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MEETING SUMMARY 

 

Skate Advisory Panel  
Providence Biltmore, Providence, RI 

May 23, 2018 

 
The Skate Advisory Panel met on May 23, 2018 in Providence, RI to: review draft alternatives to prolong 

the wing fishery that focus on modifying the seasonal skate wing possession limits including a potential 

intermediate possession limit and other business, if necessary. 

 
MEETING ATTENDANCE:  Mr. Dave Wallace (Chairman), Mr. Greg Connors, Ms. Sonja Fordham, Ms. 

Andrea Incollingo, Mr. Brian Marder, Mr. Greg Mataronas, Mr. Bill McCann, M. Ted Platz and Mr. John 

Whiteside; Dr. Matthew McKenzie (Skate Committee Chair); Lou Goodreau and Fiona Hogan (NEFMC 

staff). In addition, approximately 15 members of the public attended.   

 

KEY OUTCOMES: 

• The AP recommended no change to skate wing possession limits. 

 

PRESENTATION: FRAMEWORK ADJUSTMENT 6 

 
Staff provided the AP with an overview of the PDTs analysis for Framework 6. The Council tasked the 

AP and Committee to consider seasonal catch triggers and associated reductions in possession limits to 

minimize the likelihood of premature closures. The PDT proposed three approaches: an intermediate 

possession limit, an adjustment to the season 1 TAL, and a reduction in possession limits. Fishing year 

(FY) 2015 data were used in the analysis because it was the last year that the wing or bait incidental 

possession limit had not been triggered. The model also used the proposed specifications for FYs 2018 

and 2019 as developed in Framework 5. The model used the fishing pattern from FY2015 to estimate 

when a wing incidental possession limit might be triggered, when the TAL would be achieved and how 

much of the TAL might be expected to be achieved. The estimated dates varied depending on the scenario 

run.  

 

The Chair noted that work on limited access was delayed because of the PDT having to work on this 

framework. The analysis of the possession limits had not been combined with the change in the 

uncertainty buffer yet. The PDT needed to analyze the change in possession limits and uncertainty buffer 

independently if either one was not approved or implemented.  

 
Public comment: 

 

• Member of the public – For option 3b if you said April 6th the person was in charge could open it 

up to 4000 lb. way earlier than that.  
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An AP member preferred option 3 under the wing possession limit alternatives because it would reduce 

landings in each season sharing the cost regardless of when individuals fish. The RA would still have the 

discretion to increase possession limits if the TAL is projected to not be reached. That way additional 

quota could be made available to the fishery when the price is highest. Other AP members supported 

status quo wing possession limits. If the reduction in the uncertainty buffer was approved, over 1 million 

pounds would be available during the fishing year and based on FY2015 fishing patterns that additional 

quota would be hard for the fleet to fully harvest. An AP member also thought that based on 2017 data, 

the additional quota would allow a year round fishery to occur. Another AP member considered limited 

access to be the priority and was therefore not opposed to status quo wing possession limits. An AP 

member disagreed that modifying wing possession limits would further delay limited access as that action 

was next. The AP member thought that the process had failed to anticipate increasing effort in the fishery, 

which resulted in closures in recent fishing years.  

 

Public comment: 

 

• Ian Parenti – I would urge not to go with option 1 it’s failed us 2 years in a row the reduction in 

the uncertainty buffer might help marginally, it’s not much more than I land in a year. Effort is 

shifting from Monkfish to skate because of the price of Monkfish. They are far more valuable 

proportionally than they used to be. I don’t see status quo getting us through this year either. I 

would like Option 3 of the reduced possession limits with flexibility. Again, I don’t’ think status 

quo will work this year like it hasn’t in the last 2 years.  

• Luke Wheeler – Option 3 of the seasonal reduction limits. No action has failed us. For us to be 

closed in the middle of the season and you have to go so far out to get away from skate the body 

of skates is so huge you have to go 90 miles out to get away from them. It gives us wiggle room 

at the end of the year. I’d like to see the April 1 date pushed back  

 

1. MOTION: Whiteside/McCann 

Recommend that the AP adopt the status quo Option 1 for the Wing possession limits. 

 
An AP member was opposed to the motion because status quo possession limits had failed to prevent 

closures in the last two fishing years. Other AP members supported the motion because they considered 

the change in the buffer sufficient to prevent any closures occurring in the wing fishery. Another AP 

member decided to abstain from the vote because no conservation considerations had been raised but 

there were compelling arguments on both sides.  

 

MOTION #1 CARRIED 4-3-1. 

 
Staff requested clarification from the AP on which set of alternatives should be included in the document 

for analysis. After the motion carried to select no action for all sets of the wing possession limit 

alternatives, it would help the PDT if the analysis was limited by selecting which set of alternatives 

should be included in the document. This led to some confusion on the part of the AP. Not all AP 

members, or the public, had realized that previous motion included all the wing possession limit 

alternatives (Sections 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3).  

 

2. MOTION: Mataronas/Platz 

To recommend Option 3 of Section 1.1. Wing intermediate possession limits with the trigger 

point at 75%. 
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The motion was tabled because the maker and seconder on the motion was not someone who won on the 

previous vote.  

 

MOTION #2 TABLED. 

 
Because of the confusion, the AP agreed to reconsider motion #1 to clarify for everyone what was being 

voted on. 

 

3. MOTION: Whiteside/Connors 

To reconsider Motion #1. 

 

The motion to reconsider had to be voted on first before any amendments could be made to the motion.  

 

MOTION #3 CARRIED 8-0-0. 

 

4. MOTION to Amend: Whiteside/Connors 

AP adopt the status quo Option 1 for Sections 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3. 

 
Staff explained that the number of options that would be analyzed was unknown based on that motion. 

The PDT would recommend not including all sets of wing possession limit alternatives be included in the 

document if no action was going to be selected. The Chair would request what set of alternatives should 

be analyzed to minimize time spent on this framework that could be spent on limited access. If the motion 

passed the analyses included in the document would consider the impact of the reduction in uncertainty 

buffer in conjunction with the changes to wing possession limits. An AP member advocated for bycatch 

and discards, particularly of prohibited species (thorny skate and other sharks), be included in the 

analysis.  

 

MOTION #4 CARRIED 8-0-0. 

 
The maker of the second motion suggested splitting the main motion as amended so that each set of 

alternatives could be discussed separately.  

 

5. MOTION to Split Main Motion as Amended: Mataronas/Platz 

To split Motion #4 into three motions. 

 

MOTION #5 FAILED 3-5-0. 

 

MOTION #4 as Amended CARRIED 5-3-0. 

 

AGENDA ITEM #2: OTHER BUSINESS 

 
An AP member reminded the group that the thorny skate assessment under NAFO would occur in June 

2018. That assessment could be an opportunity for the US if it made rebuilding the thorny skate 

population more effective. The largest shares of NAFO catch currently go to the EU and Canada. 
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Rebuilding of thorny skate needs to be raised at the NAFO level as priority and to improve the 

assessment.  

 

GARFO staff updated the AP on the timing of FW5 and when it might be expected to be implemented.  

 

 


