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Kl 1 POTs X MABR &) o bR i OR
POTs AiA%: 0.1 mmx8 mmx15 mm; “ T FIERIHETMAS: K 8 mm.
Fig. 1 Marking effect of POTs tagged on juvenile Acanthopagrus schlegelii
POTs size: 0.1 mm x 8 mm x 15 mm. The size of the “T.” type prickle: 8 mm long.
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Tab. 1 Tagging-release information on released Acanthopagrus schlegelii from 2014 to 2016 in Daya Bay

n=100; X = SE
HOAE ) HOL A HORBCR P MO A fmm HOE VT g
release date release position releasing number body length at release weight at release
2014-11 WHIE Bk 15 3k 20139 92.44+10.99 20.81+8.02
2015-06 YA 59.23+11.31 6.33+4.67
2016-07 GBI A 22976 50.59+5.93 4.03£1.65
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95 r O #rii4d POTs group
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65
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2015 AFEHEI: At bR A R O 2 RO
WY R N TAREX, s 1~3 D H, ki
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J& b R ER L 0 53 PR J7 4 B O s R
MR KL (K] 4B), [AIFER T AR STIRIERE Y HE

2016 AFHER: AU i BB i I 28 0 S v
FIG AN PE RS BE T  RORIS B 5 AN H Bl Ny, —3
O3hm R R ORI R L R 8 AR, — B
(D2 SRR N SUUTIE T =) SN vt X ) ST
HEATY L, — SR KIS N, O — S Bead KIS
A E PN A =53 A M N ACE N (O

307 @ 4rakal POTs group n=50;x+SE
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20+

/g body wight
&

45 9
BURE R $/d sampling day

K2 POTs pRaiRi 0d. 45d. 90 d Mk K SikHE
* RN 50 IR 22 5 3 (P<0.05).
Fig. 2 Mean body length and weight mass of Acanthopagrus schlegelii following POTs tagging
on the 0, 45" and 90" day during the growth experiment
*indicates significant difference between POT group and control group (P<0.05).
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Fig. 3 The number of Acanthopagrus schlegelii recaptured from 2014 to 2016
A: tagged A. schlegelii, which had been returned to the laboratory. B: only tag or information (no fish) collected.
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Fig. 4 The migratory paths of tagged Acanthopagrus schlegelii after being released
A. Released in November 2014; B. Released in June 2015; C. Released in July 2016. % shows the releasing location.
A shows the recaptured location. Black lines represent migratory paths of released A. schlegelii, which were surmised.
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Fig. 5 Body length and body weight growth of tagged Acanthopagrus schlegelii from recaptured
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Fig. 6 Body length growth rates and body weight growth rates of tagged Acanthopagrus schlegelii from recaptured
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Investigation of a mark-recapture method of black porgy, Acanthopagrus
schlegelii, in Daya Bay using plastic oval tags

LIU Yan, YANG Changping, SHAN Binbin, SUN Dianrong, LIU Shengnan, LI Teng, LIU Manting, XIE Qijian

South China Sea Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences; Key Laboratory of South China
Sea Fishery Resources Exploitation & Utilization, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs; Guangdong Provincial
Key Laboratory of Fishery Ecology and Environment, Guangzhou 510300, China

Abstract: To assess the effect of enhancement of black porgy (Acanthopagrus schlegelii) in Daya Bay. Plastic oval
tags (POTs) were used to study in vitro marking technology in juvenile black porgys. The results of experiment on
tag retention rate and growth showed that the back muscles, approximately 5 mm below the 4"—6" spine at the
base of the dorsal fin, were the optimal tagging position; after 90 days, the POTs retention rate was 81.76%. There
was no significant difference in growth between the tagged group and the control group after 45 days (P>0.05), but
the growth of the tagged group was significantly slower than that of the control group after 90 days (P<0.05).
Based on this technique, the release experiment in Daya Bay was carried out once a year from 2014 to 2016. The
reward-recapture method was used to collect the tagged fish, and the body length and body weight of each recap-
tured fish was measured. Information such as the recapture date and place, and how the fish were tagged was
gathered, and the relevant data were subsequently analyzed. In the period of 3 years, a total of 60115 tagged black
porgy juveniles were released, and the tagged fish were mainly recaptured by set-nets, drift-nets, and through an-
gling, with a total number of 2758 (total recapture rate of 4.59%) recaptured individuals. The recapture rate of the
larger juveniles was higher than that of the smaller juveniles. The tagged fish that were recaptured through angling
accounted for 62.08% of the total recaptured fish. An analysis of the gathered information showed that the released
tagged fish juveniles primarily migrated radially to the inner and outer areas of the bay; the maximum migration
distance was over 70 km from the release site. In 1-2 months after released, the growth of black porgys were rela-
tively slow and then relatively accelerated. After 5 to 7 months, the body length and body weight of the black
porgys increased by 59.51%—127.20% and 322.75%—-989.83%, respectively. The results indicated that, POT was a
potential choice for juvenile black porgy. In the study area, tagged black porgy were easier to be recaptured by
angling after released. The abundant food and the space available to avoid the enemy were the factors which in-
fluenced their distribution and growth.

Key words: Acanthopagrus schlegelii; Daya Bay; tagging release and recapture; migration and distribution; growth
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