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Growth Comparison of Short Neck Clams, Tapes philippinarum
between the Two Culturing Areas
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The growih of short neck calms. Tapes oo jo6e), upriete] pdAude 19809747b %
philippinarum was compared between two areas, Ax waAAYE ANFe maor}, 19999 AS

Songdo in Kamak Bay and Sudo in Chinhae Bay
from April 1999 to March 2000.

The short neck clams in Kamak bay grew from
13.84+0.04 mm to 35.43+1.22 mm in shell length,
while those in Chinhae bay grew from 13.84+0.04
mm to 31.91+1.72 mm in 12 months. Shell height,
shell breadth and total weight of the short neck
clams in Kamak bay were also greater than those
from Chinhae bay.

Bottom quality of Chinhae bay showed negative
skewness, and that of Kamak bay was positive
skewness of Chinhae bay seems to be caused by
the effect.of strong tidal current.

This may indicate that Kamak bay is better area
than Chinhae bay for the culture of the short neck
clams.

Keywords: Culture, Growth, Tapes philippinarum

Received May 11, 2000; Accepted June 7, 2000
Corresponding author: Kang, Kyoung—Ho

Tel: (82) 61-640-6213, e-mail: jmobidic@yosu.ac.kr
1225-3480/16109

© The Malacological Society of Korea

16,13582.2 $e|vele] sii 4% F F HAz 2
3% Asa QHEAA, 1999). A A 4] n}z|
g oFAL g7 AdAFAAzE dRE AN AAS 4E
of et FAe] Frsh fAEoof e

A7 vpx el g A7z FelA §7(1991)7F
Ak gk Al A sl wpxIEre AAe distd, o] &
(1996)°] wpxzte] Ao Hste] Bustgdch A F9
¢} 7% Kurashige(1943)7} At@7)w A|iLel 3}3hs
wold sle], FHKH(1985)7F nlAtAet #3tfid oF
#abell ofsle], Anderson(1982)e] Z7toelA ulx|ee]
Ao dfsted, 22| Williams(1980)% F2ashe] A
Ao dste] st a2y Agd RS whAE
oflo] ghits| o]Feixx e it F9F of d<t
S gz st A ot §9 At o5 <t uhA
g ok A dALcle A szagst AFE
grzojof 3 Ao} wfup] B AFeA = slupyte
A = il Aalg el = hubed mix|E
Al A Fa43a g e BFd dste x4k
o}

Mz A

Aol ALg3 Mg 19999 494 AF ZEFA
7913 wixlg FdlzA oA Fd ZF 13.84%
0.04 mm, H%F 0.52+0.08 ge|sich. AAE wjwsh
93 A3 A= Fig. 13 Zo] 7hetuhl 5 wpchet
Ay S5 guidgon], Fopdk F kA2
199951 49 32¥ 200030 347129 12744 7ko| o).

_49_



Growth Comparison of Short Neck Clams, Tapes philippinarum between the Two Culturing Areas

128“;: 45

34°36’

3
o
=
g
i
3505

INSVA .

Fig. 1 Map showing the survey stations.

AR F2e] A edF 23 482 d $A3
%13, DO, pH, COD, POsN, DIN, SS %
chlorophyll-a$ ©f9 BA3stgdom, uizjet FAde A
A AL dotry] 93 AA Y= HE A
A A d=gMubE2 ddTAAEHHAOAC,
1990)el o3 EAstgct.

Z

5o uixE e AL AgAAA<
19999 449+ F 9% F3] Hd Z¢o] 13.84 mm
9 Fd 22E Jepdoy AHYSd i) AAY A
o]7} veh}r] Azt A ow siatghy = gt
chel A= 12709 2 20008 3™l 35.43+1.22
mmz QA vy, Agd $5 gl 2L 7
Zrell 831.9+1.72 mm=z 3oz, 7t AAed gl
H 3.52 mm2] Aol & vehd, 7hatgh S ghnjole
niz|go] whE A4S B chFig. 2).

FAA7 e wiA g AFe A4S Avind, AN
5 ofMAolA HF HF 0.5£0.08 g Y R=E
ehiont AdZgAes 7htdhd] £ guicld4q 10.0
+0.61 goz AT w, Advhl $5 ool
e 717rel7.8+0.41 go.2 AAstowd, HF Al
dAd = slepwhl $= ghalcly HFE 2.20 g9 Aoz
Ad7pe] wgtch(Fig. 3).

&8, 7 AFEd g AR wwsled Hd,
Fig. 49} Fig. 57| Z4= ztue] AL slebihy =
ofulchol) 4] SH=0.8183SL—5.0364, Mauhl 4= o}
thofl A& SH=0.792SL-3.25449 A3 HAo =z T4

gob Jan 2000 Jan. 2000
m: 3543 m: 3181
40~A——4——5L;
Ok : e
gob Oct. 199¢ Oct. 1999
m: 3284 m: 29.95
-~ 40'
: “.LA M_I-‘_A‘
T L
@ - - .
é Qe+ by =
g 80 Jul. 1999 Jut. 1999
e m: 2264 m: 2081
40- ‘—L
Qb . .‘—_A_-
8ok Kamak Chinhae
Apr. 1989 Apr. 1999
40+ m13.84 m: 13.84
9

0 45,0210 570330344480 90 45,721,057 4330395450
Shell length {mm)

Fig. 2. Frequency distributions of shell length of Tapes
philippinarum measured from May 1999 to March
2000.
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Fig. 3. Frequency distributions of total weight of Ruditapes
philippinarum measured from May 1999 to March

2000.
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Fig. 4. Relationship between shell length and shell height of
Ruditapes philippinarum in Kamak Bay.
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Fig. 5. Relationship between shell length and shell height
of Ruditapes philippinarum in Chinhae Bay.
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Fig. 6. Relationship between shell length and shell breadth
of Ruditapes philippinarum in Kamak Bay.
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Fig. 7. Relationship between shell length and shell breadth of
Ruditapes philippinarum in Chinhae Bay.

Wz Jelgxz, CODe A$ A 2.16-2.65
ml/l, $x44 1.04-2.99 ml/1¢] W= vjeh} F oF
7oA DO COD2| Wste] -2 n|%etA el
BHEAY A$ £= Yupde4 2.23-6.41 ml/l, ¥
= ¢hbelel A 4.17-12.64 ml/l & W= ey,
chlorophyll-a®] 3% 4% gulclelA 2.78-3.99 ml/],

_51_



Growth Comparison of Short Neck Clams, Tapes philippinarum between the Two Culturing Areas

3 10| TW=0.178SLo 115
£ 4l (r = 0.9939)
o
[
z 6f
©
3 4T
-

o [

0 ] . 1

o] 10 20 30 40

Shell lengh (mm)

Fig. 8. Relationship between shell length and total weight of
Ruditapes philippinarum in Kamak Bay.
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Fig. 9. Relationship between shell length and total weight
of Ruditapes philippinarum in Chinhae Bay.
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Fig. 10. Monthly variations of water temperature at two
experimental stations from April 1999 to March
2000.
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Fig. 11. Monthly variations of Salinity at two experimental
stations from April 1999 to March 2000.
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Fig. 12. Monthly variations of pH at two experimental
stations from April 1999 to March 2000.
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Fig. 13. Monthly variations of DO and COD at two
experimental stations from April 1999 to March
2000.
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Fig. 14. Monthly variations of SS and chlorophyll-a at two
experimental stations from April 1999 to March

2000.
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Fig. 15. Monthly variations of TIN and POs;P at two
experimental stations from April 1999 to March
2000.

3, 5t 4% oA 0.57, £5 dutchelA 0.13

oz Jept F oA BT ok A= (positive
skewness)& 2.4t}
il &
npxl ko] Aakel QlojA b3} FEke) FbeS 4%
Az BRAAA Az B, $Eo] FE ojrod 5o

L Arld AAEel =sheh AAYAEES AAASL
HYA el A o] Fa, Ho|rt FHF o AYe|H Ao
Al ofsf zzdcta JzhEoh
dubdg o g wixjgt fAdAe] A mAE H57t o= A
FH= ol Fodx g8A ded. 5 dupokst
5 ot JRFEE ARG A F A BF S
49 G e oz vehax| e 19999 11€d F
A AgRe AN3E nel 5 guprlel A wpx|ge] A4
ol F3lE Hom njFe] Kol HARe FAAAME vt
A)zke] Aol Ex| obrim AzbEc)

AR dwrA A4 positive skewnessE 2
5, 4% gputrhd] wlE] $£x guldelAE 0.062 mmol

op fa

70 1
60
50
40
30
20
10

M Chinhae

Frequency (%)

sand silt clay

Fig. 16. Frequency distributon of sediments. sand:
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