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Abstract

In this paper, we investigated the problem of sustainable fishing. We explained how
the fisheries maximize their profit according to the quantity of fish available in the sea
and under the constraint of fines when the quota is exceeded. We showed the strategy
issued from the resolution of the expected profit maximization is still better than naive
strategies. Moreover, we define a level of fines which insures the double objective of the
sustainable fishing.

1 Introduction

The economic importance of fishing in some regions leads many fisheries around the world
to overfishing. This issue concerns FAO and the UN as it threatens food security and
ecological balances. Cury et al. [1] have shown, in seven ecosystems (Atlantic, Pacific
and southern oceans) that for 14 seabird species, the disastrous effects of food shortage,
are induced by overfishing. The concept of sustainable fishing refers to methods designed
not to over-exploit the resources, leads to the definition of measures and rules including
fines delivered by authorities to avoid over-fishing. The theoretical problem is, therefore, to
determine a cost rule for fines in order to allow the conservation of animal species that are
exploited by humans according to a sustainable perspective. In this respect, the amount
of fines is to ensure that the fish population does not fall below a certain threshold that
guarantees its natural renewal. But it must also allow fisheries to make profits to prevent
them from going bankrupt.

In our modeling, fisheries (called after fishermen) are controlled by fixed dates, while fishing
is continuous depending on the quantity of fish available in the sea (the fish population
evolves according to a logistic stochastic differential equation). They must pay a fine in case
of exceeding their fishing quota. They are therefore seeking to maximize their profit, i.e.,
the quantity of fishes to fish given the fine to be paid if their quota is exceeded. Unlike the
other articles dealing with this issue [2], the selling price of fish is not constant; it depends
on the quantity (stock) of fishes remaining in the sea. Consequently, it is endogenous to
the problem of sustainable fishing. This difference is not trivial for three reasons. First, the
evolution of the price according to scarcity is a basic rule in economics. We can therefore
question the relevance of fixed price models. Secondly, the increase in the price of fish with
its scarcity encourages fishermen to violate quota rules. Indeed, any fines are offset by



the increase of their income, and it can lead to an increase in their profit if they are not
strong enough. Third, considering a flexible price greatly complicates the resolution of this
problem from a mathematical point of view. Given that, we will show how the resolution
of this problem allows, on the one hand, to explain the behavior of the fisheries according
to the amount of the fines, and, on the other hand, to fix a rule of price for the fines to
guarantee a sustainable fishing.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the problem
formulation: the function of the expected profit for a fisherman and its two value functions.
Section 3 characterizes the Hamilton Jacobi Bellman (HJB) equation linked with these value
functions. Section 4 provides numerical results and interpretations. Concluding remarks
are offered in Section 5.

2 Problem formulation

2.1 The model

Let (2, F,P) be a complete probability space. We assume this space is equipped with two
one-dimensional standard Brownian motions B and W. We denote by F := (F;)o<i<7 the
right continuous complete filtration generated by B and W where T is a constant. We
assume that the correlation between the two Brownian motions is given by (B, W); = pt.

We consider a fish population which evolves according to the classical logistic stochastic
differential equation

dX; = nXi(A— Xp)dt +vXedBy

where 1, A and v are three positive constants. We assume that we can fish this one and
we denote by «ay the fishing rate at time ¢. For a given strategy a = (ax)o<t<7, we denote
by X the associated population of fish, thus this one follows the stochastic differential
equation

AXO = nXP(\— XO)dt +yX2dBy — cydt .

The fisherman sells his fish on the market at time t for the price P; by unit, where the price
P evolves with the following stochastic differential equation

dP, = P(p(XP)dt + ocdWy) ,

where ¢ is a positive constant and p is a positive Lipschitz function from R to R4 which
is nonincreasing, that means the more is the quantity of fish the less is the price of the fish.
Often we can find in the literature that the price P follows a Black and Scholes equation
but it is more realistic if the drift of the equation depends on the quantity of fish.

We consider a positive increasing sequence (7;)1<i<ny where each T; is the time when
the regulatory body checks the quantity of fish X% and Ty = T. We assume that each
T; is a constant. If X7, > T then the fisherman can continue to fish, if X7 < T then the
fisherman can no more fish until 77* := inf{7}, k >i : X§ >T}

We define the set A of admissible controls as the set of strategies a such that « is
an F-adapted process defined in [0, a], X is nonnegative and « is null on [T}, 77*) for any
1 <i< N, ais a constant such that the rate of fish is upper bounded.



The objective of the fisherman is to optimize the expected profit that can be extracted
from fishing over a finite horizon T

T
Vo) = supE] / e PPy — Clan))dt — T F(C — X)* PR)] . (2)
acA 0

and finding a strategy a* € A such that
T * *
Vi) = E[ [ e (Paj ~ Clapd - TR - X5 PR
0

where 3 is a positive constant, (.)* denotes the positive part, C' is a positive increasing
convex function representing the cost of harvesting and f is a map from R x Ry to Ry
which corresponds to a tax that the fisherman must pay if at time 7' the quantity of fish
X$ is lower than the level I'.

(Hf) f : Ry x Ry — Ry is a nondecreasing and Lipschitz function: there exist a
positive constant L such that

|f(x7y)_f(x/7y/)’ < L(‘x_x/|+|y_y/|)7

for all (z,y), (2',y") € Ry x Ry, and f(0,y) =0 for any y € R

2.2 The value function

In order to provide an analytic characterization of the value function V defined by (2.1),
we need to extend the definition of this control problem to general initial conditions.

Unfortunately, the considered controlled system is not Markovian. Indeed, the control
process « is subject to the constraint that is fixed only at each time T; but holds over
[T, Ti+1). Thus we need to keep in mind the constraint and we therefore consider two
cases (we can fish or we can not) and two value functions. This approach is inspired by
that of Bruder and Pham [3] who consider a delayed controlled system. They enlarge the
controlled system to make it Markovian. Similarly, we enlarge our system by adding a
parameter which indicates whether the agent is allowed to fish or not on the considered
period [T}, T;+1). However, we notice that our resulting PDE is different from their since
we get a coupled system whereas they get a recursive one.

For any t € [0,T], x > 0 and i € {0,1} we denote A;;(x) the set

Api(z) = {a = (ag)t<s<T , @5 is Fs — measurable and valued in [0, a] ,
as=0on[t,75,) ifi=0,

as =0 on [T, 1) for anyp(t)+1§k§N},

where p(t) := sup{T; ,T; < t}.
Let 2 := R4 x R% x {0,1}. For z = (2,p,i) € Z and a € Ay ;(z), we denote by ZH :=



(xtza ptze [h2e) the triple of processes defined by
S S S
Xé’x’a — o4+ / nXZ,:I:,ozo\ _ XZ’x’a)du + / ,YXft,x,adBu — / aydu
t t t

S S
pte = p+ / P(XED) PLA du + / o PL#dW,
t t
N-1

tz,ao - E :
IS == Z]ltSS<Tp(t)+1 + jﬂX%‘sz‘>1"]]~TiSS<Ti+1 .
i=p(t)+1

For any ¢t € [0,7] and z € Z, we consider the value function v defined by

T
ot z) = S )JE[ /t e P (phaea, — O(ag))ds — e PT0 F((T - X;:W)tp;p’%] .
acAg (T

We also consider the two value functions vg and vy defined on [0,7] x Ry x R by
v(t,z) = wvo(t,@,p)Li=o +vi(t, z,p)Li=1 .

The value function vy corresponds to the case where at time ¢ the fisherman can not
fish until the next checking time, while the value function v; corresponds to the case where
at time t the fisherman can fish.

3 HJB characterization

The HJB equations related to the value functions vy and v are

—atl)()(t,l‘,p) - £()UO(t’xvp) =0 (tvl'vp) € [O7T] - {Tj}lﬁjﬁN X R+ X R*-&-
/UO(Tjiamap) = UU(,Ijj?xvp)]]'.’ESF + Ul(Tj,ﬂfap)]lxM“ (]7'1"’p) € {]-7 s 7N - 1} X R+ X Rj_ (32)

/UO(T];wrap) = —f((F - $)+,p) (ﬂf,p) € R+ X Rj—
and

—owi(t,x,p) — Ozug_ {L(t,z,p) + pa—C(a)} =0 (t,z,p) € [0,T] — {Tjhi<jen x Ry x RY

’Ul(j-jj_axvp) :00(1}7$7p)1$§r+’U1(T‘j7x7p)]ldf>l—‘ (],.’L’,p) c {177N_1} XR-‘r XR*—Q— (33)

’Ul(T];wrvp) :—f((F—x)+,p) (xap) €R+ XR*—{-
where £ is the operator associated to the diffusions

2 2
N op
L% = —Bo+nr(\—x)0p+ ‘2|8§Lp + p(2)pOpyp + —’ 2| 854,0 + pa’ypx@ﬁwgp — a0y .

Proposition 3.1. Let w® and w' be two functions in CY2([T;, Tiy1) xRy xR )NCO([T;, Ti41] %
Ry x RY) for any i € {0,...,N — 1}, with Ty = 0, and satisfying a quadratic growth con-
dition, i.e. there exists a positive constant C such that

W(t,z,p)| + [w' (t,2,p)| < COL+[af +p*), V(ta2,p)€[0,T) xRy xRE .



(i) Suppose that

—Opwo(t, z, p) — LOwo(t, z,p) >0 (t,z,p) € [0,T] — {Tjhi<jen x Ry x RY
wO(jjj_ax7p) Z wO(@axap)]lmgF + wl(T‘jaxap>]lx>F (vaap) € {17 .N— 1} X R-F X R*-i- (34)

’U}()(Ti,x7p) > _f<(F - x)Jr:p) (.’E,p) € R-i- X Rj—

and
—Omw(t,z,p) — sup {Lwi(t,2,p) +pa—Cla)} 20  (L,z,p) € [0,T] —{Tjh<icn X Ry x RY
0<a<a
wl(z—jj_al‘)p) ZTUO(ijﬂfvp)]lng‘f‘wl(Tjw’Uap)]lxM“ (.]7xap) € {17N_1} X]Rﬁ- X]Ri (35)

wi(T™,z,p) 2 —f(T=2)",p)  (z,p) €RL xRY .
Then the function w defined by w(t, z) := wo(t, z, p)Li—o +wi(t, z, p)1;=1 satisfies w(t,z) >
v(t,z) on [0,T] x Z.

(ii) Suppose further that for any z € Z, there exists a measurable function &(t, z) valued in
[0,a] such that we have :

ifi=0
—duw(t,z) — Low(t,z) = 0
and if i =1
—dyw(t, z) — s%p] [Lo(t, 2) + pa — C(a)] = —Buwl(t,2) — LYBDw(t, 2) — pa(t,z) + C(a(t,z)) =0
acl0a
and
w(T;,z) = w(Tjz,p,0)le<r +w(Tj,z,p, Dlesr (J,2) €{1,...,N-1} x 2
and
w(T™,2) = —f((T —z)",p)
the SDE

s S $
X;ﬁ,x,a _ x+/ UXZ’x’a()\—Xi’x’a)du-i—/ ,sztL,w,Ochu—/ Qydu
t t t

S S
P = py / (X P PLA Y du + / o PLAYdW,
t t
N-1

= i]ltSS<Tp(t)+1+ E: ]lX;m’d>F]lTiS3<Ti+1
i=p(t)+1  °

t,2,Q
Is

admits a unique solution, denoted by Z5* given an initial condition Z; = z, and the process
{a(s, Z5%) , t < s < T} lives in Ay i(x). Then

w = v onl[0,T]xZ2

and & is an optimal Markovian control.



Proof. In the proof, to simplify the notation, we introduce K2%® := (X®® pb*®) and

k:= (x,p) for any z € Z and a € A ;(x).
(i) We prove by induction that w > v on [T}, Tj1] for any j € {0,...,N —1}.
We first consider the case j = N — 1 and ¢ = 0, that means the fisherman can’t fish on
[Ty -1, Tn], thus v(t, z) = E[—e PT=0 (T — X520)+ php0y).

Since w is CV2([Tn—1,Tn) x Ry x R%) NCO([Tw—1,Tn] x Ry x R%), we have for any
(t,z,p) € [Tn-1,Tn) x Ry x RY, a € Ajo(x), s € [t,Tn), and any stopping time 7 valued
in [t,T], by Itd’s formula

SAT
e PN (s AT KN = e Plwg(t, k) +/ e P (Qpwo(u, KEF*) + LOg (u, KLF*))du
t
SAT
+/ e Bu (wao(u, KZ’k’a)va;””’o‘dBu + dpwo(u, Ki’k’a)apj’z’aqu)
t

We choose 7 = 7, :=inf{s >t : [” (|0, wo(u, KLRoy xbee2 4 |Opwo (u, Kfjk’a)Pé’Z’a\Q)du >
n} AT and we remark (7,,),>1 is an increasing sequence going to 7' when n goes to co. By
taking the expectation, we get

SN\Tn,

Ele " wg(s A, KEU2)] = e Plug(t, k) +E{/ e (Opwo(u, K5 +£0w0(u’K5k’a))du} '
t

Since wy satisfies (3.4), we have

E[e*’BSAT”wQ(s A Tn,KE}]f;j)] < e*ﬁtwo(t, k).

By the quadratic growth condition on wq and the integrability condition on K**¢ we may
apply the dominated convergence theorem and send n to infinity

E[e_ﬂswo(s, Kﬁ’k’a)] < e Plug(t, k) .
By sending s to Ty we obtain by the dominated convergence theorem
—pT - t,k, —pt
E[e™” Nwo(TN,KT];O‘)] < e Plwg(t, k) .
Which implies
e ot z) =E[ — e V(0 = XP20 T, PO < e Pl (t, k) .
We now consider the case j = N — 1 and i = 1. Since w! is CY?([Ty_1,Tn) x Ry x RY) N
CO<[TN_1,TN] X R+ X Ri), we have for any (t,m,p) S [TN—laTN) X R+ X Ri, (RS AtJ(CL‘),
s € [t,Tn), and any stopping time 7 valued in [¢,T], by 1t6’s formula
& SAT
e P (s AT Kg®) = e Pun(t k) + / e (Bpwr (u, KGM) + L%%wi (u, KGH*) ) du
t
SAT
+/ e Pu (ﬁxwl (u, KZ’k’a)vaf’o‘dBu + Opwn (u, Ki’k’a)aPi’z’aqu)
t

We choose 7 =7, :=inf{s > ¢ : fts (|8$w1(u, Kfjk’a)Xi’z’aP + |Opwn (u, Kﬁ’k’a)PfL’Z’a\Q)du >
n} AT and we remark (7,),>1 is an increasing sequence going to 7' when n goes to infinity.
By taking the expectation, we get

SA\Tp,
E[e*ﬁsm"wl(s A T, Kﬁ/@g)] = e Pt k) + E[/ e Pu (Opw1 (u, KEF*) + L% (u, Kiko‘))du] .
t

6



By using (3.5) we get
i SA\Tn
]E[e_ﬁsAT"wl(s A Tn, KﬁAT:)] < e Pyt k) — IE[/ e Pu(pPbrag, — C(au))du} .
t
By sending n to infinity we obtain by the dominated convergence theorem

Ele ™ w (s, KLP)] < e wi(t, k) - E[/ e PPy, — C(a“))du] '
t

By sending s to Ty we obtain by the dominated convergence theorem
Tn
E[e= vy (T, K2EP] < e Pl (k) —E[ / eBu(Phaag, —C(au))du} .
N t
Which implies for any o € A; 1(x)
I t t
B[ [ e PPy — Clan)du - P - XL PN < e Pt k)
t

Thus v(t, z) < w(t, z) for any [Tn_1,Tn]| X Z.

We now suppose the result holds on [T}, ;1] for one j € {1,...,N — 1}. We first
consider the case i = 0. Since w” is CV2([Tj_1,Tj) x Ry x R%)NCO([Tj_1, T;] x Ry x R%),
we have for any (t,z,p) € [Tj—1,T;) x Ry xR, o € Ay o(x), s € [t,T}), and any stopping
time 7 valued in [t, T}], by It6’s formula

SAT
e P uwg(s A Kgi) = e Puo(t, 2) + / e (Dpwo (u, K5) + Lo (u, K7H*))du
t

SAT
+/ e Pu (@Cwo(u, KZ’k’a)’yXfL’x’o‘dBu + Jpwo(u, Kﬁ’k’a)aPE’Z’aqu)
t

By using the same technics that previously we get

_ BT, _ &, _
Ele ﬁTon(Tj ,K;j_a)} < e Plug(t, k) .

By using the condition at time Tj_ for wy we get

e Puo(t k) = B[ (wo(Ty, Kp )M o + wi(Tj, K2 ggenp)]
J J
—BT; . t,z,a
> E[e (T, 2]
—BT; . gtzon) =Bt
> Ele JU(TJ,ZTJ_ )] = e Phu(t, 2) .

We now consider the case i = 1. Since w' is C2([Tj_1,T};) x Ry x R%) N CO([Tj-1,T}] x
R4 xR%), we have for any (¢,z,p) € [Tj—1,T;) x Rt xR, o € Ay 1(x), s € [t,T}), and any
stopping time 7 valued in [t, T}], by Itd’s formula

SAT
e*'BS/\Twl(s AT, Kﬁ}lf;a) = e*ﬁtwl(t, k) + / e Pu (atwl (u, KZ’”‘) + L%w1 (u, Ki’k’o‘))du
t

SAT
+ / e P (0w (uy KLYy XE5d By, + Opwr (u, KEF*)o PL**dW,,) .
t

7



By using the previous arguments we obtain
I;
E[e #Lwy (T, K2P) < e Plw (¢, k) —E[ / ePu(Phaag, — C(au))du] .
i ¢
By using the condition at time T for wy, we get
_ _BT:; k k
e Pwn(t, k) = Bl (wo(Ty, K" ym c w1 (T, K ")gr )]
J ’ J

T.
+E| / | PL a, — Olay))du]
t

T
> E[e*BTjw(Tj,Z;;’a)] —HE[/t e Pu(phaog, — C(au))du}
T;
> E[efﬁij(Tj,Z%Z’a)] —l—E[/t e PP, — C’(ozu))du} .
=~ t,x,
Then for any a € ATJ'J%; (XT;C “) we get
T T, 255 & T, X5™ & T, PLP* &
Plun(tk) = E| / (P T ay = Clag)ds — e TR - X, T e
Tj

T;
—i—IE[/ e PP, — Clay))dul |

t

which implies for any o € Az ;(x) we get
T
w(th) > E[ [ e 00(piea, - Cla))du - e T (T - Xy, PR
t
Thus wq(t,z,p) > v(t, 2).
(ii) We prove by induction that w = v on [T}, Tj41] for any j € {0,...,N —1}.

We first consider the case j = N — 1 and i = 0. We apply Ito’s formula to e #“w(u, ZZ’Z)

between t € [Tny_1,Tn) and s € [t,T) (after a localization for removing the stochastic
integral term in the expectation)

T,
E[e*BTNw(TZG,Z;i)] = e Plu(t,2) —HE[/ ) e*ﬁ“((‘)tw(u,zsz) + L% (u, ZAZZ))du} :
t

N
Thus we get

w(t,z) = E[—ePIN0F(T - X5, PP = w(t,2).
We now consider the case j = N — 1 and i = 1. We apply It6’s formula to e #%w(u, ZAZZ)

between t € [Tn—_1,Tn) and Ty (after a localization for removing the stochastic integral
term in the expectation)

) T X o ot .
E[e*ﬁ(TN*t)w(Tﬁ,Z;g)] = w(t,z) +E[/t e P (B (u, Z47) + Lo Jwl(u, ZZ’Z))dU] :



Which implies

TN ) . R . .
w(t,z) = E[ / e P (PL=Y(u, ZL7) — C(a(u, Z57)))du — e PT=D f((D — X35, Pppe)
t
= J(t, zqa).
Thus w(t, z) = J(t,2,&) = v(t,z) on [Tn—1,Tn] x Ry x RY with i = 1.
We now suppose the result holds on [T}, Tj11] for one j € {1,..., N —1}. We first consider
the case i = 0. Since w is C12([Tj_1,Tj) x Ry x R%) N CO([T—1,Tj] x Ry x R%), we have
for any (¢,z,p) € [Tj—1,T;) x Ry x R% by using the previous technics

E[e_B(Tf_t)w(Tf,ZA;f)] = w(tz).

i
By using the condition at time T~ for w we get
—pt _ —BT; t,z,G t,z,0 tz,& pt,z,&

e Puw(t,z) = Ele” J(w(ijXTfa7PTj vo)nX?fSF"'w(TjaXTj » Pr 71)1X§‘J¢>F)}
_ —BT; . otz
= Ele Tw(Ty, Z7, )]
— =BT (T 76%)] — =Bt
= Ele JU(TJ,ZT]_ )] = e Pru(t, 2)

We now consider the case i = 1. Since w is CV2([Tj_1,T;) x Ry x R%) N CO([Tj_1,Tj] x
R4 x R%), we have for any (¢,z,p) € [T;—1,T;) x Ry xR, o € Ay 1(x), by 1td’s formula

A~

Tj A~ ~ St,z A~
Ele " u(Ty, 257)] = e w(t,2) +E| / e (D, Z47) + L2 w(u, 217) ) dul
t

T.
= e ultn) B[ [P G, 27— Clatu, 267))du]
t

By using the condition at time T}~ for w we get

T 7,257 T, 25% T, 27
e Mw(t,z) = E[/ e PP a(u, 2y ) = Cla(u, Zy T ))dul
Ty
T, X5"% & T, PrP % 6
_]E[e—ﬂTf((F_XT] 7; )+7PT] 7 )

T; . .
48[ [ et tatu, 2) - O
t

jo)
—~
uﬁ
T
=
Y
<

T . .
= B[ PP a(u, 207) — Cla(u Zi))du — e T (T - X))
t

O]

4 Numerical Results

4.1 The discrete problem

In this section we introduce the numerical tools that we use to solve the HJB equations
linked to vy and vy and associated to the stochastic control problem. We use an implicit
finite difference scheme mixed with an iterative procedure which leads to the resolution



of a Controlled Markov Chain problem. This class of problems is intensely studied by
Kushner and Dupuis [7]. The convergence of the solution of the numerical scheme towards
the solution of the HJB equation, when the time-space step goes to zero, can be shown
using the standard local consistency argument i.e. the first and the second moments of
the approximating Markov chain converge to those of the continuous process (X, P). We
refer to [4, 5, 6] for numerical schemes involving a Controlled Markov Chain control problem.

We begin by localizing the problem on the bounded domain [0, T X [0, Zma2] X [Pmin, Pmaz),
where Tz, Pmin a0d Pmer are nonnegative constants. Then we assume the following Neu-
mann boundary conditions on the localized boundary

ov ov

%(tyo’P) — %(t7$max)p) — 0)
ov v
ip(tyxvpmin) = aip(taxapmax) =0.

Let 0, h and k be the discretization steps along the directions ¢, x and p respectively. For
(t,z,p) in the time-space grid

Gsnk ={ti=(—-1), i=1,... m}x{zj = (—1Dh, j=1,...,n}x{p1 = Pmin+({-1)k, I =1, ...

where ny =T/0 + 1, ny = Zymaa/h + 1 and ny = (Pmaz — Pmin)/k + 1.
We consider approximations of the following form

v u(t +6,z,p) —v(t,z,p)
7(1&,55,])) ~ ’
ot 1)
v U(t,xih7p) _U(t)x7p)
7(t7$,p) ~ =+ )
ox h
o o(t,x,p + k) —v(t,z,p)
7(?5,.%’,]9) ~ = ’
Op k
&% v(t,x + h,p) + otz — h,p) = 20(t, z,p)
W(t,x,p) ~ h2 ’
@(t £.p) ~ o(t,z,p+ k) +o(t,z,p—k) — 2v(t, z,p)
ap2 b ) ]{:2 b
0%v (t.2.p) ~ 20(t,z,p) +v(t,z+h,p+k)+v(t,z—h,p—k)
dxdy P 2hk
_v(t,x+hp) otz p+ k) +o(t,z —hp) +ut,z,p—k)

2hk

Let’s introduce the following quantities

ne(z,a) = ne(A—z)—a,
8,h,k ne(z,a)|6 | plx)pd  ~*a®5  o®p*6  poyapd
T = 1 —
Q" (x, p, a) B e e Y 3 T
0
Até,h,k - -
(0] = e pra)

In the below table we define the Markov chain states and the associated transition proba-
bilities that we obtain when we apply the finite difference approach.
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Markov Chain State | Transition Probability

a=(ta+hp) | m@pa)= (("”(’”,;“W + Gt — B ) QP (w, p, )
2= (ta = hp) (2, p,a) = ()0 4 280 pogend) ) QSRR(g, p, a)
o= (L, p+ k) (z,p,a <u %2 P¢72’Y£I]3€P5>/Q6hk(x p,a)
2= (ta.p— k) (z.p,0) = (%5 — P52 /Q* (@, p,a)

z5 = (t,x+ h,p+ k) (z,p,a (p‘gﬁm)/QMk(:p p,a)

2 = (t.x—hp—k) m(ac,p,a):(%W)/QM% p.a)

27 = (t + 67 xap> 777('7;71)7 CL) = 1/Q6’h7k(xap7 a)

Table 1 : The approximating Markov Chain

Thus, using the above notations and discretizing the space of controls as follows

{0,...,a} = {a=(m—-1)a/(ng—1), m=1,...,n4}

where n, € N*, we approximate the HJB equations associated to the functions vg and vy
by the following iterative scheme

7 on
6n+1 21‘:1 Wi(li,p,O)UO’ (ZZ)
- T — {T: 1<;
(t €z p) { 1+6At6’h’k($,p,0) ’ te [07 ] { ]}1S]§N
vy T =0, 2p) = wg™(Tj,p)le<r + 0" (L), 2, p)Lasr . j € {1, N —1}
v Ty = 8,2,p) = —f((T—2)",p) (4.6)
6,0 __
and
7 on o,h,k
i 7 s s 1 - A e v 17y
O 2 p) = max {Z,:m(l‘p a)v," (zi) + (pa — C(a)) At (z, p a)}, te,

{o, .a} 14 BAONE (2, p, a)
vf’nﬂ( —d,x,p) = UO "(Tj,z, p)ly<r +v(15’n(Tj,x,p)]lx>r , je{l,.,N—1}
vcls7n+1(TN - 5,.1',]7) = _f((F - .T) 7p)
6,0 __
vy 0.

For all (x,p) € [0, Zmaz] X [Pmin,Pmaz], the above iterative scheme combined with the
boundary conditions is explicit and fully implementable on the enlarged grid

gg,_h,k = {ti=0@—-1)9,i=1,....m}x{x; =G —1h, j=0,...,n, + 1}
x{p1 = Pmin + (1 = Dk, 1=0,...,n, + 1}

for a given stopping criterion £ (i.e. the iterative scheme is stopped when the relative error
is less than ¢).

11
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Remark 4.1. It’s clear that the first and the second moments of the Markov chain defined
in Table 1 converge to those of the continuous process (X, P) as the time and space steps

go to zero. Hence, the convergence of our scheme may be obtained using the same analysis
developed in [7].

4.2 Numerical Interpretations

The numerical computation are done using the following set of data:

— Dynamics values:
> =07, A=05, 7v=02, u=01, o=0.1, p=0.01L
»T'=1, pB=0.1.
» Drift function: pu(z) = p+&e 2%, & =05, & =02
» Penalty function : f(z,p) = kpx, Kk =05.
» Cost function : C(z) = 22.
» Regulation parameters : N = 10 (number of cheks) , T' = 0.2308.

— Grid values:

» Localisation: T;ae =1, Pmin = 0.1, DPmae = 1.1, a=0.5.
» Discretization: n, = 40, n, = 40, n; = 100 and n, = 10.
» Stopping criterion : € = 0.01.

Figure 1: The shape of the value functions v; and vy for a fixed time ¢.

We plot the shape of the value functions v; and vy sliced in the plane (x,p) for a fixed
date t. We can see that, as expected, v; > vg because if we can fish we will have a greater
payoff. The two functions are nondecreasing w.r.t. & which is natural due to the fact that
the bigger is the fish population, the more we can fish and the less we are penalized at time
T. On the other hand, the two functions are nondecreasing in p when x > I, because the
higher the price, the richer we get when we harvest and sell. Conversely, when = < I', the
value functions v; and vy are non-increasing in p which is due to the penalty function f
that is nondecreasing w.r.t. p (i.e. the higher is the price the more we are penalized by the
regulator).
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-1.2

Figure 1: The shape of the value functions vi and vy for a fized time t

Figure 2: The shape of the value functions v; and vy for a fixed price p.

We plot the shape of the value functions v; and vy sliced in the plane (¢, z) for a fixed price
p. As expected, v; and vy are decreasing w.r.t. t if = is large (we are not penalized since
x > T and we fish less when t is close to T') and increasing if x is small (we are penalized
less as the process X increases w.r.t. t) .

0.1 01

0 0
- 0.1 - 01
0.2 0.2
0. 03 0. 03
04 o 04
0.4 05 -0. \ 05
0.8 06 0. 06
- 07 E 0.7

1
08 1 08 § 08
0.6 X
0.4 05 -0.9 . . 09
0.2 .
o .

X 0 Time

Figure 2: The shape of the value functions v1 and vy for a fized price p

Figure 3: The shape of the optimal control for a fixed price p (different regions).
We plot the shape of the optimal fish strategy a*(t, z, p) sliced in the plane (z,t) for a fixed
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price p. We can see two main regions : a Fish region (with different harvesting rates) and a
No-fish region (dark blue). The interpretations of these results are as follows: when we are
far from maturity 7', it’s not optimal to fish when X is under A\ because under this quantity
the fish quantity increases naturally so we want to let this happen to reach the maturity
with X over I and hence, to avoid the penalization. As we are closer to T, it is optimal to
fish when X < A with different rates a which permits to attain 7" without being penalized
(i.e. X7 >T') and optimizing the profit generated by selling the harvested fish. The rates
are greater as the fish population grows and this is due to the cost function C' (the cost of
harvesting).

0.25

0.7

14
o

14
i

Fish population (X)
°
o

Lot
w

o
N

0.05

0.1

Time

Figure 3: The shape of the optimal control for a fized price p

Figure 4: The optimal control v.s. naive controls.

After computing the optimal control and the value function via the iterative procedure, we
simulate the correlated Brownian motions B and W on the horizon [0,7T] and we adjust
the dynamics of X and P according to the optimal control computed previously. Figure
4 represents a mean over three thousand simulated paths of X and P controlled by the
optimal strategy o* and two other naive strategies o' and a?. The first naive strategy
consists in fishing the maximum @ at all time till 7' (in red) and the second one consists
in waiting until a certain time to which is chosen by the fisherman (in Figure 4 we take
to = 0.5) then fishing the maximum a till time 7" (in green). In Figure 4, the starting point is
Xo = 0.7 and Py = 0.5 and the P&Ls (i.e. Y0, P T4 (P ey, — a2 )5 — f((T — X§)T, PY))
of the three strategies are respectively (with 95% confidence level bounds) : P&L(a*) =
0.0873(40.0002), P&L(at) = —0.0182(£0.0024) and P&L(a?) = 0.0315(+0.0005).

We can see that our computed strategy is better than the two others. Indeed, with our
control, the fisherman begins to fish continuously with a rate a which is smaller than the
maximum a, that allows him to attain time 7' with a fish population above I' avoiding by
this the penalization that occurs if X7 < I'. On the one hand, with the strategy o at time
T we fish more but we are penalized because the fish population is under I' at time 7. On
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the other hand, using the strategy a?, we are not penalized because the fish population at
time T is above I" but we fish less longer in time (we start fishing at ¢y = 0.5), hence we
obtain less revenue.

Fish population evolution (optimal strategy (;) Price evolution (optimal strategy ai)
T T T T T T T T

Pl o
o6 \ So6f
X o

04 0.5 ! ! : :
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
Time Time
08 Fish population evolution (naive strategy a1) o Price evolution (naive strategy (x1)
. T T T T .7 T T T
~ 06 4 -
T o6
X oal 1 =
0.2 I I I I 0.5 I I I I
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

X(a?

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Time

Fish population evolution (naive strategy (xz)
T T T T

I I I I
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
Time

Time

Price evolution (naive strategy rxz)
T T T T

I I I I
0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
Time

Figure 4: The optimal control o v.s. naive controls o' and o?.

Figure 5: The optimal control v.s. naive controls (different start).

As in Figure 4, Figure 5 represents a mean over three thousand simulated paths of X and P
for the optimal control and the same two other naive strategies. But this time we choose to
start with Xo = 0.3 and Py = 0.5. The P&Ls of the three strategies are respectively (with
95% confidence level bounds) : P&L(a*) = 0.0302(£0.0008), P&L(al) = —0.1032(4-0.0027)
and P&L(a?) = —0.0331(£0.0022). We can see that our strategy is still better than the
two others. On the one hand, starting at time ¢t = 0 from a position under the thresh-
old A, the fish population tends to increase (mean-reverting effect), hence, as we can see
in Figure 5, our optimal strategy is to wait until X reachs a certain level over I' before
starting to harvest (around time ¢t = 0.2). Doing this allows the fisherman to avoid the risk
of being under the penalization barrier I' at time 7. On the other hand, using the first
naive strategy o', the fish population is quickly under I' and at time ¢ = 0.2, the regulator
does not allow the fisherman to harvest anymore. Moreover, the fisherman is penalized as
the fish population does not surpass I' at time T. On the contrary, if we wait up to time
top = 0.75 before starting to fish with the maximum rate @ (the naive strategy o?), the fish
population will grow (given that X; < \) till time ¢y = 0.75 and then decrease (because we
start fishing at this date) but will be above I' at time 7". Hence, we are not penalized but

still our optimal strategy a* outperforms a?2.
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Figure 5: The optimal control o* v.s. naive controls o' and o? (Xo = 0.3 and Py = 0.5).

Table 2: P&L for different penalty constant k.

In Table 2, we choose to compute our optimal control and the corresponding simulations
for I' = 0.4872 > X\ = 0.3. With this configuration, we know that if the fish population
drops under T'; it’s likely to stay under I'. Hence, the fisherman has to let at all time the
fish population X over I' to avoid the penalization at time T'. Except for I' and A, we use
the same values of the parameters defined in the beginning of this numerical part and we
represent in Table 2 the value of the P&L and the fish population X at time T starting with
Xp = 0.7 and Py = 0.5. These quantities were computed using a mean over three thousand
trajectories under the optimal control o* for different values of the penalty constant x (with
95% confidence level bounds). We can see that the P&L is a decreasing function w.r.t. &
which is natural because the less you are penalized, the more you take risks and the richer
you are. Although, we can remark that for x = 1 the fish population at time 7T is under I
because the penalization is not sever enough, hence the fisherman prefers to be penalized
and fish a little more which makes him richer. Therefore, we assume that for our set of
data, to create a fair balance between the biological requirements and the maximization
of the profit induced by fishing, a suitable choice for the penalty constant is k = 2. This
amount of fines insures the double objective of the sustainable fishing: the fish population
does not fall below a certain threshold that guarantees its natural renewal, and fisheries
make profits to prevent them from going bankrupt.

k=1 K=2 K=3

P&L | 0.0265(40.0013) 0.0102(£0.0018) | —0.0012(40.0023)
Xr 0.4855(+£0.0021) 0.5066(£0.0020) 0.5182(+0.0022)
k=4 K=25 k=26

P&L | —0.0111(40.0029) | —0.0215(£0.0034) | —0.0251(40.0038)
Xr 0.5232(+£0.0022) 0.5238(£0.0023) 0.5308(+0.0023)

Table 2 : P&L for different penalty constant k
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have investigated the problem of sustainable fishing. We built a model
where fishing is continuous depending on the quantity of fish available in the sea. Fisheries
try to maximize their profit under the constraint of fines when the quota is exceeded. We
have also introduced the fact that the selling price of fish depends on the quantity (stock)
of fishes remaining in the sea.

We have shown some interesting results. Firstly, the strategy issued from the resolution
of the expected profit maximization is still better than naive strategies. Secondly, we
delimit a level of fines which insures the double objective of the sustainable fishing: the
fish population stays above a certain threshold that guarantees its natural renewal, so that
fisheries make profits. These results allow us to better understand the behavior of the
fisheries according to the amount of the fines, and how to define a rule of price for the fines
to guarantee a sustainable fishing.
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