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We hypothesized that edge effects might impact the communities in the sites adjacent to the
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hydroperiod, tfo reveal edge effects at the park boundary and to identified fish to species, measured their wet-mass, standard length x Sog— | | The points show species assemblages by species (MDS plot) of
evaluate environmental changes associated with the impoundments. and recorded sex for a sub-set of the most abundant fish. Overall we 3 _ i richness plotted against the non-native
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The community structure of each There were no clear edge effects. non-native abundance.

region is distinct. <3308 <3320

The community structures of each region were significantly different Community structure varied significantly among years Community structure varied significantly among EOCh reg ion hOS a d IS-I-I nC-I- non- nOhV,”
from each other (ANOSIM p < 0.05). Similarity within regions was (ANOSIM p = 0.020) but not distances (p = 0.253). Distances (ANOSIM p = 0.028) and years (p = xS _ assem blOge °

driven mostly by mosquitofish (all sites), dollar sunfish (all sites), Mosquitofish (all distances), flagfish (all distances), dollar 0.30).
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Technicians (L to R: Aaron Parker, Justin Dummit, Carlos An array in Shark River Slough; the water here is nearly too RNy yz iceruiteitn (ell) el elel e s o) esailatice Each region was significantly different from the within regions. Differences between regions

: : : : : : % s were driven by Jewelfish (all regions), Mayan
Tudela) setting traps and performing maintenance on an array deep for the traps. Prior to setting the minnow traps, the .‘ D, = others (p < 0.05) cichlids (all regions). pike killifish (all regions)

in a site adjacent to the S332B impoundment (30 Sept. 2009). fences had to be tightened so that they emerged from the Years different at p < 0.05: 2004-2009, 2005- black acara (Eastern-Shark, Eastern-5332) and
water for their entire length (24 Sept. 2009). 2007, 2005-2009, 2006-2009, 2007-2009  blue tilapia (Eastern-S332, $332-Shark).
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Figure 1: Map showing the study region (Everglades National Park), with
sites sampled during the study interval and future sites. Map modified from
2005 SFWMD Structure map. Site locations are not shown to scale.

Conclusions

A) Average monthly depth. Sites are pooled within

Sex Ratio and Size

ooé’é \® regions. Depths were estimated using EDEN.
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el 04 A Dok Bl | B | g 0 - bars show standard error; note the logarithmic scale. sites. We did not see any edge effects on fish community
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andard length (mm) Standard Length (mm) Standard length (mm) Standard length (mm) Standard length (mm) in Shark River. This may be a result of greater food resources

A) Bar graphs showing proportion male. In some cases too few fish were caught in the eastern control sites to compare sex ratio. These results may be biased | | | | | Sh(] rl( River S|OUg h, fO| |OWed higher temperature, relaxed competition or fewer predators

as a result of differences in activity between the sexes or sizes of the sexes; smaller males may escape traps more often. (*p < 0.05) TO"G'SECC)ﬂCh]Fi%odiViéiOé}'S inzgjr?e ngggh) by 5332 (allowing more foraging opportunity). These differences in life
. history characteristics may be important for population growth

B) Histograms of standard length for each species. (*p < 0.05)
potential for these species.

Sex ratio was temale biased tor each species and varied among regions for mosquitotish
and bluetin killifish.
Fish were larger in the S332 sites, especially bluetin killitish, flagtish and least killitish.

Simil;,]ri'l'y c';f old' SHess =0.15 $332 old New and old trap array types were not
|and new arrays® " | $332 new signficantly different in catch (ANOSIM p =
s & Shark old (B) 0.1490). Regional differences in catch were
. ; [ gpji ?Sﬁj” significant (p = 0.001).

1. ‘9’3 Similarity within X-array types (SIMPER) was

- primarily driven by dollar sunfish, jewelfish,
mosquitofish and flagfish in the old type and
mosquitofish, dollar sunfish and flagfish in
the new type. Dollar sunfish, mosquitofish,
iewelfish and flagfish contributed to the non-
significant differences between fence types.

Left: Eric Fortman (foreground) and Jim Easton
installing a new array; the old array is visible in
the background.

Future Work

Future challenges to this work include making estimations as to the efficiency and limitations of the drift-fence

AC k n OW‘ e d g I ' I e n -|-S @ traps, re-designing drift-fences and adding new sites and regions to the monitoring effort. We have begun to

use new drift-fences in the existing sites and sampling new sites in Taylor Slough and the Everglades panhandle
Many people assisted with field work, data processing and data entry in this project. Bill Loftus (USGS) and Adam Obaza (FIU) helped to (figure 1). These drift- fences are re-built for each sampling event, are only set for one day, are smaller and do

design the drift-fence arrays, Jeft Klein and ENP provided logistical support. The staff and s’ruden’rs of ’rhe Trexler lab, led by manager Aaron not act as a “fish attractor” by creating semi-permanent habitat. Here, we compare fish catch between these

Parker, were instrumental to the implementation of this project. This projected was funded by task number J5284060023 under cooperative and permanent traps with the long term plan of exclusively using the new traps for future sampling.
agreement H5000060104 between FIU and ENP. Permit #: EVER-2008-SCI-0044

Right: A new, temporary drift-fence array. [t
will be removed after one night.

Far right: MDS plot showing similarity of catch
in new, temporary drift-fence traps to the
original permanent traps, for overlapping
periods in the same region.
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