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Comparison of TSS removal rate by Crassostrea
gigas, Crassostrea gigas, and Gracilaria, Gracilaria

(P<0.05),

Fig. 1

(P<0.01),
Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences (P<0.05)
among various treatments; different uppercase letters indicate very
significant differences (P < 0.01) among various treatments. This is
the same in all figures.

Marine Sciences / Vol. 40, No. 1 /2016 33



e IRkE REPOATS

TSS ,
, 70.50%%1.65%:
, 47.55%+1.68%;
, 33.62%+
4.21% 3

(P<0.05)

22 MEm. MERAM., BEaTKH
HSRHEBEKEREGLEHR

2.2.1
2 7 d 3
(TAN) :
3
5 2
7d ,
42.37%+2.12%;
s 41.67%+8.82%;
, 14.83%+4.21%
60 —a— VIZEH
50 —— Al
40 | —e— VA
30 |
£ 20}
g 10 -
H
g 0 L
I
w10 T
=0T el
=30
40 L
2
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Fig. 5 Nitrite removal rate by Crassostrea gigas, Crassostrea
gigas, and Gracilaria, Gracilaria
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Fig. 7 COD removal rate by Crassostrea gigas, Crassostrea
gigas, and Gracilaria, Gracilaria
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Tab.1 Biomass variation of Crassostrea gigas, Crassostrea gigas, and Gracilaria, Gracilaria
(€9) 543.83+7.84 547.00+8.87
(2) 547.46+7.06 548.50+6.62
(® 75.00+5.31 75.00+3.84
(® 97.87+3.97 94.67+2.89
(2 3.63+1.20* 1.5+0.54*
(€9) 22.87+2.53* 19.67+1.45%
ki (P>0.05)
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Abstract: The comprehensive utilization and non-harmful treatment of aquacultural wastewater are important to
guarantee healthy and sustainable development of the aquaculture industry. In this study, the effects of the polycul-
ture of Crassostrea gigas and Gracilaria lemaneiformis in processing Atlantic salmon wastewater and recirculating
aquaculture systems was observed over 30 days, and the removal rates of nitrogen and phosphorus nutrients,
chemical oxygen demand (COD), and total suspended particulate matter (TSS) were observed over 30 days. Results
show that nutrients, COD, and TSS removal rates by the polyculture of Crassostrea gigas and Gracilaria were as
follows: 41.67%+8.82% TAN, 33.96%+0.34% NO;-N, 7.18%+0.03% phosphate, 78.87%=+1.82% COD, and
70.50%=1.65% TSS. However, there was a tendency for NO, -N to accumulate to a certain extent. In conclusion,
the polyculture of Crassostrea gigas and Gracilaria delivered a superior treatment effect than that of Crassostrea

gigas and Gracilaria separately.
(Rt 5 #%)

Marine Sciences / Vol. 40, No. 1 /2016 39



