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Council Motion  December 2024

“Council supports the SSC (and Plan Teams) continuing to 
recommend apportionments of ABC using the best 
biological and methodological information available, 
while socioeconomic information will continue to be 
incorporated into TAC decisions at the AP and Council.” 
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Council Motion  December 2024

• Council requested communication between SSC leadership, Council 
leadership, and staff on possible approaches for subarea/spatial 
apportionments of ABC within the groundfish harvest specifications 
process

Consider:

• the intended purpose of subarea apportionments of ABC

• the role of Council advisory bodies in recommending those apportionments

• the application of the spatial management policy (SMP), and 

• timing within the process.

link to June 2025 Subarea Apportionment Report

https://www.npfmc.org/how-we-work/management-policies/
https://meetings.npfmc.org/CommentReview/DownloadFile?p=5d752de0-0bcf-41c0-9e2f-ad9efb0d2bec.pdf&fileName=D5%20Subarea%20Apportionment%20Report.pdf


ABC

◼ SSC required by MSA to provide ACL (ABC) 
recommendations at the level of the stock 
or stock complex. 

◼ FMPs document process, including 
application of the ABC control rule.

◼ Exceeding stock ACL (ABC) triggers 
accountability measures

◼ Council cannot recommend TAC greater 
than ACL (ABC)  for a stock or stock 
complex. 

Spatial apportionments of 
ABC (“subarea ABCs”)

◼ No MSA requirements

◼ Not ACLs; Exceedances do not trigger 
accountability measures

◼ FMPs do not detail a process for apportionment 
of ABC

◼ In practice, have been used as maximum TACs for 
Council (by area)
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ABC vs. Spatial (subarea) Apportionments of ABC 



PROPOSAL on Spatial Apportionment

Intended to:

◼ increase efficiency and transparency throughout the 
annual groundfish harvest specifications process. 

◼ streamline conversations regarding spatial apportionments 
recommended by the PT/SSC and the TACs recommended 
by the Council which have taken specifications cycles in the 
past. 

◼ clarify the reasoning behind spatial apportionments 
beyond the stock level within the groundfish harvest 
specifications process.
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Unless directed otherwise by the Council, staff plan to move ahead with the 
following proposal regarding spatial apportionment of groundfish and 

provide relevant guidance during the annual harvest specifications process:

• New terminology

• Clarified purpose of apportionment

• Process clarifications / revisions

• Revised harvest specifications tables (Nov/Dec)



New terminology: BRDs 
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A spatial apportionment of a stock or stock complex will be referred to as a 
Biologically-informed Recommended Distribution (BRD). 

• Based on approved apportionment methods (survey biomass, catch for 
Tier 6) according to BSIA

• Socio-economic factors should not be incorporated into the 
recommendations of BRD nor methods to calculate BRDs



Biologically-informed Recommended Distributions (BRDs): Purpose

◼ Extra layer of precautionary management to account 
for uncertainty in stock structure (localized depletion)

◼ Biologically-informed starting point for TAC 
recommendations
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• “subarea ABC” = BRD
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◼ Assessment authors/PT/SSC: Continue to recommend ABCs at the stock level

◼ Authors/PT/SSC continue to recommend apportionment methods, provide BRDs (where 
appropriate).

◼ How to identify, for further evaluation, stocks which may warrant flexibility for a TAC to 
deviate from a BRD:

◼ Stocks that have reached or may reach prohibited species status

◼ Stocks with large decreases in biomass that could cause TAC to be exceeded in an area. 

◼ Stocks with proposed changes to apportionment methods

◼ During the GPT meetings, Inseason Mgmt input

◼ Council may ID other stocks for additional reasons. 

◼ Council can then weigh in on whether it would be helpful for PT/SSC to discuss potential for 
flexibility for that stock

◼ If possible, the Council should ID stocks in Oct, for PT/SSC review to occur in Nov/Dec. 

◼ If the Council identifies a stock(s) of interest, staff coordinate plans for PT/SSC review 

Process Clarifications / Revisions (part 1 of 3)
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Once a stock is flagged for further consideration of flexibility:

→ Author/PT/SSC: Is there a biological reason that a (subarea) TAC(s) for this stock should 
not exceed the BRD(s)? 

Possible ways to facilitate discussion / types of information that could be communicated to Council (list is 
not exhaustive, just examples):

• Provide contextual information to the Council regarding stock structure information, what data are available 
• Do surveys properly sample this stock?
• Concerns with maintaining prior year’s BRD if new apportionment methods substantially reduce BRD in one area?
• Is there a proxy TAC (e.g., based on PSC, prior year’s TAC) PT/ SSC could use as a benchmark to comment on?
• Does going on PSC status earlier lead to biological benefits for the stock?
• Temporal considerations: 

• Deviating from BRDs over time could be problematic but not necessarily in any given year. 
• SSC could review stocks with continuous TAC > BRD and re-adjust as necessary

Process Clarifications / Revisions (part 2 of 3)
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Process Clarifications / Revisions (part 3 of 3)

● As is current practice, Council takes SSC- recommended BRDs & information in the 
report into account to inform TAC recommendations

○ Sum of subarea TACs must be < ABC 

○ In most cases, intent to continue to recommend subarea TACs < BRDs 

○ NS2



TABLES: SAFEs, Harvest Specs Recommendations (PT, SSC, AP, Council)
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Stock 
complex X

202X

Proposed specifications tables in Sept/Oct 2025 would not be updated
Final specifications tables in Nov/Dec 2025 would be updated

OFL ABC BRD (TAC) Catch

W 197 ### ##

C 315 ### ##

E 525 ### ##

Total 1,555 1,037 1,037 ###
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Thank you!
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