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Tab.1 The harvested animals in every treatment

Qb3 APORIARK (em)  MCGRIKE(g)  ABIER(%) i (kg) i - (kg) o (kg)

treatment body length body weight survival rate yield yield yield

F 13.15 £0.61° 92.89 +1.29° 73.55 +0.78* 13.66 +0.4° / /
FP- | 14.73 +1.73° 110.97 £1.97° 79.0 +0.72° 17.53 £0.31° 2.30 £0.26 /
FP- 1l 14.81 £3.06°  112.08 £3.61° 83.0 +0.93° 18.61 +0.97¢ 4.54 +0.39 /
FP -1l 14.86 £1.52°  114.45 £4.32°¢ 83.5+0.69° 19.11 +1.20%¢ 4.77+0.27 /
FGP - | 15.53 +1.92° 117.05 +1.50°¢ 85.5+0.82¢ 20.02 £0.67¢ 3.67£0.36 266.08 £7.43*
FGP - Il 15.82 +4.09°  123.23 =4.32¢ 86.5+0.91° 21.32£1.17° 4.92 +0.49 273.14 +11.61*
FGP - I 15.69 £2.21° 120.49 =5.28¢ 87.5+0.89° 21.09 £1.01° 5.31 £0.53 268.70 +8.22°

I A B AR TR IR 5 A B ] A 28 5 B3 (P <0.05)

Notes; Values with different superscript letters indicate significantly different( P <0.05).
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Removing POM of sediment by Perinereis aibuhitensis
Grube in earth pond

XU Yong-jian”™ , LU Guang-ming, GE Qi-wei
(Key Laboratory of Applied Marine Biotechnology , Faculty of Life Science and Biotechnology,
Ningbo University ,Ningbo 315211, China)

Abstract; Rapid development of mariculture supplied the demand of quality protein for human, meanwhile,
also resulted in environmental degradation and ecological imbalance. For this reason, lots of
maricultureecological models for improving cultured environment were suggested. Among them, seaweeds/
macroalgae were introduced into the system and produced environmental effects. However , macroalgal effect
was only restricted in water column, with no effect to improve quality of sediment. This article investigated
three-dimensional effects of improving environmental quality by introducing benthos and seaweed into the
system. Different stocking densities of benthos ( Perinereis aibuhitensis) were introduced into the cultured
systems that only had fish(F) or fish + seaweed ( Gracilaria lichenoides) to investigate the effect of benthos
on removing POM of sediment and the most optimal density of benthos to build an integrated mariculture
system ( IMCS) . The results showed that the benthos made remarkable effect of reducing POM in sediments.
Compared with the system that only has fish( F model) , the contents of nitrogen( N ) and phosphorus(P) in
sediments decreased by 9.59% —10.47% and 7.11% —8.18% ,respectively in the models of FP( fish +
benthos) and FGP( fish + seaweed + benthos ). And the stocking density of benthos had a significant impact
on the removal of POM in the sediment. The models with the densities of 22. 5 kg/hm” and 30 kg/hm” had
better environmental benefits than the one with 15 kg/hm®, and there were no differences between the two
high densities models. Considering this two treatments’ remediation effects and culture benefits,22. 5 kg/
hm® of benthos’ density can promote the culture benefit and improve the sediment environment.
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