3. GROUNDFISH (January 25-27, 20171 )-M

Ziae4

New England Fishery Management Council
50 WATER STREET ] NEWBURYPORT, MASSACHUSETTS 01950 l PHONE 978 465 0492 FAX 978 4653116
John Pappalardo, Chairman | Paul J. Howard, Executive Director

Correspondence






J 1 : ; ~—
an 0 11 0= OSP Barbara Dombrowsk1 9782811¢ 3.GROUNDFISH(January25—27,2011)-/‘1

Groundfish Oversight Committee/New England Fishery Management Council

Frank Blount/ Chairman John Pappalardo

JECEIVE

JAN 10201

Re: Mandatory 20 Day Block

NEW ENGLAND FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Council members;

| am writing to you at this time to ask for the repeal of the Mandatory 20
Day Block that is imposed on the Handgear A/B Fishing Permits every year from
March 1st to March 20™. This is an unfair burden placed on our fishery. The
Handgear Boats should be allowed to take their 20 day Groundfish Block, as all
other fishing boats do, at a time of their choosing.

Submitted for your consideration,
Hilary Dombrowski
President Cape Ann Hookfishermens’ Association
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Governor of Massachusetts MAMAGEMENT COUNCIL
Boston, MA 02133

Dear Governor Patrick:

This week President Obama signed into law the International Fisheries Agreement
Clarification Act. This is an important step forward that allows the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to begin negotiations
on catch limits with its Canadian counterpart and the New England Fishery Management Council
(Council). We hope this important change in the law will provide some relief to the New
England fishermen, and we are working diligently to that end.

Thank you for your November 5, 2010, letter regarding catch limits and economic
assistance for the New England groundfish fishery. 1 also appreciate your forwarding the
Massachusetts Marine Fisheries Institute’s “Report on Economic and Scientific Conditions in the
Massachusetts Multispecies Groundfishery” (Report).

On October 14, 2010, I wrote to you and members of the New England delegation
stating, “I am prepared to issue an emergency regulation to revise catch limits whenever there is
both sufficient economic and sound scientific data available to meet these requirements.” To
ensure we would receive the specific data necessary to invoke the emergency authority to
increase catch limits, NMFS Assistant Administrator, Eric Schwaab, met with senior
Massachusetts officials in late October to identify the information that NMFS required.

Following receipt of your letter, I asked NMFS to thoroughly review the Report to
determine whether it presents sufficient economic and scientific data to enable me to exercise my
emergency authority to revise the catch limits. As the enclosed letter from Assistant
Administrator Schwaab details, the Report does not present new scientific data that would justify
increasing the catch limits. Rather, it presents alternative methods for evaluating the scientific
data used to determine the current catch limits. These alternative methods were previously
considered and rejected by the Council.

I need scientific data not previously considered by the Council because the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act does not permit me to overrule Council
decisions on the basis of a disagreement over scientific judgment. In the absence of new
scientific data, I am consequently unable to exercise my emergency rule authority in response to
your request.




The Honorable Deval L. Patrick
Page 2

I stand ready to increase catch limits whenever new scientific data are available that meet
the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. NMFS will continue to conduct stock
assessments on priority stocks in order to gather new data and continually review catch limits.
For example, new scientific data allowed NMFS to increase catch limits for pollock last summer,
while remaining consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

With respect to your request for $21 million in direct economic relief for the impacts
caused by the transition to catch shares under Sections 312(a) and 315 of the Magnuson-Stevens
Act, the data provided are insufficient to warrant either a fishery disaster or a commercial fishery
failure under that Act. NMFS is prepared to work with your staff to identify and more finely
analyze necessary data regarding fishermen and communities specifically in need of targeted
assistance and will reconsider your request once those data are received. Assistant Administrator
Schwab has contacted your staff to set up a meeting within the next two weeks to continue
discussions. As you are aware, even if I am able to make a positive disaster determination, the
relief funds must be appropriated by Congress.

I appreciate your engagement on these issues and believe that the work our respective

staffs have started forms a strong base for continued collaboration. If you have any questions,
please call April Boyd, Assistant Secretary for Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs, at

(202) 482-3663.
Sincerelff

Gary Locke
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Dear Mr. Pappalardo: NEV. ENGLAND FISE ZRY
MANAGEMENT COU!ICIL

As you know, NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has been in a dialogue with

the Commonwealth of Massachusetts regarding the economic impact of catch limits and sector

management for the New England groundfish fishery. I believe that the lasting solutions to

problems raised by the Commonwealth are best addressed through the New England Fishery

Management Council’s public process. Therefore, [ am forwarding the Massachusetts Marine

Fisheries Institute’s Report on the Economic and Scientific Conditions in the Massachusetts

Multispecies Groundfishery (Report) that was provided to Secretary Locke by Governor Patrick.

The Report raises concerns about stock assessment methodology and process. While the data
and suggestions raised in the Report do not justify action to override the Council’s or your SSC’s
scientific judgment as requested by the Commonwealth, I would welcome the Council’s or its
SSC’s review of the information in the Report and the important issues it raises.

One of the Commonwealth’s concerns is consolidation within the industry. I understand that the
Council is working on a white paper regarding fleet diversity and accumulation limits, and has
agreed to develop an amendment to the Northeast Multispecies Fishery Management Plan to
address concerns identified in the Report. I applaud the Council for beginning this important
work and urge the Council to continue these efforts as well as others to improve sector
management. NMFS stands ready to assist the Council on this effort and others that will continue
progress towards an economically healthy and sustainable fishery.

I have offered to continue to work with the Commonwealth on identifying new biological
information that could be the focus of new stock assessments that could justify additional
expedited action on catch limits. Again, I believe the best place for analyzing any new
information and discussing the management implications is at the Council, and I will continue to
work with you on incorporating any new information. Secretary Locke remains prepared to
issue emergency regulations whenever there is both sufficient economic and scientific data
available to meet the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

On January 4, 2011, the President signed into law the International Fisheries Agreement
Clarification Act. The legislation paves the way to reopen discussions with Canada on the
Transboundary Resource Sharing Understanding and rebuilding periods for shared fishery
resources. NMFS is immediately initiating discussions with the Council and our Canadian
counterpart to move forward under this new standard.

THE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR g
FOR FISHERIES
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Finally, I will continue to work closely with all stakeholders to both improve fishery
management in New England and address the economic concerns of its fishing communities. [
fully expect to coordinate these efforts with the Council, with whom NMFS has enjoyed a
longstanding and productive partnership. I would be happy to discuss any of these issues with

you further.
z'/ a0 - L/
1] & Schwaab

Assistant Administrator
for Fisheries

Enclosure
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Thank you for your November 5, 2010, letter to Secretary Locke and the accompanying
Massachusetts Marine Fisheries Institute’s Report on the Economic and Scientific Conditions in
the Massachusetts Multispecies Groundfishery (Report) regarding catch limits and economic
assistance for the New England groundfish fishery. Our completed review concludes that the
Report does not provide new scientific information that is appropriate to replace the peer-
reviewed assessment adopted by the New England Fishery Management Council (Council). [ am
forwarding a copy of your report to John Pappalardo, Chair of the Council, as I believe that the
lasting solutions to the problems raised by the Commonwealth are best addressed by the
Council’s process. I would like to continue to work with your staff to identify ways to assist
New England fishermen during this period of lower catch limits.

The Report sets forth commentary regarding both the economic impacts of sector management in
Massachusetts and alternative methods for reviewing existing scientific data that support
increasing the current annual catch limits (ACL). With respect to the economic impacts of sector
management, the Report states that, in aggregate, the National Marine Fisheries Service’s
(NMFS) landing and revenue data for the first five months of the 2010 fishing years shows that
they are comparable to, and in some cases greater than, levels observed for this same period last
year; however, the Report expresses concerns that aggregate data mask unforeseen economic
impacts that are happening at the community and individual levels. In addition, the Report
suggests use of alternative assessments, smaller buffers, and revised rebuilding objectives to
increase groundfish ACLs. This letter first addresses the alternative assessments suggested by
the Report and then the economic impacts.

While I cannot recommend an emergency increase in catch limits based on the Report, I will
continue to work with Massachusetts, other New England states, and the New England Fishery
Management Council to prioritize, gather, and analyze additional biological and economic data
associated with the groundfish fishery. The final section of this letter suggests a path forward
and key steps that we can take together to address the economic and management concerns
raised in your letter and in ongoing discussions with your staff.

Alternative Assessments

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that all Fishéry Management Councils receive
recommendations for ACLs from the Councils’ Scientific and Statistical Committees (SSC).
The current New England groundfish SSC recommendations were based on the stock
assessments provided by the 2008 Groundfish Assessment Review Meeting (GARM III).

THE ASSISTANT AOMINISTRATOR
FOR FISHERIES
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Benchmark stock assessments for 19 groundfish stocks were prepared, presented, and
independently peer reviewed at this meeting. Representatives of the fishing industry, the New
England states — including Massachusetts — and the Council participated in GARM III.
Benchmark assessments are the most robust and in-depth assessments performed for fishery
stocks, and employ the best available scientific models and data. Subsequent to GARM III,
NMEFS scientists updated assessments for two of these stocks. Results of these peer-reviewed
assessments were accepted by the Council and its SSC for use in management through a public
process. These assessments provide the best available science for the Council and NMFS to use
in managing the Northeast groundfish fishery, and the Magnuson-Stevens Act compels their use
as a basis for quota setting.

The alternative assessments suggested in the Report were previously considered either as part of
the GARM III stock assessment process, or by the Council and its SSC in setting ACLs in this
fishery. This Report does not provide any new scientific information that would justify
overturning the SSC’s determinations that the best available science was used in formulating the
current ACLs. Rather, the Report proposes the adoption of previously evaluated approaches that
were rejected by the SSC. Consequently, NMFS cannot consider this information either as new
or as appropriate to replace the peer-reviewed assessment currently accepted as the best available
science as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act. To do so would require overturning the
determinations of the SSC and the Council.

The Report proposes use of smaller buffers to allow an increase in Groundfish ACLs. There is
no basis for decreasing the scientific and management buffers by setting the ACLs equal to the
overfishing level as suggested in the Report. This approach is counter to the intent of the
Magnuson-Stevens Act. The Council developed these buffers based on advice from its SSC as
the most appropriate way to ensure a reasonable expectation of rebuilding. The Council and SSC
specifically reviewed and endorsed the GARM III recommendations on buffers. The Report’s
suggestion to base rebuilding objectives on direct estimates of maximum sustainable yield is also
contrary to the recommendations of the GARM III peer review. This peer review determined
that direct estimates of Maximum Sustainable Yield were unlikely to establish catch limits that
met required rebuilding targets.

NMFS will continue to work with fishermen, state resource management agencies, the academic
community, and other interested parties to identify, collect, and review new biological
information on stocks. For example, in addition to new stock assessment work that justified
action on pollock, spiny dogfish, and skates, NMFS is currently working on benchmark
assessments for the three winter flounder stocks, which will be reviewed at the Northeast
Regional Stock Assessment Workshop in June 2011. In addition, during the week of February
14,2011, NMFS will facilitate a national workshop on the science needed to support
implementation of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, with particular emphasis on the determination and
implementation of ACLs. NMFS will host the workshop jointly with the regional Fishery
Management Councils and invite nationally recognized experts to attend.



Economic Impacts

The Report addresses the economic impacts of the new management measures on the
Commonwealth’s groundfish fishery by looking at the number of active vessels in the groundfish
fishery and the revenue generated by those vessels. The Report states that for the first 5 months
of the 2010 fishing year, two-thirds of the Massachusetts groundfish fleet was inactive while
more than half of the fleet had not fished at all. This represents an additional 17 inactive vessels
compared to the same period in 2009. NMFS data indicate that in past years, typically, only
about half of the Massachusetts vessels registered in sectors fished for groundfish between May
and September. For 2010, 81 percent of the vessels in the Commonwealth that fished for
groundfish in the first 6 months of 2009 have fished in 2010.

There are positive signs from the fishery for the first 6 months of the fishing year. For example,
the Report indicates that total revenue to Massachusetts vessels increased by 21 percent for the
first 5 months of the 2010 fishing year compared to the average total revenue for the years 2005~
2009. Also, the number and proportion of active Massachusetts’ sector vessels earning more
than $100,000 in the first 5 months increased from 2009 to 2010 (from 44 percent to 51
percent).

There may be a number of reasons why fewer vessels have fished thus far, including whether
owners with multiple vessels fished with fewer vessels, or vessel owners or sectors waited to fish
later in the fishing year to maximize revenue. It is also likely that some vessels that have not
landed groundfish are receiving revenue from leasing their groundfish allocation or have been
fishing in other fisheries.

The Report implies that sector management concentrates revenues among a relatively small
number of vessels. It estimated that the share of revenue earned by the top 10 percent of vessels
increased from 57 percent to 64 percent in 2010 compared to 2009. These percentages vary from
year to year and are only slightly higher than percentages from some earlier years (e.g., top 10
percent of vessels earned 60 percent of revenue in 2005 and 62 percent in 2007). Therefore, it is
not clear that this shift is directly related to recent changes to the management program.

As outlined in the Secretary’s letter, we have evaluated your request for a disaster determination
under Sections 312(a) and 315 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. At this time, the information you
have provided in the Report is insufficient to warrant a positive determination. However, how
sector management is affecting individual fishermen and communities is worth further research
within Massachusetts and other states. We want to work with you and the Council to analyze
economic data more closely, including information on quota leasing patterns and fishing
behaviors, and to identify any fishermen and communities that may be in need of targeted
assistance. You may wish to resubmit a request if we are able to identify those targeted needs.

Finally, the Report raises concerns of a “non-functioning market for trading and leasing quota.”
We agree that open trading is critical to the effectiveness of this program. We looked into the
trading to date; nearly 500 leasing transactions, representing more than 27 percent of landings,
occurred in May through November, involving all stocks and all sectors. Recognizing that the
quota market is relatively new, it may take time to develop a robust market and yield an



appropriate price. NMFS is looking at ways to facilitate the efficiency and transparency of this
market by making information on leases and trades available to the public, consistent with
confidentiality requirements. This is another area where further discussion and joint research
could yield both a better understanding of trends and the identification of any appropriate
corrective actions.

Steps Forward

Going forward, I would like to have our staffs agree to work together with a focus on four key
areas:

1) Identifying, with input from fishermen and the Fishery Management Council, any new
biological information that could be incorporated into the next stock assessments that
may justify additional expedited action on catch limits;

2) More analysis of economic data, including consolidation of catch, quota leasing patterns,
and seasonal fishing behaviors to identify specific fishermen and communities that may
be in need of targeted assistance;

3) Identifying specific courses of action, including the use of existing permit bank funds, to
facilitate the permit market for sector transactions that will benefit disadvantaged
fishermen; and

4) Working with the New England Fishery Management Council to address continued
concerns with permit consolidation, as well as the new provisions concerning
international agreements which may offer some relief for Georges Bank yellowtail
flounder quotas.

NMFS is also conducting a regional assessment and management review of the fishery
management process in New England, focusing on the relationships among the New England
Fishery Management Council and NOAA’s Northeast Regional Office and Northeast Fisheries
Science Center, as well as other management authorities such as the states. The review
incorporates other factors affecting the effectiveness of those entities in carrying out their
responsibilities under the Magnuson-Stevens Act. NMFS contracted with the Touchstone
Consulting Group to conduct approximately 200 interviews of fishermen, Council members,
managers, and others engaged in the fishery management process in New England. To date, they
have completed approximately 50 interviews and expect to finish the interviews in February -
2011. We expect Touchstone to report to us the information gathered in these interviews this
spring and a final public report in late 2011, approximately 1 year after initiation.

NMEFS is moving forward with the science workshop that Secretary Locke committed to in his
previous letter. The workshop, which will be held in early 2011, will focus on many of the
science issues referenced in your letter and the Report. We expect to use the results of that
workshop along with the management review to continue to improve the fishery management
process and we look forward to your continued support of those processes.




Finally, I want to note another important step forward. I am pleased that on January 4, 2011, the
President signed into law the International Fisheries Agreement Clarification Act. This effective
legislation will help level the playing field between the United States and Canada for important
fisheries. This legislation paves the way to reopen discussions with Canada that should lead to
increased catch limits for Georges Bank yellowtail flounder. NMFS is immediately initiating
discussions with our Canadian counterparts and the Council to move forward.

In conclusion, I look forward to working with your staff to gather and review any additional
information to help address possible economic impacts of recent management actions in this
fishery and to help fishermen and fishing communities across New England while important
stock rebuilding continues and the sector-based management proceeds. I will be reaching out to
your staff to set up a follow-up meeting.

Assistant Administrator
for Fisheries
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CAPE COD COMMERCIAL HOOK FISHERMEN’S ASSOCIATION, Inc.
1566 Main Street

Chatham, MA 02633

508-945-2432 « 508-945-0981 (fax)

www.ccchfa.org
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Rip Cunningham, Chairman

Groundfish Oversight Committee ~ JAN 7 2011
New England Fishery Management Council
50 Water Street Mill 2 NEW ENGLAND FISHERY

Dear Mr. Cunningham,

In November, the Council passed a motion outlining their intention to address issues associated with
the haddock bycatch cap in the sea herring fishery. I am writing to express support for this process and
to urge the Groundfish Committee and the Council to explore a full range of alternatives relating to the
regulation of haddock bycatch in the herring fishery.

Specifically, we believe that Groundfish Framework 47 should not simply consider increasing the
haddock bycatch cap based on the herring industry’s perceived need for more haddock. Instead, this
action should also consider mechanisms to incentivize and ensure the herring fleet’s improved
avoidance of groundfish bycatch. The urgency of this bycatch avoidance was recently underscored by
assessment information showing a strong Georges Bank haddock recruitment class. These juvenile
fish must be protected and allowed to mature in order to safeguard the continued health of this stock
and the future success of the groundfish fishery.  These efforts will depend on the Council’s
effectiveness in limiting and reducing the unintended catch of immature haddock in the herring fishery.

We also ask that the Committee and Council clearly explain how any potential reallocation of the
haddock resource is to be achieved and describe the impacts to future annual catch limits and sector
allocations for the directed groundfish fishery. Finally, we look forward to meaningful discussions as
to how reallocating haddock opportunities in support of the small-mesh herring fishery could represent
a troubling precedent for other groundfish stocks.

Again, we appreciate the Council’s decision to address these issues through a carefully considered
regulatory framework. We look forward to a process informed by extensive and up-to-date
information regarding the herring fishery’s bycatch performance, especially in groundfish closed areas.

Sincerely,

Tom Dempsey
Policy Director

Protecting a Resource, a Tradition, and a Way of Life

Printed on 100% Post-Consumer Content Chlorine Free Paper
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New England Fishery Management Council
50 Water Street, Mill 2

Newburyport, MA 01950

Phone: (978) 465-0492

Fax: (978) 465-3116

wD FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL.

We represent a small group of Commercial Fishermen with the Limited Access Handgear HA
Permits, employing the use Rod and Reel or Handlines to catch Cod, Haddock and Pollock along
with small quantities of other regulated and non-regulated marine fish. Historically and currently our
fishermen account for a very small percentage of the groundfish landed in New England. However,
the monetary gains obtained by the participants in this fishery are very important to us.

Dear NEFMC Council Members:

We request that a specific allocation of cod (GOM & Georges Bank) be allocated to the Handgear
fisheries in the next groundfish Amendment. We are asking that this allocation be equal to the
percentage of the cod fisheries that represents the total combined “Potential Sector Contribution” for
the HA & HB pemits. This allocation, based on the history of the handgear cod fishery, will achieve
the following:

1. Eliminate the current “race to fish” situation where Handgear fishermen in the common pool
are competing with modem fishing vessels to catch cod before the common pool sub ACL is
caught.

2. Allow the development of specific management measure for the Handgear cod fishery.
3. Rejuvenate a traditional small boat fishery to expand fleet diversity.

There are very few active Handgear cod fishermen left. The cod jig fishery was the first in New
England and if nothing is done it will be the first to be efiminated at a time when cod stocks have

rebound.

Respectfully,

Marc Stettner

NEHFA MEMBERS: Christopher DiPilato, Paul Hoffman, Hilary Dombrowski, Scott Rice, Marc
Stettner

Ifyou are a holder of a groundfish HA permit and wish to join the NEHFA, please contact the NEHFA at the address above.
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Northeast Fisheries Science Center

166 Water Street

Woods Hole, MA 02543-1026 -

27 December 2010 E @ E [] M E
Paul Howard . '
Chairman, New England Fishery Management Council DEC 282010
50 Water Street
Newburyport, MA 01950 : NEW ENGLAND FISHERY .
' MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
Dear Paul,

In your 15 December 2010 letter, you requested that NOAA Fisheries consider four options for
prov1d1ng biennial assessment advice to the NEFMC for groundfish stocks:

1. Project forward from the last assessment based on mortality targets without updating any
data other than landings and discards.
2. Project forward from the last assessment using actual catch in recent years (e.g. 2008 —

' 2010). Update survey indices and qualitatively evaluate survey trends to see if there are
any obvious red flags raised. No changes to projection methodology would be made: as
an example, if GARM IIT used a Rho adjustment, use the same one this time.

3. Project forward from the last assessment using actual catch in recent years. Somehow
input a recruitment estimate into the projection for recent years (I don’t know if this is
- possible). Update survey indices and qualitatively evaluate survey trends to see if there
are any obvious red flags raised. There may be other technical refinements that could be
used here.
. 4. Update the most recent approved assessment model with recent catch and survey indices.
' Do not revise ALKs selectmty, etc.

Center staff evaluated the four options and provide the attached summary of the advantages and
disadvantages of each. In summary, Option 2 is the alternative we propose to pursue. Option 1
is doable but provides less information. Options 3 or 4 cannot be exercised if the Center is to
fulfill its existing commitments for FY11 assessment advice to the NEFMC, MAFMC, and -
TRAC.

I plan to attend the Executive Committee on 4 January to present these findings. |

| Sincerely,

W‘w
Nancy B. Thonipson, Ph.D.

Science and Research Director -

‘cc: P. Kurkul  F. Serchuk R. Merrick
J. Weinberg P.Rago  T.Nies (NEFMC)




Summary of Costs and Benefits of Four Assessment Alternatives for 2012-14 Multispecies Groundfish

Option

Advantage

Disadvantage

Consequences

1--Project.forward from
the last assessment based
on mortality targets
without updating any data
other than landings and
discards by stock.

--Only requires update of landings and
disc?.rds for 2010.

--Builds on analyses prepared
previously by PDT and delivered to the
SSC.

--Based entirely on assumptions from
GARM III.

--Model results are dependent on
assumed recruitment and the stock
recruitment model defined in the GARM.
For some stocks the projection results are
dominated by assumed recruitment. No
new information on recruitment patterns
since 2007.

--Unlikely to be accepted by SSC

--No major
externalities for other
assessment activities,

--Will create demand
for a more thorough
report

2--Project forward from
the last assessment using
actual catch in recent years
(e.g. 2008 — 2010). Update
survey indices and
qualitatively evaluate
survey trends to see if
there are any obvious red
flags raised. No changes to
projection methodology
would be made: as an
example, if GARM III
used a Rho adjustment,
use the same one this time.

--Incorporates effects of realizes
catches on expected population size for
2011 status.

--Compares model predictions with
fishery independent measures of total
stock size.

--Requires development of methods to
compare model predictions with survey
abundances.

--Does not incorporate information
related to recruitment

--Model results are dependent on
assumed recruitment and the stock
recruitment model defined in the GARM.
For some stocks the projection results are
dominated by assumed recruitment. No
new information on recruitment patterns
since 2007.

--Projections depend on persistence of
catchability and selectivity patterns from
GARM

--Staff time necessary
to update landings,
discards and surveys.

3--Project forward from
the last assessment using
actual catch in recent
years. Somehow input a
recruitment estimate into
the projection for recent
years Update survey
indices and qualitatively
evaluate survey trends to
see if there are any
obvious red flags raised.
Other technical
refinements as
appropriate..

--Incorporates effects of realizes
catches on expected population size for
2011 status.

--Compares model predictions with
fishery independent measures of total
stock size AND recruitment.

Does not require changes to ALK

--All of those listed for Option #2.

--Mechanisms to identify recruitment
include use of historical ALK and/or
cohort slicing. These may be problematic
if growth rates change rapidly.

--Extracting the indices by age begs the
question of why wasn’t a new
assessment updated since all the data are
available.

--Staff time necessary
to update landings,
discards and surveys.

--Staff time to estimate
survey age or stage
specific indices of
recruitment and to
determine methods for
statistical comparisons

--Unable to provide at
least some previously
committed
assessment advice

4--Update the most recent
approved assessment
mode! with recent catch
and survey indices. Do not
revise ALKs, selectivity,
etc.

--Would incorporate as much recent
information as possible.

--Would not require updates to ALK

--Relies on peer-reviewed stock
assessment model; does not require new
methods to interpret indices.

--Major costs in terms of staff time.

--Results may be unacceptable if major
changes in stock status occur or if
retrospective patterns change.

--Difficult to restrict potential changes in
model formulation.

--Drop SARC 52.
--Drop TRAC.
--Drop or reduce # of
updates for MAFMC




More detailed notes on Alternative Approaches follows:

1) Project forward from the last assessment based on mortality targets without updating any
data other than landings and discards

a)

b)

d)

Key assumptions

i) No changes in underlying parameters from GARM including growth, partial
recruitment etc

i) Initial conditions from GARM are appropriate

iii) No changes in discard patterns and potential sources of bias.

iv) All fishing mortality targets were met

v) Increases in F are directly proportional to increases in total catch.

Advantages

i) Relatively straightforward to accomplish

ii) Creates a predicted sampling distribution of fishing mortality rates based on

iii) No changes to existing schedule for SARC, TRAC or Mid Atlantic updates

Disadvantages

i) Relies heavily on the assumption of no change in underlying parameters

ii) Emphasizes the terminal year estimate of stock size and validity of it’s sampling
distribution.

iii) Results are highly dependent on assumed recruitment.

iv) Unlikely to be accepted by SSC since it is built primarily on assumptions.

Requirements

i) Review of previous predictions of stock size and landings under target fishing
mortality rates.

ii) Timely update of landings information for 2010, including state data so that proration
can be completed.

2) Project forward from the last assessment using actual catch in recent years (e.g. 2008 —
2010). Update survey