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Tab.1 Fish species composition in the study area

b N/ /] A AT E M4 4L IRT
k7 B Clupeiformes
B} Engraulidae 1. J18% Coilia nasus C,U,D 250.85
@ 2 B Cypriniformes
A} Cyprinidae 2. M A6 Abbottina rivularis 0,B,R 0.49
3.8% Parabramis pekinensis H,L,R 4559.49
43K &HA Culter dabryi C,U,R 0.80
5.8 61 Culter alburnus C,U,R 357.59
6.01 EE%Hemic'ulter bleekeri 0,U,R 0.26
7.7?,( Hemiculter leucisculus O,U,R 511.87
8.1 14fi Ctenopharyngodon idellus H.U,P 720.11
9. 9 R 8 Squaliobarbus curriculus 0,U,R 108.83
10. 73k ff Megalobrama amblycephala O,L.R 0.52
11.8% Elopichthys bambusa C,U,P 162.25
12581 Xenocypris argentea H,B.,R 634.24
13. 8% Bl Xenocypris davidi H.L.R 0.15
14. 418560 Xenocypris microlepis H.L,R 3.13
15. /W il Distoechodon tumirostris H,L,R 0.14
16.8 Carassius auratus 0,B,R 714.75
178 Cyprinus carpio 0O,B,R 803.71
18.%% Hypophthalmichthys molitrix F,U.P 4129.59
19. % 4t Pseudorasbora parva O,L,R 15.69
20. 804 Pseudolaubuca sinensis O,U,R 55.10
21.75 5 Mylopharyngodon piceus C,L,P 6.77
22 . MHBEMT Sarcocheilichthys nigripinnis O,L,R 0.78
234648 Sarcocheilichthys sinensis O.L,R 22.22
240 Saurogobio dabryi O,L,R 22.73
25. K g fif] Saurogobio dumerili 0,B,R 118.07
26 Bl Pseudobrama simony O,.L,R 1153.84
278 Aristichthys nobilis F,U,P 1293.51
28. 46485 Hemibarbus maculatus C,L.,R 1.33
29. 58 54 Acheilognathus taenianalis 0O,U,R 226.26
30. %L Acheilognathus chankaensis 0O,U,R 111.40
31. 95 5@ Acheilognathus himantegus 0,U,R 1.01
32. 4L 8& I Cultrichthys erythropterus C,U,R 19.09
33. 2 I MMBLEE Cirrhinus mrigala 0,B,R 0.18
34 .5 10 Coreius heterodon 0,B,P 5.44
35. [/ 2 W) il Rhinogobio cylindrcus C,B,R 0.14
MW AE fa Bl Catostomidae 36. Wi 5 Myxocyprinus asiaticus O,L,P 0.25
& 2 B Perciforms
fi## Rl Channidae 37. 514 Channa argus C,B,R 11.28
figF} Serranidae 38.48% Siniperca chuatsi C,L,R 218.33
IR BB Moronidae 39, EAEHT Lateolabrax maculatus C.L,E 2.31
7%} Callionymidae 40. % BB 4T Re pomucenus olidus C,B,E 0.24
I B B Gobiidae 41.F B W) UF jE 4 Rhinogobius giurinus C,B,R 0.73
5 7% B Siluriformes
%R} Bagridae 42 6P IR FUN Pelteobaggrus nitidus 0,B,R 70.43
43, B i th Pelteobaggrus fulvidraco 0,B,R 10.79
44, FL IR ¥ B Pelteobagrus vachelli 0,B,R 76.85
5B} Siluridae 45485 Silurus asotus C,B,R 26.64
245 B Anguilliformes
18 # F} Anguillidae 46 . 188 Anguilla japonica C,L,D 0.39
# % B Mugiliformes
fifi B Mugilidae 474§ Mugil cephalus O,L,E 7.52
%2 B Pleuronectiformes
TR Cynoglossidae 48 7R T 5 Cynoglossus gracilis 0O,B,E 17.15

T U~ EZE,L-FTFE.BRJZ, D L8, P VL2 etk E - H kR RKERE,C-REW, O -Z«atk. H etk F-
Note: U —~Upper, L. —Lower, B~ Benthic, D —Migrate between marine and freshwater environments, P — Migrate entirely within freshwa-
ter, E - Estuarine, R - Residents, C - Carnivorous, O — Omnivorous, H — Herbivorous, F - Filter-feeding.
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Fig.3 Fish biodiversity in the study area
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Fig.4 Cluster analysis (left) and non-metric multidimensional scaling ordination plot (right) of the fish species by month
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Study on Fish Community Diversity in the North of Hechangzhou

Section of the Lower Yangtze River
CAO Guo"?, LI Pei-jie’*, WANG Yuan’, YANG Yan-ping®, LIU Kai'*?

(1.College of Fisheries and Life, Shanghai Ocean University, Shanghai 201306,P.R.China;
2.Scientific Observing and Experimental Station of Fishery Resources and Environment in the

Lower Reaches of Yangtze River, Freshwater Fisheries Research Center,

CAFS, Wuxi 214081,P.R.China)

Abstract: The Hechangzhou section of the Yangtze River includes the Zhenjiang provincial nature reserve
for the finless porpoise and is an important spawning and feeding ground. In this study, we investigated
and evaluated fish resources north of the Hechangzhou sandbar. The objectives were to add to the fish re-
source database for the area and gather information to better protect fish biodiversity in the middle/lower
Yangtze River and conserve the Zhenjiang Provincial Nature Reserve for the finless porpoise. From Febru-
ary 2015 to January 2016, a monthly survey was conducted using stationary nets north of Zhenjiang
Hechangzhou. A total of 48 fish species were collected, belonging to 38 genera, 13 families and 7 orders.
The fish community was dominated by Cypriniformes (36 species) and Perciformes (5 species), account-
ing for 74.47% and 10.20% of the total species. In terms of ecological type, the fish community was domi-
nated by freshwater sedentary species, omnivores and species preferring bottom water. Dominant species
included Parabramis pekinensis, Hypophthalmichthys molitrixz, Aristichthys nobilis and Pseudobrama
simony and catches were dominated by fish weighing <{50 g. Margalef richness (R), Shannon-Wiener di-
versity (H’), Dominant (D) and Pielou evenness (E) indices of the fish community were, respectively,
5.67, 2.68, 0.12 and 0.30 and biodiversity varied significantly during the study period. Cluster analysis and
non-metric multi-dimensional ordination. based on species and quantity, indicated that the fish community
varied significantly with season and that fish clustered in two groups: Group I, from February to May in
2015, and Group II from June of 2015 to January 2016.

Key words: Hechangzhou section; fish community; ecological types; dominant species; cluster analysis



