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2025/26 
OFL = 3,166 t
ABC = 2,374 t

EAG TAC = 1,506 t
Retained = 1,549 t
Disc M = 37.4 t

WAG TAC = 395 t
Retained = 394 t
Disc M = 24.0 t

*2024 confidential



Previous two seasons used 15% ramp in the 
WAG following poor fishery performance and  
model advice that management has been 
disproportionately aggressive





New State Waters Fishery • Limited to vessels < 58 ft
• 400 pot limit across 

fishery, 90 pots by vessel
• No longlining
• Fishing during 8am – 

7:59pm
• Sept 1 – April 30
• 6.0 in CW legal size

Doesn’t influence EAG 
TAC

1 vessel made landings (ie 
confidential)







GMACS Update
Update from v2.20.31 to v2.20.34b
Difference in Total NLL from uniform priors



Updated:
• 2025/26 Retained / Total Catch
• 2024/25, 2025/26 Groundfish 

Bycatch

• Post Rationalization Std CPUE 
(23.1c)

• Full Std CUPE Time Series (26.0, 
26.0a, 26.1)

• 2025/26 Retained and Total Catch 
Size Composition

Directed Fishery is COMPLETE!



Model 23.1c – legacy CPUE standardization
Forward and backward selection Tweedie GAM

CPUE ~ Year +

• Pot Size
• Month
• Vessel
• Permit Holder (~Captain)
• s(depth)
• s(slope)
• s(soak time)



EAG Post-Rat GAM



WAG Post-Rat GAM



Spatiotemporal CPUE Standardization
Tweedie GLMM sdmTMB

CPUE ~ Year + Pot Size + s(soak time) + s(depth) + (1 | Vessel)

Fit full time series instead of pre- and post-rationalization



Barrier mesh 
computed by 
kmeans w/ 150 
knots based on UTM 
coordinate in zone 
specific to EAG and 
WAG



EAG



WAG





Prediction Grid
• 5 km2 grid within mesh boundary
• Depth from Aleutian Islands 100 m bathymetry (Zimmerman and Prescott 

2021)
• Trimmed depths > 1.5 x max depth in observer data
• Vessel not included

EAGWAG



EAG Predictions





WAG Predictions





Moran’s I (Tables A3 – A4)
ST GLMM resolved more spatial autocorrelation than GLMM and 
GAM

Larger Moran’s I earlier in time series

Values low, but significant – sample sizes are large



EAG WAG



EA
G

W
AG

Conclusions

ST GLMM seems more suitable than 
GAM or GLMM

Unresolved spatial structure
• Revisit covariates?
• Model selection?

• CPUE data are re-weighted in the 
model….does this really even 
matter? (ie not really changing trend, 
just shift pre- post-rationalization 
scale)



0
Uses ST GLMM CPUE

Time blocks on catchability 
corresponding to rationalization

1960-2004
2005-2025

In GMACS as different data series, 
still having issues with blocks and 
catchability in retrospective 
analysis...



Start model in non-equilibrium conditions in 1981

• Remove 22 parameters for 𝑅𝑅0 and 1960-1980 recruitment deviations

• Add 18 parameters for 𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖, N at size deviations, and �𝑅𝑅

• 136 – 140 mm CL as reference size class
All catch data components weighted equally (previously: 
retained = 4x, total = 2x, GF bycatch = 1x)



Add selectivity time blocks to post rationalization based on 
fleet dynamics and consolidation

Aiming to address poor fit to index data 



Time varying selectivity is *likely* result 
of changing fleet 

Pre-rationalization = many participants, 
less specific/selective behavior

Fleet consolidation post-rationalization 
happened over several time blocks

EAG  
2005 - 2007
2008 - 2013
2014 - 2022
2023 - 2025

WAG  
2005 - 2015
2016 - 2020
2021 - 2025



WAG EAG





Jittering
𝜎𝜎𝐽𝐽 = 0.3

(Table 18)



Jittering

Old GF 
bycatch issue 
resurfaced…



MLE clearly not a 
suitable outcome

Model estimates 
large recruitment, 
has to ‘hide’ crab 
in bycatch fishery

Previously fixed 
by adjusting 
mean F starting 
value, penalty 
caused poorer fit







Because of different 
index data

Change in 
parameterization (see model 25.0, draft 

models Sept 2024)



�𝑅𝑅 (26.0a) is larger than 𝑅𝑅0 (26.0)
~ 550,000 crab EAG
~ 200,000 crab WAG 

Rec Dev difference not just 
scale in recent years



Model 26.0  26.0a
Catch weighting seems to be a non-issue

Some amount of catch pre-1981 not included in model

Initial N deviations appear well-estimated despite lack of size data 
1981 – 1984

Small difference in derived quantities pre-1985 and marginal 
difference at end of time series



Model 26.1 selectivity blocks

EAG selectivity grouped into pre-rat, ~ 
1st half post rat, 2nd half post rat

WAG post-rat selectivity blocks weren’t 
that different 

EAG  
2005 - 2007
2008 - 2013
2014 - 2022
2023 - 2025

WAG  
2005 - 2015
2016 - 2020
2021 - 2025

















Reference Points
SSC – “…bring forward an approach that combines the two areas 
when considering stock status, but uses area-specific corrections 
between the FMSY proxy and FOFL.”

1. Recompute FOFL control rule using area specific F35%, but 
combined stock status

2. Use combined-status FOFL to compute OFL by area (Eq 5 & 6 
SAFE)

3. Sum OFLs



CPT Nov ’25: “this would misappropriate biomass surplus by area”

SSC Dec ’25: “take that up with ABC buffer”

My take: “…ADF&G harvest strategy caps area-specific exploitation, 
this is unlikely to create conservation concern. No action.”



First year (at least since transition to 
GMACS) that F trajectory doesn’t 
suggest that fishing was in excess of 
federal control rule in prior year



Conclusions
Risk in assigning variability to processes erroneously (i.e. trading or 
adding to misspecification) (Fisch et al., 2023; Szuwalksi et al., 
2018)

Less risk when correct process is varied, but overparameterized 
(Cronin-Fine And Punt 2021; Stewart and Monnahan 2017)

• Good case to be made about fishing process changing over time

I think we can do something more objective with respect to 
designing time blocks, but I don’t know what that is yet…



Recommendation
Use model 26.0a

Not big improvement, but perhaps a slightly more manageable model to base 
future explorations on.

OFL = 3,493 t (7.70 mil lb), stock at 96% B35%





Appendix B: Risk Table Summary for Aleutian Islands 
Golden King Crab 
Tyler Jackson, Ivonne Ortiz, Elizabeth Siddon, and Jared Weems 



No ESP, no ecosystem 
indicators established for this 
stock

But we do have an ESR
• SST/BT from satellite and trawl 

survey
• Some benthic community 

composition
• Some potential predator 

composition

Ecosystem Considerations



SST from the bottom trawl survey 
has a temporal component, with 
the survey starting in the East and 
ending in the West

Bottom temperature decreased in 
2024 to average levels after 
remaining above the mean since 
2014

Still within normal larval 
development range (Long and Van 
Sant 2016)

Ecosystem Considerations



• Generally, benthic community in decline

• Apex foragers (Pacific cod, halibut, large sculpins) have been slowly decreasing and in general 
are more abundant east of 174°W tan west of 174°W (Ortiz, ESR 2024)



Several coral species of structural 
epifauna may be decreasing, 
particularly west of 174°W (western AI ). 
But other species, such as sea pens 
seem to be increasing in the east of 
174°W

Results of the coral assessment in the 
AI should be upcoming in the next year

Ecosystem Considerations



ABC Buffer
Recommended buffer – 25%

Concerns raised in previous assessments 
remain, primarily:

• Assessment solely fishery dependent
• Consolidated fishery
• Retrospective patterns
• Stock is under BMSY

What is the minimum buffer on this stock given its 
managed as Tier 3 with no survey data?

ABC = 2,620 t (5.776 mil lb)

2025 Buffer Considerations



Next Steps 
Little contrast in fishery size composition 
data (i.e. weak recruitment signal)

Recruitment occurs from 101mm – 125 
mm, maturity = 116 mm, legal = 138  mm 
CL

Recruitment is mainly informed by subtle 
shifts size composition, catch



Next Steps – Cooperative Survey
Vessels cover part of EAG, number of 
vessels vary by year

1 nmi x 1 nmi grid divided into 3 strata 
since 2022

String set in each randomly selected grid 
cell

Number of strings set has varied, not all 
strings are hauled



Next Steps – Cooperative Survey



Proposed Re-design
Small mesh pots within ‘index areas’
• Try to identify areas of core biomass, yet avoiding pot 

saturation

Short soak times

Possibly utilize observer deployments
• Allows vessels greater flexibility 
• Allows for sampling at different points in season

Collect empirical recruitment data, hopefully cohort progression

Any comments on that??



2027 Assessment Cycle
Better bridging of combined area model

More objective design of post-rationalization selectivity 
time blocks

Address CPT/SSC comments on maturity data analysis
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