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Fig. 1 The sampling stations in Qingdao Shique
Beach marine ranching
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Tab.1 The CPUE of gillnet in Qingdao Shique Beach marine ranching in autumn

kg/(km?-h)
VA4 [E]/h investigation time A FF[E/h investigation time
*‘1‘33 pNIE] KENNNZ 5 *‘Mﬁ K pNE T
species during spring tide just after spring tide species during spring tide just after spring tide
24 48 24 24 48 24
B g AR 0.000  0.010 0.000 R -l 0.000  0.000 0.322
Lysmata vittata Pleuronichthys cornutus
Hu il 0.000  0.000 5.602 Je FG £ 0.000  0.000 1.248
Eopsetta grigorjewi Johnius belangerii
KLt 0.000  3.876 15.652 s e 0.745  3.556 0.452
Hexagrammos otakii Parthenope validus
AN | 0.000 0.049 0.122 HEEVS T 1A 0.000 0.000 0.157
Enedrias fangi Sardinella Zunasi
v 0.769  7.087 2.508 EENG 6.999  4.165 3.428
Asterina pectinifera Charyhbdis japonica
ot 0.000  1.821 4.884 =ik TR 0.000  0.687 0.000
Sebastiscus marmoratus Portunus tritubercul atus
it 11.559  3.505 2.684 g S 0.000  0.023 0.000
Sebastes schlegelii Asthenognathus inaequipes
B £ 0.000  0.000 68.154 i 5t 0.000  0.000 1.040
Nibea albiflora Azuma emmnion
S I 0.000  0.000 0.000 Y s T 0.000  0.000 0.340
Sepia esculenta Atergatis reticulatus
P i 0.000  0.000 0.410 I, 1.465  2.329 0.276
Sebastes hubbsi Larimichthys polyactis
Lz 0.000  0.000 36.561 B 0.000  0.336 0.000
Raja porosa Conger myriaster
[mEIN I 0.540 0.163 1.068 f i 14.047 0.000 10.573
Oratosquilla oratoria Paralichthys olivaceus
i 8 2% MR A 0.000  0.000 2.013 K 0.111  0.000 0.670
Oregonia gracilis Octopus variabilis
B R 0.000 0.000 2911 KWy &1 i 0.000 0.392 0.000
Asterias rollestoni Cynoglossus lighti
1345 T THj 0.000  0.000 6.995 R R 0.000  8.678 0.000
Thamnaconus modestus Atrina pectinata
333 I 14227  6.858 26.854 HiFLm M 0.000  0.000 0.569
Hemicentrotus pulcherrimus Chlamys Farreri
Jik 21 1 6.264  7.696 11.786 Fp AT A 0.862  0.223 0.122
Rapana venosa Thryssa mystax
fie 0.000 6.675 0.000

Miichthys miiuy
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Olin ZEUR A 12 B0 H 4L A BRI, 43 6 4Bt
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48 h 57 24 h PR AT 55, RINAL 48 h f7
7 Bl G IR RIS CPUE R, 14 Fh fin, 554 fin fib
FH 2 ST WD F S, PR A 78 CPUE
LRI 2% 0.541 kg/(km? ), W35 (B EA T35 125 7
(P>0.05), #EMIAE L 48 h FHXT A ik 24 h EAFTER
7 BN o o IR IR DK i 7 55 ) A A AR R A
XFHE/IN, FE A AR KA R () A O R, RESE i itk
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A7 R[] R AR FR 2380 T 10 B, BEIEIS 90.91%,
HOMA 10 FiARA A G . Kk s4fn . Hiks

iR, Al R 88 KWL B — L 5
PP, X SO Y UK R BE AR XA, BAR T R
R B a0 2 1 i vk R, (B i R A e R
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Effect of spring tide and gillnet investigation time on the fishery re-
sour ces assessment in Qingdao Shique Beach marine ranching

LI Zhongyi'?, YU Xiaotao"? GUAN Lisha"? LIN Qun"?, LI Jiao" %, SHAN Xiujuan"?, JIN Xianshi"*

1. Yellow Sea Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences; Key Laboratory of Sustainable De-
velopment of Marine Fisheries, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs; Shandong Provincial Key Laboratory for
Fishery Resources and Eco-environment, Qingdao 266071, China;

2. Laboratory for Marine Fisheries and Food Production Processes, Pilot National Laboratory for Marine Science and
Technology (Qingdao), Qingdao 266235, China

Abstract: Accurate catch per unit effort (CPUE) is the basis of assessing the performance of marine ranching.
Tidal currents and investigation times of survey nets are two main factors affecting the accuracy of assessments of
nearshore fishery resources. In this study, we evaluted the performances of gillnets survey using different place-
ment times by deploying during a spring tide (24 h and 48 h) and after the spring tide (24 h) at the Qingdao Shique
Beach marine ranch. The effects of the spring tide on the fishery resources assessment in marine ranching was then
discussed. Results showed that: (1) the method that investigated the fisheries after the spring tide for 24 h found 16
and 12 more fishery species than those of 24 h and 48 h assessments during the spring tide by increasesing
145.455% and 80.000%, respectively. Same situation happened to the catches by increasesing of 92.224 kg/(km®-h)
(160.147%) and 91.141 kg/(km*-h) (156.792%), respectively. (2) There was no significant difference in the fishery
catches between 24 h and 48 h investigation during the spring tide, while there were significant differences in the
fishery catches between the 24 h investigation after the spring tide and the 24 h or 48 h investigation during the
spring tide. (3) Comparison between the results of 24 h and 48 h investigation during the spring tide showed that
the latter method result caught 10 more fishery species with 90.91% increase. The catches of seven fishery species
decreased 0.111-14.047 kg/(km*-h) using the latter method, while those of 14 fishery species increased using the
latter method, with catch increases of 0.010-8.678 kg/(km*h). The total catch of the latter method only increased by
0.541 kg/(km*h) (0.939%), and there was no significant difference in the total catch between the two methods. In
conclusion, the gillnet fishery resources results from the 24 h investigation after the spring tide was better than
both 24 h and 48 h investigations during the spring tide, with higher fishery species numbers and catches. More
fishery species and larger catches were obtained with longer gillnets placement time, which made it necessary to
identify the composition of the fishery resources. The results of this study provide a scientific reference for the
assessment of nearshore fishery resources, such as marine ranching.
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