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1 INTRODUCTION AND COMMENT SUMMARY 

1.1 SCOPING OVERVIEW 
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission have 
proposed to develop a Bluefish Allocation Amendment. This amendment was initiated in order to review/revise 
the FMP goals and objectives, commercial/recreational allocations, commercial allocations to the states, the 
quota transfer processes, and any other issues. Additional information and amendment documents are available 
at: http://www.mafmc.org/actions/bluefish-allocation-amendment. 

The scoping process commenced from publication in the Federal Register on June 6, 2018 and continued through 
July 30, 2018. Scoping is the process of identifying issues, potential impacts, and reasonable alternatives 
associated with a particular management issue. It provides the first and best opportunity for the public to make 
suggestions or to raise issues and concerns before development of an amendment begins. No alternatives are set 
during the scoping process.  
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Twelve public scoping hearings were held from Massachusetts through North Carolina (Table 1). Hearings were 
attended by over 114 people in total. Of the 114 people, 53 individuals provided a total of 120 comments on the 
issues representing individuals and organizations from almost all states that had a hearing.  

This document summarizes the major themes of written and hearing comments (section 1), in addition to 
providing detailed scoping hearing summaries (section 2) and copies of all written comments received (section 3).  

Table 1: Scoping hearing schedule. 
Date Time Address 

Wednesday, June 20, 2018 6:00 PM Dare County Commissioners Office, 954 Marshall Collins 
Drive, Room 168, Manteo, North Carolina 27954 

Thursday, June 21, 2018 6:00 PM NC Division of Marine Fisheries Central District Office, 
5285 Highway 70 West, Morehead City, North Carolina 

Thursday, June 21, 2018 6:00 PM Dover Public Library, 35 E. Loockerman Street, Dover, 
Delaware 19901 

Tuesday, June 26, 2018 6:30 PM NYSDEC Division of Marine Resources, 205 North Belle 
Mead Road, Suite 1, East Setauket, New York 11733 

Tuesday, June 26, 2018 6:00 PM Ocean City Municipal Airport, 12724 Airport Road, Berlin, 
Maryland 21811 

Wednesday, June 27, 2018 6:00 PM Ocean City Library, 1735 Simpson Avenue, Ocean City, 
New Jersey 08226 

Thursday, June 28, 2018 6:00 PM Ocean County Administration Building, 101 Hooper 
Avenue, Toms River, New Jersey 08753 

Thursday, June 28, 2018 6:00 PM Brevard County Government Center North, “Brevard 
Room”, 518 South Palm Ave., Titusville, Florida 32780 

Tuesday, July 10, 2018 7:00 PM CT DEEP Boating Education Center, 333 Ferry Road, Old 
Lyme, Connecticut 06371 

Wednesday, July 11, 2018 6:00 PM Plymouth Public Library, Otto Fehlow Room, 132 South 
Street, Plymouth, Massachusetts 

Thursday, July 12, 2018 6:00 PM URI Narragansett Bay Campus, Corless Auditorium, South 
Ferry Road, Narragansett, Rhode Island 

Monday, July 16, 2018 6:00 PM Internet webinar: Connection information to be available 
at http://www.mafmc.org or by contacting the Council 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/
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1.2 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
A total of 36 written comments were received via email (33), hand delivered (2), or mail (1) on a variety of issues. 
Table 2 summarizes major themes of the comments, with the corresponding number of comments received on 
each issue. This list reflects the most commonly raised themes for each general topic, and does not reflect all 
issues raised in written comments. See section 3 for the full text of written comments.  

The most frequently discussed issues (as summarized in Table 2) were commercial and recreational allocations 
followed by quota transfer processes, other issues, commercial allocations to the states, and the FMP goals and 
objectives. Most comments related to the commercial and recreational allocations were in favor of status quo 
allocations. Under the quota transfer processes, comments were mostly in favor of status quo; few comments did 
not support transfers from the recreational to commercial sector. Few written comments directly addressed the 
commercial allocations to the states. Overall, many commenters stated that they would like to see updated data 
incorporated into the assessments to help reallocate the overall quotas (if necessary).  

Table 2: Summary of major written comment themes, and number received. Because most commenters 
addressed multiple issues, numbers do not add to total number of submitted written comments. 

Issue Number of written 
comments received 

Number of hearing 
comments received 

FMP Goals and Objectives   

Supports status quo 1 3 

Goals and objectives should be re-evaluated and/or revised 2 0 

Supports maintaining one or more of the current objectives 0 1 
   

Commercial/Recreational Allocation   
Supports status quo 19 31 

Increase commercial allocation 0 2 

Decrease commercial allocation 1 0 

Increase recreational allocation 0 0 

Decrease recreational allocation 0 1 

Update data for reallocation 1 6 
   

Commercial Allocations to the States   
Supports status quo 3 14 

Alter commercial allocations to the states 4 7 
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Table 2, Continued:  

Issue Number of written 
comments received 

Number of hearing 
comments received 

Quota Transfer Processes   
Supports status quo transfer from recreational to 
commercial sector 5 24 

Do not allow transfer from recreational to commercial 
sector 6 0 

Supports status quo state-to-state transfers 2 0 

Do not allow state-to-state transfers 0 1 

Do not allow any transfers 1 1 

New transfer suggestion 1 1 
 

Other Issues   

Status quo bag limit 0 5 

Increase bag limit 0 4 

Decrease bag limit 4 19 

Other 10 0 
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1.3 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SCOPING HEARINGS 
The following section contains brief summaries of attendance and major comment themes at each of the twelve 
public scoping hearings (listed north to south). For a more detailed record of hearing comments, see section 2.    

Plymouth, MA 
Eight people attended the hearing in Plymouth, MA, and 5 gave comments spanning the different issues. Of the 8 
attendees, 1 was a private recreational fisherman, 1 was a commercial gill-netter, and 6 were involved in 
management from a variety of different local agencies. Of those who offered comments, there was a majority 
consensus that the MA attendees want the allocations to remain status quo until we have an operational 
assessment that includes updated data. The commercial representative emphasized the importance of the state-
to-state transfers and that MA would occasionally exceed their quotas if they did not occur. Overall, the attendees 
stressed the importance of bluefish in the New England region, and despite the lower abundances in recent years, 
do not want to see drastic changes to the overall allocations. See section 2.1 for additional detail. 

Narragansett, RI 
One NOAA employee attended the hearing in Narragansett. After a brief presentation from Council staff, no 
public comments were given at this hearing. See section 2.2 for additional detail.  

Old Lyme, CT 
Eight people attended the hearing in Old Lyme, CT, and 6 gave comments spanning the different issues. In addition 
to their verbal comments, members of the public stated they will submit written comments to Council staff. Of 
the 8 attendees, 7 were private recreational fishermen and 1 was a charter boat captain and bluefish Advisory 
Panel Member. Of those who offered comments, there was a majority consensus that CT private recreational 
fishermen want the allocations to remain status quo until we have an operational assessment that includes 
updated data. They feel the bluefish fishery is not as active as in recent years and do not want to see abrupt 
changes. Stock status is stable and positive and is important to maintain this into the future. See section 2.3 for 
additional detail. 

East Setauket, NY 
Approximately 19 people attended the hearing in East Setauket, NY, and 13 gave comments. In addition to their 
verbal comments, two fishermen provided written comments to Council staff. The majority of attendees were 
recreational for-hire fishermen. Of those who offered comments, many spoke in favor of maintaining the 
current 83/17 split between the recreational and commercial allocation and do support the quota transfer from 
recreational to commercial, when available.  
 
Many attendees were concerned about the recreational bag limit. Most for-hire fishermen want to maintain the 
15 fish bag limit as it provides great opportunity for clients to go home with lots of fish. If the bag limit is 
reduced, many for-hire fishermen feel they will lose clients since the number of landings may not be worth the 
trip. On the contrary, few attendees are supportive of reducing the bag limit in order to develop the recreational 
fishery into more of a sport fishery. 
 
Of the commercial fishermen attendees, many feel the commercial allocation is too low and needs to be re-
evaluated with more recent catch histories. Additionally, the state-to-state transfers are necessary and allow NY 
to catch more fish. The commercial fishermen are very concerned about the update to the MRIP numbers and 
feel the recreational sector should be subject to the same accountability measures as the commercial sector. 
See section 2.4 for additional detail.  
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Toms River, NJ 
13 individuals provided public comment out of 30 total attendees. Attendees included 8 from the recreational 
sector and 6 from the commercial sector (including one dealer), as well as 9 staff members from NJDFW. 
Comments supported the status quo for the recreational and commercial sector allocations, state commercial 
quota allocations, and transfer processes. Many comments were concerned with starting an amendment prior 
to receiving an updated stock assessment with updated MRIP numbers, and noted that a research 
recommendation should be to look at the impacts of hurricane Sandy and beach replenishment on bluefish 
populations. See section 2.5 for additional detail. 
 
Ocean City, NJ 
Seven individuals provided public comment out of 23 total attendees. Attendees included 10 from the 
recreational sector and 1 from the commercial sector, as well as 9 staff members from NJDFW. Comments 
generally supported status quo for the transfer of quota from the recreational to commercial sector. Two 
comments cautioned against reallocating commercial quota amongst the states. One person was in support of 
continuing with the quota transfer processes, and suggested quota transfers should be timed when fish are 
needed in the fall. There was discussion and several comments relating to concerns with the accuracy of MRIP 
estimates and how the updated numbers will affect this amendment.  
See section 2.6 for additional detail. 

Dover, DE 
One recreational fisherman and an additional Council staffer attended the hearing in Dover. After a presentation 
from Council staff, no public comments were given at this hearing; the one recreational fishermen stated they 
may submit written comments. See section 2.7 for additional detail. 
 
Berlin, MD 
Four individuals attended the meeting and gave comments, in addition to one Council member present. Three 
represented the commercial sector and one was a recreational charter boat captain. The comments generally 
supported status quo for all issues, since the system seems to be working. All had some concerns about unreliable 
recreational MRIP estimates being used for management. One person expressed frustration with the northern 
state commissioners wanting to take quota from southern states. See section 2.8 for additional detail. 

Manteo, NC 
Eight people attended, including four commercial fishermen, one recreational fisherman, and two NCDMF 
employees. Five people gave comments. Comments generally supported the flexibility provided by quota transfers, 
and highlighted the need to further investigate changes in migratory patterns, distribution and stock structure of 
bluefish. One person suggested the possibility of setting up a quota bank. See section 2.9 for additional detail. 

Morehead City, NC 
One individual from the commercial sector attended the meeting and gave comments. One other individual 
attended the meeting as a member of the press. There was discussion of what the purpose of this amendment is, 
considering that bluefish management seems to be working well. Comments indicated that North Carolina does 
not want their commercial allocation reduced, and that the transfer process is working well. See section 2.10 for 
additional detail. 
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Titusville, FL 
Six people attended the hearing in Titusville, FL, and 5 gave comments. In addition to their verbal comments, 
members of the public stated they will submit written comments to Council staff. Of the 6 attendees, 3 were 
commercial fishermen, 1 was a recreational fisherman, and 2 were dealers. Of those who offered comments, 
there was a majority consensus that Florida stakeholders want the allocations to remain status quo. They feel the 
bluefish fishery is actively growing and do not want to lose any future opportunity due to the allocations being 
altered. See section 2.11 for additional detail. 

Internet Webinar 
Three individuals participated in the webinar hearing. The three members of the public were representing the 
commercial sector, a commercial fisheries reporter, and NOAA Fisheries.  After a presentation from Council staff, 
no public comments were given at this hearing. There was ample discussion on how the new MRIP numbers may 
affect this amendment and the current status of bluefish moving forward. The commercial representative stated 
they will be supplying multiple written comments along with other stakeholders at a later date. See section 2.12 
for additional detail.   
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2 SCOPING HEARING SUMMARIES 

2.1 PLYMOUTH, MA 
Wednesday, July 11, 2018, 6 p.m. 

 
Issue 1  
No comments given. 
 
Issue 2 
Paul Caruso: I want to stress the importance of bluefish in the area. Bluefish and stripers are the two main 
targets and abundant stocks are vital to keep the fisheries happy/stable. We need as many bluefish in the water 
as possible to maintain the fishery especially with the changes we have observed in recent years. I would like to 
see the new data incorporated into the assessment to develop updated allocations. 
 
Tom Smith: Bluefish are highly prone to natural cycles. The numbers seemed to be skewed when you compare 
them to the 1980s. Bluefish were much more abundant in the 1980s. Now, that there are more stripers there 
has been a decrease in effort for bluefish. Please keep status quo allocations. 
Mike Pierdinock: I want to emphasize the importance of bluefish in this region and note that the new MRIP 
numbers seem to be ~3x higher than what was previously thought. We should keep status quo allocations until 
we understand the new MRIP numbers and they have been incorporated into an assessment. 
 
Ray Kane: We should keep status quo allocations until we understand the new MRIP numbers and they have 
been incorporated into an assessment. Ultimately, we need a better time series. 
 
Issue 3 
Tom Smith: It is necessary to reallocate the state-to-state allocations. Northern states consistently request 
quota from other states. 
 
Dan McKiernan: It is necessary to reallocate the state-to-state allocations. Northern states consistently request 
quota from other states. 
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Issue 4 
Tom Smith: The bluefish FMP calls for quota transfers. I am highly supportive of state-to-state transfers in MA. 
Fishing would have ended in August last year without the state transfers. The markets continue to want local 
fresh fish and the quota transfers allow for yearlong fishing. 
 
Paul Caruso: From a stock point of view, it is not a great idea to be transferring fish from FL to northern states. 
Different stocks? 
 
Dan McKiernan: The way the transfers occur is appropriate. State-to-state transfers are great to lean on if we 
are not going to hit our quota. Great for a fish that is highly migratory. 
 
Issue 5 
Dan McKiernan: The 10 fish bag limit in MA seems quite liberal. 
 
Mike Pierdinock: Abundances of (mako) sharks have a significant impact on bluefish populations. This is very 
important to take into account when looking at ecosystem-based management. 

  

 

2.2 NARRAGANSETT, RI 
Thursday, July 12, 2018, 6 p.m. 

 

No public comments were given at this hearing. 
 

 

2.3 OLD LYME, CT 
Tuesday, July 10, 2018, 7 p.m. 
Name  
George Baldwin             
Barry McGuire                
Patrick Vogt                   
Ray Rivera                       
Charles Gargano          
Bill Goeben                    
Michael Pirri                   
Unknown  

Sector 
Recreational      
Recreational 
Recreational 
Recreational 
Recreational 
Recreational 
Charter Captain 
Recreational   
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Issue 1  
Barry McGuire: We need to review and better understand the relationship between the inshore and offshore 
populations. 
 
Issue 2 
George Baldwin: Status quo allocations because we are in the middle of the SSB threshold and target, do not 
increase the commercial quota as there is constantly an advisory on eating bluefish. Make consumers aware 
about health risks. 
 
Barry McGuire: Status quo allocations because we are in the middle of the SSB threshold and target. 
 
Patrick Vogt: Status quo allocations because we are in the middle of the SSB threshold and target. 
 
Ray Rivera: Status quo allocations because we are in the middle of the SSB threshold and target. 
 
Charles Gargano: Status quo allocations because we are in the middle of the SSB threshold and target. 
 

Bill Goeben: Status quo allocations because we are in the middle of the SSB threshold and target. 

Issue 3 
Barry McGuire: Reallocate the commercial allocations to the states using updated data. 
 
Patrick Vogt: Reallocate the commercial allocations to the states using updated data. 
 
George Baldwin: Reallocate the commercial allocations to the states using updated data. 
 
Issue 4 
Patrick Vogt: Remain status quo on the transfer processes. 
 
George Baldwin: Remain status quo on the transfer processes. 
 
Bill Goeben: Remain status quo on the transfer processes. 
 
Barry McGuire: Do not allow state-to-state transfers to occur because they are unnecessarily removing more 
fish. 
 
Issue 5 
George Baldwin – Recreational: The way the fishery is currently managed with maximum sustainable yield does 
not support a large enough buffer. This is a highly variable system that includes invasive and bacteria’s that add 
to natural mortality. This trend is ongoing and not cyclical. How can we manage when new factors are constantly 
included and unforeseen? Please maintain a status quo bag limit and try to impose better enforcement with 
higher fines to hopefully incentivize no poaching.  
 
Barry McGuire – Recreational: Decrease the 10 fish bag limit or impose a slot limit to help conserve fish. 
 
Patrick Vogt – Recreational: Support a status quo bag limit. 
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2.4 EAST SETAUKET, NY 
Tuesday, June 26, 2018, 6:30 p.m. 

 

Issue 1  
Bob Weigand – Flamingo, For-Hire: Just as a historical point of view, bluefish has gone in cycles.  I remember my 
father told me, he started in the bluefish fishery in 1955 and it was robust, and then 1959 and all of sudden 
there were none. It went for a 3-4-year period with none. You would have a small fishery in the fall and the 
same in the spring. Suddenly, in the beginning of the 1960s it changed, the only time you caught any fish is when 
you were in deep-water and offshore, and when they were plentiful in shore they were never seen offshore. The 
bluefish do not stay in a certain place any given time. You can go by past performance to predict future 
performance, but it is very difficult to do. Taking this into consideration, I think everything should remain status 
quo. This is not an emergency, and historically it shows this is not an emergency fishery. You have ebbs and 
flows and that is how the fishery goes.  
 
Issue 2 
Ralph Vigmostad: This is not a time to reallocate limits to the commercial sector or anybody else. The limits, 
given the state of the fishery, are far too high. 
 
Charles Witick: I think the current allocation is proper. There should be no change in the allocations form the 
recreational to commercial side. One reason, the premise for reallocation of fish is that the recreational anglers 
did not meet their quota. But, on July 2, 2018 we are going to learn that recreational anglers most likely 
exceeded their quota by anywhere from 65-250% in the last 5 years. That takes away any reason for 
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reallocation. Beyond that, fisheries managers have not figured out how to manage a recreational fishery that is 
primarily a sport fishery. We understand summer flounder, scup, black sea bass. You manage those species for 
pounds. Two-thirds of caught bluefish are released. In a release fishery you try to encourage abundance and 
promote catch and release. So, quota is not an effective means of judging the fishery. Keep the current 
allocation as it is, so anglers can take fish home if they want to. Or, they can release them and hopefully not fear 
any allocation change in the future. 
 
Michael Ardolino: Support status quo allocations. 
 
James Foley: Bluefish used to be much more abundant. In the past, there were not nearly as many summer 
flounder and sea bass boats. People no longer want to target bluefish as often due to the presence of the other 
species. As sea bass and fluke stocks decline, I ask that you keep the bluefish quota the way it is because we will 
need to resort back to bluefish fishing. 
 
Joe McBride:  The striped bass stock is not doing as well as it once was. In recent years, the bag limit was 
changed from 2 fish to 1 fish. If this stock continues to decline, our target fishery would shift to bluefish like it 
was many years ago. We do not want anything other than the current regulations in regard to bluefish. 
 
Arnold Leo: The present allocations are based from landings from 1981-1989, clearly there has to be a new base 
established for the allocations (commercially by state). This needs to be addressed through this amendment. It’s 
ridiculous that we are still using allocations based of 1981 data. 
 
Timothy Froelich: I have been waiting 20 years for an increase in this fishery, and in my opinion, we are never 
going to get it. Reduce today for a better tomorrow, but not for me. From the standpoint for a business it is the 
worst it’s ever been. It does not matter which dock you go to up and down the coast. 
 
Bob Weigand: Just as a historical point of view, bluefish has gone in cycles.  I remember my father told me, he 
started in the bluefish fishery in 1955 and it was robust, and then 1959 and all of sudden there were none. It 
went for a 3-4-year period with none. You would have a small fishery in the fall and the same in the spring. 
Suddenly, in the beginning of the 1960s it changed, the only time you caught any fish is when you were in deep-
water and offshore, and when they were plentiful in shore they were never seen offshore. The bluefish do not 
stay in a certain place any given time. You can go by past performance to predict future performance, but it is 
very difficult to do. Taking this into consideration, I think everything should remain status quo. This is not an 
emergency, and historically it shows this is not an emergency fishery. You have ebbs and flows and that is how 
the fishery goes.  
 
Issue 3 
Michael Ardolino: Support status quo allocations. 
 
James Foley: Bluefish used to be much more abundant. In the past, there were not nearly as many summer 
flounder and sea bass boats. People no longer want to target bluefish as often due to the presence of the other 
species. As sea bass and fluke stocks decline, I ask that you keep the bluefish quota the way it is because we will 
need to resort back to bluefish fishing. 
 
Joe McBride:  The striped bass stock is not doing as well as it once was. In recent years, the bag limit was 
changed from 2 fish to 1 fish. If this stock continues to decline, our target fishery would shift to bluefish like it 
was many years ago. We do not want anything other than the current regulations in regard to bluefish. 
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Arnold Leo: The present allocations are based from landings from 1981-1989, clearly there has to be a new base 
established for the allocations (commercially by state). This needs to be addressed through this amendment. It’s 
ridiculous that we are still using allocations based of 1981 data. 
 
Timothy Froelich: I have been waiting 20 years for an increase in this fishery, and in my opinion, we are never 
going to get it. Reduce today for a better tomorrow, but not for me. From the standpoint for a business it is the 
worst it’s ever been. It does not matter which dock you go to up and down the coast. 
 
Bob Weigand: Just as a historical point of view, bluefish has gone in cycles.  I remember my father told me, he 
started in the bluefish fishery in 1955 and it was robust, and then 1959 and all of sudden there were none. It 
went for a 3-4-year period with none. You would have a small fishery in the fall and the same in the spring. 
Suddenly, in the beginning of the 1960s it changed, the only time you caught any fish is when you were in deep-
water and offshore, and when they were plentiful in shore they were never seen offshore. The bluefish do not 
stay in a certain place any given time. You can go by past performance to predict future performance, but it is 
very difficult to do. Taking this into consideration, I think everything should remain status quo. This is not an 
emergency, and historically it shows this is not an emergency fishery. You have ebbs and flows and that is how 
the fishery goes.  
 
Issue 4 
Charles Witick: Recreational fish should remain in the recreational sector to promote recreational encounters 
and opportunity. I do not like the current message that we are sending with the way these fish are managed. In 
the 1960s, no one released bluefish and many of them got wasted. If we still did that today, we would not be 
talking about allocations because we would have killed them all. So, why now that we are releasing fish are you 
going to take them away from us?  
 
Michael Fogal: New York continues to rely heavily on the state-to-state transfer. We always receive quite a bit 
of cooperation from other states. I hope they do not plan on changing that because NY commercial fisheries are 
pretty much dead. We have consistently been bailed out and we need this transfer to continue. 
 
Joe Tangel: If there is quota to roll over from the recreational to commercial sector, we are fine with that. Please 
do not create a crisis. We support status quo.  
 
Mark Cusamano: Any transfers from recreational to commercial are desperately needed, especially in NY State. 
We are seeing drastic reductions in other species and commercial fishermen are having major difficulties making 
a pay check. (Written comments will also be submitted). 
 
Michael Ardolino: Support status quo rollover of quota from the recreational to commercial fishery. 
 
Steven Cannizzo: The rollover of quota should continue. This is a commercial issue and they try to get people 
here to take our quota. There is no problem with the bluefish stock, we just no longer see them as often in our 
waters. (Written comments were also submitted.) 
 
James Foley: We support the quota transfer from recreational to commercial, when available. 
 
Joe McBride: We are supportive of a transfer of quota from the recreational to commercial sector, when 
available, but we do not want this done on a permanent basis.  
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Arnold Leo: Regarding recreational fishing, I agree that the rollover from recreational to commercial should 
continue.   
 
James Schneider: Like sea bass and other species, we have thrown a wrench into fisheries management. As far 
as commercial, I will give all my extra bluefish we do not use to them. But, when things change just like in the 
60s, when they disappeared and then decide to come back we will need to switch into that fishery. 
 
Timothy Froelich: We need to get the transferability from the other states to the commercial quota, where 
there is no more commercial fleet like NC. We need to give it to the states that are using the quota. For 
example, in NY in July and August, that is when the bluefish are worth the most. That use to be the highest 
quota period, but now it is one of the lowest because you prosecute a fishery on 1000 lbs of fish. You give them 
back to us in the fall when they are worth a nickel. Who wants to catch something when you must pay 30 cents 
to freight and get paid 5 cents for it?  
 
Bob Weigand: Just as a historical point of view, bluefish has gone in cycles.  I remember my father told me, he 
started in the bluefish fishery in 1955 and it was robust, and then 1959 and all of sudden there were none. It 
went for a 3-4-year period with none. You would have a small fishery in the fall and the same in the spring. 
Suddenly, in the beginning of the 1960s it changed, the only time you caught any fish is when you were in deep-
water and offshore, and when they were plentiful in shore they were never seen offshore. The bluefish do not 
stay in a certain place any given time. You can go by past performance to predict future performance, but it is 
very difficult to do. Taking this into consideration, I think everything should remain status quo. This is not an 
emergency, and historically it shows this is not an emergency fishery. You have ebbs and flows and that is how 
the fishery goes.  
 
Issue 5 
Ralph Vigmostad: Bluefish are a mysterious fish that we know very little about. In 1945 a record bluefish was 
caught and weigh 14.75 pounds from NJ. This was considered a huge fish at the time. In the next 30 years the 
record increased to 31 pounds from NC. No other fish in the world has seen the world record double over any 
period of time. Bluefish has done a very odd thing that remains unexplained. Historically, bluefish populations 
have cycled through large abundances to being almost completely absent. This cycle still continues today. In the 
1800s, an Indian tribe on Nantucket relied heavily on bluefish for food and fertilizer. When the population 
declined, the whole tribe starved. The takeaway here is that it is very difficult to regulate a mysterious fish and 
we need to be very careful. The SSB in 1982 was 700 million lbs and declined gradually to ~150 million lbs in 
2014. This coincides with what fishermen have observed on the water in recent years. The 2-6 lb fish that 
anglers like to target are not as abundant as they once were. Bluefish are clearly in decline, but we do not know 
how critical this is. Recreationally, the bag limit should be cut down drastically from 15 fish. This bag limit is 
ridiculously high.  
 
Charles Witick: Within MSA, one of the stated purposes is to create recreational catch and release programs. 
Yet, here we have a fishery with a large catch and release aspect. They say that if you are releasing those fish, 
we (managers) are going to take them away from you. That does not make any sense. The definition of optimum 
yield spans from food production to recreational opportunity, and both aspects are on the same playing field. 
We should be looking at managing the recreational sector by abundance and not penalizing anyone for releasing 
their fish.  
 
Joe Tangel: The bluefish stock is not overfished and overfishing is not occurring. There have been rumors of a 
push to cut the recreational bag limit from 15 to 5 fish. I feel the stock has been managed properly and I do not 
see the reason for a proposed cut.  
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Steven Cannizzo: We do not have bluefish in NY and NJ anymore the way we used to. Warmer waters and 
changing habitat have altered prey availability and thus, bluefish abundance. After travelling over 35 miles of 
ocean at night, we at times, do not see any bluefish. This is unheard of in relation to past years.  
 
The for-hire fishermen should be able to continuously take up to the 15 allowed fish if they choose to. They do 
not have to, but they should have the option. Those fishermen should not have the quota taken away because 
there are no fish in the ocean. It is not true; the bluefish are no longer here. Migratory patterns have changed, 
and bluefish are now further offshore being caught in 700 feet of water.  
 
James Foley: Assessments need to be reevaluated because we are now finding bluefish way offshore. They are 
being caught on tilefish trips in 900 feet of water.  
 
Arnold Leo: Regarding recreational, I support that recreational fisherman need more education about catching 
what you are going to eat, and then stop. Bluefish do not survive very well, especially in the surf and even on 
charter boats. This is an important aspect of recreational fishery.  
 
Steven Cannizzo: (In response to questions regarding MRIP updates) So, you are only using two modes, he used 
private vessel and shore bound angler, and not for-hire. Which has noticeably dropped throughout the state of 
NY and NJ. The for-hire sector harvests the fewest bluefish compared to the other two recreational modes. And 
they are advocating that we are taking fish away from the other two modes, when in reality these two modes 
are taking all the fish. I just want to point out that it is not the for-hire sector that is not harvesting these fish. 
 
James Schneider: I target bluefish from August 1 – November 30 on the night trip. We use to full day bluefish, 
but when we started the 10 fish limit, that ended full day fishing. We traditionally get the fish on the first moon 
of August and carry them until they leave around thanksgiving.  
 
The difference between me and others commenting, is that I fish, every day. I started commercial fishing when I 
was 8 years old 1971. My son held a commercial lobster license when he was 2 years old before they put a limit 
on it. I have three members of my family in the commercial sector and two members in both. When we went to 
the 10 fish limit, we would carry a large group of ethnically diverse people that depend on substance fishing in 
order to feed themselves, and when it dropped to 10 fish that is when the full day trips went out of business. 
Fifteen boats stopped fishing all together. The previous comment that 15 fish is too many fish is not true for a 
family that makes $18,000 a year. We educate our customers on catch and release and its moved to more of a 
catch and release fishery, but if that family that comes fishing once a year and wants to keep 15 bluefish, and 
we’re not exceeding our recreational limit, we certainly should be able to keep those fish.  
 
The care of bluefish has changed over the years. Now people bleed their fish, they put the head down in brine, 
and they bring it to the restaurant and it’s delicious. When I first started fishing for bluefish in 1988, I bought my 
first party boat. I bought the boat from saving my money from working on fluke boats and a full night shift, 120 
hours a week for 8-10 years until I bought my first party boat. (SHOWS IMAGE). This 650 lb mako shark, this 
shark at the time had 9 bluefish between 10-15 lbs in its stomach, and not a tooth mark in the bluefish. And this 
would happen every night. The blues would come in first, and then the sharks would come in after that and then 
everything would clear out. Now since we’ve pretty much ended recreational mako shark fishing by making the 
limit larger than most sharks that are in near shore waters we have unleashed this species of shark that goes 
across the ocean, same as the bluefish. They follow bluefish across the ocean and harvest them, daily.  
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Timothy Froelich: The accountability measures should apply in both fisheries. If you overharvest 250% well then 
you go 2.5 years without a recreational fishery, just like the commercial fishery. The recreational fishery is 
unhindered by any overage. It was just a biased plan to take away from the commercial side and redistribute to 
the recreational side. 
 

2.5 TOMS RIVER, NJ 
Thursday, June 28, 2018, 6:00 p.m. 
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Issue 1  
Kevin Wark: Supports goals and objectives already in place. 

Issue 2 
David Riback: Keep status quo. 
 
Eddie Yates: Worried that if the split between commercial and recreation changes then recreational regs will 
also change. Bag limits are low in other species (fluke/black seabass) so they can’t have a reduction in bag limits 
for bluefish. They do not let people on their boats ever catch the maximum, but large bag limit is a marketing 
tool. Low bag limits will destroy the for-hire sector. The system has worked fine for the last 12 years. Every port 
is feeling the decline of bluefishing. Everything should stay status quo for now until we have another stock 
assessment.   
 
Greg DiDominico: The commercial industry does not want to impact the recreational guys at all. The problems 
the recreational guys are seeing are not related to the rollovers as that has been done for 12 or 15 years. The 
rollover does not affect recreational fishing or bag size or limits. They (commerical guys) are seeing the same 
time of type of impact on the fishery (in reference to the decline many recreational guys were talking about on 
the water). He noted that the battle will be to save the NJ quota from the northern states.  
 
Howard Bogan: Keep status quo. 
 
John Toth: Against any recreational quota moving to the commercial sector. Believes a bluefish stock 
assessment needs to happen first. Mentioned the changing MRIP numbers and said he was not sure if the catch 
was actually higher for rec anglers. The recreational anglers want to rebuild stocks and not reduce them. 
Changing allocations may end up confusing fishing seasons and changing recreational fisheries. Party charter 
boats are going out of business because of other fisheries regulations so they need to have bluefish. Bluefish 
provides a safety belt for when other fishing gets tight.   
 
Kevin Wark: Commercial landings were not captured properly in this time period (80s when the split was 
established). 
 
Paul Hartel: Rec fisherman are underfishing but do not want their quota to be transferred to commercial (in 
reference to changing the percentages of the quota split between commercial and recreational sectors). There 
used to be massive runs of bluefish and the recreational guys are trying to conserve the fishery, and we need to 
rebuild the stock. The SSB is below the target, and he was outraged that Council and Commission are discussing 
transferring quota to commercial sector. He is also afraid that transferring will change the recreational 
regulations. 
 
Rich Falcone: Keep status quo. 
 
Al Marantz: Do not change the quotas between commercial and recreational at all. Party/charter depend on 
bluefish in the summertime.  
 
Issue 3 
Chris Merone: Does not want to reallocate quota between states since transfers work.  



SCOPING HEARING SUMMARIES 

19 

 
Rick Luedtke: Does not want to reallocate quota between states.  
 
Kevin Wark: Supports commercial trade of allocation between the states. Does not support reallocation to the 
northern states. Concerned NJ will lose what it has earned. 
 
Issue 4 
Brick Wenzel, Chris Merone, David Riback, Eddie Yates, Greg DiDominico, Howard Bogan, John Toth, Rich  
Falcone, Rick Luedtke, Al Marantz: Keep status quo.  
 
Kevin Wark: Commercial landings were not captured properly (in the 80s again) so we needed to have the 
rollover, but if the landings were captured correctly the rollover would not be necessary. That history needs to 
be brought up. But overall, keep status quo. 
 
Issue 5 
David Riback: Bluefish numbers have changed drastically after hurricane Sandy and beach replenishment. Need 
to research if these things are having an impact.  
 
Don Marantz: We need up to date data (referring to an updated stock assessment and MRIP numbers) before 
doing an amendment.  
 
John Toth: Bluefishing has not been good the past few years, they are going out and the fishing is spotty, this 
has been happening for the past 2 years.  
 
Kevin Wark: Something inshore is happening that shifts bluefish all offshore. Beach replenishment is an issue 
that could be moving the fish offshore.  He also noted that prey are booming recently but there are no 
predators. It should be a research priority to ask why fish are moving offshore. Saw young fish leaving and going 
down the beach this year and did see schools of small bluefish last year, would like to know why these fish are 
moving offshore 
 
Paul Hartel: New MRIP estimates are coming out, would like to have that information and a new stock 
assessment before moving forward with the amendment 
 
Tom Fote: Wants to see a 50-60 year historical catch estimate in future documents. 
 
Al Marantz: There used to be 7 boats (charter) going out in Belmar and now there is only 1. There are not any 
bluefish around. 
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2.6 OCEAN CITY, NJ 
Wednesday, June 27, 2018, 6:00 p.m. 

 

Issue 1  
No comments. 
 
Issue 2 
John DePersenaria: Bluefish are still very important to the recreational sector as revenue to the for hire 
industry, tackle shops, etc. This issue should be removed from consideration in this amendment at this time 
because there is no current problem, and MRIP changes will have an impact on the numbers.  
 
Bill Collins: He has no problem with the recreational to commercial transfers but does not want the recreational 
allocation to be reduced as a result.   
 
Issue 3 
Tom Baum: He commented that it would be difficult to change the state allocations because landings are a 
byproduct of the quotas, which creates a conundrum. He said to be careful because if reallocation is based on 
transfers, then that would penalize states who have transferred quota away.  
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Greg DiDomenico: Bluefish has been and always will be important for the commercial fishery regardless of 
landings in a given year, and there is a concern that if NJ doesn’t harvest its full commercial quota, the northern 
states will pursue reallocation and take fish away from NJ. It is important to remember that there are other 
issues such as gillnet restrictions and other regulations related to low landings, not just abundance, and this 
shouldn’t be cause for reallocation.  
 
Issue 4 
Greg DiDomenico: We continue to support rollovers, especially if it doesn’t cause problems in other sectors. 
This amendment should not make things adversarial between the sectors; there is no conflict. If the 
administrative burden can handle the transfers, then they should just do it. It's not worth it and a waste of time 
and resources, and would cause acrimony that doesn't exist. Streamlining could be from a temporal aspect; we 
need fish in the fall, so wrapping it up at the end of the year. 
 
Issue 5 
Joe Gerace: "Estimate" needs to be in capital letters. There is bias in the studies. Has it been shown that the 
estimates are actually valid?  
 
Bob Hutchinson: Has a concern with the accuracy of the data being used to manage the fishery.   
 

Chuck Merimksy: It is embarrassing how many bluefish were caught and killed 50 years ago, but now we can't 
catch anything. Where are they? It's sad.  

 

2.7 DOVER, DE 
Thursday, June 21, 2018, 6 p.m. 

 

No comments were provided at this hearing. 
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2.8 BERLIN, MD 
Tuesday, June 26, 2018, 6 p.m. 

 

Issue 1  
Merrill Campbell: There is no problem with the status quo for FMP goals and objectives.  
 
Issue 2 
Merrill Campbell, Jimmy Hahn and Jeff Yoalcum: The sector allocations should stay status quo. They do not 
want to change a system that works.  
 
Issue 3 
Merrill Campbell: Status quo should be maintained; history is history and the allocations should stay as is. 
Reallocation is motivated by greed among the northern states.  
 
Jimmy Hahn: Maryland needs the commercial quota it currently has because they don’t have many other 
fisheries that can support them. 
 
Issue 4 
Merrill Campbell: The commercial transfer system between the states has worked for years, and that it can be 
used as a bargaining tool to get other fishery products. The recreational to commercial sector transfer seems 
like a great idea.  
 
Issue 5 
Jimmy Hahn: Expressed concern with the recreational harvest estimates, and said the recreational sector needs 
to have more accountability.  
 
Merrill Campbell: Agreed that recreational harvest estimates are not reliable, need to be improved, and asked 
how management can be based on inaccurate reporting. The northern commissioners are throwing their weight 
around and want to take fish away from the southern states.  
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2.9 MANTEO, NC  
Wednesday, June 20, 2018, 6 p.m. 

 

Hearing summary provided by NC DMF staff 
 
Issue 1 
George Harkis asked for the definition of recruitment overfishing (objective #5).  
 
Joe Wilson commented that recreational fishermen are more likely to catch small fish and effect recruitment 
overfishing. Recruitment overfishing is occurring due to recreational fishing.  
 
Perry Beasley stated that there are not as many people commercial fishing for bluefish because the fish are 
further offshore and not worth going after when the market is poor.  He thinks the wrong science is being used 
for many species.  Preventing overfishing is fine for an objective, but overfishing isn’t occurring with bluefish. 
 
Several people commented that there is not much commercial waste, they can use different mesh gillnets to 
reduce discards, and spoiled bluefish can be used as crab bait. The commercial bluefish fishery is mostly being 
“regulated” by prices at fish house.  
 
Dewey Hemilright wanted some clarification on what was meant by fishery waste as he doesn’t consider using 
bluefish as crab bait as waste. Back in the 1970s and 1980s, beach recreational fisherman produced a lot of 
waste. He’s concerned by the broad language of reducing waste in the current objectives. 
 
Issue 2 
Dewey Hemilright asked how close are commercial landings to the quota without a quota transfer from the 
recreational fishery? Would the commercial fishery be limited? Chris Batsavage referred people to Table 4 in the 
scoping document that shows the final bluefish quota transfers from the recreational fishery to the commercial 
fishery—the amount transferred varies annually.   
 
Mike Blanton reminded the people that status quo is always an option.  
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Issue 3 
Dewey Hemilright commented that North Carolina is not harvesting their quota. He thinks the quotas could 
better reflect the fishery, especially in relation to various state quotas and quota transfers. He suggests looking 
at the most recent 10 years to have quota reflect what is going on in the fishery to base allocations. Difference 
between the commercial summer flounder and bluefish fisheries in North Carolina is that bluefish quota is not 
being reached like summer flounder. He commented that it seems like the bluefish management process 
doesn’t need much fixing.  There is plenty of quota, so an adjustment to the quota allocations may be all that is 
needed. The quota transfer process seems to be working.   
 
George Harkis said there needs to have more up to date data.  
 
Joe Wilson commented that it sounds like the process has worked and commented that if commercial sells 
there is a trip ticket for that. The landings for the commercial fishery is accurate. 
 
Perry Beasley claims that some recreational fisherman are catching and selling under the table. So, recreational 
data is not accurate.  
 
Chris Batsavage posed the question if there is change in base years used to inform allocation how long that 
should be? Dewey has heard arguments for every 10 years. Chris also asked if 10 years a long enough time 
period for the commercial industry to set business plans. Everyone expressed the difficulty in addressing that 
question because the bluefish fishery is so variable.  Access to the resource (weather, migration, predator-prey 
interactions, getting outside of inlet, market conditions, condition of other fisheries around bluefish, cost of gear 
for offshore fishing) is a concern.  
 
Mike Blanton commented that fishermen are not always prepared for a fishery so they might miss a run.  
People may try to gear up and be prepared for bluefish if management provides opportunities to access the 
resource when it’s available. 
 
The general consensus was the most important thing for the commercial bluefish fishery is flexibility due to the 
many variables affecting the fishery.   
 
Issue 4 
The group was willing to continue allowing quota transfers to other states since North Carolina has the largest 
commercial allocation. 
 
Several commented that state by state transfers seems to be working. 
 
Dewey Hemilright suggested the possibility of setting up a quota bank.  He doesn’t want a state to have to shut 
down the fishery while waiting for a quota transfer. The bank would be available for whatever the state needed 
it like an overdraft insurance.  
 
Issue 5 
Joe Wilson asked if anything wrong with the bluefish population. He says they are staying offshore due to 
predation by bluefin tuna—beyond where the commercial bluefish fishery can catch them.  Says bluefish the 
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commercial fishery catches are larger fish than the recreational fishery in North Carolina.  He thinks looking at 
landings in poundage is inaccurate due to the fact that so many small bluefish are being caught by recreational 
anglers. He thinks that estimating fish by poundage isn’t accurate for North Carolina. There seems to be two 
groups of bluefish based on body size and there are two different “bodies”/populations of bluefish:  the large 
bluefish offshore in the winter and the large bluefish that migrate from the south through the estuarine waters 
in the spring.  The presence of large bluefish in estuarine waters varies annually.   
 
Several people considered identifying stock structure (inshore/offshore) contingents. Perhaps tagging to look for 
migratory patterns.  
 
Mike Blanton commented that fishing on different stocks/populations along the species range should be 
considered. 
 
Several people commented that bluefish serve as predators on smaller fish and are prey to large fish such as 
Bluefin tuna and other bluefish. 
 
Several people commented on the changes in migratory patterns and distribution of bluefish.   
 
George Harkis thinks that the stock structure is different.  He thinks the eastern Florida stock is also in the Gulf 
of Mexico and that there is another stock up to the north.  There may be two distinctive strains: migrants and 
those that don’t.  He wants to look at possible connection between mid-water trawls and low bluefish numbers 
in Maine. Has experience catching bluefish along most of the Atlantic coast. 
Perry Beasley stated that the number fisherman is declining. Bluefish are there but the price is not always good 
enough to target. It is a fish house (market) issue. 
 
Joe Wilson commented that back in the 1980s the fish were closer to shore, which made it cheaper to target 
them compared to today.   
 
Dewey Hemilright thinks there are fewer bluefish available for the gill net fishery to catch over the last five 
years or so.  He wants to know if ASMFC going to look at decline in bluefish effort. He also asked if there is going 
to be another meeting after scoping. Chris Batsavage answered that hearings on the actual amendment with 
issues and management options for those issues will probably be around this time next year. He also indicated 
that the more issues that are addressed in the amendment, the more time it might take to draft the 
amendment. 
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2.10 MOREHEAD CITY, NC 
Thursday, June 21, 2018, 6 p.m. 

 

Issue 1  
No comments. 
 
Issue 2 
No comments. 
 
Issue 3 
Glenn Skinner: There would be some concern with reallocating quota because it might have an impact on North 
Carolina fishermen. North Carolina fishermen traditionally landed the majority of the fish and helped establish 
the quota. NC has the markets and fishermen.   
 
Issue 4 
Glenn Skinner: The transfer process seems to work well and provides flexibility to the states to move quota 
when needed. It seems like a waste of time to change it.  
 
Issue 5 
No comments.
 
 

2.11 TITUSVILLE, FL 
Thursday, June 28, 2018, 6 p.m. 

 

Issue 1  
No comments. 
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Issue 2 
Mike Merrifield: A 17% allocation to the commercial sector is relatively low. 
 
Jim Busse: Seafood Atlantic landed 3/4 of what was brought in to dealers in 2017. Our fishermen have targeted 
bluefish more often in recent years and they show more effort because the price has steadily increased. There is 
also an increase in production. We are most likely responsible for most landings in the past. We can make 
money on bluefish, so I encourage fishermen to catch more. Other states land a lot of bluefish and saturate the 
markets before we target them. These fish are here, they are ours, and they will stay ours because we will keep 
our bluefish numbers at status quo. This fishery is being revitalized and we want to keep our quota. Do not 
reduce the allocation. Keep the fishery at status quo. 
 
During the first 4 months of 2018, the ex-vessel value more than doubled to over $1.00. We caught more in the 
first 4 months than all of 2017. The fishery is blossoming here due to bigger fish, harsh weather up north, not 
filling the demand up north, and fishermen here are now targeting these fish. We need to keep the current 
allocation.  
 
Hook and line fishermen targeting Spanish mackerel have caught on to the bluefish fishery. The bluefish hook 
and line fishery has caught almost 50% of these values. The historical gill net/cast net fishery has changed to 
more of a hook and line fishery. The gear type for hook and line here is growing. I estimate that landings in 2018 
will be double what they are now. We want to maintain status quo allocations. 
 
Tom Leggiere:  Keep the allocations status quo. 
 
Roy Coyle: Keep the allocations status quo. 
 
Issue 3 
Jim Busse:  Keep the allocations status quo. The more fish that come in, the stronger the market will be over 
time.  
 
Tom Leggiere: Keep the allocations status quo. 
 
Roy Coyle: Keep the allocations status quo. 
 
Issue 4 
Tom Leggiere: State-to-state transfers should not occur since we are hurting our economy by allowing them to 
flood our markets. $0.40 will turn into $0.20 very quickly. 
 
Issue 5 
Mike Merrifield:  We need to start having more accountability for the recreational sector. The commercial 
sector is 100% accountable and is always dinged more. We have no control on the access of the resource to the 
recreational sector. 
 
Jim Busse:  The recreational sector needs to be just as accountable for overages as the commercial sector. 
 
Russ Hanson: If MRIP numbers show the quotas have been exceeded, we should reduce the bag limit, so we do 
not have to change the quota. We also need to be very careful about saturating the market
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2.12 INTERNET WEBINAR 
Monday, July 16, 2018, 6 p.m. 
 
Attendees 
Cynthia Hanson – NOAA Fisheries (GARFO) 
Rusty Hudson – Commercial (Daytona Beach, FL) 
Joyce Rowley – Commercial Fisheries News (New Bedford, MA) 
  
No comments were provided at this hearing. 
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