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Biological Indicators are useful tools for assessing the impact of human activity on
. the ecological health of aquatic ecosystems. Land use practices such as agriculture I n V e rt e b r at e D at a
I S a a and residential development can have profound impacts on how water moves in the
ecosystem and the amount of pollution carried into the lakes and streams. As a
In order to evaluate the biological integrity of the result, the types_of fl_sh and‘ invertebrates that live in a stream can tell us a great Invertebrate sampling is important because, on -a
five study streams in the Lower Fox River, fish deal about what is going on in the watershed that feeds the stream. local scale, presence or absence of certain
were sampled in July 2003 and 2004 d’uring invertebrate families can be a strong indicator of
summer low flow conditions using a stream or V\;atedr q(l.jlallty.thTZe Fan‘(lj“thIOtlcl In:jetx (FBI) |st a
backpack electrofisher. At least two stations e L
were sampled in each watershed. Station quality rating. A low FBI value indicates that the
lengths were 35 times the mean stream width invertebrates have a low tolerance to organic
Fish were identified, counted, weighed and p(;llutlon and ot:(_ygl;.len Fsgfss_ (g‘_ htealthythst;eam),
measured, and then returned to the stream WIREIEES Gl g FE] IelEEEs k] E
unharmed. An Index of Biological Integrity (IBI) invertebrate community is tolerant and can
was calculated using standardized protocols endure higher levels of pollution-related stress (a
developed by the Wisconsin DNR. polluted stream).
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