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Number, body length and body weight of Parabramis pekinensis sampled in different reaches of middle Yangtze River

B RAEREAL R ST /em Sk /g
% = # % Fene| - + R o 2 Fene| A AR
HE 10 30 13 10 17.7~37.3 31.143.3 70.6~850.0 429.7+£162.5
M 13 42 17 14 14.5~36.1 26.6+3.7 67.0~802.0 313.0+143.2
Fe 10 31 13 10 15.1~38.0 27.74+4.5 84.0~978.1 409.5+184.6
2.1 BERE granulata) 75 5 HAE B (Melosira varians ) FFHTE

fifg A AR A R R e A IR R
BAR(R 2, WME B TEE &R 5 H.2.3 %
M 52.42% s & 3 90,0.1 gkl 58.82%;
KRS T EE YN 4 Rk 1 9.2 9k
F. R F A R R (92.23%) . BT RS
(88.37%)., Ml W & T &/ &= (78.79%) M & %
(67.65%),

22 BYMFEAR

fiy EL Y AE ) A FE K AR A SRR W L VR U A
YIRS AR B 3 2. LR LUK AR 448 AR Y
1 Bt - 86. 59 V0 s HOR W PR IR A 4 36.59 26 5 7 Ui
SR ICRAR,7.69 % . IFUFAEYIHEE T 311 26 )8
27 B, PR DURE W) PR IBURE B A% B (Melosira

)8 (Navicula sp) 88,43 5~ 28.05%.28.05%
1 26. 83 06 5 AH NS H 48 K LAUBORL B BE B 8 S T 6k
F2 KIPHRBEREEARETEL
Tab.2 Seasonal change in intestinal fullness
grade for Parabramis pekinensis in

the middle Yangtze River
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Tab.3 Food composition of Parabramis pekinensis in the middle reaches of the Yangtze River
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Feeding Habits of Parabramis pekinensis (White Bream) in the
Yichang-Jiayu Reach of the Middle Yangtze River

YANG Hao'?, ZHU Feng-yue', GAO Lei', PAN Wen-jie'?,
CHEN Da-qing', DUAN Xin-bin', LIU Shao-ping’

(1.Yangtze River Fisheries Research Institute of Chinese Academy of
Fisheries Science, Wuhan 430223,P.R.China
2.College of Fisheries, Huazhong Agriculture University, Wuhan 430070,P.R.China;
3.College of Animal and Technology, Southwest University, Chongqing 400715,P.R.China)

Abstract: Parabramis pekinensis is an important commercial fish inhabiting the middle reaches of the Yan-
gtze River. In this study, we investigated the feeding habits of P. pekinensis, aiming to provide basic data
to support conservation of wild populations. From September 2016 to August 2017, fish were sampled sea-
sonally using gill nets near Yichang, Jingzhou and Jiayu. Food organism composition and spatiotemporal
variations in food and feeding intensity were determined by analyzing intestinal content. A total of 213
specimens (body length, 14.5 - 38.0 cm; body weight, 67.0 - 978.1 g) were collected and 182 individuals
had food in their intestine. White bream feed year-round and feeding intensity exhibited significant seasonal
variation. The intestinal fullness index was highest in summer and lowest in winter. In summer, the high-
est fullness rank was Grade 5, and specimens with fullness ranks of Grade 2 and 3 accounted for 52. 42 %
of the fish collected. In winter, the highest fullness rank was Grade 3 and specimens with a fullness rank of
Grade 0 and 1 accounted for 58.82% of the total. In spring and autumn, the highest fullness rank was
Grade 4, with a fullness rank of Grade 1 most common in spring and Grade 2 in autumn. The feeding in-
tensity of white breams was highest in summer (92.23%) , slightly higher than that in autumn (88.37%) ,
and significantly higher than in the spring (78.79%) and winter (67.65%). The primary food sources of
white bream were aquatic plant fragments and phytoplankton. The three dominant species of phytoplank-
ton that P. pekinensis fed upon were all diatoms: Melosira granulata ,» Melosira varians and Surirella ro-
busta. Species composition of food organisms for white bream did not differ significantly among sampling
location, but there was significant seasonal variation. The occurrence rate of phytoplankton was the high-
est in winter (100.00%), while the occurrence rate of aquatic plant fragments was the highest in the other
three seasons. We recommend enhanced protection of aquatic plants and phytoplankton during construction
of water-related projects to better maintain the food sources of herbivorous fish.

Key words: Parabramis pekinensis; {eeding habits; phytoplankton; seasonal variation; middle reach of the

Yangtze River



