Schizochytrium sp. as a promising Artemia tibetiana nauplii
fortifier for yellow drum (Nibea albiflora) larviculture
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Optimal nutrition for Artemia nauplii is crucial for marine larvae rearing, as It and liver tissue.

underpins their growth, development, and overall health. This study aimed to
enhance the nutritional profile of Artemia tibetiana using Schizochytrium sp.,

assessing Its feasibility for yellow drum larvae. Results showed that 50
nauplii/mL seawater and enriching nauplii with 40 g of Schizochytrium sp. per
ton of seawater for 12 h significantly increased the DHA levels in A. tibetiana
without affecting survival or size. In a 10-day feeding trial using 12dph yellow
drum larvae, results showed significant improvements in growth, liver and
Intestinal morphology In larvae fed with Schizochytrium sp.-enriched A.
tibetiana. RNA-seq analysis Indicated that Schizochytrium sp. reduced lipid
synthesis gene expression, increasing fatty acid catabolism iIn intestinal and
liver tissues while elevating the expression of immune-related genes. In
addition, Schizochytrium sp. improved the weaning effect of larvae and
showed a higher survival rate under hypoxia stress.
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(2) Feeding larvae with Schizochytrium-enriched A. tibetiana significantly
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promoted growth performance and enhanced hypoxia tolerance.

(3) The enrichment of Schizochytrium sp. In A. tibetiana nauplii
effectively modulates the expression of genes associated with lipid
Figure 3. Yellow drum larval survival rate, growth metabolism and Intestinal immunity. This intervention notably enhances the
]_l ]_[ performance, body nutrients, survival after hypoxia Intestinal structure of the larvae and diminishes lipid accumulation in the
S challenge. liver.
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