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(51.64 £3.61) mm, (25.71 £2.42) mm. (11.00 +£3.12) g. 100 d.
1.3 5 (D) D, D, D, D, D, 10 20 30
40 50 . 3 7d 1
. ( )
1.4 N
(D, D, D, D, D, 30 ). N o
SPSS17.0 Excel ( ANOVA)
SGR P 0.05 P 0.01
o : (DWG) =(W, -W,) /(t, —t,); (DHG) =(H,-H,)/
(t,—t)); (DWG) =(W, - W) /(t, —t,); (SGR) =(InW, —1InW,) /(t, —t,) x
100% ; (SHGR) =(H, -H,) /H, x100%; (SWGR) =(W, - W,)/ W, x100%;
(BWGR) =( W, -W,) /W, x100%; (SV) =SD/Mean x 100%:; =
/ x100% . W, W, it (g) H, H, i 1, (mm) W, W,
A (mm) SD Mean o
2
60 d 5 1o
15 xXEs
/g SV /mm SV /mm SV
D, 4.50 +0. 86a 19.29 47.47 +3.44a 6.85 23.24 +1.88a 7.80
D, 4.02 £1.00a 25.00 45.42 +4.52a 9.94 23.28 +3.13a 13.45
D, 4.16 £0.99a 23.98 46.24 £4.51a 19.59 21.73 £2.06a 9.47
D, 4.14 £0. 66a 15.90 45.53 +2.78a 6.10 22.18 +1.38a 6.21
D, 4.45 +0.37a 8.24 46.67 +1.00a 2.15 22.54 +1.42a 6.32
/g SV /mm SV /mm SV
D, 14.45 £3.12ab 21.58 56.20 +4.34ab 7.72 28.81 +2.70ab 9.36
D, 15.44 +2.57b 16.63 57.29 +3.20b 5.59 29.95 +2.10b 7.02
D,  15.13£1.72b 11.36 56.43 £2.20ab 3.90 28.77 +1.73ab 6.00
D, 12.91+1.57a 12.17 54.03 £2.31a 4.28 28.11 +1.63b 5.79
Dy 12.89 +1.28a 9.94 53.85 +1.44a 2.68 28.01 £1.07a 3.82
SGR/% SHGR/% SWGR/% BWGR/% DWG/(g+d) DHG/( mm * d) 1%
D, 1.93£0.20a 18.42 +4.77ab 23.93 £4.89a 220.1+36.12a 0.17 £0.039ab 0.146 +0.04ab 100
D, 2.27+0.16b  26.66 £6.13¢  29.65 £9.09ab 291.6 £36.47b 0.19 £0.028b 0.20 +0.026¢ 100
D, 2.18 +0.38b  23.02 £12.58bc 33.27 £13.58b 280.3 £95.45b 0.18 £0.028b 0.17 +0.08bc 100
D, 1.90 £0.13a  18.81 £3.30ab 26.81 £3.32ab 213.9+24.97a 0.15+£0.018a 0.142 +0.02ab 100
Ds 1.77 £0.05a 15.38 +1.31a  24.48 £4.26a 189.1+8.54a 0.14£0.016a 0.12+0.01a 98
(P <0. 05) .
2.1 1
(P>0.05) N N
- D, D, D, N (P >0.05) D, D,
(P>0.05) D, Dy ; (SGR) D, D,
D, D, D; (P<0.05); D, D, D, b, Dy ;
D, D, D, D, Dj ' D,

D, (P >0.05) D, D, D, (P<0.05) .
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2
DHG/  DW'G/ DWG/ SHGR/ SWGR/ BWGR/
/d /mm /mm lg /%
(mmed) (mmed) (g-d) % % %
0 51.64+3.61 25.71%2.42 11.00£3.12 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 100
20 58.26+3.88 29.11+1.82 15.11+2.95 0.33  0.17  0.21  12.80 13.2  37.40 100
40 61.73+4.51 30.78+2.17 17.75+3.3¢ 0.17  0.08  0.13  6.00 5.8  17.40 98
60  64.51+4.63 32.98+1.80 22.32+4.01 0.14 0.1  0.23 45  7.10 25.80 100
80  66.60+4.41 33.15+1.64 24.14+3.70 0.10 0.0  0.09  3.20  0.50  8.10 100
100 69.55+4.03 34.87+1.86 28.31+4.10 0.15 0.09 0.21 440 520 17.30 100
2 100 d : (69.55 £4.03) mm. (34.87 +1.86)
mm- (28.31 £4.10) g- 34. 7% 35.6% 157.4% »
40 d 40 d o
2.4
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Suspended net cage culture of juvenile Hemifusus tuba

WANG Bing-bing  WANG MeiHang LI Shuang-bo YU Xiang-yong
( Fisheries College Guangdong Ocean University Zhanjiang 524025 China)

Abstract: Juvenile Hemifusus tuba were net cage cultured at different stocking densities ( 10 20 30 40 50
shells/cage) to select optimum stocking density and then cultured in suspended net cages in Yunbo bay
Yangjiang city Guangdong Province. The juvenile H. tuba reared under different stock densities for 60 days in
natural conditions showed an exponential growth in shell height and body weight. The coefficients of variance
( CVs) for the growth of the juvenile H. tuba in all the treatments except D,( 10 juveniles/cage) were significant—
ly reduced. The juvenile H. tuba grew significantly different among the all the treatments but fastest in the treat—
ments D,( 20 juveniles/cage) and D,( 30 juveniles/cage) . The growth rate specific growth rate ( SGR) and
daily weight growth ( DWG) of the juvenile H. tuba decreased with the increase of the stocking densities. The
SGR had a significant cubic polynomial regression with the stocking density ( SGR =0. 857 3 +0. 153 2D -
0.005 1D* +0.000 05D° R*>=0.999 1) . Juvenile H. tuba in the treatments D, and D, grew the fastest in all
stocking densities but the D, ( 30 juveniles/cage) was the optimum stocking density and selected for net cage
culture when the rearing cost and management were considered. The juvenile H. tuba were cultured in suspended
net cages at the stocking density of 30 juveniles/cage in Yunbo bay. After 100 days of suspended net cage cul-
ture of the juveniles the shell height increased by 34.7% and body weight by 157.4% . The DWG and daily
height growth ( DHG) were 0.18 mm * d and 0.173 g * d respectively. The survival rate was 98% . The sus—
pended net cage culture is found fit for culture of juvenile H. tuba.
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