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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Skate Committee  
Hilton Garden Inn, Warwick, RI 

October 19, 2016 

 
The Committee met on October 19, 2016 in Warwick, RI to: discuss the draft scoping document, research 

priorities, and 2017 priorities. 

 

MEETING ATTENDANCE:  Dr. Matt McKenzie (Chair), Ms. Libby Etrie (Vice Chair), Mr. Rich 

Bellavance, Mr. Mark Gibson, Mr. Peter Kendall, Mr. John Pappalardo, Mr. Mike Ruccio; Dr. Fiona 

Hogan (NEFMC staff); and Dr. Willie Whitmore (GARFO).  In addition, approximately 8 members of 

the public attended.   

 

KEY OUTCOMES: 

 The Committee recommended minor edits to the scoping document. 

 The Committee recommended the PDT investigate ways to land barndoor skate. 

 The Committee recommended the Council add a framework that would allow landings to 

barndoor skate to 2017 priorities.  
 
PRESENTATION: SCOPING DOCUMENT  

Council Staff outlined the scoping document, which covered three main categories – qualification criteria, 

limited access permit conditions, associated measures, and data sources. Control dates for each fishery 

have already been established: bait fishery – July 30, 2009 and non-bait fishery – March 31, 2014. The 

scoping document contains series of questions to help the public make informed comments. The scoping 

period is expected to be early in 2017. 

 

AGENDA ITEM #1: SCOPING DOCUMENT 

 

A Committee member asked whether any analysis would be available at the scoping hearings to help 

individuals interpret how aspects limited access might affect them, e.g. tiers or historical participation. 

Staff noted that this was difficult to do without any guidance on what should be provided. A Committee 

member noted that some summary statistics on number of participants by permit category and landings 

over time would be useful but individuals could request their permit history in advance of these hearings. 

Another Committee member thought accumulation limits should be kept in the scoping document at this 

time but wondered whether comments should be sought on baseline criteria. Issues with accumulation 

limits established under A18 of the NE multispecies FMP were related to how the PSC was distributed.  

 

The scoping document was considered general enough to allow comments related to a Limited Access 

Privilege Program. If commenters were in favor of IFQs then they would be within the scope of the 
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document to do so. Other Committee members questioned whether specific language should be included 

in the document to get specific comments on LAPPs and ITQs. There was some concern raised after the 

October 11th, 2016 AP meeting that the Council might allocate individual species in the skate complex. 

Staff explained that at this time the amendment would focus on limited access and not allocating 

individual species, unless that arises during scoping or becomes a future Council priority. Staff explained 

that barndoor landings should not affect limited access as it is not a component of limited access 

management. A Committee member noted that barndoor skate rebuilt under an aggregate management 

strategy and has always contributed to the ABC and TALs. Caution was recommended when allowing 

barndoor skate to be landed under the current limits. PDT feedback was requested to address the issue of 

how to land barndoor skate without affecting its stock status and exceeding the TAL if it helped achieve 

the TAL faster.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DISCUSSION 

 

 Dan Nordstrom, Fairhaven, MA – Only speaking for the bait fishery, I would like to see 

something in the document saying that the FMP as it stands now won’t be changed so they could 

figure out how to structure limited access within that. I think it’s backwards otherwise. You need 

to know that the plan in place is going to stay in place so you can comment on limited access. Put 

it in the scoping document so that it will be clear so I can make recommendations.  

 
 Greg Connors, Chatham, MA – I support the IFQ fishery. Skates work ideally for that. If that is 

too heavy a lift then some sort of tiered system that uses pounds for participation.  

 

 Scott MacAllister, Chatham, MA – I’ve been trying to get my permit history and as far back as 

the last owner goes you can get that easily but any further than that it is a problem.  

 

A Committee member noted that it is always difficult when dealing with permit history but if 

qualification using history moves forward, it might be possible to provide as much of that information in 

advance. There are also additional avenues to prove history if permit history is not available for some 

reason. It can be difficult to track down previous permit holders in order to find out the history. If 

qualification fails, it can be appealed and then there’s adjudication where a judge makes the final call. 

Issues surrounding ownership and confidentiality haven’t changed since this was done under the NE 

multispecies plan. Skate are a little different to NE multispecies as skates are open access and not 

affiliated like MRI was in NE multispecies unless the bill of sale for a permit specified that they were 

retaining the skate history.  

 

A Committee member thought the document did a good job of describing how skates are utilized across 

FMPs but needed additional information added to help inform the reader on how the fishery works. 

Adding in the ACL flow chart would show the public how skate specifications are managed. A large 

portion of skate catch is from other fisheries and not the directed skate fishery. This amendment could 

limit access to skate by the other fisheries.  

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DISCUSSION 

 

 Dan Nordstrom – I want to see two different measures for both fisheries. I’ve been on the AP 

since it started and have always viewed them as two specific fisheries. When I make my 

comments I don’t view anything as wing. It is definitely 2 management plans in this one complex. 
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Anyone I speak with I don’t speak to wing, I only talk about bait. It’s automatically seen that 

there’s two fisheries, don’t waste time thinking about one. 

 
A Committee member agreed that we should note that there are two different histories and levels of 

participation between the bait and wing fisheries when people are commenting. It was also thought that 

alerting the public in advance that different measures could be implemented for both fisheries would help 

focus comments on each fishery. The Committee also recommended including the trip limits for each 

fishery in the scoping document.  

 

The Committee discussed how many scoping hearings would be necessary and their geographic 

distribution. The Committee recommended 3-4 public scoping hearings and a webinar. Locations 

suggested included Portsmouth, NH to coincide with the January 2017 NEFMC meeting, Bourne, MA to 

accommodate fishermen from Cape Cod and New Bedford, Mystic, CT region to accommodate Point 

Judith and Long Island fishermen, and potentially  a hearing in Cape May, NJ for southern participants. 

The final locations may change depending on the number of participants identified in any region. 

 

AGENDA ITEM #2: RESEARCH PRIORITIES 

 

Staff explained that the Council is currently working on updating its research priority needs for the 

Research Steering Committee. The Committee was asked to provide any additional items for inclusion in 

the document. A Committee member suggested adding investigating managing skates as a complex as the 

SSC has recommended on multiple occasions that it should be species specific management. In the past 

there has been a lot of concern regarding species identification. Framework 2 removed the unclassified 

VTR reporting codes in an attempt to improve species specific reporting.  

 

Another Committee member suggested adding in discard mortality rate estimates for any outstanding 

species and gear type in order to move away from the assumed discard rate. Another suggestion was to 

change how discards are currently estimated in specifications. The current method uses the most recent 3 

years of discards as the basis for the estimate. The suggestion was to forecast discards based on where 

fisheries were being executed, i.e. the PDT could predict interactions in the skate fishery like where the 

scallop fishery is being directed. The assumptions on otter trawl discards were thought to be based on a 

time when more effort was occurring.  

 

AGENDA ITEM #1: PRIORITIES 

 

1. MOTION: Ms. Etrie/Mr. Pappalardo 

To include looking at the possibility of landing barndoor skate under skate priorities. 

 

Regulatory action was thought to be necessary and GARFO staff informed the Committee that it could be 

done via a framework. The Committee clarified that the intent was for this to be done as part of the 

upcoming specifications package for FYs 2018 and 2019. The Committee was hesitant to overload 

priorities for 2017. 

 

1a.   MOTION as Friendly Amended 

To task the PDT to look at the possibility of landing Barndoor skate. 

MOTION #1a CARRIED/6-0-0. 
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Although, one Committee member thought it could be beneficial to both task the PDT and to add it to the 

2017 priority list. Considering that resources are limiting, it may be better to add this to the list and give 

the Council proper warning that this is coming.  

 

2. MOTION: Mr. Pappalardo/Ms. Etrie 

To initiate a framework to remove the prohibition of landing barndoor skate. 

 

MOTION #2 CARRIED/6-0-0. 
 

A Committee member requested an update on the process for review the petition to list thorny skate. 

There was no update available at the time of the meeting as staff did not know when the report review 

would be concluded.  

 


