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MEETING SUMMARY 

 

Skate Committee and Advisory Panel 
Radisson Airport Hotel, Warwick, RI 

October 21, 2015 

 
The Monkfish Committee (Committee) and Advisory Panel (AP) met on October 21, 2015 in Warwick, 

Rhode Island to discuss: (1) the development of Framework Adjustment 3 (FW55), an action to set 

specifications for Northeast Skate Complex Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for FY 2016 and FY 2017, 

(2) a PDT memo regarding reallocation of species within the FMP, (3) 2016 Priorities, and (4) other 

business as necessary.  

 

MEETING ATTENDANCE:  Mr. Peter Kendall (Chairman), Dr. John Quinn (Vice Chair), Mr. Mark Gibson, 

Mr. John Pappalardo, Mr. Mike Ruccio, and Ms. Laurie Nolan (MAFMC); AP members Ms. Sonja 

Fordham, Ms. Andrea Incollingo, Dr. John Mandelman, Mr. Daniel Nordstrom, Mr. Paul O’Donnell, Mr. 

Paul Parker, Mr. Ted Platz, and Dr. James Sulikowski; Dr. Fiona Hogan (NEFMC staff); Mr. Tobey 

Curtis, and Ms. Liz Scheimer (NMFS GARFO staff). In addition, approximately 5 members of the public 

attended.  

 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION: Discussions were aided by the following documents: (1) Agenda; (2) 

SSC memo RE: Terms of Reference, dated September 21, 2015; (3) NEFSC Stock Status Update; (4a) 

PDT memo to SSC RE ABC’s for FY 2016-2017, dated August 25, 2015; (5) 2015 Annual Monitoring 

Report; (6) PDT memo to Committee RE FMP restructuring dated October 15, 2015.  

 

KEY OUTCOMES: 

• The Committee recommended that the Council adopt the SSC recommendation for skate 

specifications for FYs 2016 and 2017. 

 

Framework Adjustment 3 - Specifications for FYs 2016 and 2017: Council staff provided the 

background on the skate action. Specifications and possession limits were required to be set in this skate 

action, however, the Committee would have the discretion to add in additional measures to help reduce 

any negative impacts that could arise from reduced specifications. To allow the Committee the ability to 

do that the NEFMC initiated a framework action at the September 2015 meeting. Stock status of winter 

and thorny skate changed based on 2014 NEFSC trawl survey data; overfishing is no longer occurring on 

either stock. Recent work on discard mortality rate estimates for winter and little skate in scallop dredge 

gear was incorporated into the revised specifications. Discards also increased in 2013 and 2014 when 

compared to 2012. The SSC approved the revised specifications at their September 1, 2015 meeting. The 

revised ABC for FY2016 and 2017 would be 31,081 mt; the ACT would be 23,311 mt, the TAL = 12,872 

mt, the wing TAL = 8,560 mt, and the bait TAL = 4,312 mt.  
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A Committee member raised concerns over the continued open access to the skate wing fishery and was 

interested in viewing the trend in participation. Of particular interest were trends in landings per month, 

landings per trip per month, and associated revenues with the potential goal of identifying time periods 

during the fishing year when skate wing is least/most valuable, i.e. a seasonal price per pound. An AP 

member noted that other more profitable fisheries, e.g. scallops and monkfish, could be jeopardized 

because of high levels of interaction with skate and had a proposal for revised trip limits. A Committee 

member raised an additional 2 issues. The first concerned where the Council was directing scallop effort, 

which may affect which skate species that industry interacts with and the second being the variability in 

state skate landings.  

 
Motion #1a – (Mr. Gibson/Dr. Quinn): 

 
Committee recommends the Council adopt the SSC approved 2016 2017 specifications for the 

NE Skate Complex. 

 

Public comment on the motion: 

 

John Whiteside, Sustainable Fisheries Association – I’m not sure if there was any discussion 

prior to my getting here about looking at any discussion about changing the scientific uncertainty 

buffer from the 75% and going to 85%, which would minimize the impact of the severe cuts that 

we are looking at here. We have enormous amounts of data here, it’s very precise on what the 

status of the stock is. I didn’t know if there was any consideration or discussion but that is 

something that has been talked about a number of different people.  

 

An AP member requested the Committee discuss a change in the management uncertainty buffer.  

A Committee member suggested the PDT examine 5 years of catch data to determine fishery 

performance. GARFO staff noted that the PDT could also review the current state on the science 

to determine if we now have better accuracy in skate-related science.  

 
Motion #1b – (Mr. Ruccio/Mr. Pappalardo): 

 
Committee recommends the Council adopt the SSC approved ABC for 2016/2017 for the NE 

Skate Complex 

 

Public comment on the motion: 

 

John Whiteside – I would, on behalf of my clients, support the amended motion as I think 

it’s a cautious approach and would provide everyone with more information to look at 

once the PDT has been able to report what the different options are and the pros and cons 

that would be involved here. I think it is something that should be considered.  

 

An AP member was concerned that the PDT could examine all available data and reach the 

conclusion that the management uncertainty buffer should be increased from the current 25%. 

This concern was based on a review of the NEFSC trawl survey indices for the key skate species 

in the complex. A Committee member argued that stock status is only one component and an 

examination of the landings history in comparison to the TAL may indicate a lower buffer would 

be sufficient.   
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Public comment: 

 

John Whiteside – I just wanted a clarification of the comment that was made. My 

understanding was that approximately 77 % of the stock is comprised of winter and little 

skate and winter skate is increasing, little skate is relatively stable within the last 3 years. 

On the overall biomass, it’s not dropping it’s going up. I just wanted to point that out but 

I may be incorrect in that. I’m looking at the survey tow data. It may be the way it’s 

presented but that’s my understanding of things. I would defer to the PDT for 

clarification.   

 

A Committee member wanted to apply lessons learned from the GF fishery to ensure the 

longevity of the fishery and therefore favored caution when adjusting the management 

uncertainty buffer. GARFO staff suggested the PDT examine research priorities to determine the 

level of progress made by recent research. An argument against an increased management 

uncertainty buffer could be made from the SSC conclusion that as a whole, skate management 

appeared to be effective.  

 

An AP member considered the discussion of uncertainty would be relevant during the discussion 

on FMP reallocation, which would separate the complex into different FMPs. The advisor also 

supported looking at the size of the reduction in specifications and to manage how to deal with 

them. This was thought to help stabilize the fishery and keep NOAA increasing involvement in 

the fishery. Another advisor was opposed to a reduction in the management uncertainty buffer 

because of concerns for the lack of rebuilding shown by thorny skate to date and because skates 

are some of the most biologically vulnerable species managed in New England.  

 

The motion to substitute carried on a show of hands (4/1/0). 

 

The main motion as substituted carried on a show of hands (4/1/0). 

 
Motion #2a – (Mr. Ruccio/Ms. Nolan): 

 
Task the PDT with analysis of the skate fishery performance over time. Based on this analysis 

have the PDT make recommendations for adjustments to the buffer for discussion at the next 

Committee meeting  
 

A Committee member put on the record that had Motion #1 had passed there was a follow-up 

motion containing a proposal to mitigate the reduction, however, did not want to bring it forward 

without knowing the reduction in specifications.  

 

Another Committee member clarified that the analysis would focus on management, and not 

scientific, uncertainty. Depending on available information, the PDT may be able to provide 

species specific guidance on confidence in management uncertainty, which was identified as 

preferred by the Committee member. GARFO staff noted that the PDT would have to focus on 

the risk of overfishing in evaluating management uncertainty since the accuracy of Fmsy cannot 

be estimated for the skate complex. The PDT could look at the ability to achieve quotas, the 

frequency of exceeding quotas (if at all), the ability to estimate discards and landings accurate, 

and the ability to implement a closure and prevent a fishery from exceeding a quota.  
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An AP member informed the Committee about an ongoing project regarding the estimation of 

discard mortality rate of winter skate in gillnet gear. A request was made to use these data in 

management as it would represent an improvement on the current assumed discard mortality rate 

estimate of 50%.  

 

Another AP member, again, recommended caution when adjusting the management uncertainty 

buffer because winter skate survey indices have largely declined since 2009, continued declines 

could further impact the fishery.  

 

An AP member was comfortable with the 25% management uncertainty buffer from the 

perspective of the bait fishery but would be interested in increasing the in-season incidental trip 

limit to 95% for the bait fishery. Limited access in the bait fishery was seen as a way to keep 

effort stable. The bait fishery has an established control date.  

 

The motion was only focused on the ACT buffer but the in-season trigger point could be 

discussed at a later point. The maker of the motion offered to table this motion if the Committee 

was satisfied with modifying the in-season trigger points instead. Another Committee member 

still considered limited access to be the biggest cause of uncertainty in this fishery because a 

large portion of skate mortality occurs outside the skate FMP and to reduce the management 

uncertainty buffer could help increase uncertainty. The Committee member did not support the 

motion and preferred to figure out how to mitigate the reduction in specifications.  

 
Motion #2b – (Mr. Pappalardo/Mr. Gibson): 

 
To approve the revised specifications for 2016/2017 for the NE Skate Complex based on the 

control rule established in A3 (ACT = 23,311mt; Fed TAL = 12,872mt; wing TAL = 8560mt; bait 

4,312 mt) 

 

The motion to substitute carried on a show of hands (5/0/0). 

 

The main motion as substituted carried on a show of hands (5/0/0).  

 

An AP member proposed creating an interim period within the existing trip limit seasonal 

structure that would reduce the trip limit in the wing fishery to the incidental limit of 500 lbs 

from August 1 until September 15. The proposal would maintain the 2,600 lb. trip limit from 

May through the end of July and the 4,100 lb trip limit from September 16 until April 30. The 

proposal was based on feedback from processors and fishing behavior in the gillnet fishery; it 

was acknowledged that this may impact vessels fishing out of Chatham, MA. August represented 

16% of the annual harvest, so if an incidental trip limit was implemented during this month, this 

may be sufficient to reduce landings with minimal impact on the industry. An increase in 

discards was not considered to be a concern because the fishery was directed and under this 

proposal discards may even decrease. Another AP member suggested splitting the annual quota 

between the 2 existing seasons, which might help increase confidence or stability in the fishery if 

participants don’t feel like the quota is being achieved too quickly. In-season triggers could be 

established for each season – one for fall and one for spring. The triggers and quota could be 



 

Groundfish Committee Meeting  

 6/4/15 

5 

based on historic landings during the two time periods. An AP member noted that the bait fishery 

has a 3 season fishing year, which has enabled the fishery to manage a year round supply.  

 

An AP member also noted the number of sharks seen in gillnets. Another AP member requested 

the PDT to look into the scale of shark bycatch in the fishery. An AP member noted that 

potential bycatch of sharks in the fall or late summer would be expected to have higher mortality 

rates regardless of the species composition. This is because warmer temperatures mean higher 

mortality. Higher diversity would be expected during that time period also.  Therefore a decrease 

in discards during this time period that could be matched with a paradigm that maximized 

economic potential would be ideal.  

 
Motion #3 – (Mr. Pappalardo/Mr. Ruccio): 

 
Task the PDT create an option that creates 2 sub-TALs for the wing fishery based on historical 

catch over the last 5 years both the first and second sub-TALs would operate with the existing 

85% trigger (within each sub-TAL). The existing trip limits and seasons would remain in effect 

 

Public comment on the motion:  

 

John Whiteside – I’m looking at the numbers going back to 2012 according to the 

landings data of the first date in Sept and I’m seeing 32% in 2012, 27%, 42% in 2014 and 

40% 2015 so essentially at that 2,600 and 4,100 lbs the highest you’ve hit is 42 percent in 

those years. Taking into consideration that in 2012, 2013 versus the 2014 to 2015 there 

was a 30% cut in quota and now you’re proposing another 21% cut. So from 2012 quota 

we’re down 51% .This is the first time that I’ve heard about these numbers and obviously 

there’s no time to discuss with my clients about the impact that might have on their 

ability to provide product to their customers. A big concern to harvesters is how much 

we’re going to pay for it. We need to look at our numbers internally and see what demand 

there is for fresh product and whether a 500 lbs limit in the midst of summer is something 

that is going to be sufficient to fulfill orders that are for fresh product. There are times of 

the year when we have higher demand for fresh product and want to make sure that this 

group is taking into full consideration the impacts this may have. If it goes away and we 

lose market because of it, that’s a tough hit because it will ripple back across the entire 

industry. I would really look to have more time to have the PDT to look at this and for us 

to have time for input with implications that businesses will have.  

 

Bill Mackintosh – Southern New England Commercial Fishermen’s Association – We’re a 

newly formed group. I want to point out Mr. Platz’ proposal included 2 weeks in 

September, which is the higher TAC limit so you get better benefit if you’re talking about 

increasing the buffer. I did some math and the month of August per license would be a 

63,000 lbs savings for the 2 weeks in September it would be a 50,400 lbs savings per 

license. If you move it into July you’ll lose the benefit of the higher TAC becoming part 

of the buffer. Other than that Mr. Platz has pretty much spoken about the proposal you’ve 

also received some emails about how this looks from the fisherman’s perspective. The 500 

lbs wing limit whether it’s going to meet the needs of the consumer. If the price is up, 

people will go fishing for the 500 lbs limit. I’ve been fishing for 42 years, I’m recently 

retired so I’m very much a part of this program both in the monkfish fishery and the skate 



 

Groundfish Committee Meeting  

 6/4/15 

6 

fishery. The skate fishery is extremely important right now because we’re not able to meet 

out TAC with the monkfish limit. There are too many skates in the water, they fill the net 

so fast we can’t catch our limit on monkfish. Even though we’re getting less money for 

skates they have extreme value in keeping these fishermen on the water. You guys have a 

very important, very healthy fishery, I like what I’m hearing today that you want to protect 

that healthy fishery. You want to keep the buffer strong and want people to be able to 

work up to them and close the door. I love the 2 TAC proposal, I think it’s going to be a 

huge benefit.  

 

It was suggested that the PDT could consider rollover from season 1 into season 2 if any quota is 

not used within that first season. An AP member requested that notice of the implementation of 

the incidental limit after the in-season trigger has been reached, be extended to provide vessels 

with more than a couple of days’ notice.  

 

The Committee requested that the PDT look at 5 years of landings data to estimate the quota 

needs for May – September and October – April. The date of the split could be moved depending 

n the results of the PDT analysis. An 85% trigger would be applied to both seasons; the trigger in 

season 1 could be a hard trigger, while the one in season 2 could be soft and therefore allow RA 

to retain discretion on whether or not to implement the incidental limit if the TAL is projected to 

be exceeded or not once the trigger is reached. An AP member suggested maintaining the current 

break in season to reduce confusion and increase consistency in regulations for the fishery. 

Another AP member maintained support for the incidental limit in August.  

 

Public comment: 

 

John Whiteside – Dr. Quinn’s comment, yes, I understand that this is just to have the 

PDT look at this and come back and give their opinion on what it is and so I understand 

that. My comments were that this was the first that I had heard of it and I couldn’t give 

any type of meaningful input to you at this time. Secondly, I think everyone here if you 

remember back, last winter was brutal and the catch and everything was impacted based 

on the amount of snowfall that we had. I think many were in touch with GARFO about 

looking at the 85% as we approached it and the weather had a big impact that was 

something that alone caused a slowdown in landings.  

 

Bill Mackintosh – I agree with Mr. Platz if you could bump the spring, when the price is 

high, to 90% you could always make adjustments in the fall if you exceed that you can 

borrow from the fall quota. From a fisherman’s perspective it makes sense to capitalize 

on the spring harvest when the price is high and you have a low TAC so you could just 

plan on doing that daily while you get your monkfish quota. In fall you can surrender 

some of that because you have all those weather days. One hurricane would screw the 

whole thing up anyway. Spring is critical not only for monkfish fishermen but for skate 

price. I’d like to see the error in the spring than in the fall so bumping it to 90% would be 

my recommendation.  
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The maker of the motion clarified that there would be a hard in-season trigger in season 1 but the 

in-season trigger in season 2 would allow for the discretion of the Regional Administrator to 

implement the incidental possession limit.  

 

The motion carried on a show of hands (4/0/0).  

 
Motion #4 – (Mr. Gibson/Mr. Ruccio): 

 
Move that the PDT develop an alternative which would have a three season landing limit plan for 

the wing fishery; with a spring season which runs from May 1 to July 31 at 2,600 lbs, including a 

85% trigger to be applied to an appropriate portion of the quota (based on 5 years of historic catch 

from May-August 1), a summer season that runs from August 1 to Sept 15 at the current 

incidental limit of 500 lbs, and a fall season that runs from Sept 16 to April 30 with a 4100 lb 

landing limit, also with a 85% trigger in this later season. 

 

A Committee member noted that this motion doesn’t ensure that there aren’t extra or additional 

skates taken in the first season as there is no cap on what could be taken in season 1. An in-

season trigger could also be applied to this motion with a hard 85% trigger from May – July 31 

and a soft 85% trigger from September 16 – April 30.  

 

The motion carried on a show of hands (3/0/1).  

 

The Committee was asked to provide feedback regarding possession limits; the fishery was 

facing a 20% reduction in quota and the Committee did not seem to be in favor or a reduction in 

trip limits based on the motions that passed. Some Committee members wanted to wait for the 

PDT analysis before recommending a range of trip limits to be analyzed in order to find the 

appropriate trip limit to avoid hitting the trigger. This was supported by an AP member who 

considered a reduction in trip limit to defeat the environmental considerations discussed under 

the previous motions and it was hoped that the 6 week period of incidental trip limit would be 

sufficient to reduce landings. If that was insufficient then efforts to reduce landings should be 

focused on the winter season. The skate fishery operates in a different manner to monkfish.  

 

Public comment: 

 

John Whiteside – One of the constraints we’re seeing in this ABC calculation is the 

discards. With this 21% reduction in the TAC I think that we’re going to see increased 

discards, which will perpetuate itself with the lower TAC in 2 more years because 

discards have gone up even more. By my rough calculations in August, we landed 

roughly 1.6 million lbs this year. So what you’re saying is you want 19% of that so you’d 

have 317,000 lbs that would be landed in August at a 500 lbs trip limit versus the 2600 

lbs limit if we had that going at the same rate.  We’re talking about huge implications to 

the fishery of having supply come in and not have to lay off our workforce, bring them 

back on, lay them back off, bring them back on that causes real problems on shore side. 

There’s a lot more to this but we’ll wait to see what the PDT has to say.  

 

Bill Mackintosh – To maintain a buffer and reduce the takes we haven’t mentioned the 

first 2 weeks in Sept which was the original proposal. I think that would have reduced the 
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TAC enough to get you by but without it you’ll need a better plan. The plan submitted 

would work but it doesn’t go quite far enough. I want to remind you the request from Mr. 

Platz was that any future reduction comes out of the fall harvest rather than the spring 

because the spring is critical for the monkfish fishery. I want to keep those things in 

mind. If you don’t include the fall in the proposal then you’re going to probably come up 

with a reduction in the TAC for the fall.  

 

The Committee agreed by consensus to keep status quo possession limits for bait fishery.  

 

FMP reallocation: Staff provided an overview of the PDT memo regarding FMP allocation in the 

skate FMP. The Committee tasked the PDT to draw up the pros and cons of reallocating the 

skate species amongst various FMPs, providing the framework of: moving winter and barndoor 

skate to the monkfish FMP, moving thorny and smooth skate to the NE multispecies FMP, 

moving clearnose and rosette skate to the MAFMC, and retaining little skate as a standalone 

FMP. The PDT examined the percent composition of landings based on DAS program and 

highlighted that monkfish and NE multispecies have an approximately equal level usage of skate. 

The identified pros included: stability, species specific management, impacts on discards, 

accountability, and focused improvement in the bait fishery. The identified cons included: lack 

of species- or fishery-specific ACLs, impact of removing non-target species on ACL, requires 

MAFMC agreement to manage 2 skate species, potential need for sub-ACLs, and potential 

benefits for rebuilding skates. Because of the limited benefits to all fisheries, the PDT also 

comprised a list of alternative strategies such as restructuring catch within the existing FMP, 

prioritization of limited access, and potentially attempting to list clearnose and rosette skate as 

ecosystem component species.  

 

A Committee member appreciated the intent of reallocation of the skate FMP but did not think it 

was the best way forward as it could add more layers of confusion. The Committee member 

considered limited access to be the best way forward for the fishery. This was supported by an 

AP member, however, the advisor also considered appropriately pairing stocks to make 

management easier. It may even reduce work load and overhead costs of management. This 

wouldn’t reduce the need for limited access. However, it was thought that since this would 

require a large amount of work, it would further delay work on limited access.  

 

Another AP member questioned how discards would be dealt with under this strategy. It may be 

difficult to do especially if discards can change in composition and amount depending on where 

fishing is occurring, e.g. in the scallop fishery.  

 

Public comment: 

 

John Whiteside – I asked Ms. Sosebee from the NEFSC about the discard apportionment 

and how they do those calculations. From my understanding, they do have ways of 

calculating where these different species are coming from specifically with thorny and 

that was just something that was a rather lengthy side discussion at the SSC meeting in 

September. It was not part of the primary meeting it was just something off on the side. I 

think that would be a question that could be directed to NOAA and the NEFSC would be 

able to come back with a very specific response.  
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Another AP member saw the benefit of this approach to fishery management, however, did not 

consider moving thorny skate to the NE multispecies FMP to be an improvement to thorny skate 

management, especially considering the lack of rebuilding that has occurred to date. A joint 

meeting between the Skate and GF Committees was suggested as an alternative way to help 

move thorny skate rebuilding forward as an interim measure.  

 

An AP member was strongly in favor of moving forward with change especially in an open 

access fishery, which was considered to be archaic. GARFO staff noted that there was a lot that 

could be done to improve skate management, especially as the fishery is becoming more 

important and many inefficiencies still remain, e.g. no controls for dead discards.  

 
Motion #5a – (Mr. Pappalardo/Mr. Gibson): 

 
Prioritize limited access in the Skate FMP and in addition consider catch share programs as a way 

to manage the bait and wing fisheries. 
 

An AP member informed the Committee that the bait fishery was in favor of using the original 

control date (July 30, 2009) if limited access was implemented.  

 

The Committee discussed the inordinate amount of time groundfish takes on management 

resources. Management of the common pool was raised as an example of resources being used 

for a small component of GF fleet. However, this has been streamlined in recent years. The 

inclusion of catch shares was considered to have slowed development of management measures 

in the past; the Committee discussed removing this term from the motion and allowing it to come 

up during scoping for a limited access amendment. Accordingly, the motion was friendly 

amended.  

 
Motion #5b – (Mr. Pappalardo/Mr. Gibson): 

 
Prioritize limited access for the bait and wing fisheries within the Skate FMP. 

 

The motion carried on a show of hands (3/0/1).  

 

An AP member raised thorny skate for consideration as a priority considering the PDT and SSC 

concern over the lack of rebuilding. The PDT has already reached out to the Ecosystems Branch 

of NMFS for assistance in looking at environmental data to investigate factors in addition to 

fishing mortality that might contribute to lack of rebuilding. The Committee agreed that the PDT 

should move forward on the investigation of thorny skate rebuilding.  

 

Other Business: 

 

An AP member had questions regarding the EFP for barndoor skate that was up for renewal 

despite not landing what was allocated in year one. GARFO staff offered to see if the interim 

report could be made public. GARFO staff also informed the Committee that landings were 

probably lower than expected because the EFP was awarded after the main season for catching 

barndoor skate had already ended. The AP member considered this as potentially premature and 
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favored making the interim report public. The Committee was also informed of a much wider 

agency imitative under the IAU task force in marketing and labeling information for species.  

 

 

Meeting adjourned at 3:10pm. 
 

 


