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Risk analysis of alien fishes invasion in inland waters of Guangxi
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Abstract: [ Aim] To provide a scientific basis for the prevention and control of alien fish invasion and aquatic ecological environ-
ment protection in Guangxi, risk assessment and suitable area prediction of alien fish invasion in the inland waters of Guangxi were
performed. [ Method] The alien fish invasion risk assessment system and aquatic biological invasion capability screening system ( a-
quatic species invasiveness screening kit, AS-ISK) were used to screen fish species at risk of invading the inland waters of Guangxi,
and the maximum entropy model ( maximum entropy, MaxEnt) was used to predict fish at high risk of invasion in the inland waters
of Guangxi. [ Result] Eighteen species of alien fish were naturally distributed in the inland waters of Guangxi. Thirteen fish species,
including Clarias gariepinus, Oreochromis niloticus, Oreochromis mossambicus , Oreochromis aureus, Pterygoplichthtys pardails, Copt-
odon zillii, Micropterus salmoides, Ictalurus punctatus, Piaractus brachypomus, Labeo rohita, Prochilodus lineatus, Cirrhinus mriga-
la, and Gambusia affinis, had high invasion risk, while Tinca mosaics and Neosalanx taihuensis had medium invasion risk. The pre-
diction results of fish with high invasion risk showed that Qianjiang River, Yujiang River, and Nanliu River were the most vulnerable

to fish invasion. [ Conclusion] Both medium- and high-risk fish should be monitored, and continuous monitoring and early screening
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should be conducted in waters with a high risk of invasion.

Key words: fish invasion; AS-ISK; MaxEnt; Guangxi
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Table 2 The results of risk assessment system for invasion of alien fish species

e R AR o] TR BRI
Species Results Risk level Species Results Risk level
RAUGHAfY Clarias gariepinus 1.4645 = High FWIE B8 Labeo rohita 1.0818 = High
Je % B A4 Oreochromis niloticus 1.4235 1= High HRBUB AR Prochilodus lineatus 1.0585 = High
R8G5 fif Pterygoplichthys pardalis 1.3620 = High E NP Cirrhinus mrigala 1.0135 = High
55 B R Coptodon zillii 1.3295 = High B Gambusia affinis 1.0126 4 High
WA AE£f Oreochromis aureus 1.2970 5 High T Tinca tinca 0.9865 *H Medium
BLZ& L 5i B AE A Oreochromis mossambicus 1.2970 1= High KR F Neosalanx taihuensis 0.7505 # Medium
KO BT Micropterus salmoides 1.2545 {5 High 13k i Megalobrama amblycephala 0.6695 % Low
B 5 YR Tetalurus Punetaus 1.2420 =1 High il Siniperca chuatsi 0.6235 % Low
ST NENEHE Piaractus brachypomus 1.1700 i= High MRS 8. Myxocyprinus asiaticus 0.5835 % Low
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History and distribution
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S5 56 VTG
Assessment of impacts
and hazards
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TETH SR AT REME
The possibility of colonization
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The possibility of transmission
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and diffusion
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T 5 4 ] 0y e
Difficulty of prevention
and control
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Fig.1 The score of the three level indices of Clarias gariepinus *
T ARMASC OSID ), AE M T, Al SRR

. Scan the OSID code of this paper, and see appendix | for the index code.
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Fig.2 The results of aquatic species invasiveness screening kit V2.3
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