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Response to Comments, Jan 2023
CPT #2:ñThe time-period for setting the years that define 
average recruitment should be justified, for example using a 
plot of years versus the variances of the recruitment 
deviations. This type of analysis should be included in all 
future assessments.ò

The time for setting the years that define average recruitment 
was brought up by the SSC in February 2022 and we 
responded to this question by showing that there were very 
little differences in the MMB trends and reference point 
estimates between two hypothetical periods.

The variance analysis is a good suggestion. However, 
because of limited time available we postpone this analysis to 
the next assessment cycle. Can explore in Jan 2024.



Response to Comments, Jan 2023
CPT #3:ñThe fits to the three CPUE series should be 
reported on separate plots.ò

Done. See Figures 19, 20, and 33.

CPT #4:ñThe combined model (i.e., fitting the data for the 
EAG and WAG as a single-area model) led to an OFL that is 
similar to the sum of those for the assessments of the EAG 
and WAG separately for the model 21.1e2 specifications. 
However, no fit diagnostics were provided for the combined 
model so the 2023 assessment should include an appendix 
with the fit diagnostics.ò

Because of limited time available we did not take up this 
analysis in this assessment cycle. Will explore in Jan 2024.



Response to Comments, Jan 2023

CPT #5:ñThe rationale for considering model 21.1f 
should be included in the assessment document, along 
with plots that show the extent to which the trend in 
CPUE varies among locations.ò

We have provided the rationale for including the 
Year:Area interaction CPUE model in Appendix B. 
Because of limited time between January and May, we 
did not explore the extent to which the trend in CPUE 
varies among location. This can be done in the next 
assessment cycle.



Response to Comments, Jan 2023

CPT #8:ñRecommendation for 2024 assessment: 

Models 21.1e2CPUE5Wt and 21.1fCPUE5Wt fit the 
CPUE data for the EAG much better than the base 
model (as expected) but without an obvious visual 
change in the fit to the size-composition data. Models 
that are forced to achieve better fits to the CPUE indices 
should be explored; in particular it is necessary to 
conduct analyses to identify the data sources that 
preclude the model fitting the CPUE index data well.ò

Will revisit in Jan 2024.









CPUE Standardization (Appendix B)
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1x1 cells fished within blocks (Table B.2)

Block Never

1 375

2 1,364

3 1,765

4 915

5 452

6 1,026

7 812

8 2,172

9 1,042

10 334



CPUE Index w/ Year:Block
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EAG CPUE Standardization 
w/o Yr:Block



EAG CPUE Standardization
w/ Yr:Block
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WAG CPUE Standardization
w/o Yr: Block



WAG CPUE Standardization
w/ Yr: Block
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Cooperative Survey (Appendix C)



Cooperative Survey (Appendix C)

ÅExcluded small mesh pots, extreme quantiles of soak time and 

depth

ÅStandardized index of legal males (> 135 mm) to replace 

observer CPUE index from 2015-2022 in EAG (except 2020)

ÅNo size composition data included

ÌÎ#05% 9ÅÁÒÎÓ$ÅÐÔÈȟω ÎÓ3ÏÁËȟσ #ÁÐÔÁÉÎρȿ
"ÌÏÃË

6ÅÓÓÅÌ3ÔÒÉÎÇ
Family = Neg. Binomial (ɗ= 3.01)
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Model Scenarios (Table T1, pg42)

EAG and WAG

Å22.9c   ï 2022 accepted model (22_1e2) with 
modifications for GMACS transition

Å22.1e2 ï Model 22.9c in GMACS (w/o Yr:Block)

Å22.1f    ï Model 22.1e2 (w/ Yr:Block)

EAG only

Å22.1gïModel 22.1e2 with co-op survey 2015 ï2022

Å22.1hïModel 22.1f with co-op survey 2015 ï2022



EAG

Figure 16, pg 77



Figure 19, pg 79

EAG



Figure 20, pg 80

EAG



EAG
Retained Composition 



EAG

Figure 17, pg 78 shows 22.9c std residuals

22.1e2 Retained Composition Pearson Residuals



EAG
Total Composition 
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Figure 18, pg 78 shows 22.9c std residuals

22.1e2 Total Composition Pearson Residuals



EAG

Figure 11, pg 73



WAG

Figure 30, pg 92



Figure 33, pg 94

WAG



WAG
Retained Composition 



WAG

Figure 31, pg 93 shows 22.9c std residuals

22.1e2 Retained Composition Pearson Residuals
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