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Tab.1 The size and weight of three kinds of T —bar tags used in the present study

R BRI e REME R g %E‘fﬂfwmgm T 3 E %/ mm iic{%ﬁgém R om AREER/ g
Tags Total length Total weight length T —bar diameter line length Tag length ~ Tag weight
T1 3.3 0.038 0.6 0.6 1.3 2.0 0.016
T2 4.1 0. 046 0.8 0.8 1.6 2.4 0.021
T3 3.4 0.039 0.9 1.0 1.3 2.1 0.017




52 1

25 R4 RiEAgAn T AR AR S B AR BT 195

T2
T1 T3

|

|
HWWMWWWWWWWW

iem 2

AT 2R A
A T-bar tags

T-bar diameter

>|
SRS |

PR K
Label le]f,lgth

PR RS E
Tag total length

v
k3
.

L I e
T 8 4 42 (,nnnechmlg line length

2 U I
Anchorage length

B.T B k5 & i ML 7R 28

B.Schematic diagram of T-bar tags
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Fig.1 Type and size of T-bar tags used in the study
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Fig.2 The schematic diagram of tagging position of
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T-bar tags
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Tab.2 The tag - shedding rate and survival rate of H. ofakii after tagged with T —bar tags in 15 days %

Fulckil
B (A-C,
A2-C, Al-TI A2-TI A2-T2 A2-T3 A3-TI A3-T2 A3-T3
Subject A3-C)
Control
frif a b b b b a b b
. 100 10.50 £3.13" 97.17+1.69" 87.33+£1.37° 61.33+1.57 100 95.83£0.93" 76.83+2.21
Survival percentage
fithn s
- 80.83+4.48 4.83+0.68 15.33x1.37 31.5022.49 2.00+£0.89 5.67x1.44 24.67 +0.68

Tag - shedding percentage

T SRR L, PR — R A R NS P RR £ R B (P <0.05)

Note ; Compared with the control group, the different lowercase letter in the same line of the survival rate was significant difference( P <0. 03).
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Tab. 3 The growth performance of T - bar tagged H. ofakii cultured in indoor tanks for 60 days

25 IR 2K/ em KAREK/ em TG IAE ¢ S NN SCR
Group Initial length Final length Initial body weight Final body weight
A2 -C 8.81 £0.32 11.39 +0.32 5.75 £0.47 14.39 +1.03 0.0153
A2 -T1 8.57 £0.52 11.40 £0.45 5.70 £0.34 14.51 +0.74 0.015 6
A2 -T2 8.57 £0.50 11.38 +0.10 5.85+0.29 14.31 +1.34 0.014 9
A2 -T3 8.65 £0.46 11.37 £0.31 5.75 +£0.49 14.91 +0. 66 0.0159
A3 -C 11.10+1.15 13.89 +0.20 11.61 £0.91 23.72 +0.94 0.0120
A3 -T1 11.45 £0.77 13.94 +0.08 12.46 +0. 61 22.34 +1.71 0.0100
A3 -T2 11.23 +0.62 13.90 +0. 39 12.29 +1.33 23.11 +1.94 0.011 0
A3 -T3 11.44 +0.96 13.91 £0.20 12.05 +1. 68 23.40 +2.14 0.011 0
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Study on tagging of the fat greenling using T - bar tags

LI Li', LIU Yunling’, ZHANG Shudong’, WANG Xue', JIAN Yuxia',
GAO Fengxiang', PAN Lei', GUO Wen', HU Fawen'~

(1. Qingdao Engineering Laboratory of Exploration and Ulilization of Marine Germ Plasm Resources,
Key Laboratory of Benthic Fisheries Aquaculture and Enhancement, Marine Biology Institute of Shandong
Province, Qingdao 266104, China;

2. Qingdao Jimo County Ocean Development Service Center, Qingdao 266200, China;

3. Rizhao Aquatic Products Group Corporation, Rizhao 276800, China)

Abstract: Fal greenling, Hexagrammos otakii ( average length of 5, 8 and 11 e¢m) were tagged with three
kinds of T —bar tags (T1, T2, T3). The survival rate, tag - shedding rate, swimming and feeding behav-
ior, growth performance of fat greenling juveniles post tagging were observed and recorded. Based on these
data, we determined the suitable T — bar tag for fat greenling juveniles at different size. the results showed
that fat greenling juveniles with total length less than 5 ¢cm were not suitable for tagged releasing; the T1 tags
were suitable for fat greenling juveniles with average length of 8 cm with tag — shedding rate of 4. 83% , sur-
vival rate of 97.17% ; the Tl and T2 tags were suitable for fat greenling juveniles with average length of 11
cm with lag — shedding rate of 2. 00% and 5. 67% , survival rate of 100% and 95.83% . In June 2017, the
experiment of lagged releasing was carried out in Yantai offshore, using the fat greenling juveniles with T1
tags, and achieved good tagging results.

Key words: Hevagrammos otakii; T —bar tags; tagging technique



