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Fig. 1 Location of sampling site in the Poyang Lake
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Tab. 1 Functional group and component of ecopath model in Poyang Lake

£ Dhfedd AL

No.  Functional group Composition

Gl  Piscivorous fishes  #fSiniperca chuatsi, Bt Siniperca scherzeri, KR8 Siniperca kneri, $Elopichthys bambusa, 1 Ochetobius
elongatus

G2 Demersal 5,88 Channa argus, #iSilurus asotus, T 7535 8E Odontobutis potamophilus, B A 881 Anguilla japonica, X1

carnivorous il Silurus meridionalis

G3  Culters Z i 8 Chanodichthys mongolicus, 1 IRl Chanodichthys dabryi, 288780 Cultrichthys erythropterus, 3AWs
Culter alburnus, AR 80 Culter oxycephaloideS%

G4  Siluriformes TR i Pelteobagrus fulvidrac, Yo% 358\ f Pelteobaggrus nitidus , FL ICTE # i Pelteobagrus vachelli, &3
#ith Pelteobagrus eupogon, [IA Pseudobagrus albomarginatus , % 5082 Pseudobagrus ussuriensis, £
Wit Leiocassis longirostris, ¥ J&#fi Leiocassis crassilabris, KE&W¥EHemibagrus macropterus

G5  Black carp H A Mylopharyngodon piceus

G6  C-carps i Cyprinus carpio, 8l Carassius auratus

G7  Anchovy K5 A% Coilia brachygnathus, J11% Coilia nasus

G8  Silver carp it Hypophthalmichthys molitrix

G9 Bighead carp fif Aristichthys nobilis

G10 Grass carp ¥ {0 Ctenopharyngodon idellus

G11 Bream 13k fifi Megalobrama amblycephala, i Megalobrama skolkovii, i Parabramis pekinensis%§

G12 Xenocypris [A Wyt Distoechodon tumirostris, ¥t Xenocypris argentea, 4Nt Xenocypris microlepis, 3% i Xenocypris
davidi, A Pseudobrama simoni‘s

G13 S-pelagic W IKZ Hemiculter bleekeri , % Hemiculter leucisculus, W4 Pseudolaubuca sinensis, 58555\ Pseudolaubuca
engraulis, |7 &2} i Macropodus chinensis, X &=}t Macropodus opercularis, % %844 Pseudorasbora parva,
LA Toxabramis swinhonis, Y 11 . Opsariichthys bidens=5

G14 S-demersal e84 Saurogobio dabryi, Y6JEXE 7 Saurogobio gymnocheilus, K¢ 4 Saurogobio dumerili, #5347 Squalidus
argentatus, WIif] Rhinogobio typus, ¥s 4t fa Abbottina rivularis, KEEWE Acheilognathus macropterus, Y4}
Sarcocheilichthys sinensis, gt Sarcocheilichthys nigripinnis, €4 Hemibarbus maculatus, J&4% Hemibarbus
labeo, IR Paracanthobrama guichenoti, 338 Leptobotia taeniaps<s

G15 Shrimps YRR (H AV YR Macrobrachium nipponense)

G16 Zoobenthos JEAE BN W) (FRAUE Chironomus, 7K 2248 J& Limnodrilus)

G17 Cladocera-copepoda Hff. £ &k

G18 Microzooplankton /NP ENIYI(EE RAR A SISE)

G19 Attached algae P

G20 Phytoplankton TFWE P (TR 3 )& Microcystis spp.~ AR %8 Anabaena spp.. ki 4% i Melosira granulata~ /N4 JE
Cyclotella spp.~ W& Cladophora spp.55)

G21 Macrophyte REKAMN(E F Carex spp.~ #EY-Phalaris arundinacea~ FE¥cMiscanthus lutarioriparius~ 3T ¥
Persicaria criopolitana, 23 Hydrilla verticillata, 75 % Vallisneria natans 55)

G22 Detritus ]
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Tab. 2 Ecological and thermodynamic principles of model
balance
Py BUATE
fRbsndex Value range
H A E IR K Ecological efficiency (EE) 0<EE<1.00

BB Gross food conversion
efficiency (GE=P/Q)

132 Net food conversion efficiency (NE) NE>GE
1% = Respiratory (R) R>0

0.100<GE<0.300

1.3 EcopathiE{1ig+x

N TS AR T S B E SR A R . RE R
BN M R G SRR AR AL, X LR J LR S 50
TR LR (35 3):

Ecopath{fi A & i & (Total system through put,
TST). &L JH #& & (Total consumption, TC). =%
= (Total export, TE). & MW & (Total respiratory,
TR). Vit [A) % 5 & (Total flow into detritus, TD). J
E 77 & (Total production, TP)K S Bt A4 75 2 4t Fl A
1AL, b RG aA B R G AR E N K REE
i, E— B S RGEMBIELL .

RERE S AR 2 R G G E I S5 R bR ST

N

A 77 A I (Total primary production/Total respira-
tory, TP/TR). &M &5t E 7= & (Net system produ-
ction, NSP). & #] 4 4 7= /5 £ W) & (Total primary
production/Total biomass, TP/TB), — % K 1} 1X JLA4™
SH o WA A R G0 A B SG T FEAIS, T A4
i (Total biomass, TB)TEAE 25 & 4t 1 & B MT B Ak T
B B, TR K R BRI o

RERS S AR 25 RS AR E TR I S5 R b BREE TR
4§ (Connectance index, CI)3E 7~ B 4 I 1) X 2 32 4%
FERE, REf8 S M M S5 I B2 28 M, RGBT 4R
#((System omnivory index, SOI)if i & 4 AH H 1 H
SBT3 45 R ) 2 2% 1%, Finns7 P18 25
(Finn’s cycling index, FCI)>K J Bt & #) X PN 3 A HL
W ) A 3k T BV PR RO B oS SR R
1, 42 2(Total number of paths, TP)AJ Az AL
AR GRS B X AR 25 A AR 1

B b DL AN, FRATTASE FH 7 35 8 37 K °F (Mean
trophic level, MTL). & ##{8#5(High trophic index,
HTI). &% K & (Length of food chain, LFC)>K
WA ) X 6 ) BB TR KA, X TR B 1) R
K H 50 #0837 2% (Fractional trophic level, FTL) 1
&, WHRA 05 35 2% (Effective trophic level, ETL)™,
I &S DIRE I & o8 R AR RSN, R
BN AAEES RGN E FRMAL, (5T 700 E 77
P fe BB AL SR . BYEEKE(LFC)EY
SN - DY RELHL I AH BB FRAE L, SO A A BE
FER. GG R REERN". wE

®3 BERREHESRG S HEHES HItE
Tab. 3
Poyang Lake ecosystem before and after the 10-Year Fishing Ban

Comparison of general characteristic parameters of

2 H Ey s SRR WA
Paémeter Pre-ban Post-ban  Relationship Unit
2018 2021 with mature
ecosystem
B RGN S Ecosystem Maturity
WRGAE 7.77x10° 5.62x10°  RBMEAES0  t/(km™
(NSP) year)
MY 8, 477 2.86 AR Gix1
S R
(TP/TR)
Mg AR/ 229 14.8 UiLiEPS
BAEYE
(TP/TB)
MR (TB) 430 583 AR t/km’
B RGeS HEcosystem Stability
BEEFRE(C) 028 0.34 NEGEES
RARBERE 021 0.44 TEAE R
(Sorn
PEIRFEHL (FCI)  2.43%  9.12% AR L>0.5 %
HEAH(TP) 725 2.95%10° NYi:ES
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Sllu@ormes C-@ps Sil arp B@m Xen@yp = fClagic = @ps
Blaclcarp Grillarp S-démbersal Z{ hos
ad oc'epod
5 Micro ankton
1 Attac.algae Phy‘kton 'e .
(b) 2021
B2 AR AT S R E A S R N S5
Fig.2 Food web structure of Poyang Lake ecosystem before and after the 10-Year Fishing Ban
N[ K/ 9 5 2 705 AN () S A 4L A AR B (L ke A B0 ) 60 3 26 R S BLAE AR 28 R G0 PR IR B B s % Dh BRI 4 AR VE L2 1.
N T 1% /2 Ecopath ¥ B 3Kk, TRATTBEE T — Mk 397 20, FiFleetl R Ror. BT HOAHBHI A S T 428 R G0 9 &6 AL W) A1 (R AE TLAR

H, BTEAFERR 1A 4 i A R

Different-sized circles represent the biomass (t/kmz) of different functional groups; gray lines indicate the flow of energy within the ecosys-

tem; the names of each functional group can be found in Tab. 1. A fishing fleet, denoted as Fleetl, has been included to represent fishing

activities, as per the requirements of the Ecopath software. Since fishing activities do not involve interactions among the internal biota of the

ecosystem, they have not been listed in Tab. 1
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EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTS ON “10-YEAR FISHING BAN” IN POYANG
LAKE ECOSYSTEM BASED ON ECOPATH MODEL

YANG Shu-Fan"?, YE Shao-Wen', XU Jun', LI Ming-Zhengl and LIU Huan—Zhang1

(1. The Key Laboratory of Aquatic Biodiversity and Conservation, Institute of Hydrobiology, Chinese Academy of Sciences,
Wuhan 430072, China; 2. University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China)

Abstract: Based on fishery resource survey data, Ecopath models were constructed before and after the fishing ban in
Poyang Lake (2018 and 2021) to evaluate the effectiveness of the “10-Year Fishing Ban” policy on ecosystem. Compari-
sons were made regarding differences in ecosystem scale, food web and nutrient structure, energy flow characteristics,
and system stability between the two periods. The results indicate a notable expansion in the scale of the ecosystem by
8.07%, accompanied by a substantial increase in total biomass by 35.7%. Moreover, the energy and material transfer
efficiency of the ecosystem experienced an improvement from 10.7% to 11.3%, which is close to the historical level of
1998 (11%). Furthermore, there was an enhancement in ecosystem maturity and stability. The high nutritional index of
the food web increased from 28.6% to 35.7%, while the length of the food chain increased from 3.63 to 3.86. In
summary, following the fishing ban, the Poyang Lake ecosystem exhibited increased complexity, stability, and matu-
rity, with stronger nutritional interactions among various functional groups. The speed of material circulation and the
proportion of material recycling in the ecosystem also increased, indicating that the “10-Year Fishing Ban” policy has
achieved significant positive outcomes.

Key words: Poyang Lake; “10-Year Fishing Ban”; Ecopath; Ecosystem structure and function; Fisheries management
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Appendix S1 Basic information of Poyang Lake ecosystem in 2018 and 2021

Ay # [Z Density IKAL R [LIE A R £ B Catch
Year (tall/m ) Water level (m) Average weight of fish (g) Area (km") V) biomass (t/km )
2018 35.6 17.64 9.1 3000 28000 6.48

2021 65.0 16.68 10.0 2800 0 13.00

T A EOR BT A SR OGN B A AT R E R B B R B A TR Atk SCE B SR K SRR I
WLy YLTHARFI T

Note: The fish density is derived from internal fish finder measurement data; average individual weight and catch data of fish come
from internal sources; other hydrological information is referenced from the Poyang Lake Hydrological Resources Monitoring Center and
the Jiangxi Water Resources Department
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Appendix S2  Weight and number percentage of fish species in Poyang Lake in 2018 and 2021

i BT 4 g 20184E RV L2084 LA 202 140 A4 AT (1 L2021 4 B A 7 L

Common name Latin name Group No. 2018 total weight 2018 total number 2021 total weight 2021 total number
percentage percentage percentage percentage

i i Anguilla japonica 2 0.01 — — —
1) T 5% Hyporamphus intermedius 0 0.10 1.89 — 0.09
ek Coilia brachygnathus 7 0.71 4.13 2.11 14.84
JIfi Coilia nasus 7 0.03 0.03 0.95 2.14
K BETE Cobitis macrostigma 14 0.01 0.07 —
rhAETEAH] Cobitis sinensis 14 — 0.12 — 0.01
SR AR Leptobotia taeniops 14 0.01 0.16 — —
Vet Misgurnus anguillicaudatus 14 0.01 0.07 —
TEBERIVP 8 Parabotia fasciata 14 0.02 0.19 — 0.03
KEERVRE  Paramisgurnus dabryanus 14 — 0.01 — —
WE RV Parabotia banarescui 14 — — —
LPERIVS K Parabotia kiangsiensis 14 — 0.01 —
ey i) Abbottina rivularis 14 0.08 1.63 — —
N Acheilognathus macropterus 14 0.54 3.72 0.13 1.49
PG Acheilognathus chankaensis 14 0.08 1.32 —
8 i i Acheilognathus tonkinensis 14 0.01 0.08 — —
et Acheilognathus gracilis 14 — 0.04 —
K Aot TR
TRk Acheilognathus hypselonotus 14 — — 0.47 7.17
fiff Carassius auratus 6 5.00 13.96 5.92 13.17
& KA Chanodichthys dabryi 3 1.92 1.28 2.24 2.39
AR Y8 Chanodichthys erythropterus 3 1.64 2.34 0.50 0.92
5 il Chanodichthys mongolicus 3 3.98 1.64 1.55 1.23
9K i Chanodichthys oxycephalus 3 — — —
FEWINHEE  Cirrhinus mrigala 12 0.17 0.03 0.94 1.23
figs Cirrhinus molitorella 12 — — 0.68 0.44
i £ Coreius heterodon 14 0.01 0.01 —
Fifh Ctenopharyngodon idellus 10 7.87 0.51 14.60 341
LS i Culter alburnus 3 9.93 3.35 6.93 3.09
DS Culter oxycephaloides 3 — — 0.00 0.01
il Cyprinus carpio 6 26.53 5.69 3.10 0.99
Wy fi Distoechodon tumirostris 12 — — — —
A Plagiognathops microlepis 12 — — 0.02 0.03
fiik Elopichthys bambusa 1 0.72 0.03 0.13 0.01

FEONERAUE  Gnathopogon imberbis 14 — — — —




HERS2

20184F M E B L 20184 M BE S HL 202 14 S E B S H 202 14FE SR S T

Comfof\name Li%nj;lfme GréﬁfNo. 2018 total weight 2018 total number 2021 total weight 2021 total number
percentage percentage percentage percentage
pias] Hemibarbus maculatus 14 0.71 1.23 0.31 0.47
JE 1 Hemibarbus labeo 14 — 0.01 0.00 0.01
MK Hemiculter bleekeri 13 0.30 1.93 0.42 5.56
& Hemiculter leucisculus 13 0.90 4.30 0.06 0.43
fife Hypophthalmichthys molitrix 8 6.77 0.58 24.28 5.50
fifg Hypophthalmichthys nobilis 9 5.39 0.21 17.18 1.15
i Megalobrama skolkovii 11 1.98 1.57 6.40 8.02
13k 55 Megalobrama amblycephala 11 0.45 0.08 0.99 0.52
WE/NES  Microphysogobio fukiensis 14 — 0.06 — —
H Mpylopharyngodon piceus 5 0.46 0.13 0.22 0.16
fi Ochetobius elongatus 1 — — 0.01 0.02
WHBEHM  Onychostoma rarum 12 0.01 0.01 — —
] Opsariichthys bidens 13 0.1 0.18 — 0.00
] Parabramis pekinensis 11 2.18 1.14 0.75 1.45
AR il i Paracanthobrama guichenoti 14 0.23 0.14 0.10 0.07
PAEILT Paracheilognathus imberbis 14 — 0.01 0.01 0.35
KIS Platysmacheilus longibarbatus 14 — 0.03 — —
AL h Pseudobrama simoni 12 2.7 20.49 0.75 8.06
fBrfify Pseudogobio vaillanti 14 0.01 0.02 — —
SR Pseudolaubuca engraulis 13 0.04 0.1 0.04 0.38
LU Pseudolaubuca sinensis 13 0.26 0.51 0.06 0.23
TAE s s i Saurogobio punctatus 14 — — 0.00 0.01
I e iy Saurogobio gymnocheilus 14 0.04 0.51 0.02 0.45
K iy Saurogobio dumerili 14 0.01 — 0.00 0.01
£ i) Squalidus argentatus 14 0.09 2.03 0.00 0.62
RGUER R Squalidus wolterstorffi 14 — 0.01 — —
FRHR A Squaliobarbus curriculus 11 0.92 0.39 0.20 0.16
Bt Toxabramis swinhonis 13 0.07 0.10 0.00 0.02
R A Xenocypris macrolepis 12 0.39 1.23 0.42 1.23
2 i Xenocypris davidi 12 0.14 0.08 0.01 0.02
FNEE Micropterus salmoides 1 0.02 — — —
e Channa argus 2 1.78 0.31 0.43 0.12
s 1z R B2 8. Mugilogobius myxodermus 14 — — — —
T FEWPUT 8 £ Rhinogobius giurinus 14 0.02 0.65 0.00 1.08
W RWIEF & £ Rhinogobius cliffordpopei 14 — — — —
N ) Micropercops swinhonis 14 — 0.01 — —
WP YESS  Odontobutis potamophila 2 0.01 0.06 — —
X} Macropodus opercularis 13 0 0.01 — —
b Macropodus chinensis 13 0 0.01 — —
5 Siniperca chuatsi 1 2.61 1.34 3.45 1.41
BE 5 Siniperca scherzeri 1 0.02 0.01 — —
K By i Siniperca roulei 1 — — — —
K HR 85 Siniperca kneri 1 0.01 — — —
N5 Mystus macropterus 4 0.01 — — —
Kwyfifi Leiocassis longirostris 4 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
FLIRIERi  Pelteobagrus vachelli 4 0.3 0.25 0.12 0.07
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Sk BT 4 g 201BfFEHLEE 5 LE 20184 A KRE ff H 202148 B LA (7 LK 202 1 S0 RE o b

Common name Latin name Group No. 2018 total weight 2018 total number 2021 total weight 2021 total number
percentage percentage percentage percentage

KB Pelteobagrus eupogon 4 0.13 0.34 0.32 3.68
Sk Pseudobagrus albomarginatus 4 0.06 0.19 0.02 0.05
HE i Pseudobagrus crassilabris 4 0.18 0.24 0.01 0.02
=X Pseudobagrus tenuis 4 — — — —
AR A b Pseudobagrus pratti 4 — — 0.00 0.02
L I e Pelteobagrus ussuriensis 4 — — 0.00 0.01
BRELIN Tachysurus nitidus 4 0.2 131 0.10 0.92
g ki Tachysurus fulvidraco 4 1.91 4.17 0.35 1.07
Y I Tachysurus argentivittatus 4 0 0.05 0.00 0.01
R Liobagrus nigricauda 4 — — — —
v Clarias gariepinus 2 — — — —
fif; Silurus asotus 2 7.47 4.38 1.73 1.78
i 7t Silurus meridionalis 2 0.53 0.03 0.59 0.03
Hh A ik Sinobdella sinensis 14 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.03
T fi Monopterus albus 14 0.02 0.04 — —
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Appendix S3  Weight percentage and biomass of all fish groups in Poyang Lake in 2018 and 2021

i it Weight ratio of group (%) A B A M7 | L Biomass in habitat area (t/km’)
5 Group No. 2018 2021 2018 2021
Gl 3.38 3.59 0.22 0.47
G2 9.80 2.74 0.63 0.36
G3 17.47 11.24 1.13 1.46
G4 2.80 0.92 0.18 0.12
G5 0.46 0.22 0.03 0.03
G6 31.53 9.02 2.04 1.17
G7 0.74 3.06 0.05 0.40
G8 6.77 24.28 0.44 3.16
G9 5.39 17.18 0.35 2.23
G10 7.87 14.60 0.51 1.90
Gl1 5.53 8.35 0.36 1.09
GI2 3.41 2.83 0.22 0.37
Gl13 1.67 0.58 0.11 0.08
Gl14 1.91 1.05 0.12 0.14
Mizk S4 P/BFIQBRHBITHEMESHLE
Appendix S4 Summary of required parameters for calculation of P/B and Q/B coefficient
45 Group No. 2H f.Composition Lopean (cm)  Lyjn(em) Ly, (em) Liys(em) K = Mest P/B Q/B
7 %ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ%gélggf}fa“flﬁysﬁzmhus’ 15.08 3.00 30.00 3158 044 076 060 8.50
9 i Aristichthys nobilis 36.76 9.20 91.00 95.79 0.53 036 1.14 9.60
8 fit Hypophthalmichthys molitrix 23.84 4.60 92.00 96.84 033 047 125 730
5 FH fi Mylopharyngodon piceus 14.42 8.10 57.00 60.00 022 039 1.59 4.00
10 ¥4 Ctenopharyngodon idellus 29.27 6.70 92.00 96.84 021 033 0.63 7.40
11 413k fifi Megalobrama amblycephala 11.72 5.80 66.80 70.32 0.22 037 218 830

11 fi Megalobrama skolkovii 12.50 3.70 40.00 42.11 030 0.53 1.01 17.20




!

4“5 Group No. #H i, Composition Liean (cm) Lo (em) Lo (em) Lir(em) K Mest P/B  Q/B
11 g Parabramis pekinensis 15.03 3.50 31.50 33.16 031 0.58 049 16.20
11 IR Squaliobarbus curriculus 20.02 6.00 32.70 3442 037 0.66 038 1240
13 I (&4 Hemiculter bleekeri 8.48 3.20 1430 1505 070 120 087 15.10
13 2 Hemiculter leucisculus 9.93 3.10 44.00 46.32 0.15 0.31 0.80 12.10
13 Rt Pseudolaubuca sinensis 14.54 6.40 21.20 2232 0.79 123 0.75 16.60
14 %Egiz@foi‘}fgﬁ"bm 7.22 4.00 10.50 1105 044 081 052 1430
14 Uit Saurogobio dabryi 10.82 5.50 19.60 2063  0.62 1.09 1.14 18.90
14 ¥4 Squalidus argentatus 6.32 3.40 13.20 13.89 085 152 220 17.60
14 W€ £8 Abbottina rivularis 5.83 2.70 17.90 1884 023 054 096 20.40

18t Sarcocheilichthys
14 @gﬁﬁféffgizséﬂichzhys 8.27 4.60 13.40 1411 086 1.53 137 2250
nigripinnis
14 ﬁ%ﬁg@%ﬁﬁﬁtggys 13.23 7.00 2900 3053  0.19 041 053 6.80
14 i f1 Coreius heterodon 15.58 10.50 19.80 20.84 04 079 041 9.60
14 B Leptobotia taeniaps 6.28 4.60 11.00 11.58 044 097 139 16.90
14 IRV it Parabotia fasciata 6.99 3.50 15.00 1579 041 086 1.03 18.70
14 s AER ]k Sinobdella sinensis 11.67 7.00 16.20 17.05 041 0.84 047 2280
14 HAETE I Cobitis sinensis 5.80 3.80 12.90 13.58 043 0.89 1.67 21.10
14 #li Monopterus albus 26.8 10.00 37.30 3926 041 0.69 030 9.50
14 ﬁ@%ﬁ%%fj’;ﬁﬁfgﬁ ius giurinis, 412 1.90 800 842 065 141 126 14.60
1 & Elopichthys bambusa 40.35 19.50 96.50  101.58 024 036 0.70 820
3 % Al Chanodichthys dabryi 16.41 6.40 44.20 4653 036 0.60 1.08 5.50
3 LI IR 4 Chanodichthys erythropterus 13.59 3.50 29.70 3126 1.17 158 205 6.60
3 %588 Chanodichthys mongolicus 19.26 2.70 46.70 49.16 041 065 074 4.80
3 SMMESH Culter alburnus 21.52 3.00 74.00 7789 026 041 079 420
WiSiniperca chuatsi,
I iﬁgﬁ%’fgggiff’g ot 14.83 580 5660 5958 045 0.66 223 410
KHIR#F Siniperca kneri,
2 ST gg;’llggj; ;ior;l;fbna s 22.45 5.40 90.90 95.68 022 035 094 3.70
2 )1 ¥b B4 Odontobutis potamophila 777 430 12.80 1347 0.86 127 141 590
2 548 Channa argus 23.38 7.40 51.00 53.68 059 0.83 1.12 4.90
*ﬂ@@fﬁPseudobagrus crassilabris,
4 KW)fifiLeiocassis longirostris, 12.03 4.40 27.80 2926 025 0.51 0.56 15.00
MAARINEE Pseudobagrus pratti
4 éﬁgig%ﬁigﬁgggﬁfﬁ‘iggg’g 9.65 300 2100 2211 040 077 075 12.90
4 Bt Tachysurus fulvidraco 10.92 2.40 33.20 3494 021 043 0.59 6.20
4 LK i Pelteobagrus vachelli 16.10 7.90 28.30 29.79  0.38 0.69 0.63 11.10
6 il Carassius auratus 8.20 2.70 55.90 58.84 057 0.80 525 6.50
6 W Cyprinus carpio 17.95 1.00 84.70 89.16 025 039 1.05 9.10
12 i Xenocypris davidi, 1652 830 3000 3158 037 067 0.68 1040
12 R Xenocypris macrolepis 10.77 5.50 26.00 2737 033 0.64 1.04 1640
12 {LLE Pseudobrama simoni 8.35 3.00 99.20 104.429 0.64 0.75 11.49 16.10
ﬁﬁ?@%Acheﬂognathus macropterus,
14 #%%ﬁggjfggggg;’g;;;hgffgjgm 6.25 2.50 7.40 779 092 185 038 32.70
K OffFAcheilognathus macromandibularis
14 R BBk Rhodeus ocellatus, 3.9 2.70 6.20 653 143 270 282 3580

rh 48485 Rhodeus sinensis
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Appendix S5 P/B and Q/B coefficients of each fish functional group

45 Group No. P/B Q/B
Gl 2.93 12.30
G2 3.48 14.50
G3 4.66 21.10
G4 2.54 4520
G5 1.59 4.00
G6 6.30 15.60
G7 0.60 8.50
G8 1.25 7.30
G9 1.14 9.60
GI10 0.63 7.40
Gl1 4.05 54.10
GI12 13.21 42.90
GI3 2.43 43.80
Gl14 16.46 282.20

M S6 2018 EIPHHIE S R AR @ A E IR (Fleet 1 TR ME— BRIV H 55 TH RELR)
Appendix S6 Fishery data of the Poyang Lake ecosystem in 2018 (Fleet1 represents the only-one fishing function group)

4“5 Group No. T)RE4H Group name Fleetl £l Total
1 Piscivorous fishes 0.38 0.38
2 Demersal carnivorous 1.10 1.10
3 Culters 1.96 1.96
4 Siluriformes 0.31 0.31
5 Black carp 0.05 0.05
6 C-carps 3.53 3.53
7 Anchovy 0.08 0.08
8 Silver carp 0.76 0.76
9 Bighead carp 0.60 0.60
10 Grass carp 0.88 0.88
11 Bream 0.62 0.62
12 Xenocypris 0.38 0.38
13 S-pelagic 0.20 0.20
14 S-demersal 0.33 0.33
15 Shrimps 0 0
16 Zoobenthos 0 0
17 Cladocera-copepoda 0 0
18 Microzooplankton 0 0
19 Attached algae 0 0
20 Phytoplankton 0 0
21 Macrophyte 0 0
22 Detritus 0 0

23 Sum 11.19 11.19
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Appendix S7 Matrix of diet composition for the Poyang Lake ecosystem model (Up: 2018; down: 2021)

- i & # Prey
Bl EE i Predator — 1 0T T G0 Gs Ge G7 G8 G9 GI0 GII GI2 GI3 Gl4 GIS GI6 GI7 GIs
Gl 0.01
G2 0.01
G3 0.15 0.02
G4 0.05
G5 0.01
G6 0.183 0.14 0.181
G7 0.11
G8 0.02  0.01
G9 0.01 002 001
G10 0.01 002 0.05
Gll1 0.016 0.03 0.05
G12 0.12 0.1 0.144 0.016
G13 0.101 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.05
Gl4 0.18 024 032 0303 0.01 0.05 0.06
Gl5 0.05 0.083 0.02 0252 025 009 03 0.041 0.065
G16 006 0.11 003 0352 0.65 0.667 0.26 032 0409 025 03
G17 0.1 0.02 0.101 02 008 0.6 005 005 009 02 006 006 02 03 02
G18 0.008 0.003 0.04 0.08 0.02 0.19 0.006 0.09 0.005 0.01 0.05 0.15 0.05
G19 005 0.8 0.1 003 003 0.144 002 0.14 0.03 0.05 03 0.4
G20 0.01 0.11 0.5 02 0.024 0204 0.08 009 0.02 0.12 0.12
G21 0.049 0.012 0.75 0.7 0.073 0.09 0.17
G22 0.095 0.022 0.1 0.092 0.1 0.014 0.02 0349 0.036 025 051 0.51 0.13 0.23
#itSum 1 1 1 1 1 o1 1 11 11 1 (U B B
- i 3 & Prey
Bl B Predator — 1 T T G Gs G6 G7 G8 G9 GI0 Gl G2 GI3 Gl4 GIS Gl6 GI7 GIg
Gl 0.01
G2 0.002 0.1
G3 0.15 0.02
G4 0.01 005 0.02 003
G5 0.01 0.01
G6 0.181 0.05 023 0.013
G7 0.11 0.02 0.001
G8 0.06 0.03
G9 0.06 0.1
G10 0.026 0.06 0.05
Gll 0.03 0.06 0.04
G12 0.04 006 0.14 0.036 0.16
G13 0.101 0.02 0.09 0.051 0.2
Gl4 0.04 002 023 0.25 025 0.065
Gl5 0.01 0.12 0.148 0.15 0.15 024 0.05 02 0.141
G16 0.11 0.11 0.12 02 0.09 02 022 0309 0.15 03 0.07
G17 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.103 0.05 0.06 0.06 022 0.15 0.05
G18 0.06 011 006 0293 0. 013 013 0.15 03 0.106 0.17 0.19 0.096 0.135 0.11 0.15 0.05 0.05
G19 01 0 03 02 01 005 033 0.03 0.194 0.16 0.13 0.11 0.12 03
G20 0.1 02 024 02 004 0.14 021 0.09 0.174 0. 0.144 0.104 0.6 0.1 0.05 0.05 0.27
G21 0.066 0.1 0.15 0.05 0.05 0.15
G22 0.09 003 0072 008 023 0 015 02 004 03 0149 0.14 038 03 035 048 033
#ilSum | 1 | 1 | 11 1 1 1 1 1 | 11 1 11
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Appendix S8 Basic input and estimated parameters of Poyang Lake ecosystem model during 2018

TR el R FEVIR ESe Y VHAER/ EAE TR e/
No. Group TL B (t/km) EY)EP/B )& QB R EE HFERE P/Q
1 Fierce carnivorous 3.63 0.194 2.94 123 0.664 0.239
2 Demersal carnivorous 3.48 0.564 3.48 14.5 0.581 0.240
3 Culters 3.31 1.01 4.66 16.1 0.443 0.290
4 Siluriformes 3.03 0.161 4.80 16.3 0.945 0.294
5 Black carp 2.98 0.0500 2.85 12.0 0.935 0.238
6 C-carps 2.93 1.81 5.20 15.6 0.856 0.333
7 Anchovy 2.96 0.426 2.20 8.50 0.369 0.259
8 Silver carp 2.12 0.620 1.80 7.30 0.898 0.247
9 Bigheadcarp 2.46 0.580 2.50 9.60 0.880 0.260
10 Grasscarp 2.07 0.530 4.40 12.0 0.875 0.367
11 Bream 2.06 0.480 4.50 22.1 0.867 0.204
12 Xenocyprididae 2.46 0.330 12.0 329 0.693 0.365
13 S-pelagic 2.68 0.310 8.00 20.3 0.962 0.394
14 S-demersal 2.54 0.700 20.0 50.0 0.960 0.400
15 Shrimps 2.41 1.91 7.50 36.0 0.374 0.208
16 Zoobenthos 2.08 30.5 2.00 34.0 0.903 0.059
17 Cladocera-copepoda 2.29 24.0 13.0 42.0 0.434 0.310
18 Microzooplankton 2.05 20.4 22.0 70.0 0.621 0.314
19 Attachedalgae 1.00 20.0 99.0 — 0.510 —
20 Phytoplankton 1.00 55.0 110 — 0.154 —
21 Macrophyte 1.00 270 6.70 — 0.107 —
22 Detritus 1.00 470 — — 0.119 —
AR < RoR T i
Note: Bolds represent results calculated by the model; “—” represents no output data
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Appendix S9 Basic input and estimated parameters of Poyang Lake ecosystem model during 2021

T) DyhedH EHIRH HEIR Eag 7/ THAE R/ ERE S 7l
No. Group TL B (t/km) Y EP/B EY)E QB WEEE HFEE P/Q
1 Fierce carnivorous 3.86 0.668 2.94 123 0.0420 0.239
2 Demersal carnivorous 3.45 0.650 3.48 14.5 0.424 0.240
3 Culters 3.17 1.46 3.66 16.1 0.318 0.228
4 Siluriformes 2.88 1.20 5.00 16.3 0.685 0.307
5 Black carp 2.64 0.0300 4.00 12.0 0.815 0.333
6 C-carps 2.80 1.73 5.20 15.6 0.895 0.333
7 Anchovy 3.26 1.00 2.20 8.50 0.589 0.259
8 Silver carp 2.92 3.16 0.800 7.30 0.307 0.110
9 Bigheadcarp 3.19 223 3.00 9.60 0.534 0.313
10 Grasscarp 2.51 1.90 2.20 7.40 0.468 0.297
11 Bream 2.74 1.08 5.00 22.1 0.765 0.226
12 Xenocyprididae 2.87 0.830 13.1 429 0.912 0.305
13 S-pelagic 2.88 0.810 7.00 23.0 0.856 0.304
14 S-demersal 2.56 1.60 15.8 45.0 0.875 0.351
15 Shrimps 2.66 4.00 8.50 35.0 0.496 0.243
16 Zoobenthos 2.55 76.0 10.0 26.0 0.287 0.385
17 Cladocera-copepoda 2.24 50.0 21.0 56.0 0.921 0.375
18 Microzooplankton 2.12 24.0 29.0 77.0 0.848 0.377
19 Attachedalgae 1.00 15.7 110 — 0.667 —
20 Phytoplankton 1.00 45.0 101 — 0.175 —
21 Macrophyte 1.00 350 6.80 — 0.222 —
22 Detritus 1.00 180 — — 0.328 —

T O R T, < 2RoR T B i

Note: Bolds represent results calculated by the model; “—” represents no output data
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