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Benchmarks Defined from Stock-Recruitment 

Relationship



The Data

CU Name N - SR N - Age PR-based Smax
Alastair 21 151 (2) 23,437
Aldrich
Asitika
Atna

Azuklotz 13 5,933
Babine 23 17,489 (32) 1,808,245
Bear 6 46 (1) 40,532

Bulkley
Damshilgwit 3 67 (1) 423

Dennis
Ecstall/Lower

Footsore
Johanson
Johnston 4 4,125

Kitsumkalum 19 20,531
Kitwancool 3 299 (4) 36,984
Kluatantan
Kluayaz
Lakelse 14 194 (1) 35,916
Maxan

Mcdonell 6 4,072
Morice 15 98 (1) 191,362
Motase 10 1,764

Nilkitkwa
Sicintine

Slamgeesh
Spawning
Stephens 12 7,069

Sustut
Swan 10 100 (1) 21,432

Tahlo/Morrison 18 44,587

31 CUs

16 with escapement data

15 have escapement & recruitment data

8 have age data



Escapement Trends 

and Benchmarks
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Fit with Good Sample Size
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Estimates of

log(productivity) 

by CU and for CUs 

Without Data
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CUs Without Data: Estimates of 

Log(productivity) and 

Harvest Rate that Maximizes Catch 

α
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Benchmarks



Where Are CUs in 

Relation to 

Benchmarks?



Which CUs are

Overfished?
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Historical Harvest Rates Have been 

Conservative for Most CUs
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Current Status of 14 CUs
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Effect of Using Average Age Composition on 

Estimates of Benchmarks

  

Average Age Composition Year-Specific Age Composition 

  Babine 
Mean LCL UCL Mean LCL UCL 

Sgen 240,879 141,036 392,949 375,605 131,093 1,151,051 
Smsy 898,155 708,519 1,199,148 1,001,734 604,099 2,241,124 
Smax 1,539,444 1,083,354 2,270,786 2,090,271 974,564 6,003,034 
Prod 4.51 3.50 5.90 3.69 2.30 5.70 
Uopt 0.59 0.51 0.67 0.52 0.36 0.66 

Nass 
Mean LCL UCL Mean LCL UCL 

Sgen 67,558 13,185 989,525 66,706 12,906 982,925 
Smsy 229,575 162,762 355,000 221,080 156,573 352,835 
Smax 316,629 198,528 552,986 306,962 194,396 559,613 
Prod 8.51 5.00 13.40 8.44 4.90 13.70 
Uopt 0.74 0.62 0.83 0.74 0.62 0.83 

 



Conclusions

• 43%, or 6 of 14 CUs where status could be assessed 

(stock-recruit data and recent escapement data) were 

in ‘red’ zone.

• Very little evidence of overfishing for any CUs. 

Current low abundance for some likely caused by 

recent downturn in productivity.

• Wide variation in productivity among CUs, which 

leads to big trade-offs between yield and 

conservation in order to protect weak CUs.


