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Abstract

Based on the monitoring data of water quality, sediment and aquaculture organisms for 4 times in
2018, the comprehensive status of environmental quality in Xinkaiwan Bay scallop breeding area
was evaluated by single factor evaluation and environmental quality comprehensive index me-
thod. The results of water environment monitoring in the floating raft culture area of Scallop were
as follows: dissolved oxygen 7.17~12.4 mg/L; COD 0.904~1.56 mg/L; Inorganic nitrogen 0.0158~
0.339 mg/L, active phosphate 0.000428~0.0263 mg/L; Petroleum 0.0144~0.0214 mg/L; Mercury
0~0.0000660 mg/L; Copper is 0.000593~0.00202 mg/L; Lead is 0.000428~0.00313 mg/L; Cad-
mium 0.0000640~0.000292 mg/L; Chrome 0.000359~0.00276 mg/L; Arsenic is 0.00107~0.00248
mg/L; All pollution indexes are less than 1, meeting the requirements of class Il seawater quality.
Sulfur compounds in surface sediments were 31.50~34.00 x 10-¢ mg/L and organic carbon was
0.23%~0.25%. Petroleum 25.10~32.60 x 10-¢ mg/L; Copper is 24.30~33.20 x 10-¢ mg/L; Lead is
20.10~33.20 x 10-¢ mg/L; Cadmium is 0.14~0.18 x 10-¢ mg/L; Chrome 43.60~52.20 x 10-¢ mg/L;
Arsenic is 7.83~11.40 x 10-¢ mg/L. The contents of pollutants in the organisms meet the quality
standards of category I Marine organisms. The comprehensive index of environmental quality is
98.1, and the environmental quality of the breeding area is excellent.
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Figure 1. Distribution of monitoring station at the new opening floating raft farming area
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Table 1. Monitoring elements, frequency and time at the new opening floating raft farming area
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Table 3. Ranking and scoring of environmental quality of aquaculture areas
3. WHREXIMEREFAX S EWSY

LrE e Ji =] P
90 <EQI<100 R TR RN R, R R X P Rk

80 <EQI<90 B FRHIR TR RT, — BRI L D AR X PR T 2R
60 <EQI < 80 Kot FRFHIRSREIT i Sk, AN BRAS B9 A2 I B X PR 7 2R
0 <EQI <60 % FIEM R BB, ARl 2T Re X PR &= 2K

DOI: 10.12677/0jfr.2021.84019 160 KPR


https://doi.org/10.12677/ojfr.2021.84019

weEl %%

3. HREHH

3.1. KREIEMERTEM

2018 4 B 7K FREE I I EE R PPN Wl an /] 2 #0153 B i LR AESRE X pH B F4{E Ny 8.16, AF
HTE g 7.87~8.42, FFEEHFK ZIOKBIbRHE: EMEECFIME Y 8.82 mg/L, AALTEE Dy 7.17~12.4 mg/L,
PR oK FibriE; COD “FEIME N 1.12 mg/L, ZE{LiERE N 0.904~1.56 mg/L, V54ie¥UNT 1, i
JEFRFA X KR EE SR s EHLECEIME N 0.102 mg/L, “BALyE [y 0.0158~0.339 mg/L, il /& [ 5K —2KK i
TR T TERERR H P H4ME M 0.00467 mg/L, AE4k3EFI 0.000428~0.0263 mg/L, i 2 B K KR E K.

08
c

054 @75 ©8H 0104 +

o e o o
[ n o 9
1o

15 438 ¥ pollution index
fe)
i

N
o

e
=

DO COD

Figure 2. General contaminant pollution index for each monitoring month at the new open floating raft farming area. The data
marked with different letters in the single-factor pollution index of sediment in the figure indicate significant differences be-

tween each other (P < 0.05)
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Figure 3. Water quality petroleum and ortho-metal pollution indices for each monitoring month at the new open floating raft
farming area. The data marked with different letters in the single-factor pollution index of sediment in the figure indicate

significant differences between each other (P < 0.05)
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Figure 4. Comparison of sediment mono-factor contamination indices for newly opened raft culture areas and reference sta-
tions. The data marked with different letters in the single-factor pollution index of sediment in the figure indicate significant
differences between each other (P < 0.05)
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Figure 5. Mono-factor pollution index for aquaculture organisms in the new open floating raft culture area
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