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WE: ALRALRERETEN O BEET HOMNFAEMER 12 M EFHRE G.5mx5.5m 1T, £ NMENEAM
HNPREIA 10:1 WER T, I 4 AN, 55128 &3 HEMNTHUIE NN -1 3 YR 2 8 THUE N0 .23 F
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Tab.1 Experimental design and ecological parameter of different treatments
e A3 Treatments
Item NN NO ON 00
it & / (g*enclosure™
IR E L NH,HCO, 720 480 240 0
TR — 2491 N,H,PO, 63.3 42.2 21.1 0
# % Chicken manure 0 2400 4800 7200
% ¥EZE /% Percent survival 45+2 42+3 4312 42+1
R /g Final mean weight 1.69+0.03 2.02+0.04 2.11+0.07 1.93+0.11
7= /(g*enclosure™ ) Net yield 609.20+20.20*% 673.40+23.8°  722.9+31.7° 647.3+31.6%

FIEEY BT EYE /g L™D

All average phytoplankton biomass

B BT ENE /g L™D

All average zooplankton biomass

R AV Z B 745 8 Phytoplankton diversity
3% W FAE /om Secchi depth

TN/ (ol L™ 1

TP/ (umol*L™D

134.80 +22.42*

73.25+13.53"

72.54+18.39"

71.95+21.78"

1.00£0.11 0.78%+0.15 0.95+0.14 0.93+0.24
0.31+0.02* 0.30+0.01* 0.31+0.02* 0.40%0.05
74.47+2.34 87.60+4.41 83.92+7.09 71.80+11.00
169.74+£9.56  165.14£10.14 166.60+5.35  164.24+10.65
2.49+0.18 2.41+0.35 2.80+0.32 2.52+0.63

*: PAFEARERREREE (P< 0.100; BEEHE 33 ind /m?; BERHHS (7.88+£6.18) mg.
Note: Different subscripts within a row mean significant difference (P<0.10); Stocking density 33 ind /m?; Stocking length (7.88 +6.18) mg.

1.2 RESHENAE

BHMPIRE B R T, ROy RS JEmT il

A B B SRR TR 4 T R R RO I 24 R (SR 5
FOR . LUGH10 REM—X. KRR —A
7 8:00~10:00. VFIFAE YIRS SR AR Ak 2 A )
B M EE G ikt T B

[ I 0 7 77 TE K A4 35 B RE (SD - 5 B (TP
SE (TND pH 2L &K «

FUFE Y 2 FE P F8 MR ) Shannon-Wiener 15
Bt 8, AR K:H = - D) (n, /N logy, (n, /
N
K H - ZFEHIREG N - FIFEY BN EG n;
— VU AP A R AR
1.3 @RitHH

AR AR A 2 B 1 22 57 2 3 R one-way
ANOVA #ATH 15 5, % & R H Duncan ¥
BTARLRH MR RENESRER D, N
TWIRE R IR TR, BEEKPEN o
= 0.10.

2 GRE55H

2.1 FEIEARE S FIFEY RS0
M1 AT DA Y, B S50 0 R AR AR

AEA NN AEE A, EEAY BT A E N B.60+
2.7 %, T IPRARE . SEEYERSE
gy W B K fH B NO 43 1, 25 (89.90 +
5.58) % . {EFTHE AT, ON Mk EMREEY &
B g @i, 2 (5.19+6.78) % i 8.29
£9.00) % . H2, ANETEFEIFEY Y BT 4
W A RME EEER (P>0.10) -

2R AN TCHLAL B NN AL 3R i A~ 3 A
YERERTHMEE (P<0.10), L EHE LR
K HADIE 2 H) % R AR E (P>0.100, £ ILE
1. LR WRFIHEYEDERNE SRR E 2, %
55 0 K55 10 KA, AR b3 2 (R HE 9 A Y
BEZRWAEREER P>0.10. HE 20 K4,
NN AHFHEEEEY R ERR, BE5m T
HoAth 3 MR, T H AL 3 N Z M ERARE
(r>0.10)-

SEIG A R) VR i A ) LR W) 2 R HR B = I 2
OO K¥E R 1. LI E 0 RAEE 10 K, Fr T /b3
ZHZFHREERTALE B 3. 520 KL
5,00 I F MR EY Z AR - HEE R
FHAbAHE (P<0.10)
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Plankton community responses to various fertilization combinations in saline-al-

Kkaline pond of shrimp (Penaeus vannamei’

SUN Wei-ming"'2,DONG Shuang-lin' » ZHAO Xi-dan!, JIE Zi-lin'» ZHANG Le-chun®; ZHANG Han-wen®
(1.Key Laboratory of Mariculture, Ministry of Education Ocean University of China: Qingdao 266003 China: 2.QOcean School: Yan-
tai University: Yantai 264005, China; 3.The Fishery Technical Extension Center of Dongying: Dongying 257000 China’

Abstract: The experiment was carried out in 12 land-based enclosures. Four fertilization combinations (nor-
ganic only (NND , 1 /3 organic NO , 2 /3 organic (ON) and organic only (O0O)) were set with 3 replicates.
Shrimps (P. vannamed stocked in all the enclosures were at a density of 33 ind. *m 2. The phytoplankton

biomass of treatment NN was higher significantly than others (7<0.10> and the phytoplankton diversity
in treatment OO was the highest in all the treatments (?<0.10> . The zooplankton biomass did not show

any statistically significant differences among the treatments. The peak time of zooplankton biomass in

treatment NN was earlier than OO and the continuance time of higher zooplankton biomass was longer in
NO and ON. The effect of ON (2 /3 organic) was the best of all the fertilization combinations according
whether the net productivity or the size of shrimp. Based upon this information, a fertilization strategy in
saline-alkaline ponds of shrimp is proposed. [Journal of Fishery Sciences of China,2007,14 (7):30 —34]
Key words: fertilization combination; Penaeus vannamei; saline-alkaline pond; zooplankton; phytoplankton
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