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Fig.1 Location of sampling transects in the
Leshan section of Dadu River
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Tab.1 Fish species composition in the Leshan section of Dadu River

2k I ) Bt U ) B A AT E R
t## £ H CYPRINIFORMES
fifk &l Cobitidae
B8R Paracobitis
AREE P. variegatus + + + R.I.BE
KRR P. potanini -+ —+ —+ R,1I,BE
)& Oerias
Wtk O. dabryi + + + R.I.BE
8 Botia
ALV B. superciliaris -+ R.C.BE
kR Leptobotia
K L. elongata + + R,C,BE
JNHR 6 L. microphthalrna + R,0O,BE
Pk E Misgurnus
Ptk M. anguillicaudatus + + + N.O,BE
i #}l Cyprinidae
i )® Zacco
TeHERE 7. platypus + + + R,O.MU
14 Opsariichthys
0 O. bidens + + R.C.MU
B A JE Ctenopharyngodon
HAf C. idellus + N,H,MD
i )& Xenocypris
R X, argentea + + + N,O,BE
fi )& Hypophthalmichthys
% H. molitrix + + N,P,MU
% 1 J& Rhoaeus
FRBEEY R. ocellatus + + N,O,MU
AL 4 & Sinibrama
VU4t S. taeniatus + + + N,O,MD
«‘F%E Hemiculterella
H2H . sauvagei + N,O,MU
A?ni@ Hemiculter
ZH. leucisculus + + + N,O,MU
il J& Hemibarbus
JEfy H. labeo + + + N,I,MD
WAy H. maculatus + + + N.I,MD
F g Pseudorasbora
FHA P, parva + + + N.O,MD
#2)8 Sarcocheilichthys
MEEHR S, nigripinnis + + + R,O,MD
WAL 8 Gnathopogon
SRR G . imberbis + + + N,O,MD
A0 8 Squalidus
ARA0 S, argentatus + + -+ N,O,MD
W) it J& Rhinogobio
Wil R. typus + N,O,BE
F g )& Platysmacheilus
M R B P. nudiventris + R.O.BE
WAL & Abbotina
ALt A, rivularri + + + R.O.BE
FWFEAE L AL obtusirostris + + + R,O,BE
IINEAi JE Microphysogobio
IR /NEERE M. kachekensis + + + R.O,MD

W i J& Saurogobio
el S. dabryi + + + N,O,BE
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A1
2 I B WUR ] B TIBi: EEIH
SRk 8 Xenophysogobio
S Y X boulengeri + -+ R,I,BE
ik J& Gobiobotia
HEWEE G. filifer + R.I,BE
BIREJE Spinibarbus
AR D S, sinensis + R,0,BE
[ H @ Onychostom
AL O, simus —+ + R,H,BE
WK R Pseudogyrinocheilus
WK P, prochilus + + + R,O.BE
#)E Cyprinus
#f C. carpio + + + N,O,BE
#)JE@ Carassius
) C. auratus + + + N.O,BE
- i€ 5 B} Homalopteridae
B KE Lepturichthys
RS L. fimbriata + R,O.BE
VR Jinshaia
W5 J. abbreviata + R,O.BE
J& -8 Metahomalo ptera
IR WE J5 S8 M. omeiensis + + + R,0,BE
5 B SILURIFORMES
fifi#l Silurdae
fifi J& Silurus
fifi S. asotus + + -+ N.C,BE
2R} Bagridae
W R E Pelteobagrus
#wHiH P, fulvidraco + + + N,C,BE
WK #F M P, vachelli + + + N.C.BE
fifi )& Leiocassis
MISHE L. crassilabris + + + N.C,BE
U2 )8 Pseudobagrus
YIRIUEE P, truncatus + + N,C,BE
HMRIUEE P pratti + + N,C,BE
B RME: P, brevicaudatus + N,C,BE
UL P, emarginatus + -+ + N.C,BE
1 J& Mystus
KAEHE M. macropterus + R,C,BE
£l 3k Bl Amblycipitidae
il J& Liobagrus
F 2kttt L. marginatus + -+ + R.C.BE
ik Fl Sisoridae
Mtk & Glyprothorax
ALk G. fukianensis —+ —+ + R,I,BE
Aek)E Euchiloglanis
HANCHE E. kishinouyei + R,I,BE
fili #} Ictaluridae
filil )& Ameiurus
AW A melas + N.O.BE
& 2 B SYNBRANCHIFORMES
A Rl Synbranchidae
¥ 6 J& Mono pterus
i M. albus + N.C,BE
i B PERCIFORMES
fif#} Serranidae
W J& Siniperca
% S. chuatsi + R,C,BE
BEOR S. scherzeri + R,C.BE
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BE1
2 I B WUR ] B A AT AR
R 2 £ B Gobiidae
W) UF B2 )8 Rhinogobius
FREWIREM R, giurinus + + + N,I,BE
fi#F} Channidae
i J& Channa
68 C. argus + N,C,BE
%2 B CYPRINODONTIFORMES
8 RL Poeciliidae
B JE Gambusia
B G. affinis + N,O,MU

T H7RAERL R SR N -Z RS HOK - RE MY H - a k. C-ARME, O x|k, P& iF i LY. MU —H £JZ,MD -

FJZ.BE —JiEH .,

Notes:“+ "~ collected species, R — riffle, N - slow flow,I —invertebrativorous, H — herbivorous, C - carnivorous, O — omnivorous, P — plank-

totrophic, MU — upper and middle layer, MD — middle and lower layer, BE — benthic
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Tab.2  Dominance analysis of the fish community in the

Leshan section of Dadu River

& 2k BE/ % ERI/% IRI
U iy 41.20 32.93 7413.03
5 il 0.95 22.49 1562.47
T Ti g i 8.01 5.62 1135.96
. Hede 8.58 3.67 817.25
w J&% fiafy 1.42 8.31 810.38
B PRIy ] 10.44 1.63 804.98
i) 1.69 4.65 634.07
S A ) ffk 55.57 7.33 5504.17
filfl 0.33 30.96 1173.55
I R 6.03 5.11 1113.93
T 1 2%t 9.37 6.44 988.26
o] U W ) P ik 7.93 2.57 919.25
By g iy 1.82 4.08 589.84
1L 58k 4.18 3.11 547.06
il 0.38 6.87 543.62
i B il 40.30 38.19 7848.78
filf 1.22 27.65 1283.49
i 1l 10.83 2.99 1228.71
"y [y ik 9.64 3.88 1202.55
) fi 2.91 7.30 1020.79
B g iy 8.11 3.05 744.14
PRIy ] 5.59 1.82 740.28
F A 5.13 2.11 562.96
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Fig.3 Comparison of average individual weights of primary fish species before and after construction of Angu hydropower station
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Fish Community Structure in the Leshan Section of Dadu River
DENG Xu-yan', WANG Wen-jun’, FANG Yan-hong?, HUANG Dao-ming®

(1.China Hydropower Construction Group Sichuan Electric Power Development
Co., Ltd., Chengdu 610041,P.R.China;
2.Key Laboratory of Ecological Impacts of Hydraulic-Projects and Restoration of Aquatic Ecosystem
of Ministry of Water Resources, Institute of Hydroecology, Ministry of Water Resources
and Chinese Academy of Sciences, Wuhan 430079,P.R.China)

Abstract: Dadu River, in the upper Yangtze River system, is the largest tributary of Minjiang River. The
Leshan section of the Dadu River is the fish migration channel between the upper and lower Dadu River
(between Qingyi River and Minjiang River) and is inhabited by many of the Dadu River fish species. Angu
hydropower station. located in the Leshan section, began operating in August, 2015, and construction and
operation of Angu hydropower station has altered fish habitat. In this study., we explored the spatial distri-
bution and diversity of the fish community in the Leshan section and analyzed the effect of Angu hydro-
power station on fish community structure. The objectives were to protect and restore fish biodiversity in
Dadu River and provide a reference for conserving the fish community in the Leshan section. A field survey
of fish stock was carried out across seven transects on four occasions, from November 2015 to April 2017,
along 30 km of the Leshan section. Fish samples were collected by means of fixed gill nets, bottom cages
and electrofishing. The length, weight and species of all specimens collected were determined. The Shan-
non-Wiener diversity index (H'), Pielou evenness index (J') and Margalef richness index (R) were used
to characterize fish community diversity. The index of relative importance (IRI) was used to describe spe-
cies dominance.A total of 57 fish species were collected, belonging to 48 genera, 13 families and 5 orders.
Cypriniformes (38 species) was the dominant taxa, accounting for 66.67% of the total fish species, fol-
lowed by Siluriformes (13 species, 22.81%), Perciformes (4 species, 7.02%), Synbranchiformes (1 spe-
cies, 1.75%) and Cyprinodontiformes (1 species, 1.75%). Ecological guilds in the fish community includ-
ed benthic, omnivorous and species preferring slow water habitats. The IRI index revealed 7 dominant spe-
cies above Angu dam and 8 dominant species below the dam. The fish community structure was signifi-
cantly different in the river sections above and below the dam, with fish community diversity higher below
the dam. Further, a tendency towards miniaturization of natural fish resources was evident in the river sec-
tion investigated. Hydroelectric development and overfishing were identified as the major threats to fish re-
sources in the Leshan section of Dadu River.

Key words: Dadu River; fish community structure; dominant species; biodiversity



