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Teble 11. Yellow perch harvest (millions pounds), 22@19, including relative changes in the mean
recommended allowable harvest and total allowable catch. From YPTG (2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019);
and LEC (2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019D)........uuuiiiieeeiiiiiiieeee e e eiiiiiiee e e e e ssssaeeeeee e e s ssnanneaeeeeaans 52

Table 12. Walleye harvest by mean age, management unit, and gear type;20989 Means and 95%
confidence intervals (ClI) for this 2@ar period are provided, along with the overall means for theydar

period 197%2017. Ages in Management Unit 1 include Ohio, Michigan, and Ontario; Units 2 and 3, Ohio and
Ontario; Units 4 and 5, Ontario, Pennsylvania, and New York. From WPG (2019) Tahle................. 57

Table 13. Walleye harvest by age, management unit, and gear type, along with percent of the total, 2018.
Walleye Management Units 4 and 5 are combined. Spoxtds in U.S. includes the states of Ohio, Michigan,
New York, and Pennsylvania. Harvest is millions of fish except for numbers in parentheses, which are actual
numbers. From WTG (2019, TabBIE.5)......cooiiii e e e e e e e e e e aaaaaeaaea e e 60

Table 14. Estimated recommended allowable harvest (RAH) of walleye (millions of fish) for 2019 and
population projection for 2020 when fishing with 60%F The 2019 and 2020 projectespawning stock
biomass (millions kg) are from the ADMB 2019 recruitment integrated model. The range in RAH was calculated
by using * one standard deviation from the mean RAH. From WTG (2019, reproduced from Table.67.

Table 15. Lake Erie walleye spawrisbgck biomass and recommended allowable harvest (RAH) and total
allowable catch (TAC) (millions kg), including relative changtege, 20142019. Includes biomass limit
reference points (LRP) and target reference points (TRP) and ratios, as well as fishing mortality and associated
reference points and ratios. From WTG (20144, b); WTG (2015a, b); WTG (2016a, b); WTG (2017a, b); WTC
(2018a, b); WTG (20194, b); and LEC (2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018,.20190)........ccceevvirineeiinnnnne 68

Table 16. Walleye harvest (thousands of fish), by rgarmeent unit and gear type along with percent by gear

type and total, 1998§2018. Means and 95% confidence intervals for thisy@ér period are provided, along

with the overall means for the 4gear period 197§2017. Sport fishery for Management Unit 1 udes Ohio,
Michigan, and Ontario; Units 2 and 3, Ohio and Ontario; Units 4 and 5, Ontario, Pennsylvania, and New York.
From WPG (2019, TaBI@ 2)... .. e 70

Table 17. Total allowable catch and measured harvest of walleye (millions) by area (MU1, MU2, MU3) and
non-TAC area (MU4 and 5), along with totals and percent by area,(2998. Means and 95% confidence
interval (CI) for thi0-year period are provided. Total allowable catch for areas MU1, 2, 3 include Michigan,
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Ohio, and Ontario, and nefAC catch for area MUs 4 and 5 includes New York, Pennsylvania, and Ontario.

From WTG (2019, TADIE L)...ccoiiiiiiiiee ettt e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nnnees 72
Table 18Total Allowable Catch (TAC) and catch data by UQA.................o e, 73
Table 19. Scientific and common names of lake Erie fiShes..........ccccciiiiii e 123
Table 20. Yellow perch fishery catch profilep@unds) in QZ1 with 5 year averages from 2Q048....... 125
Table 21. Yellow perch fishery catch profile (in pounds) in QZ2 with ayesges from 203:2018....... 127

Table 22. Yellow perch fishery catch profile (in pounds) in QZ3W with 5 year averages fre202814129
Table 23. Yellow perch fishery catch profile (in pounds) in QZ3E with 5 year averages fre202814 131

Table 24. Walleye large mesh fishery catch profile (in pounds) with 5 year averages fro202814....132

Table 25. MU1 Yellow perch fishery catch profile (in pounds) with 2 year averages frof2a(®@@®&L7.......134

Table 26. MU2 Yellow perch fishery catch profile with 2 year averages fror22Q87........................ 135

Table 27. MU3 Yellow perch fishery catch profile with 2 year averages fror22Q87........................ 136

Table 280hio mean annual catch 202®18 by species (in pounds). Source: Ohio Lake Erie Fisheries Status
YT oL 2 O TSR 137

Table 29. 2017 and 2018 disaggregated harvest of species by target fishery for MU1, MU2 and MU3 in Ohio
(LT S0 = 1SN TS 138

Table 30. Freshwater drum Productivity worksheet (MUL trapnet) as prepared by the LEC Data Deficient
VWV OTKING GrOUP ettt ettt e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s bt et e e e e e e e bbb ettt e e e e e bbb e e e e e e e e nnnneees 155

Table 31. Freshwater drum Susceptibility worksheet (MU1 trapnet) as prepared by the LEC Data Deficient
Vo1 < 4o T T 0] 0] o PP PP PSP PPRPTPRPPP 156

Table 32. PSA scores for freshwater drum (and channel catfish, presented next) caught in the yellow perch
TrAPNET IN MU L. ..o e e e e e st e e e e e e e s s b e e e e e e e s e b b e et e e e e e e e s bbb e e e e e e e nnnneees 156

Table 33. Channel catfish Productivity worksheet (MU trapnet) as prepared by the LEC Data Deficient Working
L] (0 ] 158

Table 34. Cinnel catfish Susceptibility worksheet (MUL trapnet) as prepared by the LEC Data Deficient
AVAY Lo 1] o T T (o 11 ] o TP 159

Table 35. Ontario Lakerie Endagered and Threathened Species part of the Species At Risk in Ontario List (As
(o) @ i (o] o= g2 0 ) K ) T PP PSPPPRPRP 161

Table 36. US listed E$hreatened and endangered species occurring in Ohio (As of October.2019)162

Table 37. ETP species status in Lake Erie as tlag t@ the yellow perch and walleye commercial fisheries

IN ONLArio AN ONIO WALEIS......c i e ettt et e e e e e et e e e e e s as b be et e e e e e aasnasereaaeeessnnsaneeeeeeeaannes 162

Table 38. Lakewide (Erie) viability fora@gets from the LEBCS.........oovvvviveviiiiiii, 189

Table 39. SICA scoring template for PI1 2.5.1 Ecosystem. Ontario yellow perch small mesh gillnet fi8hery
Table 40. SICA scoring template for Pl 2.5.1 Ecosystem. Ohio yellow perch small trapnet fishery in MU1 to MU3

Table 41. SICA scoring template for Pl 2.5.1 Ecosystem. Lake Erie walleye (large mesh gillnet).fidl®dries
Table 42. Summary of the Lake Erie status and trends for habitat and species by the State of Great Lake

indicator (ECCC and U.S. EPA 2019).........uuuiiiiieiiiiieiiee ettt e e e e e e s ssirnneeeeeeaane 199
Table 43. SCOMNQ EIEMENTS. .....oii i e e e s e e e e e e e e eaeeas 199
Table 44. Consultations and engagements with stakeholders and the publiC.............cccccvvvvveeeeenil. 299
Table 45. Summary of previous assessment CONAItIANS...........cccoeeiiiiiiiiiii e 332
Table 46. Smalicale fiSNErEs..... ... e 334
Table 47. Condition X of X (2dd &S reqUIFEM).........eeiiiiiiiiiiie e 358
Table 48. Fishery surveillance Program.......ccccocuuueiiiiiiiiiiiee et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeennnnnes 359
Table 49. Timing of sUrveillanCe QUAIL..............ooooiiiiiiiii e 359
Table 50. Surveillance level rationNale...............uuuiiiiiie e 359
Table 51CA scoring template............ooooiiiiiiiiiie e Error! Bookmark ot defined.
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2 Glossary

ADMB Auto Differentiation Model Builder

AFS Aboriginal Fisheries Strategy

Bimit Spawning Stock Biomass Limit reference Point
Bhsy Spawning Stock Biomass at Maximum Sustainable Yield
Brarget Spawning Stock Biomass Target Reference Point
BO Unfished biomass

CLC Council of Lake Committees

COA CanadaOntario Agreement

COSEWI(C Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlif€amada
CPMS Coordinated Percid Management Strategy
CPUE Catch per Unit Effort

CWTG Cold Water Task Group

DA Decision Analysis

DCR Daily Catch Record

DFO Department of Fisheries & Oceans

EF Environment Factors

EO Environmental Objectives

ETP Endangered, threatened and protected

FAM Fishery Assessment Methodology

FAO Food & Agricultural Organisation

FCO Fish Community Goals and Objectives

FMP Fisheries Management Plan

Finsy Fishing Mortality at Maximum Sustainable Yield
FTG Forage Task Group

FTR Fish Mortality Target Reference Point

FWS Fisheries & Wildlife Service

GLAHF | Great Lakes Aquatic Habitat Framework

GLFC Great Lakes Fishery Commission

GLIFWC | Great Lakes Indian Fish & Wildlife Commission
GLNPO | Great Lakeslational Program Office

GLRI Great Lakes Restoration Initiative

GLWQA | Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement

HCR Harvest Control Rule

HS Harvest Strategy

HTG Habitat Task Group

IFC Intertek Fisheries Certification

1JC International JoinCommission

ITQ individual Transferable Quota

JSP Joint Strategic Plan

K Carrying capacity

LADST Lake bed Alteration Decision Support Tool
LaMP Lakewide Action and Management Plans

Ibs Pound weight

Form 13c Issue 3 April 2019
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LEC Lake Erie Committee

LEMU Lake Eridvlanagement Unit

LEPC Lake Erie Program Committee

LEPMAG | Lake Erie Percid Management Advisory Group
LRP Limit Reference Point

LTL Lower Trophic level

LTLA Lower Trophic Level Assessment program

F Fishing mortality

M Natural Mortality

MDNR Michigan Department of Natural Resources
MSC Marine Stewardship Council

MSE Management Strategy Evaluation

MSY Maximum Sustainable Yield

mt Metric tonne

MU Management Unit

NIS Nonindigenous species

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NYSDEC | New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
OCFA Ontario Commercial Fisheries Association
ODNR Ohio Department of Natural Resources
OMNHRE | Ontario Ministry of Natural Resourcesd Forestry
PCM Postcapture mortality

PFBC Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission

PRI Point of Recruitment Impairment

q Catchability

QFC aAOKAAlLY {GFra4GS ' yYAOGSNAAGE QA vdzZd yaAlGlr GA QD
QZ Quota Zone

RAH Recommended Allowabldarvest

RBF Risk Based Framework

RP Reference Point

SARA Species at Risk Act

SARO Species at RigBntario

SCAA Statistical Catch at Age

SFF Sustainable Fisheries Framework

SPOF Strategic Plan for Ontario Fisheries

SSB Spawning Stock Biomass

SSB Unfished Spawning Stock Biomass

STC Standing Technical Committee

TAC Total Allowable Catch

TL Trophic level

TRP Target Reference Point

UoA Unit(s) of Assessment

UoC Unit(s) of Certification

USGS US Geological Survey

Form 13c Issue 3 April 2019
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VMS VesseMonitoring System

WMP Walleye Management Plan
WTG Walleye Task Group

YOY Young of Year

YPMP Yellow Perch Management Plan
YPTG Yellow Perch Task Group
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3 Executivesummary
¢2 065 RNIFGSR (G 1yy2dzyOSYSyd /2YYSyd 5NI Fi wSLI2N
¢t2 0S OPWLIX 8206RO / SNIUATFTAOIFIGAZ2Y wSLERNI adl 3s

The executive summary shall include:

- Date and location of site visit.
- ¢KS YIFIAY &adNBy3aitKa FyR ¢SIFH{ySaasSa 2F (GKS
- The daft determination / determination reached with supportingstification

Referencés): FCP v2.1 Section(s) 7.12, 7.18, 7.21

FAAKSNASE dzyRSNJ
K

¢
! SaavySyid ¢NBSo® ¢KSa

S
Q< ()

YSyG |NB NB3IdzZ N gAfR
NAS&E FNB y2i O2yaAiRSN

m =

a N

ACDR stage Main Strengthsand Wealnesses

Main strengths and weaknesseasPl

1 Both walleye and yellow percim Lake Erie are managed using well developed stock assessment
methods, with limit and target reference pointefined within a harvest control ruleamework that
provides as its main outputTAC informatiorio manage and limit the harvest of thes®o species.

Both species are well above their limit and target reference pdottseveral years

1 There are no significa®lweaknesses for either yelolow per or walleye.

Main strengths and weaknessasP2

1 Primary species for the yellow perch and walleye fishery are walleygeltmv perch, respectively.
Thesestock are healthy and managed sustainably, accordirighery specific fishery management
plans(FMPskand harvest control rules

1 Main scondary speciem the fishery(i.e. channel catfish, freshwater drum and white baa®)
considered tdbe above PRI levels atitere is no evidence that the yellow perch and walleye
fisheries may be affecting ésestockin any significant way.

f Habitat effects of these fisherigsy [ I 1 S 9 N @6silereitd b Aedlibitiearhis is based
on a very limited footprint of the gillnet and trapnet gears employed in these commercial fisheries

1 ETP species intestons are considerelikely to beverylimited.

Ecosysteneffectsof the fishery are also considered to be quiteited.

9 There are no significant weaknesses relating the ecosystem impatties# fisheries, aside from
the fact thatsomeadditionalresearchinformation (e.gpotential foodweb effects resulting from the
removal of walleye and yellow perch on other spedieksake Eripwould behelpful toachieve
higher scores

=

Main strengths and weaknessesP3

1 The fishery has a comprehensive and modegal framework consisting of statutes and regulations,
and supported by policies and practices that are capable of delivering sustainability outcomes.

1 The management system is well supported by practices that promote interactive consultation and
engagemat with affected parties, consistency of decisioraking, transparency in resolving
disputes, effective surveillance and enforcement operations, and performance measurement.

1 There are no significant weaknesses to the management system for the fishery.

Form 13c Issue 3 April 2019 © SAIl Global Limited Copyright 2009 i ABN 67 050 611 642 Page 12 of 362



F SAIGLOBAL

4 Reportdetails

4.1 Authorship and peer review details
¢2 PFONSRF OIS ! yy2dzy OSYSyid /2YYSyd 5NF TG wSLBR2NI adal 3s

A Z oA M A

The report shall contain:

- Names of team members.

- Specification ofvhich person is the team leader.

- Names of the peer reviewers

- Statement that peer reviewers can be viewed on the assessment downloads page on tr
website.

If the RiskBased Framework (RBF) has been used in assessing the fishery the report shahistateam
member(s) has had training in the use of the RBF.

Referencés): FCP v2.1 Secti(s)7.6, 7.14, Annex PC

This Lake Erie Mulipecies Commercial fisheAnnouncement Comment Draft Repdras been drafted by
Vito Romito (Lead Assessor and F2), John Casselman (P1) aBdb Allain (P3). Information on the
assessment team has been provided below.

Vito Romito, Leas Assessprimary responsible for Principle 2 and Traceability

Vito has almost 10 years of expertise in fisheries certificationisuach ISO14001 Certified Lead Auditor and

MSC FCR v.2.0 and FCP v.2.1 approved Fisheries Team Leader for SAI Global with extensive experience |
ecosystems effects of fisheries. Vito received a BSc (Honours) in Ecology and a MSc in Tropical Coastal
Managenent from Newcastle University (U.K.), in between which he worked for a year in Tanzania, carrying
out comparative biodiversity assessments of pristine and dynamited coral reef ecosystems around the Mafia
Island Marine Park. For five years he worked at 8ldbust Certification/ later SAI Global as Lead Assessor for

all the fishery assessments in Alaska, Iceland and Louisiana. Vito has also carried out several IFFO forage
fisheries assessments in Chile, Peru, Europe and other varicasgeesments in Atidic and Pacific Canada.

To date, Vito has headed and conducted dozens of assessments involving 40+ different species including
salmonid, groundfish, pelagic, flatfish, crustacean and cephalopod species in Europe, North and South
America, and SE Asia. Foree years, as a senior fisheries consultant and then manager with RS Standards
Ltd., he was involved in the development and testing of a Data Deficient Fisheries framework and v.2.0
fisheries standard for the ASMI Alaska RFM Scheme, and IFFO RS ImRfPquajects related to South East

Asia multispecies bottom trawl fisheries. Vitojoined the SAI Global Fisheries Team in 2018 and has since
been involved in fisheries assessments in the Baltic Sea, Canada, Iceland, Alaska and Louisiana.

Dr. John Caséman, primary responsible for Principle 1

Dr John Casselman has experience in marine biology going back more than 40 years including as Senior Aquatic
Scientist at J.F. MacLaren, Engineers and Environmental Scientists, and as Research Scientignaod as
Research Scientist at the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) from 1973 until 2005. He has most
recently been involved in analysis of letegm datasets where he demonstrated the significant overriding
effects of climate on community dynaosi and population abundance, yeaass strength, and the role of
predator-prey interaction, especially in early life stages. In 2005, Dr Casselman was awarded the Fruetel
Memorial Award of the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources for significant cofitrio@2 y & G2 hy
fisheries research, assessment, and management programs. In 2008, he received the Award of Excellence of
the 10,006member American Fisheries Society, the most prestigious award of thgeE8®Id society, given
annually in recognitiomf original and outstanding contributions to fisheries science and aquatic biology for
lifetime achievements as a researcher, mentor, and leader.
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Robert (Bob) Allain, primary responsible for Principle 3

Bob Allain served in Canada's Department of Fishaaiel Oceans for 32 years dealing with management,
enforcement and policy. While in Government Service, he consulted internationally for the Canadian
International Development Agency, the (former) International Centre for Ocean Development, the World
Bank,and the Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations. He has participated in, and spoken
at, international conferences in the United States, Ireland and Australia and has given over 600 media
interviews to national and international news ag@x while in government service. On behalf of various
national (CIDA, ICOD) and international (UNFAO, World Bank) organizations with specific mandates for the
advancement of fisheries management and conservation in developing coastal states: Evaluated the
effectiveness of national monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) programs of several West African (CECAF)
coastal states; studied opportunities for intexgional cooperation, and prepared comprehensive conceptual
reports for improving the organizaticand delivery of MCS programs. Evaluated the strengths and weaknesses
of national fisheries legislation in respect of foreign and domestic fisheries licensing and revenue systems,
enforcement responses and effectiveness, penalties and the conservatioaroferspecies.

The RBhas been used in the Assessment. Vito Romito, the Lead Assessor is RBF trained.

4.2 Version details

Tablel. Fisheries program documents versions.

Document Versionnumber
MSC Fisheries Certification Process Version2.1
MSC Fisheries Standard Version2.01
MSC General Certification Requirements Version 2.4
MSC Reporting Template Version 1.1
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5 Unit(s) of Assessment and Certification and results overview
5.1 Unit(s) of Assessment and Unit(s) of Certification
5.1.1 Unit(s) of Assessment

¢KISH1S 9NRS adz (AF MaleBQUBS 3y dabray MRNIDASK § a 02 LIS 2 7F

Table2. Units ofAssessmentfior the for the Lake Erie MultBpecies Commercial Fishery

Unit of Assessment (of 8)

Species: Yellow PerchRerca flavescens
Stock: Lake Erie Yellow Perch, QZ1
Geographical Area: Lake Erie: QZ1

Harvest method: Small mesh gill net

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Cahhdke EricCommittee (LEQ)Ministry of

Management System Natural Resourceand Forestry(MNRF), Ontario

Client Group: hyGFNR2 [/ 2YYSNOAL f(OCEA)AKSNASAQ ! aa20Al GA
Other Eligible fishers: None

Unit of Assessmen? (of 8)

Species: Yellow PerchRerca flavescens

Stock: Lake Erie Yellow Perch, QZ2

Geographical Area:  Lake Erie: QZ2

Harvest method: Small mesh gill net

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Canada/ Lake Erie CommittdeMirEsD)y of

DRI S Natural Resourceand Forestry(MNRF), Ontario

Client Group: OCFA
Other Eligible fishers: None
Unit of Assessmen3 (of 8)
Species: Yellow PerchRerca flavescefs
Stock: Lake Erie Yellow Perch, QZ3(W)
Geographical Area:  Lake Erie: QZ3 (W)
Harvest method: Small mesh gill net
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Canada/ Lake Erie CommittedeMIriEsRy of
ManagementSystem Natural Resourceand Forestry(MNR), Ontario
Client Group: OCFA
Other Eligible fishers: None
Unit of Assessmend (of 8)
Species: Yellow PerchRercaflavesceny
Stock: Lake Erie Yellow Perch, QZ3 (E)
Geographical Area: Lake Erie: QZ3 (E)
Harvest method: Small mesh gill net

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Canada/ Lake Erie CommittdeMirEsD)y of

DTS S RS Natural Resourceand Forestry(MNRF), Ontario

Client Group: OCFA

Other Eligible fishers: None

Unit of Assessmen5 (of 8)

Species: Yellow PerchRerca flavescens
Stock: Lake Erie Yellow Perch, MU1
Geographical Area: | Lake ErieMU1

Harvest method: Small mesh trap net

US Fisheries & Wildlife Service (FW3)ke Erie Committee (LE@hio Department of Nature
Resources (ODNR)

Client Group: OCFA

Other Eligible fishers: None

Unit of Assessmeng (of 8)

Management System

Form 13c Issue 3 April 2019 © SAIl Global Limited Copyright 2009 i ABN 67 050 611 642 Page 15 of 362
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Table2. Units ofAssessmentfior the for the Lake Erie MultBpecies Commercial Fishery

Species: Yellow PerchRerca flavescefs
Stock: Lake Erie Yellow Perch, MU2
Geographical Area: Lake Erie: MU2

Harvest method: Small mesh trap net

US Fisheries & Wildlife Service (FW3)ke Erie Committee (LE@hio Departmenbf Natural
Resources (ODNR)

Client Group: OCFA

Other Eligible fishers: None

Unit of Assessment (of 8)

Management System

Species: Yellow PerchRerca flavescens
Stock: Lake Erie Yellow Perch, MU3
Geographical Area: Lake Erie: MU3

Harvest method: Small meshrap net

US Fisheries & Wildlife Service (FW3ke Erie Committee (LE@hio Department of Nature

e el - esources (ODNR)

Client Group: OCFA

Other Eligible fishers: None

Unit of Assessmen8 (of 8)

Species: Walleye Sander vitreus
Stock: Lake Erie Walleye
Geographical Area: Lake Erie

Harvest method: Large mesh gill net

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Cahhdke Erie Committee (LEQYinistry of
Natural Resourceand Forestry(MNRF), Ontario

Client Group: OCFA

Other Eligible fishers: None

Management System

5.1.2  Unit(s) of Certification
¢t2 0SS RNIFGSR G /tASYydG FYyR t SSNI wS@ASS 5NI Fi

¢t2 0SS O2YLX SGSR Fd tdzoftAO /SNIAFAOFGAZ2Y wSLI2 NI

The report shall include a justification for any changes topitogosed Unit(s) of Certification (UoC).

Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.5

UoCs will be included during Client and Peer Review Draft Report stage
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5.2 Assessment results overview

5.2.1 Determination, formal conclusion and agreement
¢2 0SS RNIFHNISRIFwSICR NG €

¢t2 0SS O2YLX SGSR G tdzoftAO / SNIAFAOFGAZ2Y wSLI2 NI

The report shall include a formal statement as to the certification determination recomntiemdeachec
by the assessmeneamon whether the fishery should be certified.

Thereportshalk y Of dzZRS | F2NXIf &GFGSYSyid Fa (G2 GKS <
makers in response to the Determination recommendation.

Referencés) F® v2.1Section7.21

5.2.2 Principle level scores
¢2 0S RNIFSBR HYiR t SSNI wSOASE 5N Fi wSLR2 NI
The report shall includscores for each of the three MSC principles in the table below.

Referencés)y FCP v2.1 Sectionl?.

Table3. Principle level scores.

Principle UoA 1l UoA 2 UoA 3 UoA 4
Principle 1¢ Target species

Principle 2; Ecosystem impacts

Principle 3 Management system

5.2.3 Summary of conditions
¢2 RON FUSRSIWIl FyR t SSNI wS@ASE 5N Fi wSLR2 NI
The report shall includa table summarising conditions raised in tagsessment. Details of the conditic

shall be provided in the appendices. If no conditions are required, the report shall include a sta
confirming this.

Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.18

Table4. Summary of conditions.

Performance Related to previou:
Indicator(Pl)  condition?

Yes / No NA
Yes / No NA
Yes / No NA

Conditionnumber Condition

5.24 Recommendations

¢t2 0SS RNIFGSR G /tASYylG ®yR t SSNI wS@PASE 5NI Fi
If the CAB or assessment team wishesnclude any recommendations to the clieot notes for future
assessmentghese may be included in this section.
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6 Traceability and eligibility
6.1  Eligibility date

The report shall include the eligibility date and the justification for selectingltiss, including consideratio
of whether the traceability and segregation systems in the fishery are appropriately implemented.

Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.8

6.2 Traceability within the fishery

¢2 0S RNITFTOUSR |G !'yy2dzyOSYSyid /2YYSyid 5N T4 wSLR2N]
2 0S O2YLX SGSR G tdzof AO / SNIAFAOIGAZ2Y wSLERNI aidl
The report shall include a description of the tracking, tracing and segregation systems within the fish

how these systems will allow any products sold as MSC certified to be traced back to theCamitfication.

The report shall include an evaluation of the robustness of the management systems related to trace
The report shall include any traceability references, including hyperlinks to ptéoliailable documents.

The report shallnclude a description of the factors that may lead to risks of-ocertified seafood bein
mixed with certified seafood prior to entering Chain of Custody using the table below. For each risk
there shall be a description of whether the risk faci®relevant for the fishery and, if so, a descriptior
the relevant mitigation measures or traceability systems in place.

Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.9
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OSNIi A TA SR The sake thipitheré Is liSady aZrgfjuirement to have in place a syst®
physically separate the catch of them dmoard the vessel.This element will be further
assesselverified in later stages of the assessmert. y 1KSaS OFasSaz LINROSaaz
F22R al FTSihe aecaidsSyvya O RAY IS NE RFS DRENE A \SBENTAS

H ®Walleye caught in the Yellow perch gilinet fishery or in the gear used in other fisheries would not be
certified. Thismoderate risk shall be mitigated through appropriate landing and chain of custody
processes that ensurthat certified and norcertified landings are physically and administratively
separated.

0 PWalleye caught illegally on the U.S. part of Lake Erie. There is a low risk due to the potential high
sanctions if caughtFurthermore,in Ohioi KSNB A a YRl NI2S&MBARORE HAS®RSSD > (
aLISOASE A2 YywiENmEdfodetts/rakyis considered quite small.

n ®NonMSC Walleye from other lakes being sold as MSC Lakedtlege ON processors do purchase

non-certified Walleye and YP from other lakesy.Lake Huron, Lake Winnipeg, e@€A a8 K LINE O S a
O2YLI yASa Ydald KIFgS STFFTFSOGAGDS YEOKI BRalackepk Aidz & S
KFad (G2 0S OSNAFASRA KRR dAKRA Ka vy 2

¢ KSNBE hE| $2LIRYF OSE R A YED ZPARGRIIMEHEER Riclandings of the largessels are
mainly limited to Port Colborne, Port Dover, Port Burwell, Port Stanley, Erieau Harbour, W thisatbeyr
and KingsvilleHarbour. The combination of management measures allied with plant accounting is
considered a robust management approach to traceability and ensuring the integrity of MSC certified product

Table5. Traceability within the fisheryinformation from October 2019).
Factor Description

Will the fishery use gears that are not p No,all therelevant gears have bearssessed are part of the Uc
of the Unit of Certification (UoC)?

If Yes please descrihe

- If this may occur on the same trip, o
the same vessels, or during the sa
season

- How anyrisks are mitigated.

Will vessels in the UoC also fish outside Yesbut never on the same trig.andings are recorded per ge
UoC geographic area? type.

If Yes, please describe:
- Ifthismayoccur on the same trip
- How any risks are mitigated.
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Table5. Traceability within the fisheryinformation from October 2019).

Do the fishery client members ever hani Yes. There is some handling of certified and rnoegrtified
certified and norcertified products durin¢ product for both YP andwvalleye, but the situation varie:
any of the activities covered by the fish¢ between ON and OH.

certificate? This refers to both &ea

activities and odand activities. Ontario: In ON, norcertified Walleye can originate from the e
- Transport basin gill net fishery. There is nake Eriesource of norcertified
- Storage YP from ON waters. ON processors do purchasecedified
- Processing Walleye and YP from other lakes,ge.lLake Huron, Lak
- Landing Winnipeg, etc. In these cases, processors have MSC Co(
- Auction food safety systems that are intended to preventroangling of

certified and norcertified fish.

If Yes, please describe how any risks

mitigated. Ohio (TH) In OH, there is no traceability issue with Walleyt
there is no commercial harvestinge.. the species is entire
non-commercial. With respect to YP, there is some potentia
certified fish to cemingle with noncertified but there are
measures in place to prevent ¢oingling including that it i
illegal for fishers to have yellow peradhNR Y Y dzf G A
their boat at the same time, so from an MU standpoint a ve
can only have yellow perch from a single MU on board at
given time. Regarding certified vs. negertified yellow perch
here is the language provided to all trap fieense holders evel
year prior to the fishing season as part of their preliminary qt
allocation letter:

G radgtexs ra F LINIG 2F GKS N
OSNIATFTAOFGAZ2Y 2F @&Stt2g¢ LIS
commercial trap nes, the MSC audit team has instituted
requirement to keep targeted yellow perch (harvested f
yellow perch trap nets) separate from yellow perch harve
from nontargeted trap nets (e.g. bass nets)his requirement i
in place to ensure chain of stody for the certified portion ¢
hKA2Qa &Sff 2¢To ndanddKehaiK lofNIs®d
licensees should keep yellow perch harvested fromtaogeted
trap nets separate from those harvested from targeted trap |
while onthe vessel and intrarsiNIi (2 gK2f Sa

As further information related to the above statement, gener
speaking license holders that sell to Ontario processors dc
harvest yellow perch from nets targeted at other specig$e
statement above handles that scenaricti€ver would arise, bu
license holders that sell to Ontario are not the license hols
that this would be a concern foThere are a few small operatc
that fish white bass nets nearshore at Cedar Point and
yellow perch nets offshore at Cedar Pipibut they do not sel
yellow perch to Ontario processor3he license holders that ¢
sell to Ontario exclusively fish yellow perch targeted nets on
that they are harvesting yellow perch.
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Table5. Traceability within the fisheryinformation from October 2019).

Does transhipment occur within the
fishery? No.

If Yesplease describe:

- If transhipment takes placat-sea, in
port, or both

- If the transhipment vessehayhandle
product from outside the UoC

- How any risks are mitigated.

Are there any other risks of mixing No, but it is helpfuto describea few nearby fisherieShere is ¢
substitution between certified and nei small commercial Trap Net fishery harvesting Yellow Perch i
certified fish? NY waters of MU-
(https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/fish_marine_pdf/2018lerpt.pd
If Yes, please describe how any risks andasmall trap net fishery for Walleye and Yellow Perch in
mitigated. Pennsylvania waters of MUA4.
The harvest of walleye in MU4 is prosecuted using trapnet.(
This isnot considered a risk singeis a separate and differel
gear from the large mesh gillnet Walleye Uadder assessmet
here. Trapnet harvesting of YP in MliBlalso considered nt
problematic because it iseparate from whats being assesse
(i.e. by MU and gear type).

Furthermore, n the case of Yellow Perch (YP) each of the
represents a bnational assessment and management unit.
stock components and removals arensideredas per individug
MU. Jurisdictional shares of the Mpecific TAC al
proportionaltod OK 2dzZNAaRAOGA2Yy Qa 3
the case of Walleye, the east basin (MU4/5) is outside of
international TAC area. These fish (whether harvested in th
gill net fishery, or the NY fishery) are manageather thanthe
LEC and areat part of the MSC certified large mesh fishery L

6.3 Eligibility to enter further chains of custody

¢2 0S RNITFOSR G !'yy2dzyOSYSyid /2YYSyid 5N Fi wSLR2N]

¢t2 0SS O2YLX SGSR G tdzoftAO /SNIAFAOFGAZ2Y wSLI2 NI

The report shall include a determination whether the seafood product will be eligible to enter certifi
chains of custody, and whether the seafood product is eligible to be sold as MSC certified or carry -
ecolabel.

The report shall include a list of parties, or category of partiesh&igp use the fishery certificate, and s
product as MSC certified.

The report shall include the point of intended change of ownership of product, a list of eligible landing
and the point from which subsequent Chain of Custody certificatiozgigired.

If the CAB makes a negative determination under FCP v2.1 Section 7.9, the CAB shall state that fis
productsfrom the fishery are not eligible to be sold as MSC certified or carry the MSC ecolabel. If th
group includes other entities such as agents, unloaders, or other parties involved with landing or
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certified fish, this needs to be clearly stdta the report including the point from which Chain of Custoc
required.

Reference(s): FCP v2.1 Section 7.9

Companies included by the Client Group
To be confirmed by the client group

Yellow Perch Eligibility

Product from the certified UoC i@anadian waters will be eligible to enter further certified chains of custody
when caught and landed by a licensed fishing vessel with an available quota and using the requirasl gear
specified in this assessme@nly licensedessels approved by thdient group may trade in certified product.
Only processors belonging to the client graupy market certified product.

Product from the certified UoC in U.S. waters will be eligible to enter further certified chains of castluhg
ascurrent workingpractises ensure that trap caught MSC certified fish is not mixed with trap caoght
certified fish. This process shall reflect the changes required by the management authority. Once the changes
have been introduced, they will need to be assessed anéirooed as acceptable by the certifying CAB.

Only yellowperch caught and landed by an Ohio licensed fishing vessel with an available quota and using the
required gear wilbe covered by the certification. Only licensed vessels approved by the cliemt igpay tade
in certified productOnly processors belonging to the client group may market certified product.

In both Ontario and Ohio landings may be made at those landing points approved and madet&rtben
relevantauthority. Where a vessel sellsl @f its catch to a single processor and the product is transported
directly from the vessel tthe processing facility, the chain of custody shall begin in the processing facility.
Where an intermediary ointermediaries between the landing and the prosiwy plant takes ownership of
the product the intermediary /ieshall have chain of custody certification.

Walleye eligibility

Product from the certified UoC will be eligible to enter further certified chains of custody when caught and
landed bya licensed fishing vessel with an available quota and using the required gear. However, where
certified and noncertified fish is taken on the same trip, before product from such a trip may be sold as certified
there shall be in placa system to physicallyeparate the catch of them choard the vesselThis should not

be a problem for Walleye since all the commercial harvest occurs in Ontario, whiclveésed by this
assessmenOnly licensed vessels approved by the clgnoup may trade in certified proad. Only processors
belonging to the client group may market certified product.

In Ontario landings may be made at those landing points approved and made known to the relevant authority.
Where a vessel sells all of its catch to a single processor amidtact is transported directly from the vessel

to the processing facility, the chain of custody shall begin in the processing facility. Where an intermediary or
intermediaries between the landing and the processing plant takes ownership of the product the
intermediary/iesshall have chain of custody certification.

6.4 Eligibility of Inseparable or Practicably Inseparable (IPI) stock(s) to enter further
chains of custody

There are no IPI stosk the fisheries under assessment.
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7 Scoring
7.1 Summary ofPerformance Indicator level scores

Table6. Fishery Assessment Scoring WorksH&een cells in P2 indicate that those Pls have the same score ¢
all UoAs)

Principle Component  Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight  Score
1.1.1 Stock status 0.500 100
Outcome 0.333
1.1.2 Stock rebuilding 0.500 100
1.2.1 Harvest strategy 0.250 90
One
1.2.2 Harvest control rules & tools 0.250 95
Management  0.667
1.2.3 Information & monitoring 0.250 80
1.2.4 Assessment of stock status 0.250 95
Overall weighted Principldevel scores Score
Principle 1- Target species 93.3
Principle Component  Weight Performancdndicator (Pl) Weight  Score
3.1.1 Legal &or customary framework 0.333 100
Governa_nce 0.500 3.1.2 Consultation, roles & responsibilities 0.333 95
and policy
3.1.3 Long term objectives 0.333 100
Three 3.2.1 Fishery specific objectives 0.250 80
Fishery specific 3.2.2 Decision making processes 0.250 100
management  0.500
system 3.2.3 Compliance & enforcement 0.250 100
324 Monltor_lng & management performanc 0.250 9
evaluation
Overall weighted Principldevel scores Score
Principle 3 Management 95.4
Principle Component ~ Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight  Score
Primary species 0.200 2.1.2 Management strategy 0.333
Two 2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 95
2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90
S oz
P 2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95
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2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85

2.3.1 Outcome 0.333

Overall weighted Principldevel scores Score
Principle 2 Ecosystem 85.7
Principle Component  Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight  Score
-—--
Primary species 0.200 Management strategy 0.333
2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100
2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90
Secondary 569 222  Management strategy 0.333 95
species
2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85
2.3.1 Outcome 0.333

Overall weighted Principldevel scores Score

Principle 2 Ecosystem 86.0
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Principle Component ~ Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight  Score
Primary species 0.200 Management strategy 0.333
2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100
2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90
Seconq ay 0.200 2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95
species
2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85
2.3.1 Outcome 0.333

Overall weighted Principldevel scores Score
Principle 2 Ecosystem 86.0
Principle Component  Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight  Score
-—--
Primary species 0.200 Management strategy 0.333
2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100
2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90
Secon_d ary 0.200 2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95
Two species
2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85
2.3.1 Outcome 0.333
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Overall weighted Principldevel scores Score
Principle 2 Ecosystem 86.0
Principle Component  Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight  Score
-—--
Primary species 0.200 Management strategy 0.333
2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100
2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 80
Secon_d ay 0.200 2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 80
species
2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 80
Outcome 0.333

Overall weighted Principldevel scores Score
Principle 2 Ecosystem 85.0
Principle Component  Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight  Score
Two Primary species 0.200 2.1.2 Management strategy 0.333 100
2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100
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2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90
Seconq ary 0.200 2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95
species
2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85
2.3.1 Outcome 0.333

Overall weighted Principldevel scores Score
Principle 2 Ecosystem 87.0
Principle Component  Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight  Score
-—--
Primary species 0.200 Management strategy 0.333
2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100
2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90
Secon_d ary 0.200 2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 95
species
2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85
Outcome 0.333
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Overall weighted Principldevel scores Score
Principle 2 Ecosystem 87.0
(yoaAs 0 000000000000]
Principle Component  Weight Performance Indicator (PI) Weight  Score
-—--
Primary species 0.200 Management strategy 0.333
2.1.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 100
2.2.1 Outcome 0.333 90
Seconq ary 0.200 2.2.2 Management strategy 0.333 85
species
2.2.3 Information/Monitoring 0.333 85
Outcome 0.333

Overall weighted Principldevel scores Score

Principle 2 Ecosystem 85.3
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7.2 Principle 1

7.2.1  Principle 1 background

As per MSC Fisheries Standard v2.01 requirements, in Principle 1 teams are required to score the whole of the
target stock(s) selected for inclusion in the Unit of Assessment (Uotke Outcome Performance Indicator

(PI), requirements are for the stock to be at a level which maintains high productivity and has a low probability
of recruitment overfishing. The next two PIs require the existence of a robust and precautionary harvest
strategy and well defined and effective harvest control rules in place. Finally, the last two Pls assess for
relevant information collection to support (and monitor) the harvest strategy, and for the adequate
assessment of stock status.

The Lake Erie Yelv perch and Walleye Fisheries

Lake Erie contains important and valuable international commercial and sport fisheries. It is said to have one
2F GKS ¢g2NIRQa I NBSaG FNBaKgl SN O2YYSNODAFE FAA&AK
percidsc yellow perch Perca flavescefsand walleye $ander vitreus Both of these species received MSC
certification in 2015 (Intertek 2015), with two conditions on yellow perch. Particulars concerning the operation
of both the commercial and the spdfisheries were detailed there. This section encompasses primarily the
period of time since that certification but, where appropriate, includes loftgem information and data for
reference and comparative purposes. Notably, the yellow perch stock is sasserccording to four
management units (MUIMU4). In Ohio, the yellow perch commercial fishing season is May to November,
with smaltmesh trap nets. In Ontario, the gilet fishery is open yeaound, with regulations covering gear

soak times when ice gresent. Mesh is small in sigeinimumallowable stretch mesh size 67 mm)and

nets arebottom-set. The walleye population is considered to be a single stock. In the Ontario commercial
fishery, walleye are caught by largeesh midwater gill nets (minimum size 89 mm). Walleye may also be
caught incidentally in smathesh gear that targets o#r species. Recreational fisheries in both Canadian and
U.S. waters also target both species. Commercial fishing of walleye is not allowed in U.S. waters.

LTL Species Considerat®n
Yellow perch and walleye, tharget (P1)speciesassessed in this repbare not considered to b&ey Low
Trophic Level (LTEpecies

7.2.2  Yellow perch

7.2.2.1 Biology description

Yellow perch is a co@bater species that is abundant throughout its native range in North America; the Great
Lakes Basin is centrally locdti@ this broad distributional range, where it is prolific in trophic and mesotrophic
environments. Yellow perch are economically important, both commercially and recreationally, to all
jurisdictions on Lake Erie. They inhabit a vast territory and a wadety of habitats and is very adaptable,
occupying a broad range of warand coolwater conditions (Scott and Crossman 1973). It is a spring spawner;
eggs are extruded in a unique transparent gelatinous string or tube that adheres to submerged vegstation
lies on the bottom. The preferred summer temperature range of adults is frof@ 18 25C (Brown et al.
2009), with a mean optimum temperature for somatic growth of 2€.9Casselman 2002).

Yellow perch are opportunistic omnivores that are abundard highly productive in Lake Erie. Adults eat a
broad range of benthic invertebrates and forage fishes. It is possible that body condition and growth of yellow
perch in the western basin of Lake Erie in the early 2000s was slower than in the centralduasinebof
higher summer temperatures and lower abundance of macroinvertebrates (Markham and Knight 2017).
Biological differences exist between the westdrased stock and other stocks in Lake Erie, and for quota
management, the Lake Erie Committee (LEE€)grizes a discrete western basin stock (Markham and Knight
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2017). In the central basin, diets of adult yellow perch during the toithte 2000s were dominated by the
spiny water fleaBythotrephes longimanjsind emerald shineiNotropis atherinoides

Lake Erie yellow perch populations are strong in the west and central basins, where shallow, warm, and
productive waters are prevalent (YPTG 2007). Spawning stocks of yellow perch are well distributed throughout
the central basin of Lake Erie and freqtigrspawn near tributary inlets. The newly hatched fry move far
offshore and may be affected by hypoxia and upwellings (Markham and Knight 2017). However, these impacts
on feeding, growth, and survival are not well known. Since yellow perch are an abuadaptable benthic
omnivore, in the eastern basin of Lake Erie they are able to use a wide variety of water temperatures and
habitats (Scott and Crossman 1973). The diet of yellow perch changes with size and season. In the late 2000s,
there was strong armlotal information that yellow perch consumed increasing numbers of round goby
(Neogobius melanostomisince its invasion in the eastern basin in 2000. In the eastern basin, yellow perch
are considered to be one population for assessment and{tgsdictional quota management, even though

there may be a number of spatially isolated small spawning stocks (YPTG 2007).

Yearclass strength of yellow perch can be extremely variable. In Lake Erie over the past three decades, yellow
perch have produced a nurebof strong year classes, the strongest in 1996 and the next in 2003, which was
coincidental with a strong year class of walleye. Since 2014, year classes have been relatively strong and
important in sustaining an important commercial and recreationdlig (SAl Global 2019).

Recruitment signals, best detected in letggm datasets, emphasize the importance of environmental
conditions in relation to recruitment. The yellow perch fishery of Lake Erie has bemartaged by several
jurisdictions around éke Erie since 1984. Zhang et al. (2018) reviewed this intensive fisheries management
and concluded that populations such as yellow perch showed minimal negative harvest effects and were more
strongly affected by environmental conditions than by exploitati

Almost all warm and coolwater predatory fish, including walleye, prey upon yellow perch. Under some
conditions, yellow perch may be a primary prey of walleye, and these two percid populations are often tightly
coupled (Brown et al. 2009). The interactibas been studied extensively, and an inverse relationship in
abundance and biomass has been observed; e.g., Thao et al. (2016). Consistent with the former MSC
certification of this species (Intertek 2015), yellow perch in Lake Erie are not considergdaavitephic-

level (LTL) species since it does not meet the criteria for a key LTL as defined by MSC Fisheries Standard v2.0:
(MSC 2018).

7.2.2.2  Fishery description

[F1S 9NARS KIa 2yS 2F (GKS ¢g2NI RQa f | NE Seih have Mgd K ¢ | {
exploited in the Great Lakes since the mid late 1800s, it was not until successful negotiations and
ratification of the Convention of Great Lakes Fisheries in 1954 that there was internaticopéraiion to

manage the fishery. Th&reat Lakes Fishery Commission, (GLFC) established in 1955 by the Convention,
coordinated research and assessment and facilitatedmerative fisheries management. Lake committees

were established in 1981, and since that time, the Lake Erie Committe@assuttiated task groups have
addressed ecosystem and harvest issues. The Yellow Perch Task Group (YPTG) is responsible for populatior
assessment within MUs defined on Lake Erie and annually recommends allowable harvest (RAH) and
establishes total allowableatch (TAC) for yellow perch. Lake Erie was divided into four MUs for the purposes

of assessment, data collection, population modelling, and quota determination (Figure 1A).
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Figurel. Yellow perch Lake Erie A) management ughtsls) defined by the Yellow Perch Task Group and the
Lake Erie Committee and B) quota zones as defined in Canadian waters¢Mate Linder U.S. jurisdiction;
QZs &3 are under Canadian jurisdiction.

Members of the YPTG from Canada and the United Staids ccoperatively under the auspices of the GLFC

to analyse data through annual surveys to recommend TAC for yellow perch in each of the four units. Following
the advice of the YPTG on RAH and stakeholder consultations, annually the LEC announdedahedoh

MU. Jurisdictions within each MU are allocated quota based on antm®ed sharing formula. State and
provincial agencies have the authority within their jurisdictions to allocate quota among harvesters in the area.
Since 1984, the Ontario Mstry of Natural Resources and Forestry (OMNRF) has managed the yellow perch
fishery on Lake Erie based on an individual transferrable quota. The GLFC has divided the lake into four MUs
for stock assessment purposes and OMNRF has defined three quota @a)em(the lake to which it allocates
guota. QZ1 corresponds with boundaries of MU1; similarly QZ2 has boundaries similar to MU2. However, QZ3
combines the quota allocation of MU3 and MU4 (Figure 1B). Yellow perch commercial fishing licences issued
by OMNR on Lake Erie are assigned to one of the three QZs.

In addition to the commercial giflet fishery in Ontario, yellow perch in Lake Erie are also exploited by other
commercial and recreational harvesters in both the United States and Canada. Recidaiveat of yellow
perch occurs in all five jurisdictions; however, in comparison tdJfeecreational harvest in Ontario is quite

Form 13c Issue 3 April 2019 © SAIl Global Limited Copyright 2009 i ABN 67 050 611 642 Page 31 of 362



F SAIGLOBAL

small. Gill netting is prohibited in U.S. waters in Lake Erie; however, Ohio supports a commercial yellow perch
trap-net fishery and a sma#icale commercial fishery exists in Pennsylvania and New York.

Yellow perch populations in Lake Erie have supported a strong fishery since at least 1900. The fishery peaked
between 1928 and 1935 and again from the #RbE0s to the miel970s (Tavel 2009). The harvest is
considerable, as illustrated on a-hlin grid for 2018. Fluctuating yeatass strength and reduced recruitment

in the 1960s contributed to concerns about the population in the 1970s. Following a period of high abundance
in the 1980s, because of poor recruitment and survival yellow perch populations in Lake Erie declined steeply
in the 1990s. In the 1990s, Canadian harvest declined from approximately 12 million pounds to 3 million
pounds (Tavel 2009). As a result of peigostrong year classes since the RBO0s, harvest in recent years

has increased to 7 to 10 million pounds. As yellow perch stocks recovered in the haig 1990s, the YPTG
changed the methodology used to determine RAH to a more conservative appogaaltering the fishing
mortality calculations regarding agand gearspecific selectivity to parallel the techniques employed by the
Walleye Task Group. The YPTG also introduced a new harvest strategy that incorporated biological reference
points, populéion simulations, and assessment of risk. A draft special management plan implemented from
2000 to 2005 instituted reductions in harvest rates in order to rebuild stocks (see rémnteviek 2015).

Distribution of the harvest in 2018 throughout LakeeEry 10min grids emphasizes that current harvest is

most intensive in the western and wesentral basins and along the north shore (Figure 2). This harvest is
associated with three types of fishing effort, also illustrated on-anl®grid basis, involug the gilnet fishery

in Canadian waters (Figure 3A), the tragt fishery in U.S. waters (Figure 3B), and the sport effort in angler
hours (Figure 3C) (YPTG 2019). Yellow perch fishing effort across MUs and gear types has varied considerably
over time hut, in recent years, has been relatively stable and is appreciably lower in MU4 (Figure 4).
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Figure2. Distribution of yellow perch harvest (pounds) in Lake Erie in 2018 4oyii@rid. From YPTG (2019,
Figure 1.5). Dark linesrass Lake Erie designate the various basins: from left to cigletstern, westcentral,
eastcentral, and eastern.
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net (km), B) trap net (lifts), and C) sport fishing (angtmurs). From YPTG (2019, Figures 1.6, 1.7, and 1.8).
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trap nets (lifts<1,000), and angling (millions of hours).-@ét effort is targeted with small mesh (< 3in.). From

YPTG (2019, Figure 1.3).

Age assessment is an important part of yellow perch fisheries management. Female mean age at 50% maturity

for MUs 1 to 4 in the early 2000s was 2.9, 2.4, 2.

5, and 2.7 years, respectively. Mean age of harvested yellow

perch for that decade was 3.9, 3.7, 4adhd 4.2, respectively (YPTG 2007) In 2018, 51% of the harvest was fish
of age 4, with 24% age 3 (Talle Mean age of harvested yellow perch for all gears in 2018 for MUs 1 to 4
was 3.7, 3.8, and 2.8, respectively. Overall harvest in MU1 and MU3 witer,sahmore than 6 million fish

(6.8 and 6.4, respectively), and in MU1 and MU3,

50% and 52%, respectively, of the harvest was age 4. In MU2,

approximately 57% was age 4, and harvest compared with MU1 and MU3 was lower, at approximately 4.6

million fish.In MU4, harvest was appreciably lowe
million fish. This harvest was considerably young

r compared with the other three MUs, at approximately 0.9
er, with 51% of the fish age 2 and 27% age73.(Table

Table7. Age of yellow perchdrvested in 2018 by Management Unit and lakiee totals. Lakevide harvest

by gear type as follows: gill nets accounted for 70.
is millions of fish. From YPTG (2019, Table 1.6).

4%, trap nets 18.7%, and recreational harvest 10.9%. Harvest

MU 1 MU 2 MU 3 MU 4 Lake-wide total
Age Harvest % Harvest % Harvest % Harvest % Harvest %
1 0.034 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.034 0.2
2 0.582 8.5 0.241 5.2 0.528 8.2 0.438 50.8 1.790 9.5
3 2,099 30.6 1.221 26.7 0.951 14.8 0.233 270 4.504 24.0
4 3.439 501 2,632 571 3.326 51.8 0.139 161 9.536 50.8
5 0.636 9.3 0.224 49 0.300 4.7 0.010 1.2 1.170 6.2
6+ 0.080 1.6 0.292 6.3 1.320 20.5 0.043 5.0 1.734 9.2
Total 6.871 36.6 4.611 24.6 6.424 34.2 0.863 4.6 18.768
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7.2.2.3 Stockassessment and status

Stock assessment and analysis of the yellow perch population of Lake Erie are derived from several sources,
including fishersdependent and;independent datasets. Several fisheénglependent surveys conducted on

Lake Erie contributéo the knowledge, understanding, and assessment of fish, including the partnership gill

net index, the western basin interagency trawling index, Long Point Bay index trawl surveys, and the Long
Point Bay nearshore fistommunity study.

Over time, some amnges have been made in the indices that have been Use2018 and 2019, the YPTG
examined all age 0 and age 1 recruitment indices used inmh#i-model inference MMI) process to
improve model stability and transparency. The YPTG determined that sérhe indices that had been

used in the model should be removed because of potential bias or changes in survey design. Surveys
removed from the model included: 1) MU4 Long Point Bay summer gill net age 1 survey. This survey had a
change in survey design 2018 and was no longer a continuous time series. 2) MU2 and MU3, Ohio
summer trawl survey age 0 and age 1 were removed because of hypoxia during the survey. A complete list
of the surveys that have been excluded along with those that have been incligdddtailed in the YPTG

2019 report (YPTG 2019, Appendix Table 4). Indices have been added; for exar2(il8, time New York

gill netage 1recruitmentindexwasaddedto the MU4 model. Additional central basinrecruitmentindiceswere
examinedbut not included at that time (YPTG 2018n 2019, 19 were used in the muftiodel inference
process, and it is planned that they be used for the next 5 years or until further assessment research is
conducted. These indices are well defined in the 2019 WPTG refeitG 2019, Appendix Table 4). For more
assessment details, see Yellow Perch Management Plan (draft) 2007, Lake Erie Yellow Perch Gillnet Fishery
PreAssessment Report (Tavel 2009) and current MSC Certification Report (Intertek 2015).

The partnership ginet index is a coperative fisheries assessment program conducted jointly between the
Ontario Commercial Fisheries Association (OCFA) and the OMNRF. The program, which has been in place since
1989, and monitors abundance, size, and species compositionghout Lake Erie. Information collected is
applied in catckat-age analyses to estimate population abundance for not only yellow perch but also walleye
(OMNR 2008). Until 1997, the index gi#it survey was conducted by volunteer commercial fisher& wit
onboard OMNR industrgelected technicians, who maintained the sampling protocol. However, since 1997,

the surveys have been conducted by OCFA/OMNR selected technicians deployed on contract vessels.

The protocol has been for the gilet index programo be conducted from August to November. For effort,
netting details, and other sampling particulars for each MU, see the 2019 YPTG report (YPTG 2019b, Appendix
Table 4). All fish caught during the survey are identified, counted, and weighed on bulkybapiscies and

mesh size. Biological sampling for selected species includes length, weight, sex, maturity status, gonad weight,
and collection of age assessment structures. Survey results include total catch, mean species biomass, and
agespecific informaibn for yellow perch (OMNR 2008, OMNRF 2016).

The OMNREF has been involved in conducting interagency trawl surveys in the western basin (MU1) since 1987
and in the eastern basin (MU4) since 1980 (see MU locations, Figure 1). The trawl indeopesatioe

initiative between Ontario and Ohio, is used to assess-gkss strength of species based on catches of young
of-the-year and older yellow perch. Data collected by the surveys are used by the Lake Erie Task Group to
project abundance of -gearold yelbw perch to be recruited into the fishery. The trawl index contributes
knowledge of species composition, forage abundance, and growth trends. In addition, yellow perch are
subsampled for age interpretation (OMNR 2008).

Annual surveys are conducted in lgoRoint Bay. Composite indices are acquired that provide complete
indicators of the status of age 0 and 1 yellow perch in the bay. These indices encompass all depth strata and
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have broad spatial coverage. (YPTG 2019b). The surveys, which extend from tt@8gresent, also provide
trends in abundance, biomass, and growth of yellow perch.

In addition to the fishenmdependent data, fisherdependent data is collected from logbooks maintained by
licence holders and data contained in daily catch repdrtse daily catch reports (DCR) are completed and
submitted prior to any offoad. DCRs contain landing information (time, date, port, QZ, etc.). Estimates of
weight of each species landed, effort details (gear type, target species, as well as duratiengthdf the

set), along with an estimate of the quantity of species discarded or released. Weights recorded on the DCR are
verified by weight observer or port officer records.

In addition to fisherydependent data for the candidate fishery, recreatiohalrvesters participate in a daily

log program. Sport fishers record catch and effort data over the course of the season on all species. The
recreational program has been in place for 24 years, contributing to the information available on yellow perch
that can be used in stock assessment. Creel surveys are also conducted.

The Yellow Perch Task Group stock assessment rely on these-fisipenydent andindependent survey data
collected by all management jurisdictions and for each of the four MUs on LekeERch MU is modelled
separately since physical, biological, and environmental characteristics of the various MUs are difference and
therefore may have productivity thresholds, rate of harvest, and survivability targets. Recommended
allowable harvest (RA) estimates are generated for each MU, and results are presented to the Lake Erie
Committee (LEC) for a final decision regarding the total allowable catch (TAC).

The stock assessment information is documented in the YPTG reports and is briefly ddserédedn an

annual basis, population size for each MU is estimated through <dtage analysis using the Auto
Differentiation Model Builder (ADMB) computer program with the Ontario commercial selectivity index
version, which incorporates commercial gi#t catchability coefficients based on seasonal distribution of
harvest and relative catch rates. The model builder program has been used by the YPTG since 2002 (YPTG
2007).

Management considers age 2 as the year of first recruitment into the fishery (Tavel 2009). Age 2 yellow perch
recruitment is predicted by linear regression of juvenile trawl indices against-affpe analysis estimates
of 2-yearold abundance for each M

Stock estimates are projected from catatiage analysis estimates of population size andsggific survival
rates from the previous year. Projected age 2 yellow perch recruitment is added to the population estimate
for older fish in each unit inrder to produce the total standing stock.

Longterm standardized recruitment indices for Lake Erie perch are associated with the interagency trawling

of western Lake Erie (YPTG 2019b, Appendix Table 4, index codes 00S10 and 00S11) and provide important
insights of the status of the yellow perch population. They8ar (19982018) youngpf-the-year catch index

provided by Ontario and Ohio indicates that from 2014 to 2018, yellow perch yoiuthg-year recruitment

has been relatively strong (Figure 5). B@ngest recruitment for the period occurred in 1996, higher than

2003, while the 2018 year class was the third strongest for the period. If mortality of the 2018 year class
remains low, it may be important in building and sustaining the yellow perchlptipn and fishery (SAI Global

2019). The values for this index are provided in Appehdix
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Yellow perch
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Figure5. Number of youngpf-the-year yellow perch caught per hectare during interagency trawling (4988
2018) in western Lake Eréoungof-the-year catches are provided for Ontario and Ohio, with data from Lake
Erie Management Unit, Draft Annual Report 2018 and illustrated from OCFA Annual Convention 2019, OMNRF
PowerPoint slide deck.

The longterm yellow perch population estimatdsy MU (Figure 1) indicate that the populations are strong,
providing sustainable yellow perch fisheries. Estimates of the number of age 2, as well as age 3 and older,
yellow perch in MUL1 indicate that since 1975, yellow perch were most abundant in MU1Heomid-1970s

to the late 1980s (Figure 6A). The population was especially low in the early 1990s and {P@16sd
particularly in 2014 and 2015. In more recent years, abundance has been moderately high but have declined
slightly in the past 2 to 3 yesFigure 6A). In MU2, yellow perch were most abundant in thetmldte 2000s

and at moderate and consistent levels over the past decade. There is some evidence of slight declines in the
past 3 to 4 years (Figure 7A). In MU3, yellow perch were mostdamirin the late 2000s, similar to MU2
(Figure 8A). In recent years, yellow perch in MU3 have been quite abundant and stable. Yellow perch are not
as abundant in MU4 as in the other MUs (Figure 9A). Considering thigetde period from 1975 to the
presert, yellow perch abundance in MU4 has been quite variable but most consistent during the 2000s. Yellow
perch in this MU have increased markedly in the past few years.
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Figure6. Yellow perch Management Unit 1 population (numbemnd &iomass), exploitation, and harvest rate

from 1975 to the present: A) population estimates (numbers of fish) for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older
(light bars) for the PR ADBM model (to 2019), B) biomass estimates (millions of kg) for age ar&jakd

age 3 and older (light bars) for the PR ADBM model (to 2019), C) exploitation rates for age 2 and older (dashed
line) and age 3 and older (solid line) (to 2018), and D) harvest (tonnes) by gear type (to 2018). Assembled from
YPTG (2019, Figure11.9, 1.10, and 1.12).
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Figure?. Yellow perch Management Unit 2 population (numbers and biomass), exploitation, and harvest rate
from 1975 to the present: A) population estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and oftdéxaflg] for the

PR ADBM model (to 2019), B) biomass estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the
PR ADBM model (to 2019), C) exploitation rates for age 2 and older (dashed line) and age 3 and older (solid
line) (to 2018), and Dharvest by gear type (to 2018). From YPTG (2019) as in Figure 5.
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Figure8. Yellow perch Management Unit 3 population (numbers and biomass), exploitation, and harvest rate
from 1975 to the present: A) population estimates &ge 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the

PR ADBM model (to 2019), B) biomass estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the
PR ADBM model (to 2019), C) exploitation rates for age 2 and older (dashed linepahdratjolder (solid

line) (to 2018), and D) harvest by gear type (to 2018). From YPTG (2019) as in Figure 5.

Form 13c Issue 3 April 2019 © SAIl Global Limited Copyright 2009 i ABN 67 050 611 642 Page 39 of 362



F SAIGLOBAL

Figure9. Yellow perch Management Unit 4 population (numbers and biomass), exploitation, and harvest rate
from 1975to the present: A) population estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the
PR ADBM model (to 2019), B) biomass estimates for age 2 (dark bars) and age 3 and older (light bars) for the
PR ADBM model (to 2019), C) exploitatioresafor age 2 and older (dashed line) and age 3 and older (solid
line) (to 2018), and D) harvest by gear type (to 2018). From YPTG (2019) as in Figure 5.

Annually the yellow perch Task Group estimates population biomass from population numbers fof treech o
MUs. The Task Group routinely updates the yellow perch growth data, considering ‘aeagd values
recorded annually in the harvest data and lengind weightat-age values taken from the interagency and
gill-net surveys. These are used to caltellpopulation biomass for each MU and to forecast harvest for the
upcoming year. Therefore, changes in weight at age are reflected in the overall population biomass and
determination of the RAH.

Longterm yellow perch biomass for age 2, as well as aggd3older fish, provides valuable insights concerning
yellow perch status in Lake Erie and especially pertaining to the spawning stock. In all four MUs, the biomass
of age 2 and age 3 and older yellow perch has been relatively strong in recent yeard, Inidfhhsses in the

past 3 to 4 years have been greater than seen since before the 1990s but are showing some very recent
declines (Figure 6B). In MU2, biomasses in the past few years have been moderately strong but not as great
as during the 2000s (Figui). In MU3, recent biomasses are high compared with high levels seen in the
2000s (Figure 8B) and have remained similarly high for the past 3 to 4 years. In MU4, biomass trends over the
past 42 decades of age 2 walleye, as well as age 3 and oldenmrereisat similar to MU2 and MU3. However,
yellow perch biomasses in the past few years are quite different and have increased to levels not seen since
the mid-1970s (Figure 9B).

7.2.2.4 Harvest strategy, control rules, and reference points

The harvest strategy is composed of linked harvest control rules, as well as tools including regulations,
monitoring, and assessment methods to ensure that the management objectives are achieved. This section
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