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Introduction

A recent study by Dubulat al. (2005) on the effect of tagging on the subsequent
growth rate of rock lobsters has shown that theag be an appreciable reduction in
the growth rate of male rock lobsters as a redutagging. The amount of somatic
growth reduction that might be occurring is of treder 2-3 mm per annum. A key
question then to consider is what implications tmght have for the sustainable
productivity from the resource.

Methods

The RC1 area-aggregated model is re-fitted assuthaigall male (70mm+) lobsters
grow 2mm more than currently estimated (for all rged870-2015). Ten-year
replacement yields (RY) are also estimated andrtegpoFuture somatic growth is
fixed, assumed first to be the average of the 1B@84 values, and then the average
of the 1989-2004 values.

Results
Table 1 compares the results of the reference R&emodel, and the corresponding
model which assumes a higher somatic growth ratgur& 1 compares future
projections of B75 (biomass > 75mm) for the reseupetween the reference case
model and the model which assumes consistentlyehighmatic growth rates. These
projections are repeated for two assumptions raggfdture somatic growth rate:
)] future somatic growth rate is the average of alilable data (1968-2004)
i) future somatic growth rate is the average of th#912004 data (1989 was
the year in which the somatic growth initially dpsal from previously
higher levels)
Three levels of future constant catch (CC) areangal: 2000 MT, 3000 MT and 4000
MT.

Discussion

Table 1 shows that the RC model is able to fitdh® somewhat better (-InL = -57.57
compared to -45.92) than in the case where somgatwth is assumed to be 2mm
more for all male lobsters. Both models estimateeru biomass to be around 0.04-
0.06, and egg production to be around 0.18-0.1%rddtine levels. The “higher

somatic growth” model estimates a lower ten-yepltaeement yield (5654 MT) than

the RC model (7045 MT). If the scenario where fetsomatic growth is given by the
1989-2004 rather than the 1968-2004 average isdenesl, these replacement yield
values become 2667 MT and 3083 MT respectively.



RLWS/DECO05/ASS/7/1/9

From Figure 1, it is clear how sensitive futurejpctions are to the assumption for
future somatic growth rate. Figure 1 also shows tbascenario where this future
somatic growth rate is equal to the 1968-2004 ayeerahe RC model is more
optimistic in terms of resource productivity andrds than the model which assumes
somatic growth rate has been consistently highemesvhat surprisingly, however,
the direct of this difference is reversed whenftitare somatic growth rate is set at
the lower level of the 1989-2004 average.
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Table 1: Comparative contributions to thel—kalue, sigma values, biomass and egg
production estimates for the area-aggregated ansess.

Model RC Higher somatic
growth
Female survivorship 0.91 0.91
R1870 7.61 x 1@ 4.93 x 1@
Rig20 0.84 0.78
Rigs0 0.27 0.27
Rie70 0.12 0.11
Rig7s 0.34 0.35
Rigso 0.09 0.14
Rioss 0.29 0.22
Rig90 0.36 0.31
Riggs 0.27 0.24
Trap CPUEC 0.164 0.157
Hoop CPUECD 0.205 0.190
FIMS CPUEO 0.312 0.316
Male Trap Size0 0.166 0.274
Female Trap Siz&y 0.135 0.136
Male Hoop Sizeg 0.173 0.238
Female Hoop Siz& 0.310 0.314
Male FIMS Sizeo 0.072 0.084
Female FIMS Sizeg 0.159 0.166
Male Sublegal sizeg 0.146 0.168
Female Sublegal size 0.120 0.126
Trap F% O 0.019 0.020
Hoop F%o 0 0.064 0.066
FIMS F% O 0.038 0.040
Trap CPUE WL -31.35 -32.36
Hoop CPUE L -26.04 -27.90
FIMS CPUE +nL -8.65 -8.48
Male Trap Size koL -18.25 52.58
Female Trap SizelrL 6.46 7.36
Male Hoop Size kL 19.68 52.43
Female Hoop SizelrL 57.36 58.48
Male FIMS Size L -90.74 -75.92
Female FIMS SizelnL -20.52 -18.07
Male Sublegal sizelpL -7.07 -2.44
Female Sublegal sizént -17.92 -16.07
Trap F% inL 3.87 412
Hoop F% inL 8.77 9.51
FIMS F% 4nL 2.93 3.36
Total —InL (excl LLFR) -57.57 -45.92
B75(2002) 34 843 24 978
B75(2005) 31912 22 962
B75(2002)B75(1870) 0.06 0.04
B75(2005)B75(1870) 0.06 0.04
Egg (2002)/Egg (1870) 0.19 0.18
Egg (2005)/Egg (1870) 0.19 0.18
RY (ave growth 68-04) 7045 5654
RY (ave growth 89-04) 2667 3083
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Figure 1: BiomassB75) trajectories for two models (RC model and tigihér somatic growth model).The top two plots anethe assumption
future somatic growth is the 1968-2004 average,thadbottom two for the assumption that future simergrowth is the 1989-2004 average.
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