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GOA Demersal Shelf Rockfish
• DSR in Central GOA/Western GOA/West Yakutat: Tier 6
• DSR except yelloweye rockfish in Southeast Outside: Tier 6
• Yelloweye in SEO: Tier 5, two-index multi-area random effects 

model (REMA)

“The Council recommends moving the seven demersal shelf rockfish (DSR) species which
currently occur in the ‘other rockfish’ complex (i.e., those occurring to the west of EY/SEO) into
a separate DSR complex for WG/CG/WY during the 2024 Plan Team cycle for implementation in
the 2025 fisheries. This change would result in ABCs and OFLs being spatially apportioned in
the following ways: Other Rockfish: One Gulf-wide OFL with three separate ABCs for WG/CG,
WY, EY/SEO. DSR: Two stock complexes with separate OFLs and ABCs for WG/CG/WY and
EY/SEO” (NPFMC, Oct. 2023)
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Changes in the input data

• IPHC longline survey data from 
2022, 2023. 2024 not yet 
available.

• ADF&G ROV survey data from 
Northern Southeast Outside in 
2022 and East Yakutat in 2023.   
No ROV surveys in 2024.

• SEO commercial fishery average 
weights

• WG/CG/WY DSR catch estimates 
from AKRO blend estimates and 
CAS data
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Changes in assessment methodology

• Assessment now includes DSR species in WG/CG/WY (previously in 
GOA Other Rockfish); all species managed as Tier 6

• Yelloweye rockfish natural mortality value changed from 0.02 to 
0.044, as recommended in the CIE review

• Leads to larger OFL and ABC

• IPHC longline survey CPUE index used in the SEO yelloweye model 
is now:

• Calculated in kg/hook (recommended in CIE review)
• Standardized using a GAM with the Tweedie distribution to accommodate 

zero inflation, as recommended in the CIE review
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Current status for CG/WG/WY DSR: catch
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Current status for SEO DSR: catch
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Current status for SEO DSR: catch
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Directed fishery closed &
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Current status for SEO DSR: catch
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Survey Current Status

• Explored alternatives
• Contracting a ROV pilot
• Purchasing a new ROV

• No future plans for a ROV 
survey
• No ROV
• Lack of funding
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Survey data: ADF&G ROV survey methods

• 1 km transect locations are 
randomly selected with designated 
yelloweye rockfish habitat

• Dives recorded with stereo 
cameras

• Video review 
• R package Distance - estimate the 

density of adult and subadult 
yelloweye rockfish
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Survey data: ADF&G ROV survey density
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Biomass Calculation
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Survey data: IPHC survey CPUE

• Calculated yelloweye CPUE in kg/hook for all stations < 457 m in SEO 
management area

• Standardized CPUE using a GAM with Tweedie distribution
• Previous assessment used only stations with at least one yelloweye rockfish 

recorded in the time series, used numbers/hook, did not standardize CPUE, 
calculated CPUE CVs using bootstrapping
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Survey data: standardized IPHC CPUE
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Tier 6 calculations
CG/WG/WY SEO

• Tier 6 species managed using maximum catch from reliable catch history
• 2013-2022 for CG/WG/WY, 2010-2014 for SEO
• OFL = sum of maximum catch; ABC = 0.75 * OFL

27



Model for SEO yelloweye: Overview
GPT Recommendation:
“The Team supports the author’s recommended model (Model 22.2; two survey with an 
observation error term) and the recommended transition from Tier 4 to Tier 5 for the yelloweye 
rockfish component of the complex. The recommended random effects model smooths across 
years with missing data which is useful given the infrequent (3–4 year) survey schedule for this 
assessment.” (GOA GPT, Nov. 2022)

Model 22.2
• Estimates one process error, four area-specific scaling coefficients, and an 

additional observation error for the ADF&G ROV survey biomass estimates

• IPHC CPUE index is included as a secondary index of abundance; both surveys have 
equal weights  

• Run using REMA package
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Model: Fits to ADF&G ROV survey data
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Model: Fits to IPHC survey data
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Model: Comparison of indices
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Model: Biomass estimates

2024 biomass estimate:
24,912 t

Increased 42% from 
2022 assessment 
biomass estimate
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Model: Biomass estimates
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Model: Comparing to 2022 assessment
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Harvest recommendations: 
Tier 6 DSR species

CG/WG/WY SEO
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Harvest recommendations: 
SEO yelloweye

Impact of new natural mortality value: 
• biomass estimate increased by 42% from 2022 assessment
• maxABC increased by 213% from 2022 assessment
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CG/WG/WY DSR Risk Table 
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Overall recommendation: Level 1 with no reduction of ABC



SEO DSR Risk Table
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Overall recommendation: Level 2 and 20% reduction of yelloweye ABC



DSR in CG/WG/WY conclusions

• Total catch in 2022 and 2023 would have 
exceeded the ABC but not the OFL

• Recommendation: maxABC
• Continued catch monitoring
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DSR in SEO conclusions

• M = 0.044, CIE recommendation
• Estimated yelloweye biomass up 42% 

from last assessment
• Recommend 20% buffer on yelloweye 

ABC due to more rapid changes in stock 
abundance than have ever been seen 
previously

• Concerns about lack of future survey data
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Questions?

caitlin.stern@alaska.gov
laura.coleman@alaska.gov
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