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Abstract: Species introductions and extirpations are key aspects of aquatic ecosystem change that
need to be examined at large geographic and temporal scales. The Pánuco Basin (Eastern Mexico)
has high ichthyological diversity and ecological heterogeneity. However, freshwater fish (FWF)
introductions and extirpations since the mid-1900s have modified species range and distribution.
We examine changes in FWF species composition in and among four sub-basins of the Pánuco by
comparing fish collection records pre-1980 to 2018. Currently, the FWF of the Pánuco includes
95 species. Fishes in the Poeciliidae, Cyprinidae, and Cichlidae, respectively, comprised most records
over time. Significant differences in species composition were found between the first (pre-1980) and
last (2011–2018) study periods, but not for periods in-between. Eight independent species groups
were key for explaining changes in Pánuco river ichthyofauna; one group was dominated by invasive
species, and saw increases in the number of records across study periods (faunal homogenization).
Another group was formed by species with conservation concern with a declining number of records
over time. Thirteen (2 native and 11 non-native) species were responsible for temporal turnover.
These results strongly suggest high rates of differentiation over time (via native species loss) following
widespread non-native species introductions.

Keywords: biogeography; community composition; differentiation; freshwater fishes; homogenization;
Pánuco basin; watershed

1. Introduction

Rapid ecosystem and species loss results from pollution, as well as land use and climate change [1].
Human activity does not solely lead to species loss; it can also lead to increases in faunal similarity
by the alteration of species range [2] via species introductions and species loss. Anthropogenic
introductions expand a species´ range beyond its natural dispersal capacity; species loss can result
from human driven ecosystem and habitat deterioration [2–5]. The number and manner of species
loss and introductions occurring can result in different levels of biological homogenization and
differentiation [5,6]. Lacking extirpations, the introduction of a given invasive in two sites leads to an
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increase in their similarity. Alternatively, the introduction of different invasive species in two sites will
reduce among-site similarity [5]. Loss of species shared among two sites will also generate biological
differentiation [5,7]. Human-caused biological homogenization and differentiation are serious threats
to global biodiversity [8–10]. Trends in both biological homogenization and differentiation can be
used as tools for the development of conservation strategies [7]. Processes of homogenization and
differentiation have been documented for freshwater fish faunas in North America and Europe [8–11].
Generally, studies have found increasing rates of among-region homogenization caused primarily
by non-native species introductions and translocations, as well as urbanization, but also loss of
community similarity driven by non-native species in certain settings [10]. While the expansion and
disappearance of non-native and native species, respectively, have been the focus of an increasing
body of literature in Latin America [12–14], processes of homogenization or differentiation have not
been formally addressed in published literature in Mexico. Understanding the rates and causes of
homogenization and differentiation in this species-rich area of the world could help identify strategies
to help in conservation efforts of unique faunas. As a first step in understanding whether and how
these processes are happening in the freshwater fish fauna of the Pánuco Basin, here, we examine their
rates in one of the most important basins of Mexico.

The Pánuco Basin is one of the largest (9.7 million ha) and most diverse in the Mexican Gulf of
Mexico slope [15]. Nearctic and Neotropical freshwater fish (FWF) faunas converge in this basin, which
is also a transition zone between three Mexican physiographic regions [16,17]. A complex geology
has led to a relatively high proportion (57%) of FWF in Mexico being endemic or microendemic [18].
Approximately 95 (native and non-native) species have been recorded in the basin [19] from a variety
of sources, including species lists and inventories, and conservation-oriented studies [17,20–22].
Some studies have provided evidence on the impacts of introduced species on natives such as
Cualac tessellatus, Ataeniobius toweri, Tampichthys mandibularis, and T. dichroma [21,23] in the Pánuco.
However, homogenization and differentiation processes have not been addressed for the basin.
The analysis of these processes can shed light on the temporal dynamics and causes that have led to
the current distribution of species in the Pánuco. Here, we explore and quantify FWF homogenization
and differentiation processes for four sub-basins in the Pánuco based on fish collections and museum
information spanning more than 50 years of data. We hypothesize a temporal increase in FWF
homogenization and then differentiation for the entire Pánuco, as well as among the four sub-basins.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Units of Analysis

The Pánuco basin spans a large (97,196 km2), ecologically and geographically diverse area.
The mainstem of the Pánuco runs generally SW–NE for 510 km from its source to the Gulf of
Mexico [24]. The Pánuco runs from the central Mexican plateau and the Sierra Madre Oriental, along
rugged terrain to reach a relatively short coastal plateau. It drains the states of Tamaulipas, San Luis
Potosí, Hidalgo, Querétaro, México, Guanajuato, and Veracruz [7] (Figure 1). As classified by the
Mexican Institute for Geography and Statistics (INEGI), the National Institute of Ecology (INE) and
the National Water Commission (CONAGUA), the Pánuco includes four sub-basins :(A) Río Pánuco,
(B) Río Tamesí, (C) Río Tamuín, and (D) Río Moctezuma [25] (Figure 1). The Río Pánuco sub-basin is in
the states of Tamaulipas and Veracruz [16]; it is the lowest portion of the Pánuco Basin and is comprised
of the outlet of the San Juan and Tula rivers downstream from the Zimapán Dam on the Moctezuma
and the confluence of the Tamuín River. The Rio Tamesí (originates with the name of Guayalejo river)
sub-basin flows NW–SE in the states of Tamaulipas, San Luis Potosí, and Veracruz [7,24]. The Río
Tamuín starts in the state of San Luis Potosí after the confluence of the Verde and Santa María rivers,
and includes the Gallinas, Tamasopo, El Salto, and Valles rivers. The Calabazas and Los Hules rivers
are also located in this sub-basin. The Moctezuma sub-basin includes the San Juan, Extoraz (Tolimán
and Victoria), Amajac, and Tempoal rivers and drains the states of Hidalgo, Querétaro, México, San
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Luis Potosí, Guanajuato, and Veracruz [7]. Administratively, this sub-basin includes the once endorheic
Mexico City valley as part of the Moctezuma; this valley has not been included in our study.

1 

 

 

Figure 1. The Pánuco Basin, in Eastern central Mexico, with four sub-basins (sensu INEGI, 2007). Map
includes locations where records for the most diverse families, Cyprinidae, Cichlidae, and Poeciliidae,
were obtained. “Others” refers to other families found in each location. Coordinates in universal
transverse Mercator (UTM) units for zone 14 N.

The above sub-basins were used as geographical units of analysis upon which we studied
homogenization and differentiation processes. That is, FWF changes though time were analyzed in
each sub-basin and contrasted with those of other sub-basins.

2.2. Database

Sub-basin specific databases were constructed using historical (pre-1980 to 2018) FWF collection
information. The presence of only primary and secondary species (FWF with little or no tolerance
to ocean salinity) [26] collected in sites located in each of the Pánuco sub-basins was included in the
database. Databases were populated primarily from data in FISHNET2 [27] and the Global Biodiversity
Information Facility [28]. Both repositories were searched using Pánuco and Panuco as geographic
keywords to locate records for the river basin. GBIF data included a 2018 update from the Colección
Nacional de Peces Dulceacuícolas Mexicanos de la Escuela Nacional de Ciencias Biológicas [19].
The geographic location for each record found in databases was verified using QGIS 3.8 and adjusted,
when necessary, to fall within each sub-basin. Fish records from Miller et al. (2009) [15], from the
“Edmundo Díaz Pardo” fish collection at the Universidad Autónoma de Querétaro, were also obtained
and their coordinates were revised. Additionally, the Web of Science (Clarivate Analytics©, Philadelphia,
PA, USA.) was searched for recent (up to 18 years prior to 2018) publications reporting on Pánuco river



Diversity 2020, 12, 187 4 of 19

collections or other ichthyological studies [29–62]. Species and genera names in each collection or
source were verified and updated [63,64] to adjust synonymy and eliminate possible misidentifications.

Using its date, each collection was assigned to one of five time intervals. Interval 1 included
pre-1980 (including 1980) records; interval 2 included records from between 1981 and 1990; and
intervals 3, 4, and 5 spanned 1991–2000, 2001–2010, and 2011–2018, respectively.

Thus, the resulting database had presence-absence (0,1) data for each species, an identifier for
the sub-basin where it was collected (A, B, C, D) and the time interval (1–5) when it was recorded.
These data were used to carry out similarity analyses described below.

We defined species native to the Pánuco as those whose original distribution included a waterbody
in the Pánuco. Any species with natural range outside the Pánuco was regarded as non-native.
Among these, invasive species were defined based on the categorization by the Comisión Nacional
para el Conocimiento y Uso de la Biodiversidad (CONABIO), which defines invasive species for
Mexico [65].

2.3. Analyses

We first estimated sample completeness [66], using species accumulation curves (bootstrap) from
all intervals with EstimateS [67]. We then quantified biological homogenization or differentiation
between sub-basins and among time intervals. We used Jaccard´s similarity index to calculate distance
matrices among species and time intervals, and among sub-basins using PERMANOVA (permutational
multivariate analysis of variance) [68,69]. Next, we carried out a pairwise comparison among intervals
and sub-basins, graphically displaying Jaccard values via a boostrapped MDS (multidimensional
scaling) procedure among intervals and sub-basins. PERMANOVA and MDS were performed in Primer
7 [70]. Subsequently, we carried out a dual cluster analysis to identify species associations throughout
the Pánuco, based on the time interval and the sub-basin where they were found. To achieve this,
we converted presence-absence (0,1) data into ordinal data (i.e., the number of sub-basins in which
a species is present per time interval) and used Ward´s method for calculating Euclidean distances
among time-intervals and sub-basins [71] in Past3 [72].

To identify species responsible for among sub-basin and time-period differences, we carried
out four generalized discriminant analyses (GDA). Two (one for sub-basin differences and one for
time-period differences) included all 95 species; they identified 15 species with the highest correlations.
Two more GDAs (one for sub-basin differences and one for time-period differences) were carried out
using only these 15 species. These analyses were carried out in software Statistica v.10 [73].

3. Results

Our database included 95 species in 35 genera, 12 families, and 10 orders (Figure 1). Families with
the most species were Poeciliidae (34.7%), Cyprinidae (20%), and Cichlidae (15.8%) (Tables A1 and A2).
Species accumulation curves for all intervals resulted in 94.79% of estimated richness. For each interval,
independently, species accumulation curves represented >80% of estimated richness.

Significant differences in species composition were detected among the oldest and most recent time
intervals according to pairwise comparison procedures (t = 1.5705, p = 0.022; Figure 2a); however, no
differences were found among other time intervals. Species composition differed among all sub-basins
(Fpseudo = 9.2383, df = 3, p = 0.001; Figure 2b). The Río Pánuco and the Río Tamuín sub-basins
shared the least species (24%) when all time intervals were considered. The Río Moctezuma and Río
Tamuín sub-basins shared the most (55%) species. When comparing among intervals, intervals 2 and
3 (1981–1990 and 1990–2000, respectively) shared 91% of species. Intervals 1 and 5 (pre-1980 and
2011-2018, respectively) shared the least species (44%).
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Figure 2. Multidimensional scaling (MDS) comparison (Jaccard values of similarity) of Pánuco River
ichthyofauna between (a) time intervals and (b) sub-basins (see methods for details). Icons in black
represent the centroids for each group with a similar shape.

Dual grouping analyses resulted in eight distinct groups. Group 1 had species found in more than
two sub-basins in the first four intervals and whose presence in the last interval declined. Group 2
was formed by species present in more than three sub-basins in the first three time intervals and then
declined after the fourth time interval. Fish species in group 3 were rare in the first intervals and were
found in more than three sub-basins by the fourth and fifth time intervals. All fish species in group 4
were present in more than three sub-basins in all intervals. Group 5 was formed by species exclusive
to each sub-basin, which were present in the first three intervals, but absent in the last one. Fishes in
group 6 were present throughout all time intervals. Group 7 was formed by fish species present in
the last three intervals only. Finally, group 8 included species recorded in time interval 1, but absent
thereafter (Figure 3; Table 1).

The GDA analysis for time intervals explained 97.89% of the variation with two discriminant
functions, DF1 (first discriminant function) 92.79% and DF2 (second discriminant function) 5.1%.
The species that most contributed to the over time-species changes were Algansea tincella, Amatitlania
nigrofasciata, Ataeniobius toweri, Carassius auratus, Chirostoma grandocule, Coptodon rendalli, C. zillii,
Ctenopharyngodon idella, Cyprinus carpio, Gambusia affinis, G. marshi, Ictiobus bubalus, and Notropis boucardi
(Table 2). For the sub-basin GDA analysis, we found 97.38% of the variation explained by two functions
(DF1: 87.67% and DF2: 9.71%), highly correlated to the presence of A. tincella, A. nigrofasciata, A. toweri,
C. auratus, C. grandocule, C. rendalli, C. zillii, C. idella, C. carpio, G. marshi, Gambusia atrora, G. panuco, I.
bubalus, and N. boucardi (Table 3).
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1 

 

 Figure 3. Time interval and sub-basin dual clustering analysis results for the Pánuco River ichthyofauna.
The numbers from 0 to 4 in the columns indicate the number of sub-basins where a species was recorded.
Groups formed in analyses are indicated by a number to the left of each colored box. The tree to the
right indicates similarity in distribution among species and species groups. The tree at the bottom of
the image indicates similarity among time intervals.



Diversity 2020, 12, 187 7 of 19

Table 1. Attributes of Pánuco River Basin fish species groups formed in cluster analyses. For each
group, we present the number of species in the group; the number of natives, non-natives, and invasives;
the number of species in each group categorized by IUCN or NOM 059 SEMARNAT 2010; and general
characteristics for the group.

Group Species in
Group Native Non

Native Invasive IUCN *
NOM 059

SEMARNAT
2010 **

Group Attributes

1 19 17 2 0 2 2 Eight species were not found
in later time intervals.

2 7 6 1 0 2 4 Three species were not found
in later time intervals.

3 6 0 6 5 2 0 All species present through
time intervals.

4 8 6 2 1 0 0 All species present through
time intervals.

5 19 13 6 0 7 8 Species were lost between
time intervals 4 and 5.

6 11 8 3 1 3 2 All species present through
time intervals.

7 10 0 10 4 3 2

Nine species were introduced
after time interval 3, but four

were not found in the last
time interval.

8 15 4 11 1 3 1 Species were not reported
after time interval 1.

* International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN). Species categories: NT = near threatened, VU = vulnerable,
EN = endangered, CR = critically endangered. ** NORMA Oficial Mexicana NOM-059-SEMARNAT-2010. Species
categories: Pr = subject to special protection, A = threatened, P = in danger of extinction.

Table 2. Fish species from the Pánuco Basin correlated with discriminant function analyses for
time intervals (see text). Eigenvalues and % of variance explained in a function are shown. DF:
Discriminant function.

Species DF1 DF2

Algansea tincella 0.038516 0.030990
Amatitlania nigrofasciata −0.006545 −0.114626

Ataeniobius toweri 0.022237 0.017892
Carassius auratus −0.007613 0.028727

Chirostoma grandocule 0.008891 0.310992
Coptodon rendalli 0.005133 0.179551

Coptodon zillii 0.008891 0.310992
Ctenopharyngodon idella 0.035840 −0.127134

Cyprinus carpio −0.029556 −0.062774
Gambusia affinis 0.023831 0.103444
Gambusia marshi 0.024345 0.026311
Ictiobus bubalus 0.013731 0.063038

Notropis boucardi 0.012446 −0.089352
Eigenvalue 126.94 7.05

% of variance 92.79 5.1
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Table 3. Fish species from the Pánuco Basin correlated with discriminant function analyses for
sub-basins (see text). Eigenvalues and % of variance explained in each function are shown. DF:
Discriminant function.

Species DF1 DF2

Algansea tincella 0.103136 −0.044257
Amatitlania nigrofasciata 0.056162 0.165854

Ataeniobius toweri 0.054143 −0.333427
Carassius auratus 0.080127 0.099953

Chirostoma grandocule 0.001050 0.068697
Coptodon rendalli 0.022928 0.067710

Coptodon zillii 0.005592 0.038124
Ctenopharyngodon idella −0.001050 −0.068697

Cyprinus carpio 0.062067 0.143948
Gambusia atrora 0.049687 0.212331
Gambusia marshi −0.023292 0.029809
Gambusia panuco 0.029366 −0.127961
Ictiobus bubalus −0.010438 −0.070169

Notropis boucardi 0.013536 −0.083357
Eigenvalue 179.29 19.86

% of variance 87.67 9.7

4. Discussion

4.1. Compositional Changes

Our study discovered differentiating trends in FWF fauna of the Pánuco River over the last
50 years. While significant differences were found only between the first and last interval, changes
occurred gradually over our study period. The first and second time intervals shared 82% of species,
with 15 species recorded in time period 1 being lost in interval 2. These included 12 non-native
species (i.e., invasive C. zilli [65]), which were perhaps unable to become established, and three native
species (i.e., critically endangered Notropis calientis [74]). Between time intervals 2 and 3, Pánuco
sub-basins were more homogenous (similarity at 91%), and six non-native species were introduced
(including invasives A. nigrofasciata, Oncorhynchus mykiss, and O. niloticus, [65]). Native species like
Xiphophorus continens (data deficient according to [75]) were not found after the third time interval.
Interestingly, species homogenization was only found in these first three time intervals, coinciding
with a nation-wide policy for species introductions for aquaculture. During the 1970s and 1980s,
several governmental programs promoted fish farms and planting of non-natives in newly created
reservoirs [76]. These policies led to a substantial increase in the number of introduced species
throughout the country [23,77,78]. Past these time intervals, we noted a decline in species similarity,
which has continued to the present. The third and fourth intervals shared 86% of species, but four
non-natives (including invasives Hypophthalmichthys molitrix and C. idella [65]) were first found in
the Pánuco. Seven species, including Herichthys pame, Xiphophorus nigrensis, and Tampichthys rasconis
(this last one being endangered [79]) were not found after interval 4. The highest differentiation (59% of
species shared) was found between intervals 4 and 5, with 29% of species in period 4 not found in
period 5, and two newly introduced species.

Gradual differentiation over time ultimately resulted in only 34% of species being shared between
the first and last time intervals. This included 47% of species registered in the first time interval not
being recorded in the latest time intervals and the introduction of 10% of nonnative species, of which
50% are considered invasive [65]. While we expected continually increasing homogenization over
time in the Pánuco basin, what we detected was a marked increase in ichthyological differentiation
(vía species loss) occurring after non-natives had been introduced in the region. Several studies have
demonstrated that species invasions can result in native species loss [80–82]. Nile perch (Lates niloticus)
introductions into Lake Victoria (Africa) [83] and loricariid introductions into Infiernillo Reservoir
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in Mexico [84,85] are examples of how invasives have led to collapses of native faunas. There are,
however, many instances in which it is difficult to establish a cause and effect relationship between a
species introduction and the demise of native species. For example, the introduction of Oreochromis
mossambicus in the State of Morelos in the 1970s coincided with the local extirpation of Poeciliopsis balsas.
While the effects of the non-native species were cited as a likely cause for the extirpation [77,86], the
mechanism leading to the disappearance of the native species was not clearly established. Similar to
this study, in our analysis, we identified increases in the distribution of non-natives broadly coinciding
with diminishing records for native species.

4.2. Assemblage Change among Time Intervals

Our cluster analyses helped us identify which species entered or were lost from sub-basins
through time. Group 3 was integrated by invasive species that expanded their range after being
introduced into one of the sub-basins. Group 7, also integrated by non-native species, was composed of
species that did not appear in later time intervals, suggesting they were not able to become established.
These two groups include 17% of all species found in the Pánuco Basin, and are species highly utilized
in aquaculture, commercial and sport fisheries, and for biocontrol worldwide [78,86,87]. Groups 1
and 5 were mostly composed of species under conservation status and that were not found in later
time intervals. These can be considered the most vulnerable groups and comprise 40% of species
of the Pánuco. These groups include Herichthys steindachneri, A. toweri, Herichthys bartoni, Notropis
calabazas, T. mandibularis, T. rasconis, and Xenoophorus captivus, all of which are listed by the International
Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and NOM 059 SEMARNAT 2010 as critically endangered or
threatened. Future expeditions to sites where they were previously collected should focus on searching
for these species.

Two large groups formed in our analyses. One included non-native, invasive species whose
ecological plasticity and life history traits (i.e., adaptability, high reproductive output, and dispersal
capacity) allowed their expansion throughout the basin, potentially leading to negative interactions
(i.e., interference, predation, and competition) with native species [88]. A second group was formed
by native species, many of which are known from unique, often isolated, freshwater ecosystems
(i.e., desert springs or small headwater streams) or have relatively small ranges (i.e., Notropis calabazas,
Xiphophorus pygmaeus, X. nigrensis). Native faunas are generally vulnerable to the introduction of
competitors and predators, in addition to being susceptible to disease [89]. That many native species
were not registered in our latest time intervals suggests accelerated species loss. This needs to be
addressed by the implementation of species-specific conservation measures. We acknowledge that our
work is limited by a lack of concise information on species absence in databases, which prevents us
from calculating the actual number of species disappearing in the Pánuco. However, 37% of species not
found in the last time interval of our analysis are also listed by IUCN or NOM-059-SEMARNAT-2010,
and another 35% are considered data-deficient by IUCN. Our study points to a potentially accelerated
rate of species loss from a regional perspective. Further, we recognize that our datasets may be affected
by differences in sampling efforts carried out over time. Our dataset results from the efforts from
many scientists across decades whose sampling goals, strategies, and methods may have differed
considerably. Large-scale studies that integrate information from a variety of sources are subject to
such biases in sampling methodology [90–92]. Despite these limitations, we feel our use of rarefaction
curves and relatively long time periods for analysis help address some of the issues derived from a
lack of standardization [93].

4.3. Species Contribution

We identified 13 species generating significant changes across time intervals. Two were native
and eleven (including five invasives) were non-native. Cyprinids Cyprinus carpio, C. idella, and
C. auratus were introduced prior to the 1980s for use in aquaculture and aquariums and are today well
established in the Pánuco and generally throughout the country [15,85]. Cichlids A. nigrofasciata and
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C. zilli, also non-natives causing significant changes in across time intervals, are known for negatively
affecting native cichlids and cyprinids [94–96]. Fourteen species were responsible for differences
among sub-basins. Most of the species responsible for changes in among time-interval differences were
also involved in among sub-basin differences. Only Gambusia panuco and G. atrora were responsible
for among sub-basin differences, but not for among time interval differences. These results strongly
suggest that non-native, invasive species of use in aquaculture could be largely responsible for changes
in the fish composition of the Pánuco Basin. Local and federal programs for fomenting aquaculture will
continue to be implemented in the country, leading to increased non-native species introductions [97]
and affecting native fish communities [85]. Further threats include dewatering of many streams and
rivers and pollution. For example, water irrigation districts such as Mante, Xocoténcatl, and Río
Pánuco, Las Ánimas modify water courses and deviate steam water to sugar cane, citrus, and other crop
plantations [98]. Especially in the upper (San Juan and Tula rivers) and lower (Tampico-Madero and
Altamira rivers) Pánuco basin, pollution from agriculture and industry has seriously affected aquatic
systems, rendering several river stretches uninhabitable [99]. These activities will continue to affect
native faunas unless their operation is modified, taking into consideration needs for protecting natural
habitats or via adoption of impact mitigation strategies, especially in areas of high endemism [100].
Our results can be used to identify species that are likely in the most danger of being affected by
anthropogenic activities.

While much is known about how non-native species alter freshwater ecosystem structure
and function, studies that incorporate a long-term and ample geographic scale perspective can
help us understand the magnitude of the challenges imposed by biological homogenization and
differentiation [101]. Being the first approximation to quantify fish fauna homogenization and
differentiation rates in Mexico, we believe this study offers information and an analytical approach
that could be implemented in other areas of the country. Further, it highlights aspects of faunal change
that should be incorporated into national and regional strategies for biodiversity conservation.

5. Conclusions

The Pánuco River remains one with high ichthyological diversity despite being subject to
numerous anthropogenic alterations over the last 40 years. Arrival of numerous non-native species
and disappearance of endemic species has led to increasing ichthyological homogenization and
then differentiation among the four sub-basins comprising the Pánuco Basin. Unfortunately, due to
a lack of strict and effective conservation efforts, it is likely differentiation trends will continue as
consequence of ongoing environmental degradation (primarily through damming and river desiccation).
Homogenization might continue to occur as non-native species continue to expand throughout the
basin, likely because of species dispersal via aquaculture programs and releases of aquarium species.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Freshwater fish species from the Pánuco Basin registered (1 = presence, 0 = absence) in
five time intervals and four sub-basins: (A) Río Pánuco, (B) Río Tamesí, (C) Río Tamuín, and (D)
Río Moctezuma.

No. Scientific Name
Interval 1
(≤1980)

Interval 2
(1981–1990)

Interval 3
(1991–2000)

Interval 4
(2001–2010)

Interval 5
(2011–2018)

A B C D A B C D A B C D A B C D A B C D

1 Algansea tincella 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
2 Amatitlania nigrofasciata 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
3 Astyanax rioverde 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
4 Astyanax mexicanus 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
5 Ataeniobius toweri 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
6 Atractosteus spatula 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Carassius auratus 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1
8 Chirostoma arge 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
9 Chirostoma grandocule 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 Chirostoma humboldtianum 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
11 Chirostoma jordani 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
12 Coptodon rendalli 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13 Coptodon zillii 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 Ctenopharyngodon idella 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
15 Cualac tessellatus 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
16 Cyprinella lutrensis 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
17 Cyprinus carpio 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1
18 Gambusia affinis 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
19 Gambusia atrora 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
20 Gambusia aurata 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
21 Gambusia marshi 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22 Gambusia panuco 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0
23 Gambusia quadruncus 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
24 Gambusia regani 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1
25 Gambusia vittata 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
26 Girardinichthys multiradiatus 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
27 Girardinichthys viviparus 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
28 Goodea atripinnis 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1
29 Goodea gracilis 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
30 Herichthys bartoni 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
31 Herichthys carpintis 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
32 Herichthys cyanoguttatus 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1
33 Herichthys labridens 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
34 Herichthys molango 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
35 Herichthys pame 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
36 Herichthys pantostictus 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
37 Herichthys steindachneri 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
38 Herichthys tamasopoensis 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
39 Hypophthalmichthys molitrix 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1
40 Ictalurus australis 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
41 Ictalurus furcatus 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
42 Ictalurus lupus 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
43 Ictalurus mexicanus 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
44 Ictalurus punctatus 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
45 Ictiobus bubalus 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
46 Ictiobus labiosus 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0
47 Lepisosteus osseus 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
48 Lepomis macrochirus 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1
49 Micropterus salmoides 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
50 Notropis aguirrepequenoi 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
51 Notropis boucardi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
52 Notropis calabazas 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
53 Notropis calientis 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
54 Notropis sallaei 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
55 Notropis tropicus 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
56 Oncorhynchus mykiss 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
57 Oreochromis aureus 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
58 Oreochromis mossambicus 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
59 Oreochromis niloticus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
60 Poecilia formosa 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
61 Poecilia latipinna 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
62 Poecilia latipunctata 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
63 Poecilia limantouri 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table A1. Cont.

No. Scientific Name
Interval 1
(≤1980)

Interval 2
(1981–1990)

Interval 3
(1991–2000)

Interval 4
(2001–2010)

Interval 5
(2011–2018)

A B C D A B C D A B C D A B C D A B C D

64 Poecilia mexicana 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1
65 Poecilia reticulata 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
66 Poecilia sphenops 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
67 Poeciliopsis gracilis 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0
68 Poeciliopsis infans 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
69 Poeciliopsis lucida 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

70 Pseudoxiphophorus
bimaculatus 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1

71 Pseudoxiphophorus jonesii 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
72 Pylodictis olivaris 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
73 Tampichthys catostomops 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
74 Tampichthys dichroma 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
75 Tampichthys erimyzonops 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
76 Tampichthys ipni 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
77 Tampichthys mandibularis 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
78 Tampichthys rasconis 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
79 Thorichthys maculipinnis 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
80 Xenoophorus captivus 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
81 Xenotoca variata 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
82 Xiphophorus birchmanni 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
83 Xiphophorus continens 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
84 Xiphophorus cortezi 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
85 Xiphophorus hellerii 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
86 Xiphophorus maculatus 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
87 Xiphophorus malinche 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
88 Xiphophorus montezumae 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
89 Xiphophorus multilineatus 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
90 Xiphophorus nezahualcoyotl 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
91 Xiphophorus nigrensis 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
92 Xiphophorus pygmaeus 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
93 Xiphophorus variatus 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
94 Xiphophorus xiphidium 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
95 Yuriria alta 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Table A2. Categories of freshwater fish species from the Pánuco Basin. We include origin for species,
N = native to the basin, NN = non native to the basin; if NN, we specify which sub-basin they are NN
in (A = Pánuco, B = Tamesí, C = Tamuín, and D = Moctezuma). We also include species categorized as
invasive by Comisión Nacional para el Conocimiento y Uso de la Biodiversidad (CONABIO) and the
category for species under the International Union for Conservation of Nature’s Red List of Threatened
Species and the Norma Oficial Mexicana NOM 059 SEMARNAT 2010 (see below).

No. Family Scientific Name
ORIGIN

Invasive
(Yes /No)

Red List
Iucn

Nom 059
Semarnat

2010
(Native = N, Non

Native = NN)
Sub-Basin
(A,B,C,D)

1 Cyprinidae Algansea tincella N C No LC No
2 Cichlidae Amatitlania nigrofasciata NN Yes NE No
3 Characidae Astyanax rioverde N C No LC No
4 Characidae Astyanax mexicanus * N ABCD No LC/VU No/A
5 Goodeidae Ataeniobius toweri N C No EN P
6 Lepisosteidae Atractosteus spatula N B No LC No
7 Cyprinidae Carassius auratus NN Yes LC No
8 Atherinopsidae Chirostoma arge NN No DD No
9 Atherinopsidae Chirostoma grandocule NN No DD No

10 Atherinopsidae Chirostoma humboldtianum NN No NE No
11 Atherinopsidae Chirostoma jordani NN No LC No
12 Cichlidae Coptodon rendalli NN No LC No
13 Cichlidae Coptodon zillii NN Yes LC No
14 Cyprinidae Ctenopharyngodon idella NN Yes NE No
15 Cyprinodontidae Cualac tessellatus N C No VU P
16 Cyprinidae Cyprinella lutrensis N C No LC A
17 Cyprinidae Cyprinus carpio NN Yes VU No
18 Poeciliidae Gambusia affinis NN No LC No
19 Poeciliidae Gambusia atrora N D No DD No
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Table A2. Cont.

No. Family Scientific Name
ORIGIN

Invasive
(Yes /No)

Red List
Iucn

Nom 059
Semarnat

2010
(Native = N, Non

Native = NN)
Sub-Basin
(A,B,C,D)

20 Poeciliidae Gambusia aurata N B No DD No
21 Poeciliidae Gambusia marshi NN No LC A
22 Poeciliidae Gambusia panuco N AB No DD No
23 Poeciliidae Gambusia quadruncus N AC No NE No
24 Poeciliidae Gambusia regani N ABCD No DD No
25 Poeciliidae Gambusia vittata N B No LC No

26 Goodeidae Girardinichthys
multiradiatus NN No EN No

27 Goodeidae Girardinichthys viviparus NN No EN P
28 Goodeidae Goodea atripinnis N C No LC No
29 Goodeidae Goodea gracilis N C No LC No
30 Cichlidae Herichthys bartoni N C No EN P
31 Cichlidae Herichthys carpintis N AB No LC No
32 Cichlidae Herichthys cyanoguttatus NN No LC No
33 Cichlidae Herichthys labridens N B No EN A
34 Cichlidae Herichthys molango N D No LC No
35 Cichlidae Herichthys pame N C No NE No
36 Cichlidae Herichthys pantostictus N BA No LC No
37 Cichlidae Herichthys steindachneri N C No EN P
38 Cichlidae Herichthys tamasopoensis N C No VU No

39 Cyprinidae Hypophthalmichthys
molitrix NN Yes NT No

40 Ictaluridae Ictalurus australis N B No DD A
41 Ictaluridae Ictalurus furcatus N CD No LC No
42 Ictaluridae Ictalurus lupus NN No DD No
43 Ictaluridae Ictalurus mexicanus N C No VU A
44 Ictaluridae Ictalurus punctatus N BCD No LC No
45 Catostomidae Ictiobus bubalus NN No LC A
46 Catostomidae Ictiobus labiosus N CD No DD No
47 Lepisosteidae Lepisosteus osseus N ABC No LC No
48 Centrarchidae Lepomis macrochirus NN No LC No
49 Centrarchidae Micropterus salmoides NN Yes LC No
50 Cyprinidae Notropis aguirrepequenoi NN No VU Pr
51 Cyprinidae Notropis boucardi NN No EN A
52 Cyprinidae Notropis calabazas N C No CR No
53 Cyprinidae Notropis calientis N C No CR No
54 Cyprinidae Notropis sallaei N D No LC No
55 Cyprinidae Notropis tropicus N BC No NT No
56 Salmonidae Oncorhynchus mykiss NN Yes NE Pr
57 Cichlidae Oreochromis aureus NN Yes LC No
58 Cichlidae Oreochromis mossambicus NN Yes NT No
59 Cichlidae Oreochromis niloticus NN Yes LC No
60 Poeciliidae Poecilia formosa N ABD No LC No
61 Poeciliidae Poecilia latipinna NN No LC No
62 Poeciliidae Poecilia latipunctata N B No DD P
63 Poeciliidae Poecilia limantouri NN No NE No
64 Poeciliidae Poecilia mexicana N ABCD No LC No
65 Poeciliidae Poecilia reticulata NN Yes NE No
66 Poeciliidae Poecilia sphenops NN No LC Pr
67 Poeciliidae Poeciliopsis gracilis NN No LC No
68 Poeciliidae Poeciliopsis infans NN No LC No
69 Poeciliidae Poeciliopsis lucida NN No DD No

70 Poeciliidae Pseudoxiphophorus
bimaculatus NN No LC No

71 Poeciliidae Pseudoxiphophorus jonesii NN No LC No
72 Ictaluridae Pylodictis olivaris NN No LC No
73 Cyprinidae Tampichthys catostomops N C No NT No
74 Cyprinidae Tampichthys dichroma N C No NE A
75 Cyprinidae Tampichthys erimyzonops N BC No DD No
76 Cyprinidae Tampichthys ipni N BCD No LC No
77 Cyprinidae Tampichthys mandibularis N C No EN P
78 Cyprinidae Tampichthys rasconis N C No EN No
79 Cichlidae Thorichthys maculipinnis NN No NE No
80 Goodeidae Xenoophorus captivus N C No EN P
81 Goodeidae Xenotoca variata N C No LC No
82 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus birchmanni N D No LC No
83 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus continens N C No DD No
84 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus cortezi N CD No DD No
85 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus hellerii NN No LC No
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Table A2. Cont.

No. Family Scientific Name
ORIGIN

Invasive
(Yes /No)

Red List
Iucn

Nom 059
Semarnat

2010
(Native = N, Non

Native = NN)
Sub-Basin
(A,B,C,D)

86 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus maculatus NN No DD No
87 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus malinche N D No DD No
88 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus montezumae N C No DD No
89 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus multilineatus N C No DD No
90 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus nezahualcoyotl N BC No DD No
91 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus nigrensis N C No DD No
92 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus pygmaeus N C No DD No
93 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus variatus N ABCD No LC No
94 Poeciliidae Xiphophorus xiphidium NN No LC No
95 Cyprinidae Yuriria alta NN No EN No

RED LIST IUCN—the International Union for Conservation of Nature’s Red List of Threatened Species: NE = not
evaluated; DD = data deficient; LC = least concern; NT = near threatened; VU = vulnerable; EN = endangered; CR
= critically endangered. NOM 059 SEMARNAT 2010—NORMA Oficial Mexicana NOM-059-SEMARNAT-2010,
Protección ambiental-Especies nativas de México de flora y fauna silvestres-Categorías de riesgo y especificaciones
para su inclusión, exclusión o cambio-Lista de especies en riesgo: No = not in the NOM; Pr = subject to special
protection; A = amenazadas (threatened); P = en peligro de extinción (in danger of extinction).* For A. mexicanus,
the blind form was clasified as vulnerable (VU) by IUCN and (A) in NOM-059 SEMARNAT 2010 [102,103].
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diversity of the genus Herichthys (Teleostei: Cichlidae). J. Zool. Syst. Evol. Res. 2018, 56, 223–247. [CrossRef]

52. Pérez-Rodríguez, R.; Domínguez-Domínguez, O.; Pérez Ponce de León, G.; Doadrio, I. Phylogenetic
relationships and biogeography of the genus Algansea Girard (Cypriniformes: Cyprinidae) of central Mexico
inferred from molecular data. BMC Evol. Biol. 2009, 9, 223. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

53. Reznick, D.N.; Furness, A.I.; Meredith, R.W.; Springer, M.S. The origin and biogeographic diversification of
fishes in the family Poeciliidae. PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0172546. [CrossRef]

54. Říčan, O.; Piálek, L.; Dragová, K.; Novák, J. Diversity and Evolution of the Middle American Cichlid Fishes
(Teleostei: Cichlidae) with Revised Classification; Senckenberg Gesellschaft für Naturforschung: Frankfurt,
Germany, 2016; p. 102.

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1444903
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/beheco/art063
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12862-016-0593-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2003.08.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.11646/zootaxa.4189.1.3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27988757
http://dx.doi.org/10.1643/CG-03-093R3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1643/CI-03-240R2
http://dx.doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.885.38152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2012.10.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rmb.2015.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2016.07.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jzs.12197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2148-9-223
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19735558
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0172546


Diversity 2020, 12, 187 17 of 19

55. Rodiles-Hernández, R.; Lundberg, J.G.; Sullivan, J.P. Taxonomic discrimination and identification of extant
blue catfishes (Siluriformes: Ictaluridae: Ictalurus furcatus Group). Proc. Acad. Nat. Sci. Phila. 2010, 159,
67–82. [CrossRef]

56. Rosen, D.E. Middle-american poeciliid fishes of the genus Xiphophorus. Bull. Fla. State Mus. Biol. Sci. 1960, 5,
57–242.

57. Rosen, D.E.; Bailey, R.M. The poeciliid fishes (Cyprinodontiformes): their structure, zoogeography, and
systematics. Bull. AMNH 1963, 126, 1–176.

58. Schönhuth, S.; Doadrio, I. Phylogenetic relationships of Mexican minnows of the genus Notropis
(Actinopterygii, Cyprinidae). Biol. J. Linn. Soc. 2003, 80, 323–337. [CrossRef]

59. Schönhuth, S.; Doadrio, I.; Dominguez-Dominguez, O.; Hillis, D.M.; Mayden, R.L. Molecular evolution of
southern North American Cyprinidae (Actinopterygii), with the description of the new genus Tampichthys
from central Mexico. Mol. Phylogenet. Evol. 2008, 47, 729–756. [CrossRef]

60. Schönhuth, S.; Mayden, R.L. Phylogenetic relationships in the genus Cyprinella (Actinopterygii: Cyprinidae)
based on mitochondrial and nuclear gene sequences. Mol. Phylogenet. Evol. 2010, 55, 77–98. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

61. Webb, S.A. Molecular systematics of the genus Allodontichthys (Cyprinodontiformes: Goodeidae). Rev. Fish
Biol. Fish. 2002, 12, 193–205. [CrossRef]

62. Wright, J.J.; David, S.R.; Near, T.J. Gene trees, species trees, and morphology converge on a similar
phylogeny of living gars (Actinopterygii: Holostei: Lepisosteidae), an ancient clade of ray-finned fishes.
Mol. Phylogenet. Evol. 2012, 63, 848–856. [CrossRef]

63. Nelson, J.S.; Grande, T.C.; Wilson, M.V.H. Fishes of the World, 5th ed.; Wiley: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2016; p. 707.
64. Eschmeyer’s Catalog of Fishes. Available online: https://www.calacademy.org/scientists/projects/eschmeyers-

catalog-of-fishes (accessed on 16 December 2019).
65. CONABIO Especies Exóticas Invasoras. Available online: http://enciclovida.mx/exoticas-invasoras?grupo=

Peces (accessed on 16 December 2019).
66. Jiménez-Valverde, A.; Hortal, J. Las curvas de acumulación de especies y la necesidad de evaluar la calidad

de los inventarios biológicos. Rev. Ibérica Aracnol. 2003, 8, 151–161.
67. EstimateS: Stistical Estimation of Species Richness and Shared Species from Samples. Version 9.1.

Available online: http://viceroy.eeb.uconn.edu/estimates/ (accessed on 9 May 2019).
68. Demey, J.R.; Pla, L.; Vicente-Villardón, J.L.; Di Rienzo, J.; Casanoves, F. Medidas de distancia y similitud.

In Valoración y Análisis de la Diversidad Funcional y su Relación con los Servicios Ecosistémicos; Casanoves, F.,
Pla, L., Di Rienzo, J.A., Eds.; Centro Agronómico Tropical de Investigación y Enseñanza: Turrialba, CR, USA,
2011; Volume 5, pp. 47–59.

69. Anderson, M.J. Permutational multivariate analysis of variance (PERMANOVA). In Wiley StatsRef: Statistics
Reference Online; American Cancer Society: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2017; pp. 1–15.

70. Clarke, K.R.; Gorley, R.N. PRIMER (Version 7). Windows; PRIMER-EPlymouth: Devon, UK, 2015.
71. Murtagh, F.; Legendre, P. Ward’s hierarchical agglomerative clustering method: Which algorithms implement

Ward’s criterion? J. Classif. 2014, 31, 274–295. [CrossRef]
72. Hammer, Ø.; Harper, D.A.T.; Ryan, P.D. PAST: Paleontological statistics software package for education and

data analysis. Palaeontol. Electron. 2001, 4, 1–9.
73. StatSoft STATISTICA (Version 10). Available online: https://www.bioz.com/result/statistica%2010%

20software/product/StatSoft%20inc (accessed on 9 April 2020).
74. Domínguez, O. Notropis calientis. IUCN Red List Threat Species; IUCN: Gland, Switzerland, 2019;

p. e.T14881A546437.
75. Mercado Silva, N. Xiphophorus continens. IUCN Red List Threat Species; IUCN: Gland, Switzerland, 2019;

p. e.T191777A2002890.
76. Ibáñez, A.L.; Pérez-Ramírez, M.; García-Calderón, J.L. Institutional development of freshwater fish stocking

in Mexico. J. Fish Biol. 2014, 85, 2003–2009. [CrossRef]
77. Mejía-Mojica, H.; de Rodríguez-Romero, F.J.; Díaz-Pardo, E. Recurrencia histórica de peces invasores en la

Reserva de la Biósfera Sierra de Huautla, Mexico. Rev. Biol. Trop. 2012, 60, 669–681. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
78. Amador del Angel, L.E.; Wakida-Kusunoki, A.T. Peces invasores en el Sureste de México. In Especies Acuáticas

Invasoras en Mexico; Mendoza, R., Koleff, P., Eds.; Comisión Nacional para el Conocimiento y Uso de la
Biodiversidad: Mexico, DF, Mexico, 2014; pp. 425–433.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1635/053.159.0105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1095-8312.2003.00241.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2007.11.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2009.10.030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19903533
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1025099709739
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2012.02.033
https://www.calacademy.org/scientists/projects/eschmeyers-catalog-of-fishes
https://www.calacademy.org/scientists/projects/eschmeyers-catalog-of-fishes
http://enciclovida.mx/exoticas-invasoras?grupo=Peces
http://enciclovida.mx/exoticas-invasoras?grupo=Peces
http://viceroy.eeb.uconn.edu/estimates/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00357-014-9161-z
https://www.bioz.com/result/statistica%2010%20software/product/StatSoft%20inc
https://www.bioz.com/result/statistica%2010%20software/product/StatSoft%20inc
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12496
http://dx.doi.org/10.15517/rbt.v60i2.3960
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23894937


Diversity 2020, 12, 187 18 of 19

79. Tampichthys rasconis. IUCN Red List Threat. Species. 2019. Available online: https://www.iucnredlist.org/

species/191296/1975296 (accessed on 2 May 2018).
80. Dextrase, A.J.; Mandrak, N.E. Impacts of alien invasive species on freshwater fauna at risk in Canada.

Biol. Invasions 2006, 8, 13–24. [CrossRef]
81. Light, T.; Marchetti, M.P. Distinguishing between invasions and habitat changes as drivers of diversity loss

among California’s freshwater fishes. Conserv. Biol. J. Soc. Conserv. Biol. 2007, 21, 434–446. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

82. Esmaeili, H.R.; Teimori, A.; Owfi, F.; Abbasi, K.; Coad, B.W. Alien and invasive freshwater fish species in
Iran: Diversity, environmental impacts and management. Iran. J. Ichthyol. 2015, 1, 61–72.

83. Witte, F.; Goldschmidt, T.; Wanink, J.; van Oijen, M.; Goudswaard, K.; Witte-Maas, E.; Bouton, N.
The destruction of an endemic species flock: Quantitative data on the decline of the haplochromine
cichlids of Lake Victoria. Environ. Biol. Fishes 1992, 34, 1–28. [CrossRef]

84. Guzman, A.F.; Barragan, S.J. Presencia de bagre sudamericano (Osteichthyes: Loricariidae) en el rio Mezcala,
Guerrero, Mexico. Vertebr. Mex. 1997, 3, 1–4.

85. Contreras-Balderas, S.; Ruiz-Campos, G.; Schmitter-Soto, J.J.; Díaz-Pardo, E.; Contreras-McBeath, T.;
Medina-Soto, M.; Zambrano-González, L.; Varela-Romero, A.; Mendoza-Alfaro, R.; Ramírez-Martínez, C.; et al.
Freshwater fishes and water status in México: A country-wide appraisal. Aquat. Ecosyst. Health Manag. 2008,
11, 246–256. [CrossRef]

86. Olds, A.A.; Smith, M.K.S.; Weyl, O.L.F.; Russell, I.A. Invasive alien freshwater fishes in the Wilderness lakes
system, a wetland of international importance in the Western Cape province, South Africa. Afr. Zool. 2011,
46, 179–184. [CrossRef]

87. Marchetti, M.P.; Moyle, P.B.; Levine, R. Invasive species profiling? Exploring the characteristics of non-native
fishes across invasion stages in California. Freshw. Biol. 2004, 49, 646–661. [CrossRef]

88. Sakai, A.K.; Allendorf, F.W.; Holt, J.S.; Lodge, D.M.; Molofsky, J.; With, K.A.; Baughman, S.; Cabin, R.J.;
Cohen, J.E.; Ellstrand, N.C.; et al. The population biology of invasive species. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 2001, 32,
305–332. [CrossRef]

89. Gozlan, R.E.; Britton, J.R.; Cowx, I.; Copp, G.H. Current knowledge on non-native freshwater fish
introductions. J. Fish Biol. 2010, 76, 751–786. [CrossRef]

90. Taylor, E.B. An analysis of homogenization and differentiation of Canadian freshwater fish faunas with an
emphasis on British Columbia. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 2004, 61, 68–79. [CrossRef]

91. Clavero, M.; García-Berthou, E. Homogenization dynamics and introduction routes of invasive freshwater
fish in the Iberian Peninsula. Ecol. Appl. 2006, 16, 2313–2324. [CrossRef]

92. Marchetti, M.P.; Lockwood, J.L.; Light, T. Effects of urbanization on California’s fish diversity: Differentiation,
homogenization and the influence of spatial scale. Biol. Conserv. 2006, 127, 310–318. [CrossRef]

93. Colwell, R.K.; Mao, C.X.; Chang, J. Interpolating, extrapolating, and comparing incidence-based species
accumulation curves. Ecology 2004, 85, 2717–2727. [CrossRef]

94. Contreras-MacBeath, T.; Mejia-Mojica, H.; Carrillo-Wilson, R.C. Negative impact on the aquatic ecosystems
of the state of Morelos, Mexico from introduced aquarium and other commercial fish. Aquar. Sci. Conserv.
1998, 2, 67–78. [CrossRef]

95. Trujillo-Jiménez, P. Trophic spectrum of the cichlids Cichlasoma (Parapetenia) istlanum and Cichlasoma
(Arconcentrus) nigrofasciatum in the Amacuzac River, Morelos, Mexico. J. Freshw. Ecol. 1998, 13, 465–473.
[CrossRef]

96. Varela-Romero, A.; Ruiz-Campos, G.; Yépiz-Velázquez, L.M.; Alaníz-García, J. Distribution, habitat and
conservation status of desert pupfish (Cyprinodon macularius) in the Lower Colorado River Basin, Mexico.
Rev. Fish Biol. Fish. 2002, 12, 157–165. [CrossRef]

97. Cohen, A.N.; Carlton, J.T. Accelerating invasion rate in a highly invaded estuary. Science 1998, 279, 555–558.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

98. Región hidrológica Num. 26 Río Pánuco. Cuenca del Río Guayalejo-Tamesí. Available online: https://agua.org.mx/

biblioteca/region-hidrologica-num-26-rio-panuco-cuenca-del-rio-guayalejo-tamesi/ (accessed on 2 January 2020).
99. Buenfil Friedman, J. Adaptación a los Impactos del Cambio Climático en los Humedales Costeros del Golfo de Mexico;

Instituto Nacional de Ecología: Mexico, DF, Mexico, 2009; p. 485.
100. Edwards, P.J.; Abivardi, C. The value of biodiversity: Where ecology and economy blend. Biol. Conserv.

1998, 83, 239–246. [CrossRef]

https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/191296/1975296
https://www.iucnredlist.org/species/191296/1975296
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10530-005-0232-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00643.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17391193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00004782
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14634980802319986
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15627020.2011.11407491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2004.01202.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.32.081501.114037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2010.02566.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/f03-141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2006)016[2313:HDAIRO]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.04.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/03-0557
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1009676403693
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02705060.1998.9663643
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1025006920052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.279.5350.555
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9438847
https://agua.org.mx/biblioteca/region-hidrologica-num-26-rio-panuco-cuenca-del-rio-guayalejo-tamesi/
https://agua.org.mx/biblioteca/region-hidrologica-num-26-rio-panuco-cuenca-del-rio-guayalejo-tamesi/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3207(97)00141-9


Diversity 2020, 12, 187 19 of 19

101. Guo, Q.; Olden, J.D. Spatial scaling of non-native fish richness across the United States. PLoS ONE 2014, 9,
1–6. [CrossRef]

102. Contreras-Balderas, S.; Almada-Villela, P. Astyanax mexicanus ssp. jordani. IUCN Red List Threat. Species 2019.
103. Schmitter-Soto, J.J. A revision of Astyanax (Characiformes: Characidae) in Central and North America, with the

description of nine new species. J. Nat. Hist. 2017, 51, 1331–1424. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0097727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00222933.2017.1324050
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Units of Analysis 
	Database 
	Analyses 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Compositional Changes 
	Assemblage Change among Time Intervals 
	Species Contribution 

	Conclusions 
	
	References

