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ABSTRACT

Water discharge regulation can affect food availability, accessibility and vulnerability and thus, the trophic habitat suit-
ability for lotic salmonids. To analyse brown trout habitat suitability, we therefore combined the relative importance
of the food availability (overall abundance of benthic and drifting invertebrates), with the potential food vulnerability
(accessibility, conspicuousness and ease of handling), the latter depending on both physical habitat characteristics (flow
patterns and structural complexity of habitat) and invertebrate traits (size and other biological traits). We considered
the trophic patterns of trout at two spatial scales: the reach scale (unregulated reach versus regulated reach) and the
macrohabitat scale (e.g. riffles and pools).

Discharge regulation reduced trout abundance, biomass, and temperature-independent growth rates. In the regulated
reach, trout had a lower total prey consumption, a higher consumption of terrestrial invertebrates and a higher diet
diversity than in the unregulated reach, indicating that trout were food-limited. However, the potential availability of
food supplies per individual trout was similar for the two reaches. Thus, trout prey consumption in the regulated reach
should have been predominantly affected by the decrease in both the availability of large invertebrates in the drift and
their vulnerability in the total food supplies.

There were no macrohabitat-specific differences in the total prey consumption and in the potential food availability
within each reach. However, brown trout diets differed between the macrohabitats of each reach, in relation to differences
in potential invertebrate vulnerability.

Therefore, the potential vulnerability of invertebrates to predation was more relevant in the ecological evaluation of
salmonid habitat suitability than the total food availability. The analysis at the macrohabitat scale provided a better
understanding of the switches in brown trout diet and enabled a finer and more realistic analysis of trout feeding patterns.
Copyright © 2002 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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INTRODUCTION

Water discharge regulation in streams strongly modifies the structural complexity and diversity of the physical
habitat which in turn affects biological patterns of freshwater organisms. To restore streams and to maintain fish
populations (usually salmonids), stream managers are mainly concerned with predicting fish abundance and
the assessment of the minimum flows required. Many tools have been developed for the habitat management
of organisms living in regulated streams (see Jowett, 1992). For instance, models based on the assessment
of microhabitat preferences of salmonids (water depth, velocity, substrate and cover) have been used to
measure microhabitat suitability (Instream Flow Incremental Methodology; Bovee, 1982; Nestler et al., 1989).
However, microhabitat preferences and use also vary according to biotic factors such as the diel activity of
salmonids (Roussel and Bardonnet, 1997; Heggenes et al., 1999), inter- and intra-specific interactions (Nielsen,
1992; Greenberg et al., 1997; Vehanen et al., 1999) and food availability (Grant and Noakes, 1987).
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There is currently a need to identify the relevance of biotic factors for estimating habitat suitability of
salmonids. Many authors have pointed out the importance of food availability as a limiting factor for
salmonids, despite their opportunistic feeding behaviour (see Poff and Huryn, 1998). Food availability is often
defined as the overall abundance or biomass of benthic invertebrates (Jowett, 1995). However, salmonids are
visual and size-selective feeders that mainly use drifting invertebrates (Bannon and Ringler, 1986). Thus,
changes in prey vulnerability, i.e. in accessibility, conspicuousness and ease of handling, can also modify
fish foraging behaviour (Grant and Noakes, 1987) and affect their production (Smith, 1961). Hence, Poff and
Huryn (1998) stated that ‘invertebrate production’ is not necessarily equivalent to ‘prey production’.

According to several authors, invertebrate vulnerability depends on physical habitat characteristics: (i) high
structural complexity of habitat alters the visual field and foraging efficiency of fish (Wilzbach et al., 1986);
(i1) low water depth affects the accessibility of suitable feeding habitat (Braaten et al., 1997); and (iii) a
decrease in current velocity may reduce the encounter rate of salmonids with drifting prey (Nislow et al.,
1999). However, the invertebrate vulnerability can also be affected by their own traits (e.g. size, mobility, drift
behaviour; Ware, 1973; Rader, 1997). So, to understand the limits on salmonid production, Poff and Huryn
(1998) suggested that both the availability and potential vulnerability of food supply should be considered
(i.e. prey abundance and traits, respectively).

The taxonomic composition, density and drift rate of benthic invertebrates depend on habitat characteristics
(Statzner and Borchard, 1994). Thus, discharge regulation should modify both the availability and vulnerability
of food supply for salmonids. These features could therefore constitute relevant ecological descriptors of
salmonid habitat suitability. Fish growth, an integrative expression of the well-being of fish in streams in
general and of food availability in particular (Cada et al., 1987), can also be used as a descriptor of the habitat
suitability.

Growth and trophic patterns of fish have to be studied at an appropriate spatial scale, as there is a scale-
dependence in patterns and processes (Cooper et al., 1998). In principle, salmonid growth should be analysed
on a large scale (e.g. the catchment), as it depends on conditions experienced by the fish over a lifetime and may
not reflect the site conditions where the fish is captured. However, in regulated rivers, fish cannot circulate
freely among reaches, and growth patterns should therefore be compared on the reach scale. Concerning
trophic patterns of lotic salmonids, Armstrong et al. (1998) noted that ‘food may be limiting due to the
eutrophic state of the catchment’, so trophic patterns should also be analysed on a large scale. However, the
structural complexity of habitats and the associated composition of invertebrate communities depends on the
local habitat pattern (e.g. Lancaster and Mole, 1999), and many authors have reported macrohabitat-specific
differences in brown trout diets (i.e. between pools and riffles sensu Frissel et al., 1986).

Therefore, we chose an unregulated and a regulated reach of a small Pyrenean mountain river and a
two-scale approach (reach and macrohabitat scale) to analyse (i) the effects of habitat characteristics on the
availability and potential vulnerability of food supply, as well as on brown trout (Salmo trutta L.) diets;
(i1) the relevance of food characteristics for measuring the habitat suitability of brown trout; and (iii) the
suitability of the spatial scales that were studied for detecting potential food availability and vulnerability.
Baran et al. (1995) previously observed that discharge regulation reduced the weighted usable area (WUA)
and cover for brown trout in this Pyrenean stream, as well as trout density and biomass. We completed this
previous study by comparing growth patterns of brown trout between the unregulated and the regulated reach.
However, our focus was the concurrent analysis of feeding habits of medium to large sized brown trout and
their potential prey.

MATERIAL AND METHODS
Study area

The Neste d’Aure is a small French Pyrenean mountain river (Figure 1a). Its origin is at 1100 m, at the
confluence of the Neste de Couplan and the Neste d’Aragnouet, and it flows into the Garonne River. We
studied two sites on the Neste d’Aure (Figure 1b): (i) a reference site which is a semi-natural reach as it
has an unregulated discharge; and (ii) a site in the regulated reach, 3.5 km downstream from the Arreau
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Figure 1. Geographic location of the catchment of the Neste d’Aure within France (a), and the studied spatial scales with (b) the reach
scale and (c, d) the macrohabitat scale. m1, m2, m3 and m4 correspond to the four macrohabitat types studied. Subscript numbers (e.g.
ml;) indicate one of the three replicates sampled for each macrohabitat type. (c) and (d) are not to scale

Dam. The regulated reach is in a straight channel section in a confined valley where human interventions
on the morphology are limited, while the semi-natural reach is situated in a glacial valley characterized by a
wide alluvial plain where human interventions like channelization have increased the channel slope. Human
activities have therefore potentially decreased habitat diversity in the plain of the unregulated reach (Gordon
et al., 1992). Because the reference site is not completely natural, the comparisons between the two reaches
were less suitable for measuring the impact of constantly reduced discharge on invertebrate communities.
However, the study sites were suitable for analysing the availability and potential vulnerability of the food
supply and brown trout feeding habits in different habitat types.

In the regulated reach, the fish assemblage consisted exclusively of brown trout, while in the unregulated
reach, 4.7% of the fish were sculpin (Cottus gobio, L.). Major interactions between these two species are
possible, including predation on each other’s eggs and larvae and competition for food resources or habitat
(Foote and Brown, 1998). However, in the study reach, the low abundance of sculpin did not affect trout
abundance (Baran, 1995) and could not have modified their feeding habits (see Hudson et al., 1995).

General sampling design

In 1995, we analysed the structure and the growth of brown trout populations in the two reaches. In 1998,
we analysed the structure of brown trout populations, as well as habitat characteristics, trout feeding habits
and invertebrate traits. In the unregulated reach, we could only sample one side of the river because the
current velocity was too high on the other side. However, the latter was unsuitable habitat for brown trout
(Baran, unpublished data).

Chemical and physical habitat characteristics

In 1995, we measured conductivity, pH and dissolved oxygen with a 30 SCT YSI Conductivity Bridge,
a pH 320 SET Microprocessor pH-Meter (WTW) and a 57 YSI dissolved oxygen meter, respectively. At
the same time, we collected two water samples per reach, and analysed concentrations of calcium (Ca”),
ammonium (NH4—N), nitrate (NO3;—N), phosphate (PO4—P) and magnesium (Mg”) using standard AFNOR
methods (Rodier, 1984). We measured stream temperature every 40 minutes from September 1994 to January
1996 in the two reaches using Pekly Indic 8000 thermometers.

In July 1998, we identified representative macrohabitats in each reach in terms of their velocity and
turbulence. We found two different macrohabitats in the unregulated reach (referred to as m1 and m2) and
in the regulated reach (m3 and m4). Usual macrohabitat classifications did not accurately discriminate these
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macrohabitats. According to the classification of Jowett (1993), m1 was a riffle, m2 and m3 were runs, and
m4 was a pool. So, we ranked the macrohabitat types from 1 to 4 according to their Froude number (e.g.
ml: flow most torrential; m4: flow least torrential; see Data analysis section and Table VI for macrohabitat
description).

Three replicates per pair of macrohabitats were randomly chosen along each reach (Figure 1c and d).
The surface area of the macrohabitats was quite similar within each reach (60% of ml and 40% of m2 in
the unregulated reach; 48% of m3 and 52% of m4 in the regulated reach). In the unregulated reach, the
two replicates (m2; and m2,) were separated by an island. We measured wetted widths and lengths as well
as depth with a metre stick, velocity (at 0.2, 0.4 and 0.8 x depth) with an electromagnetic current meter
(Flo-Mate, 2000 portable flow meter) and substrate characteristics by recording the largest size (maximum
diameter) and height (level above the stream bed) of randomly selected particles. The grain size investigation
included measurements of the largest size of four additional particles nearest to the location of each of about
30 randomly selected particles. Depth and velocity were recorded independently from particle size at about
30 locations regularly spaced across five transects per replicate.

Structure and growth of brown trout populations

In 1995 and 1998, we sampled fish at low flow (September) by electrofishing and using a removal method
(i.e. two removals per reach and per sampling year; see De Lury, 1951). We measured total fish length (to
the nearest millimetre) and weight (to the nearest gram) and in 1995, removed scales above the lateral line
and behind the dorsal fin.

Potential food and trout diet

In July 1998, we collected the benthic fauna with a Surber sampler (mesh size = 250 wm, area sampled =
0.1 m?). Three samples were randomly taken from each macrohabitat replicate (i.e. nine samples per macro-
habitat type and 18 per reach). We sampled drift and trout gut contents the day after collecting the benthos
to avoid the effect that benthos sampling would have on the evaluation of drift and trout diet. We used both
water column and surface drift nets (mesh size = 250 um, length = 2 m), which had a rectangular opening
(0.10 x 0.25 m and 0.15 x 0.25 m for water column and surface drift nets, respectively). Surface drift nets
were submerged 5 to 10 cm into the water to sample only surface invertebrates, and water column drift nets
were set at the average current velocity (60% of the depth). We used two column and surface drift nets in
each macrohabitat (i.e. four samples were taken per macrohabitat type and eight per reach), upstream from
the electrofishing area to avoid disturbance of the drift sampling.

One hour before dawn, we opened the drift nets from the bank to prevent invertebrates being dislodged.
Water velocity was measured the day before and at the end of each sampling period in the opening of each net
to determine the volume of water filtered over the time the drift nets were opened (generally 4—4:30h). Three
hours after dawn, we collected trout for diet analysis by electrofishing each replicate of the macrohabitats (i.e.
three samples were taken per macrohabitat type and six per reach). The fish were immediately anaesthetized
using Tricaine Methanesulfonate (MS-222), and then weighed and measured. We collected the gut contents of
fish by stomach flushing, a non-destructive method (Meehan and Miller, 1978). Because one purpose of the
study was to analyse the effects of habitat characteristics on trout feeding habits, we analysed the gut contents
of trout longer than 110 mm that occurred in each of the macrohabitat types. We preserved all invertebrate
samples in formaldehyde (4%).

In the laboratory, we identified invertebrates to the lowest possible taxonomic level. We counted both
aquatic and terrestrial items in benthos and drift samples, i.e. all invertebrates that could constitute a potential
prey for trout. Terrestrial taxa occurring in the benthos were individuals which may have lain on the bottom
substrate. Development stages of a taxon such as larva, pupa and pre-adult were considered as different taxa.
Terrestrial invertebrates and aerial stages of amphibiotic insects were included in the terrestrial item category.
We measured invertebrate length from the most anterior point of the head to the tip of the abdomen and
grouped them by 1 mm size classes. We also estimated the wet-weight of gut contents to the nearest 0.1 mg
with a microprecision balance (Mettler AE260 Delta Range).
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Data analysis

We calculated total trout biomass (kg ha™') and density (number of individuals (ind) ha™!) per reach
using the method of Seber and Le Cren (1967). We determined length—age relationships from scale readings
(Francis, 1990). Growth curves were fitted using the Von Bertalanffy (1960) growth function. We calculated
the ecological growth coefficient (EGC) that introduces a correction factor to the growth rate and allows
comparisons among reaches having different temperature regimes (Preall and Ringler, 1989). This coefficient
computes the ratio of the observed individual growth rate (G%,s) to the predicted maximum growth rate
(G%Pomax), as:

EGC = [G%opbs/ GPomax] x 100

with G%,ps and G%,,,, in percentage increase in wet body weight per day. G %;,,, was estimated using the
growth model of Elliott ez al. (1995), with monthly mean water temperatures (data from September 1994 to
September 1995). The EGC of individuals allowed us to calculate the mean EGC of age classes.

We determined the food availability using the invertebrate density in the benthos (invertebrate abun-
dance/surface sampled: ind m~—2) and in the drift (invertebrate abundance/volume of water filtered: ind m~3).
We then calculated the food availability per individual trout, by weighting the benthic and drifting invertebrate
density by the trout density (invertebrate m~2/trout m~2 and invertebrate m~3 /trout m~—3).

We analysed the potential vulnerability of food supply by the use of both habitat and invertebrate char-
acteristics. First, we deduced the potential accessibility and conspicuousness of invertebrates on the bottom
substrates and in the drift from the analysis of the structural complexity and flow characteristic of habitats.
We combined the bottom substrate (see Wilzbach er al., 1986) and water depth (see Braaten et al., 1997)
using the relative roughness, R,.; (Gordon et al., 1992):

Rew =k/D

where k is particle height (cm), and D is water depth (cm). We computed the mean water velocity and
dimensionless hydraulic characteristics such as the Froude (F,) and Reynolds (R,) numbers:

FrZV/\/@

R.=VD/v

where V is mean water column velocity (cm s™!) = 0.25(Vy2 + Vog + 2Vo4); g is gravity (cm s72), and v
is kinematic viscosity computed for 13 °C.

Second, to analyse the potential food accessibility in the full drift, we computed the invertebrate drift flow
in the water column and at the surface (invertebrate abundance/(area of water column going through the drift
net opening x time sampled): ind m~2s~"). Third, several traits of invertebrates, such as their size, mobility,
drift behaviour and morphological defences may affect trout foraging behaviour (Ware, 1973; Bannon and
Ringler, 1986; Feldman and Savitz, 1999). Therefore, to estimate the potential vulnerability of food supply,
we used two complementary approaches: (i) invertebrate length (directly measured on individuals); and (ii)
Rader’s (1997) model. The latter ranks amphibiotic invertebrates according to their likelihood of entering the
drift and importance as a food resource for salmonids. In this model, the potential invertebrate vulnerability is
based on their (i) tendency to drift intentionally; (ii) likelihood of being accidentally dislodged by the current
described in terms of habitat use, flow exposure, mobility, body shape (the drag index which also included
body width and height); (iii) drift distance; (iv) adult drift; (v) benthic exposure; and (vi) potential body size
(so that our size measurements of invertebrates were not redundant with this potential size measure); and
(vii) abundance. Scores of potential invertebrate vulnerability varied from low (Bivalvia: 2.0) to high (Baetis:
93.0) potential vulnerability.

We analysed trout prey consumption using the capture index (CI = abundance of prey items
consumed/weight of the fish: ind g~') and the fullness index (FI = weight of fresh gut content/weight
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of the fish: mg g=!). The use of prey data divided by the fish weight gave an analysis that was unbiased by
weight differences in the fish populations (Lauters et al., 1996).

We analysed the characteristics of food supplies and trout diet using the taxonomic diversity (Simpson
index S):

P
S=1-2_pj
j=1

(where i and j are the samples and the taxa respectively), the relative taxa abundance (abundance of inverte-
brate i /abundance of all invertebrates in the sample) and the percentage prey occurrence in trout gut contents
(number of fish specimens containing the invertebrate i /total number of fish specimens).

We deduced brown trout foraging behaviour by calculating the prey-selection index (V) as described by
Pearre (1982):

V = (agb. — a.bg)/~va x b xd x e

where a, and a, are the numbers of a given prey taxon in the diet and the environment respectively, b; and
b, are the numbers of all other prey taxa in the diet and the environment, and a = a4 + a., b = by + b., d =
aq+by,e =a,+ b,. V can range from —1 to +1, representing complete avoidance or inaccessibility and
preference, respectively, while O indicates random feeding. We considered that prey items were preferred,
randomly selected or avoided, when indices indicated the same trend in the three potential food supplies
(benthos, water column and surface drift). The statistical significance of V was determined using x2 tables
after calculating NV? (for one degree of freedom), where N = ay + a, + by + b,. Only the most abundant
invertebrate taxa (representing more than 5% of the total abundance in either benthos, column drift, surface
drift or gut contents) were included in this analysis.

To determine differences in average invertebrate size, the large number of invertebrates measured allowed
use of a paired r-test. To compare habitat characteristics, abundance, biomass and growth patterns of brown
trout, invertebrate density, drift flow and trout prey consumption between the two reaches, we used one-
way analysis of variance by ranks (Wilcoxon two-sample test) because of the smaller sample size. We
compared habitat characteristics and benthic invertebrate density between each pair of macrohabitats using
the same non-parametric test. To limit the overall experimental error rate, we tested each comparison using
the Bonferroni correction. As these comparisons were not independent, we had to treat the probability tests
(P) with caution.

RESULTS
Analyses on the reach scale

Chemical and physical habitat characteristics. The chemical characteristics of the water were similar for
the two reaches (Table I). Mean annual and summer temperature were higher in the regulated than in the
unregulated reach (Table II). The latter had a lower structural habitat complexity than the former (higher depth
and lower relative roughness). However, the unregulated reach was faster flowing and had higher torrential
characteristics.

Structure and growth of brown trout populations. In 1995 trout collections yielded 3912 ind ha™!' and
217 kg ha~! in the unregulated reach, and 1768 ind ha~! and 68 kg ha~! in the regulated reach; and in 1998
yields were 1397 ind ha~! and 77 kg ha™! in the unregulated reach, and 454 ind ha~! and 30 kg ha™! in the
regulated reach.

Trout growth in 1995 showed an excellent fit (unregulated: r> = 0.995; regulated: r> = 0.993) to the Von
Bertalanffy growth function (Figure 2). Trout older than one year grew faster in the unregulated reach; their
lengths by age were lower in the regulated reach (Wilcoxon, P < 0.05). The EGC decreased with increase in
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Table I. Main characteristics and water chemistry of the reaches at the study sites (see Figure 1)

Unregulated reach Regulated reach

Altitude (m) 760 660
Slope (%) 1.05 1.10
Mean natural annual discharge in 1995 (m®s~!) 14.0 20.0
Discharge in September 1995 (m3s~!)? 6.0 0.9
Discharge in July 1998 (m3s~!)® 9.2 1.2
pH 7.8 7.7
Conductivity (uS cm™") 124 120
Dissolved oxygen O,(mg 17") 10.6 10.5
Calcium Ca™ (mg 17") 22.8 24.2
Ammonium NH,-N(mg 1I7!) <0.1 <0.1
Nitrate NO;-N(mg 17") 1.4 1.2
Phosphate PO,-P(mg 171) <0.05 <0.05
Magnesium Mg*+(mg 17!) 0.95 1

4 Study of structure and growth of brown trout.
b Study of structure of physical habitat and trophic relationships of brown trout.

Table II. Physical characteristics of the reaches

Unregulated reach Regulated reach P
n x + 1SE n x + 1SE

Mean annual temperature ("C)* 18 640 8.84+0.0 18640 9.5+0.0 ek
Highest summer temperature (°C)® 1116 13.3+£0.1 1116 15.1£0.0 ok
Width (m)© 21 18.1£1.2 32 13.4+0.6 o
Depth (cm)© 177 56.1+£1.3 191 29.0£0.7 ok
Grain size (cm)© 962 15.3+0.6 1055 189+ 0.8 ok
Relative roughness (%) 194 22.6£2.6 211 32.0£2.0 ok
Velocity (cm s~!)° 177 90.7+£2.5 191 316 £ 1.5 ok
Froude number 177 0.40 + 0.01 191 0.20 +0.01 o
Reynolds number (x10°) 177 0.38 £ 0.01 191 0.07 £0.00 ok

Means (x £ 1SE) were compared using the Wilcoxon two-sample test, with * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01 and *** P < 0.001.
ns, tests not significantly different.

4 Measured from September 1994 to January 1996

Y Measured in August 1995

¢ Measured in July 1998

fish age in both reaches, but for each age class older than one year, the EGC was higher in the unregulated
than in the regulated reach (Table III).

Potential food and trout diet. The mean size of trout captured for diet analysis was higher in the unregulated
reach (Table IV).

The total invertebrate density in the benthos and the column drift were higher in the unregulated reach, as
well as the total invertebrate drift flow in the water column and at the surface (Table IV). However, the total
invertebrate density at the surface, and the invertebrate density per trout individual in each of the potential
food supplies, were similar between the two reaches.

The density of terrestrial invertebrates in the benthos was slightly higher in the unregulated reach, while
their densities in the water column and the surface drift did not differ between reaches. The densities of
terrestrial invertebrates per trout individual were similar for the two reaches in each of the potential food
supplies. The drift flow of terrestrial invertebrates was similar at the surface of the two reaches, but was
higher in the water column of the unregulated reach.
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Figure 2. Length—age relationships of brown trout according to the Von Bertalanffy growth function.- - - - , unregulated reach; 2

regulated reach. Error bars represent +1 standard error of the calculated values

Table III. Mean ecological growth coefficient (EGC) (according to the model
of Preall and Ringler, 1989)

Age (years) Unregulated reach Regulated reach P
n X+ 1SE n X+ 1SE

1 48 939143 50 90.1 £4.0 ns

2 23 85.8 £2.7 30 78.0+2.9 o

3 16 64.3+2.8 13 51.5+25 .

4 10 484439 8 342+3.0 o

Means (x & 1SE) were compared using the Wilcoxon two-sample test. See Table II for
further details.

None of the brown trout individuals had empty stomachs. The capture and fullness indices for total inver-
tebrates were higher in the unregulated reach (Table IV). The capture index of terrestrial invertebrates was
higher in the regulated reach, but the fullness indices were similar for the two reaches. The mean taxonomic
diversity of the potential food supplies and of the trout diet was higher in the regulated reach.

Total invertebrates in the unregulated reach were larger in the column drift (s-test, P < 0.001) and the
surface drift (s-test, P < 0.001) than in the regulated reach (Table V and Figure 3b and c). The average size
differences of benthic invertebrates and prey consumed by brown trout between the two reaches was only
0.1 mm (Table V and Figure 3a and d) and was therefore within the error range of the measurements (we
measured individuals to the nearest millimetre). In the two reaches, the size of total prey items was higher
than the size of total invertebrates in each of the potential food supplies (#-test, P < 0.001).

In the unregulated reach, Orthocladiinae dominated the potential food supplies and were potentially highly
vulnerable to predation (classification of Rader, 1997; Table V). Trout mainly consumed Chironomidae larvae
(Orthocladiinae), pupae and pre-adults. However, the prey selection indices showed that trout tended to avoid
Orthocladiinae (or this prey was less accessible to trout than predicted by its high abundance), and preferably
selected Chironomidae pupae, although the latter were smaller than Orthocladiinae in each of the food supplies
(t-test, P < 0.001).

In the regulated reach, Orthocladiinae, Simuliidae, Tanytarsini, Chironomidae pre-adults, Baetis and terres-
trial invertebrates were the dominant taxa in one or more potential food supplies. Most of these taxa were
potentially highly vulnerable to predation according to the classification of Rader (1997). Trout fed on Baetis,
Simuliidae and terrestrial invertebrates. However, only Simuliidae were preferably selected by trout, although
they were (i) less abundant than Orthocladiinae and both less abundant and potentially vulnerable than
Baetis in each of the potential food supplies, and (ii) smaller than Leuctra in the total food supply (z-test,
P < 0.001) and than Tanypodinae and Serratella in the water column (#-test, P < 0.001) and surface drift
(t-test, P < 0.001).
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Table IV. Mean size of captured trout for diet analysis, and main characteristics of food supplies and brown trout diets,
in the reaches

Unregulated reach Regulated reach P
n x £+ ISE n x £+ 1SE
Trout size (mm) 109 216.1£7.5 115 201.9+6.9 *
Total invertebrate
Density (ind m?) B 18 13345 42458 18 8283 + 1210 *
Density (ind ) Dc 4 26.7+2.2 4 43+£0.7 *
Ds 4 16.2+2.9 4 10.7+4.3 ns
Density / trout density (ind trout™!) B 18 115178 £ 17687 18 168497 + 28204 ns
Dc 4 15268 5180 4 3285 + 1077 ns
Ds 4 9011 £ 3629 4 6282 £ 3771 ns
Drift flow (ind m™?s~1) Dc 4 2524+3.1 4 1.6 £0.6
Ds 4 16.0 £2.2 4 47+1.9 ek
CI (ind g™ Gc 109 3.08 £0.33 115 1.52 +0.18 ek
FI (mg g™") Gc 109 5.60 +0.56 115 2.58 £0.23 ek
Terrestrial invertebrates
Density (ind m~?) B 18 107 £ 15 18 66 + 17 *
Density (ind m™) Dc 4 0.5+0.1 4 0.3+£0.1 ns
Ds 4 05+0.1 4 27+1.1 ns
Density / trout density (ind trout™") B 18 1095 + 234 18 1050 £+ 215 ns
Dc 4 268 £ 87 4 203 £+ 69 ns
Ds 4 324 £ 145 4 1671 + 1103 ns
Drift flow (ind m2s™!) Dc 4 05+0.1 4 0.1 +0.1 *
Ds 4 0.5+0.1 4 1.24+0.5 ns
CI (ind g_l) Gce 109 0.09 +£0.01 115 0.41+0.14 *
FI (mg g7 Gce 109 0.71 £0.28 115 0.47+0.14 ns
Taxonomic diversity® B 18 0.55+0.03 18 0.84 £ 0.01 o
Dc 4 0.45 +£0.03 4 0.90 £+ 0.00 ok
Ds 4 0.60 £+ 0.04 4 0.76 & 0.04 *
Gc 109 0.63 +0.02 115 0.78 +0.02 ek

Means (x &+ 1SE) were compared using the Wilcoxon two-sample test. CI, capture index; FI, fullness index: B, benthos; Dc, column
drift; Ds, surface drift; Gc, gut contents. See Table II for further details.
4 Simpson index for total invertebrates

Finally, high percentage occurrence of the prey predominantly consumed by trout displayed a low diet
difference among trout individuals within each reach (Table V).

Analyses on the macrohabitat scale

Physical habitat characteristics. The two macrohabitats of the unregulated reach (m1 and m2) were deeper
than m4, which in turn was deeper than m3 (Table VI). The grain size was larger in m2 than in ml, and in
m3 than in m4, but was similar between m2 and m3. Therefore, the relative roughness was lower in m1 than
in m2, m3 and m4. Current velocity, Froude and Reynolds numbers were higher in m1 and m2 than in m3
and m4. They were similar for m1 and m2, while m3 was faster flowing and had a higher Froude number
than m4.

Structure of brown trout populations. Trout collections in 1998 yielded the following abundance and
biomass: unregulated reach, 655 ind ha~! and 29 kg ha~! in m1 and 2261 ind ha™!' and 131 kg ha™! in
m2; regulated reach, 889 ind ha~! and 49 kg ha~! in m3 and 316 ind ha™! and 24 kg ha™! in m4.

Potential food and trout diet. The size of trout captured for diet analysis only differed between m1 and m4
(Table VII).

Copyright © 2002 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. River Res. Applic. 18: 533-553 (2002)
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Figure 3. Size class distribution of total invertebrates in (a) the benthos, (b) the column drift, (c) the surface drift and (d) the gut
contents. - - - - , unregulated reach; , regulated reach

The density of the total invertebrates in the benthos was similar for the four macrohabitats. However, the
total benthic invertebrate density per trout individual was lower in m2 than in m4. In the column drift, total
invertebrate density, density per trout individual and drift flow tended to be higher in m1 and m2 than in m3
and m4, while they tended to be similar in the surface drift. The density of terrestrial invertebrates in the
benthos was similar in m1, m2 and m3 but lower in m4 than in m1. Their density per trout individual was
similar in m2, m3 and m4 but higher in m1 than in m2.

The indices of capture and fullness of total invertebrates were higher in the two macrohabitats of the
unregulated reach, but were similar for m1 and m2 and for m3 and m4. Concerning terrestrial invertebrates,
the capture index was highest in m4 and the fullness index was higher in m1 and m4 than in m3.

The mean taxonomic diversity of the total benthic invertebrates was higher in the two macrohabitats of
the regulated reach, but was similar between the macrohabitats of each reach. Similarly for water column
and surface drift, the total invertebrate diversity tended to be higher in the regulated reach, and was similar
between the macrohabitats of each reach. The total invertebrate diversity in trout gut contents was highest in
m4, followed in decreasing order by m3, m1 and m?2.

Total invertebrates in the water column and surface drift were smaller in m3 and m4 than in ml (#test:
P < 0.001) and m2 (¢-test: P < 0.001) (Table VIII and Figure 4b and c). The average size differences of
benthic invertebrates and prey consumed by brown trout between the macrohabitats varied from 0.1 to 0.6 mm
(Table VIII and Figure 4a and d) and were within the error range of the measurements.

In m1 and m2, the benthos and the column drift were mainly composed of Orthocladiinae, and the surface
drift of both Orthocladiinae and Chironomidae pre-adults (Table VIII). In these two macrohabitats, trout
mainly consumed Orthocladiinae and Chironomidae pupae and pre-adults. The Chironomidae pupae were
predominantly selected in ml only, although this taxon was smaller than Orthocladiinae in the total food
supplies (z-test, P < 0.001). In m3, Simuliidae, Baetis and Orthocladiinae dominated the benthos, while
in m4 the benthos mainly included Orthocladiinae, Tanytarsini and Leuctra. In these two macrohabitats,
Baetis, Orthocladiinae, Chironomidae pre-adults and terrestrial invertebrates dominated the drift. In m3,
trout fed on Baetis as encountered, and preferred Simuliidae and Serratella which were both potentially
highly vulnerable to drift-feeders. In m4, trout consumed Baetis, terrestrial invertebrates and Serratella as
encountered.

Finally, the high percentage occurrence of these dominant prey items displayed a low diet difference among
trout individuals within each macrohabitat.

Copyright © 2002 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. River Res. Applic. 18: 533-553 (2002)
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Figure 4. Size class distribution of total invertebrates in (a) the benthos, (b) the column drift, (c) the surface drift and (d) the gut
contents. - - - - , unregulated reach; [, m2; @, m1; , regulated reach; 4, m3; 0, m4

DISCUSSION
Analyses on the reach scale

In the unregulated reach, trout grew faster than in the regulated reach. Fish growth depends on both biotic
(fish competition, food availability) and abiotic factors (water chemistry and temperature, availability of suit-
able habitats for feeding and hiding; Jobling, 1994). In the Neste d’ Aure, differences in trout growth appeared
to be independent of fish competition, water chemistry and temperature because (i) trout density and biomass
were lower in the regulated than in the unregulated reach; (ii) water chemistry was similar for the two reaches;
and (iii) temperature-independent trout growth, measured by the ecological growth coefficient (EGC), was
lower in the regulated reach. Thus, the lower trout growth in the regulated reach may have resulted from a
lack of suitable habitat for feeding and hiding (Baran et al., 1995), and/or from alteration in food availability
or potential vulnerability. However, as field surveys were carried out at two different periods (trout growth
in 1995; trophic patterns of trout in 1998), we cannot evaluate how trout growth varied relative to food
supply.

In the regulated reach, we found a decrease in total prey consumption by trout (i.e. capture and fullness
indices), and an increase in the use of terrestrial items (i.e. capture index) and in the diet diversity. Hunt
(1975) stated that a high contribution of terrestrial invertebrates to trout diet indicates a shortage of food of
aquatic origin. Moreover, optimal foraging theory predicts that at low food availability, predators should use
items of lower value and diversify their diets (Krebs and McCleery, 1984). Hence, trout appeared to be more
food-limited in the regulated than in the unregulated reach. In the latter, the availability of food supplies (i.e.
the overall abundance of invertebrates in the benthos and in the drift) was higher. However, because trout
density was also higher in the unregulated reach, the availability of food supplies per trout individual was
similar for the two reaches. Thus, trout prey consumption appeared to vary independently of the availability
of potential food supplies per trout individual, suggesting that differences in invertebrate vulnerability (i.e.
accessibility, conspicuousness and ease of handling) were also involved.

Analyses on both habitat and invertebrate characteristics suggest that food supply was potentially more
vulnerable in the unregulated reach. In the latter reach, we observed that (i) the lower structural habitat
complexity (i.e. lower relative roughness; Table II) may have favoured the accessibility of suitable feeding
microhabitat or trout foraging efficiency (Wilzbach et al., 1986; Braaten et al., 1997); (ii) the higher current
velocity and invertebrate drift flow may have increased the encounter rate of trout with potential prey (Nislow
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et al., 1999); (iii) the larger sizes of potential prey in the water column drift (1 mm; Table V) and at surface
(0.8 mm) may have facilitated size-selective feeding by trout; and (iv) other invertebrate traits (e.g. habitat,
flow exposure) may have promoted prey capture efficiency by trout, the proportion of potentially highly vulner-
able invertebrates (e.g. Orthocladiinae, Chironomidae pre-adults and pupae, Simuliidae, Baetis, Serratella,
Heptageneidae; cf. Rader, 1997) being higher than in the regulated reach (84.6% versus 60.8%, respectively).

However, according to the classification of Rader (1997), Orthocladiinae should be vulnerable because of
their high abundance, but have a low potential vulnerability to drift-feeders because of a low tendency to drift,
to move and to be exposed at the surface of the bottom substrate. In the unregulated and regulated reaches,
trout avoided this taxon despite its high availability in the total food supply and its large size. Instead, trout
preferred (i) Chironomidae pupae, which were preferably selected in the unregulated reach, and (ii) Baetis and
terrestrial invertebrates, which constituted the dominant prey used in the regulated reach. Hence, particular
traits of Orthocladiinae may have made them less vulnerable than predicted by Rader’s classification (1997).
If Orthocladiinae are excluded, the proportion of potentially highly vulnerable taxa becomes higher in the
regulated than in the unregulated reach (39.9% and 25.0%, respectively).

Hence, the differences in trout prey consumption may be due to changes in the availability of large-sized
invertebrates and in their vulnerability due to habitat characteristics. Correspondingly, the potential food
availability was less relevant than the potential invertebrate accessibility for explaining differences in trout
growth (Greenberg and Dahl, 1998), foraging efficiency and habitat use (Hill and Grossman, 1993). In the
unregulated reach, the low proportion of potentially highly vulnerable taxa (as indicated by their habitat,
mobility and exposure on the substrate) may have been balanced by their high availability in the total food
supply, and their high vulnerability due to both their large sizes and their accessibility on the bottom substrate
and in the full drift (low structural habitat complexity and high invertebrate drift flow). In contrast, in the
regulated reach, the higher proportion of potentially highly vulnerable taxa may not have balanced their
low availability in the total food supply, and their low vulnerability due to both their small sizes and low
potential accessibility and conspicuousness on the bottom substrate and in the full drift (high structural habitat
complexity and low invertebrate drift flow).

Analyses on the macrohabitat scale

The gut contents we have analysed in this study should have represented the macrohabitat where individuals
were captured, because diel movements of trout tend to be restricted in summer (Bunnel ez al., 1998), and
trout occupy a particular location from which short trips (<2 m) are made to capture drifting invertebrates
(Bachman, 1984). In both macrohabitats of the regulated reach (i.e. m3 and m4), we found a decrease in
total prey consumption by trout (i.e. capture and fullness indices) and an increase in trout diet diversity
if compared to the two macrohabitats of the unregulated reach (i.e. m1 and m2) (Table VII). Within each
reach, we observed no effect of macrohabitat on total prey consumption by brown trout, confirming results of
Magoulick and Wilzbach (1998). However, in pools (m4), trout diet was more diversified and consumption
of terrestrial invertebrates was higher than in the three other macrohabitats. These results corresponded with
those obtained on the reach scale and suggested that (i) there were no macrohabitat-specific differences in
the total prey consumption; and (ii) trout appeared to be more food-limited in pools than in riffles.

Frankiewicz et al. (1993) stated that on a local scale, trout feeding habits were more influenced by intra-
specific competition in slow-flowing areas and by current velocity in fast-flowing areas. Our results suggest that
changes in habitat characteristics within reaches led to differences in both food availability per trout individual
and potential invertebrate vulnerability, which in turn may have affected trout diet, foraging efficiency and
strategy.

In ml, trout preferably selected Chironomidae pupae, while in m2, they did not consistently select any of
the prey items. Neither flow characteristics nor the composition of invertebrate communities could explain
these differences as they were quite similar for the two macrohabitats (Tables VI and VIII). However, in m2,
the lower availability of benthic food supply per trout individual and the higher structural habitat complexity
may have altered the invertebrate accessibility, conspicuousness and ease of handling on the bottom substrate
and in the drift, and may explain the differences in brown trout selective behaviour.
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In m3, trout preferably selected Simuliidae and Serratella, while in m4 they used more terrestrial items
but did not consistently select any of the prey items. This shift in brown trout diet and selective behaviour
confirmed that the use of terrestrial invertebrates was inversely correlated with current velocity (Heinimaa and
Erkinaro, 1999), and suggested differences in food vulnerability between the two macrohabitats. Invertebrate
vulnerability as indicated by their measured size was similar between m3 and m4, and cannot therefore explain
differences in brown trout diets. In contrast, both habitat and invertebrate characteristics varied between the
two macrohabitats.

In m3, the high velocities should have created suitable microhabitats for feeding, especially for the larger
fish (Bachman, 1984), involving a high accessibility of drifting invertebrates. However, the low depth may
have reduced the accessibility of suitable microhabitats for feeding (Braaten et al., 1997). In this fast-flowing
area, most of the benthic invertebrates were potentially highly vulnerable to predation (72.6% and 56.5%
without Orthocladiinae), because of their active drift behaviour and/or their high exposure to the flow. This
may have balanced the low availability and accessibility of drifting invertebrates, leading trout to specialize on
potentially highly accessible and conspicuous amphibiotic invertebrates on the bottom substrate (Simuliidae
and Serratella).

In m4, the low food accessibility in the drift due to the low velocities, could have been balanced by
the higher availability of food supply per trout individual than in m3, but may have been out of balance
because of the low vulnerability of the food supply. In this slow-flowing area, potentially highly vulnerable
benthic invertebrates were in the minority (43.9% and 18.8% without Orthocladiinae). Most of the organisms
were potentially poorly accessible and conspicuous because of their hyporheic habitat (Leuctra), their low
tendency to drift and/or their low mobility (Tanytarsini). Thus, particular traits of these large-sized and
abundant taxa in the benthos may have led trout to use either less abundant taxa having traits making them
more vulnerable (Serratella), or small-sized energetically less profitable taxa (Baetis, terrestrial invertebrates)
but more available and accessible in the drift.

CONCLUSION AND PERSPECTIVES

Although the growth model of Elliott et al. (1995) predicts growth for fish fed to satiation, it could be
successfully applied to our two trout populations. Thus, as food supply alters fish growth patterns (Cada
et al., 1987), the model may be useful for comparing trophic conditions for lotic salmonids among stream
reaches. In addition, our results suggest that the estimate of availability of suitable microhabitats for feeding
(see Baran et al., 1995), combined with the analysis of invertebrate drift flow and vulnerability, illustrates
the trophic conditions for trout better than the overall abundance of potential food supplies. Similarly, Sagar
and Glova (1995) showed that the abundance and biomass of drifting invertebrates described potential prey
availability better than the abundance and biomass of benthic invertebrates, and Nislow et al. (1999) used prey
encounter rates to model habitat suitability for Atlantic salmon. Therefore, invertebrate drift and vulnerability
should be relevant ecological descriptors of salmonid habitat suitability.

Our two-scale approach gave a complementary picture of trophic patterns and processes. On the reach scale,
invertebrate drift flow explained how changes in food accessibility for brown trout may have affected their
prey consumption in the regulated reach, despite the fact that the composition of invertebrate communities and
brown trout feeding habits depend on local habitat patterns (Frankiewicz et al., 1993). However, considering
the macrohabitat scale provided a finer and more realistic analysis of trout feeding habits and came closer to
a functional habitat approach.

The analysis of relative invertebrate abundance, real invertebrate sizes and particular traits (e.g. habitat
use, drift behaviour) showed the relevance of the ecological, behavioural or morphological traits of prey
for estimating their potential vulnerability to predators, and for explaining switches in brown trout diets.
According to several authors, prey abundance and size are traits that predominantly affect prey choice by
brown trout (e.g. Bannon and Ringler, 1986). Our results confirmed that whatever the food availability, brown
trout were size-selective and fed on the most abundant taxa. However, the analysis of prey selection by trout
at the taxon level showed that trout preferences were not always related to prey size or abundance, as in
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previous observations (Bryan and Larkin, 1972; Sagar and Glova, 1995). These preferences may also depend
on invertebrate habitat use, mobility and other traits, confirming that an estimate of the potential vulnerability
of food supply to fish predators has to address multiple invertebrate traits.

In this context, the functional classification of Rader (1997) was helpful for understanding differences in
brown trout diet and foraging strategy between the slower and faster flowing macrohabitats of the regulated
reach. Nevertheless, we observed some contradictions among the invertebrate scores and prey preferences
by trout, suggesting that traits other than those already used may have affected prey vulnerability. For
instance, the potential vulnerability of a given taxon may have also depended on its development stages (e.g.
Chironomidae pupae were more selected than larvae and pre-adults), and on habitat patterns (e.g. Simuliidae
were only selected in the regulated reach). Thus, to improve the estimate of the vulnerability of food supply, (i)
more traits such as invertebrate development stages and/or anti-predator strategies should be take into account;
and (ii) the relative importance of physical habitat features and prey traits on the invertebrate vulnerability
should be analysed in different habitat types. Moreover, brown trout habitat use and diet vary according to
trout size, suggesting that the relative importance of traits that make prey vulnerable may also vary according
to trout size. Thus, the analysis of prey traits predominantly used by small, medium and large trout should
enable to better determine factors that may affect trout foraging behaviour and to improve estimates of trout
habitat suitability.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

J. P. Balmain, L. Citharel and N. Ducret participated in the laboratory work. S. Mérigoux commented on an
earlier draft, and R. Britton gave linguistic advice. Financial support came from the ENSAT and the Cemagref.
The manuscript also profited from very helpful reviews of two anonymous referees. All this help is gratefully
acknowledged.

REFERENCES

Armstrong JD, Grant JWA, Forsgren HL, Fausch KD, DeGraaf RM, Fleming IA, Prowse TD, Schlosser 1J. 1998. The application of
science to the management of Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar): integration across scales. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic
Science 55: 303-311.

Bachman RA. 1984. Foraging behavior of free-ranging wild and hatchery brown trout in a stream. Transactions of the American Fisheries
Society 113: 1-32.

Bannon E, Ringler NH. 1986. Optimal prey size for stream resident brown trout (Salmo trutta): tests of predictive models. Canadian
Journal of Zoology 64: 704—713.

Baran P. 1995. Analyse de la variabilité des abondances de truites communes (Salmo trutta L.) dans les Pyrénées centrales frangaises.
Inflence des échelles d’hétérogéneité d’habitat. Thesis, Institut National Polytechnique.

Baran P, Delacoste M, Dauba F, Lascaux JM, Belaud A. 1995. Effects of reduced flow on brown trout (Salmo trutta L.) populations
downstream dams in French Pyrénées. Regulated Rivers: Research and Management 10: 347-361.

Bovee KD. 1982. A guide to stream habitat analysis using the Instream Flow Incremental Methodology. US Fisheries and Wildlife
Service, Instream Flow Information Paper, 12, FWS/OBS-82/26, Washington, DC.

Braaten JB, Dey PD, Annear TC. 1997. Development and evaluation of bioenergetic-based habitat suitability criteria for trout. Regulated
Rivers: Research and Management 13: 345-356.

Bryan JE, Larkin PA. 1972. Food specialization by individual trout. Journal of the Fisheries Research Board Canada 29: 1615-1624.

Bunnel DBJ, Isely JJ, Burrell KH, Van Lear DH. 1998. Diel movement of brown trout in a Southern Appalachian river. Transactions
of the American Fisheries Society 127: 630—636.

Cada GF, Loar JM, Sale MJ. 1987. Evidence of food limitation of rainbow and brown trout in southern Appalachian soft-water streams.
Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 116: 692—702.

Cooper SD, Diehl S, Kratz K, Sarnelle O. 1998. Implications of scale for patterns and processes in stream ecology. Australian Journal
of Ecology 23: 27-40.

De Lury DB. 1951. On the planning of experiments for estimation of fish populations. Journal of the Fisheries Research Board Canada
8: 281-307.

Elliott JM, Hurley MA, Fryer RJ. 1995. A new, improved growth model for brown trout, Salmo trutta. Functional Ecology 9: 290—298.

Feldman AC, Savitz J. 1999. Influence of prey behavior on selective predation by lake trout (Salvelinus namaycush) under laboratory
conditions. Journal of Freshwater Ecology 14: 399—405.

Copyright © 2002 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. River Res. Applic. 18: 533-553 (2002)



552 V. DE CRESPIN DE BILLY ET AL.

Foote CJ, Brown GS. 1998. Ecological relationship between freshwater sculpins (genus Cottus) and beach-spawning sockeye salmon
(Oncorhynchus nerka) in lliamna Lake, Alaska. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Science 558: 1524—1533.

Francis RICC. 1990. Back-calculation of fish length: a critical review. Journal of Fish Biology 36: 883—-902.

Frankiewicz P, Zalewski M, Thorpe JE. 1993. Feeding pattern of brown trout (Salmo trutta L.) from the river Earn (Scotland), in
relation to invertebrate drift. Polskie Archiwum Hydrobiologii 40: 15-29.

Frissel CA, Liss WJ, Warren CE, Hurley MD. 1986. A hierarchical framework for stream habitat classification: viewing streams in a
watershed context. Environmental Management 10: 199-214.

Gordon ND, McMahon TA, Finlayson BL. 1992. Stream Hydrology. An Introduction for Ecologists. John Wiley and Sons: Chichester.

Grant IWA, Noakes DLG. 1987. Movers and stayers: foraging tactics of young-of-the-year brook charr, Salvelinus fontinalis. Journal
of Animal Ecology 56: 1001-1013.

Greenberg LA, Dahl J. 1998. Effect of habitat type on growth and diet of brown trout, Salmo trutta L., in stream enclosures. Fisheries
Management and Ecology 5: 331-348.

Greenberg LA, Bergman E, Eklov AG. 1997. Effects of predation and intraspecific interactions on habitat use and foraging by brown
trout in artificial streams. Ecology of Freshwater Fish 6: 16—26.

Heggenes J, Bagliniere JL, Cunjak RA. 1999. Spatial niche variability for young Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) and brown trout (S.
trutta) in heterogeneous streams. Ecology of Freshwater Fish 8: 1-21.

Heinimaa S, Erkinaro J. 1999. Fast-flowing areas affect the feeding activity of migrating Atlantic salmon smolts in tributaries of a
subarctic river. Journal of Fish Biology 54: 688—690.

Hill J, Grossman GD. 1993. An energetic model of microhabitat use for rainbow trout and rosyside dace. Ecology 74: 685-698.

Hudson PL, Savino JF, Bronte CR. 1995. Predator-prey relations and competition for food between age-0 lake trout and slimy sculpins
in the Apostle Island region of Lake Superior. Journal of Great Lakes Research 21: 445-457.

Hunt RL. 1975. Food relations and behavior of salmonid fishes. 6 - 1 Use of terrestrial invertebrates as food for salmonids. In Coupling
of Land and Systems, Hasler AD (ed.). Springer-Verlag: New York; 137-151.

Jobling M. 1994. Fish Bioenergetics. Fish and Fisheries Series, Vol. 13. Chapman and Hall: London.

Jowett IG. 1992. Models of the abundance of large brown trout in New Zealand rivers. North American Journal of Fisheries Management
12: 417-432.

Jowett IG. 1993. A method for objectively identifying pool, run, and riffle habitats from physical measurements. New Zealand Journal
of Marine and Freshwater Research 27: 241-248.

Jowett IG. 1995. Spatial and temporal variability of brown trout abundance: a test of regression models. Rivers 5: 1-12.

Krebs JR, McCleery RH. 1984. Optimization in behavioural ecology. In Behavioural Ecology (2nd edn), Krebs JR, Davies NB (eds).
Blackwell Scientific Publications: Oxford; 91-121.

Lancaster J, Mole A. 1999. Interactive effects of near-bed flow and substratum texture on the microdistribution of lotic
macroinvertebrates. Archiv fiir Hydrobiologie 146: 83—100.

Lauters F, Lavandier P, Lim P, Sabaton C, Belaud A. 1996. Influence of hydropeaking on invertebrates and their relationship with fish
feeding habits in a Pyrenean river. Regulated Rivers: Research and Management 12: 563-573.

Magoulick DD, Wilzbach MA. 1998. Effect of temperature and macrohabitat on interspecific aggression, foraging success, and growth
of brook trout and rainbow trout pairs in laboratory streams. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 127: 708-717.

Meehan WR, Miller RA. 1978. Stomach flushing: effectiveness and influence on survival and condition of juvenile salmonids. Journal
of the Fisheries Research Board Canada 135: 1359-1363.

Nestler JM, Milhous RT, Layzer JB. 1989. Instream habitat modelling techniques. In Alternatives in Regulated River Management,
Gore JA, Petts GE (eds). CRC Press: Boca Raton, Florida; 295-315.

Nielsen JL. 1992. Microhabitat-specific foraging behavior, diet, and growth of juvenile coho salmon. Transactions of the American
Fisheries Society 121: 617—-634.

Nislow KH, Folt CL, Parrish DL. 1999. Favorable foraging locations for young Atlantic salmon: application to habitat and population
restoration. Ecological Applications 9: 1085—1099.

Pearre SJ. 1982. Estimating prey preferences by predators: uses of various indices, and a proposal of another based on x2. Canadian
Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Science 39: 914-923.

Poff NL, Huryn AD. 1998. Multi-scale determinants of secondary production in Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) streams. Canadian
Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Science 55: (Suppl. 1): 201-217.

Preall RJ, Ringler NH. 1989. Comparison of actual and potential growth rates of brown trout (Salmo trutta) in natural streams based
on bioenergetic models. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Science 46: 1067-1076.

Rader RB. 1997. A functional classification of the drift: traits that influence invertebrate availability to salmonids. Canadian Journal of
Fisheries and Aquatic Science 54: 1211-1234.

Rodier J. 1984. L’analyse de I’eau: eaux naturelles, eaux résiduaires, eau de mer (7th edn). Dunod: Paris.

Roussel JM, Bardonnet A. 1997. Diel and seasonal patterns of habitat use by fish in a natural salmonid brook: an approach to the
functional role of the riffle-pool sequence. Bulletin Frangais de Péche et de Pisciculture 346: 573—588.

Sagar PM, Glova GJ. 1995. Prey availability and diet of juvenile brown trout (Salmo trutta) in relation to riparian willows (Salix spp.)
in three New Zealand streams. New Zealand Journal of Marine and Freshwater Research 29: 527-537.

Seber GAF, Le Cren ED. 1967. Estimating population parameters from catches large relative to the population. Journal of Animal
Ecology 36: 631-643.

Copyright © 2002 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. River Res. Applic. 18: 533-553 (2002)



INVERTEBRATES IN BROWN TROUT HABITAT 553

Smith MW. 1961. Bottom fauna in a fertilized natural lake and its utilization by trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) as food. Verhandlungen
Internationale Vereinigung fiir Theoretische und Augewandte Limnologie 14: 722-726.

Statzner B, Borchardt D. 1994. Longitudinal patterns and processes along streams: modelling ecological responses to physical gradients.
Agquatic Ecology: Scale, Pattern and Process, Giller PS, Hildrew AG, Raffaelli DG (eds). Blackwell Science: Oxford; 113-140.

Vehanen T, Miki-Petdys A, Aspi J, Muotka T. 1999. Intercohort competition causes spatial segregation in brown trout in artificial
streams. Journal of Fish Biology 55: 35-46.

Von Bertalanffy L. 1960. Principles and theory of growth. In Fundamental Aspects of Normal and Malignant Growth, Nowinski WW
(ed.). Elsevier: Amsterdam; 137-259.

Ware DM. 1973. Risk of epibenthic prey to predation by rainbow trout (Salmo gairdneri). Journal of the Fisheries Research Board
Canada 30: 787-797.

Wilzbach MA, Cummins KW, Hall JD. 1986. Influence of habitat manipulations on interactions between Cutthroat trout and invertebrate
drift. Ecology 67: 898-911.

Copyright © 2002 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. River Res. Applic. 18: 533-553 (2002)



