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8.0  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES – ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS 

8.1 Cumulative Effects Analysis 
 
The purpose of this section is to summarize the incremental impact of the proposed action on the 
environment resulting when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency or person undertakes them. 

8.1.1 Background 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that cumulative effects of “past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions” (40 CFR § 1508.7) be evaluated along with the direct effects and 
indirect effects of each proposed alternative.  Cumulative impacts result from the combined effect of the 
proposed action’s impacts and the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions.  These impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place 
over a period of time.  The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) directs federal agencies to 
determine the significance of cumulative effects by comparing likely changes to the environmental 
baseline.  On a more practical note, the CEQ (1997) states that the range of alternatives considered must 
include the “no-action alternative as a baseline against which to evaluate cumulative effects.”  Therefore, 
the analyses in this document, referenced in the following cumulative impacts discussion, compare the 
likely effects of the proposed actions to the effects of the no-action alternative9. 
 
CEQ Guidelines state that cumulative effects include the effects of all actions taken, no matter who 
(federal, non-federal or private) has taken the actions, but that the analysis should focus on those effects 
that are truly meaningful in terms of the specific resource, ecosystem and human community being 
affected.  Thus, this section will contain a summary of relevant past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions to which the proposed alternatives may have a cumulative effect.  This analysis has taken 
into account, to the extent possible, the relationship between historical (both pre- and post-FMP) and 
present condition of the skate population and fishery, although significantly less is known about the 
population and the fishery prior to the implementation of the FMP and other management actions 
affecting the fishery (particularly Multispecies Amendments 5 and 7 and Sea Scallop Amendment 4).  
The time frame for this analysis, therefore, is primarily the 1980’s and 1990’s for historical information, 
although trawl survey data extending to the 1960’s is considered, and approximately 5-10 years for 
reasonably foreseeable future actions affecting the fishery.  The geographic scope of the analysis is the 
range of the skate fishery in the EEZ and adjacent fishing communities, from the U.S.-Canada border to, 
and including North Carolina. 
 

                                                      
9 In the case of this amendment, there are no default actions that would cause No Action to differ from 
Status Quo.  Therefore for the purposes of this cumulative effects analysis, No Action and Status Quo 
(Section ??? ) are equivalent. 
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The cumulative effects analysis focuses on five Valued Environmental Components (VEC’s): 
 

1. Target species (skates) 
2. Non-target species (incidental catch and bycatch) 
3. Protected species 
4. Habitat, and 
5. Communities. 

 
The cumulative effects determination on these VEC’s is based on the following analyses: (1) the 
discussion in this section of non-fishing actions occurring outside the scope of this FMP; (2) the analysis 
of direct and indirect impacts contained in the Environmental Consequences section of this DEIS 
(Sections 8.3 to 8.8) and summarized in this section (Sections 8.1.4 and 8.1.5); (3) the summary of past, 
present and future actions affecting the skate fishery; and (4) the cumulative effects of the alternatives 
provided in Section 8.1.2. 
 
NOAA Fisheries staff determined that the 5 VECs (target species, non-target species, protected species, 
habitat and communities) are appropriate for the purpose of evaluating cumulative effects of the proposed 
action based on the environmental components that have historically been impacted by fishing, and 
statutory requirements to complete assessments of these factors under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, 
Endangered Species Act, Marine Mammal Protection Act, Regulatory Flexibility Act, and several 
Executive Orders.  The VECs are intentionally broad (for example, there is one devoted to protected 
species, rather than just marine mammals, and one on habitat, rather than Essential Fish Habitat) to allow 
for flexibility in assessing all potential environmental factors that are likely to be impacted by the action.  
While subsistence fishing would ordinarily fall under the “communities” VEC, no subsistence fishing or 
Indian treaty fishing take place in the area managed under this FMP. 
 
The vessels participating in the skate fishery must comply with all federal air quality (engine emissions) 
and marine pollution regulations, and, therefore, do not significantly affect air or marine water quality.  
Consequently, the management measures contained in Amendment 3 would not likely result in any 
additional impact to air or marine water quality. 

8.1.2 Overview of the proposed action alternatives 
 
This amendment is designed to achieve a number of goals and objectives as outlined in Section 3.0, 
consistent with the skate stock-rebuilding goals established by the FMP, adopted in 2002.  The purpose 
and need for this amendment is summarized in Section 3.0.  The proposed action and alternatives 
considered but not adopted are outlined in Section 5.0, and the direct and indirect impacts on the 
environment are analyzed and discussed in Sections 8.2 to 8.8 
 
In summary, as stated in the Goals and Objectives, the proposed actions are primarily designed to address 
new management problems and issues that have arisen since implementation of the FMP, and to comply 
with applicable laws such as NEPA and the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  Recent changes in stock conditions 
have changed the status determinations for smooth, thorny, and winter skates.  As a result, the Magnuson-
Stevens Act requires the Council to develop an amendment and NMFS to implement measures to redress 
the conditions and initiate rebuilding of overfished stocks.  Thus, this amendment primarily focuses on 
alternatives to reduce skate catches to levels that have more frequently than not allowed biomass to 
increase.  In addition, it also would comply with new Magnuson-Stevens Act requirements to establish 
annual catch limits and targets, with accountability measures if the actual catches exceed the limits. 
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This amendment also addresses problems and issues raised the public during the amendment scoping 
process.  In addition, some proposals address NMFS strategic objectives of streamlining the management 
process and reducing administrative burdens on the agency and public.   

8.1.3 Summary of non-fishing actions and their effect 
 
Following is an assessment of non-fishing impacts on fish habitat and fishery resources.   For fish habitat, 
non-fishing effects have been reviewed in the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment for Skate prepared by 
the NEMFC (Amendment 2 to the Skate FMP).  Table 51, taken from that document, represents the 
review of the EFH Technical Team of the potential effects of numerous chemical, biological and physical 
effects to riverine, inshore and offshore fish habitats.  Table 51 exhibits twelve representative classes of 
chemicals, three categories of biological and nineteen types of physical threats, which are categorized as 
low, moderate or high threats to habitat, based on their geographic location—riverine, inshore and 
offshore.  In general, the closer the proximity to the coast, i.e., close to pollution sources and habitat 
alternations, the greater the potential for impact. 
 
Riverine and inshore habitats were generally categorized as moderate to high threats whereas the offshore 
areas were low to moderate.  For the offshore area, with the exception of events such as oil spills and 
algae blooms, which can spread over large areas, moderate effects were generally localized to a well-
defined and relatively small impact area such as oil/gas mining and dredged material disposal.  Thus, only 
small portions of fish stocks would potentially use these sparsely located areas and would be adversely 
affected.  For example, dredged material disposal sites, usually about 1 nm2 in size, are managed by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. EPA to minimize physical effect to the defined disposal area 
and allow no chemical effects at the site based on stringent sediment testing.   
 
For fishery resources, there are several non-fishing threats that could have a direct and/or indirect impact 
on skate stocks.  Several of the items identified as non-fishing threats to fish habitat, identified in Table 
51 could also pose a threat, such as the oil spills, pesticides, and radioactive wastes.  Generally the closer 
the proximity of skate stocks to the coast, the greater the potential for impact (although predation, a non-
fishing impact, would be one threat that would occur everywhere).  Skate reside or migrate through both 
inshore and offshore areas at different stages of their lives and during different seasons throughout the 
year.  In the offshore areas, effects of non-fishing activities would likely be low because the localized 
nature of the effects would minimize exposure to organisms in the immediate area.  However, new 
exploration and drilling in offshore areas for oil and gas could have adverse effects on skates, depending 
on the nature of the disturbance. 
 
An additional inshore threat of note would be the effect on fishery resources presented by power plants.  
The operations of power plants are thought to be especially of consequence to fish eggs, larvae and 
juveniles.  Entrainment, or intake of cooling seawater for the purposes of cooling power plant reactors, is 
known to draw in eggs and larvae and, therefore, could have a negative impact on some fishery resources 
that spawn in areas in close proximity to active power plants.  An additional threat associated with power 
plants is the discharge of warm water.  This thermal discharge is believed to have a negative impact on 
reproduction capability and recruitment of affected fishery resources.  Since skate spawning and larval 
stages occur primarily in the offshore environment, this threat is not as significant as it is for other fish 
stocks, such as winter flounder.  Little skate however reside and spawn in shallow coastal waters and like 
other skates produce demersal egg sacs, which may be susceptible to entrainment and coastal dredging. 
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Table 51- Potential non-fishing threats to fish habitat in the New England region prioritized within 
regions (H = high; M = moderate; L = low)2 
 

THREATS RIVERINE INSHORE OFFSHORE 
Chemical    

 oil M M M 
 heavy metals M M M 
 nutrients H H L 
 pesticides M M L 
 herbicides / fungicide M M L 
 acid H M  
 chlorine M M  
 thermal M M  
 metabolic & food wastes M M  
 suspended particles M M L 
 radioactive wastes L M M 
 greenhouse gases M M M 

Biological    
 nonindigenous / reared 
species 

M M M 

 nuisance / toxic algae M H M 
 pathogens M M M 

Physical    
 channel dredge M H  
 dredge and fill H H  
 marina / dock 
construction 

M H  

 vessel activity M H L 
 erosion control    
    bulkheads M M  
    seawalls  M  
    jetties  M  
    groins  M  
 tidal restriction M H  
 dam construction / 
operation 

H M  

 water diversion    
    water withdrawal H M  
    irrigation M M  
 deforestation H M  
 mining    
    gravel/mineral mining M M M 
    oil/gas mining  L M M 
    peat mining L   
 debris M M M 
 dredged material 
disposal 

L M M 

 artificial reefs L M M 
1  From NEFMC (1998) 
2  Prioritization developed by compilation of EFH Technical Team survey 
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Other future non-fishing threats to fishery resources could include global warming and siting of wind 
farms in the coastal or offshore environment.  The effects of global warming and rising sea temperature 
on the life cycles and distribution of fishery stocks are uncertain and, therefore, could not be incorporated 
into this assessment.  The possibility of windmill construction in marine waters for the purposes of 
harnessing alternative means of energy could also have an impact on fishery resources, especially as it 
relates to disruption of habitat.  It is notable that the MA DMF survey captures considerable numbers of 
little skate year around and winter skate in the spring.  These skate species are likely to inhabit in 
Nantucket Sound, but it is not known to what extent little and winter skate rely on the area.  Windfarm 
siting is the subject of a forthcoming EIS being prepared by the Army Corps of Engineers.  The impacts 
of this project to the fisheries have been analyzed in the draft environmental impact statement for the 
Cape Windfarm Project. 

8.1.4 Summary of fishing gear effects on fish habitat 
 
A gear effects and adverse impacts determination analysis was conducted by NMFS, based on the results 
of the Councils’ Gear Effects Workshop (available at 
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd0201/crd02-01.pdf) and information provided by the 
NEFMC Habitat Technical Team, as well as a report from the National Research Council on the “Effects 
of Trawling and Dredging on Seafloor Habitat” (available at 
http://books.google.com/books?id=orSv2JlXPykC&pg=PA19&lpg=PA19&dq=Effects+of+Trawling+and
+Dredging+on+Seafloor+Habitat&source=web&ots=Dbb2thYahm&sig=ij4CAEKP1LveldPqpBF5BNLh
sdg&hl=en&sa=X&oi=book_result&resnum=3&ct=result#PPP1,M1 or 
http://books.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=10323).  This latter study determined that repeated use of 
trawls/dredges reduce the bottom habitat complexity by the loss of erect and sessile epifauna, smoothing 
sedimentary bedforms and bottom roughness.  Such activity, when repeated over a long term also results 
in discernable changes in benthic communities, which involve a shift from larger bodied long-lived 
benthic organisms for smaller shorter-lived ones.  This shift also can result in loss of benthic productivity 
and thus biomass available for fish predators. 
 
Thus, such changes in bottom structure and loss of productivity can reduce the value of the bottom habitat 
for demersal fish.  These effects varied with sediment type with lower level of impact to sandy 
communities, where there is a high natural dynamic nature to these bedforms, to a high degree of impact 
to hard bottom areas such as bedrock, cobble and coarse gravel, where the substrate and attached epifauna 
are more stable.  Fishermen in most areas report that their skate effort is predominately directed in sandy 
and mud/sand bottomed areas, which are often categorized as a high energy environment that is less 
affected by fishing activities than other substrates.   
 
Use of trawls and gillnets are common in inshore and offshore areas and much less common in riverine 
areas.  In the Northeast, otter trawls are used to prosecute most managed fisheries including: Northeast 
Multispecies; Sea Scallops; Skate; Mackerel, squid and butterfish; Summer flounder, scup and black 
seabass; Bluefish; and Spiny dogfish.  Scallop dredges are used in the sea scallop fishery and hydraulic 
clam dredges are used in the surf clam and ocean quahogs fisheries.  Smaller trawls are used in inshore 
areas and lower estuaries, which are managed by states and not subject to the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  In 
addition, some states allow smaller dredges are used for harvesting oysters, bay scallops, sea urchins, 
quahogs, and mussels.  It is assumed for this analysis that the effects of gear are generally moderate to 
high in the riverine, inshore and offshore areas, depending upon the type of bottom and the frequency of 
fishing. 

http://books.google.com/books?id=orSv2JlXPykC&pg=PA19&lpg=PA19&dq=Effects+of+Trawling+and+Dredging+on+Seafloor+Habitat&source=web&ots=Dbb2thYahm&sig=ij4CAEKP1LveldPqpBF5BNLhsdg&hl=en&sa=X&oi=book_result&resnum=3&ct=result#PPP1,M1�
http://books.google.com/books?id=orSv2JlXPykC&pg=PA19&lpg=PA19&dq=Effects+of+Trawling+and+Dredging+on+Seafloor+Habitat&source=web&ots=Dbb2thYahm&sig=ij4CAEKP1LveldPqpBF5BNLhsdg&hl=en&sa=X&oi=book_result&resnum=3&ct=result#PPP1,M1�
http://books.google.com/books?id=orSv2JlXPykC&pg=PA19&lpg=PA19&dq=Effects+of+Trawling+and+Dredging+on+Seafloor+Habitat&source=web&ots=Dbb2thYahm&sig=ij4CAEKP1LveldPqpBF5BNLhsdg&hl=en&sa=X&oi=book_result&resnum=3&ct=result#PPP1,M1�
http://books.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=10323�


Draft Amendment 3 8-241 September 2008 
 

8.1.5 Summary of existing threats to protected resources 
 
Six large whale species (right, humpback, fin, sei, blue and sperm whales) and three sea turtles 
(leatherback, Kemp’s ridley and green turtles) found in the region are listed as “endangered” under the 
Endangered Species Act.  The loggerhead turtle is listed as threatened and thorny skate has been 
petitioned for listing under the Endangered Species Act.  The remaining mammal species are protected 
under the Marine Mammal Protection Act.  The right whale continues to be at the highest risk for 
extinction because of its low numbers and low reproductive status.  Table 52 summarizes the past and 
current threats for the whale species that have a special status because of threats to their continued 
sustainability. 
 
Ship strikes and fishing gear entanglement continue to be the most likely sources of injury or mortality for 
the right, humpback, fin and minke whales.  Gear entanglement occurs in the vertical buoy lines of sink 
gillnet and pot/trap gear, the groundlines of pot/trap gear, and also in the net panels of gillnet gear.  Sei, 
blue and sperm whales are also vulnerable, but fewer ship strikes or entanglements have been recorded.  
Mobile bottom trawls are less of a concern for the large whale species. Other marine mammals, such as 
harbor porpoise, dolphins and seals, are also at risk to be entangled in net gear (including seines, gillnets 
and drift nets).  Turtles have been entangled in shrimp trawls, pound nets, bottom trawls and sink gillnets.  
Shrimp trawls are required to use turtle excluder devices. 
 
Protected species are also affected by habitat alteration or destruction.  Species such as turtles may be 
more prone to such impacts because their nests are particularly vulnerable to disturbance or predation.  
The impacts of pelagic habitat alteration on protected species are less known.  Water quality in coastal 
areas is particularly vulnerable to coastal pollution from nutrients, which can alter the phytoplankton and 
the food of species such as the right whale.  Toxic contaminants, such as PCBs and DDT which are 
suspected of causing reproductive failure in many vertebrates including marine mammals (Reijinders and 
Aguilar, 2002), can also accumulate through the prey species and cause adverse effects to a predator that 
is higher in the food web.  The potential impact of pollution is more likely problematic in nearshore areas 
closer to the source, such as agricultural and urban runoff and sewer outfalls.  Nutrients can also promote 
toxic phytoplankton blooms, which have been known or suspected in killing whales and other marine 
mammals (Geraci, et al., 1990; Harwood, 2002). 
 
Low frequency sonar may pose an additional threat, although the extent of its continued use by the U.S. 
military is unclear at this writing.  A successful lawsuit brought by environmental groups limited the use 
of such sonar following a number of marine mammal deaths in the vicinity of naval exercises in several 
places around the world.  Federal legislation being debated in Congress at this time could override the 
lawsuit settlement agreement and exempt the military from the “harassment” provisions of the MMPA, 
easing the restrictions on the limited deployment of low frequency sonar. 
 
The factors discussed above, and other factors, potentially have had cumulative adverse effects on all 
protected species to varying degrees.  Because of a lack of cause-effect data, little is known about the 
magnitude and scope of these factors and how they have contributed to the species’ special listing.  The 
direct and indirect effects of the alternatives in this amendment are discussed in Section 8.0.  Section 8.1 
summarizes the cumulative effects of the alternatives in the context of the discussion above. 
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Table 52- Summary of Threats to Protected Species Potentially Affected by Amendment 3 to the Skate Plan 

Species Status Threats 
  Ship Strikes Gear Entanglement Habitat Other 
Right Whale    Endang 

Highest risk 
High Potential High potential due sink 

gillnets, pots, traps 
Unknown: 
Water Quality: Nutrients; Toxic 
contaminants; Biotoxins; Noise 
 

Unknown: 
Low Genetic diversity; 
Low reproductive rates; 
Reduction/ Competition of 
prey; Harassment 
 

Humpback Endang High Potential High potential Unknown: 
Water Quality:  Nutrients; Toxic 
contaminants; Biotoxins; Noise 

Unknown: 
Reduction/ Competition of 
prey; Harassment 
 

Fin Endang High Potential 
Mortality Less 
Certain 

High potential 
Mortality Less Certain 

Unknown: 
Water Quality:  Nutrients; Toxic 
contaminants; Biotoxins; Noise 

Unknown: 
Reduction/ Competition of 
prey; Harassment 
 

Sei Endang Potential but 
few recorded 
instances 

Potential but no 
recorded instances 

Offshore Species 
Less likely but still vulnerable to 
Offshore Development 

Unknown: 
Reduction/ Competition of 
prey; Harassment 

Blue Endang Potential but 
few recorded 
instances 

Potential but few 
recorded instances 

Offshore Species 
Less likely but still vulnerable to 
Offshore Development 

Unknown (no data): Ice 
entrapment 
 

Sperm Endang Potential but 
few recorded 
instances 

Potential but few 
recorded instances 

Offshore Species 
Less likely but still vulnerable to 
Offshore Development 

 

Minke Protected 
under 
MMPA 

Potential but 
few recorded 
instances 

Sink Gillnets known 
threat; Pot/Trap Gear 

Unknown: 
Water Quality:  Nutrients; Toxic 
contaminants; Biotoxins; Noise 
 

Aboriginal subsistence 
whaling on West 
Greenland stock (non-
U.S. stock) 

   
. 
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8.1.6 Summary of past, present and future actions affecting the skate fishery 

8.1.6.1 Past and present actions 
 
The current condition of the skate fishery (in the context of the five VECs) is the result of the cumulative 
effect of the Skate FMP, implemented in 2003, and regulations under other FMPs in the region that 
impact vessels catching skate as well as measures adopted under other laws, particularly the Endangered 
Species Act and the Marine Mammal Protection Act.  The status of the fishery, its stocks, human 
component and the biological and physical environment, is discussed in the Affected Environment section 
of this document, Section 7.0.  This section contain a discussion of past actions that have cumulatively, 
and in most cases positively affected the VECs of the skate fishery, including regulatory and judicial 
actions. 
 
In summary, the directed skate fishery is relatively young, having emerged over the past two decades and 
coming under regulation only in 2003 with the adoption of the FMP. The Councils developed the FMP in 
response to concerns that skate fishing was causing biomass to decline, threatening the existence of 
species that are targeted to supply the wing market, particularly barndoor skate which was petitioned for 
listing under the Endangered Species Act.   
 
Since the FMP was implemented in 2003, the results have been mixed to unfavorable.  An increase in 
barndoor skate biomass was already underway by the time the FMP was developed and implemented.  
Since then, barndoor skate biomass has stabilized above the threshold, but below the target (see Section 
7.3.3, for more information on biomass trends).  Once deemed overfished because biomass was below the 
threshold, barndoor skate is in a rebuilding program because its biomass has not yet achieved the target.  
Thorny skate was also deemed overfished when the FMP was implemented, i.e. its biomass was below 
the threshold.  Since then, biomass has declined and is well below the threshold.  At the time, a rebuilding 
period for thorny skate could not be estimated due to missing life history data.  Since then, the PDT has 
estimated that thorny skate cannot be rebuilt in 10 years and this amendment adopts a 25 year rebuilding 
schedule beginning in 2003. 
 
Smooth skate is now deemed overfished, because its biomass index has now slipped below the threshold.  
Since 2003, however, biomass has not changed significantly, and the recent changes are probably within 
the margin of sampling error, but is still way below the target.  Clearnose skate biomass has remained 
relatively stable and is well above the target.  Rosette skate biomass increased, but the survey samples the 
edge of rosette skate distribution and the changes are probably not significant. 
 
The two skates that are targeted by the fishery and landed, little and winter skates, have however seen 
substantial declines in biomass since FMP implementation in 2003.  Little skate biomass has declined 
from a 6.72 kg/tow average to a 3.67 kg/tow average.  Although not overfished and not experiencing 
overfishing, the 2007 survey biomass is only slightly above the 3.27 kg/tow threshold.  Unaudited 2008 
spring survey data shows a substantial increase in biomass, so little skate is unlikely to become overfished 
soon.  Winter skate biomass however has declined below the 3.23 kg/tow threshold and is therefore 
overfished.  Biomass declined from 4.29 kg/tow in 2003, became overfished in 2006 and biomass 
continued to decline to 2.93 kg/tow in 2007. 
 
The three FMP’s that have had the greatest impact on skate fishery VECs, other than the Skate FMP, are 
the Sea Scallop, Monkfish, and Northeast Multispecies FMP’s because of the spatial overlap of the 
fisheries, the relatively high level of incidental catch of skate in those fisheries, and the fact that more 
than 90 percent of the skate permit holders are also permitted in one or the other of those three fisheries 
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(mostly in the Multispecies fishery).  Both Multispecies and Sea Scallop fisheries have undergone a series 
of major actions since 1994 to reduce fishing effort and rebuild overfished stocks.  These include 
Multispecies Amendments 5 –15 and 43 framework adjustments, Monkfish Amendments 1-3 (with one 
pending) and 5 framework adjustments (with one pending), and Sea Scallop Amendments 4-13 (with one 
pending) and 20 framework adjustments (with one pending).  These actions have reduced overall fishing 
effort significantly since 1994, and have imposed other restrictions such as year-round and seasonal 
closed areas, and gear restrictions that have affected both the directed and incidental catch skate fishery.  
Cumulatively, these actions have likely had a positive effect on skate, contributing to the increasing stock 
abundance observed over the past five years.  It is notable that skate discard estimates have declined by 
69 percent since 2003 (!!!), which may have declined further from the effects of Multispecies Framework 
42. Whether this decline in discard estimates is due to the effects of more restrictive regulations and lower 
DAS allocations, changes in the distribution of fishing, changes in skate abundance, or bycatch sampling 
error is unknown. 
 
Additional action in all three FMP’s is pending, and will be discussed below (Section 8.1.6.2). Other 
FMPs that likely have had an impact on the fishery VECs include those managing other demersal species 
in the region, such as the Skate Spiny Dogfish FMP (implemented 2000), and the Summer Flounder, 
Scup, Black Sea Bass FMP (1996 and amendments).  To varying degrees, these management plans, as 
well as others in the region, have directly or indirectly affected the skate fishery by causing effort to shift 
among fisheries and by changes to the levels of incidental catch of skate.  It is not possible within this 
document to analyze all of the inter-relationships of these management plans with the skate fishery 
because in most cases these relationships are not well understood and vary widely for individual vessels 
and areas. 
 
Standard Bycatch Reporting Methodology (SBRM) 
 
The SBRM Amendment was an omnibus amendment to all 13 FMPs developed by the New England and 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Councils.  The actions considered in the SBRM Amendment focused 
solely on the administrative processes through which data and information on bycatch occurring in 
Northeast Region fisheries are collected, analyzed, and reported to fishery scientists and managers.  This 
amendment did not address bycatch reduction or other issues related to the management measures utilized 
in Northeast Region fisheries. 
 
The SBRM Amendment formalized and expanded the administrative mechanisms used previously in the 
Northeast Region to collect information and data on fisheries bycatch and to analyze bycatch data in order 
to effectively determine appropriate observer coverage levels and allocate observer effort across the many 
Northeast Region fisheries.  The action did not result in any changes to fishing operations in areas 
covered by the subject FMPs.  There were no incremental impacts to any fishing areas or living marine 
resources associated with the SBRM Amendment.  The new SBRM elements —implementation of an 
importance filter to establish and allocated target observer coverage levels, establishment of an SBRM 
performance standard, the requirement to conduct periodic evaluations and prepare a periodic SBRM 
report, the prioritization process, and the framework adjustment provisions—are purely administrative 
features intended to improve the effectiveness and the transparency of the Northeast Region SBRM.  
None of these additional components are associated with impacts to any fishing areas or living marine 
resources within the Northeast Region.   
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8.1.6.2 Reasonably foreseeable future actions 
 
Future actions considered in this section include actions taken under this FMP, actions taken under other 
FMPs that affect vessels catching skate, and actions taken to protect marine mammals or threatened and 
endangered species.  Given that skate fishing occurs in relative isolation from other (than fishing) 
spatially co-occurring activities (for example, shipping and recreational boating), it is unlikely that any 
regulatory action or other changes in those activities will have an impact on the fishery, or vice versa. 
 
Other activities that could potentially have an impact on skate fishing, such as development of offshore 
energy facilities or offshore aquaculture projects, would require a thorough analysis of the potential 
environmental impacts including those on skates.  Although a few offshore aquaculture proposals have 
been developed in the past, and feasibility studies are currently underway, these projects face a number of 
technical and environmental obstacles that reduce the likelihood these projects will actually become 
commercially viable within the next five to seven years. 
 
Included in the reasonably foreseeable future actions that may have an impact on the skate fishery are 
other FMP amendments in various stages of development or implementation, the most notably 
Multispecies Framework Adjustment 43 and Sea Scallop Amendment 11 and Framework Adjustments 
18-20.  Both Framework Adjustment 43 and Amendment 11 will have direct and indirect impacts on 
skate vessels since most skate vessels are also permitted in one of those other fisheries and are directly 
affected by the cumulative effect of the proposed action and those other amendments.  
 
Scallops 
 
In terms of the scallop fishery, several actions have been implemented recently or are currently under 
consideration for the Scallop FMP that could impact skates since skate discards and incidental catch are a 
significant component of the total skate catch.  Skates are caught in both the scallop dredge and trawl 
fisheries.  Framework 19 and Amendment 11 are two actions that have recently been approved and 
implemented under the Scallop FMP.  In addition, Amendment 15 is currently being considered and is 
expected to be implemented in 2011. Overall, these actions are expected to have neutral to positive 
impacts on skate mortality.   
 
The Council worked on Amendment 11 for several years and it became effective on June 1, 2008.  
Amendment 11 established a new management program for the general category scallop fishery, 
including a limited access program with individual fishing quotas (IFQs) for qualified general category 
vessels, a specific allocation for general category fisheries, and other measures to improve management of 
the general category scallop fishery.  The number of general category vessels in this fishery is expected to 
decline as a result of this action, and the total fishing effort of this fleet will be limited by an overall TAC, 
5% of the annual scallop catch.  In general, this action is expected to reduce general category scallop 
fishing compared to overall fishing levels in recent years.  Thus this action may have positive impacts on 
skate mortality since general category effort levels are expected to decrease as a result of this action and 
will have an overall limit based on the sum of IFQ available.  In addition, this action implemented a 
limited entry program for general category fishing in the northern Gulf of Maine (NGOM).  Only 
qualifying vessels can participate in this fishery and it is limited to an overall TAC as well; once that 
amount is harvested, no general category vessels can fish in the NGOM.  This measure may have positive 
impacts on skate mortality for species within the GOM.   
 
Framework 19 to the Scallop FMP also became effective on June 1, 2008.  It sets fishery specifications 
for FY2008 and FY2009 as well as other measures.  Overall, this action allocated fewer DAS than 
previous years.  Full-time limited access scallop vessels received 35 open area DAS in 2008 and 42 DAS 
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in 2009, compared to 51DAS in 2007 and 52 DAS in 2006.  IN addition, more effort was allocated in 
“scallop access areas” in 2008 and 2009 compared to earlier years.  This is important when considering 
potential impacts on non-target species like skates.  Scallop catch per unit of effort is much higher in 
access areas compared to open areas.  If scallop gear is on the ocean bottom for less time to harvest the 
same amount of scallop catch, then impacts on non-target species are expected to decline.  Under FW19, 
estimates of projected area swept by scallop gear are lower compared to previous years.     
 
Lastly, the Council is currently developing Amendment 15 to the Scallop FMP.  This action is expected to 
be implemented in 2011.  The primary need for this action is to bring the Scallop FMP in compliance 
with the re-authorized Magnuson-Stevens Conservation and Management Act (MSA).  The Act was 
reauthorized in 2007 and included several new legal requirements.  Foremost, the Act requires that each 
fishery use annual catch limits (ACLs) to prevent overfishing, including measures to ensure 
accountability.  This action is also considering measures that reduce capacity in the limited access scallop 
fishery as well as several other adjustments to the overall program.  This action is very early in 
development, but it will likely have neutral impacts on skate mortality since it is not expected to directly 
affect fishing effort levels. 
 
Monkfish 
 
The next management action to regulate the monkfish fishery under the Monkfish FMP will be an 
amendment to comply with new Magnuson-Steven Act mandates, primarily establishment of annual catch 
limits (ACL) and accountability measures (AM).  This action could have an important effect on the skate 
resource and fishery, because at least some monkfish trips also target skate or land incidental amounts.  In 
particular, a mixed skate/monkfish fishery appears to exist in the offshore waters south of RI and off the 
northern NJ coastline.  Changes in Monkfish DAS or other related regulations could increase or decrease 
fishing activity on trips landing or discarding skates. 
 
Monkfish are presently considered rebuilt and current fishing mortality estimates are below the MSY 
threshold.  So the catch limits and targets associated with ACLs and AMs could be set at levels above 
current amounts.  In this case, the monkfish regulations may become more liberal and monkfish DAS 
allocations could increase, allowing more fishing on trips landing and/or discarding skates.  On the other 
hand, a new assessment may take place before the next Monkfish FMP action is planned which could 
change this outlook.  Also, the Council will be required to build in precautionary limits and thresholds to 
account for scientific and management uncertainty.  At this point, it is not known whether future 
monkfish fishing effort will increase or decrease due to the combination of influencing factors, 
assessments, and management considerations (especially the development of ACLs and AMs and an 
updated assessment that will likely incorporate another cooperative survey and information gathered in 
recent and ongoing cooperative research projects). 
 
Multispecies 
 
The Northeast Multispecies FMP manages nineteen stocks of groundfish.  Thirteen of these stocks are 
overfished and are (or will be) subject to formal rebuilding plans.  The NEFMC is currently developing 
Amendment 16 to the FMP to address rebuilding requirements.  Preliminary stock status information 
suggests that fishing mortality for many stocks will need to be reduced on the order of thirty to fifty 
percent in order to meet rebuilding objectives, and for some stocks larger reductions are needed.  The 
Council is considering additional effort control restrictions in Amendment 16 to achieve these reductions.  
Options under consideration include reductions in days-at-sea (DAS), area closures, and large restricted 
gear areas.  While an eighteen percent DAS reduction is planned for May 1, 2009, the new measures will 
probably be implemented in November, 2009.  The measures are likely to apply throughout the Gulf of 
Maine, Georges Bank, and Southern New England, though restrictions in Southern New England may be 
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more stringent than in the other area because of the poor status of Southern New England yellowtail 
flounder and Southern New England winter flounder.   
 
In addition to additional effort control restrictions that would take effect in 2009, the amendment may 
authorize the operation of seventeen additional groundfish sectors beginning in fishing year 2010.  These 
sectors would not be subject to effort controls, but would have their catch limited by hard quotas with a 
concomitant increase in monitoring of landings and discards.  The impact of sector formation is likely to 
result in reduced fishing effort of at least the same order of magnitude as the proposed effort control 
reductions.  Since sector vessels are not subject to DAS limits, trip limits, and some other effort controls, 
fishing operations will probably be more efficient and less time on the water will be necessary to harvest 
the resources. 
 
Under both scenarios – additional effort control restrictions and an increase in sectors- the bycatch of 
skate species on directed groundfish trips would be expected to decrease as a result of lower levels of 
fishing activity.  It is possible that these changes might shift some effort onto skates that can take place 
outside of the groundfish DAS program – for example, in state waters or in an exempted fishery.  Since 
sector vessels will not need to use groundfish DAS to target groundfish, they may use those DAS to target 
skates. 
 
Several rebuilding plans are supposed to end in 2014.  Should they be successful, fishing effort may be 
allowed to increase above rebuilding levels, but not to current levels. 
 
Since much of the analysis in this document relies on 2007 data, it implicitly includes the effects of these 
recently implemented actions on the skate fishery.  In general, Framework 43 made groundfish 
regulations more restrictive and reduced the incentive to use Category A and B DAS to target regulated 
groundfish.  As a result of this action and rising skate wing prices, more Multispecies DAS have been 
used by permitted vessels to fish for skates, landing the wings for an export food market.  On the other 
hand, reducing effort from trips fishing for groundfish probably resulted in a decline in associated skate 
discards and incidental landings, but discard estimates for 2007 are not yet available.  A large increase in 
the use of Category B DAS by vessels fishing for skates with gillnets occurred in 2007.  Skate landings 
on Category B DAS rose from negligible amounts to nearly 2 million pounds in 2007.  A prohibition on 
the use of Category B DAS in this amendment would reverse this cumulative effect on skates, but may 
have an adverse effect on multispecies if the B DAS are used to target other species, or a favorable effect 
on groundfish if vessels use a greater fraction of A DAS to target skates. 
 
The cumulative effect of scallop fishing regulations on skates depends largely on the resulting distribution 
of scallop fishing effort.  More scallop fishing effort in the Closed Area I access area and along the 
northern edge of Georges Bank is more likely to increase catch and discards, particularly of little, winter, 
thorny and smooth skates. 
 
Even vessels not directly impacted by virtue of having a scallop, monkfish, or multispecies permit could 
be affected by the displacement of effort resulting from restrictions imposed on those fisheries, and by 
any measures, such as area closures to protect EFH, that restrict the operation of all fishing with specific 
gear types.  EFH closures were in effect during much of the period when the data used to analyze impacts 
of this amendment were collected.  Other than in areas where there is an overlap in the EFH closed areas 
and the groundfish closed areas (which have been closed to skate fishing since 1994), very little fishing 
for skates has occurred.  Therefore the cumulative effect of EFH closed areas on skates is likely to be 
small. 
 
Other potential future actions whose effects would be cumulative to the proposed action include actions 
taken to protect marine mammals, endangered and threatened species.  Current measures in effect are 
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discussed in Section 8.5.  These could be modified in the future under either a fishery management plan, 
marine mammal take reduction plan, or regulation promulgated under authority of the Endangered 
Species Act.  Specifically, known or anticipated future actions include: short-term closures to sink gillnets 
under the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Plan Dynamic Area Management (DAM) system; 
changes to the Harbor Porpoise Take Reduction Plan; and measures adopted under the NMFS final rule 
implementing large-mesh gillnet closures off the North Carolina/Virginia coast to protect sea turtles.  
Since the specific nature of those potential changes are not known at this time, their effect on the skate 
VECs cannot be determined at this time. 
 
In the more distant future, two other actions outside the fisheries arena could potentially affect the skate 
fishery VEC’s due to their geographic overlap: offshore windfarms and offshore oil and gas 
exploration/drilling.  In the case of the windfarm project, the current proposal under consideration would 
site the facility in Nantucket Sound, which could have an effect on little and winter skate because these 
skates occur in shallow, inshore waters surrounding MA.  It is not known, but probably unlikely, that a 
windfarm project in Nantucket Sound will have a significant environmental effect on skates.  Little and 
winter skates occur over a broad area of the coastline and a localized project individually would have a 
minor effect on the total population of these skates.  However, siting of many windfarms over a broad 
area of the coastline could have a significant cumulative effect, as could other wide-spread human 
activities in shallow coastal waters. 
 
The Nantucket Sound windfarm proposal is controversial, however, and the Army Corps of Engineers has 
prepared an Environmental Impact Statement that include other site alternatives that may also impact 
skates.  In that case, there is a potential, but unknown impact on the skate fishery, depending on the exact 
location and other parameters of the project.  In the case of offshore oil and gas exploration, a current 
federal moratorium is preventing any such activities.  According the recent media reports, discussions 
have begun in Washington on reconsidering the moratorium, in which case the potential exists for such 
activities to have an effect on the skate fishery VEC’s, since one of the primary areas of interest is 
Georges Bank.  As with the windfarm proposal, however, insufficient detail is available to determine the 
potential effects of such activities with any reasonable certainty or specificity. 
 
With advances in fishing technology and ongoing restrictions in traditional fisheries, some vessels may 
begin to develop deepwater fisheries, much like what occurred in Europe over the past two decades.  Not 
much is known at this time about the potential for such fisheries in the northwest Atlantic, nor about how 
such fisheries would interact, directly or indirectly, with deepwater components of the skate fishery or its 
essential fish habitat.  Furthermore, such fisheries would likely have an impact on deepwater coral habitat 
whose role in the life stages of skate and other deepwater species currently being harvested, such as red 
crab, is not well known.  The deepwater fisheries do not have management plans in place at this time, 
although such plans would likely be implemented if such fisheries were to begin.  The cumulative effect 
of the development of deepwater fisheries and the associated FMP’s is not ascertainable at this time. 

8.1.7 Cumulative effects of the proposed action 
Table 53 summarizes the anticipated cumulative effects of the proposed action on each of the five VECs 
compared to taking no action.  The cumulative effects determination is based on the preceding analysis of 
non-fishing activities, fishing gear effects, direct and indirect impacts in the context of the past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions discussed in the preceding section, as well as the analysis of the 
direct and indirect impacts in Sections 8.2 to 8.8. 
 
In summary, the proposed measures viewed together, are not likely to have a significant cumulative effect 
on the environment.  As a whole, these measures are likely to have a slightly positive effect on 
communities, since they address a number of issues identified by the affected public, such as regulatory 



Draft Amendment 3 8-249 September 2008 
 

discards and the inability to profitably conduct a traditional offshore fishery.  The measures proposed to 
minimize impacts of the fishery on EFH (SFMA roller restriction and canyon closures) are also positive, 
but since they are effectively preventative, rather than restrictive on current fishing activities, the impacts 
are also not significant.  The impact of the proposals on the other VECs is essentially neutral compared to 
no action.  
 
Table 53.  Cumulative effects on valued environmental components (VECs) compared to no 

action. 
 

Measure 
Target Species Non-target 

Species 
Protected 
Species Habitat Communities 

Incidental Catch 
– 50 lbs./day, 150 
max. 

No Impact. 
Incidental catch 
accounted for in 
calculation of 
annual trip 
limits/DAS for 
directed fishery. 
Reduces bycatch 
of small skate. 
Improved catch 
data. 

No Impact. 
Incidental catch 
accounted for in 
calculation of 
annual trip 
limits/DAS for 
directed fishery. 
Reduces bycatch 
of small skate. 
Improved catch 
data. 

No Impact. 
Incidental catch 
accounted for in 
calculation of 
annual trip 
limits/DAS for 
directed fishery. 
Reduces bycatch 
of small skate. 
Improved catch 
data. 

No Impact. 
Incidental catch 
accounted for in 
calculation of 
annual trip 
limits/DAS for 
directed fishery. 
Reduces bycatch 
of small skate. 
Improved catch 
data. 

Slightly positive 
due to reduced 
discards and 
improved 
profitability. 

Interim catch 
limits and 
accountability 
measures  
(All alternatives) 
 

Substantially 
positive impact. 
Catch limits and 
accountability 
measures promote 
rebuilding of skate 
biomass by 
keeping catch from 
exceeding 
appropriate levels. 

Somewhat 
negative impact. 
Vessels may use 
DAS and fish for 
other species if 
they cannot land 
skates. 

No or unknown 
impact. 
Closure of the 
skate fishery is 
unlikely to cause 
vessels to switch 
gears or fish in 
different areas or 
seasons.  Skate 
fishing may 
intensify early in 
the year, but the 
impact on 
protected species 
is unknown. 

No impact. 
Closure of the 
skate fishery is 
unlikely to cause 
vessels to switch 
gears or fish in 
different areas. 

Impacts are 
equivocal. 
Early closure of 
the skate fishery 
may deprive the 
lobster fishery with 
bait and ports with 
a steady supply of 
skate landings.  
On the other hand, 
rebuilding skate 
biomass would 
allow for higher 
landings. 

Annual review, 
SAFE Report, 
and specification 
setting procedure 
(All alternatives) 
 

Positive impact. 
Measures would 
allow for more 
timely recognition 
of problems and 
potential action to 
correct new 
problems. 

Neutral impact. 
Adjustments could 
increase or 
decrease skate 
fishing effort, 
which could have 
positive or 
negative effects on 
landings and 
discards of other 
species. 

Neutral impact. 
Adjustments could 
increase or 
decrease skate 
fishing effort, 
change fishing 
methods, or 
change 
seasonality of 
fishing. 

No impact. 
Unlikely to cause 
vessels to change 
fishing methods. 

Positive impact. 
More timely 
changes in 
specifications 
and/or mitigation 
could avert the 
need for more 
drastic changes 
later. 

Trip declaration 
and monitoring 
of landings  
(All alternatives) 

Positive impact. 
Allows for better 
compliance and 
monitoring. 

Positive impact. 
Allows for better 
compliance and 
monitoring. 

No impact. 
Unlikely to affect 
gear use or cause 
changes in 
seasonality of 
fishing. 

No impact. 
Unlikely to cause 
vessels to change 
fishing methods. 

Positive impact. 
Allows for better 
compliance and 
monitoring, but 
reporting costs 
would increase 
slightly. 
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Measure 

Target Species Non-target 
Species 

Protected 
Species Habitat Communities 

Incidental skate 
possession limit 
(All alternatives) 
 

Positive impact. 
Allows for better 
compliance and 
monitoring. 

No impact. 
Allows for trips 
fishing for other 
species to 
continue, without 
causing large 
amounts of 
additional skate 
discards. 

No impact. 
Unlikely to affect 
gear use or cause 
changes in 
seasonality of 
fishing. 

No impact. 
Unlikely to cause 
vessels to change 
fishing methods. 

Slight negative 
impact. 
Could reduce 
skate landings and 
revenue on trips 
targeting other 
species. 

Time/area 
management 
(Alternatives 1a, 
1b, and 4) 
 

Positive impact. 
Measure intended 
to reduce skate 
catch to levels 
consistent with 
rebuilding 
biomass. 

Neutral impact. 
Could increase 
catches of species 
that are more 
abundant in areas 
that remain open 
to skate fishing, 
and vice versa. 

No or unknown 
impact. 
Unlikely to cause 
large shifts in effort 
to areas where 
protected species 
are more 
abundant. 

No impact. 
Effort shifts are 
likely to be 
localized where 
habitat is not 
substantially 
different.  Changes 
in gear use are 
unlikely. 

Negative impact in 
some 
communities. 
Skate landings in 
some communities 
near the skate 
management 
areas, like 
Chatham, MA are 
likely to be 
substantially lower. 

Skate possession 
limits  
(All alternatives) 
 

Positive impact. 
Measure intended 
to reduce skate 
catch to levels 
consistent with 
rebuilding 
biomass. 

Slight negative 
impact. 
Lower skate 
possession limits 
could cause 
vessels to take 
more frequent (but 
shorter) trips 
subject to DAS 
restrictions or 
target other 
species during all 
or part of a trip. 

No or unknown 
impact. 
Unlikely to cause 
large shifts in effort 
to areas where 
protected species 
are more 
abundant. 

Unknown impact. 
Vessels may take 
more frequent (but 
shorter) trips 
closer to port, 
where habitat may 
be more or less 
sensitive than in 
traditional skate 
fishing areas.  
Area fished is 
unlikely to change 
in the skate bait 
fishery. 

Slight negative 
impact. 
Measure is 
intended to reduce 
skate landings, 
thus revenue and 
economic activity 
from skate fishing. 

Skate bait fishery 
quota  
(Alternative 4) 
 

Positive impact. 
Measure intended 
to reduce skate 
catch to levels 
consistent with 
rebuilding biomass 
and preventing 
overfishing of little 
skate. 

Slight negative 
impact. 
Vessels may use 
DAS to target 
other species 
when the skate 
bait fishery closes.  
Vessel may also 
target species not 
managed by DAS, 
such as black sea 
bass, scup, 
summer flounder, 
or squid if the 
vessel has or can 
obtain a federal 
fishing permit. 

Unknown impact. 
Vessels may 
target other 
species, but it is 
not known when 
and where this 
might occur. 

Possible negative 
impact. 
Vessels that fish 
inshore in the bait 
fishery may seek 
alternatives in 
offshore areas 
which may or may 
not be more 
vulnerable to 
habitat 
disturbance. 

Neutral impact. 
Closure of the 
skate bait fishery 
may temporarily 
deprive the lobster 
fishery of bait, but 
other higher cost 
supplies exist.  On 
shore processors 
may explore ways 
to freeze or salt 
skates to sell when 
the skate bait 
fishery is closed, 
increasing on-
shore economic 
activity. 
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Measure 

Target Species Non-target 
Species 

Protected 
Species Habitat Communities 

Status quo 
 

Negative impact. 
Catch is likely to 
exceed a level that 
would promote 
rebuilding and 
possibly cause 
overfishing, 
particularly if skate 
prices continue to 
rise or other 
fishing regulations 
become more 
restrictive. 

Positive impact. 
The opportunity to 
fish for skates 
could reduce the 
incentive to fish for 
other species, 
some of which are 
also overfished. 

No impact. 
Fishing gear use, 
seasonality, and 
effort distributions 
are unlikely to 
change. 

No impact. 
Fishing gear use 
and effort 
distributions are 
unlikely to change. 

Negative impact. 
Skate fishing could 
become less 
profitable if skate 
biomass continues 
to decline. 

Alternative 1A – 
Hard TAC with 
skate possession 
limits and 
time/area 
management 
 

Positive impact. 
Measure intended 
to reduce skate 
catch to levels 
consistent with 
rebuilding 
biomass. 

Slight negative 
impact. 
Lower skate 
possession limits 
and area closures 
could cause 
vessels to take 
more frequent (but 
shorter) trips 
subject to DAS 
restrictions or 
target other 
species during all 
or part of a trip. 

No or unknown 
impact. 
Unlikely to cause 
large shifts in effort 
to areas where 
protected species 
are more 
abundant. 

Unknown impact. 
Vessels may take 
more frequent (but 
shorter) trips 
closer to port, 
where habitat may 
be more or less 
sensitive than in 
traditional skate 
fishing areas.  
Area fished is 
unlikely to change 
in the skate bait 
fishery. 

Slight negative 
impact. 
Measure is 
intended to reduce 
skate landings, 
thus revenue and 
economic activity 
from skate fishing.  
Skate landings in 
some communities 
near the skate 
management 
areas, like 
Chatham, MA are 
likely to be 
substantially lower. 

Alternative 1B – 
Target TAC with 
skate possession 
limits and 
time/area 
management 
 

Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. 

Alternative 2 – 
Target TAC with 
skate possession 
limits and 
time/area 
management only 
as an 
accountability 
measure 
 

Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Slight negative 
impact. 
Measure is 
intended to reduce 
skate landings, 
thus revenue and 
economic activity 
from skate fishing.  

Alternative 3A – 
Hard TAC with 
skate possession 
limits 

Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above 

Alternative 3B – 
Target TAC with 
skate possession 
limits 
 

Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above 
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Measure 

Target Species Non-target 
Species 

Protected 
Species Habitat Communities 

Alternative 4 – 
Target TAC with 
skate possession 
limits for the wing 
fishery, and a 
seasonal quota for 
the skate bait 
fishery 
 

Same as above. Slight negative 
impact. 
Vessels may use 
DAS to target 
other species 
when the skate 
bait fishery closes.  
Vessel may also 
target species not 
managed by DAS, 
such as black sea 
bass, scup, 
summer flounder, 
or squid if the 
vessel has or can 
obtain a federal 
fishing permit. 

Unknown impact. 
. 

Same as above. Slight negative 
impact. 
Measure is 
intended to reduce 
skate landings, 
thus revenue and 
economic activity 
from skate fishing.  
Skate landings in 
some communities 
near the skate 
management 
areas, like 
Chatham, MA are 
likely to be 
substantially lower.  
Also a temporary 
closure of the 
skate bait fishery 
could have 
localized effects, 
positive or 
negative. 

 

8.2 Impact on Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary 
 
The Gerry Studds Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary (SWBMS), established in 1992, is the 
only such area in the northeast to be so designated under the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries 
Act (Map 24).  The designation does not prohibit fishing, although it prohibits mining of sand and gravel 
and the transfer of petroleum products in the area, and it protects cultural resources (shipwrecks), and 
requires federal agencies considering any action in the vicinity of the Sanctuary to consult with the 
Secretary of Commerce. 
 
A relatively small amount of fishing effort on trips landing skate wings occurs in the central and 
southeastern sections of the SBNMS (Map 24).  During 2006, fishing by gillnet trips landing skate wings 
occurred on the western edge of the Western Gulf of Maine closed area and into the center of the 
SBNMS, while the trawl trips landing skates and skate wings were somewhat more dispersed.  Although 
some fishing effort within the SBNMS may target skates, most of the fishing activity appears to be a 
mixed trawl fishery focusing on flounders and other groundfish species. 
 
Somewhat more skate fishing effort occurred nearby, along the outer part of Cape Cod, where the depth 
breaks to deeper water.  This area was dominated by trips fishing with gillnets and landing skate wings.  
These trips appear to be targeting skates for the wing market. 
 
The alternatives under consideration are unlikely to have a significant effect on fishing within the 
SBNMS boundary, even if the proposed skate management areas close periodically to fishing for skates.  
The small amount of fishing effort on trips landing skates and fishing in Thorny Skate Area 4 to the north 
are likely to either fish just south of that area (commonly known as “The Curl”), where skate fishing 
already occurs, or keep skate landings below 500 lbs.  Skate fishing along outer Cape Cod is likely to 
intensify if and when Winter Skate Area 3 (south of the boundary of Map 1) closes to skate fishing 
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(Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 4).  As a result, some localized depletion of skates in that area may occur and 
vessels may refocus effort further north, within the SBNMS boundaries.  This potential effort shift 
however is not expected to be significant. 

8.3 Impacts on Skates and the Skate Fishery (Biological Impacts) 

8.3.1 Impacts from proposed measures 
 
The following measures serve as components of the six Amendment 3 alternatives and are intended to 
limit landings to desirable levels.  Some measures have withstood the test of time, while others have 
performed poorly.   
 
When distributions of commercial quantities of species are well defined (i.e. not dispersed) or spawning 
occurs in well defined areas, time/area closures can be very effective in reducing fishing effort on the 
target species.  When this is not true, fishermen simply shift to other areas nearby.  Catch rates might be 
less in neighboring areas however and fishing costs may increase. 
 
At reasonably high levels, possession limits may affect fishing effort targeting skates, but some fishermen 
taking multi-day trips could compensate by taking more frequent trips (causing fishing costs to rise) 
unless doing so is unprofitable or reduces DAS availability for more profitable fishing activity.  When 
possession limits are too low, however, unacceptable discarding is a frequent outcome as fishermen target 
other species without changing fishing locations or effort.   
 
Finally, quotas (whether it is for the skate bait fishery or disguised as a trigger on a very restrictive 
accountability measure) can effectively limit landings, but often have undesirable effects when there is an 
open access situation or a sufficiently large pool of limited access vessels that can increase fishing effort.  
Although quotas restrict landings (or sometimes catch), fishermen and markets may behave differently in 
reaction a pending fishing closure.  Fishermen may change seasons when they normally fish for skates, 
accelerating skate trips and postponing trips when they would normally fish for other species (subject to 
the seasonal availability of those species, of course).  As landings approach a quota or accountability 
measure trigger, fishermen may also fish as long as possible or take trips in adverse conditions before the 
fishery closes.  Fish processors may also have difficulty handling the accelerated landings and markets 
may have difficulty absorbing the temporary surplus, which probably would depress prices paid to 
fishermen while the skate fishery is open.  Quotas also would increase discards as fishermen target other 
species, although this effect can be mitigated by an incidental limit on skate landings after a fishery 
closes.  Once closed to fishing, skate prices for incidental skate landing prices would probably rise, 
inviting more frequent retention by vessels that do not normally retain skates or cause fishing for skates 
under skate wing possession limits to fulfill bait market demand. 
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Map 24 Fishing locations reported on 2006 vessel trip reports (VTR) for trips that landed skates in the vicinity of the Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary, 
with fishing effort intensity derived from vessel monitoring system (VMS) data for trips landing skates in 2006. 
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8.3.1.1 Rebuilding 
 
The main purpose of the alternatives being considered in this amendment is to reduce and maintain catch 
below levels that will rebuild overfished skates (smooth, thorny, and winter skate), achieve the target 
biomass for species in a rebuilding program (barndoor skate), and prevent overfishing (thorny).  
Insufficient information about skate population dynamics is presently known to relate future catch levels 
with predicted fishing mortality rates and biomass changes.  Catch history can however serve as a guide 
to identify levels that are likely to enhance the probability of rebuilding overfished species, particularly 
when catch is expressed as a ratio to exploitable biomass. 
 
The Council does not have scientific information and analyses to predict when or the rate at which winter, 
thorny, and smooth skates would rebuild.  Since the intrinsic rate of population growth for winter skates 
(see Document 7 in Appendix I) was estimated to be greater than an annual rate of increase to achieve the 
biomass target in 10 years (see Document 4 In Appendix I), the Council adopted a 10 year rebuilding plan 
for winter skate.  Conversely, the rate of growth needed to rebuild thorny skate to its biomass target in 10 
years substantially exceeded the intrinsic rate of population growth.  The Council therefore adopted a 25 
year rebuilding schedule for thorny skate, calculated as 10 years plus one generation which was estimated 
from updated biological parameters.  Since thorny skate was overfished in 2003 when the FMP was 
approved, there will be 19 years left to rebuild assuming this amendment is approved and implemented in 
2009. 
 
The PDT attempted to estimate rebuilding via a demographic model (see Document 7 in Appendix I), 
which associated a rate of rebuilding with various fishing mortality rates.  The model estimated a fishing 
mortality level where the stock was not expected to change under equilibrium conditions.  The PDT 
proposed to associate this mortality rate with the catch levels that were reported when skate biomass 
varied without trend, but the Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) rejected this proposal, 
since those conditions were unlikely to be in equilibrium (a necessary condition to apply the demographic 
model estimates).  The SSC found that the application of the demographic model to non-equilibrium 
conditions was not justified and that catch levels consistent with rebuilding could not be estimated using 
the demographic model. 
 
In place of this proposed method using the demographic model or an analytical (MSY-based) assessment 
of skate population biology, the PDT evaluated the historic pattern of biomass change with respect to 
various catch levels (see Document 4 in Appendix I).  For some species, including smooth, winter and 
thorny skate, the PDT found that biomass more frequently increased, and by greater amounts, when the 
skate catch [expressed as a ratio to the stratified mean survey biomass, averaged over the most recent 
three years to reduce the influence of sampling error (noise)] was below the median.  For other species, 
there was either no relationship or the relationship was counter-intuitive (see bottom chart in Figure 27). 
 
Biomass increases tended to be more frequent and higher when catches were historically below the 
median value for winter and thorny skate. For winter skate, biomass increased 7 of 11 times, for an 
average increase of 34% when the catch was below the median (Figure 28). When the skate catch was 
below 75% of the median value (i.e. below the target), biomass increased 4 out of 6 times, with an 
average annual increase of 30%.  
 
Most (17 of 22 years) of the annual biomass changes for the thorny skate were declines, but the declines 
were less frequent and biomass was marginally higher (4 of 11 years, +7% average biomass change) 
when catches were below the median. The relationship with changes in biomass was about the same (3 
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out of 7, +11% average biomass change) when catches were below the target (75% of the median value).  
When catches were above the median, declines in biomass were more frequent (10 of 11 years) and with 
an average 29% annual decline. 
 
The relationship between catch and changes in biomass exhibited a similar pattern for smooth skate 
(Figure 30), as it did for winter and thorny skates.  When skate catch was below the median, smooth skate 
biomass increased 8 of the 11 years in the time series, with an average 37% annual increase in biomass.  
The increase in biomass was a little more frequent (5 of 6 years) when catch was below 75% of the 
median value (i.e. below the target), but the annual increase in biomass was about the same. 
 
For the other four skate species, there was either no relationship between the level of catch and changes in 
biomass, or counter intuitively the largest catches had the largest increases in biomass.  This lack of 
relationship for four of the seven skate species may be due to uncertainties about species composition of 
landings and discards, or due to poorly understood population dynamics.  
 
Thus, although the rebuilding estimates cannot be estimated from current conditions, biomass historically 
increased when catches were below the median catch/biomass ratio for winter skate, and declined less 
when catches were below the median catch/biomass ratio for thorny skate10.  Future conditions may 
however be different than they were historically and the stocks may or may not respond as expected.  This 
amendment includes a review and specification setting process to allow for changes in the TAC to 
respond to changes in biomass.  Moreover, the Council has adopted a risk-adverse policy of setting the 
target TAC using 75% of the median catch/biomass index.  Assuming that skate biomass responds to low 
catch levels (defined as a catch/biomass exploitation ratio) as it had in the past, this policy should ensure 
that rebuilding takes place. 

8.3.1.2 Overfishing 
 
Skate overfishing is defined as a maximum decline in the three year moving average for survey biomass.  
Each skate species has a different threshold, chosen based on historical patterns in survey data that 
indicated when exploitation might be too high.  An analytical assessment of skate population dynamics 
does not exist to associate fishing mortality (and catch levels) with excessive declines in skate biomass.  
Furthermore, these excessive declines in skate biomass were seen relatively frequently and in an 
unpredictable sequence during the survey time series (Document 4 in Appendix I). 
 
Nonetheless, keeping skate catches below the median catch/biomass index is likely to reduce the 
frequency of survey biomass decline and therefore reduce the potential for overfishing as it is currently 
defined.  The Council notes that NMFS has scheduled a skate assessment during the “Data Poor Stock 
Assessment Workshop” in December 2008.  This workshop may result in recommendations for MSY-
based reference points using recently available skate biological parameters. 
 

                                                      
10 Thorny skate biomass declined during 17 of 22 years in the biomass index time series, so there is little 
contrast between changes in thorny skate biomass at various catch levels with which to evaluate 
rebuilding potential. 
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Figure 27.  Schematic examples of positive (top) and negative (bottom) relationships between catch 
and changes in biomass.  Patterns that are consistent with the top figure are consistent with 
rebuilding via catch limits. 
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Figure 28.  Historic relationship between catch and exploitable biomass for winter (fall survey), 
thorny (fall survey), and little skates (spring survey).  The ‘target catch’ was set at 75% of the 
median value, taking into consideration scientific uncertainty and variation. 
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Figure 29.  Historic relationship between catch and exploitable biomass in the fall survey for 
barndoor, clearnose, and rosette skates.  The ‘target catch’ was set at 75% of the median value, 
taking into consideration scientific uncertainty and variation. 
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Figure 30.  Historic relationship between catch and exploitable biomass in the fall survey for 
smooth.  The ‘target catch’ was set at 75% of the median value, taking into consideration scientific 
uncertainty and variation. 
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8.3.1.3 Allowable biological catch (ABC/TAC), total allowable landings 
(TAL), and overfishing level (OFL) 

 
The Council proposes the following catch limits, targets, and total allowable catch to enhance the 
prospects for rebuilding skate biomass and meeting the Magnuson-Stevens Act mandate to establish catch 
limits.  While the revised National Standard 1 guidelines are proposed and not yet finalized, the proposed 
catch limits and targets are sufficient to address the guidelines and satisfy the mandates.  The Council is 
proposing a catch limit which if exceeded will trigger accountability measures as proposed in Section 
5.1.1, either as an in-season trigger to reduce the likelihood that the catch will exceed the limit (a ‘target 
TAC’ approach), or as a future reduction of the TAC/ABC in future allocations (a ‘hard TAC’ approach).  
Amendment 3 also proposes a catch target (ACT) and total allowable landings (TAL) to account for 
uncertainty and discards.  Since the ABC is consistent with rebuilding and the target (or ACT) is meant to 
take into account both scientific and management uncertainty, the Council proposes that ACL=ABC and 
ACT = 0.75 x ACL. 
 
To set catch limits, catch targets, and total allowable landings, the median catch/biomass ratios were 
applied to the survey biomass three year moving average for each skate species and summed, taking into 
account the 2004-2006 discard rate (45% of total catch), the assumed discard mortality rate (50%), and a 
90% assumed effectiveness of the landings prohibitions on barndoor, smooth, and thorny skates.  These 
specifications and analysis were presented to the SSC in April 2008 (see document 5 In Appendix I) 
based on the 2004-2006 survey values, giving an ABC of 30,569 mt (Table 54), an ACT (using 75% of 
the median catch/biomass ratio to account for scientific and management uncertainty) of 22,927 mt, and a 
TAL of 12,258 mt accounting for the discard rate estimated for 2004-2006. 
 
Since those estimates were made, the mean stratified weight per tow biomass indices for the 2007 spring 
and fall surveys became available.  Using the same methods as those presented to the SSC, the 2005-2007 
average survey biomass indices give a ABC/ACL of 27,809 mt, an ACT of 20,857 mt, and a TAL of 
11,544 mt (Table 54).  According to the dealer landings data from 2005-2007, 1.9% of the total skate 
landings by weight were landed by state permitted vessels fishing in state waters.  Thus for triggering 
accountability measures that that take into account catches in state waters (which are not monitored as 
effectively as those made by federally permitted vessels), the ACL trigger would be 27,281 mt and the 
TAL trigger would be 11,325 mt. 
 
Although quantitative estimates of scientific and management uncertainty do not exist, the Council 
believes that a 25% reduction in catch from one associated with a limit suitable for rebuilding is sufficient 
to account for both sources of uncertainty.  Additionally, the TAL is set by reducing the catch by the 
average discard rate from 2004-2006.  This is a risk-adverse for setting TAL, because the estimated 
discard rate was declining during this period of time.  As a risk-adverse approach, this management policy 
could also help enhance the probability of future biomass rebuilding for smooth, thorny, and winter 
skates.  
 
The overfishing level (OFL) has not been defined as a using mortality rate that is consistent with MSY, 
because FMSY cannot be derived with existing stock assessment information.  Skate overfishing is defined 
as a maximum decrease in the biomass three year moving average, but is not associated with a specific 
mortality rate.  Using history as a guide, setting the catch limit with a median catch/biomass ratio is likely 
to cause increases in skate biomass which by definition is highly likely to prevent overfishing.  Therefore 
the ACL is almost certainly less than the OFL. 
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The method for setting ACL can also be used as a lower bound on MSY, when skate stocks have rebuilt 
to the target biomass.  Following this logic and assuming that the discard rate does not change from that 
observed during 2004-2006, the catch limit when all skates are rebuilt would be 51,312 mt, which the 
Council proposes as a provisional numeric estimate of MSY.  Allowing for uncertainty, the annual catch 
target when skate stocks are at the target biomass level would be 38,484 mt and accounting for skate 
discards (from fisheries targeting skates and other species), the total allowable landings (TAL) would be 
20,490 mt.  The Council believes that this approach would also address the FMP’s social and economic 
objectives, and proposes the 20,490 mt target as a provisional numeric estimate of OY.    
 
Looking retrospectively at the relationship between the proposed ABC (had the median catch/biomass 
rates been applied to survey biomass values to set a catch limit), the actual catches generally exceeded the 
ABC from 1990 to 1998.  During this period, aggregate skate biomass declined (Since the catch/biomass 
ratios applied in Figure 31 are a constant, the ABC is proportional to total skate biomass).  While landings 
gradually increased, discards declined and total catch was below the catch/biomass median from 1999 to 
2006.  Although skate biomass increased from 1997 to 2000, biomass again declined from 2001 to 2007.   
 
In 2006, the catch was approximately at the catch target, but landings rose above the TAL (Figure 31).  
Discard estimates for 2007 are unavailable, but if the discard rate remains the same as it was in 2006 the 
increasing landings in 2007 probably caused the catch to exceed the proposed ABC had it been in place 
during 2007. 

8.3.1.4 Accountability measures 
 
The effects of the proposed accountability measures are impossible to quantify and difficult to predict.  
They depend largely on effective monitoring of landings or catch and timely implementation of the 
measures.  The hard TAC (Alternatives 1A and 3A) and target TAC (Alternatives 1B, 2, 3B, and 4) 
approaches both reduce skate possession limit to the incidental skate landings limit or zero when the 
monitored catch or landings reach the TAC.  As such, vessels may accelerate their skate trips and skate 
discards may increase.  This effect on skate discards could be mitigated in the hard TAC approach, 
because it includes time/area closures to skate fishing. 
 
With the hard TAC approach, the ABC/ACL becomes essentially a concrete limit on catch with a makeup 
provision that could reduce the ABC/ACL and TAL in a future year.  However, it also requires real time 
estimation of discards [which has some built in error (as much as 20-30%) caused by sub-sampling of 
trips catching skates] to invoke the accountability measures.  In this case, skate landings might increase 
above an acceptable amount if the discards are underestimated, and vice versa. 
 
For the target TAC approach, in-season accountability measures (essentially more restrictive regulations 
as a backstop) would be invoked based on landings, which are monitored much more accurately than 
discards can be estimated.  There is no make up provision if catches exceed the ABC/ACL, other than the 
effect that excessive catches would have on future skate biomass, which would be reflected in future 
ABC/ACL and TAL specifications. 
 
Both approaches have merit, but it is difficult to predict and quantify the effect they would have on the 
skate resource and other related stocks. 
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Table 54.  Median catch/biomass indices, stratified mean survey weight per tow, and proposed catch 
limits. 
 

Species Median 75% of median 2004-2006 2005-2007 Target
Barndoor 2.68 2.01 1.17 1.00 1.62
Clearnose 0.97 0.73 0.59 0.63 0.56
Little 3.50 2.62 4.59 3.67 6.54
Rosette 0.86 0.65 0.06 0.06 0.03
Smooth 0.19 0.14 0.19 0.14 0.31
Thorny 0.12 0.09 0.55 0.42 4.41
Winter 3.93 2.95 3.04 2.93 6.46
Annuacl catch limit (ACL/ABC) 30,569         27,809         51,312         
Annual catch target (ACT) 22,927         20,857         38,484         
Total allowable landings (TAL) 12,258         11,544         20,490         

Catch/biomass index Stratified mean survey weight
(thousand mt catch/kg per tow) (kg/tow)

 
 
Figure 31.  Estimated catch and reported skate landings compared to proposed catch limits applied 
to three year moving average of survey mean weight per tow since 1985.   The MSY level is the 
landings (TAL) that would be allowed if the skate biomass survey indices were all at the target and 
landings of all skates were permitted.  ABC/ACT/TAL are the proposed catch and landings limits 
for fishing years 2008 and 2009. 
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8.3.1.5 Skate Fishery Allocation of TAL and mortality reductions from 
reducing skate landings 

 
Amendment 3 proposes two options for allocating the skate TAL by fishery.  The two fisheries are 
somewhat distinct in how they target skates and which vessels participate in each fishery, but there is 
considerable overlap where the two fisheries occur.  The wing fishery is prosecuted by vessels using 
trawls and gillnets, but targets larger skates that are more easily processed and marketed for export and 
food.  The bait fishery is more frequently prosecuted by vessels fishing with trawls, which target smaller 
skates that are used as bait in the lobster fishery.  These two fisheries are described in more detail in the 
SAFE Report, Section 7.0. 
 
More recently, fishing effort and landings have increased in the wing fishery in response to higher prices 
and more restrictive regulations in other related fisheries.  Amendment 3 proposes two options for 
allocating the TAL amongst the two fisheries.  These landings targets relative to 2007 reports defined 
how much landings need to be reduced from a combination of time/area closures and skate possession 
limits. 
 
From 2005-2007, the landings of skate wings accounted for 73% of the total skate landings, which when 
applied to an 11,544 mt TAL would allow for skate wing landings in 2008 of 8.426 mt.  This is a 40.2% 
reduction in landings compared to the 2007 wing landings (Table 55).  The remainder or 3,118 mt for the 
bait fishery is a 34.7% reduction relative to the 2007 bait landings.  Similarly, the average proportion of 
wing to total skate landings during 1995-2006 was 66.5%.  Applying this proportion to the 11,544 mt 
TAL would give a 7,677 mt target for the wing fishery, or a 45.5% reduction in 2007 landings.  The 
remainder or 3,867 mt would be available as bait landings, which is a 19% reduction relative to 2007 bait 
landings. 
 
The effects on the two skate fisheries from time/area closures (see Section 8.3.1.6) is expected to reduce 
skate wing landings by 15.1% but increase bait landings by 4.6% as vessels fish for skates in different 
areas.  Thus the target mortality reduction for the wing fishery in Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 4 which include 
time area closures would be 25.1% for the more recent allocation (Option 1) and 30.4% for Option 2.  For 
the bait fishery, the mortality reduction targets would be 39.3 and 23.6% respectively. 
 
Table 55.  Skate fishery landings targets in comparison with 2007 reported landings. 
 

Fishery Wing Whole/bait 

Historic fishery allocation basis 2005-2007 1995-2006 2005-2007 1995-2006 

Target TAL (mt) 8,426 7,677 3,118 3,867 

Target change in landed 
mortality, no closures -40.2% -45.5% -34.7% -19.0% 

Mortality reduction from 
time/area closures (Two-bin 

model) 
-15.1% -15.1% 4.6% 4.6% 

Target change in landed 
mortality, after applying 

-25.1% -30.4% -39.3% -23.6% 
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closure effects 
 

8.3.1.6 Time/Area management (Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 4) 
 
The Skate PDT evaluated fishing activity, landings and discards on observed trips, and survey data to 
identify areas with high catches of winter and thorny skates.  The methods and results are described in 
Document 9 in Appendix I.  Using data from 2004-2006, the PDT analysis identified five areas (described 
in Section 5.1.4) that had high skate catches per day or per tow, during certain seasons, which could either 
be closed to vessels using gears capable of catching skates (to reduce discards) or to vessels targeting 
skates (to reduce landings and total catch).  These candidate areas were modified slightly to be contiguous 
with existing management boundaries to improve compliance and enforceability. 
 
For Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 4, the Council determined that these potential area closures should apply to 
vessel fishing for skates, defined as any vessel landing more than 220 lbs. of skate wings or 500 lbs. of 
whole skates (Section 5.1.3).  The effects on the entire fishery were then evaluated using 2007 VTR data 
and a two-bin model approach, described in Documents 10 and 11 in Appendix I.   
 
Basically, the model assumes that all trips within the proposed closed areas will fish elsewhere, having 
the same average landings and catches per day fished as other vessels with skate landings exceeding 500 
lbs. and fishing in the remaining open areas within a region (Gulf of Maine for Thorny Skate Areas 4 and 
5; Georges Bank and Southern New England for Winter Skate Areas 1 – 3).  Other than assigning 
different landings to displaced trips, the model does not allow for changes in fishing behavior to target 
other species or using different fishing gear, changes in trip length to compensate for (presumably) lower 
catches, or changes in the number of trips taken (in response to fishing becoming uneconomic for some 
proportion of the trips formerly taken to the closed skate areas).  The effects of these factors are hard to 
predict and require a far more complicated model and more information than is currently available. 
 
The net changes in landings predicted by the two-bin model applied to 2007 VTR data are shown in the 
table below.  The two-bin model predicts that due to marginal changes in CPUE by vessels fishing for 
skates, skate wing landings would decline by 1.0 million pounds (2.3 million pounds live weight), or 
15.1% of total skate wing landings, while whole skate landings (landed primarily in the bait fishery) 
would increase by 937,000 lbs., or 4.6%.  Estimating skate discards by applying the average discard to 
kept ratio on observed skate trips indicates that skate discards could increase by 2.6%.  Landings of 
winter flounder could decline by 7.9 percent, while windowpane flounder landings could increase by 
12.1%, compared to the landings of these species on trips also landing skates.  Predicted cod landings 
declined by 620,000 lbs., or 4.6%, while predicted monkfish landings increased by 700,000 lbs, or 5.1%. 
 
These results from the two-bin model analysis make some sense, since the proposed areas were chosen to 
reduce mortality on primarily winter skate and secondarily thorny skate.  The bait fishery, which targets 
little skate, would be largely unaffected by the proposed time/area closures and some vessels may fish 
more frequently in areas where little skate are more abundant.  If the vessels in the wing fishery have 
access to the bait market, they could land more whole skates as the model suggests.   
 
Alternatively, vessels that took trips in the time/area closures might adjust the timing of their trips to fish 
a few weeks before or after the closure, or fish around the periphery of the closure areas.  The two-bin 
model was not designed to take this fine scale reaction into account.  If it did, these reactions would 
mitigate the predicted effect on the whole skate landings for the bait market and winter skate landings for 
the wing market.  From this perspective, the two-bin may overestimate the effects.  From another 
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perspective, the two-bin model may underestimate the effects on landings of skates and other species if 
fishermen reduce the number of trips taken or target species in other regions. 
 
Most of the affected effort and landings in 2007 occurred in winter area 3, which would be closed to skate 
fishing from July to December (Table 7).  Overall, 7.2 percent of trips landing skates would be affected 
by the proposed closures.  These 966 trips were taken by 84 vessels, or 13.4% of vessels landing skates, 
which landed 2.6 million pounds of skate wings (37.7% of total skate wing landings) and 4.4 million 
pounds of whole skates (20.9% of total whole skate landings).  These areas also accounted for 18.8 
percent of gadid landings (cod, haddock, pollock), 15.3% of flounder landings, 5.8% of yellowtail 
flounder landings, and 6.6% of monkfish landings on trips that also landed skates.  Winter Area 1, would 
also affect 156,000 lbs. of monkfish landings, as it appears that some of the trips in the spring near this 
area target both skates and monkfish. 
 
Table 56.  Net change in skate and other landings from time/area closures predicted by a two-bin 
model. 

Large mesh trawl

Small 
mesh 
trawl

Large 
mesh 
gillnet Dredge

Net change for 
trips fishing for 

skates
Change from 
status quo

Total days absent 1,328 36 446 22 1,833 3.5%
Total landings, lbs. 2,326,334 38,150 -2,447,544 64,086 -18,974 0.0%
Whole skates, lb.s 2,844,292 46,728 -1,967,455 14,016 937,581 4.6%
Skate wings, lbs. -101,854 -7,936 -905,049 0 -1,014,839 -15.1%
Skate discards, lbs. 803,784 13,777 -296,373 6,337 527,525 2.6%
Cod, lbs. -580,973 -21,524 -17,364 102 -619,760 -4.6%
Haddock, lbs. -186,044 4,051 -407 102 -182,297 -2.8%
Winter flounder, lbs. -411,351 -5,198 9,430 14,785 -392,334 -7.9%
American plaice, lbs. 69,717 321 0 11,186 81,224 4.1%
Witch flounder, lbs. 121,445 740 -8 4,513 126,689 5.7%
Windowpane flounder, lbs. 34,928 7 0 6,392 41,327 12.1%
Yellowtail flounder, lbs. 308,448 -2,745 85 37,009 342,797 9.5%
Pollock, lbs. -11,690 134 -2,290 0 -13,846 -0.1%
Redfish, lbs. 7,909 0 0 0 7,909 0.5%
White Hake, lbs. 7,681 22 1,097 0 8,801 0.5%
Small mesh groundfish species, lbs. 2,058 1,377 -13 0 3,422 0.0%
Monkfish, lbs. 194,705 5,503 486,045 13,523 699,776 5.1%
Scallop meats, lbs. 8,621 249 24 -25,900 -17,006 -0.1%  
 
Most of the trips affected by the proposed time/area closures land fish in Massachusetts (Table 59).  
During 2007, 78 vessels landed 10,754,890 lbs. of fish in MA on 952 trips landing more than 500 lbs. of 
whole skates, or 220 lbs. of skate wings. 
 
Although few trips fishing for skates during 2007 were taken in the Thorny Skate Areas during the 
proposed closures (Table 7), the areas had high survey catches per tow for thorny skate.  According to the 
VTR data, most of the landings on these trips were cod and yellowtail flounder, with a smaller amount of 
skate landings.  Nonetheless, the proposed Thorny Skate Area closures could inhibit fishing on trips 
targeting multiple species, including skates, thereby reducing skate bycatch. These areas, however, would 
be more effective and useful as gear restricted areas, closed to fishing by gears capable of catching skates 
(i.e. trawls, gillnets, dredges, and hook gear), because the primary skates catches (and discards) in these 
areas would be thorny skate. 
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Table 57.   Total vessels, trips, and landings fishing in the proposed skate time/area closures, on 
trips landing more than 500 lbs. of skates, whole weight, based on 2007 VTR data. 
 
Area Thorny Area 4 Winter Area 1 Winter Area 2 Winter Area 3 Total Percent of total
Vessels 25                11                74                84                13.4%
Number of trips 81                36                849              966              7.2%
Skate wings, landed weight, lbs 282,530       116,910       2,240,461    2,639,901    37.7%
Skate, bait, whole, lbs 923,500       251,080       3,242,151    4,416,731    20.9%
Gadids, lbs -               14                2,199,822    2,199,836    18.8%
Flounders, lbs 11,600         2,500           1,070,527    1,084,627    15.3%
Yellowtail flounder, lbs 480              -               151,176       151,656       5.8%
Monkfish, lbs 156,269       48,060         264,352       468,681       6.6%
Dogfish, lbs -               200              43,043         43,243         6.7%
Other groundfish, lbs 3                  -               38,534         38,537         3.1%
Other species, lbs 1,175           -               132,627       133,802       4.9%
Total landings, lbs 1,376,089  419,134     9,387,489  11,182,712  18.1%

 C
onfidential  

 
 
Table 58.  Vessels, trips, and landings by state which would be affected by skate time/area closures, 
based on 2007 VTR data. 
 
Port New Hampshire Massachusetts Rhode Island Total Percent of total
Vessels 78                     4                  82                     13.2%
Number of trips 952                   8                  960                   7.1%
Skate wings, landed weight, lbs 2,636,201         2,500           2,638,701         37.7%
Skate, bait, whole, lbs 4,211,131         200,500       4,411,631         20.9%
Gadids, lbs 2,075,936         300              2,076,236         17.7%
Flounders, lbs 1,009,935         9,600           1,019,535         14.4%
Yellowtail flounder, lbs 148,506            -               148,506            5.6%
Monkfish, lbs 463,831            1,050           464,881            6.5%
Dogfish, lbs 43,243              -               43,243              6.7%
Other groundfish, lbs 26,897              -               26,897              2.1%
Other species, lbs 133,537            -               133,537            4.9%
Total landings, lbs 10,754,890     213,975     10,968,865     17.8%

C
onfidential  

 
 
Ranked by skate revenue, Chatham MA would experience the most effects from the proposed time/area 
closures (Table 59), followed by New Bedford MA and Boston MA.  New Bedford MA would have more 
non-skate revenue affected by the proposed closures than other ports, apparently from landings of other 
species like monkfish and yellowtail flounder. 
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Table 59.  Trips and amount of skate wing landings (live weight), skate revenue, and non-skate 
revenue from the proposed time/area closure areas for trips landing more than 500 lbs. of whole 
skates (220 lbs of skate wings) at the 10 most affected ports, based on 2007 VTR data. 
 

Port State 
Number of 

trips 

Average 
trip length 

(DA) 

Total skate 
landings, 
lbs live 
weight 

Skate 
revenue 

Non-skate 
revenue 

CHATHAM MA 506 0.6 4,487,068 $1,026,160 $499,443

NEW BEDFORD MA 268 5.4 4,300,747 $821,009 $3,807,248

BOSTON MA 11 7.1 87,997 $18,335 $248,644

TIVERTON RI 5 2.2 200,500 $8,092 $29,034

NANTUCKET MA 5 3.2 36,470 $6,325 $33,252

SANDWICH MA 

HARWICHPORT MA 

PLYMOUTH MA 

NEWPORT RI 

Confidential 

PORTLAND ME 3 7.4 5,424 $550 $108,378

Total   802 2.3 9,143,629 $1,886,404 $4,738,703
 
Spatial effects on fishing 
 
Although focusing on conservation of winter and thorny skates, the time/area closures will affect both the 
skate wing and whole/bait skate fisheries.  This is because in some ways the two fisheries overlap in time 
and space, with the whole/bait skate fishery fishing in areas where winter skate are found, but retaining 
smaller skates for the bait market.  In other instances, the whole skates are landed incidentally on trips 
targeting non-skate species, such as monkfish and yellowtail flounder. 
 
In response to the time/area closures, there are at least three choices that fishermen may make in response 
to the proposed closures.  Vessels fishing for skates could fish in surrounding or other areas where they 
may target skates.  They may also change the timing of the skate trips to fish in the area before or after the 
semi-annual closure occurs.  Lastly, vessels that target skates and other species may choose not to declare 
a skate trip, target and land other species, land no more than 500 lbs. of skates, and discard the excess 
skates that are caught. 
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January to March 
 
Using data from 2006 VTRs, winter skate areas 1 and 2 (these areas are west and south of the Nantucket 
Lightship Area and would close from January to June) would affect trips that land skate wings and trips 
that land whole skates for the bait market.  In the January to March quarter of 2006, vessels using trawls 
landed skate wings on trips that fish in winter skate area 1 (Figure 32), west of the Nantucket Lightship 
Area.  Vessels using trawls also fished for whole/bait skates in winter skate area 2, and to the west of it.  
There was also a considerable number of trips fishing for skates and landing skate wings further inshore, 
just south of RI in the vicinity of Block Island.  A third concentration of trips is observable south of 
Closed Area I and southwest of Closed Area II.  These trips are known to be fishing for yellowtail 
flounder on a groundfish DAS. 
 
Trips taken by vessels using trawls in winter skate areas 1 and 2 are likely to shift effort to other areas, 
possibly targeting other species.  Many of these trips are made by vessels with landings in New Bedford.  
If they cannot fish in the skate management areas during this period, they are likely to shift effort to an 
open area SW of the Nantucket Lightship Area, to an open area around Block Island (which is presently 
fished by vessels from Point Judith), or re-direct effort onto yellowtail flounder in the Georges Bank 
management area. 
 
Gillnet trips during this quarter fished mainly to the west and southwest of the Nantucket Lightship Area, 
landing skate wings (Figure 33).  Some trips occurred within winter skate areas 1 and 2, but many 
occurred in areas that would remain open to fishing.  It is likely that if vessels are not allowed to fish for 
skates in these areas, vessels using gillnets are likely to continue fishing in adjacent areas that remain 
open. 
 
April to June 
 
Very few trips by vessels using trawls and landing skates fished in winter skate areas 1 and 2, during the 
second quarter of 2006 (Figure 32).  Vessels using gillnets to land skate wings, however, fished 
extensively in winter skate area 1, but mostly to the west of winter skate area 2 (Figure 33).  It is therefore 
likely that the time/area closures would have minimal effect on vessels using trawls to land skates and 
vessels using gillnets to target skates would fish in adjacent areas that remain open to skate fishing.  A 
mixed monkfish and skate gillnet fishery is observable off northern NJ during the fall, winter, and spring, 
but fishing trips displaced from the skate management areas would be unlikely to fish off NJ in response 
to the proposed time/area closures. 
 
July to September, October to December 
 
Fishing effort patterns during these two quarters were very similar to one another in 2006, so are 
evaluated together in the following analysis. 
 
Much more effort landing skates occurred in the South Channel area, southeast of Cape Cod, MA during 
the third quarter of 2006.  For vessels using trawls (Figure 32), most of the trips landing skates fished in 
three areas: an area inside of winter skate area 3, on the northern edge of Georges Bank, and south of RI 
near Block Island and east of Long Island.  Trawl trips that fished in winter skate area 3 and on Georges 
Bank are probably targeting a mixture of groundfish and skates.  Some vessels may shift fishing effort to 
the northern edge of Georges Bank, if not allowed to fish in winter skate area 3. 
 
Vessels fishing with gillnets (Figure 33) also appear to target and land skate when fishing in winter skate 
area 3.  There is however a significant amount of skate fishing effort north of this area, directly east of 
Cape Cod.  Many of these trips originate from and land skate wings in Chatham, MA.  There also appear 
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to be some vessels using gillnets to target skates southwest of Martha’s Vineyard, MA and also on Little 
Georges, east of Closed Area I.  The first area is probably fished by vessel landing skates in New 
Bedford, while the latter area is probably fished by vessels landing skates in Chatham.  Most trips 
displaced from winter skate area 3 are likely to fish further north, off Cape Cod, possibly causing 
crowding and a localized depletion of skates.  Other vessels may explore fishing off Martha’s Vineyard or 
on Little Georges if the possession limits (and recently higher gas and diesel prices) are not so low to 
make it uneconomic to fish further from port. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Except for winter skate area 3, there appears to be sufficient alternative areas for trips that normally 
would fish in the skate management areas.  It is likely that closures of the skate management areas to 
vessels fishing for skates (i.e. those landing 500 or more lbs. of skates) would either shift to adjacent areas 
to fish for skates, or continue to fish for other species and discard skates in excess of 500 lbs. 
 
If the vessels shift fishing effort to other areas where catch per unit effort is less, it may still reduce skate 
landings and mortality because most of the trips would be fishing under one of the DAS programs, and 
DAS are limited.  Also, the shift in effort may reduce skate discards to the extent that the ratio of discards 
to kept skates is lower in the areas that remain open to skate fishing compared to the ratio in the skate 
management areas.  This latter consideration was the basis for the PDT’s identification of these areas to 
begin with. 
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Figure 32.  Skate wing and whole skate fishery landings (larger circles represent higher landings; dark red circles are wing landings and light yellow 
circles are whole skate landings) reported on 2007 VTRs by vessels using trawls.  The VTR data are positioned using the reported location 
fished, but the VTR data are layered over the total VMS inter-polling duration when the implied speed was less than 4 knots (which has been 
shown to be related to fishing activity, Applegate and Nies ms). 
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Figure 33.  Skate wing and whole skate fishery landings (larger circles represent higher landings; dark red circles are wing landings and light yellow 
circles are whole skate landings) reported on 2007 VTRs by vessels using gillnets.  The VTR data are positioned using the reported location 
fished, but the VTR data are layered over the total VMS inter-polling duration when the implied speed was less than 4 knots. 
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8.3.1.7 Possession limits 
 
The effect of various skate possession limits on the fishery were estimated using a cost/revenue economic 
model, applied to fishing activity and landings reported on 2007 VTRs.  Each trip was matched to permit 
data to estimate daily fishing costs, as described in Document 12 in Appendix I.  These equations were re-
estimated using 2007 sea sampling data when they became available and a dummy variable representing 
year was added to account for the recent rapid increases in fuel prices.  A $100 per day opportunity cost 
was also applied for each crew person reported to be on the trip11.  Prices were associated with the 
landings for each trip by species, month, and state of landing to estimate total daily revenue for skate and 
non-skate species.   
 
The model assumes that trips where the total revenue derived from landing non-skate species exceeds the 
daily fishing cost for the vessel, it would continue fishing for species other than skates when it reaches the 
possession limit.  Excess skates that were landed in 2007 were assumed to be discarded, 50% of which 
were assumed to survive and represent a reduction in skate mortality.  An example for trips landing skates 
in RI is shown in Figure 34, each vertical bar representing the skate landings of an individual trip (there 
are 466 trips that exceed the example possession limit shown in this figure).  The ‘Adjusted landings’ are 
the skate landings that would occur with the skate possession limit in place.  Trips in this category have 
‘Discards’ shown as a medium gray in Figure 6, which is equivalent to 50% of the excess landings that 
had occurred on the trip.  The remaining portion of the skates on each trip were assumed to survive 
discarding and contribute to mortality reduction.  Landings of other species were assumed to be 
unchanged from the original trip. 
 
Trips that required skate landings to be profitable were assumed to end when the daily catch of skate 
landings equaled the possession limit.  The difference between what this type of trip (i.e. a ‘skate’ trip that 
would not otherwise be profitable on a daily basis without retaining skates) actually landed in 2007 and 
what it would be able to land under a skate possession limit is assumed to not be caught.  Landings on 
these trips were assumed to equal the skate possession limit and no additional discarding of skates would 
occur.  All of the excess landings would contribute to skate mortality reduction (shaded light gray in 
Figure 34).  Trip duration, fishing costs, and the landings and revenue of other species were assumed to 
decline proportionally to the ratio of the possession limit to the amount of skates landed on the original 
trip. 
 
Effect on discards by skate possession limits 
 
Two outcomes are possible, one increasing discards and the other decreasing discards.  Trips that would 
continue fishing for other species would discard skates once its landings reach the skate possession limit.  
Although reducing skate mortality through survival of discards, vessels fishing for other species would 
increase skate discards. 
 
Another set of vessels, or trips, that require skate landings to be profitable are less likely to continue 
fishing once the skate landings reach the possession limit.  Some may change their fishing method or 
location to target other species.  Other vessels may return to port on shorter trips.  In this latter case, the 
vessel presumably will have skate discards associated with its catch, from both undersized (or oversized 

                                                      
11 An opportunity cost in this case represents a potential wage that might be earned by a crew person if 
that person was not fishing.  Another way of looking at this factor is it represents a minimum ‘wage’ that 
a crew person expects to earn by continuing to fish. 
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in the case of the bait fishery which has a maximum size limit) and from prohibited species (barndoor 
skate, smooth, and thorny skates).  If as a result of the possession limit, the vessel reduces the amount of 
fishing effort targeting skates, skate discards is likely to decline. 
 
Figure 34.  Possession limit model results by trip, derived from 2007 VTR data for trips using trawls 
and landing skates in RI.  The adjusted landings represent a proposed trip limit.   
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Although the model estimates the amount of surviving skate discards at various possession limits, there is 
not sufficient information currently available to estimate the discard reduction caused by less skate 
fishing.  There are many difficult-to-predict factors that will come into play as the fishermen change the 
way they fish in response to a skate possession limit. 
 
The net effect on discards can however be generalized with respect to various potential possession limits.  
Higher possession limits are least likely to affect trips that are targeting other species and would continue 
fishing after the skate landings equal the possession limit.  Modest decreases in skate discards could be 
expected from vessels that fish less for skates as a result of the possession limit. 
 
As the skate possession limit becomes more restrictive, however, it would more frequently affect trips 
that are relying less on skate landings to be profitable.  In this case, skate discards would be expected to 
increase, but some mortality reduction would be expected through surviving discards. 
 
Wing and bait fishery skate possession limits 
 
Due to the unique characteristics of the wing and skate bait fisheries, it requires a different possession 
limit in the two fisheries to achieve an equivalent amount of skate mortality reduction.  In general, the 
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possession limit model indicates that skate mortality reductions from 10 to 40% are possible at a 
reasonable range of possession limits (4,000 to 10,000 lbs. for the wing fishery; 7,000 to 14,000 lbs. for 
the bait fishery; Figure 35). 
 
As skate possession limits become more restrictive, they would affect the landings of a greater number of 
trips and achieve greater mortality reduction.  At the limit (no skate possession allowed), the mortality 
reduction would reach a maximum representing the loss of landings from trips that target skates plus the 
survival of skate discards on trips that target other species.  Within the analyzed range, the effect of 
different assumptions about discard mortality is small (Figure 36). 
 
Figure 35.  Skate mortality reduction predicted by the Two-Bin model over a range of potential 
skate possession limits, by fishery. 
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Figure 36.  Additional skate discards as a fraction of original landings by fishery vs. a skate 
possession limit, assuming 50% skate discard mortality.  The model assumes that trips 
do not re-direct on other species or take compensatory trips. 
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Skate possession limits to reduce landings to the TAL were estimated independently in the possession 
limit model for each skate fishery via iterative trial and error.  The target mortality reductions, relative to 
actual landings in 2007, are shown in Table 60, with and without the estimated effects of time/area 
closures on the wing and whole/bait fishery.  These mortality reduction values served as the objective 
function to identify possession limits for each alternative and TAL allocation option, which are listed in 
Table 61.   
 
Including the effect of possession limits on discarding, the skate possession limits in Table 61 are 
estimated to achieve the mortality reductions (Table 60) that reduce 2007 landings to the proposed TALs.  
As long as skate discards in fisheries targeting other species do not rise from the average proportion 
observed during 2004-2006, the possession limits are expected to keep skate catches from exceeding the 
ABC/ACL. 
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Table 60.  Target reductions in mortality from skate landings and estimated effect of time/area 
closures.  The reported 2007 landings were 14,081 mt (31.04 million pounds) of wings (whole weight 
equivalent) and 4,773 mt (10.52 million pounds) of whole skates. 

Fishery Wing Whole/bait 

Historic fishery allocation 
basis 2005-2007 1995-2006 2005-2007 1995-2006 

Target TAL (mt), 2005-
2007 survey index 8,426 7,677 3,118 3,867 

Landings targets relative 
to 2007 reported landings     

Target change in landed 
mortality, no closures -40.2% -45.5% -34.7% -19.0% 

Mortality reduction from 
time/area closures (Two-

bin model) 
-15.1% -15.1% 4.6% 4.6% 

Target change in landed 
mortality, after applying 

closure effects 
-25.1% -30.4% -39.3% -23.6% 

 
 
Table 61.  Proposed skate possession limits (in pounds) for vessels on declared skate trips. 
 

 Skate wing fishery trips Skate bait fishery trips 

TAL 
allocation 
option and 

limit 

2005-2007 basis 

8,426 mt 

1995-2006 basis 

7,677 mt 

2005-2007 basis 

3,118 mt 

1995-2006 basis 

3,867 mt 

Landings 
disposition 

Wings 

(whole) 

Wings 

(whole) 

Whole Whole 

Alternatives  

1a and 1b 

(with 
time/area 
closures) 

4,800 

(10,896) 

3,800 

(8,626) 
6,800 12,100 
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Alternatives  

2, 3a, and 3b 

2,500 

(5,675) 

1,900 

(4,313) 
8,200 14,200 

Alternative 4 

(with 
time/area 
closures) 

4,800 

(10,896) 

3,800 

(8,626) 

Quota managed, no possession 
limit 

 
Other effects 
 
The skate possession limits will affect various numbers of vessels and trips; potentially reducing trip 
length, landings, and revenue for trips that rely on skate landings to be profitable.  Vessels and ports that 
rely on trips targeting skates will of course be affected by the possession limits much more than vessels 
and ports that land skates from trips targeting other species.  For vessels that target skates and end trips 
early due to a skate possession limit, revenue from skates and non-skate species will decline as well as 
total fishing costs due to changes in the consumption of fuel, ice, food and other variable expenses.  
Reductions in fishing costs from the predicted reduction in fishing activity are about 31% of lost revenue 
for the wing fishery and 26-29% of lost revenue for the whole/bait fishery. 
 
The effects on the top ten ports in skate landings for the range of skate possession limits under 
consideration are shown in Table 62 to Table 65, ranked by the estimated change in total revenue from 
skate and non-skate landings.  In some cases, the estimated change in revenue from the skate possession 
limit is greater than the total revenue from skate landings because of the effect that shortened trips would 
have on landings and revenue of other associated species.   
 
At the lowest wing possession limit for any of the alternatives (Table 62), the top three ports affected by 
the skate possession limit would be New Bedford (48.3% of revenue from trips landing skates), Boston 
(25.4%), and Chatham (33.6%).  Impacts on revenue at the rest of the ports landing skates is estimated to 
be less than 10% of total revenue on trips landing skates.  At a the higher wing limit ( 
Table 62 has been redacted to maintain confidentiality of dealer supplied data. 
 
Table 63), the ports with the most impacts would be New Bedford (24.5% of revenue from trips landing 
skates), Boston (12.1%), and Chatham (8.7%).  The effects are relatively less at the higher possession 
limit in Chatham, because vessels there tend to take shorter trips when landing skates than at other ports. 
 
The estimated effects of the skate possession limits are somewhat different for the whole/bait skate 
fishery than for the wing fishery, somewhat reflecting the geographical differences in the two skate 
fisheries.  As with the wing fishery, New Bedford would experience the most effect on revenue ( 
Table 63 has been redacted to maintain confidentiality of dealer supplied data. 
 
Table 64), but only 20.4% of total revenue for trips landing whole skates.  Point Judith, RI is ranked 
second, but a 6,800 lb. skate possession limit would reduce revenue on trips landing skates by only 8.5%.  
This analysis may understate the effects in this area, because some vessels may be fishing in state waters 
and do not submit VTR reports.  This is followed by Tiverton, RI (50.6%) and Chatham, MA (27.0%). 
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At the higher whole/bait skate possession limit (Table 65, associated with Alternative 2, 3A, and 3B), the 
impacts are greatest at New Bedford (6.9%), followed by Tiverton, RI (38.0%), and Chatham, MA 
(8.5%). 
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Table 62.  Trips, skate landings, and changes in revenue at the top 10 ports ranked by change in revenue from a 1,900 skate wing 
possession limit, based on 2007 VTR data for trips reporting skate landings. 
 
Table 62 has been redacted to maintain confidentiality of dealer supplied data. 
 
Table 63.  Trips, skate landings, and changes in revenue at the top 10 ports ranked by change in revenue from a 4,800 skate wing 
possession limit, based on 2007 VTR data for trips reporting skate landings. 
 
Table 63 has been redacted to maintain confidentiality of dealer supplied data. 
 
Table 64.  Trips, skate landings, and changes in revenue at the top ports ranked by change in revenue from a 6,800 skate bait possession 
limit, based on 2007 VTR data for trips reporting skate landings. 
 
Table 64 has been redacted to maintain confidentiality of dealer supplied data. 
 
Table 65.  Trips, skate landings, and changes in revenue at the top ports ranked by change in revenue from a 14,200 skate bait possession 
limit, based on 2007 VTR data for trips reporting skate landings. 
 
Table 65 has been redacted to maintain confidentiality of dealer supplied data. 
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8.3.1.8 Incidental skate landings limit 
 
The 500 lbs. incidental skate landings limit (220 lbs. for skate wings; Section 5.1.3) has no direct effect 
on skate catches, other than to focus the proposed measures on a narrower or wider sector of the fishery.  
With an incidental landings limit set too high, the measures that apply to vessels fishing for skates need to 
be more restrictive to meet the mortality goals.  It also could invite vessels to make day trips targeting 
skates under an incidental limit (similar to what occurred in the general category scallop fishery).  If set 
too low, the measures that apply to vessels fishing for skates could cause skate discards to increase 
because the vessels would continue fishing for other species but would be subject to the skate regulations.  
If set correctly, most of the vessels landings more than the incidental skate limit would be fishing for, or 
targeting, skates.  Vessels fishing for other species or fishing in areas that catch and land clearnose skates 
would be unaffected by the proposed skate management measures.  Since November 2006, a 500 lb. skate 
landings limit has applied to vessels using trawls while on a Multispecies B DAS, which although the 
program has a very narrow focus, there have been no issues with excessive skate discarding or targeting 
of skates while on a Multispecies B DAS by vessels using trawls. 
 
Again, it is difficult to quantify how the incidental skate catch limit value will affect fishing behavior.  
The effects may need to be monitored and the limit adjusted if the regulations implemented in this 
amendment have unexpected results. 
 
At 500 lbs., a skate trip declaration would have been required on 5219 trips made by 392 vessels in 2007 
(Table 66).  This represents 39% of the trips and 62% of vessels landing skates, but would also make 97% 
of whole skate and skate wing landings subject to the proposed measures meant to apply to vessels fishing 
for skates.  These 5219 trips also contributed to 64% of the landings of cod, haddock, and pollock; 78% 
of the yellowtail flounder; and 47% of the monkfish landings on trips that also landed skates (Table 67).  
At a 1,000 and 2,000 lbs. incidental skate landings limit, skate trip declaration would be required on fewer 
trips made by fewer vessels and still apply to 94 and 91 percent of skate landings, respectively, but in 
certain alternatives, the incidental limit would exceed the proposed skate possession limits. 
 
Table 66.  Expected number of trips, landings, and vessels accounted for by declared skate trips 
whose skate landings are under an incidental skate possession limit ranging from 0 to 2000 lbs. 
whole weight, based on 2007 VTR data. 
 

Incidental skate 
possession 

limit 

Expected trips 
declared into 
skate fishery 

(%) 
Wing landings, 
million lbs. (%) 

Bait landings, 
million lbs. (%) 

Vessels 
declaring one 
or more skate 

trips 

0 
13446 

(100) 

7.01 

(100) 

21.13 

(100) 

628 

(100) 

500 
5219 

(38.8) 

6.77 

(96.6) 

20.53 

(97.2) 

392 

(62.4) 

1000 4009 6.58 20.05 319 
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(29.8) (93.9) (94.9) (50.8) 

1500 
3425 

(25.5) 

6.41 

(91.5) 

19.71 

(93.3) 

281 

(44.7) 

2000 
3090 

(23.0) 

6.30 

(89.9) 

19.36 

(91.7) 

253 

(40.3) 
 
 
Table 67.  Proportion of vessels, trips, and landings that would be affected by regulations that apply 
to declared skate trips at various incidental skate landings limit options. 
 

All trips 100 250 500 1000 2000
Number of vessels 629 500 448 392 319 253
Number of trips 13446 8991 6797 5219 4009 3090
Sum of Skate wings, lbs. 7,007,577 6,972,491 6,885,934 6,767,005 6,579,834 6,301,144
Sum of Skate, whole, lbs 21,127,224 21,025,286 20,848,172 20,530,981 20,054,060 19,364,117
Sum of Gadids, lbs. 11,716,648 9,850,243 8,837,381 7,557,189 6,373,302 5,210,319
Sum of Flounders, lbs. 7,104,950 6,166,645 5,455,608 4,693,488 4,102,730 3,443,696
Sum of Yellowtail flounder, lbs. 2,641,364 2,447,476 2,310,502 2,062,447 1,856,050 1,532,008
Sum of Monkfish, lbs. 7,127,792 5,623,827 4,458,734 3,352,387 2,397,077 1,728,122
Sum of Dogfish, lbs. 646,258 498,059 385,796 216,120 163,155 130,835
Sum of Other groundfish, lbs. 1,261,322 876,280 657,911 501,434 346,609 207,079
Sum of Other species, lbs. 2,747,859 1,759,436 1,131,040 921,588 715,880 570,016
Sum of Total landings, lbs. 61,643,609 55,412,930 51,119,661 46,715,317 42,669,347 38,547,153

Incidental skate landings limit options

 

8.3.1.9 Trip declaration and prohibition against using Multispecies 
Category B DAS to fish for skates 

 
According to the Northeast Region Fisheries Statistics Office, skate landings on a Multispecies Category 
B DAS increased from negligible amounts to about 1.8 million pounds in 2007.  Except for certain 
specific exemptions (See status quo in Section 5.2.1), vessels fishing for skates must be on a trip called in 
as either a Multispecies, Monkfish, or Scallop DAS.  Multispecies Category B DAS are restricted for use 
by vessels to target ‘healthy’ stocks, which partially included skates in Framework 42 to the Multispecies 
FMP.  Since vessels using gillnets had limited opportunity to use B DAS to target other species, 
apparently some vessels began using B DAS to target skates.  Other vessels use Multispecies A DAS to 
target skates, particularly where they are fishing in areas where groundfish are less abundant or 
restrictions such as groundfish possession limits make skate fishing more lucrative. 
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Figure 37 - Figure 40 show the distribution of fishing effort derived from VMS pollings by gear, DAS 
program and category, on trips when skate landings were reported.  For vessels using trawls, relatively 
few Multispecies B DAS were used in 2007 on trips where skates were landed (Figure 37).  Most of the 
related fishing effort was on Multispecies A DAS and on trips fishing in the US/CA DAS program.  
Similarly, most of the fishing effort derived from VMS pollings were on Multispecies A DAS along the 
Great South Channel off Cape Cod, MA (Figure 39).  A small amount of fishing effort was associated 
with Multispecies B DAS, according to the VMS data, near the Cultivator Shoals, east of groundfish 
Closed Area I.  It is possible that some gillnet vessels declared a Category B DAS trip via the call in 
system for vessels that did not have VMS equipment. 
 
Some vessels will continue fishing for skates during a Category A DAS trips, instead of taking a Category 
B DAS trips as occurred in 2007.  It is difficult to quantify the effect, but this measure may reduce the 
amount of effort targeting skates, or it may shift the effort to the Category A DAS program.  Either way, 
it would reduce the amount of DAS available to target either groundfish or skates and make the use of 
Category B DAS consistent with their original intent, for fishing for ‘healthy’ species. 
 
Figure 37.  2006 VMS fishing effort (0-4 knots) distribution by DAS management program on trips 

using trawls and reporting skate landings on VTRs. 
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Figure 38.  2006 VMS fishing effort (0-4 knots) distribution by DAS management program on trips 
using trawls and reporting skate landings on VTRs. 
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Figure 39.  2006 VMS fishing effort (0-4 knots) distribution by DAS management program on trips 
using gillnets and reporting skate landings on VTRs. 
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Figure 40.  VMS fishing effort (1-4 knots) distribution by DAS management program on trips using 
dredges and reporting skate landings on VTRs. 
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8.3.1.10 Skate Discards 
 
Skate discards are not presently managed by the Skate FMP and this amendment proposes no new 
regulations to manage skate discards, except by regulating trips that target skates (defined as any trip 
landing 500 or more lbs. of whole skates or 220 lbs. of skate wings.   
 
Instead, the Skate FMP relies on other fishery regulations to limit or reduce skate discards, such as DAS 
limits, area restrictions, and mesh limits.  The DAS limits control the amount of fishing activity and to 
some extent where it occurs (vessels may fish closer to port when DAS are reduced).  Since skate catch 
per unit effort is constant, the DAS limits control skate discard mortality.  Area restrictions to conserve 
other species may increase or decrease skate discards.  If they coincide with areas of high skate 
abundance, then the area restrictions could reduce skate discards, and vice versa.   
 
Minimum mesh regulations could reduce the catch of small skates and thereby reduce discards, but 
increases in the mesh size from present minimums may not improve skate size selectivity due to the 
peculiar morphology of skates.  Quotas (sector or common pool) for other species could reduce or limit 
skate discards, but they could also increase targeting of skates when vessels cannot fish for other species 
due to quota restrictions.  Possession limits for other species usually would increase targeting skates on 
DAS that cannot be used to fish for these other species. 
 
Skate discards (which cannot be estimated by species) declined from an estimated 47,291 mt in 2003 to 
14,582 mt in 2006 (Figure 41).  This decline is attributable to restrictions in the multispecies, monkfish, 
and scallop fisheries that all have a significant bycatch of skates.  The decline in discards may also be 
related to an increase in the relative price of skate wings which would cause fishermen to retain more 
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skates for sale and also to restrictions in the multispecies and possibly the monkfish fishery which cause 
vessels to use more DAS to target skates (a target fishery where skate discards may be less frequent).  
However, skate discards by fishery have not been estimated and the effect of increasing skate fishing may 
increase discards because vessels would be fishing in areas where skates of all sizes are likely to be more 
abundant.  
 
Figure 41.  Trend in total estimated skate discards, most recent analysis by the Skate PDT based on 
SAW 44 approved methods and new area allocation tables prepared for the Groundfish Assessment 
Review Meeting (GARM 2008). 
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As a precautionary approach if the relationship between discards and landings in 2006 is anomalously 
low, the Council applied the 2004-2006 discard/total catch ratio to the TAC to specify a landings 
threshold (TAL).  And although more restrictive skate possession limits would increase discards from 
trips that continue fishing for other species (see Figure 42 showing estimated conversion of landings to 
discards as percent of former landings), the possession limit model (see Document 12 in Appendix I) also 
predicts that many trips targeting skates will be of shorter duration, reducing both skate landings and 
discards.  The Council is unable to predict how likely this will occur, but vessels may nullify the positive 
effect on discards by fishing for skates on more trips (to the extent possible under DAS limits) or by 
fishing for other species that co-occur with skates. 
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Figure 42.  Increase in discards as a percent of original landings as predicted by the Two Bin model over 
a range of potential skate possession limit, by fishery. 

 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

- 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000

Possession limit

Pe
rc

en
t o

f t
ot

al
 la

nd
in

gs

Bait fishery discards 50%
Wing fishery discards

 
 

8.3.2 Comparison of alternatives 
 
All of the Amendment 3 alternatives are designed to achieve the same result, reduce landings to the total 
allowable landings of 11.544 mt, reversing a recent trend of increasing landings in the skate wing fishery 
that lands predominately winter skate.  If discards as a proportion of total skate landings remain below the 
2004-2006 average (estimated discards in 2006 were the lowest since 1989 and have been declining since 
2003) then the total catch will be below the median catch/biomass exploitation ratio.  When catches were 
below this level, historically it has frequently led to increases in skate biomass for winter, thorny, and 
smooth skates (see Document 4 in Appendix I).   
 
In addition, Amendment 3 applies a risk-adverse policy to set the TAL and ACT (annual catch target) at 
75% of the median value, taking into account scientific uncertainty (e.g. the actual catch level that would 
cause rebuilding is actually less than that estimated) and management risk (e.g. discards might rise to 
levels above the 2004-2006 average, accountability measures will not be invoked early enough, or 
monitoring is less effective than it should be).  So even if discards rise (more than predicted by the skate 
possession limit model), the total catch will be unlikely to exceed the median catch/biomass ratio under 
any Amendment 3 alternative. 
 
The six alternatives, labeled 1A, 1B, 2, 3A, 3B, and 4 include various combinations of skate possession 
limits, time/area management (closures to vessels fishing for skates), seasonal quotas for the skate bait 
fishery, and accountability measures.  In addition, a prohibition on using Multispecies Category B DAS (a 
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source of recent increases in skate landings by vessels using gillnets), accountability measures [invoking 
an incidental skate possession limit for ALL trips and vessels, time/area closures (in Alternative 3A), 
and/or TAC modifications for prior overages), and trip declarations apply to all alternatives.  There are 
probably no differences between the alternatives in biological effects for skates, except where one set of 
measures for an alternative might be more likely than another to keep catches from exceeding the median 
catch/biomass exploitation rate. 
 
Although the skate fishery is managed via open access, fishing vessels must be on a multispecies, 
monkfish, or scallop DAS in most instances.  And since these are limited access programs and DAS are 
restricted, there is a limit to the amount of fishing effort that can be used for skate fishing.  More 
restrictions in the skate fishery may result in more DAS being used to target groundfish or monkfish, or it 
might simply result in fewer DAS being used if there are no other species to economically target.  
Conversely, more restrictions in other related fisheries that use DAS or skate price increases might result 
in more frequent trips to target skates, on trips shortened by skate possession limits. 
 
Because of the overlap and interaction with regulations in related fisheries, the measures in the 
Amendment 3 alternatives would augment and interact with the existing restrictions on skate fishing 
which apply to vessels with limited access multispecies, monkfish, or scallop permits.  The only two 
exceptions to this condition are the two exemption areas (SNE Monkfish and Skate Gillnet Exemption 
Area and SNE Monkfish and Skate Trawl Exemption Area) and state-permitted vessels fishing for skates 
in state waters.  The Trawl Exemption Area is situated in deeper water than is practical for targeting 
skates with trawls, although it is situated in areas where vessels target monkfish and have an incidental 
catch of skates).  Amendment 3 takes into account skate fishing in state waters by reducing the TAL by 
the recent state landings (1.9%), causing accountability measures in federal waters to be invoked earlier 
than they would be if the TAL was entirely allocated to skate landings in federal waters. 
 
Two TAL allocations options are available for each alternative, which affect the target mortality reduction 
relative to 2007 landings.  Option 1 uses a more recent period to allocate the TAL and since the skate 
wing landings have increased, it allows higher landings and mortality in the wing fishery which targets 
larger skates.  Mortality for this allocation option is likely to be higher for winter, barndoor, and thorny 
skate.  In contrast, allocation option 2 allows higher landings and mortality in the whole/bait skate fishery 
which lands predominately little skate and secondarily small winter skate.  Since there is a maximum size 
limit, some larger little and many winter skates are probably discarded. 
 
The summary below describes the expected effects that the six alternatives and two allocation options will 
have on effort, skate landings, landings of species other than skates, and revenue on trips that landed 
skates.  Since no measures directly affect skate discards or fisheries that have skate discards, no other 
effects are anticipated except for the two measures that could not be quantitatively analyzed: the 
prohibition on Category B DAS to fish for skates and the skate bait quota measure in Alternative 4. 
 
The tables in this section show the expected effects of time/area closures and possession limits on trips 
that reported skate landings on the 2007 vessel trip reports (VTRs).  The interaction of these two 
measures (for Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 4) were estimated by applying the average change in CPUE for 
trips reported to fish in the skate management areas to the trip within the possession limit model.  As with 
any model, the results are conditioned on the assumptions and data used to populate the model.  For this 
reason, the results are presented in relative rather than absolute terms relative to the ‘status quo’, i.e. trips 
with reported skate landings in the 2007 VTR data.  For comparison, the estimated effects are given for 
each fishery, by gear, and by major port of landings. 
 
Fishermen may react or compensate in unexpected ways or in ways that cannot be incorporated into the 
model.  Furthermore, it was impossible to tell which trips in the VTR data were taken on a Multispecies 



Draft Amendment 3 8-293 September 2008 
 

Category B DAS or how the vessel operator may respond to the prohibition (using Category A DAS to 
fish for skates, for example).  And the bait fishery quota in Alternative 4 will reduce the number of trips 
landing skates for the bait market, but it is difficult to forecast which trips would not be taken (and 
associated catch would not be landed) under quota management. 
 
This section is followed in Section 8.3.1 by a summary of the probably effects that individual measures 
will have on skate catches or landings, and on the skate fishery (i.e. trips landing skates).   

8.3.2.1 Alternatives 1A and 1B 
 
In addition to the measures that apply to all alternatives, Alternatives 1A and 1B include time area 
closures and skate possession limits to reduce landings and skate mortality.  Since the skate management 
areas include areas with high CPUE of winter skate, some mortality reduction (-15.1%) for the skate wing 
fishery is expected and the wing fishery possession limit can be higher than the other alternatives.  .It is 
therefore unclear whether these alternatives would reduce mortality on overfished skates more than other 
alternatives that do not include time/area closures. 
 
Not including shifts of effort to other species or fishing areas, the analysis indicates that Alternatives 1A 
and 1B would reduce effort by 9.5% in the whole/bait fishery and 16% in the wing fishery (Table 68) 
with allocation option 1 and by 2.6 and 18.6% respectively with allocation option 2 (Table 74).  These 
predicted effort reductions are somewhat less than those for Alternatives 2, 3A, and 3B because more 
skate mortality reduction is achieved via the time/area closures, which shift effort to lower CPUE areas 
rather than shorten trips that target skates via a lower possession limit.   
 
Total revenue from trips landing skates is estimated to decline by 10% in the whole/bait fishery and 17% 
in the skate wing fishery for allocation option 1 and by 3% and 17% respectively for allocation option 2.  
The estimated revenue losses in the whole/bait fishery are estimated to be about the same as that for 
Alternatives 2, 3A, and 3B, but the revenue losses for the wing fishery in Alternatives 1A and 1B are 
somewhat less than the other alternatives that do not include time/area closures.  This is expected because 
trips that target larger skates for the wing market would shift effort to adjacent areas that remain open, 
making up the potential revenue loss through the catch of other species (primarily flounders) whose 
landings are estimated to decline less for Alternatives 1A and 1B than with the other alternatives. 
 
With allocation option 1, the landings (on trips landing skates) of flounders, monkfish, and other 
groundfish species are estimated to decline by 3-9% in the whole/bait fishery and by 5-18% in the skate 
wing fishery (Table 68).  With less of the TAL going to the wing fishery in allocation option 2, the 
reduction in landings of other species ranges from 6-20% (Table ). 
 
Excluding the effects of the Category B DAS prohibition (Section 1.3.1) which applies only to vessels 
using gillnets and fishing on a Multispecies DAS, most of the effects of time/area closures and skate 
possession limits in Alternatives 1A and 1B would be experienced by vessels using trawls to fish for 
skates (Table 69 and Table 75).  This result occurs because possession limits tend to affect longer trips 
landings higher amounts of skates on a trip.  Vessels using trawls and landing skates (Table 70) tend to be 
larger vessels and take longer trips (1.45 DA/trip for trawl vessels vs. 0.57 DA/trip for a gillnet vessel in 
the wing fishery), presumably having higher skate landings.  Moreover, the trips and vessels affected by 
either possession limits and the time/area closures tend to be larger vessels taking longer trips (1.63 DA in 
the whole/bait fishery and 3.25 DA in the wing fishery) for both gear types. 
 
Vessels using gillnets to land skates (Table 72 and Table 78) would experience fewer effects than vessels 
using trawls, presumably because they take shorter trips, have lower skate landings per trip, and do not 
fish as frequently in the skate management areas (Figure 33) as do vessels using trawls (Figure 32). 
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Vessels landing skates in New Bedford and Chatham MA would be more effected by Alternatives 1A and 
1B (Error! Reference source not found. and Error! Reference source not found.) than vessels landing 
skates in other ports, such as Point Judith RI because of their close proximity to the proposed skate 
management areas. 
 
Even thought the areas that had higher CPUE were included in the proposed skate management areas, 
there are a substantial number of trips, landing skates in either MA or RI, that fished in the remaining 
open areas and landed more than the proposed possession limits (Figure 43 and Figure 44). 

8.3.2.2 Alternatives 2, 3A and 3B 
 
Time/area closures for vessels landing more than 500 lbs. of skates are not included in Alternatives 2, 3A, 
and 3B, except as an accountability measure in Alternative 2.  As a result, the estimated effort reduction is 
marginally greater than Alternatives 1A and 1B (Table 68 and Table 74), due to the effect that lower skate 
possession limits would have on trip length.  Associated with a change in trip length, the effects on 
revenue derived from the landings of species other than skates is also greater, as is losses in total and net 
revenue.  Particularly for these alternatives, the reduction in skate landings and revenue is greater than the 
target reduction in landings, which is a natural outcome of accounting for the added discards caused by a 
lower possession limit.  Skate fishing effort in this case would not shift out of the skate management areas 
to adjacent areas where skates are relatively abundant, but may shift to skate fishing areas closer to port or 
become more concentrated in areas where skates can be caught more quickly (i.e. in areas with higher 
CPUE), to compensate for a shorter trip length. 
 
Like Alternatives 1A and 1B, the relative effect of the lower skate possession limits are estimated to have 
greater effects on vessels using trawls than on vessels using gillnets (Table 69 and Table 75).  It does not 
appear that the skate possession limits for Alternatives 2, 3A, and 3B are so low that they would have 
much effect on vessel using gillnets on day trips. 
 
Because the skate possession limits are lower for these alternatives than Alternatives 1A, 1B, or 4, they 
would affect more trips in all areas (Figure 43 and Figure 44).  It also appears that more mixed species 
trips (targeting skates, yellowtail flounder, and monkfish) would be affected, particularly trips fishing on 
the northern edge of Georges Bank (Figure 43).  A few more trips fishing off NY and NJ would be 
affected by this set of alternatives than for Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 4 (Figure 45), but only a small 
proportion of trips in this area would be affected by the skate possession limits in any of the alternatives. 

8.3.2.3 Alternative 4 
 
The estimated effects on effort, skate landings, landings of species other than skates, and revenue on trips 
that landed skates are exactly the same as Alternatives 1A and 1B for the skate wing fishery.  The 
estimated effects on the whole/bait fishery include only the impacts of the time/area closures, because 
trips affected by a quota closure cannot be identified and have not been estimated.  The impacts of the bait 
fishery quota would depend on the timing of a fishery closure and the responses by the fishery to an 
imminent closure.  As long as the landings are accurately monitored and there are no loopholes to allow 
vessels to target small skates under skate wing fishery rules, then the effects on skate landings and skate 
revenue should be equivalent to the other alternatives. 
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8.3.2.4 Allocation option 1 (2005-2007 basis) 
 
Table 68.  All vessels: Estimated changes in effort, landings, and revenue by alternative compared 

to effort, landings, and revenue from trip data derived from 2007 VTRs. 
 

VTR effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Effort (DA). 7,165 -9.5% -9.9% 3.4% 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 19,940,586 -44.5% -40.4% 4.6% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. NA
1,428,882 1,141,442 - 

Skate revenue 2,961,970 -40.4% -37.0% 5.8% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 3,218,333
-4.5% -4.9% 2.2% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 3,635,937 -7.2% -8.4% 3.9% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 1,372,318 -8.9% -8.1% 1.9% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 3,505,693 -3.0% -3.2% 1.5% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 371230 -5.1% -4.2% 0.4% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 538,415 -1.4% -1.6% 0.6% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 906,946 -8.5% -7.7% 1.2% 

Total revenue 25,649,879 -10.3% -10.3% 3.0% 

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Net revenue 22,001,756 -9.0% -8.5% 2.1% 
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VTR effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Effort (DA). 7,349 -16.0% -20.1% -16.0% 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 15,455,388 -40.9% -50.0% -40.9% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. NA
785,249 1,455,561 785,249 

Total skate revenue 3,722,501 -40.9% -51.1% -40.9% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 4,640,849
-12.6% -17.6% -12.6% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 3,561,876 -17.8% -20.0% -17.8% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 1,388,050 -14.9% -25.3% -14.9% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 3,469,338 -6.4% -8.3% -6.4% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 255,731 -7.8% -7.6% -7.8% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 1,059,538 -4.8% -7.2% -4.8% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 1,503,374 -6.1% -7.7% -6.1% 

Total revenue 29,090,611 -16.9% -22.1% -16.9% 

Wings 

Net revenue 24,882,799 -13.5% -17.8% -13.5% 
 
 
 
 



Draft Amendment 3 8-297 September 2008 
 

Table 69.  All vessels: Effort and average vessel characteristics for vessels affected by each 
alternative compared to data derived from the 2007 VTRs. 

VTR 
reports 

Affected by proposed limits on fishing and 
landing skates 

Fishery Vessel characteristic Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 
Alternative 2, 

3a, and 3b Alternative 4 

Number of trips 5,965 1,007 786 252

Number of vessels 398 92 67 47

Effort (DA) 7,165 1,481 824 1,112

Average crew 2.5 3.2 3.1 3.8

Average GRT 51 83 83 84

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 54,260 94,847 95,030 102,215

Average horsepower 386 449 438 471

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Average vessel length 
(ft) 52 63 64 60

Number of trips 5,437 845 766 845

Number of vessels 321 82 105 82

Effort (DA) 7,345 1,143 1,070 1,143

Average crew 2.6 3.7 3.8 3.7

Average GRT 48 63 73 63

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 54,987 79,609 90,392 79,609

Average horsepower 400 429 453 429

Wings 

Average vessel length 
(ft) 50 53 57 53
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Table 70.  Vessels fishing with trawls: Estimated changes in effort, landings, and revenue by 
alternative compared to effort, landings, and revenue from trip data derived from 2007 
VTRs. 

 

Total effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Effort (DA). 5,793 -8.4% -8.6% 2.7% 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 15,825,436 -36.0% -31.8% 1.4% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. 
NA 1,158,015 945,991 - 

Skate revenue $1,886,949 -26.3% -22.9% 0.9% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 3,004,118
2.2% 1.8% 8.8% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 3,585,293 -7.2% -8.4% 3.9% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 1,353,136 -8.9% -8.1% 1.9% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 710,712 -1.9% -1.8% 0.5% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 128,229 -4.2% -3.3% 0.0% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 528,868 -1.4% -1.6% 0.6% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 827,086 -8.2% -7.4% 1.0% 

Total revenue     20,065,371 -8.5% -8.3% 2.2% 

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Net revenue     17,232,472 -7.0% -6.5% 1.3% 

Wings Effort (DA). 5,783 -14.2% -18.4% -14.2% 
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Total effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 8,227,917 -25.2% -32.0% -25.2% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. 
NA 659,595 977,479 659,595 

Total skate revenue $2,088,264 -26.0% -33.4% -26.0% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 4,029,236
-12.1% -17.5% -12.1% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 3,530,263 -17.8% -20.0% -17.8% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 1,365,007 -14.9% -25.3% -14.9% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 886,300 -3.6% -5.6% -3.6% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 86,294 0.0% -0.1% 0.0% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 975,034 -4.8% -7.2% -4.8% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 1,382,362 -97.2% -99.2% -97.2% 

Total revenue     22,558,569 -14.3% -19.3% -14.3% 

Net revenue     19,241,200 -10.6% -14.7% -10.6% 
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Table 71.  Vessels fishing with trawls: Effort and average vessel characteristics for vessels affected 
by each alternative compared to data derived from the 2007 VTRs. 

Total 
Affected by proposed limits on fishing and 

landing skates 

Fishery Vessel characteristic Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 
Alternative 2, 

3a, and 3b Alternative 4 

Number of trips 3,678 808 649 112

Number of vessels 261 68 53 31

Effort (DA) 5,035 1,315 746 892

Average crew 2.4 3.0 3.0 3.9

Average GRT 70 93 91 139

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 75,897 103,778 101,458 153,064

Average horsepower 408 479 461 658

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Average vessel length 
(ft) 59 67 67 76

Number of trips 2,945 297 334 297

Number of vessels 193 59 68 59

Effort (DA) 4,256 965 923 965

Average crew 2.5 4.3 4.2 4.3

Average GRT 70 138 137 138

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 81,354 159,825 155,528 159,825

Average horsepower 427 616 597 616

Wings 

Average vessel length 
(ft) 58 76 76 76
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Table 72.  Vessels fishing with gillnets: Estimated changes in effort, landings, and revenue by 

alternative compared to effort, landings, and revenue from trip data derived from 2007 
VTRs. 

 

Total effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Effort (DA). 1,372 -1.0% -1.2% 0.7% 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 4,115,150 -8.5% -8.6% 3.2% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. 
NA 270,867 195,451 - 

Skate revenue 1,075,021 -14.1% -14.2% 5.0% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 214,215
-6.7% -6.7% -6.6% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 50,644 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 19,182 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 2,794,981 -1.1% -1.3% 1.0% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 243,001 -0.9% -0.9% 0.4% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 9,547 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 79,860 -0.2% -0.3% 0.2% 

Total revenue      5,584,508 -1.9% -1.9% 0.8% 

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Net revenue      4,769,284 -2.0% -2.1% 0.8% 

Wings Effort (DA). 1,566 -1.8% -1.7% -1.8% 
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Total effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 7,227,471 -15.7% -18.1% -15.7% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. 
NA 125,654 478,083 125,654 

Total skate revenue 1,684,198 -14.9% -17.7% -14.9% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 611,613
-0.6% -0.1% -0.6% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 31,613 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 23,043 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 2,583,038 -2.8% -2.7% -2.8% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 169,437 -7.7% -7.5% -7.7% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 84,504 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 121,012 -8.8% -8.5% -8.8% 

Total revenue      6,532,042 -2.6% -2.8% -2.6% 

Net revenue      5,641,599 -2.9% -3.1% -2.9% 
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Table 73.  Vessels fishing with gillnets: Effort and average vessel characteristics for vessels affected 
by each alternative compared to data derived from the 2007 VTRs. 

Total 
Affected by proposed limits on fishing and 

landing skates 

Fishery Vessel characteristic Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 
Alternative 2, 

3a, and 3b Alternative 4 

Number of trips 2,287 199 137 140

Number of vessels 141 24 14 16

Effort (DA) 1,420 166 78 220

Average crew 2.6 3.7 3.8 3.7

Average GRT 22 40 43 41

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 19,463 58,584 64,577 61,536

Average horsepower 351 330 329 321

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Average vessel length 
(ft) 41 48 49 47

Number of trips 2,492 548 432 548

Number of vessels 129 23 37 23

Effort (DA) 1,419 178 147 178

Average crew 2.7 3.3 3.4 3.3

Average GRT 22 22 24 22

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 23,827 36,135 40,033 36,135

Average horsepower 369 327 341 327

Wings 

Average vessel length 
(ft) 42 41 41 41
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8.3.2.5 Allocation option 2 (1996-2006 basis) 
 
Table 74.  All vessels: Estimated changes in effort, landings, and revenue by alternative compared 

to effort, landings, and revenue from trip data derived from 2007 VTRs. 
 

Total effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Effort (DA). 7,165 -2.6% -4.0% 3.4% 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 19,940,586 -24.2% -21.5% 4.6% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. 
NA 683,687 487,408 - 

Skate revenue 2,961,970 -20.9% -19.4% 5.8% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 3,218,333
-0.6% -1.7% 2.2% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 3,635,937 -0.6% -2.8% 3.9% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 1,372,318 -2.1% -2.5% 1.9% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 3,505,693 -0.3% -1.0% 1.5% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 371230 -1.7% -1.2% 0.4% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 538,415 -0.1% -0.5% 0.6% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 906,946 -3.5% -3.3% 1.2% 

Total revenue 25,649,879 -3.4% -4.3% 3.0% 

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Net revenue 22,001,756 -3.3% -3.7% 2.1% 
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Total effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Effort (DA). 7,349 -18.6% -24.4% -18.6% 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 15,455,388 -46.9% -57.4% -46.9% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. 
NA 1,035,740 1,745,892 1,035,740 

Total skate revenue 3,722,501 -47.0% -58.4% -47.0% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 4,640,849
-15.1% -22.1% -15.1% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 3,561,876 -20.4% -24.2% -20.4% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 1,388,050 -18.6% -31.3% -18.6% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 3,469,338 -7.6% -10.9% -7.6% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 255,731 -9.1% -10.3% -9.1% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 1,059,538 -5.7% -10.2% -5.7% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 1,503,374 -7.1% -9.4% -7.1% 

Total revenue 29,090,611 -19.9% -26.8% -19.9% 

Wings 

Net revenue 24,882,799 -15.9% -21.6% -15.9% 
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Table 75.  All vessels: Effort and average vessel characteristics for vessels affected by each 
alternative compared to data derived from the 2007 VTRs. 

Total 
Affected by proposed limits on fishing and 

landing skates 

Fishery Vessel characteristic Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 
Alternative 2, 

3a, and 3b Alternative 4 

Number of trips 5,965 697 477 252

Number of vessels 398 65 43 47

Effort (DA) 7,165 1,490 678 1,112

Average crew 2.5 3.3 3.2 3.8

Average GRT 51 87 86 84

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 54,260 99,543 98,217 102,215

Average horsepower 386 453 430 471

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Average vessel length 
(ft) 52 64 64 60

Number of trips 5,437 901 907 901

Number of vessels 321 92 120 92

Effort (DA) 7,345 1,155 1,157 1,155

Average crew 2.6 3.7 3.7 3.7

Average GRT 48 64 72 64

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 54,987 80,513 88,775 80,513

Average horsepower 400 432 454 432

Wings 

Average vessel length 
(ft) 50 54 56 54

 
 



Draft Amendment 3 8-307 September 2008 
 

Table 76.  Vessels fishing with trawls: Estimated changes in effort, landings, and revenue by 
alternative compared to effort, landings, and revenue from trip data derived from 2007 
VTRs. 

 

Total effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Effort (DA). 5,793 -2.3% -3.4% 2.7% 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 15,825,436 -19.8% -16.4% 1.4% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. 
NA 573,260 422,196 - 

Skate revenue $1,886,949 -13.8% -11.1% 0.9% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 3,004,118
6.0% 5.0% 7.8% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 3,585,293 -0.6% -2.8% 3.9% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 1,353,136 -2.1% -2.5% 1.9% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 710,712 -0.5% -0.6% 0.5% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 128,229 -1.4% -0.8% 0.0% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 528,868 -0.1% -0.5% 0.6% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 827,086 -3.5% -3.2% 1.0% 

Total revenue     20,065,371 -2.6% -3.3% 2.2% 

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Net revenue     17,232,472 -2.5% -2.6% 1.3% 

Wings Effort (DA). 5,783 -16.5% -22.1% -16.5% 
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Total effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 8,227,917 -28.5% -35.2% -28.5% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. 
NA 791,387 1,098,637 791,387 

Total skate revenue $2,088,264 -29.4% -36.8% -29.4% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 4,029,236
-14.5% -21.9% -14.5% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 3,530,263 -20.3% -24.2% -20.3% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 1,365,007 -18.6% -31.3% -18.6% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 886,300 -4.4% -6.9% -4.4% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 86,294 -0.1% -0.4% -0.1% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 975,034 -5.7% -10.2% -5.7% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 1,382,362 1.8% -0.7% 1.8% 

Total revenue     22,558,569 -16.8% -23.2% -16.8% 

Net revenue     19,241,200 -12.5% -17.7% -12.5% 
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Table 77.  Vessels fishing with trawls: Effort and average vessel characteristics for vessels affected 
by each alternative compared to data derived from the 2007 VTRs. 

Total 
Affected by proposed limits on fishing and 

landing skates 

Fishery Vessel characteristic Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 
Alternative 2, 

3a, and 3b Alternative 4 

Number of trips 3,678 532 384 112

Number of vessels 261 49 35 31

Effort (DA) 5,035 1,305 610 892

Average crew 2.4 3.2 3.1 3.9

Average GRT 70 101 95 139

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 75,897 111,362 105,103 153,064

Average horsepower 408 494 457 658

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Average vessel length 
(ft) 59 69 68 76

Number of trips 2,945 327 390 327

Number of vessels 193 65 79 65

Effort (DA) 4,256 979 992 979

Average crew 2.5 4.3 4.2 4.3

Average GRT 70 138 137 138

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 81,354 157,991 155,661 157,991

Average horsepower 427 614 604 614

Wings 

Average vessel length 
(ft) 58 76 76 76
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Table 78.  Vessels fishing with gillnets: Estimated changes in effort, landings, and revenue by 

alternative compared to effort, landings, and revenue from trip data derived from 2007 
VTRs. 

 

Total effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Effort (DA). 1,372 -0.3% -0.7% 0.7% 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 4,115,150 -4.4% -5.2% 3.2% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. 
NA 110,428 65,213 - 

Skate revenue 1,075,021 -7.1% -8.3% 5.0% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 214,215
-6.6% -6.7% -6.6% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 50,644 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 19,182 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 2,794,981 0.2% -0.4% 1.0% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 243,001 -0.3% -0.4% 0.4% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 9,547 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 79,860 0.0% -0.1% 0.2% 

Total revenue      5,584,508 -0.8% -1.1% 0.8% 

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Net revenue      4,769,284 -0.9% -1.1% 0.8% 

Wings Effort (DA). 1,566 -2.1% -2.3% -2.1% 
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Total effort, 
landings

, and 
revenue 

Change from status quo for landings and 
revenue 

Fishery Attribute Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 

Alternative 2, 
3a, and 

3b Alternative 4 

Skate landings (live 
lbs.). 7,227,471 -18.4% -22.2% -18.4% 

Additional skate 
discard mortality, 

lbs. 
NA 244,353 647,255 244,353 

Total skate revenue 1,684,198 -17.6% -21.6% -17.6% 

Cod, haddock, and 
pollock landings 

(lbs.) 611,613
-0.6% -0.2% -0.6% 

Flounder landings (lbs.) 31,613 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Yellowtail flounder 
landings (lbs.) 23,043 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Monkfish landings (lbs.) 2,583,038 -3.3% -4.0% -3.3% 

Dogfish landings (lbs.) 169,437 -9.0% -10.0% -9.0% 

Other groundfish 
landings (lbs.) 84,504 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Miscellaneous landings 
(lbs.) 121,012 -8.9% -8.7% -8.9% 

Total revenue      6,532,042 -3.1% -3.6% -3.1% 

Net revenue      5,641,599 -3.4% -3.9% -3.4% 
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Table 79.  Vessels fishing with gillnets: Effort and average vessel characteristics for vessels affected 
by each alternative compared to data derived from the 2007 VTRs. 

Total 
Affected by proposed limits on fishing and 

landing skates 

Fishery Vessel characteristic Status quo 

Alternative 
1a and 

1b 
Alternative 2, 

3a, and 3b Alternative 4 

Number of trips 2,287 165 93 140

Number of vessels 141 16 8 16

Effort (DA) 1,420 184 69 220

Average crew 2.6 3.7 3.9 3.7

Average GRT 22 41 47 41

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 19,463 61,436 69,785 61,536

Average horsepower 351 321 318 321

Whole/ 

bait 

  

Average vessel length 
(ft) 41 48 49 47

Number of trips 2,492 574 517 574

Number of vessels 129 27 41 27

Effort (DA) 1,419 176 165 176

Average crew 2.7 3.3 3.4 3.3

Average GRT 22 22 23 22

Average hold capacity, 
lbs. 23,827 36,375 38,319 36,375

Average horsepower 369 329 341 329

Wings 

Average vessel length 
(ft) 42 41 41 41
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8.3.3 Impacts for major ports landing skates 
 
Figure 43.  Reported location fished and whole/wing fishery skate landings in Massachusetts 

reported on 2007 Vessel Trip Reports compared to the proposed skate possession limits 
(categorized by color : dark green for whole skate, dark red for skate wing trips exceeding 
the proposed limits) and proposed skate time/area closures.  The circle size represents the 
amount of skate landings per trip. 

 Alternative 
1a, 1b, and 
4 (only 
wing 
possession 
limit and 
time/area 
closures) 
 

 Allocation 
option 1 
(2005-
2007) 
 

 4,000 lb. 
wing and 
5,600 lb. 
whole 
skate 
possession 
limits 
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 Alternative 
1a, 1b, and 
4 (only 
wing 
possession 
limit and 
time/area 
closures) 
 

 Allocation 
option 2 
(1995-
2006) 
 

 3,300 lb. 
wing and 
9,900 lb. 
whole 
skate 
possession 
limits 

 Alternative 
2, 3a and 
3b 
(no 
time/area 
closures 
apply, 
except as 
an 
accountabi
lity 
measure) 
 

 Allocation 
option 2 
(1995-
2006) 
 

 1,500 lb. 
wing and 
11,600 lb. 
whole 
skate 
possession 
limits 
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Figure 44.  Reported location fished and whole/wing fishery skate landings in Rhode Island reported 

on 2007 Vessel Trip Reports compared to the proposed skate possession limits 
(categorized by color : dark green for whole skate, dark red for skate wing trips exceeding 
the proposed limits) and proposed skate time/area closures.  The circle size represents the 
amount of skate landings per trip. 

 Alternative 
1a, 1b, and 
4 (only 
wing 
possession 
limit and 
time/area 
closures) 
 

 Allocation 
option 1 
(2005-
2007) 
 

 4,000 lb. 
wing and 
5,600 lb. 
whole 
skate 
possession 
limits 
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 Alternative 
1a, 1b, and 
4 (only 
wing 
possession 
limit and 
time/area 
closures) 
 

 Allocation 
option 2 
(1995-
2006) 
 

 3,300 lb. 
wing and 
9,900 lb. 
whole 
skate 
possession 
limits 

 Alternative 
2, 3a and 
3b 
(no 
time/area 
closures 
apply, 
except as 
an 
accountabi
lity 
measure) 
 

 Allocation 
option 2 
(1995-
2006) 
 

 1,500 lb. 
wing and 
11,600 lb. 
whole 
skate 
possession 
limits 
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Figure 45.  Reported location fished and whole/wing fishery skate landings in states other than 

Massachusetts and Rhode Island reported on 2007 Vessel Trip Reports compared to the 
proposed skate possession limits (categorized by color : dark green for whole skate, dark 
red for skate wing trips exceeding the proposed limits) and proposed skate time/area 
closures.  The circle size represents the amount of skate landings per trip. 

 Alternative 
1a, 1b, and 
4 (only 
wing 
possession 
limit and 
time/area 
closures) 
 

 Allocation 
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(2005-
2007) 
 

 4,000 lb. 
wing and 
5,600 lb. 
whole 
skate 
possession 
limits 
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 Alternative 
1a, 1b, and 
4 (only 
wing 
possession 
limit and 
time/area 
closures) 
 

 Allocation 
option 2 
(1995-
2006) 
 

 3,300 lb. 
wing and 
9,900 lb. 
whole 
skate 
possession 
limits 

 Alternative 
2, 3a and 
3b 
(no 
time/area 
closures 
apply, 
except as 
an 
accountabi
lity 
measure) 
 

 Allocation 
option 2 
(1995-
2006) 
 

 1,500 lb. 
wing and 
11,600 lb. 
whole 
skate 
possession 
limits 
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8.3.4 Impacts on other finfish and fisheries 

8.3.4.1 Multispecies and monkfish fisheries 
 
Part of the reason behind the recent increase in skate wing landings has been the more restrictive 
regulations in the groundfish and monkfish fisheries.  And part of the intent of Amendment 3 is to scale 
back this recent increase in skate wing landings.  Doing so with skate possession limits and time/area 
closures could make it relatively more costly to use DAS to fish for skates (particularly if differential 
DAS accounting comes into play). 
 
As a result, once more restrictive skate regulations are in place, vessels may use more of their DAS 
allocations to fish for traditional species than has occurred recently.  Vessels may also shift effort into 
other areas (because of skate time/area closures or to fish closer to port) where groundfish and monkfish 
may be more (or less) abundant.  When this occurs, the vessels may have a greater incidental catch of 
groundfish and/or monkfish, but this effect is impossible to quantify. 

8.3.4.2 Scallops 
 
Few, if any, scallop DAS are used to target or land skates.  It is therefore unlikely that the proposed 
alternatives would effect scallops or effort directed on scallops.  Some vessels with general category 
scallop permits land skates incidental to their scallop fishing, however.  The skate landings apparently add 
value to the (up to 400 lbs.) of scallop landings allowed under general category rules.  It is possible that 
reducing the allowable skate landings on a scallop trips will reduce profits, but it is unlikely to cause most 
trips to become unprofitable.  On the other hand, Scallop Amendment 11 rules are intended to exclude 
vessels that do not qualify for general category scallop permits and effort  may decline for trips that land 
an incidental amount of skates.  Some vessels that do not qualify for a limited access general category 
scallop permit may turn to skate fishing in exempted areas to make up for their loss in the scallop fishery. 

8.3.4.3 Fisheries not regulated by DAS limits 
 
Vessels unable to use DAS to fish for skates or loose skate revenue may target other species for which the 
vessel has a permit to possess and land.  Since many vessels that fish for skates land in Southern New 
England, it is likely that some may target other species like summer flounder or squid to compensate for 
the lower revenue from skate fishing.  This may be more of a factor for Alternative 4, which could cause 
the skate bait fishery to close for extended periods.  In addition, the supply of skates for lobster bait will 
decline and other species (such as herring, mackerel, and menhaden) may be a suitable (but more costly) 
substitute, increasing demand for other species. 
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8.4 Discards (Bycatch) of Non-target Species 
 
Bycatch of other fish and shellfish in the skate fishery have not been estimated, therefore the effects of the 
Amendment 3 management alternatives on finfish bycatch cannot be quantified.  Changes in discarding of 
a target species (in this case one or more of the four species in the skate complex which may be landed) 
are often not difficult to predict using an economic behavior model.  These estimates are provided in 
Section 8.3.1.10, with comparisons between alternatives. 
 
Discards of non-target species (or species that may become targeted due to more restrictive skate 
regulations) are unpredictable, since in most cases they will depend on the individual behavior of skate 
fishermen in response to a plethora of internal and external factors.  Discarding of non-target species is 
influenced by fish size and relative availability of the species to fishing operations, the processing 
capabilities of the vessel, gear selectivity, market prices, and other factors.  Vessels may change fishing 
locations in response to more restrictive skate fishing regulations, moving to other areas where time/area 
closures (Section 5.1.4) prevent a vessel from fishing in a traditional location.  Vessels may also make 
more frequent trips, fishing closer to port in response to lower skate possession limits (Section 5.1.5).  
Fishermen may also choose to target other species in areas where finfish bycatch is higher than in 
traditional skate fishing areas.  Instead of targeting skates, a vessel might fish for summer flounder or 
yellowtail flounder which have size and possession limit regulations, for example.  Skate fishermen may 
target other species if the skate fishery essentially closes to fishing when the TACs are met (Section 
5.1.1), where or when finfish discards may be higher or lower than they are when fishing for skates. 
 
Because changes in finfish discards due to the proposed skate alternatives is unpredictable, differences 
between alternatives cannot be explained with respect to their effects on finfish discards.  Alternatives 
with lower skate possession limits (Alternatives 2, 3A, and 3B) may or may not have a greater effect on 
finfish discards than alternatives with time/area closures and higher skate possession limits (Alternatives 
1A, 1B, 4).  Moreover, the effect that a hard TAC accountability measure (Alternatives 1A and 3A) vs. a 
target TAC accountability measure (Alternatives 1B, 2, 3B, and 4) on finfish discards is anyone’s guess, 
depending largely on how the programs are implemented and when closures will actually occur.  One 
thing that either measure will assuredly do is increase skate discards.  The Hard TAC approach (Section 
5.1.1.2) would prohibit skate landings when the total skate landings approach or meet the TAC.  The 
Target TAC approach (Section 5.1.1.3) would reduce the skate possession limit to a 500 lbs. skate whole 
weight incidental landings limit.  Therefore by definition, the Hard TAC approach would increase skate 
discards more than the Target TAC approach, except the former trigger is based on total catch estimates 
while the latter is based on landings.  As such, they might be triggered at different times of the year, 
which are difficult to predict. 

8.5 Impacts on Protected Species 

8.5.1 Protected Species of Management Measures 
 
As described in Section 7.5.1, the skate fishery is divided into two main components, the wing fishery and 
the whole-skate (primarily bait) fishery, and is prosecuted by bottom trawls and gillnets.  While landings 
in the wing fishery are roughly evenly split between the two gear types, effort, measured in days absent, is 
more than three times greater for trawl vessels than for gillnet vessels landing skates.  In the bait fishery, 
on the other hand, both landings and effort by trawls are four times those of the gillnet fishery.  
 
Vessels fishing for skates must either be fishing on a multispecies, monkfish or scallop DAS, or be in an 
experimental or exempted fishery.  While vessels fishing under the latter programs are clearly directing 
on skates, identifying directed skate fishing effort under the DAS programs requires some analysis or 
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assumptions.  In some cases, vessels are using a DAS but are targeting skates almost exclusively, while in 
others, they are targeting skates during trips when they are also targeting other species (groundfish, 
monkfish or scallops), and in yet other cases, skates are not the target of any directed effort, but are 
caught incidentally, retained, and landed.  This spectrum of directed effort, therefore, complicates the 
analysis of the impact of skate management measures being considered in this amendment on protected 
species because the primary impact will be driven by the changes in directed skate fishing effort, and by 
how those changes are distributed between the two principal gears.  In most cases, however, skate fishing 
effort is controlled by the management and effort control measures in other (multispecies, monkfish or 
scallop) FMPs, and would not be significantly affected by the measures under consideration in this 
amendment.  In those cases, if the measures to control skate effort cause vessels to stop fishing for skates, 
or to discard incidentally caught skates, those vessels would likely continue fishing for other target 
species while using the applicable DAS. 
 
NMFS conducted a Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species for the proposed skate fishery 
management plan, and signed a Biological Opinion on July 24, 2003, available on the Regional Office 
website at: http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/section7/NMFS-signedBOs/Skate2003signedBO.pdf.  The 
Agency concluded at that time that the skate fishery is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
any listed marine mammals or sea turtles.  The focus of the 2003 consultation was on the directed skate 
fishery, since the effects of the incidental fishery were considered during the consultation on those other 
directed fisheries (where the skate is an incidental catch, regardless of whether the skates are landed or 
discarded).  Since 2003, a number of relevant factors have changed, including the status of some skate 
species, the pattern of effort in the skate fishery (gear, amount and distribution of effort, etc.), the status of 
ESA-listed species, and agency guidance on how consultations are to be conducted.  NMFS has 
reinitiated the consultation on the skate fishery in response to new information on the anticipated takes of 
loggerhead turtles in the bottom trawl gear such as that used in the skate fishery. 
 
The following discussion is divided into two parts based on the structure of the description of proposed 
management actions in Section 5.1.  In that description, the first part outlines the measures under 
consideration, including: catch limits; options for allocating the catch limits between bait and wing 
fisheries; annual plan review and specification setting; trip declaration and monitoring of landings; 
incidental skate possession limit; time/area management; skate possession limits and/or skate bait fishery 
quota.  The second part of the following discussion focuses on the specific alternatives 1-4 described in 
Section 5.2.  Those alternatives 1-4 comprise various combinations of the measures described in the first 
part.  Some of the measures discussed in the first part will apply to all four alternatives, while others will 
only apply under one or two of the alternatives.  The discussion of protected species impacts of the four 
alternatives, therefore, will be a synthesis of the expected impact of the measures as described in the first 
part compared to the status quo (no action) alternative. 

8.5.1.1 Protected Species Impacts of Allocation Options (Section 5.1.1.1) 
 
The Council is considering two methods for allocating TALs between the wing fishery and the bait 
fishery based on the proportions of landings during two historical periods, 2005-2007 (Option 1) and 
1995-2006 (Option 2).  Option 1 would result in a greater proportion of the TAL being allocated to the 
wing fishery than Option 2, but in both cases the proportion allocated to the wing fishery is greater than 
that to the bait fishery.  To the extent that trawl gear, such as that used in the skate fishery, may interact 
with sea turtles, particularly the loggerhead turtle, then Option 2, which allocates a greater proportion to 
the trawl-dominated bait fishery, could have a relatively greater effect on sea turtles than Option 1.  In 
both cases, however, the total allocations to both fisheries represents a reduction from recent levels of 
catch (of approximately 20-40%), which translates to a reduction in effort that would contribute to 
reducing overall fishery impacts on protected species.  

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/section7/NMFS-signedBOs/Skate2003signedBO.pdf�
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8.5.1.2 Protected Species Impacts of Interim catch limits and accountability 
measures (Section 5.1.1) 

 
The reauthorized MSA requires FMPs to specify Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) and contain measures to 
ensure accountability (AMs) such that catches do not exceed the specificed limits.  ACLs and AMs are 
intended to prevent overfishing and maintain catches at sustainable levels, and to provide for rebuilding of 
overfished stocks.  This is an administrative component of the plan, and as such, will not have a direct 
impact on protected species.  But, since ACLs and AMs will provide a sounder, or more robust basis for 
controlling fishing effort than currently exists, they will indirectly have a positive effect on protected 
species.  Without such a regulatory framework within which the Council will develop management 
measures, there is a greater potential for effort to increase beyond the intended level with no clear or 
immediate consequences. 

8.5.1.3 Annual Review, SAFE Report and Specification Setting (Section 5.1.2) 
 
The Council is considering several alternatives for reviewing and reporting on the status of the fishery 
relative to management objectives.  These are administrative components of the plan, and will not have a 
direct protected species impact, although improved monitoring of the fishery may indirectly benefit those 
species due to early identification of changes in effort and fishery interactions with those species. 

8.5.1.4 Trip Declaration and Monitoring of Landings (Section 1.3.1) 
 
Section 1.3.1 contains a description of the measures being considered to monitor skate fishing effort and 
landings.  As with the preceding section, these are administrative measures, and will not have a direct 
protected species impact, although improved monitoring of the fishery may indirectly benefit those 
species due to early identification of changes in effort and fishery interactions with those species. 

8.5.1.5 Incidental Skate Possession Limit (Section 5.1.3) 
 
Under this measure, vessels that are not declared into either the skate wing fishery or the skate bait fishery 
will be limited to possessing not more than 500 lbs. of whole skate or 220 lbs. of skate wings.  The 
proposed incidental limit covers fishing activities that are managed under other FMPs, and will not likely 
have any effect on the magnitude or spatial and temporal distribution of fishing effort.  Therefore, the 
impact on protected species is likely neutral compared to taking no action. 

8.5.1.6 Time/area management 
 
Time/area closures are a component of two of the alternatives under consideration, Alternatives 1a and 1b 
(Section 5.1.4).  These are semi-annual closures during trips on which vessels have declared their intent to 
exceed the skate incidental limits, and are focused on areas where the skate catch rates are highest.  The 
areas are shown in Map 1.  The likely effect of these closures will be to redistribute directed skate fishing 
effort to areas immediately adjacent to the closures, or to the period when those areas are open, overall 
effort reductions notwithstanding.  While the closures may reduce skate catch, due to lower catch rates 
outside or at other times of the year, they are not likely, in and of themselves, to reduce overall effort.  
The closures are also not likely to have an impact the interaction of the fishery with any protected species 
due to their size relative to the area covered by the movement and migration of such species.  
Furthermore, any protection to endangered species that might accrue from the closures, would likely be 
offset by the concentration of fishing effort around the margins of those areas.  The impact of the 
time/area management proposals on protected species, therefore, is likely to be neutral. 
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8.5.1.7 Skate possession limits 
 
The Councils are considering various skate possession limits for the directed fishery (vessels on a 
declared skate trip) under the four alternatives described in the next section.  Under Alternative 4, the 
skate bait fishery will not have a possession limit, but will instead be operating under a seasonal quota 
system.  The possession limits that apply under the no action alternative are described in Section 5.2.1.  In 
general, reduced skate possession limits will not have an impact on overall effort, which is controlled in 
most cases by DAS allocated under other FMPs, but may cause a redistribution of that effort, depending 
on several factors.  If reaching the possession limit causes a vessel to stop fishing and return to port, 
rather than continuing to fish and discarding skates in excess of the possession limit, then the vessel will 
essentially be making more, shorter trips for a given DAS allocation.  This will result in more of the DAS 
being used to account for steaming time, rather than fishing time, and there could be some marginal 
benefit to protected species over the course of the year. 
 
Whether more, shorter trips changes the likelihood of protected species interactions, however, depends on 
when and where those trips are taken.  Under that circumstance, actual fishing time, when there is a 
potential for protected species interactions, may be reduced because a greater proportion of the allocated 
DAS would be consumed by steaming between port and fishing grounds.  If the fishing effort is expended 
during the same general time and/or area as it otherwise would, then there would likely be no impact, 
compared to taking no action.  On the other hand, if the effort is shifted to another area or time of year, 
the likelihood of protected species interactions will depend on the relative distribution of those species 
during the times when the skate fishing takes place.  It is not possible to predict how the effort those shifts 
might occur under such a scenario, but in any case, as noted earlier, overall effort is likely to remain 
unchanged under a skate possession limit.  Therefore, the protected species impact is likely to be neutral 
compared to a no-possession-limit scenario. 

8.5.1.8 Skate bait fishery quota (Section 5.1.6) 
 
As noted in the previous paragraph, under Alternative 4, the skate bait fishery will operate under a 
seasonal quota rather than a possession limit.  Three quota options are under consideration, an annual 
quota, a two-season quota, and a three-season quota (Options 1-3, respectively).  The quota period(s) 
starts on May 1 under Option 1, May 1 and November 1 under Option 2, and May 1, August 1, and 
November 1 under Option 3.  Since the skate bait fishery is predominantly a trawl fishery, and trawl 
fisheries in general have been identified as having interactions with sea turtles, the potential impact of 
these alternatives on protected species depends on how effort shifts under the various options.  Since sea 
turtle migration through the region occurs during the spring, summer and fall seasons, the option which 
results in the greatest potential for some closure during that time of year (Option 3) would likely have a 
relatively positive impact on protected species compared to one that would result in a closure during the 
winter months or toward the end of the fishing year (Option 1). 

8.5.2 Protected Species Impacts of Alternatives 
 
The following section comprises a comparative, qualitative analysis of the alternatives under 
consideration and the status quo (no action) alternative.  The status quo alternative is not a viable 
alternative because it does not satisfy the requirements of the MSA to stop overfishing and rebuild 
overfished stocks, and to adopt annual catch limits and measures to ensure accountability.  The Council is 
considering a total of five alternatives (1a, 1b, 2, 3a, 3b, and 4) which are described in detail in Section 
5.2. 
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8.5.2.1 Status quo/ No Action 
 
The status quo, no action alternative is described in 5.2.1.  While this is not a viable alternative because it 
fails to satisfy the requirements of the MSA with respect to rebuilding overfished stocks and 
implementing ACLs and AMS, it does provide a basis for comparison of the impacts of the alternatives 
under consideration on protected species.  The current Biological Opinion (BO) was signed in 2003, and 
until updated by a new BO, the 2003 finding provides the best available assessment of the impact of the 
skate fisheries on protected species.  In 2003, the agency concluded that the skate fishery is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of any listed marine mammals or sea turtles.  As discussed above, the 
focus of the 2003 consultation was on the directed skate fishery, since the effects of the incidental fishery 
were considered during the consultation on those other directed fisheries (where the skate is an incidental 
catch, regardless of whether the skates are landed or discarded).  Since 2003, a number of relevant factors 
have changed, including the status of some skate species, the pattern of effort in the skate fishery (gear, 
amount and distribution of effort, etc.), the status of ESA-listed species, and agency guidance on how 
consultations are to be conducted.  NMFS has reinitiated the consultation on the skate fishery in response 
to new information on the anticipated takes of loggerhead turtles in the bottom trawl gear such as that 
used in the skate fishery.  

8.5.2.2 Alternatives 1a and 1b 
 
In addition to the administrative measures and the two TAL options discussed under Management 
Measures, above, Alternatives 1a and 1b (Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3) consist of skate possession limits and 
the time/area management options, also described above.  The principal difference between the two is that 
Alternative 1a would impose a hard TAC, which would result in a prohibition on skate landings when the 
TAC is reached (based on skate landings and estimated discards), while Alternative 1b would impose the 
incidental possession limit on all vessels landing skates when the TAL (landings only) is reached.  Since 
vessels would likely continue fishing for other species once the directed fishery is closed and either 
discard all skates (under Alternative 1a) or skates in excess of the incidental limit (under Alternative 1b), 
the impact on fishing effort for these two alternatives is equivalent.  The analysis in (Section 8.3.2) 
estimates effort reductions, measured in days absent, of 9.5% and 16% for the whole/bait and wing 
fisheries, respectively, under Allocation Option 1, and 2.6% (whole/bait) and 18.6% (wing) under 
Allocation Option 2, compared to the status quo.  In both cases, the majority of the reductions would be 
borne by trawl vessels.  Thus, these alternatives may have a slightly positive impact on protected species, 
especially sea turtles, compared to the status quo.  As discussed below, the expected effort reductions 
under Alternatives 2, 3a and 3b, are slightly greater than under 1a and 1b, while, under Alternative 4, they 
are equivalent for the wing fishery and slightly lower for the bait fishery, with commensurately inverse 
potential effects on protected species, based solely on estimates of overall effort.  It is not possible to 
predict with any certainty how effort might shift, spatially, temporally or across fisheries under these 
different alternatives, making any more detailed estimates of protected species impacts impossible. 

8.5.2.3 Alternatives 2, 3a and 3b 
 
Alternatives 2, 3a and 3b are discussed together in this section because the estimated impact of these three 
alternatives, in terms of reduced effort measured in days absent, are equivalent (see Section 8.5.2.3).  
Alternative 2 contains the same management measures as Alternative 1b, except that the time/area 
closures would only be implemented as an in-season accountability measure, if and when the TAL is 
projected to be reached.  Alternative 3a contains the same measures as Alternative 1a, without the 
time/area closures, and includes lower possession limits in the directed skate fisheries to compensate for 
the lack of time/area closures.  Alternative 3b contains the same measures as Alternative 1b, without the 
time/area closures, and with the same compensatory possession limits that apply in Alternative 3b. 
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The analysis of changes in effort in Section 8.5.2.3 indicates that the reductions, compared to the status 
quo, will be slightly greater than Alternatives 1a and 1b under both allocation options.  In all cases, most 
of the effort reductions will be borne by trawl vessels.  Consequently, the impact of these alternatives (2, 
3a and 3b) on protected species will likely be positive compared to taking no action, and in comparison to 
the other alternatives under consideration.  This conclusion does not take into consideration the indirect 
effect of potential shifts in effort that might occur to other times of year, other areas or other fisheries 
because those cannot be predicted. 

8.5.2.4 Alternative 4 
 
Alternative 4 contains the same measures as Alternative 1b, without the skate bait fishery possession 
limit.  Instead, the skate bait fishery would be regulated with a seasonal quota, resulting in a closure for 
the quota period when the skate bait landings meet or are expected to meet the quota, while the wing 
fishery would be controlled primarily by skate possession limits.  Thus, the impacts of Alternative 4 on 
fishing effort would be the same as those expected for Alternatives 1a and 1b, with commensurate effects 
on protected species, the only difference being how the seasonal quota redistributes skate bait fishing 
effort over the year.  
 
As noted above in Section 8.5.1.8 three quota options are under consideration, an annual quota, a two-
season quota, and a three-season quota (Options 1-3, respectively).  The quota period(s) starts on May 1 
under Option 1, May 1 and November 1 under Option 2, and May 1, August 1, and November 1 under 
Option 3.  Since the skate bait fishery is predominantly a trawl fishery, and trawl fisheries in general have 
been identified as having interactions with sea turtles, the potential impact of these alternatives on 
protected species depends on how effort shifts under the various options.  Since sea turtle migration 
through the region occurs during the spring, summer and fall seasons, the option which results in the 
greatest potential for some closure during that time of year (Option 3) would likely have a relatively 
positive impact on protected species compared to one that would result in a closure during the winter 
months or toward the end of the fishing year (Option 1).  

8.6 Effects of Alternatives on Essential Fish Habitat 
 
The primary measures in the alternatives that could affect fishery effects on essential fish habitat are 
time/area closures of five skate management areas, a prohibition on using Multispecies Category B DAS 
to target skates, and indirectly, skate possession limits or quotas.  No measures are proposed that would 
otherwise limit where vessels may fish for skates or would modify the gear to change its impact on the 
seabed and associated fauna.   
 
Due to shifts in effort to areas that surround the skate management areas, changes in the number of trips 
to compensate for the lower skate possession limit, or shifts in effort to focus on other species using the 
same or similar fishing gear, very little change in habitat impacts is anticipated under any of the six 
Amendment 3 alternatives.  No shifts in effort from using trawls to capture skates to gillnets, or vice 
versa, are expected. 
 
Unlike the other alternatives and the No Action alternative, Alternative 4 includes a seasonal or annual 
quota to regulate landings in the skate bait fishery.  When landings reach the TAL and the fishery closes, 
vessels in the skate bait fishery may have permits to target other species which inhabit different areas.  
Examples are fishing for summer flounder, scup, black sea bass, or squid.  If this occurs, the trawl fishing 
effort in the inshore waters of Southern New England (where the skate bait fishery is concentrated) may 
expand to other areas and cause different habitat effects. 
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Trips that land skate nearly all use either finfish trawls or sink gillnets to land skates for food or for 
lobster bait.  Many of the trips using trawls to fish for skates surround the Western Gulf of Maine EFH 
closed area and the Closed Area I EFH closed area (Figure 46, top panel).  Some of the high volume trips 
that would be affected by the skate possession limit occur along the northern edge of Georges Bank, 
between Closed Area I and Closed Area II, as well as in the northern part of the Great South Channel, SE 
of Cape Cod.  There is also a skate fishery for lobster bait that occurs inshore, south of RI. 
 
Many of the trips using gillnets to fish for skates occur in the same area of the Great South Channel with a 
little more intensity to the east of Cape Cod (Figure 46, bottom panel).  Trips also fish frequently west 
and southwest of the Nantucket Lightship Area, and (in a mixed skate/monkfish fishery) off northern NJ. 
 
The time/area closures in Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 4 would expand the area that are currently closed to 
skate fishing using trawls and gillnets.  There is a slight overlap between Winter Skate Management Area 
3 and the Nantucket Lightship EFH closed area, but very little skate fishing has occurred there.  Unless 
fishing for skates in other areas becomes uneconomic, the two-bin model (Documents 12 and 13 in 
Appendix I) anticipates an effort shift to neighboring areas where the skate CPUE is lower.  Vessels may 
shift effort to other species to compensate or increase the duration of the trip to catch the same amount of 
skates, if there are DAS available to do so.  Vessels that land skates as an incidental catch may also elect 
to continue fishing in the same area and not land more than 500 lbs. of skates.   
 
Thus, time/area closures are unlikely to have any substantial change in effect on essential fish habitat.  
There may be some increase in fishing intensity in some areas, but these areas are already heavily fished 
and the effect may be limited by restrictions on DAS use. 
 
Both skate possession limits and quotas (and fuel price increases) may cause some effort to shift closer to 
shore, but vessels may also compensate by fishing for other species with the same or similar gear, or to 
the extend that the DAS regulations allow take shorter, but more frequent trips.  Quotas may cut effort on 
trips targeting skates, but vessels may also use DAS to target other species with the same or similar gear if 
the skate fishery closes (by reducing the skate possession limit to zero or 500 lbs.). 
 
The prohibition on using Category B DAS to fish for skates will reduce total fishing effort available to 
fish for skates (which in 2007 accounted for less than 5% of total skate landings).  This measure would 
affect only fishing for skates with gillnets (using trawls to fish for skates on a Category B DAS are 
already prohibited).  It is not known exactly how vessels using gillnets respond, but they may go back to 
using Multispecies Category A DAS if they are not used to fish for more profitable species.  Multispecies 
Amendment 16 may reduce the Category A DAS allocations (or change differential accounting), but it is 
too early to tell how or by how much the A DAS allocations or accounting will change. 
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Figure 46.  Distribution of fishing effort by gear type for trips landing skates during 2006, compared with 

closed groundfish areas, EFH closure areas (hatched), and proposed time/area closures for 
vessels landing more than 500 lbs. of skates.  Source; NMFS vessel trip reports 

 
Trips using trawls and landing skates 

 
Trips using gillnets and landing skates 
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8.7 Economic Impacts 

8.7.1 Descriptive Economic Statistics 
 
Skate landings in New England during 1980-2006 ranged from a minimum of 155.5 thousand pounds to a 
maximum of 13.1 million with substantial increases since 1994.  However, as noted elsewhere in this 
section, the 1994-1996 data may be unreliable due to changes in the data system starting in 1994.  The 
corresponding landed values ranged from a minimum of $7.8 thousand to a maximum of about $1.1 
million.  Ex-vessel prices ranged from a low of about $0.05/lb., to a high (in 1996) of about $0.19/lb.  The 
following table contains descriptive statistics for the New England skate fishery. 
 
Table 80.  Descriptive skate landings statistics for New England. 
 

 Statistic Metric tons Pounds  $ $/lb.
Means 3942 8,691,357 662,470 $0.0770
Min 71 155,500 7,832 $0.0503
Max 5950 13,117,377 1,332,712 $0.1943
Range 5880 12,961,877 1,324,880 $0.1440
Std. Dev. 1737 3,829,120 349,467 $0.0350
Coeff. Of variation 44.06 44.06 52.75 45.45  

 
 
Annual landings by state for the past five years are presented in Table 81.  Descriptive Statistics (average, 
min, max, etc.) are in Table 82.  It is notable that MA has by far the largest landings, ME has a higher 
price and RI has the lowest price.  This is consistent with the sectoral and economic surplus discussion 
below.  It is possible that the analysis for lobsters should be extended to MA.  However, since MA was 
included in the wing sector analysis, the effects, while inexact, are already in the surplus measures for the 
wing export market. 
 
The available information did not permit an examination of induced and secondary impacts. 
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8.7.2 Economic Analysis 
 
The proposed regulations include measures that are intended to reduce skate harvests.  An economic 
analysis of measures that restrict the supply of a commodity cause changes in economic surpluses.  In this 
section: 1) The concept of economic surpluses is explained; 2) Estimates of demand and supply 
parameters are reported, and 3) The effect of quantity restrictions on these economic surpluses are 
estimated. 
 
Table 81.  Skate landings and value for New England states, 2001-2005. 
 

Year  Pounds  $ $/lb. Pounds  $ $/lb. Pounds  $ $/lb.
2001 304,718 58,670 $0.1925 73,105 12,129 $0.1659 14,734,219 1,963,191 $0.1332
2002 302,395 67,622 $0.2236 53,976 8,839 $0.1638 13,965,933 2,037,232 $0.1459
2003 168,374 39,826 $0.2365 32,807 5,008 $0.1527 17,852,615 2,751,009 $0.1541
2004 29,342 4,965 $0.1692 23,320 4,029 $0.1728 22,213,163 3,869,967 $0.1742
2005 20,705 4,272 $0.2063 19,817,549 3,872,565 $0.1954
2006 24,542,861 5,426,989 $0.2211

RI CT
Pounds  $ $/lb. Pounds  $ $/lb. Pounds  $ $/lb.

2001 10,000,439 806,144 $0.0806 1,364,417 208,259 $0.1526 26,476,898 $2,033,990 0.0768
2002 11,088,078 892,915 $0.0805 810,328 169,852 $0.2096 26,220,710 $2,113,693 0.0806
2003 12,161,703 912,313 $0.0750 956,048 80,173 $0.0839 31,171,547 $2,795,843 0.0897
2004 10,764,144 859,734 $0.0799 973,697 80,937 $0.0831 34,003,666 $3,878,961 0.1141
2005 9,301,278 864,475 $0.0929 779,025 215,844 $0.2771 29,918,557 $3,876,837 0.1296
2006 8,931,874 1,089,848 $0.1220 572,327 53,855 $0.0941 34,047,062 $5,426,989 0.1594

ME MANH

Totals

 
 
 
Table 82.  Descriptive skate landings statistics by New England state. 
 

Pounds  $ $/lb. Pounds  $ $/lb. Pounds  $ $/lb.
Sums 804,829 $171,083.0 $0.8219 203,913 $34,277.0 $0.8614 88,583,479 $14,493,964.0 $0.8028
Means 201,207 $42,770.8 $0.2055 40,783 $6,855.4 $0.1723 17,716,696 $2,898,792.8 $0.1606
Min 29,342 $4,965.0 $0.1692 20,705 $4,029.0 $0.1527 13,965,933 $1,963,191.0 $0.1332
Max 304,718 $67,622.0 $0.2365 73,105 $12,129.0 $0.2063 22,213,163 $3,872,565.0 $0.1954
Range 275,376 $62,657.0 $0.0673 52,400 $8,100.0 $0.0537 8,247,230 $1,909,374.0 $0.0622
std.Dev. 131,110 $27,738.8 $0.0304 22,307 $3,529.2 $0.0204 3,450,133 $939,533.1 $0.0245

CV 65.16 64.85 14.81 54.70 51.48 11.82 19.47 32.41 15.27
% of Total 0.68% 1.45% 209.34% 0.14% 0.23% 175.52% 59.94% 98.60% 163.58%

RI CT
 Statistic Pounds  $ $/lb. Pounds  $ $/lb. Pounds  $ $/lb.

Sums 53,315,642 4,335,581 $0.4090 4,883,515 755,065 $0.8063 147,791,378 14,699,324 $0.4908
Means 10,663,128 867,116 $0.0818 976,703 151,013 $0.1613 29,558,276 2,939,865 $0.0982
Min 9,301,278 806,144 $0.0750 779,025 80,173 $0.0831 26,220,710 2,033,990 $0.0768
Max 12,161,703 912,313 $0.0929 1,364,417 215,844 $0.2771 34,003,666 3,878,961 $0.1296
Range 2,860,425 106,169 $0.0179 585,392 135,671 $0.1939 7,782,956 1,844,971 $0.0528
std.Dev. 1,087,463 40,272 $0.0067 233,193 66,641 $0.0835 3,283,602 906,053 $0.0228

CV 10.20 4.64 8.13 23.88 44.13 51.81 11.11 30.82 23.21
% of Total 36.07% 29.50% 83.33% 3.30% 5.14% 164.29% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

ME NH MA

Totals
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8.7.2.1 Economic Surpluses 
 
There are several measures of economic surplus that can be derived from supply and demand curves.  The 
names vary slightly depending on context.  For example, a consumer enjoys a surplus when he buys 
something for less than he would have been willing to pay.  In this context, the excess of value in use over 
what has actually been paid is called Consumers’ Surplus (CS). The value to a business that exceeds the 
price that must be paid for a commodity can be termed Buyers’ Surplus (BS).  The value to seller who 
sells the input for more than he would have been willing to sell it is Producers’ Surplus (PS), or Sellers’ 
Surplus (SS).  We will have occasion to refer to CS, BS and SS. In terms fo skate wings, because they are 
sold in an export market, CS is irrelevant for two reasons: 1) The world market is large relative to New 
England exports, so the world price is affected only very slightly by New England exports, and, 2) CS 
changes outside the U.S. do not increase net national benefits which are a MSA consideration.   
 
Skate harvesters realize a SS at time of sale.  Dealers who buy skates realize a BS.  And, for the bait skate 
sector, lobster fishermen realize a BS.  
 
Measurement of Economic Surpluses 
 
It is possible, in principle, to measure PS from cost and revenue data.  But such data is often not available. 
Additionally, not everyone has the same costs, and point estimates tend to give misleading estimates of 
what is a distribution of outcomes.  Moreover, the amount of PS realized by on the  vessel owner, captain 
and crew depends on how profits are shared under the lay system.  For sectors other than the harvest 
sector, the scarcity of data makes this approach even more problematic.  Fortunately, there is an 
alternative approach to getting approximate measures of surplus via supply and demand curves.  
 
A demand curve reflects the actual behavioral responses of buyers under different price and quantity 
combinations.  At a given price, the demand curve of buyers measures their marginal values and the area 
beneath the demand curve measures total use value.  The amount actually paid is a rectangular area, 
(price*quantity).  It is also known as Exchange Value.  In general, use value exceeds exchange value; 
otherwise exchange would not take place.  The difference between values in use (also known as 
“willingness to pay”) is a BS.  
 
Similarly, a supply curve reflects the actual behavioral responses of sellers under different price quantity 
combinations.  At a given price, the supply curve of sellers measures their marginal values and the area 
beneath their supply curve measures variable costs.  The amount received is a rectangular area equal to 
price*quantity.  Note that when supply and demand are equal, the exchange value of buyers and sellers is 
equal.  The cost to the former is the gross revenue of the latter.  The difference between sellers’ exchange 
value and cost is PS.  We can illustrate these concepts with the aid of Figure 47. 
 
In Figure 47, the supply curve is the red curve, OHE.  The demand curve is the green curve, CFE.  
Although these curves are close to the skate data for 2006, they should be regarded as illustrative only.  
The status quo market equilibrium is at E where the two curves intersect.  At E, the quantities supplied 
and demanded are equal at about 26 million lbs.  The Buyers Value in Use is the area COAE.  The 
exchange value (buyers’ cost) is the rectangle OAEB.  The Buyers Surplus is the area bounded by the 
demand curve, the vertical axis and the horizontal price line BE.  This area is BHEFC.  Turning to the 
suppliers, the exchange value (Sellers Revenue) is the rectangle OAEB.  In an unregulated market, it can 
be assumed that the supply curve is a least cost way of achieving any given level of output.  In a regulated 
market, this presumption is questionable; a point to which we must eventually return.  The area beneath 
the supply curve (Sellers’ Cost) is OHEA.  The difference, area OHEB is the Sellers’ Surplus, (SS or PS).  
If we regard Figure 47 as representing the Skate fishery, total surplus in skate harvest and marketing is the 
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sum of these two areas.  The demand curve is a derived demand for skates by Skate marketers.  The BS is 
the surplus realized in the marketing of skates.  The supply curve is the supply of skates by harvesters.  
The SS is the producers’ surplus realized by skate harvesters. 
 
 
Figure 47.  Hypothetical supply and demand curves and economic surpluses. 

 
 

8.7.2.2 The Effects of a Reduction in Quantity of Skates Landed 
 
Impact on Buyers 
The proposed action would have a negative impact on buyers of skates resulting from a result of a 
reduction in buyers’ surplus; however, it is not possible to quantify the amount of this reduction. If the 
quantity skates is reduced as shown in Figure 47, by vertical line JHF that intersects the horizontal 
(quantity) axis at J, the supply curve at J, the status quo price line at H, and the demand curve at F, the 
new (higher) market clearing price will be at F.  Let us use the existing curves as is and later inquire about 
the stability of supply.  BS is reduced to the triangular area CGF.  The old BS was BHEFC.  The 
reduction in BS is the (approximately) triangular area HEF.  
 
Impact on Sellers 
The proposed action also would have a negative impact on sellers of skates resulting from a result of a 
reduction in sellers’ surplus. At the new higher price, and smaller quantity, the exchange value is the 
rectangle OIJHFGB.  The old exchange value was the rectangle OAEHB.  So the sellers have “lost” the 
revenue rectangle IAEH and “gained” the revenue rectangle BHFG.  In this example, obviously the gain 
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has exceeded the loss, but this outcome depends on demand parameters.  In other cases the net change 
could be negative.  The new SS is the irregular area KJHFGFB versus the old SS which was the 
approximately triangular area KJEHB.12   
  
For some captains (and crews), opportunity cost may be the value of leisure time, which varies 
seasonally, with the age of family, and with loan repayment obligations.  For other captains, it may be the 
earnings foregone by not fishing for groundfish, which depends on available days at sea.  In the longer 
run, the innovations of net designers, naval architects, electronics specialists, etc. will increase the fishing 
power of vessel days at sea.  In an unregulated market, adoption of new technologies occurs only if it is 
cost effective.  In a regulated market, this discipline is not entirely lost, but it is attenuated, as we saw 
with the generator example above. 
 
Given the new higher price when landings are reduced, it is likely that more and higher cost (inclusive of 
opportunity cost13) effort will be focused on skates.  Although the amount of the effort shift cannot be 
predicted, the direction is clear. In Figure 47, the supply curve, OKJE can be expected to move upwards, 
which reduces SS.  Fortunately, the upward drift would be bounded.  As the supply curve moves upward, 
the intersection point E slides leftward along the demand curve.  In the limit, it may become coincident 
with point F.  At that point, SS is very small; much less than at the status quo at point E.  In effect, input 
stuffing may erase almost all of the SS that is realized at the status quo.  

8.7.2.3 Economic Surplus in the Lobster Fishery 
 
The reduction of buyer’s surplus would also apply to bait dealers and lobster fishermen who buy skates to 
use or sell as bait in the lobster fishery.  This is of greatest concern in Rhode Island where bait skates are 
a widely used by lobstermen.  14.  
 

                                                      
12 Other considerations: (a) If, as was provisionally assumed, producers were to remain focused on cost 
effectiveness, the new (lower) cost will be the area OIJ which is obviously less than the old cost OAEJK.  New 
Sellers’ Surplus, SS, is the irregular area KJHFGFB versus the old SS which was the approximately triangular area 
KJEHB.  Because the gained rectangle BHFG is larger than the lost triangular area JEH, SS has increased.  (b) The 
provisional assumption was made earlier, that suppliers continued, as in an unregulated market to supply each level 
of output at minimal cost.  It is time to examine this assumption and to introduce “input stuffing”.  This is not a topic 
unique to fisheries.  A generation ago, it was noted that certain “natural monopolies”, such as electrical utilities or 
telephone companies could exploit their market power to realize abnormally high rates of return.  The “obvious’ 
policy solution was to regulate the allowed rate of return.  Here is the problem.  If “costs” were given, objectively 
knowable, this might have worked; but they are not.  Suppose a manager of a power plant is considering 
replacement of a generator.  Suppose he has a choice between a “Rolls Royce” generator for $10 million, and a 
“Volkswagen” version for $1 million. He is allowed to make 10% return on investment and can borrow funds at 5%.  
The manager would buy the “Rolls Royce” version of course, because he would earn a 5% profit on an additional $9 
million.  As a result, the policy of a 10% rate of return has resulted in higher costs to consumers and lower 
Consumers’ Surplus.  A policy intended to benefit consumers has actually injured them.  
 
13 Now, apply this idea of input stuffing to fisheries. Are there any ways to accelerate skate harvest before the limit 
is exhausted?  That depends somewhat on which option is chosen.  Here is one way. The “cost” of harvesting skates 
includes an opportunity cost; what a captain could have earned had he chosen to do something other than harvesting 
skates. Opportunity cost for an individual is the maximum of the several non-skate revenue alternatives available to 
him. 
 
 
14 An increase in bait costs may also be induced by the adoption of trap limits in the new ASMFC 
Lobster Plan. (Gates 2000). 



Draft Amendment 3 8-333 September 2008 
 

Empirical Estimates of Supply and Demand 
 
Derived Demand for New England Skates 
Marketers of wing skates export to various world markets (specific data on product form and destination 
are not available). Prices of sharks, rays, etc. were obtained from Globefish.15  Given prices in export 
markets, New England marketers of skates have a derived (ex-vessel) demand price for skates.  A log 
linear form was used.  Abstracting from details, this gives a derived demand curve of the form: 
  
. Psd = αd Qsbd 
 
The intercept coefficient α changes with other explanatory variables such as the world price of skates, 
rays, etc.  Such shift variables will be assumed constant and collapsed into the coefficient α.  Practically 
this means that given a status quo value for skate price and quantity, and a value for the coefficient b, α is 
solved for so as to make the equation true.  New England skate landings and ex-vessel value data from 
1980 to 2006 were obtained from the NMFS Market News and Statistics website.16 
(http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st1/market_news/index.html) and yielded a price flexibility coefficient of  
0.11. The regression coefficient was statistically significant and had the expected negative sign (b = -
0.11). 
 
New England Skate Supply Curve 
 
Although skates are a bycatch in a multispecies fishery, it seems plausible that there may be a minimal 
price required to induce positive landings.  Due to cost inflation, it is expected that this minimal or 
“choke” price would increase over time.  Additional landings are forthcoming as ex vessel prices rise 
above this minimal price.  The equation for ex-vessel skate supply price (Pss ) was: 
 
 Pss = αs ert  + γQsbs 
 
Figure 48 shows a plot of actual and predicted skate prices.  Because this equation is intrinsically 
nonlinear, the Excel solver was used as for nonlinear least squares subject to non-negativity of αs, r, γ and 

bs . The R2 was 0.95, indicating that the regression accounted for 95 percent of the observed variation. 
 

                                                      
15 With the assistance of Dr. John Ward. 
16 NMFS Market News and Statistics:  http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st1/market_news/index.html 
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Figure 48.  Actual and predicted skate supply price, bait market. 
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The explanatory variables for both derived demand and supply included dummy variables for 1994, 1995 
and 1996.  Based on discussions in the Plan Development Team, the anomalous data for these years is 
believed due to a changeover in the data collection system, beginning in 1994.  Excluding these dummy 
variables reduces the R2 , but does not change the parameter estimates. 

8.7.2.4 Rhode Island Derived Demand for Bait Skates 
 
Bait skates in RI are used primarily as bait for the lobster fishery. The are lower in value than skate wings 
and their abundance and demand vary seasonally and over time.  In general, the lobster prices affects the 
derived demand for skates as bait, as does the price of substitutes.  Herring is a substitute lobster bait, but 
in the warmer waters of RI, skates are preferred.  In Maine, the colder waters make herring more 
attractive as bait.  Consequently, the hypothesized derived demand price in RI was: 
 
Ln(PsdRI/ Pl )  β0 + βt Ln(t) + βh Ln(Ph /Pl ) + βsinSin(θM) +βcos Cos(θM) + βQ Ln(QsdRI) 
 
Where: 
 PsdRI = Rhode Island ex-vessel monthly price of skates  
 Pl = RI ex vessel lobster price 
 Ph = RI ex vessel herring price 
 t = year 
 M = month #; M = 1,2,...,12 
 θ = π/6 maps M into radians; 12 months = 2π radians = 360 degrees 
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The anomalous years 1994 - 1996 were excluded from the estimation.  This is equivalent to adding 
dummy variables for the anomalous years.  All variables were statistically significant except for herring 
price which had the expected positive sign although not statistically significant at conventional levels of 
significance.  Although all months were used in estimation, when using the demand curve, we use only 
months May through September since these correspond to the principal lobster season.  For a given month 
and holding explanatory variables constant, this equation can be simplified to: 
 
 PsdRI = αM QβQ  
  
Where βQ = -0.14. 
 
In practice, αM  is calculated from values for P,Q and βQ = -0.14.  Given these values, αM is solved as 
the value which makes the equation true.  Figure 49 shows actual and predicted prices for RI skates using 
the estimated equation. 
 
Figure 49.  Actual and predicted RI skate prices. 
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8.7.2.5 Application of Supply and Demand Equations to Economic 
Surplus Estimation 

  
In this section, the estimated demand and supply relationships are used to calculate the economic 
surpluses described earlier.  To repeat, there are the following surpluses: 
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• A Buyers' Surplus realized by skate marketers 
• A Sellers' Surplus realized by skate harvesters 
• A Buyers' Surplus realized by lobstermen 
• The Social Surplus which is the sum of all three surpluses 

 
The first two of these involve New England skate landings and prices. The third one involves RI skate 
landings and prices during the lobster season.  The surpluses are calculated for percentage skate 
reductions of zero percent, which is the status quo.  They are also calculated for reductions of 5%, 10%, 
… 50% in increments of 5%.  The results appear in Table 82. 

8.7.3 Summary of Economic Impacts, Aggregate comparison of alternatives  
 
This section summarizes the major short-term economic impacts expected from the management 
alternatives under consideration. It is not possible to estimate long-run economic impacts because the 
effects of near-term reductions in the catch of skates on future stock size and yield levels cannot be 
quantified. Also all alternatives were designed to achieve the same reductions in skate landings to achieve 
the biological targets that were recommended to the Council by its Scientific and Statistical Committee 
based on the work of the Skate Plan Development Team. As a result, the main differences in the 
economic impacts of the management alternatives are in how economic loss or gain is distributed among 
various groups in the skate fishery rather than in terms of the absolute amount of revenue lost to the 
fishery. 

8.7.3.1 Harvesting Sector 
 
Impacts on Ex-vessel Revenues 
 
The expected value of landings from all species under the status quo situation totals $54.7 million with 
$25.7 from the whole/bait fishery and $29.0 million from the wing fishery. The impacts of the various 
alternatives range from -$4.1 to -$9.1 million or -8% to -17%, depending on the management measure 
chosen (Table 83). 
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Table 83.  Total revenue changes by management alternative and option for trips landing skates 
in 2007.  Summary of information derived from Table 68 and Table 74. 

 
 All Vessels 
 Status 

Quo 
Alternatives 

1a &1b 
Alternatives 
2, 3a & 3b 

Alternative 
417 

Option 1     
Ex-vessel revenues 54.7 47.2 45.7 50.6 

Change in revenues - (7.6) (9.1) (4.1) 

Percentage change  - -14% -17% -8% 
Option 2     
Ex-vessel revenues 54.7 48.1 45.8 49.7 
Change in revenues - (6.7) (2.2) 3.9 
Percentage change  - -12% -16% -9% 

 
Distributional Impacts 
 
Table 84  summarizes the percentage change in gross revenues for the whole/bait and wing fisheries type 
based on the more detailed information presented in Table 68 and Table 74.  
 
Table 84.   Percentage changes in total revenues by fishery components from status quo, for trips 

landing skates in 2007. 
 

 All Vessels 
Whole /Bait Option 1 Option 2 
Alternatives 1a &1b -10% -3% 
Alternatives 2, 3a & 3b -10% -4% 
Alternative 418 2% 3% 
Wings   
Alternatives 1a &1b -17% -20% 
Alternatives 2, 3a & 3b -22% -27% 
Alternative 4 -17% -20% 

 
• Allocation Option 1 allocates the negative economic impacts more evenly between the whole/bait 

and the wing fishery than Option 1. 
 

• Option 2 results in a more even distribution of negative impacts in whole/bait fishery for the 
different alternatives but has a greater negative economic impact on the wing fishery under 
Alternatives 2, 3a & 3b than does Option 1. 

 
• Alternatives 1a, 1b and 4 result in less impact on the wing fishery because they allow a higher 

skate wing possession limit, due to the mortality reduction associated with time/area 
management.  These alternatives however result in lower skate bait fishery possession limits due 
to the estimated effort displacement caused by area closures. 

                                                      
17 The estimated economic impacts for Alternative 4 do not include the likely negative economic impacts of quota 
management for the skate bait fishery, because the timing and effects are unpredictable and will vary from year to 
year.  The skate bait fishery effects reported in this table only include the estimated effort displacement caused by 
time/area closures. 
18 The economic effects are underestimated.  See footnote above. 
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Table 85  shows the relative impacts among the two major gears in the fishery, trawls and gillnets. 
 
Table 85.  Percentages Changes in Ex-vessel Revenues by Gear and Fishery Component from 
Status Quo 
 

 Trawls Gillnets   
Whole /Bait Option 1 Option 2 Option 1 Option 2 

Alternatives 1a &1b -9% -3% -2% -1% 
Alternatives 2, 3a & 3b -8% -3% -2% -1% 
Alternative 419 2% 2% 1% 1% 

Wings     
Alternatives 1a &1b -14% -17% -3% -3% 
Alternatives 2, 3a & 3b -19% -23% -3% -4% 
Alternative 4 -14% -17% -3% -3% 

 
Option 1 allocates the negative impacts more evenly between trawls and gillnets in the wing fishery but 
Option 2 allocates the impacts more evenly between these gears in the whole/bait fishery. 

8.7.3.2 Processors and Dealers 
 
Impacts on processors and dealers are expected to be distributed mainly according to the major product 
categories of whole/bait or wings. Economic data for individual dealers processors are not available and 
therefore it is not possible to estimate the range of impacts on dealers and processors because they will 
depend on what percentage of their revenues are derived from skates.  

8.7.3.3 Geographical Distribution of Impacts 
 
The major impacts will be on the ports of New Bedford, MA, Chatham, MA and Point Judith, RI in that 
order. Other port areas that also will be impacted in their order of importance are Tiverton, RI, Newport, 
RI, Boston, MA, Stonington, CT, Gloucester, MA, Barnegat, NJ and Hampton, VA (Figure 10). Port 
areas that will be more impacted because they handle a higher proportion of wings than whole skates are 
New Bedford, Chatham, Boston, Gloucester, Barnegat and Hampton. Rhode Island ports and Stonington, 
CT have historically contributed to the majority of whole skate (i.e. bait) landings.  Although the above 
summary tables show the estimated average effect of the proposed alternatives on total revenue derived 
from trips landing skates, local and individual vessel impacts will be much greater than the coast-wide 
averages.  Some vessels and ports may experience revenue reductions of as much as 40-50% annually. 

8.8 Social Impact Assessment 
 
The social and community characteristics of ports where skates are landed have not appreciably changed 
since the original Skate FMP was prepared in 2002.  Although some vessels and smaller ports (e.g. 
Chatham, MA and Point Judith, RI) rely on skate revenue for a substantial part of their total fishing 
income, the landings of other species contribute the majority of revenue for most New England ports (e.g. 
New Bedford).  Skate landings in the Mid-Atlantic region are insignificant, except for a mixed 
monkfish/skate fishery with gillnets in Point Pleasant, NJ. 

                                                      
19 The economic effects are underestimated.  See footnote above. 
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Since the implementation of the Skate FMP, prices for wings have risen (Figure 20), regulations in related 
fisheries have become stricter, and fuel prices have risen.  Some regulations in related fisheries have made 
it more difficult to fish for skates on a DAS, mainly due to differential DAS counting.  But in other cases, 
the importance of skate revenue to communities have become more important to replace declining 
landings and revenue of other fish.  Section 7.5.1 documents the recent changes in landings and revenue 
by community. 
 
When compared to the No Action alternative, all of the proposed alternatives are expected to result in 
impacts similar to those summarized in the original FMP, with one exception. The one difference is that 
the proposed time/area closures (Section 5.1.4) in Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 4 will negatively affect 
communities and have social impacts that are more acute in nearby ports, such as Chatham, MA, due to 
expected decline in revenues on skate fishing trips.  In some cases, the revenue on skate trips could 
decline by as much as 40-50%.  This may affect shoreside employment, but it may also be mitigated by 
vessels targeting species other than skates.  The effects on landings, total revenue, and net revenue are 
estimated in Section 8.3. 

8.9 Enforceability Assessment 
 
[To be completed for the Final Environmental Impact Statement] 
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9.0  INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS (RFA) 
 
This section pertains to the final alternative and will be completed in the Final Amendment 3 document. 
 
 

10.0 DRAFT REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW (RIR) 
 
Executive Order 12886 of 1993 is intended to limit the promulgation of regulations to those that are 
required by law, or are made compelling public need.  In the latter category are the failure of private 
markets to protect and improve the health and safety of the public, the environment or the well-being of 
the American people.  Selection of the ways and means of regulation is to require, where practical, an 
assessment of all costs and benefits of available regulatory alternatives including the alternative of not 
regulating.  In choosing among alternatives, agencies are instructed to select approaches that maximize 
net benefits, unless a statute requires another regulatory approach.  Net benefits are to include potential 
economic, environmental, public health and safety, and other advantages such as distributive and equity 
impacts.  The Regulatory Principles state a dozen Principles to which agencies should adhere.  They are: 
 

(1) Each agency shall identify in writing the specific market failure (such as externalities, market 
power, lack of information) or other specific problem that it intends to address (including, 
where applicable, the failures of public institutions) that warrant new agency action, as well 
as assess the significance of that problem, to enable assessment of whether any new 
regulation is warranted.  
 

(2) Each agency shall examine whether existing regulations (or other law) have created, or 
contributed to, the problem that a new regulation is intended to correct and whether those 
regulations (or other law) should be modified to achieve the intended goal of regulation more 
effectively.  
 

(3) Each agency shall identify and assess available alternatives to direct regulation, including 
providing economic incentives to encourage the desired behavior, such as user fees or 
marketable permits, or providing information upon which choices can be made by the public.  
 

(4) In setting regulatory priorities, each agency shall consider, to the extent reasonable, the 
degree and nature of the risks posed by various substances or activities within its jurisdiction.  
 

(5) When an agency determines that a regulation is the best available method of achieving the 
regulatory objective, it shall design its regulations in the most cost-effective manner to 
achieve the regulatory objective.  In doing so, each agency shall consider incentives for 
innovation, consistency, predictability, the costs of enforcement and compliance (to the 
government, regulated entities, and the public), flexibility, distributive impacts, and equity. 
 

(6) Each agency shall assess both the costs and the benefits of the intended regulation and, 
recognizing that some costs and benefits are difficult to quantify, propose or adopt a 
regulation only upon a reasoned determination that the benefits of the intended regulation 
justify its costs.  
 

(7) Each agency shall base its decisions on the best reasonably obtainable scientific, technical, 
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economic, and other information concerning the need for, and consequences of, the intended 
regulation or guidance document.  
 

(8) Each agency shall identify and assess alternative forms of regulation and shall, to the extent 
feasible, specify performance objectives, rather than specifying the behavior or manner of 
compliance that regulated entities must adopt.  
 

(9) Wherever feasible, agencies shall seek views of appropriate State, local, and tribal officials 
before imposing regulatory requirements that might significantly or uniquely affect those 
governmental entities.  Each agency shall assess the effects of Federal regulations on State, 
local, and tribal governments, including specifically the availability of resources to carry out 
those mandates, and seek to minimize those burdens that uniquely or significantly affect such 
governmental entities, consistent with achieving regulatory objectives.  In addition, as 
appropriate, agencies shall seek to harmonize Federal regulatory actions with related State, 
local, and tribal regulatory and other governmental functions.  
 

(10) Each agency shall avoid regulations and guidance documents that are inconsistent, 
incompatible, or duplicative with its other regulations and guidance documents or those of 
other Federal agencies.  
 

(11) Each agency shall tailor its regulations and guidance documents to impose the least burden on 
society, including individuals, businesses of differing sizes, and other entities (including 
small communities and governmental entities), consistent with obtaining the regulatory 
objectives, taking into account, among other things, and to the extent practicable, the costs of 
cumulative regulations.  
 

(12) Each agency shall draft its regulations and guidance documents to be simple and easy to 
understand, with the goal of minimizing the potential for uncertainty and litigation arising 
from such uncertainty. 

 

10.3 Principle (1) 
 
This Principle requires that, “Each agency shall identify in writing the specific market failure (such as 
externalities, market power, lack of information) or other specific problem that it intends to address 
(including, where applicable, the failures of public institutions) that warrant new agency action, as well 
as assess the significance of that problem, to enable assessment of whether any new regulation is 
warranted.”   
 
In the context of fish harvesting, market failures have been a problem five decades. The basis of the 
failure is biological (a finite, renewable resource), and institutional; however, the reason for proposed 
action is based on the biological need to end overfishing and rebuild several skate stocks. The 
multispecies nature of the vessels and gear that harvest skates, the geographical and seasonal differences 
and the (species correlated) differences in product markets between skate species, complicate attainment 
of this desirable conservation objective. 
 
The ideas of species-specific, quantitative limits, or non-global input restrictions (e.g. Multi species days 
at sea), inevitably encounter difficulties when every species is to be maintained at some high level.  An 
alternative might be based on revenue metrics such as revenue quotas of revenue days at sea.  However, 
while these approaches might allow increased flexibility and reduce discards, their effects on particular 
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low valued species is threatening under certain circumstances.  The fact that they reduce the incentives to 
high grade and discard, also may mean increased catches of low-valued, high CPUE species; regardless of 
stock status. 
 
The economic analysis has quantified the economic effects of the measures by a sensitivity analysis of 
alternative percentage reductions in skate landings. The measures used were economic surpluses of 
buyers and sellers. These included a Buyers Surplus to skate marketers, Sellers' Surplus to skate 
harvesters, and a Buyers Surplus to the RI lobster industry. Changes in these surpluses were estimated for 
percentage reductions in skate landings fro zero percent (the status quo), to 50 percent. The following 
Figure 50 shows graphically how Economic Surpluses decline in all three sectors when skate landings 
fall. The largest surplus (and reduction thereof), is in the marketing of skates. The declines are linear 
when plotted against percent skate reduction. The total economic surplus declines range from zero at the 
status quo, to $568 thousand when skate landings are halved. Not only is the decrease largest for the 
marketing sector; the rate of decline is steeper. (It should be noted that the horizontal axis is percent 
decrease, not a in decrease in quantity of skate landings.) This is equivalent to a logarithmic scale. That is 
because, for example, a 10 percent decline from a base of 100pounds is a 10-pound  reduction, but a 10 
percent decline from a base of 20 pounds is only a 2-pound change.  
 

10.4 Principle 2: Existing regulations 
 
It is possible that existing regulations in the Multispecies fishery may have contributed to increased 
harvest of skates.  However, DAS limits appear not to have been limiting in recent years (pers. Comm., 
E.Thunberg, NEFSC).  Also, the statistical analyses of supply and demand show no patterns in recent 
years that could reasonably be imputed to existing regulations.  An important factor has been increased 
export demand, undoubtedly encouraged by favorable exchange rates for US exports. 
 

10.5 Principle 3: Alternatives 
 
The Plan Development Team (PDT) for skates identified the following three area management options for 
analysis: 

(1) Time/area closures that apply to vessels that target skate species 
(2) Seasonal gear restricted areas that could apply to vessels fishing with any of the following gears: 

Trawls (small and large mesh), gillnets, scallop dredges, and hook gear. 
(3) Seasonal gear restricted areas as above, but implemented as an in-season accountability measure 

(AM) triggered when catch exceeds a specified threshold. 
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Figure 50.  Predicted change in economic surpluses by sector in response to lower skate landings. 
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10.6 Principle 4: Risks 
 
No significant change in risks are expected. 
 

10.7 Principle 5: 
 
The incidence or distribution of economic surpluses between states is presumably related to the 
distribution of landings which was presented in Table 3 which was presented and discussed earlier.  Note 
particularly the economic surplus decrease associated with the RI lobster fishery where small skates are 
used as bait.  However, this is much the smaller of the measured surplus changes. 
 
The enforceability of the options (repeated under Principle 3, above), appears reasonable. The three 
options are consistent with past regulations by the NEFMC.  Incentives remain for innovation; indeed, 
concern is expressed that the supply curve may drift upward which would further diminish economic 
surpluses even if conservation objectives are realized. 
 



Draft Amendment 3 10-344 September 2008 
 

10.8 Principle 6: Benefits and Costs 
 
The costs (reductions in benefits) have been estimated for regulatory actions that reduce skate landings. 
The costs are measured by reduced economic surpluses as discussed earlier. Additional costs for 
monitoring and compliance have not been estimated but are not expected to be high since the proposed 
action would entail modifications to restrictions already in place. Estimation of benefits requires a 
projection of stock recovery rates. At present, biological knowledge of the various skate species is 
insufficient to permit such a projection. 
 

10.9 Principle 7: Best Available Information 
 
The FMP is based on the best available information. 
 

10.10 Principle 8: Performance Objectives 
 
The performance objective is stock recovery.  
 

10.11 Principle 9: Views of Appropriate State, Local and Tribal Officials 
 
The views of appropriate officials will be contained in public hearings and comments on the draft FMP. 
 

10.12 Principle 10: Avoidance of Regulations that are Inconsistent, 
Incompatible or Duplicative 

 
Avoidance is attained via the processes of Plan Development, Council and its advisory committees and 
the public review and comment process.  In particular, the Skate FMP relies on regulations in other FMPs 
to the extent practicable to achieve its goals, because nearly all skate fishing must occur on a 
multispecies, monkfish, or scallop DAS trip.  Thus, the Skate FMP avoids duplicate or incompatible 
regulations which apply to vessels permitted in these fisheries. 
 

10.13 Principle 11: Least Burden on Society 
 
The FMP for skates is based on rather minimal extension of similar regulations used in the Multispecies 
fishery whose vessels account for most of skate landings.  The ideas of species-specific, quantitative 
limits, or non-global input restrictions (e.g. Multispecies DAS), inevitably encounter difficulties when 
every species is to be maintained at some high level.  An alternative might be based on revenue metrics 
such as revenue quotas of revenue DAS.  However, while these approaches might allow increased 
flexibility and reduce discards, their effects on particular low valued species is threatening under certain 
circumstances.  The fact that they reduce the incentives to high grade and discard, also may mean 
increased catches of low-valued, high CPUE species; regardless of stock status. 
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10.14 Principle 12: Simplicity 
 
The options proposed are simple and familiar, by example, to fishermen and regulators and should 
minimize uncertainty and litigation. 
 

10.15 Summary and Conclusions 
 
The proposed regulations would result in reductions in economic surpluses of $0-$568 thousand on an 
annual basis.  A present value analysis was not done because the rates of recovery of skate stocks are 
unknown.  These reductions in surpluses consist of reductions in (1)Buyers surplus (in skate marketing), 
Sellers' Surplus (in skate harvesting) and Buyers' Surplus (in the RI lobster fishery).  The largest of these 
reductions in economic surplus is in Buyers' Surplus and amounts to two-thirds of the total. 
 
The major regulatory question with the options proposed is their efficacy in achieving stock recovery.  
This question arises from uncertainties about the behavioral responses of fishermen and the available 
biological knowledge.  It is reasonable to assert that, while uncertain in their effectiveness, the options 
presented are potentially more conservative than doing nothing.  To the extent that the regulations are less 
than fully successful in reducing skate harvests, the projected reductions in economic surpluses will be 
correspondingly less. 
 

11.0 COMPLIANCE WITH THE INFORMATION QUALITY ACT (IQA) 
 
Pursuant to NMFS guidelines implementing Section 515 of Public Law 106-554 (the Information Quality 
Act), all information products released to the public must first undergo a Pre-Dissemination Review to 
ensure and maximize the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information (including statistical 
information) disseminated by Federal agencies.  The following paragraphs address these requirements. 

11.3 Utility 
 
The information presented in this document is helpful to the intended users (the affected public) by 
presenting a clear description of the purpose and need of the proposed action, the measures proposed, and 
the impacts of those measures.  A discussion of the reasons for selecting the proposed action is included 
so that intended users may have a full understanding of the proposed action and its implications.  The 
intended users of the information contained in this document include individuals involved in the skate 
fishery, (e.g., fishing vessels, fish processors, fish processors, fishery managers), and other individuals 
interested in the management of the skate fishery.  The information contained in this document will be 
helpful and beneficial to owners of vessels holding skate permits since it will notify these individuals of 
potential changes in skate management and applicable possession limits.  This information will enable 
these individuals to adjust their management practices and make appropriate business decisions based 
upon this revision to the FMP. 
 
Until a proposed rule is prepared and published, this EIS/RIR/IRFA is the principal means by which the 
information contained herein is available to the public.  The information provided in this document is 
based on the most recent available information from the relevant data sources.  The information contained 
in this document includes detailed and relatively recent information on the skate resource and, therefore, 
represents an improvement over previously available information.  For example, the Affected Human 
Environment section of the EIS updated the information contained in the most recent (FY2002) Stock 
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Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE Report) for the skate fishery (included in the EIS for the 
FMP).  In addition, this document includes applicable information from the most recent skate stock 
assessment (July 2006).  This EIS/RIR/IRFA will be subject to public comment through proposed 
rulemaking, as required under the Administrative Procedure Act and, therefore, may be improved based 
on comments received. 
 
This document is available in several formats, including printed publication, and online through the 
NEFMC’s web page (www.nefmc.org).  The Federal Register notice that announces the proposed rule 
and the final rule and implementing regulations will be made available in printed publication, on the 
website for the Northeast Regional Office (www.nero.noaa.gov), and through the Regulations.gov 
website.  The Federal Register documents will provide metric conversions for all measurements. 

11.4 Integrity 
Prior to dissemination, information associated with this action, independent of the specific intended 
distribution mechanism, is safeguarded from improper access, modification, or destruction, to a degree 
commensurate with the risk and magnitude of harm that could result from the loss, misuse, or 
unauthorized access to or modification of such information.  All electronic information disseminated by 
NMFS Service adheres to the standards set out in Appendix III, “Security of Automated Information 
Resources,” of OMB Circular A-130; the Computer Security Act; and the Government Information 
Security Act.  All confidential information (e.g., dealer purchase reports) is safeguarded pursuant to the 
Privacy Act; Titles 13, 15, and 22 of the U.S. Code (confidentiality of census, business, and financial 
information); the Confidentiality of Statistics provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act; and NOAA 
Administrative Order 216-100, Protection of Confidential Fisheries Statistics. 

11.5 Objectivity 
 
For purposes of the Pre-Dissemination Review, this document is considered to be a “Natural Resource 
Plan.”  Accordingly, the document adheres to the published standards of the Magnuson-Stevens Act; the 
Operational Guidelines, Fishery Management Plan Process; the Essential Fish Habitat Guidelines; the 
National Standard Guidelines; and NOAA Administrative Order 216-6, Environmental Review 
Procedures for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act. 
 
This information product uses information of known quality from sources acceptable to the relevant 
scientific and technical communities.  Several sources of data were used in the development of 
Amendment 3.  These data sources included, but were not limited to, historical and current landings data 
from the Commercial Dealer Weighout database, vessel trip report (VTR) data, effort data collected 
through the multispecies/monkfish/scallop DAS programs (including VMS), fisheries independent data 
collected through the NMFS bottom trawl surveys, and the July 2006 skate stock assessment.  Therefore, 
the analyses contained in this document were prepared using data from accepted sources.  Furthermore, 
these analyses have been reviewed by members of the Skate Plan Development Team.  
 
Despite current data limitations, the conservation and management measures proposed for this action 
were selected based upon the best scientific information available.  The analyses conducted in support of 
the proposed action were conducted using information from the most recent fishing years through 
FY2007.  Specialists (including professional members of plan development teams, technical teams, 
committees, and Council staff) who worked with these data are familiar with the most current analytical 
techniques and with the available data and information relevant to the skate fishery.  In addition, this 
action utilizes information from the July 2006 skate stock assessment updated with the 2006 and 2007 
fisheries surveys, which are considered the best and most recent scientific information available 
concerning the status of the skate resource.  
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The policy choices are clearly articulated, in Section 5.0, as the management alternatives considered in 
this action.  The supporting science and analyses, upon which the policy choices are based, are 
summarized and described in Section 8.0.  All supporting materials, information, data, and analyses 
within this document have been, to the maximum extent practicable, properly referenced according to 
commonly accepted standards for scientific literature to ensure transparency. 
 
The review process used in preparation of this document involves the responsible Council (the NEFMC), 
the Northeast Fisheries Science Center (Center), the Northeast Regional Office (NERO), and NMFS 
Service Headquarters. The Center’s technical review is conducted by senior level scientists with 
specialties in population dynamics, stock assessment methods, demersal resources, population biology, 
and the social sciences. The Council review process involves public meetings at which affected 
stakeholders have opportunity to provide comments on the document.  Review by staff at the Regional 
Office is conducted by those with expertise in fisheries management and policy, habitat conservation, 
protected species, and compliance with the applicable law. Final approval of any proposed regulatory 
action, including any implementing regulations, is conducted by staff at NMFS Service Headquarters, the 
Department of Commerce, and the U.S. Office of Management and Budget.  In addition, the information 
contained in this document concerning skate stock status (Northeast “Data Poor” Stocks Working Group: 
Skate) was peer reviewed according to standard methodology (Stock Assessment Review Committee; 
SARC).  A future review by this group is planned in December 2008. 

12.0 EXECUTIVE ORDER 13158 (MARINE PROTECTED AREAS) 
 
This section pertains to the final alternative and will be completed in the Final Amendment 3 document. 

13.0 IMPACTS ON STATES (CZMA) 
 
This section pertains to the final alternative and will be completed in the Final Amendment 3 document. 

14.0 PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT (PRA) 
 
This section pertains to the final alternative and will be completed in the Final Amendment 3 document. 

15.0 GLOSSARY 
 
A glossary of terms and acronyms used in this document is contained in the SAFE Report as (Section 
7.6). 

16.0 LITERATURE CITED 
 
In addition to the references (Section 7.7) included in the SAFE Report (Section 7.0), the following 
references to published literature are included in this document.  For references not listed below, please 
also consult Section 7.7. 
 
Gates, J.M. 2000.“Input Substitution in a Trap Fishery,” ICES Journal of Marine Science, 57: 89-108. . 

Agr. Exp. Sta. Cont. No. 3672. 
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19.0 COMMENTS 
 

19.3 Scoping Comments 
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 Skate Amendment 3 Scoping Hearings  
Staff summary of comments  

May 22-24, 2007  
  

The hearings were sparsely attended, the highest turnout was in Narragansett, RI by a processor and 
several fishermen that target skates for the lobster bait fishery.  No fishermen that target skates for 
the wing fishery attended.  All were in support of rebuilding skates in the context of an overall 
groundfish management policy and favored combining skates into groundfish management via 
Amendment 16.  There were no comments on how that would be done, however, or whether skate 
fishermen would qualify for a groundfish permit, or whether groundfish fishermen would be able to 
target skates, or whether fishermen in the scallop or monkfish fisheries would be able to land skates, 
if the plans were combined.  

  
Groundfish fishermen were against additional measures to protect and rebuild skates, which could 
constrain their access to the groundfish fishery, particularly for the healthier stocks.  Some suggested 
reducing the skate possession limit for the wing fishery.  They were generally opposed to area 
management for skates to reduce incidental catch.  

  
Fishermen in the bait fishery opposed additional restrictions on that fishery if the problem was caused 
by incidental catch and large amounts of discarding elsewhere.  They commented that the differential 
Days at Sea (DAS) accounting was preventing fishermen from targeting skates in areas where the 
differential accounting applied.  
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Skate Amendment 3 Scoping Hearing  
Gloucester City Hall  

Gloucester, MA  
May 22, 2007  

  
  
  
Mike Leary chaired the hearing and read an introduction which outlined the purpose for the 
amendment and the expected timeline for developing the amendment.  
  
The meeting was attended by two NOAA Fisheries employees and one skate advisor.  
  
Comments:  
  
Paul Perra (Resident City of Gloucester)  
  

 • Glad that Council is developing and amendment to address the overfished condition of 
skate stocks.  

  
Chuck  Casella. (Recreational Fisheries Alliance)  
  

 • Skates are a part of the groundfish complex and the Council should recognize the 
importance of the long term goal for groundfish rebuilding.   

 
• The Council should avoid taking actions that jeopardize rebuilding of our groundfish 

stocks, including skates.  
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Skate Amendment 3 Scoping Hearing  
Narragansett City Hall  

Narragansett, RI  
May 23, 2007  

  
Dave Preble chaired the hearing and read an introduction which outlined the purpose for the 
amendment and the expected timeline for developing the amendment.  
  
He summarized the purpose for the amendment as follows: NMFS has determined that winter skates 
are overfished.  Thorny skates also have been overfished since 2003.  Little and smooth skate are in 
danger of becoming overfished.  The data for this determination are derived from an index based 
survey.  Twelve percent (12%) of skates are landed whole, 34% landed as wings, and 54% of the 
total skate catch in 2006 are discarded.    
  
The timeline for this amendment requires that written scoping comments must be received by May 
30th.  A framework of potential management alternatives are to be reported to the Council at the 
June meeting.  The PDT will analyze the alternatives and the Council will approve a draft 
amendment in September, which would go to public hearing late this year.  The Council would 
approve a final alternative in January and submit the final amendment by the February 2008 
deadline.  
  
The meeting was attended by a skate processor, three fishermen, two students from SMAST, a 
person from URI, and a local reporter.  
  
Comments:  
  
Bob Wescott – Part-time Judith skate and groundfish fisherman, skate advisor  
  

 • How the Council manages a wing possession limit is a concern.  He favored a possession 
limit on a per trip basis with a maximum number of trips a vessel could make in a week.  
Such an approach would keep people from making multiple trips in a week to offset a 
lower wing possession limit.  

  
 • The new skate plan should be incorporated in groundfish Amendment 16, due to the skate 

waste being discarded, mostly in the groundfish fishery.  
  
Andrea – Lobster bait company  
  

 • The company buys whole skates, which are primarily little skates.  
 
• The skate plan should be included in the upcoming groundfish Amendment 16.  

  
 • The data used to determine the risk of overfishing occurring with the little skate should 

be examined closely.  
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 • The bait fishery has declined due to the more restrictive lobster regulations.  She was 
concerned that vessels targeting skates would be penalized due to discards in other 
sectors.  Most RI boats target skates for bait, and during parts of the year, winter skates 
are abundant in the size that can be cut for wings.  

  
 • She asked the Council to favor alternatives that would protect the directed bait fishery.  

  
Glenn Wescott – an owner of the FV Ocean State  
  

 • Some regulations, like the 2:1 DAS counting area in Southern New England, prevent 
fishermen to go out to catch bait fish or even large skates [because the revenue from skate 
landings does not justify the cost of using a groundfish day-at-sea at a 2:1 ratio].  

  
 • There has been quite a drop in little skate/bait landings, because of the double day-at-sea 

counting.  
  
Frank Gable – URI Coastal Institute  
  

 • The Skate and Monkfish FMPs should be included in Groundfish Amendment 16, which 
would allow the Council to pursue more ecosystem management.  The species [regulated 
by the three plans] are generally caught together.  The whiting amendment should be also 
combined into groundfish management to move management toward ecosystem-based 
approaches to fisheries.  
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Skate Amendment 3 Scoping Hearing  
Massachusetts Maritime Academy  

Buzzards Bay, MA  
May 24, 2007  

  
Rip Cunningham chaired the hearing and read an introduction which outlined the purpose for the 
amendment and the expected timeline for developing the amendment, then opened the hearing for 
comments.  
  
The meeting was attended by a groundfish fisherman and representatives of the CCCHFA and the 
Fisheries Survival Fund.  
  
Comments:  
  
Frank Mararchi – commercial fisherman from Scituate  
  

 • The driver of productivity in the region is the groundfish fishery, which skates are a 
component.  Other than that, there is some directed fishery for skates occurring inshore 
with large mesh gillnets.  

  
 • He is concerned that because of actions taken to rebuild skates, fishermen would loose 

the opportunity to fish for groundfish.  
  

 • Skates are among most mobile of fish caught.  There is a large variation in catch rates, 
probably caused by water temperature and the availability of feed.  Sometimes skates 
dominate the catch or virtually disappear.  He is concerned about discards, including 
thorny which are a significant portion of the catch in the Gulf of Maine.  Survivorship 
from discarding is a key factor.  

  
 • Skates, being the first test of ACLs and AMs, could require a conservative approach 

which may make it more difficult to have access to groundfish.  
  

 • The present measures in groundfish fishery are failing to protect skates and achieve target 
fishing mortality rates.  But the groundfish fishery management program has to be fixed 
before the Council can fix skates.  Overlays of skate protective areas won’t work.  Output 
based management system for groundfish should be considered, including the proposed 
point system.    

  
Ron Smolowitz  – Fisheries Survival Fund  
  

 • Opposed to closing areas to skate fishing to fisheries that have a high bycatch of skates.  It 
is folly to bring skates up to the level suggested which may keep other species like 
yellowtail flounder suppressed (due to species interactions).  The Council should strive to 
achieve levels of the 1960s when things were more in balance.  
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19.4 Written Comments on the Draft Amendment and EIS 
 
iFrom: chuck etzel [mailto:chucketzel@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 12, 2007 8:47 PM 
To: Joan O'Leary 
Subject: skate amendment 3 comment 
 
 To whom it may concern, 
  
  Trawls must be designed to avoid flatfish, skates ,and monkfish while vessels and fishing on 
non  das for other species. Raised footropes seem like an easy way to allow species that stay low 
on the bottom to pass between the net and footrope.  
 
 
 
 
 

 • Area management for skates will be like the skate tail wagging all the fisheries.  It would 
cause a huge economic loss and area management is not the proper approach.  The first 
step should be a target TAC looking at the landings of skates.  

  
 • The Council should manage skates in an ecosystem context.  

  
Eric Brazer – Georges Bank cod hook and fixed gear sectors  
  

 • The association has clear support for hard TACs, ACLs, and output control management.  
Switching to accountable enforceable output controls will bring the mortality under 
control.  

  
 • Rather than managing by input controls, there should be more emphasis on enumeration of 

catch, including discarding.    
  
 • The current skate possession limit may be excessively high.  The Council should consider a 

possible severe reduction in the possession limit to rebuild skates.  Vessels very rarely 
achieve the 10,000 pound skate possession limit.  

  
 • Closing areas to rebuild skates is a touchy subject.  Area management should include 

exemptions for gears proven not to interact with skates.  Areas should be closed to gear 
that is accountable for the discard problem.  

  
 • Skate management should be folded into the Multispecies FMP.  He was also concerned 

that requirements for skate rebuilding would cause fishermen to loose access to 
groundfish and healthy stocks.  
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Attention: 
Ms Patricia A. Kurkul 
Reg. Administrator 
NMFS 
  
Dear Ms Kurkul: 
  
There are three points I would like to stress in consideration of a 
workable plan: 
1.   Incorporate the Skate Management Plan with upcoming Amendment 16  
(ground fish) Plan. 
2.   Cut the winter skate fishery catch quotas by 50% to address the  
overfishing. 
3.   It is a fact that boats are using "A" days to catch bait skates  
(little skates).  The boats will fish in "1 for 1" areas first.  There 
will be very little fishing pressure in the "2 for 1" areas.  It is 
virtually a protected zone for yellowtail, flounder, cod, little and 
winter skates. 
  
Thank you for your consideration of the above. 
  
Regards, 
Robert Westcott 
Skate Advisor 
Capt. F/V Ocean State 
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Advocates for Wild, Healthy Oceans   2029 K Street, NW  
       Washington, DC  20006 
 

202.429.5609 Telephone 
202.872.0619 Facsimile 
www.oceanconservancy.org 

 
May 31, 2007 
 
Patricia A. Kurkul, Regional Administrator 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
One Blackburn Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
 
Dear Ms. Kurkul: 
 
On behalf of the Ocean Conservancy, we appreciate this opportunity to comment on the scoping 
document for Amendment 3 to the fishery management plan (FMP) for Northwest Atlantic skates.    
 
As you know, the Ocean Conservancy was closely involved in the development of a skate 
management plan and pressed hard for a precautionary approach to management of these slow 
growing species, including stringent restrictions on their catch and mandatory requirements for 
species-specific data collection.   We are therefore deeply dismayed to learn that four years after 
management began, data has not been reported as planned and the conservation status for these 
species looks no better and in many cases worse.  Specifically, we are deeply disappointed that: 
 

• Thorny skates have not increased and remain overfished despite a prohibition on landings; 
• Winter skate biomass has declined by nearly 50% since FMP implementation; 
• Little skates are likely to become overfished and experience overfishing in the near future; 
• Smooth skates, taken primarily as bycatch, have not increased and are near the overfished 

threshold, despite decreases in groundfish fishing effort;  
• Poor identification and insufficient monitoring continue to hamper collection of sorely needed 

species-specific data on skate catches; 
• Discards have significantly exceeded landings, yet discard mortality remains unknown;  
• Potential for bycatch reduction using gear modification is viewed as “limited”; and 
• Scientists are still unable to project rebuilding scenarios.  

  
We firmly agree with the conclusion that broad scale reductions in skate mortality are needed and 
offer our strongest support for Skate Plan Development Team (PDT) recommendations, including: 
 

• Immediate action to reduce mortality of winter and little skates; 
• Development of a rebuilding schedule for winter and thorny skates, consistent with the 

Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) and National Standard guidelines; 
• Substantial reductions in skate discards; 
• Annual monitoring of skate biomass including comparison with biomass rebuilding trajectories; 
• Prompt, periodic adjustments in fishing effort or allowable catch as dictated by analysis;  
• An adaptive management approach in order to ensure rebuilding;  
• Emphasis on mortality reductions and increased size selection to allow rebuilding of older, 

mature skates;  
• Establishment of annual catch limits and accountability measures, as mandated by the MSA.  
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With regard to measures outlined in the Council’s scoping document, we favor: 
 

• Hard limits on Total Allowable Catch (TAC) as a complement to Days at Sea restrictions; 
• Substantial reduction of the wing possession limit; 
• Establishment of a stringent bait fishery possession limit; 
• Closure of bottom trawling and dredging areas that comprise 75% of the exploitable biomass 

distribution for protected skates; 
• Thorough exploration of potential gear modifications to reduce skate catch in various fisheries; 

and  
• Limits on skate catch by exempted fisheries. 

 
We also urge fishery managers to consider: 
 

• Prohibition on landings of winter skate; and 
• Further incentives and/or penalties to ensure collection of species specific data. 

 
We take this opportunity to remind you that skates are among the most biologically vulnerable 
species within the New England Council’s purview.  As evidenced by the deteriorating status of most 
species under existing management measures, skates require an especially cautious management 
approach.  We urge the Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service to develop and implement 
meaningful and substantial improvements to the Skate FMP before further damage is done. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to express our views. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Sonja Fordham    John Williamson 
Director, Shark Conservation Program Regional Fish Conservation Program Manager 
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19.5 Public Hearing Summaries 
 
This section pertains to the final alternative and will be completed in the Final Amendment 3 
document. 

19.6 Response to Comments 
 
This section pertains to the final alternative and will be completed in the Final Amendment 3 
document. 
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