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ABSTRACT

The present study is the report of the length-weight relationship of striped grey mullet (Mugil cepahlus L.) at
Krishna Estuarian region, Andhra Pradesh, India. For this 287 specimens 132 females in length range 13.4 to
30.5cm, and 155 males in the length range 13.4 to 37.0 cm were collected from the fish market at Bantumilli village.
The relationship was calculated by using the formula W = aL". The regression values of Juveniles (2.16), adults
(2.81), males (2.66), and females (2.74).There was a significant difference in regression value for Juveniles and
adults, there was no significant difference between males and femal es.
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INTRODUCTION

Analysis of length — weight data of a fish stocknstitutes an important study since the growth @& fish is
continuous and is dependent on both the geneticeamitonmental factors. Fish stocks growing undifierent
environments are likely to show different growtliesa Within a stock differences in length-weigelationship
between males and females and between juvenilesdults are exhibited. The relationship betweemgtle and
weight is primarily used for conversion of lengthweight [1], as length is an easily measurablamater in the
field. Based on this relationship deviation in weigrom the theoretically derived weight is usefal the
interpretation of the condition of the fish. Theeoall share of Aquaculture was 2.6% in the totadpiction of
Marine fishes and it was contributed substantidlly striped/flathead grey mullet as one of the sedR].
Morphological differences exist between juveniled adults with early maturity in males throughde family [3]

It is an economically important euryhaline and ¢heymal species contributing to sizable fisheriesstuarine and
coastal regions in many countries including Chifila Egypt [5], India [6 and 7], Israel [8] Ital@], New Zealand
[10], Nigeria [11], Sri Lanka [12], Taiwan [13], Tisia [14].

The length - weight relationship is useful for seftup of yield equations for fish stocks (Rick&858) and also in
differentiation of smaller taxonomic units [1].

Generally the relation between the length and weigtspecies of fish is relatively uniform untikrdt maturation
(juveniles) and changes become more and more pnoeduin adult male and female fish[15, 16 and 17jrge
disparity in the length - weight relation betwegrawning and non-spawning females is also notic&add 17].
The regression coefficient value is often highertfe females than for the males [18 and 19Mlrcephalus [20
and 21] and inM. parsia and M. cunnusius [22], no marked differences were observed in tegih-weight
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relationship between males and females. Genertlll,weight of grey mullet of the same age livinglakes
(lagoons) and estuaries is higher than that ofisiidiving in the sea (except for mature femal@q).

Studies on the length-weight relationship of Indmaallets include those of Pillay [16], Sarojini [23uther [24]
and Rangaswamy [25]. The length - weight relatigméh the stocks of flathead grey mullét,. cephalus in the
Krishna estuarine region is studied and presented.

MATERIALSAND METHODS

The present study is based on the length and wdaghtof 287 specimens (132 females in length raBgéto 30.5
cm TL. and 155 males in the length range 13.1 t0 8 TL). The specimens were collected from tkh fnarket
at Bantumilli village near the Interu mangrove swarkach individual was examined for the sex andestaf
maturation by examining the gonad externally tcasafe the juveniles, adults and males and fematesafculation
of functional regression. Weight and length datguivenile individuals (less than 13.0 cm) and &i(43.0 to 37.0
cm) were collected. Among adults data on malesfam@les were collected separately. The total kengthe fish
is measured to the nearest mm and its correspomdiight in gms.

These data were utilized for calculation of thetiehship between total length and body weightuekpiles and
adults. The regression values of the length-weiglationship in juveniles and adults and amongtafikli between
males and females were tested for significancegtistest.

ANALYSISOF THE DATA
Data on length and weight of the individual fish emhplotted on arithmetic co-ordinates showed ailinear

relationship (fig.1 to 4). The relationship betwdength and weight is calculated by using the fdar(Le Cren,
1951).

W =al"

Where,

W = weight of the fish in grams,
L = length of fish in cm,

‘n’ is the exponent and

‘a’ is a constant.

The data on length and weight are converted iléocbrresponding logarithmic values and when goytelded a
straight line relation. The length-weight relagbip is calculated by using the following equation:

logW=loga+blogL
RESULTS

Juveniles
In juvenile fish the relationship between lengtll areight is expressed by the equation:

logW=-252+2.16 log L

Adults
In adult fish the relationship between length argight is expressed by the equation:

log W=-4.08+2.81logL

Adult males
The relationship between length and weight in achaltes is expressed by the equation:

log W=-3.65+2.66 logL
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Adult females: The relationship between length and weight intaf@males is expressed by equation:

log W=-3.80+2.74logL
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Figure. 1. Relationship between length and
weight in Juveniles
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Figure. 2. Relationship between length and weight in adults
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Figure, 4, Relationship between length and Weight in Females

DISCUSSION

Hora and Pillay [26] studied the length-weight tiglaship of grey mulleM. cephalus from Hooghly — Matlah
estuary and gave the regression value as 2.87#hgaRwamy [25] studied the length-weight relatiim®f M.
cephalus from Pulicat lake and reported the regression eads 2.9128. He did not observe any significant
difference in length-weight relationship betweenenaand females. The longeststellatus specimen encountered
at 30.5 cm TL in Shimoni was near the upper engrofvth ranges (40cm TL) reported for this speci®q [

During the present study the regression valuesirgdilaare 2.16 (Juveniles), 2.81(adults), 2.66(maked

2.74(females). The regression value of juveniled adults shows significant difference between thétowever,

there is no significant difference between regmssialue of males and females. When comparedetoethression
values given by Hora and Pillay [26] and Rangasy2b] the regression values obtained in the prestidy for
juveniles, adults, adult males and females aredowe
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CONCLUSION

The length-weight relationship of striped grey retlMugil cepahlus L.) at Krishna Estuarian region, Andhra
Pradesh, India, was the study area and the custedly represented that there was a significanewdiffce in
regression values for adults (2.81) and JuvenBes6], there was no significant difference betwesales (2.66)
and females (2.74).
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