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1.​ Introduction 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) anticipates discussions on North Pacific albacore 
(NPALB) status and management at meetings of the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 
Commission (WCPFC) and the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) in 2026, the 
two regional fisheries management organizations (RFMOs) responsible for international 
management of this stock. In particular, the International Scientific Committee for Tuna and 
Tuna-Like Species (ISC) will be releasing a new stock assessment in 2026, and the Northern 
Committee (NC) of the WCPFC is anticipated to continue conversations on how to translate 
fishing intensity into limits, and when and how implementation of any limits should occur. 

NMFS has in recent years held webinars to provide information on results of the NPALB 
management strategy evaluation (MSE) as well as to solicit input in the development of harvest 
strategies for NPALB fisheries. In 2025, WCR and PIRO held a webinar to gather stakeholder 
input on translating fishing intensity to management measures in the harvest strategy, exceptional 
circumstances, and electronic logbooks (a summary of the 2025 webinar is available here). 
NMFS received requests to host additional workshops with U.S. fisheries stakeholders to discuss 
the NPALB harvest strategy at the September 2025 and November 2025 Pacific Fisheries 
Management Council (PFMC) meetings. To address these requests, NMFS plans to build from 
the input of the 2025 webinar and hold two webinars in 2026. This background document is 
prepared to support the first NPALB webinar for 2026 to be held on February 18th from 1-5 pm 
PDT (11 am-3 pm HST).  

2.​ Meeting Objectives 

The objectives for this meeting are as follows: 

a.​ Build stakeholder capacity on international management of NPALB – specifically, 
harvest strategies and implementing measures. 

b.​ Solicit feedback on options to potentially revise the WCPFC/IATTC harvest 
strategy. 

c.​ Discuss progress on e-logbook initiatives. 
d.​ Discuss expectations for the next webinar and other opportunities to provide 

feedback. 
 
3.​ Overview of Topics 

NMFS has developed this background paper ahead of the workshop to help inform participants 
and provide a preview of questions we will be soliciting input on. The workshop will cover a 
range of topics to address the meeting objectives, including an overview of international 
management for NPALB, the primary fisheries for NPALB, translating fishing intensity into 
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limits, input on potential revisions to the harvest strategy and/or implementing measures, updates 
on e-logbook initiative and next steps. With respect to translating fishing intensity into limits, the 
workshop will facilitate discussion on several questions raised previously by stakeholders 
including defining effort for management purposes, and implications when a management 
response is triggered. 

4.​ Background on the NPALB fishery, international management - development of 
Conservation Management Measures (CMM)/Resolution, Harvest Strategy 

International catch and effort overview 

NMFS will provide a brief overview of recent catch and effort data for NPALB to inform 
stakeholders on primary members and fleets that target and harvest NPALB and to show how the 
U.S. fleet compares to other nations. For the most recent NPALB catch statistics please see the 
ISC25 Annual Catch Table, section 7.7 of WCPFC SC21-GN-WP-01, section F of 
IATTC-103-01a, and the 2023 NPALB stock assessment (e.g. Figures 2.1 and 2.2; which are also 
included in the Figures of this document for quick reference). For updated information on 
NPALB fishing effort please see NC21-WP-01. A summary of effort data from NC21-WP-01 is 
included in Table 1 (attached). Additional country specific reports can be found on the ISC25 
meeting webpage for Canada, Taiwan, Japan, Korea, Mexico, and the United States. Specific 
data on U.S. and Canada troll fisheries is available from the U.S.-Canada Albacore Treaty Data 
Exchange.  

International Management of NPALB 

Although management responsibilities for NPALB are divided between the WCPFC and the 
IATTC, members of both Commissions have tried to ensure consistency in how this stock is 
managed across the two Commissions. The IATTC and WCPFC both adopted initial 
management measures for NPALB in 2005, and minorly revised the measures in 2018 and 2019, 
respectively (i.e., IATTC Resolution C-18-03 and WCPFC CMM 2019-03). These measures 
generally limit fishing effort for vessels fishing for NPALB to 2002-2004 average levels. 

Harvest strategies, often also referred to as management procedures, specify pre-determined 
management actions depending on the status of fish stocks to achieve management objectives for 
a fishery. Many RFMOs including the WCPFC and IATTC have been shifting their management 
of stocks to develop and use harvest strategies informed by MSE analyses to ensure that stocks 
and fisheries will be managed in such a way to achieve defined long-term management 
objectives. 

NPALB was one of the first stocks for which an MSE was conducted in both the IATTC and 
WCPFC, and the ISC conducted an MSE for NPALB from 2015-2021. The outputs of this MSE 
were used to inform the harvest strategies for NPALB that were adopted in 2023 (i.e., IATTC 
Resolution C-23-02 and WCPFC Harvest Strategy 2023-01). 

The harvest strategies adopted by the IATTC and WCPFC describe the management objectives 
for the stock, define reference points including target, threshold and limit reference points, define 
20% as the maximum level of risk for breaching the limit reference point, describe the 
monitoring strategy, and also include harvest control rules that specify fishing intensity 
depending on stock status. Specifically, the harvest control rules mandate reductions in fishing 
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intensity if the female spawning stock biomass (SSB) falls below the adopted threshold reference 
point (ThRP). The harvest strategies only specify overall reductions to fishing intensity and do 
not detail how reductions might be translated into potential management actions. In 2023, the 
WCPFC NC and IATTC requested scientific advice from the Albacore Working Group 
(ALBWG) of the ISC on how fishing intensity could be interpreted to actual management 
measures under the harvest strategy, and in 2025, the WCPFC NC requested the ALBWG to 
provide estimates of the historical impact of each fleet group on the stock during the time periods 
of 2002-2004 and 1999-2015, to guide discussions on fleet specific reductions in fishing 
intensity if female SSB were to fall below the ThRP as mandated by the harvest strategy. 
Discussions on these topics may influence whether revisions to the harvest strategy are 
warranted, and may also influence whether revisions to the current management measures are 
desired and/or needed to ensure the goals of the harvest strategy are being met. 

Summary of ISC Advice to Date 

As noted above, both NC and the IATTC requested the ISC to advise how fishing intensity could 
be interpreted to actual management measures under this harvest strategy. The ISC has provided 
responses (SAC-15 INF-T, NC21-WP-07) to NC and IATTC, and this paper will attempt to 
provide a high-level summary of the information provided to the RFMOs in 2023 and 2024. 

The NPALB stock assessment and the MSE use fishing intensity to describe the extent to which 
the stock is exploited. Fishing intensity for NPALB is defined as F%SPR, which is the fishing 
intensity associated with a specific spawning potential ratio (SPR). SPR is a measure of fishing 
mortality expressed as the decline in the proportion of the SSB produced by each recruit relative 
to the unfished state. Fishing intensity and SPR are useful because they allow fishing mortality at 
various age classes to be related to impacts on SSB equivalence and compared using the same 
units. For example, the surface fisheries generally catch smaller sized fish in comparison to 
longline fisheries which tend to capture larger sized individuals. Using SPR allows us to equate 
catches by the two different gears and two different life stages with respect to their impact on the 
stock as a whole. 

The ISC through various analyses demonstrated that fishing intensity shows a strong relationship 
between catch and SPR and a moderately strong relationship between effort and SPR for certain 
fleets (e.g. the Eastern Pacific Ocean (EPO) surface fleet and Japan pole and line fleet), and 
noted that in order for them to produce specific catch and/or effort metrics for specific fleets or 
members, information would need to be provided on how fishing intensity should be allocated 
(e.g., fleets, members) relative to what baseline (e.g., period of years) and what metrics (e.g., 
catch or effort) are desired. It should be noted that ISC can also calculate the percentage share of 
SPR for each fleet, fleet group, or member.  

Defining Fleets 

ISC noted that fishing intensity can be allocated in different ways such as by fleet and by 
member. Allocating SPR to each member would assign a certain share of fishing intensity to a 
member, which then would have the responsibility of further allocating that fishing intensity 
amongst its fisheries and translating into appropriate limits for its fisheries. For example, the 
United States has two primary gear types that capture NPALB – the longline and the troll/pole 
and line fisheries. If the United States were given an SPR, then it would have to allocate that 
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SPR between those two fisheries, and, if so desired, translate the allocated SPR into catch and/or 
effort limits for these fisheries. 

Fishing intensity can also be allocated by fleet, and although the 2023 NPALB stock assessment 
used a 35 fleet model, the ISC recommended that for management purposes, a more simplified 
fleet definition would be easier to work with. The ALBWG developed a model in 2024 for 
illustrative purposes with nine groups of fleets (i.e., fleet groups), and is in the process of 
refining the fleet structure to 11 fleet groups in the model based upon input received from NC21 
in 2025. It should be noted at this time that the U.S. surface fleet is combined with the Canadian 
surface fleet (as well as U.S. sports, U.S. miscellaneous, and Mexico) and reflected in ISC 
documents as the “EPO SF”.1 

Baseline Period 

The selection of a baseline period is also important for defining the reference period particularly 
for allocation purposes. As noted above, the current management measures for NPALB (i.e., 
IATTC Resolution C-18-03 and WCPFC CMM 2019-03) limit fishing effort for vessels fishing 
for NPALB to the 2002-2004 average for most members. China has a 10 vessel limit, and 
recently after several years of negotiations, the NC agreed that Vanuatu could use a 2003-2005 
baseline. 

Table 1 contains effort statistics for the major countries that harvest NPALB. The 2002-2004 
timeline represents a high level of effort for some members including the United States, but 
discussions at NC suggest that some members may be interested in considering a different 
baseline. Last year NC21 requested the ISC will provide estimates of the historical impact of 
each fleet group on the stock based on fishing intensity during the time periods of 2002-2004 and 
1999-2015, and to guide fleet-specific reductions in fishing intensity should the female SSB fall 
below the threshold reference point as mandated by the harvest strategy. Canada requested that 
the analysis include 1999-2015, as this was the period used to simulate catch ratios in future 
projections in the MSE. 

As fishing effort by some fleets has changed over time, some members may also have interests in 
changing the baseline to reflect more recent fishing pattern usage. To date, however, there have 
not been any explicit requests for analysis using a more recent reference period. NMFS notes that 
2009-2011 was previously suggested by stakeholders in 2025 if an alternative time period is 
desired. 

Management Metrics 

As noted earlier, the ISC modeled relationships between SPR and catch, and SPR and effort for 
various fleet groups. Generally, they observed tight correlations between catch and SPR for all 
fleets (surface and longline). They also observed good correlations between effort and SPR for 
the surface fleets (EPO SF and Japan pole and line) and also found reasonable correlations 

1 The ISC will require guidance on how to allocate catch and/or effort in each country’s EEZ during years when the 
US-Canada Albacore Treaty has had a regime in place before the countries’ troll fleets can be separated out. NMFS 
acknowledges the June 2025 Pacific Fisheries Management Council (PFMC) recommendation “assuring U.S. 
fishery participants that any Canadian fishing effort in the U.S. EEZ will be attributed to the U.S. when establishing 
our historic effort per the U.S.-Canada Albacore Treaty”. However, NMFS notes that these discussions will occur 
under negotiations of the U.S.-Canada Albacore Treaty.  
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between effort and SPR for the Japanese longline fleet that seasonally targets NPALB. The 
United States and Canada have repeatedly expressed a strong interest in managing their surface 
fleets by effort, while other members have expressed an interest in managing all fleets by catch. 
If changes to the management of NPALB need to occur because of stock status, the WCPFC and 
IATTC will likely need to identify what those management metrics will be for those fleets. As 
noted above, another option may be to allocate SPR to members, and allow members the 
responsibility of further allocating that fishing intensity amongst its fisheries and translating into 
appropriate limits for its fisheries.  

ISC Analysis in 2026 

As noted above, the ISC is conducting a new stock assessment for NPALB this year, and is also 
refining the fleet structure for a model that can show how catch and effort levels could vary for 
various fleets depending on decisions made on allocation, baseline periods and management 
metrics. Work on both of these products is underway and while they will not be finalized until 
the ISC plenary in late June, provisional results are expected to be available in late May. NMFS 
intends to hold a second webinar likely in late May to review the results. However, NMFS 
intends to give workshop participants a preview of the model based on the 2023 stock 
assessment, and demonstrate how it can be used to derive estimates of catch/effort limits given a 
selected baseline period and stock level. 

Other Harvest Strategies 

Although NPALB was one of the first stocks that both WCPFC and IATTC adopted harvest 
strategies for, both Commissions have and are currently undertaking work to develop MSEs and 
harvest strategies for other stocks. NMFS notes that harvest strategies for other stocks and their 
associated implementation measures may affect discussions on NPALB management. 
Specifically, in the WCPFC there is some overlap with fleets (i.e., Japanese pole and line) that 
are under effort limits through the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (WCPO) skipjack 
management procedure that was initially adopted in 2022 (CMM 2025-03). The WCPFC is also 
in the process of developing a management procedure for WCPO bigeye tuna, and like skipjack, 
there will likely be some overlap between some of the fleets managed under the WCPO bigeye 
management procedure and fleets that catch NPALB (e.g., tropical longline). NMFS also notes 
that the WCPFC adopted an interim management procedure for South Pacific albacore (SPALB) 
in 2025 (CMM 2025-01), and intends to adopt an implementing measure this year to replace the 
current CMM. NMFS notes that the MSE process and subsequent development of the 
management procedure for SPALB is very different from the process that occurred for NPALB. 
However, given that there is some overlap in participants and members with interests in both 
fisheries, NMFS notes that work progressing on other stocks such as SPALB may influence 
discussions on NPALB management.  
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5.​ Discussion on translating fishing intensity, and associated questions on potential 
management implications 

a.​ How could effort be defined for purposes of management 

At the 2025 stakeholder webinar, NMFS received feedback that expressed general support for a 
mixed control approach with the surface fleet (e.g., troll and pole and line fisheries) to be 
managed via effort controls and the longline fleet to be managed via catch controls. NMFS also 
acknowledges that the Hawaii longline fleet is managed under a limited entry program. 

For the surface fleets, the effort controls evaluated have been “number of vessels” and “number 
of fishing days.” Both fishing days and number of vessels are used by members to manage 
fishing effort for those vessels targeting NPALB under the current regime. The United States 
currently uses the number of fishing days as its metric for assessing compliance. Last year, China 
stated that it was changing from using number of vessels to number of fishing days so there is 
some precedent for changing effort metrics if there is a desire to change between fishing days 
and number of fishing vessels. 

For more information on the ISC’s recommendations related to fishing intensity, please see the 
ISC25 Plenary Report and ISC/25/ALBWG 01/09. 

b.​ What would this mean to U.S. fishery participants if a management response is 
triggered 

One question NMFS has been asked during past stakeholder meetings is how U.S. vessels would 
be affected if management responses are required. Ultimately, the answer will depend on several 
factors, such as if 2002-2004 reference years or an alternative set of reference years are used, if 
current management responses are maintained or modified, how catch/effort/SPR are allocated to 
“fleets”, and if fishing intensity is limited by catch or effort (in either vessels or vessel days).  

Ultimately, the answers to these questions will depend on the above criteria and the most specific 
responses will depend on the calculated SPRs for each fleet. U.S. scientists will walk 
stakeholders through some examples of expected levels of catch, effort or SPR limits, given 
specific reference years and various SSB levels at the webinar, and they are hoping to develop an 
interactive spreadsheet or application to share with stakeholders in advance of the May webinar 
so that other possibilities can be explored. However, several simpler scenarios are explored 
below to begin addressing stakeholders’ main questions.  

U.S. Surface Fleet 

In one hypothetical situation, we can imagine the ISC has recommended a reduction of 10% 
effort from the 2002-2004 baseline period for pole and line vessels. For the U.S. troll fleet, 
allocation issues with Canada notwithstanding, this 10% reduction would act on its 2002-2004 
effort average (either 735 vessels or 13,311 days fishing) which would mean that the fleet’s total 
effort would be reduced to either 661 vessels or 11,980 vessel days. Seeing that recent U.S. troll 
effort is lower than the 2002-2004 effort average (i.e., recent 10 year average of 450 vessels or 
9,493 vessel days), this would provide some buffer in any actual reductions in effort until the 
stock were to rebound back above the ThRP. It is important to point out that under this scenario, 
reductions would follow the currently implemented harvest strategy and only be enacted if the 
ThRP were exceeded. Simply adopting a new CMM or Resolution with criteria to define fishing 
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intensity would not immediately force any reduction on the fleet unless further modifications 
were made. Future stock assessments would confirm whether or not the ThRP has been breached 
and if reductions are necessary. 

Importantly, any reduction the U.S. fleet faced would be enacted commensurately on other fleets. 
For instance, with a 10% reduction Canada’s pole and line fleet would be limited to 194 vessels 
and 8008 vessel days and Japan’s pole and line fleet would be limited to 127 vessels and 17,855 
vessels (which are 10% of their respective 2002-2004 averages).  

Stakeholders should also recall that C-23-02 specifies that if the ThRP is breached, but not the 
LRP, the stability provisions in the harvest control rules cap reductions between management 
periods at 20%. For this example scenario, fishing effort for the U.S. surface fleet would be 
reduced by 20% of its 2002-2004 effort. That scenario would reduce the U.S. pole and line fleet 
to 588 vessels and 10,649 vessel days. 

NMFS has also received a question about what management responses would be triggered if a 
rebuilding plan were required. In the unlikely event that the LRP were breached, C-23-02 species 
that shall, in collaboration with the ISC and in coordination with the WCPFC, adopt rebuilding 
measures that will rebuild SSB to certain levels within 10 years and that if rebuilding measures 
are not agreed to, fishing intensity would be set to Fmin which equals F87%. Based on the above 
assumptions and applying results from the 2023 stock assessment, setting fishing intensity to the 
Fmin for the EPO SF would limit this fleet to 4,392 vessel days total (remember, ISC cannot 
differentiate the U.S. SF and Canada SF fleets without explicit guidance).  

Stakeholders should be aware that all of these examples are preliminary and hypothetical. If 
alternate reference years were chosen (i.e., 1999-2015) these numbers would change. When the 
2026 stock assessment is released, these numbers will likewise need to be updated. As previously 
noted, the exact changes to the U.S. troll fleet effort will also depend on how the EPO SF SPR is 
allocated between the U.S. and Canada. 

U.S. Longliners 

The U.S. longline fleet incidentally catches NPALB and its primary targets are bigeye, yellowfin, 
and seasonally, swordfish. The current management measures in the WCPFC and IATTC do not 
manage catch of NPALB for fleets that are not fishing for NPALB. However, the ISC analyses 
and harvest strategy considered catches of NPALB by all fleets including those that catch 
NPALB incidentally. Any potential impacts to the U.S. longline fleet will largely depend on 
whether there are changes to the CMM/Resolution that would limit catches by fleets that catch 
NPALB incidentally. 

Generally, the ISC noted a stronger relationship between SPR and catch particularly for longline 
fleets not generally targeting NPALB. Although fleets targeting NPALB still represent the 
majority of the catch of NPALB, the percentage of NPALB caught incidentally by other fleets 
has risen in the past 20 years, and so it may be important to consider some way to limit catches 
by fleets that are not targeting NPALB (e.g., explicit limits, de minimis limits, etc.). NMFS notes 
that some of these fleets such as the U.S. longline fleet are subject to limits for other stocks (e.g., 
bigeye tuna), and these limits may indirectly influence catches for NPALB.  

 

7 



6.​ Solicit initial feedback on management changes/thoughts/strategies 

Fishing Intensity and the Harvest Strategy 

As the existing harvest strategies for NPALB in the WCPFC and IATTC reference fishing 
intensity, both organizations recognize the importance of further defining fishing intensity to 
ensure there are clear metrics for management. Previously, U.S. stakeholders have opined a 
preference for the EPO surface fleet to be managed via effort, but that more discussion would be 
needed if there was a desire to further define effort (e.g., number of vessels, fishing days, etc.). 
Currently, the harvest strategy uses the total overall SPR, and if there is a desire to refine 
management by fleets, further discussions may be needed to discuss how that is then reflected in 
the harvest strategy or in the CMM or Resolution that implements the harvest strategy. 

Option 1 - Maintain the status quo. No prescribed changes to existing management measures. 

The current management (i.e., maintain albacore fishing effort at or below the average of 
2002-2004) seems to be effective at maintaining the stock at or below the target reference point 
of 45% F%SPR. And importantly, has been dissuading other countries from increasing albacore 
effort. One major risk is that if current harvest strategies are reopened for negotiations and 
revisions, and country-specific allocations are provided, countries may look to increase their 
allocations. The stock would be able to handle increased fishing effort from current levels but 
increased longline effort and catch on juveniles would likely impact EPO surface catch per unit 
effort (CPUE).  

Thus one potential option, if stakeholders prefer the current style of management, is to consider 
that the harvest strategies not be re-opened, but that the U.S. seeks a consensus from the NC on 
how to allocate fishing intensity in the future if the stock status falls below the ThRP and triggers 
a need to reduce fishing intensity. 

Option 2 - Minor Revisions to Existing CMM/Resolution (i.e. for non-target catch, de minimis 
catch numbers) 

The middle ground option is to attempt to revise the harvest strategy in a targeted way focused 
on the issues most important to U.S. stakeholders. For instance, codify the allocation of fishing 
intensity, define “targeting” or a de minimis catch value for non-target catch, and/or other items 
stakeholders find most important to implement in a CMM and Resolution. 

Option 3 - Major Revisions to Existing CMM/Resolution (Codify allocation of fishing intensity, 
establish de minimis catch limits, prescribe exceptional circumstances, etc) 

If U.S. stakeholders feel that significant changes are necessary in the harvest strategy to codify 
measures and address additional topics, for example exceptional circumstances, that could also 
be explored. As described above, this option carries the risk that other countries will also seek 
substantial changes and angle to increase their allocated effort from current provisions. 

Note that both the IATTC Resolution and the WCPFC CMM apply north of the equator, but there 
is some risk that if the WCPFC CMM is revised, that any management measures developed by 
the WCPFC NC may be limited to north of 20° N given the management purview of the NC is 
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restricted to defined northern stocks that mostly occur north of 20° N, which would potentially 
lead to a gap in management for the stock in the WCPFC area between the equator and 20° N. 

7.​ E-logbook updates 

Over the past several years, 2 separate groups have been developing electronic logbooks focused 
on the hook and line fleet in the EPO. The Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) 
has been working with the Southwest Fisheries Science Center and Archipelago Marine 
Research Ltd. on one app, the “NOAA/PSMFC E-logbook” (i.e., FishVue Float). The app is now 
in use by the west coast groundfish non-trawl fleet and was also used by albacore hook and line 
vessels during the 2025 fishing season.  

Another app was developed by the American Albacore Fishing Association (AAFA), the 
Southwest Fisheries Science Center, and Bluefin Data LLC. This app went through beta testing 
with the AAFA fleet in 2024 and 2025 and is expected to be available to the entire fleet in time 
for the 2026 fishing season.  

In 2025, 58 different U.S. hook and line vessels used either the PSMFC or Bluefin Data LLC 
electronic logbooks to submit their catch and effort data.  

These electronic logbook apps are currently optional for use in the EPO and for the moment 
fishermen may continue to use paper logbooks.  

NMFS also notes that these apps have been developed to be compatible for use in the southern 
hemisphere by vessels that harvest SPALB. Note that CMM 2022-06 requires vessels to use 
electronic logbooks on the high seas in the WCPFC convention area, and NMFS is undertaking a 
rulemaking to implement this requirement.  

As the electronic logbooks become available for use, NMFS will update the WCR Highly 
Migratory Species Logbook webpage with details on how to download and use the apps. 
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8.​ Next steps/next meetings 

Upcoming Meetings Related to NPALB: 

March 8th Highly Migratory Species at PFMC Meeting 

March 23rd - 30th ISC Meeting of the ALBWG 

May TBD Executive Summary of the 2026 NPALB stock 
assessment released 

May TBD 2nd NPALB Stakeholder Webinar 

TBD WCPFC Permanent Advisory Committee Meeting 

Week of June 11th PFMC Meeting 

June 8th - 12th IATTC Scientific Advisory Council 

June 22nd - 29th ISC26 Plenary 

July 13th-14th 22nd Meeting of the WCPFC NC 

August 24th - Sept 4th IATTC Commission Meeting 

Nov 30th - Dec 4th WCPFC Commission Meeting 

 

Similar to the stakeholder meeting summary produced after the 2025 webinar, NMFS intends to 
produce and share a summary of this meeting in advance of the March 4th-9th meeting of the 
PFMC and its Highly Migratory Species Advisory Subpanel. The 2026 NPALB stock assessment 
will be finalized this spring, and the executive summary of that stock assessment should be 
released in May. After which time, NMFS intends to hold a 2nd webinar in late May to discuss 
updates and solicit additional comments in advance of NC22. Following the 2nd webinar there 
will be additional opportunities to provide feedback at the June PFMC (June 11-16) meeting, the 
WCPFC Permanent Advisory Committee meeting (TBD May/June), and at the IATTC General 
Advisory Committee and Scientific Advisory Subcommittee meetings in July (TBD) 2026.  
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https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2025/06/f-2-a-supplemental-nmfs-report-2-summary-of-a-u-s-stakeholder-meeting-on-north-pacific-albacore-management.pdf/
https://www.pcouncil.org/council_meeting/march-2026-council-meeting/
https://meetings.wcpfc.int/meetings/nc22
https://www.pcouncil.org/council_meeting/june-2026-council-meeting/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/event/wcpfc-permanent-advisory-committee-meeting


Focus Questions to be Discussed at the Webinar 

1)​ NMFS provided a preview of the inputs and outputs of the ISC analysis on fishing 
intensity and implications of reductions. An updated analysis will be presented in May. Is 
there anything additional stakeholders would be interested in understanding on these 
concepts of fishing intensity and potential management options? 

2)​ Do stakeholders still prefer the 2002-2004 reference years? If not, what alternatives are 
preferred? Are there any thoughts on using 1999-2015 as reference years?  

3)​ Do stakeholders still support managing the U.S. surface fleet using effort and managing 
the U.S. longline fleet using catch? Or is there a preference to manage by SPR by flag? 
Are there any opinions on potentially receiving an SPR that the United States could 
divide between gears (e.g., pole and line and longline)? 

4)​ What feedback do you have to offer about the impact of other harvest strategies (i.e. 
WCPFC skipjack or SPALB) on the further development of harvest strategies and/or 
management measures for NPALB? 

5)​ Do you have suggestions on how to address incidental catch of NPALB from fisheries not 
targeting albacore (e.g., catch limit, de minimis clause)? Is there a need to define 
targeting? 

6)​ Do you have thoughts on maintaining the existing harvest strategies as is or what 
revisions should be considered either for the harvest strategy and/or the implementing 
measures? 

7)​ How should the harvest strategy address expansion and contraction of fishing 
opportunities? Should the harvest strategy speak to allocation or should allocation be 
addressed in an implementing CMM/Resolution? 

8)​ Are there concerns if the WCPFC CMM for NPALB was restricted to north of 20° N? 

9)​ Are there any questions or concerns about electronic logbooks for the hook and line/troll 
fishery? 

10)​What changes can NMFS make to the presentation/webinar to enhance our outreach to 
stakeholders? What other information would be helpful? Are there other topics you 
would like to discuss at the May webinar? 
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Table 1. Historical Effort in Vessels and Vessel Days for WCPFC NC Members2 Harvesting NPALB (from NC21-WP-01) 

 

 

 

2 Table excludes effort for members that on average had fewer than 10 vessels targeting NPALB. See NC21-WP-01 for additional effort data from South Korea, Cook Islands, Fiji, 
and the Philippines. 
3 IATTC Resolution C-18-03 and WCPFC CMM 2019-03 generally limit fishing effort for vessels fishing for NPALB to this baseline period. At the 2025 U.S. stakeholder webinar, 
stakeholders expressed a preference to continue using this baseline period. 
4 2009-2011 was previously suggested by stakeholders in 2025 if an alternative baseline is desired. 
5 NC20 agreed to allow Vanuatu to use this 2003-2005 time period as an alternative baseline.  
6 Includes additional effort data from South Korea, Cook Islands, Fiji, and the Philippines. 

12 

https://meetings.wcpfc.int/node/26174
https://meetings.wcpfc.int/node/26174


 

Figure 2.1 from the 2023 NPALB stock assessment. Total annual reported catch of north Pacific albacore (Thunnus alalunga) by ISC member and 
non-member countries, 1994-2021. Catches by Vanuatu and other countries includes small amounts of catch by other countries such as Tonga, Belize, 
Cook Islands, and Marshall Islands.  
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https://isc.fra.go.jp/pdf/ISC23/ISC23_ANNEX08-Stock_Assessment_Report_for_Albacore_Tuna_in_the_North_Pacific_Ocean_Updated_FINAL.pdf


 

Figure 2.2 from the 2023 NPALB stock assessment. Total annual reported catch of north Pacific albacore by major gear types, 1994-2021. The Other 
Gears category includes set nets, recreational, hand line, and harpoon. 
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https://isc.fra.go.jp/pdf/ISC23/ISC23_ANNEX08-Stock_Assessment_Report_for_Albacore_Tuna_in_the_North_Pacific_Ocean_Updated_FINAL.pdf

