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SUMMARY

The 2008 “New Baseline” assessment for hake is tepldto take account of further information that esome
available over the past year. The update leadsliosdight changes to results, which continue tonifest a lack of fit
to catch-at-length distributions. The “New Referetritase” methodology (Rademeyer and Butterworth9p0@vhich
resolves that discrepancy, suggests a less depetedradoxus but a more depletedll. capensis resource than does
this updated “New Baseline” assessment.

INTRODUCTION

The “New Baseline” assessment presented in RaderaggeButterworth (2008), which is the assessmetiudsed at
the December 2008 international stock assessmerkshap as MARAM IWS/DECO08/H/5, is updated here aket
account of new data inputs. The new inputs are:

1. Updated 2008 catches.

2. For the catch in 2009, the TAC for that year isua®sd, with the split between the species and fleddsn in
the same ratio as in 2008.

Updated 1978-2008 offshore trawl catches (GlazdrBartterworth, 2009).
4. Updated GLM-standardised CPUE series (1978-2008)z6B and Butterworth, 2009).

Updated survey biomass estimates: these includedhesurvey estimates (2009 west coast summer, 2008
south coast spring and 2009 south coast autumn)same slight changes to some previous estimates (se
Fairweather, 2009).

6. Updated survey catch-at-length information: thisludes the new information (as for the survey estis)
and the previous data as recalculated in Fairweathad. (2009). Due to constraints of time, the catclage-
information has not been updated to take accoutiteohew method to compute the catch-at-length.

No further commercial catch-at-length or catch-ge-data are available.

METHODS

The methods are as described in Rademeyer andBotth (2008). More generally, the methods are Isintd those
of the new Reference Case (Rademeyer and Buttdrn2009) except that:

1. The model is aggregated over gender.

2. The model is not fit to age-length keys (ALKSs),that the growth curves are fixed on input to thdseeloped
in (Punt and Leslie, 1991) rather than estimatatiénmodel-fitting process.

3. The model is fit to catch-at-age instead of cateleragth proportions for years where an ALK is daalie.
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RESULTS

Table 1 compares estimates of management quarfttidee 2008 new baseline and the 2009 updatedhbameline
assessment, while Fig. 1 plots the spawning bionragsctories and compares these to those fron2@®® New
Reference Case (Rademeyer and Butterworth, 20@@¥agated over gender. For bdth paradoxus andM. capensis,
the results are very similar for the two baselisgegsments, but there are important differences whmpared to the
New Reference Case.

The estimated survey and commercial selectivitiepéotted in Fig. 2. Figs 3 and 4 show the fies @PUE and survey
abundance series for the 2009 updated assessment.

The fits to the commercial CAA and CAL data arewhio Fig. 5. Although the fits are poor for certadAL (West
Coast Offshore, Both Coasts Offshore particuladyd the inshoréM. capensis CAA), these poor fits were also
apparent in the 2008 baseline assessment. They likealson for this is a conflict between the CAA aBdL
information and the growth curves input.

The fits to the survey CAA and CAL are shown in.Fig As for the commercial CAA and CAL fits, the qudfits
observed are probably due to a conflict betweerCthA and CAL information and the growth curves ihpu

Fig. 7 plots the standardised stock-recruitmenidueds and the estimated stock-recruitment relatigps for M.
paradoxus andM. capensis.

Fig. 8 compares the Punt and Leslie (1991) growttves used in the 2009 updated assessment (a® 2008
baseline), with the (gender-specific) curves edihdn the 2009 new Reference Case. As would beated from the
bias inherent in externally estimated growth curvioduced by length-specific selectivity effecas, upward bias in
the Punt and Leslie (1991) curves at low agesiteav.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

It is clear that the “New Baseline”assessment ndlagy has problems, given the lack of fit to sasaech-at-length
distributions (Figs 5 and 6). Fortunately the “NB@eference Case” methodology solves that probledhatso leads to
important differences in results (Fig. 1). THMeparadoxus resource is not estimated to be as depleted éoN&w
Reference Case compared to the New Baseline, éthetverse true for thd. capensis population.
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Table 1: Comparison of management quantities fer 2808 new baseline assessment and the 2009 updated
baseline assessment. Note that the negative leljhidods shown are not comparable as they are lmsdiferent data
sets.

2008 2009

-InL total -40.9 -140.2

K 1821 1805

h 0.95* 0.95*
MSY 114 112

B 200 265 229

% B¥ 508 /K® 0.15 0.13
é Bspzooglep 0.14
3 B * 200 /IMSYL ™ 0.82 0.72
8 won® 0.18 0.18
s M 0 0.36 0.46
1 0.36 0.46

2 0.36 0.46

3 0.35 0.39

4 0.34 0.35

5+ 0.33 0.32

K*® 871 864

h 0.95* 0.95*
MSY 86 95
B% 200 501 464
Bspzooe/KSp 0.57 0.54
0 B%pu/K® 0.56
g B ¥ 2008 /MSYL® 2.31 2.20
§- MSYL 0.25 0.24
. M 0 0.40 0.43
= 1 0.40 0.43
2 0.40 0.43

3 0.40 0.44

4 0.41 0.44

5 0.41 0.44

6 0.41 0.44

7+ 0.41 0.44

2008 species ratio B 1.89 2.03
(paradoxus'capenss) B?% 1.66 1.65

* on constraint boundaries
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Fig. 1: M. paradoxus andM. capensis spawning biomass trajectories for the 2008 new lr@eseind 2009 updated new
baseline assessments. Results for the 2009 neweReé Case (Rademeyer and Butterworth, 2009) aceshlown,
aggregated over gender.
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Fig. 2: Estimated survey and commercial fishingst#lities-at-age for the 2009 updated new baselgsessment.

4



Catch rate (tons/day
o

a) West coast ICEEAF CPUE

10
54
0 T T T T
1954 1950 1964 1340 1974
8
o c) M. paradoxus West coast
26 GLM-standardised CPUE
"t
=, *
244 *tee 2 * ’ *
[ + *
=)
o
811 te ts
0 T T T T T T
1977 1952 1987 1997 1997 2002 2007
8
- e) M. capensis West coast
£97 GLM-standardised CPUE
Do
=
£
=)
I
i
24
© . .® . +e%ee .
. * . LE X
] T T T T T T
1977 1932 1987 1992 1097 2002 2007

Fig.3: Fits to the CPUE abundance indices for th892updated new baseline assessment. The hisfael078)
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Fig. 3: Fits to survey abundance series from sumnmyAfricana for the 2009 updated new baseline assessment. The
observed values shown Aswere conducted by th&fricana with the new gear and have been rescaled by tleedg
calibration factor for the species concerned (B8 0.8 forM. paradoxus and M. capensis respectively). Note: the
estimated survey biomass trends incorporate thegehi selectivity between the old and n&fricana gear.
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Fig. 6: Fit to survey CAA and CAL fdvl. paradoxus for the 2009 updated new baseline assessment.
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Fig. 7: Time series of standardised stock-recruitimresiduals and estimated stock-recruitment aeiatiips for the

updated new baseline assessment.
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