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Fig.2 Effect of stocking density on feed coefficients

Fig.3 Effect of stocking density on fish farming cost
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Tab. 2 The major cost components of fish farmed in a cage at different stocking densities (x +SD)
Fe B A HE/ (R -m™)
fish farming cost/JG 40 45 50 55 60
MAFHTIHCagedepreciation 20 000 20 000 20 000 20 000 20 000
T Fl 2% Fingerlings 49 257.85+26.4 55 416.62+35.1 61 563.1£32.4 67 721.8+41.5 73 883.08+23.6
AL Feed 25 7741.7+1 125 282 519.4+2 325 315 660+2 814 325 482+2 569 353 435.4+5 467
N T % Wages 10 000 10 000 10 000 10 000 10 000
24 i %% Medicines 500 500 500 500 500
HAth Others 2 000 2 000 2 000 2 000 2 000
Eo AP AR 7200 A-vt A AP R4 123 L RAF (AT REF RA)
Note: The feed in Table is calculated at RMB 7 200 yuan/ton; fingerlings at RMB 1.23 yuan/fish
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Effect of Stocking Density on Aquaculture of

Trachinotus ovatus in Off-shore Cage

WANG Xiaobing' * LIN Chuan®® YANG Xiangqin' HUANG Hai’
(1. Hainan University Haikou Hainan 570228; 2. Hainan Agricultural School Haikou Hainan 571100 China
3. Lingao Haifeng Aquaculture Co. Ltd Haikou Hainan 570206 China)

Abstract: Trachinotus ovatus was cultured at 5 stocking densities e.g. 40 45 50 55 60 fishes/cubic meters
in the HDPE circular double-buoy anti-wave net cages 60 m long in perimeter in the anti-wave net cage aquacul-
ture sites around the waters of Houshuiwan Gulf Lingao Hainan China to study the effect of stocking density
on aquaculture of T. ovatus in the large net cage. The results showed that the influence of stocking density on
survival rate and profit margin was not obvious in the density range of 40 — 50 fish * m *( p >0.05) . At this
density range T. ovatus had a survival rate of more than 80% and a profit margin of above 45% . The feed coeffi—
cient increased with the stocking density and was the highest ( 1.93) in the 60 fish * m ™ group and the lowest
(1.72) in the 40 fish * m ~* group. The percentage of Grade A fish decreased with an increase in stocking den—
sity but that of the fish in Grades B C increased. The cost of the fish farming at the range of 40 —50 fish * m ™
decreased with an increase in stocking density ( P <0.05) and then tended to increase ( P <0.01) at higher
stocking densities the highest cost being in the 60 fish * m ™ group ( 18.08 yuan * kg™') and the lowest being
in the 50 fish * m > group ( 16.43yuan * kg™') . The profits of the fish aquaculture increased with the stocking
density at the stocking density range of 40 —50 fish * m *( P <0.01) but decreased rapidly with the stocking
density at the range of 50 —60 fish * m —*( P <0.01) . The highest profit was in the stocking density of 50 fish *
m "’ ( 185.49 yuan * kg™') and the lowest in the stocking density of 60 fish * m *( 123.85 yuan * kg™') . It is
hence recommended to farm T. ovatus at the stocking density range of 45 — 50 fishs * m ~ to produce optimal e—
conomic returns and less risk in fish aquaculture.
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