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Abstract. The objective of the study was to determine the growth 

pattern of clam Potamocorbula faba inhabited the estuarine of Permisan 

Bay, Indonesia by using the Linear Allometric Model (LAM). Its also 

evaluated by using the length-weight relationships (LWR) and Fulton’s 

condition factor (K–value).  A total of 7 996 specimens with length 

intervals of 3.5 mm to 17 mm and weight intervals of 0.013 g to 0.636 g 

were collected from nine sites in Permisan Bay. Based on the length-

weight relationships (LWR), equations in ST–1 (0.000886870 L2.17379);                   

ST–2 (0.000884219 L2.15471); ST–3 (0.000832626 L2.18971); ST–4 (0.000746758 

L2.21150); ST–5 (0.000687148 L2.28593); ST–6 (0.000765876 L2.23830); ST–7 

(0.000657461 L2.31064); ST–8 (0.000379673 L2.52229); and ST–9 (0.000799816 L 
2.22922) were obtained. Regarding the b–value, almost all sites showed b < 3, 

and thus the growth pattern could be categorized as negative allometric. 

Condition factor (K-value) in all nine sites ranged between 1.1101 to 

1.1552. The highest K-value was from ST–7 while ST–2 showed the 

lowest. During the study period (September 2014 to April 2015), 

Fulton’s condition factor (K–value) of all nine sites was not significantly 

different (P > 0.05). 

Keywords: Allometric variable, bivalve species, dynamic population, 

environmental, growth pattern 

1 Introduction  

Potamocorbula faba Hinds, 1843 [1] is a bivalve species that thrive in the estuarine of 

Permisan Bay, Sidoarjo, East Java, Indonesia; the clam was dispersed in the shallow 

water floor of the high intertidal zone [2]. Studies of bivalve biology and allometric 

variables were required to manage resources either under normal as well as degraded 

environmental conditions. Several environmental factors are known to influence the 
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morphology and the body’s relative proportion of shell are latitude, depth, coastal level, 

tidal, current, water turbulence, wave exposure, type of seafloor, and type of sediment 

[3–6]. Those variables are therefore important to provide information regarding growth 

rate and organism condition, recruitment prediction, stock estimation, and also to solve 

taxonomic problems. Earlier studies about allometric relationships of bivalve species 

from some researchers were used as references for this study [7–16].  

Length-weight relationships (LWR) and Fulton’s condition factor are crucial 

biological parameters in providing information about growth rate, growth pattern, and 

individual conditions. Fulton’s condition factor of the body or K–value is most useful 

in explaining the well-being of a species and finding out the difference that emerges 

due to seasonal changes; in particular those related to the age and sex of the organism 

in a habitat [17, 18]. It gives a useful comparison of the relative weight of the organism 

against its length. Fulton’s condition factor also reflects the bivalve physiological 

characteristics such as morphology, nutritional value, and growth rate [19]. 

Furthermore, if regularly examined, this K–value could also be used to assess the 

overall health, productivity, and the physiology of bivalve population [20].  

For the last decade, the ecological conditions of Permisan bay have undergone a 

drastic change. It might be due to the deforestation of mangroves, fishpond waste, 

industrial waste, global climate change as well as other human activities which caused a 

decline in water quality (pers. comm with local government). As the consequence, those 

activities affect the physiological and morphological condition of  P. faba. 

The biology and growth studies have been conducted on some Corbula species, such 

as those carried out by [10, 21–24]. However, specific studies concerning length-weight 

relationships (LWR) and condition factor of Potamocorbula species in Indonesia are 

still very limited or none.  

As it is believed to be the first for P. faba in Indonesia, the objective of this study 

was to provide baseline data for comprehensive management of the species, in 

particular the estuarine population of Permisan Bay.  

2 Materials and methods 

2.1 Study site and sampling methods 

P. faba sample was collected in the estuarine of Permisan Bay, Sidoarjo, East Java, 

Indonesia. Sampling locations were located in nine sites (Figure 1). 

  

Fig. 1. Sampling location of P. faba in Permisan Bay, East Java, Indonesia. 
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Collected specimens were taken from within quadratic box 1 m2 placed at the 

sediment-water interface. All sediment substrates were sampled until 10 cm depth.                   

P. faba was collected by hand, put into a zipped–plastic bag wrapped in aluminum foil 

inside a cool–box prior to being transported to the laboratory for further treatments, i.e. 

cleaning, sorting, weighing, and measuring. Specimen within the length interval of      

3.5 mm to 17 mm were collected randomly. Shell length was measured using a vernier 

caliper of 0.05 mm precision. Bodyweight was measured by means of an electronic 

weight with an accuracy of 0.001 g. 

Length and weight relationships of P. faba to evaluate the growth pattern were 

analyzed using this Equation (1) 

bLW =  [25, 7–10]    (1) 

urging the specimen evenly treated all ways long through the process. Subsequently, 

length and weight relationships were analyzed using The Linear Allometric Model 

(LAM) with Equation (2): 

L log b  a log W log +=    (2) 

where x and Y are the measurements of parts of the body to be compared, i.e., W= 

total weight (gram) and L= length (mm).  

The exponent b is the growth coefficient, which illustrates the rela tive growth rate 

of the two variables measured while the constant a, is the value of Y when x is unity. 

Therefore, since in this study Y is a weight or volume (cubic: g or cm3) and x is a 

length (linear: cm), then b equal to 3/1 would correspond to isometry. If b is greater 

than 3/1 is positively allometry, whilst if it was less than 3/1 is negatively allometry. A 

simple t-test was applied to confirm b–value against 3 [26, 7–10], and one–way 

ANOVA using the SPSS 11.5 statistical was used to evaluate the difference  between 

sites combinations.  

2.2 Condition factor (K)  

Fulton’s condition factor is usually used as species well–being indicator and it could 

reflect the seasonal effect and the habitat difference in an organism [18]. Calculating 

the ratio of weight and length serves as a way to evaluate the physical condition of 

individuals. A larger ratio would indicate better condition. This condition is shown by 

the value of the condition factor [27, 28]. In this study Fulton’s condition factor (K) 

was calculated using the following Equation 3 [29]: 

3L

 W1000
=K      (3) 

The Relative Condition Factor (Kn) hence exerted (Equation 4) :  

bL

W
K


=      (4) 

for which K = condition factor, W = specimen body weight (g), L = specimen body 

length (mm), the value of a and b come from the length weight relationships.  K–value 

significance was analyzed using one–way ANOVA [26] to compare species condition 

between the observed sites.  

3 Result 

Parameter of the relationships between the length and body weight of P. faba from the Permisan 

bay, Indonesia is shown in Table 1. Based on all sites in the study, the mean total length 

ranged from 9.998 mm ± 2.222 mm to 10.390 mm ± 2.225 mm. The largest average TL of 

P. faba was found in ST–8, while the minimum TL was observed in ST–7. In general, the total 

length of all nine sites did not show any significant difference (P > 0.05).  
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In addition, the mean of body weight (BW) ranged from 0.145 g ± 0.092 g to 0.162 g 

± 0.105 g. The heaviest average body weight of P. faba was observed in ST–9 and the minimum 

was found in ST–2. In this study, the bodyweight of all nine sites was not significantly 

different (P > 0.05). 

 
Fig. . Box–plots of Fulton’s condition factor of the P. faba at nine sites. (A) condition factor (B) relative 

condition factor (Kn), significant at P > 0.05 to the relevant site. (Line = median, box = 25th and 75th 

percentile, whiskers = 10th and 90th percentile). 

2

The present study showed that the collected specimens have a size ranging from 3.5 

mm to 17 mm, which was then later used to calculate the length-weight relationships 

(LWR). Intercept (a–value) of LWR ranged from 0.000 379 673 to 0.000 886 870. The 

lowest a–value was in ST–8 and the highest was in ST–1. Slope (b–value) ranged from                        

2.522 29 to 2.154 71. The lowest b–value was in ST–2 and the highest value was found 

in ST–8. Based on the coefficient of determination (r 2) which ranged from 0.87 to 0.90, 

shell length and body weight was highly correlated. The relationship between length 

and weight was negative allometry.  

Box–plots of Fulton’s condition factor of P. faba at the nine site is presented in Figure 1. 

The median condition factor (K) value for all nine sites ranged between 0.063 1 to   

0.278 7 The highest median of the P. faba condition factor was found in ST–4 while the 

lowest value was observed in ST–8 as shown in Figure 1 (A). Based on all K–values in 

the study, the condition factor was not significantly different between all sites (P > 0.05). 

On the other hand, the median relative condition factor (Kn) value for all nine sites 

was ranged between 0.936 45 to 1.050 66 and the highest median of P. faba condition 

factor was found in ST–4. Meanwhile, the lowest value was observed in ST–1 as 

presented in Figure 1 (B). Based on all K–value in the study, the condition factor was 

not significantly different between all sites (P > 0.05). 

Table 1a.  Descriptive statistics and allometric relationships between the length and the bodyweight of                          

P. faba in Permisan Bay, Indonesia 

Site N, ind. 
Total Length/TL (mm) Body Weight/BW (g) 

mean SD min max Mean SD min max 

ST–1 405 9.998 2.266 4.27 16.81 0.149 0.101 0.022 0.581 

ST–2 222 10.156 2.134 5.09 15.76 0.145 0.092 0.034 0.502 

ST–3 319 10.208 2.247 4.56 15.99 0.152 0.104 0.033 0.563 

ST–4 2604 10.179 2.256 1.11 17.79 0.158 0.110 0.013 0.634 

ST–5 1843 10.159 2.254 3.67 17.92 0.157 0.111 0.034 0.632 

ST–6 2225 10.160 2.283 4.00 17.99 0.157 0.112 0.025 0.636 

ST–7 126 9.987 2.222 4.71 16.61 0.155 0.115 0.036 0.492 

Continued on next page 
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Table 1a. Continued 

Site N, ind. 
Total Length/TL (mm) Body Weight/BW (g) 

mean SD min max Mean SD min max 

ST–8 84 10.390 2.225 5.21 16.49 0.160 0.117 0.033 0.571 

ST–9 168 10.295 2.222 4.10 16.21 0.162 0.105 0.041 0.483 

*significant at P < 0.05; (N = number of P. faba examined. min = minimum, max = maximum, a = constant, 

b = slope (growth exponent), S.E. = standard error, r2 = coefficient of determination, S.D. = standard 

deviation). 

 

Table 1b.  Descriptive statistics and allometric relationships between the length and the bodyweight of                          

P. faba in Permisan Bay, Indonesia 

Site N, ind. 

Length–Weight Relationship 

SE of b r2 
Relationship 

(t–test) W= aL3 

a b 

ST–1 405 8.8687* 10-4 217.379 0.056 0.89 Allometry - 

ST–2 222 8.8422 * 10-4 215.471 0.082 0.87 Allometry - 

ST–3 319 8.3263 * 10-4 218.971 0.068 0.88 Allometry - 

ST–4 2604 7.4676 * 10-4 225.226 0.024 0.87 Allometry - 

ST–5 1843 6.8715 * 10-4 228.593 0.027 0.89 Allometry - 

ST–6 2225 7.6588 * 10-4 223.856 0.026 0.88 Allometry - 

ST–7 126 6.5746 * 10-4 231.064 0.119 0.87 Allometry - 

ST–8 84 3.7967 * 10-4 252.229 0.137 0.90 Allometry - 

ST–9 168 7.9982 * 10-4 222.922 0.087 0.89 Allometry - 

*significant at  P < 0.05; (N = number of P. faba examined. min = minimum, max = maximum, a = constant, 

b = slope (growth exponent), S.E. = standard error, r2 = coefficient of determination, S.D. = standard 

deviation). 

4 Discussion 

Relationships length-weight was meant to estimate the growth rate of shell P. faba. The 

growth pattern was evaluated through the dispersion tendency of length and weight data 

obtained from the morphometrical components. Parameter estimation (coefficient of 

length-weight correlation), b (slope), and determination of coefficient (r2) were 

analyzed using power regression simplified using the logarithmic equation [30]. This 

study aimed to discover the relationships of length-weight of P. faba in order to obtain 

information regarding the allometric or isometric growth pattern of P. faba based on b–

value (slope) indication from the equation.   

Generally, according to Froese [31], the exponent b–value lies between 2.5 and 3.5. 

On the contrary, Jisr et al. [10] showed that the pattern of the length-weight 

relationship in several bivalves has b-value ranging from 0.823 to 3.016 and an r-value 

ranging from 0.051 to 0.898. It indicates a close correlation. The allometric pattern is 

considered positive if b–value >3, while the negative allometric pattern is indicated by 

b-value < 3. If b-value = 3 in the bivalve shell, it means that the growth pattern is 

isometric [30].  

Based on results from this study, the length-weight relationships pattern of P. Faba 

b–value ranged between 2.154 71 to 2.522 29. Thus, the growth pattern of this species  

was categorized as negative allometric (b  < 3) (Table 1b). It also means that the length 

increase is faster than tissue weight. Therefore, it can be stated that P. faba has an 

unbalanced growth. The same results were reported by Jisr et al. [10] reporting that the 

b-value of Corbula gibba (Olivi, 1792) was 2.963 showing a negative allometric growth 

pattern. On the opposite,  Robinson et al. [32] found that C. gibba has a positive 

allometric growth pattern since the b-value = 3.280. The b-value in a population 
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depends on its biological environmental condition, geographical condition, temporal 

factors, and sample [31, 33, 18], and also b-value shows the mature process and gonad 

growth of bivalve [34, 35]. According to Turra et al. [11], factors that influence the shell 

tissue and the growth are temporal abundance and availability of various food and 

organism density. Shell morphological change could also be affected by the phenotypic 

variation, whereas this variation would impact the tissue’s length (weight)-1 ratio with 

its length (width)-1 ratio. Lower habitat quality could also influence the shell’s ability 

to obtain food in an effort to meet the nutritional requirement as an energy source [32].  

A study conducted at Permisan bay showed that almost all sampling sites had 

negative allometric growth patterns (b < 3). This might be due to higher shell mortality 

in this region. Bad environmental conditions might not support optimum growth for 

shells in this area. This study revealed the highest b–value was in ST–8 (2.522 29) 

while the lowest was in ST–2 (2.1547 1). Therefore, it could be assumed that the b–

value in this study was mostly affected by food availability and environmental 

conditions such as temperature, pH, and dissolved oxygen. The difference in b–value 

between sites in this study might be due to different sample collection in the location 

that has different characteristic. Patimar et al. [36] suggested that the b–value would be 

different if the sites and the zone have different characteristics, wher eas different 

environmental characteristics would cause a different response from a species toward 

its habitat.  

However, particularly in this study, the difference in b–value between nine sites was 

not significantly different (P > 0.05). This might be due to Corbula which have the 

ability to survive in a stressful habitat [21–23]. With a higher tolerance ability toward 

the environmental disturbance, the population growth of this species was dispersed on 

all sites. 

LWR equation of P. faba (Figure 2) showed that the overall coefficient (r2) from all 

sites was similar ranging between 0.87 to 0.90. It emphasized that the relationship 

between length and body weight was strong. In this study at Permisan bay, the 

relationships between total length and body weight of  P. faba showed a positive 

correlation. A prediction plot of body weight with length (Figure 2) was observed and 

calculated from regression analysis [37]. In addition, the prediction of growth patterns 

based on the regression equation showed that there was  not a significant difference 

between all nine sites. However, for a certain biological evaluation, growth 

development data, and long-term monitoring data of P. faba were necessary. This 

information would help to monitor species population dynamics, growth , and invasion 

of P. faba.  

Condition of the species P. faba could be estimated with a weight–length ratio.                   

A larger ratio usually means the condition of the species better well–being. This 

condition was shown by the condition factor value [17, 31]. Condition factor expresses 

the condition of an organism represented by its physical capacity for survival and 

reproduction. Results from this study showed that the median condition factor (K) value 

for all nine sites ranged between 0.314 34 g (cm3)-1 to 1.067 25 g (cm3)-1 then the 

median relative condition factor (Kn) value was between 0.93645 to 1.05066. The 

highest median of P. faba condition factor was observed in ST–4, and the lowest value 

was in ST–8 (Figure 1A). The highest median of P. faba relative condition factor was 

observed in ST–4, and the lowest value was in ST–1 (Figure 1B). Another study 

reported that the condition factor value for bivalve Mya arenaria  (Linnaeus, 1758) 

ranged from 0.83 g (cm3)-1 to 1.17 g (cm3)-1 [38]. Another study in Canada showed that 

bivalve Mya arenaria ranged from 1.7 g (cm3)-1 to 3.9 g (cm3)-1 [20]. The condition 

factor in this study was similar to the study conducted by  Gagne et al. [39] of a bivalve 

from the species (blue mussel) Mytilus edulis (Linnaeus, 1758) conducted in France and 

Canada with 0.08 g (cm3)-1 to 0.27 g (cm3)-1 and slightly lower than  Schmidt et al. [40] 

ranged between 0.29 g (cm3)-1 to 0.4 g (cm3)-1. This variation of conditional factor and 

relative condition factor might be due to the environmental difference and species 

condition. According to Şaşı [41] and Ndome [42], variation in the number of 

conditional factors of the species might occur due to the different age, sex, stress, 

preservation, maturity, and environmental condition (seasons, pollutants, availability of 

food) 
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5 Conclusion   

The present study evaluates the length-weight relationships and Fultons’ condition 

factor of P. faba from nine sites at Permisan bay. The study showed that the length-

weight relationships pattern of P. faba is negative allometric. Fulton’s condition factor 

of P. faba shows that the Permisan bay estuary still supports the life and the growth of 

C. faba. It is also assumed that P. faba has high tolerance toward environmental 

pressure thus it makes this species easier to adapt to the environmental condition at 

Permisan bay.  

 

 
The author’s special thanks to all the friendliness, and support in the sampling from local fishermen 

around Permisan bay; the authors also would like to thank the Rector of the University of 

Muhammadiyah Malang for funding and logistical support in this project. Finally, the authors thank 

reviewers for their constructive comments. 

Reference  

1. World Register of Marine Species (WoRMS), Potamocorbula fasciata (Reeve, 1843), 2016 

[online] Accessed on: 28 June 2016 Available at:  

http://www.marinespecies.org/aphia.php?p=taxdetails&id=505889 

2. Ambarwati, Reni and Trijoko, Trijoko, Morfological Characters of Suspension Feeder 

Bivalve Potamocorbulaca faba (Bivalvia: Corbulidae), in: Proceeding International 

Conference on Biological Science Faculty of Biology UGM 2011, 23–24 September 2011, 

Yogyakarta, Indonesia https://repository.ugm.ac.id/33214/  

3. O.Y. Vialova. ©TÜBİTAK, 44, 3: 740–746 (2020)  

https://journals.tubitak.gov.tr/veterinary/abstract.htm?id=27214 

4. A.R. Noor, A. Shakil, N.F. Hoque, M.M. Rahman, S. Alder, A. Talukder, et al., Aquac. Rep., 

19 (2021) https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2352513420306554 

5. C. Costa, J. Aguzzi, P. Menesatti, F. Antonucci, V. Rimatori, and M. Mattoccia, J. Zool., 

276, 1: 71–80 (2008) https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.2008.00469.x 

6. S.S. Nagvenkar, Z.A. Ansari, and T.G. Jagtap, Indian J. Fish., 61, 4: 18–23 (2014) 

http://drs.nio.org/drs/handle/2264/5169 

7. H. Bouzaidi, M. Maatouk, B.E. Moumni, O. Haroufi, M.A. Saber, E.E.A. Elmaaty, et al., 

Reg. Stud. Mar., 48 (2021) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rsma.2021.101996 

8. J.A. Lopez–Rocha, F.J.F. Mela, E. Gastelum–Nava, E. Larios–Castro, A. Romo–Pinera, J. 

Shellfish Res., 37, 3: 591–600 (2018) https://doi.org/10.2983/035.037.0312 

9. D. Nahar, M. Islam, M. Islam, S. Jasmine, and M. Mondol. J. Biosci., 27: 121–132 (2019) 

https://doi.org/10.3329/jbs.v27i0.44677 

10. N. Jisr, G. Younes, C. Sukhn, and M.H. El-Dakdouki, Egypt. J. Aquat. Res., 44, 4: 299–305 

(2018) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejar.2018.11.004 

11. A. Tura, G.N. Corte, A.C.Z. Amaral, L.Q. Yokoyama, and M.R. Denada, PeerJ, 6 (2018) 

https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.5070 

12. M.M. Ramesha, and S. Thippeswamy, Asian Fish. Sci., 22: 203–214 (2009) 

https://www.academia.edu/download/33363398/Allometry_Parreysia_corrugata.pdf  

13. A.E.H. El–Sayed, F.A.A. Razek, M.M. Abou–Zaid, and S.M. Taha, Int. J. Zool. Res., 7,  2: 

210–211 (2011) https://dx.doi.org/10.3923/ijzr.2011.201.211 

14. M.M. Ramesha, and S. Sophia, Indian J. Fish., 62, 1: 18–24 (2015) 

https://www.academia.edu/download/37204961/28376-114998-1-PB.pdf 

15. M.R. Mondol, F. Nasrin, and D.A. Nahar, Ribar. Croat. J. Fish., 74, 4: 172–178 (2016)  

https://hrcak.srce.hr/clanak/250113 

16. N. Afiati, D.M. Nusari, and Subagiyo, Proc. Pak. Acad. Sci.: B, 54, 1: 21–27 (2021)  

https://www.ppaspk.org/index.php/PPAS-B/article/view/370 

17. S. Sundaram, C.J. Josekutty, and B.B. Chavan,  Mar. Fish. Infor., Serv., T&E Ser., 207: 33–

34 (2011) http://eprints.cmfri.org.in/8869/1/33-34.pdf  

18. E. Isnard, J. Tournois, D.J. McKenzie, F. Ferraton, N. Boddin, C. Aliaume, et al., Estuaries 

Coast, 38: 1937–50 (2015) https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-014-9939-6 

 

, 00015 (2023) https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/202337400015E3S Web of Conferences 374
3rd NRLS

 
7

https://repository.ugm.ac.id/33214/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2352513420306554
https://www.academia.edu/download/33363398/Allometry_Parreysia_corrugata.pdf
https://hrcak.srce.hr/clanak/250113


19. S. Watanabe, and S. Katayama, J. Shellfish Res., 29, 2: 353–359 (2010) 

https://doi.org/10.2983/035.029.0210 

20. F. Gagne, C. Blaise, J. Pellerin, E. Pelletier, and J. Strand, Ecotoxicol. Environ. Saf., 64,  3:  

348–361 (2006) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2005.04.007 

21. M. Hrs-Brenko, Acta Adriat., 47, 1: 49–64 (2006)  

http://jadran.izor.hr/acta/pdf/47_1_pdf/47_1_6.pdf 

22. F.F. Neves, M.A.S. Lavrador, A.S. Costa, and W.E.P. Avelar, Am. J. Life Sci., 2, 3: 150–154 

(2014) https://doi.org/10.11648/j.ajls.20140203.14 

23. A. Tomašových, P.G. Albano, T. Fuksi, I. Gallmetzer, A. Haselmair, M. Kowalewski,et al., 

Proc. R. Soc. B: Biol. Sci., 287 (2020) https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2020.0695 

24. J.K. Thompson and F. Parchaso, Conceptual Model for Potamcorbula amurensis. DRERIP 

Conceptual Model. Sacramento (CA), Ecosystem Restoration Program (2012) 

https://cawaterlibrary.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/DRERIP_Corbula_2012_final.pdf  

25. A. Petetta, G. Bargione, C. Vasapollo, M. Virgili, and A. Lucchetti, Eur. zool. j.,  86,  1:  

363–369 (2019) https://doi.org/10.1080/24750263.2019.1668066 

26. L.W.V. Friesen, M.E. Granberg, M. Hassellov, G.W. Gabrielsen, and K. Magnusson, Mar. 

Pollut. Bull., 142: 129–134 (2019) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2019.03.016 

27. M. Hashim, D.A.Z. Abidin, S.K. Das, and A.G. Mazlan, AACL Bioflux, 10, 2: 297–307 

(2017)   http://www.bioflux.com.ro/docs/2017.297-307.pdf 

28. K.D. Simon, and A.G. Mazlan, Open J. Fish. Res., 1: 19–22 (2008) 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2174/1874401X00801010019 

29. S. Balamurugan, B. Deivasigamani, S. Kumaran, M. Sakthivel, G. Edward, and M.A.U. 

Rahman, Thalassas, 29, 1: 17–23 (2013 

http://thalassas.webs.uvigo.es/Thalassas%2029(1)/002%20Thalassas%2029(1).pdf  

30. S. Thomas, J. Mar. Biol. Assoc. India, 55, 1: 50–54 (2013)  

http://eprints.cmfri.org.in/9573/1/Article-8.pdf  

31. R. Froese, J. Appl. Ichthyol., 22: 241–253 (2006)   https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-

0426.2006.00805.x 

32. R. Froese, L.A. Robinson, S.P.R. Greenstreet, H. Reiss, R. Callaway, J. Craeymeersch,I. de 

Boois, et al., J. Mar. Biolog. Assoc., 90, 1: 95–104 (2010)   

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0025315409991408 

33. M.C.F. Abella, and E. Goulart, Braz. Arch. Biol. Technol., 51, 3: 503–512 (2008) 

https://www.scielo.br/j/babt/a/FWyPLcgMrwPSNpMZ5rJxTQc/?format=pdf&lang=en 

34. P. Galvao, R. Longo, J.P.M. Torres, and O. Malm, J. Mar. Biol., 2015 (2015) 

https://doi.org/10.1155/2015/948053 

35. Hemachandra, S.Y. Tenjing, and S. Thippeswamy, Indian J Mar Sci, 46, 8: 1659–66 (2017) 

http://nopr.niscair.res.in/handle/123456789/42511 

36. R. Patimar, M. Yousefi, and S.M. Hoseini,Estuarine, Estuar. Coast. Shelf Sci., 81, 4: 457–

462 (2009) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2008.12.007 

37. A.L. Rypel, and T.J. Richter, N. Am. J. Fish. Manag., 28: 1843–1846 (2008)  

https://doi.org/10.1577/M07-193.1 

38. L. Greco, J. Pellerin, E. Capri, F. Gamerot, S. Louis, M. Fournier, et al., Environ. Toxicol. 

Chem., 30, 1: 132–41 (2011) https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.359 

39. F. Gagne, T. Burgeot, J. Hellou, S. St–jean, E. Farcy, and C. Blaise, Environ. Res., 107, 2: 

201–217 (2008) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2007.09.013 

40. W. Schmidt, T. O'Shea, and B. Quinn, Mar. Environ. Res., 80: 70–76 (2012) 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marenvres.2012.07.002 

41. H. Sasi, Turkish J. Fish. Aquat. Sci., 8: 87–92 (2008)  

https://app.trdizin.gov.tr//makale/TnpjMk9ETXo  

42. C.B. Ndome, A.O. Eteng, and A.P. Ekanem, AACL Bioflux, 5, 3: 163–167 (2012) 

http://www.bioflux.com.ro/docs/2012.3.163-167.pdf   

 

, 00015 (2023) https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/202337400015E3S Web of Conferences 374
3rd NRLS

 
8

http://jadran.izor.hr/acta/pdf/47_1_pdf/47_1_6.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2020.0695
https://cawaterlibrary.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/DRERIP_Corbula_2012_final.pdf
http://thalassas.webs.uvigo.es/Thalassas%2029(1)/002%20Thalassas%2029(1).pdf
http://eprints.cmfri.org.in/9573/1/Article-8.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0426.2006.00805.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0426.2006.00805.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2008.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marenvres.2012.07.002
http://www.bioflux.com.ro/docs/2012.3.163-167.pdf



