J. Lake Sci. (#ia#+%),2015,27(4):719-726
DOIT 10.18307,/2015.0421
© 2015 by Journal of Lake Sciences

0 BH 4 %K B il 2 AT

Y& N, T AL, F

(1 s PP R B R 15 VI 5 9 7 25 2R 0 0 46 XL 5 400 7 492 0%, b5t 100101)
(2 RPN 5 SR A X A B L 9 ) 330038)

(3P EBRABE R, LT 100049)

A E: SMMERERES KSR, S0 TR EE S W T R Z AL T A U R A DT K S 05
BRI 4 RN Z5 A1 PEAS 80 I 62 A>T IR /R B A K S 98 M 0 J 2. 25230 (1) BB Ak
159,00 5 AR AL T L R B R, T 2 AT ) e B I ) Y S 2 S, AR DR XA R TR XA
(2) ASIF] 170 7 8 3t TSP A AR A AR R, 53. 23% (9 F 1A A7 B T 200 B FF,46. 77% 1 1VA S T
TR, AR XN B A T AT IA LU BT A AR GR I XA AL, 4 B PR3P DO A B3t 9 fR 37 A B A 20, (B
A G RAP DX P B9 — 26 T IE 9 T B VAR TE T BRI TE 30 PR 4P 25 B ASBITSE K 2 08 M ) (R4 5
TR TR S

SESEIR) - BB 5 K ST 5 O£ 5 AT i 5 AT M TR

Importance assessment of wintering habitats for migratory waterfowl in Lake Poyang

XIA Shaoxia'”, LIU Guanhua®, YU Xiubo' & LIU Yu'

(1: Key Laboratory of Ecosystem Network Observation and Modeling , Institute of Geographic Science and Natural Resources
Research, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, P. R. China)

(2. Jiangxi Poyang Lake National Nature Reserve, Nanchang 330038, P. R. China)

(3: University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, P. R. China)

Abstract: Lake Poyang is the most important over-wintering and staging site for waterfowl along the East Asia-Australasia Flyway.
In recognition of its global importance, Lake Poyang was designated a Ramsar site( Wetlands of International Importance) in 1992
for the lake is also home to 300000 to 700000 over-wintering migratory birds. In regards to the rating criteria of important bird area,
a factor set is established based on the multi-stress of species, number, biodiversity, as well as protected birds. The fuzzy synthetic
method is used to evaluate importance grade of the waterfowl habitat. Spatial pattern and annual variation of 62 sub-lakes are ana-
lyzed by using the waterfowl survey data from 2001 to 2013. Management effectiveness of protected areas is also evaluated. Results
show that: (1) Waterfowl habitats in Lake Poyang as a whole is in the important grade, however, there is spatial heterogeneity of
importance grade of the waterfow] habitatat sub-lake level. (2) Sub-lakes differ in inter-annual variability, with 53.23% of the
sub-lakes showing an increasing trend, and the others decreasing, however, decrease rate of sub-lakes within natural reserves is
lower than those outside. Meanwhile, it is also indicated there are conservation gaps. Sub-lakes such as Lake Zhu and Lake Qi,
which are outside the protection areas, are of high importance grade and require better protection. Generally, this study suggests
that the current habitat protection and management is effective, nevertheless, the importance grade of some sub-lakes within the
provincial protection level shows a downward trend. Hydrological dynamics, high intensity aquaculture and the unclear ownership
of sub-lakes within protection areas below provincial level may contribute to changes of importance grade of sub-lakes. This study
provides scientific support to waterfowl habitat conservation and management.
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Fig. 2 Changes of number, species(a) and biodiversity(b) of waterfowl from 2000/2001 to 2012/2013
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Fig. 3 Average(a) and variation trend(b) of habitat importance grade from 2000/2001 to 2012/2013
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