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EXECUT!VE SUMMARY

This study examined a sample of fishermen who fished from a select

group of head boats and charter vessels �2 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 local
communities as a result of head/charter-boat fishing.

A total of 143 charter-boat customers and 646 head-boat fishermen

were mailed survey questionnaires in three phases approximately three

weeks apart. A 76% response rate was attained following a postcard
reminder and follow-up mailing.

A supplemental survey af boat captains  or owners! of each boat

pertinent to the study was conducted to determine the number of tr~ps

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 �3 total! indicated a total of 65,392 head/charter-

boat fishi ng tri ps were made in 1982. Thirty-seven percent �4, 120! of

these tri ps were taken from Kent County ports, whi le the remai ni ng 63;!
�1,272! 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 trom 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 Oelaware 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-boat fishermen was between $20,000 and



$30,000. Nearly one-third of all fishermen lived in rural areas.
Approximately 40% of al 1 angl ers were employed in blue-collar occupations.

Fishermen considered getting away from the regular 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

challenge or sport of fishing as very important reasons for fishing on
Iiead 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 r latively low ratings for their fishing
trips. Only about one-third of the fishermen rated the~r trips in the
good-to-perfect range, Further analys s of fishing trip quality suggested
that the three most common reasons f;shermen 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 common
tri p hi gh points reported by fishermen included qualities of the boat
captai n and crew, bei ng wi th fri ends, and bei ng outdoors or on the

water.

Two types of spendi ng by head/charter-boat anglers were examined to
determine the economic impacts to Kent and Sussex Couniy: daily fishing

expenses which were dir.ectly related to the fishing trio and extended-
trip expenses which r elated to spending that occurred duri ng a longer
stay in a coastal community while on z fisning trip. Total direct
spending by out-of-county visitors in Kent. CcunTy for daily fishing
equaled $583,000 and produced an economic impac. on the county of
5677,000. !n Sussex County, out-of-cour.ty anolers contri buted over
Sl, 354,000 in daily fishing expenditures and created an economic impact
of approximately $1,590,000.

Two alternatIve approaches are us d to calculate extended- trip
expenses that can be related to the head/charter-boat fishing trip. The
first alternative prorates extended- trip expenses according to =he
proportion of the total trip devoted to head/charter-boat fishing. The
second alternative attributes extended- .r-Ip exoenses on the basis of



direct questions asking whether respondents would have come to the area

if head/charter-boat opportunities were not avai'table there. Va]ues

obtained from these two methods provide a range of extended-trip expenses

whi ch may be attri buted to the head/charter-boat industry.

Total extended-trip expenses amounted to $144,000 in Kent County

and S1,792,000 in Sussex County. Using the two approaches described

above, the total economic impact attributable to extended-visit spending

by head/charter-boat fishermen, during 1982, ranges from $52,000 to

589,000 in Kent County and from 5741,000 and S1,181,000 in Sussex County.

The range ot 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 52.3 million and S2.8 million.

Final study results indicate that per-trip expenditures by head/charter-

boat anglers contribute significantly to local economies. Spending that

occurs in addi tion to the per-tri p boat fees exceeds the price of the

fishing trip. This information suggests that if the number of' fishing

tri ps decreases or angl ers are fewer i n 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-boat

anglers who fished out of Bowers Beach, Lewes, and Indian River Inlet

were surveyed to determine their fishing activity, certain sociological

characteristics, and their economic impact on local communities.

The focus of this study was limited to those head/charter boats

wi th a minimum capacity of 32 passengers. This is a relatively distinct

class of boats used norma11y as head boats or for large charters.* It

does not include another major segment of' smaller soortfishing 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 prov~de information useful to many

groups. The socio-economic characteristics of individua1 antlers 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 <arge boats deviate from these definit~ons and are used for
larger charters rather than as head boats some or all of the time.
Since these boats are simitar to head boats in terms of size, cost per
fisherman, and fishing methods and locations, they were included in this
s tudy.



be used by charter-boat and head-boat captains ',n order to learn more

about their passengers. This knowledge 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 f',shing, 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

tri ps i n Delaware dur i ng 1982.

2, To describe head/charter-boat fishermen characteristics, +heir

motivations, and their perceptions of fishing ouality.

3. To identify the economic activity a-tribu+able to head/charter-boat

fishing in Kent and Sussex Counties in 1982,

RELATED STUDIES

To date, no known research exists +hat d-;rectly 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 exami ned the busi ness aspect of the i ndustry through

interviews with the boat operators. Such studies nave 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.  l975! examined the economic

impact of Wisconsin's charter fishing industry on Lake Plichigan. They

estimated an economic impact of approximately S4 million was attribut-

able to the charter-fishing industry in 1973.



The authors also surveyed a sample of charter fishermen who had

fished from Nisconsi n parts in 1973. They reported that in ter~s of

customer satisfaction with the f'ishing experience, two features about

the trip were found to be the most important: the expectation of the

fish catch and the reputation of the captai n, wi th 72,. and 77K of the

anglers, respectively, ranki ng these " important" or "very important."

A year later in Flarida, Prochaska and Cato �97'! estimated the

economic importance of the Northwest F'lorida Gulf Coast red snapper-

grouper party-boat operati ons. It was estimated that' 322,272 trips were

made in 1974, accounting for nearly 57 million in expenditures for trip

tickets alone.

In both of these early studies, the business side of the charter-

and party-boat aperations was also presented. Operators' costs and

returns wer e calculated to show the profitability of the operati ons.

Ditton et al. �977! began examining the business struc.ure of

Texas Gulf Coast charter operators duri ng the summer of 1974. In

addition to a financial examination of the industry in Texas and the

resultant economic impact, a select sample of charter-boat customers

were mailed survey questionnai res to further inquire about their charter-

fishing experiences. Trip satisfaction was also measured f' or the 46:l af

sample members wha responded to the survey.

In general, a large proportion of Texas charter fishermen responded

that they would be sati sfi ed wi th their fishing trip even i f they did

not catch fish. This was contingent on finding other fishing motivatians

such as enjoying the outdoors, having fun, or faci ng a challenging

experience.

Mertens � 977! further identified and descri bed Texas charter-boat

fishermen from the same data set used by Ditton et al. �911!. His

socio-demographic characteristics of charter fishermen provided charter

operators wi th i nfarmation useful in understandi ng their clientele,

marketi ng their services, and providi ng a better fishi ng experi ence for

their customers. Mertens �977! identified the fo11owing reasons, in

decreasing order of importance, why people 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 character~sties 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 approx~mately
36.0%. By using a "willingness to pay"~* criterion, Crutchfield and

Schelle est~mated net economic benefits at 59,643,025 �978 dollars!.

Waldvogel et al. �978! 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 million.

Several studies have examined charter- or head-boat ,ishing in

nearby Mid-Atlantic states, including 'Ji rgi nia . Marshall and Lucy
�981! collected data from a random stratifi ed sample 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 bus resses generated an
estimated $7 million in di, ect and indirect expenditures during 1978.

Williams et al. �982! reported on saltwater anglers in Maryland

tidal waters during the 1979 fishing season. Of 2,600,000 total person-
trips, 7i. �82,000! were made on party or charter boats, In addition,
these anglers spent approximately $18.6 million dur ng the fishing
season from May to 0ecember.

In 1976, Murray et al. ident~fied the ma.-or problems faced by

charter-boat captains in New York State. They reported that high operating
costs, unhea Ithy economic conditions, and overf ishi ng by commercial

f'ishermen were the primary constraints to improving the~r businesses.

*In 1977, the state of Washington ", eau'.red sport salmon fishermen
to purchase a salmon fishing license ref'erred to as a punchcar d.

**Willingness to pay is a hypothet;cal concept that attempts to
determine the value of a resource to an individual without requiring
that the indivi dual actually oay that amount to use rhe resour ce  Mi ion
and Johns, 1982!.



Finally, some regional s.udies contain information which provides

some perspective on head/charter-boat fishing in Delaware. According to

the National Marine Fisheries Service �980!, 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 1979. However, the

survey methodology does not allow for individual state totals. Development
Sciences, !nc. �980! 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 anqlers per trip," and "trip price

per customer" for each state, Statewide totals are impossible to est~mate

from this study because no attempt was made to identify the entire

population of boats from which the samp1e of 19 charter and two party

boats was selected.

METHODS

Information for this study was collected through a mail survey of

head/charter-boat anglers who fished out of Delaware ports during the

summer of 1982. In addition, a supplementa I 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. awhile such boats are

usually thought of as head boats, many of them operate as both charter

boats 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 1~censed 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 personal observations of' marine advisory



service specialists. Of these, 12 boats are located within Kent County

and 1 I within Sussex County. A sample of rocent 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!, I ewes  Sussex County!, and Indian R~ver Inlet  Sussex County!."

A total of 143 charter fishermen and 646 head-boat fishermen were

mailed survey questionna ires, The questionna; re solicited information

to identify the economic activity attributable to the head/charter-boat

industry in the state, to characterize h ad/charter-boat anglers, and to

describe the ~ature and purpose of the head/charter-boat fishing trip

experience. Along with the questionnaire and a oostage-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 questionnaires throughout the course of the season. The

staggered mailings were planned to ensure a shcrt recall period**

 three to four weeks or fess! 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,

so a complete analysis of seasonality was not possible. Ten days after

the initial survey mailings, postcard remi nders were sent to those

anglers who had not returned the init al questionnaire; and about !2

days later, a second complete questionnaire and cover letter were mailed

to those who still had not responded. A',1 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 Mispillion Inlet as a survey port.

**There is better assurance that respondents' answers are accurate
and reliable when a survey is conducted shortly after an exoerience has
taken place. As descri bed by Devel   l978!, 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 tor a detailed

folIow-up to check non-response bias because it is unlikely that overall

study findings would change as a result of addinq information on non-

respondents.

Table l. questionnaire response

Number Percent

100. O'KOriginal sample size 789

Nondeliverable

Ouplicate names
17

2

770Effective sample size

Received 76.6590

0.4

0.5
Late

Incomplete

75. 7,.583Usable

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

To determine economic impacts, it »as necessary to identify Che

total number of head/charter-boat trips taken from ports in each county

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 durinq the 1982 season and the average number of passengers

per trip. The forms were mailed in September, Coward the end of the

fishing season, and captains were requested to include in their estimates



respond by mail. While not all captains were willing to provide this

personal information, data were obtained for 1I of the 23 boats in the

state.

To estimate the total number of head/charter-boat, tri ps taken

during the 1982 season, responses far the ll boats with reported use

levels were extrapolated to the population of 23 Coats 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 oassengers

per trip was converted to percentage occupancy  based on licensed capacity!.
These average figures were then applied ?o 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 ta renresent all 23

boats.

The results of these calculations shauld b 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 Delaware Deoartment of 'natural

resources and Environmental Control, Division af F'sh and Mildlife, far

the same time period. While an exact comparisor, between these data

sources was not possible due to confidentiality of ind~vidual records,

the estimates af the total number of fishing trips were consistent

between the twa surveys.

To further understand tie accuracy of frequency distributions and

population est~mates in this report, it is necessary to consider the
number of cases on which the particular findinas are Cased. As a

general rule, the larger the sample, the more likely that the results
are a true representation of the popuIat-',on fram which the sample was

selected. A rule of thumb for interpret nq results based on the number

of respondents in this study would be to acceat with 95/ confidence that

the results for the sample are within about five percent above or below

the true population values.

Because the sample strategy in this study did not ensure proportional

representation af the various tishing parts n tne 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. Far variables that did not differ by port county, other

comparisons are presented. Far 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 baats. Similarly,

motivations of fishermen were consistent between ports, but varied

across age groups and income categories. All statistical comparisons

were made using conventional statist~cal tests  chi square for categorical

variables, one-way analysis of variance for continuous data!.

RESULTS

Head/Charter-Boat Fishin Partici at~on

This section reveals descri ptive information relative to fishermen

taking part in a head/charter-boat fishing experience. Respondents

answered survey questions that ranged from asking the~ r 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

�4,120! of these tri ps were from Kent County ports, while the remaining

63%%u �1,272! were fram Sussex County ports.

Ori in of Fishermen

Mast head/charter-boat fishermen were visitors to the port county

where they fished  Table 2!. Only 7~~ af 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 Oelaware

residents, with 25% of their anglers coming from neighboring New Castle

County. Sussex County attracted more out-af-state visitors, 87". compared

to 67< for Kent County, and from a wider variety af states. It is

noteworthy that nearly half of the fishermen in both counties came

from Pennsylvania, Maryland contributed another 14'l and 24~ of the



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 wes . as Arkansas.

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

Port County

Origin of Fishermen Sussex
{n = 237!

Kent

{n = 339!

100. 0'%%d 100.0"

Differences between ports were further reflected in the distances

fishermen traveled between their home and the "ounty tishing ports

{Table 3!. A maj ority {62/ ! of anglers in K nt County and 19%%d of antlers
in Sussex County traveled 'less than 100 miles. Fishermen at Kent County

ports traveled an averaoe of 103 miles; fishermen at Sussex County ports

traveled an average of 179 miles.

Kent County, Delaware
Sussex County, Delaware
New Castle County, Delaware
Ma ryl and
Pennsyl vania
Other states

7 40/

0.6

25.3

13.6
48.7

4.4

1. 3%%d
3.0

8.4

24. 1

48. 9

14. 3
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Table 3. Distance traveled from home to fishing port
 chi square = 110.9, degrees of freedom = 3, p  .01!

Port County

Distance Traveled Kent

 n = 327!
Sussex

 n = 223!

100,0% 100. 0'f.

Fi shin Grou Com os i tion

Few individuals fished alone, most fished in groups of from 2 to 41

people. Host customers in both counties came in groups of four or less

 Table 4!. However, a greater proportion of Kent County fishermen came

in relatively large parties of seven or more. The averaqe 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, o  .01!

Port County

Sussex

 n = 236!
Size of Group Kent

 n = 332!

100. O'X'1 00 . 0/o

Less than 100 miles
100-199 miles

200-299 miles
300 or more miles

1-2 people
3-4 people
5-6 people
7 or more people

62. 4,.

30,9
3.0

3.7

31. 9;~

25.6
10.0
32.5

18. B~

53. 8
13.0
14.4

38. 1 ~a

35,6

13.6
12. 7
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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 fr~ends made up a larger

portion of the clientele at Sussex ports while business associates

fishing together were slightly more common in Kent County.

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

Port County

Type of Group Kent Sussex
 n = 332!  n = 236!

100.0/ 100.0e

Reasons for Boat Selection

Fishing customers reported a variety of reasons for selecting the

particular boats they used. Table 6 shows the percentage of fishermen

who indicated each of five possible responses provided on the question-

naire as well as those who wrote in other reasons. Since most  86;l! of

the customers were experienced head/charter-boat fishermen, it is not,

surprising that the most important reasons ,or boat selection were

related to the previous performance and reputation of the boat. Past

success was the most frequently mentioned reason, followed closely by

the good reputation of the boat. More than one-third of the fishermen

said they selected a boat on the recommendation of others. Relatively

few fishermen ~ndicated that their selection resulted from advertising

in newspapers or from exhi bi ts at outdoor shows.

Fami 1 y
Fri ends
Alone
Family and friends
Bus~ness associates

Combinations of group types

25 ~ 1/~

34.6

6.5

20. 7
8.0

5.1

24. 2"o

43. 6

7.6
19.9

3.4
1.3



Table 6. Reasons for selection of boats used for head/charter-boat
fishing trips

Port County

Reason for Roat Selection Kent

 n = 338!
Sussex

 n = 237!

These responses suggest that the head/charter-boat cliente1e respond

mainly to informal and word-of-mouth communications, wi .h no significant

variation between port counties.

About one-fourth of the fishermen in each county wrote in add~t~onal

reasons for boat selection. The most common responses given were the

qualities of the boat captain and crew �2.8.! and the convenience and

availability of the boat �.8%!,

Reasons for boat selection var~ed between charter-boat fishermen

and head-boat fishermen. Charter-boat fishermen were more likely than

head-boat fishermen to base their selection on success in the past

�7.0% vs. 49.9%! and good reoutation �6.9% vs. 42.6%!. Head-boat

fishermen rated newspaper ads �.2/ vs. 2. 8%! and availability/convenience

�.3/ vs. 3.6%! as more important reasons for boat selection than did

charter-boat anglers.

Fishin Trip Characteristics

I>lost head/charter-boat fishi ng trips involved vis~ tors making a day

trip to the area for the purpose of fishing. A substantial minori ty of

the fishermen, however, were participating ',n head/charter-boat trips as

part of a longer overnight visit to the coastal area. ,en per cent of

the Kent County fishermen and 42% from Sussex County reported that

fishing was only part of a longer visit to the l3elaware coast.

Recommendation of others
Success in past
Good reputation
Newspaper advertisement
Reserved at outdoor show
Other

34. 3%
55. 3
47. 3

3.6

1.2

25. 7

36,3%

50.2
42.6

6.3
O,8

23. 6
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Table 7. Number of nights spent in coastal area by head/charter-boat
fishermen  chi square = 75.3, deqrees of treedom = 4, p  .01!

Dort County

Number of Nights Kent

 n = 332!
Sussex

 n = 233!

57. 5'F.

16.7

9.9

10. 7
5.2

90. 1 l&

4.3

3.0

1.9
0,7

0
1-2

3-4
5-7

8 or more

100. 0,. 100.0/

Among those who made extended visits, most stayed in the area less

than eight nights  Table 7!. The ave.age length of stay was about four

nights. Overnight visitors used a variety of accommodations  Table 8!.

Yisitors to Kent County, while fewer in number, were likely to stay in

hotels or motels or with friends and re!atives. 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%%u to 30%%u used

hotel/motel faci 1 i ti es.



Table 8. Type of lodging accommodations used by head/charter-boat
fishermen  chi square = 6.0, degrees of freedom = 5, p = n.s.!

Port County

Type of Accommodations Kent

 n = 33!
Sussex

 n = 95!

100.0,a100. O'X

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"i. 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 coastal area
 chi square = 6.9, degrees of freedom = 3, p .10!

Port County

Sussex
 n = 96!

Number of Oays Kent
 n = 33!

2
3-4

5 or more

100. 0"

Own home
Hotel/motel
Campground
Friends/relatives
Seasonally scented home/apartment
Other and combinations

0. 0;i
30. 3
18.2

33.3
9.1
9.1

63,6A
30. 3

6.1

0.0

7 4'
25.3
20.0

18.9

15. 8
12.6

66. jul

14.6
8.3

l0.4



To further clarify the ra1e 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~ af their visitinq
days in the area on head/charter boats.

Similarly, the proportion of actua1 anglers within the visiting

groups was calculated. Of the group members on extended visi ts 89% and

75>., in Kent. and Sussex County, respective1y, participated in the fishing

trips. These two comparisons suggest that head/charter-boat fishing is

an important element. of these extended visi ts to the Oelaware coastal

area.

In order to place head/charter-boat fishing into an overall trip

perspective, respondents were also asked if this mode of fishing was the

main reason f' or their visi t 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 rale of fishing during the longer visits. Two-

thi rds af the fishermen indicated head/charter-boat fishing was the main

reason f' or their visit to the area and only 3cl; said they would have

come to the same coastal area if there were na available boats there.

Head/Charter-Boat Fishermen Characteristics

A series of questions sought to identify C;stinguishing traits,
qualities, or hab-Its af head/charter-boat anglers. The following

analysis discusses socio-ecanom'.c variab'ies, general fishi nq practi ces,

and specific motives For head/charter-baat fishing.

Socio-Economic Characteristics

Sacio-economic cha racteristics of head/charter-boat angiers were

analyzed by port and by type of trip Icharter ar head!. There were no

significant differences between the fi shermen when fishing port selection

was the criterion for comparison. However, sianificant differences were

evident when comparisons were made between charter-boat anglers and

head-boat anglers.
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Figure l. Age comparison between charter- and head-boat fishermen
 chi square = 25.8, degrees of freedom = 7, p <.05!

~ - Charter-boat fishermen  n = 107!
o � Head-boat fishermen  n = 459!

tX
'0

50-59'0-3910-19 30-39I.%DER
10

,0 OR
ABOVE

AGE

Respondents ranged in age from 8 to 86 years old with the largest

percentage of fishermen �6~! 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  82K to 60%!, whereas head-

boat anglers were more likely to be under 30 and over 60 years �0K to
18'f!.



A comparison of education level shows that, overa11, charter-boat

fishermen have more college 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 hact similar education.

More than 50% of both gr oups, however, r eported advanced educational

training beyond the high school level, The most noteworthy difference

occurred among fishermen who had attended graduate schoo1; 17.0% of the

charter-boat fishermen and slightly more than 5% of the head-boat fishermen

reported attaining this level.

Figure 2. Education leve1 comparisons between charter-boat fishermen
and head-boat fishermen  chi square = 18.6, degrees of
freedom = 6, p  .01!

~ - Charter� -boat fishermen  n = 107!
o - Head-boat fiShermen  n = 460!

30

Z
20

IO

GRADUATED TECHNICAL OR SOMF. GRADUATED GRADUATE
HIGH SCHOOL VOCATIONAL COL LECE COLL ECE STUDY

GRADE
SCHOOL

SORE
H IC H SCHOOL



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 $30,000, and

approximately 31"r. 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 angler fishing on charter boats reported the

same income leve'!.

Figure 3. Income level comparisons between charter-boat fishermen
and head-boat fishermen  chi square = 15.2, degrees of
freedom = 6, p  .05!

~ - Charter-boat fishermen  n = 103!
o � Head-boat fishermen  n = 015!

30

'0

IO

30,000 TD 40.000 TO 50,000 TO
39.9'99 ~9.999 3 9,999

60 000
AND UP

10.000 TO
I 9,999

UNDF.R
10.000

30.000 TO
39.999
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Very few fishermen lived in urban or metropolitan areas  Figure 4!.
It is noteworthy that whi1e Kent and Sussex County fishing ports are

relatively close to several major urban centers, 864 of the charter-boat
fishermen and 8ZK 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 res~dence comparisors between charter-boat. fishermen
and head-boat fishermen  chi square = ll.0, degrees of
freedom = 4, p  .05!

o � Charter-boat fishermen  n = 108!
o - Head-boat fishermen  n = 455}

30

10

URBAN AREA METROPOLITAN
j00,000 TO AREA OVER

'50.000 250,000

CH'Y ZO,OOO
TO 99,999

V1LLAGE
UNDiER
10.000

RURAL
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Blue-collar occupations accounted for 40% of the charter-boat

fishermen's professions and slightly more than 40K of the head-boat

fishermen's professions. Inc]uded here were the categories of "craftsman,

foreman," "skilled, semi-skilled," and "service laborer." Professional

or white-collar 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 proporti on of charter-

and head-boat. fishermen who reported their occupations as professional

or technical are quite significant. 32/. versus 14%, respectively. 1n

addition, retired individuals more often reported fishing on head boats

  14.SX! than on charter boats �.0 !.

Figure 5. Occupation comparisons between charter- boat fishermen and
head-boat fishermen  chi square = 34.0, degrees of
freedom = l3, p <.Ol!

~ - Charter-boat fishermen  n = lOl!
c - Head-boat fishermen  n = 434!
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General Fishin Habits

Host of the head/charter-boat fishermen reported an average fishing

experience of 24 years. In addition to their charter- and head-boat

fishing practices, 45K of the respondents reported that they had fished

in saltwater from private boats during the past 12 months. Forty-four

percent reported salitwater fishing from piers, shore, or surf; and 52f.
mentioned that they had fished in freshwater 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 o~ned at least one boat of thei r own.

When compari sons 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 addi tion to da~ ly fishing exrenses, each head/charter-boat

fisherman spent an averaqe of $233 during the past year for durable

fishing equipment. Of this, a typical respondent spent $63 on reels and
$55 on rods, He also spent 538 on tackle. Various other accessories

and equ.'pment costs totaled 577 for the year.
Head/charter-boat, fishermen were also asked questions reqarding

fishing-reIated activities. Only ll". belonged to a fishing club,
Forty-one percent subscribed to at least one outdoor or fishing magazine.
Of the magazines mentioned, the top three are all nationally published
magazines: Outdoor Life, Field and Stream, and ~Sorts Afield. Fifty-
two percent of the fishermen read outdoor columns in the paper regularly;
41% read them occasionally; and only 6A' never read outdoor columns.

In add~t~on, 37 of the respondents regularly watched outdoor or

fishing programs on television; another 56K occasionally watched them;
and 6,. never watched outdoor or fishing programs.
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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" �! to "extremely

important" �!. The results are presented in Table l0 in order of

decreasing average importance. Host fishermen considered getting away

from the regular routine the most important reason f' or participatina 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 challenge or sport of tishing 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 slightly

to moderately important. The lowest ranking variable was that of

testing equi pment. It is aooarent that most fi shermen are confi dent of

their equipment and don't use these trips for practice purposes, Overall,

it was also only moderately important that the ishermen caught fish for

eating.

Head/charter-boat fishermen from different income brackets and age

levels tended to fish for different reasons   ables 11 and 12!. For

instance, lower-income fishermen tended to fish on charter/head boats to

obtain fish for eatitig more often than did higher-income fishermen.

Cower-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 reasons why anglers participate in head/

charter-boat fishing. Fishermen over 70 years of age placed more importance

on obta~n~ng 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.



Table 10. Average motive response by charter' vs. head-boat fishermen

Extremel y
Important

5

Very
Important

Head-Boat
Fishermen

 n = 432!

Charter-Boat

Fishermen
 n = 103!

Head/Charter-Boat Fishing Hotives

*Denotes statistically significant difference at .05 tevel using one-way
analysis of variance.

Not At All Slightly ivioderately
Important Important ! mporta nt

1 2 3

*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 equipment

4.4

4.2
4.2

4.1

4.0

3,9
3. 7

3.3
3.1
3.1

3.0

2.5
2.5
2.4
1.9

4.1

4.1
4.0
3.6

3.9

3.9
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.1

3.3

2,6

2.5

2.0
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Perce tions of Head/Charter-Boat Fishin gualit

Because fishing quality is difficult to measure and can mean

different things to different people, several approaches were taken to

characterize the quality of Oelaware head/charter-boat trips during

1982. Fishermen were asked to report the number of fish caught individually

and by their group, and the type of fish caught. A series of ouestions

obtained fishermen's subjective ratings of the tri o in general and

particular aspects of the trio, Finally, open-ended questions probed

what fishermen liked most and least about their fishing trip.

Catch Rates

Table 13 shows the ~eported numbe~ of fish caught by individuals

during their head/charter-boat tr~ps. Fishermen at Sussex County ports

were significantly more successful, with 71%%u reporting some catch, than

fishermen in Kent County, with 55'! reporting some catch. On the average,

Sussex County fishermen caught 2.8 fish per trip and Kent County fishermen

caught 2,0 'isa. The number of fish caught oer fishing ~aron was more

consistent between counties  Table 14!. Eighty-three percent of Kent

County parties and 88% of Sussex County part~es reported some catch.

About 30%%u of the groups in both counties r epor ted catches of more than

10 fish. The average number of fish caught per fishing group was l3.4

in Kent County and 13.8 in Sussex County.

Satisfaction Ratin s

Several questions probed fishermen's overall level of satisfaction

with their head/charter-boat fishing experience. On a six-point scale

ranging from poor to perfect, about two-thirds of the fishermen rated

their trips relatively low  Table 15!. Only aoout one-third rated the~r

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 iri 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 square = 18.9, degrees
of freedom = 4, p  .01!

Port County

Number of' Fish Kent Sussex

 n = 337!  n = 235!

100.0".100.0%%u

Table 14. Reported total number of fish caught by head/charter-
boat fishing groups  chi square = 7.9, degrees of
f'reedom = 6, p = n.s.!

~ort County

Kent Sussex
 n = 331!  n = 230!

Number of Fish

100. Q%%uo100. 0~

0
1-2

3-4

5-6
7 or more

0

Z
3- 4

5- 6

7-10

11-20
Zl or more

44. 8 l
29. 7

11.9
4.7

8.9

17. Z%%uo

14. 8

11. 8
9.4

14. 2
15,1

17,5

28. 9X
33.2

18.3
9.8

9.8

12. Z,a

16. 1
19. 1

9.1
13. 5

13. 0
17.0
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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 Rat.ing Kent

 n = 333!
Sussex

 A = 236!

Poor

Fair

Good
Very good
Excellent

Perfect

41. HX

24,0

19. 8

9.6
3.3

1.5

38. 6%

24.1
21.6

8.1
6.8

0.8
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of f'ishermen's perceptions of the~r 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 l8 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. All factors mentioned by at

least 5X 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. Nore than one-f',fth of the respondents indicated
that the boat captain and cr'ew were the best aspect of their trip.

Social aspects of the experience were the second-most commonly reoorted

high points; and many fishermen identified the opportunity 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 liked least about their trips, almost
one-half of the respondents indicated the lack of fish. Bad weather and

qua]ities of the captain and crew were the only other factors mentioned
by at least 5' of the fishermen. That the three trip low poi nts f' or
some fishermen were the same factors that were reported as high points

or other fishermen suggests these variables are important elements of

the experience for head/charter-boat fisheririen.
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Table 17. Open-ended responses on what fishermen liked most and least
about their head/charter-boat trips

Trip High Points Percent of Fishermen

 n = 512!

Percent of Fishermen
 n = 512!

Tri p Low Points

48.51
19.4

8.7

No fish

Bad weather or rouqh seas
gualities of boat caotain and crew

gualities of boat captain and crew
Being with friends
Being outdoors or on the water
Catching fish
Good weather
Boat ride

Relaxing
Just fishing
Getting away

21. 2/

14. 9

11.7

11. 2
8.4

6.0

5.1



33

V O
C QJ P!

QJ I!

X
LU 0

Oo O

+oJ O
OOOOOOOOO
K CQ r5l ~ ch O & CD w

5J

Q ~
0 O

CO ~

Il

QJ

0 0

QJ
O

VJ N rl5 CO
!

5 s�

n5

O
P!

5- PJ
0
0 11

OOOOOOOOOOOO
m~or K ~ W rrl CV n5

I

CL
n5

0
0 vl
QJ
a.

V C7l CD
rl5

0-
rg

V 4I
n5 C
0 QJ

a 0 QJ
QJ

O'm

C 0

0 Irl 5-
Q r QJ
6+%

Cll rl5
0

3
CD~
CV CJ

0
QI n5 0
CQ~ CJ

CD ~
C
r- 3

QJ

C
X

Ul
0 QJ 0 QJ
C5r m CD

Irl

5-
QJ

n5

4I W Vl
QJ

P!
r n5

QI
5
QJ

O N QJ

~ Q n5

QJ

CD

0 0 Irl

5 5
QJ Q!

0
F E
c c a

CD
QJ QJ

Ch
n5 rl5
5 5 CL
QJ QJ

cx; cC

OOOOOOOO
Ca O W LO IQ O n5
r KPJ r

O OOOO OOO

OOO OOOO Or
P CC! O ~ M ~ M ~'

P OOO
QJ

P!

QJ

QJ OOO4
LA r

C
QJ

OO O

n5 Q0MO

rr! C

QJ n5
ID

0.
n5

0

0

0
0

QJ
QJ

n5 r
Irl GJ

n5
0 n5
Zgo'



Comparing how fishermen rate specific trip attributes with how they

rate the overall trip helps to understand what factors contribute most

to fishermen's overa'Il satisfaction  Table 18!. Not surprisingly, the

tri p rati ngs 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 low 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. Catching 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 group was more likely than those

reporting higher overall trip ratings to mention good weather or the

boat ride as what they liked most about the~r 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" .of these fishermen

reported an excellent or perfect rating even thouqh catchinq no fish was

the feature they liked least about the trip. Fishermen who gave better

overall trip ratings were also the most likely to emphasize the qualities

of the captain and crew as a trip high point and the least likely to

ment~on bad weather or rough seas as a low point.

~Sunna r

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



catching fish, as well as qualities of the boat crew and weather conditions.

ldhen 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

implied.

Economic As ects of Head/Charter-Boat Fishin

This section describes the economic activity related to Delaware

head/charter-boat fishing, including an analysis of two major types of

expendi tures. 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 who 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 arrival!.

Fishermen on extended visits to the Delaware coastal area were also

asked to estimate expenses incurred by their group during their entire

visit, including costs other than those direct1y associated with the

fishing trip. Respondents were asked to estimate additional expenses

for restaurants, 1odging, entertainment, shopping, and other ~tems.

Since most fi shermen came in family groups or wi th 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 fish ng experdi tures focuses on what county the

money is spent in and where it originated. The sect~on concerning extended-

trip expenses includes a discuss~on of the portion of total spending

which should be included in the economic impact of head/charter-boat

fishing. The analysis examines two alternative approaches to attributing

extended -visit costs to head/charter-boat fishing opportunities.



Dail Fi shin Ex enses. Table lg presents the spending patterns of

anglers in Kent and Sussex Counties far daily f',shing expenses. The

table reports the percent of fishermen who purchased various i tems 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 far the trip. The

majority of anglers in Sussex County bought bait, tackle and equipment,

snack foods, beverages, restaurant meals, and qas. It is interesting to

note that over two-thirds of the fishermen in Kent County tipped their

mates, while barely one-quarter tipped in Sussex County. The averaqe

expenditure f' or these items varied between counties and was higher n

Sussex County for every item except snack foods and beverages.

Figure 6 i'llustrates the distribution of total daily spending by

head/charter-boat fishermen in Kent and Sussex Counties, Total fishermen

expenditures in Sussex County were more thar, twice those in Kent County.

In both counties, boat fees accountea for the largest proportion ot

daily expenses; and gasoline and car expenses rarked 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-Trio Ex enses. As noted elsewhere in this report, a sub-

stantial minority of head/charter-boat custamers  lQ ' for Kent County

and 42;.' for Sussex County! indicated they were fishing during a lonaer

visit to the Delaware coast. Table 20 illustrates the spendinq aatterns

of these fishermen ror a variety of trip expenses in addition to their

daily f~sh~ng costs, Not all vi si ting parti es purchased items in each

category shown in Table 20. The greatest number of visitors in both

counties reported restaurant experditures. I odging expenses were incurred

by fewer .ishermen, but the total amount spent for lodging was comparable

to that spent in restaurants because of the relatively hi aher costs of

lodging per visi ting group. Total extended-trip expenses were many

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

more Sussex County f'ishermen, a larger praportion of them were an extended

visits 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 f' or extended
visits to the Oela~are coastal area

Kent Count

Type of
Purchase

$ 143,894

Sussex Count

Type of
Purchase

51,791,526

Restaurants
Lodging
Entertainment
Shopping
Other

Restaurants

Lodging
Entertainment

Shopping
Other

Percent of Fishermen
Reporting Extended

Trip Expenses

7. 2'X

4.2

3.6

3.9

0.6

Percent of Fi s hermen

Reporting Extended
Trip Expenses

34. 4'/.

22.4
17,2

25.6

9.6

Average Amount Spent
Per Fisherman

Among Those Who
Purchased Each Item

$27.41
34.63

27.30
38.97

5.95

Average Amount Spent
Per Fisherman

Among Those Who
Purchased Each Item

S39.45
61. Z5

30, 58

34. 21

21. 86

Total Amount

Spent on Extended
Trip Expenses

S 47,584
35,080
23,696
36,671

863

Total Amount
Spent on Extended

Trip Expenses

560,1ll
566,256
217,087
361,463

86,609



counterparts. In Sussex County, the total extended-visit spendina of

nearly $1.8 million was almost as high as the total daily fishing expenses

af al 1 head/charter-boat fi shermen in the county.

Economic !m acts of Head/Charter-Boat Fishin

Ta analyze the economic impacts of head/charter-boat fishing an 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 twa

segments: �! firms and individuals serving markets outside the r egion;

and �! firms and individuals serving markets within the region. Goods

and services produced locally and sold outside the region are considered

exports  Bell et al., 1982!.
It is nat 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 Iikely

that some individuals would redirect their spendinq ta other regions or

states which provide the desired service  Hell et al., 1982!.

Purchases made at the local level for goods and services ~elated to

head/charter-boat fishing yield money that is in turn respent for further

goods and services needed to maintain their businesses. This additional

spending repres-ents an indirect or secondary benefit which must be

included as part of the economic impact resulting from head/charter-boat

fishing. Some af this money is spent outside the local area, while the

rest remains within. This cycle continues until the original expenditures

are no longer within the local market.

This cyclic impact of money locally spent is represented by a
multiplier. For example, a multiplier of 3 means that a $1 increase in

local spending will generate $3 in economic impact for the region. The

smaller the region geographically 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 on the l3elaware coasta1

counties, this section identifies those portions of' expenses whi ch do

contribute to local econamic impact. To iden ify the total economic



impact, this section also incorporates appropriate expenditure multipliers

to document indirect, as well as direct, spending.

Dail Fishin Ex enses. Economic impacts result from daily fishing

expenses to the extent that spending occurs in Delaware coastal counties

that would not have occurred in the absence of 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 5350,000 in Kent

County. The next largest expenditure was for restaurant meals, 5200,000

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 5600,000,

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 non-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 �979! was selected. To avoid using a gross multiplier for

*Type I output multipliers, selected to calculate county impacts,
are used to account for direct and indirect spending. An additional
level of respending, known as induced spending, could also be calculated
if Type II output multipliers were selected instead  Latham, 1983!.
This would require using larger multipliers and the total economic
impact on the affected counties would be greater. Since the Brucker and
Cole �979! input/output model is based on 1972 industry survey data, a
conservative approach to determining county impacts is presented in this
study by using Type I output multipliers instead of Type II  Brucker,
1983!.



Table 21. Distribution of spending by out-of-county fishermen

Kent Count

Total Spending by
Out-of-County

Fishermen
in Kent County

Total Spending by Percent of Total
Out-of-County Spent in

Fishermen Kent CountyType of Purchase

$583,14463.0%5925,786TOTAL

Sussex Count

Total Spending by
Out-of-County

Fi s hermen

in Sussex County

Total Spending by
Out-of-County

Fishermen

Percent of Tota t

Spent in
Sussex CountyType of Purchase

$1,354,16467. 3%$2,013,309TOTAL

8oat fees
Tips for boat mates
Ice

8ait, tackle, and equipment
Snack foods and beverages
Restaurant meals

Gasoline and car expenses
Other

8oat fees
Tips f' or boat mates
Ice
8ait, tackle, and equipment
Snack foods and beverages
Restaurant meals
Gasoline and car expenses
Other

$365,847
29, 259
21,218
79, 513

135, 127
68,568

223,127
3,127

$ 715,007
25, 221
34,429

214,582
210,579
245,809
554,871

12,811

100.0%
100.0

64.1

54.2
23.9
72.1
21 .2

73. 7

100.0%
100.0

68.7
52. 1

43. 0
81,5
31. 7
91.4

$365,847
29,259
13,601
43,096
32,295
49,438
47,303

2,305

S 715,007
25,221
23,653

111,797
90,549

200,334
175,894

11,709
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total spending, select multipliers were assigned to each spending category

based on industry definitions provided by trucker and Cole. Taking the

multipliers 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-Tri Ex enses. While many head/charter-boat fishermen

spend a great deal of money during their extended visits or vacations in

Delaware's coastal coo+unities, it is difficult to determine what portion,

if any, of these overall trip expenses shou1d be included in the economic

impact of head/charter-boat fishing. Since this money is not spent for

items directly re1ated 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

other areas offering the desired fishing opportunities. It seems appropriate

for some or all of this spending to be inc1uded in the economic impact

of head/charter-boat fishing.

It is impossible to say what would happen if' the head/charter-boat

fleets in Kent and Sussex Counties were not there. Even when fishermen

are asked what they would do in such a hypothetical s~tuat~on, there is

no certainty that they would actually do as they say. Hecause 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 ishing.  These

expenses are above and beyond the di rect daily fi shi ng expenses exami ned

"'hlultipliers for Kent County were also taken from Brucker and
Cole's input/output study �979! 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 �982! 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 question, "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 inc1uded as part of the economic impact of the head/charter-

boat fleet.

The cost distributions in Table 23 indicate that the direct question

approach  Alternative 8! results in greater extended-trip expenditures

attributed to head/charter-boat fishing. This is because two-thirds of'

the fishermen reported they 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 necessar'ly spent head/charter-boat

fishing. A conservative interpretation a these results would consider

the two alternative figures lower and upper bounds <or the range of

expenditures attributable to the head/charter-boat fleet. Thus, of

5143,894 spent by head/charter boat fishermen on extended visits in Kent

County, between $42,057 and S70,723 may be attri buted to head/charter-

boat fishing. Of $1,791,526 spent on extended visits in Sussex County,

between $586,326 and 5936,877 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 multipIiers to account for both initia1

and respending impacts resulting from extended head/charter-boat fishermen

visits. Ouring 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 $741,038 and 51,180,909 in Sussex

County.
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To determine the total economic impact to Kent and Sussex Counties

resulting 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 da~ ly 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 fishing and it was $89,341 when

head/charter-boat fishing was the primary motivation for the extended

trip. Therefore, the range of total economic impact for Kent County was

between $729,295 and $766,208  ,able 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 $2,775,093  Table 25!.
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CONCLUSIONS

The aim of this study was to exam'.ne 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 analyzed along with

demographic characteristics to further describe head/charter-boat fishermen.

Data analys~s has revealed that the 23 head/charter boats in the

population contr-',buted between 5729,000 and 5766,000 in economic impact

to Kent County 's economy. The impact to Sussex County was estimated at

between $2.3 million 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 imoacts reported by the

fishermen in this study.

It should be noted that expendi tures by head/charter-boat anglers

contribute sign~ficantly to local economies. Spending that occurs in

addition to the per-trip boat fees exceeds the price of the fishi ng

trip. In Kent County, anglers spend an average of S16.48 on boat fees

for fishing and an average of $24.97 on other items. In Sussex County,

anglers spend an average of $18.02 average fcr a head/charter-boat trip

and another 932.27 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, bu. 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 254 fewer fi-hing tr' ps in 1982 compared to

1981. If this suggests that the 1982 fishing season was somewhat poorer

than in past, years, then the total economi c 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 1onger in the coastal area, either

before or after fishing, is also significant. Ten percent of 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 Oeiaware coastal area primarily

because they had the opportunity to participate in a charter- or head-

boat fishing experience.

Although 661. of the anglers ',n 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 trios just the same.

Fishermen agreed wholeheartedly that they would like to have caught more

fish. However, they also indicated that just being outdoors and getting

away from the usual demands of life, along with enjoying 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 total ly fulfilling.

Fishermen's likes and disIikes regarding their fishing experiences

were further analyzed to judge trip satisfaction. This analysis should

prove useful to boat captains to gauge how they are satisfying the r

customers. Angler satisfaction in turn should lead to repeat trips. As

noted earlier, the most important elements of head/charter-boat fishing

from 0he fishermen's perspective are the tish, weather/sea conditions,

and the qualit',es of the boat captain and mates. Since the availability

of fish and weather/sea conditions are often unpredictable and uncontrol lable,

the only control led 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 when the fish are

not biting or when weather/sea conditions are less than ideal. Displaying

these qualities might mean the difference in gaininq 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 questionnaire

Initial Cover Letter

Postcard Reminder

Follow-Up Cover Letter





BELOW IS A LIST OF TYPICAL EXPENDITURES FISHKRMKN MAKE
DURING A DAY OF FISHING. FOR EACH TYPE OF KXPENDITURK
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 ONI Y
YOUR INDIVIDUAL SHARE. THEN INDICATK WHETHER YOU
BOUGI-T EACH ITEM AT HOME OR IN THK DELAWARE COASTAL
AREA.

WHERE ITEM
WAS BOUGHT

Home or Delaware
En Route Coastal Area

Daily Amount
Spent on

'r'our Share

Charter/Head Boat Fees.

Tips for Boat Mates .
lce .

What is the approximate distance in miles between you home town and the Delaware port where you went
charter head boat fishing? Miles

If you traveled more than 25 miles from your home tovin to go charte,'headboat fishing, was your trip part of a
longer visit to the Delaware coastal area?

C! Yes Z No CI Not applicable, I live within Z5 miles of the port.

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

Nights

Days

Was charterihead boat fishing the main reason for your visit to >he area? CI Yes 0 No

What type of group did you come to the area with?
CI Family 2 Fnends CI Family 8c Friends 2 By Myself Cl Business Associates

How many people were in your group?

How many people in your group participated in the charte./head boat trip sl?

If some members of your group did not participate in the rishing trip, what did they do whiie you were fishing'?
Cl Went to the Beach CI Went Shopping G Visited Friends or Relatives
CI Visited Local Attractions CI Other, P ease Specify

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

Total Amount SpentType of Expense

Restaurants

Lodging .
Entertainment

Shopping
Other  Specify! .

If there were no charter/head boats in the coastal area you visited, how would your trip plans have changeci?
CI We would have come to the same coastal area anyway,
Cl We would have gone to another Delaware coasta! area with charter,'head boats.
0 We would have gone to another state.
2 We would have stayed at home.

0 Other {Specify!.

Bait, Tackle, Equipment  if not included in boat teesl

Snack Foods, Beer, Other Beverages......,...... S
Restaurants $

Gasoline and Car Expenses

Other  specify!

Where did you stay in the area during your visit?
CI Own Home G Hotel/Motel G Campground CI Friendsr Relatives
2 Seasonaily Rented Home or Apartment 0 Other

How many nights did you spend in the Dehware coastal area?

How many days during this visit did you spend charter/heao boat fishing?

CI

0
CI

CI
CI

CI
CI



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

I thoroughly enjoyed the fishing trip...
It was good to be outdoors
I was able to get away from the usual

demands of Ide .

The fishing trip was not as enjoyable as
I expected it to be

I did not catch the kinds of fish I had hoped to,,
I cannot imagine a better fishing trip ...........

I enjoyed being with:he people I fished with ..
I wish I had caught more fish
I do not want to go on any more fishing trips

like that one

I enjoyed eating the fish l caught ...........
I was disappointed with some aspects of the

fishing trip
I enjoyed the challenge and sport...........

I iearned how to become a better fisherman
The fishing trip was well worth the money I

spent to take it .
I was noi able to experience peace and

solitude

I would have liked to have caught bigger fish ..
There were too many people fishing where I

was fishing .
I had problems with my fishing equipment ....

THE NEXT GROUP OF QUESTIONS DEALS WITH ALL TYPES OF
FISHING YOU DO.

About how many days during the past I2 months did you spend doing 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 ourn your own boat? Q Yes Q 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? Q Yes Q No

Do you subscribe to any fishing or outdoor magazines Q Yes Q No

If yes, please list them.

How often do you read outdoor columns in the newspaper?
Q Never Q Occasionally Q Regularly

How often do you awatch fishing or outdoor programs on ieievision?
Q Never Q Occasiona!ly Q Regularly

How many rod and reel combinations do you own?

About how much have you spent on the  oifowing types of fishing equipment during the past 12 months?
Reels $ Tackle  lures, hooks, lines, etc.! $
Rods $ Other Equipinent 8r Accessories $

How do you compare your fishing ability to other fishermen in general?
Q I am less ski!led. Q I am equally skilled. Q I am more skilled.



imagine that yau have planned a charter/head boat fishing trip and for same reason you are unable to ga. What
other activity s! could you do which would be a good alternative for charter/head boat fishing?  Please be as
specific as possible.!

lf 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 0 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 ITKM IS TO YOU AS A
REASON FOR CHARTER/HEAD BOAT FISHING.

HOW IMPORTANT
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very ExtremelyREASON

To be outdoors
For relaxation,
To get away from the regular routine

4 5
4 5
4 5

For the challenge or sport ..
For family recreation ......
To obtain fish  or eating....

For physical exercise ........,, .
To be with my friends ..........
For the experience of the catch,,

3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5

To obtain a trophy fish...,...,,....
To experience natural surroundings .
To develop my skills......,...,...,

For a convenient way to go fishing,
To test my equipment,....,,.....
For the assurance of the catch .....

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

What is your age?

Are you 0 Male 0 Female
How much formal education have you had?

0 Grade Schoal Q Graduated High School
0 Some High School 0 Techniral ar Vocational School

0 Some College
Q Graduated College
0 Graduate Study

What is your occupation?

What is your approximate annual laotseebolel income before taxes'?
Q Under $10,000 0 $30,000 to $39,999
Q $10,000 to $19,999 0 $40,000 to $49,999
Q $20,000 to $29,999 0 $50,000 to $59,999

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

Which of the following best describes the area in which vau live?
0 Rural 0 Urban Area 100,000 to 250,000

0 Vi!lage or Town Under 20,000 0 Metropolitan Area over 250,000
0 City of 20,000 to 99,999

Pease feel free to give any additional comments you desire.

0 $60,000 to $69,000
0 $70,000 and above

THK FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARK ABOUT YOU PKRSONAI.LY AND
WILL HELP US TO ICNOW MORE ABOUT FISHERMKN. RKMKMBER
YOU WILL NOT BE IDENTIFIED WITH YOUR ANSWERS, SO PLEASE
BE FRANK.



UNfVKRSiTY OF DELAWARE

LKWES. QKLAWARK
1905$

SEA CRAHT COI.I.EGE PROGRAM
MARIRE AQVISORY SERVICES
COLLEGE OF MARIRE STUOIES
CARMOk 8VILOIRG
PRQRE: 302 SAS.

6 August 1982

Hear Charter/Head Boat Fisherman:

The University of De]aware Sea Grant Marine Advisorv 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
identify the economic impacts of charter/head boat fishing throughout
the state.

The accuracy of this study depends on the number of questionnai res
returned. Mould you please take a few mi nutes to answer the questions
on the enclosed questionnaire.

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

Please place your completed questionnaire in the enclosed postage-
pai d envelope and return it to us as promptly as possible. All responses
witl 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 i nterest and cooperation.

Si ncerely,

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

JMF/ca

Enclosures



Oear Charters Head Boat l isherman:

About a week aeo. you should have received s questionnaire requesting information on
your Charter,'Head Boat Fishing Experience. At the time this pos't card was mailed, we had not
yet received your response. Your answers are verv enportant ~nd will be used to represent the
responses of many orher tishermen with views sundar to i ours.

We v ould nearly appreciate it if you would take a t'ew minutes ',o complete the question-
naire and return it to us in the postage-paid enveiope provided. Ityou have misplaced the
questionnaire. or did not reeetve it, v e will send you another one;f sve do not hear trom you.

Thank you for your cooperation,

Sincerely.

fames M. iFalk
Vlartne Recreation gpecialisr

Note: lf you have aheady completed and returned the quesnonnaire we sent you, please dis-
regard this remmder. Thank you for your prompt response.



UN I V ERS  TV 0 F 0 KLAWA R I

LEWIS, OELAWARE

COLI EGE OF MAPINE 5TUOIE5
LEWKS COMPt FX
P HONE: 3C2 645 4235

August Zi, 1982

Dear Charter/Head Boat Fisherman:

About three weeks ago, you were sent a questionnaire which is part
of a. study of fishermen who fish on charter/head boats. If you have
already returned the questionnaire, we thank vou for your prompt reply.
If you have not completed the questionnaire, would you please take he
time to do so today.

The information you provide helps to increase the ace~racy of the
study. It will also help to iden ify 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 prepaid return envelope are enclosed in case
you did not receive one or no longer have the first one we sent you.

Thank you again for your interest and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Balk
Marine Recreation Bpecial'st

JMF/ab

Enclosures




