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7.2 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 
“The Effects of Fishing on Marine Habitats of the Northeastern United States” (available in 
Volume III, Appendix B of this FMP document), provides detailed descriptions of the habitats of 
the Northeast Shelf Ecosystem.  The Northeast Shelf Ecosystem includes the area from the Gulf 
of Maine south to Cape Hatteras, extending from the coast seaward to the edge of the continental 
shelf, including the slope sea offshore to the Gulf Stream.  A number of distinct subsystems 
compose the region, including the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, and the Mid-Atlantic Bight. 
 
Physical characteristics of each of these subsystems are described in this document.  Included is 
information on geographic boundaries of the areas, geological characteristics, topography 
including depth range and presence of basins and ledges, current systems, salinity, temperature 
and density of the water, sediment type and benthic habitat types.  This document also provides 
similar information on coastal areas within the Northeast Shelf Ecosystem.  The physical 
characteristics of the region are described in detail to provide a backdrop for a broader discussion 
within this document on the effects of fishing on marine habitats as well as the determination and 
evaluation of management measures and their effects. 
 
Please refer to this document in Volume III, Appendix B for detailed information about the 
physical environment. 
 

7.2.1 Threats to Habitat 
The EFH Final Rule (67 FR 2343) directs the Council to assess the potential adverse effects of 
all fishing equipment types used in waters described as EFH.  This evaluation is to consider the 
impacts of all fishing equipment types used in EFH on different types of habitat found within 
EFH.  The EFH Final Rule also directs the Council to identify non-fishing related activities that 
may adversely affect EFH.  The FMP is to describe the EFH most likely to be adversely affected 
by these activities. 
 

7.2.1.1 Fishing-Related Threats 
All the alternatives and actions proposed in this FMP are intended to control and, in some cases, 
reduce the amount of fishing effort for skates.  Except for the directed bait fishery off Rhode 
Island, most skate landings come from incidental catch in the groundfish fishery managed under 
the Northeast Multispecies FMP.  The alternatives and actions proposed in this FMP, therefore, 
are unlikely to increase any adverse impacts to the EFH of any managed species that may be 
associated with the skate fishery. 
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The Council is required to identify and assess fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH.  
The Magnuson-Stevens Act defines fishing as: 

Definition of Fishing [16 U.S.C. 1802]: 

(15) The term “fishing” means -- any activity, other than scientific research 
conducted by a scientific research vessel, that involves  

(A) the catching, taking, or harvesting of fish;  
(B) the attempted catching, taking, or harvesting of fish;  
(C) any other activity that can reasonably be expected to result in the 

catching, taking, or harvesting of fish; or  
(D) any operations at sea in support of, or in preparation for, any 

activity described in subparagraphs (A) through (C). 
Such term does not include any scientific research activity which is 
conducted by a scientific research vessel. 

 
Adverse effects are any impact which reduces the quality and/or quantity of EFH and may 
include direct or indirect physical, chemical, or biological alterations of the waters or substrate 
and loss of, or injury to, benthic organisms, prey species and their habitat, and other ecosystem 
components, if such modifications reduce the quality and/or quantity of EFH (see EFH Final 
Rule, 67 FR 2343, at § 600.810). 
 
In the EFH Final Rule, the Council is urged to act to minimize the effects of fishing on EFH if 
there is evidence that a fishing activity adversely affects EFH in a manner that is more than 
minimal and not temporary in nature.  Temporary impacts are those that are limited in duration 
and that allow the particular environment to recover without measurable impact.  Minimal 
impacts are those that may result in relatively small changes in the affected environment and 
insignificant changes in ecological functions. 
 
The effects of fishing, such as the direct effects of gear on seafloor habitats (e.g., direct removal 
of epifauna, smoothed bedforms) and the indirect effects of fishing (e.g., producing shifts in the 
benthic community because of initial removals of fauna), and other habitat related fishing 
activities that can be controlled by the Council are considered in this evaluation.  The evaluation 
should include, if known: a description of the mechanisms or processes of fishing gear causing 
adverse effects on habitat; the particular portion of EFH that is affected; a description of known 
or potential habitat functions disturbed or disrupted by these effects and the extent of such 
disturbance or disruption; options the Council will consider to minimize adverse effects from 
fishing practices; and mitigation measures to conserve and enhance EFH adversely affected by 
fishing activities, if appropriate.  A gear evaluation should consider the impact of the gear and 
rate gear types according to their impact on different types of EFH, and the Council should 
consider the severity of the effect, the amount of EFH affected, and the duration/lasting impact 
of the adverse effect.  NMFS suggests the Council also take into account the sensitivity, rarity, 
resistance, and resilience of different habitat types. 
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The Council’s Omnibus EFH Amendment (1998) describes the primary fishing gears used in the 
New England and Mid-Atlantic areas.  This Amendment also provides an evaluation of potential 
adverse impacts to a variety of habitat types.  The description of fishing gears and the evaluation 
contained in the EFH Amendment are incorporated here by reference (NEFMC 1998).  As a 
supplement to the information provided in the Omnibus EFH Amendment, a recent report 
prepared by NMFS, entitled The Effects of Fishing on Marine Habitats of the Northeastern 
United States (Draft 2001) is provided in Volume III, Appendix B of this FMP, and is 
incorporated in its entirety by reference. 
 
The Skate Fishery 

An assessment of the impacts to EFH that may be associated with the skate fishery must address 
the two main categories of the skate fishery: the directed bait fishery and the bycatch wing 
fishery.  The full descriptions of these two categories of the overall skate fishery are provided 
elsewhere in this document, but the following is intended as a brief review of the factors relevant 
to the discussion of potential fishing-related impacts to habitat.  All of the data and information 
used in the following sections to identify and characterize the skate fishery come from the 2000 
SAFE Report for the Northeast Skate Complex (NEFMC 2001). 
 
The two fisheries are substantively different in at least two ways.  The bait fishery primarily 
targets skates and lands skates whole.  The wing fishery is largely an incidental catch fishery and 
primarily lands only the skate wings.  The bait fishery is based principally out of two ports in 
Rhode Island (Point Judith and Tiverton) which accounted for nearly 90% of all bait landings in 
1999.  Stonington, Connecticut, accounted for nearly 9% of the 1999 bait landings, with the 
remaining 1999 landings coming from ports in Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, New 
York, New Jersey, and Maryland.  New Bedford, MA is the principal wing port, accounting for 
over 58% of all wing landings in 1999, while other ports in Massachusetts contributed another 
18% of 1999 landings.  Rhode Island ports added another 10% and ports in Maine, New 
Hampshire, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, and Maryland contributed the remaining 13% 
in 1999. 
 
Between 1995 and 1999, inclusive, 60.5% of all skate landings were attributed to the skate wing 
fishery and 39.5% were attributed to the bait fishery.  Most of the skate landings (over 80%) 
come from a relatively few fishing areas (ten statistical areas).  As indicated in the Skate SAFE 
report for 2000, nearly 51% of all skate landings come from statistical areas 539 and 537.  
Another 17.5% of landings come from three statistical areas on Georges Bank, 521, 522 and 562.  
Statistical areas 538, 613, 514, 526, and 525 contribute another 12.5%.  No other statistical area 
contributes more than 2% of the total skate landings. 
 
Bait Fishery 
Because of the differences between the bait fishery and the wing fishery, the potential impacts to 
habitat will be considered separately.  Although the bait fishery is smaller than the wing fishery 
(less than 40% of total skate landings), it is almost entirely a directed fishery for skates, so this 
has more significant implications from a habitat perspective.  As noted above, most bait landings 
go to ports in Rhode Island.  Most skate landings come from statistical areas 539 and 537, off 
Rhode Island.  Although the vessel trip reports cannot be used to differentiate areas fished for 
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bait versus wings, industry reports and information from the state of Rhode Island suggests that 
almost all bait landings come from these two statistical areas. 
 
Skates landed as bait are harvested using a variety of fishing gears including pelagic longlines, 
pots and traps, seines, scallop dredges, hook and line, and gillnets, but most (94.4%) bait 
landings from 1995 - 1999 were harvested using otter trawls.  Gillnets accounted for 3% of 
1995-1999 landings.  The remaining gear types, including unknown gear, collectively accounted 
for approximately 2.5% of bait landings.  This information suggests that otter trawls are the 
fishing gear type of most significance in assessing any potential impacts to habitat associated 
with the skate bait fishery. 
 
A recent workshop intended to review available information on the effects of fishing in the 
Northeastern U.S. considered the likely effects of various fishing gears on gravel, sand, and mud 
habitats (NREFHSC 2002, provided as Appendix C in Volume III of this FMP).  The order of 
priority for concern over potential adverse impacts to benthic habitats suggests that impacts to 
gravel are the highest priority, impacts to sand are the second priority, and impacts to mud are 
the third priority (of three).  A more detailed examination of concern by both sediment type and 
gear type reveals the following priority list: (1) otter trawls in gravel; (2) scallop dredges in 
gravel; (3) otter trawls in mud; (4) scallop dredges in sand; (5) clam dredges in sand; (6) otter 
trawls in sand; (6) nets and lines in gravel [a tie]; and (8) pots and traps in mud. 
 
Figure 89 displays sediment type information for statistical areas 539 and 537.  As indicated in 
Figure 89, almost all of this area is either sand or a composite of sand, silt and clay.  The rest of 
the area is comprised of a few small areas of gravely sand.  Gravely sand, a sediment category as 
defined by Poppe et al. (1989), may have a higher relative “importance” as a substrate for 
biogenic structure than less complex substrates such as Sand, Mud or Muddy Sand.  It may not 
be as “important” as substrates such as Gravel and Bedrock.  
Based on the above information, it seems unlikely that there would be any impacts to habitat 
associated with the directed skate bait fishery that would be of concern.  Almost the entire bait 
fishery is constrained to two statistical areas, thus this fishery is not widespread around the New 
England and/or Mid-Atlantic region, and although the fishery is primarily prosecuted using otter 
trawl gear, the area in which the fishery occurs is comprised of habitat types that are believed to 
be among the least vulnerable to fishing gear activity (see Figure 89). 
 
In their assessment of the effects of fishing activity on marine habitats of the northeastern United 
States (provided in Volume III, Appendix B), NMFS (2002) summarizes studies of the impacts 
and recovery associated with bottom otter trawls done in the Northeast Region on similar 
sand/silt/clay habitats.  This summary reports that much of the associated disturbance is from 
“wake turbulence rather than direct physical contact of the net with the bottom.”  The summary 
indicates that the most notable evidence of the passage of the trawl is from the tracks made by 
the trawl doors.  They also report that these tracks “were soon obscured by tidal currents.”  The 
report concludes that the tracks did not cause habitat loss (NMFS 2002). 
 
Barnette (2001) also evaluates the potential impacts of various fishing gears on marine habitats, 
including otter trawls.  Barnette concludes that the magnitude of trawling disturbance is highly 
variable and the ecological effect of trawling depends upon site-specific characteristics such as 
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bottom type, water depth, community type, gear type, as well as the intensity and duration of 
trawling and natural disturbance.  He also concludes that “trawls have a minor overall physical 
impact when employed on sandy and muddy substrates” (Barnette 2001). 
 
Recent work by Collie et al. (2000) indicates that although a clear ranking for expected impacts 
did not emerge, responses to bottom-tending mobile gear in sand habitats were usually less 
negative than in other habitat types (such as gravel, mud, or biogenic).  Collie et al. (2000) also 
suggests that primarily sandy habitats tend to recover from the effects of fishing-related 
disturbance much quicker than other habitat types.  Work done by DeAlteris et al. (1999) on a 
nearby area around the mouth of Narragansett Bay concludes that the effects of trawling are less 
significant in shallow sand habitats than in deeper mud habitats, in part due to the differences in 
the frequency and intensity of natural disturbances in different habitats. 
 
As noted above, the most used gear type in this fishery after the otter trawl is the gillnet.  
Although all types of fishing gear that come in contact with the bottom have some degree of 
effect on benthic habitats, static gear such as gillnets are generally considered to have relatively 
insignificant effects on habitat compared with the bottom-tending mobile gears (Barnette 2001; 
NMFS 2002; NREFHSC 2002).  Some of the other gear types used in this fishery (e.g., scallop 
dredges) may be associated with adverse impacts, but the scope of this gear use is much, much 
smaller than otter trawls and gillnets and will not be considered further. 
 
Based on this information, the directed skate bait fishery is not expected to cause adverse 
impacts that are more than minimal and not temporary in nature on any areas designated as EFH 
for any species.  Since the effects of the directed skate bait fishery do not exceed the threshold 
for an adverse effect established in the EFH Final Rule (67 FR 2343), consideration of 
management measures to minimize, avoid, or otherwise mitigate these effects are not necessary 
in this FMP. 
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Figure 89: Sediment Types with Principal Bait Fishing Areas 

The sediment type information is based on Poppe et al. 1989. 

 
 
 
Wing Fishery 
The majority of all fishing activity for skates occurs from the skate wing fishery.  Because most 
of the bait fishing occurs in statistical areas 539 and 537, the majority of fishing activity for skate 
wings occurs in the other statistical areas described above (521, 522, 562, 538, 613, 514, 526, 
and 525).  The most significant factor related to assessing potential impacts to habitat associated 
with the wing fishery is that this is almost entirely a bycatch and incidental catch fishery.  
Fishermen that land skate wings, therefore, are all participants of other fisheries, primarily the 
mixed species groundfish fishery.  As such, their fishing activities are regulated under the 
Northeast Multispecies FMP. 
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Most landings of skate wings are attributed to otter trawls (77.5% from 1995 - 1999) and another 
20% of landings of skate wings are harvested with gillnets (20.5% from 1995 - 1999).  The 
remaining 2% of wing landings from 1995 - 1999 are attributed to a variety of fishing gears 
including hook and line, scallop dredges, and seines.  Although otter trawls are sometimes 
identified with adverse impacts to benthic habitats when fishing occurs over complex bottom 
(see Appendix B in Volume III of the FMP), the potential impacts to EFH from fishing activities 
managed under the Northeast Multispecies FMP were addressed in the Council’s Omnibus EFH 
Amendment (NEFMC 1998) and will be addressed again in an upcoming major amendment to 
the groundfish plan.  Amendment 13 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP will include a complete 
assessment of all fishing gear types used in the mixed species groundfish fishery, including the 
various configurations of bottom otter trawls, gillnets, hook and line, etc.  Amendment 13 will 
also include consideration of a variety of management measures to reduce, mitigate, avoid, or 
otherwise minimize the adverse effects to EFH that are identified as associated with all aspects 
of the groundfish fishery. 
 
Because the upcoming major amendment to the groundfish plan will serve as the principal 
review and assessment of the impacts of fishing on fish habitat and as the principal mechanism 
for the consideration of management measures to minimize these affects, such an assessment and 
consideration of management measures in this plan would be premature.  The effects of the skate 
bycatch fishery will be dealt with in the FMPs managing the primary fisheries (upcoming major 
amendments to the Sea Scallop and Northeast Multispecies FMPs -- Amendments 10 and 13, 
respectively); therefore consideration of management measures to minimize, avoid, or otherwise 
mitigate these effects is not appropriate in this FMP.  For details on the review process for 
changes to measures to minimize adverse effects of skate fishing on EFH, see Section 4.6.3 of 
this document (p. 64). 
 
Other Fisheries 
The Skate FMP must also evaluate the potential effects of all other federally-managed fisheries 
on habitat identified as EFH for skates.  This is a three-step process: (1) identify the other 
fisheries that occur in areas designated as EFH for skates; (2) identify the gear types used in 
these fisheries; and (3) identify and evaluate the potential adverse impacts to skate EFH that may 
result from these fishing gears. 
 
Figure 90 displays a composite of the 100% options for juveniles and adults of all seven species.  
This is a very broad area that covers practically all potential fishing areas north of Cape Hatteras, 
North Carolina, out to the deepest extent of the NMFS trawl survey (approximately 350 meters). 
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Figure 90  Broadest Possible Extent of Skate EFH 

The shaded areas on this map represent a composite of the broadest possible EFH designations for juveniles and 
adults of all seven species of skates managed under the Skate FMP.  Once the Council selects specific EFH 
designations for each species, this composite will likely change to reflect the subset of these areas that represent the 
actual EFH designations. 

 
 
The most common fisheries that occur within this area are the groundfish fishery (managed 
under the Northeast Multispecies FMP), the scallop fishery (managed under the Sea Scallop 
FMP, the monkfish fishery (managed under the Monkfish FMP and the Northeast Multispecies 
and Scallop FMPs), and the clam fisheries (managed under the Surfclam and Ocean Quahog 
FMP). 
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Because the areas that may be designated as EFH for skates cover almost all fishing grounds 
north of Cape Hatteras, North Carolina, all fishing gears used in the Northeast Region have the 
potential to be associated with effects on skate EFH.  Figures 10 - 28 of the draft report “The 
Effects of Fishing on Marine Habitats of the Northeastern United States” (Volume III, Appendix 
B) identify general locations of fishing trips for all the major fishing gear types used in the 
Northeast Region.  These fishing gears include otter trawls, beam trawls, clam dredges, scallop 
dredges, mussel dredges, sea urchin dredges, Danish seines, Scottish seines, lobster pots, fish 
pots, crab pots, conch/whelk pots, sink gillnets, and hand lines.  These gear types can be divided 
into two main categories: the static gears and the bottom-tending mobile gears.  Although all 
types of fishing gear that come into contact with the seafloor have some effect on benthic habitat, 
static gears (gillnets, hand lines, and pots and traps) are believed to be associated with 
significantly less impact relative to the bottom-tending mobile gears.  As indicated in the report 
from the fishing gear effects workshop held in October 2001 (Volume III, Appendix C), the level 
of concern over the potential adverse impacts to benthic habitats from pots and traps and nets and 
lines are much less than for trawls and dredges. 
 
In addition to general levels of concern and differences in relative impacts, trawls and dredges 
also are used much more than the static gears.  Table 6 in Appendix B displays the percentage of 
landings by species for each type of fishing gear used in the Northeast Region in 1999.  Thus, the 
discussion of potential adverse effects to skate EFH can be limited to trawls and dredges rather 
than the full universe of fishing gears used in the Northeast Region. 
 
The Council’s Omnibus EFH Amendment (1998) describes the primary fishing gears used in the 
New England and Mid-Atlantic areas.  This Amendment also provides an evaluation of potential 
adverse impacts to a variety of habitat types.  The description of fishing gears and the evaluation 
contained in the EFH Amendment are incorporated here by reference (NEFMC 1998).  As a 
supplement to the information provided in the Omnibus EFH Amendment, the NMFS report 
(2002), Appendix B, is also incorporated in its entirety by reference.  Appendix B provides a 
description of the fishing gears, explains the types of effects fishing gears can have on benthic 
habitats, summarizes the available scientific information on the impacts of each type of fishing 
gear on a variety of habitat types, the recovery of these habitat types following the impacts, and 
evaluates the management implications of these impacts.  Volume III, Appendix C, the report on 
the “Workshop on the Effects of Fishing Gear on Marine Habitats of the Northeastern United 
States, October 23-25, 2001,” also provides information on the potential impacts to a variety of 
habitats from the various types of fishing gear used in the Northeast Region and is incorporated 
here in its entirety by reference. 
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From the EFH text descriptions provided in Section 4.6.2.2 of this document, it is clear that 
skates occupy areas that include the three major sediment types: sand, gravel, and mud.  The 
applicable conclusions of the gear effects workshop include the following: 
 
Otter Trawls 

1. Can permanently remove major physical features in gravel and mud habitats. 
2. Can have impacts on biological structure in gravel, sand, and mud habitats that may last 

months to years. 
3. Can have impacts on physical structure in gravel, sand, and mud habitats that may last days 

to months in sand and months to years in gravel and mud. 
4. Can affect changes in benthic prey in sand habitats that may last months to years. 
 
Scallop Dredges 

1. Can have impacts on biological structure in gravel and sand habitats that may last months to 
years in sand and several years in gravel. 

2. Can have impacts on physical structure in gravel and sand habitats that may last days to 
months in sand and months to years in gravel. 

3. Can effect changes in benthic prey in gravel habitats that may last months to years. 
 
Clam Dredges 

1. Can have impacts on biological structure in sand habitats that may last months to years, 
depending upon the species composition. 

2. Can have impacts on physical structure in sand habitats that may last days to months. 
 
These types of effects are likely to occur throughout the range of skate EFH, especially since the 
managed skate species (as a complex) utilize sand, gravel, and mud habitats.  
 
Amendments 13, 10 and 2 to the NE Multispecies, Sea Scallop and Monkfish FMP’s 
(respectively) are currently being developed by the Council and they include comprehensive 
reviews of the impacts associated with these fisheries.  These amendments also identify, review 
and analyze a wide range of management measures to minimize the adverse impacts associated 
with these fisheries.  Specific impacts of fishing with gear types utilized in the skate fishery are 
addressed in these amendments.  Section 4.6.3 of this document (p. 64) outlines a review process 
that is triggered by changes in any of these management actions, ensuring that impacts of fishing 
on skate EFH are addressed as the major FMPs that regulate gear types and fishing practices 
employed by this fishery are changed. 
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7.2.1.2 Non-Fishing-Related Threats 
The EFH Final Rule requires that FMPs identify and characterize activities other than fishing 
that potentially reduce the quantity and/or quality of essential fish habitat.  This section of the 
FMP will serve as a reference of non-fishing related threats and activities for the Council, 
NMFS, habitat management action agencies, and other interested parties.  Once EFH for skates 
is designated, federal agencies must consult with NMFS regarding any proposed activities that 
may adversely affect EFH for skates.  NMFS must provide federal and state agencies with 
conservation recommendations regarding any agency action that may adversely affect the EFH.  
The Council is also empowered to comment on any federal or state agency action that would 
affect the habitat, including EFH, of a species under the Council’s authority.  To assist with these 
consultation and commenting activities, this section of the FMP addresses those activities most 
likely to reduce the quantity and/or quality of essential fish habitat for the skate species complex.  
This document is not meant to serve as an exhaustive review and analysis of the impacts of all 
potentially detrimental activities; yet, it should highlight notable threats and provide enough 
information to determine if further examination or monitoring of a proposed activity is 
necessary. 

7.2.1.2.1 Inshore Habitats 
Inshore habitats have been impacted by decades of habitat destruction and degradation 
throughout the United States (NOAA 1994).  Development of coastal lands for a suite of reasons 
has reduced habitat important to the spawning, breeding, feeding, and growth of finfish, 
shellfish, and aquatic vegetation.  NOAA (1994) estimates that half of the original 11.7 million 
acres of coastal wetlands have been lost since 1780 and continue to be removed at a rate of 
20,000 acres per year.  The dynamic and productive nature of inshore habitats are threaten by 
point sources and non-point sources of contamination, and physical destruction.  The flux of 
chemical, biological, and physical threats into inshore habitats impact fishery resources. 
 
Chemical Threats 

Oil (characterized as petroleum and any derivatives) may be a major stress on inshore fish 
habitats (see Wilk and Barr 1994 for review).  Short-term impacts include interference with the 
reproduction, development, growth and behavior (e.g., spawning, feeding, etc.) of fishes, 
especially early life-history stages (see Gould et al. 1994 for review).  Carcinogenic and 
mutagenic properties of oil compounds are receiving increasing attention around the world 
(Larsen 1992).  Oil spills may cover and degrade coastal habitats and associated benthic 
communities, or may produce a slick on the surface waters which disrupts the pelagic 
community.  Oil has been demonstrated to disrupt the growth of vegetation in estuarine habitats 
(Lin and Mendelssohn 1996).  These impacts may eventually lead to disruption of community 
organization and dynamics in affected regions.  Oil can persist in sediments for years after the 
initial contamination.  This may cause problems to physiological and metabolic processes of 
demersal fishes (Vandermeulen and Mossman 1996).  Non-point sources of oil are municipal and 
agricultural run-off, industrial shipping, recreational boating, and contaminated sediments.  Point 
sources include power plant discharge, marine transportation (i.e., ferries, freighters, and 
tankers), energy and mineral exploration and transportation, and ocean disposal of contaminated 
dredged material. 
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Metal contaminants are found in the water column and persist in the sediments of coastal 
habitats, including urban centers and fairly uninhabited regions, and are a potential 
environmental threats (Larsen 1992; Readman et al. 1993 Buchholtz ten Brink 1996).  High 
levels of metals are found in the sediments of New England estuaries due to past industrial 
activity (Larsen 1992).  Heavy metals may initially inhibit reproduction and development of 
marine organisms, but at high concentrations, they can directly or indirectly contaminate or kill 
fish and invertebrates.  The early life-history stages of fish are the most susceptible to the toxic 
impacts associated with heavy metals (Gould et al. 1994).  Shifts in phytoplankton species 
composition can occur.  This shift in the plankton composition may lead to an alteration of 
community structure by replacing indigenous producers with species of little worth as a food 
source to the trophic structure.  Heavy metals have also been implicated in disrupting endocrine 
secretions of marine organisms, potentially disrupting natural biotic properties (Brodeur et al. 
1997).  While long-term impacts do not appear notable in marine organisms, heavy metals may 
move upward through trophic levels and accumulate in fish at toxic levels (bioaccumulation), 
which can eventually cause health problems in human consumers.  Municipal and agricultural 
run-off, contaminated groundwater and sediments, industrial shipping, recreational boating, and 
atmospheric deposition are non-point sources of heavy metals.  Point sources include industrial 
discharge, power plants, ocean disposal of dredged material, and marine transportation [e.g., hull 
paint containing lead to hinder biofouling – tributyltin (the use of tributylin has been banned in 
many regions but persists in the environment)]. 
 
Nutrients are essential for healthy ecosystems and control the productivity of the environment.  
However, nutrient over-enrichment can cause habitat degradation (ASMFC 1992; NOAA 1997).  
Eutrophication is a well-documented impact involving nutrient over-enrichment occurring in 
coastal habitats (see O’Reilly 1994; Wilk and Barr 1994 for review).  Habitats that become 
eutrophic are characterized by low dissolved oxygen (anoxia is possible), high turbidity, 
phytoplankton and filamentous algal blooms, and inhibited denitrification.  Severely eutrophic 
conditions may reduce submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) (Short and Burdick 1996; 
Goldsborough 1997), cause mass mortality of fish and invertebrates, and alter long-term natural 
community dynamics.  Harmful algal blooms (HABs), commonly known as “red tides,” 
associated with unnatural nutrient levels have been known to stimulate fish disease and kills 
(NSF and NOAA 1998).  Excess nutrients within coastal waters originate from non-point sources 
such as municipal and agricultural run-off, contaminated groundwater and sediments, 
atmospheric deposition, septic systems, industrial shipping, recreational boating, wildlife feces, 
and nuisance and toxic algae.  Point sources include industrial discharge, aquariums, sewage 
treatment plants, water diversion, ocean disposal of contaminated dredged material, silviculture, 
and energy and mineral exploration and transportation. 
 
Pesticides found in coastal habitats have killed marine organisms, and they accumulate in 
sediments and can be re-released into the water column during substrate disturbance (e.g., 
channel dredging).  Pesticides may bioaccumulate by being absorbed by sediments and detritus 
then ingested by zooplankton, plankters, which in turn are eaten by fish (ASMFC 1992).  This 
accumulation may cause health problems in humans consumers.  Several pesticides are know to 
be endocrine disrupter of marine organisms.  Agricultural run-off is a major non-point source, 
but pesticides can also occur at notable levels in residential areas.  Other sources of pesticide 
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discharge into coastal waters include atmospheric deposition and contaminated groundwater and 
sediments (non-point sources) and ocean disposal of dredged material and water diversion (point 
source) (see Meyers and Hendricks 1982 for review). 
 
Herbicides may alter long-term natural community structure by hindering aquatic plant growth or 
destroying aquatic plants.  Hindering plant growth can have notable effects on fish and 
invertebrate populations by limiting nursery and forage habitat.  Chemicals used in herbicides 
may be endocrine disrupters.  Coastal development and water diversion contribute substantial 
levels of herbicides entering fish and shellfish habitat.  The major non-point sources are 
agricultural and municipal run-off, contaminated groundwater, and atmospheric deposition 
(Goldsborough 1997).  Herbicides are also frequently used to inhibit colonization of boat hulls 
and pipes by micro-algae and subsequent growth of seaweeds (Readman et al. 1993). 

 
Inshore regions can be impacted by the influx of acid.  The brackish waters of estuaries are 
especially sensitive to acid effluents due to the lower buffering capacity of the higher salinity, 
oceanic waters.  Acidification potentially disrupts or prevents reproduction, development and 
growth of fish (USFWS 1995).  Continual influx of acid to marine habitats can hinder the 
survival and sustainability of fisheries.  Municipal and agricultural run-off, contaminated 
groundwater, and atmospheric deposition are potential non-point sources of acid influx to marine 
habitats.  Industrial discharge and sewage treatment plant discharge are point sources of acid 
entering fish and shellfish habitat. 
 
Chlorine can exert acute and sublethal effects on marine organisms (Sasikumar et al. 1993; 
Manning et al. 1996), especially early life history stages (Hose et al. 1989).  The USEPA water 
quality criterion for chlorine discharge in marine and estuarine systems may not exceed 7.5 µg/L 
as a four day average and 13 µg/L as one-hour average more than once every three years 
(USEPA 1986).  Chlorine effluent can decrease habitat quality and quantity leading to reduction 
of fishery resources.  Chlorinated compounds [e.g., organochlorides – polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs)], which can harm humans, have been found to accumulate in the tissue of fish (Eldridge 
and Meaburn 1992).  Long-term stress from chlorine on the habitat can alter natural community 
structure and dynamics.  Compounds containing chlorine are often used to inhibit settlement of 
biofouling organisms (Sasikumar et al. 1993).  Chlorine non-point sources include septic systems 
and contaminated groundwater, and point sources include discharge from sewage treatment 
plants, industrial facilities, and power plants. 
 
Thermal effluents in inshore habitat can be a severe problem by directly altering the benthic 
community or killing marine organisms, especially larval fish.  Temperature influences 
biochemical processes of the environment and the behavior (e.g., migration) and physiology 
(e.g., metabolism) of marine organisms (Blaxter 1969).  Long-term thermal discharge may 
change natural community dynamics.  Sources of thermal pollution include industrial and power 
plant discharge.  Forestry activities such as clear-cutting and the alteration or removal of riparian 
habitat can also lead to above normal water temperatures contributing to the degradation of 
habitat conditions. 
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Metabolic and/or excess food entering the marine environment can increase levels of nutrients 
and pathogens and lead to eutrophication and alteration of local benthic dynamics.  A major 
source of metabolic and food wastes is agricultural facilities.  Run-off from farmlands, including 
animal wastes and organic fertilizers, may contribute to the degradation of habitat.  Septic 
systems, wildlife feces, and nuisance / toxic algae (non-point source), livestock waste and 
sewage treatment plants (point sources) are other sources of organic wastes potentially impacting 
habitat. 
 
Fish and invertebrate habitat may be negatively impacted by an unnatural influx of suspended 
particles (Arruda et al. 1983).  Lethal and sub-lethal impacts to marine organisms may occur 
with various concentrations of suspended sediments (Barr 1993).  Short-term impacts of an 
increase in suspended particles include high turbidity, reduced light, and sedimentation which 
may lead to the loss of SAV and other benthic structure.  Other problems associated with 
suspended solids include respiration disruption of fishes and invertebrates, disruption of water 
transport rates in marine organisms, reduction of filtering efficiency of invertebrates, sorption of 
metals and organic materials, reduction of egg buoyancy, disruption of ichthyoplankton 
development, reduction of growth and survival of filter feeders, and decreased foraging 
efficiency of sight-feeders (Messieh et al. 1991; Barr 1993).  Toxic metals and organics absorbed 
by suspended solids may recur and become more available to marine organisms in the habitat 
when disturbed (e.g., dredging).  Resuspension of sediments may supply nutrients to the water 
column that are needed for primary production.  However, increased flux of nutrients into the 
water column may stimulate phytoplankton production and contribute to increased turbidity and 
alteration of nutrient cycles.  Frequent high levels of suspended particles can lead to the loss of 
habitat for particular creatures.  Suspended particles enter coastal areas from non-point source 
municipal and agricultural run-off, industrial shipping and recreational boating, and point source 
industrial discharge (e.g., pulp mills), dredging, ocean disposal of dredged material, water 
diversion, energy and mineral exploration and transportation, erosion control, silviculture, and 
marine transportation. 
 
Radioactive wastes may be a potential threat degrading inshore habitat used by finfish and 
shellfish species.  Fishery resources may accumulate radioactive isotopes in tissues posing 
problems for the resource and consumers (ICES 1991).  Long-term exposure to radioactive 
wastes may alter the natural dynamics of the populations of fisheries and habitat.  Potential 
sources of radioactive wastes are sunken vessels and submarines, municipal run-off, atmospheric 
deposition, contaminated groundwater and sediments (e.g., past dumping locations), and 
industrial and power plant discharge (e.g., nuclear power plants). 
 
Sea levels have fluctuated through the history of earth and have been rising since the end of the 
Pleistocene.  Changes in the rate of sea level rise result from tectonic and postglacial isostatic 
adjustments and effects of atmospheric temperature (Valiela 1995).  Concern has been voiced 
that global warming and subsequent sea level rise may be accelerated by the continued release of 
greenhouse gases from the burning of fossil fuels and forests and using aerosol-producing 
substances (i.e., the greenhouse effect).  Greenhouse gases, including carbon dioxide, methane, 
and chlorofluorocarbons, are discharged into the atmosphere from respiration of all living 
organisms,  burning fossil fuels and forests, and using aerosols.  Possible impacts on inshore 
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habitats from sea level rise are the loss of wetlands, salinization of freshwater environments 
(eliminating freshwater supplies), and change in natural marine biotic (e.g., species composition) 
and abiotic (e.g., currents) properties (see Kelley 1992 for review).  Salt marshes may be unable 
to accrete fast enough to keep pace with sea level rise; however, salt marshes can easily keep 
pace with the sea level rise found on the northeast coast of the United States (Valiela 1995) 
provided uplands are undeveloped adjacent to the salt marsh.  Conflicting studies indicate that 
salt marshes of Maine are not keeping pace with sea level rise (Wood et al. 1989).  According to 
Bigford (1991), the severity of  the impacts of sea level rise on natural resources (e.g., marine 
organisms) depends on physical obstruction to inland habitat shifts from natural and human 
barriers, resilience of species to withstand new environmental conditions during periods of 
erosion-induced transition and the rate of environmental change. 
 
Biological Threats 

The introduction of nonindigenous species and/or reared species to the environment has been 
documented (Rosecchi et al. 1993; USFWS 1995; Witman 1996) and have been tied closely to 
human activities (Pearce 1998).  Exotic introductions have apparently increased with the 
development of large, powerful vessels and aquaculture.  The transportation of nonindigenous 
organisms to new environments can have many severe impacts on habitat (Omori et al. 1994).  
New pathogens or higher concentrations of disease can be spread throughout the environment 
resulting in deleterious habitat conditions.  Non-native plants (e.g., Phragmites) potentially 
degrade coastal habitat by changing natural habitat qualities.  Introduced organisms increase 
competition with indigenous species or forage on indigenous species which can reduce fish and 
shellfish populations.  For example, the introduction of bryozoan (Membranipora membranacea) 
has reduced kelp populations, ascidian (Botrylloides diegensis) has competitively displaced 
native hydroids, nudibranch (Tritonia plebia) has reduced invertebrate prey populations, and 
macroalgae (Codium fragile) has changed benthic structure (see Witman 1996).  Long-term 
impacts of the introduction of nonindigenous and reared species can change the natural 
community structure and dynamics, lower the overall fitness and genetic diversity of natural 
stocks, and pass and/or introduce exotic lethal disease.  Exotic fish, shellfish, pathogens, and 
plants enter the environment from industrial shipping (e.g., ballast), recreational boating, 
aquaculture, biotechnology, and aquariums.  Nonindigenous species of algae accidentally 
introduced to the environment is another potential problem for habitat. 
 
An increase in natural levels of nutrients induced by human activities can stimulate population 
explosions of nuisance and toxic algae [harmful algal blooms (HABs)] which have detrimental 
impacts to habitat and toxic effects on organisms and humans (see Milligan and Cosper 1994; 
O’Reilly 1994; Boesch et al. 1997; Burkholder and Glasgow 1997).  Organisms responsible for 
HABs have naturally occurred in the environment for a long time, so the apparent increase 
bloom events may simply reflect better detection of natural phenomena (NSF and NOAA 1998).  
However, the current increased intensity and frequency of HABs compared to the past appears to 
indicate more toxic algal species, more algal toxins, more areas affected, more fishery resources 
affected, and higher economic losses (Boesch et al. 1997; NSF and NOAA 1998).  Blooms of 
HABs have been nearly an annual event in coastal waters of New England for several years 
(White et al. 1993).  Nonindigenous algal species may be introduced to the environment from 
ballast water of commercial vessels, recreational boating, shellfish transfer (e.g., seeding), 
dredging, and disposal of sediments (Boesch et al. 1997), adding to the potential problem of 
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blooms.  HAB-related events have occurred around the entire coast of the United States.  HABs 
can indicate eutrophic conditions, alter, impair, or kill plankton and fish communities, smother 
indigenous vegetation, and lower dissolved oxygen (NOAA 1997).  Certain toxic organisms 
(e.g., Pfiesteria spp.) are associated with HABs and have caused major outbreaks of disease and 
fish kills (Burkholder et al. 1992; NCSU 1998).  These short-term impacts can eventually change 
the natural processes of habitat, reducing viable fish and shellfish populations. 
 
The spread of disease among marine organisms is a potential adverse impact to fish habitat in 
coastal regions.  Pathogens introduced inadvertently (e.g., via run-off) or advertently (e.g., from 
restocking programs) may spread infections which can be sublethal or lethal and possibly 
decrease the health and fitness of fish stocks (Kent et al. 1995).  Human influences (e.g., nutrient 
over-enrichment) also have been illustrated to stimulate blooms of naturally occurring pathogens 
(NCSU 1998).  The toxic dinoflagellate, Pfiesteria piscicida and other species, has been 
implicated as the primary causative agent of many fish kills and disease episodes in estuaries and 
inshore areas (Burkholder et al. 1992; NCSU 1998).  Shellfish area closures have resulted from 
the infestation of diseases (i.e., paralytic, amnesic, and neurotoxic shellfish poisoning) caused by 
pathogens (i.e., Alexandrium, Pseudo-nitzchia, Gymnodinium breve respectively), but the toxins 
also move up through the trophic web, affecting zooplankton, fish eggs and larvae, juvenile and 
adult fish, birds, and marine mammals (Boesch et al. 1997).  Direct sources of pathogens 
entering the environment include non-point sources such as municipal and agricultural run-off, 
septic systems, wildlife feces, industrial shipping, and recreational boating, and point sources 
such as disposal of dredged material, biotechnology labs, aquariums, and sewage treatment 
(ASMFC 1992). 
 
Physical Threats 

Channel dredging is a frequent long-term maintenance activity associated with coastal 
development, port and harbor development, and vessel activity (see Barr 1987 for review).  The 
increased need for channel dredging has resulted from increased marine transportation, increased 
vessel size, expansion of commercial fleets, and alterations in sedimentation patterns of estuaries 
due to increased coastal settlement and urbanization (Messieh et al. 1991).  The short-term 
impacts to habitat can be substantial.  Dredging resuspends sediments and associated 
contaminants and potentially degrades habitat quality and fish populations.  Changes in tidal 
prism, depth, water temperature, salinity, water velocity, bottom topography, and sediment type 
are associated with dredging of channels.  The changes can decrease dissolved oxygen and SAV 
distribution and density while smothering the surrounding benthic community.  The 
reconfiguration of sediment type and the removal of biogenic structure may decrease the stability 
of the bottom and increase the ambient turbidity levels (Messieh et al. 1991).  The dredged 
channel can increase the transport of sediment and siltation rates in the embayment resulting in 
alteration of local habitats.  Increased siltation can effect spawning, feeding, and recruitment 
habitat (Messieh et al. 1991).  Fragmentation of habitat can hinder the movements (i.e., dispersal, 
recruitment, migrations, etc.) of organisms.  The continual maintenance involved with channel 
dredging can eventually change the indigenous habitat and population dynamics of the region. 
 
The dredging and filling of wetlands for shoreline, coastal, port, and harbor development 
removes and alters habitat surrounding the developed area.  Dredge and fill reduces the wetland 
function (i.e., retain floodwater and uptake nutrients) and decreases the amount of detrital food 
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source available to biotic communities.  Hydrological modifications from dredge and fill 
activities and general coastal development (e.g., golf courses) may increase the amount of run-
off entering the coastal environments that may contribute to the degradation of fishery resources.  
Along with these specific impacts of wetland dredge and fill activities, the short- and long-term 
impacts are similar to channel dredging. 
 
Marina and dock construction is an inevitable result of shoreline and port development.  Regions 
that ports are constructed usually contain important estuarine habitats such as salt marshes and 
grass flats.  The development of ports and harbors usually removes or alters these important 
habitat features (Vandermeulen 1996).  The construction of marinas and docks also aggregates 
contaminants associated with the vessels that use the facilities.  Along with contamination of the 
habitat, the construction of marinas changes habitat parameters such as tidal prism, depth, water 
temperature, salinity, current velocity and SAV composition, distribution, and abundance.  SAV 
is removed during construction and shaded by the physical structures after construction 
eventually destroying the vegetation.  Mooring chains are frequently used in embayments 
surrounding marinas and docks.  Mooring chains potentially degrade habitat conditions through 
physical disturbance of benthic features (e.g., SAV).  Repeated small-scale habitat loss can have 
cumulative effects and can fragment habitat which can have a detrimental impact on fish and 
shellfish stocks.  The long-term presence of marinas can contaminate the localized area and 
change natural habitat qualities and population dynamics in the region.  Channel dredging and its 
associated threats is directly related to the development of ports and harbors. 
 
Vessel activity, including industrial shipping, recreational boating, and marine transportation 
(e.g., ferry transportation), may contribute to the physical degradation of marine habitats and 
related marine organisms.  Increased vessel activity within coastal waters is directly related to 
increase in coastal urbanization and port and harbor development.  There is generally a paucity 
of information of boating use levels, but there has been increasingly more boats using coastal 
waters for the last two decades (Stolpe 1996).  Recreational boating may also be a particular 
concern since most boating activity occurs in warmer months – the time of greatest biological 
activities in east coast estuaries (Stolpe 1996).  The severity of boating-induced disruption on 
coastal habitats may depend on the geomorphology of the impacted area (i.e., water depth, width 
of channel or tidal creek, etc.), current speed, composition of sediments, vegetation type and 
extent of cover, and classification of boat traffic (Yousef 1974; Karaki and vanHoften 1975; Barr 
1993).  The benthos, shoreline, and pelagic habitat may be disturbed or altered from vessel use in 
inshore regions, and may result in a cascade of cumulative impacts from hundreds of trips per 
day in heavily used areas (Barr 1993). 
 
As more people move to the coast, development pressure increases and structures are often 
constructed along the coastline to prevent erosion and stabilize shorelines.  Attempts to protect 
beaches and reduce shoreline erosion are associated with the development of the coast.  
Bulkheads, seawalls, jetties, and groins are structures designed to slow or stop the shoreline from 
eroding.  In many cases the opposite occurs with erosion rates increasing along the regulated 
area.  Adjacent coastal habitat is altered and potential short- and long-term impacts to fish and 
shellfish stocks are associated with the presence of the erosion control structures. 
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Development of the shoreline may include structures which restrict tidal movements (i.e., roads, 
bridges, dikes, etc.).  The natural flushing of estuarine habitats (e.g., salt marshes) can be 
hindered by the construction of tidal restricting structures.  Confined inshore waters with 
restricted water exchange may allow HABs to persist (Boesch et al. 1997).  Water properties 
(i.e., salinity, dissolved oxygen, flow, etc.) are altered changing the habitat characteristics that 
may hinder migratory, spawning, feeding and dispersal movements of marine organisms 
resulting in depleted stocks of fish and invertebrate species.  The hindrance or blockage of tidal 
flushing and associated biotic movements can degrade associated habitat by altering the natural 
dynamics. 
 
Dam construction and operation occurs along the New England coast for flood control, power 
generation, and reservoir formation.  Dams alter water flow and sedimentation patterns, depth, 
water temperature, salinity and stream bed properties.  Estuaries directly lose freshwater input 
with the construction of dams.  Migration of fishes is hindered or blocked.  Fishes are impinged 
and entrained, and exposed to dissolved gas supersaturation, aggregated contaminants, and high 
concentrations of predators and disease in the habitat surrounding dams.  The disruption of fish 
development because of riverine dam construction can directly change the natural habitat and 
fishery dynamics of inshore regions.  The loss of wetlands by the reduction of freshwater input 
and sediments can have potentially serious impacts on both fish and invertebrate populations. 
 
Freshwater flows into inshore environments are subject to human alteration through water 
diversion and use and modifications to the watershed (i.e., deforestation, tidal restrictions, and 
stream channelization) (Boesch et al. 1997).  Water withdrawal for freshwater drinking supply, 
power plant coolant systems, and irrigation occurs along urban and agricultural coasts causing 
potential detrimental effects on marine habitats and is associated with coastal development.  The 
mass flow of water into a power plant and other reservoirs results in entrainment and 
impingement of fishes (especially early life-history stages of fish).  Larval and juvenile demersal 
fishes along with invertebrates are susceptible to entrainment and impingement around intake 
pipes (ASMFC 1992).  Critical habitat is lost for marine organisms that are not capable of 
settling around the intake and may adversely affect fish and shellfish populations by adding 
another source of mortality to the early life stage which often determines recruitment and 
strength of the year-class (Travnichek et al. 1993).  Water withdrawal and diversion along with 
anthropogenic watershed changes have been related to the increase in some HABs (Boesch et al. 
1997) impacting aquatic and marine habitat.  The continued diversion and use of water from 
coastal waters can lead to degradation of fish and shellfish habitats. 
 
Inshore habitats are impacted by deforestation.  Silviculture practices and coastal development 
contribute to the removal of vegetation and subsequently an increase of impervious surfaces 
along a river which increases stream bank and stream bed erosion and sedimentation of riparian 
and estuarine habitat.  Hydrologic characteristics (e.g., water temperature) are changed and 
greater variation in stream discharge is associated with the forestry industry (USFWS 1995).  
Debris (i.e., wood and silt) are released into the water as a result of the harvest of the forest 
which can smother benthic habitat.  Deforestation can alter or impair natural habitat structures 
and dynamics. 
 



 

Final Skate FMP/EIS   Volume I 314

There is an increasing demand for good-quality sand and gravel aggregate and an increasing 
exploration for oil, and offshore habitats are being seen as a possible source (Messieh et al. 
1991).  Mining presents potential direct and indirect problems within inshore habitats such as 
issues related to toxicity of operational chemicals, accidental discharge of wastes, removal of 
benthic flora and fauna, changes in substrate character, and the suspension of sediments (ICES 
1991).  Mining can have direct and indirect impacts to the habitat of the mining site and 
surrounding regions.  Structures are built within habitats to assist in mining and transporting 
materials.  In a review by Pearce (1994), the effects of mining have been listed as: (1) 
“destruction” of existing benthic biotic community; (2) resuspension of sediments with negative 
impacts on fishes; (3) changes in bottom topography and sediment composition; and (4) 
consequences related to the sediment transport from the site by currents.  Gravel, mineral, and oil 
mining occur in inshore environments which are essential for fisheries, and operational and 
accidental discharges are an environmental concern (Messieh et al. 1991). 
 
Debris, either floating on the surface, suspended in the water column, covering the benthos, or 
along the shoreline within inshore habitat can have deleterious impacts on fish and shellfish 
habitat (see Coe and Rogers 1997).  Debris is usually defined as man-made solid objects 
introduced into the environment (Hoagland and Kite-Powell 1997).  Benthic communities can be 
smothered or shaded by debris which results in alteration of the benthic community.  Marine 
organisms may ingest pellets or plastic fragments or become entangled in rope or plastic strings 
which eventually kill the organisms.  The natural processes of the environment are potentially 
disrupted by debris discharged into inshore habitats.  Hoagland and Kite-Powell (1997) review 
the type, sources, and fates of marine debris in the Gulf of Maine.  Plastics account for nearly 
half of the marine debris found in Maine, New Hampshire, and Massachusetts.  Metals, glass, 
and paper also constitute a proportion of debris in the three states.  Cigarette butts are a potential 
problem in marine environments.  Major non-point sources of non-fishing related debris entering 
the marine environment include industrial shipping, recreational boating, municipal run-off, and 
decaying shoreline structures.  Solid waste disposal, landfills, offshore mineral exploration, and 
industrial discharge are potential point sources of debris (USEPA 1994). 
 
Disposal of dredged material can disrupt and degrade natural habitat and biotic communities.  
The stresses associated with dredged material (i.e., oil, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended 
particles etc.) can threaten the habitat of the dump site and adjacent areas.  Along with 
contaminating the habitat, direct disturbance of the benthic and pelagic communities occurs with 
disposal.  Benthic communities are smothered, associated physicochemical conditions are 
altered, and increased turbidity may hinder pelagic processes (e.g., photosynthesis of algae) by 
material settling to the bottom.  The potential deleterious impacts of dredged material disposal 
can alter local and surrounding community structure. 
 

7.2.1.2.2 Offshore Habitats 
There are many high energy habitats in which environmental conditions are continuously 
changing.  Benthic and pelagic marine life may be disrupted by a number of threats within 
offshore waters.  Contamination migrates away from the coast and potentially endangers the 
health of offshore habitats.  Offshore waters are being looked to more frequently to supply new 
resources or resources that have been eliminated from coastal environments.  Deep, stable waters 
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and high energy offshore habitats may be disturbed by increasing amounts of non-fishing threats 
that may disrupt environmental conditions.  Low levels of disturbance in deep, stable habitats 
may present serious implications on finfish and shellfish populations.  Chemical, biological, and 
physical threats continue to grow in areas important for fishery resources in the offshore region. 
 
Chemical Threats 

Oil can have severe detrimental impacts on offshore habitat.  Spills or blowouts can produce an 
oil slick on surface waters which can disrupt the entire pelagic community (i.e., phytoplankton, 
zooplankton, ichthyoplankton).  Oil can interfere with reproduction, development, growth and 
behavior (e.g., feeding) of fishes, especially in early ontogenetic stages.  Carcinogenic and 
mutagenic properties of oil compounds are receiving increasing attention around the world 
(Larsen 1992).  Contaminated sediments may degrade benthic communities.  Non-point and 
point sources of oil in offshore habitats originate from industrial shipping, recreational boating, 
marine transportation, energy and mineral exploration and transportation, and ocean disposal of 
contaminated dredged material. 
 
Marine organisms can be contaminated or killed directly and indirectly from the stress of heavy 
metals discharged into offshore waters.  Sediment accumulates the toxic metals, and fishes 
bioaccumulate contaminants which can cause health problems in human consumers of fish.  
Industrial and recreational shipping and atmospheric deposition are non-point sources of heavy 
metals.  Ocean disposal of contaminated dredged material, energy and mineral exploration (e.g., 
drilling muds), and marine transportation (e.g., hull paint containing lead) introduce heavy 
metals into the environment (Larsen 1992; Buchholtz ten Brink 1996). 
 
Localized eutrophic conditions, characterized by phytoplankton and filamentous algal blooms 
(HABs), high turbidity, low dissolved oxygen, and low denitrification rates, can occur in 
offshore habitats with unnaturally high concentrations of nutrients.  Any increase in the nutrient 
levels of the open ocean will markedly effect the productivity of phytoplankton communities 
(Omori et al. 1994).  Increasing the surface productivity may increase the flux of material from 
the sea surface to the deep sea benthos (Omori et al. 1994).  The stable, deep sea environment is 
trophically linked to the surface waters and an increase flux of organic matter may have notable 
impacts on bottom habitats (Omori et al. 1994).  Other toxic organisms may be implicated with 
the blooms of noxious algae causing outbreaks of disease or fish kills.  Nutrients enter offshore 
waters from non-point sources such as industrial shipping, recreational boating, and atmospheric 
deposition, and point sources, including ocean disposal of contaminated dredged material, and 
energy and mineral exploration and transportation. 
 
Fish and invertebrate populations may be impacted by the input of pesticides into offshore 
habitats.  Contaminated sediments can accumulate in the benthos providing a potential source of 
stress through trophic levels.  Pesticides enter offshore habitats through atmospheric deposition 
illustrating a potential non-point source, and ocean disposal of dredged material illustrating a 
point source.  Herbicides and fungicides can alter marine habitats by hindering phytoplankton 
growth and possibly leading to lasting community structure change.  Alteration of the 
photosynthetic plankton community can alter fishery dynamics by replacing natural plankton 
species composition with new species.  The change in the planktonic community may change the 
lower trophic structure so cascade effects may hinder fish populations (e.g., bottom-up process).  
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Herbicides can be released into offshore habitats from atmospheric deposition and disposal of 
dredged material. 
 
Unnatural levels of suspended particles in offshore habitats can increase turbidity, smother 
benthic habitat, hinder respiration, disrupt water transport rates, and reduce filtering efficiency of 
organisms.  Other problems associated with suspended solids include sorption of toxic metals 
and organic materials, reduction of egg buoyancy, disruption of ichthyoplankton development, 
reduction of growth and survival of filter feeders, and decreased foraging efficiency of sight-
feeders (Barr 1993).   The functions (e.g., photosynthesis) and properties (e.g., dissolved oxygen) 
of the entire water column may be frequently disrupted.  Long-term flux of suspended sediments 
to offshore waters may provide a source of nutrients that stimulate primary production and 
contribute to increased turbidity and altered nutrient cycles.  Continued high levels of suspended 
material within offshore waters can lead to fragmentation and alteration of localized community 
of benthic and pelagic organisms.  Suspended particles enter the offshore environment from 
ocean disposal of dredged material and mining practices. 
 
Biological Threats 

Nonindigenous species and reared species potentially impact natural populations by transmitting 
diseases (exotic or natural), increasing competition with indigenous species, increasing predation 
on natural organisms, and altering the natural genetic pool (e.g., less genetic heterogeneity).  
These deleterious impacts can potentially lead to lower fitness of stocks and change the natural 
community structure and dynamics.  Human activities are closely associated with exotic 
introductions.  Shipping (e.g., ballast water), aquariums, and biotechnology are potential sources 
of nonindigenous species in offshore waters.  Dredged material disposal may introduce algal 
species that degrade habitat conditions. 
 
An increase in natural levels of nutrients induced by human activities can stimulate population 
explosions of nuisance and toxic algae [harmful algal blooms (HABs)] which have detrimental 
impacts to habitat and toxic effects on organisms and humans (see O’Reilly 1994; Boesch et al. 
1997).  Organisms responsible for HABs have occurred naturally in the environment for a long 
time, so an apparent increase in bloom events may simply reflect better detection of natural 
phenomena (NSF and NOAA 1998).  However, the current increased intensity and frequency of 
HABs compared to the past appears to indicate more toxic algal species, more algal toxins, more 
areas affected, more fishery resources affected, and higher economic losses (Boesch et al. 1997; 
NSF and NOAA 1998).  Nonindigenous algal species may be introduced to the environment 
from ballast water of commercial vessels, recreational boating, shellfish transfer (e.g., seeding), 
dredging, and disposal of sediments (Boesch et al. 1997), adding to the potential problem of 
blooms.  HABs can indicate eutrophic conditions, alter, impair, or kill plankton and fish 
communities, and lower dissolved oxygen (NOAA 1997).  Certain toxic organisms (e.g., 
Pfiesteria spp.) are associated with HABs and have caused major outbreaks of disease and fish 
kills within inshore waters (NCSU 1998); however, these outbreaks may spread to offshore 
habitats.  These short-term impacts can eventually cause a change in the natural processes of 
habitat reducing viable fish and shellfish populations. 
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Pathogens can be a serious problem in offshore waters by spreading disease and possibly 
impacting the long-term success, health, and fitness of fish and invertebrate populations.  
Shellfish area closures may be required as a result of the spread of diseases (i.e., paralytic, 
amnesic, and neurotoxic shellfish poisoning) which have impacts on human health.  For 
example, paralytic shellfish toxins have been detected in Atlantic surfclams (Spisula 
solidissima), Atlantic sea scallops (Placopecten magellanicus), northern horse mussels (Modilus 
modiolus), and ocean quahogs (Arctica islandica) within areas of Georges Bank at levels 
exceeding the public health safety threshold (White et al. 1993).  Potential origins for pathogens 
in the environment include non-point sources of discharge such as industrial shipping, 
recreational boating, and point sources of discharges such as aquariums and biotechnology 
(NOAA 1992).  Localized regions of high nutrients may trigger outbreaks in harmful organisms 
that may hinder the health and success of fish and shellfish populations. 
 
Physical Threats 

There is an increasing demand for good-quality sand and gravel aggregate and an increasing 
exploration for oil, and offshore habitats are being seen as a possible source (Messieh et al. 
1991).  Mining presents potential direct and indirect problems to habitat of the mining site and 
surrounding regions such as issues related to toxicity of operational chemicals, accidental 
discharge of wastes, removal of benthic flora and fauna, changes in substrate character, and the 
suspension of sediments (ICES 1991).  Structures are also built within habitats to assist in mining 
and transporting materials.  In a review by Pearce (1994), the effects of mining have been listed 
as: (1) “destruction” of existing benthic biotic community; (2) resuspension of sediments with 
negative impacts on fishes; (3) changes in bottom topography and sediment composition; and (4) 
consequences related to the sediment transport from the site by currents.  Gravel, mineral, and oil 
mining occur in marine environments which are essential for fisheries, and operational and 
accidental discharges are an environmental concern (Messieh et al. 1991). 
 
Gravel aggregates are abundant throughout the Gulf of Maine and are a potential source for 
mining (Messieh et al. 1991).  Gravel/mineral mining is associated with an increase in stress to 
the surrounding habitat and removal and disturbance of substrate (Scarrat 1987).  The alteration 
to the mining site can fragment habitat, negatively impacting fish and shellfish populations.  
Long-term mining sites potentially can change natural habitats and associated fish and shellfish 
populations (Wilk and Barr 1994). 
 
Oil mining has similar impacts as gravel/mineral mining with more risk associated with 
accidental spills and blow-outs which can disrupt habitat (Wilk and Barr 1994).  Oil wells are in 
the initial stage of exploration in offshore New England waters.  Drilling muds and well cuttings 
are potential wastes of oil exploration.  Drilling muds (either water-based or oil-based muds) are 
complex and variable mixture of fluids, suspended solids, and chemical additives (Messieh et al. 
1991).  If exploration results in notable amounts of resources, industrial development may occur 
in offshore waters; leading to larger amounts of drilling wastes and discharge (Messieh et al. 
1991). 
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Debris discharged or transported offshore may degrade and disrupt benthic and pelagic habitats 
(see Coe and Rogers 1997).  Debris within offshore habitat can smother benthic communities or 
be ingested by fish (Hoagland and Kite-Powell 1997).  Reduction of habitat by destroying the 
benthos can alter community structure and hinder the sustainability of fisheries.  Debris non-
point sources include industrial shipping and recreational boating, and a point source includes 
ocean disposal of garbage and mineral exploration (USEPA 1994). 
 
Disposal of dredged material can disrupt and degrade natural habitat and biotic communities.  
The associated stresses of dredged material (i.e., oil, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended particles 
etc.) potentially threaten the habitat of the dump site and adjacent areas.  Providing a flux of 
nutrients to offshore habitats from dredged material may be a notable source contributing to algal 
blooms.  Along with contaminating the habitat, direct disturbance of the benthic and pelagic 
communities occurs with disposal.  Benthic communities are smothered, associated 
physicochemical conditions are altered, and increased turbidity may hinder pelagic processes 
(e.g., photosynthesis of algae) by material settling to the bottom.  The potential deleterious 
impacts of dredged material disposal can alter local and surrounding community structure. 
 

7.2.2 Habitat Conservation Recommendations 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires all FMPs to identify actions to promote the conservation 
and management of fishery resources and EFH.  Prior to the concept of EFH, conservation 
primarily involved management measures to reduce overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks.  
Such measures embraced the need to minimize and avoid the mortality of bycatch.  While these 
issues remain very important in fishery management, the EFH amendment will strengthen the 
role of the Council to further conserve and enhance EFH and related fishery resources. 
 
The EFH Final Rule at Subpart K directs the Council to describe options to avoid, minimize, or 
compensate for the adverse effects of activities identified in the non-fishing threats section of this 
amendment, especially in habitat areas of particular concern.  The Council has the discretion to 
provide comments on non-fishing activities authorized by federal and state agencies which 
impact the EFH of non-anadromous fish species.  The conservation and enhancement options 
promoted by the Council include, as directed in the Final Rule: the enhancement of rivers, 
streams, and coastal areas; improving water quality and quantity; watershed analysis and 
planning; and habitat creation. 
 
The enhancement of rivers, streams, and coastal areas may include reestablishing endemic trees 
or other appropriate native vegetation on riparian areas adjacent to EFH, restoring natural bottom 
characteristics, removing unsuitable materials from areas affected by human activities, or adding 
gravel or substrate to stream areas to promote spawning.  Improving water quality and quantity 
may include the use of best land management practices, improved treatment of sewage, proper 
disposal of waste materials, and providing appropriate in-stream flows.  Watershed analysis and 
planning may include encouraging local and state efforts to minimize destruction  / degradation 
of wetlands, restore and maintain the ecological health of watersheds, and encourage the 
restoration of native species.  Habitat creation may be considered as a means of replacing lost or 
degraded EFH. 
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The conservation recommendations offered by the Council in the Omnibus EFH Amendment 
(NEFMC 1998) are incorporated here by reference.  Due to the limited nature of the directed 
skate bait fishery and the fact that the majority of skate landings are landed as incidental catch in 
other fisheries, the Council offers no additional conservation recommendations at this time. 
 

7.2.3 Habitat Information and Research Needs  
The EFH Final Rule directs the Council to include recommendations, preferably in priority 
order, for research efforts that the Council and NMFS view as necessary for carrying out their 
EFH management mandate.  The Council has identified four high-level information and research 
needs to assist with the long-term management of skate essential fish habitat: 

1. Additional research to make available sufficient information to support a higher level 
of description and identification of EFH (i.e., Level 3 and 4). 

2. Additional research necessary to identify and evaluate actual and potential adverse 
effects on EFH including, but not limited to, direct physical alteration, impaired habitat 
quality/functions, cumulative impacts from fishing, or indirect adverse effects such as 
sea level rise, global warming and climate shifts, and non-equipment related fishery 
impacts. 

3. Additional research on the effects of different types of fishing equipment on EFH. 

4. Research needed to quantify and mitigate the potential adverse effects on EFH 
identified in this amendment and determined to be an impediment to maintaining a 
sustainable fishery and the contribution of the managed species to a healthy ecosystem. 

 
The Council also recommends additional research to expand our understanding of skate life 
history information that will contribute to the comprehensive identification of the habitat 
requirements of the species or species assemblages, including all life history stages, as well as to 
provide habitat-related information that defines the interrelationship between the species, the 
environment and the food web.  Specific research and information needs for each species of 
skate are identified in the EFH source documents (Appendix A of Volume III). 
 

7.3 HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 
The human environment encompasses a variety of characteristics of the fishing industry and 
fishing communities along the Atlantic coast, including the cultural composition of communities, 
employment history, education, regulatory restrictions on fishing, and economic constraints on 
community development.  This section discusses these characteristics so as to give the reader 
enough background information to adequately assess the impacts of the management alternatives 
presented in this document.  Since very little is known about directed skate fishing, much of the 
descriptive information contained in this section was compiled by Skate PDT members through a 
series of interviews and discussions with participants in the skate fishery.  In addition, several 
fishermen and buyers throughout the region, representatives from industry associations, and 
representatives from several processing facilities provided information to characterize both the 
skate bait fishery and the skate wing fishery. 
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Additional information about the human environment affected by this FMP is presented in the 
2000 Skate SAFE Report (Volume II) and should be referenced accordingly. 
 

7.3.1 Description of the Skate Fisheries 

7.3.1.1 The Skate Bait Fishery 
Characterizing the historical magnitude of the skate bait fishery is somewhat difficult because 
formal reporting requirements for skates have not yet been implemented.  As such, information 
on the number of participants, landings, and even ports of landing is incomplete.  Information 
from the Skate SAFE Report (Volume II) suggests that the skate bait fishery is a rather small and 
discrete fishery in terms of the number of participating vessels and as compared to the wing 
fishery.  According to the dealer weighout database, in 1999, 120 vessels landed skate bait on 
1,304 trips.  Twenty one (21) vessels landed 80% of the total skate bait during the 1999 calendar 
year, and most of these vessels were medium-sized otter trawl vessels from Point Judith, Rhode 
Island. 
 

7.3.1.1.1 Rhode Island Bait Fishery 
Skates have been targeted commercially in Rhode Island for decades for utilization primarily as 
lobster bait.  The majority of bait skates landed in Rhode Island (>90%) are little skates 
(Leucoraja erinacea), with a small percentage of winter skates (Leucoraja ocellata).  There is 
also a seasonal gillnet incidental catch fishery as part of the directed monkfish gillnet fishery, in 
which skates (mostly winter skates) are sold both for lobster bait and as cut wings for processing.  
Fishermen have indicated that the market for skates as lobster bait has been relatively consistent 
and was increasing until the recent lobster fishery restrictions (pot limits) were implemented.  
The impact of the recent lobster pot limits on the skate fishery is currently unknown. 
 
The directed skate bait fishery by Rhode Island vessels occurs primarily in federal waters less 
than 40 fathoms from the Rhode Island/Connecticut/New York state waters boundary east to the 
waters south of Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket out to approximately 69 degrees.  Effort on 
skates increases in state waters seasonally to accommodate the amplified effort in the spring 
through fall lobster fishery.  In terms of the directed lobster bait fishery, it is estimated that 
between 30 – 50 Rhode Island otter trawl vessels ranging from 50 – 70 feet dominate the bait 
market.  Ten of those vessels from RI have identified directed skate bait fishing as their sole 
source of income between June – October annually, with less than 5% of their trip revenues from 
other species during that time. 
 
Dayboat vessels (<24 hours) directing on skates land between 20,000 – 30, 000 pounds of skates 
per trip, while trip boats fish 2 – 3 days and land between 70,000 – 85,000 pounds per trip.  
Incidental catches of skates from vessels targeting either groundfish or the Southern New 
England mixed trawl fishery (squids, scup, fluke, whiting, mackerel, monkfish, etc.) are 
estimated at 5,000 pounds and are often sold directly to a lobster vessel (rather than through a 
dealer).  Otherwise, many vessels indicate they do not bother to keep skates caught incidentally 
due to low market value or deck/hold capacity. 
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As the number of vessels targeting lobsters has increased, so has the demand for skates.  Skates 
are the preferred bait for the Southern New England inshore and offshore lobster pot fishermen, 
as the skate meat is tough and holds up longer in the pot than other soft bait choices.  Herring, 
mackerel, and menhaden are also used for bait, usually on trips of shorter duration, in colder 
water temperatures, or when skates are in short supply. 
 
Skates caught for lobster bait are landed whole by otter trawlers and either sold 1) fresh, 2) fresh 
salted, or 3) salted and strung or bagged for bait by the barrel.  Inshore lobster boats usually use 
2 – 3 skates per string, while offshore boats may use 3 – 5 per string.  Offshore boats may 
actually “double bait” the pots during the winter months when anticipated weather conditions 
prevent the gear from being regularly tended.  The presence of sand fleas and parasites, water 
temperature, and anticipated soak time between trips are determining factors when factoring in 
the amount of bait per pot. 
 
Size is a factor that drives the dockside price for bait skates.  For the lobster bait market, a 
“dinner plate” is the preferable size to be strung and placed inside lobster pots.  Little and winter 
skates are rarely sorted prior to landing, as fishermen acknowledge that species identification 
between little skates and small winter skates is very difficult.  Ex-vessel skate prices remain 
relatively stable at an average of about $0.06 per pound (see the Skate SAFE Report for a more 
detailed discussion of price).  Quality and cleanliness of the skate are also factors in determining 
the price paid by the dealer, rather than just supply and demand.  The quantity of skates landed 
on a particular day has little effect on price because there has been ready supply of skates 
available for bait from the major dealers, and the demand for lobster bait has been relatively 
consistent.  Numerous draggers and lobster vessels have historically worked out seasonal 
cooperative business arrangements with a stable pricing agreement for skates. 
 
In Rhode Island, there are two major dealers involved in the skate bait market.  One reports 
supplying skates to 150 lobster businesses located in Point Judith, Wickford, Newport, Westerly, 
and Jamestown, RI, along with businesses scattered throughout Connecticut and Massachusetts.  
The company buys from 20 – 30 vessels throughout the year, and eleven employees are charged 
with offloading, salting, and stringing bait for inshore and offshore lobster vessels.  The lobster 
businesses supplied by the company employ between 2 – 5 crewmembers per vessel.  The other 
major skate dealer in Rhode Island supplies both local vessels and numerous offshore lobster 
vessels fishing in the Gulf of Maine.  Skates are supplied to this dealer from draggers working 
out of Tiverton, RI and New Bedford, MA. 
 
Approximately eighty percent of the skates landed for bait are sold as strung bait, at about $0.85 
for a string of three skates, usually 150 strings per barrel for $127.50.  Under current lobster pot 
limitations, the minimum bait costs for inshore areas limited to 800 pots is estimated at $680 per 
trip and $1530 per trip for offshore lobster vessels limited to 1800 pots.  Offshore vessels 
reported carrying between 10 – 30 barrels of bait per trip, which could reflect different baiting 
patterns.  Skates are also sold by the barrel unsalted and unstrung ($37- 43) or by the barrel 
unstrung and salted ($52).  A tremendous volume of salt is used in the bait operations, up to 
130,000 pounds weekly during the peak of lobster season.  Barrels of skates may weigh between 
500 – 600 pounds.  Menhaden bait (pogies) prices vary between $38 – $50 per barrel, depending 
upon the port and the weight. 
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Due to direct, independent contracts between draggers and lobster vessels as well as limited 
reporting requirements, landings of skates are estimated to be under-documented.  While bait 
skates are usually landed (rather than transferred at sea) they are not always reported because 
they can be sold directly to lobster vessels, which are not required to report as dealers.  In 
addition, until this FMP is implemented, anyone landing skates who does not possess a federal 
fisheries permit is not required to submit vessel trip reports.  The time series of skate landings 
shows a significant increase in landings in the 1990s (6,700mt in 1989; about 11,400 mt annually 
from 1990 to present).  Fishermen and state fisheries managers attribute the increase in skate 
landings in 1990 to better reporting and documentation, rather than a significant expansion of the 
skate fishery.  The increase in landings in the Rhode Island skate fishery are coincident with the 
state’s implementation of a comprehensive system to document commercial fishery landings data 
(Figure 91). 
 
Figure 91  Annual Landings of Skates and Lobsters in Rhode Island 
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7.3.1.1.2 Other Bait Fishery Ports 
Vessels from other ports (New Bedford, and Martha’s Vineyard, MA; Block Island, Long Island, 
Stonington CT, and, to a lesser degree, Chatham and Provincetown, MA) have been identified as 
participating in the directed skate bait fishery to some extent.  Suppliers indicate that some of 
these vessels have independent contracts with lobster vessels and supply them directly with 
skates on a seasonal basis.  It can be expected that additional ports have undocumented 
participation in the bait fishery where local lobstermen are supplied with bait skates on an 
informal basis by accommodating fishermen from the same or nearby ports. 
 
Lobster bait usage varies regionally and from port to port, based upon preference and 
availability.  Some lobstermen in the northern area (north of Cape Cod) prefer herring, mackerel, 
menhaden and hakes (whiting and red hake) for bait, which hold up in colder water temperatures; 
however, the larger offshore lobster vessels still indicate a preference for skates and redfish in 
their pots.  Some offshore boats have indicated they will use soft bait during the summer months 
when their soak time is shorter.  The offshore Gulf of Maine lobster vessels (approx. seven of 
them) estimate they utilize over 1.2 million pounds of skates annually for bait.  Skates used by 
the offshore Gulf of Maine vessels are caught by vessels fishing in the Southern New England 
area. 
 

7.3.1.1.3 The Southern New England Sink Gillnet Fishery 
The Southern New England sink gillnet fishery targets winter skates (Leucoraja ocellata) 
seasonally along with monkfish.  Highest catch rates are in the early spring and late fall when the 
boats are targeting monkfish, at about a 5:1 average ratio of skates to monks (more skates than 
monks due to monkfish trip limits in the southern area).  Little skates (Leucoraja erinacea) are 
also caught incidentally year-round in the gillnets and sold for bait.  Several gillnetters indicated 
that they keep the bodies of the winter skates cut for wings and also salt them for bait.  
Gillnetters have become more dependent upon skate incidental catch due to cutbacks in their 
fishery mandated by both the Monkfish and Groundfish FMPs.  Gillnet vessels use 12-inch mesh 
when monkfishing, catching larger skates.  Under the current monkfish regulations, gillnetters in 
Southern New England are fishing with about 1/3 less nets due to monkfish trip limits, with a 
resultant decrease in skate catches.  Southern New England fishermen have reported catching 
barndoor skates in the last couple of years, which they consider to be unusual for this fishery. 
 
Gillnet fishermen fishing with heavier twine (.90mm) for dogfish and monkfish, primarily in the 
Mid-Atlantic region, do not catch as many skates in their gillnets.  Fishermen reportedly went to 
the heavier twine to avoid catching skates.  The Harbor Porpoise Take Reduction Plan also 
requires that fishermen west of the 72º 30’ line use the heavier gear to avoid entanglements. 
 

7.3.1.2 The Skate Wing Fishery 
In contrast to the skate bait fishery, the wing fishery tends to be more of an incidental catch 
fishery.  Determining the historical magnitude of the skate wing fishery is somewhat difficult.  
Skates caught both domestically and by foreign fleets were not identified by product code in the 
early landings records.  Only in recent years have skate wing landings been identified separately 
from general skate landings.  Information from the Skate SAFE Report (Volume II) suggests that 
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the skate wing fishery is larger and more diverse in terms of participating vessels than the skate 
bait fishery.  In 1999, 775 vessels landed skate wings on 13,614 trips, and most were medium 
and large-sized trawl vessels.  Thirty seven (37) vessels landed 33% of the wings that were 
landed during the 1999 calendar year. 
 
In response to the New England groundfish crisis, fisheries managers and biologists encouraged 
the industry to switch to the species long labeled “underutilized,” namely skates, dogfish, and 
mackerel.  The market for skate wings expanded in the mid 1980s until the mid 1990s, the bulk 
of the market being an export market.  Attempts to develop domestic markets were short-lived, 
and the majority of the skate wing market remains overseas. 
 
Winter skate, thorny skate, and barndoor skate are considered sufficient in size for processing of 
wings.  The geographic and seasonal distributions of these three large skates overlap somewhat.  
Thorny skates reside primarily in the Gulf of Maine.  They are likely mixed most with winter 
skate catches from the Great South Channel.  Winter skate likely dominate skate wing catches 
from Georges Bank and extend down the continental shelf to Cape Hatteras as well as shallow 
strata in the Gulf of Maine.  Although the reported range of the barndoor skate is wide, the 
present population appears to be centered on the southern edge of Georges Bank.  The population 
has been at low levels for many years, which suggests that little of the recent skate wing landings 
would be attributable to this species. 
 
Currently, landed skate wings are seldom identified to species.  Processors state that they prefer 
skate wings of at least 1-1 1/4 lb. skin-on.  A one-pound skinless wing is estimated to weigh 
about 1.3-pounds skin-on.  Skate processors buy whole, hand-cut, and/or onboard machine-cut 
skates from vessels primarily out of Massachusetts and Rhode Island.  Cutting machines were 
developed in 1988 in response to increasing markets for skate wings and increased participation 
in the fishery.  However, the practice of onboard machine cutting has decreased since that time 
and may not exist at all anymore.  Cutting machines have been somewhat problematic because 
they can leave wing meat on the body of the skate or cut too close to the cartilage, decreasing the 
quality of the product and/or requiring additional hand-cutting.  Processors prefer hand-cut wings 
because hand-cutting generally produces a better product and higher yield.  Because of the need 
to cut the wings, it is relatively labor-intensive to fish for skates.  Many vessels have therefore 
opted to maximize their DAS by targeting more profitable groundfish species rather than 
increasing their participation in the skate fishery. 
 
New Bedford emerged early-on as the leader in production, both in landed and processed skate 
wings, although skate wings are landed in ports throughout the Gulf of Maine and extending 
down into the Mid-Atlantic.  New Bedford still lands and processes the greatest share of skate 
wings. 
 
The majority (79%) of reported skate wing landings 1995 – 1999 were landed by otter trawl, 
while most of the remaining wing landings were brought in by gillnets (19%).  In general, 
10,000–15,000 pounds of landed wings is considered to be a large trip for an otter trawler.  
Gillnetters tend to land smaller amounts (2,000 – 3,000 pounds of wings during peak seasons).  It 
is assumed that more vessels land skate wings as an incidental catch in mixed fisheries than as a 
targeted species.  Vessels landing skate wings in ports like Portland, ME, Portsmouth, NH, and 
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Gloucester, MA are likely to be landing them incidentally while fishing for species like 
groundfish and monkfish. 
 
There is also a seasonal skate wing fishery in Provincetown, MA.  Buyers in Provincetown 
believe that most vessels land skate wings in Provincetown as incidental catch.  However, 2 – 3 
vessels from Provincetown reportedly target skates seasonally around Stellwagen Bank.  
Provincetown buyers cite market limitations as the primary reason that more effort has not 
expanded into this fishery.  All skate wings that are landed in Provincetown are shipped to New 
Bedford for processing. 
 
Fishermen and dealers also cite market limitations as a factor for low participation in the wing 
fishery in Rhode Island.  Many of the companies that experimented with the wing market in the 
Rhode Island area quickly got out of it, due to low profit margins.  Production has reportedly 
dropped by 80% since the early 1990s for some dealers in the state of Rhode Island. 
 
There is a limited domestic demand for processed skate wings from the white tablecloth 
restaurant business.  Winter skates landed by gillnet vessels are reported to go almost exclusively 
to the wing market.  Some skates are cut onboard the vessel, while many are sold whole and sent 
for processing.  Fishermen indicate that dealers prefer large-sized winter skates for the wing 
market (over three pounds live weight), which are caught seasonally by Southern New England 
gillnet fishermen. 
 
The current market for skate wings remains primarily an export market.  France, Korea, and 
Greece are the leading importers.  France prefers skate wings, a processed product that is either 
skinless or skinless and boneless; frozen individually wrapped in poly (IWP).  The Korean 
market generally prefers whole processed skates, and there is a Japanese market for wings.  
Anecdotal information suggests that there may be a Portuguese market that prefers barndoor 
skates over winter and thorny skates because they are the least stringy, most tender and flavorful 
of the wing skates.  Interestingly, processors reported that barndoors fetch the lowest ex-vessel 
prices of the wing skates because they cannot be skinned by machine, as the skin tears too easily. 
 
Brokers have also secured skates for the European and Asian markets from Argentina and 
Canada.  Argentina initially produced a significant amount of skates, but they were reportedly of 
poor quality.  Processing techniques have improved, and Argentina now provides the bulk of the 
European and Asian market.  Argentina supplements their skate production with large skates 
produced from the U.S. west coast fishery.  Canadian production of skates for the export market 
has diminished, as some of the industry switched toward more lucrative crab and shrimp 
fisheries. 
 
There are currently four known major skate wing processors in New England and another two 
companies in the Mid-Atlantic.  The companies reportedly buy most wings from vessels out of 
the New Bedford and Mid-Atlantic ports.  One major skate processing facility in New Bedford 
reports that about 90% of its product is landed in New Bedford, with the remainder trucked from 
Provincetown, Scituate, and other ports primarily in Massachusetts.  Processors report that while 
demand for the product is generally consistent, profit margins are extremely low.  One processor 
mentioned that the strong U.S. dollar makes the exported product more expensive. 
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Data of annual production of processed and exported skate products is sparse.  Limited trade data 
was collected by NOAA/NMFS for the New England Fisheries Development Program in 1975.  
Reports from an international seafood trade expert at the Seafood Institute indicate that skate 
export poundage was tracked through “Euro Stat Data” until 1995 or 1996, then abandoned.  
Customs does not track the exports, and no census data exists specific to skate exports. 
 

7.3.2 Commercial Fishery Landings 
The Skate SAFE Report (Volume II) presents commercial fishery landings and revenues that are 
not repeated in this section of the FMP document.  The SAFE Report can be referenced for the 
following information: 

• Annual commercial landings of skates on a calendar-year basis 
• Annual commercial landings of skates by state, market category, gear, and port on a 

calendar-year basis 
• Canadian landings of skates 
• Area-specific catch information from Vessel Trip Reports 
 
So that the fishery information in this FMP document is the most up-to-date and includes 
information from at least part of 2001, the data presented below are on a fishing year basis (May 
1 – April 30) instead of a calendar year basis. 
 

7.3.2.1 Live Weight Versus Landed Weight 
Skate landings can be presented in two formats: (1) live weight, the estimated total weight of the 
skates landed, converted to whole skates for wings and (2) landed weight, the actual weight of 
fish landed for commercial sale, including whole skates for bait and just wings for food. 
 
In general, NMFS estimates commercial skate landings from the dealer weighout database and 
reports total skate landings according to live weight (i.e., the weight of the whole skate).  This 
means that a conversion factor is applied to all wing landings so that the estimated weight of the 
entire skate is reported and not just the wings.  While live weight is necessary to consider from a 
biological and stock assessment perspective, it is important to remember that vessels’ revenues 
associated with skate landings are for landed weight (vessels in the wing fishery only make 
money for the weight of wings they sell, not the weight of the entire skate from which the wings 
came).  Therefore, the fishery information presented in the following subsections of this FMP 
document represents the landed weight of skates instead of the live weight.  In contrast, the 
landings information presented in the SAFE Report (Volume II) reflects live weight, unless 
otherwise specified. 
 

7.3.2.2 Vessel Trip Reports Versus Dealer Weighout Reports 
Skate landings are likely to be under-documented because skates have never been federally-
managed, and vessels currently are not required to possess a permit specifically for skate fishing 
in federal waters.  The owner or operator of any vessel issued a federal fishery permit (limited 
access or open access, with the exception of lobster permits) must submit a daily fishing log 
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report (Vessel Trip Report, VTR) for all fishing trips, regardless of species fished for or taken.  
The VTR contains detailed information on various aspects of each trip, including area fished and 
pounds of individual species landed and/or discarded. 
 
Under current regulations, vessels harvesting skates in federal waters that do not have a federal 
vessel permit for another fishery do not have to submit VTRs.  (This could occur if a vessel that 
does not possess any federal fisheries permits fishes in one of the Southern New England 
exempted fisheries for skates.)  However, a vessel that has a federal permit for other federal 
fisheries such as multispecies, scallop, dogfish, or monkfish is required to report (via VTR) all 
species caught and discarded on each trip, including skates, whether the skates are caught 
incidentally or as the target species.  Because skates currently may be caught and sold by vessels 
without any federal permits (and therefore not reported through VTR), the amount of skate 
reported on the Vessel Trip Reports may be an underestimation of the total amount of skates 
caught and/or landed. 
 
A fish dealer who purchases fish for which there is a federal vessel permit (monkfish, 
multispecies, scallops, or dogfish, for example) must have the corresponding federal dealer 
permit.  Federally-permitted dealers are required to submit a weekly report which lists all fish 
purchases (except surf clam and ocean quahog dealers who are required to report only surf clam 
and ocean quahog purchases).  For example, if a dealer has a dealer permit for multispecies, the 
dealer must also report purchases of skates and all other species in addition to purchases of 
multispecies.  The landings and price data from these weekly reports comprise the “dealer 
weighout database.” 
 
Skates can currently be sold to any dealer because no federal vessel or dealer permits exist.  
Because skates do not have to be sold only to federally permitted dealers, skate landings reported 
by federally permitted dealers may be an underestimation of the total amount of skate purchased 
by dealers.  One non-reporting bait dealer in New Bedford has been identified whose business is 
selling fish racks from local processors, in addition to skates landed on order by local vessels. 
 
While both the VTR and the dealer weighout database are likely to under-document skate 
landings, the Skate PDT believes that the dealer weighout database currently is more reliable 
than the VTR for several reasons.  Because vessels are not required to have a specific permit to 
fish for skates, the total number of vessels catching skates and the proportion of the total catch 
that is captured in the VTR remains unknown.  There may be skate fishing occurring exclusively 
in state waters, and there may be several vessels fishing in the Southern New England exempted 
fisheries for skates without any other federal permits.  In fact, it is likely that there are vessels 
fishing for skates exclusively in state waters to supply local lobster vessels with bait (in small 
communities on the Cape and the Islands, for example).  Any of these vessels that do not possess 
a federal multispecies (or other) permit are not required to report their catch through a VTR. 
 
Most dealers are likely to have at least one federal fishery permit because very few deal 
exclusively with skates.  This means that most dealers purchasing skates are submitting weekly 
reports documenting purchases from all species.  One dealer in RI has been identified whose 
business is almost entirely skates, but that dealer claims to have been voluntarily reporting skate 
purchases for years.  The dealer data is assumed to be more reliable for skate landings at this 
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time.  In addition, dealers report skate purchases by market category/product code, which is 
helpful in characterizing skate fishing activity for the wing market and for the lobster bait 
market.  Market categories for skates are also available in the VTR database, but in almost all 
cases, vessels report their skate landings as “unclassified skates” rather than by market category. 
 
Therefore, the fishery information presented in the following subsections of this FMP document 
is from the dealer weighout database.  Section 3.2.7 of the Skate SAFE Report (Volume II) 
presents VTR information for “area fished.” 
 

7.3.2.3 Landings by Fishing Year and Market Category 
Section 3.2.2 of the Skate SAFE Report (Volume II) presents a time series of total annual 
landings of skates (calendar year, live weight) from 1960-1999.  Additional information is 
presented below (fishing year, landed weight). 
 
Table 39 reports the total landed weight of skates (wings and bait) and total skate revenues from 
the dealer weighout database for fishing years 1994-2000.  Over this time series, total landings 
averaged 14,103,000 pounds, and total revenues averaged $3,839,440 (in 1999 dollars).  The 
1996 fishing year (FY96) represents the time series high, with landings totaling more than 
18,500,000 pounds.  With the exception of the 1998 fishing year (FY98), reported landings and 
revenues since FY96 have been relatively stable. 
 
Table 39  Total Reported Skate Landings and Revenues, Fishing Years 1994-2000 

FISHING YEAR TOTAL LANDED WEIGHT (Thousands 
of pounds) 

TOTAL REVENUES 
(Thousands of 1999 dollars) 

1994 7,828.7 4,995 

1995 9,075.8 2,933.6 

1996 18,593.6 6,038.4 

1997 15,435 2,982.1 

1998 17,361.4 3,469.6 

1999 15,299 3,101.1 

2000 15,127.7 3,356.3 
Source: NMFS Dealer Weighout Database 
 
Federally-permitted dealers report most of the skates they purchase by two separate market 
categories: unclassified skates (code 3650) and unclassified wings (code 3651).  There are also 
product codes specifically for little skates (3660), winter skates (3670), and barndoor skates 
(3680), but these are very seldom used.  In fact, landings from these other product codes were 
not included in this section because they represent less than 1% of the total skate landings in any 
given year. 
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Unclassified skates (3650) are assumed to be landed whole and used primarily for lobster bait.  
Unclassified wings (3651) are assumed to be landed as wings and used primarily for seafood 
consumption (most wings are exported to international seafood markets).  While the landings by 
market category from the dealer weighout data may not be entirely complete (for reasons 
previously discussed), they can be examined to identify the general proportion of skate landings 
that are used for either the lobster bait market or the seafood market.  They can also be 
disaggregated into individual ports to characterize skate fishing activity in the port (see Section 
7.3.3). 
 
Table 40 separates total reported skate landings and revenues into those assumed to be from the 
bait fishery (3650, unclassified skates) and the wing fishery (3651, unclassified wings).  The 
inconsistencies in the time series, particularly with the bait fishery in FY94 and FY95, are 
probably a result of mis-reporting and under-reporting and highlight the reasons why 
implementing better reporting requirements for skates is so important.  Excluding FY94 and 
FY95, the data presented in Table 40 suggest that less than 50% of the total weight of skates 
landed is from the wing fishery.  From FY96-FY00, wing landings averaged 46% of total skate 
landings.  In terms of revenues, however, skate wings are much more commercially valuable 
than skate bait.  From FY96-FY00, revenues from wing landings averaged 81% of the total 
revenues from skate landings. 
 
While wing landings represent less than one-half of the total pounds of skates landed, converting 
them to live weight produces a different result.  The landings information presented in the Skate 
SAFE Report (see Volume II) indicates that based on live weight, skate wings accounted for 
about 60% of the total skate catch from 1995-1999. 
 
It is difficult to identify trends in either the bait or wing fishery based on the information 
presented in Table 40, especially because these data are considered to be incomplete.  Landings 
in both the bait and wing fisheries appear to be somewhat inconsistent, which is again due, in 
part, to under-reporting and mis-reporting. 
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Table 40  Total Reported Skate Landings and Revenues by Market Category, Fishing 

Years 1994-2000 

FISHING YEAR MARKET CODE LANDED LBS 
(Thousands) 

REVENUES 
(Thousands of 1999 dollars) 

1994 Bait 3650 – Uncl. Skates 753.1 65.5 

1994 Wings 3651 – Uncl. Wings 7,075.6 4,929.5 

1994 TOTAL 3650 + 3651 7,828.7 4,995 

1995 Bait 3650 – Uncl. Skates 5,780.4 1,227.1 

1995 Wings 3651 – Uncl. Wings 3,295.3 1,706.5 

1995 TOTAL 3650 + 3651 9,075.8 2,933.6 

1996 Bait 3650 – Uncl. Skates 8,395.3 1,033.7 

1996 Wings 3651 – Uncl. Wings 10,198.3 5,004.6 

1996 TOTAL 3650 + 3651 18,593.6 6,038.4 

1997 Bait 3650 – Uncl. Skates 10,088.1 832.5 

1997 Wings 3651 – Uncl. Wings 5,346.9 2,149.6 

1997 TOTAL 3650 + 3651 15,435 2,982.1 

1998 Bait 3650 – Uncl. Skates 10,136.6 653 

1998 Wings 3651 – Uncl. Wings 7,224.8 2,816.6 

1998 TOTAL 3650 + 3651 17,361.4 3,469.6 

1999 Bait 3650 – Uncl. Skates 8,511.3 542.1 

1999 Wings 3651 – Uncl. Wings 6,787.8 2,559 

1999 TOTAL 3650 + 3651 15,299 3,101.1 

2000 Bait 3650 – Uncl. Skates 6,609.7 474 

2000 Wings 3651 – Uncl. Wings 8,518 2,882.3 

2000 TOTAL 3650 + 3651 15,127.7 3,356.3 

Source: NMFS Dealer Weighout Database 
 

7.3.2.4 Landings by Gear 
The otter trawl is the primary gear used to catch skates.  Almost all skates caught for the lobster 
bait fishery are caught with an otter trawl.  Gillnets are the secondary gear used to catch skates.  
Almost all skates that are caught with gillnets are landed as wings.  Most otter trawl and gillnet 
gear used to catch skates is identical to gear used in the multispecies and monkfish fisheries.  In 
fact, most skate wings are caught incidentally in the multispecies and monkfish fisheries. 
 
Other gears in which skates are consistently caught include hook gear (mostly bottom longline) 
and scallop dredges.  Skate landings from these gear types usually account for more than 99% of 
total annual skate landings and are examined in detail below.  Landings by gear are also reported 
in the Skate SAFE Report (see Volume II) from 1995-1999 for otter trawl, gillnet, hook and line, 
scallop dredge, seines, pots and traps, pelagic longline, other dredges, unknown gear, and all 
other gears combined. 
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Table 41 summarizes skate landings by otter trawl vessels from the NMFS dealer weighout 
database for fishing years 1994-2000.  Data from FY94 and FY95 in particular appear to be 
problematic in terms of mis-reporting and under-reporting.  From FY96-FY00, skate landings 
from otter trawl vessels averaged about 90% of total skate landings.  In terms of landed weight, 
an average of 55% of skate landings from otter trawl vessels are for the bait fishery, with the 
remaining 45% for the wing fishery.  (The Skate SAFE Report suggests about a 50/50 ratio in 
terms of live weight.)  Again, almost all skates landed for the bait fishery are landed by otter 
trawl vessels.  In fact, from FY96-FY00, bait landings by otter trawl vessels accounted for an 
average 97% of total bait landings.  Wing landings by otter trawl vessels accounted for an 
average 83% of total wing landings for the same time period. 
 
Table 41  Reported Skate Landings by Otter Trawls, Fishing Years 1994-2000 

FISHING 
YEAR 

Bait Landed 
(% of total skate landings 
from otter trawl) 

Wings Landed 
(% of total skate landings 
from otter trawl) 

TOTAL LANDINGS 
(% of total skate landings 
from all gears) 

1994 742.4 (10.8%) 6,107.8 (89.2%) 6,850.1 (87.5%) 

1995 5,717.2 (69.4%) 2,519.1 (30.6%) 8,236.3 (90.8%) 

1996 8,360.5 (47.5%) 9,246.3 (52.5%) 17,606.8 (94.7%) 

1997 8,882.3 (57.5%) 4,275.3 (42.5%) 13,157.6 (85.2%) 

1998 10,090.9 (63.5%) 5,807 (36.5%) 15,898 (91.6%) 

1999 8,382.7 (59.9%) 5,620.3 (40.1%) 14,002.9 (91.5%) 

2000 6,548.1 (48.5%) 6,966.3 (51.5%) 13,514.4 (89.3%) 
Landings are expressed in thousands of pounds. 
Source: NMFS Dealer Weighout Database 
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Table 42 summarizes skate landings by gillnet vessels from the NMFS dealer weighout database 
for fishing years 1994-2000.  Data from FY97 in particular appear to be problematic in terms of 
mis-reporting and/or under-reporting.  For the time series, skate landings from gillnet vessels 
averaged about 8.5% of total skate landings.  With the exception of FY97, an average 3.4% of 
skate landings from gillnet vessels are for the bait fishery, with the remaining 96.6% for the wing 
fishery.  Generally (excluding FY97), bait landings from gillnet vessels have accounted for 1% 
or less of total skate bait landings.  Wing landings from gillnet vessels have averaged about 15% 
of total wing landings. 
 
Table 42  Reported Skate Landings by Gillnets, Fishing Years 1994-2000 

FISHING 
YEAR 

Bait Landed 
(% of total skate landings 
from gillnet) 

Wings Landed 
(% of total skate landings 
from gillnet) 

TOTAL LANDINGS 
(% of total skate landings 
from all gears) 

1994 6.6 (0.9%) 690.3 (99.1%) 696.9 (8.9%) 

1995 33.3 (4.6%) 689.2 (95.4%) 722.4 (8%) 

1996 31.7 (3.6%) 847.3 (96.4%) 879 (4.7%) 

1997 1,205.7 (57.4%) 893.8 (42.6%) 2,099.4 (13.6%) 

1998 5.8 (0.5%) 1,180.4 (99.5%) 1,186.2 (6.8%) 

1999 90.6 (7.7%) 1,087.7 (92.3%) 1,178.2 (7.7%) 

2000 49.1 (3.3%) 1,421.7 (96.7%) 1,470.8 (9.7%) 
Landings are expressed in thousands of pounds. 
Source: NMFS Dealer Weighout Database 
 
Table 43 summarizes skate landings by bottom longline vessels from the NMFS dealer weighout 
database for fishing years 1994-2000.  Generally, bottom longline vessels do not land large 
quantities of skates and have contributed to less than 1% of the total skate landings since the 
1995 fishing year.  Almost all skates that are landed by bottom longline vessels are for the wing 
fishery. 
 
Table 43  Reported Skate Landings by Bottom Longlines, Fishing Years 1994-2000 

FISHING 
YEAR 

Bait Landed 
(% of total skate landings 
from bottom longline) 

Wings Landed 
(% of total skate landings 
from bottom longline) 

TOTAL LANDINGS 
(% of total skate landings 
from all gears) 

1994 3.8 (2.3%) 158.3 (97.7%) 162.1 (2.1%) 

1995 0 (0%) 51.9 (100%) 51.9 (0.6%) 

1996 0 (0%) 39 (100%) 39 (0.2%) 

1997 0 (0%) 37 (100%) 37 (0.2%) 

1998 0 (0%) 46.7 (100%) 46.7 (0.3%) 

1999 12.4 (26.7%) 34 (73.3%) 46.4 (0.3%) 

2000 0 (0%) 16.3 (100%) 16.3 (0.1%) 
Landings are expressed in thousands of pounds. 
Source: NMFS Dealer Weighout Database 
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Table 44 summarizes skate landings by scallop dredge vessels from the NMFS dealer weighout 
database for fishing years 1994-2000.  Similar to bottom longline vessels, scallop dredge vessels 
do not land large quantities of skates.  Since FY94, skate landings from scallop dredge vessels 
have accounted for far less than 1% of the total skate landings. 
 
Table 44  Reported Skate Landings by Scallop Dredges, Fishing Years 1994-2000 

FISHING 
YEAR 

Bait Landed 
(% of total skate landings 
from scallop dredge) 

Wings Landed 
(% of total skate landings 
from scallop dredge) 

TOTAL LANDINGS 
(% of total skate landings 
from all gears) 

1994 0 (0%) 94.7 (100%) 94.7 (1.2%) 

1995 24.9 (57.8%) 18.3 (42.2%) 43.1 (0.5%) 

1996 2 (10.9%) 16.3 (89.1%) 18.3 (0.1%) 

1997 0 (0%) 24.9 (100%) 24.9 (0.2%) 

1998 39.8 (35.3%) 73.1 (64.7%) 112.9 (0.7%) 

1999 0.2 (14.3%) 1.2 (85.7%) 1.4 (0.01%) 

2000 0 (0%) 8.5 (100%) 8.5 (0.05%) 
Landings are expressed in thousands of pounds. 
Source: NMFS Dealer Weighout Database 
 

7.3.2.5 Landings by Port 
Section 3.2.6 of the Skate SAFE Report (Volume II) identifies the following ports as the top 
ports of landing for skate bait and wings: 

Skate Bait Landings 
1. Point Judith, RI 
2. Tiverton, RI 
3. Stonington, CT 
4. Cape May/Wildwood, NJ 
5. New Bedford, MA 
6. Belford, NJ and Newport, RI (only recently) 
 
Skate Wing Landings 
1. New Bedford/Westport, MA 
2. Provincetown, MA 
3. Point Judith, RI 
4. Hampton Bay, NY 
5. Portland, ME 
6. Gloucester, MA 
7. Point Pleasant, NJ 
 
Landings information for these and other ports from calendar years 1995-1999 are presented in 
the SAFE Report.  In addition, updated information on landings and revenues for these and other 
ports is presented in Section 7.3.3 below. 
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7.3.3 Port/Community Information 

7.3.3.1 Introduction 
This section summarizes available fishery, social, economic, and cultural information about 
vessels and communities engaged in skate fisheries.  Information contained in this section is 
useful for assessing the economic, social, and community impacts of the Skate FMP 
management measures and helps to meet the Council’s legal requirements under the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as well as other applicable law. 
 
NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the interactions of natural and human environments, 
and the impacts on both systems of any changes due to governmental activities or policies.  This 
consideration is to be done through the use of "a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which 
will ensure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences ... in planning and decision-
making" [NEPA section 102(2)(a)].  Unquantified environmental amenities and values must be 
considered and weighed on par with technical and economic considerations.  Unquantified 
amenities and values include such factors as angler satisfaction, job satisfaction and an 
independent life-style for commercial fishermen, and the opportunity to see species, such as 
salmon, in the wild for the non-consumptive user of marine fishery resources.  Technical 
considerations include the management of fishing gears and enforceability of regulations. 
 
NEPA specifies that the term “human environment” shall be interpreted comprehensively to 
include the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that 
environment [40 CFR 1508.14].  When analyses predict that a fishery management action or 
policy will have a significant effect on the human environment, a detailed Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), including results of various analyses, must be prepared.  The Skate FMP 
development process consequently requires the development of an EIS. 
 
The MSFCMA has reflected the NEPA approach in the National Standards for fishery 
management.  The “prohibition on overfishing” standard (NS1), “use of best available scientific 
information” standard (NS2), and the “fair and equitable allocation” standard (NS4) are 
examples of this.  Where a “system for limiting access to the fishery in order to achieve optimum 
yield” [MSFCMA section 303(b)(6)] is deemed necessary, the MSFCMA requires the Secretary 
of Commerce and the Council to consider in depth the economic and social impacts of the 
system.  In 1990, the MSFCMA was amended further and required that an FMP must assess, 
specify, and describe the likely effects of conservation and management measures on participants 
in the affected fishery, and the effects on participants in other fisheries that may be affected 
directly or indirectly [MSFCMA section 303(a)(9)].  This requirement strengthened the 
relationship between the MSFCMA and NEPA. 
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In the 1996 amendments to the MSFCMA, Congress added provisions directly related to social 
and economic factors for consideration by Councils and NMFS.  National Standard 8 of the 
MSFCMA states that: 

Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation 
requirements of this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of 
overfished stocks), take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing 
communities in order to (A) provide for sustained participation of such 
communities, and (B) to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic 
impacts on such communities. 

 
National Standard 8 requires the Council to consider the importance of fishery resources to 
affected communities and provide those communities with continuing access to fishery 
resources, but it does not allow the Council to compromise the conservation objectives of the 
management measures.  “Sustained participation” is interpreted as continued access to the 
fishery within the constraints of the condition of the resource. 
 
In summary, a full range of impact assessments – ecological, economic, and social – are 
necessary not only to meet MSFCMA and NEPA requirements, but also to improve the 
Council’s decision-making process. 
 

7.3.3.2 Available Information about Skate Communities 
It is fortunate that the skate fishery overlaps as much as it does with the multispecies fishery 
because a substantial amount of information is available about the communities engaged in the 
multispecies fishery.  This FMP builds on that information and supplements it with skate-specific 
data.  While it is not practical to include all available social and community information in this 
FMP document, appropriate references are included in the following subsections so that readers 
and reviewers can access any additional materials in which they are interested.  In addition, most 
of these additional materials can be obtained by contacting the Council office. 
 
Madeleine Hall-Arber et. al. recently completed a report entitled, “Fishing Communities and 
Fishing Dependency in the Northeast Region of the United States” as part of a grant received 
through the Marine Fisheries Initiative (MARFIN).  This MARFIN Report serves to lay the 
groundwork for regional and community data sharing among managers, fishing industry 
participants, and fishing communities.  It complements an economic input-output model (based 
on IMPLAN) currently being updated at Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution.  One unique 
feature of the MARFIN Report is that it attempts to characterize and quantify fishing dependence 
in various coastal communities.  Measuring fishing dependence is complicated and requires 
consideration of fishing history, infrastructure, social institution, gentrification, etc..  These and 
other issues are described in the MARFIN Report. 
 
While it is not practical to include the MARFIN Report as part of the Skate FMP document (it is 
more than 400 pages), it should be noted that the MARFIN Report serves as an important 
reference.  It is noted in the subsections below when additional information can be obtained by 
referencing the MARFIN Report as well as other relevant materials. 
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The MARFIN Report updates economic, social, and cultural data for fishing communities in 
New England (Maine – Connecticut), but does not include Mid-Atlantic states.  Bonnie McCay 
et. al. recently received funding to conduct similar research for the Mid-Atlantic states.  McCay 
et. al. propose to use demographic, ethnographic, survey, and participatory methods to develop 
community profiles for Mid-Atlantic fishing communities that are comparable in structure and 
scope to those used by Hall-Arber et al.  This, combined with the MARFIN Report for the New 
England states, should provide a baseline database that can be used to assess the impacts of 
changes in the regulatory environment on fisheries and fishing communities now and in the 
future.  Since the MARFIN and McCay et. al. work is intended to represent a starting point for 
the systematic collection of social and community information, the data should be updated 
regularly as more information becomes available. 
 
While a similar report for the Mid-Atlantic states is currently not available, McCay and Cieri did 
recently complete general updates to port profiles for the Mid-Atlantic region as work funded by 
the Mid-Atlantic Council (McCay and Cieri, 2000).  Resources were quite limited, but McCay 
and Cieri utilized NMFS landings data, census information, brief visits to ports and interviews 
with key informants, and other materials where available to characterize fishing ports in the Mid-
Atlantic region.  This information will serve as the most recent information for these ports until 
additional work is completed.  Again, while it is not practical to include this report as part of the 
Skate FMP document, it should be noted that this report serves as another important reference.  It 
is noted in the subsections below when additional information can be obtained by referencing the 
McCay and Cieri 2000 report. 
 
The references for the two documents discussed above are: 

Hall-Arber, Madeleine, Christopher Dyer, John Poggie, James McNally and Renee Gagne, 2001.  
Fishing Communities and Fishing Dependency in the Northeast Region of the United 
States.  MARFIN Project Final Report to National Marine Fisheries Service, 429 pp. 

McCay, Bonnie and Marie Cieri, April 2000.  Fishing Ports of the Mid-Atlantic.  Report to the 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council, Dover, Delaware, 183 pp. 

 
The two additional reports described below contain fishing community information and serve as 
useful references. 
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In October 1996, Aguirre International completed a report entitled, An Appraisal of the Social 
and Cultural Aspects of the Multispecies Groundfish Fishery in New England and the Mid-
Atlantic Regions.  This report was intended to be the result of the first phase of a comprehensive 
assessment of the social and cultural characteristics of fishing communities involved in the 
multispecies fishery.  The recently completed MARFIN Report builds on the information 
presented in the Aguirre Report and includes more information about dependence, gentrification, 
and other important issues.  However, the Aguirre Report is still useful for some historic 
information and for a snapshot of some fishing communities around the time of implementation 
of Amendments 5 and 7.  The communities profiled in the Aguirre Report include: 

• Primary Ports: Portland, ME; Gloucester, MA; Chatham, MA; New Bedford, MA; Point 
Judith, RI 

• Secondary Ports: Stonington and Downeast, ME; Portsmouth, NH and southern Maine 
ports; Provincetown, MA; Newport, RI; Montauk, NY; Ocean City, MD; Tidewater, VA; 
Wanchese, NC. 

 
Bonnie McCay et. al. completed a report for the Mid-Atlantic Council detailing aspects of 
fishing communities in the Mid-Atlantic region in December 1993.  This report was intended to 
serve as a source document for social and economic impact assessments and contains useful 
information about the fisheries in which vessels in these communities participate.  While it does 
not include much social and community information (demographics, cultural information, etc.), 
the economic and fisheries information is helpful to characterize communities’ involvement in 
and dependence on various fisheries, including the multispecies fishery.  The report provides 
information on communities throughout the Mid-Atlantic area, including ports in New York, 
New Jersey, and Rhode Island, as well as Stonington, CT, New Bedford and Chatham, MA, 
Wanchese, NC, Ocean City, MD, and Hampton Roads, VA. 
 
The references for the two documents discussed above are: 

Aguirre International, October 1996.  An Appraisal of the Social and Cultural Aspects of the 
Multispecies Groundfish Fishery in New England and the Mid-Atlantic Regions.  
Submitted to NOAA under Contract Number 50-DGNF-5-00008, 141 pp. 

McCay, Bonnie, Blinkoff, Belinda, Blinkoff, Robbie, and Bart, David, December 1993.  Report, 
Part 2, Phase I, Fishery Impact Management Project, to the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council.  Report to the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council, Dover, 
Delaware, 179 pp. 
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7.3.3.3 Fishing Communities of Interest for the Skate FMP 
Section 316 of MSFCMA defines a fishing community as: 

“a community which is substantially dependent on or substantially engaged in the 
harvesting or processing of fishery resources to meet social and economic needs, 
and includes fishing vessel owners, operators, and crew and United States fish 
processors that are based in such community.” 

It is important to note that fishing communities are not bounded or separated from the commerce 
and institutional apparatus of the larger cities and towns in which they are located.  In fact, most 
fishing communities rely on a rather complicated network of business and social ties that extend 
well beyond the boundaries of their communities and often into other fishing communities in the 
region. 
 
As part of the development of Amendment 13 to the Multispecies FMP, coastal communities 
throughout the Northeast Region were organized into primary and secondary community groups 
based on participation in the groundfish fishery since the 1994 fishing year.  The community 
groups are assembled in such a way that additional information about them can be obtained by 
cross-referencing information about the sub-regions in the MARFIN Report.  The community 
groups are essentially subsets of the sub-regions identified in the MARFIN Report.  They also 
help to streamline the assessment process, while still providing a mechanism to consider impacts 
on all ports in which groundfish are landed. 
 
For the most part, social and demographic statistics are compiled by the Census Bureau at the 
county level, so the community groups include those communities that can be found within the 
same county or within adjacent counties, depending on how the MARFIN sub-regions are 
structured.  That way, county-level census data may be more useful to characterize changes in 
the fishing communities located within a particular county or within adjacent counties. 
 
While approximately 46 primary and secondary community groups from ME-NC were identified 
for as part of the Amendment 13 process, the scope and range of skate fisheries does not require 
consideration of all 46 groups.  The distribution of skate landings throughout the region is far 
less wide, and it is possible to identify a smaller list of community groups that include the vast 
majority of the skate fishery.  In addition, given the limited skate-specific information that is 
available, it is not necessary to differentiate between primary and secondary community groups 
for skates at this time. 
 
The list below identifies the community groups that will be the focus of the Skate FMP.  
Additional information is presented for each of these community groups in the following 
subsections. 

1. Portland, Maine 
2. Gloucester, Massachusetts 
3. New Bedford/Fairhaven, Massachusetts 
4. Provincetown, Massachusetts 
5. Point Judith, Rhode Island 



 

Final Skate FMP/EIS   Volume I 339

6. Western Rhode Island – Charlestown, Westerly, South Kingstown (Wakefield), and North 
Kingstown (Wickford) 

7. Eastern Rhode Island – Newport, Tiverton, Portsmouth, Jamestown, Middletown, and Little 
Compton 

8. Eastern Long Island, NY – Montauk, Hampton Bay, Shinnecock, and Greenport 
9. Northern Coastal New Jersey – Point Pleasant, Belford, Long Beach/Barnegat Light, 

Barnegat, Highlands, Belmar, Sea Bright, and Manasquan 
10. Southern Coastal New Jersey – Cape May, Wildwood, Burleigh, Sea Isle City, Ocean City, 

Stone Harbor, and Avalon 
 
It should be noted that some skate landings have been reported from ports in Connecticut as well.  
Unfortunately, detailed data at the trip and individual-vessel level for CT ports are not available 
for use at this time.  Council staff is currently working with staff from CT DEP to obtain this 
information and will provide it for the final Skate FMP document if possible.  Also, the 
MARFIN Report provides detailed profiles of New London and Stonington, Connecticut.  It also 
includes a general profile of the Connecticut sub-region.  These profiles should be referenced for 
additional information about fishing communities in CT. 
 
In addition to the information presented in this FMP document, Section 3.2.6 of the Skate SAFE 
Report (see Volume II) includes annual skate landings by market category for all ports engaged 
in skate fisheries from 1995-1999. 
 

7.3.3.3.1 Portland, Maine  
Portland, Maine has been identified as a central and primary port for the multispecies fishery, but 
this community’s involvement in the skate fishery is limited and rather insignificant relative to 
other fishing activity in the area.  The MARFIN Report provides a detailed profile of Portland as 
well as a general demographic profile of Cumberland County, the county in which Portland is 
located.  These profiles should be referenced for social and demographic data not contained in 
this FMP document.  In addition, the Portland Fish Exchange (PFE) publishes an annual report 
that details activity at the Exchange.  These reports include information about prices, annual and 
monthly landings, cull sizes, and other important economic information.  Information about the 
PFE can be obtained from its website, www.portlandfishexchange.com. 
 
Maine became a state in 1820, and Portland became the capital.  Portland has a rich history in 
commercial fishing, and it is considered an active port still today.  Revenues from the 
commercial fishing industry may only represent about ten percent of the city’s gross product, but 
commercial fishing is considered culturally important to the city.  Portland showed its support 
for the presence of a strong commercial fishing industry when it helped establish the Portland 
Fish Exchange in 1987.  Portland then became the first city on the East Coast with a display 
auction for the sale of fresh fish.  After a somewhat rocky start, the Portland Fish Exchange has 
been very successful, and about 90% of groundfish landed in Portland goes through the auction. 
 
According to the 1990 Census, 64,358 people lived in Portland in 1989.  The racial and ethnic 
background of Portland citizens has been primarily English, French, and Irish, but experts predict 
that these figures will radically change in the 2000 Census.  MARFIN reports that Portland has 
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21 processors of fresh and frozen seafood.  Respondents estimated that 300-400 households are 
directly dependent on commercial fishing and about 1,500-2,000 households are indirectly 
dependent.  MARFIN also found that the majority of fishermen from Portland are from Maine 
and are year-round harvesters.  It is interesting to note that the limiting factor in the growth of 
fish processing in Maine seems to be due more to labor shortages than lack of fish. 
 
MARFIN reports that trawlers, longliners, and gillnetters have traditionally worked out of 
Portland.  According to 1992 NMFS permit data, 68 commercial vessels were homeported in 
Portland, and in 1997 that number fell to 51.  When groundfish fishermen faced cut backs in 
days-at-sea regulations, a number of large groundfish vessels switched to the herring, mackerel, 
and squid fisheries.  Some smaller groundfish vessels turned to lobster fishing instead.  The 
groundfish industry in Portland seems to be recuperating, and in 2000 there were at least 18 large 
groundfish boats.  Another shift in the groundfish fleet has been in the pattern of ownership.  The 
MARFIN Report found that before DAS limitations, most vessels in Portland were owner-
operated; today more of Portland’s groundfish fleet is comprised of owners of two and three 
vessels.  Some key informants in the MARFIN survey indicated that the cumulative impacts of 
Amendment 5 and 7 are what has affected Portland the most.  The top ten species landed in 
Portland in 1997 according to the MARFIN Report (in order of pounds landed) were: herring, 
lobster, shrimp, plaice, cod, witch flounder, pollock, monkfish, white hake and silver hake.  The 
recreational fishing industry seems to be limited in Portland, but it was reported that there are 
five marinas in South Portland. 
 
Fishing Activity in Portland 
Table 45 summarizes landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in Portland from the 
dealer weighout database.  Because skate fishing activity is so closely related to multispecies 
fishing activity and because there are no specific permits for skate fishing at this time, fishery 
information for multispecies permit holders is likely to capture the vast majority of any skate 
fishing activity that is currently documented in the dealer weighout database.  The data presented 
in Table 45 are reported from dealers based on where the fish are landed and help to characterize 
the extent of skate and other fishing activity occurring in the area and the importance of the area 
as a port of landing. 
 
Overall, the number of multispecies-permitted vessels that land fish in Portland has decreased by 
25% since FY94.  While the number of multispecies vessels has declined, the total landings by 
these vessels have increased by 81% over the time series.  However, total revenues have fallen 
by 21%; this is explained by the significant increase in low-value, small mesh non-multispecies 
since FY96 (probably herring).  Skate landings by multispecies permit holders in Portland were 
not significant over the time series and actually declined 66% from FY94 to FY00.  In FY94, 
skate landings only accounted for 1.1% of total landings by multispecies permit holders in 
Portland; in FY00, this percentage fell to only 0.2%.  Skate revenues represent an even smaller 
fraction of total fisheries revenues for multispecies vessels in Portland. 
 
Multispecies vessels landing in Portland do not appear to be substantially involved or dependent 
on the skate fisheries.  For example, in FY00, skate landings in Portland accounted for 1.2% of 
total wing landings and 0.7% of all skate landings.  Skate revenues in Portland accounted for 
1.8% of total wing revenues and 1.6% of all skate revenues in FY00.  Virtually no bait skates are 



 

Final Skate FMP/EIS   Volume I 341

landed in Portland, despite Maine’s significant involvement in the lobster fishery.  This is 
because lobstermen north of Cape Cod tend to prefer herring, mackerel, menhaden and hakes 
(whiting and red hake) over skates for lobster bait. 
 
Table 45  Landings and Revenues from Multispecies Permit Holders in Portland, Maine 

(Dealer Activity) 

Fishing Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Vessels 189 193 172 184 137 145 139 

TOTAL        

Landings 27,221.1 27,579.3 30,697 57,070.8 32,727.6 40,873 49,309.8 

Revenues 32,004.9 30,748.2 27,688.2 24,236.5 20,658.6 24,618.8 25,322.8 

SKATE BAIT        

Landings 3.8 0.2 0 0 0.3 0 0 

Revenues 2.8 0.1 0 0 0.2 0 0 

SKATE WINGS        

Landings 303.1 200.6 206.6 0.02 144.1 150.2 102.6 

Revenues 203.2 117.8 110.9 0.003 69.8 81.2 52.3 

GROUNDFISH        

Landings 17,010.7 15,002 14,622.3 13,979.3 12,652.8 11,952.3 15,588.9 

Revenues 21,130.2 19,019.3 16,731 14,927.2 14,632.5 14,870.3 16,371.5 

SMALL MESH 
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 1,322.9 1,906.4 3,219.9 1,179.6 147.3 143.2 17.1 

Revenues 461.4 635.1 1,169 305 46.5 55.1 9.2 

SMALL MESH 
NON-
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 3,684.7 5,240.7 8,120.2 38,714.5 15,869 23,816.6 30,313.7 

Revenues 3,700.8 4,324.5 4,561.1 4,861.4 1,869 2,983.4 2,075.3 

HIGH VALUE 
SPECIES 

       

Landings 63.1 239.8 52.9 45.3 23 27.7 1.1 

Revenues 545.4 963.5 228.9 156.9 117.5 190.2 6.5 

Landings are in thousands of pounds and revenues are in thousands of 1999 dollars. 
Skate bait represents market category 3650, and skate wings represent market category 3651.  
Groundfish includes cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, witch flounder, winter flounder, windowpane 

flounder, American plaice, pollock, redfish, and white hake. 
Small Mesh Multispecies includes silver hake, red hake, offshore hake, and ocean pout. 
Small Mesh Non-Multispecies includes butterfish, herring, mackerel, scup, shrimp, loligo squid, and illex 

squid. 
High Value Species includes bluefin tuna, bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, American lobster, and sea scallops. 
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7.3.3.3.2 Gloucester, Massachusetts 
Gloucester, Massachusetts is another central and primary port for the multispecies fishery that 
has had limited involvement in skate fisheries.  The MARFIN Report provides a detailed profile 
of Gloucester.  It also includes a general profile of the North Shore sub-region and Essex County, 
the county in which Gloucester and the North Shore communities are located.  These profiles 
should be referenced for social and demographic data not contained in this FMP document. 
 
Gloucester has been a fishing port since it was founded in 1623.  One individual told MARFIN 
researchers, “everyone in Gloucester knows a fisherman.”  It is a tight community where fishing 
is still an honorable profession.  It was mentioned in the MARFIN Report that Gloucester is 
probably diversified enough to sustain itself without fishing, but it is hard to imagine a city like 
Gloucester without commercial fishing.  Gloucester’s inner harbor is a “designated port area,” 
thus legally bound to maintaining marine dependent uses. 
 
The 1990 Census reported that 28,716 individuals lived in Gloucester, and in 1996, that number 
increased to 29,267.  In 1997, there were 226 federally-permitted vessels in Gloucester.  One 
respondent from the MARFIN Report estimated that 90% of the fleet was born in the Gloucester 
area, and sixty percent of those individuals have fishing in their family history.  Gloucester is the 
original home of frozen fish thanks to Gloucester native, Clarence Birdseye, who developed the 
technique of freezing fish.  Today, Gloucester is still the leader in processing frozen fish, but 
most of the fish is imported from Canada, Iceland, and Norway.  Gloucester has a large 
infrastructure for commercial fishing including dealers, trucking companies, the Gloucester 
Display Auction, and several fuel companies.  In 1997, it was estimated that there were 1,581 
employees earning $58 million in the seafood processing and wholesaling industry in Gloucester. 
 
Most fishermen in Gloucester are full-time, but due to fishery regulations many have 
supplemented their income with other land-based jobs such as mechanics or construction 
workers.  The MARFIN Report found that most fishermen from Gloucester are full-time 
groundfish fishermen or lobstermen.  There are numerous fishing-related organizations in 
Gloucester, and many of them have been active in the regional fisheries management process.  
The communication between the fishing industry and government representatives is said to be 
“strong” in Gloucester.  The presence of recreational fishing is growing, and whale watching is 
another active industry in this port. 
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Fishing Activity In Gloucester 
Table 46 summarizes landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in Gloucester from 
the dealer weighout database.  Because skate fishing activity is so closely related to multispecies 
fishing activity and because there are no specific permits for skate fishing at this time, fishery 
information for multispecies permit holders is likely to capture the vast majority of any skate 
fishing activity that is currently documented in the dealer weighout database.  The data presented 
in Table 46 are reported from dealers based on where the fish are landed and help to characterize 
the extent of skate and other fishing activity occurring in the area and the importance of the area 
as a port of landing. 
 
Overall, the number of multispecies vessels that land fish in Gloucester has declined by 12% 
since FY94.  Total landings by multispecies vessels in this community have decreased by 20%, 
and total revenues are down 7% over the time series.  The largest decrease in landings occurred 
between FY98 to FY99; this significant drop was due to a major decline in small mesh non-
multispecies landings, more specifically herring.  In fact, because of the large volumes, herring 
landings are primarily responsible for the variations in total landings over the time series.  Skate 
landings by multispecies permit holders in Gloucester were not significant over the time series 
and actually declined 14% from FY94 to FY00.  Skate landings account for far less than 1% of 
total landings by multispecies permit holders in Gloucester.  Skate revenues represent an even 
smaller fraction of total fisheries revenues for multispecies vessels in Gloucester. 
 
Multispecies vessels that land fish in Gloucester do not appear to be substantially involved or 
dependent on the skate fisheries.  For example, in FY00, skate landings in Gloucester accounted 
for 2.8% of total wing landings and 1.6% of all skate landings.  Skate revenues in Gloucester 
accounted for 3% of total wing revenues and 2.6% of all skate revenues in FY00.  Virtually no 
bait skates are landed in Gloucester.  This is because lobstermen north of Cape Cod tend to 
prefer herring, mackerel, menhaden and hakes (whiting and red hake) over skates for lobster bait. 
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Table 46  Landings and Revenues from Multispecies Permit Holders in Gloucester, 

Massachusetts (Dealer Activity) 

Fishing Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Vessels 350 286 297 292 321 280 308 

TOTAL        

Landings 46,564.5 53,732.7 70,790 76,172.5 105,586.6 36,732 37,186.4 

Revenues 27,272.2 22,367 21,243.6 22,906.6 25,713 24,563.4 25,350.7 

SKATE BAIT        

Landings 4 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 

Revenues 2.3 0.004 0 0 0 0 0 

SKATE WINGS        

Landings 269.1 139.9 98.9 105.8 135.7 236.5 234.6 

Revenues 156.4 65 43.7 38.4 54.5 95.5 85.6 

GROUNDFISH        

Landings 14,405.3 11,887.3 12,016.3 12,468.6 12,950.9 13,038 14,302.4 

Revenues 17,204.3 13,530 11,904.4 13,428.5 14,866.4 15,842.4 15,264.5 

SMALL MESH 
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 3,370.4 2,877.9 2,621.7 2,104.5 2,072.7 2,894.7 2,508.8 

Revenues 1,216.2 1,029.7 769 821.8 967.5 1,553 1,133.6 

SMALL MESH 
NON-
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 19,034.7 28,405.3 47,048.2 51,336.6 77,945 13,089.3 13,088.9 

Revenues 1,725.5 1,974.7 2,612.2 2,863.8 4,305.9 772.3 720.6 

HIGH VALUE 
SPECIES 

       

Landings 319.1 187.7 466.9 345.7 301.7 297.9 352.8 

Revenues 2,350.8 1,444.7 2,835.6 2,802.9 1,919.1 1,892.1 1,716.8 

Landings are in thousands of pounds and revenues are in thousands of 1999 dollars. 
Skate bait represents market category 3650, and skate wings represent market category 3651.  
Groundfish includes cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, witch flounder, winter flounder, windowpane 

flounder, American plaice, pollock, redfish, and white hake. 
Small Mesh Multispecies includes silver hake, red hake, offshore hake, and ocean pout. 
Small Mesh Non-Multispecies includes butterfish, herring, mackerel, scup, shrimp, loligo squid, and illex 

squid. 
High Value Species includes bluefin tuna, bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, American lobster, and sea scallops. 
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7.3.3.3.3 New Bedford/Fairhaven, Massachusetts 
New Bedford and Fairhaven, Massachusetts is a primary community group for the multispecies 
fishery that has some involvement in both the skate bait and wing fisheries.  In fact, New 
Bedford is the top port of landing for skate wings. 
 
The MARFIN Report provides detailed profiles of New Bedford and Fairhaven, Massachusetts.  
It also includes a general profile of Bristol County, the county in which the New Bedford and 
Fairhaven are located.  These profiles should be referenced for social and demographic data not 
contained in this FMP document. 
 
The New Bedford/Fairhaven region was the largest whaling area in the United States, and turned 
to harvesting and processing finfish and shellfish in the late 1880s.  In 1997, the New Bedford 
Chamber of Commerce said that 60% of the city’s economy was supported by the fishing 
industry.  MARFIN noted that a 1999 report found that the seafood industry contributed nearly 
$609 million in sales and 2,600 jobs, 90 and 70 percent of the sales and employment harborwide.  
MARFIN found that in the New Bedford/Fairhaven area, there are roughly 75 seafood 
processors, and wholesale fish dealers, and 200 other shoreside industries; together these 
businesses employ around 6,000-8,000 additional workers. 
 
Historically, scallops and yellowtail flounder made up the majority of landings in this area.  New 
Bedford is a very industrial waterfront and while it dwarfs Fairhaven in size, there are numerous 
boat yards and marinas in Fairhaven as well.  According to the 1990 Census, 99,922 people lived 
in New Bedford and 16, 132 in Fairhaven.  New Bedford has the largest percentage of 
Portuguese population in the United States.  MARFIN found that the majority of the dragger 
fleet is Portuguese, while the Norwegian population in New Bedford/Fairhaven work on scallop 
boats. 
 
MARFIN identified New Bedford as the port with the most developed infrastructure for 
groundfishing and the top port in New England for groundfish landings and revenues.  MARFIN 
reported that there are roughly 250 fishing vessels in New Bedford; close to 100 of these are 
scallop vessels, and the majority of the rest are groundfish and monkfish vessels.  The fleet in 
Fairhaven is mostly scallopers, but the size is about half of what it was before the groundfish and 
scallop Amendments were implemented.  MARFIN estimated the numbers of fishermen to range 
from 1,800 to 3,000 for the area over time.  The majority of boats in the area are owner-operated, 
and several owners have small fleets of vessels.  The MARFIN Report found that it is more 
likely to find family members working together on groundfish vessels than on scallop vessels.  
There are numerous fishing-related organizations in the area, and they have a significant role in 
providing support the fishing community.  MARFIN indicated that both federal and state 
legislators generally support the fishing industry in this area, and communication with these 
representatives is good. 
 
When Georges Bank closed, many fishermen in this area went south to fish for fluke.  Most 
fishermen interviewed in the later part of the MARFIN survey agreed that DAS is the regulation 
with the most impact on scallopers and groundfishermen.  Fishermen are becoming more 
selective with their fishing effort, getting the most out of every fishing day possible, but some of 
the older fishermen are finding it difficult to adapt.  MARFIN concluded that the uncertainty in 
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the fishing industry and it’s future is what most fishermen in this area are concerned about.  Most 
fishermen who responded said they hoped their children would not go into fishing, due to the 
difficulties associated with constantly changing regulations and lack of financial security. 
 
Fishing Activity in New Bedford 
Table 47 summarizes landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in New 
Bedford/Fairhaven from the dealer weighout database.  Because skate fishing activity is so 
closely related to multispecies fishing activity and because there are no specific permits for skate 
fishing at this time, fishery information for multispecies permit holders is likely to capture the 
vast majority of any skate fishing activity that is currently documented in the dealer weighout 
database.  The data presented in Table 47 are reported from dealers based on where the fish are 
landed and help to characterize the extent of skate and other fishing activity occurring in the area 
and the importance of the area as a port of landing. 
 
Fishing activity in the port of New Bedford/Fairhaven has really rebounded since FY94.  The 
number of multispecies vessels that landed fish in this area increased 17% over the time series.  
Total landings and revenues by multispecies vessels increased by 48% and 72% respectively, 
with a significant increase of 23% in total landings from FY99 to FY00.  This increase is mostly 
due to increased scallop fishing activity by general category and combination vessels (see high 
value species). 
 
Skate fishing activity in New Bedford appears to have been somewhat inconsistent over the time 
series, but this may be a result of mis-reporting and under-reporting because skates were not a 
federally-managed species associated with formal reporting requirements.  While reported 
landings of skate wings in FY00 were almost identical to those in FY94, revenues from skate 
wings in FY00 were 52% lower than they were in FY94.  Overall, the importance of skate 
fisheries in New Bedford and Fairhaven has declined, due in part to the low commercial value of 
skates and the high commercial value of scallops.  In FY94, skate landings and revenues 
represented 11.8% and 4.8% of total landings and revenues respectively by multispecies permit 
holders in New Bedford/Fairhaven.  In FY00, these percentages declined to 8% (landings) and 
1.3% (revenues). 
 
In general, multispecies vessels landing skates in New Bedford/Fairhaven participate much more 
in the wing fishery than the bait fishery.  These vessels are likely catching wing skates while they 
are fishing for species like groundfish, monkfish, and to a lesser extent scallops.  In FY00, wing 
landings in New Bedford/Fairhaven accounted for 61.2% of total wing landings, and wing 
revenues accounted for 64% of total wing revenues.  Bait landings in New Bedford/Fairhaven 
accounted for 0.6% of total bait landings in FY00, and bait revenues accounted for 0.5% of total 
bait revenues. 
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Table 47  Landings and Revenues from Multispecies Permit Holders in New 

Bedford/Fairhaven, Massachusetts (Dealer Activity) 

Fishing Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Vessels 329 329 345 344 355 385 385 

TOTAL        

Landings 44,407.6 42,409.8 49,098.4 43,574.8 51,098.8 53,623.4 65,698 

Revenues 80,155.8 79,779.6 93,654.6 82,601.1 85,837.7 120,925.5 137,468.3 

SKATE BAIT        

Landings 7.1 387.1 112.7 515.8 24.9 132.3 42.5 

Revenues 5.7 32.2 5.7 43.6 1.8 10.1 2.4 

SKATE WINGS        

Landings 5,222.7 1,923.6 8,563.8 3,354 4,307.6 4,148 5,217.2 

Revenues 3,858.1 1,063.8 4,308.8 1,466.9 1,788.8 1,610.2 1,845.7 

GROUNDFISH        

Landings 18,482.3 17,202.5 20,856.6 20,691.7 21,279.7 22,980.8 31,010.7 

Revenues 24,227.3 23,336.3 25,470.9 24,779 26,989.8 28,126.7 31,884.3 

SMALL MESH 
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 78.2 41.5 91.7 85.8 59.9 194.9 1,131 

Revenues 23.1 11.8 30.6 19.4 15.3 66.1 399.5 

SMALL MESH 
NON-
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 504.9 923.1 718.6 2,229.2 7,059.5 3,892.4 1,103 

Revenues 330.9 540.1 228.2 831.2 2,146.2 1,685.9 565.4 

HIGH VALUE 
SPECIES 

       

Landings 6,905.5 7,031 8,629.3 6,538.4 6,693.8 13,691.6 18,370.3 

Revenues 37,711.3 38,473.6 51,724.8 41,891.7 39,507.8 74,257.1 89,185.5 

Landings are in thousands of pounds and revenues are in thousands of 1999 dollars. 
Skate bait represents market category 3650, and skate wings represent market category 3651.  
Groundfish includes cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, witch flounder, winter flounder, windowpane 

flounder, American plaice, pollock, redfish, and white hake. 
Small Mesh Multispecies includes silver hake, red hake, offshore hake, and ocean pout. 
Small Mesh Non-Multispecies includes butterfish, herring, mackerel, scup, shrimp, loligo squid, and illex 

squid. 
High Value Species includes bluefin tuna, bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, American lobster, and sea scallops. 
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7.3.3.3.4 Provincetown, Massachusetts 
Provincetown is a secondary multispecies port that has increased its involvement in the skate 
wing fishery in recent years.  In fact, information from the industry suggests that the 
Provincetown fleet may be one of the only fleets that actually targets skate wings on a seasonal 
basis.  The MARFIN Report provides a detailed profile of Provincetown, Massachusetts.  It also 
includes a general profile of the Cape and Islands sub-region and Barnstable County, the county 
in which Provincetown is located.  These profiles should be referenced for social and 
demographic data not contained in this FMP document. 
 
Provincetown, often referred to as “P-Town,” is located at the tip of Cape Cod.  MARFIN 
documented that it grew very slowly during the 18th century and its population fluctuated with 
the price of fish.  By the mid 1800s as whaling became a major industry in New England, 
Provincetown transformed into “the largest and safest natural harbor on the New England coast.” 
 
However, MARFIN reported that in the last 15 or so years, the commercial fishing industry in 
Provincetown has experienced a major downturn due to inshore area closures and declines in fish 
stocks.  Because P-town did not diversify in its industry’s development, the vessels have not 
been able to recover.  Furthermore, there is little support from local representatives and the 
community at large to preserve the commercial fleet in Provincetown.  MARFIN reports another 
disadvantage for P-town is its geographical location.  Although Provincetown is the second 
deepest natural harbor in the world, its location is too far from major fish markets.  The 
Portuguese community and influence in Provincetown is still very strong, but in the last 25 years, 
many more successful Portuguese fishermen have left and moved to New Bedford. 
 
MARFIN documented that in 1996, there were 28 large vessels and 19 small jig boats, and only 
17 of the 28 larger vessels were in safe working condition.  In 2001, only eight of the 28 large 
vessels are reported to be in operation, along with twelve small longlining/jigging/lobstering 
boats.  The MARFIN Report estimates that 25 individuals are involved in groundfish fishing, 20 
in lobstering, and ten in other small-scale fisheries.  It is predicted that these 55 individuals affect 
26 households in Provincetown.  MARFIN found that fishermen from Provincetown believe that 
closures in nearby waters, including Stellwagen, and limited DAS restrictions are the measures 
that have impacted fishermen most.  MARFIN concludes that, “Provincetown epitomizes what 
can go wrong in a port highly reliant on one fishery albeit a multispecies fishery.” 
 
Fishing Activity in Provincetown 
Table 48 summarizes landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in Provincetown 
from the dealer weighout database.  Because skate fishing activity is so closely related to 
multispecies fishing activity and because there are no specific permits for skate fishing at this 
time, fishery information for multispecies permit holders is likely to capture the vast majority of 
any skate fishing activity that is currently documented in the dealer weighout database.  The data 
presented in Table 48 are reported from dealers based on where the fish are landed and help to 
characterize the extent of skate and other fishing activity occurring in the area and the 
importance of the area as a port of landing. 
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Similar to other areas on Cape Cod, the number of multispecies vessels landing fish in 
Provincetown has declined by 46% since FY94.  FY00 marked the lowest number on record, 
with only 44 groundfish vessels landing in P-Town as compared to 82 in FY94.  Total landings 
by multispecies vessels in P-Town are only down 5%, mostly due to improved activity in recent 
years (FY98-FY00).  Total revenues for the time series are up 15% over the time series. 
 
Skate fishing activity in Provincetown is limited to a small, informal bait fishery and the wing 
fishery, and it has increased substantially in recent years.  Over the time series, skate wing 
landings increased 728%, and skate wing revenues increased 380%.  The most significant 
increases were observed between FY97 and FY98 when vessels landing in P-Town may have 
shifted some effort from groundfish to skate wings (the first round of Gulf of Maine rolling 
closures were implemented at the start of FY98).  From FY97 to FY98, landings of skate wings 
in Provincetown increased 471% to a time series high of more than 750,000 pounds. 
 
Overall, the importance of the skate wing fishery in Provincetown has increased considerably.  In 
FY94, skate landings and revenues represented 1.8% and 2% of total landings and revenues 
respectively in Provincetown.  In FY00, these percentages increased to 16% and 8.3% 
respectively.  Therefore, relative to many other communities in the region, it can be argued that 
Provincetown is substantially engaged in and dependent on skate fisheries.  Information 
presented in the Skate SAFE Report supports this notion.  Section 3.7.4 of the SAFE Report (see 
Volume II) indicates that Provincetown was the leading port in terms of economic dependence 
on the skate fishery in 1999, deriving 6.1% of its total fisheries revenues from skates. 
 
Provincetown’s contribution to total skate wing landings is also more substantial than many 
other communities (with the exception of New Bedford/Fairhaven).  In FY00, skate wing 
landings in Provincetown accounted for 7.3% of total wing landings.  Skate wing revenues in P-
Town accounted for 6.8% of total wing revenues. 
 
During the scoping process for this Skate FMP, fishermen and dealers from Provincetown 
testified that the landings and revenues information from the dealer weighout database appear to 
under-report skate fishing activity in Provincetown.  One dealer claimed that he moved more 
than a million pounds of wings from Provincetown alone in 1999.  It has already been noted that 
the data from the dealer database are likely to underestimate skate activity due to under-
reporting.  It is possible, in Provincetown particularly, that some landings are not appearing in 
the dealer database because they were transported/trucked from Provincetown (to New Bedford, 
for example) without being recorded by a local dealer.  The Skate PDT is working with the 
industry and port agents in Provincetown to better understand why these discrepancies may exist.  
If any additional information becomes available, it will be presented in the Final EIS for this 
FMP. 
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Table 48  Landings and Revenues from Multispecies Permit Holders in Provincetown, 

Massachusetts (Dealer Activity) 

Fishing Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Vessels 82 84 97 74 64 66 44 

TOTAL        

Landings 4,085.3 1,885.5 2,196.7 2,838.7 3,537 4,068.7 3,897.3 

Revenues 2,047.2 1,972.1 1,797.7 2,266.6 2,431.6 3,032 2,362.9 

SKATE BAIT        

Landings 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 

Revenues 0 0 0 0 0.02 0 0 

SKATE WINGS        

Landings 75.5 46.9 40.5 132.1 754.6 531.4 625.4 

Revenues 40.8 12.4 10.6 36.3 256.7 205.8 195.6 

GROUNDFISH        

Landings 818.3 973.8 836 906.9 808.1 689.9 1,286.1 

Revenues 1,001.7 1,392 974.2 1,327.1 976 780.5 1,198 

SMALL MESH 
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 1,774.8 77 715.8 1,217 920.7 1,812 1,452.2 

Revenues 503.7 23.4 284 373.8 507.2 1,347.8 509.5 

SMALL MESH 
NON-
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 57.6 4.6 4.3 30.1 25.3 21.9 23.8 

Revenues 16.8 3.1 2.1 8.3 5.8 16.8 7.2 

HIGH VALUE 
SPECIES 

       

Landings 19.9 24.7 48.5 46.6 49.3 47.4 57.5 

Revenues 145.4 279.6 362.9 370.8 304.5 319.9 254.2 

Landings are in thousands of pounds and revenues are in thousands of 1999 dollars. 
Skate bait represents market category 3650, and skate wings represent market category 3651.  
Groundfish includes cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, witch flounder, winter flounder, windowpane 

flounder, American plaice, pollock, redfish, and white hake. 
Small Mesh Multispecies includes silver hake, red hake, offshore hake, and ocean pout. 
Small Mesh Non-Multispecies includes butterfish, herring, mackerel, scup, shrimp, loligo squid, and illex 

squid. 
High Value Species includes bluefin tuna, bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, American lobster, and sea scallops. 
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7.3.3.3.5 Point Judith, Rhode Island 
Point Judith, RI is a primary multispecies port and the leading port for skate bait landings.  The 
vast majority of skates caught for lobster bait are landed in Point Judith.  The MARFIN Report 
provides a detailed profile of Point Judith, Rhode Island.  It also includes a general profile of 
Washington County, the county in which Point Judith is located.  These profiles should be 
referenced for social and demographic data not contained in this FMP document. 
 
The Point Judith/Galilee fishing village developed in the mid-1800s, with the first commercial 
fishermen using hook and line, beach seines, and floating fish traps.  Today, Galilee is a major 
commercial fishing port.  Tourism and gentrification are said to be forcing the fishing industry 
into the economic background in South County, RI.  However, Pt. Judith is the second largest 
port in New England after New Bedford.  Therefore, this port has remained a significant 
commercial fishing region despite pressures from the recreational sector and the tourism 
industry. 
 
Point Judith is within the Narragansett township, and based on 1990 Census data, there were 
14,985 people in this community, the median income in 1989 was $35,545, and the number of 
fishermen that live in this town has remained fairly constant over time.  The MARFIN Report 
describes the Point Judith fleet as very diverse and adaptable.  Overall, the fleet is fairly modern 
and in good repair due to the willingness of boat owners to innovate and use different gears and 
participate in different fisheries.  When MARFIN collected their data, there were 134 
commercial vessels in this port, ranging from 45-90 ft, with most being ground trawlers.  The 
majority of larger vessels from Point Judith harvest squid, herring, and whiting.  There were 40 
inshore and 10 offshore lobster boats at the time MARFIN conducted their research.  There are 
many support industries along the waterfront in Point Judith including dockside fuel pumps, 
restaurants, bait shops, commercial and recreational marine suppliers, and vessel repair shops.  
The Town Dock employs 50 people and 20-50 part-time employees. 
 
The Town Dock receives a variety of groundfish, but about seven years ago, there was a decrease 
in landings of groundfish, and the processors shifted their focus.  This has caused problems for 
the few fishermen that still target groundfish in the area.  The MARFIN Report found that there 
are approximately 500 households involved in commercial fisheries in Point Judith, and another 
400 indirectly dependent households.  The majority of fishermen from Point Judith are first-
generation white males.  Most fishermen live within a 20-mile radius from the port.  MARFIN 
concluded that the major issues facing this port include gear conflicts, area restrictions, and 
competition for resources with the recreational sector. 
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Fishing Activity in Point Judith 
Table 49 summarizes landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in Point Judith from 
the dealer weighout database.  Because skate fishing activity is so closely related to multispecies 
fishing activity and because there are no specific permits for skate fishing at this time, fishery 
information for multispecies permit holders is likely to capture the vast majority of any skate 
fishing activity that is currently documented in the dealer weighout database.  The data presented 
in Table 49 are reported from dealers based on where the fish are landed and help to characterize 
the extent of skate and other fishing activity occurring in the area and the importance of the area 
as a port of landing. 
 
The number of multispecies vessels that land fish in Point Judith, RI has decreased 9% since 
FY94.  In general, these boats are relatively diversified, participating in many different fisheries 
including groundfish, whiting, herring, squid, and tuna during each fishing year.  In addition, 
several trawl vessels target skates for lobster bait during some or all of the year.  Total landings 
and revenues from multispecies vessels in Point Judith have declined over the time series, by 
32% and 20% respectively. 
 
While vessels land both wings and bait in Point Judith, the majority of skate fishing activity in 
the area is directed at the skate bait fishery.  Data from FY94 appear inconsistent, which is likely 
due to mis-reporting and under-reporting.  Excluding FY94, documented landings of skate bait 
appear to have increased from FY95 to FY99 and then decreased in FY00 to levels similar to 
those in FY95.  It cannot be determined whether or not this time series accurately reflects 
activity in the skate bait fishery because the database is considered to be incomplete for reasons 
previously discussed.  Landings of wings in Point Judith also appear to have increased in recent 
years, but this again may be a result of issues related to reporting.  Overall, the time series 
indicates that landings of wings increased 195% and revenues increased 71%. 
 
Because of the low commercial value of skate bait, Point Judith’s overall economic dependence 
on skate fisheries is quite small.  In FY95, landings of skates (both bait and wings) represented 
10.1% of total landings in Point Judith, and revenues from skates represented 3.9% of total 
fisheries revenues.  In FY00, skate landings accounted for 12.5% of total landings in Point 
Judith, and skate revenues accounted for 1.9% of Point Judith’s total fisheries revenues.  
However, it is important to remember that there are vessels in Point Judith that target skates for 
bait either seasonally or year-round.  While the community’s overall dependence on the fishery 
may be insignificant, there are vessels within the community that are likely to be substantially 
dependent on the fishery. 
 
Overall, Point Judith is the leading contributor to skate bait landings in the region.  In FY00, 
skate bait landings and revenues from Point Judith accounted for 76.2% and 73.3% of total bait 
landings and revenues respectively.  Skate wing landings and revenues in Point Judith accounted 
for 7.1% and 5.7% of total wing landings and revenues in FY00. 
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Table 49  Landings and Revenues from Multispecies Permit Holders in Point Judith, 
Rhode Island (Dealer Activity) 

Fishing Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Vessels 193 214 192 169 172 174 175 

TOTAL        

Landings 66,827.4 53,353.2 65,725.3 67,732.6 56,807.6 49,146.4 45,112.8 

Revenues 32,933.9 31,927.7 33,094.6 37,926.8 30,009.3 34,140 26,327.7 

SKATE BAIT        

Landings 1.3 5,264.1 7,888.7 7,664.1 7,671.7 6,337.3 5,034.7 

Revenues 0.5 1,179.4 968.7 648 461.5 383.5 347.4 

SKATE WINGS        

Landings 204.8 153.8 275 263.8 338.6 357.5 604 

Revenues 95.8 64.1 127.1 83 114.4 118.3 163.9 

GROUNDFISH        

Landings 1,349.8 1,080.8 1,537.7 1,849.1 2,441.4 2,531.8 3,130 

Revenues 1,558.8 1,410.3 1,897.2 2,186.8 3,002.3 2,790.1 2,904.2 

SMALL MESH 
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 13,305.5 9,438.1 10,647.9 11,236.2 11,843.3 9,551.5 11,139.4 

Revenues 4,918.8 3,730.5 3,993.1 3,957 3,786.1 3,412.6 3,612.4 

SMALL MESH 
NON-
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 44,422.8 30,953.8 34,227.4 38,983.4 27,695.9 22,451.5 18,716.7 

Revenues 16,096 13,503.6 11,115.9 16,665 10,890.4 12,362.5 7,369 

HIGH VALUE 
SPECIES 

       

Landings 1,353.8 1,542.8 2,006.2 1,945.7 1,656.4 2,104.7 1,197.7 

Revenues 4,789.5 5,507.2 6,717 6,790.6 5,899.9 8,089.5 5,200.2 

Landings are in thousands of pounds and revenues are in thousands of 1999 dollars. 
Skate bait represents market category 3650, and skate wings represent market category 3651.  
Groundfish includes cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, witch flounder, winter flounder, windowpane 

flounder, American plaice, pollock, redfish, and white hake. 
Small Mesh Multispecies includes silver hake, red hake, offshore hake, and ocean pout. 
Small Mesh Non-Multispecies includes butterfish, herring, mackerel, scup, shrimp, loligo squid, and illex 

squid. 
High Value Species includes bluefin tuna, bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, American lobster, and sea scallops. 
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7.3.3.3.6 Western Rhode Island 
The Western RI group is a secondary multispecies port group that includes Charlestown, 
Westerley, South Kingstown (Wakefield), and North Kingstown (Wickford). 
 
Table 50 summarizes landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in Western Rhode 
Island from the dealer weighout database.  Because skate fishing activity is so closely related to 
multispecies fishing activity and because there are no specific permits for skate fishing at this 
time, fishery information for multispecies permit holders is likely to capture the vast majority of 
any skate fishing activity that is currently documented in the dealer weighout database.  The data 
presented in Table 50 are reported from dealers based on where the fish are landed and help to 
characterize the extent of skate and other fishing activity occurring in the area and the 
importance of the area as a port of landing. 
 
Fishing activity by multispecies vessels in Western RI has been extremely variable over the time 
series.  The number of multispecies vessels that landed fish in this community group varied from 
year to year and was three times higher in FY00 than in FY94.  Groundfish activity has been 
almost non-existent in this community group.  Similarly, and despite Rhode Island’s significant 
involvement in skate fisheries, skate fishing activity in this community group has been virtually 
non-existent.  The vast majority of landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in this 
area have come from small mesh non-multispecies.  These landings increased 174% from FY94-
FY00, but also have been variable. 
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Table 50  Landings and Revenues from Multispecies Permit Holders in Western Rhode 

Island (Dealer Activity) 

Fishing Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Vessels 10 19 27 18 23 16 30 

TOTAL        

Landings 7,693.9 39,605.4 26,806.3 10,488.5 18,510.3 907.4 20,966.8 

Revenues 3,449.1 10,901.9 4,723.4 980.5 2,329.7 861.9 1,371.4 

SKATE BAIT        

Landings 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Revenues 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SKATE WINGS        

Landings 0 0.5 1.2 0.05 2.9 0.1 0.05 

Revenues 0 0.1 0.6 0.01 1 0.07 0.01 

GROUNDFISH        

Landings 0 0.5 11.7 3 27.4 2 2 

Revenues 0 0.5 11.4 2.7 27.4 1.9 2.4 

SMALL MESH 
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 9.1 15 0.05 0 37.7 75.9 0.5 

Revenues 3.4 5.5 0.02 0 6.2 24.7 0.2 

SMALL MESH 
NON-
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 7,642.5 39,501.5 26,711.1 10,427.7 18,335.1 794.4 20,920.4 

Revenues 3,414.7 10,834.4 4,586.2 780.8 1,979.5 709.4 1,192.9 

HIGH VALUE 
SPECIES 

       

Landings 3.1 3.9 5.6 47.6 60.4 29.6 25.7 

Revenues 14.2 18.8 21 180.6 220.1 112.1 131.7 

Landings are in thousands of pounds and revenues are in thousands of 1999 dollars. 
Skate bait represents market category 3650, and skate wings represent market category 3651.  
Groundfish includes cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, witch flounder, winter flounder, windowpane 

flounder, American plaice, pollock, redfish, and white hake. 
Small Mesh Multispecies includes silver hake, red hake, offshore hake, and ocean pout. 
Small Mesh Non-Multispecies includes butterfish, herring, mackerel, scup, shrimp, loligo squid, and illex 

squid. 
High Value Species includes bluefin tuna, bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, American lobster, and sea scallops. 
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7.3.3.3.7 Eastern Rhode Island 
The Eastern RI group is a secondary multispecies port group that includes Newport, Tiverton, 
Portsmouth, Jamestown, Middletown, and Little Compton.  The MARFIN Report provides 
detailed profiles of Newport, Tiverton, and Jamestown, Rhode Island.  These profiles should be 
referenced for social and demographic data not contained in this FMP document. 
 
Table 51 summarizes landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in Eastern Rhode 
Island from the dealer weighout database.  Because skate fishing activity is so closely related to 
multispecies fishing activity and because there are no specific permits for skate fishing at this 
time, fishery information for multispecies permit holders is likely to capture the vast majority of 
any skate fishing activity that is currently documented in the dealer weighout database.  The data 
presented in Table 51 are reported from dealers based on where the fish are landed and help to 
characterize the extent of skate and other fishing activity occurring in the area and the 
importance of the area as a port of landing. 
 
The number of multispecies vessels that land fish in the Eastern RI region has recently 
rebounded to levels similar to those in FY94.  Over the time series, the number of multispecies 
vessels landing fish in this community group has declined 10%.  Total landings by multispecies 
vessels in this area decreased 12%, while total revenues in FY00 were almost identical to those 
in FY94.  Groundfish landings and revenues have exhibited similar trends, decreasing sharply 
after FY94, then rebounding to levels well above those observed in FY94.  Overall, groundfish 
landings have increased 107% to a time series high of 1,686,500 pounds in FY00. 
 
Fishing activity in both the bait and wing fisheries in Eastern Rhode Island also has increased 
over the time series.  In total, skate landings and revenues in FY00 are both 130% higher than 
they were in FY94.  Landings in the bait fishery increased 104%, and landings in the wing 
fishery increased 285% over the time series.  The most significant increases were observed 
between FY96 and FY97. 
 
Increased participation in the skate fisheries and slightly decreased landings of other species 
have led to an increased dependence on skates in this community group.  In FY94, skate landings 
and revenues accounted for 5.4% and 0.9% respectively of total fisheries landings and revenues 
for this community group.  In FY00, these percentages increased to 14.2% and 2%. 
 
Next to Point Judith, Eastern RI is the leading area for skate bait landings.  In FY00, bait 
landings in Eastern RI accounted for 17% of total bait landings, and wing landings accounted for 
4.2% of total wing landings.  Bait revenues accounted for 16.4% of total bait revenues, and wing 
revenues accounted for 3.7% of total wing revenues in FY00. 
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Table 51  Landings and Revenues from Multispecies Permit Holders in Eastern Rhode 

Island (Dealer Activity) 

Fishing Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Vessels 111 86 53 76 83 83 100 

TOTAL        

Landings 11,860 8,979.6 9,310.9 9,030.1 10,075.3 8,331.3 10,412.1 

Revenues 9,264.7 9,199.1 6,514.1 7,147.1 9,042.8 8,965.6 9,252.1 

SKATE BAIT        

Landings 549.6 0.8 104.9 1,675.1 2,060.9 1,602.2 1,121 

Revenues 30.8 0.4 6.4 120.9 150.7 102.9 77.8 

SKATE WINGS        

Landings 93.6 30.5 20.6 76.3 237.4 256.9 360.4 

Revenues 49.6 12.7 7.6 28.2 82.6 80.3 106.7 

GROUNDFISH        

Landings 816.3 398.2 590.6 953.9 1,141.1 955 1,686.5 

Revenues 862.9 475.2 658.2 965 1,365.4 1,003.4 1,638.6 

SMALL MESH 
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 459.2 582.6 686.1 733.7 576.1 240.8 1,374.9 

Revenues 136.4 156.4 242.4 183.7 135.4 74.8 426.8 

SMALL MESH 
NON-
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 7,238 3,767.8 5,725.5 3,302.3 1,959 1,565.5 2,861.4 

Revenues 2,797.3 1,886.5 1,293.7 1,990.8 1,322 1,143.6 1,547.2 

HIGH VALUE 
SPECIES 

       

Landings 879.5 1,012.8 711.6 497.3 702.4 610.7 591.6 

Revenues 3,177.2 3,977.4 2,880.9 2,191.3 2,925 2,631.3 2,650.1 

Landings are in thousands of pounds and revenues are in thousands of 1999 dollars. 
Skate bait represents market category 3650, and skate wings represent market category 3651.  
Groundfish includes cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, witch flounder, winter flounder, windowpane 

flounder, American plaice, pollock, redfish, and white hake. 
Small Mesh Multispecies includes silver hake, red hake, offshore hake, and ocean pout. 
Small Mesh Non-Multispecies includes butterfish, herring, mackerel, scup, shrimp, loligo squid, and illex 

squid. 
High Value Species includes bluefin tuna, bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, American lobster, and sea scallops. 
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7.3.3.3.8 Eastern Long Island, New York 
The Eastern Long Island community group includes the ports of Montauk, Hampton Bays 
(Shinnecock), and Greenport.  The McCay and Cieri Report provides detailed profiles of 
Montauk, Hampton Bays, and Greenport, along with information about many other smaller ports 
in Eastern Long Island.  These profiles should be referenced for social and demographic data not 
contained in this FMP document. 
 
Due to funding constraints, McCay and Cieri Report is not a complete analysis of the 
dependence of these communities on fishery resources, but it can provide guidance about how 
vulnerable these communities are to regulatory change.  There are many other smaller ports in 
eastern Long Island that were discussed in the McCay and Cieri Report, but only the 
communities specified in this group are discussed below. 
 
Greenport is the largest port on the North Fork of Long Island with five large offshore vessels, 
one medium-sized dragger, two small 40’ draggers, 3 trap vessels, 4 lobstermen, 4 or 5 conch 
potters, 4 or 5 gillnetters, and 25 or so baymen.  The fishermen from this area have adapted over 
time and taken advantage of different gears and species.  McCay and Cieri found that despite 
local support, the commercial fleet in Greenport has decreased significantly in the last 20 years.  
Many fishermen in this area offload in a variety of ports in the area, and do not always land 
primarily in Greenport.  There are several charter and party boats in the area. 
 
Montauk is located at the tip of the South Fork on Long Island, and is the largest fishing port in 
New York.  McCay and Cieri found that otter trawls and longlines are the principle gear types, 
and loligo squid and silver hake were the two most important finfish species in 1998.  
Furthermore, Montauk is the leading U.S. port for tilefish landings, which amounted to 21% of 
total revenues for Montauk in 1998.  The majority of fish landed in Montauk is sold on 
consignment in the Fulton Fish Market in New York City.  When researching the number of 
crew employed in the area, one individual told McCay and Cieri that there are about three 
longliners who employ eight per boat (double crew), he employs ten on his two boats, the two 
largest vessels each employ ten crew members, and there are about 20-30 lobstermen. 
 
Hampton Bays/Shinnecock is the second largest port in New York after Montauk.  McCay and 
Cieri determined that this port is primarily a dragger fishing port, and loligo squid and whiting 
made up 70% of total revenues in 1998.  There is a Municipal Dock on the west side of the 
Shinnecock Inlet, a commercial fish dock, the local fisherman’s cooperative, and a marina.  One 
respondent in this report estimated that there are 30 boats working out of Shinnecock, and fewer 
are owner-operated than in the past.  Even though fishermen are landing less, prices have been 
good, so fishermen appear to be sustaining themselves pretty well in this area.  The town of 
South Hampton is generally supportive of the commercial fishing industry, but some fishermen 
feel that the regulators are trying to “squeeze them out.” 
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Fishing Activity in Eastern Long Island 
Table 52 summarizes landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in Eastern Long 
Island from the dealer weighout database.  Because skate fishing activity is so closely related to 
multispecies fishing activity and because there are no specific permits for skate fishing at this 
time, fishery information for multispecies permit holders is likely to capture the vast majority of 
any skate fishing activity that is currently documented in the dealer weighout database.  The data 
presented in Table 52 are reported from dealers based on where the fish are landed and help to 
characterize the extent of skate and other fishing activity occurring in the area and the 
importance of the area as a port of landing. 
 
The number of multispecies vessels that land fish in the Eastern Long Island region of New York 
has increased 63% since FY94.  This suggests that ports in Eastern Long Island are becoming 
more important ports of landing for multispecies vessels and that overall multispecies activity in 
the area has increased considerably.  Total landings have increased by 152% over the time series, 
and total revenues have increased 32%.  Multispecies landings increased steadily and 
significantly, by 583% over the entire time series.  Multispecies revenues also increased 438% 
over the time series. 
 
Skate fishing activity in Eastern Long Island has been limited almost exclusively to the wing 
fishery and has increased considerably since FY94.  From FY94 to FY00, skate wing landings 
and revenues increased 927% and 688% respectively.  The most significant increases were 
documented between FY96 and FY97.  Despite these increases, skate fishing activity still 
contributes very little to overall fishing activity.  In FY00, wing landings and revenues 
contributed 1.4% and 0.6% respectively to total landings and revenues in Eastern Long Island.  
Landings of wings in Eastern Long Island accounted for 3.6% of total wing landings in FY00. 
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Table 52  Landings and Revenues from Multispecies Permit Holders in Eastern Long 

Island, NY (Dealer Activity) 

Fishing Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Vessels 131 173 164 194 200 195 213 

TOTAL        

Landings 8,453.1 22,097 21,057.4 27,616.3 28,652 25,398.7 21,333.2 

Revenues 11,815.1 19,138.7 16,655.2 21,208.6 21,761.7 20,075.1 16,254 

SKATE BAIT        

Landings 0.2 1.4 3.1 2.7 1 1.3 1.1 

Revenues 0.1 0.8 1.5 1.1 0.3 0.6 0.4 

SKATE WINGS        

Landings 30 65.1 88 335.2 497.6 324.7 308.1 

Revenues 13 29 39.3 127.6 166.1 112.5 102.5 

GROUNDFISH        

Landings 237.4 631.6 983.1 1,102.8 1,719.2 1,352.7 1,620.5 

Revenues 293.9 869.6 1,269.4 1,448.5 2,095.4 1,574.8 1,580.2 

SMALL MESH 
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 3,779.8 9,834.8 10,411.4 10,776.2 13,811.4 7,712.8 4,734.8 

Revenues 2,120.2 4,721 5,139.7 5,051.8 6,023.7 3,806 2,442.5 

SMALL MESH 
NON-
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 1,869.8 6,811.3 4,377.6 10,354.1 7,261.2 10,739.4 11,052.5 

Revenues 1,424 3,900 3,600.8 7,791.4 6,655.4 8,336.4 6,632.8 

HIGH VALUE 
SPECIES 

       

Landings 556 721 110.4 88.1 94.7 103 303.9 

Revenues 3,005.8 2,902.6 410.7 297.7 312.7 404.5 1,033.1 

Landings are in thousands of pounds and revenues are in thousands of 1999 dollars. 
Skate bait represents market category 3650, and skate wings represent market category 3651.  
Groundfish includes cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, witch flounder, winter flounder, windowpane 

flounder, American plaice, pollock, redfish, and white hake. 
Small Mesh Multispecies includes silver hake, red hake, offshore hake, and ocean pout. 
Small Mesh Non-Multispecies includes butterfish, herring, mackerel, scup, shrimp, loligo squid, and illex 

squid. 
High Value Species includes bluefin tuna, bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, American lobster, and sea scallops. 
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7.3.3.3.9 Northern Coastal New Jersey 
The Northern Coastal NJ group is a secondary multispecies port group that includes Point 
Pleasant, Belford, Long Beach/Barnegat Light, Barnegat, Highlands, Belmar, Sea Bright, and 
Manasquan.  The McCay and Cieri Report provides detailed profiles of Point Pleasant, Belford, 
Long Branch/Barnegat Light, Barnegat, Highlands, Belmar, Sea Bright, and Manasquan.  It also 
includes a general profile of the Northern Coastal NJ sub-region.  These profiles should be 
referenced for social and demographic data not contained in this FMP document. 
 
Table 53 summarizes landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in Northern Coastal 
New Jersey from the dealer weighout database.  Because skate fishing activity is so closely 
related to multispecies fishing activity and because there are no specific permits for skate fishing 
at this time, fishery information for multispecies permit holders is likely to capture the vast 
majority of any skate fishing activity that is currently documented in the dealer weighout 
database.  The data presented in Table 53 are reported from dealers based on where the fish are 
landed and help to characterize the extent of skate and other fishing activity occurring in the area 
and the importance of the area as a port of landing. 
 
Fishing activity in Northern Coastal New Jersey has remained at relatively high levels over the 
time series presented below.  The number of multispecies vessels that land fish in Northern 
Coastal NJ community group increased 46% since FY94.  Total landings by multispecies vessels 
in this community group have decreased by 22% overall.  In contrast, total revenues actually 
increased 26% over the time series.  This is most likely due to shifts towards higher value species 
like scallops, as the data indicate.  Landings and revenues of high value species (scallops, tuna, 
lobsters) increased 167% and 147% respectively over the time series.  Groundfish landings have 
increased 141% since FY94, with one relatively low year in FY97. 
 
The majority of skate fishing activity in Northern Coastal New Jersey occurs in the wing fishery.  
Skate bait landings in the area have increased in recent years but have been somewhat 
inconsistent, which suggests that the trends could be due to mis-reporting and/or under-reporting.  
Landings and revenues from skate wings in FY00 were 809% and 417% higher, respectively, 
than they were in FY94.  Over the time series, the importance of skates to Northern Coastal New 
Jersey has increased but is still relatively minor.  In FY94, skate landings and revenues 
represented 0.1% of total landings and revenues for this community group; in FY00, skate 
landings represented 1.4% of total landings, and skate revenues accounted for 0.4% of total 
revenues in Northern Coastal New Jersey.  Wing landings from this community group 
contributed 3.9% to total wing landings for the region in FY00. 
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Table 53  Landings and Revenues from Multispecies Permit Holders in Northern Coastal 

New Jersey (Dealer Activity) 

Fishing Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Vessels 113 112 133 147 151 167 165 

TOTAL        

Landings 30,407.4 18,016.1 22,742.2 25,683.7 25,480.8 27,624 23,704.3 

Revenues 18,495.3 12,129.6 14,690 16,772.7 17,233.4 24,283.4 23,252.7 

SKATE BAIT        

Landings 0.5 29.2 0.09 0 212.9 165.8 65.5 

Revenues 0.2 0.9 0.03 0 23.8 14.5 6.5 

SKATE WINGS        

Landings 29.1 78.6 137.1 310.6 217.2 171.5 264.6 

Revenues 18.6 40.2 63.6 107.4 78.8 58.4 96.2 

GROUNDFISH        

Landings 350.7 521.2 639.3 192.8 494.8 724 843.5 

Revenues 442.3 676.6 875.7 291.1 568.6 720.3 750 

SMALL MESH 
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 2,482.2 1,800.2 1,648.6 2,346.4 1,164.9 980.7 1,103.7 

Revenues 1,219.9 843.5 629.6 955.7 455.2 396 468.6 

SMALL MESH 
NON-
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 3,442.7 2,931.1 1,404.6 3,414.9 1,572.3 1,454.5 1,739.5 

Revenues 1,901.7 1,478.2 948.1 2,047.5 1,222.1 858.2 949.8 

HIGH VALUE 
SPECIES 

       

Landings 993.6 963.5 990.9 1,189.3 1,232.2 2,103.4 2,651.9 

Revenues 4,964.7 4,334.1 5,543.6 6,388.4 5,981 9,877.2 12,249.7 

Landings are in thousands of pounds and revenues are in thousands of 1999 dollars. 
Skate bait represents market category 3650, and skate wings represent market category 3651.  
Groundfish includes cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, witch flounder, winter flounder, windowpane 

flounder, American plaice, pollock, redfish, and white hake. 
Small Mesh Multispecies includes silver hake, red hake, offshore hake, and ocean pout. 
Small Mesh Non-Multispecies includes butterfish, herring, mackerel, scup, shrimp, loligo squid, and illex 

squid. 
High Value Species includes bluefin tuna, bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, American lobster, and sea scallops. 
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7.3.3.3.10 Southern Coastal New Jersey 
The Southern Coastal NJ group is a secondary multispecies port group that includes Cape May, 
Wildwood, Burleigh, Sea Isle City, Ocean City, Stone Harbor, and Avalon.  The McCay and 
Cieri Report provides detailed profiles of Cape May, Wildwood, Burleigh, Sea Isle City, Ocean 
City, Stone Harbor, and Avalon.  It also includes a general profile of the Southern Coastal NJ 
sub-region.  These profiles should be referenced for social and demographic data not contained 
in this FMP document. 
 
Table 54 summarizes landings and revenues by multispecies permit holders in Southern Coastal 
New Jersey from the dealer weighout database.  Because skate fishing activity is so closely 
related to multispecies fishing activity and because there are no specific permits for skate fishing 
at this time, fishery information for multispecies permit holders is likely to capture the vast 
majority of any skate fishing activity that is currently documented in the dealer weighout 
database.  The data presented in Table 54 are reported from dealers based on where the fish are 
landed and help to characterize the extent of skate and other fishing activity occurring in the area 
and the importance of the area as a port of landing. 
 
The number of multispecies vessels that land fish in the Southern Coastal NJ region has 
decreased by 27% since FY94.  Total landings and revenues by multispecies vessels in this area 
have been rather variable, but overall, they declined 4% and 21% respectively from FY94 to 
FY00.  What little groundfish landings have been recorded in this community group have 
decreased 19% since FY94. 
 
Skate landings have remained at relatively low levels over the time series and have been limited 
almost entirely to landings of bait.  The time series of bait landings has been too variable to draw 
any conclusions about skate activity in the area.  Overall, though, landings and revenues of 
skates represent a very small fraction (less than 1%) of total landings and revenues in Southern 
Coastal NJ. 
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Table 54  Landings and Revenues from Multispecies Permit Holders in Southern Coastal 

New Jersey (Dealer Activity) 

Fishing Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Vessels 183 163 145 128 138 116 134 

TOTAL        

Landings 61,769 70,267.6 57,207.2 64,604.9 81,300.4 47,696.5 59,006.5 

Revenues 29,364.6 27,230.8 25,616.3 24,367.4 22,838 20,123.8 23,123.4 

SKATE BAIT        

Landings 166.3 42.9 52.4 209.2 143.7 122.3 25.7 

Revenues 13.5 3.6 4 14.1 10.7 9.3 1.6 

SKATE WINGS        

Landings 5.5 0.1 2.2 12.8 4 4.4 0.9 

Revenues 2.5 0.05 0.6 3.8 1.2 0.9 0.2 

GROUNDFISH        

Landings 15.8 10.2 16.1 16.5 20.4 13.6 12.8 

Revenues 14.3 9.4 7.8 9.3 15.5 8.3 8.8 

SMALL MESH 
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 136.8 112.6 355.2 182 69.6 29.2 74.6 

Revenues 42.6 40.2 143.7 45.9 22.6 9.4 20.1 

SMALL MESH 
NON-
MULTISPECIES 

       

Landings 32,650.9 37,913 26,849 42,030.8 57,867 25,801.9 37,295.4 

Revenues 11,514.5 11,320.8 8,578 12,749.5 11,285.7 6,350.2 5,141.2 

HIGH VALUE 
SPECIES 

       

Landings 1,917 1,492.5 1,538.8 1,048.1 1,214.5 1,796.6 3,312.3 

Revenues 9,413 7,513.8 8,394 6,318.1 6,542.8 8,671.9 14,467.1 

Landings are in thousands of pounds and revenues are in thousands of 1999 dollars. 
Skate bait represents market category 3650, and skate wings represent market category 3651.  
Groundfish includes cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, witch flounder, winter flounder, windowpane 

flounder, American plaice, pollock, redfish, and white hake. 
Small Mesh Multispecies includes silver hake, red hake, offshore hake, and ocean pout. 
Small Mesh Non-Multispecies includes butterfish, herring, mackerel, scup, shrimp, loligo squid, and illex 

squid. 
High Value Species includes bluefin tuna, bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, American lobster, and sea scallops. 



 

Final Skate FMP/EIS   Volume I 365

 

7.3.4 Recreational Fishery Information 
See Section 3.3 of the Skate SAFE Report (Volume II). 
 
In general, skates have little to no recreational value and are not intentionally pursued in any 
recreational fisheries.  The Skate SAFE Report includes a general description of recreational 
fishing activity on skates and presents skate catch information from the Marine Recreational 
Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS).  There is no new or additional recreational fishery 
information to present in this FMP document. 
 

7.3.5 Bycatch Information 
Section 3.4 of the Skate SAFE Report (Volume II) presents preliminary discard estimates for 
skates from SAW 30, calculated from NEFSC Domestic Sea Sampling and Dealer Weighout 
data for 1989-1998.  The estimates were derived by gear type and primary species group caught 
on a sea sampled trip.  A species group was considered the primary target when it constituted 
more than 50% of the total trip landings.  This may result in an underestimation of total skate 
discards because some trips (2,604 of 11,834) were mixed, and no species or group comprised 
50% of the trip. 
 
Generally, the estimates from SAW 30 ranged from high values between 50,000 and 70,000 mt 
in 1989-1990 to a low of 14,700 mt in 1994.  Otter trawls and scallop dredges account for >90% 
of the total discards.  Over the 1989-1998 period, the biomass of total discards are estimated to 
be two (1998) to eight times (1989) the reported total landings.  The commercial fishery discard 
mortality rate of skates, and therefore the magnitude of total skate discard mortality, is unknown. 
 
The subsections below present additional bycatch information that supplements the information 
presented in the Skate SAFE Report. 
 

7.3.5.1 Sea Sampling Summaries 
One way to investigate skate bycatch information is to query the sea sampling database.  The sea 
sampling program was created primarily to gather information about the interactions of marine 
mammals with commercial fishing gear.  Because the main focus of this database is on marine 
mammals, the primary gear that has been researched is gillnet.  However, the primary gear used 
by fishermen in skate fisheries is not gillnet, so this is one limitation of the database.  When 
attempting to examine the bycatch levels of skate populations by the different gear sectors, it 
would be more useful to sample more dredge and otter trawl trips.  Therefore, this analysis does 
not compare gear sectors; it simply summarizes the data within the sea sampling database. 
 
Sea sampling data was pulled from May 1994 – December 2000.  The total number of observed 
trips per year by gear sector was determined.  This was then compared with the vessel trip report 
(VTR) estimated number of trips, and a sea sampling percentage was calculated.  Table 55 below 
describes the sea sampling percent coverage for gillnet, otter trawl, and scallop dredge gear for 
the seven-year time series. 
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There are several limitations of the sea sampling database, but it still may be useful to examine 
this information to get a general idea of the level and nature of skate bycatch.  It is important to 
note that the sea sampling survey program only observes a very small percentage of the total 
fishing activity in New England; therefore, it is not appropriate to determine skate bycatch rates 
by extrapolating the sea sampling data to the entire fleet.  Furthermore, since the temporal and 
geographic focus of the sea sampling program is on marine mammal interactions, it is not 
representative of normal fishing behavior in the region.  In particular, because the focus is on 
marine mammal interactions, it is very unlikely that many skate trips (wings or bait) were 
observed.  Additionally, skate identification is relatively difficult, and it is possible that the seven 
different species of skates were not always accurately identified on observed trips. 
 
Table 55  Sea Sampling Coverage for Three Gear Sectors from May 1994 – December 2000 

 Gillnet Otter Trawl Dredge 

Sea Sampling Number of Trips 7,954 1,158 191 

VTR Estimated Number of Trips 102,708 257,534 37,818 

Sea Sampling % Coverage 7.74% 0.45% 0.51% 

 Source: NMFS Sea Sampling Database 
 
Table 56 – Table 59 summarize available sea sampling data for gillnets, otter trawls, and scallop 
dredges.  From May 1994 – December 2000, there were 7,954 gillnet trips observed in the sea 
sampling program.  Based on these data, the majority of skates caught on observed gillnet trips is 
kept, especially winter skates (Table 56).  Larger winter skates are probably kept by gillnetters 
for the wing fishery.  Note that very small amounts of rosette, clearnose, and smooth skates were 
also kept on observed gillnet trips.  In fact, a significant portion of each of the seven skate 
species was kept, ranging from 33.56% - 92.25%.  Overall, 670,729.9 pounds of skates were 
caught on observed gillnet trips, and 79.85% of that catch was kept.  After multispecies, 
monkfish, and “other,” skates were the fourth largest species category kept by weight for the 
observed trips in the gillnet gear sector. 
 
From May 1994 – December 2000, there were 1,158 trips observed in the otter trawl fishery.  
Otter trawl vessels discarded more skates than they kept on observed trips.  It is important to 
remember the significant limitations of the data (0.45% coverage on otter trawls) and recognize 
the fact that some otter trawls target skates for the bait fishery with little bycatch (See Section 
7.3.5.2).  Based on the data in Table 57, it appears that observers did not sample many (if any) 
trips on vessels participating in the Southern New England bait fishery.  Over the time series, 
2,839,949.3 lbs. of skates were caught on the observed otter trawl trips (significantly more than 
on the observed gillnet trips).  While some skates are landed, 88.33% of all the skates caught 
from these observed otter trawl trips were discarded.  On the observed trips, winter and little 
skates were kept the most. 
 
There were 191 scallop dredge trips in the sea sampling program from May 1994 – December 
2000 (not including coverage in the closed area access program), which equates to 0.51% 
observer coverage.  Practically no skates that were caught on observed scallop dredge trips were 
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kept; only a very small percentage of winter skates were kept (presumably larger ones for the 
wing market, see Table 58).  Over the time series, 1,360,845.4 lbs. of skates were caught on 
sampled trips in the scallop fishery, and 99.8% were discarded.  After the species category 
“other” and scallops, skates were the third largest species category caught by weight on the 
observed dredge trips.  Scallops were the species with the highest kept percentage (96.05%), 
followed by monkfish (80.82%). 
 
The recent scallop exemption program implemented in Framework Adjustment 13 to the Sea 
Scallop FMP permitted scallop vessels to enter the year-round closed areas with specific access 
restrictions.  Since the exemption program included a mandatory 25% observer coverage for trips 
in the closed areas, the sea sampling data from this program gives a more accurate picture of 
skate bycatch for the scallop fleet entering the closed areas.  From May – December 2000, 
according to the sea sampling database, 226 scallop trips were observed in the closed areas.  The 
most updated information about the number of vessels that participated in the scallop exemption 
program can be found on the NMFS Statistics Office web site 
(www.nero.nmfs.gov/ro/fso/reports_frame.htm).  According to this source, as of December 14, 
2000, 128 vessels entered Closed Area I, and 35.1% of the trips were observed.  The most 
updated information available for Closed Area II is from August 14, 2000; 80 vessels made 164 
trips into Closed Area II, and 51.2% of them were observed.  Last, as of October 3, 2000, 136 
vessels made trips into the Nantucket Lightship closed area and 35.3% of those trips were 
observed. 
 
According to the sea sampling data for the exemption program, and similar to the general 
observer data for scallop dredges, virtually no skates that were caught on the observed trips were 
kept (Table 59).  The total number of skates kept from all seven species was only 156.0 lbs. out 
of the 737,566.1 lbs. of skates that were caught.  It is interesting to note that after scallops, skates 
were the second largest species caught by weight within the closed areas.  Table 59 summarizes 
the different skate species that were caught on observed trips in the scallop exemption program 
and compares the bycatch level of skates with other species caught in this exemption program 
fishery. 
 
The number of skates discarded from observed trips in the exemption program differs by species.  
Little skates had the largest bycatch by weight (over 115,000 lbs.), while smooth skate bycatch 
came to only 491 lbs. on the observed trips.  Some skate bycatch was unidentified and totaled 
404,185 lbs. for the time series.  According to the sea sampling database for the scallop 
exemption program, the skate species that was identified with the greatest bycatch level in 
Closed Area I was little skates (over 16,000 lbs.).  Overall, from May to December 2000, the 
observed scallop exemption trips documented approximately 140,000 lbs. of skate bycatch in 
Closed Area I, over 500.000 lbs. in Closed Area II, and almost 50,000 lbs. in the Nantucket 
Lightship Closed Area. 
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Table 56  Summary of Sea Sampling Data for the Gillnet Gear Sector 

There were 7,954 trips observed from May 1994 – December 2000 (7.74% observer coverage). 

 Barndoor Clearnose  Little Rosette Smooth Thorny Winter 
Skates 

Unidentified ALL SKATES 

KEPT 3,397.4 11,108.2 47,278.7 526.0 4,098.0 4,519.9 382,844.1 81,797.2 535,569.5 

DISCARD 1,030.7 13,322.6 62,222.4 165.8 718.4 8,948.3 32,150.4 16,601.8 135,160.4 

Grand Total 4,428.1 24,430.8 109,501.1 691.8 4,816.4 13,468.2 414,994.5 98,399.0 670,729.9 

KEPT % 76.72% 45.47% 43.18% 76.03% 85.08% 33.56% 92.25% 83.13% 79.85% 

DISCARD % 23.28% 54.53% 56.82% 23.97% 14.92% 66.44% 7.75% 16.87% 20.15% 

          

 Fluke Monkfish Multispecies Other Scallops Small Mesh ALL SKATES TOTAL  

KEPT 11,502.0 2,256,352.5 5,073,426.6 11,395,525.4 282.2 53,115.3 535,569.5 19,325,773.5  

DISCARD 1,756.3 60,619.8 83,340.6 983,413.3 209.0 7,608.9 135,160.4 1,272,108.3  

Grand Total 13,258.3 2,316,972.3 5,156,767.2 12,378,938.7 491.2 60,724.2 670,729.9 20,597,881.8  

KEPT % 86.75% 97.38% 98.38% 92.06% 57.45% 87.47% 79.85% 79.85%  

DISCARD % 13.25% 2.62% 1.62% 7.94% 42.55% 12.53% 20.15% 20.15%  
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Table 57  Summary of Sea Sampling Data for the Otter Trawl Sector 

There were 1,158 trips observed from May 1994 – December 2000 (0.45% observer coverage). 

 Barndoor Clearnose  Little Rosette Smooth Thorny Winter 
Skates 

Unidentified ALL SKATES 

KEPT 1,082.0 14,575.7 173,302.0 321.0 2,135.0 4,867.0 125,597.5 151,591.9 473,472.1 

DISCARD 21,398.3 346,670.4 1,367,283.5 14,515.7 7,648.1 33,880.4 238,790.6 336,290.2 2,366,477.2 

Grand Total 22,480.3 361,246.1 1,540,585.5 14,836.7 9,783.1 38,747.4 364,388.1 487,882.1 2,839,949.3 

KEPT % 4.81% 4.03% 11.25% 2.16% 21.82% 12.56% 34.47% 31.07% 16.67% 

DISCARD % 95.19% 95.97% 88.75% 97.84% 78.18% 87.44% 65.53% 68.93% 83.33% 

          

 Fluke Monkfish Multispecies Other Scallops Small Mesh ALL SKATES TOTAL  

KEPT 688,266.3 702,844.9 2,644,623.3 12,463,229.1 28,776.1 854,192.2 473,472.1 17,855,404.0  

DISCARD 67,732.7 133,502.2 319,586.1 3,788,213.4 37,910.1 839,995.6 2,366,477.2 7,553,417.3  

Grand Total 755,999.0 836,347.1 2,964,209.4 16,251,442.5 66,686.2 1,694,187.8 2,839,949.3 25,408,821.3  

KEPT % 91.04% 84.04% 89.22% 76.69% 43.15% 50.42% 16.67% 16.67%  

DISCARD % 8.96% 15.96% 10.78% 23.31% 56.85% 49.58% 83.33% 83.33%  
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Table 58  Summary of Sea Sampling Data for the Scallop Dredge Sector (Not Including Closed Area Access Program) 

There were 191 trips observed from May 1994 – December 2000 (0.51% observer coverage). 

 Barndoor Clearnose  Little Rosette Smooth Thorny Winter 
Skates 

Unidentified ALL SKATES 

KEPT   232.0  150.0  1,187.0 1,184.0 2,753.0 

DISCARD 3,816.8 33,953.8 805,457.4 467.2 29,192.0 23,195.2 89,765.3 372,244.7 1,358,092.4 

Grand Total 3,816.8 33,953.8 805,689.4 467.2 29,342.0 23,195.2 90,952.3 373,428.7 1,360,845.4 

KEPT % 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.51% 0.00% 1.31% 0.32% 0.20% 

DISCARD % 100.00% 100.00% 99.97% 100.00% 99.49% 100.00% 98.69% 99.68% 99.80% 

          

 Fluke Monkfish Multispecies Other Scallops Small Mesh ALL SKATES TOTAL  

KEPT 6,188.2 415,265.5 16,527.2 23,132.1 5,658,935.0 181.4 2,753.0 6,122,982.4  

DISCARD 38,376.4 98,560.4 117,191.9 9,005,160.9 232,754.9 12,727.4 1,358,092.4 10,862,864.3  

Grand Total 44,564.6 513,825.9 133,719.1 9,028,293.0 5,891,689.9 12,908.8 1,360,845.4 16,985,846.7  

KEPT % 13.89% 80.82% 12.36% 0.26% 96.05% 1.41% 0.20% 36.05%  

DISCARD % 86.11% 19.18% 87.64% 99.74% 3.95% 98.59% 99.80% 63.95%  

 



 

Final Skate FMP/EIS       Volume I 371

 
Table 59  Summary of Sea Sampling Data from the Sea Scallop Exemption Program 

There were 226 trips observed from May through December 2000. 

 Barndoor Clearnose  Little Rosette Smooth Thorny Winter 
Skates 

Unidentified 
ALL 

SKATES 

KEPT 45.0  17.0   1.0 4.0 89.0 156.0 

DISCARD 30,913.9 63,513.0 115,879.3 24,654.5 491.0 5,268.6 92,511.0 404,178.8 737,410.1 

Grand Total 30,958.9 63,513.0 115,896.3 24,654.5 491.0 5,269.6 92,515.0 404,267.8 737,566.1 

KEPT % 0.15% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.02% 0.02% 

DISCARD % 99.85% 100.00% 99.99% 100.00% 100.00% 99.98% 100.00% 99.98% 99.98% 

          

 Fluke Monkfish Multispecies Other Scallops Small Mesh ALL SKATES TOTAL  

KEPT 20.5 210,069.7 60,736.2 3,397.3 1,673,468.7 179.8 156.0 1,948,028.2  

DISCARD 2,312.6 99,731.9 278,811.6 237,578.8 2,686,343.9 24,159.0 737,410.1 4,066,347.9  

Grand Total 2,333.1 309,801.6 339,547.8 240,976.1 4,359,812.6 24,338.8 737,566.1 6,014,376.1  

KEPT % 0.88% 67.81% 17.89% 1.41% 38.38% 0.74% 0.02% 32.39%  

DISCARD % 99.12% 32.19% 82.11% 98.59% 61.62% 99.26% 99.98% 67.61%  
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7.3.5.2 Rhode Island Sea Sampling Data 
Since Amendment 5 to the Multispecies FMP was implemented, vessels wishing to target skates 
have been required to utilize Days-At-Sea (DAS).  Southern New England boats that routinely 
target skates for bait for the lobster fleet have contended that bycatch of regulated species is 
minimal, and is below the 5% threshold required to exempt the skate fishery from DAS usage.  
The areas where fishing vessel captains claim low regulated bycatch encompass statistical areas 
539, 611, and parts of 537 during the months June-September.  With the current DAS 
allocations, many vessels routinely use up a large percentage of their annual allocation during the 
months of the directed skate bait fishery. 
 
In response to repeated requests from industry to verify groundfish bycatch, in  anticipation of 
the forthcoming Skate FMP and further cuts in DAS proposals, the Rhode Island Division of 
Fish and Wildlife (RIDFW) instituted expanded sea sampling coverage on the skate bait fleet 
during 2000 and 2001.  Little skates have dominated  the skates species caught for bait in the 
Southern New England area, with a small bycatch of other skate species (mostly juvenile winter 
skates).  Little skates are not in an overfished condition, and overfishing is not thought to be 
occurring on this species. 
 
A total of 17 trips and 64 tows were sampled in the two-year seasonal fishery.  Data on target 
and bycatch species, along with skate species composition and little skate length frequencies 
within statistical areas 539 and 611 were collected.  The proportion of little skates to all other 
species captured during this study was 97.84%. 
 
Small proportions of  winter (1.82%), clearnose (0.31%) and barndoor skate (0.03%)were also 
caught during the study.  Groundfish totals fell well below the 5% exempted fishery criteria in 
this study.  Regulated multispecies captured throughout the course of this study included winter 
flounder, witch flounder, yellowtail flounder, windowpane flounder, silver hake, and red hake.  
Additionally, small amounts of monkfish and fluke were documented. 
 
Sea sampling data indicate minimal and insignificant groundfish mortality and that the 
proportion of skates to total biomass caught falls well below the 5% exempted fishery criteria.  
The Rhode Island Division of Fish and Wildlife is in the process of finalizing a report on the 
skate bait fishery and will be forwarding the results to NMFS to request an exemption from 
current DAS requirements for this fishery between the months of mid-June to mid-September. 
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7.3.6 Processing and Marketing Information 
Much of this information is presented in Section 7.3.1 of this document as well. 
 
Skates caught for lobster bait are landed whole by otter trawlers and either sold 1) fresh, 2) fresh 
salted, or 3) salted and strung or bagged for bait by the barrel.  Bait skates are “processed” in that 
most are salted and strung or bagged by the buyers as preparation for use in lobster pots.  A 
tremendous volume of salt is used in the bait operations, up to 130,000 pounds weekly during the 
peak of lobster season.  Barrels of skates may weigh between 500 – 600 pounds.  All 
“processing” of skates for lobster bait occurs at the level of the buyer/dealer and not the 
processor.  No processing facilities are involved with skate products for use as lobster bait. 
 
Skate wings are processed for export to various international markets.  Winter skate, thorny 
skate, and barndoor skate are considered sufficient in size for processing of wings.  Processors 
state that they prefer skate wings of at least 1-1 1/4 lb. skin-on.  A one-pound skinless wing is 
estimated to weigh about 1.3-pounds skin-on.  Skate processors buy whole, hand-cut, and/or 
onboard machine-cut skates from vessels primarily out of Massachusetts and Rhode Island.  
Cutting machines were developed in 1988 in response to increasing markets for skate wings and 
increased participation in the fishery.  However, the practice of onboard machine cutting has 
decreased since that time and may not exist at all anymore.  Cutting machines have been 
somewhat problematic because they can leave wing meat on the body of the skate or cut too 
close to the cartilage, decreasing the quality of the product and/or requiring additional hand-
cutting.  Processors prefer hand-cut wings because hand-cutting generally produces a better 
product and higher yield. 
 
There are currently four known major skate wing processors in New England and another two 
companies in the Mid-Atlantic.  The companies reportedly buy wings from vessels mostly from 
New Bedford and Mid-Atlantic ports.  One major skate processing facility in New Bedford 
reports that about 90% of its product is landed in New Bedford, with the remainder trucked from 
Provincetown, Scituate, and other ports primarily in Massachusetts.  Processors report that while 
demand for the product is generally consistent, profit margins are extremely low.  One processor 
mentioned that the strong U.S. dollar makes the exported product more expensive. 
 
In total, nine processors from MA, RI, NY, and NH reported processing 3.9 million pounds of 
unspecified skate products.  No further description of product form is available (e.g., whether 
frozen or fresh).  Sales amounted to $3.2 million, for an average price of $0.81.  These firms 
employ 514 workers. 
 
The activities involved with skate processing depend on the market which the product serves.  
However, almost all wings are frozen for export.  France, Korea, and Greece are the leading 
importers.  France prefers skate wings, a processed product that is either skinless or skinless and 
boneless; frozen individually wrapped in poly (IWP).  The Korean market generally prefers 
whole processed skates, and there is a Japanese market for wings. 
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Brokers have also secured skates for the European and Asian markets from Argentina and 
Canada.  Argentina initially produced a significant amount of skates, but they were reportedly of 
poor quality.  Processing techniques have improved, and Argentina now provides the bulk of the 
European and Asian market.  Argentina supplements their skate production with large skates 
produced from the U.S. west coast fishery.  Canadian production of skates for the export market 
has diminished, as some of the industry switched toward more lucrative crab and shrimp 
fisheries. 
 
Data of annual production of processed and exported skate products is sparse.  Limited trade data 
was collected by NOAA/NMFS for the New England Fisheries Development Program in 1975.  
Reports from an international seafood trade expert at the Seafood Institute indicate that skate 
export poundage was tracked through “Euro Stat Data” until 1995 or 1996, then abandoned.  
Customs does not track the exports, and no census data exists specific to skate exports. 
 

7.3.7 Other Economic Factors 
The Skate SAFE Report (Volume II) includes additional economic information that is not 
repeated in this FMP document.  The SAFE Report can be referenced for the following economic 
information: 

• Annual commercial landings and revenues of skates on a calendar-year basis and by state, 
market category, gear, and port 

• Dockside prices for bait and wings 
• Preliminary price models and supply/demand information 
• Vessel-level revenues from skates 
• Skate dealer activity 
 

7.3.8 Safety Factors  
The U.S. Coast Guard’s First Cost Guard District office maintains an extensive database of 
fishing vessel safety incidents that occurred in the Northwest Atlantic since January 1, 1993.  
Most of the information is for reportable casualties, defined as: 

• A grounding; 
• Loss of propulsion, primary steering or any associated control system that reduces the 

maneuverability of the vessel; 
• An occurrence materially and adversely affecting the vessel's seaworthiness including but not 

limited to: fire, collision, sinking and flooding; 
• A loss of life; 
• An injury that requires professional medical treatment and that renders the individual unfit to 

perform his or her routine duties; 
• An occurrence causing property damage in excess of $25,000. 
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In addition, the database includes information on Emergency Position Indicating Radiobeacon 
(EPIRB) alerts and trip terminations because of safety violations.  The data for 1993 through 
1999 are available to the public via a website 
(http://www.uscg.mil/d1/staff/m/fvs/statistics.html). 
 
While the data are not organized by fishery, in many instances the type of vessel (scalloper, 
longline, gillnet, trawler, etc.) is recorded.  Most skates are caught by otter trawl and, to a lesser 
extent, gillnet vessels.  While these gears are used in a variety of fisheries, examining the number 
of accidents on these vessels may give an indication of the number of accidents that have 
occurred in fisheries of which skates are a component. 
 
Figure 92 shows the number of accidents for all fisheries since 1993.  The data has been 
compiled into fishing years.  Generally, the number of safety incidents declined for most types of 
accidents.  Fire incidents, however, have increased since 1993.  Figure 93 illustrates information 
on the same type of casualties, but only for incidents identified as being on trawl, gillnet, or 
longline vessels.  The data continue to show modest declines in the number of incidents since 
1993, with the exception of fires. 
 
Figure 94 summarizes reported deaths or injuries for all fisheries.  Unlike the overall level of 
incidents, the trends these types of incidents are less clear.  While the number of injuries in all 
fisheries declined in 1998, it immediately returned to prior levels in 1999 and remained nearly 
constant.  The number of deaths has not shown any clear trend over the entire period.  Deaths 
more than doubled in groundfish fishing year 2000 compared to the previous year, but had 
fluctuated without a clear trend prior to that increase.  As shown in Figure 94 and Figure 95, the 
trends among trawl, gillnet, and longline vessels were similar to those for all fisheries.  With the 
exception of a peak in fishing year 1999, injuries remained relatively constant.  Deaths among 
these vessels show the same trends as in all fisheries.  The number of deaths more than doubled 
in fishing year 2000. 
 
The number of reported injuries and deaths on trawl, gillnet, and longline vessels was further 
examined by vessel length (Figure 96 and Figure 97).  Injury information does not reflect any 
clear trend.  For vessels less than 75 feet in length, the number of injuries has remained relatively 
constant.  Injuries on vessels 75 feet and over was fairly constant until a large increase occurred 
in fishing year 2000.  For all vessel sizes, the number of deaths increased in fishing year 2000.  
Vessels between 50 and 75 feet in length have a seen an increase in the number of deaths for two 
consecutive years. 
 
The data, with some exceptions, does not include information on the fishery that the vessel was 
participating in at the time of the accident.  As an example, trawl vessels are used in a variety of 
fisheries in New England, and it should not be concluded that all the accidents by these vessels 
occurred in the groundfish fishery or in any other fisheries that use trawls.  While examining the 
data allows a determination on the number of accidents that occurred, there is no simple way to 
determine if accident rates have increased or declined because the data cannot be directly 
compared to measures of fishing effort (such as days absent, DAS, pounds landed, revenues, 
etc.).  Some general statements, however, can be made: 
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• The number of reported incidents for trawl, longline, and gillnet vessels has declined since 
groundfish fishing year 1996. 

• The number of deaths for these three gears has increased, though it is unknown in what 
fisheries the deaths occurred. 

• With the exception of those vessels 75 feet and over in length (trawl, gillnet, and longline), 
the number of injuries has remained relatively constant.  Vessels over 75 feet in length 
experienced an increase in the number of injuries in fishing year 2000. 

 
Figure 92  Vessel Safety Incidents, All Fisheries, Groundfish Fishing Years  
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Source: U.S. Coast Guard, unpublished data. 
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Figure 93  Vessel Safety Incidents, Trawl, Gillnet, and Longline Vessels, Groundfish 
Fishing Years 
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Source: U.S. Coast Guard, unpublished data. 
 
Figure 94  Fishing Vessel Deaths and Injuries, All Fisheries, Groundfish Fishing Years  
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Source: U.S. Coast Guard, unpublished data. 
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Figure 95  Fishing Vessel Deaths and Injuries, Trawl, Longline, and Gillnet Fisheries, 
Groundfish Fishing Years 
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Source: U.S. Coast Guard, unpublished data. 
 
Figure 96  Number of Fishing Vessel Injuries by Length of Vessel, Trawl, Longline, and 

Gillnet Gear Only, Groundfish Fishing Years 
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Source: U.S. Coast Guard, unpublished data. 
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Figure 97  Number of Fishing Vessel Deaths, by Vessel Length, Trawl, Gillnet, and 
Longline Vessels Only, Groundfish Fishing Years  
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Source: U.S. Coast Guard, unpublished data. 
 
 

8.0 DATA AND RESEARCH NEEDS 
Adequate and comprehensive scientific information (both biological and socioeconomic) about 
the species and fisheries proposed to be managed under the Skate FMP is currently lacking.  This 
information is critical to managing the Northeast Region’s skate complex consistent with the 
Sustainable Fisheries Act.  Without this information, uncertainty in the scientific data will 
constrain the ability of the Council to take appropriate management actions.  In addition, 
effective monitoring and appropriate recommendations for management adjustments, especially 
for fisheries in which skates are caught incidentally, hinge on the availability of more 
comprehensive scientific information about these species. 
 
One of the primary objectives of this FMP is to collect information critical for substantially 
improving knowledge of skate fisheries by species and for monitoring: (a) the status of skate 
fisheries, resources, and related markets and (b) the effectiveness of skate management 
approaches.  To achieve this objective, the Council is proposing to implement a comprehensive 
permit and catch reporting program.  Such a program addresses many of the data and research 
needs discussed below, but much additional research will be necessary to obtain the necessary 
biological and ecological information about the individual species in the complex. 


