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Tab.1 Broodstocks information for the second selective generation (G2) of even-year E. sinensis “Changdang Lake 1”
/g /g
1 A 1018 (=200 g) 210.93+8.24 387 (=300 g) 321.95+14.58
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Fig.1 Schematic diagram of the breeding course of even-year > >



1446 54
, (400 W, 1 2 (
R ), (Alternanthera g), D ( 2 d)
philoxeroides) 5:00 , 1.4.2
1~5 g, H >
, 12 1.6 18mm (yield, ¥, g/m’) (feed
, 1%~6%, conversion ratio, FCR)
, 4 :<4.00g 4.00~599¢g 6.00~
1.3 799 ¢ =8.00g,
2021 3
FCR=W{/(W'=Wy), (4)
’ ) 14 ’ W, 5 1714
9 ( % =23 mx23 m) ' " (2); W (2); Wo
s 1200 , 8
14.3
, 2021
. o ’ 4 5 6 8 10
(Hydrilla verticillata) 5 N 20 . WGR SGR
100 kg (Margarya melanioides) 720 20 d
, 5 (Siniperca 40 ’ ’
chuatsi) (
) 5:00, (puberty molting rate, %)
1.0%~3.0% RC-4 (2013)
; 20 cm, 80% 9 10 9
15 min ; 20 30d 3
( (gonadosomatic index, GSI)
) (<0.4 mg/L) (hepatosomatic index, HSI) :
(>3 mg/L) pH (7.0~9.0) (<0.15 mg/L) =N,/Nx100%, (5
, GSI=Ws/Wx100%, (6)
, , 10%~ HSI=Wy/Wx100%, (7
30% b Np ( . ); N
L (kW ( ek
1.4.1 2020 6 C e w (9
1.4.4
’ ( 0.01 o) 2021 11 25 ,
, (survival rate, SR, ’ ’
%) (weight growth rate, WGR, %)
(2021) )
, 15 100
. 1.5
(specific growth rate, SGR, %/d), :
SPSS 26.0 ,
SR=N/N;*x100%, (D)
WGR=10x(Wo— W)W, , ) + (Mean+SD)
SGR=100x(InW,—InW})/D, 3) one-way ANOVA | Duncan
, Ve 5 N s M ,  P<0.05



5 : « 1 (G2) 1447

2 2020 8~11 (
2a, 2d), B 7 8 11
2.1 (P<0.05)
2.1.1 3
, WGR ( 2b,
B >A > ( 2),
2e), WGR
(P>0.05), 045¢g 3
SGR WGR
' 2¢, 2
. o ; 1.3 "
(P>0.05) o
B >A > )
x2 HEFEBICHH 1 S EHE G2 EXRYEKE
B P<0.
R B2 0 M (P<0.05)
Tab.2  Culture performance of the second generation (G2) of E. , , A ,B
sinensis in the juvenile stage B
1A 1 B ’ ’ ’
(P>0.05)
/g 0.45+0.01 0.48+0.04 0.43+0.02
20%
1% 66.97+1.81 71.93+£5.97 64.43+2.50 5 i
1% 59.51+4.05 56.36+5.45  62.69+3.08 ) 300 g/m ’
12% R
2.1.2 R 1.85
g @ 2001 4r© = KHR1SAR
6 150 3 = KHil1SBR
o 6 o 3
0 8 2 = i
IS i W
& 4r i 100 oot
0 0 e
Pl_
o fsia LML A
o o 1k (0 e (LI LN I (O i
6 7 8 9 0 M 6~7 7~8 ~9 9~10 10~11 6~7 7~8 89 9~10 10~11
B =)
g ¢ 300 © 5pf
b
o 6} abr 5 -
0 X 200r o
/ < B
= i W
& . E il
ol e 100} ’]]l B I ﬂ ﬁ
. (ol (I e . ﬁlﬂ BN
6~7 7~8 8~9 9~10 10~11 6~7 7~8 8~9 9~10 10~11
Bin Bin =l7a)
2 “ | G2
Fig.2 Comparison in growth performance of “Changdang Lake 1” even-year G2 in the juvenile stage
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Tab.3 Average body mass, survival, yield, and feed conversion rate of “Changdang Lake 1” even-year G2 in the juvenile stage

A B
/g
6.30£1.11 6.59+0.93 5.90+0.63
5.94+0.09 6.54+0.46" 5.12+0.55°
6.12+0.59 6.57+0.69 5.51+£0.59
1%
49.50+3.54 42.50+8.20 45.00+4.71
50.17+4.40 49.3349.45 48.33+7.79
49.83+3.57 45.924+8.80 46.67+6.25
/(g/m®)
157.99+40.13 136.43+£13.88 131.63+£10.82
148.95+£13.31 159.34+21.45 121.95+12.89
306.85+50.81 295.67+33.19 254.21423.35
1.85+0.51 1.86+0.14 2.11£0.15
(P<0.05)
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Fig.3 Harvest size distribution of different body mass ranges of the “Changdang Lake 1” in even-year G2 in the juvenile stage
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Tab.4 Average body mass, survival, yield and feed conversion ratio of “Changdang Lake 1” in even-year G2 in the adult stage

A B
/g
205.15+27.55 215.86£17.95 180.32+25.70
150.83+18.12% 172.53+4.43° 135.00£13.22°
175.72421.73% 192.59+10.77° 154.08+18.57°
1%
35.96+6.49 30.50+£3.61 30.83+9.33
42.8349.91 35.39+1.95 42.28+11.87
39.40+7.95 32.94+2.48 36.56+£10.57
/(g/m?)
81.82+10.81 73.99+10.72 61.04£11.72
72.22+16.42 68.64+3.62 63.31£14.07
154.04+26.60 142.63+£12.68 124.35+25.61
2.73+0.86 2.4240.40 3.1440.60
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Fig.6 Harvest size distribution of different body mass ranges of the “Changdang Lake 1” in even-year G2 in the adult stage
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EVALUATION ON GROWTH, GONADAL DEVELOPMENT, AND CULTURE
PERFORMANCE OF “CHANGDANG LAKE 1” NEW STAIN OF
SECOND-GENERATION OF CHINESE MITTEN CRAB (ERIOCHEIR SINENSIS)

ZHANG Guang-Bao', JIANG Xiao-Dong', ZHUANG Zhen-Jun', CHEN Wen-Bin?,
LUO Ming®>, CHENG Yong-Xu', CHEN Xiao-Wu', WU Xu-Gan"**

(1. Key Laboratory of Freshwater Germplasm Resources, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, Shanghai Ocean University,
Shanghai 201306, China; 2. Changzhou Jintan District Fisheries Technical Promotion Center, Changzhou 213200, China; 3. Shanghai
Collaborative Innovation Center for Cultivating Elite Breeds and Green-culture of Aquaculture animals, Shanghai 201306, China;

4. National Demonstration Centre for Experimental Fisheries Science Education, Shanghai Ocean University, Shanghai 201306, China)

Abstract The “Changdang Lake 1” Strains A and B of Chinese mitten crab (Eriocheir sinensis) were selected in terms
of the economic indices of survival and growth performance, respectively. The growth, gonadal development, and culture
performance of the second-generation (G2) of the “Changdang Lake 1” were evaluated in comparison with the control.
Results show that the average body weight of two selected strains were greater than that of the control in the juvenile and
adult culture stages, and the final body weight of females in Strain B was significantly greater than the control (£<0.05). In
addition, the average body weight of crabs in Strain B was always higher than Strain A during the culture experiments with
no significant difference (P>0.05). The puberty molting of female and male in all groups concentrated on Aug.10~30 and
Aug.30~Sep.20, respectively. The gonadal development initiated soon after completing the puberty molting. In late gonad
development, the maximum gonadosomatic index (GSI) occurred in the control group and the minimum in Strain B group.
The survival rate of Strain A in the juvenile and adult stages was 6.77% and 7.76% higher than the control group,
respectively, but the survival rate of Strain B was slightly smaller than the control. The final yield and the percentage of
large-sized individuals in the two strains were greater than that of the control, while the feed conversion rate (FCR) was
relatively smaller in the two selected strains. Therefore, the two crab strains achieved expected economic values after two
generations of selection, of which Strain A showed greater survival rate and yield, and Strain B presented more large-sized
individuals, larger adult size, and lower FCR.

Key words Eriocheir sinensis, complete-set line breeding; pond culture; culture performance; genetic gain



