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Pollock

Martin Dorn presented an overview of the pollock assessment. There were three main topics discussed in
relation to the pollock assessment. The first issue discussed was potential future changes to the model
and research activities. The Team noted that the Stock Structure Group has prioritized to conduct an
evaluation of GOA pollock prior to the CIE review. Results from applying the template could inform
alternative area-specific approaches for the GOA as well as alternative temporal (seasonal) resolutions.
The Team and the assessment author noted that there appears to be sufficient information available to
conduct a separate stock assessment on the SE stock. Other recommendations to the author in preparation
of CIE review include the inclusion of more ages, including age 1 and > 15 years, estimate q and evaluate
M

The second issue discussed was Prince William Sound GHL allocations. The ADF&G proposes to take
10.6% of the Central GOA ABC. One proposal was to take historical allocations and adjust by the annual
change in assessment biomass (e.g. 1,650 t x 1.22). The Team suggests that the State consider a fixed
percentage of the ABC of the Western stock in setting the GHL annually. Team decided to go with their
proposed percent allocation and to deduct 2,770t from Western stock and then reapportion available quota
(to avoid disproportionally impacting 630 quotas). The Team requests that in the future the State make a
more formal presentation of how they determine their required quota (GHL) and add that as an appendix
to the pollock section to ensure that the GHL deduction is specified appropriately.

The last issue related to Experimental Fishing Permits (EFP) and pollock research quotas. It was noted
that since a Chinook salmon hard cap for the GOA is expected in mid-2012, there is an immediate need to
have some salmon and pollock allocation as part of an EFP to effectively reduce the potential of avoiding
the cap. An increase in pollock ABC by 1000t is envisioned and was proposed to the Team to facilitate
the anticipated EFP. Since the ABC is in excess of 125k and the authors’ recommendation is 108t, the
argument was made that there should be enough fish to facilitate this type of need. Council staff noted



that based on ACL amendments and discussions with NMFS, EFP and fish caught for research would be
accounted for prior ABC determinations. This structure avoids the possibility of accounting battles that
would result from negotiating EFP and other research requests after ABC determinations are made.
Catches during the course of conducting research have been presented in assessments in general and are
incorporated within the model. The Team encouraged assessment authors to anticipate potentially
increased allowances for EFP catches prior to projecting future years ABCs and OFLs. It was noted
that this may be difficult for Tier 5 species and impossible for Tier 6 species. For Tier 5 species where
ABC=0.75xMxB, it may be possible to simply subtract anticipated EFP and research catches from “B”
prior to making the calculation. The Team indicated that this will likely be addressed further during
developments of ACL amendments to the FMP that are underway.

Pacific cod

Grant Thompson provided an overview of the Pacific cod model considered in this year’s assessment in
the Joint Plan Team meeting. The various candidate models for this year's harvest specifications were
discussed by the joint Teams (see JPT minutes). In the GOA, Model 3 and 3b were chosen for further
consideration by the Plan Team based on the criteria adopted by the author. The authors’ preferred model
was Model 3. Although model Model 3b had better diagnostics for some of the model fits, estimates of
the product of survey catchability and selectivity was lower than that observed by Nichol et al.(2007)
which resulted in Model 3b having stock size estimates that were much higher than Model 3. The Team
noted that retrospective analyses indicated that when data were added the revised abundance estimates in
the most recent years tended to be lower. The Team agreed with the author and selected model 3 and also
noted that since the retrospective patterns seemed to indicate an upward bias, a more conservative and
consistent approach is warranted.

The Team discussed ideas for field work that could help with some of the uncertainties in the stock
assessment. The model estimates that age-2 cod have a lower selectivity than age-1 cod. Field work to
identify locations of age-2 Pacific cod may help support this model result. Also discussed were studies to
directly estimate ageing bias using methods such as samples from known-aged tagged fish similar to what
has been done for sablefish.

The Team pointed out that the ageing error bias is estimated to be different between the GOA and Bering
Sea. They encouraged exploration of this phenomenon and in particular, how estimates of ageing
bias affect model results.

The Team discussed the Kalman filter approach for areal apportionment of ABC. Similar to sablefish, the
Team reasoned that variations between apportionment schemes are unlikely to have biological
consequences in terms of stock conservation. The Kalman filter approach and past methods using
unweighted proportions give similar results and both were acceptable to the Team.

Shallow water flatfish
Jack Turnock provided an overview of the Tier 4 stock assessment for shallow water flatfish while Teresa
A’Mar presented the Tier 3 model-based assessment for northern and southern rock sole. For Tier 4
stocks the biomass is based on trawl survey biomass. There was an overall decline in the survey
abundances for these stocks.

The assessment model for northern and southern rock sole was reviewed by the Team in 2010 for possible
inclusion in the assessment for specifications purposes in this cycle. Changes to the model include
additional fishery and survey data, changes to the size composition and mortality specifications.
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Natural mortality and growth are estimated in the model, as well as three 3 periods of survey selectivity.
Catch species composition is also estimated in the model. The model fits the southern rock sole survey
biomass estimates poorly since there was a large decline in survey estimates between 2009 and 2011.

Plan Team recommendations include the following:

¢ Ifavailable, include variance in the time series on catch composition.

¢ Reevaluate the break points for survey ¢ and selectivity. This could include collapsing some
breakpoints and fixing ¢ in the early time period and estimating for the later time period.

¢ Examine error bars on observed males for some indication of the magnitude of the
difference in distribution between observed and predicted.

* Look at observer data for target fisheries other than “shallow flats” to see if there is species
identification for N and S. Good examples might be in arrowtooth and Pacific cod fisheries.
¢ Consider requesting survey to take tissue samples for genetic analysis to evaluate how well

speciation is occurring.

¢ Look at fishtickets rather than observer data given low % of observations. It may be
possible to get rock sole total catch from fishtickets and use observer data to estimate
proportions to species.

e Given issues with the lack of fit in weighted average survey and fishery age and length
comps, alternative sample size assumptions may be appropriate,

The Team received clarification that the main fishery occurs in the central GOA because shallow flats are
unprofitable for CPs and CVs are mainly concentrated around Kodiak. Additional discussion centered
around whether northern and southern rock sole could be managed separately. Currently they are only
recorded as rock sole not as northern and southern.

The Team recommends considering setting specifications for rock sole separately from remaining
SWF complex in the next assessment cycle. The Team would like to revisit this in September 2012,
and requests additional information at that time on catch and ABC by species, in order to reevaluate the
complex as a whole. The Team also recommends additional information to evaluate apportionments
based on survey biomass % in each area by species for comparison against catch by species in each
area.

The Team recommends going forward with the model for specifications purposes in this cycle
noting that a CIE review is forthcoming in the spring as well. The Team commends the assessment
author on moving forward quickly with this new model as well as her responses to the Team’s
suggestions from last year.

Deep water flatfish

The deepwater flatfish complex consists of three species: Dover sole, Greenland turbot and deepsea sole.
Dover sole accounts for most (>98%) of the biomass in terms of both fishery catch and survey abundance.
Tier 6 considerations are used to calculate contributions to the total harvest limits (i.e., OFL and ABC) for
Greenland turbot and deepsea sole. For several years, a Tier 3 approach based on an age-structured
model has been used for Dover sole. Catch is primarily from non-pelagic trawl gear and incidental since
there is a limited market for Dover sole. The catch was projected to the end of the year for the Dover sole
model. The survey estimates for these three species varies over time and each estimates are highly
uncertain.



The current Tier 3 model for Dover sole is an age-structured, two sex model. Survey age data variability
between sexes within years was also high. The Dover sole model uses age 40 as a “plus group”. The
Team recommended examining whether the model would perform better if the maximum age was
extended to older ages since the maximum observed age is 57. The model fits survey biomass
relatively well, but somewhat underestimates large catches in the early 1990s. Although the model used
this year was identical to that used in 2009, the model converged to a much different parameters. Due to
model convergence issues, the author recommended that Tier 5 calculations for Dover sole-specific
contributions to the harvest limits for the complex would most appropriate at this time. The Team
concurred and recommended that the model be refined and evaluated by the CIE for the 2012
assessment cycle. Additional suggestions included possibly re-parameterizing selectivity curves, using
sex-specific natural mortality to improve model fits (M is currently fixed) and evaluating the spatial
patterns of Dover sole in eastern and northern GOA.

Rex sole

Fishery catch of rex sole occurs primarily in the Central Gulf and has been consistent over recent years
and is less than the TAC. The spatial patterns of the fishery are similar to the survey except little fishery
effort occurs in the Eastern GOA. Survey biomass decreased 24% in 2011 relative to 2009, Despite the
decrease, the 2011 estimate compares to the 2003-2011 mean due to an exceptionally high 2009 biomass
estimate.

The model is identical to the model accepted in 2009. The 1999 and 2009 survey age comps have been
added this year as well as updated catch, 2011 survey biomass, and 2010/2011 fishery lengths.
Selectivity curves are similar to what was estimated in the 2009 model. Age data from the fishery are
unavailable. Estimated spawning biomass is increasing since 2001, Retrospective analyses show similar
tracks between this and previous assessments. Estimates of recruitment are different among assessment
models but there is a pattern among models that that indicates recent recruitments are being artificially
inflated.

Model results are consistent with previous assessments. As before, an alternative Tier 5 approach was
selected. Supplemental research and halibut fishery catches are very minor.

Arrowtooth flounder

Jack Turnock presented an overview of the arrowtooth flounder assessment. The 2011 survey biomass
estimate was similar to the 2009 estimate and all indications are that the biomass has reached its peak and
is leveling off.

Males are younger at size. Previous investigations on survey selectivity did not indicate that this was a
selectivity issue but rather that this is actually an age-related issue. Growth is not currently estimated in
the model but in the future the model could be modified to allow for that. Age data is available for 2007
and 2009 but the growth matrix has not yet been updated. The mean length at age however is very similar
with the new data to that used in the model currently.

The Team recommends that the author project ahead to end of year catch for inclusion in the
model. This is what is done consistently in rockfish assessments and has been requested by the SSC for
all assessments. The Team also recommended that since age data are available for two recent years,
they should be included in the assessment.



Flathead sole

Fishery catch of flathead sole have historically been below TAC but have increased since 1999. The 2011
catch is projected to decrease based on current data. The majority of catch occurs in the Central Gulf near
Kodiak Island and Shelikof Strait with a minor portion occurring in the Western Gulf. Flathead sole are
primarily harvested by non-pelagic trawls (91% in 2010). In recent years more catch has been taken in
Unimak Pass and Davidson Bank. Very little catch of flathead sole occurs east of Prince William Sound.

Survey biomass increased 4.5% in 2011 relative to 2009 with a relatively flat trend over the time series.
Survey length compositions are different between males and females due to sex-specific growth
differences. Age samples are available from most surveys but the progression of year classes through
time is not evident when age compositions were examined. The author noted this may be due to ageing
error (unaccounted for in the model). Spatial comparison of survey and fishery catches show survey
catches in areas outside of the observed fishery concentrations, notably near Prince William Sound and in
the Western Gulf.

The model presented here is the same as the preferred model in 2009. M is fixed at 0.2 and is the same for
both sexes. Fishery and survey selectivities are age based and sex-specific, and are estimated using a 2-
parameter logistic function. Model fit to fishery catch is good. Fit to survey biomass underestimates the
exceptionally large 2007 biomass estimate but otherwise fits the relatively stable trend over time. Fit to
survey age compositions are relatively good. Survey lengths aren’t used in the model if survey ages are
available. Fishery ages are not incorporated into the model. There are otolith collections from the fishery
but many of them haven’t been aged. Additionally, the current model is not configured to accept age
information from the fishery. Retrospective patterns indicate slightly lower total biomass and spawning
biomass in this year’s model throughout the time series in comparison to previous models. Recruitments
are similar among models in the early part of the time series but deviates from previous models starting in
200s.

Removals estimated from the total catch accounting and estimated halibut fishery catches presented in the
Appendix are minor in comparison to ABC. The Team noted the model starts in 1984 rather than 1977.
Since catches prior to 1984 are presented in the assessment, the Team recommends the author attempt
to start the model in 1977 to be consistent with other stock assessments. The Team also recommends
the author work to incorporate an ageing error matrix for flathead sole for use in the model.
Finally, the Team recommends the model be configured to accept fishery ages and that the author
evaluate available sample sizes and work with the ageing lab to get additional ages processed.

Rockfish

Dana Hanselman presented some comments general to all of the rockfish assessments. The SSC
suggested some examination of bycatch pre- and post- RPP program. Most bycatch is lower post RPP
except that bycatch of Atka mackerel and pollock is higher post-RPP. To estimate total catch for 2011 all
rockfish assessments use a 3-year ratio of full year catch divided by 9 month catch for estimating 2011.
To project catch forward, assessments use the ratio of catch/TAC. Estimates of incidental catch of
rockfish in halibut IFQ fishery, obtained from the Halibut Fishery Incidental Catch Estimation (HFICE)
dataset, and non-commercial removals were presented in appendices to rockfish assessments.

Dana also presented some simulation runs relating to the current practice in ABL rockfish models of
omitting the most recent survey size composition when the age composition is unavailable. Model runs
either with or without the most recent survey length composition were compared with respect to the
variability in ABC and recruitment, with inconsistent results across several GOA rockfish species (POP,
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northern rockfish, and dusky rockfish), It is unclear from these simulations whether the results reflect
errors in the use of the most recent survey length composition as a proxy for the age composition, or the
influence of demographic information from the most recent survey. Length compositions are used as a
proxy for age compositions (by application of a fixed age-length conversion matrix within the model).
Errors could occur if the conversion matrix was incorrect. However, use of the conversion matrix for
years in which fishery length composition data are available implies credibility of the conversion matrix
that is inconsistent with omitting length composition data for the most recent survey. The Team asks the
authors to investigate whether the conversion matrix has changed over time. Additionally, the
Team requests that the criteria for omitting data in stock assessment models be based upon the
quality of the data (e.g. bias, sampling methods, information content, redundancy with other data,
etc.) rather than the effect of the data on modeled quantities.

Pacific ocean perch

The POP assessment was presented by Dana Hanselman. The assessment is on a biennial cycle
corresponding to the trawl survey. The model structure was unchanged from that presented in 2009, but
updated with new trawl survey data.

POP are a Tier 3A species. The 2011 trawl survey biomass was similar to past the few surveys and
relatively precise; not much biomass in the western gulf. Catch has been increasing over time although
down from last year. The author also noted that depth of harvest has been decreasing over the time series.

Observer coverage has improved in recent years with the adoption of the Rockfish Pilot Program (RPP).
The author noted that observer coverage in the Southwest of Kodiak and along the Alaska Peninsula has
increased from previous years. Catch per unit of effort has been increasing since 1991. Similarly
exploitation rates have increased, and since 2003 have been approximately 5%. The author presented
several analyses on age composition in the fishery: (1) vessel length is not a huge factor in age
composition; (2) harvested fish tend to be older in the western Central Gulf; and (3) the average age in the
fishery has been decreasing although the average age in the survey has been increasing. Total biomass
estimate in the model is steadily increasing, although recruitment is uncertain. The stock is well above
Byos,. The future stock trend looks stable.

Future research will take another look at growth data, and similar to other rockfish assessments, another
" examination of the age and length bins — particularly in the plus age group. The author also intends to
look at fishery spatial patterns. The Team supported these activities.

Northern rockfish

The northern rockfish assessment was presented by Peter Hulson. The assessment corresponds to the
timing of the trawl survey and is on a biennial cycle. The assessment indicated that the stock qualifies
under Tier 3A.

The trawl survey biomass estimates for northern rockfish are characterized by large variability and low
precision; the 2011 biomass estimate was 93% larger than the 2009 biomass estimate. Fishery catch has
been below the TAC in recent years. Both the age and length compositions indicate that a large portion of
the population is contained within the plus age and length bins.

Updates to the model include incorporation of new maturity-at-age data and extension of the plus age
group within the age composition datasets for the fishery and trawl survey. Three models were presented:
1) Model 1 is the 2009 model, 2) Model 2 incorporates the new maturity-at-age data and includes an
intermediate maturity curve with logistic parameters for maturity-at-age estimated within the model, and
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3) Model 3 is the same as Model 2 but extends the plus age group in the fishery and trawl survey age
compositions from 23+ to 33+, The author’s recommended Model 3 due to the incorporation of new
maturity data that allows for uncertainty in management quantities to be related to the uncertainty in
maturity parameters and the improvement of model fit to the fishery and trawl survey age compositions
with the extension of the plus age group to 33+. Note that 33+ group contains a relatively large share of
the stock that has increased since 1990s. The authors will continue to evaluate the plus age group.

In the future the authors intend to update the weight-at-age, size-age transition matrices, and ageing error
matrices. The author’s will also examine the bins considered in the fishery length compositions.

Shortraker rockfish

The shortraker assessment was presented by Jon Heifetz with Dave Clausen on the phone. While
shortraker has been managed as a separate species, the assessment had previously been part of the “Other
Slope Rockfish” assessment.

The only new data for the 2012 assessment is the 2011 trawl survey biomass estimate. The trawl survey
biomass estimate is the highest in the time series. This year’s estimate also has the highest observed CV
and wide confidence intervals, mainly as a result of two large hauls in Chirikof and between Yakutat and
Prince William Sound.

Authors recommended a Tier 5 approach using Fop, = M = 0.03. Exploitable biomass is 48,048 t which
is approximately an 18% increase from the 2009 assessment. Authors recommend ABC apportionment to
the Western, Central, and Eastern Gulf of Alaska using a 4:6:9 weighting, resulting in 104 t in the
Western Gulf, 452 t in the Central Gulf, and 525 t in the Eastern Gulf. This is slightly lower in the
Western Gulf from past years and higher in the other areas. The ABC was not exceeded last year. Most of
the commercial fishing occurs in the Yakutat area.

Authors noted that age reading is still on hold. Ages are available now from 3 different surveys.
Research on C,, age validation is ongoing but the otoliths had insufficient material. Radiometric aging
may be attempted. The Plan Team supported author recommendation for ABC and OFL and that
shortraker remain on bycatch status year-round. In addition the Plan Team recommends this species be
included in the review of area apportionments that Jon and Paul will present in September 2012.

Dusky rockfish (PSR)

Chris Lunsford presented a summary of the dusky rockfish assessment. Dusky rockfish had been
previously managed as part of the pelagic-shelf rockfish complex, along with widow rockfish and
yellowtail rockfish. The latter two species will be moved to the new “other rockfish” complex beginning
in 2012, resulting in single-species management for dusky rockfish.

Updates for the model include incorporation of new maturity-at-age data, and evaluation of the functional
form of the fishery and survey selectivity curves. Three models were considered: 1) Model 1 is the 2009
model; 2) Model 2 estimates the maturity curve within the model based upon data from two field studies;
and 3) Model 3 is identical to Model 2 except that it estimates logistic fishery and survey selectivity
curves rather than separate selectivity parameters for each age. The length-weight relationship and size-
age transition matrix were updated to include data through 2007. The authors also evaluated the ages
included in the “plus group™, but their analysis did not suggest a change in the plus group was necessary.
The authors recommended Model 3 due to the similar fits to the data as Models 1 and 2, but with internal
estimation of the maturity curve and fewer selectivity parameters. The age at 50% maturity from Model 3



was approximately 10 years, a decline from the value of approximately 11 years used in previous
assessments.

As with many rockfish species, catch data in the early part of the time-series are obtained by
reconstructing catch records from observer data. Given the perceived uncertainty of the earlier catch
records, the coefficient of variation for catches was set higher for these earlier years.

The Team discussed a recommendation in the 2010 GOA Plan Team minutes to apply a productivity-
susceptibility analysis, and clarified that this analysis is to be applied to the newly-formed other
rockfish complex to evaluate the degree to which the species within the complex have similar life-history
parameters and vulnerabilities to fishing pressure.

Plan Team recommendations for the next assessment

The Team noted the low recruitment estimates (with high uncertainty) for recent year classes, and
requests a retrospective analysis to evaluate how changes in available data affect estimated year-
class strength.

Rougheye and blackspotted rockfish

The Rougheye/Blackspotted (RE/BS) rockfish assessment was presented by Kalei Shotwell. The
assessment is on a biennial cycle corresponding to the trawl survey. The model structure was unchanged
from last year, but updated with new trawl survey data. The RE/BS are in Tier 3A.

Harvest of RE/BS occurs as bycatch in other fisheries. The author examined bycatch at the request of the
SSC and found that most catches were part of normal operations, no evidence of topping off in the POP
fishery. The authors did find that bycatch was related to tow depth, with deeper hauls catching more
shortraker rockfish and sablefish than RE/BS.

The estimates of catchability (RE/BS q=1.42) are higher than estimated for northern rockfish, but lower
than POP, which corresponds with observations. Summary of the stock structure appendix has been
incorporated into the SAFE. Authors updated the model with 2010 catch, and an estimate of 2011 catch
(using standardized approach presented by Dana), age data (2009), 2011 trawl survey biomass, longline
survey 2010-2011 RPW, and 2010-2011 length composition.

Fishery catch increased 60% but still remains only 40% of TAC. Surveys are showing different
trajectories. Trawl survey estimates are going down while longline RPW are increasing. The authors
noted that the trawl survey tends to survey more of the shelf-population whereas the longline survey
surveys more of the slope population. The longline survey also tends to capture more of the east and west
populations. These two populations likely have different age structures. There is some evidence of a
strong 2000 year-class.

Authors highlighted that there are still problems with misclassification of RE and BS — rougheye mostly
eastern, blackspotted more western; lots of overlap around Kodiak. This misclassification is part of the
rational to assess the two species as a complex. There were no changes in assessment methods, and
parameters were similar to last year’s model. Model fit similar to 2009. The model still has poor fit to the
plus-age-group. The model also tend to flatten peaks in the size composition. The model results indicate
slight increasing trend in biomass. Recruitment remains highly variable. RE/BS is above Bygy, and
projected to be stable. The Team supported the author’s recommended ABC, which is a 7% decrease from
last year’s ABC. Removals of RE/BS are modest and not believed to be conservation concern as catch
remains well below ABC.
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The Team supports the author’s suggestion to conduct sensitivity analysis on optimum plus group for age
comps. The Team also supports the author’s interest to explore selectivity patterns. Some PT members
suggested that life history characteristics, particularly depth, between RE and BS could be important. The
Team also encouraged the author to continue to investigate difference in the longline and trawl
survey to help understand the different trends.

Demersal shelf rockfish

Kristen Green provided an overview of the DSR assessment. This year due to a lack of new data the
assessment is an executive summary only. The Team recommends a September agenda item to review
the submersible/ROV comparison study if data are available in time to do so.

The Team also discussed the issue of halibut catch limits increasing which could lead to an overfishing
determination on DSR. The Team requests clarification on the process of ensuring that higher
bycatch limits of yelloweye rockfish in the halibut fishery will avoid an overfishing determination.
Le., should bycatch in the halibut fishery result in an overfishing determination, would that require
additional Council action in conjunction with halibut fishery to prevent a re-occurrence?

Yelloweye age structured model

Dave Carlile (ADFG) updated the Team on the development of an age based stock assessment model for
yelloweye rockfish. The motivation for development of this model is based on uncertainty about future
funding and availability of the Delta submersible that has been used for habitat based assessment of the
yelloweye population which is the current basis for management of the demersal shelf rockfish complex.
The Team appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on development of this model. The Team
had a few comments and recommendations on the model and input data:

1. Survey biomass estimates for each year consist of the most recent survey estimate for each area.
Therefore, the same survey data for each area are used in multiple consecutive years until that
area is resurveyed which means the survey estimates for each year are not independent. The Team
recommended only including survey “super years” after an entire cycle of area specific
survey estimates becomes available. Another possibility would be to formulate a separate
model for each area.

2. The “plus” age group was previously set to 47+. Because yelloweye are long lived, the 47+ group
contained a relatively large number of fish. An apparent anomaly in the model predicts many
more 46 year olds than are observed. Increasing the age of the plus group to 67+ did not resolve
the problem, the model predicted too many 66 year olds relative to observed, and the 67+ still
contained a relatively large number of fish. The Team suspects there is a problem in the model
specification of aging error. In this case, an age error transition matrix smoothes errors out over
age groups and complications can occur with a plus age group. For diagnostic purposes, the
Team recommended not using the aging error process in the model and check if this
eliminates the anomaly.

3. It may be useful to move the “plus” group out beyond 67 to allow a more complete
expression of population dynamics.

4. An analysis should be conducted to reconcile area survey estimates biomass estimates with
data from IPHC long line survey for the entire area.

Thornyhead rockfish

James Murphy (phone) provided an overview of the thornyhead rockfish assessment. Team members
requested clarification on why a point estimate is used for this species? Jim Ianelli explained that they are
randomly distributed in their habitat but not aggregated. The WGOA likely disproportionally affected by
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the lack of surveying >700m in the 2011 survey. Biomass estimates are inflated by percentages based on
05-09 surveys.

The Team made an additional request to Paul and Jon (for September discussion of consistency or
lack thereof between assessment treatment of biomass and other issues) to also look at how
individual assessments expand biomass to account for unsurveyed areas and depths.

Other rockfish

Jon Heifetz and Dave Clausen (via Webex) presented the assessment of other rockfish complex. The
other rockfish complex was created in 2011 for harvest specifications beginning in 2012, and is formed
by adding widow and yellowtail rockfish to the former “other slope rockfish” complex. The catch levels
for species in the complex are obtained by Tier S methods with the exception of sharpchin rockfish, for
which Tier 4 methods are applied. The catch levels for the various species are summed to obtain the
complex-level ABC and OFL. A new estimate of natural mortality was used for harlequin rockfish,
increasing from 0.06 in previous assessments to 0.09.

Many species in the other rockfish complex have highly variable estimates of survey abundance. For
example, the 2011 survey biomass estimate for silvergrey rockfish is a 10-fold increase over the 2009
estimate. The Team discussed the survey variability in the context of the practice of partitioning the ABC
among subareas, which is done to account for a lack of knowledge on stock structure. The current
method of partitioning ABCs among subareas would result in an ABC of 44 t in the western GOA, a
decline from the current ABC of 212 t for the other slope rockfish complex for this area. Given the high
variability of survey biomass estimates, it is difficult to assign a high degree of confidence in the area
apportionments based on the most recent three surveys. For 2012, the Team recommended combining the
area ABC for the western and central areas (totaling 650 t) to provide some measure of spatial
apportionment yet not restrict target fisheries based upon relatively uncertain recent survey estimates of
spatial distributions.

Plan Team recommendations for the next assessment

The Plan Team has requested a productivity-susceptibility analysis for the other rockfish complex.
As part of this analysis, the Team requests information on which target fisheries catch other
rockfish, and how this may differ between GOA subareas.

Atka mackerel

Atka mackerel are in Tier 6. Most of the catch in the GOA occurs in the Shumagin region of the Western
Gulf during the second half of the year. Survey catches are highly variable and it has been determined in
the past that the GOA bottom trawl surveys do not provide a reliable estimate of biomass. In 2011 two
large hauls occurred in the Shumagin area in the 1-100 m depth strata, which were then extrapolated over
the entire strata and responsible for 90% of the total biomass estimate. Consistent with past
recommendations, the author does not believe the survey provides an accurate estimate of biomass due to
the marginal distribution and the influence large hauls have on the total estimates. Size distribution and
age distribution from the survey don’t show any major changes from previous years. The survey age
distribution continues to reflect large back to back year classes in 1999-2001.

The recommendation for Atka mackerel is still Tier 6 which uses average catch history from 1978-1995

which equates to an ABC of 4700 t and OFL of 6200 t. The Plan Team agrees with the author to continue
to recommend placing Atka mackerel on bycatch only status. Previously, the TAC has been set at 2,000 t
to discourage directed fishing and accommodate Atka mackere bycatch in other fisheries that occur in the
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Western Gulf. The Team agrees with the author that this conservative approach to setting TAC should be
considered.

Skates

Olav Ormseth presented the overview of the skate assessment. The 2011 survey estimate for most skates
was down relative to 2009, except for big skates. He noted the observed increase in survey biomass
estimate for big skates was all in the eastern GOA and most likely due to a single large haul, The two
main skates are big and longnose skates which are generally stratified by depth, with big skates
dominating the shallower areas and longnose in the deeper areas. Also, diversity of skates increases with
depth. The Plan Team requested clarification on the relative distribution by depth and the likelihood of
encounters below 700m which were not surveyed in 2011. Olav noted that while some skates are
sampled at those depths, it represents an extremely small fraction of the population. He further noted that
the CV on biomass estimate for big skates is very high due to a single large haul.

Olav provided an overview of bycatch in the different fisheries. The Team noted that arrowtooth catch is
higher this year, potentially due to a better market in the GOA than the BSAI, and the resulting bycatch of
skates in that fishery is higher. The state waters fishery for skates was discontinued. It was noted that the
State fishery started due to dedicated money for the fishery for 2 years and once that money was used up
and no additional funds allocated, the fishery has been discontinued. There is remaining interest in
pursuing the fishery should additional funds be re-allocated. Olav noted future plans for satellite tagging
of skates in conjunction with UAF. The tag records depth, temperature, and light and provides fishery
independent start and end locations and geo-statistical data.

The Plan Team concurs with the assessment author in using the straight biomass average over the last
three surveys and a Tier 5 control rule. The ABC apportionment among areas also uses a 3 survey
average. The Team discussed the HFICE IFQ fishery catch data. The trends in relative catch of longnose
skates are higher than big skates in the halibut fishery and reverses in the groundfish fishery. The author
noted that this could be due to the spatial relationship of those fisheries. The Team notes that while these
catches are not currently included, that their inclusion would lead to a catch of longnose approaching the
ABC. The Team recommended in 2009 to consider the IPHC and longline survey trends and look at the
spatial distribution of big skates which may be more nearshore. No State water catches are currently
included.

The Team recommends that a three-year average biomass could be inversely weighted by
uncertainty and should be considered in conjunction with the broader September discussion of
consistency in survey weighting and apportionments among assessments.

Sculpins

Ingrid Spies provided an overview of the Tier 5 sculpin complex. Main species include plain, yellow Irish
lord, great, and bigmouth sculpin. New data for this year are the 2011 trawl survey biomass estimates.
There are slightly higher ABCs and OFLs because the biomass estimates increased this year. ABC and
OFL recommendations are based on the last four survey biomass estimates and using the mortality rate of
0.22. The survey biomass trend is stable and catches well below ABC. Survey length frequencies appear
similar to the last several years.

The Team discussed how to determine the number of years to use for averaging survey biomass since
there are many different approaches across species. The Team discussed that 4 surveys may be too far
into the past for averaging. Rockfish species use most recent year for biomass but a 3-survey weighted

average for apportionment. Paul Spencer asked why rockfish use weighted average for apportionments
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but not for biomass estimate. The apportionment weighting is related to how much the species move. The
Team commented that an evaluation should be completed looking across different species to determine
whether differences between species is appropriate and related to their life-history characteristics and
variability in the biomass estimates from the survey. The Team intends to address this at the September
meeting next year. For this year, the Team will use what has been done previously with each stock with
the intent to modify this as necessary next year. Jon Heifetz and Paul Spencer will provide a summary of
how each stock is averaged or weighted for consideration by the Team next year.

Sharks

Cindy Tribuzio presented the update on GOA sharks. Spiny dogfish have been moved to Tier 5 while all
other sharks are in Tier 6. In response to SSC comments, the authors included a detailed description of the
demographic model, developed methods for estimating shark bycatch in halibut fisheries, developing
similar methods for bycatch in state managed fisheries, initiated tagging study for estimating off bottom
fraction of spiny dogfish population, and added research priorities to assessment.. New data for the
assessment included updated catch through 2011 with updates from the 2011 bottom trawl survey,
longline survey, and IPHC survey estimates. Spiny dogfish catch went up slightly with cumulative catch
throughout the year showing two phases of catch. Rest of shark catch decreased. Spatial distribution of
shark catch showed dogfish caught across the GOA and sleeper sharks rarely caught. Author considered
trends in observed fishery CPUE. Male and female length frequencies in observed fishery data were
slightly different. Bottom trawl survey biomass for dogfish increased, sleeper shark decreased, and
salmon shark increased. Author presented IPHC longline survey data this year. Survey catches largest
dogfish of all surveys. RPN values for [PHC do not have much of a trend while sleeper sharks RPN have
decreased over time. Author will look at longline survey data when shallow strata estimates are
developed. Bottom trawl survey catches dogfish mostly in the Kodiak and Fairweather areas. IPHC
catches dogfish in nearly all stations while dogfish caught sporadically on the longline survey. Similar
distribution with sleeper sharks just much less.

Author plans to revisit demographic model along with several other models for model comparison in the
next full assessment. Catches are well below recommended ABC and OFL. Author presented
supplemental catch data as appendix to SAFE. Research catches are small for AFSC and ADFG surveys,
but near 400 t for IPHC survey. IPHC personnel have stated that the fish are treated well on the line when
released. HFICE estimates were presented and are fairly substantial. The author stated that these estimates
could not simply be added to the CAS estimates due to potential for double counting between the
reporting within the two systems, and because the two catch estimates are based on different estimation
procedures. While these catches are not currently included in the assessment, if they were included, the
catch of spiny and sleeper sharks would approach the ABC. The HFICE estimates do not reflect the
seasonality differences between the survey timing and the fishery. This may take some time to determine
but anecdotally the fishery catches more dogfish in the fall than the summer. However, there is less effort
during this time of year and may not reflect true differences in the distribution. Industry asked how
sleeper sharks could be avoided. Plan Team agrees with author’s recommendation and recommends that
trends in sleeper sharks should be considered. The Plan Team looks forward to model comparison for
spiny dogfish. The Plan Team recommends sharks be placed on by-catch status based largely on the
uncertainty in the IFQ catch. Tom Pearson noted there is not currently any interest in targeting dogfish.

Squid
Olav Ormseth presented an overview of the GOA assessment. Last year the Team and SSC recommended
a modified Tier 6 approach. Catch of squids is primarily in area 620 and catch remains low since the large
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catch spike in 2006. There is no trend in catch which does not seem to be strongly related to biomass.
The biomass estimate is assumed to be more representative of a minimum biomass estimate than a true
estimate of the population. The author plans to include an evaluation of the overlap of the prey and
bycatch of squid species in next year’s assessment. Specifically, he plans to concentrate on bird predation
on squid species in response to an SSC request. Data is currently insufficient to evaluate this given that
squid are generally recorded as squid unidentified. Size may be used to differentiate species.

Harvest recommendations are the same as last year given the modified Tier 6 approach recommended.
There does not seem to be an interest in directed fishing for squid at this time, Currently squid are
considered to be ‘in the fishery’ not in the ‘ecosystem component’ but are also very much a forage
species. There is still a difficulty in considering them as an ecosystem component due to the observed
retention of squid. The highest bycatch event in 2006 occurred in the pollock fishery during a year of a
lower pollock quota. This suggests that with higher pollock quotas and higher observer coverage there is
potential for higher squid catches in the future. The Team discussed current management measures for
squid and MRA amounts and that these could be adjusted as needed to confer greater protection.

The Team requested a Tier S calculation last year which was not included in the assessment this
year. The author noted that the data is not available for a true Tier 5 approach, but that the estimate could
be potentially considered a minimum biomass estimate. The Team discussed the location of the high
catches in 2006 near Kodiak. The Team recommended to 1) look at ADFG surveys to see if other
squid are identified, 2) consider the ecosystem model for an estimate of squid, and 3) clarify
identification of other squid species. The Team recommends that the species be managed on
bycatch-only status.

Octopus

Liz Conners provided an overview of the octopus assessment. New survey biomass estimate increased but
this could be due to a few very large individuals. This year there were more octopus caught than ever
before which could be a result from concern over the species and support for reporting. Liz introduced a
new method for estimating M by using the consumption data of Pacific cod from the ecopath models. The
geometric mean of the time series of consumption provides a conservative estimate of natural mortality
because it does not include all sources of mortality for octopus. This estimate was available and accepted
for the Bering Sea Plan Team. The estimate of M based on this approach is not available for the GOA yet
because the method is complicated for the GOA. Consumption of octopus is not dominated by one
predator (i.e. Pacific cod) in the GOA and would likely have to include other predators such as arrowtooth
flounder, and halibut. There is also limited diet data available for the GOA. The Plan Team discussed
issues with consumption estimated from the food web models being used in the stock assessment. The
Plan Team discussed the usefulness of looking at a species with good estimates such as pollock and
determining if this method produced similar estimates of M as reported in the SAFE (e.g. pollock stock
assessment). The Plan Team agrees with the author recommendation and recommends going forward
with a similar consumption approach for the September meeting for the GOA PT to review.

The Plan Team asked how the 0.53 M estimate was derived for last year. Liz commented that this is from
the Baranof equation which assumed M was constant over the life span. She did not have confidence in
this estimate because octopus have a different life history than fish and likely age-specific differences in
mortality. Biomass estimation used a similar procedure to last year by averaging the three most recent
surveys. The Team asked why the catches were higher this year. Liz suspects this has something to do
with improved reporting and potential for higher biomass of octopus. This species is managed
conservatively as a bycatch-only species. The Team discussed discard mortality and why this is probably
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overestimated since octopus are alive when discarded. However, estimates on delayed mortality for this

species are lacking (proposals for further study have been submitted). The Plan Team encouraged the N
discard mortality studies, Also, the Team suggested considering studies during different seasons to

evaluate the impact of temperature on mortality estimates.

Forage fish

Olav Ormseth provided an overview of the forage fish assessment. New data and results were not
available this cycle to provide a full assessment this year. Next year it is anticipated that both the
retrospective work as well as data from recent field work will be available to allow for a full assessment
for forage fish. New data this year in the executive summary included GOA trawl survey estimates of
eulachon. The 2011 survey estimate is down slightly from the 2009 estimate, there was a decrease in
biomass in the CGOA and an increase in EGOA. Incidental catches of eulachon have remained low since
the high catch in 2008.

Olav provided an overview of recent NMFS management measures to designate critical habitat for
threatened eulachon DPS. The GOAIERP is looking at forage fish and specifically eulachon. The first
field season was completed and analyses will be forthcoming in 2012,

The Team discussed to what extent the 2% MRA is effective at reducing incidental catch. The catch

following 2008 gives an indication that 2% is effective as a deterrent when the fleet encounters high

catches. Enforcement increased after 2008 catches and fleet behavior changed when high catches were

encountered. Eulachon incidental catch occurs at background levels year-round, however catch can get as

high as 10% in the Shelikof pollock fishery. The MRA applies to CPs at sea but not to shoreside

processors. 7=

The Team discussed the possibility that 2 yr old Pacific cod are in nearshore areas based on preliminary
GOAIERRP results presented. Team members suggested aging Pacific cod caught nearshore. Olav
indicated that they tended to see young of year or adults. He noted that they are trying to do some tagging
in the fall but have not yet. The Team continues to recommend tagging study of Pacific cod as a
research priority.

The MACE acoustic study in 2011 found limited capelin. Compared to previous MACE surveys in 2003,
and 2005 there was much less capelin in 2011. However it was noted that those surveys (2003, 2005)
occurred east of the 2011 survey.

Halibut PSC limits discussion

The Team received an update on the halibut PSC action for the GOA being considered by the Council
currently. Options are centered around percentage reductions in halibut bycatch.

The Council requested input from the Plan Team on this action. It was noted that there are issues with

slow growth of halibut in recent years. The Team recommends that the EA have reference points

which are directly comparable to groundfish reference points in the North Pacific. Discussion by

the Team noted that currently no mechanism is in place to reduce bycatch by the fleet as there are no

incentives in terms of rolling over bycatch or reductions in bycatch. Jane updated the Team on a

forthcoming workshop by the IPHC on halibut bycatch estimation from observer program, halibut growth

hypotheses and migration and impacts on harvest strategies. She noted that the workshop will explicitly

not address the stock assessment modeling. The workshop is scheduled to occur in June, which is after N
final action by Council on this analysis.

14



The Team strongly recommends evaluating a rate-based cap under the suite of alternatives for
consideration. The Team notes that information is sufficient to establish some form of floating,
biomass-based cap and this should be an option evaluated in this analysis.

Members of the public expressed frustration that the IPHC is resistant to looking at the stock assessment
model or modifications to the minimum size limit relative to the size at age. The size at age issue is
fundamental component of the PSC limit issue. Jane noted that the commission is trying to direct the
Council’s attention to issues that are related to the Council’s actions, and that migration and growth are
outside of the stock assessment model.

The Team recommended that there should be some inclusion of incentives for bycatch reduction,
citing possible examples amongst the Amendment 80 fleet for incentivizing bycatch reduction.
Ideally there should be consideration of a rationalized, IBQ-type regime. Jane noted that the Council
discussed this at October meeting and may pursue this in the future.

The Team requests a presentation to the joint Teams from IPHC staff on the halibut assessment
model and consideration/rationale for retaining or modifying the 32 inch size limit in September. A
presentation by IPHC staff in September would also be timely for consideration of discard mortality rates
for halibut.
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Introduction

The Joint meeting of the BSAI and GOA Groundfish Plan Teams convened Monday, November 14, 2011
at 9:00 am at the Alaska Fisheries Science Center in Seattle, Washington. Approximately 40 members of
the public and agency staffs attended the joint session.

Agenda

Jim Ianelli reviewed the agenda. He noted that Craig Faunce is participating for the GOA Team as a
provisional member until he is formally nominated by the NMFS AFSC, recommended by the SSC, and
appointed by the Council next year. Loh-lee Low announced that he had resigned from the BSAI Team
and is working on other fisheries management issues. Jane DiCosimo, on behalf of the Council, presented
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a plaque to Loh and thanked him for more than 30 years of service on the BSAI Team. The BSAI Team
will schedule election of officers at the beginning of its meeting on Monday afternoon.

Jane updated the Teams on the status of the GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC) Limit analysis.
In December 2011, the Council changed the process for revising the GOA halibut PSC limits. Instead of
its original action to consider revising the PSC limits through GOA harvest specifications, the Council
will consider amending the GOA Groundfish FMP to remove setting halibut PSC limits from the harvest
specifications process and set them through federal regulations; as is currently done in the BSAIL The
GOA Team will address the proposed action on Friday. Initial review and final action for the GOA
FMP/regulatory amendments is scheduled for February 2011 and April 2011, respectively, for mid-2013
implementation.

Sablefish

Dana Hanselman presented the Alaska sablefish assessment. There were no model changes to the
assessment. The Plan Teams agreed with the authors’ recommended 2012 ABC of 17,240 t and 2013
ABC of 17,019 t (combined BSAI and GOA areas).

Normalized abundance indices indicate divergent trends between the different data sources. The fishery
abundance index and the trawl survey biomass index decreased while the longline survey index continued
to increase. Regional estimates of longline survey RPNs indicate that the survey increase is due primarily
to the Central GOA estimates, since estimates in the Bering Sea, Western GOA and Eastern GOA all
decreased slightly. O A higher than average number of age 3 sablefish (sizes 41-49) was observed in the
size compositions for both the trawl and longline survey and indicates an above average 2008 year class.
Killer whale depredation decreased slightly in the Bering Sea compared to 2009, allowing for the
inclusion of the Bering Sea relative abundance estimate. Sperm whale presence in the GOA has increased
over time; however, depredation is difficult to identify and remains variable over the time series.

Fishery CPUE trajectories by area and source (observer versus logbook) generally follow each other with
a drop in recent years for overall average by area. A short discussion took place between Plan Team
members and Dana on logbook data availability, standardization, and hook spacing to determine whether
overlap existed between observer data and logbook data. There is likely some overlap and Alan Haynie
suggested looking at vessel identifiers to determine stability of the logbook operations. Dana responded
that ABL has an NRC fellow funded to research the fishery CPUE and improve that time series.

At the request of the SSC, differences between gully stations and slope stations in the longline survey and
evaluation of the [PHC surveys were investigated. Gully and slope station trends are similar, except that
gullies are more variable and with a slight delay in tracking of year classes in the slope stations in more
recent years. The fishery is more concentrated on the slope than in the gullies, although the degree of
concentration in gully areas is variable. Dana also showed the NMFS Bering Sea slope and Aleutian
Island trawl survey time series. The Aleutian survey is highly variable with relatively high CVs in the
early part of the time series, while the Bering Sea is generally more precise with biomass estimates at
around 10,000 t on average. The IPHC survey RPN trends match the sablefish longline survey fairly
well, except that the trends diverge in the most recent years. A member of the public asked if there was a
correlation between the halibut catch on the survey and the sablefish catch, suggesting that this could be
something to consider with respect to hook competition.



Dana described the model fit to the various data sources. The fit to the domestic RPN and fishery RPW
was somewhat of a compromise due to different trajectories between the two data sources. The largest
part of the increase in the objective function total (relative to last year) was from the fit to new trawl
survey and trawl fishery length compositions. There was also an increase in survey catchability.
Spawning biomass projections for 2012 are up slightly from last year’s projections for 2012. The
retrospective pattern has apparently dissipated since last year suggesting that recent data has moderated
previous patterns. Recruitment estimates indicate strong 1997 and 2000 year classes. Also, the 2008 year
class may be slightly above average. When survey age compositions become available next year
estimates of the 2008 year class should become less uncertain. Compared to the 2010 model, the 2011
model provides higher estimates for the five most recent year classes.

Dana presented an alternative retrospective analysis in response to Mike Sigler’s request to apply the
current model configuration. In this retrospective analysis, he sequentially removed one-year of data and
re-ran the current model. The ABCs from 2003-2011 from the retrospective analysis are similar to those
that were historically specified but were a little lower in 2003 and 2004. The main model changes were
growth updates, introduction of a split-sex model, and removal of double-counted weight-based and
number-based survey abundance indices. Despite model changes, the results are consistent.

Last December, the SSC asked authors to “incorporate their best estimate of total landings that will occur
for the entire year.” For this year’s catch, the sablefish authors used a three-year ratio of full year catch
(Jan-Dec) divided by the catch up to October of that year (9 month catch). For the next two year’s
projected catches they used the three-year ratio of catch to TAC multiplied by the projected ABCs. Dana
showed the expansion factor estimated for several rockfish species and sablefish. Nearly all sablefish
were caught by October resulting in a relatively low expansion factor for this year’s catch. For projected
catches, the average ratio of catch/TAC was 0.8 for sablefish. These catch estimates were used to project
biomass.

Dana also summarized plans for future research. He plans to continue with the current age-structured
model while research models are tested. Several CIFAR grants have been initiated to investigate various
aspects of the sablefish model. Specifically, planned analyses include investigation of survey index
modeling to include whale depredation, an analysis of the fishery CPUE to better model logbook and
observer data, a research model to consider spatially explicit data and parameters, and a continued
investigation into recruitment processes and ecosystem influences (e.g., environmental variables and the
Gulf of Alaska Project). Additionally, a new maturity study will be initiated this winter by Jim Stark,
with involvement from ABL personnel.

Dana presented supplemental research catch data and the estimates of incidental catch of sablefish in the
halibut fishery (HFICE). There was some discussion of how the HFICE estimates were developed and
potential issues for double counting. The Plan Teams recommended that the authors consider issues
for sablefish where there is overlap between the data sources in these HFICE estimates. In general,
for all species, it would be good to understand the unaccounted-for catches and the degree of
overlap between the CAS and HFICE estimates and to discuss this at the Plan Team next
September.

Dana then presented some slides on a whale depredation study through the Sitka Sound Science Center.
The project was looking at whale creaking and its relationship with depredation on the longline survey.
Generally a creak is a whale interrogating for a fish, and a creak/pause is when they found the fish and are



eating it. Preliminary results show little correlation between the catch and depredation events based on
creaks. Some issues involve the relatively few number of observed depredation events when compared to
the number of hooks. A spectrogram of creaks suggests that a three hour fishing haul could provide the
equivalent of 9-12 hours of natural foraging effort by a whale. The whales apparently become tired after
foraging near a vessel. Other issues include separating out creaks when there are more than 2 whales
present. Next spring a gear experiment is planned with commercial vessels to test decoy buoys and
address other issues.

Several questions were raised and answered during a general discussion. A member of the public asked
about if otoliths collections were sufficient for a spatial model. Dana responded that regionally more
samples would be desired. The Teams asked if the fleet is changing their behavior relative to the survey
effort. The response was that the fleet seems fairly consistent over the past few years. Discussion about
the application of fishery CPUE in the model centered around factors affecting the relationship to
abundance, such as variability between vessels and different hook spacing practices. Recently the
trajectories of the survey and fishery CPUE have diverged. However, the longline survey is given more
weight in the model. Other possible issues are that the fishery index is always one year behind the survey
index, and this lag may be compounded by fish being selected later by the fishery than the survey. A
project is in place to refine the fishery CPUE index. There was some discussion on State catch and
whether they were seeing smaller fish. It was noted that the State fishery catches some small sablefish
recently but was unlikely to appear in the main fishery yet. The Teams inquired about if the independent
estimates of ageing error are incorporated into the assessment model (from the manuscript by Clark et
al.). The sablefish authors will investigate that information once the work has been finalized.

Grenadiers

Jon Heifetz summarized the updated executive summary for the grenadiers assessment that was prepared
by Dave Clausen. It will be added as an appendix to each SAFE Report. Tier 5 ABC and OFL
calculations were recommended by the authors for managing these species.

Grenadiers are abundant, especially in the Gulf of Alaska, and substantial amounts are caught and
discarded each year (12,000 - 17,000 t in recent years). Grenadiers are not included in the BSAI and GOA
Groundfish FMPs. The Council has not yet prioritized adding grenadiers to the FMPs despite repeated
recommendations by both the Plan Teams and the SSC. A discussion paper, which will explore options
for managing grenadiers under the FMPs, is being prepared by NMFS AKRO for the April 2012 Council
meeting. Different management approaches may be considered in the GOA and the BSAI FMPs due to
different OY constraints in each FMP. The Teams appreciated the authors update of the assessment to
support Council consideration of management actions to conserve grenadiers.

A member of the public questioned why this proposed action was dropped from the ACL amendment.
Jane DiCosimo explained that the Council prioritized statutory requirements to implement ACLs in the
groundfish FMPs by 2011 above other related management actions, such as adding grenadiers to the
FMPs and more explicit treatment of uncertainty in the groundfish ABC control rules.

Economic SAFE

Ron Felthoven and Ben Fissel of the AFSC Economic and Social Sciences Research Program (ESSRP)
summarized the Economic SAFE Report. Ron described recent and planned improvements in the report.
All of the tables from the Economic SAFE are currently available online at



www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/Sociceconomics/documents.php. The ESSRP welcomes input on other
information to include in future Economic SAFE documents. An online survey will be available at the
above website by the end of the year. '

Ben Fissel presented new work on economic indices in the Economic SAFE report. Sector indices relate
changes in value, price, and quantity across species, product, and gear types to aggregate changes in the
market.

Ecosystem Chapter _

Stephani Zador presented an update of the Ecosystem Chapter, including an updated Report Card and
Assessment for the Bering Sea, a new Report Card and Assessment for the Aleutian Islands, and 44
updated contributions with 7 new contributions (a summary of key points is included in the Introduction).
A few points were discussed on specific indicators:

¢ Stephani explained that the Report Cards are made of 10 indicators that were chosen during the
workshop process, with the intent that these 10 indicators best summarize the system over time and
will be tracked year-to-year.

¢ For Northern Fur Seal pup production, the difference between Bogoslof and Pribilof trends is likely
due to differences in summer foraging habitat (shelf vs basin), since adult females and pups from both
regions have the same winter habitat. Some of the increase abundances observed at Bogoslof Island
is apparently due to immigration.

e The Teams noted that trends in fishing effort indices may be misleading as they represent observed
effort only and hence affected by changes in levels of observer coverage. It was cautioned that
unbiased measures of effort are needed.

* There was no indication by the authors or Plan Teams that the results presented here showed any
specific “red flags™ in the Report Cards or overall assessment with respect to this year’s harvest
specifications.

e In the coming year a workshop for finding key indicators for the GOA will be conducted and
incorporated for the next version of the ecosystem chapter.

Pacific cod

Grant Thompson described the candidate models for this year’s specifications, which had evolved through
a series of meetings and trials including a CIE review in March, a team conference in May and SSC
meeting in June that produced an intermediate suite of candidates, and finally the September team
meeting and October SSC meeting where the candidates for this meeting were chosen. Last year’s model
was Model 1 and had these features:

e M fixed at 0.34.

¢ Length-specific commercial selectivities for all fisheries, some forced to be asymptotic, estimated for
blocks of years.

e Age-specific survey selectivity with an annually varying left limb.


www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/Socioeconomics/documents.php

¢ Survey catchability fixed at the value obtained in the 2009 assessment (0.77), where it resulted in the
product of catchability and selectivity at 60-81 cm equal (on average) to the desired value of 0.47 in
the EBS and 0.92 in the GOA. The desired values were based on a small number of archival tags.

e Assumed ageing error bias of +0.4 y at all ages.

¢ A single growth schedule for all years (cohort-specific in the 2009 assessment).

e Length composition data not used where age data were available (to avoid double fitting).
This year’s assessment provided additional candidate models as follows:

e Model 2b in the EBS was the same as Model 1 except that pre-1982 trawl survey data were left out of
the fit and Grant made a few minor but helpful housekeeping changes to the model configuration.
Model 2b was fitted only in the EBS.

e Model 3 was the same as Model 2b except that ageing error was estimated internally.

e Model 3b for the EBS was the same as Model 3 except that the standard deviation of length at age
was estimated internally, the mean length-at-age data were left out of the likelihood, and all length
frequency data were used. In Model 3b for the GOA, there were also some constraints on survey
catchability, survey selectivity, and ageing error parameters to keep the estimates reasonable and to
approximate more closely the amount of survey variability estimated in the EBS.

e Model 4 for the EBS was the same as Model 3b except that all age composition data were left out of
the fit (to avoid the whole issue of ageing error). Model 4 for the GOA also had a constraint on pre-
1977 recruitment.

In the EBS, all of the models produced similar estimates of historical recruitment and present abundance,
and similar fits to the survey biomass estimates. All of them also predicted mean length at age among
younger fish in good agreement with the modes in the survey length frequencies. In the GOA, Models 1
and 3 produced similar estimates but Models 3b and 4 produced much higher estimates of abundance and
estimates of historical recruitment that differed from each other and from the first two models. The higher
abundance estimate by Model 3b resulted mainly from its much lower estimate of survey selectivity at 60-
80 cm. In the GOA, Model 3 fitted the age data better than Model 3b, and showed more between-year
variation in estimated survey selectivity.

Grant showed some graphs of variation among years in mean length at age 1. This variation adds to the
variance of length at age 1 when the model is fitted, so external estimates of the standard deviation of
length at age tend to be too low. For that reason Grant felt that the models that estimated the standard
deviation internally (3b and 4) were superior in that respect.

Grant also reported jitter tests for all models. Convergence is still weak for some, especially in the GOA.
It was questioned whether the jitter tests were meaningful, given that the jitters were scaled to the very
wide bounds on the parameters. He suggested that the tests be run with the “Fballpark™ penalty, which
leads the parameter vector to a realistic neighborhood during the first phase of minimization, avoiding
excursions to extreme regions of parameter space.

In the assessment document Grant had set out some criteria for model selection based on CIE, SSC, and
other recommendations. These criteria included: (i) the model should continue to be fitted to the age
composition data, (ii) the ageing error should be estimated internally, (iii) the model fit should estimate



the desired value of the product of survey catchability and selectivity at 60-81 cm (0.47 in the EBS and
0.92 in the GOA), and (iv) the model should estimate the full variance of length at age. By these standards
Model 3b was the clear choice in the EBS. In the GOA none of the models had all the desired features
and Grant settled on Model 3 on the grounds that it had all of the most important features.

After some discussion the Teams endorsed the author’s decision to estimate ageing error internally and
continue fitting to the age data. It was noted, however, that the ageing error estimates were troubling. In
the EBS, both of the models that estimated ageing error (Models 3 and 3b) produced very similar
estimates of the ageing error parameters, but in the GOA, Models 3 and 3b produced parameter estimates
that were quite different from each other and from the EBS values. It appears that in the GOA these
parameters are not well determined by the data.

The Teams also supported the practice of relying on the target values of survey catchability times
selectivity at 60-81 cm to scale the abundance estimates. The empirical support for these values is not
strong, but both values are plausible, they are the best external estimates available, and at this point we
still need an external estimate to scale the fits. Bob Lauth reported on planned field work using a Didson
sonar to investigate the vertical distribution of cod in front of the EBS survey trawl, and paired tows with
the EBS and GOA survey trawls to see whether the higher-opening GOA trawl (7 m vs 2.5) catches
substantially more cod in the EBS. The Teams strongly support this research. We feel that more
information on survey catchability is needed to inform the assessment.

At the same time, the Teams encouraged the author to try estimating survey catchability internally
again. It is possible that with the other improvements made in this assessment, catchability will be
estimable, at least in the EBS assessment.

2012 meeting schedule

The Teams identified the following dates in 2012 for their joint and team meetings; the date for the May
2012 meeting to discuss Pacific cod models will be selected at a future date. Jane noted that 2012 is an
“on year” for the BSAI and the team will need to meet on either Monday (Veterans® Day) or Saturday to
complete its assignments. The Teams will discuss future meeting dates during their separate meetings, as
the federal holiday will occur in the week identified to include Veterans’ Day through 2016.

September 11-14, 2012
Week of November 12,2012

Adjourn
The Teams adjourned their joint meeting at approximately 3 pm and convened separately for the
remainder of the week.



AGENDA C-3(a)(3)
DECEMBER 2011

Table 1. Gulf of Alaska groundfish 2011 - 2013 OFLs and ABCs, 2011 TACs, and 2011 catches
(reported through November 5%, 2011).
Stock/ 2011 2012 2013
Assemblage Area OFL ABC| TAC __ Catch OFL ABC OFL ABC
W (61) 27,031 | 27,031 20,639 30,270 32,816
C(62) 37,365 | 37,365 37,126 45,808 49,662
C(63) 20,235 | 20,235 19,769 26,348 28,565
Pollock WYAK 2,339 | 2,339 2271 3,244 3,517
Subtotal 118,030 86,970 | 86,970 79,805 [ 143,716 105,670 | 155,402 114,560
EYAK/SEO 12,326 9,245 9,245 14,366 14366 10, 774
1:7:7130,356 . 96,215:| 296,215 79,805.|. 158,082 . . 116:444 {169,768 -1125,334.
30,380 | 22,785 22,104
Pacific Cod C 53,816 | 40,362 36,023
w
C
Sablefish AK
SEO
*Total *. 13,340 - "11,290°:11,290: "1 ,057:
W , 4,500 124
Shallow- C 29,999 13 000 3,819
water WYAK 1,228
flatfish EYAK/SEO
T Toll 7,7
W
Deep- c
water WYAK
Flatfish EYAK/SEO
W 131
c 6293 | 6294 2,721
Rex sole WYAK 868 868 1
EYAK/SEO 889
W 34 317| 8,000 1,700
C 144,559 | 30,000 27,787 143,162 142,591
Agmgmh WYAK 22,551 | 2,500 146 21,159 21,074
ounder EYAK/SEO _11,723 | 2,500 0] 21,066 20,982
oo o Totl - 251,068 213;150:(143,0007 29,703 | 25¢ -2124033
W 17482 2, 000 393 15,300 15,518
c 28,104 | 5,000 2,278 25,838 26,205
Flgthead WYAK 2,064 | 2,064 4,558 4,623
ole EYAK/SEO 1,523 | 1,523 1711 1,735
- Towl - 1A 49,133 [ 10,587 740760219 - 48,081




Table 1. continued.

Stock/
Assemblage

Area

OFL

2012

Catch OFL ABC

2013

OFL ABC

Pacific
ocean
perch

w

C
WYAK
SEO

3,221

11,948 10,379 | 10,379

1,818
10,408
1,870

2,423
12,980

2,102
11,263
1,692
1,861

2,364
12,662

2,050
10,985
1,650
1,815

4

397

E(subtotal)

Northern
rockfish®

Shortraker

Other rockfish
(previously
“Other slope™)

WYAK
EYAK/SEO

T 7 Totdl

TUARET | B.752 |

Dusky rockfish
(previously
“pelagic shelf
rockfish™)

w
C
WYAK

EYAK/SEO

7 Total;

Rougheye and
blackspotted
rockfish

Demersal
rockfish

Thornyhead
Rockfish

Atka mackerel

Big
Skate

Longnose
Skate

Other skates

Squid

Sharks

Octopus

Sculpins

73

Total

723,930 590,121 318,291

219,744

747,780 606,048 756,621 612,506

TThe ABC for other rockish in the Western and Central GOUA is combined for management purposes.

[
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Table 2. Gulf of Alaska 2012 ABCs, biomass, and overfishing levels (t) for Western, Central,
Eastern, Gulfwide, West Yakutat, and Southeast Outside regulatory areas.

. 2012
Species/Assemblage Area ABC Biomass OFL
W (61) 30,270
C(62) 45,808
C(63) 26,348
Pollock WYAK 3,244
Subtotal 105,670 911,725 143,716
EYAK/SEQ 10,774 47,885 14,366
Total 116,444 959,610 158,082
w 28,032
. C 56,940
Pacific Cod E 2628
Total 87,600 521,000 104,000
w 1,780 '
C 5,760
Sablefish WYAK 2,247
EY/SEO 3,173
Total 12,960 180,000 15,330
w 21,994
C 22,910
Shag:t‘;’is“’ha“” WYAK 4.307
EYAK/SEO 1,472
Total 50,683 77,531 ¢ 61,681
w 176
C 2,308
Deep water WYAK 1,581
Flatfish EYAK/SEO 1,061
Total 5,126 443,069 ° 6,834
w 1,307
C 6,412
Rex sole WYAK 836
EYAK/SEO 1,057
Total 9,612 87,162 ° 12,561
w 27,495
Arrourtooth C 143, 1 62
flounder WYAK 21,159
EYAK/SEO 21,066
Total 212,882 2,161,690 ° 250,100
w 15,300
C 25,838
Flathead sole WYAK 4,558
EYAK/SEQ 1,711
Total 47,407 292,189 ° 59,380
W 30,270
C 45,808
Pacifi h WYAK 26,348
acific ocean perc EY/SEO 3.044
EGOA 105,670 911,725 143,716
Total 10,774 47,885 14,366




Table 2. Continued... 2012 -
I ! '

Species/Assemblage Area ABC Biomass OFL
w 2,156
Northern rockfish g 3331 .
Total 5,507 104,155 6,574
W 104
C 452
Shortraker E 525
Total 1,081 48,048 1,441
w .
C 650
czg‘tg';r'z;’ﬁh WYAK 230
EYAK/SEO 3,165
Total 4,045 85,774 5,305
w 409
C 3,849
Dusky ’
. WYAK 542
elagic shelf rockfish
(Pelag ) EY/SEO 318
Total 5,118 66,498 6,257
w 80
C 850
Rougheye E 203
Total 1,223 42,856 1,472
Demersal shelf rockfish Total 293 14,307 467
Westemn 150 .
Thomyhead rockfish Central 766 |
4 Eastern 749
Total 1,665 73,990 ° 2,220
Atka mackerel Total 4,700 Unknown 6,200
W 469
. C 1,793
Big skates E 1.505
Total 3,767 50,229 5,023
w 70
C 1,879
Longnose skates E 676
Total 2,625 34,995 3,500
Other skates Total 2,030 27,061 2,706
Squids Total 1,148 NA 1,530
Sharks Total 6,028 NA 8,037
Octopuses Total 1,455 NA 1,941
Sculpins Total 5,731 34,610 7,641
All species Total 606,048 6,489,721 747,780

1/ The EGOA ABC of 2 t for northern rockfish has been included in the WYAK ABC for other (slope) rockfish.
2/ Biomass of Dover sole; biomass of Greenland turbot and deep-sea sole is unknown.
3/ Historically lightly exploited therefore expected to be above the specified reference point.
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