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TRACKING INVASIVES IN TEXAS: A COMPARISON OF SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION OF INVASIVE
FISH OVER THE LAST DECADE .
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non-native species were identified using the texasinvasives.org database or |
the Texas Invasive Species Institute to confirm invasive status.

* Analysis:
* % Invasive fish (per site) = abundance of invasive fish/total abundance
 |f same site sampled twice per year, % invasive fish averaged

* The data collected from the NRSA can be used to continuously monitor
Invasive populations and their impacts on native communities.

. » More in-depth statistical analyses can be made using these datasets
* More rigorous invasive species suppression efforts need to be made.
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Figure 5: a) Shows total changes in abundance of invasive species at each site from the first
sampling event to the most recent; sites are grouped according to HUC 02 Regions b) Photo
voucher of a Blue Tilapia caught at White Oak Bayou c) Photo voucher of a Rio Grande
Cichlid caught on the Guadalupe River.

Figure 2: Fish collection methods a) Electroshock boat, b) barge shocking, c) backpack shocking, d)
seining.
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