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Abstract

aena crocea larvae as research object,some physical and chemical indices of microcapsule feed were determined. [ Result] The average parti-

[ Objective ] To study the physical and chemical properties of microcapsule feed. [ Method ] Taking microcapsule feed of Pseudosci-

cle size of feed No. 1 was (27.77 £ 1. 18) um, with circular or oval particles and even size. The average particle size of feed No. 2 was
(34.73 £1.76) pm, with irregular-shaped particles and uneven size. The average particle size of microcapsule feed was within 20 —40 pm.
The suspension rate and solubility of microcapsule feed were lower. After microcapsule feed was soaked in seawater for 2 h,soaking solution’ s
pH of microcapsule feed No. 1 was (6. 800 +0.056) ,ammonia nitrogen concentration was (0. 052 =0. 003 ) mg/L, nitrite concentration was
(0.412 £ 0. 006 ) mg/L; soaking solution’ s pH of microcapsule feed No.2 was (6. 683 +0. 031 ), ammonia nitrogen concentration was
(0.047 £0.005) mg/L, nitrite concentration was (0.493 +0.026 ) mg/L. Microcapsule feed had some influences on the water body, the soa-
king solution was acidic, but it had small influences on the concentrations of ammonia nitrogen and nitrite in water body. [ Conclusion] Micro-
capsule feed used in this test could basically meet the feeding requirements of P. crocea seedlings in opening period, but the processing tech-

nology need to be improved.
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Table 1 The average particle size distribution of microcapsule feed
No.1

AR L [Ep gz

Range of particle size // um Number Percentage // %

10 ~20 83 22.8

21 ~30 177 48.5

31 ~40 59 16.2

41 ~50 27 7.4

51 ~60 12 3.3

61 ~70 2 0.5

71 ~80 3 0.8

81 ~90 2 0.5
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Table 2 The average particle size distribution of microcapsule feed

No.2
LA AL [Ep g
Range of particle size // um Number Percentage // %
10 ~20 22 7.1
21 ~30 84 27.2
31 ~40 109 35.3
41 ~50 61 19.7
51 ~60 25 8.1
61 ~70 10 2.3
71 ~80 1 0.3
81 ~90 0 0
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Fig.1 The morphological observation of microcapsule feed
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capsule feed in water
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Fig.3 The solubility comparison of two kinds of microcapsule

feed in water
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Table 3 pH,ammonia concentration and nitrite concentration of microcapsule feed after soaking in the seawater 2 h

B FEA i1 A MEAHIRER

Type Mass of samples /g pH Ammonia nitrogen // mg/L Nitrite // mg/L
1 Sk} Feed No. 1 10.030 +0.049 6.800 £0.056 0.052 £0.003 0.412 +0.006
2 Sk} Feed No.2 10.020 £0. 030 6.683 +0.031 0.047 £0.005 0.493 £0.026
WF/KAAR(E Background value of seawater 10.040 £0.045 8.100 £0.058 0.010 £0.002 0.316 +0.047
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