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Tab.1 Morphological parameters of 1-year E. sinensis

3K g Y 3k W Y 58 3= L3 S ik

i (X+SD)/ HERAR (X+SD)/ ZRR (X+SD)/ ERR (X+SD)/ ZRAR (XESD)/ %ERZAR
Il
cm /% cm B/ % cm /% cm B/ % cm /%

ME(n=141) 2.40940.270 11 2.61740.284 11 1.262+0.144 11 8.54342.555 30 60.309-+12.102 20
e (n=134) 2.4654-0.265 11 2.628+0.291 11 1.269+0.162 13 9.30442.977 32 60.397£5.166 9

-1 4 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P<20.05 P>0.05

H.P>0.05 RARERANRH . P<0.05 RIRERBE.

Notes: P >0.05 indicates no significant distinction; P<Z0.05 indicates a significant distinction.
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Tab.2 Water content in different tissues of 1-year

female and male E. sinensis

Bt AN RS Y 5 KR/

i W i T
#A 83.9410.6 78.9410.9 P>0.05

iR 1A 84.4+5.9 77.24+18.0 P>0.05
A 85.145.8 79.5411.0 P>0.05

JHF Jo B 72.7+8.8 70.94+9.7 P>>0.05
5t 60.2+4.9 53.049.3 P<C0.05

i 5 62.3410.4 57.4+5.3 P>>0.05

3k iy R 5% 71.6+3.3 68.71+4.6 P>>0.05
CIN=ga RS 80.7+6.8 75.34+9.1 P>>0.05
AT B Sy 67.043.8 62.84+5.2 P<C0.05

[E:P>0.05 RREFARE . P<0.05 RnEFRE.
Notes: P>>0.05 indicates no significant distinction; P<0.05 in-

dicates a significant distinction.
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* *indicates a significant distinction(P<C0.01).
Fig.1 Ratio of the dry weight of different tissues to total

dry weight of 1-year female and male E. sinensis
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Tab.3 Correlation matrix between the dry weight of edible portions and total dry weight

Ry BTE TEHWSTE EANTE J5& P 1 5 N T & JH IR
BTE 1 0.829* * 0.569* * 0.627** 0.702* * 0.738*
A 4 T & 1 0.835" " 0.778* 0.881" 0.824 "
BT E 0.574* " 0.687* 0.701*
JiE R T 1 0.924* " 0.308
AT & 1 0.478"
JHF T 1

d: . i’%mﬁ%*ﬂjt(P<OO—)), o

Notes: * indicates a significant correlation (P<C0.05); * *

FeoR e 3 A OC (P <C0.01)

indicates an extremely significant correlation(P<C0.01).
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Fig.2 Regression between dry weight of edible portions and total dry weight
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Morphological Attributes and Quality Parameters of One-year

Juvenile Eriocheir sinensis in Datong Lake

PENG Jiao"?, XU Zheng-gang’, TANG Yong-cheng?, DUAN Chou-cang'?,
LIU Bi-giong'?, ZHAO Yun-lin'"?

(1.College of Biological Science and Technology, Hunan Agricultural University,
Changsha 410128,P.R.China;
2.Key Laboratory of Forestry Remote Sensing Based Big Data & Ecological Security for
Hunan Province, Central South University of Forestry and Technology,
Changsha 410004,P.R.China)

Abstract: The quality of juvenile Eriocheir sinensis are important for successful breeding and production.
Morphological attributes, resulting from the interaction of genetics and environment, determine the quali-
ty of E. sinensis. In this study, we explored the relationship between the morphological attributes and
quality parameters of juvenile E. sinensis in Datong Lake. In April 2016, 275 one-year E. sinensis, inclu-
ding 141 females and 134 males, were collected from Datong Lake, of weight 6 =10 g. Five basic morpho-
logical attributes including carapace length (X,), carapace width (X,), carapace height (X,), body
weight (Y) and relative fatness were recorded for each crab. At the same time, quality parameters were
measured, including dry and wet weights of edible parts including body meat, leg meat, chela meat and
hepatopancreas, as well as the inedible parts including body shell, leg shell, and chela shell. The mean val-
ue, standard deviation and variation coefficient of each morphological attribute, the water content of edible
parts, the proportion of edible weight to total body weight and fatness were calculated. The difference be-
tween males and females was determined by independent sample T-test. The regression relationship of each
parameter was calculated by the Pearson method and stepwise regression was used to develop a model be-
tween quality parameters and morphological attributes. There were no significant differences in carapace
length, carapace width, body height or relative fatness between sexes (P>>0.05), but male crabs (9.304 =+
2.977) g were significantly (P<C0.05) heavier than female crabs (8.543+2.555) g. The water content of
the edible parts and the proportion of edible part weight to total body weight were not significantly differ-
ent between male and female crabs (P>>0.05). The relationship between body weight and carapace length,
carapace width, carapace height of juvenile E. sinensis was described by multiple linear regression equa-
tion: Y=-15.763 + 3.118X,+4.634X,+3.897X;, and the correlation coefficient (0.926) indicated that
the correlation was significant. This study provides a reference for estimating production and evaluating the
quality of E. sinensis.

Key words: Eriocheir sinensis; morphological attributes; quality parameters; sex attributes; relative fat-

ness



