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32 F191(30°43'—30°58'N, 117°01'—117°09'E)
P KIT LR 2 BB S, BRI 22 BR T R4 % 1T,
K TH FH G 0 100 R0 S 19 3N X AL Rk, A
K VT W 2 32 S T e T IX R T
W2 RS, R SR AR B K & 4r 3 16.5°C
#11325.5 mm, T3 7KE1.67 m" s 32T 177K H
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T IE I KT S KT E B IE, 19594F A\ BH 1
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20224 7H (2 Z%). 10/ (Fk Z)F1 20234 51 (&
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oS B 3ANRE (B 1)e 32710 320 DXRE R 35 S i
AKX, TeoK ARG 53 A5 30 T2 5] VLG I
JKIBIE, KA MUK R EBR B IJG /KA Y 2 A, (2
R B R
1.2 BEFRE

FEANRE S = 2 5 A0 AT AR R
AT . BA RN ME200 m, &2 m, M E G
FEAFHINE, 42 BN2. 64 10M114 cm. & B HHKTE
Az K18 m, TE45 cm, 133 ecm, KX H X7 40.8 cme.
BEANFE R TOE 256 = 2 5 A 0 A3 2% o B AR G
JE A, B I N 12h. FERFELE WG, Bl %t B
B YIFHAT %58, RGN Gt it R B
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KA R BT, 3037 4588 FH A58 455 =K i 43 A A (Y ST
ProPlus)ll & 3K #f £ i) /K i (Temperature, T). pH.
3% (Conductivity, Cond) 1% i % (Dissolved oxy-
gen, DO); {1 A 18 #5 =0 I 7R £ (SM-5) & 7K I
(Water depth, WD); 5 FH 5% [ 4 158 48 20 ish B2 A 3
I 52 7K A4 1) 3% WA J (Sechii depth, SD)AiH & (Ne-
phelometric turbidity unit, NTU). &FANFE 5 55 BUR
G KRE, 7 A1 SO = AR ORI R ZK W 43 A7 5
VEY (5 U B! I 5 K A o 45 2 (Chlorophyll a,

Chl. a). % (Total nitrogen, TN). /&% (Total phos-
phorus, TP). % %&.(Ammonia nitrogen, NH,-N)F1 .
Tt % £5 %\(Nitrite nitrogen, NO,-N)Z5 /K HEFR(E 1),
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Fig. 1 Distribution of the sampling sites in Caizi Lake
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Tab. 1 Water physiochemical parameters of Caizi Lake in diffe-
rent seasons (mean+SD)

Eiztnn HE HZE =

Index Spring Summer Autumn
KIRT (°C) 24.09+1.27 29.99+0.87 21.3443.37
pH 8.24+0.52  8.39+0.37  8.13+0.10
H 52 Cond (uS/cm) 236.77+31.59 202.19+21.48 187.51+8.62
B4 DO (mg/L) 7.95£1.18  8.23£0.78  7.76£0.67
JKIEWD (m) 4234272 335+1.77  3.68+1.94

#E W FESD (cm) 32.27+10.15 28.60+11.15 21.9346.30
M4t &Ka Chl. a
=+ + =+

(ug/l) 36.43+22.45 30.7513.59  5.71+2.13
MZTN (mg/L) 0.76+0.49  0.69+0.30  1.59+0.59
MBETP (mg/L) 026+0.12  0.13+0.03  0.04+0.01
HEENTU 54.48+12.13 48.85+18.36 66.60+20.37
FENH,N (mg/L) 0254007 0374025  0.32+0.13

Mgy Eh _
IAHBEANOAN (01001 0024001 0014001

(mg/L)
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1.3 BEHH
W WIS I Pinkas ! A 0 2
4 48 # (Index of relative importance, IRI) K34
KA H Tl
IRI=(N%-+W%)xF% (1)

1, N% A — Rl 2R 0 R A b R R B A 4 L,
WY% N —Fm R EE S S HEENH O, FoA
T — b A 2 I TR R A B E T
AHFFE A, B IRI= 1000 Y0 Fh 2 SN AR

c Tl G/ RAERT IR i L e e R g
R RE FEAE S TR S YR I A AR T A VI i 1 £
KM, g A S 4 EE L R R RURAR
Pt 2 Hog FRASM A AR E . HEt. F
i 2a ot/ R o 1P S i | 7 M N 31 W <
UCHE BN T 285, B KRR KN T-24 em #2858 L
SN g 2

BRBEEZHM AU MargalefF F ¥
FEHU(R). ShannonZ HEPEFEEL(H) Simpsonflt ¥ &
& 5 (D) R Pieloutd) 2] £ 18 B (E) % 28 1191 fa 5B VR
ZREVERAT AN, AR

R=(S-1)/InN )

H=-) P,InP 3)
i=1

D=1-> P} )
i=1

E=H/InS (5)

A, SOUFE S R R 2, N FE S R RS
(S H POATETE TR S5 AP A5 Br A AS

R e
K LK 25 77 22 59 BT (One-way ANOV A 56
ANFRIZEF N MR N ESR . HARE
# 5 X FHDuncan’sZ & L RAGIGH 2 B 12 R
BRLE K H Jaccard fH ALl M 48 £ (JSD XS
KA BRI AT AILE AT . AR
JSI=c/(a + b—<) (6)

A, aflb A AL BFE IR 2 R 4 2 1 R 24
CAEAL B UCREM LA IS MIE, HISIETE
0—0.250F, AFASFHAL; 7£0.25—0.508F, &
FHABL; 7£0.50—0.758F, S H & #H48L; 7£0.75—1.00
i, SR AR

FI I Primer 5.0% 4 X} f R BV S5/ EAT GL it
YN, WG AN ) 23 R A A o R AR R R,

17 logy(X+ )4 J5, 1 5 Bray-CrutisfH B\ 1 2 25
R, iz AR Z 1 2 4k br B HE /P (Nonmetric multidi-
mensional scaling, NMDS) X} A [5] 2= 77 ) 1 SR VK
SERIEAT 1A, R A B DR Z AR AU 23 AT (ANOSTIM)
o6 2% S HESE M 1A) 1) 22 Stk o FH B8 R £ (Stress)
fli EENMDS — 4k 1 K H L 55, stress<0. 10, & W]
P 8F; 0.1<stress<0.2f, ®on LA —EMRBER X;
stress>0.2 I, % B HEFF TC AR 2 3P, MRS RIELH
TE A RBEVE 1) 43 BS R R>0.75, BEIK 5E &40 B9
0.5<R<0.75, Fy% /b & B S HA B 5 B 0.25<R<
0.5, BEVEAA1E— & HB AR T 4 R<0.25, B
5 A SR P 33 A AU T4 B A AT
(Similarity percentages, SIMPER )i i& 4 F¢ A [F] 217
P FR TV 45 R A ALY P B 2 Rl

K F Canoco 5.0 Xt i 354 50 FN IR 355 (R
HEATBEBE 30, T S SRR = AT B Hx B
3 #H1(Detrended correspondence analysis, DCA), R
53 B 45 SR v AR P i S R e M B e 1 A5
A (gradient length>4, 4 9E £k 14 ; 3<gradient length<
4, 2% 14 R 9E 28 14 Y5 7] ; gradient length<3, NI 42k
), AT ROHE Bl K 2.0, BRI 3 T TR S
BT (Redundancy analysis, RDA). 1t i 17 RDA%> #r
B, N7 PR ARG A0 o i 08 3 B 1) A7 T 5200, 42 i 2
PRI IEZS AN 7 2551k, B Sl sk 5 E | o b
RT0.1% TR 2 B, SR 5 MR 2 & SRR A
THAE I HE AT logy(XH1) B4R, AHTF 5T 124K
R BRAL DR 1~ DL S SRR AR W) (e )« - DA
VIR AR Zh ) () A= ) EAE AR R ¥ 2 5 RDA
Mo 0 HT R 5 FH Spearman ] ¢ SR AS 56 154 A 55 [A]
T8 B AR S, HEBR & BEAH 2K (|r) >0.7) PR AN R
B op B SR 0 — AN, RS SebR R
BMHEER 255017

AT SEFWITE20014 /7. 2007—2008
Je2017—20184F 1 28y S 4cdfs A - 8 2RV I
AL T B A AT, BOHE SRR T 2 R R SCHR(7, 8]
s S M, X sL O S A R A R T
0 AT R, DR M B E T SE . R G 3
F-WIFE 200145 5T BA £ 2007—20084 55 B 43 i) ick 3%
#HTTHI66F) .

2 R

2.1 FRELERL

L% E f 2R40F, SRR T 6 H 11R136)E, H
WY H K%, 320, G YR 69.57%; H
RARBEIE B, N5, e PR 10.87%; &5 B
AT, 5 R RN EL8.70%; K B RIS 4 H N
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20, & SRR 4.35%; BRI B LR, SR
H2.17%. F ZAKT7HIRE M40, 35A0
33Ff, F T (Coilia ectenes). ¥ fi& (Monopterus
albus)~ i (Megalobrama mantschuricus)~ 4¢3t |
W (Parabotia fasciata) ¥ ¥ 1€ f1 (Abbottina rivula-
ris){X 7E & 2= W & K I, & (Crenopharyngodon
idellus)F1EA f.(Pseudolaubuca sinensis){¥ 15 K Z= 1
R ; B (Elopichthys bambusa). R (Sinob-
della sinensis)F K &g Je 5k (Paramisgurnus dabrya-
nus) (X AEH Z2HE R
22 R

F. B KEF a2t R s,
57 A 2 B A5 (Coilia brachygnathus) UM% (Toxa-
bramis swinhonis)~ 15 K #fl(Chanodichthys dabryi)-
tit(Hypophthalmichthys molitrix)~ f(Aristichthys no-
bilis)~ fM(Pseudobrama simoni)F( Carassius au-
ratus), TR AT (1) 2 B0 A0S E B4 ) v SR
GBI 81.86%M181.84% . AN [ =47 3 118 #11 SRR
HMAREN, BN Jysh, F3)97H, A
AN A 35 R B — RN (R 2).
23 HSHEA

KT WA R AR R MR, HEME
RFERRZE T (8 2). 4G IVET5 i, & &M
1 RPN RBONECR 1 SO AL, 4350 G v R
5 1189.13%F198.51%; VLI i £ S 5 B 5 AL 9
Hi AT, SR R 1 65.42%. A3 R AEZS A )5 T,
JEE A A 1 SR R B A B AL, o R R SR
39.13%; Hr b = £ 2 1) BB N = B3 AL S A
539 o R A B 79.95%H186.54% . E FRAERS
RrJ7 T8, 2% & Ve A SR LA AL, 5 SR
H)41.30%; W& M@ ECE LA AL, S
Y BE62.06%:; Il AP ik R E & L LS
AT, o5 IR B 1 68.02%. AR KN Ty

I, &l LR A /N 0 22550, HAh R HA &
I i) G R B 1 54.35%M177.63%, (BB EAY 5
) S 110.80%( 2).
24 BAZEM

X ST = AN 2= A R AT & I oA
gt B 3R 0 4 2K ) Shannon £ # P 48 #0(H)+ Pielou
YISIEEFREU(E) Simpson 1t 3 fEH8%(D) FMargalef
FEERBP) 7 HIN1.99. 052, 026f14.28. A
[F 275, 40 2 FEVERR B AR AE B3 22 55
KZEH. EFMRIGEI B E 5T B2, EEDIREE
Em A KEE 3.
2.5 BERLH

NMDSZ3 #t &5 SRR B, 34 Z= 1 1 2R BER 1)
Stress 0.14, 2 W]t RV 45 44 70 M AT AR 2 3L
(& 4). HEAEIED HT(ANOSIM) S5 KL B, A
I 2= 15 2 [|] f0 8 V& 45 1 A7 72 2 3 7% 57 (R=0.41,
P<0.01); fEE2ANFEW 2 W BA — € HS, H5E
R F I B (R B ZER=0.28, P<0.01; E. HZFE
R=0.40, P<0.01; . #ZER=0.52, P<0.01).

SIMPERZ} HT 5 R W, 4E45 4. E KM
EHEVR N AH B 1 B ST R A 4300 915, 15
1A (G 3)e 3T EL I H VY2 B 5Tk
R R PRl Ak ECEA AT A R DL 4 % i
(Xenocypris microlepis). 4R i (Squalidus argenta-
tus) AN U i) (Saurogobio dabryi)3E AN /& % 2= 1) #H %L
Yykp; 1685 (Hemibarbus maculatus) -5 Wy iF 52 .
(Rhinogobius giurinus){¥ & 2 2= [ 5 Z W) Ff

RDAFF ¥ i #5 fill (4 4B 23 531 ©90.56410.01,
o3 BIERE T 55.74%F11.29% 1P Fh- A B A i, 5%
= ¥ (Monte-Carlo) K6 56 73 #7122 B, HE 5 il /R 3 AE
B AH B EMHP<0.05). 13MHERFT 44, WD,
CondMIChl. a5 8 2873 8] 43 A7 1) £ ZEH LR 7,
Hrp CondFIChL. o EoT#k T 55 — HF 7 i, WD

®2 FREFHRT LML PERK

Tab.2 Composition of the dominant fish species in different seasons in Caizi Lake

. ) #7ZESpring B Z=Summer FKZE Autumn
F2KSpecies

N% W% F% IRI N% W% F% IRI N% W% F% IRI
LA 27.45 2.44 93.3 2790 32.98 5.60 100.0 3858 56.51 8.06 100.0 6457
fBAfiE 15.20 1.11 93.3 1522 17.61 1.19 100.0 1880 27.09 3.53 86.7 2653
1A KR 7.83 3.64 100.0 1147 21.61 2.79 100.0 2440 9.76 3.50 100.0 1326
fif 0.70 19.59 73.3 1488 1.02 21.90 93.3 2139 0.89 45.44 100.0 4633
fi 0.74 36.52 60.0 2235 1.13 47.95 100.0 4907 0.20 22.55 80.0 1820
ALt 1L18 117 933 1152 — — — — — — — —
i) 10.07 9.98 100.0 2004 — — — — —

RN IZFT R MAR I NRR PR T 3 b w% R BT 0 b PR LA T 4 LU IRIZR AN B8 R 4L

Note: “—” indicates the species do not appear during the season; N% represents the percentage of quantity; W% represents the percen-
tage of weight; F% represents the percentage of occurrence frequency; /R/ represents the index of relative importance
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Fig. 3 Changes of fish diversity index in different seasons (diffe-
rent superscript letters indicate significant differences in different
seasons)
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DL S e F 528t 5 e ER AR b,
A T 200 14F Fi £ 2007—20084F 1 25 43 il ic, 3% 2|
(1 77RI66F Ty 7 s b WA 4y A 1 — e I e WA s
I 14 420 Fp o 42 63 (Acipenser sinensis)s I A
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Fig. 4 Analysis of fish community structure using nonmetric
multidimensional scaling in different seasons
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Tab.3 Important species in different seasons and their contributions to the similarity of fish communities based on SIMPER

P35 % B ST AR AL TR/ R TTHR R
Si%ejis Average abundance/Average similarity (%) Contribution/Cumulative contribution (%)
#Z=Spring B Z=Summer #Z=Autumn #Z=Spring B Z=Summer #ZEAutumn
I TG 31.93/6.99 136.93/9.63 139.27/11.93 10.74/10.74 13.87/13.87 16.77/16.77
il 41.07/6.75 28.33/5.95 15.13/4.48 10.37/21.11 8.57/22.44 6.29/23.06
[k 62.00/6.21 111.6/7.21 386.47/9.84 9.53/30.64 10.39/32.83 13.82/36.88
yarkik s 112.00/5.51 208.93/9.20 806.20 /16.77 8.47/39.11 13.24/46.07 23.57/60.45
B85 45.60/5.5 29.00/3.68 4.00/1.96 8.45/47.57 5.29/51.36 2.75/63.15
P ki) 9.67/4.98 10.40/2.52 7.64/55.21 3.63/54.99 —
ABL ] i i 8.07/3.82 21.47/4.14 5.87/61.08 5.97/60.96 —
5% i 17.60/3.30 — 5.07/66.15 — —
TR ] 6.60/3.23 6.60/3.41 2.47/1.66 4.96/71.11 4.91/65.87 2.33/65.48
5 i fif] 15.07/3.05 — 32.6/5.26 4.69/75.80 — 7.40/72.88
fift 5.67/2.62 3.00/2.33 4.07/2.94 4.02/79.82 3.35/69.22 4.13/77.01
K B i 8.47/2.42 6.67/1.37 3.71/83.53 1.97/71.19 —
13k 5 3.20/1.70 5.93/2.75 4.33/2.45 2.62/86.15 3.96/75.15 3.44/80.45
F il 6.60/1.53 — 2.35/88.50 — —
s iy 12.60/1.49 — 2.28/90.79 — —
fi — 7.13/3.25 2.87/2.15 — 4.68/79.83 3.02/83.47
fif — 6.47/2.97 12.67/5.88 — 4.27/84.10 8.27/91.74
Tedg — 6.87/2.88 — 4.14/88.24 —
TR WU B £ — 5.87/1.71 — 2.40/90.64 —

T ARFEAR ST, R Y R TR 23K B 90% ) HL 2Ll

Note: According to the correlation analysis, the important species with a cumulative contribution rate of 90% are listed in order
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Fig. 6 Composition of fish species at different periods in Caizi Lake
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CHARACTERISTICS AND HISTORICAL CHANGES OF FISH COMMUNITY IN
CAIZI LAKE DURING THE EARLY PERIOD OF THE “10-YEAR FISHING BAN”

ZHAI Hong-Yu', GUO Wen-Xuan', WANG He-Yin', WANG Xiao, LIU Ying',
WANG Hui-Li"” and ZHANG Xiao-Ke" >

(1. College of Life Sciences, Anqing Normal University, Anging 246133, China; 2. Engineering Technology Research Center for
Agquatic Organism Conservation and Water Ecosystem Restoration in University of Anhui Province, Anqing 246133, China,
3. International Joint Research Center of Simulation and Control for Population Ecology of
Yangtze River in Anhui, Anqing 246133, China)

Abstract: Three surveys were conducted in July 2022 (summer), October 2022 (autumn), and May 2023 (spring) to
understand the characteristics and historical changes of fish communities in Caizi Lake during the early period of the
“10-Year Fishing Ban”. The results showed that a total of 46 fish species belonging to 6 orders, 11 families, and 36
genera, with Cyprinidae accounting for 63.04% of the total species. The main dominant species including 7 species, i.e.
Coilia brachygnathus, Toxabramis swinhonis, Culter dabryi, Hypophthalmichthys molitrix, Aristichthys nobilis, Pseu-
dobrama simoni, and Carassius auratus. According to the living habits, most species were resident fish (89.13%). In
terms of spatial and nutritional niche, benthic and omnivorous fish were dominant, accounting for 39.13% and 41.30%
of the total species, respectively. Significant differences in fish diversity indices were observed across the three seasons,
with higher Shannon diversity index, Pielou evenness index, and Margalef richness indices in spring and autumn
compared to summer. However, the Simpson dominance index in summer exceeded that in spring and autumn. NMDS
and SIMPER analysis indicated that significant differences in the structure of fish communities in different seasons,
with notable contributing species such as Coilia brachygnathus, Chanodichthys dabryi, and Toxabramis swinhonis.
RDA analysis showed that water depth, electrical conductivity, and chlorophyll a as key environmental factors affect-
ing the fish community structure in Caizi Lake. Compared with historical data, the species number in this survey was
much lower than that before 2001 and 2007 —2008, yet it exhibited minimal variance from the count in 2017 —
2018. Besides, four fish species, including Megalobrama mantschuricus, Parabotia fasciata, Paramisgurnus
dabryanus, and Pelteobaggrus nitidus, were exclusively observed in this survey. Overall, the fish species number did
not obviously increased in Caizi Lake during the early period of the “10-Year Fishing Ban”, emphasizing the necessity
for targeted measures and ongoing monitoring efforts.

Key words: Caizi Lake; 10-Year Fishing Ban; Fish community; Diversity; Historical change
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Appendix 1  Composition and historical changes of fish species in Caizi Lake
- — —
Sﬁf L Eciﬁfl%pe Bi%gr]f;ggl 20072008  2017—2018 20222023
#37% H Acipenseriformes
3£} Acipenseridae
443 Acipenser sinensis L (0] RS +
fifi 2 H Clupeiformes
fife B} Clupeidae
it Tenualosa reevesii U P RS +
fit Bl Engraulidae
KA Coilia brachygnathus * §] C SF +
J185% Coilia ectenes* U C RS
fi: 7 H Salmoniformes
R F} Salangidae
W IKHT 8 £ Neosalanx tangkahkeii* U SF + + +
B H #R i Neosalanx oligodontis* U SF
KW [8)4R F1 Hemisalanx brachyrostris* §] SF +
figfifi H Anguilliformes
i £+ Anguillidae
H A t&fiidnguilla japonica D C RS + +
fif 2 H Cypriniformes
JIK Jig fa £} Catostomidae
WG fa Myxocyprinus asiaticus L o) RL +
5} Cyprinidae
ANl Aphyocypris chinensis* U (¢} SF + +
I, [ 44 Opsariichthys bidens* U C RF + + +
B &8 Zacco platypus* U (0] RF + +
¥4 Ctenopharyngodon idellus L H RL + + + +
i’k Elopichthys bambusa U C RL + + +
fi¥ Luciobrama macrocephalus L C RL +
H i Mylopharyngodon piceus L C RL + + +
i Ochetobius elongatus U C RL +
8R4 Squaliobarbus curriculus U (0] SF + +
18 IR Chanodichthys dabryi U C SF + + +
%t Chanodichthys mongolicus §] C SF + + +
UME R Culter alburnus 8] C SF + + +
923 Culter oxycephalus L C SF + + +
U Sk B Culter oxycephaloides L C SF +
21458 )R il Cultrichthys erythropterus U C SF + + + +
WU IR%E Hemiculter bleekeri* U P SF + + + +
#& Hemiculter leucisculus™® U P SF + + + +
Sktfi Megalobrama amblycephala L H SF + + + +
fif Megalobrama mantschuricus L (0] SF +
fif Parabramis pekinensis L H SF + + + +
Yt Pseudolaubuca sinensis* U (0] SF + + +
LU Toxabramis swinhonis* U P SF + + + +
BAfi Pseudobrama simoni* L P SF + + +
HRAE Xenocypris argentea L H SF + + +




&gkl

Si%ejiqi:s Ecc%o?gfl% pe Bze(%c()) rl ;2831 2007—2008  2017—2018  2022—2023
MEEEH Xenocypris microlepis L H SF + +
% Rt Xenocypris davidi L H SF + +
WAL Wy Xenocypris hupeinensis L H SF + +
i Aristichthys nobilis U P RL + + + +
fitt Hypophthalmichthys molitrix U P RL + + + +
WAt i Abbottina rivularis * D (0] SF + + + +
1L Hemibarbus maculatus* L C SF + + + "
LU i) Paracanthobrama guichenoti* D 0 SF + n 4 +
F #8f Pseudorasbora parva* U (0] SF + + + +
Wity Rhinogobio typus* D (e} RF + + +
g R Sarcocheilichthys nigripinnis* D (o) SF + + + +
1t Sarcocheilichthys sinensis* L C SF + + +
g8 Saurogobio dabryi* L (0] SF + + + +
KB E Saurogobio gymnocheilus* L (o) SF + + +
R Squalidus argentatus* L (0] SF + +
MY EAcheilognathus chankaensis* U (0] SF + +
TeAitifAcheilognathus gracilis * U (¢} SF
Kttt Acheilognathus macropterus* U (0] SF + +
g if Acheilognathus tonkinensis* U (0] SF
FrlfifiParacheilognathus imberbis* U 6] SF +
77 B t5% 5 Rhodeus fangi* U (0] SF +
RIS Rhodeus ocellatus * U (¢} SF + + +
R 4E45E 8 Rhodeus sinensis™® U o SF + + +
il Carassius auratus L (0] SF + + +
8 Cyprinus carpio D ) SF + + +
il Cobitidae
BB Leptobotia taeniops* D C SF + +
R E BV Parabotia banarescui* D (0] SF
TEBE R P> 8 Parabotia fasciata* D 0] SF +
KBEAEH Cobitis macrostigma* D 0] SF + + +
TR AEFEE Cobitis sinensis* D o SF
Vel Misgurnus anguilicaudatus * D 0] SF +
Kk BV ik Paramisgurnus dabryanus* D 0] SF
5% H Siluriformes
fifi 1 Siluridae
i Silurus asotus D C SF + + + +
KOV Silurus meriordinalis D C SF
75l Bagridae
V5 #li 4 Pelteobagrus fulvidraco* D (0] SF + + + +
BLIK 3% B0 Pelteobagrus vachelli D 0 SF +
i Pelteobaggrus nitidus * D (o) SF +
K #f Pelteobagrus eupogon* D (0] SF +
HE P Pseudobagrus crassilabris* D (0] SF
MAARINEE Pseudobagrus pratti* D (e} SF
KEGEMystus macropterus D (0] SF

A7 fik Bl Clariidae
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Si@ejis Eciﬁfl%pe Bze(%grl eﬂ;gg)l 2007—2008  2017—2018  2022—2023
B8 Clarias fuscus D C SF + +
B3k #iFt Amblycipitidae
W Liobagrus nigricauda D C SF + +

2 H Cyprinodontiformes
75 i #} Adrianichthyidae

FH 8 Oryzias latipes* U (0] SF + +

fill%l 1 H Beloniformes

fif FtHemirhamphidae

[8] N Hyporhamphus intermedius* U P SF + + i

484 H Synbranchiformes

&t #1 L Synbranchidae

5 B Monopterus albus D C SF + + +
i f £l Mastacembelidae

rh A& Mastacembelus sinensis* D C SF + + + +
i} H Perciformes

fii £t Serranidae

Wt Siniperca chuatsi L C SF + +

KHR#FSiniperca kneri L C SF

K G Siniperca roulei L C SF +

%} Channidae

58 Channa argus D C SF + + + +
#F j2 1 Bt Gobiidae

FBEWIUF 8 4 Rhinogobius giurinus* D C SF + + + +
W ECM R & £ Rhinogobius cliffordpopei* D C SF

Y48 R Eleotridae

/NS 4 Micropercops swinhonis* D o) SF

N 3 Odontobutis potamophila*® D C SF

22 JEfifiFlOsphronemidae

51 )2 2} f. Macropodus chinensis* L C SF + +

fifi J H Tetraodontiformes

fii %} Tetraodontidae

W% SUR 77t Takifugu fasciatus* L 0 RS +

T RN WIR A BUREAR; <, /NBL 40 28, SF. 8 Ji 1 £ 28 RF. W0 2 £ 2 RS, Il T e v 40 288 RL. V3803000 it 1 £ 2
H. B PRI &1 O 0t C. WE T U W B)=; L R D A

Note: “+”indicates that samples are collected during this period; “*” stands for small fish; SF. Sedentary fish; RF. River fish; RS.
River-sea migration fish; RL. River-lake migration fish; H. Herbivore; P. Planktivore; O. Omnivore; C. Carnivore; U. Upper; L. Lower;
D. Demersal



	1 材料与方法
	1.1 研究区域概况
	1.2 调查方法
	1.3 数据分析

	2 结果
	2.1 种类组成
	2.2 优势种
	2.3 生态类型
	2.4 鱼类多样性
	2.5 群落结构
	2.6 鱼类历史变化

	3 讨论
	3.1 种类组成
	3.2 群落结构
	3.3 管理建议

	参考文献

