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Abstract. The direct and indirect impacts of the increase in human population, in particular the growing 
demand for food, as well as various aspects of climate change pose threats to the abundance of 
parrotfishes (Scarinae), the main coral reef grazers. One way to reduce fishing is by forming marine 
protected area (MPA). MPAs tend to increase the abundance of marine fish. Well-managed MPA, with 
effective protection from fishing, could also benefit sex-changing fish populations. The objectives of this 
research are to assess effects of MPAs on parrotfish abundance and biomass and how do parrotfish 
abundance and size in the different life phases differ between sites within MPAs and outside MPAs. Fish 
surveys were conducted in eight Caribbean countries (Antigua, Bonaire, Barbados, Curaçao, Dominican 
Republic, Jamaica, St. Lucia and St. Vincent and Grenadines (SVG)) using an underwater visual census 
technique. The differences between parrotfish density and size within and outside MPAs were assessed. 
Mean parrotfish numerical density was slightly higher at MPA sites than at non-MPA sites but this was 
not significant. A significant difference was found between parrotfish biomass within and without the 
MPAs. The abundance biomass comparison (ABC) results showed that out of 33 MPA sites, 79% had a 
positive index and 21% a negative W-index value. In contrast, only 49% of non-MPA sites surveyed had 
a positive W-index. Sites within an MPA generally had higher mean parrotfish sizes than those outside 
the MPA, except for the juvenile phase. The present results reinforce the belief that parrotfish abundance 
and biomass, which where depleted by fishing, can be increased through applying significant levels of 
protection. However further research is needed on the effectiveness and duration of protection which are 
necessary to produce desired levels of improvement in parrotfish abundance, biomass and size.  
Key Words: parrotfish, MPA, carribean, fish density, abundance biomass comparison.  

 
 
Introduction. The direct and indirect impacts of the increase in human population, in 
particular the growing demand for food, as well as various aspects of climate change 
pose threats to the abundance of parrotfishes (Scarinae), the main coral reef grazers 
(Hughes et al 2003). Fishing is considered a major threat to parrotfish populations or 
stocks, and in particular overfishing of parrotfishes can lead to the impairment or loss of 
their functional roles, with negative impacts on tropical coastal ecosystem functions 
(Bellwood et al 2011).  

One way to reduce fishing is by forming marine protected area (MPA). MPAs tend 
to increase the abundance of marine fish (Roberts 1995; Barrett et al 2007). After four 
years of protection from fishing, reef fish abundance, size, and biomass were greater in 
both the Saba Marine Park and Hol Chan Marine Reserve (Belize) than outside these 
MPAs. In each of the MPAs, the biomass of non-cryptic demersal fish, including 
parrotfishes, was twice that recorded at fished sites (Polunin & Roberts 1993; Roberts et 
al 2001). Hughes et al (2007) suggested that the protection afforded by an MPA should 
increase parrotfish biomass as long as predation inside the MPA is lower than fishing 
mortality outside the MPA. Marine reserves may also have a negative impact on 
parrotfish body size due to an increase in the abundance of large predatory fish (Mumby 
et al 2006). Small-bodied parrotfishes (e.g. Scarus iserti) were smaller inside the Exuma 
Cays Land and Sea Park, Bahama, but there was no discernible difference in density 
within and outside the MPA. While large-bodied parrotfishes did not differ in size, their 
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density was double inside the reserve (Mumby et al 2006). The effect of MPAs on 
parrotfish assemblages needs further investigation. The present study will allow us to 
understand how parrotfish abundance and biomass vary between fished areas and 
unfished areas, particularly MPAs at large scale. 

Well-managed marine protected area (MPA), with effective protection from fishing, 
could also benefit sex-changing fish populations. A meta-analysis of sex-changing fish 
from several MPAs around the world showed that abundance was higher inside than 
outside the MPAs (Molloy et al 2008). Hawkins & Roberts (2003) found that parrotfish 
terminal phase biomass and size were higher inside an MPA in St. Lucia than in the 
nearby fishing grounds. They further suggested that since mating success is likely to be 
influenced by the number of males, the relative density of each parrotfish life phase 
inside and outside the MPA should be determined. 

The impact of MPA on fish assemblages can be assessed using the abundance 
biomass comparison (ABC) method. Originally proposed by Warwick (1986) to detect the 
impact of pollution on macrobenthic communities, it was subsequently improved to 
detect effects of other disturbances, either physical or biological, on benthic invertebrates 
(Warwick et al 1987). The ABC method was also successfully applied to investigate 
disturbance on fish communities in Namibia (Bianchi et al 2001), in the Bay of Biscay, 
France (Blanchard et al 2004), and in South Africa (Yemane et al 2005). The applicability 
of ABC method to assess effects of fishing on parrotfish is needed. 

The objectives of this research are to assess effects of marine protected areas 
(MPAs) on parrotfish abundance and biomass and how do parrotfish abundance and size 
in the different life phases differ between sites within MPAs and outside MPAs. 
 
Material and Method 
 
Description of the study sites. Fish surveys were conducted in eight Caribbean 
countries (Antigua, Bonaire, Barbados, Curaçao, Dominican Republic, Jamaica, St. Lucia 
and St. Vincent and Grenadines (SVG)). The Caribbean region is a semi-enclosed sea 
bounded to the north by the Gulf of Mexico and to the east by the Atlantic Ocean, 
surrounded from north to south by the North American mainland, the east coast of 
Central America and north coast of South America. There are over 700 islands in this 
region, which are divided among 13 sovereign states and 17 dependent territories, 
including overseas territories of the United Kingdom, France, the Netherlands, and the 
United States of America (Figure 1). The Caribbean marine environment includes some of 
the most productive and biologically complex ecosystems in the world, such as coral 
reefs, sea-grass beds, mangrove forests, and coastal lagoons. These tropical coastal 
ecosystems provide food, habitat, and nurseries for many marine and coastal species, 
including commercially valuable fishes and marine invertebrates. These ecosystems are 
vital to the economy of many communities and states in the region due to their 
association with activities such as fishing and tourism (Miller 1996). 
 
Fish survey. Parrotfish abundance and size were recorded using an underwater visual 
census technique. At each site, four 10 x 4 m transects were placed to record fish < 20 
cm and eight 30 x 4 m transects for fish > 20 cm total length. Data were gathered 
between October 2010 and December 2011. Parrotfish biomass was calculated using 
length-weight relationships between size and counts (Bohnsack et al 1988) with species-
specific values from www.fishbase.org (Froese & Pauly 2013). In addition, fish life phase 
(juvenile (JP), initial (IP), and terminal (TP)) was determined in situ during the survey 
based on their coloration. JP is generally characterized by drab colouration, the IP by dull 
colouration, and the TP by bright colours. 
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Figure 1. Map of the Caribbean showing the extant countries or territories. Red dot shows the study 
locations and number of sites. 

 
Marine protected areas. MPA data were obtained from the World Database of Protected 
Areas (UNEP-WCMC & IUCN 2012). The shapefile with coordinates of the surveyed sites 
was overlaid onto the map of the MPA using ArcGIS v.10.1. The sites were classified as 
being within an MPA when they were within the boundaries of a legally designated MPA. 
Proposed MPA sites and the areas outside the legal MPAs were classified as non-protected 
areas. Due to lack of information on the effectiveness of each MPA, all designated MPAs 
were assumed to have a significant level of management. 
 
Statistical analysis. The differences between parrotfish density and size within and 
outside MPAs were assessed using the two-sample permutation test since data was not 
normal even after transformation, conducted within the perm package (version 1.0-0.0) 
in the R environment (R Core Team 2013). Prior to the analysis, parrotfish abundance 
and biomass were fourth-root transformed to reduce the effect of extreme values. The 
potential impact of MPA was assessed using the ABC analysis for all sites. The ABC plots 
and the calculation of the W-index were carried out using the forams package (version 
2.0-4) in the R environment (R Core Team 2013).  
 
Results. Mean parrotfish numerical density was slightly higher at MPA sites than at non-
MPA sites but this was not significant (Permutation t-test, Z = 1.0259, p = 0.3049; 
Figure 2a). A significant difference was found between parrotfish biomass within and 
without the MPAs. Sites within an MPA had significantly higher parrotfish biomass than 
non-MPA sites (Permutation t-test, Z = 2.2429, p = 0.0059; Figure 2b). 

Scarus numerical density was significantly different (Permutation t-test, Z = 
2.7518, p = 0.0059, Figure 2c), while Sparisoma numerical density was no different 
between sites within and those outside MPA (Permutation t-test, Z = -0.8381, p = 
0.4020, Figure 2e). Scarus and Sparisoma biomass were significantly different between 
sites within and outside MPA (Permutation t-test, Z = 2.4301, p = 0.0151 (Scarus), 
Figure 2d; Z = 2.1766, p = 0.0295 (Sparisoma), Figure 2f).  
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Figure 2. Differences between parrotfish density (a) and biomass (b), Scarus density (c) 
and biomass (d), Sparisoma density (e) and biomass (f) across the Caribbean within and 

outside MPA. Parrotfish abundance and biomass have been fourth-root transformed 
before plotting. 

 
MPA and abundance biomass comparison. The ABC results showed that 61% of the 
84 sites surveyed had a positive W-index. Out of 33 MPA sites, 79% had a positive index 
and 21% a negative W-index value. In contrast, only 49% (25/51) of non-MPA sites 
surveyed had a positive W-index (Figure 3). 

In general, parrotfish density at each life phase was higher at sites inside MPAs 
than outside MPAs, except for individual species (Table 1). In the JP, densities were 
significantly higher in protected than not protected sites for S. taeniopterus (Permutation 
t-test; ρ = 2.419, p < 0.05; Table 1). In the TP, the combined density of all parrotfishes 
was significantly different between sites within and outside MPAs (Permutation t-test; ρ = 
2.071, p < 0.05; Table 1). No parrotfish, genus, or individual species initial phase (IP) 
had significantly different densities between MPAs and areas outside.   
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Figure 3. Number of MPA and non-MPA sites with positive and negative W-index values. Black bars 

represent positive W-index values. Grey bars represent negative W-index values. 
 

Table 1 
Differences between parrotfish numerical density between MPA and non- MPA sites in 

eight countries in the Caribbean 
 

Life phase Group Z p 
Juvenile All 0.9310 0.3519 

 Scarus 1.9559 0.0505 
 Sparisoma -1.0181 0.3086 
 Scarus taeniopterus 2.4193 0.0156* 
 Scarus iserti -0.1371 0.8909 
 Sparisoma aurofrenatum -0.8418 0.3999 
 Sparisoma viride -1.5945 0.1108 

Initial All 0.1520 0.8791 
 Scarus 0.4493 0.6532 
 Sparisoma -0.3508 0.7257 
 Scarus taeniopterus -0.2831 0.7771 
 Scarus iserti - - 
 Sparisoma aurofrenatum -1.1301 0.2585 
 Sparisoma viride -0.1251 0.9005 

Terminal All 2.0716 0.0383* 
 Scarus 0.7777 0.4367 
 Sparisoma 1.1293 0.2588 
 Scarus taeniopterus 0.6678 0.5043 
 Scarus iserti -0.3620 0.7174 
 Sparisoma aurofrenatum 0.9378 0.3483 
 Sparisoma viride -0.2895 0.7722 

* indicates significant value < 0.05. 
 
Sites within an MPA generally had higher mean parrotfish sizes than those outside the 
MPA, except for the JP. The mean sizes of the genus Sparisoma in juvenile (ρ = -2.154, p 
< 0.05) and TP (ρ = 2.560, p < 0.05) inside the MPAs were significantly different from 
those outside MPAs (Table 2). 
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Table 2 
Differences between parrotfish mean size between MPA and non-MPA sites in eight 

countries in the Caribbean 
 

Life phase Group Z p 
Juvenile All -0.8530 0.3937 

 Scarus -1.7259 0.0846 
 Sparisoma -2.1542 0.0312* 
 Scarus taeniopterus -1.4467 0.1480 
 Scarus iserti -0.6449 0.5190 
 Sparisoma aurofrenatum -1.7831 0.0756 
 Sparisoma viride -0.2576 0.7967 

Initial All 1.5877 0.1124 
 Scarus 0.2663 0.7900 
 Sparisoma 1.3333 0.1824 
 Scarus taeniopterus 0.5537 0.5798 
 Scarus iserti - - 
 Sparisoma aurofrenatum 1.1841 0.2364 
 Sparisoma viride 1.6020 0.1092 

Terminal All 1.3537 0.1758 
 Scarus 0.3586 0.7199 
 Sparisoma 2.5603 0.0105* 
 Scarus taeniopterus -0.8558 0.3921 
 Scarus iserti 0.4564 0.6481 
 Sparisoma aurofrenatum 0.6068 0.5440 
 Sparisoma viride 1.6526 0.0984 

* indicates significant value < 0.05. 
 
Discussion. Parrotfish abundance and biomass were both significantly different between 
sites within and those outside marine protected areas. These results were similar to those 
reported from the Western Solomon Islands (Aswani & Sabetian 2010), with observed 
parrotfish abundance being lower outside than inside MPAs. The establishment of an MPA 
can enhance ecological processes and fisheries recovery (Roberts & Hawkins 2000) and, 
over time, has been shown to increase the abundance of many marine fish (Roberts 
1995; Barrett et al 2007).  

However, giving all MPA sites a similar protection status may have led us to 
underestimate the differences in parrotfish abundance and biomass between fished and 
unfished locations. Due to the difficulty in discriminating between sites based on the 
effectiveness of protection afforded by each MPA, all sites within MPAs were grouped 
together and considered as essentially unfished regardless of truly effective MPAs. It 
should be noted that because the MPA classification was extremely coarse, MPA sites 
might not have the same levels of protection and in addition reserve age varied 
substantially. Aswani & Sabetian (2010) found that parrotfish abundance in Nusa Hope, 
Western Solomon Islands (an effective MPA) was significantly higher than at Kida (a 
moderately effective MPA). The age of the reserve may also significantly enhance the 
abundance of fish (Molloy et al 2008), increasing with the length of time for which there 
has been (effective) protection. For example, Molloy et al (2008) found that after 
protection for at least a decade fish abundance within MPAs was 3 times greater than 
abundance outside them, however when all MPAs were included in the analysis, 
regardless of their age, they found no significant difference overall between MPA and 
non-MPA sites.   

The ABC results suggest that most MPAs in the Caribbean are or could be effective 
to protect parrotfish assemblages and to maintain them in a healthy status. Sites within 
an MPA were more likely to have parrotfish positive W-index values than non-MPAs which 
had equal numbers of sites with positive (undisturbed) and negative W-index values 
(disturbed), the former indicating significant number of larger parrotfish in the MPA sites 
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compared to small ones. This is in keeping with the results from other studies; for 
example small-bodied parrotfish (e.g. S. iserti) density was not significantly different, 
while large-bodied parrotfish density was double inside the Exuma Cays Land and Sea 
Park, Bahamas (Mumby et al 2006).  

There was a tendency for initial and terminal phase fish to have lower size at 
phase change. This represents a threat to parrotfish population resilience, the 
effectiveness of their ecological role and their value as fishery resources. This threat 
could be addressed by effective management intervention either using site protection 
such as MPAs or by regulation of fishing seasons to allow stock recovery (Roberts & 
Polunin 1994; Roberts et al 2001; Barrett et al 2007; Molloy et al 2008; O’Farrell et al 
2016). The need for management, either by MPA or fishing regulation is indicated by the 
greater density and mean size of terminal phase fish within MPAs, consistent with the 
results of Hawkins & Roberts (2003), in which parrotfish biomass in St. Lucia increased 
after the creation of an MPA. Mean density of terminal phase S. vetula and S. viride 
doubled in the Exuma Cays Land and Sea Park (ECLSP, Bahamas; Mumby et al 2006), 
while after a decade of protection, abundance of sex-changer fish within MPAs was higher 
than outside (Molloy et al 2008). 

MPAs are one method which has been proven potentially effective in providing 
protection and increasing fish density and biomass (Roberts 1995; Barrett et al 2007; 
Lester et al 2009; Molloy et al 2008; Graham et al 2011; Edgar et al 2014; Bonaldo et al 
2017). This reseach result indicates that protection, in the form of an MPA, should at 
least be able to increase the density of large fish, which in turn is expected over time to 
increase recruitment, even though it is very likely that predation will have a substantial 
effect on population dynamics and size/age structure. Further research on the interaction 
between predator and parrotfish population abundances and structures inside MPAs is 
necessary. 

Well-managed MPAs, however, appear to have a negative effect on small 
parrotfish. Mumby et al (2006) also found more small S. iserti and S. aurofrenatum, 
although not significant, in the ECLSP that was attributed to greater predator abundance 
inside the reserve. While larger-bodied parrotfish were released from fishing pressure 
and much less vulnerable to predation than the smaller-bodied species, fishing pressure 
was generally lower on the latter while they are a natural prey for the groupers and other 
large carnivorous fishes becoming much more abundant within the reserve. Epinephelus 
striatus in the reserve are able to consume between 60-90% of adults of S. iserti 
(Mumby et al 2006).  

The present results reinforce the belief that parrotfish abundance and biomass, 
which where depleted by fishing, can be increased through applying significant levels of 
protection. However further research is needed on the effectiveness and duration of 
protection which are necessary to produce desired levels of improvement in parrotfish 
abundance, biomass and size.  

 
Conclusions. Parrotfish biomass was significantly higher within Caribbean MPAs, while 
parrotfish density did not differ significantly. The present study also found that juvenile 
parrotfish density did not differ significantly between sites inside and outside of MPAs, the 
density of terminal parrotfish was significantly different. Most MPAs in the Caribbean were 
more likely to have parrotfish positive W-index values than non-MPAs. While MPAs are 
believed to have positive effects on parrotfish abundance, it is suspected that there are 
often indirect effects due to increasing predators and competitors that may prevent 
parrotfish recovery. In this context, the extent to which predators and competitors affect 
parrotfish abundance, population structure (within species) and parrotfish community 
composition within an MPA is a matter which warrants further attention.  
 
Acknowledgements. We thank the FORCE project (European Commission 7th 
Framework Programme P7/2007-2013; grant 244161) which coordinated the data 
gathering. WAN would also acknowledge the Indonesian Government’s Directorate 
General of Research and Higher Education Resources, Ministry for Research, Technology 
and Higher Education (formerly Ministry for Education and Culture) for their PhD Funding. 



AACL Bioflux, 2017, Volume 10, Issue 5. 
http://www.bioflux.com.ro/aacl 1264 

References 
 
Aswani S., Sabetian A., 2010 Implications of urbanization for artisanal parrotfish fisheries 

in the Western Solomon Islands. Conservation Biology 24(2):520-530.  
Barrett N. S., Edgar G. J., Buxton C. D., Haddon M., 2007 Changes in fish assemblages 

following 10 years of protection in Tasmanian marine protected areas. Journal of 
Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 345(2):141-157.  

Bellwood D. R., Hoey A. S., Hughes T. P., 2011 Human activity selectively impacts the 
ecosystem roles of parrotfishes on coral reefs. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: 
Biological Sciences 279:1621-1629.  

Bianchi G., Hamukuaya H., Alvheim O., 2001 On the dynamics of demersal fish 
assemblages off Namibia in the 1990s. South African Journal of Marine Science 
23(1):419-428.  

Blanchard F., LeLoc'h F., Hily C., Boucher J., 2004 Fishing effects on diversity, size and 
community structure of the benthic invertebrate and fish megafauna on the Bay of 
Biscay coast of France. Marine Ecology Progress Series 280:249-260.  

Bohnsack J. A., Harper D. E., Center S. F., 1988 Length-weight relationships of selected 
marine reef fishes from the southeastern United States and the Caribbean. National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Southeast Fisheries Center, 31 pp. 

Bonaldo R. M., Pires M. M., Guimarães Jr. P. R., Hoey A. S., Hay M. E., 2017 Small 
marine protected areas in Fiji provide refuge for reef fish assemblages, feeding 
groups, and corals. PloS ONE 12(1):e0170638. 

Edgar G. J., Stuart-Smith R. D., Willis T. J., Kininmonth S., Baker S. C., Banks S., Barrett 
N. S., Becerro M. A., Bernard A. T. F., Berkhout J., Buxton C. D., Campbell S. J., 
Cooper A. T., Davey M., Edgar S. C., Försterra G., Galván D. E., Irigoyen A. J., 
Kushner D. J., Moura R., Parnell P. E., Shears N. T., Soler G., Strain E. M., Thomson 
R. J., 2014 Global conservation outcomes depend on marine protected areas with 
five key features. Nature 506(7487):216-220.  

Froese R., Pauly D., 2013 Fishbase, a Global Information System on Fishes: http://www. 
fishbase.org, World Wide Web electronic publication. Accessed February 2013. 

Graham N. A. J., Ainsworth T. D., Baird A. H., Ban N. C., Bay L. K., Cinner J. E., De 
Freitas D. M., Diaz-Pulido G., Dornelas M., Dunn S. R., Fidelman P. I. J., Foret S., 
Good T. C., Kool J., Mallela J., Penin L., Pratchett M. S., Williamson D. H., 2011 
From microbes to people: tractable benefits of no-take areas for coral reefs. In: 
Oceanography and marine biology: an annual review, vol. 49. Gibson R. N., 
Atkinson R. J. A., Gordon J. D. M. (eds), RC Press, Boca Raton, pp. 105-135. 

Hawkins J. P., Roberts C. M., 2003 Effects of fishing on sex-changing Caribbean 
parrotfishes. Biological Conservation 115(2):213-226.  

Hughes T. P., Baird A. H., Bellwood D. R., Card M., Connolly S. R., Folke C., Grosberg R., 
Hoegh-Guldberg O., Jackson J. B., Kleypas J., Lough J. M., Marshall P., Nyström M., 
Palumbi S. R., Pandolfi J. M., Rosen B., Roughgarden J., 2003 Climate change, 
human impacts, and the resilience of coral reefs. Science 301(5635):929-933.  

Hughes T. P., Bellwood D. R., Folke C. S., McCook L. J., Pandolfi J. M., 2007 No-take 
areas, herbivory and coral reef resilience. Trends in Ecology and Evolution 22(1):1-
3.  

Lester S. E., Halpern B. S., Grorud-Colvert K., Lubchenco J., Ruttenberg B. I., Gaines S. 
D., Airamé S., Warner R. R., 2009 Biological effects within no-take marine 
reserves: a global synthesis. Marine Ecology Progress Series 384(2):33-46.  

MacNeil M. A., Graham N. A., Cinner J. E., Wilson S. K., Williams I. D., Maina J., Newman 
S., Friedlander A. M., Jupiter S., Polunin N. V., McClanahan T. R., 2015 Recovery 
potential of the world's coral reef fishes. Nature 520(7547):341-344.  

Miller M. A. L., 1996 Protecting the marine environment of the Wider Caribbean Region: 
the challenge of institution-building. Green Globe Yearbook, pp. 37-46. 

Molloy P. P., Reynolds J. D., Gage M. J. G., Mosqueira I., Côté I. M., 2008 Links between 
sex change and fish densities in marine protected areas. Biological Conservation 
141(1):187-197.  



AACL Bioflux, 2017, Volume 10, Issue 5. 
http://www.bioflux.com.ro/aacl 1265 

Mumby P. J., Dahlgren C. P., Harborne A. R., Kappel C. V., Micheli F., Brumbaugh D. R., 
Holmes K. E., Mendes J. M., Broad K., Sanchirico J. N., Buch K., Box S., Stoffle R. 
W., Gill A. B., 2006 Fishing, trophic cascades, and the process of grazing on coral 
reefs. Science 311(5757):98-101.  

O’Farrell S., Luckhurst B. E., Box S. J., Mumby P. J., 2016 Parrotfish sex ratios recover 
rapidly in Bermuda following a fishing ban. Coral Reefs 35(2):421-425. 

Polunin N. V. C., Roberts C. M., 1993 Greater biomass and value of target coral-reef 
fishes in two small Caribbean marine reserves. Marine Ecology Progress Series 
100:167-176.  

R Core Team 2013 R: A language and environment for statistical computing [Internet]. 
Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing; 2013. 

Roberts C. M., 1995 Rapid build-up of fish biomass in a Caribbean marine reserve. 
Conservation Biology 9(4):815-826.  

Roberts C. M., Polunin N. V. C., 1994 Hol Chan: demonstrating that marine reserves can 
be remarkably effective. Coral Reefs 13(2):90.  

Roberts C. M., Hawkins J. P., 2000 Fully-protected marine reserves: a guide. WWF 
Endangered seas campaign Washington, DC., 131 pp. 

Roberts C. M., Bohnsack J. A., Gell F., Hawkins J. P., Goodridge R., 2001 Effects of 
marine reserves on adjacent fisheries. Science 294(5548):1920-1923.  

UNEP-WCMC, IUCN, 2012 Marine Protected Planet [On-line], Cambridge, UK: UNEP-
WCMC and IUCN. Available at: www.protectedplanet.net. Accessed: October, 2012. 

Warwick R., 1986 A new method for detecting pollution effects on marine macrobenthic 
communities. Marine Biology 92(4):557-562.  

Warwick R. M., Pearson T. H., Ruswahyuni, 1987 Detection of pollution effects on marine 
macrobenthos: further evaluation of the species abundance/biomass method. 
Marine Biology 95(2):193-200.  

Yemane D., Field J. G., Leslie R. W., 2005 Exploring the effects of fishing on fish 
assemblages using Abundance Biomass Comparison (ABC) curves. ICES Journal of 
Marine Science: Journal du Conseil 62(3):374-379.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Received: 16 August 2017. Accepted: 20 October 2017. Published online: 26 October 2017. 
Authors: 
Wahyu A. Nugraha, School of Marine Science and Technology, Newcastle University, NE1 7RU, United Kingdom; 
Marine Science Department, Universitas Trunojoyo Madura, Bangkalan, 69162 Indonesia, e-mail: 
wahyuandy@trunojoyo.ac.id 
Steven P. Newman, Banyan Tree Marine Laboratory, Maldives, e-mail: steven.newman@banyantree.com 
Aileen C. Mill, School of Biology, Newcastle University, NE1 7RU, United Kingdom, e-mail: aileen.mill@ncl.ac.uk 
Nicholas V. C. Polunin, School of Marine Science and Technology, Newcastle University, NE1 7RU, United 
Kingdom, e-mail: nick.polunin@ncl.ac.uk 
This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which 
permits unrestricted use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source 
are credited. 
How to cite this article: 
Nugraha W. A., Newman S. P., Mill A. C., Polunin N. V. C., 2017 Caribbean parrotfish density and size inside 
and outside marine protected area. AACL Bioflux 10(5):1257-1265. 


