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Abstract

This study evaluated the stream health by benthic macroinvertebrate communities as
an indictor of stream health. The study sites were above and below a low head dam in
Gockneung stream and at control site. Sampling was carried out from April 2006 to
April 2007. Silt and sand occupied more than 30% of the substrate composition at the
upper site and the lower site contained numerous boulders and various microhabitats.
Speciation revealed 912 benthic macroinvertebrate species at the upper site and 2,832 at
the lower site. Dominance indices also differed at the two sites(0.650.85 at the upper
site and 0.370.61 at the lower site) indicative of a polysaprobic and oligosaprobic area
at the upper and lower site, respectively. Group pollution indices were higher at the
upper site. Ecological scoring of benthic macroinvertebrate was ’poor’ or ’fairly poor’ at
the upper site and ’good’ at the lower site. The collective results indicated that low
head dam has adversely affected benthos habitat. The lower site had a better

environment compared with the control site.
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ecological score of benthic macroinvertebrate(ESB)
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Fig. 2. Average relative composition of substr-
ate size fractions at each site.
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Fig. 3. Species richness of benthic
invertebrates at the study sites.
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Table 1. Dominant species and McNaughton’s dominance indices(DI) of benthic macroinverte-

brates at the study sites

Term Sites Dominant species DI
Control  Tubificidae sp., Chironimidae spp. 0.67
i?)?6 Upper Tubificidae sp., Chironimidae spp. 0.77
Lower Chironimidae spp., Tubificidae sp. 0.52
Control ~ Chironimidae spp., Hydropsyche kozhantschikovi 0.37
Jun.  Upper chironimidae spp., Tubificidae sp. 0.77
Lower Hydropsyche kozhantschikovi, Cheumatopsyche brevilineata 0.37
Control  Baetis fuscatus, Chironimidae spp. 0.49
Sep.  Upper Chironimidae spp., Tubificidae sp. 0.65
Lower Baetis fuscatus, Uracantella rufa 0.61
Control ~ Cheumatopsyche brevilineata, Hydropsyche kozhantschikovi 0.54
Dec.  Upper Chironimidae spp., Tubificidae sp. 0.76
Lower Hydropsyche kozhantschikovi, Cheumatopsyche brevilineata, Nigrobaetis bacillus 0.42
Control  Chironimidae spp., Tubificidae sp. 0.64
i%oj Upper Tubificidae sp., Chironimidae spp. 0.85
Lower Chironimidae spp., Chironimidae spp. 0.49
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Fig. 4. Shannon’s species diversity indices (H’)
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study sites.
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Fig. 6. Ecological score of benthic macro-
invertebrates at the study sites.
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