PBR - is it really the only tool we want in the toolbox?
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Figure 2. Impacts of changes in ecosystem carrying capacity (A*K) on changes in

» We explore the effects of changes in ecosystem carrying capacity abundance and the probability of the population being above the Maximum Net

epe . . = Productivity Level (MNPL) after 100 years. K is carrying capacity , A is a proportion
- gK)’ o the ability of PBR to respect management objectives anfhropogﬁmc ‘causes fgﬁ,ﬁ'ﬁ between 0 and 1, for different starting population sizes (N ), and coefficient of variation
identified under MMPA.

: oy reducm carrying capautye.g mcreased n0|se excessive vess"'l tra_ffrc (CV) . The recovery factor (Fg,=0.5).
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