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Tab.1 Age composition and fork length of
Chum salmon

e Tt
AL bRER PHIXEK BHEE FHXK
n /cm n /cm
2* 56 58.92 76 58.07
3+ 127 63.40 78 61.27
4+ 5 63.24 4 69.75
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Tab.2 Growth parameters of Chum salmon

, AR AL
HEKSH
2 + 3 + 4 +
L, 114.197 9 90. 300 22 131. 694
K 0. 246 816 0.294 191 0.121 422
T, -0.203 94 -0.276 78 -0.986 99
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20 3R AT A AR EFERE (R 3),
LA % 4 I 2 ) B A AR )

F3 HHAERAERKRREXK
ERERBEERR
Tab.3 Comparison of fork length growth between

mature age groups of Chum salmon by means of RSS

YHAERSA RSSp RSSg df FE  BFHE
2+,3% 25.16 0.70 (1,4) 11.58 P<0.05
3+, 4+ 36.76  2.58 (3,6) 13.27 P<0.01
2%, 4% 93.49 1.87 (2,5) 32.60 P<0.01
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Fig.2 Growth curve of fork length of Chum salmon
in2*,3%, 4" age group
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Tab.4 Fork length growth of Chum salmon at
different age group
R FIE PRI/ om 43K om AHXTHIK /% G

1 29.36
2 2 47.91 18.56 63.21 14.38
2.7 58.43 10.52 21.95 13.58

1 28.17
. 2 44.51 16.35 58.05 12.89
3 3 55.23 10.71 24.06 9.60
3.7 62.59 7.36 13.33 9.87

1 27.86
2 41.04 13.18 47.29 10.79
4+ 3 50.00 8.96 21.83 8.10
4 59.29 9.29 18.59 8.52
4.7 66.13 6.84 11.54 9.25
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Tab.5 Age composition of Chum salmon over the years
IR UL/ %
4y FHAE RS/ AR
2 + 3 + 4 +

1952 5.8 49.6 44.6 4.09
1963 17 75 8 3.63
1982 20.2 71.4 7.5 3.54
1996 20.8 74.3 4.9 3.54
2004 20 72 8 3.58

2010 -2011 38.2 59.2 2.6 3.35
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Age composition and growth difference of chum salmon migrating to Ussuri
River

WANG Ji-long'?, LIU Wei'?, TANG Fu-jiang'*, SONG Hong-jian'"

(1. Heilongjiang River Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences, Harbin 150070, Heilongjiang ,
China; 2. Key Field Scientific Observation Station of Fisheries Resoures and Enviroment in HeilongJiang River valley, Ministry of
Agriculture , Harbin 150070, Heilongjiang, China; 3. College of Animal Science and Technology, Northeast Agricultural
University, Harbin 150030 , Heilongjiang , China)

Abstract: Age determining and biological parameters measuring were conducted for the chum salmons
collected form the stocks migrating to Ussuri River for breeding. Back-calculated fork length was computed
and the difference of growth between different maturation age groups was studied based on it. The result
showed that the age groups of chum salmon were composed by 2 ,3" ,4" age group, and female and male
individuals have different age composition, average age are 3. 43 and 3. 24 respectively. Von Bertalanffy
growth function was used to fit the fork length growth of chum salmon. ARSS( Analysis of the residual sum of
squares ) was used to judge the difference of chum salmon among the three age groups. The result showed the
growth of chum salmons at different maturation age group has significant difference (P <0.05). The stocks at
low maturation age group grow faster than the high age groups. With the age increasing growth speed become
slower, but the growth index is not the smallest one at the last year in the ocean life stage. Genetic factor,
Ocean environment conditions, intra- and interspecific interaction affect the growth of chum salmon all
together.

Key words: chum salmon; maturation age; growth difference
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