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z1 FRER
Tab.1 Vessels information
- - (cm) ()
1 2011-08-07-2011-12-18 6°27'N~7°01'S, 150°25'E~171°05'E 50~201 332
2 2011-09-28-2012-02-15 0°37'N~6°48'N, 149°16'E~163°31'E 47~203 349
3 2011-10-04-2012-02-15 0°34'N~7°45'N, 148°60'E~162°00'E 50~262 411
4 2011-12-01-2012-02-12 8°15'S~6°37'N, 162.7°E~150°00W 64~185 58
12 4% %Z’Xﬂuiﬁ‘] : W=aL®, w (2), L (cm), a, b
, (Analysis of covariance,
’ ANCOVA)
(Fork length, Lg)
(Clas.per length, Lc) (Body weigh, W) ~ / )x100%,
(Liver weigh, W) ( 2 101
, Processed weigh, Wp) x _ /
5 , 0 C )1 ( ;
12) 2 ( : 2 X
172) '3 ( ) )
21 XKHH
4 ( , )
4 1132
3 o hIRS 4
13 BT & 574 47~221 cm, 118.9cms
10 cm ; 38.3cm, 60~150 cm,
, ; Kolmogorov-Smirnov 75.1%; 558 51~262 cm,
, ! 124.3 cm#41.1 cm, 80~180 cm,
5 63.08%( 2)
(Analysis of variance, ANOVA) K-S ,
(P<0.05); t ,
(P<0.05)
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Fig. 2 Fork-length frequency distribution of the silky shark 171°05E, 150°00°W~
172°28'W(  3)
4 8 1 091 | 47.0~262 cm,
2 ( 2),10 ~12 121.34 cm=39.92 cm; 67~177 cm,
8 ~11 ; 87.44%; 58
12 ~ 2 , 64~185cm, 12495 cm+
s 36.65 cm, 81~168 cm,
(F=7.924, P<0.01), 81.03%, t ,
, ,8 9 (P=
, 0.499>0.05)
x2 BRELZRAMVHXKSH
Tab.2 Monthly fork-length distributions for the silky shark
C-) () (cm) () (cm)
2011-08 25 78~201 145.76 27 63~186 148.15
2011-09 49 71~195 154.51 61 47~187 134.07
2011-10 185 53~262 122.27 181 56~204 117.24
2011-11 136 51~220 116.93 112 55~203 108.26
2011-12 87 63~206 115.27 99 62~201 108.34
2012-01 46 65~208 120.67 48 59~221 130.33
2012-02 30 65~203 134.05 46 64~201 125.38
22 XR-HKREHXER 23 XKEMIFEHXEZ
, 4 382
4 65 R 207 175
63 - ANCOVA © We=2x10"xLe>"%(n=207, R’=0.9467);
’ ) (ANCOVA, Wp=3x10"xL*®*7¥(n=175, R*=0.9646) ANCOVA
P>0.05), ’ )
D Wr=9x10 "xLg*"*(n=130, R*=0.9253),  (ANCOVA, P=0.059>0.05),
b=3, (4 Wp=2x10"x
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Fig. 3 Relationship between fork-length distribution and
longitude for the silky shark (Positive value indicates
eastern latitude; negative value a western latitude)
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Fig. 4 Relationship between fork length and body weight of
the silky shark
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Fig. 5 Relationship between fork length and processed

weight of the silky shark
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Tab.3 Liver weight and Hepatosomatic index for male and female silky sharks

(kg)
()
166 0.035~3.8 0.6748 1.38~32.14 4.06
190 0.03~3.72 0.6917 0.85~32.33 3.57
i 26~56 cm,
30k
© 41.03 cm:
g 25+
20} 24~56 cm, 38.40 cm,
é IS5} s ( 47
& 10r P>0.05)
5t
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X A/em Tab. 4 Litter size of silky sharks
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Fig. 6 Relationship of clasper length and fork length for the ) (cm) (cm)
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o2t 8 Tab.S Feeding level proportions of the silky shark
g 10r (% o 0 1 2 3 4
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& o] o}
4r 000 (%) 51.77 35.07 9.81 3.13 0.209 100
2 -
0 1 1 ]
0 100 200 300
X K/em 3 —‘Iﬂ-%
7

Fig. 7 Relationship between fork length and litter size of
female silky sharks
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Preliminary study of biological information for silky shark in
the Western and Central Pacific Ocean
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Abstract: The silky shark, Carcharhinus falciformis, is a common bycatch species in the tuna longline fishery. As
one of the main species in the oceanic food web, the silky shark plays an important role in maintaining the stability
and diversity of the marine ecosystem. Silky sharks were listed as an endangered species in Appendix-II of the Con-
vention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora published on October 1, 2017. In
this study, to examine the fork length, body weight, reproduction, and feeding behavior of silky sharks, China’s
national tuna fisheries observers collected 1 150 specimens from the central and western Pacific Ocean (7°S-9°N,
149°E—-150°W). The analysis results show the following: (1) The dominant fork length of males and females was
60—150 cm and 80—180 cm, respectively. The mean female fork length was significantly larger than that of males; (2) There
is no significant difference in the relationship between the fork length and round weight of male and female silky
sharks (ANCOVA, P>0.05), and this relationship can be expressed as Wr=9 x 10°x L;*°"'?; (3) The captured fe-
male—male ratio was almost 1 : 1; (4) The relationship between clasper length and fork length in the silky shark can
be expressed by Le= 0.1492 x Lg—6.5; (5) The number of embryos per litter ranged between 4—15 embryos, the
average number of embryos was §, and the total length of the embryos ranged between 24-56 cm; (6) The dominant

feeding grade is level 0, followed by 1, which account for 51.77% and 35.07%, respectively.
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