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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study examined a sample of fishermen who fished from a select
group of head boats and charter vessels {32 passenger minimum capacity)
from ports in Kent and Sussex Counties during the summer of 1982.
Socio-economic characteristics and attitudes of these fishermen were
obtained along with information regarding the economic impacts on Tocal
communities as a result of head/charter-boat fishing.

A total of 143 charter-boat customers and 646 head-boat fishermen
were mailed survey guestionnaires in three phases approximately three
weeks apart. A 76% response rate was attained following a postcard
reminder and follow-up mailing.

A supplemental survey of boat captains (or owners) of each boat
pertinent to the study was conducted to determine the number of trips
taken during the 1982 season and the average number of passengers per
trip. This information was necessary to calculate county economic
impacts and to identify the total number of head/charter-boat trips
taken from ports in Kent and Sussex Counties during 1982. Information
obtained from the survey of captains and extrapolated to the full population
of applicable boats {23 total) indicated a total of 65,392 head/charter-
poat fishing trips were made in 1982. Thirty-seven vercent (24,120) of
these trips were taken from Kent County ports, while the remaining 63%
(41,272) were from ports in Sussex County.

Most (86%) of the customers were experienced head/charter-boat
fishermen. In addition, they reported an average fishing experience of
24 years., Eighty-seven percent of the Sussex County fishermen were from
out-of-state, while 67% of the anglers from Kent County ports were from
out-of-state. It is noteworthy that nearly one-half of the fishermen in
both counties came from Pennsylvania. Most fishermen selected a particular
fishing boat based on success in the past, followed closely by a good
reputation of the boat. The third most important reason was recommendations
of others. Ten percent of the Kent County fishermen reported they were
fishing as part of a longer visit to the Delaware Coast, while 42% of
Sussex County passengers reported the same. The average age among
head/charter-boat anglers was 42 years. The most common household
income of both head-and charter-bpat fishermen was between §20,000 and
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$30,000. Nearly one-third of all fishermen lived in rural areas.
Aporoximately 40% of all anglers were employed in blue-collar occupations.

Fishermen considered getting away from the reqular routine as the
most important reason for participating in head/charter-boat fishing.
Almost as important were reasons such as relaxation and the desire to be
outdoors. Participants also ranked the experience of the catch and the
chalienge or sport of fishing as very important reasons for fishing on
nead or charter boats. In addition, most fishermen rated being with
friends as very or extremely important.

On a six-point scale ranging from poor to perfect, about two-thirds
of the fishermen reported relatively low ratings for their fishing
trips. Only about one-third of the fishermen rated their trips in the
good-to-perfect range. Further anaiysis of fishing trip quality suggested
that the three most common reasons fishermen were dissatisfied with
their fishing trips were no fish, bad weather or rough seas, and
qualities of the boat captain and crew. Conversely, the most commen
trip high points reported by fishermen included gualities of the boat
captain and crew, being with friends, and being cutdoors ar on the
water.

Two types of spending by head/charter-boat anglers were examined to
determine the economic impacts to Kent and Sussex County: daily fishing
expenses which were directly related to the Tishing trip and extended-
trip expenses which related to spending that oceurred during a longer
stay in a coastal community while on a fishing trip. Total direct
spending by out-of-county visitors in Kent Ccunty for daily fishing
equaled $583,000 and produced an econcmic impact on the county of
$677,000. In Sussex County, out-of-county angiers contributed over
$7,354,000 in daily fishing expenditures and created an economic impact
of approximately $1,590,000.

Two altarnative approaches are usad to calculate extended-trip
expenses that can be related to the head/charter-boat fishing trip. The
first alternative prorates extended-trip axpenses accorging to the
proportion of the total trip devoted to head/charter-boat fishing. The
second alternative attributes extended-trip exvenses on the basis of
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direct gquestions asking whether respondents would have come to the area
if head/charter-boat opportunities were not available there. Values
obtained from these two methods provide a range of extended-trip expenses
which may be attributed to the head/charter-boat industry,
Total extended-trip expenses amounted to $144,000 in Kent County
and 51,792,000 in Sussex County. Using the two apprcaches described
above, the total economic¢ impact attributable to extended-visit spending
by head/charter-boat fishermen, during 1982, ranges from $52,000 tc
589,000 in Kent County and from $741,000 and $1,181,000 in Sussex County.
The range of total economic impacts for Kent County including daily
expenditures and extended-trip expenditures was between $729,000 and
$766,000. The range of total economic impacts for Sussex County including
daily and extended-trip spending was between $2.3 million and $2.8 million.
Final study results indicate that per-trip expenditures by head/charter-
boat anglers contribute significantly to local economies. Spending that
occurs in addition to the per-trip boat fees exceeds the price of the
fishing trip. This information suggests that if the number of fishing
trips decreases or anglers are fewer in number, the resulting loss of
economic impact would not only be felt by boat captains, but also by
businesses (e.g. restaurants, campgrounds, service stations) within the
surrounding local area. It is important for any local business community
to be aware of the important role that the head/charter-boat industry
can play in a coastal community's economy.
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INTRODUCTION

The head/charter-boat fishery is a vital component of Delaware's
sportfishing industry. Delaware Department of Natural Resources and
Environmental Control officials identified approximately 13 head boats
and 137 charter boats in 1981 (Moore, 1981). These vessels provide
anglers access to important sports species from spring to early fall.
The charter and head boats in the state are located at ports in Delaware
City, Bowers Beach, Mispillion Inlet, Lewes, and Indian River Inlet.

This report examines a segment of the Delaware head/charter-boat
industry in 1982. More specifically, a sample of head/charter-hoat
anglers who fished out of Bowers Beach, Lewes, and Indian River Inlet
were surveyed to determine their fishing activity, certain sociclogical
characteristics, and their economic impact on Tocal communities.

The focus of this study was limited to those head/charter boats
with a minimum capacity of 32 passengers. This is a relatively distinct
class of boats used normally as head boats or for large charters.* It
does not include another major segment of smaller sportfishing boats
used for charters of six or fewer passengers. A count of boats meeting
the passenger capacity criterion identified 23 vessels in Delaware for
the 1982 fishing season--12 in Kent County and 11 in Sussex County. Six
boats are used exclusively as head boats; nine are used interchangeably
as head boats and for large charters; and eight are used exclusively for
large charters.

This study was conducted to provide information useful to many
groups. The socio-economic characteristics of individual anglers could

*Definitions of charter boats and head boats vary somewhat in
different parts of the country. Charter boats typically refer to 26-
50-foot vessels carrying up to six fishermen on a trip reserved and
scheduled in advance {Fraser et al., 1977). Head boats {called party
boats in other areas) are often 100 feet or longer and carry as many as
100 passengers without reservations {Fraser et al., 1977). In Delaware,
several large boats deviate from these definitions and are used for
larger charters rather than as head boats some or all of the time.

Since these boats are similar to head boats in terms of sizs, cost per
fisherman, and fishing methods and locations, they were included in this
study.



be used by charter-boat and head-boat captains in order to learn more

about their passengers. This Ynowledge would enable them to better

market and tailor their services to the needs of their customers. The
economic impact information provides an estimate of sportfishing-related
expenditures made in both Kent and Sussex Counties. The magnitude of

these expenditures and consequent value of marine recreational opportunities,
such as charter-boat and head-boat fishing, to the state should be
considered if fishery management strategies are proposed.

OBJECTIVES

1. To describe the nature and purpose of head/charter-boat fishing
trips in Delaware during 1982.

Z. To describe head/charter-becat fishermen characteristics, their
motivations, and their perceptions of fishing auality.

3. To identify the economic activity attributable to head/charter-boat
fishing in Kent and Sussex Counties in 1982,

RELATED STUDIES

To date, no known research exists that directly examines the
charter-boat and/or head-boat industry in Delaware. Researchers in a
number of coastal and Great Lakes states, however, have undertaken such
studies.

The majority of the research has focused on either charter boats or
head boats and has examined the business aspect of the industry through
interviews with the boat operators. Such studies nhave provided useful
information for business investment decisions of operators or potential
operators. The results of such studies have also been used to determine
the number of clientele served and to estimate the economic impact
generated by fishing expenses on coastal economies.

As early as 1973, Ditton et al. {1975) examined the economic
impact of Wisconsin's charter fishing industry on Lake Michigan. They
estimated an economic impact of approximately $4 million was attribut-
able to the charter-fishing industry in 1973.



The authors also surveyed a sample of charter fishermen who had
fished from Wisconsin ports in 1973. They reported that in terms of
customer satisfaction with the fishing experience, two features about
the trip were found to be the most important: the expectation of the
fish catch and the reputation of the captain, with 72% and 77% of the
anglers, respectively, ranking these "important" or "very impcrtant.”

A year Tater in Florida, Prochaska and Catoc (1975) estimated the
economic importance of the Northwest Florida Gulf Coast red snapper-
grouper party-boat operations. It was estimated that 322,272 trips were
made in 1974, accounting for nearly $7 million in expenditures for trip
tickets alone.

In both of these early studjes, the business side of the charter-
and party-boat operaticons was also presented. Operators' costs and
returns were calculated to show the profitability of the operations.

Ditton et al. (1977) began examining the business structure of
Texas Gulf Coast charter operators during the summer of 1874. In
addition to a financial examination of the industry in Texas and the
resultant economic impact, a seiect sample of charter-boat customers
were mailed survey questionnaires to further inquire about their charter-
fishing experiences. Trip satisfaction was also measured for the 46% of
sample members who responded to the survey.

In general, a large proportion of Texas charter fishermen responded
that they would be satisfied with their fishing trip even if they did
not catch fish. This was contingent on finding other fishing motivations
such as enjoying the outdocrs, having fun, or facing a challenging
experience.

Mertens (1977) further identified and described Texas charter-boat
fishermen from the same data set used by Ditton et al. {1977). His
socio-demographic characteristics of charter fishermen provided charter
operators with information useful in understanding their clientele,
marketing their services, and providing a better fishing experience for
their customers. Mertens (1977) identified the following rezasons, in
decreasing order of importance, why pecople go charter fishing: to have
fun, to relax, to be with friends, to find tranquility and peace of
nature, and to catch fish.



On the West Coast, Washington researchers {Crutchfield and Schelle,
1977} surveyed 1977 salmon "punchcard holders"* to identify socio-
economic characteristics and to derive a measure of net economic benefits
and forecast regional economic impact attributable to the charter-boat
salmon-fishing industry. The survey response rate was approximately
36.0%. By using a "willingness to pay"** criterion, Crutchfield and
Schelle estimated net economic benefits at $9,643,025 (1978 dollars}).

Waldvogel et al. (1978} interviewed party-boat passengers in
Monterey Bay {California) to estimate the economic value of the Monterey
Bay party-boat industry. The total economic impact in 1978, based on
48,500 passenger trips, was $3.5 miilion.

Several studies have examined charter- or head-boat fishing in
nearby Mid-Atlantic states, including Virginia. HMarshall and Lucy
(1981) collected data from a random stratified sampie of charter-boat
and head-boat captains fishing the Chesapeake Bay and Atlantic Ocean.

In terms of number of trips, fish landed, and gross business revenues,
they determined charter-boat and head-boat businesses generated an
estimated $7 million in direct and indirect expenditures during 1978.

Williams et al. {1982) reparted on saltwater anglers in Maryland
tidal waters during the 1979 fishing season. Of 2,600,000 total person-
trips, 7% {182,000) were made on party or charter boats. In addition,
these anglers spent approximately $18.6 million during the fishing
seasan from May to December.

In 1976, Murray et al. identified the major problems faced by
charter-boat captains in Mew York State. They reported that high operating
costs, unhealthy economic conditions, and overfishing by commercial
fishermen were the primary constraints to improving their businesses.

*In 1977, the state of Washington reguired sport salmon fishermen
to purchase a salmon fishing license referred to as a punchcard.

**i11ingness to pay is a hvpothetical concept that attempts to
determine the value of a resource to an indivicual without requiring
that the individual actually pay that amount to use the resource (Milon
and Johns, 1982).



Finally, some regional studies contain information which provides
some perspective on head/charter-boat fishing in Delaware. According to
the National Marine Fisheries Service {1980), a total of 1,790,000 party
(head)/charter trips took place in the Mid-Atlantic region (New York,

New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia} during 1973. However, the
survey methodology does not allow for individual state totals. Development
Sciences, Inc. (1980) conducted a census of Mid-Atlantic charter- and
party-boat captains during 1980 for the Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Management
Council. Results were analyzed primarily for the Mid-Atlantic region as

a whole; however, raw data are provided for each state. In addition, it
provides the average numerical responses to items such as “number of

days fishing per week," "number of anglers per trin," and "trip price

per customer" for each state. Statewide totals are impossible to estimate
from this study because no attempt was made to identify the entire
population of boats from which the sample of 19 charter and two party
boats was selected.

METHODS

Informaticn for this study was collected through a mail survey of
head/charter-boat angliers who fished out of Delaware ports during the
summer of 1982. In addition, a supplemental survey of boat captains was
conducted to determine the number of passengers they carried during the
1982 season.

The type of boat represented in the study is typically 50 feet or
longer with a minimum capacity of 32 fishermen. While such beats are
usually thought of as head boats, many of them operate as both charter
hoats and head boats. In some instances, several of the larger vessels
in the study were used exclusively for charters. Consequently, this
report refers to these boats as head/charter boats and defines them
according to their licensed capacity. As a result, smaller charter
boats {(i.e. six-man charters), which are prevalent throughout the state,
are not discussed in this report.

According to the study's definition, 23 boats are included in
Delaware's total population. This was confirmed with current advertising
material, past records, and gersonal cbservations of marine advisory



service specialists. Of these, 12 boats are lccated within Kent County
and 11 within Sussex County. A sample of recent fishing customers was
generated from names and addresses provided by boat captains. The
sample was drawn from 11 of the 23 boats in the state {six in Kent
County, five in Sussex County), which operate out of Bowers Beach (Kent
County), Lewes (Sussex County), and Indian River Inlet (Sussex County).*

A total of 143 charter fishermen and 646 head-boat fishermen were
mailed survey questionnaires. The questionnaire solicited informaticn
to identify the economic activity attributable to the head/charter-boat
industry in the state, to characterize head/charter-boat anglers, and to
describe the nature and purpose of the head/charter-boat fishing trip
experience. Along with the questionnaire and a postage-paid return
envelope, a cover letter was included describing the intent of the
survey {see Appendix).

The survey was conducted in three phases as the mailing list was
compiled over the summer. That is, three separate groups of fishermen
were sent guestionnaires throughout the course of the season. The
staggered mailings were planned to ensure a short recall period**

(three to four weeks or less) and to allow examination of seasonal
differences in fishing participation, experience, or expenditures. The
exact dates when anglers went fishing were not always available, however,
s0 a complete analysis of seasonality was not possible. Ten days after
the initial survey mailings, postcard reminders were sent to those
anglers who had not returned the initial questionnaire; and about 12

days Tater, a second complete questionnaire and cover letter were mailed
to these who still had not responded. Al7l survey materials were mailed
first class.

*These three ports were identified as representative of the charter-
and head-boat fishing ports throughout the state. Mispillion Inlet and
Bowers Beach are relatively similar in geographic location and similar
in fishing operation structure. Bowers Beach was arbitrarily selected
over Mispiliion Inlet as a survey port.

**There is better assurance that respondents' answers are accurate
and reliable when a survey is conducted shortly after an exverience has
taken place. As described by Deuel (1978), Human Sciences Research,
Inc. determined that the longest period over which fishermen displayed
accurate memory recall was two months.



Of the 789 questionnaires sent, 76% were returned in usable form
(Table 1). This response rate eliminated the need for a detailed
follow-up to check non-respconse bias because it is uniikely that overall
study findings would change as a result of adding information on non-
respondents.

Table 1. Questionnaire response

Number Percent
Original sample size 789 100.0%
Nondeliverable 17
Duplicate names _2
Effective sample size 770
Received 530 76.6
Late 3 0.4
Incomplete 4 _G.5
Usable 583 75.7%

To determine economic impacts, it was necessary to identify the
total number of head/charter-boat trips taken from ports in each caounty
during 1982. Since no current use figures were available from existing
sources, a supplemental survey was implemented to obtain this information
directly from the boat captains. The captain {or owner) of each boat
pertinent to the study was mailed a short form asking the number of
trips taken during the 1982 season and the average number of passengers
per trip. The forms were mailed in September, toward the end of the
fishing season, and captains were reguested to include in their estimates

the trips they expected to take before they closed operations for the
year, Follow-up telephone calls were made to those captains who did not
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respond by mail. While not all captains were wiliing to provide this
personal information, data were obtained for 11 of the 23 boats in the
state.

To estimate the total number of head/charter-boat trips taken
during the 1982 season, responses for the 11 boats with reported use
levels were extrapolated to the populaticn of 23 boats in the following
manner. The average number of trips and number of passengers per trip
were calculated across the sample of 11 boats. The number of passengers
per trip was converted to percentage occupancy (based on licensed capacity).
These average fiqures were then applied to each boat whose captain had
provided no figures. The total number of person-trips made in each
county was estimated by combining the estimates provided by the captains
and the estimates calculated through extrapolation to reoresent all 23
boats.

The results of these calculaticons shouid be considered estimates
using the best data available at the time of the studv. The accuracy of
these estimates was examined by comparing them against unpublished
fishing effort statistics collected by the Dzlaware Oepartment of Natural
Resources and Environmental Control, Division of Fish and Wildlife, for
the same time period. MWhile an exact comparison between these data
sources was not peossible due to confidentiality of individual records,
the estimates of the total number of fishing trips were consistent
between the two surveys.

To further understand the accuracy of frequency distributions and
population estimates in this report, it is necessary to consider the
number of cases on which the particular findings are based. As a
general rule, the larger the sample, the more likely that the results
are a true representation of the population from which the sample was
selected. A rule of thumb for interpreting results based on the number
of respondents in this study would be to acceot with 35% confidence that
the results for the sample are within about five percent above or below
the true populaticn values.

Because the sample strategy in this study did not ensure proportional
representation of the various fishing ports in the state, analyses were
conducted to examine differences between ports. For analytic purposes,



ports were grouped and compared according to county. Where differences
between port counties were found, the comparative analyses are presented
in this report. For variables that did not differ by port county, other
comparisons are presented. For example, while no differences in the
socio-economic characteristics of customers were found between ports,
some interesting differences in characteristics were observed when head-
boat fishermen were compared to anglers on chartered boats. Similarly,
motivations of fishermen were consistent between ports, but varied
across age groups and income categories. A1l statistical comparisons
were made using conventional statistical tests (chi square for categorical
variables, one-way analysis of variance for continuous data).

RESULTS

Head/Charter-Boat fFishing Particgipation

This section reveals descriptive information relative to fishermen
taking part in a head/charter-boat fishing experience. Respondents
answered survey guestions that ranged from asking their geographic
origin to why they selected a particular fishing boat.

Information obtained from the survey of captains and extrapolated
to the full population of applicable boats indicated a total of 65,392
head/charter-boat fishing trips were made in 1982. Thirty-seven percent
{24,120) of these trips were from Kent County ports, while the remaining
63% {41,272} were from Sussex County ports.

Origin of Fishermen

Most head/charter-boat fishermen were visitors to the pert county
where they fished (Table 2). Only 7% of Kent County fishermen and 3% of
Sussex County fishermen were residents of the county in which they
fished. Kent County ports showed a higher proportion of Delaware
residents, with 25% of their anglers coming from neighboring New Castle
County. Sussex County attracted more cut-of-state visitors, 87% compared
to 67% for Kent County, and from a wider variety of states. It is
noteworthy that nearly half of the fishermen in both counties came
from Pennsylvania. Maryland contributed another 14% and 24% of the
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head/charter-boat fishermen at Kent and Sussex ports, respectively.
Fishermen in the sample came from 18 states, from Maine to Florida and
as far west as Arkansas.

Table 2. Geographic origin of head/charter-boat fishermen
{chi square = 62.1, degrees of freedom = 5, p <.01)

Port County

Origin of Fishermen Kent Sussex

Kent County, Delaware 7.8% 1. 3%
Sussex County, Delaware 0.6 3.0
New Castle County, Delaware 25.3 8.4
Maryland 13.6 24.1
Pennsylvania 48.7 48.9
Other states 4.4 14.3
100.0% 100.0%

Differences between ports were further reflected in the distances
fishermen traveled between their home and the county fishing ports
(Table 3). A majority (62%) of anglers in Kent County and 19% of anglers
in Sussex County traveled less than 100 miles. Fishermen at Kent County
ports traveled an averace of 103 miles; fishermen at Sussex County ports
traveled an average of 179 miles.



11

Table 3. Distance traveled from home to fishing port
(chi sguare = 110.9, degrees of freedom = 3, p <.01)

Port County

Distance Traveled Kent Sussex
{(n = 327) (n = 223)

Less than 100 miles 62.4% 18.8%
100-199 miles 30.9 £3.8
200-299 miles 3.0 13.0
300 or more miles 3.7 14.4
100.0% 100.0%

Fishing Group Composition

Few individuals fished alcne, most fished in groups of from 2 to 4}
people. Most custemers in both counties came in groups of four or less
(Tabie 4). However, a greater proportion of Kent County fishermen came
in relatively large parties of seven ar more. The average party size
was seven for Kent County ports and four for Sussex County ports.

Table 4. Size of groups participating in head/charter-boat fishing
trips {chi square = 30.0, degrees of freedom = 3, 0 <.Q1)

Port County

Size of Group Kent Sussex
(n = 332) {(n = 236)

1-2 people 31.9% 38.1%
3-4 people 25.6 35.6
5-6 people 10.0 13.6
7 or more people ’ 32.5 12.7

100.0% 100.0

52
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The two port counties also varied in the type of group they attracted
{Table 5). Family groups and groups of friends accounted for most
fishing parties at both ports, but groups of friends made up a larger
portion of the clientele at Sussex ports while business associates
fishing together were slightly more commen in Xent County.

Table 5. Type of groups participating in head/charter-boat fishin
trips {(chi square = 13.8, degrees of freedom = 5, p <.05

Port County

Type of Group Kent Sussex
(n = 332) {n = 236)

Family 25.1% 24.2%
Friends 34.5 43.6
Alone 6.5 7.6
Family and friends 20.7 19.9
Business associates 8.0 3.4
Combinations of group types 5.1 1.3
100.0% 100.0%

Reasons for Boat Selection

Fishing customers reported a variaty of reasons for selecting the
particular boats they used. Tablie & shows the percentage of fishermen
wno indicated each of five possible responses provided on the question-
naire as well as those who wrote in other reasons. Since most (86%) of
the customers were experienced head/charter-toat fishermen, it is not
surprising that the most important reasons for boat selection were
related to the previous performance and reputation of the bocat. Past
success was the most frequently mentioned reason, foilowed closely by
the good reputation of the boat. More than one-third of the fishermen
said they selected a boat on the recommendation cf others. Relatively
few fishermen indicated that their selection resulted from advertising
in newspapers or from exhibits at outdoor shows.
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Table 6. Reasons for selection of boats used for head/charter-boat
fishing trips

Port County

Reason for Boat Selection Kent Sussex
{n = 338) {n = 237)

Recommendation of others 34.3% 36.3%
Success in past 55.3 50.2
Good reputation 47.3 42.6
Newspaper advertisement 3.6 £.3
Reserved at outdoor show 1.2 0.8
Other 25.7 23.6

These responses suggest that the head/charter-boat clientele respond
mainly to informal and word-of-mouth communications, with no significant
variation between port counties.

About one-fourth of the fishermen in each county wrote in additional
reasons for boat selection. The most common responses given were the
gualities of the boat captain and crew (12.8%) and the convenience and
availability of the boat {6.8%).

Reasons for boat selection varied between charter-boat fishermen
and head-boat fishermen. Charter-boat fishermen were more iikely than
head-boat fishermen to base their selection on success in the past
(67.0% vs. 49.9%) and good reputation (56.9% vs., 42.6%). Head-boat
fishermen rated newspapeyr ads {(5.2% vs. 2.8%) and availability/convenience
(7.3% vs. 3.6%) as more important reasons for boat selection than did
charter-boat anglers.

Fishing Trip Characteristics

Most head/charter-boat fishing trips involved visitors making a day
trip to the area for the purpose of fishing. A substantial minority of
the fishermen, however, were participating in head/charter-boat trips as
part of a longer overnight visit to the coastal area. Ten percent of
the Kent County fishermen and 42% from Sussex County reported that
fishing was only part of a longer visit to the Delaware coast.
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Among those who made extended visits, most stayed in the area Tess
than eight nights (Table 7). The average length of stay was about four
nights. Overnight visitors used a variety of accommodations (Table 8).
Visitors to Kent County, while fewer in number, were likely to stay in
hotels or motels or with friends and relatives. Sussex County visitors
used a wider variety of accommodations, with larger proportions using
homes or apartments that they own or rent seasonally. About one-fifth
of the visitors to both counties used campgrounds, while 25% to 30% used
hctel/motel facilities.

Table 7. Number of nights spent in cocastal area by head/charter-boat
fishermen (chi square = 75.3, degrees of freedom = 4, p <.01)

Port County

Number of Nights Kent Sussex
(n = 332) (n = 233)

0 90.1% 57.5%

1-2 4.3 16.7
3-4 3.0 9.9
5-7 1.9 10.7

8 or more 0.7 5.2
10C.0% 100.0%
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Table 8. Type of lodging accommedations used by head/charter-boat
fishermen (chi square = 6.0, degrees of freedom = 5, p = n.s.)

Port County

Type of Accommodations Kent Sussex

(n = 33) (n = 95)

Own home 0.0% 7.4%
Hotel/motel 30.3 25.3
Campground 18.2 20.0
Friends/relatives 33.3 18.9
Seasonally rented home/apartment g.1 15.8
Other and combinations 9.1 12.6

—
o
o
o
F2
-t
o
o
o
w2

Several questions were asked to identify how head/charter-boat
fishing fits into longer visits to the coast. About one-third of the
visiting parties spent more than one day of their trip on head/charter
boats (Table 9). Nearly 20% of those on extended visits in Sussex
County spent three or more days head/charter-boat fishing.

Table 9. Number of days spent head/charter-boat fishing
during extended visits to the ceastal area
{chi square = 6.9, degrees of freedom = 3, p <.10)

Port County

Number of Days Kent Sussex
(n = 33) (n = 96)

1 63.6% 66.7%

2 30.3 14.6

3-4 6.1 8.3

5 or more 0.0 10.4
100.0% 100.0%
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To further clarify the role of head/charter-boat fishing during
extended visits, the number of days spent fishing on these boats was
compared to the total number of days spent in the area. Fishermen in
both port counties reported spending an average of 41% of their visiting
days in the area on head/charter boats,

Similarly, the proportion of actual anglers within the visiting
groups was calculated. O0f the group members on extended visits 89% and
75%, in Kent and Sussex County, respectively, participated in the fishing
trips. These two comparisons suggest that head/charter-boat fishing is
an important element of these extended visits to the Delaware coastal
area.

In order to place head/charter-boat fishing into an overall trip
perspective, respondents were also asked if this mede of fishing was the
main reason for their visit to the area, and how their trip plans would
have changed if there were no head/charter boats in this area. Responses
reaffirmed the important role of fishing during the longer visits. Two-
thirds of the fishermen indicated head/charter-boat fishing was the main
reason for their visit to the area and only 32% said they would have
come to the same coastal area if there were no available boats there.

Head/Charter-Boat Fishermen Characteristics

A series of questions sought to identify distinguishing traits,
gualities, or habits of head/charter-boat anglers. The following
analysis discusses socio-economic variabies, general fishing practices,
and specific motives for head/charter-boat fishing.

Socjo-Economic Characteristics

Socio-economic characteristics of head/charter-boat anglers were
analyzed by port and by type of trip (charter or head). There were no
significant differences between the fishermen when fishing port selection
was the criterion for comparison. However, significant differences were
evident when comparisons were made between charter-boat anglers and
head-boat anglers.
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Respondents ranged in age from 3 to 86 years old with the largest
percentage of fishermen (26%) between 30 and 39 years of age (Figure 1).
The average age among the responding fishermen was 42 years. When age
comparisons were made between charter-boat anglers and head-boat anglers,
few significant differences were identified. Charter fishermen were
more typically between the ages of 30 and 59 (82% to 60%), whereas head-
boat anglers were more Tikely to be under 30 and over 60 years (40% to
18%).

Figure 1. Age comparison between charter- and head-boat fishermen
{chi square = 25.8, degrees of freedom = 7, p <.05)

e - Charter-boat fishermen {n = 107)
» - Head-boat fishermen (n = 458)

40
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3] 27.1
25.0 5.2
z 18.9
& 20 .
- 7.1 16.3
11.2 11.5
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A comparison of education level shows that, overall, charter-boat
fishermen have more coilege education than head-boat fishermen (Figure 2).
Approximately 45% of charter fishermen responded that they had attended
some college, graduated college, or engaged in graduate study. Among
the head-boat respondents, 36% reported that they had similar education.
More than 50% of both groups, howsver, reported advanced educational
training beyond the high school level. The most noteworthy difference
occurred among fishermen who had attended graduate school; 17.0% of the
charter-boat fishermen and slightly more than 5% of the head-boat fishermen
reported attaining this level.

Figure 2. Education level comparisons between charter-boat fishermen
and head-boat fishermen {chi sguare = 18.6, degrees of
freedom = 6, p <.01)

e - Charter-boat fishermen {n = 107)
o - Head-boat fishermen (n = 460)
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Annual household income before taxes was most often between $20,000
and $30,000 for both charter-boat fishermen and head-boat fishermen
{Figure 3). Thirty-four percent of the charter-boat fishermen and 31%
of the head-boat fishermen reported incomes in this range. Approximately
42% of the charter-boat anglers listed incomes higher than 330,000, and
approximately 31% of the head-boat anglers reported the same. More than
37% of those fishermen using head boats reported incomes below $20,000
whereas about 23% of those anglers fishing on charter boats reported the
same income level.

Figure 3. Income level compariscons between charter-bcat fishermen
and head-boat fishermen (chi sguare = 15.2, degrees of
freedom = 6, p <.05)

e - Charter-boat fishermen {n = 103)
o - Head-boat fishermen {n = 415)
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Very few fishermen lived in urban or metropolitan areas {Figure 4).
It is noteworthy that while Kent and Sussex County fishing ports are
relatively close to several major urban centers, 86% of the charter-hoat
fishermen and 82% of the head-boat fishermen lived in towns with popula-
tions below 100,000. It is also noteworthy that approximately one-third
of all the fishermen lived in rural areas.

Figure 4. Type of residence comparisors between charter-boat fishermen
and head-boat fishermen (chi square = 11.0, degrees of
freedom = 4, p <.05)

e - Charter-boat fishermen {n = 108}
o - Head-boat fishermen {n = 455)
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Blue-collar occupations accounted for 40% of the charter-boat
fishermen's professions and slightly more than 40% of the head-boat
fishermen's professions. 1Included here were the categories of "craftsman,
foreman," "skilled, semi-skilled," and "service laborer." Professional
or white-coliar occupations such as business executives or managers and
proprietors accounted for 46% of the charter-boat fishermen and 27% of
the head-boat fishermen. The difference in the proportion of charter-
and head-boat fishermen who reported their occupations as professional
or technical are quite significant, 32% versus 14%, respectively. 1In
addition, retired individuals more often reported fishing on head boats
{14.5%) than on charter boats {4.0%).

Figure 5. Occupation comparisons between charter-boat fishermen and
head-boat fishermen (chi square = 34.0, degrees of
freedom = 13, p <.01)

e - Charter-boat fishermen {n = 101}
¢ - Head-boat fishermen (n = 434}
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General Fishing Habits

Most of the head/charter-boat fishermen reported an average fishing
experience of 24 years. In addition to their charter- and head-boat
fishing practices, 45% of the respondents reported that they had fished
in saltwater from private boats during the past 12 months. Forty-four
percent reported saltwater fishing from piers, shore, or surf; and 52%
mentioned that they had fished in fresnwater during the past year.

Respondents reported fishing an average of 27 days during the
previous year. Of this total, 10 days were devoted to head/charter-boat
fishing or private-boat saltwater fishing. Five days were spent saltwater
pier, shore, or wade fishing; and 12 days were spent freshwater fishing.

Almost 29% of the respondents owned at Teast one boat of their own.
When comparisons were made between ports, one-third of the fishermen
from Sussex County ports owned at least one boat, whereas only one-
quarter of the fishermen who fished out of Kent County owned at least
one boat. Respondents overall also owned, on the average, six rod-and-
reel combinations.

In addition to daily fishing expenses, each head/charter-boat
fisherman spent an average of $233 during the past year for durable
fishing equipment. Of this, a typicai respondent spent $63 on reels and
$55 on rods. He also spent 338 on tackie. Various other accessories
and equipment costs totaled $77 for the year.

Head/charter-boat fishermen were also asked guestions regarding
other fishing-related activities. Only 11% belonged to a fishing club.
Forty-one percent subscribed to at least ome outdoor or fishing magazine.
0f the magazines mentioned, the top three are all naticnally published
magazines: OQutdoor Life, Field and Stream, and Sports Afield. Fifty-

two percent of the fishermen read outdoor columns in the paper regularly;
41% read them occasionally; and only 6% never read outdoor columns.

In additien, 37% of the respondents regularly watched outdoor or
fishing programs on television; another 56% occasionally watched them;
and 6% never watched outdgor or fishing programs.
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Fishing Motives

Survey participants were asked to indicate how important several
motives were for going on a charter- or head-boat fishing trip. The
response format ranged from "not at all important” (1} to "extremely
important” (5). The results are presented in Table 10 in order cf
decreasing average importance. Most fishermen considered getting away
from the regular routine the most important reascon for participating in
charter- or head-boat fishing. Almost as important were reasons such as
relaxation and the desire to be outdoors. Participants also ranked the
experience of the catch and the chailenge or sport of fishing as very
important reasons for fishing on charter or head boats. Most fishermen
rated being with friends as very or extremely important, yet assigned
only moderate importance to charter- or head-boat fishing as a means of
family recreation. A majority of fishermen noted that head/charter-boat
trips were moderately to very important as a convenient way to go fishing.
However, they were not certain that this mode of fishing was going to
assure them of catching fish. The assurance of a catch was only silightly
to moderately important. The lowest ranking variable was that of
testing equipment. It is apparent that most fishermen are confident of
their equipment and don't use these trips for practice purposes. Overall,
it was also only moderately important that the fishermen caught fish for
eating.

Head/charter-boat fishermen from different income brackets and age
levels tended to fish for different reasons (Tables 11 and 12). For
instance, lower-income fishermen tended to fish on charter/head boats to
obtain fish for eating more often than did higher-income fishermen.
Lower-income fishermen also felt head/charter-boat fishing provided them
more assurance of catching fish than did higher-income fishermen.

Age also seems to suggest raasons why anglers participate in head/
charter-boat fishing. Fishermen over 7C years of age placed more importance
on obtaining fish for eating. The older fishermen were more apt to use
a charter- or head-boat fishing trip to test equipment than were younger
anglers. Relative to younger fishermen, older fishermen also felt
head/charter-boat fishing is a convenient way to fish and felt more
assured of catching fish.
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Table 10. Average motive response by charter vs. head-boat Tishermen

Not At Al]l Siightly Moderately Yery Extremely
Important Important Important Important Important
1 2 3 4 5
Charter-Boat Head-Boat
Head/Charter-Boat Fishing Motives Fishermen Fishermen
{n = 103) (n = 432)

*Get away from regular routine
Relaxation

To be outdoors
*To be with friends

Challenge or sport

Experience of catch
Experience natural surroundings
Convenient fishing

Fish for eating

Develop skills
*Family recreation

Physical exercise

Assurance of catch

Obtain trophy fish

Test eguipment

P W N (U N PRI PR PR JUIT SR R < A g S
OB GO — =~ WO — NN
PO BRI P I G L L) ) L (0 W LD B e s
OV Ghw—MNN RO — —

*Denotes statistically significant difference at .05 Tevel using one-way
analysis of variance.
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Perceptions of Head/Charter-Boat Fishing Quality

Because fishing quality is difficult to measure and can mean
different things to different people, several approaches were taken to
characterize the quality of Delaware head/charter-boat trips during
1982. Fishermen were asked to report the number of fish caught individuaily
and by their group, and the type of fish caught. A series of aguestions
obtained fishermen's subjective ratings of the trip in general and
particular aspects of the trip. Finally, open-ended questions probed
what fishermen liked most and Teast about their fishing trip.

Catch Rates

Table 13 shows the reported number of fish caught by individuals
during their head/charter-bocat trips. Fishermen at Sussex County ports
were significantly more successful, with 71% reporting some catch, than
fishermen in Kent County, with 53% reporting some catch. On the average,
Sussex County fishermen caught 2.8 fish per trip and Kent County fishermen
caught 2.0 fish. The number of fish caught per fishing group was more
consistent between counties (Table 14}. Eighty-three percent of Kent
County parties and 88% of Sussex County parties reported some catch.
About 30% of the groups in both counties reported catches of more than
10 fish. The average number of fish caught per fishing group was 13.4
in Kent County and 13.8 in Sussex County.

Satisfaction Ratings

Several questions probed fishermen's overall level of satisfaction
with their head/charter-boat fishing experience. 0On a six-point scale
ranging from poor to perfect, about two-thirds of the fishermen rated
their trips relatively low (Tabie 15). Only aoout one-third rated their
trips in the good-to-perfect range. In spite of the difference in
personal catch rates between Kent and Sussex Counties, there was no
significant difference in the overall trip ratings between counties.

Table 16 reports fishermen's responses to six additional measures
of satisfaction with the head/charter-boat fishing experience. These

measures were included to provide a more reliable and precise measurement
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Table 13. Reported number of fish caught by individual head/
charter-boat fishermen (chi saquare = 18.9, degrees
of freedom = 4, p <.01)

Port County

Number of Fish Kent Sussex

0 34.8% 28.9%

1-2 29.7 33.2
3-4 11.9 18.3
5-6 4.7 9.8

7 or more 8.9 9.8
100.0% 100.0%

Table 14. Reported total number of fish caught by head/charter-
boat fishing groups (chi square = 7.9, degrees of
freedom = 6, p = n.s.)

Sort County

Humber of Fish Kent Sussex
{n = 331) (n = 230}

0 17.2% 12.2%

1= 2 14.8 16.1

3- 4 11.8 19.1

5- 6 9.4 9.1
7-10 14,2 13.5
11-20 15.1 13.0

27 or more 17.5 17.0

100.0% 100. 0%
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Table 15. Overall trip ratings by head/charter-boat fishermen
(chi square = 4.9, degrees of freedom = 5, p = n.s.)

Port County

Overall Trip Rating Kent Sussex
(n =333) (n = 236)

Poor 41.8% 38.6%
Fair 24.0 24.1
Goaod 19.8 21.6
Very good 9.6 8.1
Excellent 3.3 6.8
Perfect 1.5 0.8

100.0% 100.0%
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of fishermen's perceptions of their trips. Each statement asks the
respondent to evaluate his or her overall fishing experience from a
different perspective. In addition, increased reliability results from
wording some statements negatively (i.e. agreement with the statement
means lower satisfaction, as in statements 2, 4, and 5}.

Responses in Table 16 indicate a higher level of satisfaction than
that found in the single, overall trip rating (Table 15}. The majority
of the fishermen agreed that they thoroughly enjoyed the trip and that
the trip was well worth the money they spent on it. Regarding the
statement that the trip "was not as enjoyable” as they had expected it
to be, most of the fishermen did not believe their trip was the best one
they could imagine, but most did indicate that they wanted to go on more
fishing trips like it.

Tables 17 and 18 provide some insights into what influences fisher-
men's perceptions of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Table 17 reports
responses to open-ended questions probing what fishermen liked most and
least about their head/charter-boat trips. A1l factors mentioned by at
least 5% of the respondents are included in the table, There was somewhat
more diversity in the trip high points as compared to the low points
reported by fishermen. More than gne-fifth of the respondents indicated
that the boat captain and crew were the best aspect of their trip.
Social aspacts of the experience were the second-most commaonly reported
high points; and many fishermen identified the cpportunity just to be
outdoors, in good weather, in a relaxing atmosphere, or just to get
away. Catching fish was mentioned as a trip high point by only 11.7% of
the fishermen.

Concerning what fishermen Tiked least about their trips, almost
one-half of the respondents indicated the lack of fish. Bad weather and
qualities of the captain and crew were the only other factors mentiioned
by at least 5% of the fishermen. That the three trip Tow points for
some fishermen were the same factors that were reported as high points
for other fishermen suggests these variables are important elements of
the experience for head/charter-boat fishermen.
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Table 17. Open-ended responses on what fishermen 1iked most and least
about their head/charter-boat trips

Trip High Points Percent of Fishermen
(n = 512)
Qualities of boat captain and crew 21.2%
Being with friends 16.6
Being outdoors or on the water 14.9
Catching fish 11.7
Good weather 11.2
Boat ride 8.4
Relaxing 6.6
Just fishing 6.0
Getting away 5.1

Trip Low Points Percent of Fishermen
(n = 312)
No fish 48.5%
Bad weather or rough seas 15.4
Qualities of boat captain and crew 8.7
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Comparing how fishermen rate specific trip attributes with how they
rate the overall trip helips to understand what factors contribute most
to fishermen's overall satisfaction (Table 18). Not surprisingly, the
trip ratings seemed to improve steadily as the number of fish caught
individually and by the group increased. Those fishermen who rated the
overall trip poor or excellent had catch rates that were below or above
average, respectively. Those who rated the overall trip fair to very
good all reported relatively similar catch rates.

Other aspects of the fishing trip also varied across trip-rating
categories, as indicated by the trip high and Tow points shown in Table 18.
Some reported high points, including being with friends, just fishing,
and getting away, showed little variation between overall trip-rating
categories. {Latching fish showed the widest range of response as a trip
high point or low point.

Those reporting poor overall trips still indicated that there were
high points during the trip. This qroup was more likely than those
reporting higher overall trip ratings to mention good weather or the
boat ride as what they liked most about their trip. Thus it seems, as
some other studies have suggested, that various personal and social
aspects of the trip can lead to a positive experience, even without
catching fish.

Those reporting excellent or perfect trips were least likely to
mention any low points, though it is noteworthy that 24%5 of these fishermen
reported an excellent or perfect rating even thouagh catching no fish was
the feature they liked least about the trip. Ffishermen who gave better
overall trip ratings were also the most likely to emphasize the gqualities
of the captain and crew as a trip high opeint and the least l1ikely to
mention bad weather or rough seas as a low point.

Summar

Fishing quality has been examined in terms of observable trip
characteristics and subjective ratings by fishermen. Results suggest
that fishermen's overall trip ratings are strongly tied to success in
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catching fish, as well as qualities of the boat crew and weather conditions.
When asked additional questions about how satisfied they were with their
experiences, however, fishermen tended to indicate higher satisfaction

and greater willingness to return than their overall trip ratings

impiied.

Economic Aspects of Head/Charter-Boat Fishing

This section describes the economic activity related to Delaware
head/charter-boat fishing, including an analysis of two major types of
expenditures. The first type includes the variety of expenses incurred
during a typical fishing day (e.g. boat fees, bait and tackle, food and
beverages, transportation). The second type includes expenditures for
restaurant meals, lodging, entertainment, and shopping by head/charter-
boat fishing groups whe fish during a longer visit to the Delaware
coast.

Anglers were requested to estimate their individual expenses for
the fishing day for boat fees, tips for the boat mates, ice, bait and
tackle, snack foods and beverages, restaurant meals, and gasoline and
car expenses. They also indicated where each item was purchased, whether
in the Delaware coastal area or at home or enroute (prior to arrivail}.

Fishermen on extended visits to the Delaware ccastal area were also
asked to estimate expenses incurred by their group during their entire
visit, including costs other than those directly associated with the
fishing trip. Respondents were asked to estimate additional expenses
for restaurants, lodging, entertainment, shopping, and other items.

Since most fishermen came in famiiy groups or with friends, they were
asked to estimate the amount spent by the entire group.

The following sections document spending patterns for each of these
types of expenditures, and the impact on the local coastal counties.

The analysis of daily fishing expenditures focuses on what county the

money is spent in and where it originated. The section concerning extended-
trip expenses includes a discussion of the portion of total spending

which should be included in the economic impact of head/charter-boat
fishing. The analysis examines two alternative anpreoaches to attributing
extended -visit costs to head/charter-boat fishing opportunities.
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Spending Patterns

Dajly Fishing Expenses. Table 19 presents the spending patterns of

anglers in Kent and Sussex Counties for daily fishing expenses. The
table reports the percent of fishermen who purchased various items and
the average amount spent for each. In addition to boat fees, which all
anglers incurred, a majority of Kent County anglers tipped their mates
and purchased ice, snack foods, beverages, and gas for the trip. The
majority of anglers in Sussex County bought bait, tackle and equipment,
snack foods, beverages, restaurant meals, and gas. It is interesting to
note that over two-thirds of the fishermen in Kent County tipped their
mates, while barely one-guarter tipped in Sussex County. The average
expenditure for these items varied between counties and was higher in
Sussex County for every item except snack foods and beverages.

Figure 6 illustrates the distribution of total daily spending by
head/charter-boat fishermen in Kent and Sussex Counties. Total fishermen
expenditures in Sussex County were more than twice those in Kent County.
In both counties, boat fees accounted for the largest proportion of
daily expenses; and gasoline and car expenses ranked second. Restaurant
meals ranked third in Sussex County; snack foods and beverages ranked
third in Kent County. Bait, tackle, and equipment ranked fourth in both
counties.

Extended-Trip Expenses. As noted eisewhere in this report, a sub-

stantial minority of head/charter-boat customers {10% for Kent County

and 42% for Sussex County) indicated they were fishing during a longer
visit to the Delaware coast. Table 20 illustrates the spending patterns
of these fishermen for a variety of trip expenses in addition to their
daily fishing costs. Not all visiting parties purchased items in each
category shown in Table 20. The greatest number of visitors in both
counties reported restaurant expenditures. Lodging expenses were incurred
by fewer fishermen, but the total amcunt spent for lodging was comparable
to that spent in restaurants because of the relatively higher costs of
lodging per visiting group. Total extended-trip expenses were many

times higher in Sussex County than in Kent Ccunty because there were

more Sussex County fishermen, a larger proportion of them were on extended
yisits to the area, and they tended to spend more than their Kent County
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Table 20. Spending patterns for head/charter-boat fishermen for extended
visits to the Delaware coastal area
xent County
Average Amount Spent
Percent of Fishermen Per Fisherman Total Amount
Type of Reporting Extended Among Those Who Spent on Extended
Purchase Trip Expenses Purchased Each Item Trip Expenses
Restaurants 7.2% $27.41 $ 47,584
Lodging 4.2 34.63 35,080
Entertainment 3.6 27.30 23,696
Shepping 3.9 38.97 36,671
Other 0.6 5.95 363
$ 143,894
Sussex (ounty
Average Amount Spent
Percent of Fishermen Per Fisherman Total Amount
Type of Reporting Extended Among Those Who Spent on Extended
Purchase Trip Expenses Purchased Each Item Trip Expenses
Restaurants 34.4% §39.45 § 560,111
Lodging 2z2.4 81.25 566,256
Entertainment 17.2 30,58 217,087
Shopping 25.6 34.21 361,463
Other 9.6 21.86 86,609

$1,791,526
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counterparts. In Sussex County, the total extended-visit spending of
nearly $1.8 million was almost as high as the total daily fishing expenses
of all head/charter-boat fishermen in the county.

Economic Impacts of Head/Charter-Boat Fishing

To analyze the economic impacts of head/charter-boat fishing on the
regional economy of Kent and Sussex Counties, it is necessary to identify
the economic base of the area. The economic base is composed of two
segments: (1) firms and individuals serving markets cutside the region;
and (2) firms and individuals serving markets within the region. Goods
and services produced locally and sold cutside the region are considered
exports (Bell et al., 1982).

It is not necessary for an exported commodity to cross the regional
boundaries to be considered an export. This is the case for an activity
such as head/charter-boat fishing where fishermen are attracted to a
region and consume products or services within the region. If the
product or service was not available within the region, it is Tikely
that some individuals would redirect their spending to other regions or
states which provide the desired service (Bell et al., 1982).

Purchases made at the Jocal Tevel for goods and services related to
head/charter-boat fishing yield money that is in turn respent for further
goods and services needed to maintain their businesses. This additignal
spending represents an indirect or secondary benefit which must be
included as part of the economic impact resuiting from head/charter-boat
fishing. Some of this money is spent outside the local area, while the
rest remains within. This cycle continues until the original expenditures
are no Tonger within the local market.

This cyclic impact of money locaily spent is represented by a
multipiier. For example, a multiplier of 3 means that a 31 increase in
local spending will generate $3 in economic impact for the region. The
smaller the region geograpnically or economically, the less the multiplier
and subsequent economic impact will be.

Since it is not appropriate to include all spending of head/charter-
boat fishermen in determining the economic impact con the Delaware coastal
counties, this section identifies those portions of expenses which do
contribute to Jocal econcmic jimpact. To identify the total economic
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impact, this section also incorporates appropriate expenditure multipliers
to document indirect, as well as direct, spending.
Daily Fishing Expenses. Economic¢ impacts result from daily fishing

expenses to the extent that spending occurs in Delaware coastal counties
that would not have cccurred in the absence ¢f head/charter-boat fishing
opportunities. Thus, it is important to document where the dollars are
coming from and where they are spent. Most head/charter-boat fishing is
done by visitors. But, visitors may make some of their fishing-related
expenditures prior to arriving in Delaware. An important first step in
establishing economic impact is to determine the portion of visitors'
total spending that occurs in the coastal area. Table 21 provides a
breakdown of out-of-county visitor spending.

The largest expenditure was for boat fees. Out-of-county fishermen
spent $715,000 for boat fees in Sussex County and over $350,000 in Kent
County. The next largest expenditure was for restaurant meals, $200,000
in Sussex County and nearly $50,000 in Kent. Gas and car expenses were
the next largest category in both counties, followed by bait, tackle,
and equipment and snack foods and beverages. Total direct spending by
out-of-county fishermen in Kent County amounted to nearly 3600,000,
whereas in Sussex County out-of-county anglers contributed over $1,350,000.

Table 22 summarizes the total economic impact of daily head/charter-
boat fishing expenditures on Kent and Sussex Counties. The total impacts
include direct spending and indirect respending effects and are determined
by multiplying the total local spending of ngn-county residents by the
appropriate output multipliers.* There are many alternate ways of
estimating multipliers. Based on an examination of the literature, an
input/output model developed for Sussex County, Delaware, by Brucker
and Cole {1979) was selected. To avoid using a gross multiplier for

*Type I output multipliers, selected to caiculate county impacts,
are used to account for direct and indirect spending. An additional
level of respending, known as induced spending, could alsc be calculated
if Type II output multipliers were selected instead (Latham, 1983).

This would require using larger multipliiers and the tota! economic
impact on the affected counties would be greater. Since the Brucker and
Cole (1979} input/output model is based on 1872 industry survey data, a
conservative approach to determining county impacts is presented in this
?tud by using Type I cutput multipliers instead of Type II (Brucker,
983).
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Tabie 21. Distribution of spending by out-of-county fishermen

Kent County

Total Spending by Percent of Total

Total Spending by
Qut-of-County

Qut-of-County Spent in Fishermen
Type of Purchase Fishermen Kent County in Kent County

Boat fees $365,847 100.0% $365,847
Tips for boat mates 29,259 10G.0 29,259
Ice 21,218 64.1 13,601
Bait, tackle, and equipment 79,513 54.2 43,096
Snack foods and beverages 135,127 23.9 32,285
Restaurant meals 68,568 72.1 49,438
Gasoline and car expenses 223,127 21.2 47,303
Other 3,127 73.7 2,305
TOTAL $925,786 63.0% $583,144

Sussex County

Total Spending by Percent of Total

Total Spending by
Qut-of-County

Qut-of-County Spent in Fishermen
Type of Purchase Fisherman Sussex County in Sussex County

Boat fees $ 715,007 100.0% $ 715,007
Tips for boat mates 25,221 106.0Q 25,221
Ice 34,429 68.7 23,653
Bait, tackle, and equipment 214,582 52.1 111,797
Snack foods and beverages 210,579 43.0 90,549
Restaurant meals 245,809 81.5 200,334
Gasoline and car expenses 554,871 31.7 175,894
Other 12,811 91.4 11,709
TOTAL $2,013,309 67.3% $1,354,164
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total spending, select multipiiers were assigned to each spending category
based on industry definitions provided by Brucker and Cole. Taking the
muitipliers into account increases the total economic impact of daily
fishing expenses to almost $700,000 for Kent County* and almost $1.6
million for Sussex County.

Extended-Trip Expenses. While many head/charter-boat fishermen

spend a great deal of money during their extended visits or vacations in
Delaware's coastal communities, it is difficult to determine what portion,

if any, of these overall trip expenses should be included in the economic
impact of head/charter-boat fishing. Since this money is not spent for

items directly related to the fishing experience, one could argue that
extended-trip expenses should not be included. On the other hand, some

of these additional expenditures would not have occurred without head/charter-
boat fishing opportunities, because people would have vacationed in

gther areas offering the desired fishing opportunities. It seems appropriate
for some or all of this spending to bDe included in the economic impact

of head/charter-boat fishing.

It is impossible to say what would happen if the head/charter-boat
fieets in Kent and Sussex Counties were not there. Even when fishermen
are asked what they would do in such a hypothetical situation, there is
no certainty that thev would actually do as they say. Because of these
difficulties, Table 23 presents two alternative approaches for attributing
extended-visit expenses to head/charter-boat fishing. In the first,
extended-visit expenditures for restaurants, entertainment, etc. are
prorated according to the proportion of the entire visit devoted to
head/charter-boat fishing. Thus, if a fisherman spends one day of a
three-day visit on a head/charter boat, one-third of the total expenses
for the visit are attributed to head/charter-boat Fishing. {These
expenses are above and beyond the direct daily fishing expenses examined

*Muitipliers for Kent County were aiso taken from Brucker and
Cole's input/output study (1979) of Sussex County. Kent County multipliers
were assumed to approximate those of Sussex County because both counties
are very similar in demographics, number and types of industries, etc.
In a personal communication, Cole (1982} also suggested using Sussex
multipliers for Kent County.
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in the previous section.) The second alternative attributed extended-

visit costs according to fishermen's responses to the guestion, "If

there were no head/charter boats in the coastal area you visited, how

would your trip plans have changed?" (See questionnaire in Appendix for
response categories.) The extended-trip expenses of those who would

have gone elsewhere or stayed at home are attributed to the local head/charter-
boat industry. The extended-trip expenses of those who would have come

anyway are not included as part of the econcmic impact of the head/charter-
boat fieet.

The cost distributions in Table 23 indicate that the direct guestion
approach (Alternative 8) results in greater extended-trip expenditures
attributed to head/charter-boat fishing. This is because two-thirds of
the fishermen reported thev would not have come to the area if the boats
were not available. Thus, the majority of fishermen indicated that
head/charter-boat fishing was the main reason for the trip, even though
the majority of their time was not necessarily spent head/charter-boat
fishing. A conservative interpretation of these results would consider
the two alternative figures lower and upper bounds for the range of
expenditures attributable to the head/charter-boat fleet. Thus, of
$143,894 spent by head/charter boat fishermen on extended visits in Kent
County, between $42,057 and §70,723 may be attributed to head/charter-
boat fishing. Of $1,791,526 spent on extended visits in Sussex County,
between $586,326 and 3936,377 can be attributed to head/charter-boat
fishing there.

Table 24 presents the total economic impact of attributable extended-
trip expenses for Kent and Sussex Counties. This table incorporates the
applicable total expenses from both methods of attributing extended-trip
costs with appropriate output multipliers to account for both initial
and respending impacts resulting from extended head/charter-boat fishermen
visits. During 1982, the total economic impact attributable to extended-
visit expenses by head/charter-boat fishermen was between $52,428 and
$89,341 in Kent County and between 5$741,038 and $1,180,909 in Sussex
County.
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Summary
To determine the total economic impact to Kent and Sussex Counties

resuiting from head/charter-boat fishing, the daily expenditures and

extended-trip expenditures must be added. Since two alternatives for
extended-trip expenditures are calculated, a range of total economic

impacts will be presented.

The economic impact due to daily fishing expenditures for Kent
County amounted to $676,867. The total impacts caused by extended-trip
expenditures totaled $52,428 when spending was prorated according to the
length of the visit and number of days fisning and it was 389,341 when
head/charter-boat fishing was the primary wmotivation for the extended
trip. Therefore, the range of total economic impact for Kent County was
between $729,255 and $766,208 (Table 25).

The economic impact of head/charter-boat fishing in Sussex County
was somewhat higher. The total impact due to daily fishing expenses was
$1,594,184. The extended-trip prorated expenditure impact amounted to
$741,038 and the primary motivation impact totaled $1,180,909. The
range of total economic impact for Sussex County fell between $2,335,222
and $2,779,093 (Table 25}.
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CONCLUSIONS

The aim of this study was to examine a segment of head/charter-boat
fishermen in order to characterize the economic impacts of head/charter-
boat fishing on Kent and Sussex Counties. In addition, other questions
regarding motivation and satisfaction were asked and anaiyzed along with
demographic characteristics to further describe head/charter-boat fishermen.

Data analysis has revealed that the 23 head/charter boats in the
population contributed between $729,000 and $766,000 in economic impact
to Kent County's economy. The impact to Sussex County was estimated at
between $2.3 miillion and $2.8 million. Since this study reported only
on those boats with a minimum capacity of 32 passengers, the estimated
impacts are considerably lower than for the head/charter-boat industry
as a whole. It is conceivable that expenditures of six-man charter-boat
groups could equal or exceed the total economic impacts repaorted by the
fishermen in this study.

It should be noted that expenditures by head/charter-boat anglers
contribute significantly to local economies. Spending that occurs in
addition to the per-trip boat fees exceeds the price of the fishing
trip. In Kent County, anglers spend an average of $16.48 on boat fees
for fishing and an average of $24.97 on cther items. In Sussex County,
anglers spend an average of $18.02 average fcr a head/charter-boat trip
and another $32.27 for other expenses.

This information suggests that if the number of fishing trips or
anglers decreases, the resulting loss of economic impact would be felt
not only by boat captains and the head/charter-boat industry, but also
by businesses (e.g. restaurants, campgrounds, service stations) within
the surrounding local area. It is important for any local business
community to be aware of the significant role that the head/charter-boat
industry can play in its economy.

Additional communication with several boat captains indicated that
there were approximately 25% fewer fishing &rips in 1982 compared to
1981. If this suggests that the 1982 fishing season was somewhat poorer
than in past years, then the total ecoromic impact might be considerably
higher for an "average® fishing season.
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Overall, charter- and head-boat fishing contributes directly to the
summer tourist trade in Kent and Sussex Counties. In addition, the
extra spending by visitors who stay longer in the coastal area, either
before or after fishing, is also significant. Ten percent ¢f the
fishermen in Kent County and 42% in Sussex County reported they were
fishing during a longer visit to the Delaware coast. About two-thirds
of the respondents reported visiting the Delaware coastal area primarily
because they had the opportunity to participate in a charter- or head-
boat fishing experience.

Although 66% of the anglers in Kent County and 63% in Sussex
County rated their fishing trips either fair or poor, there is evidence
to suggest that they were satisfied with their trips just the same.
Fishermen agreed wholeheartedly that they would 1ike to have caught more
fish. However, they also indicated that just being outdoors and getting
away from the usual demands of 1ife, along with enjoving the people they
fished with, were elements of the trip that were important to them.

This suggests that in lieu of catching fish, other elements of a trip
can make it satisfactory, yet not totally fuifilling.

Fishermen's likes and dislikes ragarding their fishing experiences
were further analyzed to judge trip satisfaction. This analysis should
prove useful to boat captains to gauge how they are satisfying their
customers. Angler satisfaction in turn should Tead to repeat trips. As
noted earlier, the most important elements of head/charter-boat fishing
from the fishermen's perspective are the fish, weather/sea conditions,
and the qualities of the boat captain and mates. Since the availability
of fish and weather/sea conditions are often unpredictable and uncontrallable,
the only controlled elements are the qualities of the captain and his
crew members. Boat captains should sense the need for their crews to be
professional and personable at all times, especially wnen the fish are
not biting or when weather/sea conditions are less than ideal. Displaying
these gqualities might mean the difference in gaining or losing customers
in the future. Furthermore, word-of-mouth advertising could lead to
additional customers, since the recommendation of others, past fishing
success, and a good reputation are the three primary reasons why fishermen
select particular head/charter boats.
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DATA COLLECTION MATERIALS

Study (uestionnaire
Initial Cover Letter
Postcard Reminder

Follow-Up Cover Letter



University of Delaware Sea Grant Marine Advisory Service

DELAWARE CHARTER/HEAD BOAT FISHING STUDY

Fishermen Questionnaire no.

PLEASE PLACE YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN
THE PREPAID, SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE PROVIDED
AND DROP IN ANY CONVENIENT MAIL BOX. THANK YOU
FOR YOUR HELP.

Sea Grant Marine Advisory Service
University of Delaware
700 Pilottown Road
Lewes, Delaware 19958

FOR YOUR TIME AND ASSISTANCE WITH THIS QUESTIONNAIRE, WE
WOULD LIKE TO SEND YOU A FREE COPY OF ANY OF THE
FOLLOWING SEA GRANT PUBLICATIONS LISTED BELOW. PLEASE
CHECK THOSE ITEMS YOU WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE.

3 Fishhooks Brochure 0O Flounder - The Ocean’s Platter
O Shark O Delaware Seafood Recipes

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS DEAL WITH YOUR CHARTER/HEAD
BOAT FISHING TRIP ON

Was this your first charter/head boat trip? O Yes J Neo
Was your trip a haif-day tri C or a full.-day trip O ?
Were you on a
0 Charter boat trip (your group reserved the entire boat).
[ Head boat trip (you or your group fished with other pecple you did not know).
About how many people were on your boat?
How many people were in your own personal fishing group?

What type of group were you fishing with?
O Family O Friends O By Mysetf 0 Family & Friends O Business Associates

Were the fish biting that day? O Yes O No

How many fish did you catch personally?

About how many fish were caught by everyone in your fishing group?
What type of fish did yeu fish for?
What type of fish did you catch?

Qverall, how would you rate your fishing trip?
O Poor G Far O Good O Very Good O Excellent O Perfect

What did you like most abeout your fishing mp?

What did you like least about your fishung trip?

Why did vou select this particular boat? (Check all that apply.}
0O Recommendation of Others
0 Success in Past.
O Good Reputation.
O Newspaper Advertisement
O Reserved at Qutdoor Show.

O Other




BELOW IS A LIST OF TYPICAL EXPENDITURES FISHERMEN MAKE
DURING A DAY OF FISHING. FOR EACH TYPE OF EXPENDITURE
LISTED BELOW, PLEASE ESTIMATE THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF
MONEY YOU SPENT FOR YOUR DAY OF CHARTER/HEAD BOAT
FISHING. IF YOUR GROUP SHARED EXPENSES, ESTIMATE ONLY
YOUR INDIVIDUAL SHARE. THEN INDICATE WHETHER YOU
BOUGET EACH ITEM AT HOME OR IN THE DELAWARE COASTAL
AREA.

WHERE [TEM
Daily Amount WAS BOUGHT
Spent on Home or Delaware
Your Share En Route Coastal Area

Charter/Head Boat Fees . ... ... ... .......... $ O O
Tipsfor Boat Mates . .................... ... ... $ O O
lee e i 3 O a
Bait, Tackle, Equipment (if not included in boat feesl § d |
Snack Foods, Beer, Other Beverages............. $ - | a
Restaurants . .. ... . ... ... ... eiiieaia... 5 O O
Gasolne and Car Expenses ........covvvenvann.. 3 (] |
Other (specify) ... ... i i a e 3 O a

What is the approximate distance in miles between your home town and the Delaware port where you went
chartershead boat fishing? —______ Miles

If you traveled more than 25 miles from your home town to go charter/head boat fishing, was vour trip part of a
longer visit 10 the Delaware coastal area?
O Yes O No O Not applicable, [ live within 25 miles of the port,

IF YES, PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS BELOW. iF NO OR NOT APPLICABLE,
PLEASE SKIP TO THE NEXT PAGE.

Where did you stay in the area during your visit?
O Cwn Home O Hotel/Motel 0 Campgrournd 3 Friends/Relatives
0 Seasonally Rented Home or Apartment O Other

How many nights did you spend in the Delaware coastal area? __________ Nights
How many days during this visit did you spend charter/heaa boat fishing? ________ Days

Was charter;head boat fishing the main reason for your wisit to the area? 3 Yes O No

What type of group did you come to the area with?
O Family O Friends {J Family & Friends O By Myself 0 Business Associates

How many people were in your group?
How many people in your group participated in the chartershead boat trip(s)?
If some members of your aroup did not participate in the fishing trip, what did they do while you were fishing?

0O Went to the Beach O Went Shopping O Visited Friends or Relatives
0 Visited Local Attractions O Other, Please Specify

About how much did your groun spend during their 2ntire wisit for the following types of purchases? Include
expenses of all family members and others included in your group, but do not include charter/head boat fishing
expenses already listed above. We realize this information may be hard to remember, but please give us the
best estimate you can.

Type of Expense Total Amaunt Spent
Restaurants ..........cvivvninnninnnnns $
Lodging .. .o iiiiii i ir e $
Entertainment .........c.ccviiaeiiiiin.. 3
Shopping ... it i 3
Other (Specify) .....oovnn v s

If there were no charter/head boats in the coastal area you visited, how would your trip plans have changed?
0 We would have come to the same coastal area anyway.
1 We would have gone to another Delaware coastal area with charter,/head boats.
O We would have gone to another state.
0 We would have stayed at home.

O Other {Specily).




PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS WITH REGARD TO
YOUR RECENT CHARTER/HEAD BOAT TRIP. HOW WELL DO EACH
OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS DESCRIBE YOUR FEELINGS
ABOUT YOUR FISHING EXPERIENCE.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral  Agree Agree

[ thoroughly enjoyed the fishing trip.............. 1 2 3 4 9
Itwas good tobeoutdoors ...............c.0h.i 1 2 3 4 5
I was able to get away from the usual

demandsoflife . ............. . oiiiiin . i 2 3 4 5
The fishing trip was not as enjoyable as

lexpectedittobe ........................... 1 2 3 4 5
I did not catch the kinds of fish | had hoped to .. .. 1 2 3 4 5
[ cannot imagine a better fishing trip ............. 1 2 3 4 5
[ enjoyed being with the people | fished with ... .. 1 2 3 4 3
I wish [ had caught more fish.................... 1 2 3 4 5
[ do not want to go on any maore fishing trips

likethatone ......... ... ... .. ... ... .. ... 1 2 3 4 5
I enjoyed eating the fish [ caught ................ 1 2 3 4 5
[ was disappointed with some aspects of the

BShing trip o oe i iin i e e 1 2 3 4 5
I enjoyed the challenge and sport . ............... 1 3 4
I learned how to become a better fisherman ... .. 1 3 4
The fishing trip was well worth the money |

spent to take 1t ...t v e e e e iee e { 2 3 4 5
[ was not able to experience peace and

csolitude ... i 1 2 3 4 5

[ would have liked to have caught bigger fish . ... .. 1 2 3 4 5
There were teo many people fishing where |

was fishing. ... ... ... il 1 2 3 4 5
I had problems with my fishing equipment ........ 1 2 3 4 5

THE NEXT GROUP OF QUESTIONS DEALS WITH ALL TYPES OF
FISHING YOU DO.
About how many days during the past 12 months did you spend deing each of the following types of fishing?
Number of days charter/head boat fishing.
Number of days saltwater fishing with a private boat.
Number of days saltwater, pier, shore, or wade fishing.
Number of days freshwater fishing.
Do you own your own boat? 3 Yes O No
If yes, how many?
What length(s)?
What type{s)? {Sailboat or Powerboat)
How many years have you been fishing?

Are you a member of a fishing club? O Yes O No

Do vou subscribe to any fishing or cutdoor magazines O Yes 3 No
If yes, please list them.

How often do you read outdoor columns in the newspaper?
1 Never O Occasionally 00 Regularly

How often do you watch fishing or outdoor programs on ielevision?
O Never O OQOccasionally O Regularly

How many rod and reel combinations do you own?

About how much have you spent on the following types of fishing equipment during the past 12 months?
Reels$ Tackle (lures, hooks, lines, etc.) $
Rods $ _ . . Other Equipment & Accessories $

How do you compare your fishing ability to other fishermen in general?
2 1 am less skilled. O | am equally skilled. O | am more skiiled.



Imagine that you have planned a charter/head boat fishing trip and for some reason you are unable to go. What
other activity(s) could you do which would be a good alternative for charter/head boat fishing? {Please be as
specific as possible.)

if you could not have gone charter/head boat fishing in the coastal area you visited, would you have gone
charter/head boat fishing somewhere else? 0 Yes 2 No

BELOW IS A LIST OF POSSIBLE REASONS WHY PEOPLE GO
CHARTER OR HEAD BOAT FISHING. PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER
THAT INDICATES HOW IMPORTANT EACH ITEM IS TO YOU AS A
REASON FOR CHARTER/HEAD BOAT FISHING.

HOW IMPORTANT

REASON Not at all  Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
Tobeoutdoors ...................... 1 2 3 4 5
Forrelaxation ..........0 oviiinnnnnne 1 2 3 4 5
To get away from the regular routine ... 1 2 3 4 5
For the challerge or sport............. 1 2 3 4 5
For family recreation ................. 1 2 3 4 5
To abtain fish for eating. .............. 1 2 3 4 5
For physical exercise ................. 1 2 3 4 5
Tobewithmyfriends ................ 1 2 3 4 5
For the experience of the catch........ 1 2 3 4 5
To obtan a trophy fish. . ............ .. 1 2 3 4 5
To experience natural surroundings . ... 1 2 3 4 5
Todevelop myskills . ................. 1 2 3 4 5
For a convenient way to go fishing ..... 1 2 3 4 5
To test my equipment . ............... i 2 3 4 5
For the assurance of the catch......... 1 2 3 4 5

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE ABOUT YOU PERSONALLY AND
WILL HELP US TO KNOW MORE ABOUT FISHERMEN. REMEMBER
YOU WILL NOT BE IDENTIFIED WITH YOUR ANSWERS, SO PLEASE
BE FRANK.

What is your age?
Are you O Male 0O Female

How much formal education have you had?
O Grade Schoal O Graduated High School O Some College
O Some High School O Technical or Vocational School O Graduated College
T Graduate Study

What is your occupation?

What is your approximate annual household income before taxes?

O Under $10,000 O $30,000 to $39,999 4 $60,000 to $69,000
O $10,000 to $19,999 J $40,000 to 349,999 O $70,000 and above
O $20,000 to $29,999 O $50,000 to 559,999

How many children do you have?
What are their ages?

Which of the following best describes the area in which you live?
O Rurat O Urban Area 100,000 to 250,000
J Village or Town Under 20,000 - 2 Metropolitan Area over 250,000
0 City of 20,000 to 99,999

Please feel free to give any additional comments you desire.

e



UNIVERSITY OF DELAWARE

LEWES, DELAWARE
19958

SEA GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAM
MARINE ADVISORY SERVICES

COLLEGE OF MARINE STUDIES
CANNON BUILDING
PHOME: 302845

6 August 1882

Dear Charter/Head Boat Fisherman:

The University of Delaware Sea Grant Marine Advisory Service is
conducting a study of the fishermen who fish on charter/head boats.
Your name has been obtained from the vessel captain you recently fished
with., The information you provide is important because it will help to
jdentify the economic impacts of charter/head boat fishing throughout
the state.

The accuracy of this study depends on the number of questionnaires
returned. Would you please take a few minutes to answer the guestions
on the enclosed questionnaire.

For your time and assistance in completing the enclosed question-
naire, we would like to send you a free copy of any of the publications
listed on the front of the questionnaire. We hope these will be of use
to you.

Please place your completed questionnaire in the enclosed postage-
naid envelope and return it to us as promptly as possible. All responses
will be handled in strict confidentiality. Survey data will be summarized,
so there will be no way to associate your name or address with any par-
ticular set of responses.

Thank you for your interest and cooperation.

Sincereiy,

James M. Falk
Marine Recreation Specialist
Sea Grant Marine Advisory Service

IMF/ca

Enclosures



Dear ChartersHead Boat Fisherman:

About a week ago. you should have received a1 guestronnuire requesting information on
your Charter/Head Boat Fishing Experience. At the tima this post card was mailed, we had not
yet received vour response. Your answess are very imporstant and will be used to represent the
respanses of many other fishermen with views similar to vours.

We would zreatly appreciate it if you wouid 1ake a few minutes to complete the question-
naire and return it to us in the postage-paid envelope provided. If vou have misplaced the
questiennaire, or did not receive it, we will send vou another one if we do not hear from you.

Thank you for your cooperation,

Sincereiy,

James M. Falk
Marine Recreation Specialist

Noter if you have already completed und returned the questionnaire we sent you, please dis-
regard this reminder. Thank you for vour prompt response.



UNIVERSITY OF DELAWARE

LEWES, DELAWARE

COLLEGE OF MARINE STUDIES 19968
LEWES COMPLEX
PHONE: 102-645 4235

August 27, 1982

Dear Charter,/Head Becat Fisherman:

About three weeks ago, you were sent a guestionnaire which is part
of a study of fishermen who fish on charter/head boats. If you have
already returned the guestionnaire, we thank yvou for your prompt reply.

If vou have not completed the questionnaire, would you please take the
time to do so teoday.

The information you provide helps to increase the accuracy of the
study. It will alsc help to identify the economic impacts of charter/
nead boat fishing throughout the state. Remember, all responses will be
summarized and handled in strict confidentiality.

A questionnaire and prepald return envelope are enclosed in case
vou did not receive one or no longer have the first one we sent ycu.

Thank you again for your interest and cooperation.

Sincerely,

(i 3
es M, Falk

Marine Recresation Specialist

JMF/ ab

Enclosures






