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Tab.1 Major characteristics of Qinglan Lake
and Junshan Lake

ZH R FEil

KBRER km?) 15 213
3 116°09" ~116°15’E  116°11’ ~116°33'F
35y 28°237 ~28°26'N  28°09 ~28°41'N
¥ (m) 19 18
Bk B (km) 9.6 25
BCE B (km) 2.6 16
BB (m) 5 10
FHIBE (m) 3 4
S3B(C) 17.5 17.5
SEHRE AR (mm) 1576 1576
SEH3E R 8 (mm) 1498 1498
FRER(km?) 46 616
KB (C) 10.5 10.5
pH 6.2 6.0
RREBRB(A) 13 8
EAFB(F) 77 78
TR E RBIE RBIE
VYERIZR A RS bicLic

1.2 RERMSH

T RBABE 13 A RAE R LR 8 RS

Bl BFHRHUNELARERSHE
Fig.1 Distribution of sampling sites of

Qinglan Lake and Junshan Lake

1.3 RXHEMBEMIR

SRFERTE] N 2008 4E 6 § -2009 4E 5 B, %
FETEAM=AHR,H R 60 cm, J5H M 92 R AR
52 cm,

1.4 RERZE

TEARE FORBBEHLR AR I7 35, FAPL S
W =AM EET 100 m, R 57K E TR
ER, R, W EHXHEE T, EHR
SN LI R RKFETRERA,

FREMTEERIRA, F 75% HTERE L 5% B8
RO RIS B € RAF, & Fehp AR T, 7 [
FERENRLEE I HFE NBESESH
1.5 HiEaE

D,=N,/A (1)
R D, FTREE i IR R N, BaRE | fpiR
REINE A TARRFEER,

w,=W,/A (2)
A w, BRE i IR EY R, W, BRF i
AR R A FRRFEH,

P=100c/(a+b-c) (3)
AP BARBEMAMRE o b RARWAARAE
H HFPEG ¢ RARPILARA P IR R

Fi SPSS 17. 0 B4 4= Yy 8 F % B AH S ke E
Tro0tr , HREHHE R A Excel 2003 BEATALEL,

2 HR5

2.1 #WEARSHER

4B R BRI A, 7T AH KB R K RH
11 J& 35 F (52 2) , L5 g IB TR BRI | o B SR g
¥ (Acuticosta chinensis ) FIR /X B & , ‘B H) &
FAEYE2 54 0. 18 ind/m” F12.78 g/m*.0. 14
ind/m* f11.61 g/m*>.0.13 ind/m* f16.59 g/m",
53 2 S A AE YR Y 31.20% 1 17. 44% |
24.11% F11 10. 08% ,23. 55% F1 41. 36% ; 1 298
W ( Lamprotula polysticta ) . B ff T 5
(Anodonta angula) . FRE 1R ik ( Solenaia oleivora)
g B iRk ( Solenaia carinatus) B A3 i 3 —A4>
REAIJFFEAREDNREFRMIETEL, BHF K
WA,

FINBIHRAKERZRA 9 J8 16 T, SLZ P 9B TR
BREEFITR R AR, BT E B A Y ' o5
0.10 ind/m” 1 0. 24 g/m”.0. 04 ind/m* 1 0. 26
g/m”, 43 B o AW B B AR W BB 52. 47% A
31.07% . 21. 30% F 33. 83% ; 1 & % F kf
(Lanceolara grayana) S 306% FL0E% |
B8 To 1k i ( Anodonta woodiana pacifica) &
Toth g R R — RS, I HREIHE



206 W OW OB Ok % % R 20 %
ZEEMAEE R, REILWH AR, JE#E 43R 0.19 ind/m® 1 0.77 g/m’; F R

HERBWKIERFENEYERNERTE
W3, BEE 4> B8 0.57 ind/m”® F1 15.94 ¢/m* )T $120.70 &,

IKEERIE R A A Y B > R E B KRS 3 5

R2 BRMAMZBELMKAEEMEAR SESEDE
Tab.2 Specific composition, density and biomass on freshwater mussel of Qinglan Lake and Junshan Lake
HR# ZIL#
ok BE HBHOLE 4£YE BHn BE @BHh £YE B4R
(ind/m?) (%) (g/m?) (%) (ind/m?) (%) (g/m?) (%)
BRIEJR Unio
1. B TABkEE U. douglasiae 0.1770 31.20 2.7794 17.44 0.0988 52.47 0.2393 31.07
FUEJ& Lanceolara
2. AP L. eucylindrea 0.007 2 1.27 0.2310 1.45 0. 006 2 3.29 0.039 8 5.17
3. WRF Uk L. grayana 0.0177 3.11 0.472 9 2.97 * 0 0 0
4. =FIF U L. eriformis 0. 000 2 0.04 0.007 8 0.05 - - - -
5. STk L. gladiola - - - - 0. 006 2 3.29 0.0557 7.23
ZRIF & Acuticosta
6. P E RISk A. chinensis 0.1371 24.11 1.606 1 10. 08 0. 006 2 3.29 0.0129 1.67
7. GRIERIRs 8k A. ovata 0.004 6 0. 81 0.074 2 0.47 - - - -
BUAsikJ® Schistodesmus
8. I BUA I S. lampreyanus 0.008 3 1.45 0.178 6 1.12 * 0 0 0
9. PEBYASEE S. spinosus 0.0032 0.56 0.0217 0.14 - - - -
WM& Cristaria
10. B4 5dsE C. plicata 0.0129 2.28 1.140 6 7.16 * 0 0 0
T & Anodonza
11. R LK i A. globosula 0.0100 1.76  0.277 4 1.74 0. 006 2 3.29 0.034 8 4.52
12. ¥E 2 £ T 15 Uk A. woodiana elliptica 0.002 2 0.33 0.186 4 1.17 - - - -
13. B A1 i A. woodiana Pacifica 0.0206 3.62 0.7820 4.91 * 0 0 0
14. A 1545 A. woodiana oodiana 0. 000 8 0.15 0.0745 0.47 * 0 0 0
15. {5 U A. fluminea 0.001 3 0.23 0.0384 0.24 - - - -
16. Y615 15 8% A. lucida 0.001 3 0.22 0.0207 0.13 - - - -
17. $iIE TR i A. arcaeformis 0.016 1 2.83 0.3271 2.05 0.009 3 4.94 0.040 7 5.28
18. B ATtk A. angula % 0 0 0 - - - -
L8 Cuneopsis
19. [B]sk#2i% C. heudei 0. 000 2 0.04 0.0124 0.08 0.003 1 1. 65 0.020 5 2.66
20. BB C. capitata 0. 000 3 0.05 0.060 2 0.38 - - - -
21. LR C. rufestcens 0. 000 2 0.04 0.006 8 0.04 - - - -
22. i AR C. pisciculus 0.003 9 0.68 0.3400 2.13 0.003 1 1. 65 0.032 4 4.21
23. FIEAREE C. celtiformis 0. 000 2 0.04 0.0268 0.17 - - - -
WLik/® Hyriopsis
24. ZAWEE H. cumingii 0.001 9 0.33 0.2119 1.33 - - - -
i) Arconaia
25. i A. lanceolata 0.002 5 0.44 0.116 6 0.73 0.003 1 1. 65 0.000 5 0.06
TRif® Lamprotula
26. AR L. caveata 0.1339 23.55 6.5911 41.36 0.040 1 21.30 0.2606 33.83
27. ZYEIREE L. polysticta 0.00004 0.01 0.026 3 0.16 - - - -
28. LRI L. tortuosa 0. 000 3 0.05 0.0217 0.14 0. 006 2 3.29 0.0331 4.30
29. 38 B.WR 4k L. rochechouarti 0.00004 0.01 0.018 5 0.12 - - - -
30. Z|ZFRE L. scripta 0.00002 0.004 0.0436 0.27 - - - -
31. BRI L. leai 0. 000 4 0.08 0.064 3 0.40 - - - -
32. A1 A R L. cormmun 0. 000 2 0.03 0.0014 0.01 - - - -
33. {R44 TR L L. fibrosa 0. 000 2 0.04 0.0007 0. 004 - - - -
34. B KR L bazina 0.003 9 0.69 0.174 2 1.09 - - - -
48 Solenaia
35. HEdR e S. oleivora % 0 0 - - - -
36. Jp B WR L S. carinatus % 0 0 0 - - - -
A1t 0.568 7 100.00 15.9354 100.00 0.1883 100.00 0.7703 100. 00

W RRRER; - REARED,; IR RR RSP
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2.1.1 FREE

R EESNT, HREBEE LK
Fri B EFRER(E 2) . Mo, BREEE M
MR, E R ERERERERERTE LW,
TR I 8 2K U5 S5 8 1 T U R O R R

—— FEE

A81% 0. 18 ind/m’.0. 14 ind/m* 1 0. 14 ind/
m’, 4> B 5 4 ¥ 85 B 31. 20% . 24. 92% FI
24.45% ; I BBk i B F N BB BB, o
1% 0.10 ind/m® F1 0. 05 ind/m’, 5+ 51 5 410 5
BEF452. 41% F1 24.56%
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Fig.2 Comparison of density and percentage of each genus between two lakes
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2.1.2 ZRAEYENK

R B AEYENNT, HREBEYE
EEFEEFERBRK(E3),IFAERBH
REBEVEWABKTEILM., FXEIWEHE.
BRI R R B AEYRR K, 44
B 6. 94 g/m* 2. 78 g/m* 1. 71 g/m*> F

—— H R R

YR/ (a/n?)

1.68 g/m’, 3l 2B =Y B 1Y 43. 56%
17.44% \10.71% F1 10. 54% 5 ZE 1Ly 35 TR e & . Bk
R RN RB R, 258 0.29 g/m’,
0.24 g/m’ f10.10 g/m’, 43| i W EY B
38.13% .31.07% 1 12. 40% ,

50
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Fig.3 Comparison of biomass and percentage of each genus between two lakes

2.1.3 HEMEPEXR

2 SPSS Git i, W AT R R K SR A
VEMFEENMHEXRE r 0. 74, ERHKEH
(P <0.01) , YiBA T R WA IR AK SR AE Yy B PN IR
ZIRIFFFEE R B B IEA KR R s 2 LB IR K o
REYBMERRMRXRE r 9 0. 84, ZRK T

Z(P < 0.01) , A E ILBISAK R Y B A
B2 aAEERBERIERRKR,
2.2 HEAW

PIIRYOK SR R BT S M B B b B
HEFEA(E4), FREFE 11 /8 35 7, K
RS R AT O b TN R AT 8 b, 20 o
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B 25.71% F122. 86% ; LI B AFE 5 #p P 1
JBAAHE 3 P, 45 G SR 14.29% f18.57% 5
RiFEEE ZUF BRI & a5 2 7, 25

C SRR 5. 71% 5 TBkIE )R el ik L
WL R A A 1B, A 5 SRR 2. 86% o

10 —— BERME S == ZLBIE 32

©o

T/ Fh
O = N W s OOy ®

—a— H B —— F AW 28

24
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R EE /%

TRUERR PR RISHE RARER R TR SR PR HEE Wi REE

J=E2

H4 MHERMEMYER ST

Fig.4 Comparison of species belonging to each genus and its percentage between two lakes

FEILWH 9 )& 16 FF, K ik iR A1 4
7 IR A3 3, 0 o SRR RREY 25. 00% 1
18.75% ; B3 JR A1 O S VR A 095 2 7, 2% o5 B
BE9 12. 50% ; MBREE R ORISR RF R 2

R MR A RA 1 B, o5 G BB
6.25%,

3 e

3.1 WAAERAEEEXRKELXFEHZM

BRI RFAREIE , RoKIEEA 11 J§ 35 F;
ZEINHIRGTESE, RKELXREI BRI, &
RIAPOK R B A& 8 X FE LB, 65
E43B8 0. 57 ind/m” F1 15.94 g¢/m’, Wi Jj5 & 5
2% 0.19 ind/m” f10.77 g/m* (3£ 2) ; F R
AR KA Yy B A5 B AR R EK r 43
#0.74 71 0.84, ZRHRBZE(P < 0.01) ;58]
ARF ¥f ( Lanceolara gladiola) 5, R FH E 1L
BRI FrA RS, I oK IR BEE AL R
¥k 41.67,

Rk 32T AR T AR AR R 2B, B R
FARZE LI E R E LB, n s B A7 B B2
B RESEAMN, AXTEREBILEERE", 5
YERIGFEBITER L BIAE b, /R R AT F
SRR/, B R K Sk 28 % 8 5 B ZE 1L A
FEEHRZE, W ABIR AT PR 18 Bk K2
BETHREOEERED,

FH RIS R T B TRk b T8 /< o

ST e IR e, 22 Ly W WK Bk 2R A S o R T
BRIEFIIR I, 359 W WP, R B TR
SRR R Wi , ZEAR K SRR R AR 7 A
BB EET BN EA X, TR
POk RSB ITSHEERBE KR, XZRA
SRR AR, NSRBI AR R
é[lO,lZ] o
3.2 faFxtHRAKEIAHR

REBFR I, KEZE WAL L A=
BERETEALEERRBBEARET RY
ST R DL K b 2R 8 A AE B IR AL B
XA, 1913 45 B E VT T EET — B
KN, & BT o 4> 4% VG 8 ( Skipjack herring ) 9 {H
3K, BE 2 3F 4 A R 3L i F) B AL I ( Fusconaia
ebena) F 2 BN ( Elliptio crassenids) W) A (B, K
o) BRAE L, BERVE T R R gEIk A4
BB R BN RF SN, BRwa
KWEAZL, A 25 B 78 J& 136 #1513
IERA 40 AR X ta UEEA A W PR AT I 2
TR R R, FREME LM ARTEE
B, 3E9 BH16 %53 & 77 #F19 B 16 £} 54
B 78 M LT RE R KR AR R, N
REYOKIEERM SRR T B AP R A,
B R KR FIR L E N EER £, Wil
ANTFFEX F LK R R A R R =
3.3 HAKEERFIFER WL A

KHLIOR, EFZBET, KENARLF
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The comparative study of resource status on freshwater mussel in two lakes
of different usage in Poyang Lake area

XIONG Liu-feng'*, OUYANG Shan', CHEN Tang-hua', QI Tao', WU Xiao-ping'
(1. College of Life Sciences and Food Engineering, Nanchang University, Nanchang 330031, China; 2. College of Animal
Science and Technology, Jiangxi Agricultural University, Nanchang 330045, China)

Abstract; The comparative study was finished through collecting the annual specimens on resource status of
freshwater mussel in Qinglan Lake and Junshan Lake—the two satellite lakes of different usage in Poyang Lake
area. Qinglan Lake is a natural lake with area of 15 km® and Junshan Lake is a proliferative lake with area of
213 km’. The resulis indicated that there were 35 species belonging to 11 genera in Qinglan Lake and 16
species belonging to 9 genera in Junshan Lake. The dominant species were Unio douglasiae, Lamprotula
caveata and Acuticosta chinensis in Qinglan Lake, and yet Unio douglasiae and Lamprotula caveata in Junshan
Lake , and the number of species belonging to each genus of the specimen in the two lakes was more different.
The density and biomass of freshwater mussel in Qinglan Lake obviously exceeded those in Junshan Lake,
being 0. 57 ind/m” and 15.94 g/m’ in the former and 0. 19 ind/m” and 0.77 g/m” in the latier respectively.
Both the density and biomass of Solenaia in the two lakes were zero, but the biomass of the other genera in
Qinglan Lake obviously exceeded that in Junshan Lake; and the density of the other genera in Qinglan Lake
obviously exceeded that in Junshan Lake besides Cuneopsis and Arconaia. Between the density and biomass of
freshwater mussel in the two lakes existed very conspicuous direct correlativity. The community similarity
coefficient between the two lakes is 41.67. The area of Qinglan Lake as natural lake is more diminutive than
that of Junshan Lake as proliferative lake, but the resources on freshwater mussel in Qinglan Lake were more
abundant than those in Junshan lake, and it explained that artificial proliferating had major influence on
resources of freshwater mussel in Junshan Lake.

Key words:; Qinglan Lake; Junshan Lake; freshwater mussel; resource status; comparative study



