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Abstract
conch + feed turtle feeding mode, were compared in 2017-2018. The results showed that the commercial property of lotus root was improved.

Three feeding modes, namely, pure lotus root planting mode, lotus lotus hold-fed turtle feeding mode, lotus lotus hold-fed turtle

Among them, the quality of soft-shelled turtle produced by lotus root feeding soft-shelled turtle snail + feeding soft-shelled turtle was signifi-
cantly improved, and the benefit reached 167 376 yuan/hm’ , which was 96 426. 0 yuan/hm? more than pure lotus root planting, and achieved

the purpose of reducing both fertilizer and medicine, reducing the harm of soft-shelled turtle and improving the ecological environment.
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Table 1 Comparison of commercial properties of lotus root under different treatments
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Treat Round Deformity ~ Colour and Colour and . KE W”?& J:’E% I I fﬁ%

reatment degrees rate//% lustre lustre section Length Section Quality Length Width Quality

evenness cm number kg cm cm kg
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T« [RFAS [R)INE R R AN R AR BR8] 22 57 8.3 (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences at 0. 05 level
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Table 2 Comparison of commercial properties of turtle under different treatments
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Table 3 Comparison of cost under different treatments I/ hm?
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Treatment Cost of fertilizer Turtle fry cost Fe ikt T@ﬁﬂ% . Artificial cost Rent Total
Compound feed Ampullaria gigas Spix
T,(CK) 4 050 0 0 0 18 000 18 000 40 050.0
T, 1 350 15 750 6 048 0 54 000 18 000 95 148.0
T 1350 15 750 4 536 7 308 54 000 18 000 94 366. 5
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Table 4 Comparison of output values under different treatments
fbrm HEFE Lotus root {61 Turtle FEATT
Treatment 7 dg 1k 1 R s H Total output
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T,(CK) 27 750 a 4.0 111 000 a 0 0 0 111 000.0 ¢
T, 24 000 b 4.4 105 600 b 877.50 b 120 105 300.0 b 210 900.0 b
T 23700 b 4.4 104 280 b 926.25 a 170 157 462.5 a 261 742.5 a
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Note:In T, lotus root-fed turtle feeding mode , turtle was 0.9 kg/ fish on average. The turtle was fed with lotus root (T; ) and turtle shell (fusarium conch) +
feed. The average turtle was 0. 95 kg/ fish. The harvest rate of the second model turtle was 93%. The difference of turtle yield at 0. 05 level was only for

T, and T,
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Table 5 Comparison of benefits of different treatments  5,/hm”
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Treatments Output value Cost Benefit
T,(CK) 111 000.0 ¢ 40 050.0 70 950 ¢
T, 210 900.0 b 95 148.0 115752 b
T, 261 742.5 a 94 366. 5 167 376 a
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differ-
ences at 0. 05 level
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