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Figure 1. Historical commercial harvest (from fish tickginetric tons) and cateperunit effort

(CPUE, number of crabs per pot lift) of golden king crab inBEA&, 1985/862015/16 fisheries
(note: 1985 refers to the 1985/8&hing yeay.
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Figure 2. Historical commerciaharvest (from fish ticketanetric tons) and cateperunit effort

(CPUE, number of crabs per pot lift) of golden king crab inkiheG, 1985/862015/16 fisheries
(note: 1985 refers to the 1985/&&hing yeay.
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Figure 5. Total and components negative Hidglihoods vs.M for scenario ® model fit for
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Figure6. Total and components negativeddglihoods vs.M for scenariolb modelseparate fit
to EAG dataand WAG data.The M estimate was obtained without using Mrpenalty.The M
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magnitude of the residual.

EAG Total Catch Size Composition Standardized Residuals
| ©0: @0 @ 2@ 15 ‘ ‘ @ o®:>0

1807

@
o

Carapace Length (mm)

100 1

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year
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Figure33. Observed (open cirdpvs. predictedsolid line) tag recaptures by size bin for years 1

to 6 recaptureander scenario 1 falVAG golden king crab.
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Figure 35. Recruitsize distribution to theassessment modehderscenarios (Sc) 1o 11 for
WAG golden kingcrah
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Figure36. Estimated molt probability vs. carapace length of golden kingforadzenarios (Sc)
to 11in the WAG.
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Figure38. Observed (open circle) vs. predicted (solid line) retained catch (tap &fth
scenario s@f total catch (top ght in each scenario set), and groundhigbatch (bottom lefin
each scenario gabf golden kingcrab for scenarios (Sc)ta 11, inWAG, 1985 2015.



