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BWE. KRB ( Brachydeuterus auritus ) = HE B A H N B EZNZ T, VEANTHEAERK-
R E % R KR, A SUARAE 2019-2021 48 6 MLR R # WA E KR, RAEKK L FHERE
AR B T, N2 MNE T ABRREASFNERK-ERTEXRZ (WLR), it E 7 H At
BRE (W) B, BEbr T TR HETHERN. FRET, AR REEZHEKFAKTE
A (P<0.01);WLR ¥ 58 afn b EMEZF MK XEZ (P<0.01), HELEZH b (P<0.05);lga
50U EZHAREER N, THhEOA AR ERBER X EHKRAIZFREF (P<
0.01);9 A . 10ﬂ$ﬂ12ﬂ1/\m%1é% 1A4AAFMSAEER A AEK. WERAREWEZT K
TR, R AKX ESHREE (P<001), AKX, wxAETH L LR —F &
Btk ek, hEMbEER A TMLA (P<0.05), REXEY MM EE (P<001) . &
WA FHERBRRAGEALENTT WA KB, EHENMEN i%%ﬁﬁi{ﬂﬂi%%o AT,
HETHEMEA KA TN ETER R, HEAENTRAETES, BT 12, TEE4H 2
WMo AARMEEENFFHEARBRASL MW EDF I ESFRBET E 57, ﬁ/\ﬁéﬁ G
TR ARG YR T M FRA A R EREA R,

REWR: KRBT KKK EX R AR E; NEET; ERA A

FESHES: S931 XHkFRERD: A XEHS: 0253-4193(2025)01-0074-10
1 8= TE bR AR ARG — B 5 b 2, SR, T
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e R BE A S5 AR, RS IR R B R e AR T

HHR BR300 855 ( Brachydeuterus auritus) ) 3244 T #EA 21 225 E F#ES. H 2006 4 LIk, )
VG VE AR TR A A IS, AR XN AR TR RV T P 2R A 9 D 4 DX sl e 2R by O e v M 22
HEEEE YR, FEAE A S PR, B 51 2> (Fishery Committee for the Eastern Central Atlantic,
HAN MR R mE A & &, BB REFEENS)  CECAF) WG b I &, F 2015 4E gt 5t H 4R (AP
YR FRIED, BB 22 YLk i SRR MAE Y R0 4 Sk 5 iR fa A, BT A
T 0 FRAR R 35 B, Y M N B B B SRt TR IV v v AR AR SR M DR Dy B T R
Al T B TTER . KRR BT R IR RN R, AR, ORI AR R A S A DX N AT REAR L T
Yr#E H A 2024-08-16; f£1T B #: 2024-12-03.
EEUIE: B % &E S HF& T (2019YFD0901405); H e 94\ 25 Ve RIF B BT 3 A BHIF L 55 2% % 701 (2020TD03),
TEE B BEEK(1990—), 1, INRA YA, #5205 17 Ry ol A 25 Fnifaolk 8 J& . E-mail: zgq617717@163.com
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FERLH B R E A — — BT R T YRR
H L A AR E R —, ol o2 H w20, ZEh ]
B 9.4% 1 [ A 77 B E (GDP) & A ¥l 625 %
[N 1RG£ 30 W 28 1 1% L B3 B R Rk 75% AR,
T T MBOA IR, ZERA] Bk = Rge . B
=B R A, DTS B A Y KB IR DEAG A5 i
My A S AR BE B =, il AR 5 il A R
DK I, R 5T ZE SRR B U A0 2 0 A SRR IE R AE W) 2 5
OO A RTAL . O RS B BEUR L ST mT
R AL A H B A R HE AL L.

125 1Y R K~ 2 5% R (body weight-length rela-
tionship, WLR) /2 i1 28 M ARl Ak . /N Y Ak 55 B 7Y
FAED, Sy aly BE PP AL AP T R B SR, B
B AR SV R TR AR BT R R B ( W =
al’) AP o a F1 b BB MLt 25 A KRR
E MRS PR, K ST =T WS PR 2R
PEA . A KR E S SR I A v, SRR AL
(condition index), & fft 5 A K Fl A T &t ) 42 ff 45 475,
A5 72 R KT - S e £t 20 1 B bR A5 R0 8 FAR L,
PRI JHC A DAk 0 20 1% = T B R0 A L i 5 T ) 8 )
M)z T VP4 2R A R ek 0, HAE 7 5
KRR B iFUk e J1 DL RCAT LUK SZ 1 T & fig
AH SRS, B 6% Sz e b 9 R 0 FhORE SIS, o W ok
() 42 b DY A 2B 5 PR BAR B, JE AR A R G idE AR R P
Hr A ARe, 8 Tl IR B SR PR 0. AT
PR i (Relative weight, W,) J& M £ 25 fidt FE R B (1) —
il fse i FH B 2548 50, AT LA s e i 287 A 1R J2 1 1) fiE
HRASFE FRAR DL, > 6] R 028 1Y AR K AH S5 I,
Ha R, W, R, 2 I A A AR f R, X R A
F W, R W 0 26 8 R B R T2 .

MR, FERLR] B v el B IR R G R B ST A
X2, BTl Bk 2 1 A ) R 0 2 i 5 T R D
W FEF I, ARRFSE T 20192021 43k [ 5 € HiF)
B 7 LA i AT 0 e B IR S R A TORE, A3 TR
IR AR 0 s A < — 4% o ek DG 3R FHAH X4 5T bR 450, O 4
BT SE R B VE T, DA 57 S A i R DT
iR AL S (5 B0 280, Ay ol A A8 o A ISR e
FLRAP G i B A 4, DURA £ ZE 7 ) B 3 1 A TR AL
fiys (8 AT R SR

2 MRSk

2.1 HiEkIRER & XE
AR SCIT A R MR AR AT 45 i R T S 7 A )

Vg BV 4 D el B A, RS A 6°52'~8°52" N,
11°37'~13°45'W, % & 41 A~ 0k 45 (1), 84
AL 6 MWLUC, PR A IFIE] 4351y 2019 4F 9 H | 2019 4E
10 A . 20204 12 H | 20214 1 H | 2021 4E 4 A A
2021 4F 5 H o R4 W H S BT A Al B AR 1), ) 1T )
HE480 H, MEERE R 144 m x 90.13 m. B0k
{46 M 45~ 75 min, i B3 B 3~ 3.5 kn, B3 7 K
b B D T 30 R AN A, KT 30 A A 30~
50 F2, L E A 4 463 JB .
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Fig. 1 The sample area of survey stations
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R it R A B A W) 2000 FAI AR AT Tt v R 2 R )2,
D AR L5 R 1) L AR R T R AR R, A
KAEH 2] 1 mm, (&S] 0.1 g0 MoK R4
Y ARG Bt 2 /INEO S W o e, AR R 00 U
T SR P R AR R A R B, MR R 4y o0 6 31, 43S
I ~ VIR, AR08 IV ~ VIZGAE g P i
2.3 HHEALIE

2% SO Pauly™ B bR 500G Z2 oR RN G R IR AR A5
fiy i AR A T OE R, AN

W=al’, (1)

K. wAKERE (2, L AKK (cm); a HE AR
WLR 1) & %, H 90% Y {E 7E 0.001~ 0.050 = [&] ;
b R AR WLR 1F8 5L, H 90% ({EFE 2.700~3.400
ZIECS, b B AT R A 2 A KBRS ) A
IR 5T it 3G A5 B, fR AT B (SR FRD) Rk
A 38 o B ez 0, — AN, X b HZ N 3 I
AR AR, Mo 3 MK, a3
A RR G S e KA AR b > 3, K B
IES AR, R b <3, o BB G 5 A K e,
AT S8 ST, A SRR B e i MK R
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A o ik 2R I P In a T BP9,
InW=Ina+blInL. (2)
RIGHH a:
a =exp(In a). (3)
T AR P IR R T A E Y
VRS 05, AL BE IR R B A FIRE - 44 BE AR
KRG A BARE (W) Kom a2RE 7R, X
W

100w
W—m, (4)

b W, AR B 5 80 (%), L 9IRS, w2 S5
R, a, 094 A G BEAAE 5 W o (H B9 LT3 {5,

by F & AR BEARAE S5 b A AREIME. R Ig
a5 b EERREKL a. b 5H M, 25500 2 HH E
oI 2 f5An i 22 RO A 32 s X5 R 9 AR — 4 it it ¢
R HD,

Fe MR 3 A R - O R AT W, ik
BT YRR | 0 232 40 A 1 O B2 L P U L 48
A H A5 ()15 32 3 B (sea surface temperature, SST).
£k B (salinity, Sal) FITE B (depth, Dep) 1F 4 I fig 5% M
PR — A 0T £ 5 R 0 IR - 0E AT A D Pk 43 B, 9 A 40 1]
SEMAEAR AR 1 s o (HA B2, B WA w7
#RWCHE T SST. Sal, Dep 24 b fH, A= 3C il A R4t
UG RV SR AT AR OC AR 20 #r o

Fz1 BALEEgIHER
Table 1 Statistic factors of fishery survey

AR 9H 10H 14 4H 5H
SST/C 27.76 + 1.00 27.76 +0.79 29.40 + 0.48 28.64 +0.44 28.89 +0.39 29.29 +0.47
Sal 28.13£5.68 30.70 £ 2.63 31.85+0.79 33.90 = 0.38 35.54+0.10 35.36 +0.47
Dep/m 30.72 +9.40 31.40+7.15 26.94 + 8.80 25.54+7.59 26.66 + 8.08 25.51+8.22

24 St

ANTR) A FRAS [E] P00 A ARG R BT i F0 W, 1 22
S B B & 7 2 (One-way ANOVA) 43 #7465 56,
A AT 3 i A% BE {8 Shapiro-Wilk i 36, AN [F] 4 1) 4
KRBT O R S H0W 22 VA ST RE AR T K 30 3
50T, 800 5 3 Z Y 2 5 FHRAEA (R 5 .
AH 5 4 B A RS S840 G 3 B o 08 43 B 4 ) 1BM
SPSS Statistic 19.0,

3 GRS

31 B ERES BT

R IS AL 601 B (1 AR K L I o A R AE G 3 2 B
TRo 25 H A BEREA R 09T B R AR AR K, M L
PRS- AR AR ST R 43 318 111.35(1 H) ~122.62 mm
(4 7). 107.45(12 A)~118.75mm(4 A ). H#HFITER
R A 2555 ) M P AR A R R A ) S A A4 R 1y
R4 (P < 0.01), 828 (R KA R 20 A L T
HADBELS K, SRR IR R IR A m i, B R £
AR . 2019 4 9 H [ RS AORT 10 H (0 il A
A A5 D A, 2% I e P HIR A B 6, 2 Z2 AN AF S 4H
32 BK-HREXRESH

OHFE A 60 e P A MR AL 1 B R A ) WLR S 85003k 3
FroR o WEPERY b {HFE 9 H L 10 A A 12 H ¥k B2
F3(P<0.0), BRI SFHAERNE, 1A,

4 A s AR FE KT 3(P<0.01), BEKLLUIE [ 5
HAKNFE, BEMIHEEIONS3 TR EES,
BRI A K R 3=, 229 AR 12 A EE/NTF 3(P<
0.05), FERLI A M S H AR FE, FE1H 4 HMS H
PIme R TF 3(P<0.01), BEARLLIE [0 S 3UA4E K 3
33 K- HEREXRZSHNTL

R A 855 WLR (1) S50 a M1 b B AEfL AN 2 BF
N HT a Ml b B W ERMEKER, HEkRER,
BEAR AN b 64T 5087 b EAE 10 H L 12 AR 1 A /W
T3, BamEEARK, E1H 4 AMS AKRT3 &
E 1) S AR R R RS b (P < 0.05), B
(IS , MEPEFIAREME Y b (XA I SIS 5 B
P MEMEREURI HL A Bon, MEYE b EHAE 9 H L 4 H A
SHWBEKRTHEE(P<0.01), MM b fH7E 10 H |
12 R T A0 2 KT HEPE(P<0.01, & 4).
34 BK-EREXRZSHUREERRE

T HR B AT 5 45 £y WLR 250 a BN 5L (1g @) 5
SR b LML RWE 3 iR, 5 AW S a S
b LR HMH., FI, a,=0.024, b,=3.06,
3.5 HEXMESH

FHR BT WLR 114 2 5505 T 52 ) R 3R 1 G R
e s prom . SF I AR MU L6, SST
1 Dep X} b {H BRI B35, Sal . E 520 b {H(P <
0.05), MEME b8 5 7R A% 43 A A A4 B2 f0AH OG , A
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Table 2 Distribution characteristics of body length and weight of B. auritus
AR /mm W Fist/g
=) PES AR
ElEnE| HE AL FY fRARHEE W ¥ AL FY
9A Q 102 80~157 121.36 15.30 —0.28™ 152~1112 53.76 23.35
3 114 78~156 113.03 13.70 0.23" 12.8~106.7 42.94 20.24
10A Q 427 56~172 117.18 14.84 0.15" 5.9~128.6 54.85 21.41
3 524 65~169 113.59 21.14 0.11% 5.8~138.4 46.92 17.80
12A ¢ 390 34~171 121.17 19.54 -0.77" 1.0~118.4 47.47 25.07
3 393 56~160 107.45 21.14 -0.05" 45~107.5 41.97 2233
1A Q 483 60~164 111.35 20.21 -0.01" 54~108.4 44.57 23.99
3 559 62~158 113.96 15.28 -0.21" 5.1~94.6 4274 19.40
44 Q 287 52~163 122.62 17.85 -0.31" 3.0~117.8 54.04 29.60
3 349 61~160 118.75 16.17 —0.49" 4.8~104.6 45.95 23.82
5A Q 430 52~173 112.67 26.11 —0.08" 3.2~134.0 49.82 33.43
a 405 62~164 112.36 18.20 —0.15" 5.9~12.31 44.41 23.04
T BEAS A JFURE A H A F 107 R B BB T 5 Is BN ZE D A1 s e B AT i oA s nd BOR IEA M
F*3 KMBEMEBEME. S WLRSH
Table 3 Parameters of body WLR for female and male B. auritus
W Tt
Ay
a(107?) b R ¢ a(107?) b R t
9H 3.19 2.95 0.98 ~11.41" 417 2.84 0.98 -35.36"
10 3.24 2.94 0.99 -26.28" 2.82 2.99 0.99 —0.74™
121 2.90 2.97 0.99 -7.22" 2.82 2.99 0.99 -3.22"
14 232 3.05 0.99 27.63" 1.85 3.14 0.99 64.64"
4H 1.34 3.29 0.99 125.05" 145 3.26 0.99 88.15"
54 1.99 3.13 0.99 58.55" 2.15 3.11 0.99 44.41”

T RFRMEREG FRb 30 E S AR (Hy: b= 3); nsFRbT3NE L RA W *FR bI3HEE R B (P <0.05); ** FRbH3HE%E

S EE(P<0.01).

PE b S IHIEM K . F5h, HEVE a (65 R I A
i AR HE B2 S 3 AR OCOC 2R, RV I A i 23 A1 B I I
HEVE a {EIN
3.6 HAXMERERNEN

XF 25 A6y AR ALAUAR [R5 W, B 22 A1
HEATBIESE, S5 RN IET 4 Frs o hy ke G 2l (R A5 A A
AR 22 X6 45 2R 7 HE R R, AR E AL 75~ 165 mm 4>
PRHIEATWESE . BEARIC I A, w, i A2 AL s L B A — &
e, (B — H v, WP e A9 A8 Al S AR
— 5. FERTA A H G, AU 1 H AR KL

woENT 1. BRI N, & 30 w, A ER
A AR LR — L REAR (9 H L 10 ). e s %
(12 H VA4 RS H)o Hrr, et f5 B g
WRRERMARRKH RS TRERZES, 128,
LH 4 AR s Hi w,IF s B i A 2453 5 R
95~ 105 mm, 125~ 135 mm, 135~ 145 mm Fll 115~
125 mm. H4 W, 09 F AR Ak 28 T 47 0 S, X
SST. Sal, Dep F b {E #F 17 #H & M o0 #r, &5 R F W,
SST Xt HAZ i A i 3%, Sal A1 b {8 5k & 520 W, (128 4k
FHI(P <0.05), Dep X HZ Ml i 2 (P < 0.01)(5£ 6).
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Fig.2 Changes of value a and value b of B. auritus by different months

R4 KRBMGUE, EESHHINERUERE

Table 4 Comparison of b values of B. auritus between sexes

25 9H 10H 12H | 4H 5H

F 0.038" 0947 0147 0217 1347 0.0457

e FRomMl MR 25 50 535 (P < 0.01),

-1.9

2.8 2.9 3.0 3.1 32 33 34
b

B3 RHRERE 1ga 5 b ALK R
Fig.3 Negative linear relationship between Ig @ and b

for B. auritus
4 e

41 ER-MEREXFHZWMEER

) WLRs B3 X | AF 03 2 F= 1 mi 224k, i T
A5 Bl AR 52 0, WLRs B Ff P 22 55 7T REAR O, AR 4
A A B A o e A5 S B e L2 S T R I 2 A0
SR B AT 7 7 3 T LAY ) PR T XU, A2 4E )
AR (510 H) MBI A =R 4E4 1),
AR, W25/, T R 2 T B R A
RO ABEFEH, KERBRAUG b {E B A W] A 215 4
AL, BRI RT3, AR SRR, PR B 5
BGPTSR T RN T 3, B

#5 KRB WLR SEAHIMEFHH
Table S Correlations between parameters of WLR and

potential impact factors for B. auritus

M5 b PR (R MR E] SST  Sal  Dep
W @ 0897 051 057 0.53 -0.581 —0.85" 0.74
b —  -048 —06 -0.55 0.486 0.84" —0.61

e oa 097 007 -086 ~0.573 —0.79" 0.73

b — 012 077 0.522 0.83" —0.83

T RPBUEFRSEIAMEREG * T Imal SIS e E A
FEHIDEHE(P <0.05); ** TR 5S B AW BEMSEHEP <0.01),

S A, PRI PR TR R BRI AT EE A
Ko 5300 AR, b (HET FZ WK, £ - FZ
YT UK /N, T A T 2 R 2 S I R O A A R
(&1 2), i T MEPE 32 M A B R M A/ N0, R TE R
ZEH o X bR B IX P FE 1 MR AR AR, Sal AT BEJE
TR N R, BRI SST X b EH WA B
5, i Sal \F LM b H (3 5). HFFERV, KARERA
fiy 2 FERT M B TR B A SRS, AR B R T L R
W NTE 9 H L4 H T SR /IME AR R
{EHE, ABESE Y b (E I Sal 5 AL S B L Bh [
A, FRATTHE DN Sal FT RE otk 25 52 W) I R A0 B ) 10 2
JE o PRI, 7 M Ak R e R A 1Y) 2E BRI A U T
Sal AT BE A ALAN 5 We] 2 A HR B A5 7 9 5 90 2 12, 7T g
WA H A KA T MBS E R AR

PR — AR T3 o 5 28 O L B DA FAS R AR T
BLAl, ARICE B WLRs JU N 2 Rk, AT %
SRR R A% T A AR A 22 Sk . G, TERR A R AR
PP P87 2% RS 07 ) — KA ) 19 L, sl 19 L 9 e 4
S B [R5 Ak 171 S AT A A ABE 25 084 i L ) o B 5
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B4 KR 25 0y w, BE IR 1 A8 1L
Fig. 4 Changes in ¥, by body length of B. auritus in different months

x6 KRBAHERMD w BRKEHEREWRIE
Table 6 Comparison in shapes of W, growth for different

months of B. auritus

AN SST Sal Dep b
LIES Y 0.63 0.88" -0.97" 0.88"

e * FORW KA S50 N R HA BEHEME(P < 0.05); ** FR
W AR Sy R 2 A B AR (P < 0.01),

T FAE /NP R B I £, 7 DR A A e g 0 £ 0)
FLUR, Ao il B 36 IO o 30 R AV TS ) -S- 9 40 A
LB JJi 17 aek B AR R T S B A T AR Y 4 v A AR HEBR Y,
T3Ab, KB ARSI O A T A T B R
AR AR B AR S0 R AR IR Y I ] B
JEE R 2R A & B A Y, 4% 8RR 4y X AT 2 B

PLARAS 2795 VAR AR AR AIE
42 BHa5rHXR
W5 BB, Al —F i lga 5 b B LU AT RES

RS, I A SOOI AR . Froese il Pauly™
&y, B[R] Fh 025 A 24> WLRs, H 240 a 1% 4L
(lg o) MSEL b T S AETER E R C R, KR BN
SN — A B, AT IR I = % {6 . Stergiou Al
Moutopoulos™ X} K 1 A~ [] B £ 25 () WLRs 4t i 5 At
Ja B, R —YFelga 5 b BALME LR,
S0 F S R B, AN (A AE AR Y B R Vi /N B A 1g a
5 b BREMEACCR, ZINAHE R8N At
FEH, AR AR AN 5 fr) MR — K T 5 06 R SRR AR AT
MLPEA KR, Y 1g a 3 KB, b4 2 OC R W/,
o5 HAE B A 3) 0 R4 B B 00, fa (AT pk 0
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A0 A 585 3 05 T B R A 29 LU A R/ R
Kb, 78158 125 WLRs B9 RPN 48 S0, 15 58 0 % 4
il lga 5 b I XRE, DLk BIFHERR 5% 1 -

%3 4b, Froese 1 Pauly®™ NN 1g a 5 b BYRIR ] ft
B R PR SR B S R, 1% B F R R
ol B i 0 ol ) R 7R 2 5 5 L A o s o A A
245, Kulbicki 25059 &K, g a 5 b Z 10 2 R MEAY I
T BR AT RE 5 0 TR R T 1 W BN BR A — S K R,
IR a0 SR L S5 R R i AR R . H
B lga 5 b WERMECRBR T e R 5 5 (8 250 %
Rt ARIE 40, P LB VT BB SR AR E IR 2 %
X, UREBESE o
43 EHPANEREHTH

BRGS0 W, A8 AR SR VER A s R R,
P H Ag R R B b A, B AR 2R T R, B
SRR R B R W PO T R R A A
X e 10 25w, Z M AR B RN AR A AR B ) 3 R
I, R ARt 2 W, S8 BB A — i, AT, vh
Af ZE R B 1 6 A HR ARG 7 4 AT 2 77 A 1 AR,
fERTE 12 AR L A 5 e, ARG, XF A
kAL, W, 18 12 A bR 5 AR, 1 A Ak TR,
4 F oy Wl e T = (L 4), 3 7] 5 B H: 258 0 1) (g 3%
ASAGRRAE, FATTHE N, L BAE BE 2R AT RE 4G T 12 H 4,
1 AR R =00, EBU4FE 4 A Zarssm . Wik,
SR TS B IR R T 5 11 T R A, SRR B T
BEEATE] (12 A 2 284F 4 H Z 00 W2k BUA B A 45 it
X HAEAT B O . S ANRATT R B, T 1 b (B AN
W AE 1 H 0y 5 35 KT M, X R BE R A R K
FEOE R ECRE S THRE IR . BRI, A SO I K HIR AR A
{77 B G 3h 22 & AR AR A2, b (AN Sal B3 R R W, AR
(3% 6), Sal A RE/ZTA 1T H BT EEN R . X 5%
P B T T R 22 B0 4 288 ) 5 >0 M AR AR, B 2 g
WE 3 2 A 7 52 2 w2 0 2 RN 2 5 5 T [ o, Sz
) B UV AR 90 AE 7 D0 AE 52 I 3 T e, Ry £0 2R
S BB G ShER A T R, PE AR R R
L AR 01 f5 ) 2 g 0 K1 07 A Ak o B 22 5, B ARk
WL MR 2-7 1, 2-5 H R HERIEE, B H

S

FINE 74 W iy eg 2y 7-9 W, SERI/RIETE R 10 H &
AR 3 L, N GR U A A AR N Y S AT ORI Bl
PRI, G R VR 1 25 A B K IR AR At 5 7 w7, 28 A6 9Tk
[/ 25, Hbu 3057 3 0 ir Ak A S R B HE LA S
3 A, WA AT G R R 8 T A [R] B R s, L
F 5 3R WY ZE R R B 1 3ol %) MR AR At 5 ) 53 g 7 4> AN
[FIHE V%, 43 501 o 30 I T i R A2 25 VA 2 110 0 Y0 A 9 9,
WHEZRFEERKREE LWTRBfAAE—E 25 .
4.4 HEIMERERH0NE R

2w, 58T AT AR BHEOC R, %
TR — R, B T PERE R B & A AR TR AR R
e 3 F I G e, IE A B ST v, BE & AR 3G,
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Body weight-length relationship and relative weight of bigeye grunt
(Brachydeuterus auritus) in the coastal waters of Sierra Leone

Zhao Guoqing, LiShuai, Yang Jialiang, Rao Xin, Shen Fengyuan, Huang Hongliang, Li Lingzhi

(Key Laboratory of East China Sea and Oceanic Fishery Resources Exploitation, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, East China Sea
Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences, Shanghai 200090, China)

Abstract: Bigeye grunt Brachydeuterus auritus is an important economic species in the waters off Sierra Leone in

West Africa, with great ecological value. Based on bottom trawl survey data from six voyage samples collected

between 2019 and 2021, the body weight-length relationship (WLR) and relative weight were analyzed using logar-
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ithm-transformed body length measurements and their corresponding mean body weight values. This study fitted
the WLR of bigeye grunt by gender, calculated its fullness, and analyzed the influence of environmental factors.
The results showed that month and gender had a significant impact on body length and weight distribution (P <
0.01). There was a highly significant negative correlation (P < 0.01) between value a and value b in the WLR, and
salinity significantly affects value (P < 0.05). The (Ig a)/b ratio was less affected by environmental factors which
may be related to the body size and density of the fish. The difference in b between male and female populations
was highly significant (P < 0.01). The relative weight had significant seasonal variation characteristics, with highly
significant effects of sex and body length (P < 0.01). Negative allometric growth was observed in September, Octo-
ber, and December, while positive allometric growth occurred in January, April, and May. With increasing body
length, the relative weight showed two types of changes, continuously increasing and firstly increasing then decreas-
ing, with salinity and b significantly affecting the type of change (P < 0.05) and depth having a highly significant
effect (P < 0.01). The bigeye grunt off the coast Sierra Leone exhibited significant seasonal growth characteristics,
with significant differences in growth characteristics between male and female individuals. This study suggested
that salinity may be the main factor affecting its growth and development. In addition, this study hypothesised that
the peak breeding season may occur during the dry season, beginning in December and ending before April of the
following year. The study provides updated and more comprehensive insights into the biology and ecology of the
bigeye grunt offshore Sierra Leone in West Africa, which can provide scientific basis for its resource assessment,

development and utilization, and resource management.

Key words: bigeye grunt; WLR; W,; environment factor; Sierra Leone
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