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Abstract

To compare the effects of different water treatment methods on the growth and metamorphosis of
Babylonia areolata larvae, the larvae hatched from same batch of zygotes were cultured in seawa-
ter treated with polypeptide S100, bacillus, phage and lysozyme, and dichlorohydantoin, respec-
tively. The content of vibrio and total bacteria in seawater was detected. The growth rate and me-
tamorphosis rate of the larvae were measured. The results showed that the content of total bacte-
ria and vibrio in the treated seawater was decreased, and the growth rates of larvae were higher
than that of the control group. The larvae cultured in seawater treated with polypeptide S100
showed the lowest vibrio content, the fastest growth and maximum metamorphosis rate, indicat-
ing polypeptide S100 can effectively improve the survival rate of the larvae. This study can pro-
vide a reference for the rational selection of water treatment agents and methods in the artificial
breeding of B. areolata.
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1. 518

77 B 7R XV (Babylonia areolata) S J& T H Az W] RN, /i T EREEE, & M&EsriE
B DR ARk, Xz ARSI R B O B R A R AR [1] [2]. D 1 R T b R SRS SR
TE, WARANBATEEHHACIHET KEVF[3] [4] [5].

KSR VRS AR A AR, KR U8 B I I B R 3R (6] TE 7 BE AR MU N T & i # o,
HT B HKE PR A B A, )5 51 7 BEAR RIRGR I st T [7]. Bk, A
B 25 R KB AE HRK AR TR A F B . DARTZK P2 IR A A AL 2R B R B A R AR Bk,
AL 2 R 0 IR . S R(DCDMH). Il . iR REr4E[8] [9]. 1HE, PiERMKEMH
A5 S50 20 VR DTS 24 PRI N, 3N T FREEN RUSR LS BUAE R ATIE AR YA N TR, A AR A fE
£,

AR, NATTRRK R 2 B0 S AE TR = FR i P B EAEF, SF RS HIN . 25 A4 B AP
K2 A R AE K FR AN 8 B AR A [10] [11] [12]. BRFREB, 2848 B Al sty BEAR KUEgh ik i A K,
R BSFRAER[13]. ARG ZKEER . FAMFE. WEK. WM. —S8EREARRA, 7F
T PR RIB N T W P A B K, VA AN [ A B 20t O BE 2R B 4o AR K AR S e, IF 51k
GNLEHINEHFAT, NTRARRIEE il & B 2R S % .

2. MMEHE
2.1, FBEHR KRG E
ST 2007 4 7 H~8 AR A4 S R Bl RS T R . SE0 P 7 B AR KR
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LK [ P B K I MR IA SR 58, SR R — e AR B 2 RSB AR T (R % . GRFESEH 2 ppm
(B R R BILL FE 3 min. SATRAL AT 2> 6 NIRRT 1~2 RACFEE 1 FH K, AP A B & v A A K
BHWHAIFGHEMASR, 3 REZHIMARSE. LKKIE 28C~292C, /% 31~32, pH7.8~8.1. HHHF
KGVIENS, T 10 pm MAST 8. ShiRRHL)E, HEZEZE 0.15 NMml.

2.2. IKAEFEIRAF

S P 2 KT 3 9 S100 77 5k o 3 35 4 ——APSH-07,  H Ll AT A AR B 0 PR 4R 0
%2 K 44 AN EIERRALAL, 53T 4.4 KD W BRIV AR 4t ) 0 1 8 R A TR A
A0 P UL IR . U DRI (2 B 2006) 1 1SR AR AR IR A 7 . SEIFF (5 x 107 cfulg) I (1) 7
AR R A IR A .

2.3, KR SIIRETE

STE 18 MK 3 m x 4 m x 1 m A B AT, S0 6 41, ALY 3 AN TAT. KA
FHZK 533 FIAS ] (i Ak (2 1) 585 1 24000 1.0 ppm () =50 IR AL B 12 /N s 55 2 47 1.0 ppm 1 =4
HERIFD 0.5 ppm 1) ZE A B 7T 2 AL EE 12 /N 25 3 A 5.0 ppm HIREBE K + VAR BEALEE, B 2 KNI
—IR, BER 2.5 ppm; 4 HH 2.0 ppm FIZERIAFERFIACEE, A5 REISIN—IR, FEK 1.0 ppm; 54
FH 0.2 ppm 2 IR R AL, BEREIN 3 K.

YRR ERZSHI, BEMIBETE RN I . ARG SES, B IR . R A
LTI A TR, RE S AN 1~2 T YRR IR AS Y, PR AT S, R R E
% 10 58, BRI AR IR R B I LN SR B D& S R T R, DA A R A s BRI 3 K,
439 8:00. 15:00 A1 21:00.

Table 1. Water treatment methods for experimental groups
F 1. LI FLEKLIES N

#5) AEER A BRI & (ppm) AbFR S [ (h)
1 AR 1.0 12
2 CEEE + AR 1.0+05 12+12
3 BRI + WG 5.0 24
4 ZF AT T 2.0 24
5 EZIN S 0.2 24
6 7 EX R

24. TESENEEZESN

S RERRRE B 5 5. 15 KEX 200 ml ) & B KR I B A B 2 & B Rl e A TCBS #i 9%
L1141, BUZEUKRE S i TG B e K AOR6 FEE AR R 25 1. 107 1072, &-BHFEHL 100 uL 45 TCBS Bfig 4R,
AL 3 A TPAT . MG HIFAR 28 CIEIRES 77 48 h, EHCF BT EE 30~300 UL A RU#TE
THEOEVE T2 AL (CRU) B E - 21 A 203 IR E Kb GB 17378.7-2007 (g IR MBI ) 58 7 340 [15],
KAFHGH S, F 2216 Bifigsi 3, BUIABUKFER MBS 1. 1071 107%, S HHEEL 100 uL A5 1
B AR 3 ANPAT . BERE TR 25°CIEIE R 9% 7d, LU ELE 30~300 A R H T, 5L
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CFU % H.
25. HhixEKETENE

TR IR A A A A AT vy 9 da b » ARSI Fe Al A B N 58 i [16], e ™ Y B BT RO &
B4 Rk, REREPIRINE k. TIERT, AR A, SEREENLIE 30 X, IHEHAKSR. B
B R AEER . WS TR B g AR A T bR . IR ARGk G, & HEH S SHR 4142
SHE, HEEHES.

2.6. BRI

SIS EHE T8 £ FRiEMR 2 (Mean £ S.D.)FKR. FIH Excel #4750 AL F-E K, H SPSS 20.0
G R O HEAT FALK 2K T 2 50 BT (One-Way ANOVA), DL P <0.05 578 E KT,

3. ZRE L
3.1 IMEMAE S EHER

REEE B 5 K, A 6 R K AR TR RS 4 B & ==, 00908 212 CFU/mI #2910 CFU/mI (5%
2). ZRKE RAHAIE & ERAK, X 20 CFU/MI, HAh % 4bH2H A 52 FFK(P < 0.05). Wi AkAIE
PRI G AL B (1) /K S A B RO A, 2R PR IR 2 TR 3 S0 DRI A B 1 7 7K A A e 2 3 PRI (P <
0.05). SR R A 2 F AT B A R PRI /K S 40 18 000 B 38 84k o

YIREEE AR 15 K, GBI FEK P INE & B R m (R 2), Z5BHE + FRTE. WEK + %
] A A 3o A K R IR i S BRI (P < 0.05), 177 22 I A 2% A BRZH T 2 AR SR BRI, 1y 4 CFU/mL,
2 U R 2L [ 2 Fh T B AL PR A ZE A K

Table 2. Vibrio and total bacterial content in water after 5 days and 15 days of larval rearing
T2 HFEFES R b REKETHEMNBARS =

e LSLIEEN
A~ =N
e 1] (d) Gk
(CFU/mI) 1 2 3 4 5 6
5 B 62° 40° 33 45° 20° 142¢
KR 2055° 2780° 97° 132° 6601 2910°
15 B 213° 87° 151° 40° 4° 122°
YN 1455? 1850° 1250° 212° 24501 2400
32. hiEEKAE

TEAHFEREAG RN, ARG EEHKIG, 5 5 ARMNEZKEZ= R A KRR R 3),
HAKRIA 23.71 pm/d (8 1) HUCHZFERFFEAHH, HAEKRRN 2143 pnvd. RS &R +
EFT R BT ZE AR 2 X IR AR KR R, 0N 9.21 pm/d.

3.3. HhiFTIAsR

HIZE 4 IR, SZ IR RS, J7 PR KR SR s SR A R K BT, 730 ik 86%A1
79.2%. ZFAUFTEE. R + ZFAAT G DL SR AR BEREK R SR I RS R AR A R A AN
FEFERI T e 2 XTI A A A AZ 550N 3.3%.
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Table 3. Changes in shell height of Babylonia areolata larvae in each experimental group
3. BEXWAFRENBEGHFTSEN

4 7E 15 (um)
LTI E)(d)
1 2 3 4 5 6

0 488 + 22 - -

4 537+35 542 +19 533+33 545 + 26 556 +31 502 + 29
6 572+25 585+41 560 + 21 585+21 601 +41 517+ 27
8 610+24 612 + 36 599 + 27 616 +31 617 +£32 535+ 17
10 625+23 631+34 610 +33 632+25 667 £31 560 + 38
12 661+ 34 686 + 23 633+35 693 £ 28 725+21 581+ 29
14 719+ 32 742 £ 37 669 + 35 788 £ 37 820 + 36 617 + 36

Table 4. Metamorphosis of the Babylonia areolata larvae in each experimental group
4 BEXLWAFRERNBHHTSLEEHRL

SEEG2H
HAEHR B
1 2 3 4 5 6
HRYIIEECR (AN 180.0 185.0 180.0 181.0 184.0 171.0
YRR FTHCE (T 148.5 153.7 126.2 154.6 158.2 107.4
B R 2 (%) 82.5 83.1 70.1 85.4 86 62.8
MR BRI 32.8 39.2 15.6 42.1 68.1 21
YIRS A (%) 39.8 47.2 22.3 49.3 79.2 33
30
f_; 20
£
2
N
SK I
. l
m
0 h T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6
IK A B 7
Figure 1. Effects of different water treatment methods on growth of
Babylonia areolata larvae
E 1. TRIZKAE G R X7 B R KR4 R & R $20m
4. g

TR A i 7K DL e s PR SR B AT v A A ) EE PR PR - R A i R oK R A 2, 5 S
IR A T 40 G AN AL B AE (A7) AR VEOR R K SR B T R O L SETE BRI — 2R
T[18] [19], JCHZINE @A, I AARBRENAEMGTIENE, 5ok h A mae, Bk
PR, 2% SEOREMPIIKEILTI[20]. AL, 248 5 KRG, B ACHAE B S Al AT
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WS R IH B3 IR, U AT AR BRSNS R B (R ZREE 15 K, SRR A O Ak B
B HAAKTIE S EAHET S, BEEmTXIRA, &) 8590 1 2401 DL AN [FL 2 29 7 K
HH A 2 I TR ) 5 9 [21] [22]. 1M 22 JIk B &AL FT A0 & v P /K FR B & 2 R % T 95%, 2 HAT i 4b
HRIE K s S A AT 7000 T R 10 B 22 JIK R 2 AN 2 AT B 9B A LB R R

TEMFIRRG T, SARZMEIE R FHKE, &AL 775K IR H A KRR 2R )
ATRESRT, W T BRI EE M, AR RINZ IR R R KR R, BREREN
. AR E HAOHE DS 2 ARG, Rt 8 AN H IR, HAEKEERCE E H M 1A 9
BRI, FREET 210 MACE 2 AN, A TR GG RIE 95% L b X PN T A M R bk
FEAE AR A BRI AL B 7 20, PIHR s A R E, BN E A IR AR

ZHUE B AN SR RN, KA T R TR KA, K BRI RE 7T BE K A WL
POEE AT N %, A MR EERG N 10%~20%0 , HOK R ZE % % 55% [23], X AIfER 15 RN & & T+
E R DR o W R AR IR AN . R R SR R R AR, B R R R WA eI JesE
Mo, R TIKF=EWIBT A S [24] [25]0 (RS R UAETE A B UbE il &, FLIRCNTE 33878, AR
Pl 2 Ve AU BB [25] o A 7T R AL B 1 T K A S A B S RO B R, Ak H AR K R AR A )
PEFHIE FEAIRT N, TR I K

SRR AR R L buiEng. SEE&ERT, SR AR INFRIER]Z N,
B LAEGUK= S0 R B, BB AN A, TERRE Y, SRR [26] [27]. TRDRE AR A E
ZEfAT T (Bacillus subtilis) i) {5 35 H2 i 77 BE 23 XUREURE B2 ) A= K ST T M e B AL B AL . Tl ol R g
FER L BRI 1035 71[28]0 AL, F A RAREEE H K, S AR & =5 M T B3 TR,
YRR EKERARRRWAE T RER S, R VAT B R — BT K b B 5

PUBE R S A2 T . RN —R T 20k, JAShEE s, EREmIUE R
(RIS G P2 A 2k, HJGi5 94[29] [30]. MKW R BA T2/ KEMHE . JUFEi . A5 74
Mif 2 PE SR A, CIERRAS . B, WA= B G JF e 7 M [31]. 2 RKE 2 S100 7= Hh i E 2k
53——APSH-07, & 7E FLI B AR G ik 72 o i ik A A 5 AL 7 A S B A 20 B BR B vp 1) — 2R 0, 0of
i DL P 24 PR 1 T (CEO i SIBRT ) AN o 22 IR PR B 3 A B BB R AR . AW RE, Rk iR
Z K% S100 7] 42 = A fif (Hypophthalmichthys molitrix) () FE4% 5 11 G J1AnHi% 11[30]. AwFsed, £k
B R A E KRS S R EH R RS TR, B S 2 LT, U002 IR R B R KR4 A
B R TR B AT R R 5, AT 2 T B B E AR

PR WA= RN 251 . 25555 O 2 ORI 23750l R e it BB 0 JR,  FRHT
(1 JEEREIE MR BTG K B R 29 A A P R it H a2 . AR R IR = AT
SR RO K AR R B i, IR AIARE KRR, (RIEAMARE, AR NP R AR I R AR T
P

E&ME
R U P S R BT R % T

SE
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