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Fig.1 Distribution of sampling sites in Lake Gehu

1.2 KmHIRESLE

1.2.1 gRYMXELSHAE BHENRREE.
WA 3 R, &RAEE ERAE 3. SN
SHEREAFE, FICRRE M A S AR R e
FE8. BA 15 HM30 HARIRE 1 K. &AH
R IR BEFTHMIE o

1.2.2 BFWXRERE ARKEERGEH R
A RAFWEIMRL . FELIRERSE B 845 200 2
YESRRAE ST A, B8 48 T 07 Uk B 7 BORRALER
B, ARLEEFWMNEARS Blo BT RS B T8 H
AR, FFTEAR BIC RISt A ORI IR E (AL
K H M, RS T 2008 4F 11 H 7218
FRX AT, REK SR, £ E WA 4% i) NaOH
ORI 12 h FIRE T, 35 5 BB B4 IR



2009 4% 6

BRIF R &K ERERERY 2 21

AEA B EIRA, B TIME B3GR T 1T 0, 4
W2 s LASE i AR BN AR IE (A IREE , 1959) o
1.3 S&XHFEERE

MEREES R AERR (HEMEDE,
2006)
1.4 BRBERBFIH

TP AR X B B4 H(IRD) X BEv& L BB AT
X 73 FPFAr (Hyslop ,1980) o

IRI=(N+W) - F

A NV O EER B R R G B IR RS
B W AEMENER SSBRERNE S
Hos FORFER R TR A b i R B S A4S B R T
J=U i s
1.5 SREEEMSHEERSH
1.5.1 Margalef * § Z #¢% Margalef £ 5B 5%
# T I (Margalef,1957)

R = (S-1) /InN

A S R EHG N N TR RS BAMEREL
1.5.2 Shannon-Wiener % FiE % H HETY)
PR RRIE Z R, K AR T VIR E Y8 Rk
HEVE M (Wilhm, 1968 ;Krebs ,1989)

H:-gadwi

H'=-3W -V,

A H'  H"fy Shannon-Wiener 4L I8 %1; P,
R L AR MRBE AR RN TS E
SR WORE i ERNAYBRTEAREEYESD
BT &5 A 43 Mo
1.5.3 Pielou 34 F 3% Pielou WS BIEHAHT
S BRE V& o R 1B 1R 3 59 4 A B9 2 B ( Pielou,

1975) ,
J' = H/InS
Jll: H"/InS

A9 H . H" )y Shannon-Wiener £ 38 5(; S
FFPREL
1.6 HiREaE

AW F BG4 Statistica 6. 0, KM
RABRNGIT I, REYEMETEANATT
Bt

2 HRESH

2.1 BRARK
SXE ,EBRYTEARIOF,RET T H.
OBk HRNFE L,

x1 EHEEEAR
Tab.1 Appendix Ichthyological survey of Lake Gehu

I #FEH Clupeiformes
i %2R} Engraulidae
1 J1%% Coilia nasus Temminck et Schlegel
I #8J¥ B Cypriniformes
ii #8288} Cyprinidae
P £ FER} Leuciscinae
2 Ffii Mylopharyngodon piceus (Richardson)
3 B fi Ctenopharyngodon idellus (C. et V.)
4 # Elopichthys bambusa ( Richardson)
#HER} Culterinae
5 % Hemiculter leucisculus ( Basilewsky)
6 EE%‘ Hemiculter bleekeri Warpachowski
7 E13k 85 Megalobrama amblycephala Yih
8 $AME 4N Culter alburnus Basilewsky
9 L1485 8| Cultrichthys erythropterus ( Basilewsky)
10 #% Parabramis pekinensis ( Basilewsky)
#i AR Xencyprinae
11 {I#R Pseudobrama simoni ( Bleeker)
BT R} Acheilognathinae
12 K #E{F Acheilognathus macropterus (Bleeker)
R} Gobioninae
13 ZHfli Pseudorasbora parva ( Temminck et Schlegel )
14 j& 76 i1 Abbottina rivularis (Basilewsky)
15 ¥pff) Saurogobio dabryi Bleeker
#H WA} Cyprininae
16 ## Cyprinus carpio Linnaeus

17 88 Carassius auratus (Linnaeus)

%R} Hypophthalmichthyinae
18 5% Hypophthalmichthys molitrix (C. et V. )
19 8§ Aristichthys nobilis ( Richardson)
iii #F} Cobitidae
20 Y8k Misgurnus anguillicaudatus ( Cantor)
21 KBEBVek Paramisgurnus dabryanus (Sau vate)
Il #53E H Siluriformes
iv #8] Bagridae
22 Ll Pelteobagrus fulvidraco (Richardson)
23 JEE L Pelteobagrus nitidus (Sauvage et Dabry)
24 FLERE P Pelteobagrus vachelli (Richardson)
25 KIME P Pelteobagrus eupogon ( Boulenger)
IV 4%t £ H Beloniformes
v 5} Hemirhamphidae
26 8] T4 Hyporhamphus intermedius ( Cantor)
V #JF B Cyprinodontiformes
vi HEER Oryziatidae
27 Fif Oryzias latipes ( Temminck et Schlegel)
VI &1#iffi H Synbranchiformes
vii & 88£7% Synbranchidae
28 1 Monopterus albus (Zouiev)
VI #57F H Perciformes
vill AR R} Gobiidae
29 FBRWIARE i Rhinogobius giurinus (Rutter)
ix A#E#Al Channidae
30 548 Channa argus Cantor
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M8 1 38.81 28.85 9.96  9.6042.55 BRESK, TEH TZABEENERAEX , KEEE
o 2 34.04 15.47 18.57 83.37:28.84 FUBRBERE KERBRENERFH(F3), BEKL
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Tab.3 Biodiversity index of sampling sites
W oR
3 1 2 3 4 5 6 FHE
R 2.66 £0.02 2.25+£0.03° 2.93 £0.02° 2.99 +£0.12P 2.69 £0.06* 2.55 £0.03* 2.68 £0.27
H 2.0310.01% 1.98 £0.02* 2.06 £0.03" 2.05 £0.02P 2.02 £0.05% 2.02 £0.02% 2.02+0.03
H" 2.09 £0.01* 2.08 £0.01* 2.10 £0.02* 2.12 £0.02P 2.08 £0.02 2.07 £0.03* 2.08 £0.02
I 0.63 £0.02* 0.61 £0.04* 0.67 £0.07° 0.67 £0.05° 0.63 £0.05% 0.62 £0.07* 0.64 £0.03
J’ 0.65 £0.03* 0.52 +0.03Y 0.82+0.03° 0.73 +0. 064 0.70 £0.05¢ 0.51+0.02° 0.66 +0.12
¥ :FTAARIFERNEEER(P<0.05),
Note: Different letters in the same row show significant difference (P <0.05).
*4 EREH.F.ONEKEEE
Tab.4 Length and weight of Hypophthalmichthys molitrix , Aristichthys nobilis
and Carassius auratus in the protected areas
2k K FEE em Fi{RK/ em HRERE g TR E/ g
% 32.5~81.8 61.5+14.4 800.2 ~11 000.5 5968.0+3 056.6
o 45.1~97.7 68.8 £16.9 1850.5 ~21 500.6 8445.5 +£3 660.9
i 16.2 ~25.1 21.4 £5.8 156.4 ~488.5 308.7 £102.4
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Fig.2 Age-structure of Hypophthalmichthys
molitrix , Aristichthys nobilis and

Carassius auratus in Lake Gehu
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Ichthyological Survey and Fish Yield Analysis of Lake Gehu
TANG Sheng-kai', ZHANG Tong-qing', KONG You-jia’, HUA Shao-peng’, WANG Xiao-feng’

(1. Freshwater Fisheries Research Institute of Jiangsu Province, Nanjing 210017, China;
2. Lake Gehu Fishery Administer Committee of Jiangsu Province, Changzhou 213216, China )

Abstract : Ichthyological survey in Lake Gehu was carried out from January to December 2008 , The analysis of spe-
cies composition and diversity were also done. Age-structure of Hypophthalmichihys molitriz ( Cuvier et Valenci-
ennes ) , Aristichthys nobilis (Richardson) and Carassius auratus ( Linnaeus) were investigated in the protected are-
as. 30 species of fishes belonging to 7 orders, 9 families were collected and identified. The results indicated that
the dominant species were Pseudobrama simoni ( Bleeker) , Carassius auratus ( Linnaeus), Aristichthys nobilis
(Richardson) , et al. Average characters of biodiversity indicated that Margalefs index was 2. 68, Shannon-Weiner
diversity index H' and H"were 2.02 and 2. 08, Pielou’s index J'and J” were 2. 02 and 2. 08. The fishery communi-
ty in Lake Gehu took on character of miniaturization. Age-structure of Hypophthalmichthys molitriz ( Cuvier et Va-
lenciennes) , Aristichthys nobilis (Richardson) and Carassius auratus (Linnaeus) were reasonable. The protection

effect was good. Finally, the fishery strategy for the lake has been put forward in view of the above results.

Key words: Lake Gehu; Fish yield analysis; Species diversity



