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Distribution patterns of stream macroinvertebrates at Kamitani,

Ashiu Forest Research Station, Kyoto, Japan

Masaru SAKATY, Yosthiro NATUHARA™, Makoto KaTo™

2008 ~ 2009 £ DFE AR IEH LB B T B 111l GHERZM 10, AFATH 1) oREDHYREHRELHRE L,
HEMSE LA RB L OMREZEE L. ToKER EEDWEEL (D Y2&8%F  BREo2RAmI, (2) ¥
BRERO L REAN, (3) ¥ AHRED 1 XRAMN, 4) PHREXROAFATHR L RSO 4 BEICEMES R,
YHRERD L RGN OFEEZAF AL L RSN Z B BN & D SRESKC, MR AR 2 EAETY
DY LR TRHO#RE, YHRFIC LA HEEBARSE UCWRMEORRT 2 LB SR —H, 2
KEMNOBFERE S A EE - FERETHUL, AREE WMERFCEHIILNL. Tolehs, 2RETNR IR
BFENE D SHEFRE HARFSEBEZIRES, YHRE I DFARMAAIEI DIV ERENEELT
WhHEEZ N F7z, AFATH L RSWORERBBREECHEIT ol ERIRIC BT 2 RAEBDRER,
AN A XIS U TR 2 2T RERES, FA—EREBROOLNY 2B LAHKERORELREBL, 21
FNTHEL o EORABWIEIRL L Tna Z &AL
F—-T— N ookAERM, BHE EAERRER BEE

We reported the stream macroinvertebrate community structures in 2008-2009 in 11 streams (mixed forest: 10, Japanese
cedar plantation: 1) belonging to Kamitani, Ashiu Research Forest, Kyoto, Japan, and discussed the relationships between
the community structures and forest environments. Macroinvertebrate communities were classified into four groups; (1)
second-order streams at deer-excluded and deer-grazed sites, (2) first-order streams at deer-grazed site, (3) first-order
streams at deer-excluded site, and (4) first-order stream at cedar plantation with deer. Under deer overbrowsing,
macroinvertebrate communities in first-order streams showed lower diversity than those in the other streams, and were
characterized by a dominance of burrower taxon. These results might be attributed to fine sedimentation via soil erosion
caused by deer overbrowsing. On the other hand, in second-order streams, macroinvertebrate community structure was
similar between the deer-excluded and deer-grazed sites, and the community was characterized by dominance of grazer and
predator taxa. These results suggest that second-order streams have abundant periphyton and prey items, and strong
tractive force which might wash out fine particles more effectively compared to those of first-order streams. In cedar
plantation, macroinvertebrate community in first-order stream was characterized by dominance of shredder taxa. In
conclusion, macroinvertebrate communities in Kamitani showed different structure patterns in relation to physical
environment (i.e., stream size) , and forest environment through forest-stream ecosystem.

Key words: Aquatic insects, Community, Functional feeding group, Indicator species

1 B A PBABEHEAELTB), BENOSHLRER

B L CHERICERLTWS (11, 2005; Merritt et

al, 2008). DX HIILHRRTEN, HOWEHIRMANDE

AvyuvH, A5 HE, PEFSHLREOKRAERHK, BHWTEOLZET, EABWITEROEMTERER
SaxTEH, BUAZ R ECRRSINLSRRLEERY  RPHER SN L THEBECEELRERIEZRLLTYS
AHRRICIZEB LTV, SR DEESYE, ek (Voshell, 2002; Merritt et al, 2008). Bz 1, fLFEMN%E
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‘e 1D LTIE, BAEBWEAD, EREORE - W
BRI D EERPER L Lo TV D ANETD
% (Voshell, 2002). %72, EABWHIHRBENOEN
WORTHRE - LIRKIEEE - HAEEREE LTHRET
LI ET, TOEBRNCB 2 ERYSHE, WEES
DIz DL RKELLEB LT A (Covich et al., 1999).
EHI, BAEDYWOS BT AKAERBEIL, ML
LTEEABEHTLI LI -T, B oHEHADH%
BOWMATHEIRIBHLHFERLLE LT, FREBRICD
TEIZE b - T b (Nakano and Murakami, 2001).
—i, RAEMWIE, AELELHTBERED VK
{, FBOEBHMIIBTHEEEMIERICHETH
ZEFHoh TS (BEHG,2005). MAT, KAES
WX HBRECERE, L EBE R ENTE LD,
AW WIS RN, SETHY, 3
HABNEEINTYE (FEH, 2005). FTDD, &
Ao, WiloRett e s -0o0F B ElisE T
HBHEHLSPOEFENTEBY (BH - Fi, 1975), %
OB NE TIRA B % V720 ) BB EEl %
T oT&7 (Hl21Z, Robinson and Minshall, 1986;
Zweig and Rabeni, 2001; Rainbow, 2002; Heino et al., 2003;
Matthaei et al., 2006; Yoshimura, 2007).
MNERBRIIBOTE, Uy~ ofamaiEg L,
BELEOBEMAERDO 2 oNEYHEEORFEYWE T

)
” & 1
Utsyre, Vallgy
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HHEEZLNDS (Dodds, 2002). HiF L, BN S
TNANEHEREIND 2D, BHREBERIEEL TS L
I RN ERET, FCREBYE XL HEELRHEEIR
& o TWvA (Vannote et al., 1980). D X 9 Lg%
B e BEdkLL, B0 ) ¥ {2 TR L, Be R
BEPBECRREBRICIEELZRIEILCVA, #l2iE
AHOEER:L2BED T ER~NMHBLALD
(Nakano and Murakami, 2001), #MiZMRR %8 L Tk
Zifib#® L7z (Peterjohn and Correll, 1984; Pinay and
Decamps, 1988), BRI & » TEEAICEELERL,
BWHLERREEZ R LY T2 HEILTY
% (Inoue and Nakano, 1998; Richardson and Danehy,
2007). Z07z%, FFWERER L FERERRE, KED
RPN - LFENERR 2B LT, BWICEER
HERRTHAHEEZONTEY, BFHBEBEIZRERE
WERGEER RIET (Polisetal, 2004).
BRI CALE T A R KRE T 4 — N FRERE
et v & —F AW ERO LATE T, SiEFEIAER
THREEELT, —8, AFAIHIS/HLTNS (E
D. 9, 20X LREBAE ATHE o MHDE
wid, BHR—ERERROOREY 2#EUT, RiRER
RICHEEE R T EFFREIN, ERICKEOEWS,
ARSI S NS I E PRI L o THE
ENhTwb (fl2iE, Hisabae et al., 2010; Sakai et al.,

‘!ll“"‘ —
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sarm w-m-m Ridge P

First-order stream % Kyoto 5
Fence to prevent from o i g SN
i H ——— 2L\
deer invasion (2006~) Second-order stream A %’7{9
sssssenn | Wird-order stream 2

U1 FABERLARBICET 2 HEMME. SHERIEHRIIB Ty 2 28R S 1z 2 RE)INHL EC, 1:XRAWIIL EC1 ~ EC4,
VHEEOBEEZTCWD 2RBMINECC, L RBMINE CCL-CC4, AFATHE BT Y HEZEOFHLZI TV 1K

BFWNEPC ETNFNRERLL TS,

Fig. 1. Study site at Kamitani in the Ashiu Forest Research Station, Kyoto, Japan. Second-order stream in mixed forest inside the deer
exclosure is labeled as EC, and first-order streams are labeled as EC1~EC4. Second-order stream in mixed forest outside the deer
exclosure is labeled as CC, and first-order streams are labeled as CC1~CC4. First-order stream in Japanese cedar plantation with deer is

labeled as PC.
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2012a). %7z, HEABGEMCIE, 1990 ERB LS ST -
e Bbib =k Uh (Cervus nippon; LT, ¥ 7)
LA TREEADOEBRESKELHMELZ-oTRBY, T
BRAEOEE « LBEPRMNICET L Tw2 (Kato and
Okuyama, 2004; HH 6, 2008). SO L3RI Hics b
BEZRER, TEHEAEOHELZBU T, WMEEAROREE,
SHIIEROEELNEL, FHh—RKEERoD
B LBREBRIASrOEELEL LTI LD
fellash s (FFEDS, 2008). ZoOHT, 2006 EICEE
EPRETO Y 2 7 PAEREIL, BHATE LA
DY UHENRBERD, BEMCX - THbNZ. B
FEMN T, EEIRNCIREARY v TR RER Y
WAEREINTED, MO TEBRAERBICE TEE
B, LHREBIHEEIEELZZLT, BRAER,
EABYHEIEELZRITTI Ll bR Oo0od5 (18
B 5, 2010; Sakai et al., 2012b).

PLED XS, HloE, TREEOERR v
THEMBEOB(LICBRICIGE L, Hh—BmARRC
BIFAEERERAERELHE D BATYE, RN LE
MEVEIRRABRE EO L S ICHEEHT 20028
B35 LT, BOTERGEYTHLEEZOLNS.
Db, REWEARD LD CREW2E=F) 7%
WL d2 74— FiE, ERoBEEL 26T EE S
A ThLr L EbNS. T BEEHOBLLTK
EWFEAREIER T 2, Bl SEEEY F H W BE
RN RANEEPERS L % 51, BEOEES
WEEICHETAERIL, SBROBFEIHICE - THIER
WEEAE ERE 2D EEZONDL. L LEDD,
;::éﬁif MATINE TIATHI T E L ETHEMIC

I, BABYHEBREARTOIORIFZLEALLZVWONH
«‘lk“(“&)?é

% ZTARBIBETIX, 2008 FE2> 5 2009 FI2hF TELE
BIgeHh o EARE 11N B CTRE S W EEBY
T NED &I, 2000 FREECBT L ERHEBO
BEABYHEEETHREL, TLo0BEMRELHRD
HHESR L OB L EET L.

2. MEEFHE

2. 1. BEH

AFEIE, EMEEATICUET S EBRET7 4 -
FREEHEREY v ¥ —EAERNE RN BB R
Wk (L) 2age LCirbh: (1), B4&
PR ETEAT S BT B 1976 E40 5 2005 4E $ TOEFY
Pk & EEHERIITZN 2N 2298 mm, 11.9CTH 5
(FRHEBKET 4 — N FREHFHFREL V5 —, 2007). A
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THE, - HEBOSEHFIE L, B8,
LHBENTH LTS

WEDO KIS, TF (Fagas crenata), I XF 5
(Quercus crispula), +F 7 % (Aesculus turbinata),
7 7 WV X (Pterocarya rhoifolia), 7 3 7 A X (Cryptomeria
japonica var. radicans) 1ZfG3E S N5 iR EHE RIS H
AL TBY, —8iE, AFAIHERZ-TWE (K
D. AT, 1990 ERZEEPS AL 2 TEHM
EOBREVFEALTBY, TREEOFEESLSELE
PRIBIZEA L Tw5b (Kato and Okuyama, 2004; H
5, 2008). MEHICBI S 2006 E05 2010 FTO
12AC2HEPT TITObR A REEREICL - TRAK
b ol M EEEERE, 398 + 0718 /km?2 &£ %o
Tws (B, AE). FElRTE, YHICE5TREHE
HOBFREIZL o THIE L2 FRFE» S0 LERE
DHRER ST 5D (Sakai et al,, 2012b).

APIFEIE, ERWBUICET A LRI 9, 2
WHEN CEND Cirbhl (K1), dBEE0S 5,
SRR L, 2 REWN 25N By a (105
ha) &, 2006 4E 6 A2 L4 M A2l HEFP WA 25
12 8) QSR EAsHEMIL>THERLTBY, ¥
ADRADBHEFN TS (J1). BEITbhAHR
WORRIIEIZ L B &, AUERENHTIE, ok
WY IBPBALTWZWZ b Tw5D (B,
FE). Ty uRiEd o, 2 RN (2 & PERRTE,
Exclosure Catchment; JL'F, EC) &, ECH%ZHNIS 1
KB 4 2 (ECI-EC4) R ARBIFEOG L Lz (K1),
72, ECEBVHE-THBY, AU ELEZSHEDH
LTw52REMINPBHNS F 5 (159 ha) 28T
WELTEEL: (F1). FI/ME» 5T, 2 REH
JU % BRIk R BR BRI, Control Catchment; PLF, CC) &,

RENPGR

ZOWBAZ NS LKA 42 (CCL-CC4) %H
il L7z, ECIZY WM RRE SN/ 4%, EC & CC

BT A TREEARENEE (RIOS5,2008) *, KE (1@
B - fEHh, 2008) 1k, X KEBLTWwAS, Fofk, EC
AOTEHAEZOSE LLEETS L LIS, Bk
NOs BEE, CCLDIELLoTETVE (HWED,
2010).

7z, EBAMBIZETAHEOLRT, M 754
HEDAFANIHKRTEDLNILTWS LRSI (Plantation
Catchment; LT, PC) d#FH L LTEEL, EC
EC1~EC4, CC, CCl-CC4 L FM#ICHAEXET o 2.

2. 2. EEEBY
AN G111 2RO TREBIZBNT,
EERCKESFET SRS 30 mORERXHE %X,
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AEXEACTREDWORELTo 2. B, RAERX
HIRCEEABIGRALZAMETH—N—% v b (25 x
2Bem EBEEIm Ay ¥ar4X05mm) FHVWTCEHE
RHOTRTE 2 v MIBEHRTHECL > TERL
7z, COREFEIL o THLNIY VT LiE, ELH
WZ70% =% ) — VCRELTHIERICELREY, WIR
T, TREEABYY TN ECHEE L. KA
FrTMIE, S HICRIRERERSE (Nikon, SMZ800)
T, & - BE (2005), Merrittetal. (2008) %#&%
LT, TEHBRYMPrVHEEFCRELE. $72,
Y1 (2005), Merrittetal. (2008), 3 (REERF—%)
BEIILT, ARSNfEBRIIENThICHENTS
BAREE (IEAFE Collectors, #BAF Filterers,
A} B £ 3 Grazers, 7§ £ 3 Predators, B & &
Shredders) &/ MTHL LB, BELEBYY T
VDL KERE (Shannon-Wiener index) dEEL 7.
REL, 2008411 B, 200944 H, 6B, 8HD4F
B CHEM L 7.

2. 3. 7o

EWEROEEHYHEREEYRH L0 E) 2%
HoEPICT a0, TREFLORERLTHESNZE
164> 70 (4Hx 4FH) OF—% &bz, EEK
TR, SR SHRERR SEARRFOBEARE
BEFnZFRICR LT, —ZREBSHSIB L U Tukey
DEBEHEEIT o7z, BEREE, SEAREROMEK
BFEECHLCE, Stz 37D aiancs
AL

I, ZRERORAEBYHEYEHILT 572012,
LI 50 2 EE (2EEBOBLZ%2% 2 H05) T
TOBRAFHYWOBRBHREEF - 2b LI, 227V
FEEEE, Ward B2 HWBRBN S 925 -9 xiTo
72, BB 92 Y —0WIC L o T 75% RiEOFEMPET
BHEERNI BT N TIZoWTIL, EHRERFROY
V— 7 DIRABWEE L RO T A EEEL BT 57
W12, Indicator Species Analysis (Dufréne and Legendre,
1997) #4707z, TOHHTE, EryFHraE (99
E#DEL) Lo TENEND T N —T LIBEMON
ISR OFEEERE L.

— TR BB & U Tukey OE B, R2.13.1
(R development core team, 2011), BEEHZ 5 2 & —4
7 B X U Indicator Species Analysis iZ, PC-ORD ver. 6
(McCune and Mefford, 2011) % fWTET L.
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3. &R

AWEBE T, 128 4 JEEE, 14755 RO KA B W A5
FENhiz. 2055 B 50 HEBOLHEICBT S
fAEEE, R1IKCEEDTRLE, A7 PES
5 (Lepidostoma crassicorne), Paralichas &, Y=< k7
74°5 (Nipponiella limbatella), 74 75/ )& sp.l
(Dicranota sp.1) &, 1 RFWINTRONE 0D, 2
WREANTIE, BmICBEE P2, S, <55
H4 g (Ephemerella sp.), br<Fshruavlg
(Drunella sp.) &, 2IRAANTRLND BOD, 1K
HFNTHIZEAERS D7 (R,

RAHYWOBEEBEEICERLTAB L, CCI~CCY,
EC1-EC4 & Ib_T, PC, EC, CC TE\WARIZH - 7278,
ZOEIFECT o7 (H2). F/2, £WAMIC
B AEABYOSEHREIERT AL, CC1I-CC4 28
MORIEM & HRTHEREIIS R, ECOBELEE O
HEL, 1A L ERTEwERZRL Tz (]
2). SRERBICTERL%HEE, CCI-CCA B LU PC
T, HOREHR LD BEETEZRLTWE—FT,
ECI-EC4 B X U'EC, CCAILEMBEWEmZRL Tw
7z,

Wz, BAERRER I L ICRAEYOREREEIER
LThbE, WEEHEET Eo0&0KE L, &M
oo 2 BAREETH o205, CC3ITHOFEM L
DAEEI ol T BREEEE FoFEH
OEREEFELPE-TBY, BEZEVCIIHEEILE
Mol —HT, MEER, WEHRICHELE, BRI
2B (EC, CC) TI®ABIMINEL W IEL, Fh
IR, BREEE, 1REAHNTHEEILZWC L
PR L7z, BT, PCOWREEOMEREEIIM
D 1IRAFN LD bBNERIICH -7 (H2).

BB 5 A7 -4l o T, AEOELESWE
£, FUDICTRBANE 25BN ETHIT LR,
LRBAMNO 7V —7WTE, Bk, Y8R ESRT
WAEHAREW, VAIREOEELEZITTCWAAFAL
W, VHEEOEEL STV IR 3 FEHIC
Th—Tmiraniz (M3). YULo4FEOTN— T
LT, HEEOMBEIT L THRIZET A, 2REH
MFV—7Ti&, anr5av)E (Baetissp.), br<4
SHAFUTE, <FFHTXUVE, LAIFYIIFT
B (Haploperla sp.), 7% A 745 58 (Isoperla sp.),
A4 58 (Kiotina sp.), Limnophila sp., ¥V <€
YFHVT T (Suragina satsumana), T 7% (Tabanidae
gen. spp.) PERAGHEZERNTAIERL LR
EINTz, T, VAPHRIN TV LEIAERMAD
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# 1. BRI TIE SN A 50 B RA DY OBREGREE 2N ER OB ARREER.
Table 1. Total number of individuals of the 50 most abundant taxa, and assigned their functional feeding groups in each study stream.

23

Taxa Scientific name Functional ) 0o cc3 cC4 EC1 EC2 EC3 EC4 PC CC EC
feeding group
FF AR Nemoura spp. Shredder 118 148 131 378 92 185 62 127 187 35 42
T A HEE Orthocladiinae spp. Collector 248 189 43 215 44 29 92 142 159 71 47
ZwRrygaxry Gammarus nipponensis Shredder 6 1 130 65 55 143 154 177 378 13 1
TEIAVESAYOY Ephemera japonica Collector 120 90 80 26 74 118 8 105 8 113 200
FIbEAfuBhsray Paraleptophlebia japonica Collector 93 56 41 23 72 149 90 104 92 105 196
A= R = R Ecdyonurus tigris Grazer 30 45 40 32 28 106 41 56 96 78 155
By A Tanypodinae spp. Predator 69 54 20 52 18 38 44 64 37 8 58
AU YR Baetis sp. Grazer 69 27 24 17 11 8 27 36 48 141 105
THFFIHATIIRE Amphinemura spp. Shredder 24 38 42 37 29 25 49 61 8 24 60
LAIPFYAITTR Haploperla sp. Predator 7 2 14 5 19 14 9 5 4 184 205
ATV VETT Lepidostoma crassicorne Shredder 9 37 39 58 9 61 31 29 72 1 1
HEH Oligochaeta Collector 57 22 13 28 63 22 20 12 3 9 59
TEYATXFY FET T Psilotreta kisoensis Collector 53 15 4 3 3 42 98 31 27 4
A= Geothelphusa dehaani Collector 9 16 7 9 61 42 25 34 56 25 31
FR) MY ITATTG Togoperla limbata Predator 17 29 23 31 47 28 53 43 22 7 4
IFAATTT Caroperla pacifica Predator 66 66 46 25 40 54 41 32 66 6 16
T YA AE Epoicocladius sp. Collector 30 8 3 5 36 12 27 15 24 23 48
FHVINET IR Rhyacophila sp. Predator 12 8 7 21 16 6 10 18 44 35 52
22 AR Chironominae spp. Collector 78 17 29 7 10 & 30 6 20 13 11
Y M IR Hydropsyche sp. Filterer 8 33 17 9 31 31 20 2 10 31 10
X Hh A Ceratopogonidae gen. spp.  ? 34 27 27 25 8 3 23 10 19 9 6
Paralichas J& Paralichas sp. Shredder 17 33 14 21 43 5 9 5 13 2
vy ATuvE Ephemerella sp. Grazer 1 7 2 1 1 40 109
Gy XxNETrT Perissonenra paradoxa Collector 28 13 17 13 7 23 29 12 10 2 7
EQ. 2 =N Eubrianax sp. Grazer 5 6 19 14 12 24 6 43 7 4 2
=4I M S& sp. DB Dolophilodes sp.DB Filterer 14 23 10 9 23 22 8 8 5 5 2
TH R Tipula sp. Shredder 7 9 5 16 6 11 10 19 5 16 12
FYH IS Leuctridae gen. spp. Shredder 10 13 6 4 29 5 7 10 1 6 18
ey aruYE Drunella sp. Predator 3 2 51 48
IR Y= HIATaVIR Cinygmula sp. Grazer 6 21 14 2 2 3 6
7 7# Tabanidae gen. spp. Predator 30 5 3 9 2 12 5 8 7
Limnophila J& sp.1 Limnophila sp.1 Predator 8§ 5 7 9 4 18 5 5 4 2
Y bAIST Niponiella limbatella Predator 4 5 10 9 6 23 8 3 5
eIy hruyg Epeorus sp. Grazer 2 3 4 45 18
Limnophila /% sp.2 Limnophila sp.2 Predator 1 1 17 14 6 3 3 17
CAVIVNYHAIITIR Sweltsa sp. Predator 4 2 5 6 9 4 3 2 6 18
Y FYSLE Davidius sp. Predator 1 2 4 14 2 2 3 7 9 4 1
KV AR Dixa sp. Filterer 2 9 4 13 3 2 3 7 11 2 2
YIREVFHVLTT Suragina satsumana Predator 1 3 1 3 8 3 2 3
AFITNETT Lepidostoma robustum Shredder 2 5 12 2 7 2 4 2
IsHHhITTrIE Isoperia sp. Predator 1 3 2 2 1 14 28
ARV MEFT Lepidostoma japonicum Shredder 1 2 16 7 5 11 6
A HH L OREER Limoniinae sp. Shredder 5 11 4 2 1 4 2 15 4
InrvY v Planaeschna milnei Predator 2 9 3 2 7 5 5 6 5 1
AR Ahray Dipteromimus tipliformis Collector 4 8 3 2 17 5
T4 297 ¥Espl Dicranota sp.1 Predator 6 3 5 4 4 6 3 7
FHATTTIR Kiotina sp. Predator 1 2 1 18 16
Yo houZXIANEMYE  Parachauliodes japonicus Predator 1 1 8 7 3 8 6 2 1
FT47F 7 5FEsp2 Dicranota sp.2 Predator 1 3 5 3 8 3 6 1 5 1
vArzuatiz)g Lanthus sp. Predator 4 3 2 5 4 3 4
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2. BRI BY RADYOEEREE, SENR SHERE FRERRROBEANEE BRL2a70 77Xy ML KR
EHHEEEERLTWS (Tukey DZEHE, p<0.05).

Fig. 2. Total abundance, taxa richness, diversity of macroinvertebrate communities, and abundance of each functional feeding group in

each study stream. Different alphabetical letters show statistical significance (Tukey s honestly significant difference test, p < 0.05).

LRATMNZ NV —T T, FXY by doA75S T A ERERNO LRETIN 7 V-7 T3,
(Togoperla limbata), > HBEDHERZITTWEAF  Paralichas J& sp. PEEEL BT 28R E LOERE
ATHRO 1 RETIN 7 NV—7 Tk, —yRraazy ahi (J3).

(Gammarus nipponensis), W 7 5 = (Geothelphusa

dehaani), *F*F AoV VErS, VHREOFELYS
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Paralichassp. Togopernialimbata Baetis sp.
Drunella sp.
Ephemerella sp.
Gammarus nipponensis Haploperia sp.
Geothelphusa dehaani Isoperia sp.
Lepidostoma crassicome Kiotina sp.
Limnophila sp.2

Suragina satsumana
Tabanidae gen. spp.

3. 50 5EBEOBMARBMEET—2ICb O BRNY 5
A 7 —4533t B X UF Indicator species analysis D# %, iR
THINLHAER NV —TOTFTRENRERD TV —T D
BREEZRLTVA.

Fig. 3. Results of the hierarchical cluster analysis and indicator

species analysis based on the abundance of the 50 most abundant

taxa. Each indicator species of study stream groups is shown
under the study stream groups enclosed in dashed square.

4. EE

Allan and Castillo (2007) \2& 5 &, ERY A AHKE
B Lo T, ZHY A XREBHOS AR
&Y, KERBERICIE, /DERERE HTEER
FBEFEL, BROLVAEREIRIL TS, KK T
b, HEMEFERNLEEERTEDON VWL OO, ZOMEE
ARRTH LI 2RAMNTIX LRSI &L &, ke
BB WESREE T, £9EBORES»SMAT S
mAEARGNR T FFH YV YT G,
Paralichas &, Y=< b AT S 1RBAN, <F5%
Fawg IrYysayruvlE, F475) 7Espl
2R EREERFLLTWEbDEEXLN
7=, F72, 2T, LRATN X0 bAJHAEE,
HWEEVEEIZ L, BREEISERIID dbole. &
I, 2 R OB IR % SRR T 5 IR,

25

WTENRHMEZ (ahruyE, v ¥Ir5yuvE L,
WEE (M FSh5avE e AIFYAITI)E,
S ATEGIE, FHATFSE, Limnophila )& sp.2,
HYRESTFHLTT, TIR) Tholel bbbt
HE, 2RBMINIE, TRAMIL Y DNMEEEEZ
ZANEREC, WEETXZAHEEHOENE VT
BEVSHEELTCHAIENEZON. BRO—IKREE
ik, MR EZOREELHIRT 2WEOREE, BRIk
KOBE, MPEBRYOBE 2 S LoTREIHES
115 (Van Nieuwenhuyse and LaPerriere, 1986; Yamada
and Nakamura, 2002). L& L, KWFEOSHEELHKHH
FH D 2 RSN BT HMEORZEIE, 1 REGEN
EHARTERY - £ TEVY WD (OF, REF), 2
WEFANNC BT 5 —REERORE L, HEORIRER
D& HERPCHRER Y O EREMA LRI LY
LENWZ EICE D EEESN £, 2REENTH
BEBEEFEIoL I LI, HBROEABYOBERE
EXEPo el LI L AWAEZTEEOEIMIERL Tw
LEEZLN

—, 1RAMNETE, YIRS TYwBEA
BEMHE VY HBEOEELZIT TV BEIEREMKE T,
EABYBERENELRLZ LB L7z, Sakai et
al. (2012b) 124 % &, YHOBREIC L > CTREHEAE
MiE%T DL, B LA HARSE S 5 S EOHERL
o L, 2t S BN RMER Y & Mk L 2,
BEREEIEE L EABYROBARERPSEL I L
TRAHWBREOSHEOKRTAFIZRBISIhEZ LN
WESNTWS, AFFRICBVTH, TR —%L
Ty AOFIIZ L o TREBWHEREIZENPR LN
oo Fo, BEMICEBLAEBATY, YANHRSh
TV EHEEZH T, RRBROMBEOBEBR L £tk
Bt sarxxy b+t Ioavusys (e - £H,
2005), YHEEZEORERZIT TV ILEHILREIEATI,
MR MR RICEE L TAE R L T 5 Paralichas 18
(Merritt et al., 2008) 2S4giZEfE L ho/oZ &b, ¥
BEOFETHRBENRELRY, TORR, KEHWE
ERBEOBOPEAILL TCnwB EEZ LN —FH, 2
KEFMNZBWTIE, YHHRREAERBE T A0
BREPFIERITEIRBICEISZIOL ) LHRB &
VELABYREREORECPBESh 222 &1,
1RGN LY SWEOKE WV 2 RSB B8
BRI & o THBERYSEHS LI LR SN A S
LISEET S EHEESI N

I LRBANOZV—TFTHTE, YHEEOEE
BRIFTWDLAXALHRY, T APHEREN T SEA
R EABDRERESER L > TWwa Z &5 H
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L7z, AR THE L LI2ERIZEROKRE T % 5D 5
TF, IXFT, BUFVI, b R EOEERE
BOBEE) F— LT, B LTHEEINE AT
—id, R RC, HEFIKE WD HHE
K<, SHICHSBETH DD, WERHEKICEL
MEEshaZ enmonTws (Hisabae et al, 2010;
Kanasashi and Hattori, 2011). #0720, 7% OBREA
Lo TTREAENEELTD, AFXATHROMKEKIEA
¥y —ICEESh, RERHSHECHHISNRS
EARE XN TWwW A (Miura et al., 2002; Sakai et al.,
2012a). Z DR, PHEAEOEEEZITITWIEEILR
T THIEL L TR KROMEALIE, PHREOR
BZUTWAAF AT TR o TninZ & HHEE
ENie. TORTHE, VHIREOREEZUTTCHAEAF
AT, PR EIN TV BEERESHREFEMLT
WABZEMNIDPNRZL. LPLEDS, MEEIT TR L,
ARIZH ZAF) 5 —HEIHEBL2AFAIHRTIE, X
X & —PHRAEILE o TORIFOMERE - TH
D (Sakai et al., 2012a), EABWRHELFHST S
B, EBRCHEBRAEECTHLoyRyIaTY, T4
oYY MEFITholz I, =y Rryaaxzl
DT, AF Y F —IARICHEAE > THEY % 8 1
THHEE, BRERE~NOHERREEEZTIA0D, AF
ANIHRICEBETHMHTH I AR » S b ME S
Tw»4 (Hisabae et al, 2010). Z® & H12, AFAIHK
TiE, AF¥V I —DEER) ¥ —LITRE RN
A, FERBEBRICECED Y, MR EATREE R AL
EELBEELRERE BoTwAH I ARSI,
PloZ &5, AKEFFET 2008 E45 2009 FE2 00T
THEAEFEAR LB CRE SN KA Y EHEE
i, D) 2B, (2) YAPEEBRE N TV BERR
BMERNSE LRGN, 3) I EEORELZIT
WAHEHRIRZEME NS 1L REHI, 1) YHEEORE
BEZIUTCHWBAFXFALIREZRNS LIREAN D4 5 4
7, BHE LT A ENTER. TALOBRE oh
FCIZEATWISEAR L C& 72 X 9 R4 Zs BT
R WIHEERER, AR—FERERBRODOLNY &
U THMEREEPRRARRIIRITTRETRRBL
TREREELIONSE (B2, Vannote et al, 1980; Allan
and Castillo, 2007; Sakai et al., 2012a, 2012b). 4% 3d 7>
DA TGN EMSRE S NDETFEL R0 TV A
ClEREFERDLE BREATHESNLG Do k2 2 kAW
KRBT AEABYHECRIZENS VY IEREOREIL,
SHOE=F) Y IEHRETAHIET, BEHWEND L
nhw, Fh, SHIHBELT, 2®RSMINZBWTIX
TRBAINERR Y, ¥ Y (Phoxinus oxycephalus),
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< A (Oncorhynchus masou masow), % ¥ 71 )& (Cottus)
L EOBEREOMBEPER L TWAE I Eh D, KA
BEZTTRAHLEOERERRIIT LTI I
RETHERRIETELZENRADS. 2, ATH
WZBWTIE, G- TEABMREREIELT S
ZEDHESNTEY (Kobayashi et al, 2010), L&
BB 2HMREBICHEL TEROREBWEENL
AEALL T L 2% BT ABRITIE, KRBT ORERR
A, SHOPECFALMREZ D0 T I EPHFES
5.

HEr

AEFFER EMT H12H/2 0, A7 - BHAE AT
BOBHZIK, BHLHK, BEREHK, PHEER
MRARR, WHRK, KHE—K, DMEEMK, TR
BWEK, HAHEOEREK, BLUREBRKERERBERE
BEHE - 28 BEWERZEILDETEEEORRIC
SREZHIECRZET L KEBMORZEORIC
i, BRSPS SRTFERT O FIRRAMERIR L ) TR W
7erREF L7z Fi, AEIGRE, BEEA HREARRE
EHEBLIUHEEAN BAREDRESICL S
ProNaturaFund &, MM ITBUEAN HARZMIRE S O
PG BEGE > SRBEWREBEZZTELL. 22
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