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Park and Lee, 2001).

Visible implant fluorescent elastomer (VIFE:
Northwest Marine Technology, Ltd, Shaw Island,
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1). Fig. 1 ol A9} 7ol & BAYE 2579 elas-
tomer A, FAIE AHgse] i £
$29 £9% =5 R0 FAEL £A7 o
ol clastomere Y3 3tEo] ZA dtlA 4
A A48 & ek w2 A= Ao
o] FZ )T L HUZ o FIAT 1 AT EY
WA g AkolA FE WAL ol Haks
o, Zkgke] F71AQ A ) AALAA AE
o2 VIFE 4 $IAE g2ste 1 a3&
shepatith

X2t 4

£ g AR At Hd AFS 1826+
13.7g o]t A@AI71= 20023 SE 16YE,
Park (2004)¢] "o oJA 42 25C9 1,000
mL G4 E£7HNa- HCO. 2 F#3] vi3$F &
Atk QA4 VIFEZ 50vte] AlejelM 3
i Ag3tgich 4 F4e Fig 29 std® A
Al9F 7ol (1) e x| oF SHA L7He AL
o] B4 EW; (2) WL 4viA et A vt
g Ato] 29 ®H:; () & 7P ol 16
NS ZAAY T AHE AYd & 2y
AFeH, B4 v AEAERE AR FEF
AZE Foll AAs 25+1C F29 g2
A 148 ZA AT THF9 BAE
One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test <}
Duncan's test (Duncan, 1955)2 ZZ33 ok

Q ==

kel A 2] VIFE ¥4 1670939 AZE8(Sur-
vival), ¥4 & (Tag retention) ¥ <14& (Tag
readability) 27+ Table 13 72th ¥4 4714
el e AEEE F2FE (94.3%~96.0%)°] T
23 (989%)°l HlE oA AT i
2T (P=0.45). 0183t B Fol A9 AlgES
olnt: 2FA19] Stressol 710E S UeRAth

-~ hd .

Fig. 1. Visible implant fluorescent elastomer (VIFE:
Northwest Marine Technology, Ltd.,, Shaw Island,
WA) used in this tagging experiment.

Fig. 2. Orange VIFE at three body locations in soft-
shelled turtle (Open arraws: 1, Adipose eyelid; 2,
web surface between the fourth and fifth dactyl
of hindfoot; 3, web surface between the fourth
and fifth dactyl of forefoot).
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Table 1. Cumulation survival, retention and readablity of visible implant fluorescent elastomer tags in soft-shelled turtle,

Trionyx sinensis from 0 to 8 mouths after tagging'

o . Months after tagging
Tagging sitt  Variable (%)
4 6 8
Web surface Survival 1000+00 960+ 1.0° 96.0+£2.0°  940+20°  92.0%3.0
between the
fourthand  Tagretention®  100.0+0.0 90.7+2.1° 88.3+1.5° 87.3+2.5 87.0+£3.0¢
fifth dactyl of
hindfoot Tag redability’  100.0+0.0 100.0+0.0° 97.7+1.5 933135 85.3+4.5°
Websurface  gyryjval 1000£0.0  943+15  923+£35 917435 92.0+3.0
between the
fourth and Tag retention®>  100.0+0.0 68.3+2.5° 83.34+3.5° 80.3+4.5° 80.0+5.0°
fifth dactyl of
forefoot Tag redability’  100.040.0 100.0+0.0° 95.3+3.5° 88.7+35.5° 81.3+3.5°
Survival 100.0+0.0 943+25 923455 90.0+5.0° 89.7+5.5
Adipose eyelid Tag retention®  100.0%0.0 83.7+3.5° 78.3+7.5 737165 69.715.5°
Tag redability’  100.0+0.0 100.0+0.0° 100.0£0.0° 96.7+2.5° 94.0+2.0°

! Values (means + SEM of triplication) with different superscripts in same variable indicate significant differences (p<0.03).
* Tag retention (%) is based on the original number of tagged fish (n=50).
* Percentage of readable tags among remaining tagged fish at each inventory.
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Source: Park I, S., Y. J. Chang and 1. V. Kartavtse-

va, 2004. Evaluation of visible implant fluorescent

elastomer tag in soft-shelled turtle, Pelodiscus
sinensis.
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