206 NOTES

ON A FREAK EMBRYO OF THE GREY-SHARK, CARCHARINUS
LIMBATUS MULLER AND HENLE

Structural peculiarities, sometimes unidentifiable and responsible for the
creation of new species and even genera were occasionally met with among sharks and
rays (Gill, 1896 ; Gudger, 1933 ; Bigelow and Shroder 1953). In the Indian specics,
Menon (1957) and Luther (1961) bave described abnormalities in certain shark
embryos and a ray respectively. On 12-2-1961, while examining a pregnant Car-
charinus timbatus in the fish landing centre at Cannanore, an abnormal embryo was
obtained and is briefly described in the present note. For a comparison of the .
body proportions of the abnormal embryo, a male, with those of a normal juvenile,
also a male, reference may be made to Table I. The diagram of a normal speci-
men is given in Figure 1 and three different views of the abnormal embryo

are sketched in Figs. 2, 3 and 4,
TapLe [

Measurements of the various parts of the abnormal embryo of Carcharinus limbatus Midller
and Henle, and those of 2 normal juvenile (male)

Measurements in cm.

Character
Normal juvenile Abnormal embryo

Total length 62 247
Snout length 7.6 3.2
Eye diameter 1.1 1.1
Tip of snout to: mouth 7.0 3.2
- first gill slit 16.4 9.9

e last gill slit 19.9 1.0

5 origin of Dl 25.3 10.6

. origin of D2 48.9 17.7

,, origin of Pl 19.5 10.3

i origin of P2 39.0 15.4

5 anus 396 16.8

5% base of caudal 560 19.8

Body depth a¢ first gill slit : 7.4 16.8
Greatest body depth 10.1 1 7.7
Distance between first and tast giil slit 3.7 £1.3
Anterior margin D1 9.2 \5.8
o 27 1.9

v r} 1.2 6.9

- P2 3.7 2.5

Base of DI 6.7 4.8
5 D2 2.5 1.5

. PI 4.2 2.6

5 P2 3.9 2.2

The head : The only peculiarity in the cephalic region is that the branchial
openings are only four in number instead of the usual number of five. The rrunk :
It appears to have suffered a lincar shortening, the upper region of which had be-
come extraordinarily robust and appears as a hump-like structure on which
is mounted the first dorsal fin. The tail: This is the mostly affected part
of the embryo, has undergone considerable shortening and become stumpy carrying
the modified caudal fin. The paired fins : The pectoral fins are peculiar in that the
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‘ of their anterior and posterior margins are marked while in formal
veniles they are less so. The unpaired fins : The first dorsal fin is folded to the
nght side at its base. The anal fin is reduced to a small flap-like structure and is
fused with the caudal an. The caudal fin along with the major portion of
the aborted tail and the reduced anal fin has become an ear-shaped structure with an

g

FiGURes 1-4. Sketches of a nqrmal specimen and the abnormal embryo of C. hmbamfgf'lo 1
Jeft side view of a normal specimen ; Fics. 2, 3 and 4 right, left and ventral views respectively of the
abnormal embryo. A.F. anal fin, A. 'D.F. first dorsal fin, A.S. first gill slit, C.A. vestige of the taii,
C.F. Caudal fin, C.L. clasper, D.H. dorsal hump, P.C. pectoral fin, P.D. F. second dorsal fm,P. L.
pelvic fin, P.S. fourth gill slit, R.U. umbitical region.

upper crest. Perhaps the most interesting character of the abnormal embryo is
the presence of an inverted comma-shaped structure located on the left side of the
candal region, In all probabilities it appears as the displaced tip of the reduced
upper lobe of the caudal fin, although it i1s difficult to ascertain the true homology
of this structure.

4

.. The causative factor for the abnormality is only a matter of conjecturt C.
lfmba!us is a viviparous shark giving birth to 5-6 young ones. In the present case,
in addition to the freak embryo, five normal embryos were present inside the mother.
Setna and Sarangdhar (1949) have observed unfertilised eggs along . with
Jiving embryos inside the uterus of this fish, It is likcly that the freak embryo mlght
have developed from an egg which was fertilized subsequent to the others and that
the older sister feetuses might have exerted pressure on the post-cephalic region of
the developing embryo, resulting in its malformation. It thus appears that the
abnormality is owing to an external factor,

* I am grateful to Mr, K. N, R, Kartha, C.M.F.R. Institute, for kindly driwmg
the figures for me.

pmral Marine Fisheries Research Unit, P. B}:NS%{
Juticorin.
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ON SARDINELLA CLUPEOIDES (BLEEKER) FROM THE COASTS OF
INDIA

During November and December 1959 several specimens of Sardinella
clupeoides were encountered from the Rameswaram Road fish landing centre on the
Gulf of Mannar. Subsequently on the west coast of India several specimens were
collected from Vizhingam during May, November and December 1960 ; January,
February, March and December 1961. The fish were caught by shore seines operat-
ing within one mile from shore and by bottom-set gill nets. '

Misra (1947) summarises the distribution of Sardinella clupeoides as Ceylon,
Malaya, Malay Archipelago, Philippines and Japan. This species was not reported
so far from India proper, but Deraniyagala (1933) recorded it from the Ceylon coast
and later (1952) mentions that ‘ It appears in Colombo markets from November
till March ; is caught in seine nets. Specimens examined on 27-2-'27 had ¥ ripe ova.”
To the author’s knowledge this is the first report of the occurrence of Sardinella
clupeoides in Indian waters and that the occurrence of it in the southern parts of the
east and west coasts of India extends the known distributional range of the species,

Sardinella clupeoides (Bleeker), outline figure, 17.7 cm. S.L.

The various in meristic counts are given in the Table. There appear to be some
variations between the counts for the present specimens and the observations madeby
Deraniyagala (1952) and Weber and Beaufort (1913). The difference is particularly
apparent in the ranFe for gil! rakers in the lower limb of the outer arch, ventral scutes
and scales in the longitudinal series (Deraniyagala—D.17-19, A. 16-17, P. 15-17,
Gr. 27-29, P. V. Scutes 16, Po. V. Scutes 12-14, L. Ir. 40-43 ; Weber & Beaufort D.
17-19, A. 17-18, P, 16-17, Gr. 28, P.V. scutes 15-16, Po. V. scutes 12, L. Ir, 40-43).



