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Fz1 EMRMEK
Tab.1 Diet compositions of H. molitrix
Diet composition F% N% W% IR1% Diet composition F% N% W% IR1%
Phytoplankton Cyclotella sp. 65.59 0.13 1.16 0.53
Chlorophyta Fragilaria sp. 68.82 0.92 0.64 0.67
Coelastrum sp. 21.51 0.10 0.09 0.02 Navicula sp. 31.18 0.02 0.05 0.01
Quadrigula sp. 2.15 + + + Pinnularia sp. 5.38 + 0.02 +
Scenedesmus sp. 46.24 0.12 0.02 0.04 Gomphonema sp. 2.15 + + +
Chlorella sp. 39.78 0.10 0.16 0.06 Nitzschia sp. 1.08 + + +
Chlamydomonas sp. 37.63 0.02 0.04 0.01 Synedra sp. 22.58 0.02 0.03 0.01
Psephonema 61.29 11.65 1.37 4.95 Epithemia sp. 1.08 + + +
Staurastrum sp. 53.76 0.06 0.08 0.04 Asterionella sp. 41.94 0.24 0.13 0.10
Oocystis sp. 53.76 0.13 0.13 0.09 Cymbella sp. 7.53 + 0.01 +
Westella sp. 2.15 + + + Stephanodiscus sp. 3.23 + 0.02 +
Selenastrum sp. 7.53 0.01 + + Cocconeis sp. 1.08 + + +
Coccomyxa dispar 2.15 0.01 + + 2.15 + + +
Eudorina sp. 19.35 0.18 0.10 0.03 Xanthophyta
Gonatozygon sp. 24.73 0.01 0.02 + Tribonema sp. 18.28 0.03 0.03 0.01
Tetraédron sp. 21.51 0.03 0.01 + Chrysophyta
Pediastrum sp. 38.71 0.18 0.07 0.06 Dinobryon sp. 26.88 0.31 0.25 0.09
Micrasterias sp. 1.08 + + + Euglenophyta
Spirogyra sp. 7.53 + 0.03 + Trachelomonas sp. 4.30 + 0.01 +
Cosmarium sp. 8.60 0.03 0.02 + Pyrrophyta
Nephrocytium sp. 9.68 0.04 0.01 + Ceratium sp. 75.27 0.13 0.52 0.31
Hormidium sp. 4.30 0.02 + + Gymnodinium sp. 15.05 + 0.21 0.02
Ulothrix sp. 27.96 0.69 1.03 0.30 Peridinium sp. 15.05 0.02 0.55 0.05
Pandorina sp. 2.15 + 0.01 + Zooplankton
Kirchnecriella sp. 6.45 0.05 0.02 + Cladocera
Closteriopsis sp. 21.51 0.01 0.04 0.01 #% Diaphanosoma sp. 17.20  0.01 0.60 0.07
Micractinium sp. 3.23 + + + #% Chydorus sp. 62.37 0.23 4.44 1.81
Chodatella sp. 12.90 + 0.01 + #% Bosmina sp. 97.85 3.16 54.32 34.87
Klebsormidium sp. 1.08 + + + b Daphnia sp. 30.11 0.10 20.80 3.90
Crucigenia sp. 16.13 0.05 0.01 0.01 #& Ceriodaphnia sp. 20.43 0.02 0.65 0.09
65.59 0.18 0.18 0.15 % Alona sp. 2.15 + 0.01 +
Cyanophyta Copepoda
Microcystis sp. 100.00 64.85 8.94 4575 Phyllodiaptomus sp.  22.58 0.01 0.57 0.08
Oscillatoria sp. 17.20 0.16 0.02 0.02 Cyclopoida 53.76 0.10 1.23 0.44
Lyngbya sp. 13.98 0.67 0.02 0.06 nauplii 1.08 + 0.03 +
Aphanocapsa sp. 43.01 9.90 + 2.64 Rotifer
Anabaena sp. 17.20 0.03 0.03 0.01 Keratella sp. 90.32 2.66 0.18 1.59
Chroococcus sp. 7.53 0.02 0.01 + Trichocerca sp. 26.88 0.02 0.02 0.01
Merismopedia sp. 9.68 0.21 + 0.01 Asplanchna sp. 6.45 0.02 + +
Gloecapsa sp. 1.08 0.01 + + Brachionus sp. 6.55 + 0.01 +
Phormidium sp. 4.30 0.04 + + Notholca sp. 1.08 + + +
Aphanothece sp. 1.08 0.28 0.01 + Euchlanis sp. 2.16 + 0.02 +
Bacillariophyta Symchaeta sp. 1.08 + + +
Melosira sp. 68.82 1.66 0.85 1.07 Diet composition F% N% W% IR1%
H o 0.01%

Note: “+” represents less than 0.01%
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2 (68.51%),
, 7 51 , % (12.22%); ,
28 9 1 , 95.89%,
: : 2 i : 62.55%, i
, 3 3 (14.01%) 1 (13.42%);
: % , 42.07%  41.05%
F2 WEBEWEN
Tab. 2 Diet compositions of A. nobilis
Diet composition F% N% W% IR1% Diet composition F% N% W% IR1%
Phytoplankton Microcystis sp. 100.00 6851 240  41.05
Chlorophyta Aphanocapsa sp. 14.08 1.29 + 0.11
Mougeotia sp. 4.23 0.03 + + Anabaena sp. 21.13 0.36 0.10 0.06
Scenedesmus sp. 36.62 0.09 + 0.02 Oscillatoria sp. 9.86 0.12 + 0.01
Ulothrix sp. 32.39 0.84 0.31 0.22 Merismopedia sp. 4.23 0.14 + +
Chlorella sp. 23.94 0.01 0.03 0.01 Phormidium sp. 4.23 0.02 + +
Chlamydomonas sp. 26.76 0.02 0.01 0.01 Chroococcus sp. 1.41 + + +
Psephonema 54.93 7.37 0.19 2.40 Gloecapsa sp. 1.41 + + +
Gonatozygon sp. 26.76 0.03 0.01 0.01 Lyngbya sp. 2.82 0.03 + +
Oocystis sp. 38.03 0.05 0.02 0.01 Bacillariophyta
Closteriopsis sp. 15.49 0.01 0.01 + Cyclotella sp. 70.42 0.08 0.12 0.08
Pediastrum sp. 19.72 0.08 0.01 0.01 Asterionella sp. 32.39 0.05 0.01 0.01
Staurastrum sp. 28.17 0.01 0.01 + Fragilaria sp. 43.66 0.27 0.09 0.09
Dictyosphaerium sp. 26.76 0.16 + 0.03 Melosira sp. 77.46 2.68 0.38 1.37
Chodatella sp. 1.41 + + + Navicula sp. 15.49 0.01 + +
Coelastrum sp. 25.35 0.04 0.01 0.01 Cymbella sp. 4.23 + + +
Spirogyra sp. 12.68 + 0.01 + Pinnularia sp. 4.23 + + +
Eudorina sp. 5.63 0.02 0.12 + Synedra sp. 8.45 + + +
Kirchnecriella sp. 8.45 0.01 + + Stephanodiscus sp. 1.41 + + +
Crucigenia sp. 2.82 + + + Xanthophyta
Tetrastrum sp. 1.41 + + + Tribonema sp. 18.31 0.10 0.02 0.01
Ankistrodesmus sp. 8.45 + + + Chrysophyta
Cosmarium sp. 1.41 + + + Dinobryon sp. 32.39 0.49 0.11 0.11
Tetrachlorella sp. 1.41 + + + Euglenophyta
Coccomyxa dispar 2.82 0.03 + + Trachelomonas sp. 8.45 + 0.02 +
Coelastrum sp. 25.35 0.04 0.01 0.01 Pyrrophyta
Closterium sp. 2.82 + + + Ceratium sp. 32.39 0.01 0.01 +
Hormidium sp. 2.82 0.05 0.01 + Peridinium sp. 11.27 + 0.01 +
Arthrodesmus sp. 2.82 + + + Zooplankton
78.87 0.24 0.06 0.14 Cladocera
Cyanophyta % Diaphanosoma sp. 33.80 0.06 1.17 0.24
“qr 0.01%

Note: “+” represents less than 0.01%
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FOOD COMPOSITON OF HYPOPHTHALMICHTHYS MOLITRIX AND ARISTICHTHYS
NOBILIS AND THE DIET OVERLAP WITH NEOSALANX TAIHUENSIS IN LAKE
ERHAI

HU Cui-Lin* 2, WANG Sheng-Rui®, GUO Long-Gen? and XIE Ping"?

(1. College of Fishery, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China; 2. Donghu Experimental Station of Lake
Ecosystems, Institute of Hydrobiology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Wuhan 430072, China; 3. State Environmental Protection
Key Laboratory for Lake Pollution Control, Research Center of Lake Eco-Environment, Chinese Research Academy
of Environment Sciences, Beijing 100012, China)

Abstract: To study the spatial and seasonal variations of food composition of Hypophthalmichthys molitrix and Aris-
tichthys nobilis and the diet overlap with Neosalanx taihuensis, gut contents of 93 Hypophthalmichthys molitrix and 71
Aristichthys nobilis in Lake Erhai were collected from July 2010 to October 2011. The results showed that 75 and 64
genus of preys ingested by H. molitrix and A. nobilis, respectively. Microcystis and Bosmina sp. were the dominant
preys of the two fish species based on the index of relative importance (IR1%). The seasonal variations of food compo-
sition of the two fishes were significant, which were closely related to the variations of food resources in the area. The
proportion of phytoplankton ingested by H. molitrix and A. nobilis in Gusheng was greater than those in northern Erhai,
which resulted from the different food compositions in these two regions. The Schoener overlap index revealed no sig-
nificant dietary overlap between the two fish species and N. taihuensis (E<0.6).

Key words: Erhai; Hypophthalmichthys molitrix; Aristichthys nobilis; Neosalanx taihuensis; Food composition; Diet overlap



