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Abstract

In a state-space framework, temporal variations in fishery-dependent processes can be modeled

as random effects. This modeling flexibility makes state-space models (SSMs) powerful

tools for data-limited assessments. Though SSMs enable the model-based inference of the

unobserved processes, their flexibility can lead to overfitting and non-identifiability issues.

To address these challenges, we developed a suite of state-space length-based age-structured

models and applied them to the Korean chub mackerel (Scomber japonicus) stock. Our

research demonstrated that incorporating temporal variations in fishery-dependent processes

can rectify model mis-specification but may compromise robustness, which can be diagnosed

through a series of model checking processes. To tackle non-identifiability, we used a non-

degenerate estimator, implementing a gamma distribution as a penalty for the standard

deviation parameters of observation errors. This penalty function enabled the simultaneous

estimation of both process and observation error variances with minimal bias, a notably

challenging task in SSMs. These results highlight the importance of model checking and the

effectiveness of the penalized approach in estimating SSMs. Additionally, we discussed novel

assessment outcomes for the mackerel stock.

Keywords: Chub mackerel, CPUE standardization, random effect, stock assessment, state-

space model
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Introduction

Trade-off between model complexity and data availability

Fisheries management faces many challenges, especially when dealing with fish stocks that

have limited data available. In these cases, we often rely on fishery-dependent information,

primarily catch-per-unit-effort (CPUE) data, as our primary source of information (Maunder

and Punt, 2004; Maunder et al., 2006; Hoyle et al., 2024). However, CPUE is inherently subject

to various influences, such as fluctuations in fishing efficiency, variations in environmental

conditions, changes in fish availability to fishing gear, and shifts in the geographic scope

of fishing grounds (Maunder and Punt, 2004; Maunder et al., 2006; Wilberg et al., 2009;

Hoyle et al., 2024). These inherent variations in CPUE render it unreliable as an index of

abundance without proper adjustments (Maunder and Punt, 2004; Maunder et al., 2006;

Hoyle et al., 2024).

As a result, CPUE standardization has become standard practice in fisheries stock assessment.

Over time, several approaches have been developed for standardizing CPUE data, including

generalized linear models, generalized additive models, and generalized linear mixed models

(Maunder and Punt, 2004; Wilberg et al., 2009; Hoyle et al., 2024). However, many of these

methods require supplementary data, including information about when and where fishing

activities occur, vessel specifications, environmental conditions, and the composition of the

target species. Unfortunately, many fish stocks, particularly those newly brought under

management, lack this supplementary information, making the application of standardiza-

tion methods impractical for these stocks. Furthermore, these standardization models can

only account for explicitly included factors, potentially leaving CPUE data vulnerable to

unexplained influences (Wilberg et al., 2009).

In situations where auxiliary information for standardization is unavailable, an alternative ap-

proach to address unexplained variation in CPUE is to employ CPUE standardization models
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within a stock assessment framework. This approach is similar to the methods described in

Maunder (2001) and Maunder and Langley (2004), but with a shift toward using descriptive

models instead of functional models. These descriptive models allow for temporal variation

without explicitly specifying the underlying mechanism (Wilberg and Bence, 2006; Wilberg

et al., 2009). While this approach involves estimating additional parameters, potentially

leading to challenges such as over-parameterization and non-identifiability (Auger-Méthé

et al., 2016, 2021; Hyun and Kim, 2022; Kim, 2022), adopting a state-space framework where

temporal variations are treated as random effects (Nielsen and Berg, 2014; Miller et al., 2016;

Miller and Hyun, 2018; Trijoulet et al., 2020; Stock and Miller, 2021; Kim, 2022) can help

mitigate these issues (Punt, 2023).

In a state-space framework, unexplained variation in CPUE can be modeled as random

effects. The relationship between CPUE and actual fish abundance is generally influenced by

fishery-dependent factors such as selectivity (including components such as availability and

contact selectivity) and fishing efficiency, which are not time-invariant in practice (Hoyle et al.,

2024). Thus, the investigation of time-varying selectivity and catchability within assessment

models has been explored in previous studies (Wilberg et al., 2009; Martell and Stewart,

2014; Punt et al., 2014). These studies suggested that integrating time-varying selectivity

and catchability into assessment models can enhance performance and alleviate retrospective

patterns — systematic changes in population size estimates or other derived quantities

resulting from the addition or removal of recent data points (Wilberg and Bence, 2006;

Martell and Stewart, 2014; Hurtado-Ferro et al., 2015). However, this approach, while more

parsimonious than conventional fixed-effects models, introduces additional model parameters,

potentially leading to robustness issues (Deroba et al., 2015).

Addressing time-varying factors through random effects requires estimating multiple variance

parameters, a task complicated by non-identifiability issues that can arise in state-space

models (Auger-Méthé et al., 2016, 2021). Even simple models encounter this problem, as
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estimates often approach zero when attempting to estimate both observation and process

error variance parameters (Auger-Méthé et al., 2016; Hyun and Kim, 2022; Kim, 2022). This

issue becomes more pronounced in assessment models with multiple variance parameters

(Kim, 2022). To confront this challenge, previous studies have employed various strategies,

such as incorporating observation error variance as an input (Miller et al., 2016; Miller and

Hyun, 2018; Trijoulet et al., 2020), assuming that observation and process error variances

are equal (Ono et al., 2012; Parent and Rivot, 2012; Thorson and Minto, 2015; Rankin and

Lemos, 2015), or imposing prior distributions on the observation and process error variance

parameters (Pedersen and Berg, 2017; Stock and Miller, 2021; ICES, 2023). However, these

approaches may yield biased estimates if the assumed values are inaccurate or if reliable prior

information is unavailable. A potential solution is to use a non-degenerate estimator, which

involves maximizing the marginal likelihood with a gamma distribution as a penalty function

for parameters with boundary estimates, similar to applying a weakly informative gamma

prior in Bayesian analysis (Chung et al., 2013; Gelman et al., 2020). While this approach is

recommended in the Bayesian framework (Gelman et al., 2020), its practical performance in

fisheries stock assessments remains unexplored, raising questions about its applicability and

efficacy.

Main objectives of this study

In this study, we developed a length-based age-structured model in a state-space framework,

where time-varying selectivity and catchability were incorporated. The model was designed

to address unexplained temporal variability in CPUE when additional information for

standardization is unavailable. We applied the model to the Korean mackerel (Scomber

japonicus) stock as a case study. We chose the mackerel stock as a case study because the

stock has been influenced by various fishery-dependent factors, including changes in fishing

efficiency and fishing grounds (Lee and Kim, 2011; Seo et al., 2017). One potential issue

with the mackerel stock is that CPUE has increased since 1985, but the reasons for this
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increase are not well understood and have not been accounted for in stock assessments.

Without a clear understanding of the factors driving the increase in CPUE, the common

assumption that CPUE is proportional to abundance may not hold, potentially leading to

overly optimistic stock assessment results. To the best of our knowledge, detailed information

on fishery behavior for this mackerel stock, essential for CPUE data standardization, has not

been recorded or is not in an accessible form. This absence of information is evident, as all

recent published quantitative assessments of this stock have used the CPUE data without

standardization (Jung, 2019; Gim, 2019; Gim et al., 2020; Jung et al., 2021b; Hong et al.,

2022; Gim and Hyun, 2022; Kim, 2022; Gim, 2023). Despite the incomplete understanding

of the influence of fishery-dependent factors on the assessment results, the stock has been

managed using a quota-based system since 1999 (Sim et al., 2020; Hyun, 2023; Korea Fisheries

Resources Agency, 2023).

Such limited understanding and information regarding fishery-dependent processes in the

mackerel stock pose a significant challenge in providing robust and reliable stock assessment

estimates. This challenge raises critical questions about the scientific foundation of the quota

management system in Korea (Hyun, 2023). Our primary objective is to investigate potential

time-varying components of fishery-dependent factors, specifically catchability and selectivity,

under the data-limited conditions that the mackerel stock is currently facing. Our focus is on

maintaining the statistical robustness of the model in terms of parameter identifiability (while

estimating both process and observation variance parameters, which is often problematic in

state-space models, as discussed above) and the validity of model assumptions while keeping

the model as realistic as possible to reflect the time-varying nature of fishery-dependent

factors. Additionally, we aim to understand how these time-varying components influence

assessment results.

To validate the effectiveness of our proposed model, we conducted a comprehensive evaluation

under various assumptions related to selectivity and catchability. Through an extensive
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simulation study, we assessed the model’s performance, examining aspects such as robustness,

uncertainties, and biases. To validate assumptions associated with random effects, we

examined goodness-of-fit of the model using a residual analysis. Moreover, we compared

the model’s performance with and without the non-degenerate estimator. This comparative

analysis allowed us to investigate the efficacy of the penalized likelihood approach in addressing

non-identifiability issues within state-space stock assessment models.

Materials and methods

In this section, we describe the data and methods used in this study. We first provide

background information on the chub mackerel stock in Korean waters for better understanding

of the data and model structure. We then describe the data used in this study, followed by

the model structure, estimation procedure, and model checking processes. The notation used

in this study is summarized in Table 1.

Background information on the mackerel stock

Government-issued quotas for the total allowable catch (TAC) have regulated the chub

mackerel stock in Korean waters, with a specific focus on the large purse seine (LPS) fishery

since 1999 (Korea Fisheries Resources Agency, 2023). Despite historical records indicating

the presence of more than six different fisheries targeting the mackerel stock (e.g., large purse

seine, small purse seine, gillnet, trawl, etc.), the LPS fishery alone contributes to over 90% of

the annual total catch of chub mackerel in Korea (Jung, 2019).

The Korean National Institute of Fisheries Science (NIFS) has been collecting CPUE data

since 1976 (Jung, 2019). For the computation of CPUE, NIFS collected data on catch (in

weight) and effort from approximately 70% of all fishing trips undertaken by the LPS fishery

annually. The harvesters involved in these trips were responsible for providing their catch

and effort, with the latter measured in terms of the number of hauls (Jung, 2019).
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In addition to the CPUE data, NIFS has collected samples of fish from landed catches by the

LPS fishery to obtain biological parameters, including length, weight, and sexual maturity

(Kim et al., 2020). While length and weight of the samples have been periodically measured,

age determination has been rarely conducted (Kang et al., 2015; Jung et al., 2021a). Length

frequency data from the LPS fishery have also been collected since 2000 (Kim et al., 2018;

Gim, 2019).

To establish a scientific foundation for the TAC-based management of this stock, numerous

prior studies have evaluated the mackerel stock using the aforementioned fishery-dependent

data. However, all these previous studies made the assumption that the nominal CPUE

data were directly proportional to the abundance of the stock (Jung, 2019; Gim, 2019; Gim

and Hyun, 2019; Gim et al., 2020; Jung et al., 2021b; Hong et al., 2022; Gim and Hyun,

2022; Kim, 2022), relying on a single constant catchability parameter. Furthermore, when

structured models were employed, it was assumed that selectivity remained constant over

time (Gim, 2019; Gim and Hyun, 2019; Gim et al., 2020; Gim and Hyun, 2022; Kim, 2022).

These assumptions persisted, despite earlier studies discussing the temporal increase in vessel

power in the LPS fishery (Seo et al., 2017) and temporal changes in its fishing locations (Lee

and Kim, 2011). Ignoring these factors in CPUE data used for stock assessments could result

in biased estimates of stock abundance due to potential hyperstability (Hilborn and Walters,

1992).

Data

As in previous studies that used structured population dynamics models (Gim et al., 2020;

Gim and Hyun, 2022; Kim, 2022; Gim, 2023), this research utilized three datasets: CPUE

data from 1976 to 2019, length composition data from 2000 to 2017, and annual catch (in

weight) data from 1950 to 2021 (Fig. 1). The CPUE and length composition data were

not available in a numerical form, so we extracted them from earlier publicly accessible
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studies (Kim et al., 2018; Jung, 2019; Gim, 2019) by digitizing their published figures using

WebPlotDigitizer (a process often referred to as reverse engineering) (Rohatgi, 2022). The

accuracy of the digitized data was verified by comparing them with the original figures.

Annual catch data were sourced from Statistics Korea (1976 to 2021) and the FishStatJ

database (1950 to 1975) provided by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United

Nations (FAO) (FishstatJ, 2020).

Process models

We developed a length-based age-structured model as the primary process model to estimate

the abundance of the chub mackerel stock. Within this model, we explored several descriptive

models for catchability and selectivity. Our approach is akin to previous studies by Wilberg

and Bence (2006) and Wilberg et al. (2009), where different modeling approaches for time-

varying catchability were tested. However, we extended this approach to include time-varying

selectivity as well.

This methodology allowed us to investigate potential time-varying components of these

two fishery-dependent factors without requiring additional information on the underlying

mechanisms. Further details on each model component are provided in the subsequent

sections.

Population dynamics

The estimation of abundance for ages and years was conducted through an age-structured

population dynamics model. Within this model, annual recruitment was assumed to be

independent of the spawning stock biomass (SSB) as in previous studies (Szuwalski et al.,

2015; Hilborn et al., 2017; Miller and Hyun, 2018). This assumption was also supported by

Hiyama et al. (2002), who found no significant correlation between annual recruitment and

SSB of chub mackerel in the adjacent waters of Japan.
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We assumed a recruitment age of 0, as suggested by the catch-at-age estimates presented

in Jung et al. (2021a). In their study, the authors developed an age-length key table using

catch samples from the LPS fishery in 2015. This table was used to categorize the 2015 catch

into distinct age classes. However, it should be noted that we did not incorporate this single

age-length key table into our study. This decision was due to its year-specific nature, with

detailed explanations provided in the Length-at-age distributions in catch section below.

The natural logarithm of the annual recruitment log(N0,t) was assumed to follow a normal

distribution with a mean of log(R) and a variance of σ2
R. Thus, the annual abundance of age

a in year t was calculated as follows:

Na,t =



R · eεR
t , for a = 0

Na−1,t−1 · e−Za−1,t−1 , for 0 < a < A

Na−1,t−1 · e−Za−1,t−1 +Na,t−1 · e−Za,t−1 , for a = A

.

Here, subscripts a and t represent the indices for age and year, respectively. Na,t represents

the abundance (in numbers) of age a in year t. εRt denotes the recruitment deviation in year

t with a variance of σ2
R. Za,t represents the total mortality rate for fish of age a in year t,

which is the summation of the fishing mortality Fa,t and the constant natural mortality M

(i.e., Za,t = Fa,t +M). Finally, A represents the terminal age class, referred to as “the plus

group,” where fish that are the same age or older are aggregated. Jung et al. (2021a) showed

that ages from 0 to 5 constituted the majority of the catch in 2015 from their age-length key

analysis, where a small number of otolith samples (7 out of 401) were estimated to be age of

6 and the growth increment between ages 5 and 6 was negligible. Therefore, we assumed the

terminal age class to be 5. The natural mortality rate M was set to a fixed value of 0.53,

which corresponds to the median estimate of the natural mortality rate for chub mackerel

based on a review of various studies conducted by the Technical Working Group of the North

Pacific Fisheries Commission (Nishijima et al., 2021). The initial abundance of age a (i.e.,
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year t = 1950) was assumed to be at near unfished equilibrium (denoted as Na,0), given that

the catch for the initial two decades was minimal compared to the later years of the time

series (Fig. 1a). The equation describing this initial abundance is provided in Appendix A.

According to the separability assumption (Doubleday, 1976), the age-dependent fishing

mortality Fa,t was calculated as the product of the fully selected fishing mortality rate Ft

(i.e., Ft = max(Fa,t)) and the age-dependent selectivity Sa,t:

Fa,t = Ft · Sa,t.

The fully selected fishing mortality rate Ft was modeled using a random walk process in log

space (Nielsen and Berg, 2014):

log(Ft) =


log(F0) + εFt , for t = 1950

log(Ft−1) + εFt , for 1950 < t ≤ 2021
,

where εFt represents the inter-annual deviation in the fully selected fishing mortality rate in

year t, which was assumed to follow a normal distribution with a mean of 0 and a variance

of σ2
F . We made the assumption that the stock was near its unfished status in the initial

year. Therefore, the fully selected fishing mortality rate in the initial year, denoted as F0,

was considered negligible and fixed at 0.01.

Given the abundance of age a in year t, the annual SSB (SSBt) was calculated as

SSBt = φ ·
∑
a

Na,t · e−ϕ·Za,t ·Wa ·ma,

where φ is the female proportion, Wa is the mean weight-at-age, ma is the maturity-at-age

(proportion of mature individuals at age a), and ϕ is the fraction of the year elapsed at the
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time of spawning. Detailed information regarding the models and input values for Wa, ma,

and other parameter inputs is provided in Table 2.

Selectivity

Several factors can contribute to variations in fisheries selectivity over time, and neglecting

these changes in stock assessment models can result in biased estimates of abundance and

mortality rates (Gudmundsson and Gunnlaugsson, 2012). Previous studies have highlighted

that assuming constant selectivity over time, when it is actually time-varying, can lead to

retrospective patterns in time series quantities such as SSB and fishing mortality (Martell

and Stewart, 2014; Hurtado-Ferro et al., 2015; Szuwalski et al., 2018).

As discussed by previous studies (Martell and Stewart, 2014; Hoyle et al., 2024), we considered

that selectivity of the LPS fishery was time-varying and consisted of the two main components:

(i) availability of fish to the fishing gear, influenced by factors such as spatial distribution of

fish and variations in fishing location and effort, and (ii) retention probability of the fishing

gear (i.e., the probability of capturing a fish of a given size given that the fish is available to

the fishing gear).

We assumed that a time-varying component of selectivity in the LPS fishery, as indicated

by the temporal changes in the left limb (i.e., small size groups) of the length composition

data (see Fig. 1c), was primarily driven by changes in the availability of young fish to the

fishing gear. However, we made the assumption that the retention probability of the fishing

gear remained constant over time. This allowed us to model time-invariant length-at-age

probability distributions in catch (see Eq. (5) in the Length-at-age distributions in catch

section below for more details). This time-invariant assumption for length-at-age distributions

was commonly made in other similarly structured models (Fournier et al., 1998; Francis,

2016).

To incorporate the time-varying component of selectivity in the LPS fishery, we developed a
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model for age-dependent, time-varying selectivity, denoted Sa,t:

Sa,t = 19

19 + e
− log(361)·

(
a−a95

a95−a05,t

) . (1)

In this model, a05,t represents the age at which 5% selectivity occurs in year t. This value was

assumed to either remain constant (i.e., the same for all years) or vary with time, depending

on chosen model configurations (See the Alternative model configurations section below for

more details). In contrast, a95 denotes the age at which 95% selectivity occurs, and this value

was considered constant over time. Such a time-invariant assumption was made, assuming

that selectivity for older age groups was relatively stable over time. This is due to the common

preference in commercial fisheries for targeting large individuals. In sensitivity analyses where

the constant age at 5% selectivity was assumed, we replaced a05,t with the median age at 5%

selectivity, denoted as a05.

The time-varying age at 5% selectivity was modeled using a bounded logit-normal distribution:

a05,t = la05 + (ua05 − la05) · logit−1(xt); xt = logit
(
a05 − la05

ua05 − la05

)
+ εSt , (2)

where ua05 and la05 denote the upper and lower bounds for a05,t, respectively, εSt represents

the deviation between a05,t and a05. The vector of the deviations εS was assumed to follow a

multivariate normal distribution with a mean vector 0 and a covariance matrix Σ, where the

covariance matrix was modeled for a stationary AR1 process with a correlation coefficient for

consecutive deviations ϱ:

εS ∼ MVN(0,Σ); Σt,t̃ = σ2
S

1 − ϱ2 · ϱ|t−t̃|, (3)

where σ2
S is the variance of the deviation for each year t. The auto-correlation coefficient ϱ

was not estimated, but in sensitivity analyses was assumed to be one of 0, 0.3, 0.6, or 0.9.
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Catchability

To investigate the performance of the assessment model under diverse catchability assumptions,

we modeled catchability to reflect three distinct scenarios: constant, linearly increasing, and

undergoing a random walk process in log space. The “linear increase” scenario was chosen to

simulate the impact of technological advancements in fishing practices, such as improvements

in vessel power and gear technology, as documented by Seo et al. (2017). This trend aims

to capture the gradual increase in fishing efficiency over time. On the other hand, the

“random walk” scenario was designed to encapsulate the potential for random fluctuations in

catchability that could arise from factors not directly related to technological progress, thus

providing a more comprehensive representation of variability in catchability. The catchability

was modeled as follows:



qt = q0, for 1976 ≤ t ≤ 2019, if constant

qt =


q0, for t = 1976

qt−1 + c, for 1976 < t ≤ 2019
, if linear increase

log(qt) =


log(q0), for t = 1976

log(qt−1) + εqt , for 1976 < t ≤ 2019
, if random walk

, (4)

where q0 is either the time-invariant catchability for the “constant” assumption or the initial

catchability for the “linear increase” and “random walk” assumptions, c is an additive fixed

annual increase, and εqt is the inter-annual deviation, which was assumed to follow a normal

distribution with mean 0 and variance σ2
q .

Length-at-age distributions in catch

An age-length key table, based on samples collected in 2015 from the LPS fishery, is publicly

available, as presented in Jung et al. (2021a). Gim et al. (2020) utilized this information to
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convert length frequencies into age frequencies for all observed years of length data. They

then applied an age-structured model to estimate stock status and management quantities. It

is crucial to note, however, that this approach may introduce significant bias into estimates

of stock size and recruitment. This potential bias arises because the age-length key table

encodes the proportion of age groups within each length bin, which should be year-specific,

mainly due to recruitment variability (Kimura, 1977; Westrheim and Ricker, 1978; Ailloud

and Hoenig, 2019). This seemingly straightforward application overlooks the fundamental

difference between the length distribution given age (πj|a) and the age distribution given

length (πa|j) (Ailloud and Hoenig, 2019).

To address this issue, we derived the length distribution given age (πj|a) using the available

information on the minimum, maximum, and mean lengths of fish for each age group, as

provided by Jung et al. (2021a) (see Table 2 for details). Since this information is derived

from fishery catch data rather than directly from the population, we made an assumption

that the length distribution follows a skew normal distribution (Azzalini, 1985), rather than

a normal distribution, in order to account for selection effects in the fishery catch.

We matched the minimum, maximum, and mean lengths of fish for each age group with the

5th, 95th percentiles, and the mean of a skew normal distribution. Utilizing these matches, we

derived the parameters of a skew normal distribution and applied the estimated parameters

to compute the length-at-age distributions in catch, serving as input for the assessment

model. The length-at-age probability distribution in catch (i.e., the probability of a fish of

age a being in the jth length bin, given that it was retained in catch), denoted as πj|a, was

calculated as follows:

πj|a =



Φ(Lj + 0.5 · d|ξa, ωa, αa), for j = 1

Φ(Lj + 0.5 · d|ξa, ωa, αa) − Φ(Lj − 0.5 · d|ξa, ωa, αa), for 1 < j < J

1 − Φ(Lj − 0.5 · d|ξa, ωa, αa), for j = J

, (5)
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where Φ(x|·) is the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the skew normal distribution

for length L less than or equal to x (see Appendix B for the definition of its CDF), Lj is the

midpoint of the length bin j, d is the length bin width (we set d = 1), and ξa, ωa, and αa are

the location, scale, and shape parameters of the skew normal distribution for length-at-age a,

respectively.

Observation models

The observation model components illustrate how the observed CPUE values (It), annual

catch values (Yt), and length composition data (nt) are linked to the age-structured population

dynamics. Detailed descriptions of each observation model are provided in the following

sections.

CPUE

The natural logarithm of the CPUE log(It) was assumed to follow a normal distribution with

mean log(Ît) and variance σ2
I :

log(It) ∼ Normal(log(Ît), σ2
I ),

where Ît is the model-predicted CPUE in year t:

Ît = qt · VBt,

in which qt is the catchability coefficient in year t, and VBt is the biomass vulnerable to the

fishery in year t. The vulnerable biomass VBt was calculated as follows:

VBt =
A∑
a=1

Na,t · e−0.5·Za,t · Sa,t ·Wa.
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Annual catch

The natural logarithm of the annual catch (in weight) log(Yt) was assumed to follow a normal

distribution with mean log(Ŷt) and variance σ2
Y :

log(Yt) ∼ Normal(log(Ŷt), σ2
Y ),

where Ŷt is the model-predicted annual catch in year t:

Ŷt =
A∑
a=1

Ĉa,t ·Wa.

The model-predicted age-specific catch in numbers Ĉa,t was calculated using the Baranov

catch equation (Baranov, 1918):

Ĉa,t = Fa,t
Za,t

·Na,t · (1 − e−Za,t). (6)

Length composition

A simulation study by Xu et al. (2020) demonstrated that a Dirichlet-multinomial (DM)

distribution outperforms other commonly used data weighting methods for composition data,

when time-varying selectivity is present. Thus, we employed a DM distribution to model the

length composition data:

nt ∼ DM(Et, δt), for 2000 ≤ t ≤ 2017,

where nt represents the vector of observed fish counts collected for each length bin j in year

t, Et denotes the sample size of the length composition observations in year t, and δt is the

vector of concentration parameters for year t (defined as how concentrated the observed length
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composition proportions are around the model-predicted length composition proportions).

Following Thorson et al. (2017), we parameterized the concentration parameter for each

length bin j in year t (i.e., δj,t) as a function of the corresponding model-predicted length

composition proportion P̂j|t and the variance-inflation parameter βt:

δj,t = βt · P̂j|t,

where the variance-inflation parameter βt was assumed to have a linear relationship with

both the sample size Et and the scale parameter θ (i.e., βt = Et · θ). This assumption led to

the formulation of the effective sample size as Eeff
t = (1 + θ ·Et)/(1 + θ), where Eeff

t represents

the effective sample size for observations in year t (for further details, refer to Thorson et al.

(2017)).

The model-predicted length composition proportion P̂j|t was derived as follows:

P̂j|t = Ĉj,t∑J
j′=1 Ĉj′,t

,

where Ĉj,t represents the model-predicted catch (in numbers) of fish in length bin j for

year t. This catch was derived by converting the age-specific catch Ĉa,t in Eq. (6) to the

length-specific catch Ĉj,t, based on the length-at-age distribution in catch (i.e., πj|a in Eq.

(5)):

Ĉj,t =
A∑
a=1

Ĉa,t · πj|a.

Alternative model configurations

To explore the effects of different model configurations on the model performance, we fitted a

total of 15 models (denoted as M1-15) to the data, each differing in several key aspects:
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• The selectivity was either constant (i.e., setting a05,t = a05 for all t in Eq. (1)) or

time-varying (i.e., allowing a05,t in Eq (2) to vary over time).

• The auto-correlation coefficient (i.e., ϱ in Eq. (3)) for deviations of age at 5% selectivity

was fixed at 0.0, 0.3, 0.6, or 0.9 (note that we initially attempted to estimate ϱ as part

of the model fitting process, but it was found to be non-identifiable and was thus fixed

at these values).

• The catchability coefficient was either constant or time-varying in two distinct ways

(i.e., linearly increasing or following a random walk), as specified in Eq. (4).

Details of the model configurations are summarized in Table 3.

Standard deviation penalty function

Estimating both process and observation standard deviation (SD) parameters in state-space

models is a challenging task, as highlighted in previous works (Auger-Méthé et al., 2016, 2021;

Hyun and Kim, 2022; Kim, 2022). Even in a simple random walk model, these SD parameters

are practically non-identifiable without additional constraints (Auger-Méthé et al., 2016).

Non-identifiability of those parameters is often indicated by boundary estimates (Auger-Méthé

et al., 2016, 2021; Hyun and Kim, 2022; Kim, 2022) and a flat likelihood surface near the

boundary (Raue et al., 2009; Auger-Méthé et al., 2016, 2021). This non-identifiability can

lead to biased estimates of the other parameters and infinite confidence intervals (Raue et al.,

2009; Auger-Méthé et al., 2016, 2021; Hyun and Kim, 2022; Kim, 2022).

In our study, we aimed to simultaneously estimate both process and observation variance

parameters. To accomplish this, we adopted the methodology introduced by Chung et al.

(2013), applying gamma distribution penalties to the SD parameters associated with the

observation models (i.e., σY , σI , and σq).

The gamma distribution, serving as a penalty function for σX∈{Y,I,q}, was defined as follows:
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f(σX) = λψ

Γ(ψ) · σψ−1
X · e−λ·σX ,

where ψ is the shape parameter and λ is the rate parameter. Chung et al. (2013) recommended

setting ψ = 2 and λ → 0 (to achieve this, we used a extremely small value for λ, i.e., λ = 10−10).

This choice of ψ = 2 ensures positive estimates in maximum likelihood estimation for σX , as

the gamma distribution is zero at the origin. Furthermore, as λ approaches zero, the gamma

distribution function exhibits a positive constant derivative at zero, allowing the likelihood

to dominate even in the presence of strong curvature near zero (Chung et al., 2013).

The joint likelihoods of the models incorporating these gamma penalties are outlined in Table

4. We conducted a comparison between the models with and without the gamma penalties

to evaluate the efficacy of this penalized estimation method.

Model estimation

The estimation process was carried out using Template Model Builder (TMB) (Kristensen et al.,

2016) in R (R Core Team, 2023). The model parameters Θ were estimated by maximizing

the marginal likelihood of the data L(Θ|D) using the nlminb optimizer in R.

In TMB, the marginal likelihood of the data L(Θ|D) was obtained by integrating out the

random effects Q from the joint likelihood L(Θ,Q|D) using the Laplace approximation

technique (Skaug and Fournier, 2006; Kristensen et al., 2016):

L(Θ|D) =
∫

L(Θ,Q|D)dQ.

Through the maximization of the marginal likelihood concerning the model parameters Θ,

we obtained the estimates denoted as Θ̂:
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Θ̂ = arg max
Θ

log[L(Θ|D)].

Once Θ̂ was determined, TMB proceeded to estimate the random effects Q by maximizing the

joint likelihood with respect to Q, while keeping Θ fixed at Θ̂:

Q̂ = arg max
Q

log[L(Θ̂,Q|D)].

The uncertainties of the parameter estimates were assessed using the delta method, which

involved calculating the determinant of the Hessian matrix of the marginal likelihood at Θ̂

through numerical Cholesky decomposition (Skaug and Fournier, 2006; Kristensen et al.,

2016). To determine successful model convergence, we checked if the absolute value of the

maximum gradient component of the parameters was close to 0 (i.e., less than 0.1), and that

the Hessian matrix was positive definite. The joint likelihoods for all models considered in

this study are defined in Table 4.

Model performance evaluation

The relative performance of all alternative models was assessed using Akaike’s Information Cri-

terion (AIC) (Akaike, 1974). AIC was calculated using the maximized marginal log-likelihoods

of the models, where random effects were integrated out but the gamma distribution penalties

were included, and the number of fixed-effect parameters (i.e., AIC = −2 · log(LMLE) + 2 · k,

where LMLE represents the maximized marginal log-likelihood and k is the number of

fixed-effect parameters).

Previous studies have demonstrated that the marginal likelihood-based AIC is reliable for

selecting the best-performing model in state-space models (Auger-Méthé et al., 2017; Miller

and Hyun, 2018). To further validate the accuracy of AIC in model selection, we conducted

cross-test simulations. In these simulations, we treated each candidate model as an operating
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model (OM) to generate pseudo data. Subsequently, all candidate models, now serving

as estimation models (EMs), were fitted to this pseudo data. We then compared the AIC

values of these models to ascertain whether the matching OM and EM combination yielded

the lowest AIC value. Because of the large number of candidate models in this factorial

experiment, a subset of alternative models (namely M10, M11, and M12) was selected for the

cross-test simulations.

Robustness of the model to observation error

Deroba et al. (2015) highlighted the common occurrence of divergence in self-tests for stock

assessment models employing random walks for time-varying processes, particularly in the

most recent years of the time series. They recommended conducting a self-consistency test

to ensure that the model was correctly specified. In line with this recommendation, we

conducted a simulation test to assess the model’s robustness to observation errors.

In this simulation, we generated a pseudo dataset using the model, with parameters and ran-

dom effects fixed at the estimates obtained from fitting the mackerel data. Observation errors

and length frequencies were drawn randomly from the assumed distributions. Subsequently,

we fitted the simulated dataset to the same model to re-estimate the parameters and random

effects.

To ensure the reliability of the model, we performed 500 simulation-estimation runs for this

self-consistency check. The model was considered robust if the median of the estimates from

the simulation-estimation runs closely matched the true values used for simulating the pseudo

dataset (Deroba et al., 2015). We visually assessed the divergence between the true and

estimated values by comparing summary statistics (e.g., 2.5%, 50%, and 97.5% percentiles)

of the estimated time series of key quantities of interest (e.g., total biomass, SSB, fishing

mortality, and catchability) with those of the true values.
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Retrospective analysis

We examined retrospective patterns to identify potential model misspecification. In integrated

stock assessment models, misspecification is typically indicated by systematic changes in

estimates of time series quantities when the model is fitted to data, with the sequential

exclusion of the most recent data points (Hurtado-Ferro et al., 2015).

We performed a retrospective analysis by sequentially excluding the last 8 years of the data

and fitting the model to the reduced dataset. To visually assess retrospective patterns, we

calculated the relative difference (RD) between the estimates of time series quantities obtained

from the model using the full dataset and those from the models using the reduced datasets.

The RD for year t of the time series quantity ζ after removing y years of data (i.e., RDt,y(ζ))

was defined as follows:

RDt,y(ζ) = ζ̂t,T−y

ζ̂t,T
− 1, for 1950 ≤ t ≤ T − y,

where T represents the terminal year of the catch data, y indicates the number of years

removed from the terminal year, which spans from 1 to g (where g = 8 in this study), ζ̂t,T−y

denotes the estimate of the quantity ζ for year t derived from the model fitted to data from

1950 to T − y, while ζ̂t,T represents the corresponding estimate from the model fitted to the

full dataset. In our retrospective analysis, we considered SSBt and Ft as the quantities ζ.

In addition to visual inspection, we quantified the retrospective pattern using Mohn’s ρ

(Mohn, 1999) for the time series quantity ζ (i.e., ρ(ζ)). Mohn’s ρ was defined as follows:

ρ(ζ) = 1
g

g∑
y=1

ζ̂T−y,T−y

ζ̂T−y,T
− 1, (7)

where ζ̂T−y,T−y represents the estimate of the quantity ζ for year T − y from the model fitted

to the data from 1950 to T − y, ζ̂T−y,T is the corresponding estimate from the model fitted
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to the full dataset. Given the inconsistent time series lengths for catch data (1950 to 2021),

CPUE data (1976 to 2019), and length frequency data (2000 to 2017), we also computed

Mohn’s ρ for the time period where all data types were available. In this case, y ranged from

4 to g, and the division by g was replaced by g − 3.

Establishing a definitive threshold value for Mohn’s ρ to detect retrospective patterns remains

a challenge in stock assessments. Therefore, we followed the recommendations of Hurtado-

Ferro et al. (2015), who proposed a practical rule of thumb for species with shorter lifespans.

They suggest that Mohn’s ρ values exceeding 0.3 or falling below −0.22 can be indicative of

potential retrospective patterns deserving attention.

Parametric bootstrap

To assess the bias, estimability, and uncertainty of the model parameters under each model

configuration, we conducted a parametric bootstrap analysis, similar to the self-consistency

test described above. However, in this analysis, the pseudo-dataset was generated from the

model where the random effects were not fixed but drawn from the assumed distributions

with the estimated variance parameters. Subsequently, the pseudo-dataset was fitted to the

same model to re-estimate the parameters and random effects, which were then compared to

the corresponding true values.

We conducted a total of 1000 simulation-estimation runs for this parametric bootstrap analysis.

In each run, we checked whether the 95% confidence intervals of the estimates included the

true values to investigate the 95% coverage probability of the model. The Wald method was

used to compute the 95% confidence intervals of the parameters.

The bias of the parameter estimates was quantified as the median of the RD between the

estimated and true values. The RD of a parameter Θ for the ith simulation-estimation run

was calculated as the ratio of the estimate Θ̂ to the true value Θtrue, subtracting one:
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RDi(Θ) = Θ̂i

Θtrue
− 1 (8)

We also assessed the estimability of the parameters by analyzing the distribution of parameter

estimates obtained from the simulation-estimation runs. Inestimable parameters often exhibit

multi-modal distributions, and variance parameters, especially those in state-space models,

frequently display a bimodal distribution, one mode of which is near zero, as highlighted by

previous studies (Auger-Méthé et al., 2016, 2021; Hyun and Kim, 2022; Kim, 2022).

Random effects validation

We evaluated the distributional assumptions of the random effects Q using a simulation-based

approach (Waagepetersen, 2006; Thygesen et al., 2017). To validate these assumptions, we

generated 1000 sets of samples from the joint posterior distribution of Q and conducted an

examination.

The joint posterior distribution of Q was approximated using a multivariate normal distribu-

tion. The mean vector represented the estimates of the random effects, denoted as Q̂, and

the covariance matrix was derived from the negative inverse of the Hessian matrix (Thygesen

et al., 2017). The samples were then normalized using the estimated SD of the random effects,

such as σ̂R, σ̂F , σ̂S, and σ̂q. For auto-correlated random effects in selectivity deviations (i.e.,

εS in M7-15), we multiplied the inverse of the Cholesky decomposition of the corresponding

covariance matrix to normalize and decorrelate the samples.

To validate the correct specification of our model, we investigated whether the normalized

samples conform to a standard normal distribution. This evaluation was conducted visually

through quantile-quantile (Q-Q) plots. The challenge in interpreting these plots lies in

accurately distinguishing between deviations from expected values caused by random sampling

variation and actual violations of assumptions. To explore systematic deviations from a

standard normal distribution, we analyzed 1000 sets of Q-Q plots. Our objective was to
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establish a 95% envelope for these plots, following Rubio and Genton (2016). We visually

assessed whether the 95% envelope contained the straight line with an intercept of 0 and a

slope of 1, representing a perfect adherence to the normality assumption.

Results

All 15 models (M1-15) successfully converged. The initial values and parameter bounds used

for each model are summarized in Supplementary Table 6. The estimates of the parameters

for the length-at-age distributions in catch are given in Table 5 (see Supplementary Fig. 9

for their visualized forms). The fitted estimates compared to the observed data are presented

in Supplementary Figs. 10 and 11. The estimated time-varying age at 5% selectivity and

recruitment deviations are shown in Supplementary Fig. 12. Based on AIC and various model

validation criteria that we used in this study (details are provided in following sections),

the best-performing model was M11, characterized by time-varying selectivity with an auto-

correlation coefficient ϱ = 0.6 and a linearly increasing catchability. Other models with

identical configurations, varying only in the ϱ values, also exhibited lower AIC values when

compared to the models with time-invariant selectivity (M1-3) and those with time-varying

selectivity but with random walk catchability (M6, M9, M12, M15). This tendency in

AIC values suggested that model selection was less sensitive to the choice of ϱ and more

influenced by the choice of the catchability function combined with time-varying selectivity.

The differences in terms of AIC between the best-performing model (M11) and other models

are summarized in Table 3.

The cross-test for checking the accuracy of AIC in model selection revealed that AIC identified

the matching model between the OM and the EM with a high rate of success for M10 (400

out of 450) and M11 (466 out of 467). However, when M12 was used as the OM, AIC failed

to identify the corresponding EM (only 1 out of 354 was successful). This poor performance

of AIC in model selection was attributed to the additional gamma distribution penalty term
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in the likelihood function of M12, imposed on σq. When we removed the additional gamma

distribution penalty term from M12, AIC identified the matching model with the EM even

for M12 with a relatively high rate of success (306 out of 355; see Supplementary Table 7

for the detailed results). Despite the improvement, the distribution of the estimates of σq

showed a clear bimodal pattern (Supplementary Fig. 13), indicating that the model was not

well-identified. This result suggested that the additional gamma distribution penalty term

was necessary for the model to be well-identified, but it also made the model selection based

on AIC less reliable.

The various assumptions regarding catchability had a pronounced impact on the overall

trends in fishing mortality. Models assuming constant catchability (M1, M4, M7, M10, M13)

exhibited nearly monotonic decreasing trends since 1985 (see panels in the first column in

Fig. 2). In contrast, models assuming linearly increasing catchability (M2, M5, M8, M11,

M14) demonstrated relatively stable fishing mortality trends from 1984 until 2012, followed

by abrupt increases until 2015 and subsequent decreases thereafter (see panels in the second

column in Fig. 2). Models incorporating random walk catchability (M3, M6, M9, M12, M15)

revealed a pattern akin to those assuming linearly increasing catchability for the last decade

but with gradual increasing trends from 1980 to 2000 (see panels in the third column in Fig.

2).

The catchability trends under the random walk assumption (M3, M6, M9, M12, M15)

exhibited almost monotonic increases from 1990 to 2010, followed by sudden increases from

2010 to 2015, and subsequent decreases thereafter (see panels in the third column of Fig. 3).

This pattern closely resembled the fishing mortality trends observed in the same models.

The SSB trends in all models exhibit a similar pattern. They were characterized by stable

fluctuations around an unfished status from 1950 to 1970, attributed to low catch levels

during this period. This was followed by a steep decrease until the early 1980s (or until 2000

in models with random walk catchability), and subsequent stability around a low SSB level
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(see Fig. 4). Notably, models with constant catchability showed a slight increase during this

period of low SSB, although the magnitude of the increase was not substantial (see Fig. 4).

The SSB estimates from all models consistently remained below 40% of the unfished SSB

(i.e., SSBt < 0.4 · SSB0, where SSB0 represents the SSB at the unfished status and serves as

a proxy for interpreting the stock status in this study) for the last few decades (see Fig. 4).

This indicated that, despite the implementation of the TAC-based management system for

this mackerel stock since 1999 (Sim et al., 2020), the stock has not been managed sustainably.

Retrospective analysis

Systematic retrospective patterns were observed in the models with time-invariant selectivity

(M1-3), as evidenced by the retrospective discrepancy measures depicted in Figs. 5 and 6.

In contrast, the models with time-varying selectivity (M4-15) did not exhibit any notable

retrospective patterns. This observation suggested that the introduction of time-varying

selectivity effectively addressed model mis-specification.

Furthermore, the Mohn’s ρ values derived from the SSB time-series of those problematic

models were all negative, specifically for M1-3 (i.e., ρ(SSB) = −0.281,−0.316,−0.29 for M1-3,

respectively). According to the guideline proposed by Hurtado-Ferro et al. (2015), where a

Mohn’s ρ value exceeding 0.3 or falling below −0.22 indicates the presence of retrospective

patterns, these values strongly suggested the existence of significant retrospective patterns.

The retrospective patterns were particularly evident during the period when three different

sets of data were all available (see values in the parentheses in Figs. 5 and 6).

Although no systematic retrospective patterns were observed in the models with time-varying

selectivity and random walk catchability (M6, M9, M12, M15) for the last eight years,

there were indications of model mis-specification. This was evident from the systematic

dome-shaped curve patterns in the SSB time-series (see Fig. 5f, i, l, and o) and the S-shaped

curve patterns in the fishing mortality time-series (see Fig. 6f, i, l, and o). These systematic
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patterns suggested that the models with random walk catchability were influenced by certain

data points when fitted to the reduced datasets. This was further confirmed by the self-test

results, where observation errors were randomized to test the robustness of the models,

revealing discrepancies between the true values and the median estimates (details about the

self-test results are provided in the following section).

Robustness of the model to observation error

The self-test results indicated that the models with time-invariant selectivity (M1-3) were less

robust to observation errors compared to the models with time-varying selectivity (M4-15)

(Figs. 2 and 3). Specifically, the true values consistently fell outside the 95% interval of

the estimated values for fishing mortality and catchability time-series in most years when

time-invariant selectivity was assumed (M1-3; see the panels in the first row in Figs. 2 and

3), irrespective of the catchability assumption. However, all the models, with the exception

of M3, demonstrated a high level of robustness in the SSB time-series (Fig. 4; also in the

total biomass time-series; see Supplementary Fig. 15). Only M3 displayed some deviation

between the true values and the median estimates in the SSB time-series in the last five years

(Fig. 4c).

On the contrary, the models with time-varying selectivity (M4-15) displayed a higher level

of robustness against observation errors when compared to the models with time-invariant

selectivity (M1-3) (Figs. 2 and 3). This improved robustness was evident through the

relatively smaller discrepancies between the true values and the median estimates in the

fishing mortality and catchability time-series. It is worth noting, however, that models with

random walk catchability (M6, M9, M12, M15) exhibited divergent patterns in the fishing

mortality and catchability time-series, especially over the last decade (see the subfigures f,i,l

and o in Figs. 2 and 3). In contrast, models featuring constant catchability and linearly

increasing catchability (M4, M5, M7, M8, M10, M11, M13, and M14) demonstrated greater

robustness across all the considered time-series quantities (see the subfigures d, e, g, h, j, k,
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m, and n in Figs. 2-4).

The convergence rates of the self-test results are summarized in Table 3. In general, the

convergence rates were good, with eight models showing over 90% convergence out of 500

simulation-estimation runs. However, the models with the highest auto-correlation (ϱ = 0.9)

for selectivity deviations displayed lower convergence rates, ranging from 51% to 84%.

Bias and coverage probability of the parameter estimates

The RD measures obtained from the parametric bootstrap analysis revealed that the medians

of RDs (i.e., median[RD(Θ)]) were closely centered around zero, with most of them exhibiting

biases within 5%, except for σS which showed the largest bias in all 15 models (ranging

from −9.9% in M5 to −21.5% in M15; see Supplementary Fig. 14a-c). Such negative biases

in process error variance parameters were commonly observed in various state-space stock

assessment models (Cadigan, 2015; Miller et al., 2016; Miller and Hyun, 2018; Trijoulet et al.,

2020; Kim, 2022). This phenomenon was attributed to the downward bias associated with

maximum likelihood estimation (Pawitan, 2001).

Conversely, the SD parameters for the observation error (i.e., σY and σI) exhibited slightly

positive biases in the medians of the RDs, which was likely due to the gamma penalties

(compare the medians of the RDs in Supplementary Fig. 14). These positive biases occurred

because the estimator shifted the estimates that were close to zero to slightly larger values,

thereby enhancing parameter identifiability (Chung et al., 2013) (Figs. 7 and 8). These biases

ranged from 5.3% to 8.2% for models with constant catchability (M4-8) and linearly increasing

catchability (M10-14), but were slightly larger for models with random walk catchability (M9,

M12, M15), ranging from 10.1% to 14.3%. The biases for σI were small in all models, ranging

from 0.1% to 6.0%. The largest bias for σI was observed in M6 (random walk catchability).

The convergence rates of the parametric bootstrap analysis are summarized in Table 3.

Overall, the convergence rates were good, with 10 models showing over 95% convergence rates
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out of 1000 simulation-estimation runs. However, the models with the highest auto-correlation

(ϱ = 0.9) for selectivity deviations displayed lower convergence rates, ranging from 80% to

86%, which aligns with the tendencies observed in the convergence rates obtained from the

self-test analysis.

The 95% coverage probabilities of parameter estimates are summarized in Supplementary

Table 8, where most coverage probabilities of the parameters closely aligned with the nominal

level of 95%. Even those with relatively poor coverage probabilities mostly fell within the

range of 90% to 98%. Notably, a05 exhibited poor coverage probabilities of 82%, 80%, and

81% in M13, M14, and M15, respectively, possibly attributed to the negative biases of the

point estimates (Supplementary Fig. 14a-c). Similarly, the coverage probabilities for σY were

also suboptimal in some models (M6, M9, M12, M13, M15), showing slightly less than 90%

coverage probability, possibly due to the positive biases of the point estimates. Models with

constant catchability and linearly increasing catchability demonstrated consistently good

coverage probabilities for all parameters. Small deviations from the nominal level may be

attributed to the use of Wald intervals (i.e., ±1.96 · SD for 95% confidence intervals) for

computational efficiency.

Estimability of the standard deviation parameters

In cases where gamma penalties were not applied, the distributions of σ̂Y in all models,

obtained from the parametric bootstrap analysis, exhibited bimodal shapes, with one mode

near zero. This bimodality suggested that the parameter was not practically identifiable (Fig.

7). Bimodal distributions were also observed in σ̂I in models with time-varying selectivity

and random walk catchability (M6, M9, M12, and M15; see Fig. 8). When gamma penalties

were applied, both σ̂Y and σ̂I showed unimodal distributions across all models, indicating

that the parameters became identifiable regardless of the model configurations. However, the

application of gamma penalties slightly shifted the distributions of σ̂Y and σ̂I towards the

right, pushing those estimates that were close to zero towards slightly larger values (Figs. 7
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and 8).

While the penalties significantly improved the estimability of σY and σI , these enhancements

did not have a substantial impact on the estimates of derived time-series quantities, such as

SSB and fishing mortality (Supplementary Figs. 16 and 17). This is likely because the other

random effects in the model (e.g., modeled random deviations in selectivity, recruitment,

fishing mortality) had much larger impacts on the derived time-series quantities than those

associated with the observation SD parameters. This phenomenon was observed in previous

studies, where observation error variance parameters were not practically identifiable, but

state variables and derived time-series quantities were still estimated with minimal bias

(Auger-Méthé et al., 2016; Kim, 2022), especially when observation error variance parameters

were smaller than process error variance parameters (Auger-Méthé et al., 2016; Kim, 2022).

Validation of the random effects assumptions

The standardized samples of random effects conformed well to the standard normal distribution

across all models. This was evident from the respective Q-Q plots, where the 95% envelopes

mostly covered the diagonal lines (Supplementary Figs. 18-21). However, minor systematic

deviations from the diagonal lines were noted in the right tail of the median Q-Q lines for

fishing mortality deviations (Supplementary Fig. 20), and in the left tail for catchability

deviations (Supplementary Fig. 21). Despite these deviations, the median Q-Q lines were

generally close to the diagonal lines, with the 95% envelopes largely encompassing these

diagonals.

Discussion

This study demonstrated the efficacy of our proposed model in addressing unexplained

temporal variability in CPUE data, without requiring additional information. Furthermore,

we highlighted the capabilities of the non-degenerate estimator in handling non-identifiability
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issues related to the SD parameters, thus facilitating the simultaneous estimation of all

SD parameters within the model. We recommend adopting this approach in future stock

assessments employing a state-space framework, especially when it is crucial to estimate

both observation and process error SD parameters. However, we also acknowledge that the

non-degenerate estimator introduces small bias into the estimates of SD parameters. This

bias is likely to be negligible if the true SD is not too close to zero as demonstrated by

Chung et al. (2013), but it is important to be aware of this bias and evaluate its potential

impacts on stock assessments through simulation studies, such as the parametric bootstrap

test that we conducted in this study. Furthermore, the inclusion of additional penalty terms

for SD parameters in more complex models rendered AIC less effective for model selection,

as demonstrated in our study. This indicates that the AIC may not be ideally suited for

comparing models that incorporate differing numbers of penalty terms for SD parameters.

Treating the penalty terms for SD parameters as priors can be an alternative approach to

address this issue while treating SD parameters as random effects, as incorporated in WHAM

(Stock and Miller, 2021), but our initial attempts to implement this approach were not

successful due to convergence issues. Nonetheless, within the scope of our research, the AIC

proved valuable in identifying the most effective model between those with constant and

linearly increasing catchability with time-varying selectivity, since the penalty terms for SD

parameters were consistent across these models. Importantly, these were the only models

that met all criteria in our model checking tests.

Additionally, our findings highlighted significant enhancements achieved by incorporating

time-varying selectivity and catchability into the assessment model. This integration has led

to a better performing model, characterized by reduced retrospective patterns and improved

goodness-of-fit. In our study, time-varying selectivity was more influential in addressing the

retrospective patterns than time-varying catchability, but both components were essential in

improving the model performance in terms of goodness-of-fit. The best-performing model

(M11) indicated the presence of auto-correlation in the age at 5% selectivity, suggesting that
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the temporal changes in the left limb of the length composition data (temporal variations in

the proportion of small individuals) were partially explained by changes in selectivity, not

solely by recruitment signals. However, care should be taken when interpreting this result, as

we only investigated the relationship between the auto-correlation in selectivity deviations

and the temporal changes in the length composition data. This relationship may be influenced

by the auto-correlation in recruitment deviations, which we did not investigate in this study.

We recommend that future studies explore these potential correlations to more thoroughly

examine the underlying mechanisms of the temporal changes in the distribution of the length

composition data. For example, a two-dimensional AR(1) process, applied in previous studies

(Cadigan, 2015; Xu et al., 2019; Stock and Miller, 2021), can be used to investigate the

correlation between recruitment and selectivity deviations and their auto-correlations over

time.

We demonstrated that in cases where CPUE standardization is not feasible, our model-based

approach provides a valuable alternative. This approach implicitly accounts for variations

in CPUE without the need for supplementary data typically required by explicit CPUE

standardization methods. However, it is crucial to exercise caution when implementing this

approach using a random walk, as the flexibility of the random walk process may lead to

overfitting and robustness issues. In our study, the random walk process for catchability was

not effective in addressing the retrospective patterns, and it showed divergent patterns in

the self-test (note that we refer to the self-test as the test where the observation errors were

randomly generated while fixing the process errors, whereas the parametric bootstrap test

refers to the test where both the observation and process errors were randomly generated).

This is likely due to the fact that the random walk process was overly flexible and sensitive to

the few data points influencing the overall trend. To mitigate these challenges and enhance

model performance, we recommend exploring alternative formulations for the time-varying

components, such as the simple linear trend that we used for time-varying catchability.
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Furthermore, our self-test and parametric bootstrap results unveiled numerous potential issues

with the model, encompassing biased estimates, poor convergence, and non-identifiability

challenges. These simulation-based diagnostics have effectively identified misspecified models.

This highlighted the importance of conducting simulation studies to thoroughly assess and

ensure model performance and robustness, aligning with recommendations from previous

studies (Deroba et al., 2015; Auger-Méthé et al., 2016, 2021; Kim, 2022). The full random-

ization of both the observation and process errors in the parametric bootstrap test was

particularly useful in investigating non-identifiable parameters as well as checking uncertainty

estimates through the coverage test, but this full simulation-estimation test did not indicate

misspecification of the model to the observed data, as the data were simulated based on

the true realizations of the process errors in each simulation run. In contrast, the self-test,

where the process errors were fixed at the fitted values as the true values, and only the

observation errors were randomized, was effective in identifying misspecified models, but it did

not indicate issues with non-identifiability because the test was not capable of investigating

the separability of the observation and process errors. Therefore, we recommend conducting

both self-test and parametric bootstrap to broadly assess model performance and robustness,

especially when the model is complex and the data are sparse.

In the context of stock assessment results for the mackerel stock, our study highlighted

the potential for significant improvements in future assessments, particularly through the

incorporation of models that consider fishery-dependent processes and the accurate utilization

of the sparse age-length information. Notably, previous assessments of this stock overlooked

the impacts of fishery-dependent processes on the CPUE data (Jung, 2019; Gim et al., 2020;

Jung et al., 2021b; Hong et al., 2022; Gim and Hyun, 2022; Kim, 2022; Gim, 2023) and

misapplied the age-length key when using age-structured models for the length frequencies

(Gim et al., 2020; Gim, 2023). These simplifications and misapplications could introduce

bias into assessments of stock status and fishing mortality rates, potentially leading to poor

management decisions. In fact, our assessments differed from previous ones, showing more
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pessimistic results. This difference occurred as some positive signals from the CPUE and

length composition data were partially offset by the inclusion of time-varying catchability

and selectivity. This underscores the importance of conducting thorough investigations into

the potential impacts of fishery-dependent processes on key management quantities. Such

examination is essential to ensure that assessment results are not unduly influenced by these

processes. For example, our best model (M11), where the linear increase in catchability was

included, supported the presence of vessel power creep of the LPS fishery, which was reported

in the previous study (Seo et al., 2017). If future assessments are to incorporate this factor,

the TAC advice may be more conservative than that from previous assessments, which did

not account for the vessel power creep. Other catchability trends, such as asymptotic or

exponential increases, may also be considered in future assessments, as these trends may

better capture the underlying mechanisms of the catchability changes. Moreover, investigating

the impact of including these time-varying components on projections may be required for

future assessments and management advice, which we recommend as an area for future study.

To the best of our knowledge, this study is the first that incorporated fishery-dependent

processes through time-varying catchability and selectivity into the assessment of the Korean

mackerel stock, as well as conducted thorough model checking and simulation-based diagnostics

to assess model performance and robustness of the results. We believe that our findings will

provide valuable insights into future assessments of this stock, but we also acknowledge that

our results may not represent the current status of the stock. This is because our assessment

model was not developed with the most up-to-date data due to data availability and required

simplifying assumptions on biological parameters, which are often necessary for data-limited

assessments. For example, estimating length-at-age distributions in catch using the samples

collected from the single year (i.e., year 2015) overlooks potential changes in growth of the

species over time. If more data are available, a segmented approach, estimating the length-at-

age distributions in distinct time blocks, can be considered to account for potential changes

in growth over time. Furthermore, the selection of the DM distribution for models with
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time-varying selectivity warrants additional scrutiny. Although endorsed by Xu et al. (2020),

a study by Fisch et al. (2021) indicated that a logistic normal distribution outperformed

the DM distribution for length composition data with large sample sizes. Despite these

limitations, regarding model development and diagnostics, we believe that our study laid a

solid foundation for a better understanding of the Korean mackerel stock and the development

of future assessment models.
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Table 1. Definition of terms used in this study
Notation Description
t, a, j Indices for year, age, and length bin, respectively
R Average recruitment
εRt Inter-annual deviations in natural logarithm of average recruitment
A Terminal age class
M Instantaneous rate of natural mortality
Na,t Abundance by age and year
Ĉa,t Predicted catch by age and year
Ĉj,t Predicted catch by length group and year
Sa,t Fishery selectivity by age and year
Za,t Instantaneous rate of total mortality by age and year
Fa,t Instantaneous rate of fishing mortality by age and year
F0 Average instantaneous rate of fully selected fishing mortality for a pre-data period
Ft Instantaneous rate of fully selected fishing mortality by year
εFt Inter-annual deviations in natural logarithm of fishing mortality
σ2
F Variance of inter-annual deviations in natural logarithm of fishing mortality
a95 Age at 95% selectivity
a05 Age at 5% selectivity used as a constant or median value for a time-varying model
lΘ, uΘ Lower and upper bounds for a bounded logit transformation of a parameter Θ
a05,t Time-varying age at 5% selectivity
εSt Inter-annual deviations in logit-transformed age at 5% selectivity
εS Vector of inter-annual deviations in logit-transformed age at 5% selectivity
σ2
S Variance of inter-annual deviations in logit-transformed age at 5% selectivity
ϱ Autocorrelation coefficient for εSt in a stationary AR(1) process
q0 Catchability coefficient used as a constant or initial value for a time-varying model
qt Time-varying catchability coefficient
c Additive constant for the linear increase in catchability
εqt Inter-annual deviations in catchability
σ2
q Variance of inter-annual deviations in catchability
πj|a Probability of fish of age a being in length group j
Φ(·) Cumulative distribution function of a skew normal distribution
ξa, ωa, αa Location, scale, and shape parameters of a skew normal distribution
It, Ît Observed and predicted catch-per-unit-effort (CPUE), respectively
σ2
I Variance of observation errors in CPUE

VBt Vulnerable biomass by year
Wa Mean weight-at-age
La Mean length-at-age
SSBt Spawning stock biomass by year
ma Mean maturity-at-age
ϕ Fraction of a year elapsed when spawning
φ Female proportion in a population
Yt, Ŷt Observed and predicted catch (in weight) by year, respectively
σ2
Y Variance of observation errors in catch (in weight)

nt Vector of observed length frequencies by year
Et Sample size of observed length frequencies by year
δt Concentration parameters of the Dirichlet-multinomial distribution
P̂t Vector of predicted length proportions by year
P̂j|t Predicted proportion of fish in length group j by year
Eeff
t Effective sample size of observed length frequencies by year

θ Scale parameter in the Dirichlet-multinomial (DM) distribution
δj,t, βt Concentration and variance-inflation parameters in the DM distribution, respectively
Θ, Q, D Vector of all parameters, random effects, and data, respectively
ψ,λ Shape and rate parameters of the gamma distribution, respectively
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Table 2. Description of quantities and sub-models with corresponding parameter values
and references. The minimum, maximum, and mean lengths were utilized in estimating the
length-at-age distributions in catch using skew normal distributions. In cases where the
column is left blank under the "Reference" heading, it denotes that the value was not obtained
from a published source and instead chosen based on the best guess of the authors of this
study.
Description (notation) Quantity or Equation Reference
Quantity
Minimum length-at-age 19.1, 23.1, 26.1, 30.1, 31.1, 35.1 (cm) Jung et al. (2021a)
Maximum length-at-age 29.0, 33.0, 36.0, 42.0, 43.0, 44.0 (cm) Jung et al. (2021a)
Mean length-at-age (La) 23.9, 27.8, 30.6, 34.8, 37.2, 40.1 (cm) Jung et al. (2021a)
Natural mortality (M) 0.53 (year−1) Nishijima et al. (2021)
Year elapsed when spawning (ϕ) 0.5 (fraction of the year) Kim et al. (2020)
Female proportion (φ) 0.5
Pre-data fishing mortality (F0) 0.01 (year−1)
Model
Mean weight-at-age (Wa) Wa = 0.003 · 10−6 · L3.425

a (MT) Gim and Hyun (2019)
Mean maturity-at-age (ma) ma = 1/[1 + exp(20.11 − 0.7 · La)] Kim et al. (2020)
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Table 3. Configuration of all 15 models fitted to the mackerel data, based on various
assumptions concerning catchability (qt), selectivity (a05,t), and autocorrelation (ϱ) of the
selectivity deviation. ∆AIC represents the difference in AIC compared to the best model
(M11). Convergence rates denote the percentage of successful convergence out of 500 for
self-tests with randomized observation errors (Self-obs) and 1000 for self-tests with both
randomized observation and process errors (Self-both; parametric bootstrap).

Model Assumption ∆AIC Convergence rate (%)
qt a05,t ϱ Self-obs Self-both

M1 Constant Constant — 112.914 89 97
M2 Linear increase Constant — 101.948 94 95
M3 Random walk Constant — 197.440 79 96
M4 Constant Random 0.0 30.656 96 92
M5 Linear increase Random 0.0 6.488 96 96
M6 Random walk Random 0.0 99.117 95 86
M7 Constant Random 0.3 26.209 90 96
M8 Linear increase Random 0.3 1.920 96 96
M9 Random walk Random 0.3 93.658 86 95
M10 Constant Random 0.6 24.904 91 95
M11 Linear increase Random 0.6 0.000 95 96
M12 Random walk Random 0.6 90.512 84 95
M13 Constant Random 0.9 25.508 51 86
M14 Linear increase Random 0.9 2.683 84 80
M15 Random walk Random 0.9 92.585 67 80
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Table 4. Equations for the joint likelihood of all alternative models (M1-15) when fitted,
along with components of the likelihood for observation error and process error. Gamma
distributions were applied as penalty functions for three standard deviation parameters (σI ,
σY , and σq). Note that the gamma distribution here is parameterized by the shape and rate
(i.e., the reciprocal of the scale parameter) parameters.

Description Equation
Likelihood (process error)

Recruitment deviation LR =
2021∏
t=1950

Normal(εRt |0, σ2
R)

Fishing mortality deviation LF =
2021∏
t=1950

Normal(εFt |0, σ2
F )

Catchability deviation Lq =
2019∏
t=1977

Normal(εqt |0, σ2
q )

Selectivity deviation LS = MVN(εS|0,Σ)
Likelihood (observation error)

CPUE LI =
2019∏
t=1976

Normal(log(It)| log(Ît), σ2
I )

Catch LY =
2021∏
t=1950

Normal(log(Yt)| log(Ŷt), σ2
Y )

Length frequency LLF =
2017∏
t=2000

DM(nt|Et, δt)

Gamma distribution penalties
CPUE error fI = Gamma(σI |2, 10−10)
Catch error fY = Gamma(σY |2, 10−10)
Catchability deviation fq = Gamma(σq|2, 10−10)
Joint likelihood for each model
M1, M2 L(Θ,Q|D) = LR · LF · LLF · LI · LY · fI · fY
M3 L(Θ,Q|D) = LR · LF · Lq · LLF · LI · LY · fI · fY · fq
M4, M5, M7, M8, M10, M11, M13, M14 L(Θ,Q|D) = LR · LF · LS · LLF · LI · LY · fI · fY
M6, M9, M12, M15 L(Θ,Q|D) = LR · LF · Lq · LS · LLF · LI · LY · fI · fY · fq
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Table 5. Estimates of the parameters for the skew normal distribution representing length-
at-age distributions in catch. ξa, ωa, and αa are the location, scale, and shape parameters for
the skew normal distribution for age a, respectively.

Parameter Age (a)
0 1 2 3 4 5

ξa 21.691 25.200 27.471 29.911 39.702 43.199
ωa 3.735 3.980 4.352 6.168 4.400 4.132
αa 1.104 1.425 2.080 8.687 −1.016 −2.752
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Fig. 1. Catch (a), catch-per-unit-effort (CPUE) (b), and length composition (c) data from
the mackerel stock. The CPUE and length composition data were collected from the large
purse seine fishery only. The length composition data are shown as the proportion of fish in
each length bin. The numbers in the panel (c) indicate sample sizes for each year.
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Fig. 2. Self-test estimates of the fishing mortality rate (F ) and corresponding true values
for all alternative models (M1-15), with the name of the corresponding model denoted at the
bottom left corner of each panel. The black lines indicate the median values of the self-test
estimates, and the gray areas indicate the 95% intervals. The red lines indicate the true
values.
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Fig. 3. Self-test estimates of the catchability (q) and corresponding true values for all
alternative models (M1-15), with the name of the corresponding model denoted at the top
left corner of each panel. The black lines indicate the median values of the self-test estimates,
and the gray areas indicate the 95% intervals. The red lines indicate the true values.
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Fig. 4. Self-test estimates of the spawning stock biomass (SSB) and corresponding true
values for all alternative models (M1-15), with the model name indicated in the bottom-left
corner of each panel. The black lines indicate the median values of the self-test estimates,
and the gray areas represent the 95% intervals. The red lines indicate the true values. The
horizontal dashed lines denote the 40% of the virgin spawning stock biomass level for each
model.
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Fig. 5. Relative difference (RD) measures (gray lines) for visualizing retrospective patterns
in the estimated spawning stock biomass (SSB) for all alternative models (M1-15), with the
model name indicated in the bottom-left corner of each panel. RD was calculated as the
difference between estimates from the model fitted to the full dataset and the model fitted
to the iteratively removed data for the last eight years, divided by the estimates from the
model fitted to the full dataset. The horizontal red line indicates no difference between the
two estimates, and the two vertical dotted lines mark the time period when all three datasets
were available when fitting the model to the reduced dataset. The values at the top left
corner of each panel indicate Mohn’s ρ values for all eight years of iterative data removal
and fitting, with values in parentheses indicating the ρ values for the five years of iterative
data removal and fitting (2013 to 2017), a period during which complete data was available
(between the two vertical dotted lines).

58



Fig. 6. Relative difference (RD) measures (gray lines) for visualizing retrospective patterns
in the estimated fishing mortality rate (F ) for all alternative models (M1-15), with the model
name indicated in the bottom-left corner of each panel. Other details about the calculation
of RD are as described in Fig. 5.
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Fig. 7. Histograms of the estimates of the standard deviation parameter for the observation
error of the annual catch (σ̂Y ), with (dark green) and without (purple) the gamma penalty on
the parameter. Each panel displays histograms of the parameter estimated from a different
model, with the model name indicated in the top-left corner. The estimates were obtained
from the parametric bootstrap analysis.
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Fig. 8. Histograms of the estimated values of the standard deviation parameter for the
observation error of the CPUE (σ̂I), with (dark green) and without (purple) the gamma
penalty on the parameter. Each panel displays histograms of the parameter estimates from a
different model, with the model name indicated in the top-left corner. The estimates were
from the parametric bootstrap analysis.
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Appendix A: Initial abundance

The abundance at near unfished equilibrium Na,0 was calculated as:

Na,0 =



R, if a = 0

Na−1,0 · e−Za−1,0 , if 0 < a < A

Na−1,0 · e−Za−1,0

1 − e−Za,0
, if a = A

The total mortality rate at equilibrium Za,0 consists of the age-specific fishing mortality rate

at equilibrium Fa,0 and the constant natural mortality rate M (i.e., Za,0 = Fa,0 +M). Fa,0

was separated into two components: the fully selected fishing mortality rate F0 and the

age-dependent selectivity Sa,0. We assumed that the fishing mortality rate during the period

before data collection was negligible and near zero, as the catch data for the initial years

of the study period showed very low values. Therefore, the fully selected fishing mortality

rate F0 was fixed at 0.01, implying that Za,0 ≈ M , and the age-dependent selectivity Sa,0

was calculated using Equation (1), where a05,t was replaced with a05.

Appendix B: CDF of a skew normal distribution

The cumulative distribution function (CDF) of a skew normal distribution Φ(·) (Azzalini,

1985) to model the length-at-age distribution in catch was defined as

Φ(x|ξa, ωa, αa) =
∫ x

−∞

[
1

ξa · π
· e− (L−ξa)2

2·ω2 ·
∫ αa· L−ξa

ωa

−∞
e− t2

2 dt

]
dL,

where a is the subscript for age, L is the length, x is the upper limit of integration over L, ξa

is the location parameter, ωa is the scale parameter, and αa is the shape parameter.
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Supplementary Information

Supplementary Material

Supplementary Tables

Table 6. Parameter lower and upper bounds, as well as initial values of parameters and
random effects, for all alternative models fitted to the Korean mackerel data.

Quantity Lower bound (l) Upper bound (u) Initial value
Parameter
logit(l,u)(a05) 0 2 0
logit(l,u)(a95) 2 5 0
logit(l,u)(q0) 10−7 10−2 0
logit(l,u)(c) 10−8 10−2 0
log(R) — — 16
log(σR) — — 0
log(σI) — — 0
log(σF ) — — 0
log(σY ) — — 0
log(σq) — — 0
log(θ) — — 0
Random effect
εR — — 0
εS — — 0
εF — — 0
εq — — 0
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Table 7. Cross-test evaluation of AIC accuracy in model selection through 500 simulation-
estimation runs for each combination of an operating Model (OM) and estimation model
(EM). Rows indicate the OMs that simulated data, using parameter estimates from fitting the
mackerel data as the true values. Columns represent the EMs applied to the simulated data.
The table shows the frequency at which each EM was identified as the best model based
on AIC. Numbers outside parentheses are from the cross-test where M12 imposed a gamma
distribution penalty on the standard deviation parameter of the random walk catchability
coefficient, denoted as σq. Numbers in parentheses represent outcomes where M12 did not
apply the gamma distribution penalty to σq.

OM EM Total
M10 M11 M12

M10 400 (402) 50 (50) 0 (1) 450 (453)
M11 0 (0) 468 (466) 0 (1) 468 (467)
M12 167 (16) 186 (33) 1 (306) 354 (355)
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Supplementary Figures

Fig. 9. Length-at-age distributions estimated using the minimum, mean, and maximum
lengths at age from Jung et al. (2021a). The minimum and maximum lengths at age were
employed to match the 5% and 95% percentiles of the skew normal distribution, respectively,
while the mean length-at-ages were used to match the mean of each distribution.
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Fig. 10. Model-fitted values (solid lines) from all 15 alternative models and observed data
(points) for the catch (a) and catch-per-unit-effor (CPUE) (b) data. Each color of the line
represents a different model, and the blue line represents the best model (M11).
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Fig. 11. Model-fitted values (solid lines) from all 15 alternative models and observed data
(histograms) for the length composition data in proportion. Each line represents a different
model, and the blue line represents the best model (M11). Each panel corresponds to a
specific year, indicated in the top of each panel. The number of observations for each year is
indicated in the top-left corner of each panel.
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Fig. 12. Estimates of the time-varying age at 5% selectivity (a05,t) (a) and those of the
exponent of recruitment deviations (exp(εRt )) (b) from all 15 alternative models. Each color
of the line represents a different model, and the blue line represents the best model (M11).
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Fig. 13. Histograms of the estimates of the standard deviation parameter for the random
walk catchability (σ̂q) in M12, with (dark green) and without (purple) the gamma penalty on
the parameter.
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Fig. 14. Relative difference (RD) of the estimates of the fixed effect parameters for all
alternative models (M1-15). The horizontal red line indicates no difference (RD = 0) between
the estimates and their corresponding true values. The violin plots in each panel show
the distributions of RD values from models under three catchability assumptions: constant
catchability (a and d), linearly increasing catchability (b and e), and random walk catchability
(c and f). Panels (a) to (c) display RD values for the estimates from models with gamma
penalties on the standard deviation parameters, while panels (d) to (f) show RD values for
estimates from models without gamma penalties on the standard deviation parameters. The
horizontal lines within each violin plot indicate the 2.5%, 50%, and 97.5% percentiles of the
RD values.
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Fig. 15. Self-test estimates of the total biomass (B) and corresponding true values for
all alternative models (M1-15), with the name of the corresponding model indicated in the
bottom-left corner of each panel. The black lines indicate the median values of the self-test
estimates, and the gray areas indicate the 95% intervals. The red lines indicate the true
values.
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Fig. 16. Boxplots of the relative differences (RD) of the spawning stock biomass (SSB)
for the last four years of the time series from all 15 alternative models (M1-15) compared
to their corresponding true values. The horizontal red line indicates unbiasedness (i.e., RD
= 0). Each panel corresponds to a different model, with the model name indicated in the
top-left corner. Each colored boxplot represents the RDs from models with gamma penalties
(dark green) and without gamma penalties (purple).
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Fig. 17. Boxplots of the relative differences (RD) of the fishing mortality rate (F ) for the
last four years of the time series from all 15 alternative models (M1-15) compared to their
corresponding true values. The horizontal red line indicates unbiasedness (i.e., RD = 0).
Each panel corresponds to a different model, with the model name indicated in the top-left
corner. Each colored boxplot represents the RDs from models with gamma penalties (dark
green) and without gamma penalties (purple).
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Fig. 18. Quantile-quantile (Q-Q) plots for the standardized samples of selectivity deviations
for the time-varying age at 5% selectivity (a05,t) in models assuming time-varying selectivity
(M4-15). Each panel corresponds to a different model, with the model name indicated in the
bottom-right corner. The diagonal red line serves as the reference for normality check. The
95% envelope of the Q-Q plot is shaded in gray, and the black line represents the median of
the envelope.
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Fig. 19. Quantile-quantile (Q-Q) plots for the standardized samples of inter-annual deviations
of the recruitment deviations from all alternative models (M1-15). Each panel corresponds to
a different model, with the model name indicated in the bottom-right corner. The diagonal
red line serves as the reference for normality check. The 95% envelope of the Q-Q plot is
shaded in gray, and the black line represents the median of the envelope.

76



Fig. 20. Quantile-quantile (Q-Q) plots for the standardized samples of inter-annual deviations
of the fishing mortality rates in log-scale from all alternative models (M1-15). Each panel
corresponds to a different model, with the model name indicated in the bottom-right corner.
The diagonal red line serves as the reference for normality check. The 95% envelope of the
Q-Q plot is shaded in gray, and the black line represents the median of the envelope.
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Fig. 21. Quantile-quantile (Q-Q) plots for the standardized samples of inter-annual deviations
of the catchability in log-scale from models assuming random walk catchability (M6, M9,
M12, M15). Each panel corresponds to a different model, with the model name indicated in
the bottom-right corner. The diagonal red line serves as the reference for normality check.
The 95% envelope of the Q-Q plot is shaded in gray, and the black line represents the median
of the envelope.
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