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Abstract: The relative data from 800 eggs in 2004 , 2006, 2007 and 188 hatchlings in 2007 were collected in The National
Natural Reserve of Chinese Alligator in Anhui. Based on these data, we generated the regression equations on the volume
(V) and weight(W) of eggs, i.e. V=0.537LB" +1.151(R*>=0.960) , W =0. 593LB" - 0. 541(R* =0.975) , and their
estimated formula as V=0.553LB*(F =0. 267 ,P =0. 606 >0. 05) with less than 3% error, W =0. 585LB> (F =0. 003,
P=0.960 > 0. 05) with less than 2% error, respectively. We also discussed the effect on the hatching success and
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reproductive success by estimating the volume and weight of eggs. The result showed the significantly positive influence of
egg volume and weight on both hatching success and reproductive success. The larger eggs seem to be more likely to

produce successful hatchlings.
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37.5 cm®(CV =12% ) ; T8 :34. 09 ~49. 54g, F-HI{H W 41.60g( CV =11.5% ) ; BRI HHG FHIE 1. 62(CV
=4.6%)(FK 1),
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics of egg characteristics of Alligator sinensis

s B Variations B A AH Maximum £/ME Minimum SEHHE Mean REZ SD R n
K12 Length(mm) 67.39 47.78 56.77 2.97 800
4512 Breadth( mm) 39.51 30.40 35.15 1.41 800
453 Index cm® ) 1.95 1.39 1.62 0.07 800
{&#H Volume( em®) 52.8 27.5 37.5 4.6 180
HRE Weight(g) 59.04 27.68 41.60 4.8 568
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Fig.1 The relation between the egg volume and LB? Fig.2 The relation between the egg weight and LB?
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W= K, - LB (4)
K, = 1.151/LB* +0. 537 (5)
K, = 0.593 -0. 541/ LB’ (6)
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B@W?ﬁ%%%ﬁﬁﬁ]%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁi%%@ﬂﬂﬁﬁ%%; gl] {4 Egg volume * 0.807 385.153  <0.001
RIS R (R AT BUR Y, Y = BB E B Feg weight 0.823  464.525  <0.001
9.281,df=1,P=0.002) R EFHEMIN B B (FH#A sk Harchling length 0.631  265.513  <0.001
SR e ,x” =8.352,df =1,P =0.004) ¥ A% * W HRREEETBRBIMHE  The egg volume was
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Z I (B BR L ¢ =22.264,df =1,P < 0.001) i BAH K BEMHXME(E6) ,

350
R=083 + ¥+
35.0 |- %
C - 'y
= 300 = »
= = - .
£ B3 200 t "
5 250 2 .t *
< 2 * L
£ 8 250 | N, .
£ ot
L 3
+*
20,0
200 | |

30.0 35.0 40.0 45.0
BAGHFR Egg volume (cm?)

| ! ! !
30.00 3500 4000 4500 50.00 55.00
BRRYEE B Egg weight (g)

B3 WRMERSHEERNEEXA E4 BHWEESHEEENEHLE
Fig.3 The relation between the egg volume and the hatchling weight

« MEREHEEFERBKMGEME  The egg volume was

estimated by the regression equation

Fig.4 The relation between the egg weight and the hatchling weight
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Fig.6 The influence of the egg weight on hatching success

Fig. 5 The relation between the hatchling length and the hatchling
weight
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TREA K/ INE Ak 2 5 A B A DU B T BRI/ MBS BEE R AR B TR A, Bk
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