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MEETING SUMMARY 

 

Skate Advisory Panel 
Hilton Garden Inn, Warwick, RI 

October 11, 2016 

 

The Advisory Panel met on October 11, 2016 in Warwick, RI to: discuss and approve the limited 

access scoping document and to discuss priorities. 

 

MEETING ATTENDANCE:  Mr. Dave Wallace (Chair), Ms. Andrea Incollingo, Mr. Daniel 

Nordstrom, Mr. Paul Parker, and Dr. James Sulikowski; Dr. Fiona Hogan (NEFMC staff);.  In 

addition, approximately 6 members of the public attended.   

 

There was no quorum at the meeting but consensus was reached for individuals present.  

 

KEY OUTCOMES: 

 The Advisors present approved of the scoping document. 

 The Advisors present recommended prioritizing landing barndoor skate 

 

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: DRAFT SCOPING DOCUMENT FOR THE LIMITED ACCESS AMENDMENT 

 

There was general consensus that limited access was favorable and beneficial to both fisheries. 

An AP member informed the group that limited access was needed in the bait fishery in order to 

prevent excessive effort in the bait fishery. It was suggested that for the bait fishery, the Letter of 

Authorization, which has been required since 2003, be used as proof of participation with the 

control date as the cutoff date.  
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Public Comment: 

 Greg Connors, Chatham, MA - I think you guys are on the right track. I definitely support 

limited access and like the idea of acknowledging people who have been in the fishery 

for a long time. 

 

 Bill McCann, New Bedford, MA – I support limited access permits. 

 

 Scott MacAllister, Chatham, MA – I’m still on the fence about limited access. I’m new to 

the fishery as a boat owner and don’t want to see myself get shut out of it so pending 

more information I’m undecided. I’ve been fishing for 2 years in the wing fishery.  

 

 Claire Fitz-Gerald, CCCFA – I’m looking at the dependence on the fishery section and 

the scoping document says there is no directed skate wing fishery, I want to make clear 

that that’s not true for our fleet. We have 17 vessels out of Chatham and they fish for 

skate. That’s their target species that’s their primary fishery. I just want to stress how 

much they rely on it. It’s technically a groundfish trip but they don’t catch groundfish.  

 

 John Whiteside – For years we’ve had bycatch numbers that are far in excess of the 

original ABC number. How can we address the bycatch number and how we can convert 

that back to the fishery?  

 

The Chair suggested AP members should provide any suggestions and comments on the 

qualification criteria, limited access permit conditions, data sources, and associated measures. 

However, as it was early in the process it was not evident yet what the full range of alternatives 

for limited access would be considered. An AP member thought providing some indication of the 

range would be helpful, e.g. level of participation, control dates, consideration of IFQ, permit 

stacking because consensus within his community was not reached. Permit stacking was also 

suggested as part of the limited access amendment. This might allow vessels to fish two permits 

at the same time and double trip limits on a single trip in order to increase efficiency, not effort. 

Sub-ACLs for other fisheries were suggested to help reduce skate discards. There was concern 

that if sub-ACLs were not established then effort could shift to skate fisheries if profitability 

increased. Another AP member noted that some suggested measures may not be appropriate for 

the bait fishery because it operates differently to the wing fishery.  

 

The AP members present agreed that text stating that different measures could be developed 

for the bait and wing fishery should be added to the scoping document.  

 

An AP member was concerned that effort could increase in state waters after limited access was 

established in federal waters. It was suggested measures be taken in advance so this doesn’t 

happen in the wing fishery. The bait fishery operates on demand and state boats have not been an 

issue to date. Demand for bait increases in the summertime.  

 

Public Comment: 

 

 Greg Connors – My preference would be an IFQ fishery. Even if it winds up as some sort 

of DAS thing based on participation, I would love if you could flip or compound your 
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DAS. In winter time in Southern New England if you hit your limit in ½ your gear you 

have to leave the rest in and your discard rate goes up. 

 

 Bill McCann – ITQs or quota-based qualification criteria, I’m in favor of that as I have a 

long history. If we don’t go that way and you have a trip limit per day you could do 2 in 1 

limit as we do in monkfish. You could help clear up some of your gear. You could use 

VTR and dealer reports as data sources. You have to use an A DAS to fish for skate so 

everyone has a black box on their boat. You’d have to analyze who has become active 

lately, if it’s less than a dozen boats then what’s the harm in letting them in. Most people 

might not be picking up on this, if you look at the history from the last few years you’ll 

notice that in 2013 we only caught 56% of the TAL. It’s not like we increased effort – we 

decreased the TAL and that’s why we’re catching more of the TAL. No increased effort 

because the landings have dropped. 

 

 John Whiteside – One concern I have regarding the bycatch issue is that we’re at roughly 

at 62% of quota for this year already, if we’re increasing the landings then we’re in a 

situation like 5 years ago that we open the fishery and shut it down 6 weeks later. Very 

few people want that. I think the solution there to both issues is dealing with the bycatch 

and looking at that number creatively, is there a way to identify if we’re catching the 

same skate repeatedly? Are we looking at these differently than what we’ve done in the 

past? 

 

An AP member was concerned that the amendment process itself creates uncertainty in the 

fishery and can paralyze participants from taking action because they’re not sure what will come 

out of the amendment. It was not evident during the meeting how to fix this problem.  

 

 Scott MacAllister – I wouldn’t want to see the fishery collapse, due to an almost 

monopoly. If someone goes back 25 years for qualification that’s not fair to a lot of boats. 

I would like to see it fair, keep it fair for all the boats that support their families with 

skates that maybe haven’t been doing it that long. I’d just like to hear them get a voice 

and that’s the tricky part about IFQs and control dates. If a certain percentage of your 

year was dedicated to skates then maybe you could look at that to break up the IFQs.  

 

It was noted that processors would want a steady year round supply so that there were no periods 

of no fish. Bycatch was considered to be an issue because the assessment indicated that there 

were more discards than expected.  

 

AGENDA ITEM #2: PRIORITIES 

 

An AP member recommended prioritizing allowing possession of barndoor skate. Staff did not 

think this could be implemented by May 1 as requested because of other skate priorities and the 

time the PDT would need to analyze an appropriate way to allow possession.  

 

The Chair suggested a species specific approach to skate management. An AP member 

questioned how that was possible given that all seven skate species currently contribute to the 

ACL and whether limited access would require species specific management. The Chair thought 
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that since there are two distinct fisheries and different rules could be applied to both, that at some 

point someone might ask what species would go into each fishery. An AP member thought 

categorizing skate species by fishery could be dangerous, particularly for scallops, because it 

could create choke species. An AP member was not prepared to comment on species specific 

skate management because the scoping for the amendment was focused on limited access and not 

modifying other aspects of skate management. 

 

The AP members present recommended prioritizing allowing possession of barndoor skate. For 

research priorities, an investigation into discards was recommended. Discards have recently 

increased and it is unknown why or, as was raised at the meeting, whether the same skates are 

being caught repeatedly, suggesting discard mortality rates are lower than currently assumed.  

 

 

 


