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Tab.1 The quantity of water exchanged in the control and treatment ponds during the trial
( m7 ) (%) (%) ( m¥ha)
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3.2740.15 1.60.07 78 11.3
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Tab.2 The background concentrations of water quality pa-

rameters in the control and treatment ponds

T(C) 25.7+0.08 25.7+0.13
Sec (cm) 20£1.3 18+2.2
Tur (NTU) 28+17 36+25
pH 6.86+0.02 6.88+0.05
DO (mg/L) 4.56+0.66 4.75+0.37
TAN (mg/L) 0.765+0.34 0.686+0.48
NO,-N (mg/L) 0.061+0.041 0.047+0.044
NOs-N (mg/L) 0.827+0.48 0.843+0.55
CODwn (Mg/L) 9.8+2.0 11.0+2.8
SRP (mg/L) 0.918+0.53 1.173+0.33
(P>0.05)
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Tab.3 The concentrations of water quality parameters in the
control and treatment during the trial

(%)
T(C) 28.3+2.8 28.3+2.8 —
Sec (cm) 18.9+1.4 21.1+1.9 11.6
Tur (NTU) 38.9+15.0 28.7£11.0 ~26.2
pH 6.86+0.02 6.89:+0.04 0.4
DO (mg/L) 4.58+0.32 4.92+0.22 74
TAN (mg/L) 0.928+0.22  0.634%0.20 317
NO,-N (mg/L)  0.0778+0.060  0.0391+0.025 —49.7
NOsN (mg/L)  2.706+2.1 3.074%2.7 —
CODwn (Mg/L)  11.62%1.9 8.18+1.0 ~29.6
SRP (mg/L) 1.515£0.50  1.149:0.35 —24.2
(P>0.05) (P<0.01)
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Tab.4 Algae in the control and treatment ponds during the trial

(10° /L) ) (%) (10° /L) ) (%)
1 6469+522 8.1 10.5%6.2 6231+287 4.6 4717
2 4807+217 4.5 5.5+3.7 5414+195 3.6 5.6+1.8
3 6210+534 8.6 19.245.5 6124+184 3.0 6.7£1.7
4 5652+441 7.8 17.3+8.4 6056+164 2.7 10.6%2.5
5 5231+481 9.2 18.6+7.8 5862+205 35 8.8+2.1
6 4748+461 9.7 21.3+£9.6 5815+145 25 7.5+2.0
5520719 8.0£1.8 15.446.1 5917+292 3.3+0.8 7.3£2.2
(P<0.01)
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Tab.5 Eel stock in the control and treatment ponds
m’/ ’ '
) ( W gmy
1923+369 67.7%12 0.52+0.11
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Tab.6  Production results in the control and treatment
(kg/ha) (kg/ha) o/ ) (g/d)
21951+4200 16758+3135 286.8+46 1.26+0.20 1.67+0.02
29188.5+2835 23121+2670 351.948.7 1.60+0.08 1.43+0.04
(%) 33.0 38.0 22.7 27.1 -14.2
x7 ABEMEEEIEYE
Tab.7 Profit of yield increased in the treatment
(kg/ha) ( n ( /ha) ( n ( /ha) ( /ha) ( /ha)
6360 14 89.1 1.25 11.4 0.45 77.25
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ASTUDY ON JAPANESE EEL ANGUILLA JAPONICA LOW-CARBON AQUACULTURE
TECHNIQUE OF BIOFILM IN-SITU BIOREMEDIATION IN EARTHERN POND

JIANG Xing-Long™?

(1. Fisheries College, Jimei University, Xiamen, 361021; 2. Engineering Research Center of the Modern Industry
Technology for Eel, Ministry of Education, Xiamen, 361021)

Abstract To study the effect of saving water and reducing pollution, culture benefit and mechanism of the technique of
biofilm in-situ bioremediation of earthern pond ecosystem for eel intensive culture, the trial was implemented, which in-
cluded the treatment with biofilm purifying water bar, set in earthern ponds for biofilm developed, and the control without
the bar, and used 12 freshwater earthern ponds with Japanese eel (Anguilla japonica) intensively cultivating. The results
showed, during the 172 days eel cultivation trial, the treatment saved 78% water exchanged than the control significantly
(P<0.01); the concentrations of TAN, NO,-N, CODy,, soluble reactive phosphate and turbidity in the treatment were sig-
nificantly decreased at 31.7%, 49.7%, 29.6%, 24.2% and 26.2% than the control respectively (P<0.01); the variety range of
algae density and blue algae relative density in the treatment were significantly decreased at 58.8% and 52.6% than the
control respectively (P<0.01); the treatment increased net yield, eel harvest size and growth rate at 38%, 22.7% and 27.1%
respectively (P<0.01), and decreased feed conversion rate at 14.2% (P<0.01) than the control; the treatment increased
profit about 772.5 thousand yuan per hectare than the control. In conclusion, pond low-carbon aquaculture technique of
biofilm in-situ bioremediation had advantages, such as low cost, saving water and reducing pollution, increasing yield and
profit, convenient operation and easy for extension. Therefore, the technique would have a great extension prospect.

Key words Eel, Pond low-carbon aquaculture, Biofilm, Bioremediation, Saving water and reducing pollution,
Water quality improvement



