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 Introduction: aquatics have long played an important role in the human dietary, and for 

this reason some great studies and proceedings have been performed to improve the 

quality of aquatic, in the recent decades, which have utmost importance in the whole 
world. It has been tried also in this study to engage to the morphometric- meristical and 

micro and macro Anatomical study of caught fish from Heleh Wetland Catchment area 

of the city of Bushehr. Method: after obtaining the necessary permissions from the 
related center for fishing, fish were collected by fishing nets and by fishermen in three 

seasons, August, September and October. Then those fish were put in zipper plastics to 

prevent color changing of them and to not be in direct collision with ice powder. The 
caught fish were transferred to the laboratory of University and were kept in formalin, 

then were determined in the terms of morphometric, meristic and micro Anatomical 

characterization. Data were reported by Tables and Graphs. Results: the results show 
that in both seasons, summer and autumn, the highest frequency was allocated to Black 

fish, Capoeta Capoeta, and the lowest frequency was allocated to Yellow fin Shunk, 

Acanto Pagrus Lateus. The frequency percentage for Black fish in summer was (62%), 
and for Yellow fin Shunk was (5%), frequency percentage for Black fish in autumn was 

(68%), and for Yellow fin Shunk was (5%). In summer, the entire body length was 

(17.1 cm) for Barbus Grypus, which was the highest amount and for Acanto Pagrus 
Lateus and Liza Abu was (12.30 cm), which was the lowest amount; in autumn the 

entire body length was 18.25 cm for Barbus Grypus, which was the highest amount and 

for Liza Abu was 10 cm, which was the lowest amount. Discussion and conclusion: at 
the end, it should be stated that all wetlands, are sensitive areas and all officials 

particularly officials in environmental organization should be adequately pay attention 

to identification of different species, including aquatics of Iran’s wetlands, and 
identified endemic, sensitive and at economical risk species and make decision and 

implement an appropriate solution for maintaining of stocks of important, endemic and 

endangered species. In Bushehr province because of wetland deficit and presence of 
some endemic and rare species in them, Hileh wetland should be conserved more, since 

protection of ecosystems would also have the protection of species with itself.  
 

 
© 2015 AENSI Publisher All rights reserved. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 Wetlands and natural areas related to wetlands are special sight from water resources and have numerous 

importance such as reduce entrance of pollution sources to sea, habitat for migratory and resident birds, 

maintenance of genetic diversity, ecotourism, climate modification, and totally have bioenvironmental, fisheries 

and ranching, tourism values, transport of passengers and goods and cultural and artistic issues and so on [1]. 

The created history of Heleh protected area is linked to the time of creation of Hela wetland which has provided 

the domain of creation of this area. Prior to 1963 – 1964, it is not observed on topographic maps, any basin area 

in the seasonal location of formation of this wetland except a few small waterways. Heleh River is divided into 

two branches, northern branch and southern one. The southern branch is formed in the east of Kareh Band 

village and this branch is spread in arable lands and adjacent saline lands, before reaching the sea and led to 

formation of wetlands and growth of wetland vegetations. And the northern branch which is in fact the main 
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river of Heleh, enters to sea after crossing a vast plains. The branch is established ecological balance between 

fresh water and brackish water of Persian Gulf. This protected area is located in the city of Bushehr. This 

confine is located in 10 kilometers north of the city and along the coast. The region has an area of 64,783 

hectares and has two parts, watery and terrafirma, and in fact, it is a part of Heleh Delta which is located at the 

end of the Heleh River. Iran country has extremely valuable diversity species, given to its geographical and 

climatic diversity. Based on the latest research and reports of environmental experts, approximately 1131 

species including mammals, birds, reptiles and amphibians live in land and internal waters of ecosystems and 

Iran’s water. Many biological aspects of organisms, such as feeding operation, transfer function, vulnerability 

for predators and success of reproduction can be received with studying and analyzing of organism’s shape.  

 Iran’s internal water fish are including 180 species which have taken place in 27 families. In fact, fish are a 

group of vertebrates which are accustomed to living in aquatic environments and are benefited from it. Their 

body organs like fins for motion and gills for breathing are well prepared for living in water. The maximum 

distribution is belonged to fish in the waters of the Earth’s surface and they have a lot of species types. 

Nutritional variety of this group of aquatic vertebrates is very diverse and is involved the single celled plants 

and animals (Phytoplanktons and Zooplanktons) and aquatic multi-cellular plants and animals. Fish plays a 

major role in improving of the aquatic environment. They accelerate the photosynthesis activities by absorption 

of solute oxygen and excretion of carbonic gas, and contribute in enrichment of aquatic environments by 

excretion activity. In addition to the above, fish are effective in promotion of their habitat level, by attracting of 

seabirds and fish-eating birds [2]. Till now, several fish have been identified in the Heleh area including the 

following: Clupeiformes (shag fish), east fish, tenualosa ilisha (Sabor fish), fresh water eel, Bartail flathead, 

Threadfin, Tigertooth croaker, and many other species. Fish can be found in almost every type of water, whether 

sweet or salty, whether shallow exactly beneath the surface of water or deep with a depth of thousands meters. 

Fish are counted as an important food source [3]. Identification of aquatic organisms to understand their biology 

as well as their nutritional importance is the first step in the study of waters. And perhaps some of them 

(aquatics, fish, etc.) are endemic and are endangered of extinction and need to identify. So according to the 

above, the aim of the current study is morphometrical – meristical, micro anatomical and macro anatomical 

investigation of caught fish from Heleh wetland catchment area of the city of Bushehr.  

 

Method : 

 For the beginning of the work, we referred to the Department of Environment of Bushehr from August 2014 

and after receiving a fishing permission, the research began in Heleh wetland. Then ingredients, including ice 

powder, polystyrene containers, formalin and etc., were prepared and in three seasons, August, September and 

October, our group went to Heleh region for fishing. After throwing the fishing nets and successful catching of 

the considered fish, the caught fish were measured by ruler and their sizes were recorded and they were 

photographed. Then, they were put one by one and separately in zipper plastics and they were placed in direct 

conflict with ice powder to prevent from color changing. After doing the above steps, the fish that were placed 

in the special plastics were put in polystyrene containers containing ice powder, and by considering the 

necessary time, they were transferred to the laboratory of University to preserve in formalin and immediately 

they were placed in the prepared formalin. The obtained results then were studied and analyzed and were shown 

in Tables and Graphs.  

 

Results:  

 On the base of the observations and collecting Data from sampling stage that was performed from Heleh 

wetland, and doing measurements (biometrics, meristic), via methods described above, showed that probably in 

the Heleh wetland, the abundance amount of black fish (Capoeta capoeta) is the maximum percentage of 

frequency and the Yellow fin Shunk (Acanto pagrus) has the lowest percentage of frequency.  

 The caught fish sequence, according to the amount of frequency, is as following:  

1- Capoeta capoeta  

2- Barbus grypus, Liza abu 

3- Acanto pargus lateus 

 During the fishing that was performed in August, 12 pieces of fish were caught. Of these 12 pieces of 

caught fish, 1 piece was belonged to the Yellow fin Shunk family (Sparidae), 2 pieces were belonged to the 

mullet fish family (Mugilidae), 9 pieces were belonged to the Carp fish family (Cyprinidae). Biometric and 

meristic characteristics of them are mentioned in Table 1, 2, and 3.  

 1. Greek numbers indicates the number of hard rays in dorsal fin and the numbers that were placed in 

denominator represents the number of soft rays in dorsal fin.  

 The number of caught fish in September is as following: the numbers of 9 pieces of fish were caught. 

During the fishing that was done in September, which among them, 2 pieces were belonged to the mullet fish 

family (mugilidae) and 7 pieces were belonged to the carp fish family (Cyprinidae), and their biometrical and 

meristical characteristics are listed in Table 4, 5 and 6.  
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Table 1: the first fishing: type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in August, and their meristical characteristics 

Rows 
Species 

Name 

The number of lateral 

line of fish scales 

The number of rays 
in dorsal fin 

(D) 

The number of  rays 
in Anal fin 

(A) 

Barbel 
Fishing 

Time 

1 
Acanto 

pagrus lateus 
52 

  

Do not 
have 

August 

2 
Barbus 
grypus 

35 

 
 

Two pairs August 

3 
Barbus 

grypus 
34 

  

Two pairs August 

4 Liza abu Do not have lateral line 

  

Two pairs August 

5 Liza abu Do not have lateral line 

  

Do not 

have 
August 

6 
Capoeta 

capoeta 
68 

  

Do not 

have 
August 

7 
Capoeta 
capoeta 

63 

  

One pair August 

8 
Capoeta 
capoeta 

68 

  

One pair August 

9 
Capoeta 

capoeta 
69 

  

One pair August 

10 
Capoeta 

capoeta 
67 

  

One pair August 

11 
Capoeta 

capoeta 
67 

  

One pair August 

12 
Capoeta 

capoeta 
68 

  

One pair August 

 
Table 2: the type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in August, and their biometrical characteristics. 

Rows Species Name 
Total body 

length (cm) 

The standard 

length 

(cm) 

Body 

length 

(trunk) 

(cm) 

Head 

length 

Tail 

length 

(cm) 

Body 

height 

(cm) 

Fish fork 

length 

(cm) 

Diameter of 

eye 

(mm) 

Diameter of 

pupil 

(mm) 

1 
Acanto pagrus 

lateus 
12.3 10 4 3 5.3 4.5 11 0.8 0.5 

2 Barbus grypus 21 18 9.5 4 7.5 3.5 18.3 0.7 0.5 

3 Barbus grypus 15.4 12 6.4 3 6 2.8 12.5 0.7 0.3 

4 Liza abu 12.2 10.5 4.5 2.5 5.2 3.2 11.5 0.6 0.3 

5 Liza abu 13.5 12 5 3 5.5 3 11.5 0.6 0.3 

6 Capoeta capoeta 17.5 14 7.5 3 7 3.5 15 0.7 0.4 

7 Capoeta capoeta 14 11.5 6 2.5 5.5 3 12.6 0.5 0.4 

8 Capoeta capoeta 17.2 14 7.7 3 6.5 3.7 12.5 0.7 0.4 

9 Capoeta capoeta 17 14 7.5 3 6.5 4.2 13.5 0.5 0.3 

10 Capoeta capoeta 19.9 13.6 10.5 3 6.4 3.3 12 0.5 0.3 

11 Capoeta capoeta 16 13 6.5 3 6.5 3.5 13.5 0.5 0.3 

12 Capoeta capoeta 16.5 13.5 7 3 6.5 3.2 14.5 0.6 0.3 

 

Table 3: the type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in August, and their biometrical characteristics. 

Species Name 
Dorsal fin 

length (cm) 

Width of 
head 
(mm) 

Back of eye 

(cm) 

Fore of eye 

(cm) 

Length of 
tail stem 

(cm) 

Length of 
anal fin 

(cm) 

Time of fishing 

Acanto pagrus lateus 5.6 0.8 1.3 1 3.5 1.5 August 

Barbus grypus 2.1 1.5 2 1.3 4.5 1.2 August 

Barbus grypus 1.5 1.1 1.4 1 3.2 0.8 August 

Liza abu 1.2 1.1 1.5 0.5 3 1 August 

Liza abu 1.2 1.3 1.5 0.5 3.5 1 August 

Capoeta capoeta 3 1.5 1.5 1 4 1 August 

Capoeta capoeta 1.7 1.3 1.3 1 3 0.8 August 

Capoeta capoeta 2 1.5 1.5 1 3.5 1 August 

Capoeta capoeta 2 1.5 1.5 1 3.6 1 August 

Capoeta capoeta 2 1.4 1.5 1 3.5 1 August 

Capoeta capoeta 1.8 1 1.5 1 3.5 0.8 August 

Capoeta capoeta 2 1.1 1.5 1 3.5 0.8 August 
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Table 4: the second fishing: type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in September, and their meristical characteristics 

Rows Species Name 
The number of fish scales of 

lateral line 

The number of rays in 

dorsal fin 

(D) 

The number of  rays in Anal 

fin 

(A) 

Barbel Fishing Time 

1 Liza abu Do not have lateral line 

  

Do not have September 

2 Liza abu Do not have lateral line 

  

Do not have September 

3 Barbus grypus 34 

  

Two pairs September 

4 Capoeta capoeta 68 

  

One pair September 

5 Capoeta capoeta 67 

  

One pair September 

6 Capoeta capoeta 69 

  

One pair September 

7 Capoeta capoeta 67 

  

One pair September 

8 Capoeta capoeta 64 

  

One pair September 

9 Capoeta capoeta 69 

  

One pair September 

 

Table 5: the type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in September, and their biometrical characteristics. 

Rows Species Name 
Total body 

length (cm) 

The standard 

length 

(cm) 

Body 

length 

(trunk) 

(cm) 

Head 

length 

Tail 

length 

(cm) 

Body 

height 

(cm) 

Fish fork 

length 

(cm) 

Diameter of 

eye 

(mm) 

Diameter of 

pupil 

(mm) 

1 Liza abu 11 9 4 2 5 2.8 10.8 0.5 0.2 

2 Liza abu 12.5 10.5 4.5 2.5 5.5 3.4 11.3 0.6 0.3 

3 Barbus grypus 15 12 6 3 6 2.8 12.3 0.6 0.3 

4 Capoeta capoeta 16.5 14 7.7 3 6 3.6 12.2 0.7 0.4 

5 Capoeta capoeta 16 13 7 3 6 3 14.2 0.6 0.4 

6 Capoeta capoeta 18 15 7.8 3.2 7 3.5 13.5 0.5 0.3 

7 Capoeta capoeta 16.5 13.8 7 3 6.5 3.6 14.3 0.6 0.3 

8 Capoeta capoeta 14 11.7 6 2.5 5.6 2.7 12.4 0.4 0.2 

9 Capoeta capoeta 21.3 17 10 3.3 8.1 4 18.3 0.7 0.4 

 

Table 6: the type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in September, and their biometrical characteristics. 

Rows Species Name 
Dorsal fin length 

(cm) 

Width of head 

(mm) 

Back of eye 

(cm) 

Fore of eye 

(mm) 

Length of tail 

stem 

(cm) 

Length of anal 

fin (cm) 
Time of fishing 

1 Liza abu 1.1 1.1 1.3 0.4 2.5 1 September 

2 Liza abu 1.5 1.2 1.7 0.5 3.5 1 September 

3 Barbus grypus 1.5 1.1 1.3 1 3.2 0.8 September 

4 Capoeta capoeta 2 1.5 1.5 1 3.5 1 September 

5 Capoeta capoeta 2 1.1 1.5 1 3.2 0.8 September 

6 Capoeta capoeta 2.1 1.5 1.6 1 4.5 1 September 

7 Capoeta capoeta 2 1.4 1.5 1 3.5 1 September 

8 Capoeta capoeta 1.5 1.1 1.3 0.8 3.2 0.7 September 

9 Capoeta capoeta 2.5 1.5 1.8 1 4.8 1.3 September 

 

 The number of caught fish in October is as following: the numbers of 13 pieces of various fish were caught. 

During the fishing that was done in October, which among them, 2 pieces were belonged to the Yellow Fin 

Shunk family (sparidae), 1 piece was belonged to the mullet fish family (mugilidae), 10 pieces were belonged to 

the carp fish family (Cyprinidae), their biometrical and meristical characteristics are listed in Table 7, 8 and 9.  

 The number of caught fish in November is as following: the numbers of 6 pieces of various fish were 

caught. During the fishing that was done in November, and among them, 1 piece was belonged to the Yellow 

Fin Shunk family (sparidae) and 5 pieces were belonged to the carp fish family (Cyprinidae), which their 

biometrical and meristical characteristics are listed in Table 10, 11 and 12.  

 Chart 1 and chart 2 show the obtained results from frequency percentage of caught fish. The chart 1 shows 

the frequency percentage of caught fish in summer and the chart 2 shows the frequency percentage of caught 

fish in autumn. According to the above charts, the maximum frequency in both seasons, summer and autumn, 

was belonged to the black fish, Capoeta capoeta, and Yellow fin Shunk, Acanto pagrus lateus, had the lowest 

frequency. The frequency percentage of the black fish in summer was 62% and for the Yellow fin Shunk, was 

5%; this percentage was 68% for the black fish in autumn and 5% for the Yellow fin Shunk.  

Chart 1: The frequency percentage of caught fish in summer 
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Chart 2: The frequency percentage of caught fish in autumn 

 Chart 3 and chart 4 shows the results obtained from the mean length of caught fish total bodies, chart 3 

shows the mean length of caught fish total body in summer, and chart 4 shows the mean length of caught fish 

total body in autumn. According to the above charts, in summer, the maximum amount was belonged to Barbus 

grypus by 17.1 cm, and the lowest amount was belonged to Acanto pagrus lateus and Liza abu with 12.30 cm; 

in autumn, the maximum amount was belonged to Barbus grypus by 18.25 cm, and the lowest amount was 

belonged to Liza abu with 10 cm.  

Chart 3: The mean length of caught fish total bodies in summer  

Chart 4: The mean length of caught fish total bodies in autumn 

 
Table 7: the third fishing: type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in October, and their meristical characteristics 

Rows Species Name 
The number of lateral line of fish 

scales 

The number of rays in 

dorsal fin 

(D) 

The number of  rays in Anal 

fin 

(A) 

Barbel Fishing Time 

1 
Acanto pagrus 

lateus 
51 

  

Do not have October 

2 
Acanto pagrus 

lateus 
52 

  

Two pairs October 

3 Barbus grypus 36 

  

Two pairs October 

4 Barbus grypus Do not have lateral line 

  

Two pairs October 

5 Liza abu Do not have lateral line 

  

Do not have October 

6 Capoeta capoeta 68 

  

Do not have October 

7 Capoeta capoeta 67 

  

One pair October 

8 Capoeta capoeta 67 

  

One pair October 

9 Capoeta capoeta 64 

  

One pair October 

10 Capoeta capoeta 62 

  

One pair October 

11 Capoeta capoeta 63 

  

One pair October 

12 Capoeta capoeta 67 

  

One pair October 

13 Capoeta capoeta 62 

  

One pair October 

 

Table 8: the type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in October, and their biometrical characteristics. 

Rows Species Name 
Total body 

length (cm) 

The standard 

length 

(cm) 

Body 

length 

(trunk) 

(cm) 

Head 

length 

Tail 

length 

(cm) 

Body 

height 

(cm) 

Fish fork 

length 

(cm) 

Diameter of 

eye 

(mm) 

Diameter of 

pupil 

(mm) 

1 
Acanto pagrus 

lateus 
13.5 11 4.5 3.5 5.5 4.3 10 0.7 0.5 

2 
Acanto pagrus 

lateus 
12.5 10 4.5 3 5.3 4 10.5 0.8 0.5 

3 Barbus grypus 22.5 19 5.5 5 8.5 4 18.5 0.7 0.5 

4 Barbus grypus 14 11.5 6 2.5 5.5 2.5 11.5 0.6 0.3 

5 Liza abu 10 8.5 5 1.5 3.5 2.5 9.5 0.5 0.2 

6 Capoeta capoeta 19 15 8.5 3.5 7 3.4 16 0.5 0.3 

7 Capoeta capoeta 17 13.6 7 3 7 3.4 14.5 0.5 0.3 

8 Capoeta capoeta 17 13 7 3 7 3 14.5 0.4 0.2 

9 Capoeta capoeta 15.7 12.8 7 2.8 5.7 3.2 11.5 0.5 0.2 

10 Capoeta capoeta 13.5 10.5 6 2 5.5 2.5 12 0.4 0.2 

11 Capoeta capoeta 15 12 6.5 2.5 6 3 12 0.5 0.3 

12 Capoeta capoeta 17 13.8 7 4 5.5 3.5 14.2 0.6 0.3 

13 Capoeta capoeta 12 9.3 5 1.5 5.5 2.3 11.8 0.3 0.2 
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Table 9: the type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in October, and their biometrical characteristics. 
Rows Species Name 

Dorsal fin 

length (cm) 

Width of head 

(mm) 

Back of eye 

(cm) 

Fore of eye 

(mm) 

Length of tail 

stem (cm) 

Length of anal 

fin (cm) 
Time of fishing 

1 Acanto pagrus lateus 5.5 0.8 2 1.3 3 1.5 October 

2 Acanto pagrus lateus 5.5 0.8 2 1.2 4.3 1.2 October 

3 Barbus grypus 2.2 1.5 2 1.3 4.5 1.2 October 

4 Barbus grypus 1.4 1.1 1.4 1.1 3 0.8 October 

5 Liza abu 1.1 1.1 1.3 0.5 3 1 October 

6 Capoeta capoeta 2.4 1.6 1.6 1 4.5 1 October 

7 Capoeta capoeta 2.2 1.1 1.5 1 3.6 1 October 

8 Capoeta capoeta 2.4 1.5 1.5 1 4 1 October 

9 Capoeta capoeta 2 1.3 1.4 0.7 3.4 1 October 

10 Capoeta capoeta 1.5 1.2 1.5 1.2 4.5 1.2 October 

11 Capoeta capoeta 1.7 1.3 1.3 1 3 0.8 October 

12 Capoeta capoeta 2 1.4 1.5 1 3.5 1 October 

13 Capoeta capoeta 1.3 1.2 1.5 1.1 3.5 1.2 October 

 
Table 10: the fourth fishing: type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in November, and their meristical characteristics. 

Rows Species Name 
The number of lateral line of 

fish scales 

The number of rays in 

dorsal fin 

(D) 

The number of  rays in Anal 

fin 

(A) 

Barbel Fishing Time 

1 Acanto pagrus lateus 51 

  

Do not have November 

2 Capoeta capoeta 67 

  

One pair November 

3 Capoeta capoeta 66 

  

One pair November 

4 Capoeta capoeta 63 

  

One pair November 

5 Capoeta capoeta 68 

  

One pair November 

6 Capoeta capoeta 64 

  

One pair November 

 
Table 11: the type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in November, and their biometrical characteristics. 

Rows 
Species 

Name 

Total body 

length 
(cm) 

The 
standard 

length 

(cm) 

Body 
length 

(trunk) 

(cm) 

Head 

length 

Tail 

length 
(cm) 

Body 

height 
(cm) 

Fish fork 

length 
(cm) 

Diameter 

of eye 
(mm) 

Diamete
r of 

pupil 

(mm) 

1 
Acanto 
pagrus 

lateus 

13 10.5 4 3.3 5.7 4 9 0.7 0.5 

2 
Capoeta 
capoeta 

18 14 7 3.5 7.5 3.3 14 0.5 0.2 

3 
Capoeta 

capoeta 
15.5 12.5 7 2.5 6 3 14 0.5 0.4 

4 
Capoeta 
capoeta 

14 11.5 6 2.5 5.5 2.3 11 0.5 0.4 

5 
Capoeta 

capoeta 
20 16 9.5 2.5 8 3.5 12 0.6 0.4 

6 
Capoeta 
capoeta 

16 12.5 7 3 6 3.3 11.5 0.5 0.3 

 

Table 12: the type and number of caught fish in Heleh wetland, in November, and their biometrical characteristics. 

Rows Species Name 
Dorsal fin 

length 

(cm) 

Width of 
head 

(mm) 

Back of 
eye 

(cm) 

Fore of 
eye 

(mm) 

Length of 
tail stem 

(cm) 

Length of 
anal fin 

(cm) 

Time of 

fishing 

1 Acanto pagrus lateus 5 0.8 2 1.2 3.5 1.5 November 

2 Capoeta capoeta 2.3 1.2 1.5 1 3.5 1 November 

3 Capoeta capoeta 1.5 1.1 1.5 1 3 0.8 November 

4 Capoeta capoeta 1.3 1.3 1.5 3 3 1 November 

5 Capoeta capoeta 2.5 1.3 1.5 1 4 1.3 November 

6 Capoeta capoeta 1.5 1 1.5 1 2.5 0.8 November 

 

Discussion:  
 In this study, the frequency percentage of species during the period of sampling was determined and the 
highest frequency percentage (65%) was belonged to Capoeta capoeta fish and the lowest frequency percentage 
(10%) was belonged to Acanto pagrus lateus; also the mean length of species total bodies was determined 
during the sampling period and Barbus grypus with 17.58 cm had the highest mean length of total body and Liza 
abu with 11.48 cm had the lowest mean length of total body. In summer, the highest percentage (62 percent) of 
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frequency was belonged to Capoeta capoeta and the lowest percentage (5 percent) of frequency was belonged to 
Acanto pagrus lateus. The mean length of species total bodies was determined in summer, and Barbus grypus 
with 17.13 cm had the highest mean length and Acanto pagrus lateus with 12.30 cm had the lowest mean length 
of total body. In autumn, the highest percentage (68 percent) of frequency was belonged to Capoeta capoeta and 
the lowest percentage (5 percent) of frequency was belonged to Liza abu. The mean length of species total 
bodies was determined in autumn, and Barbus grypus with 18.25 cm had the highest mean length and Liza abu 
with 10.00 cm had the lowest mean length of total body among the species. The results obtained from the 
number of caught fish in seasons, summer and autumn, show that in summer, the Capoeta capoeta with 13 
pieces had the maximum number of fish and Acanto pagrus lateus with 1 piece had the minimum number of fish 
and in autumn, the Capoeta capoeta with 13 pieces had the maximum number of fish and Liza abu with 1 piece 
had the minimum number of fish.  
 In a study that was performed by Minai et al., (2012 - 2013) for investigation of biochemical changes in 
Cyprinion macrostomum and Capoeta damascina fish in two seasons, warm (summer) and cold (autumn), in the 
each season, the numbers of 9 samples of Cyprinion macrostomum with the total body length of 16.5 cm and 
Capoeta damascina with the mean total body length of 15.8 cm, were bioassay from Sezar River in Lorestan 
Province. In new research on Heleh wetland in summer, the total body length of Capoeta damascina was 16.95 
cm and in autumn, the total body length of this fish was 16.95 cm [4].  
 Given to the studies were done by Hashemi and Mortazavi (2008 - 2009), on populations dynamics of 
Barbus grypus fish in the Karun River, more than two thousands Barbus grypus fish were bioassay. The mean 
total body length for Barbus grypus fish was 37.94 cm in the range of 20-76 cm, the length for Cyprinidae fish 
was 43.62 in the range of 20-94 cm. In the case of new study on Barbus grypus fish during the sampling period 
in summer and autumn, the highest mean length was 17.58 cm [5].  
 In the new performed research on the Heleh wetland fish, 4 pieces were caught which total frequency 
percentage is as following: Acanto pagrus lateus (10 percent), Barbus grypus (12 percent), Liza abu (13 
percent), Capoeta capoeta (65 percent); the highest frequency percentage in summer was belonged to Capoeta 
capoeta by 62 percent and the highest frequency percentage in autumn was belonged to Capoeta capoeta by 68 
percent.  
 In a study that was performed by Skandari et al., to ichthyology on Dez Dam lake fish from January 2002 
till December 2003, the numbers of 12 pieces of fish were identified that were belonging to 3 families. The carp 
fish family had the highest frequency by 9 species. The maximum frequency of fish was observed in summer. 
Among fish species, the maximum frequencies were respectively as follows: Capoeta trutta with 63.95 percent, 
Babus grypus with 19.11 percent, and Barbus esocinus with 11.25 percent, and the other species contained 5.96 
percent of total frequency [6, 7 and 8].  
 
Conclusions:  
 Finally it should be stated that all of wetlands, are sensitive areas and all officials particularly officials 
environmental organization should be adequately pay attention to identification of different species, including 
aquatics of Iran’s wetlands, and identify endemic, sensitive and at economic risk species and make decision and 
implement an appropriate solution for maintaining of stocks of important, endemic and endangered species. 
Also in Bushehr province because of wetland deficit and presence of some endemic and rare species in them, 
Heleh wetland should be conserved more, since protection of ecosystems would also have the protection of 
species with itself. 
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