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River estuary
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cephalus, 6. 39% ), LA FX 5 X B EBH B
89.24% , HULA] WL, 4 VL 1 J6 32 FEg 2 1
#RBUATIB R HF, B X R EE R T
B o
2.2 RUMISBEFMB EHBEEARMLE T

8 Ui, St 5 MR REEZ, 22 #,
Sts. 6 1 Sts. 7 BN i B 0, ¥ 12 F, P2y
WER KN SL.5(76.3 B/M), & /NHR St. 8
(14.12/M, K 2), &uli SILAFFAEBKRE
S, A& R BEERT S ALK R 2R AT LLE &
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Tab.1 Species composition of by-catch fish collected in elver nets from March to April, 2011

i B/ % AL/ mm REBB HASH
BE6%  Konosirus punctatus 0.19 103 ~105 Y Es
JRBF  Coilia mystus 9.93 88 ~ 127 Y Mi
JIf%  Coilia nasus 31.99 27 ~208 Y Mi
B  Setipinna tenuifilis 0.03 100 Y Ma
iR Thryssa mystax 1.25 85 ~ 100 Y Ma
L RPERH  Neosalanx andersoni 1.97 19 ~167 Y Ma
TR Neosalanx jordani 0.80 42 ~123 Y Ma
A W4t Salanw ariakensis 0.03 70 Y Es
il Carassius auratus 0.56 57 ~142 Y Fr
M Pseudorasbora parva 1.17 37 ~127 Y Fr
LB Pseudolaubuca engraulis 10.09 44 ~129 Y Fr
Bl  Rhodeus ocellatus ocellatus 0.08 72 ~122 Y Fr
etk  Misgurnus anguillicaudatus 0.03 70 Y Fr
Wi Pelteobagrus fulvidraco 0.03 87 Y F
[6] F 8% Hyporhamphus intermedius 3.83 20 ~132 Y Es
R Syngnathus acus 2.26 22 ~135 Y Ma
fif  Liza haematocheila 3.22 21 ~98 Y Es
fifff  Mugil cephalus 1.01 23 ~40 JY Es
Wikt EE  Collichthys lucidus 0.75 43 ~100 J-Y Ma
i Miichthys miiuy 0.43 58 ~ 140 Y Ma
/N#Ef8 Larimichthys polyactis 1.33 42 ~147 Y Ma
FEREEY  Enedrias fangi 0.53 78 ~ 106 Y Ma
F#g  Callionymus olidus 0.90 23 ~132 Y Es
KARMUF g Acanthogobius elongata 0.21 50 ~ 100 Y Es
PR RIUFEH  Acanthogobius ommaturus 0.05 48 ~57 Y Es
FREUFE L Chaeturichthys stigmatias 1.49 51~125 Y Es
i R MRl IR pE 1 Lophiogobius ocellicauda 8.92 31 ~113 Y Es
SEWR PR Luciogobius guttatus 0.05 40 ~46 Y Es
BRI  Tridentiger barbatus 1.33 22 ~81 Y Es
L GRUF A Tridentiger trigonocephalus 0.19 32 ~102 Y Es
LI UF e Taenioides rubicundus 7.32 40 ~212 Y Es
i Platycephalus indicus 0.11 79 ~ 106 Y Ma
ZEIKESY  Cynoglossus gracilis 2.50 20 ~173 Y Ma
MR EB  Cynoglossus joyneri 5.32 29 ~171 Y Ma
WS R Il Takifugu fasciatus 0.11 42 ~56 Y Mi

H:REBEB ] Rt ;Y Fonghifi, A58 Ma FURMGEFEME 6 Es Foni D Fr Rnyok s Mi sk 28

W AL H S AR R AR A R,

St.4 I FRILO A1, Hia 3Ry b2 Mg 5 30 (= FHH = HE 140

W RGO, IR B Y K 4 SR RS 2 120 o

SRR E YN B R B/l E T i e 0 B

BT, 3K T A S A A X (1 3) g i \ 50 &

2.4 BENFHNEFEL 1 J 10 &
ACYCI 2 B 28 5 42K 20 7, 3 2 313 . >

R, i B 2 R 1) 61. 60% o bR bR P e T8

3349 2, R % M FK R 58. 66% , b LR 3K ‘ N

1964 &, fi LS B AR B 62. 15% o JERT S i) Fig.% ZCh‘flfgfﬁfgi?;ﬁfﬁbﬁgaﬁijmge

T2 5050 9 71855 (31.99% ) SR (9.93% ) K density of fish in each station
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Tab.2 The dominant species in each station %
FhA St. 1 St.2 St. 3 St. 4 St.5 St.6 St.7 St. 8
Tl 40.21 35.8 48.28 40.58 41.67 36.04 38.46
FHf 3.38
LB 22.95 21.59 23.45
] T 8% 13.52 3.62
fiFs FE AR IR P 9.61 17.23 8.28 6.68 19.12 13.51 19.53
TrICHT 3.79
% 3.79 7.7
AT 5.5 3.62
TR 5.19
Fegur R 4.79
FRIRE 23.29 9.31 7.66
Rk 41.06
B2 9.05
LIARFUR R A 18.98 10.78 16.22 9.47
1§ 6.37 6.51
rh i i 5.19
FRAT 6.37 8.56 6.51

EHER(5.32%) |k ( Liza haematocheila,3.22% ) .
EIRES(2.50% ) , A LS b B &Fads B
) 52.97% , 5 B HaFREK) 53.00% . X LY [R]EHE
M HCRIKBB T (K 3) , FTLAE L E R
HETrREZ(E4),

ARPFFRARAETIB 1202 B, P34 M 12.52
B, b AR R 31.99% |, BT R AR B Y TI B R
JEEEI N 27 ~208 mm, #7205 1 EF0 2 @AME 1
54k B ¥ CPUE, Sts. 1 —4 Y71 Sts. 5 -8 &, 5
HSt.3 B, b 18.8 B/ ; St 5 Bk, k3. 33
B/M(ES) .

3 g
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Fig.3 The changes of species and CPUE in elver nets during full moon and new moon
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Tab.3 The damage rate of economic fishes when fishing 1 elver in each station
Ul B BEV R #B1 CPUE/(RB/M) Z:¥fads CPUE/(B/M) WERERE
St. 1 9 0.75 22.1 29.47
St.2 9 0.75 23.5 31.33
St.3 8 0.67 28.9 43.35
St.4 10 0.83 38.1 45.72
St.5 26 2.17 51.1 23.58
St.6 40 3.33 20.3 6.09
St.7 40 3.33 10.5 3.15
St. 8 40 3.33 8.17 2.45
60 R, IS R T
By —H8H SN 3 S T B
10 3.2.2 JRRUTEREAM AR SR B v
E g XL B TR AR R, X i B AT S B

20

4 BIMIFRMELFEE CPUE IKEBHE
CPUE g93fLL
Fig.4 Comparison of the CPUE of economic fishes
and CPUE of elver in each station
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Fig.5 Comparison of the CPUE of Coilia
nasus in each station
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Analysis on the composition of by-catch in elver nets and the suggestions on
the management of elver nets in Yangtze River estuary

GE Cheng-gang' , ZHONG Jun-sheng', GE Ke-ke’, LI An-dong', LIU Pei-ting’, WANG Ming-xing' , YAN
Xin'

(1. College of Fisheries and Life Science, Shanghai Ocean University, Shanghai 201306, China; 2. Marine Fisheries Research
Institute of Jiangsu Province, Nantong 226007, Jiangsu,China)

Abstract: To clarify the damage rates of elver nets on some commerical fishes in Yangtze River estuary, fishes
were collected from 8 stations (5 in the North Branch of Yangtze river estuary and 3 in the South Branch of
Yangize river estuary) from March to April in 2011. A total of 3 755 by-catch fish were collected representing
35 species from 16 families by 96 nets, including 12 marine species, 14 estuarine species, 3 migration
species and 6 freshwater species. The developmental stages of fishes were from post flextion to young stage.
Coilia nasus was the most dominant species accounting for 31. 99% of the total, and followed by
Pseudolaubuca engraulis (10. 09% ), Coilia mystus (9. 93% ), Lophiogobius ocellicauda (8. 92% ),
Taenioides rubicundus (7. 32% ), Cynoglossus joyneri (5. 32% ). There were 20 species of economic fishes
which accounting for 61. 60% of the total fish. Average were 24. 10 ind. /net and it showed a higher
proportion and quantity. A total of 182 elvers were collected, and each elver collected would damage 12.71
economic fish. Our results indicate that elver nets bycatch fish of species and number are relevant with nets,
location, mode of operation and tidal, and early life stages of economic fishes were damaged seriously by elver
nets, especially for Coilia nasus. It is one of the important reasons led the Coilia nasus resource declining in the
past. In order to protect fish recruitment stock and recover fish resources in Yangize River estuary, the management
should not only limit the quantity and operational periods of elver nets, but also regulate the mesh size.

Key words: Yangize River estuary; elver net; fish composition; Coilia nasus
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