
Min. prey for feeding ratio 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.5
Optimum temperature °C 20 22 27 20
Maximum temperature °C 30 30 35 30
Temp. Response Slope - 2.4 2.4 1.9 2.3
Min. adaptation temperature °C 10 10 15 12
Mortality coefficient 1/d 0.3 0.095 0.0001 0.1
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4.5 Ham L%

ORI AL R FAPBEER R RAET KT R RS
MOp TR R (R e F SRR B e R R ol
kR (mg/L) s B EAIGERGQEL)EE R BB RE F 5 F AR
BEuEsFac KFRATAC FHED > B T RTH BEBEA
A HE Y FTARER B -5 (gmidry) ) WEEE RS T OAKE T Bk
BB o
451 5 PEORFHIRE S

e R A o d 4-13 9T > AR F HORSE % 4o B 4-18 T ) 4-23 4
T &R RS SAB 418 T W 423 4T o HIRSEE T O AHEAE 2 4§ o
W Al 3t 0.9 HEH ek A3 0.7 £ BoERstE: 2 4F 0 4 ¥4 PBIAS
FALI0% P A AR R R BS MG S B A RRERE - Y Rl A

PBIAS 5 -4334 422k R4 3 & o
413 K FHEE S L R URBERF R

s thic PBIAS(%)

& Ty Al & Ty R ]

s 0.97 0.73 -0.62 3.42

WEwmE ¢ 0.79 0.77 -0.84 4.92
T 0.86 0.76 -5.69 -4.55

+ 0.88 0.79 8.07 9.38

% VP 0.84 0.94 -43.34 -6.66
TP 0.95 0.97 2.08 2.3
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0 |
2023/5/1 2023/7/1 2023/9/1 2023/1111 2024/11

s predicted ==@==observed

Bl 4-17 F 25pf B B R E 2 R RV R

0
2023/5/1 2023/7/1 2023/9/1 2023/1111 2024/11

s predicted === observed

Bl 4-18 ¢ PEAlp BB e F Rl E " B
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i

el PR RS Y R

Bl F : W, M 5
b A HEnd S (cm) @
BAN Al Es - PaE B
ERE 8 AR R - BECGEMRER L g, 825
(Zacco pachycephalus) ARRANBEYE -
(Wang et al., 1995)
AW R atsLhg s THRMA- B
ALE KO WA AT - RALRAFTRE S 18-75
Fish (Candidia barbata) BB - B R B o LA ) B -
(Sado & Kimura, 2002)
A EB LA - M - B
5 I S S A S B o T
W4 R 8, Pt L
ot i BAWHS RO FAN - #42 3-10 2235
3 R L3 & 9P - (Trujillo-Jiménez,
1998)
EERHKEE - RARARSE A
B o 8L B MR o AR R AR g
Goby N R BiF A KRG ~ kil - ARARLA 3~6 1~8
( Rhinogobius candidianus ) Y
(&= #%  2010)
PR KER TR - B
FEEB R E I I3 VR ECE R Rk
Shrimp (Macrobra‘chii:l;; asperulum) BAMERE  BHALAPEEE  45~8 37
P ORI A E R -
(3450 0 2010)
Rt A AR g - B
H R A A St R AR BE e
: e o A B o THF ~ ~
Crab (Geothelphusa candidiensis) ;]‘ %Eﬁ *égggjiwg BT 3~3 =6
(Kobayashi, 2012)
i i 5 Ak ah Bl RE L S A R SR
S EeafRlrfolt % B ER o A
Caridina =R EM W E AR MEE  HATEE 15~25 01~08
(Atyidae) e
(Yam & Dudgeon, 2005)
40 A g
(Ietinogomphus rapax) MEFRUEALLEENESMAL
! ER T ) A B A P AR R B
Dragonfly (Euphaea formosa) Fodietb.. o LEISHA94E A 24 0.08~1
IS &1 45 98 (Folsom & Collins, 1984)
(Lestes praemorsus)
o E B LR RN B R
et e W A - R FAEN - B R
. =75 { 5 R ~
Ephemera (Ephemera formosana) B 31 - 0.5~3.5 0.03~0.8
(Mcshaffrey & Mecafferty, 1990)
LA A A A S ERE
P PO E ARG R Y
Caddistly (Trichoptera) # & 38  ak Hulkah H B SRR 0.2-3 0.01~0.2
ek A TAER -
(Voelz & Ward, 1992)
HREE AE I~ R A
: #48 BR - BRANAWEF - A
Tubifex (Archioligochaeta) Gy F EH - 26 0-8~2
(Smith & Kaster, 1986)
#38 SURJR - H AR ARG - M AR B A R
Chironomidae Gi)i rera) AR ERY T EETAEMYEE 0.1-09 0.0075
pte (Laurindo da Silva et al., 2008)
N % o
(leli%jji . BIRAR R R R Aok A A o
Snail Rpep 184 AR RO STK IR 1~2.5 0.2~2
(Thiaridac) ({Miranda & Perissinotto, 2012))
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i 2 B B B R A (R R A S H L P )

AQUATOX

UEECE ]

AEPA

T35

ok
[k
D

Dace

- AR
(Zacco pachycephalus)

Stoneroller

fep 5T
(Candidia barbata)

35

Redear Sunfish

1 B 4e i A
(Convict Cichlid)

54

20

Goby

P e AR

( Rhinogobius candidianus )

Crustaceans™*

A2 eI
(Macrobrachium asperulum)
PR
(Geothelphusa candidiensis)
£ 448 41
(Atyidae)

184

85

30

4.8

0.3

Odonata*

e 4 F b
(Ictinogomphus rapax)
B PR b
(Euphaea formosa)

(Lestes praemorsus)

82

0.1

Mayfly

4 AR

(Ephemera formosana)

51

0.05

Caddisfly

Sy

(Trichoptera)

82

0.08

Tubifex

50
(Archioligochaeta)

10

0.1

Chironomid

e p
(Diptera)

336

0.0075

Gastropod

(Cahaba)

ol té %;L
(Pleuroceridae)
faeg
(Thiaridae)

122

0.5
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403 5 =% SIBER £ %

group

= siotim
i
-
Z Torera
“:1‘<>
Species TA SEA SEAc
UP.Shrimp 1.023071 1.244399 1.866598
UP.Crab 0.015927 0.019259 0.028889
UP.Goby 1.990871 2.407361 3.611041
UPFish 0.059006 0.071349 0.107024
UPEphemera 0.011933 0.01443 0.021645
UP.Snail 1.197215 1.447672 2.171508
UP.Dragonfly 0.186762 0.246862 0.370293
UP.Som 4.581307 5.515122 7.353497
UPPom 0.478529 0.387766 0.484708
UPBiofilm 2.722237 2.25688 2.8211
UP.Terrestrial 12.48346 10.02546 12.03055
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Wk 4 ¢ % =% SIBER 2%

Ea&\

r ‘ e

., e % oo

= Im

e # shrimp

| ) o

NN S

1
Species TA SEA SEAc
Mid.Dragonfly 0.701279 0.925268 1.387903
Mid.Tubifex 0.001641 0.001985 0.002977
Mid.Crab 0.1037 0.110728 0.166091
Mid.Caddisfly 0.352828 0.426639 0.639958
Mid.Shrimp 0.401233 0.326433 0.435244
Mid.Caridina 0.345354 0.417602 0.626403
Mid.Snail 0.120121 0.145254 0.217881
Mid.Fish 0.804001 0.727451 0.969934
Mid.Som 0.191587 0.231669 0.347504
Mid.Pom 1.389059 1.154748 1.443435
Mid Biofilm 0.119205 0.144143 0.216214
Mid.SAV 1.428076 1.049511 1.224429
Mid. Terrestrial 6.820425 5.0488 6.311
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i 5 T %k & SIBER %

Q: A group
o === Biofilm
3 - o
= < rou
== SOM
- Termestrial
-30 5130% -25 -20
Species TA SEA SEAc
Down.Dragonfly 0.012643 0.010627 0.014169
Down.Tubifex 0.182462 0.202602 0.303903
Down.Fish 0.362334 0.284594 0.355743
Down.Som 0.299976 0.319766 0.479648
Down.Pom 0.533715 0.475219 0.633625
Down.Biofilm 6.889279 7.390113 9.237642
Down.Terrestrial 4.86371 4.147024 5.18378
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6 A S 1 HiE 8 2 PERMANOVA A 45 3 %

- i SRR R i
013C 015N
% Biofilm > SOM > POM > Terrestrial R
g3 SAV > Biofilm > SOM > POM > Terrestrial SAV > POM >Biofilm = Terrestrial > SOM
T % Biofilm > POM > SOM=> Terrestrial Terrestrial > SOM = POM > Biofilm

i 7 G ¥ (=% # A 2 PERMANOVA 4 17 % %

B 4 & Ak - -

313C 315N
3Rt Bl iR L5 v = T L v a e T
SOM R FHE
POM F#E> P aE> T B e
Biofilm Ti#H> P> T L= bR >T
Terrestrial s> L= T L= P> T At
B8 TH> P aE> L L#s=Par> T
TR rEE s> g
KE T das> kg L P TR
i ARE LE> s >T
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N8 K TP o *it A AMPfE

consumer TP.Mean TP.SD lower upper median mode
UP
Shrimp 3 0.5 2.00 3.79 3.02 3.03
Dragonfly 2.9 0.3 2.14 3.56 2.92 2.92
Fish 2.8 0.3 2.15 3.46 2.83 2.82
Goby 2.8 0.6 2.00 3.91 2.70 2.50
Crab 2.7 0.3 2.05 3.32 2.73 2.73
Ephemera 2.7 0.3 2.07 3.21 2.71 2.70
Snail* 2
Mid
Fish 3.4 0.2 3.00 3.79 3.35 3.32
Shrimp 3 0.2 2.60 3.40 2.95 2.94
Snail 2.6 0.3 2.01 3.11 2.56 2.53
Crab 2.4 0.1 2.16 2.66 2.38 2.37
Dragonfly 23 0.2 2.00 2.60 2.27 2.26
Caridina 2.2 0.1 2.00 2.40 2.19 2.19
Caddisfly* 2
Tubifex* 2
Down
Fish 3.4 0.2 3.07 3.85 3.42 3.39
Dragonfly 23 0.1 2.12 2.44 2.25 2.24
Chironomidae* 2
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G LR S

s 3
Shrimp Mean SD 2.50% 5% 25% 50% 75% 95% 97.50%
Biofilm 0.302 0.133 0.023 0.039 0.225 0.307 0.385 0.527 0.568
Ephemera 0.235 0.139 0.041 0.058 0.123 0.212 0315 0.478 0.555
POM 0.064 0.066 0.006 0.007 0.019 0.039 0.084 0.194 0221
Snail 0.248 0.1 0.047 0.073 0.177 0.24 0.315 0.413 0.438
SOM 0.084 0.067 0.008 0.011 0.033 0.068 0.115 0.237 0.26
Terrestrial 0.068 0.055 0.005 0.007 0.025 0.052 0.09 0.178 0.188
Dragonfly
Ephemera 0.27 0.194 0.023 0.032 0.105 0.239 0.381 0.668 0.748
Fish 0.501 0.233 0.079 0.094 0.307 0.512 0.69 0.855 0.872
Goby 0.167 0.153 0.002 0.004 0.038 0.111 0.279 0.458 0.533
Snail 0.062 0.047 0.001 0.003 0.019 0.057 0.091 0.153 0.178
Fish
Biofilm 0.36 0.139 0.082 0.119 0.266 0.363 0.454 0.598 0.623
Crab 0.16 0.169 0.003 0.004 0.03 0.085 0.266 0.525 0.605
Dragonfly 0.159 0.123 0.006 0.011 0.06 0.131 0.241 0.383 0.439
Ephemera 0.166 0.156 0.006 0.009 0.044 0.109 0.246 0.481 0.558
Shrimp 0.155 0.126 0.015 0.017 0.05 0.118 0.239 0.415 0.465
Goby
Biofilm 0.72 0.129 0.445 0.498 0.636 0.741 0.811 0.916 0.947
Dragonfly 0.147 0.113 0.005 0.015 0.056 0.116 0212 0.38 0412
Ephemera 0.133 0.112 0.002 0.005 0.044 0.102 0.208 0.366 0.418
Crab
Biofiln 0.463 0.085 0318 0.333 0.402 0.462 0512 0.611 0.643
Dragonfly 0.094 0.074 0.01 0.013 0.034 0.08 0.131 0.245 0272
Ephemera 0.202 0.124 0.019 0.032 0.105 0.191 0.285 0.428 0.498
Fish 0.081 0.067 0.007 0.009 0.029 0.062 0.118 021 0.243
Goby 0.062 0.057 0.004 0.007 0.025 0.05 0.082 0.169 0222
Snail 0.097 0.06 0.004 0.007 0.05 0.1 0.143 0.2 0222
Ephemera
Biofilm 0.463 0.085 0.318 0.333 0.402 0.462 0.512 0.611 0.643
POM 0.094 0.074 0.01 0.013 0.034 0.08 0.131 0.245 0.272
SOM 0.202 0.124 0.019 0.032 0.105 0.191 0.285 0.428 0.498
Terrestrial 0.081 0.067 0.007 0.009 0.029 0.062 0.118 0.21 0.243
Snail
Biofilm 0.505 0.236 0.053 0.066 0.323 0.537 0.684 0.848 0.894
POM 0.132 0.113 0.003 0.007 0.036 0.105 0.201 0.358 0.399
SOM 0.153 0.139 0.006 0.009 0.044 0.112 0228 0.43 0.561
Terrestrial 0.21 0.213 0.007 0.011 0.037 0.117 0.353 0.634 0.719
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fitd 10 ¢ pEe LTS

P % 5%
Fish Mean SD 2.50% 5% 25% 50% 75% 95% 97.50%
Biofilm 0.041 0.041 0.002 0.004 0.014 0.028 0.054 0.112 0.152
Caddisfly 0.067 0.051 0.006 0.006 0.026 0.057 0.097 0.158 0.193
Caridina 0.125 0.11 0.003 0.008 0.044 0.097 0.174 0.359 0.418
Crab 0.231 0.146 0.024 0.033 0.107 0.211 0.322 0.484 0.55
Dragonfly 0.194 0.13 0.019 0.023 0.087 0.183 0.27 0.436 0.51
Shrimp 0.257 0.117 0.017 0.05 0.179 0.266 0.324 0.454 0.49
Tubifex 0.085 0.081 0.002 0.003 0.012 0.067 0.133 0.243 0.292
Shrimp
Biofilm 0.044 0.041 0.002 0.003 0.015 0.032 0.058 0.134 0.169
Caddisfly 0.399 0.112 0.183 0.23 0.314 0.395 0.484 0.585 0.6
Caridina 0.082 0.078 0.005 0.008 0.022 0.056 0.115 0.254 0.295
Dragonfly 0.096 0.072 0.005 0.011 0.041 0.08 0.131 0.233 0.29
POM 0.036 0.035 0.001 0.001 0.012 0.024 0.051 0.1 0.124
SAV 0.128 0.085 0.012 0.018 0.061 0.111 0.183 0.286 0.322
Snail 0.08 0.069 0.001 0.002 0.016 0.066 0.135 0.203 0.223
SOM 0.03 0.025 0.003 0.004 0.012 0.024 0.04 0.084 0.103
Terrestrial 0.035 0.028 0.002 0.004 0.015 0.03 0.047 0.088 0.109
Tubifex 0.069 0.045 0.012 0.015 0.033 0.061 0.095 0.154 0.193
Snail
Biofilm 0.29 0.187 0.005 0.008 0.135 0.268 0.437 0.606 0.655
POM 0.188 0.157 0 0.001 0.058 0.156 0.292 0.506 0.557
SAV 0.232 0.138 0.017 0.024 0.109 0.216 0.329 0.463 0.507
SOM 0.177 0.134 0.011 0.022 0.066 0.141 0.275 0.438 048
Terrestrial 0.113 0.112 0.005 0.007 0.028 0.083 0.159 0.334 0.42
Crab
Biofilm 0.152 0.097 0.022 0.023 0.076 0.14 0.201 0.332 0.394
Caddisfly 0.071 0.058 0.003 0.004 0.021 0.057 0.107 0.171 0.199
Caridina 0.089 0.071 0.007 0.009 0.033 0.077 0.129 0.224 0.266
Dragonfly 0.083 0.075 0.003 0.004 0.022 0.061 0.12 0.218 0.283
POM 0.135 0.092 0.007 0.016 0.06 0.117 0.192 0.325 0.353
SAV 0.066 0.066 0 0.001 0.013 0.045 0.105 0.197 0.225
Snail 0.095 0.083 0.004 0.006 0.031 0.072 0.137 0.257 0.302
SOM 0.166 0.092 0.015 0.029 0.093 0.155 0.228 0.326 0.368
Terrestrial 0.06 0.058 0.003 0.004 0.015 0.043 0.081 0.176 0.211
Tubifex 0.083 0.089 0.001 0.002 0.018 0.048 0.116 0.281 0.318
Dragonfly
Caddisfly 0.05 0.065 0.001 0.001 0.007 0.023 0.062 0.183 0.226
Caridina 0.138 0.134 0.005 0.008 0.041 0.092 0.201 0.414 0.527
Snail 0.221 0.143 0.01 0.019 0.12 0.204 0.288 0.535 0.575
Tubifex 0.593 0.207 0.11 0.169 0.488 0.649 0.754 0.85 0.886
Caridina
Biofilm 0.414 0.158 0.134 0.15 0.313 0.404 0.512 0.682 0.765
POM 0.175 0.127 0.003 0.015 0.073 0.147 0.257 0.402 0.459
SAV 0.162 0.09 0.038 0.045 0.097 0.149 0.211 0.321 0.348
SOM 0.175 0.113 0.005 0.022 0.098 0.164 0.231 0.409 0.438
Terrestrial 0.074 0.071 0 0 0.02 0.055 0.107 0.2 0.252
Caddisfly
Biofilm 0.325 0.222 0.015 0.042 0.133 0.285 0.487 0.728 0.786
POM 0.128 0.107 0.005 0.009 0.046 0.098 0.169 0.359 0.39
SAV 0.112 0.095 0.008 0.012 0.041 0.096 0.151 0.257 0.316
SOM 0.315 0.147 0.043 0.06 0.202 0.325 0.432 0.539 0.566
Terrestrial 0.12 0.118 0.001 0.003 0.035 0.094 0.166 0.336 0.402
Tubifex
Biofilm 0.277 0.115 0.077 0.107 0.18 0.268 0.36 0.479 0.512
SAV 0.095 0.049 0.01 0.017 0.063 0.09 0.124 0.19 0.2
SOM 0.381 0.171 0.066 0.078 0.279 0.395 0.511 0.63 0.67
Terrestrial 0.247 0.115 0.035 0.065 0.162 0.226 0.329 0.439 0.458
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Ghe 11T RS LT R

T #% =
Fish Mean SD 2.50% 5% 25% 50% 75% 95% 97.50%

Biofilm 0.117 0.104 0.001 0.003 0019 0.093 02 0316 0.333
Dragonfly 0.545 0276 0074 0.098 0317 0533 0822 091 00938
POM 0.052 0.07 0.001 0.002 0.0I1 0.029 0.061 0.225 0.267
SOM 0.134 0.123 0.009 0.011 0035 0.087 0218 0397 0447
Terrestrial 0.026 0031 0.002 0.002 0009 0018 0035 0.08 0.092
Chironomidae 0.127 0.147 0 0.001 0.017 0.073 0.173 0427 0.519

Dragonfly
Biofilm 0.312 0.022 0.273 0278 0.297 0309 0.327 0.351 0.355
Chironomidae 0.688 0.022 0.645 0.649 0.673 0.691 0.703 0.722 0.727

Chironomidae
Biofilm 0.437 0067 0307 0333 0391 0437 048 0536 0.574
POM 0.258 0.149 0.008 0.021 0.135 0253 0372 0515 0545
SOM 0.212 0.137 0.02 0.028 0.097 0.195 0297 0455 0577
Terrestrial 0.093 0.069 0016 0.018 0041 0.079 0.12 0217 0.284
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