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Introduction 
 

In 2005, BSAI rockfish were moved to a biennial assessment schedule to coincide with 
the frequency of trawl surveys in the Aleutian Islands (AI) and the eastern Bering Sea (EBS) 
slope.  These surveys occur in even years, and for these years a full assessment of blackspotted 
and rougheye rockfish in the BSAI area will be conducted. The 2012 full assessment can be 
found at http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/docs/2012/BSAIrougheye.pdf.  In years without a 
scheduled Aleutian Islands survey, an “update” is produced by revising the recent catch data and 
re-running the projection model using the results from the previous full assessment as a starting 
point.  Therefore, this update does not incorporate any changes to the 2012 assessment 
methodology or input data, but does include updated catch estimates for 2012-2014. 
 
Summary of results 
 

The blackspotted/rougheye complex is currently assessed by combining an age-structured 
population model applied to the fishery and survey data from the AI management area with a 
Tier 5 approach of averaging recent survey biomass estimates in the EBS management area.  For 
the AI portion of the population, the new information for this update is replacing the estimated 
2012 catch with the final catch value, and revising the 2013 catch estimate.  The 2012 AI catch 
was 183 t, a 16% decrease from the estimate of 212 t that was used in the 2012 projection.  The 
2013 AI catch through October 19th was 304 t.  The estimated 2013 AI catch of 308 t is obtained 
by summing the total 2013 through September (303 t) and the product of: 1) the remaining 
amount of catch under the ABC (45 t); 2) an estimate of the recent proportion of the remaining 
ABC which has been caught (12%, based on 2011 and 2012 data), and 3) an estimate of the 
proportion of the BSAI catch which will occur in the AI subsarea (84%, based on 2011 and 2012 
catch data). The 2014 catch was obtained from the projection model and was based on a fishing 
mortality rate equal to the average of the rates estimated for 2012 and 2013. A summary of the 
updated projection model results is shown below; the estimated projection for total biomass 
(ages 3+), spawning biomass, ABC, and OFL for 2014 are each within 2% of the values obtained 
from the 2012 projection model.  



 
   

Quantity 

As estimated or 
specified last year for: 

As estimated or 
recommended this year for: 

2013 2014 2014 2015 
M (natural mortality rate) 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.033
Tier 3b 3b 3b 3b
Projected total (age 3+) biomass 28,101 29,177 29,087 30,062
Female spawning biomass (t)  
     Projected 6,848 7,355 7,328 7,902
     B100% 26,255 26,255 26,255 26,255
     B40% 10,502 10,502 10,502 10,502
     B35% 9,189 9,189 9,189 9,189 
FOFL 0.027 0.029 0.029 0.031
maxFABC 0.022 0.024 0.024 0.026
FABC 0.022 0.024 0.024 0.026
OFL (t) 403 465 459 534
maxABC (t) 334 385 382 444
ABC (t) 334 385 382 444

Status 
As determined last year for: As determined this year for: 

2011 2012 2012 2013
Overfishing No n/a No n/a
Overfished n/a No n/a No 
Approaching overfished n/a No n/a No

 
 

The available survey biomass estimates for EBS blackspotted/rougheye rockfish includes the 
southern Bering Sea (SBS) portion of the AI survey and the EBS slope survey estimates, and a 
Tier 5 approach of averaging survey biomass estimates has been used to compute the 
contribution to the ABC and OFL from this portion of the stock. In recent assessments, weighted 
averages of the three most recent surveys in the SBS and EBS slope areas were used to estimate 
current biomass, with higher weights applied to the most recent surveys. At the September, 2013 
Groundfish PlanTeam meeting, the Groundfish Plan Team recommended using a random effects 
model to estimate current biomass. Application of the random effects model results in a decrease 
of biomass in the SBS-EBS slope area to 1,389 t from the estimate of 1,774 t used in the 2012 
assessment. This change results from a relatively large survey biomass estimate and coefficient 
of variation for the 2012 EBS slope survey that is less influential in the random effects model 
than in the weighted average (which does not consider variances of survey biomass estimates). 
The change in the survey biomass estimate lowers the OFL and ABC values to 46 t and 34 t, 
respectively, relative to their 2012 estimates of 59 t and 44 t.   
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Quantity 

As estimated or 
specified last year for: 

As estimated or 
recommended this year for: 

2013 2014 2014 2015 
M (natural mortality rate) 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.033
Tier 5 5 5 5
Biomass (t) 1774 1774 1389 1389
FOFL 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.033
maxFABC 0.0248 0.0248 0.0248 0.0248
FABC 0.0248 0.0248 0.0248 0.0248
OFL (t) 59 59 46 46
maxABC (t) 44 44 34 34
ABC (t) 44 44 34 34

Status 
As determined last year for: As determined this year for: 

2011 2012 2012 2013
Overfishing No n/a No n/a
 
 
The revised overall BSAI ABC and OFL are shown below.   

 

  

As estimated or 
specified last year for: 

As estimated or 
recommended this year 

for: 
Quantity/Status 2013 2014 2014 2015
OFL (t) 462 524 505 580
ABC (t) 378 429 416 478

 
The BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish stock complex was not subjected to overfishing in 
2012.  Based upon the age-structured model for the AI portion of the stock, BSAI 
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish is not overfished nor approaching an overfished condition. 

 
Area Apportionment 
 

The ABC for BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish is currently apportioned among two 
areas: the western and central Aleutian Islands, and eastern Aleutian Islands and eastern Bering 
Sea, with the apportionments based upon the weighted averages of the most recent three surveys. 
Weights of 4, 6, and 9 are used, with higher weights being applied to the more recent surveys. 
The survey averaging workgroup is evaluating the use of the random walk random effects model 
to smooth survey time series for computing area apportionments. The estimated current biomass 
by subarea from the two methods are shown below. 



 
 

 Area 
  WAI CAI EAI AI 

subarea
EBS EAI+EBS 

Weighted average biomass (t) 773 5,667 3,874 10,315 1,774 5,648 

Proportion of biomass 7.5% 54.9% 37.6% 

Estimated 2013 biomass (from 
random effects model) 455 3,934 3,951 8,340 1,389 5,340 

Proportion of biomass 5.5% 47.2% 47.4%       
 

 
Relatively large percentage differences occurred between the two methods in the WAI and CAI, 
in which the estimates from the random effects model were 41% and 31% lower than the 
estimates from the weighted average, respectively.  This can be attributed to the different sets of 
weights the two methods applied to the time series of survey biomass estimates; for example, the 
weighted average gives relatively high weights to large survey biomass estimates (2010 in the 
WAI, and 2012 in the CAI) that have high CVs and are thus somewhat downweighted in the 
random effects model. Because the survey averaging workgroup is interested in additional 
simulation testing before making a final recommendation on a methodology for using survey 
data to compute area apportionments, the recommend ABCs in this update are based upon the 
weighted average of the three most recent surveys.  
 
Summaries for the Plan Team 
 

Area/subarea Year 
Total 
Biomass1 OFL ABC TAC Catch2 

BSAI 2012 24,900 576 475 475 201 
  2013 29,800 462 378 378 335 
  2014 30,476 505 416   
  2015 31,451 580 478     

Western and Central AI  2012 244 244 131 
  2013 209 209 155 
  2014 239   
  2015     277     

Eastern AI and EBS 2012 231 231 70 
  2013 169 169 180 
  2014 177   
  2015     201     

1 Total biomass from AI age-structured projection model, and survey biomass estimates from 
EBS (weighted average in years 2012 and 2013, random effects model for years 2014 and 2015). 
2 BSAI catch as of October 19, 2013.  



Responses to SSC and Plan Team Comments on Assessments in General 
 
The minutes of the December, 2012, meeting of the SSC includes the following general requests for stock 
assessments. 
 
The SSC recommends that the authors consider whether it is possible to estimate M with at least two 
significant digits in all future stock assessments to increase validity of the estimated OFL.  
 
The SSC encourages assessment authors of stocks managed in Tier 5 to consider the recommendations 
found in the draft survey averaging workgroup report. 
 
AI Assessment Author recommendations: The SSC requests that all assessment authors of AI species 
evaluate AI survey information to ensure that the same standardized survey time series is used. 
 
The value of M for this update is computed to two significant digits.  
 
The computation of biomass for the EBS area relies on Tier 5 methods, and the random effects model 
recommended by the survey averaging workgroup was used and is recommended. The results from this 
method can also be compared to those from the current method of using a weighted average. 
 
Standardization of the AI trawl survey will be considered in the 2014 full assessment.        
 
The minutes of the September, 2013, meeting of the Joint BSAI/GOA Groundfish Plan team 
includes the following general requests for stock assessments. 
 
The Teams recommended that Tier 5 stock authors compute and present both random effects and status 
quo methods this year in their assessments, specifically using by-year survey variances for the random 
effects model, with the author to evaluate which method is preferred. The code to perform this will be 
made available to all authors. For area apportionment, the Teams recommended that the working group 
continue its analysis. 
 
The estimated current biomass from the random walk random effects model is reported to allow 
comparison with the estimated current biomass from the status quo assessment methodology. The authors 
recommend the random effects random walk model, although it is unclear whether a change in assessment 
methodology would be better suited in an “on-year” assessment where the methodology could be 
described in more detail.  
 
Responses to SSC and Plan Team Comments Specific to this Assessment 
 
The minutes of the December, 2012, meeting of the SSC includes the following requests pertaining 
specifically to BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish.  
 
The SSC offers the following advice to assessment authors: 
Evaluate priors on survey catchability and natural mortality. 
Explore alternative selectivity patterns 
Evaluate alternative selectivity time periods 
Evaluate/compare mean vs. median recruitment and which time period should be used for 
estimating fishery bench marks and provide rationale 
A t0=-4.7 may not be realistic and t0=0 should be evaluated; this may improve the validity of 
other parameters, e.g., K, M and q, because they are highly correlated. 



 
The advice on natural mortality and selectivity also echo those made in the 2013 rockfish CIE 
review, and will be evaluated in the 2014 full assessment.   
 
The issue of whether to use median or mean recruitment in computing biomass reference points is a more 
general assessment/management issue, and was considered Stock Recruitment Working Group. The 
authors will attempt to work with the members of this working group to conduct additional analyses, in 
particular considering the interannual change in biomass reference points as unusually large recruitment 
values are obtained.   
 
The von Bertalanffy t0 was estimated as -4.07, not -4.7. Regarding whether to fix this parameter zero, it is 
useful to recall that this parameter represents the age at which the fish would have a length of zero if it 
had always grown in accordance to the von Bertalanffy equation. t0 is a hypothetical parameter that has 
some utility because young fish may not necessarily grow in accordance to the von Bertalanffy equation. 
Forcing t0 to be 0 reduces the von Bertalanffy from 3 parameters to two parameters, and can potentially 
result in undesirable residual patterns in which the fitted curve does not match the available data. For 
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish in particular, little data is available on fish less than 10 cm.         
 
 
Responses to SSC and Plan Team Comments on Stock Structure in General 
 
Considerable discussion within the past year has been focused on the general issue of stock 
structure and what information and criteria should be applied when determining spatial 
management units. The December, 2012, minutes of the SSC recommend “that additional 
members be added to the stock structure workgroup, comprising members with more 
management and implementation expertise. The enhanced workgroup would work to provide 
further enhancements to the template that might provide additional indicators relating to 
management and implementation issues.” A stock structure workshop was held in April, 2013, 
and in discussing the workshop at the September 2013 Plan Team meeting, two options for the 
role of the Plan Team in future policy were identified: 1) “. . . have the Plan Team(s) alert the 
Council when either Team or both Teams identify a biological concern about a stock/assemblage; it then 
would await direction from the Council on next steps (i.e., the default policy would be triggered or 
specific direction to the Teams by the Council would be provided)”; and 2) “. . . have the Team(s) 
consider economic and management issues when it identifies a biological concern for a particular 
stock/assemblage”, either from “adding new members with in-season management and economic 
expertise to the stock structure working group (and possibly renaming the working group)” or “The 
Team(s) would discuss the biological, economic, and management implications at the full Plan Team 
meeting. If stock assessment authors identify biological concerns in their application of the stock 
structure template to their stock/assemblage, then they would initiate a request for economic and in-
season management effects when determining whether to raise concerns for a stock/assemblage.” 
 
In the minutes of the October, 2013, SSC meeting, the SSC stated that it “does not support Option 2 in the 
joint Groundfish Plan Team report that suggests that the Plan Team should consider economic and 
management issues in identifying stock structure, which instead should only be based on best science.” 
The SSC minutes also state that “As soon as preliminary scientific information reveals that further stock 
separation may be indicated, the stock assessment authors, Plan Teams, and SSC should continue to 
advise the Council so that remedial actions can be considered to avert conservation problems. 
 
The information in this assessment is intended to communicate to the SSC and Council the information 
available on “stock separation”. 



 
Responses to SSC and Plan Team Comments on Stock Structure pertaining to BSAI 
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish. 
 
An update of the original application to the stock structure template was BSAI 
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish was presented to the BSAI Plan Team in September 2013. The 
Team agreed with the lead assessment author that BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish show 
that following attributes: 1) genetic information showing spatial structure at scales < 500 km, which is 
roughly the scale of one of AI subareas; 2) high catch levels in the 1990s in the WAI that were followed 
by a sharp decline in WAI survey biomass estimates; 3) estimated exploitation rates have exceed UF35% 

(the exploitation rate that would result from applying a fishing rate of F35% to the estimated beginning-
year numbers at age) in 6 out of 10 years in the WAI from 2004-2013; 4) overall, an 85% decline in 
survey biomass estimates in the WAI from 1991-2012, as estimated by a random effects time series 
model; 5) an increase in the proportion of survey tows which have not caught blackspotted/rougheye in 
the WAI, and within each WAI survey stratum deeper than 100 m; 6) a large percentage of the total 
harvest occurring in the WAI, and 7) a decline in mean size in the WAI but not in other BSAI subareas. 
The BSAI Plan Team “found the quantity and quality of the information presented to be compelling”, 
concluded that “there is more concern over local overexploitation of this assemblage than other stocks 
that have been subjected to the stock structure template” and recommended that “the Council consider 
this information under its proposed spatial management policy” (bold emphasis is from Plan Team 
minutes). 
 
In an effort to assist the Council as they consider this information, we offer to following timeline to draw 
attention to the several documents on stock structure and spatial abundance and harvest patterns for BSAI 
backspotted/rougheye rockfish.   
 
2010 – The pattern of a disproportionately high level of harvest occurring in the WAI was noted in the 
assessment, and the stock structure template was applied and included as an appendix to the stock 
assessment. This document can be found at  
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/docs/2010/BSAIrougheye.pdf 
 
2012 – The application of the stock structure template was updated by examining area-specific 
exploitation rates, and catch and survey biomass data at a finer-scale resolution within the WAI. This 
information is contained in an appendix to the 2012 stock assessment, and can be found at 
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/docs/2012/BSAIrougheye.pdf 
 
2013 --  The analysis in 2012 is further extended by considering: 1) temporal changes in size distribution 
by AI subarea; 2) temporal changes in the proportion of AI survey tows which caught 
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish in the WAI; and 3) fitted random walk population models to time series 
of subarea survey biomass estimates. This is the analysis upon which the BSAI Plan Team based their 
comments in the September, 2013, minutes, and is included as an appendix to this assessment.   
 
Data Gaps and Research Priorities 
 
 The 2013 CIE review of Alaska rockfish assessments highlighted several areas which warrant 
further attention, including estimation of key model parameters such as natural mortality and maturity, the 
functional form and estimation of selectivity, and weighting of data (including reconstructed catch data). 
These issues are similar to those made recently by the SSC, and will be evaluated in upcoming full stock 
assessments. In addition, a CIE comment that had high emphasis was whether trawl survey biomass 
estimates sufficiently accounted for aggregated spatial distributions, and several alternatives were 



proposed including zero-inflated statistical distributions and GAM or GLM modeling. The analysis of 
trawl survey data will likely be a subject of rockfish assessment scientists in the near future, and would 
ideally also involve scientists from the RACE survey division. 
 
 
 
   
 
             



Appendix: Spatial analysis of BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish catch in 
fishery and trawl survey tows 

 
Paul Spencer, AFSC 

 
Executive Summary 
 
BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish show the following attributes: 

1)  Genetic information showing spatial structure at scales < 500 km (Spencer and 
Rooper 2010)  
2)  High catch levels in the 1990s in the WAI that have been followed with a sharp 
decline in WAI survey biomass estimates beginning in 2000. 
3) High estimated exploitation in the WAI, where they have exceeded UF40% reference 
exploitation rate every year from 2004-2012 except 2011. 
4)  An overall decline in survey biomass estimates in the WAI from 1991-2012, as 
estimated by a random effects time series model. 
5)  An increase in the proportion if survey tows which have not caught 
blackspotted/rougheye over all survey strata in the WAI. 
6)  A large percentage of the total harvest occurring in the WAI. 
7)  A decline in mean size in the WAI but not other BSAI subareas. 
 
Some of the attributes above (exploitation rates, disproportionate harvesting) rely upon 

comparisons between catch and survey data, and it may be hypothesized that the AI trawl survey 
has been underestimating biomass and thus producing biased estimates of subarea biomass and 
exploitation rates. Analyses comparing size distributions, depths of capture, and spatial locations 
between fishery and survey tows do not suggest that the survey and fishery are sampling 
substantially different portions of the WAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish population. The 
length distributions in the fishery and survey are similar to each other, with each shifting to small 
sizes in recent years in the WAI. A more parsimonious interpretation is that high catch levels in 
the WAI in the 1990s have resulted in a sharp drop in abundance beginning with the 2000 
survey, continued relatively high exploitation rates have prevented the WAI population from 
increasing, and fish from neighboring areas have not “replenished” the fish in the WAI. The 
observation of decreased mean size and increased proportion of survey tows with no catch are 
also consistent with a population that has declined due to high exploitation rates.         
  The purpose of identifying stock structure is to assess the risk of population depletion if 
management units were larger than the biological scale of “stocks” as a result of disproportionate 
harvesting within the management unit. For BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish, the best 
available evidence has shown genetic estimates of stock structure as spatial scales smaller than 
our management units, and disproportionate catches (and high exploitation rates) in the WAI. 
The WAI population has responded by showing a decrease in estimated survey abundance, 
increases in the proportion of survey tows with no catch, and decreases in mean size. The BSAI 
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish serve as an important case study illustrating the importance of 
recognizing stock structure in our management practices. 



 
Introduction 

Stock structure and estimated area-specific exploitation rates have received attention 
from the BSAI Groundfish Plan Team in recent years, and an appendix to the 2012 BSAI 
blackspotted-rougheye stock assessment (Spencer and Rooper, 2012) documented high 
exploitation rates in the western Aleutian Islands. An initial spatial analysis of fishery and survey 
catch data was also presented in Spencer and Rooper (2012), and indicated that fishery catches in 
the western Aleutian Islands (WAI) are occurring in areas with relatively small survey 
abundance. The purpose of this report is to present additional analyses of fishery and survey data 
that pertain to the relative abundance of WAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish that were not 
presented in Spencer and Rooper (2012). 

This document is organized into six sections. First, the area-specific exploitation rates are 
updated. Second, a smoothing population model is fit to the time series of WAI survey biomass 
estimates. Third, time series of the proportion of tows with positive catches of 
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish are presented. Fourth, time series of mean size of 
blackspotted/rougheye obtained from the trawl survey are presented. Fifth, several analyses 
comparing survey and fishery catch data are presented, including length compositions, mean 
depth of capture, and spatial distributions of catch data. Finally, the spatial variation of target 
fisheries which capture blackspotted/rougheye are examined. These analyses are applied to each 
of four subareas in the Aleutian Islands: the WAI, the central Aleutian Islands (CAI), the eastern 
Aleutian Islands (EAI), and the southern Bering Sea (SBS). The location of these subareas is 
shown in Figure 1.  
 
Area-specific exploitation rates 

Area-specific exploitation rates are defined here as the yearly catch within a subarea 
divided by an estimate of the subarea biomass at the beginning of the year.  Area-specific 
exploitation rates are generated to assess whether subarea harvest is disproportionate to biomass, 
which could result in reductions of subarea biomass for stocks with spatial structure. 

For each year from 2004 through 2012, the subarea biomass was obtained by partitioning 
the estimated total biomass (ages 3+) at the beginning of the year (obtained from 2012 BSAI 
blackspotted/rougheye stock assessment) into the Aleutian Islands subareas. The biomass 
estimates from the 2012 stock assessments are assumed to be the best available information on 
the time series of total biomass, and this method can be considered a “retrospective” look at past 
exploitation rates. For each year, a weighted average of the subarea biomass from the three most 
recent surveys Aleutian Islands and eastern Bering Sea slope trawl survey (weights of 4, 6, and 
9, with more recent surveys receiving higher weights) was computed, and the proportions from 
these averages were used to partition the biomass into subareas. Catches were obtained from the 
Catch Accounting System database. To evaluate the potential impact upon the population, 
exploitation rates were compared to two measures of stock productivity: 1) 0.75 times the 
estimate rate of natural mortality (M), which is the fishing mortality that produces the allowable 
cartch, Fabc, for Tier 5 stocks; and 2) the exploitation rate for each year that would result from 
applying a fishing rate of F40% to the estimated beginning-year numbers, and this rate is defined 
as UF40%. The UF40% rate takes into account maturity, fishing selectivity, size at age, and time-
varying number at age, and thus may be seen as more appropriate for Tier 5 stocks because 
harvest recommendations are based upon this age-structured information. BSAI 



blackspotted/rougheye rockfish were managed as a Tier 5 stock prior to 2009, and as a Tier 3 
stock since 2009. 

Exploitation rates for the WAI blackspotted/rougheye have been at or above 0.75M for 
each year from 2004-2010, and have exceeded UF40% in all years from 2004 -2012 except 2011 
(Figure 2a). The values of UF40% are similar to 0.75*M, and have decreased slightly since 2004 
because a large portion of the catch weight is derived from relatively young fish where the 
fishery selectivity (and thus fishing mortality) is relatively low. The 2011 WAI catch of 46 t is 
the lowest since 2007, lowering the ratio of exploitation rate/ UF40% ratio to 0.78. However, the 
2012 catch in the WAI has increased to 65 t. The estimate of WAI catch in 2013 (though July 27, 
2013) is 61 t, and the estimated proportion of the stock in the WAI for 2013 is reduced because it 
incorporates the low abundance of the 2010 and 2012 surveys. Thus, the preliminary WAI 
exploitation rate for 2013 is increased to 1.59 times UF40%. The exploitation rates for the other 
subareas do not exceed UF40% with the exception of the EBS in 2010 and 2011. The high 
exploitation rates in the WAI reflects that a large portion of the harvest occurs in this area, 
relative to a small portion of the survey biomass. From 2004-2012, 43% of the harvest in the AI 
management area occurred in the WAI but only 8% of the survey abundance for the AI 
management area.     

Catches in WAI from 2004-2012 appear to be decreasing, with the two highest catches 
occurring in 2004 and 2006 (Figure 2b). This could potentially be explained by a combination of 
the fishery improving their avoidance of blackspotted/rougheye rockfish bycatch, and also a 
potential reduction in population size. 

Exploitation rates from 2004-2012 are reported here in order to focus on the recent 
history, but it is also worth noting that high exploitation rates have occurred in previous years. 
Catches by AI subarea can be calculated back to 1994, when the Blend catch database began 
reporting this subarea AI catches. In 5 of the 6 years between 1996 and 2001 the estimated WAI 
catch of blackspotted/rougheye exceeded 100 tons, including estimated catches of 446t and 513t 
in 1996 and 1997, respectively, that are at least 3.5 times larger than the catch for any other year 
in the WAI since 1994. Given these large catches in the late 1990s, it is not unexpected that the 
population has shown a decline, as shown in Figure 2c and discussed further in the following 
section.   

 
Trends in population abundance 
 A key element of the estimated exploitation rates of WAI blackspotted/rougheye is 
whether the decline in survey abundance represents a true decline or is simply the realization of a 
randomly varying time series high interannual variation but no trend. The coefficients of 
variation (CV) of the point estimates of survey biomass are relatively high, averaging 0.44 from 
1991-2012, but the point estimates are decline consistently. The average biomass from the 1991-
1997 surveys was 3,156 t and the average from the 2000-2010 surveys was 1,059 t.  In the 2012 
survey, the biomass estimate was further reduced to 355 t. A relatively sharp decline has appears 
to have occurred between the 1997 and 2000 surveys, consistent with the high catches in the late 
1990s mentioned above.  
 Simple population models that “smooth” time series of survey biomass estimates can be 
used help distinguish between “process” errors (i.e., the variation of the true population) from 
“observation” errors (i.e., the variation associated with estimates of the true population). A 
simple model for smoothing time series of survey data being considered by the North Pacific 
Fisheries Management Council Groundfish Plan Teams is a random walk random effects model. 



In this model, the estimated CVs of the survey biomass point estimates are used as the 
observation error variance, and the process error variance is estimated by the model. Cases where 
the estimated survey CVs are very large relative to the variability in the point estimates would 
result the inability to estimate the process error variance, yielding a constant level of the “true” 
survey biomass with no trend over time. In contrast, application of the random walk smoothing 
model to cases in which the underlying population trend is not swamped with observation error 
should yield estimates of the any temporal pattern in the true abundance. 
 The fits of the random effects model to the survey biomass estimates to each of the four 
AI subareas show substantial variability, resulting from the spatial variation in the trends in 
survey biomass estimates (Figure 3). The estimated initial and most recent biomass estimates, 
corresponding to years 1991 and 2012, are denoted S1991 and S2012, respectively, and are shown 
below. In the WAI, the ratio of recent to initial biomass estimates was 15%. The EAI is an 
example where the observation error has swamped any underlying process variability, resulting 
in an estimated flat survey trajectory. The overall trajectory has been relatively flat in the CAI, 
whereas an estimated decline in the SBS can be attributed to only the most recent two surveys. 
Finally, the 1991 survey biomass estimate is not a measure of unfished stock size, as harvesting 
has occurred prior to 1991. Thus, the more common status indicator of stock size relative to the 
unfished stock size would be expected to show a more precipitous decline in the WAI than 
observed with the post-1991 survey data.       

  
Proportion of tows with no catch 
 Marine populations are often highly aggregated, which results in highly skewed 
frequency distributions that pose difficulties in obtaining abundance estimates of reasonable 
precision (Pennington 1983). One approach for aggregated population is to conduct presence-
absence sampling, in which the proportion of sampling units in which the species occurs is 
recorded. Presence-absence data is useful in studies of species distributions and defining habitat, 
but can also be used to estimate abundance (Mangel and Smith 1990, Zhou and Griffiths 2007). 
For example, Mangel and Smith (1990) show an example for a highly aggregated population in 
which the abundance estimate based on presence-absence sampling had lower variability than 
estimates based on count data. For these reasons, it is useful to examine the proportion of tows in 
which blackspotted/rougheye rockfish have been observed in the trawl survey, as this index is 
not affected by the random effect of sampling one or two large tows which can substantially 
affect the sample mean. 
 Excluding survey strata < 100 m (where blackspotted/rougheye rockfish are not found) 
leaves six survey strata in the WAI, corresponding to three depth zones (100-200m, 200-300m, 
and 300-500m) on either side on either side of 175°E. Over the six strata, the proportion of 
survey tows that did not catch blackspotted/rougheye rockfish increased from 60% in 1991 to 
89% in 2012 (Figure 4). The proportion of survey tows in the WAI with no catch has steadily 
increased throughout the 1991-2012 period, although a sharp increase occurred from 1994 (65%) 
to 2000 (80%), roughly corresponding to the period of high catches.          

 WAI CAI EAI SBS 
S1991 2971 t 2925 t 3951 t 687 t 
S2012 455 t 3934 t 3951 t 371 t 
S2012/ 
S1991 

0.15 1.34 1.00 0.54 



Aggregated over all strata, the increased proportion in the number of tows with no catch 
could have resulted from changes in strata with relatively low densities. However, the increase in 
the proportion of tows with no catch was observed in each of the six strata. Figure 5 summarizes, 
by strata, the temporal changes in mean CPUE and the proportion of tows with no catch, with the 
beginning and end periods representing the 1991-1994 and 2010-2012 survey, respectively. The 
proportion of tows with no catch increased in all strata, including the strata with the highest 
densities (which were east of 175°E). 

  
Changes in mean size 
 Stocks that are declining in abundance due to fishing pressure would generally be 
expected to show reduced size and age, as the increased mortality reduces the number of fish that 
live long enough to achieve large sizes. The AI survey length composition indicates that the 
proportion of the WAI population at relatively small sizes has increased since the early 1990s 
(Figure 6). For example, the proportion of the survey length composition less than 30 cm has 
ranged between 0 – 10% from 1991-1997, from 1 – 25% from 2000 -2004, and from 45 – 52% 
from 2006 – 2012. In contrast, the relative survey length compositions in the CAI and EAI 
appear to have changed little since 1991 (Figure 6). 
 An ANOVA was used to test for significant differences in the mean size between areas. 
For each survey haul where blackspotted/rougheye rockfish were captured, mean length for the 
haul was weighted by the relative contribution of the haul (indicted by numerical CPUE) to the 
estimated population size for the stratum in which the haul occurred.  

A plot of mean size by area from 1991- 2012 is shown in Figure 7. The mean sizes within 
the CAI, and EAI are similar to each other and show roughly the same trend over time, which is 
a slight increase in mean size from 1991 – 2000, and with relatively constant (CAI) or slightly 
lower values (EAI) since 2000. The mean size in the SBS is relatively constant throughout the 
time series. The mean size in the WAI increased from 1991 – 2002, showing a similar pattern to 
that in the CAI and EAI. However, the mean size has declined from 45 cm in 2002 to 32 cm in 
2012.  
 The full ANOVA indicated significant (P < 0.05) effects for year, area, and the year*area 
interaction, which was largely driven by the different pattern by year in the WAI. Simpler 
ANOVA models were applied to each of the four areas to test for a year effect within each area.  
The year effect was non-significant in the SBS (P>0.24). In the CAI the year effect was 
significant (P<0.05) but pairwise testing of differences between years using Tukey’s HSD 
procedure yielded no significant comparisons. This result stems from the ANOVA procedure 
testing for a general effect of year on size whereas Tukey’s HSD is a more conservative test that 
accounts for all multiple comparisons. Significant differences between years were observed in 
the EAI; for example, the mean size in 1991 was significantly lower than the mean size in 1997, 
2000, 2004, and 2006, and the mean sizes in 2010 and 2012 were each significantly lower than 
the mean sizes in 2000 and 2004. However, maximum difference in mean size between any two 
years did not exceed 5 cm, perhaps implying that the result may be statistically significant but 
not biologically meaningful. In contrast, the mean sizes in 2010 and 2012 in the WAI were each 
significantly lower than the mean sizes in 1997 and 2002, and the differences in mean size 
between years commonly approached or exceeded 10 cm.  
 
Comparisons of fishery and survey data 



 With the exception of exploitation rates, the analyses above have been applied to only the 
trawl survey data without considering fishery information. It is reasonable to consider whether 
the observed exploration rates could be attributed to the fishery and survey sampling different 
portions of the population, which could result in misleading patterns of exploitation rates, mean 
sizes, and trends in estimated biomass and proportion of tows with positive catch.  
 
Size distribution of blackspotted/rougheye rockfish in fishery and survey tows 

The fishery and survey length composition data are used to evaluate whether the fishery 
and survey are capturing different size ranges of blackspotted/rougheye. If this were the case, 
temporal trends could possibly occur if, for example, the survey was undersampling a portion of 
the size range relative to the fishery catches and the degree of undersampling has changed over 
time. Due to inconsistent sample sizes of length compositions in the Observer Program database, 
fishery and survey data were grouped in into four periods: 1990-1994, 2000-2002, 2004-2006, 
and 2010-2012. Observations on fishery length compositions for the years within each period 
and area are combined and presented as cumulative distributions. The survey data are treated in a 
similar manner, combining the survey population estimates at length for the two surveys within 
each period. The length distributions of blackspotted/rougheye rockfish captured were very 
similar for most of the combinations of time period and area (Figure 8). For the 2004-2006 
period in the WAI, the survey captured a broader range of size than the fishery, which resulted 
from the survey length composition having a relative large portion less than 30 cm, whereas the 
fishery catches during this period were primarily > 40 cm. However, by the 2010-2012 period 
both the survey and fishery were capturing a similar range of sizes, which was reduced from the 
range of sizes captured during earlier periods. The ranges of sizes captured in the CAI and EAI 
differed little between the fishery and survey with little temporal trends in either case, with the 
exception of smaller fish being captured in the fishery than the survey from 2010-2012 in the 
CAI. 
 
Depth of capture of blackspotted/rougheye rockfish in fishery and survey tows 

A related analysis was performed to examine the depths at which blackspotted/rougheye 
are captured in the fishery and the survey data. If the fishery catches consistently occur at 
different depths than the depths at which the survey catches occur at, it could indicate that the 
fishery and survey are sampling different habitats. Bottom depth and number of 
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish caught from fishery and survey tows were obtained, and an 
ANOVA was conducted in which bottom depth (weighted by number of fish caught) was 
modeled as a function of year, BSAI subarea, and sampling source (i.e., fishery or survey). 
 The weighted mean depths for the WAI, CAI, and EAI are shown in Figure 9. The 
fishery catches are presented as either from all gear types or from trawl gear, with the difference 
being primarily catches in longline gear. In most years and areas the fishery catches occur in 
shallower water than the survey catches, although the fishery depth of capture has been 
increasing since about 2002 in both the WAI and the EAI. In the WAI this results from 
increasing depths for tows targeting POP, whereas in the EAI this results from changes in species 
composition of hauls capturing blackspotted/rougheye (i.e., more blackspotted/rougheye are 
being captured recently in hauls in which the dominant species is arrowtooth flounder or “other” 
species).  A summary of the results of the ANOVA analysis is shown below:   



 

 
 

Source of 
Variation Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F) 

Year 22 2.90E+09 131628191 66.747 < 2e-16 
Area 3 2.54E+09 845474952 428.728 < 2e-16 
F_S 1 3.60E+07 35985446 18.248 1.95E-05 
Area:F_S 2 6.90E+06 3449425 1.749 0.174 
Year:F_S 8 1.48E+07 1850872 0.939 0.483 
Year:Area 52 2.97E+09 57052963 28.931 < 2e-16 
Year:Area:F_S 16 1.51E+07 944710 0.479 0.958 
Residuals 15131 2.98E+10 1972053     

            
The year, area, and sampling source (i.e., fishery or survey, denoted F_S in the table 

above) were all significant. As noted above, differences in depth of capture occur between the 
fishery and survey, and differences also occur between areas and over time. Of particular 
interest, however, are the interaction terms: does the effect of the sampling source differ between 
areas? In other words, could the patterns of high estimated exploitation rates in the WAI be 
explained by the relationship between the fishery and survey depths of capture being different in 
the WAI than in other areas? This can be evaluated with the area:F_S interaction, which was not 
significant (P<0.17). It is also useful to note the period for which high exploitation rates have 
been estimated for the WAI (2004-2012) corresponds to the fishery depths of capture in the WAI 
becoming deeper and more similar to the survey depths of capture. The relationship between 
fishery and survey depths of capture appears similar between the WAI and EAI, although the 
EAI does not show a pattern of estimated high exploitation rates.  

 
Spatial location of fishery and survey tows in the WAI 

The final comparison to make is the spatial location of fishery and survey tows in the 
WAI. Both the fishery and survey data indicate a large portion of the WAI biomass is located 
between 175°E and 177°E, which are the easternmost two degrees of longitude within the WAI. 
This is indicated in Figure 10, which shows the proportion, by year, of fishery catch and the 
proportion of survey CPUE (kg/km2) in 1° longitude bins within the WAI. In each survey since 
2002 (with the exception of 2006), more than 80% of the summed CPUE occurred between 
175°E and 177°E, and the distribution of fishery catches shows a similar pattern from 2002-
2008. However, a substantial proportion of the fishery catches occur between 174°E and 175°E, 
with increased proportions in recent years. Between 2002-2008, the proportion of catches in this 
area ranged between 7% and 27%, whereas the proportion exceeded 31% in 3 of the 4 years from 
2009-2012. This is an area with small values of summed survey CPUE.           

The distribution of the tows by half-degree longitude bins is shown in Figure 11, and 
indicates that the survey essentially does not sample habitat in the half-degree longitude bin 
centered at 174.75° E. From 1991-1999, the fishery also had a fairly low proportion of tows in 
this bin (< 10%), so the distribution by longitude between the fishery and survey were relatively 



similar in this period. However, from 2000-2012 the proportion of fishery tows in this bin has 
increased to nearly 25%, and it is now the longitude bin with the most fishery effort. 
 The habitat near 175° indicates several locations which are not sampled by the survey but 
do contribute to the fishery catch. The location of fishery tows are shown in the blue ovals in 
Figure 12 (locations of actual fishery tows are not shown due to confidentiality constraints), and 
consist of an area in the northern portion of the Aleutian Islands that bisects 175° E, and two 
southern areas on either side of 175° E. The locations for Aleutian Island trawl survey tows is 
primarily drawn from location that have been successfully sampled in the past surveys, which are 
shown as the green grid cells in Figure 12. The locations of survey grid cells for which sampling 
has been attempted and the habitat was deemed untrawlable is shown by red grid cells in Figure 
12. Because untrawlable cells and unsampled cells are treated nearly equivalently in the Aleutian 
Islands trawl survey, it is very unlikely that survey tows would be attempted in these areas in 
future surveys. 
 A key question is whether the survey sampling has been missing an important component 
of the population by not sampling these fishing grounds. The lack of standardized trawl survey 
tows in these areas poses a challenge for inferring population sizes, but some information on 
relative abundance can be obtained from comparing fishery catch data (from the fishery 
Observer database) between years and areas. The fishery data was filtered to attempt to ensure 
consistent fishing catchability between years, and also reduce differences between the fishery 
and survey data. Fishery hauls were restricted to vessels targeting POP during from late spring 
through summer (May- September) at depths between 200-300m, and hauls from the 5 vessels 
with the highest blackspotted/rougheye catch from 1998-2012 were selected for analysis. The 
table below shows the number of filtered hauls per year; from 1998-2012, the filtered hauls 
represented 44% of the total observed hauls targeting POP in the WAI area.    
    

Year Filtered hauls All POP tows
1998 16 67
1999 38 104
2000 30 75
2001 21 42
2002 44 69
2003 44 98
2004 38 71
2005 23 63
2006 47 96
2007 81 119
2008 101 162
2009 59 120
2010 70 118
2011 120 172
2012 109 182
Total 842 1921  

  
The analysis of fishery data was restricted three longitude bins in the eastern portion of 

the WAI:  174.5° E -175° E, 175° E -176° E, and 176° E -177° E. As noted above, fishery 
catches are not common west of these locations. For each of these longitude bins, fishery CPUE 
(kg/hour), the proportion of tows with no catch, and tons of blackspotted/rougheye caught per 
ton of POP for the filtered fishery tows were computed by year. The 176°E - 177°E area has 
shown relatively high fishery CPUE values and low proportions of tows with no catch (with the 
exception of 2002) (Figure 13), which is consistent which both the high fishery catches and 



survey CPUE data for this area. An overall decline in catch rate in the 176°E - 177°E area from 
2004-2012 is also consistent with the declining catch and exploitation rates for the WAI (Figure 
2). In contrast, the area between 174.5°E to 175°E, which is not sampled by the survey, is 
characterized by low CPUE, low bycatch rates, and high proportion of no catch prior to 2009. 
The area between 175°E to 176°E appeared to follow similar trends as the area between 174.5°E 
to 175°E.     

In 2009, 2010, and 2012, the CPUE and bycatch rates began to increase in 174.5°E to 
175°E area, and the proportion of catches with no catch decreased. However, it is not clear that 
these represent increases in biomass within this longitude bin. First, the fishing grounds covered 
by these vessels have been shifting within this longitude bin, which has resulted in a reduction in 
the mean latitude of tows (Figure 14). If the fishery tows have been shifting to areas with higher 
blackspotted/rougheye densities, this could explain the apparent recent changes in mean CPUE, 
proportion of tows with no catch, and bycatch rate. Secondly, the high CPUE values for 2009, 
2010, and 2012 have come from highly skewed population distributions (Figure 15), resulting in 
the mean values shown in Figure 13 being strongly influenced by very small number of tows. A 
shift in fishing grounds could also potentially result in an increased chance of obtaining a few 
particularly large tows which would skew mean CPUE upwards. Finally, the total biomass of 
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish within the 174.5-175 longitude bin is a function of not only the 
density, but also habitat area, and this longitude bin has relatively small habitat area compared 
more eastward locations within the WAI. 

It would be preferable if the Aleutian Islands trawl survey sampled the 174.5°E to 175°E 
longitude bin in order to more precisely assess the population density of blackspotted/rougheye 
rockfish (and other species) in this area. However, the three metrics of fishery catch rates 
examined here do not suggest that this area has high densities that would grossly affect the AI 
survey data and the interpretation of WAI exploitation rates. In fact, very low fishery catch rates 
were observed in the 174.5°E to 175°E longitude bin from 2002-2008, which corresponds to a 
period containing some of the highest estimated WAI exploitation rates (Figure 2). Although the 
174.5°E - 175°E and 175°E - 176°E longitude bins are small relative to our spatial management 
units, each of these areas is large enough to contain multiple distinct fishing areas. The relative 
distribution of fishing effort for these filtered tows has not remained constant over time, which 
could account for the apparent recent increases in fishery CPUE.  
 
Spatial variation in fisheries which harvest blackspotted/rougheye rockfish 

The impact of fishing effort upon catch can be considered with a simple model 
qEBC   

where C is the rate of catch (i.e., tons per year), E is the rate of fishing effort, B is biomass, and q 
is a fishery catchability coefficient – the rate at which each unit of fishing effort removes 
biomass from the stock. High catches in the WAI relative to other AI subareas could thus be 
attributed to three factors – q, E, or B. The WAI has a lower number of observed tows at depths 
> 100m than other AI subareas (Figure 16), so increased fishing effort can be ruled out. The 
Aleutian Island trawl survey indicates that the WAI has lower levels of biomass than other AI 
subareas. Although the grounds covered by the trawl survey could (and should) be improved, it 
seems unlikely that this would substantially affect estimates of the relative distribution of 
biomass among the AI subareas. However, it is plausible that the fishery catchability coefficient 
is not a fixed number, but varies between subareas (and likely between years as well). For a 
stock in which the harvest is taken as bycatch in other target fisheries, the fishery catchability 



coefficient reflects the degree to which fishers are able to avoid the bycatch while targeting the 
species of interest. The target species in which blackspotted/rougheye are captured differs 
between AI subareas – in the WAI catch is obtained primarily in the POP fishery, in the CAI 
catch is divided between the POP, Pacific cod, and Atka mackerel fisheries, and the EAI catch is 
obtained in some hauls dominated by species such as arrowtooth flounder and Kamchatka 
flounder that do not occur further west. These patterns are shown in Figure 17, which shows the 
distribution of total catch from 2004-2012 across target fisheries (defined by gear type and 
dominant species) by subarea. Given this spatial variability in target fisheries that captured 
blackspotted/rougheye, it would be expected that the catchability coefficient would differ 
between areas. 
 
Summary and Conclusions 
 BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish show the following attributes: 

1)  Genetic information showing spatial structure at scales < 500 km (Spencer and 
Rooper 2010)  
2)  High catch levels in the 1990s in the WAI that have been followed with a sharp 
decline in WAI survey biomass estimates beginning in 2000. 
3) High estimated exploitation in the WAI, where they have exceeded UF40% reference 
exploitation rate every year from 2004-2012 except 2011. 
4)  An overall decline in survey biomass estimates in the WAI from 1991-2012, as 
estimated by a random effects time series model. 
5)  An increase in the proportion if survey tows which have not caught 
blackspotted/rougheye over all survey strata in the WAI. 
6)  A large percentage of the total harvest occurring in the WAI. 
7)  A decline in mean size in the WAI but not other BSAI subareas. 
 
Some of the attributes above (exploitation rates, disproportionate harvesting) rely upon 

comparisons between catch and survey data, and it may be hypothesized that the AI trawl survey 
has been underestimating biomass and thus producing biased estimates of subarea biomass and 
exploitation rates. Analyses comparing size distributions, depths of capture, and spatial locations 
between fishery and survey tows do not suggest that the survey and fishery are sampling 
substantially different portions of the WAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish population. The 
length distributions in the fishery and survey are similar to each other, with each shifting to small 
sizes in recent years in the WAI. A more parsimonious interpretation is that high catch levels in 
the WAI in the 1990s have resulted in a sharp drop in abundance beginning with the 2000 
survey, continued relatively high exploitation rates have prevented the WAI population from 
increasing, and fish from neighboring areas have not “replenished” the fish in the WAI. The 
observation of decreased mean size and increased proportion of survey tows with no catch are 
also consistent with a population that has declined due to high exploitation rates.         
  The purpose of identifying stock structure is to assess the risk of population depletion if 
management units were larger than the biological scale of “stocks” as a result of disproportionate 
harvesting within the management unit. For BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish, the best 
available evidence has shown genetic estimates of stock structure as spatial scales smaller than 
our management units, and disproportionate catches (and high exploitation rates) in the WAI. 
The WAI population has responded by showing a decrease in estimated survey abundance, 
increases in the proportion of survey tows with no catch, and decreases in mean size. The BSAI 



blackspotted/rougheye rockfish serve as an important case study illustrating the importance of 
recognizing stock structure in our management practices. 
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Figure 1.  Map of statistical reporting zones in the BSAI management area. The western Aleutian 
area is zone 543 (which extends west to 170°E), the southern Bering Sea (SBS) zone comprises 
zones 518 and 519, and the central Aleutian Islands (CAI) and eastern Aleutian Islands (EAI) 
zones are 542 and 541, respectively. Figure obtained from the NOAA-Alaska Regional 
Management Office. 



 

 
Figure 2.  BSAI blackspotted/rougheye subarea exploitation rates (a), and catch (b) and trawl 
survey biomass estimates (c, with 95% confidence intervals) for the western Aleutian Islands. 
Exploitation rates and catch for 2013 are preliminary and are based on the 2012 stock projection 
model and catches through July 27, 2013. 
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Figure 3. Survey biomass estimates of blackspotted/rougheye, and fit from a random effects 
random walk models, for four AI survey subareas. Error bars and dashed lines are 95% 
confidence intervals for the survey observations and estimated survey biomass, respectively.     



 

Figure 4. The percentage of AI trawl survey tows deeper than 100m in which 
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish were not caught, by year and AI subarea.   
 



 
 
 
Figure 5. The change in percentage of AI survey tows with no catch of blackspotted/rougheye, 
and average CPUE, from 1991-1994 (circles) and 2010-2012 (triangles) for six AI survey strata 
in the WAI. Blue symbols/lines indicate the easternmost strata within the WAI subarea.     



 

 
 
Figure 6. Blackspotted/rougheye population numbers by size estimated from the AI trawl survey, 
by AI subarea and survey year.    
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Figure 7. Mean size of blackspotted/rougheye estimated from the AI trawl survey, by AI subarea 
and year. 



 
 

 
 
Figure 8.  Length composition data from the AI trawl survey and observed fishery tows in AI 
subareas and four time blocks.   
 
 
 



 
 

 
Figure 9. Catch-weighted mean depth of capture of blackspotted/rougheye rockfish for fishery 
and AI survey tows from 1991-2012 by AI subarea. Differences between the red and blue fishery 
lines represent the effect of longline gear.   
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Figure 10. The proportion of fishery catch (a) and summed CPUE from AI survey tows (b) by 1° 
longitude bins in the WAI from 2002-2012; the easternmost bin within the WAI occurs between 
176°E and 177°E.    



 
 

 
Figure 11. Proportion of survey and fishery tows within the WAI by ½ degree of longitude 
during the 1990s (solid lines) and since 2000 (dashed lines).  
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Figure 12. Map of AI trawl survey grid cells in near 175° in the WAI. Sampling locations for 
future surveys taken from locations successfully sampled in previous surveys (green cells). Red 
cells are stations classified as untrawlable. The three blue ovals represent fishing grounds that are 
not sampled by the AI trawl survey.     
 
 



  
Figure 13. Time series of mean CPUE (top panel; kg/hour), Proportion of tows with no catch 
(middle panel), and tons of blackspotted/rougheye rockfish catch per ton of POP caught (bottom 
panel) from filtered fishery tows for three longitude bins in the easternmost portion of the WAI 
subarea.  



 
 

 
 
Figure 14. The mean latitude of filtered fishery tows within the 174.5°E-175°E longitude bin  in 
the WAI; only years with 3 or more vessels are shown.      



 
 

 
Figure 15. Histogram of CPUE for filtered fishery tows for years with relative low (2003, 2008) 
and high (2009-2010, 2012) mean CPUE in longitude bin 174.5°E -175°E.     



 

 
 
Figure 16. Number of fishery hauls > 100m observed by fishery observers by AI subarea from 
2000-2012.    



 

 
 
Figure 17. Proportion of Aleutian Islands catch (t) of blackspotted/rougheye rockfish from top 
gear and target combinations by management area and target fishery in 2004-2012, from the 
NMFS Alaska Regional Office catch accounting system database.    
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