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The management objective for the Namibian hakeuresois maximum sustainable yield, and managemetitns
over the last decade or so have broadly been a@ineglcuring resource recovery towards the correpgrabundance
level (MSYL).

Specific implementation of this (“MSYL") objectiv#oes, however, lead to three areas of difficulty.

a) The ratio of the current abundance to MS\E[/MSYL) is not well determined by the data (see Eabland
Fig. 1). Under the Reference Case assessmentf(Rademeyer and Butterworth (2004), estimation igien
is reasonable, but the estimate itself is questilenbecause of trend incompatibility between theMGCPUE
and biomass survey results. However, omitting @UJE series sees expanding imprecision. If further
ICSEAF CPUE series, which is subject to scepticisrgropped as well the resultant imprecision bezom
substantial. Furthermore, point estimateBYf/MSYL are clearly very sensitive to data input sétmns.

b) Assessments or OMPs which try to attain MSYL ag thigiective (having to refine its estimation asrmdata
become available) are necessarily complex (“blamteb”), and hence difficult for other than stockessment
specialists to comprehend.

c) The assessments tend either to reflect a surplysiogy value of steepness (reflecting low sustainable
yields), or if not require low values gffor recent surveys, suggesting that these sulistigninderestimate
the hake biomass present in absolute terms. Alges®solution of this conflict is to postulateegime shift,
with carrying capacitK having decreased over time rather than remainestant, but that introduces further
uncertainties as regards specifying MSYL.

Given also that resolution of input data reliagilgsues will take time, and likely will need fuethresource monitoring
data, we pose the question for debate:

“Would it be better, for the time being, to agresuarogate for MSYL for the Namibian hake resowalmg the lines of
say, 20% above current abundance, with a focussdssment/OMP work for the moment on attaining ehéctive
over the next 10 (say) years?”
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Table1: B,/ MSYL® and MSYL® /K with 90% Hessian-based Cl for a) the Reference dgsexcluding the

GLM-standardised CPUE series, c¢) excluding the Gdthdardised CPUE series as well as the ICSEAF CRRUUES
and d) including the seven-vessel CPUE series.s&ssent case reference numbers are as used in Rateand
Butterworth (2004).

B¥® ,00dMSYL ® with 90% Hessia] MSYL ®/K*® with 90% Hessian
based CI based CI
Referagc)e Casq 0129  (0.066: 0.192) 0450  (0.413; 0.488)
Excl, G(ESA CPUB  b460  (0.003; 0.917) 0439  (0.405; 0.473)
Excl. GLM and ) )
CSEAE CPUE | 11673 (1494; 21852) 0082  (0.014; 0.149)
Incl. seven-vessal ) ]
CPUE (53) 1.906  (1.129; 2.684) 0.346  (0.280; 0.413)




1.6

1.4 4

1.2

1.0+

BY/IK®
o
o
|

0.6 H

——— Reference Case
—e— Excl. GLM CPUE
—o— Excl. GLM and ICSEAF CPUE

0.4 +

0.2 +

e
L1

0.0

1965

1970

1980

“/4d

2005

Fig. 1. Spawning biomass trajectories (in terms of pnel@ation equilibrium level) for a) the ReferenCase, b) excluding the GLM-standardised CPUE sandsc) excluding

the GLM-standardised CPUE series as well as th& KFSCPUE series for the Namibian hake resource. MBYshown for each case. Option d) of including seven-vessel
series is not included here to avoid clutteringplu — that plot is however shown in Fig. 14 ofdemeyer and Butterworth (2004).



