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The structure of fish community and changes of fishery resources in Lake Hongze
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Abstract: Based on the historical data of fish catches and fyke nets investigations on fish assemblage from 2017 to 2018 in different
lake regions of Lake Hongze, the characteristics of fish community structure and dynamic variation of fishery resources were ana-
lyzed. The results showed that only 51 species ( belonging to 41 genera, 16 families and 10 orders) were collected and Cyprini-
formes had the largest species number, accounting for 62.7% of the total species captured. Aristichthys nobilis, Hemiculter leuciscu-
lus, Carassius auratus, Coilia nasus, etc. were the total 7 dominant species in the lake. The Margalef richness index, Shannon-
Wiener index and Pielou evenness index were medium in the whole lake, with higher values in the estuary and central region than
two bay areas. Compared with historical data, the composition of fish community and the dominant species had changed, and the
miniaturized tendency of fish resources was more obvious. Overfishing, water-level fluctuation and water pollution are potential main
reasons for observed shifts in the fish assemblage.
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Tab.1 Environment characteristics in different lake regions of Lake Hongze
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Tab.3 Composition of dominant fish species in different lake regions of Lake Hongze
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- N% W% IRl N% W% IRl N% W% IRl N% W% IRl N% W% IRI
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21 # Ji7 11.0 9.7 2063.8 9.4 8.6 18029 88 59 1466.9 102 9.0 1924 15.5 15.1 3061.2
pig kil 8.5 4.3 12785 83 4.4 1270.7 48 1.6 6437 3.1 1.4 449.8 17.7 9.8 2749.8
i 03 49 523.0 03 57 607.6 0.4 48 5226 04 57 6185 0.1 3.3 3434
Rl 0.1 28 2773 — — — 02 45 4742 — — — 0.1 2.8 288.0
G H 2.1 05 2651 23 07 294 — — — — — — 41 11 5212
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ZiPR )] - - - - - - = = = 06 13 196 — — -
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Tab.4 Diversity indexes of fish community in different lake regions of Lake Hongze

Margalef 5 %% Shannon-Wiener $5 %41 Pielou ¥4 i

X 3
D H'y H'y, J'N J'w
H1 3.47 2.00 2.02 0.58 0.58
H2 4.13 1.88 1.72 0.53 0.48
H3 3.32 1.75 1.84 0.31 0.32
H4 3.95 1.96 2.22 0.55 0.62
| 3.72 1.90 1.95 0.49 0.50

PN AR BEPE R R B8 K D H R T R AR B 0 (HL) ST AW 1 (H4 ) i T R 7 1
(H2) PRAP XS (H3) . ehh X 4 N80 X 25 10 £ 6 A ) Z2 REPEAR Bt AT B IR 707 2200, e A 8 JEE i
B D B BERR R A 5 3 22 57 (P<0.05).
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Fig.2 Changes of fish catches in Lake Hongze from 2000 to 2016
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Tab.5 Composition of fish catches

3.1 BAMEEMAHEEN
PR ALME SR RARMNARLE T

in different years in Lake Hongze

1960s , K IT7K 7= BF 52 it 5 1T 9548 % 2K K 7= B 5% 1949 4F 1982 4F 220000;; 22(?1()69;
FIrAE B AE 1960, 1981 4 X Ak 335 19 411 28 W U5
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