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ABSTRACT

The application of index of biotic integrity (IBI) by using freshwater fish biological data to
evaluate environmental quality is widely used in the world for environment ecological evaluation.
This study used data collected from 20 sampling stations from Tou-Bian-Keng creek watershed in

Tai-Chung County to determine IBI in each station was with 50m in length. Four field investigations
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of fish-related data collection had been conducted from May, 2003 to March, 2004. Seventeen fish

species including eight primitive species, three exotic and one hybrid were found. The IBI values

from 20 sampling stations were between 22~46, indicating fair to very poor quality of the stream. The

quality of stream in upper reaches were better than that of lower ones, and consequently figure out

that IBI values match with actural conditions of refecting study streams to different degrees, of

human disturbance .

(Key words: Ecological Evaluation, Freshwater fish, Index of Biotic Integrity, Quality of stream)
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Table 3 . The fish species and trophic composition in Tou-Bian-Keng creek watershed.
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Tou-Bian-Keng creek watershed.
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Figure 6 . The MSRL of benthic fish species in
Tou-Bian-Keng creek watershed.
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Figure 8 . The MSRL of long-lived fish species in
Tou-Bian-Keng creek watershed.

Figure 7 . The MSRL of water column fish species in
Tou-Bian-Keng creek watershed
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Figure 9 . The MSRL of intolerant fish species in
Tou-Bian-Keng creek watershed.
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Table 4 . The score of fish species richness and composition in Tou-Bian-Keng creek watershed. |
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