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RESPONSE OF STREAM INVERTEBRATES 
TO CHANNEL INCISION AND EXCAVATION WORK 

 
Shintaro IMADA, Syouhei MORIGUCHI, Yo MIYAKE and Mikio INOUE 

 
Our objective was to elucidate the influence of channel excavation for resolving channel incision on 

stream invertebrate assemblages in a Japanese stream. We sampled stream invertebrates and measured 
habitat characteristics in “impact”, “control” and “reference” stream reaches. Channel excavation success-
fully resolved the channel incision and changed physical habitat characteristics. Direct impact of excava-
tion work was not apparent in this study. In contrast, there seems to be indirect effects on invertebrate as-
semblages through the changes of physical habitat characteristics. We suggest that channel excavation 
can be contribute to conserve stream ecosystems by restoring channel morphology and physical habitat. 
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