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_ - 1— Two broodstock lines
Prior to large stock enhancement programs of abalone, the ability of P
hatchery-reared organisms to survive and develop in the wild must be B 3
assessed 1, The aquaculture facilities can drive domestication (2.
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Introduction

During the domestication process, abalones may be unintentionally
selected on physiological or behavioral traits, due to the specific hatchery
conditions, as well as intentionally selected based on production traits 3.
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We present here three experiments to explore the following question:

Hatchery-rearing of this
two treatments under
identical conditions.
Behavioral observations

» Are the behavioral activity and the survival of selected and wild lines different in the
presence of predators ?
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Discussion & Conclusion

The objective of the three experimental tests, performed at different scales, was to explore the behavioral differences between two lines of hatchery-reared
abalones. The hypothesis was that the juveniles from the wild and farmed selected origins would behave differently because of distinct degree of domestication.
Even if we need to deepen statistical analysis, we didn’t detect significant differences in response to predators between the two treatments. These results suggest
that after hatchery-rearing, 16 months old juveniles from selected parents would not show differences in their behavioral responses, compared to juveniles from wild
parents.

In the future, it would be interesting to compare wild and hatchery-reared abalones (from wild or selected parents), based on behavioral and survival criteria, after
settlement in wild environment.
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