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l.O INTRODUCT ION

I. I BACK6ROUND

The term, "United States fishing industry," is used commonly in federal
fishery legislation, regulations and communications. Over the years the
term has come to be generally synonymous with the commercial fishing indus-
try. But, the term "United States fishing industry" is a generic one made
up of the cormercial and recreational fishing sectors, each with its parti-
cular needs and with elements of mutual concerns.

Although the mar1ne recreational and coalnercial fishing sectors have
had differences over the years, they have shared physical proximity to the
resource. This creates a commensal relationship. Recreational fishing
means jobs and business opportunities for all in coastal communities--
including commerc1al fishermen and the1r families. Therefore, the promotion
of recreational fishing opportunit/es benefits not only the recreational
fisherman but also those who live in coastal coalaunities and depend on
outside monies   dollars imported to the community! to provide income.

ln Ig81, the National Marine Fisheries Service, in cooperation with the
commercial f1shing sector, instituted a National Seafood Consumer Education
and Marketing Program that was dubbed, "Catch America." The major objec-
tives of Catch America were:

o To provide consumers and retai 1 ers with i nformat1on on the
many available fresh seafood products.

o To strengthen and devel op supply networks linking harves-
ter, processor, distributor and retailer.

By all accounts the continui ng endeavor is a success and conti nues to
pay di vidends to the domestic commercial fishing sector. A similar campai gn
may be appropriate for the development of the recreational fishing sector.

Although the recreational fishing sector is more fragmented than the
commercial fishing sector, it nevertheless 1s a major economic force in
coastal communities. Purchases made in conjuncti on with participati on in
marine recreational fishing  MRF ! contri bute to economic acti vi ty i n a
variety of sectors. A lg77 report by Centaur Associates Inc.  formerly
Centaur 'Management Consultants!, "Economic Activity Associated with Mari ne
Recreational Fishing," established the dimensions and the impact of the
recreational sector in the United States. The economic activi ty associated
with the 'MRF is sizable. The marine recreational fisherman travels to the

coast, purchases gas and fishing equipment, eats, dr1nks, stays overnight in
motels and campgrounds, pays charter and party boat fees, and hi res fishing
guides.

As they make purchases, they impact employment, wages, salaries and
other econom1c measures. Centaur est1mated the total sa'les at the retail
level of goods and servi ces associated wi th marine recreational fi shi ng



activity to be $1,333 mill1on 1n the 19~2. These sales generated an esti-
mated $510 m1llion of value added and $285 million in wages and salaries in
business sectors where direct expenditures took place. In 1975 recreational
fishermen purchased an estimated $1,840 million worth of goods and services
at the retail level. These HRF sector-related sales generated approximately
$699 million of value added and $343 mi llion of wages and salaries. These
figures should help to dispel the "fishing for fun" or frivolous notions
often assigned to recreational fishing. Increased attention is bei ng paid
to HRF because of the value and impact of associated economic activ1ty. In
terms of economic impact, the industry that supports NRF is highly signifi-
cant in the U.S. economy. The recreational f1shing industry has emerged
fully on equal footing with the commercial fishing industry.

Aside from economic impact studies like that conducted by Centaur Asso-
ciates, Inc., we often focus only on the on-s1te harvest aspects of the
recreational fi shery. It is easy to view numbers of fishermen and their
catch and effort as though they occur in a vacuum. But MRF is part of a
larger, integrated touri sm fabric. The NRF industry rannot ex1st simply
with an abundance of fish; there must be a means of access for recreational
fishermen and the necessary communit1es of service and i nfrastructure to
support their activ1ty.

A recreational fisheries development program may be a reality 1n the
future. But before it can be constructed and implemented, it 1s imperative
that the recreational fishi ng industry be identi fi ed with regar d to its con-
stituent elements and the relationships whi ch exi st between those elements.

1.2 Objectives

To ascertain the data needed for a viable mari ne recreat1onal fisheries
development program, the National Marine Fisheries Service contracted with
the Sport Fishing Institute to undertake an analysis of development oppor-
tunities in HRF. Funded under the Saltonstall-Kennedy Fisheries Development
Grant Program, this project consisted of three phases. Phase I, under sub-
contract to Centaur Associates, Inc., assessed the econom1c activity asso-
ciated w1th NRF  see Volume I!. Phase II was the analysis of development
opportuni t1es; the results are contained 1n this report. Lastly, duri ng
Phase !II, the Sport Fishing Institute evaluated the potential of promoting
recreational fishi ng opportunit1es to foreign markets and developed 1nfor-
mation to be included 1n promotional mater1als on sport fishing in the
United States. This 1nformation was prov1ded directly to the Nati onal
Narine Fisheries Service for its use in future in-house recreational fish-
eries development programs'

During the analysis of development opportunities in NRF  Phase II!, the
Sport Fishing Institute had the following object1ves:

o To identify and describe the structure of the MRF sector of the
United States fishing industry.

o To identify and document the commonalities and interrelation-
ships between the recreational and coaeercial fish1ng sectors.



o To identi fy the relationships wh1ch exist between the MRF
sector and the tourism system as a whole.

o To identify constraints to development of mar1ne recreational
f i shing.

o To propose strategies to overcome impediments to development.

l. 3 Nethodol ogy

To fulfill the research objectives of this report, several data collec-
tion techniques were 1mplemented. First, an extensive literature rev1ew was
conducted relative to the MRF sector and the tourism industry.

Second, personal contacts were made with the National Nar1ne Fisheries
Service's Regional recreational fisheries coordinators in each of the
regions of the Vnited States. Information was collected relat1ve to the
recreational fishing sector in each region. In addition, the coordinators
suggested additional people 1n the HRF industry within the1r respective
regions who should be contacted.

Third, personal and telephone interviews were conducted with many
representatives of the federal government, state governments, private
businessmen and pr1vate, non-profit, trade and conservation associations.

Simultaneously, an exercise utilizing the Delphi technique was conduct-
ed to provide additional information and to provide a check on the data
collection methods. The results of the Delphi in1tiative are found 1n
Appendi x C.



2.0 THE IQRINE RECREATINAL FISHIII6  NF! INNSTRY

2.1 Introchctiom

For statistical purposes, the federal government does not view recrea-
tional fishing and its supporting business establishments as an industry or
industrial component. This conclusion can be drawn from a review of the
Standard Industrial Classification  SIC' Manual issued by the Executive
Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget {1972!. There are
categories for commercial fishing under the division of Agriculture, For-
estry and Flshlng, which include establishments primarily engaged in the
catching of finfish or shellfish, There are no categories for recreational
fishing which include establishments that provide support and services for
individuals and groups who pursue fish not primarily for economic gain.
These establishments are likely included for statistical purposes as a part
of the Services division where there are categories for hotels and other
lodging places, business services, and amusement and recreation services or
under various manufacturing categories. Instead of a coherent view of the
MRF industry, components of the industry are scattered throughout various
categories and often grouped with unrelated businesses, making it impossible
to secure an accurate statistical picture of the MRF industry.

Mhy is this so't First, the existing structure of the MRF industry is
virtually unknown--many of the businesses known to be important fishing
components might not consider themselves a part of an MRF industry. The
industry, as we know it, is diverse and fragmented, making it difficult to
outline any general i zed structure. Second, 1 t would be di f fi cult to attri-
bute some MRF-support components and/or establishments to a NRF industry
because they might serve other purposes and groups as well. MRF is not
their sole or, perhaps, even their primary activity. Lastly, to be recog-
nized as an industry, "each group of establishments must have signif'icance
from the standpoint of number of persons employed, volume of business and
other economic factors, such as number of establishments, payroll or value
added."  Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget,
1972 ! Although the MRF industry, as we know it, accounts for a si gni fi cant
amount of employment, expenditure and respendi ng  Centaur Management Consul-
tants, Inc., 1977 ', this apparently cannot overcome the fragmentation and
lack of a recognizable coherent structure to enable government recognition
as a formal industry.

Regardless of the problems that frustrate industrial definition and
classification, the MRF i ndustry, as we know it, is a composite overlay
where various business components are linked together for analytic purposes.
In an effort to better understand the various e'lements of this i ndustry, we
wi ll describe and evaluate two types of fishing-related expenditures and
the/r timing.

Ellis et al. �9'SB ! categori ze expenditures related to MRF as repeti-
tivee fi shi ng expenditures and non-repetiti ve fishing expenditures. Repeti-
tive expenditures are generally encountered on all or most fishing tri ps in
contrast to expenditures on such items as tackle and boats which i ncur i n-
frequently. Repetitive expenditures include the following: 1j food and
drink purchased for the fishing trip, 2! lodging for people staying away
from home, 3! bait, 4 j terminal tackle used or lost during the tri p   lures,
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sinkers, swivels, leaders, and hooks!, 5! fees including pier charges, park-
ing fees, boat and equi pment rental s, boat launching and hoi sting charges,
charter and party boat charges, and guide services, 6! fuel for boats, and
7! miscellaneous minor equipment purchases. Guide services are differen-
tiated from charter boat services because guides often provide only their
expertise, where as charter services usually provide the expertise as well
as a large boat and appropriate fishing tackle. Alternately, non-repetitive
fishing expenditures generally do not occur on every fishing trip. These
expenditures include: 1! tackle  rods, reels, lures, and tackle boxes!, 2!
outboard motors, 3! boats and boating accessories, 45 associated equipment
like ice chests, special clothing and camping equipment and 5! miscellaneous
expenditures for literature, fish mounting, fishing club dues and contribu-
tions to conservation.

Repetitive expenditures are usually made on the day of the trip or
within the preceding few days. Certain repetitive expenditures are likely
made at home, some enroute and the majority where the fi shing activity takes
place. Non-repetitive expenditures are not usually tri p specific; one
expenditure may result in equipment that ls used for several years. These
expenditures also probably occur in the fisherman's home corrlrunity. From
this, we can conclude that the MRF industry provides goods and services both
at the place where fishing occurs as well as ln the fisherman's home com-
munity  if these are different!. Further, the business sector associated
with MRF involves the manufacturing of this fishing-related equipment,
wholesale distribution as well as retail sales.

A comprehensive look at the economic activity associated with MRF is
provided by Centaur Management Consultants, Inc. �977 ! and the Sport Fish-
ing Institute �983!. Table 2-1 provides estimates of retail sales asso-
ciatedd with MRF by category for 1975 and 1980. In 197'5, this activity
generated approximately $699 million of value added and $343 million in
wages and salaries in business sectors where MRF-related direct expenditures
took place. Through the use of multipliers, these impacts are measured at
the manufacturing and trade levels. Additional impacts include an estimated
5o,58o person-years of employment and an estimated $52.8 rnilllon worth of
capital expenditures. In comparison, MRF activity in 1980 resulted in
$1.~85 billion of value added. An estimated 65,205 person-years of employ-
ment, which generated $785.6 million in wages and salaries, were associ ated
with MRF acti vi ty. Additionally, $159.8 million of capital expenditures
were made. The Sport Flshlng Institute �983! also provides some estimates
of the number of business establishments that make up the MRF i ndustry
 Table 2-2!. Many of these business components are not evident when and
where people go fishing but they are nevertheless important in producing,
distributing and retailing recreational fishing-related products.

How do all the various components of the marine recreational fishing
industry fit together? Figure 2-1  Ellis et al.. 1958 ! shows some of the
various channels of distribution involved in serving the fisherman.



19752

S 136

19803
185Fishing Tackle

Boats

Motors

Trailers

Marinas

Coranerci al Sportfishing
Vessels

Boat Fuel

208 284

55

18 18

240 470

122 149

86 760

Food 247 742

63 185Lodging

Travel

Boat Insurance

233 611

55

216Bait 290

172Other 170

$1,840 $3,976TOTAL

1
These totals do not include the impacts of purchases of accessory equipment

for recreational boats. Because of the diverse manufacture and distribution
of such equipment, reliable economic impact estimates were not available.
However, based on an analys]s of composite dealer sales data, sales of such
equipment would addfive percent  or about $92 million or less! to the impact
estimates presented here.

2
Source: Centaur Management Consultants, Inc., 1977.

3Source: Sport Fishing Institute, 1983.

Table 2-1

Retail Sales Associated with Marine Recreational Fishing by Category by Year
 in Ili 1 1 ions!



Table 2-2

Number of Establishaents in Business Categories
Related to MarIne Recreational Fishing

Product or Service

260

wholesale Trade 175

6,350+Retail Trade

361

6,500Retail Trade

Motors

6,500Retail Trade

100

6,500Retail Trade

Marinas

Commercial Sport-
fishing Vessels

130Boat Insurance

3,675Bait

Source: Sport Fishing Institute, 1983.
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Fishing Tackle
Manufacturing

Boats
Manufacturing

Boat Trailers

Manufacturing

Number of
Establishments

2,880

3,952

Manufacturers of freshwater and
saltwater tackle in U.S.

Establishments which distribute
freshwater and saltwater tackle
in U.S.

Retailers selling tackle through-
out U.S. not including department
stores.

Manufacturers primarily engaged
in produci ng outboard, inboard
and inboard/outdrive boats

Retail boat dealers throughout
the U.S.

Manufacturers of outboard motors
Manufacturing in U.S.

Retail boat dealers throughout
the U.S.

manufacturers of trailers
throughout the U,S.

Retail boat dealers throughout
the U.S.

Coastal marinas and boat yards.

Saltwater head  party j and char-
ter boats.

Number of insurance carriers
selling insurance for recrea-
tional boats.

Establishments that sell hait for
use in saltwater as a primary
acti vi ty.
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2.2 Findings

A. There is core to fishing than fish.

The marine recreational fishing industry is comprfsed of many compo-
nents. Obviously, this fndustry fs based on one attraction: the fishery
resource.

However, in order for a conxnunfty to have a vfahle MRF industry, atten-
tion must be given to the entire system," rather than just the attraction.
In particular, a community must address the needs of the fishermen they wish
to attract and the MRF industry f tself, which will provide the facilities
and services to meet the needs and desires of the fishermen.

It is a common perception that a good fishery resource will attract
ffshermen. This is not necessarily so, In Nf agar a County, New York, the
county government, recognizing the systemness of the industry, formed a
Fisheries Development Board  Niagara County, 1982!. This came as a result
of the state fish and wildlife agency's  the New York Department of Envi-
ronmental Conservation! commitment to stock over one million salmonids
 trout and salmon! per year in the Niagara County area of Lake Ontario. The
county realized that with the increased availability of fi sh wi 1 1 come an
increase in fishermen to the area. These additional anglers requi re facf 1-
ities and services while fn Niagara County. In particular, access points
such as boat launching facilities, piers and even the hanks of the lake and
area streams wi 11 recei ve increased use.

In order for the people of Niagara County to capitalize on the increas-
ed number of fishermen to their area, they had to provide the anglers with
needed facilities and services. Campgrounds, motels and hotels, restau-
rants, haft and tackle shops, fi shi ng guide servi ces, and mari na facilities
are all examples of the various businesses which can benefit from an i n-
crease in anglers.

The Niagara County Fisheries Development Board approached fisheries
development in a rational and pragmatic manner. After realizing that
increased fish stocks would bring additional fishermen, the Board set out to
analyze the market potentf al. This analysis consisted of an exami nati on of
the potential number of anglers who might fish i n Niagara County, acti vities
common to anglers in similar communltfes, a socio-economic profile of the
potential anglers including distance traveled to reach the Niagara County
area, and a revi ew of the expendi tures angl ers make whi 1 e vi siti ng a fish-
ingg/tourfsm community.

After addressing the anglers themselves, the Fisheries Devel opment
Board inventoried the existing fishing-related facilities� . Included i n
their i nventory was the enumerati on and location of boat launching ramps,
campgrounds, marinas  i ncludfng slip spaces and moori ng areas!, charter
boats, and emergency and rescue services.

The next step was to perform a needs analysis. Here, the Board pro-
jected the needs of' the future anglers. After examfning the services and
faci lities which exist, receenendatf ons were made about the type and quan-
tityy of facilities and services which must be provided i n order to meet the
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demand of the future anglers. The Board's analysis indicated that the
following facilities and services must be increased to support the fishermen
expected to visft Niagara County once the stocking program begins: boat
launching facilities, piers and access points, parking facilities, marine
services  including marinas and charter boats!, marine safety and rescue
services, lodging  including campgrounds!, restaurants, bait and tackle
shops, fish cleaning facilities, and information and educational ser vices.
Also, the analysis brfefly addressed the potential impact of contamfnants in
Lake Ontario fish on fishing activity.

Ljsfng the information collected in this first phase, Niagara County
will produce and implement a Fisheries Development Plan. The county has
recognized the systemness of the MRF industry and addressed it accordingly.
Simple analysis of supply and demand is the ffrst step. After that, an
assessment of development needs is necessary. Finally, implementation of a
plan to correct the difficfencies is required.

Similarly, but on a smaller scale, the systemness notion can be demon-
strated fn today's marina complexes. Seldom are marfnas built which only
offer tradftfonal services such as slip and mooring space, boat storage and
repair services. The trend fs to buf ld a complex or multi-faceted operation
which provides a broader range of facilities and servi ces to the publi c.

The Redondo Beach Marina near Los Angeles, Calif., is a good example.
This full-service mari na incorporates a variety of facilities and services
including slip space, boat launching ramps, boat hoi sts, several restaurants
and bars, a fi shing pier, a bait and tackle shop and a sportfishfng barge
operation. The latter is a large barge moored approximately I I/2 mf les
offshore. The marfna runs a hourly boat shuttle to and from the barge. A
basic admission fee provides customers with free bait on the barge and
access to the restrooms and gal'ley facilities� .

Mf th a wide range of services, the Redondo Beach Marina attr acts a
larger and more di verse clientele than a small, limited-servi ce mari na.
Such a facility fs much more attracti ve to the fishing public because most
of thei r needs and desi res can be satisfied in one physical location. In
close proximity to the Redondo Beach Marfna are motels and hotels whi ch
further add to the attractiveness of the facility.

B. Nthout proper investmeNt, a fishery wi11 mot be fully utilized.

Followfng the previous thesis that there is more to fishing than just
fish, it should be noted that unless the appropri ate support i nfrastructure
fs available to the fishermen, an area will receive limited use. A strong
fi shery resource does not guarantee a viable HRF/tourism i ndustry. !n addi-
tion, the presence of capital investment in the construction of MRF faci li-
tfes wi 11 demonstrate to decision-makers the need for effecti ve management
of the fishery resource.

The state of Loui si ana has a di versity of recreational ly important
marf ne fish species. The large number of oil and gas platforms in the
state's territorial sea and the adjacent fishery conservation zone serve, in
effect, as artificial reefs. Desirable game fish are attracted in abun-
dance, to these structures.

- 10-



Unfortunately, access is limited and there is little land-based support
infrastructure to support a viable recreational fishery. There are natural
resasons for this, namely, the difficulty of developing in a marsh environ-
ment. Consequently, basic facilities such as boat launch ramps ex1st in
small numbers. Access for non-boat owners is also limited as relatively few
offshore charter and party boats operate in Louis1ana. This is beginning to
change as inshore fishery charter services emerge.

lt is difficult to determine why there is such a lack of infrastructure
1n Louisiana. Should it be the role of the public sector or the private
sector to create incentives to overcome this problem? Probably, a combina-
tion of the two. Regardless of wh1ch sector takes the lead, in order to
increase the MRF opportunities 1n Lou1siana, a MRF/tourism industry infra-
structure needs to be developed.

The responsible resource and tourism agenc1es 1n Louisiana are not
addressing the systemness of the MRF 1ndustry. Therefore, Lou1siana is not
receiving the potential benef1ts. Of course, 1t is possible that the resi-
dents do not desi re additional fishing opportun1ties or an influx of tour-
istss to their state. But, if they des1 re to improve their MRF/tourism
industry and receive the resultant economic benefits, they should follow the
example of Niagara County, N.Y., and develop a plan or plans for an orderly,
phased-1n f1shery development program.

C. NIF development is not exclusively in the domain of the private or
public sector: Coordination of both sectors is required.

Clearly, the responsibility for MRF development does not lie with only
one sector, but. with the private and public sectors to varying degrees.
Although certain development activ1ties lend themselves exclusively to one
sector, generally both sectors play a role.

Neither sector can provide all that is needed to optimize MRF develop-
ment; thus, there must be a well-coordinated public/private partnership of
effort and resources. To accomplish this, each sector needs to be carefully
evaluated in terms of its strengths and weaknesses and an action plan formu-
lated for MRF development. Some matters are best accomplished through
existing fisheries management and tourism development agenc1es; others are
best left to private sector interests wh1ch have access to public and
private information and can participate effectively in MRF development
efforts,

As an example of public/private cooperation, there is the use of a
federal loan guarantee program to assist in the financing of two sportf1sh-
ing barges in southern California. Construction financing for two station-
ary  anchored! fishing platforms or barges was provided by the Fishing
Vessel Obligation Guarantee Program  FVOG!. The innovative use of this
program, which is administered by the National Marine Fisheries Service
 NMFS! came about through the efforts of the NMFS's Southwest Regional
Office near Los Angeles. Historically, the FVOG program has supported the
construction of commercial fishing vessels and commercial passenger sport-
fishing vessels  charter and party/head boats!. Fortunately, NMFS con-
s1dered the barges as suitable candidates for the FVOG program.
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The barges, Isle of Redondo and the Annie B ,are located in the Santa
Monica Bay and Long Reach Harbor, respectively. The Isle of Redondo is a
platform 120 feet by 60 feet on catamaran hulls. It is 240 gross tons and
has over six feet of draft. Moored over the edge of Redondo Canyon, the
barge has a water depth on the inshore side of about 'SO feet and an offshore
depth of over 200 feet. In addition, a sunken vessel is located nearby
which serves as an artificial reef.

The Annie B is moored behind a breakwater which forms the seaward edge
of the Port of Long Beach. It is gg gross tons and measures 150 feet by 44
feet on deck. Moored in water about 40 feet deep, the Anni e B rises only
about three feet above the surface.

The Annie B can be ma1ntained 1n place all year while the Isle of
Redondo must be removed for two or three months each year for maintenance
anan to avoid rough weather. Pacific mackerel are coamonly caught at both
barges. Rockfish  sebastes! and coastal pelag1cs such as bonito and sharks
are caught around the Isle of Redondo.

An outstanding example of public/private sector cooperation in MRF
development is provided by the Northern Ireland Tourist Board in thei r
decision to subsidize thei r nation's "sea angling" enterpri ses  Northern
Ireland Tourist Board, 1972!. The1r goal was to explo1t "sea angling" as a
tourist attraction and to compete for European markets that previously took
advantage of fish1ng packages in Norway, Iceland and Portugal. A f1sheries
reconnaissance revealed that there were sufficient quantities and varieties
of fish in Northern Ireland's coastal waters to attract European fishermen
on a "packaged holiday basis." However, the Tourist Board found that there
were no modern and well-equipped boats available to provide access to
coastal waters. Further, the1r studies concluded that there was no prospect
of interesting private investment in the full time operation of charter
boats given the high cost of initial 1nvestment. Accordingly, the Northern
Ireland Tourist Board reconmgended a grant-in-aid program to provide private
investors with reasonably attracti ve returns and at the same time to help to
develop a small but nonetheless valuable new tourist attraction. Policies
established by the Board speak to the nature of the grants available, cri-
teria for boats and equipment, and other related financial matters. The
policies of the Northern Ireland Tourist Board recogni ze that the attendant
secondary spending benefits more than justify f1nancial assistance to the
charter operators and that by raising the rate of return on capital in-
vested, they help to stimulate pr1vate 1nvestment. Irish tourist author-
it1es recognize that the poor f1nancial returns to operators must be over-
come if economic impact  local and nationalj potentials are to be realized.

Many individuals interested in getting into a MRF/tourism business
often find it difficult to obtain the needed capital to purchase items
necessary for the operation. In particular, purchases of charter/party
boats and sportfi shing barges requi re large amounts of capital.

Apparently, it is difficult for lending institutions, such as banks and
other pr1vate financial institutions, to realistically assess the risks
1nvolved in loan1ng monies to MRF/tourism businesses. This is due in part
to the relative lack of informat1on available on this industry segment. Few
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studies have examined the profit generating ability of service-oriented
businesses such as charter and party boat operations.  Those which have
include Prochaska and Cato, 1975; Ditton et al., 1978; Woods and litton,
1'979; Manooch et al., 1981; and Thursland et al., 1982'j. Without an esta-
blished history of information on a certain type of business operation, a
lending institution is reluctant to prov1de loan monies.

private institutions which grant a NRF loan usually require that the
length of debt ser vice or the time period in which the loan must be repaid
be relatively short. Unfortunately, it may take many years for a
MRF/tourism operation to become profitable. A business venture of th1s type
often re11es on word-of-mouth advert1sing to a great extent; slowly building
up its clientele over a period of years. High interest, short-term loans
can significantly impact a business' cash flow and often result in default
on the loan.

Alternately, the National Marine Fisheries Service has a seri es of loan
guarantee programs and capital constructi on funds which provide more favor-
able terms for ind1viduals and thei r businesses. Often lower interest rates
can be obtained with a longer debt service. Combined, these create an
environment in which businessmen can show a profit sooner; thus, a business'
chance for success 1s greatly enhanced.

D. The goal of the private sector is to make a profit.

Ras1cal ly, the mot1ve of pri vate sector 1nvolvement in MRF development
is profit. Of course, there are not-for-profit organizations but their
involvement in development issues is generally lim1ted to information dis-
semination and advising. This role is similar to that of the public sector
and will be discussed 1n the following section.

The actual or perceived probability of profit or some other benefit is
the inducement f' or the private sector to enter into MRF development or any
other venture. As described by Oitton et al. �971!, benefits which are
divisible -- that is, those which can be divided among individuals -- can be
selfishly enjoyed or consumed. Alternately, indiv~sible benefits are those
which are collective in nature and cannot be easily divided up. Therefore,
indivisible benefits are shared by all. If the benefits resulting from an
action can be divisible, then it is probable that the private sector would
become involved.

The construct1on and operation of boat launching ramps serve as a use-
ful example. If' it 1s possible for an entity to purchase or lease the land
upon which the ramp is to be built, construct the ramp, and then charge a
fee for the use of the ramp, then it is probable that a private sector busi-
ness would be willing to enter into such an operat1on. The benefits, 1.e.
profits result1ng from the user fees  over and above normal ma1ntenance
costs!, could be received directly by the owner and/or operator of the ramp.
Obviously, a private sector business ~ould enter into the project only if a
favorable return on the in1tial investment is projected.

On the other hand, the public sector would perform the same function of
constructing and operating a boat launching ramp if the general public could
benefit. This is not to say that a fee would not be charged for the use of
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the ramp, but the monies collected would go toward the maintenance and
operation of the ramp, Profit is not the incentive for the public sector' s
involvement but rather the benefits, i.e. access to the water, which are
provided to the general public. These benefits are not easily divided
between individuals. Anyone with the desire  and possibly the required feel
could use the ramp and thereby benefit.

Historically, the public sector, has provided many of the services and
facilities required by mari ne recreational fishermen. Today, austere bud-
gets require 11mited monies to be spent in areas of "higher priority." This
has resulted in an opportunity for the private sector to enter into new
areas where it can provide the desired serv1ces and fac1lities for the
public while at the same time operate v1able, money-making businesses.

Not only are areas open to the private sector which have been tradi-
tionally within the realm of the public sector, but many new and innovative
areas of MRF/tourism development are available as well. Examples of devel-
opment opportunities include the construction of fishing piers in conjunc-
tion with artificial reefs; the operation of sportfishing barges, bait
barges, and charter and party/head boats which pursue nontraditional
species; combination fishing/sightseeing trips, and the use of party/head
boats for whale-watching cruises.

Naturally, the private sector cannot or will not become involved i n all
aspects of MRF development� . It is not realistic to expect the private
sector to pursue a development activity unless a direct benefit will result
to the private entity or individual.

E. The public sector plays an important role in ICtF developaent.

Everyone has an opinion about the extent to which the public sector
should be 1nvolved in any issue or activ1ty, includ1ng MRF development.
Some welcome the assistance and involvement of governmental agencies at all
levels, while others would prefer to see all governmental "interference"
removed.

With regard to MRF development, the primary role of federal and state
governments, should be f1sheries management. Included here is the respon-
sibilityy of habitat protection and enhancement. Without a viable fishery
resource, the MRF industry cannot exist. Profess1onal fisheries management
is necessary to ensure the long-term health of the fisheri es and the habitat
upon which they depend.

Second, the public sector at all levels should be involved in the col-
lectionn, packaging and dissemination of 1nformati on about how, when and
where to pursue recreational species. It is apparent that the general
public must be informed of the recreational fishing opportunities available
to them and receive directions about how to capitalize on these opportuni-
ties. In addit1on, instruction is needed on the proper care and handling of
harvested fish.

Information di ssemi nation should be accomplished through all available
media types, particularly 1n the format of understandable, printed litera-
ture. Educational programs directed both to students and the general public
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would be beneficial. Hands-on experiences and demonstrations have proved
most effective in educatfng people on how to fish and to prepare the1r catch
for consumption.

Information dissemination can educate the public on the non-tradftional
or underutilized species available for recreational pursuit. Give specific
information on how and where to catch these species. Educational and infor-
mational programs can aid in reducing fishing pressure on traditional fish-
eries while increasing pressure on spec1es which are less exploited.

Perhaps the public sector should only collect the necessary informa-
t1on. Th1s information could then be sold to the private sector which, in
turn, would package and dfssem1nate it to the general public. Some states
have developed excellent MRF brochures and have financed fishery management
programs with the profits.

Th1rd, the public sector should continue to be involved in MRF devel-
opment with f1 nanc1ai assi stance programs. In particular, the National
Marine Fisher1es Service adminsters loan and loan subs1dy programs and
cap1tal construction funds which assist industry components such as charter
and party boat operations, The MRF/tourism industry needs government assis-
tance of this type because cotmnerclal  private! lending fnstftutions are
reluctant to lend to "unknown" credit risks. And when they do, the terms
are often economically i nfeasibl e. But, most of NMFS ' s financial i ncentive
participation has been in the commercial fishing industry.

Last, monies should be available from the government to support re-
search in MRF development, Presently, NMFS administers the Saltonstall-
Kennedy Fisheries Development Grant Program which provides monies for com-
mercial and recreational fisheries development. Llntil recently, all monies
from th1s program were directed toward the comnercfal sector. However, as
evidenced by this report. it is now possible for the pr1vate sector to
secure monies under this program.

Section 423 of the Surface Transportation Act of 1982  U.S. Congress,
1982! amended the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act  U.S. Congress, 1980!. Beginning
i n FY 1984, 100 percent of the monies -- primarily import duties levied on
frozen fish products -- collected under this program are authorized for
development projects. In the past, 30 percent of the collected revenue has
been available each year. It must be noted, however, that the monies must
go through the Congressional appropriations process each year. Therefore,
it is possfble that the full 100 percent might not be made available for the
S-K program, particularly if the Commerce Department continues to operate on
a Conti nufng Resolution.

The amended S-K language provides that 60 percent of the monies appro-
priated w111 be in the form of direct-ass1stance grants to industry and
researchers. The remaining 40 percent will be used by NMFS to carry out its
f1shery development activ1ties. In FY 1982, approximately $24 million
dollars was collected under the authorfty of the S-K program. If collec-
ti ons remaf n at the FY 1982 level, $24 mi lli on would be spent on fi shery
development programs beginning in FY 1984.
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At the federal level, the National Marine Fisheries Service is the
primary governmental agency involved with MRF development. The task force
which drafted the NNFS policy statement on NRF stated that it believed that
"NNFS will be required to play three principal roles in dealing with NRF--
that of a doer, a partner or a catalyst -- depending on whether NNFS, under
its authorities and mandates, has primary responsibility, shared responsi-
bilityy or an undefined responsibility" {National Marine Fisheries Service,
1981! . The NNFS has responsibilities for data acquisition in pursuit of its
management responsibilities. Individuals within the agency are involved in
collecting data and information that can be used in support of NRF devel-
opment activities. Also, they work as partners with representatives of
other political subdivisions and with businesses where there is a rationale
for federal involvement. Nore often, since state, local and private sector
jurisdictions are involved, there is the need for the catalytic role where a
key individual works with others to help them develop or enhance elements of
the NRF/tourism system.

As long as MRF development is pursued on a biological, single agency or
public sector basis, it is probably doomed to failure. NRF development
activities requi re an integration of knowledge ~ithin and outside of govern-
ment. MRF development requires an understanding of fishery resources, fish-
ermen, the MRF industry {as well as the larger tourism industry! and the
political system that surrounds the development of common property fishery
resources.

F. Organization is the important first step to accomplishing goals.

As described in the introduction, the NRF/tourism i ndustry is a highly
di verse industry comprised of many varied, yet interrelated busi nesses . It
is important that these components of the MRF/tourism industry system or-
ganize as a unit and recognize the relationships between them. Also, each
component within the system, such as the charter boat fleet, should organize
and work within itself to strengthen its respective business sector.

The first step toward thi s goal i s recognizing that the system exists.
The industry must realize how each business component relates to the others
and how the system must be complete in order to achieve recognition as an
industry. Such recognition is a fi rst step to receiving the type of finan-
cial assistance enjoyed by other industries that depend on the fishery
resource, i.e., the commercial fishing industry.

The impetus to group the various i ndustry components together should
initiate within currently organized groups such as the Chamber of Commerce.
Organizat,ions such as this generally represent the majority of the busi-
nesses in an area and thus, can readily communicate with and initiate com-
munication between its members. Each of the components must work together
to their mutual benefit to offer a complete package to the potential recrea-
tional fisherman/tourist/customer.

In addition, it is imperative that individual businesses be organized
within each MRF industry component. For example, charter boat operators
should join together and establish a central booking office which would
allow potential customers to contact a single office to make reservations on
any charter boat. The booking office could operate with a toll-free tele-
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phone number for the state and possibly nationwide.

Admittedly, it will be difficult in some comnunities to overcome the
distrust many businessmen have for each other. In the case of charter oper-
ators, they need to be convinced that they are not competing against each
other but rather that their area or port is in competition with other ports.
Additionally, operators have to overcome their biases toward a single book-
ing office operation. In particular, a system or operating procedure should
be established which would give all charter operations equal opportunity to
secure customers who make reservations through the central booking office.

In some coastal regions charter operators have begun to organize for
many reasons. Noteworthy among these are the Sportfishing Association of
California located in southern Cali forni a and the Charter boat Association
of the Americas in Miami, Fla. Some of the benefits of their strength in
number include the above mentioned central booking service, group rates on
insurance, a unified political voice which is heard by appropriate fishery
management agencies, and the economic savings which can result from group
adver tising and promotional events.

Once organized, either at the component level or at the industry/system
level, the businesses can work together for the benefit of all involved. An
example is the sponsorship of short-duration events such as fishing tourna-
ments whi ch are held either before or after the traditional tourism season
in an area. Such events extends the tourism season by bringing tourists
into the area at a time when little or no tourist activity usually occurs.
The additional economic impact of such events can be significant.

Fishing tournaments represent an important facet of the recreational
fishing industry. Economic i mpacts of a variety of sportfishing tournaments
have been studied. For instance, total expenditures of the Ig71 Narragan-
sett  R.I.! Tuna Tournament participants were estimated to be $211,283
 Farrell lg72 !. Similarly, Daniel �974! found the 1,210 anglers parti ci-
pating in the 1913 Biloxi Rodeo  tournaments in Mississippi spent, on the
average, approximately $75.87 each over 2.3 fishing days. During the same
year, Gulfport was host to the Mississippi Deep Sea Fishing Rodeo, where a
typical fisherman's expenditures were estimated to be $157.60 for 3.4 fish-
ingg days. The combined di rect economic impact of these two rodeos on the
Mississippi coast was estimated to be Sg15,841.

More recently, a study by Smith and Moore �98O! found that approxi-
mately 1,844 parti cipants in the Third Annual Arthur Smith King Mackerel
Tournament  Ig1gj held in Little River, S.C., spent an estimated $650,000 to
fi sh in the competition. In additi on, an estimated $22g,000 was spent in
the Little River area by individuals and family members who accompanied the
tournament anglers. Combined, total expenditures for the two-day event
totaled nearly $880,000.

During another king mackerel tournament, the First Annual Greater
Jacksonville Natural Light Kingfish Tournament, there were approximately
$428,000 in di rect expenditures  Milon et al., Ig82!. Of this, an estimated
$384,OOO was spent in the Jacksonville, Fla., area. Multipliers generated
by the U.S. Water Resources Council and a University of Florida study were
applied to estimate the total economic impact of the tournament. Estimates
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of $765,407 and $700,203 resulted, respectively.

Falk et al, �981! found that the 1981 Milford  Del.! World Champion-
ship Weakfish Tournament generated $110,000 in direct expenditures by the
participating anglers. Held on three non-consecutive days, this tournament
resulted in an economic impact of nearly $172,000 to Oelaware.
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3.0 RELATIONSHIPS BETNEEN THE RECREATIONAL ANO COSKRCIAL FISHING SECTORS
3.1 Introduction

By definition, commercial and recreational fishermen are different in
their orientations and use of fishery resources. Commercial fishermen
generally harvest for pay or for purposes of sale, barter or exchange. The
principal objectives of recreat1onal fishermen include pleasure, enjoyment
and relaxation. Sometimes, barter or money may be derived from the recrea-
tional catch, but income and livelihood are not be the primary objectives.
Although some recreational fi shermen legitimately sell their catch, this is
an illegal practi ce i n some coastal states . Differences i n the disposi ti on
of the catch are shown in Figures 3-1 and 3-2. The assemblage of business
components that support recreational and commercial f1shermen also vary
widely  F1gures 3-3 and 3-4!.

To date, much has been written about the differences and the compet1-
tion between these two groups. They are generally regarded as mutually
exclusive user groups. Although some fish stocks are sought almost exclu-
sively by recreational fishermen, �.e., billfish! or commercial fishermen,
�.e., menhaden! these two groups of fishermen sometimes desire the same
fish. This often leads to problems, particularly with nearshore fish
stocks. Efforts to resolve these conf11cts often involve agency rulemaking
relative to gear restrictions or harvest limitations or legislative action,
 i.e., the ban on the conmercial harvest of red drum and speckled trout in
Texas!. The differences and/or conflicts between commercial and recrea-
tional fishing interests are well-known; the commonalities and overlap have
received little, if any, attent1on.

Recreational and commercial fishermen have much in common. They are
both interested in sustaining viable populations of fish. Fish are a common
property resource until captured by a recreational or commercial fisherman.
Although some fish are more likely to be captured by one group, the two
groups share many fish stocks. The concern for the stocks must precede
matters of resource allocation  who gets what'?!, Both groups should be
concerned ahout the extent of 'lost habitat and with mitigating further
impacts.

The recreational and commercial fishing sectors are 1nter-dependent.
Services like ice, repai rs, equipment sales, and docksi de faci lit1es support
both the commercial and recreational fishing sectors. Both groups of fish-
ermen are concerned with matters of access to the water as well as with
harbor development. Many recreational fishermen hire a charter boat or use
a party boat when they go fishing. Although the commercial charter or party
boat operator provides a means of access for many sport fishermen, the
operator often serves as a commerc1al first-handler of the fish the client
does not want. Some charter boat operators have an agreement with the
recreational fi shermen that they keep a limited quantity of the catch; the
remainder reverting to the charter captain which he sells for profit. With-
out such arrangements, charter and party boat rates might be increased.
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Figure 3-1. Disposition of the Colmiercial Harvest
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As shown 1n Figure 3-4, recreat1onal fishermen also depend on the
availability of bait. The bait supplier is usually a commercial dealer or
wholesaler. It 1s possible that w1thout commercial fishermen, i.e., bait
shrimp boat operators, bait for recreational fishermen could become scarce.
Only those fishermen who could catch the1r own would have bait. Also,
without recreational fishermen purchasing bait, commercial fishermen could
lose an important part of their income.

Ontil now, recreational fisheries planning and development initiatives
have not considered the rommercial sector to any great extent, and vice
versa. The symbiotic relationships between the two fishing sectors need to
be recognized if development efforts are to be effecti ve.

3.2 Findings

A. Hany c~alities exist between the recreational and c~rcial fishing
sectors.

Rather than dwelling on the differences or conflicts between the rec-
reational and commercial fishing sectors, we w111 examine the corrmwronalities
and interrelationships between the two. Recently, Lee Meddig, executive
v1ce presi dent of the National Fisheries Institute  a trade association
representing the cormnercial fishing sector!, spoke before the Marine Recrea-
tional Fisheries Symposium  l983!. Meddig addressed many of the pr'oblems
faci ng both sectors. A discussion of some of those problems follows:

Damage to the resonrce by overf$shing. Both 1ndustry sectors de-
pend upon a healthy and perpetual fishery resource. The two must
cooperate to ensure the proper management of our nation's fishery
resources. Together, these sectors can approach the relevent
federal and state f1shery management agencies and the regional
fishery management councils and demand the development and proper
implementation of fishery management practices. Secondar1ly, all
interested parties can work together with management authorities to
obtain equitable allocat1ons of the finite f1shery resources based
upon biological, economic and social data.

2. Damage to or destruction of habitat. Closely related to the f1rst
problem, habitat loss or impairment can signficantly impact the
associated fishery reosurces . In particular, loss of wetlands must
be addressed since many marine species are dependent upon this
habitat during all or part of their 11fe cycles. Hab1tat destruc-
tion results from many factors including development ot facilities
such as marinas, bui ldings, and industrial complexes, and point and
non-point pollution discharges. Together, the recreational and
commercial sectors could work within the governmental system to
1mplement habitat protection policies.

3. Increasing the availability of fishery resources. Since both
sectors rely upon a viable fishery resource, it would benefit them
to work in cooperat1on to bring about effective fishery propagation
practices. These include, f1sh hatchery operations and habitat
enhancement efforts, including habitat protection and creation.
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Creation of habitat could be the restoration of wetlands orthe
deployment of artificial reefs. Additional habitat wi 1 1 aide in
increasing fi shery populations or at least help maintain the status
+U o.

4. Equitable enforcement of management regulations and practices.
Assuming that both sectors had input into the formulation of fish-
ery management practices/regulations, then it would behoove each to
follow-up and demand that the regulations and practi ces be enforced
and that all harvesters, recreational and commercial, be treated
equally. All must ronform and obey the rules and regulations which
are put in place to manage the f1shery resources.

5. Education of the public on the proper handling and preparation of
fishery products. Unfortunately, many fish products are wasted or
are not handled and prepared properly after purchase or harvest.
Th1s is particularly true wi th recreational speci es. An education
program on the proper care and preparation of fish products would
benefit the two fisheries sectors and the general public.

6. Safety. Together, the commercial and recreational fishing 1 nte-
rests compri se a large percentage of the boating acti vi ty on our
nation's waters. Both groups should cooperate to encourage and
assist in boater safety programs for the public search and rescue
operat1ons of the U.S. Coast Guard and its auxiliary, and adequate
weather services.

Funding for fishery management agencies. The proper management of
our fishery resources should be the concern of both fisheries
sectors. Therefore, commercial and recreational interests should
join forces to fight for strong budgets w1thin the federal and
state fishery management agenc1es 1n order to support research
projects, data coll ection and implementation of fishery management
techniques.

B. The c~rcial fishing sector can and does impact the recreational
fishing sector.

To an extent, the recreational fishing sector depends on, the commer-
cial fishing sector, and vice versa. Nowhere is th1s relationship better
exemplified than in the bait i ndustry.

On the whole, marine recreational fishermen tend to use natural bait,
both live and dead, more often than artificial baits and lures. Anglers can
secure natural bait either through d1rect purchase or by catching it them-
selves. Purchases usually occur at piers, bait and tackle shops, and in
convenience and food stores . personal bait collection generally involves
the harvest of small fish or shrimp with a cast net, dip net or trap.

Few st~dies have examined the natural bait i ndustry and thus, only
general i nformati on is available relative to the i ndustry and its acti vity.
>n lg8O, the South Carolina Sea Grant Consortium sponsored a workshop on the
marine natural bait 1ndustry. There, Abbas and Spitzbergen �982! br1efly
described the North Carolina industry:

25-



The industry is character1zed by many small retailers. In
virtually ail cases, bait sales are one among several enterprises
w1th1n the f1rm. General stores dominate the natural bait outlets
while fish markets, bait and tackle shops, and fishing piers each
comprise less than half the outlets. Narinas, sport stores, gas
stations, and other outlets are least important as outlets for
marine bait.

...Various outlet areas were surveyed according to the number
of years bait had been retai led, types of ba1t sold, revenue from
ba1t, and associated factors. Piers have operated the longest
�9.2 years!, bait and tackle shops and sports stores have the
highest average revenue per customer at $5.21 and $6.69, respect-
1vely, and bait and tackle shops spend the most for advertising.
However, bait and tackle stores also had the highest bait
revenue...retail sales of marine bait [in North Carolina] in 1978
were estimated to be $6,639,900.

This description addresses only the retail sales component of the
natural bait industry, But, a major part of this industry is the actual
harvest of the bait by commercial fishermen. In southern Cal1fornia, NRF is
heavily dependant upon the anchovy, not only as an angler' s bait but also as
an attraction luring migratory game fish to the region. In particular,
charter and party boat operat1ons use anchovies as chum to draw the game
fish close to their boats. Without a stable and healthy supply of
anchovies, the charter and party boat operations would find it difficult to
produce the results their customers desire, which is, of course, to catch
fish. This, in turn, would negatively affect the profit of these businesses
 Nettleton, 1983!.

A reduction fishery  comnercial harvest! for anchovies also exists in
southern California waters. This catch 1s not for human consumption but is
used in such products as animal feed. fertilizer, paints and lubr1cants. In
add1tion, there is a large reduction fishery in Nexico's waters. Combined,
the U.S. and Nex1can harvests are at, or near, the maximum sustained yield
for the fishery  Nettleton, 1983!.

Commercial fishermen harvest the anchovy for two industr1al sectors:
recreational fishermen and products for direct and indirect human use.
Presently, various interest groups are actively working with NNFS to develop
an improved fishery management plan  FNP! to manage and equitably allocate
the finite anchovy resource. As some commercial fishermen serve both
sectors, they support a fair allocation between both customer groups'
Recreational fishing interests are f1ghting for a significant decrease in
the reduction fishery in order to provide a si gnificant number of anchovies
as recreational bait. Further, and of equal importance, these interests
argue that the anchovy is an important link in the ocean food web, attract-
1 ng and supporting many species of game fish and marine manuals .

While this may be viewed as the typical conflict between recreat1onal
and comxercial fishing interests, it is more 1mportant for our purpose to
focus on the effect of the coamercial harvest on recreational fishing acti-
vity and the effect of the combined harvest on the resource itself.
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Clearly, recreational fishermen depend upon a healthy supply of
anchovies, both live and dead, for bait in their pursuit of game fish. When
this bait supply is reduced or removed, many businesses suffer. Commercial
harvesters of anchovies used as live bait by anglers annnually capture and
sell approx/mately 7,000 tons of anchovies at an average price of $4OO per
ton. Totaled, the anchovy recreational bait industry has sales of approxi-
mately $2.8 million . In 19S2 the commercial harvest of anchovies was 5O,Ooo
tons, sold at $4O per ton for a total of $2 million  Nettleton, 1983 !.

Overharvest of the anchovy resource could bring about a significant
shortfall in terms of bait supply to meet the demand of recreational fi sher-
men. Additional ly, with a reduced population, commercial harvests would be
less. Only continuing, sound management of the fi shery resource will ensure
a viable fishery from which both sectors can benefit. It is imperative that
both interests work together to implement fisheries management practices.
Then they can assist the appropri ate management agency in setti ng up an
equi table allocation system.

C. Planning and implementation should include the interests of both the
recreational and cowercial fishing sectors.

Though often in conflict, the recreational and commercial fi shing
sectors have the opportunity to work together on many issues. Resource
managers, federal and state fishery management agenci es, and the pri vate
sector must realize the corwnonali ti es of these two i nterests and incorporate
each group's desi res and needs.

The planning process, whether for the development of a fishery manage-
ment plan or in the initial design phases of a harbor waterfront develop-
ment, should incorporate both i nterest groups. Specifically, both sectors
should he given the opportunity to express thei r opi ni ons, desi res and
needs. As a result, future conflict may be avoided or at least reduced. In
turn, both sectors could benefit from any actions taken.

For example, waterfront revitalization is very popular in America' s
major coastal urban centers. Any new development should strive to benefit
both the recreational and commercial fishing sector interests. Recreational
fishermen probably would desi re marinas for private boats and charter and
party boats, piers for public access, and boat launching ramps . At the same
time, the commercial sector would want access to the water through marinas
sui ted to service thei r vessels . All of these can be developed within the
confines of a harbor or waterfront area . It simply requires planning and
coordination. In reality, the shore-based 1 nfrastructures for both sectors
are extremely compatible. In many areas of the country, for example, the
opportunity to see a commercial fishing fleet docked is a major attraction
to tourists and other recreational users of the marine environment. It is
then feasible to develop servi ces and facilities for the touri st population
close to the commercial fishing area including seafood markets and restau-
rants, retail shops and stores, parks and fishing piers .

Everyone involved i n the planning process must realize the commonali-
ti es which exi st between the two fi shi ng sectors. Only then can a viable,
workable plan be developed which will address the interests of all.
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Possibly, it would be best to begin th1s cooperative effort on projects
which are easily 1dentifiable as benefits to both groups. In particular,
habitat issues such as artificial reef development should be examined. Not
only does the creation of new hab1tat benefit both sectors from the perspec-
tive of increased fishery productivity, but artificial reefs can also serve
as a means of conflict resolution. The strategic placement of artificial
reefs can provide separate and distinct areas in which recreational and
commercial fishermen can f1sh.

An interesting example of one of the many relationships whi ch exist
between the recreational and commercial fishing sectors can be found in San
Diego, Calif. Here, a unique service 1s provided by a custom canning opera-
t1on. 'Recreational tuna fishermen returning from a day  or even longer!
trip on a party/head boat can avoid cleaning and packing t.hei r catch. In-
stead, the custom canner allows anglers to trade their whole, uncleaned tuna
for canned tuna. A small fee is charged, but the angler "profits" by having
a convenient way to keep and transport his catch without the problems asso-
ciated with cleaning the catch or disposing of unwanted fish. Hany tourist
anglers are not equipped to conveniently transport their catch home, parti-
cularly if 1t is filleted and packed in ice. Canned tuna e1ther can be
transported by the angler or shipped home. The custom canning operation
benefits by making use of existing cannery facilities and by making a profit
for its service to anglers, In the end, both sectors benefit  Lengel,
1978'.

Another 1nteresting relationship, similar to the custom canning ex-
ample, involves the selling of fish caught by anglers on party and charter
boats. Depending upon the state, charter and party boat captains often
serve as a first handler of food fishes caught during thei r operations.
Nhen the client has more fish than desired, it is common for a captain to
buy, accept as a gift or as a negotiated part of the charter, the excess
fish and later sell it at a profit to a loca'i fish market or restaurant.

This relationship is not as simple as it seems though. Some states
prohibit the sale of fish by recreational fishermen. Others allow it if the
appropriate comnercial fishing license is purchased, In those states which
prohibit the sale of recreational catch, it is possible, though illegal, for
the charter or party boat captain to purchase his customer's catch and then
sell 1t to a seafood market or processor, assuming the captain has the
necessary conlaercial fishing license. Ouite often, charter captai ns will be
both commercial fishermen and charter operators on a part-time basis.

An argument in favor of allowing the sale of recreati onally caught fish
by a charter/party boat captain is that of providi ng an additional source of
income to the. charter/party boat operation which should assist in keeping
the price down for the charter or party boat customers. Alternatively, the
legal  or illegal! sale of recreationally caught fish could be viewed as the
1ntroduction of additional fish products into the comnercial market. Im-
proper handling may also result in an inferior product being introduced into
the market which reflects negatively on the retai 1 seafood markets and
restaurants.

Though an opportunity may exist which would seemingly benefit both
sectors, it is possible that, in the long run, one sector would be affected
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adversely. Therefore, it is imperative that both sectors be involved in the
planning process in order to incorporate the ideas of individuals knowledge-
able about their respective businesses.

Implementation may be even more important, than the planning phase.
Throughout the development process, the recreational and comnercial fishing
sectors must be involved . Oeci sions and management plans which benefi t both
sectors should be given priority over those which aid only one sector and
add to the growi ng rift between the recreational and connnercial fishing
interests.

D. Organization and cooperation between the recreatiooal and c~rcial
fishing sectors is essential.

Mhen possible, recreational and connnercial fishing interests should
work together for the benefit of both groups. Once the connnonalities be-
tween the two are recognized, mechanisms for cooperation and coordination
need to be developed. Together, these two sectors can accomplish a great
deal to the henefit of both.

An example of the two sectors working together occurred recently in the
northeastern United States wi th the proposed development of oil and gas on
Georges Rank, off the coast of >massachusetts. Recreational and commercial
fishing interests in cooperation wi th tourism interests managed to twice
delay the Georges Bank oil and gas lease sale  OCS Sale No. 42! by court
action until assurances could be made by the petroleum industry whi ch would
result in the safe and relatively harmless development of Georges Rank. The
fi shery resource whi ch supports considerable recreational, connnerci al and
tourism activity was the central i ssue. Specifically, Georges Rank is an
area of spawning grounds for many important recreational and commercial
speci es -- particularly, cod and haddock. Together, these i nterest groups
could effectively confront and work with the petroleum industry.
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4.0 THE ROLE OF FlSHNG ON TNR1SN

4.1 Tntrodecti on

Since World War II, the expanding role of leisure has produced a signi-
ficant increase in travel and tourism activ1ty at the national and interna-
tional level. Because more economic benefits may accrue from tourism than
from many other capital intensive industries, tourism is emerging as a major
element of economic development at the local, regional, state, and national
levels.

Travel and tourism, if viewed as a single retail industry, was the
second largest retail industry in 1981, in terms of business receipts. after
food stores. U.S. and foreign travelers spent $191 bill1on 1n the United
States during 1981. an eleven percent increase over 1980. Further, travel
spending in America directly generated 4.6 million in jobs in 1981, paying
$40 billion in wages and salaries and producing $18 billion i n federal,
state and local tax revenue  U.S. Travel Data Center 1982. 6-13!.

To understand what these figures represent, it 1s necessary to define
some terms. The tourism industry is composed of those businesses that pro-
videe servi ces for tourists. Unlike many other industries [but like the HRF
lndustryj, the tourism industry de11vers a highly diverse product through
the efforts of other recogn1zed industries, i.e., transportation, food and
lodging, and entertainment. Each of these industries has clientele other
than tourists  and the contribution of tourists cannot be parcelled out!.
As a consequence, touri sm is somewhat of a synthetic industry. Many of 1ts
component businesses do not recognize their dependence on tourism since
visitors are indi sti ngu1 shabl e from other customers.

Using the definition advanced by the U.S. National Tourism Resources

is not supported by a relevant data base. There 1s general agreement that
tourism is a synonym for travel away from home and thus points to the
dichotomy between tourism-type travel and loca'l traffic and activity.
Therefore, marine recreat1onal fishermen contribute travel and tourism
expenditures to the degree that they travel at least 50 miles from home for
the sole purpose of fishing. Unfortunately. it is not known what proportion
of the travel expenditures reported by the U.S. Travel Data Center can be
attributed to outdoor recreation in general, or MRF in particular. Nation-
ally, INF has important t1es to and is a part of the travel and tourism
industry. l ocally, the role that NRF plays i n the economy and the extent of
expenditure by local residents, in relation to tourists, can be determined
through survey research  Falk et al., 1981 and 01tton et al., 1980!.

When travelers are away from home, they impact a vari ety of different
of business . They purchase gasoline, food, lodging, recreational goods and
servi ces, enterta1nment, public transportation and other incidental goods
and serv1ces. The U.S. Travel Data Center has developed "a spectrum of
types of U.S. businesses based on their dependence on traveler expenditures
for busi ness receipts"  more than one-third of thei r total sales receipts!.
These include intercity bus, ra11 and a1r passage carriers; eating and
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drinking places; hotels, motels and motor hotels; campgrounds and transient
trailer parks; car rental firms; and amusement and recreation services  U.S.
Travel Data Center 1982: 2!.

Up to now, we have discussed the variety of businesses that compose the
travel and tourism industry. Gunn �979! and Blank et al. �978! have pro-
vided conceptual views of the tourism system in terms of 1ts functional
components to demonstrate the interdependencies of the various components
and to suggest the need for organizational and policy mechanisms to ensure
that the system functions smoothly  Figures 4-1 and 4-2!. The proposed
tourism system provides a useful means for overcoming the fragmented
approach to tourism which tends to overemphasize the mutual exclusivity of
individual business components. As Gunn �979! points out, without attrac-
tiveness to lure travelers, the hotels, airlines and advertising would not
be needed. Alternately, there are situations where fishing is excellent but
private investment is precarious because necessary support facilities are
lacking in the community or because access to tourists is largely undevel-
oped. It appears that the funct1oning of MRF development is limited by that
essential element of the tourism system or combination of elements to the
I east f a vorahl e extent   a f ter Odum, 19 Sg j .

'l4hat are the appropriate public and private sector roles in tourism7
In the United States, tourism is primarily an economic activity in the
private sector. This sector is responsible for initiating and developing
the visitor industry and related facilities. State goverment has a much
broader role; 1t seeks to protect the economic health and quality of tourism
in order to achieve a visitor industry that continues to show steady growth.
Interstate and out-of-country travel regulations are primary respons1bili-
t1es of the federal government. In response to the National Tourism policy
Act  U.S. Congress, 1981', the federal government is attempting to improve
coordination of the many federal programs and policies affect1ng tourism and
assum1ng a more active role in visitor promot1on to the United States. The
federal government is 1nterested in getting more foreign travelers to visit
the United States and to impact our economy. Sport fishing is one of many
suitable attractions.

Unfortunately, it is impossible to determine how many international air
travelers went fishing when they visited the United States. The U.S. Travel
and Tourism Admi ni strati on conducts a survey of fore1 gn visi tors to coll ect
standard socio-economic information and to prove their v1sitat1on to na-
tional parks but there is no way to know which activities they participated
in or what thei r vacation/recreation moti vati ons were.

In 1981, 23 million foreign vis1tors came to the United States and
spent approximately $12 .2 billion. In addition to supporti ng 320 thousand
jobs, more than $1. 1 billion was generated for federal, state and local
governments in tax revenue  U.S. Travel Data Center, 1982: 28-29!. In 1980,
for the first time, there was a surplus in our international travel accounts
as foreign vi si tors spent more here than U.S . vi sitors spent 1n other coun-
tries. The top seven countries of origin for foreign visitors to the U.S.
 in descend1ng order! were Canada, Mexico, United Kingdom, Japan, Mest
Germany, Venezuela and France. Visitors from Canada made up nearly half of
our foreign visitors.
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In addition to foreign visitors, Americans traveled extensively in
their own country. The U.S. Travel Data Center estimated Americans made 1.1
billion person-trips to U.S. destinations 100 mlles or more away from home
in 1981. This includes all kinds of travel away from home, not just recrea-
tional travel. The southern region was the most popular regional destina-
tion with approximately one quarter of all U.S. trips. However. in terms of
the regional economic impact of travel and tourism, the far Hest outpaced
the South in terms of U.S. and foreign visitor spending in 1980  U.S. Travel
Data Center, 1982: 37-40!. It would be useful to link domestic tourism and
travel expenditures and impacts with those related to HRF  Centaur Manage-
ment Consultants, Inc., 197~!. This is not possible, however, since U.S.
travel and tourism data cannot be attr ibuted specifically to fishing and
because economic impact findings presented by Centaur do not differentiate
between expenditures of tourists and local residents. To date, HRF inte-
rests have been interested only in the extent of total expenditure. In the
future, it may be important to understand the extent of fishing activity and
related expenditure for both groups so that further ties can be made with
the travel and tourism industry.

Studies by the U.S. Travel Data Center show that travel and tourism
generates more jobs than any other private industry in 12 states and is
among the top three private employers in 3S states  U.S. Travel Data Center,
1982: 40!. In no state does travel rank lower than ninth among the 69
pr lvate sector lndustrles studied. Resides jobs there are other concerns in
tourism development such as promotion, physical development and community
relations. For example, the Hawaii State Tourism Plan �982! contains
policies concerned with 1! tourism marketing and promotion, 2! industry
awareness of the social, economic and physical needs and aspirations of
local people, 3! quality improvement of visitor destination areas, 4! public
and private sector cooperation 1n tourism development, 5! planned tourism
development sensitive to neighboring communities, 6! steady employment, 7!
job training and education for upward mobility in the visitor industry, and
8! informing residents. Following on these points, no discussion of travel
and tourism would be complete without a review and understanding of the
benefits and costs of tourism development  Stough and Feldman, 1982!  Table
4-1!.

Finally, the need to guide tourism development should be clear. NRF is
a significant attraction in the coastal travel and tourism system. Although
we are unable to quantify this significance,  i.e., how much of a state' s
travel and tourism revenues are derived from marine recreational fisheries!,
we know that it is an important part of coastal travel and tour1sm. Instead
of devoting time to understanding the extent of tourism expenditure that can
be attributed to recreational fi shi ng, it is more important that we recog-
nize that two major industries  tourism and marine recreational fisheries!
are involved ln an interdependent fashion and that we use an understanding
of the tourism system to make sure that all components work smoothly to
produce economic benefits.
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4.2 Findings

A. It all starts with the potential for good fishing.

Almost all conmunities feel that they have attractions upon which to
build a tourism industry. Unfortunately, this is not so. Every convnunity
does not have a si gnifi cant attraction. But, man-made attractions can be
brought to any corxnunity.

When examini ng the MRF/tourism potential of a community, one of the
most important concerns is, of course, the fi sh. Without fish, an area i s
not goi ng to attract fishermen. Thus, ft is imperati ve that a coenunity
ascertain whether or not a viable recreational fishery resource exists and
is access1bl e. If not, there is no point in developing the rest of the
tourism i nfrastructure such as hotels and restaurants -- unless, other
natural or man-made attractions ex1st in the area, In this case, the devel-
opment of a tourism industry would center around developing attractions
rather than a fishery.

When business leaders or government leaders begin to exami ne the tour-
1sm potential of thei r conmunity, they often neglect the desi res of the
local residents� . In some areas, commun1ty residents may welcome touri sts
with open arms', in other comnunities they would rather not have strangers in
town. For a tourism industry to be strong, whether based upon fishing or
some other attracti on, it is imperati ve that the tourists have sati sfyi ng
experiences. Unfriendly residents can quickly turn a good vacati on trip
into an undesi reable experience. And if a tourist or his family does not
have an enjoyable experi ence, it is almost certain that they will not re-
turn. With the family goes their potential expenditures 1 n the community.
In addition, tour1sm and vacati on areas rely heavily on word-of-mouth
advertfs1ng. Word of a bad experi ence travels quickly.

B. 'Fishery resources erst be available and accessible.

Before a coastal conrnunity decides whether or not to develop a tourism
industry based upon recreational fishing, a determination must be made as to
which fi sh speci es, if any, are available to recreational fishermen.

MRF development requires a careful determi nation of the area's target
fi sheries that will produce a sustai ned yield of fishing opportunities and
continuing support for the MRF 1ndustry, and infrastructure that might
develop. The status of the area's fisheries stocks must be carefully eval-
uated. Which species have potential for developments  See Appendix Aj.
Are adequate recreational species available for an expanded MRF industry'.
If so, how renewab'le is the resource? How much fishing pressure will the
resource supports

Use of the fi shery resource by other user groups must be examined also .
In particular, which resources are harvested by conInercial fishermen',
the resource is utilized by both sectors of the fishing i ndustry, are exist-
ingg and developing fi shery management programs provi di ng for equitable
allocations of the r esource to the two user groups'.
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Figure 4-1, The Tourism Functional System

Source; Clare A. Gunn, Touri srn Planning, 1979, p. 36, by
perI11i s s i on o f the au thor.
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Table 4-1

N+or Tourism Impacts at the Local and Regional Levels

Benefits Costs

3. Source of tax revenue

- 36-

1. Source of Employment

2 ~ Souce of Income

4. May di vers i fy economi c base

5. Expands ameni ty availability

6. May make area more visible

Source: Stough, R.R. and M. Feldman, 1982.

l. 'Most jobs are low paying

2. Much of the return on
tourism investment may be
leaked out of local economy

3. Seasonal-may frequently be a
high risk industry

4. Competition for services
between local and outsiders
especially where seasonally
is a factor

5. Increased land values for
local residents may stress
locals especially those fixed
incomes

6. Tourists may disproportion-
ately service demands due to
water, air and noise
pollution

7. Encroachment on private
property

8. Erosion of host comnunity
cul ture

Ecological demands, e.g.,
lowering availability of
water in coastal areas due to
draw down on ground water



If the fishery resource is available to anglers, then the accessibility
of these stocks must be 1dentified. Where is the resource? Does 1t exist
in the state's territorial sea, the f'ishery conservation zone or in inter-
national waters? The distance anglers must travel over ~ater to pursue
certa1n species will affect the type of MRF/tourism development a community
can expect. Nearshore species can support fisheries from piers and small
boats, hath private and rentals. The pursuit of fishery stocks further
offshore requires more specialized boats and equipment. These fisheries can
also support a viable charter and party boat industry. Equally 1mportant is
the notion of when the resource fs available. Are the recreationally tar-
geted species available only seasonally or can they accoImnodate additional
pressure year-round?

Naturally, the available resources must be species which are desired by
recreational fishermen. If not, educational and informational programs may
be necessary to change the biases or preferences of the angler s. Informa-
tionn on how, when and where to catch the non-traditional speci es is often
all that is necessary to create initial demand and 1nterest.

The long r ange viability of the resource must be considered. What will
be the effect of i ncreased MRF acti vity on fi sh stocks and fi shery manage-
ment programs? Management programs must be implemented which will ensure
the long-term health of the f1shery stocks and provide for the equitable
allocation of the stocks between various user groups.

C. Two of the ac!or ingredients of IIIF/tourisa developeent are people and
support facilites and services.

As mentioned in the introduction, Gunn has proposed a model of the
tourism system, comprised of five components. Each of these components are
related to the others and each is necessary to have a viable tourism indus-
t ry.

With regards to the MRF/tourism industry, 1t is simply not enough to
have an available f1shery resource. In order to attract fishermen, i.e.
tourists, the desires and needs of the angler must be met. In particular,
an infrastructure must be in place  or developed! which provides facilit1es
and services such as lodging, food services, charter and party boat
services, bait and tackle shops, gas and oil, etc. Without the support
infrastructure, a community's MRF/tourism industry will be essentially non-
exi stent.

As mentioned earlier, the state of Louisiana is a good example of this
situation. Offshore there is a strong f1shery for many recreationally
important species. In particular, excel lent fishing opportunities abound
around the 3,O00 plus oil and gas platforms 1n the state's territorial sea
and the adjacent f1shery conservation zone. However, the land-based infra-
structure to support a MRF/tourism industry remains underdeveloped.

As the cost of offshore fishing has increased, development of 1nshore
 bayous and marshes! fishing opportunities have taken place. In 1973 Stu
Sheer opened the Sportsman's Paradise Charter Service in Cocodrie, La.
Sheer's idea was directed at the average person who could no longer afford
the investment in equipment, maintenance and time, involved with fishing on
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a regular basis. He provided those people w1th an opportunity to pay $4O
to $60 for a full day of speckled trout and redfish fishing. Today, Sheer
runs six to seven boats. hooks 600 trips per year and 1s considered to be a
successful inshore charter f1shermen. His idea has caught on and created a
whole new 1ndustry. In a recent article i n the New Orleans T1mes-Pica-
yune/The States-Item, outdoor wr1ter Bob Marshall lists 12 such inshore
charter operations that provide access for redfish-speckled trout fishermen
in the New Orleans region. Although these charter sources are a move 1n the
right direction in overcoming access problems for some, the land-based
infrastructure to support the MRF/tourism 1ndustry remains underdeveloped.
A few efforts to provide direct access from the New Orleans metropolitan
area have been devel oped. These involve fi shi ng packages that 1nclude a
seaplane flight from the New Orleans area to the Chandeleur Islands for a
full day of f1shing or an overn1ght stay on a houseboat. With the upcoming
World Exposition in New Orleans in 1984, fish1ng packages which include
access by air may be the only practical way visit1ng fishermen can be in-
duced to the Lousiana coast. Because of the extens1ve wetlands, coastal
access by air is one way that the lack of MRF support facilities and
services can be overcome. This "solution," however, will price a lot of
fishermen out of their favorite activity.

In l ouisiana there is a great potential for a large and economically
beneficial MRF/tourism industry. At present, almost all recreational
fishing is done by pri vate boat by state residents who often make only
one-day tri ps. The fi ne fishing opportunities serve as an attracti on to
anglers from all over the country and even the world; however, without the
desi red services and facilities, few anglers/visitors will come to the area.
As a result, Louisiana will continue to lose a significant amount of econo-
mic benefit.

Similarly, the town of Machapreague, Va., is known for its excellent
fishing. Located on Virginia's Eastern Shore, this fishing area is close to
major population centers including Ocean City, Md., and Washington, D.C.
However, little infrastructure has been developed to serv1ce the needs of
the recreational fishermen. On the other hand, Ocean City, just north of
Machapreague, has developed a sizeable MRF/tourism infrastructure providing
just about any service or facility a fisherman or other tourist could
desi re.

It appears that Ocean City's success may be due to its closer proximity
to major population centers including Washington, D.C., Milm1ngton, Oel.,
and Philadelphia. As Gunn has pointed out, people or tourists are an impor-
tant component of the tourism system. Thus, not only must an area have the
fishery resource and suitable support infrastructure, but also there must be
an adequate supply of anglers/tourists to support a vi able industry. Most
of these people will be close by but fishermen can be attracted from other
communities, states and nat1ons,

0. Coordination est exist between a state's natural resources department
and |ts tourism agency.

Within a state, there are often three agencies involved, in varying
degrees, with MRF and tour1sm development. All states have an agency which
manages the fishery resource. Several states also have agenc1es which are
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1nvolved in fisheries development activities such as the creation of arti
f1cial reefs or the construction of boat launching ramps. In other states
both the management and development responsibilities fall under the juris-
dictionn of the fishery management agency, In addition, all states have a
tourism agency. Such an agency has the sole objecti ve of promoting the
state's tourist attractions. Often, tourism agencies will be a branch or
entity wi thi n the state' s department of economic devel opment. Clearly,
state tourism agencies exist to induce v1sitors into the state and to spend
money duri ng thei r vi s i t .

Traditionally, the tourism agency has not communicated with the fishery
agency and vice versa. These agencies will typically be two different and
distinct bureaucratic entities lacking the formal structure and procedures
to regularly interact and coordinate w1th each other. More than once, this
lack of correunication has resulted in a s1gnificant negative impact on a
fishery resource. For example, a tourism agency promoted a recreational
fishery which was already stressed or over-exploited. The result was in-
creased pressure on the resource which severly threatened 1ts existence.
Anglers induced to fish the area were unsuccessful for the most part and
thus, returned home dissatisfied. A dissati sfied visitor can negatively
impact a state's 1mage as a favorable tourism destination.

The above example is easily avoided if coranunication exists between the
appropriate agencies and the private sector. The fishery management agency
should have a relatively good idea of the health of various fish stocks in
an area. In additon, managers can provide information about the seasona11ty
of the fisheries, which harvesting locations are best, and which harvesting
methods tend to be the most success ful. Fishery development agencies, 1f
separate from the management agency, can provide information relative to the
location and services provided by public and private marinas. the location
and capacity of boat launching ramps, and often informati on on the charter
and party boat 1ndustry of the state.

It should then be 1ncumbent upon the tourism agency to synthesize the
avai lable information and di rect its promotional act1 vit1 es accordingly.
particular, a tourism agency can ass1st the fishery management agency  not
to mention the f1shery resources! in d1recting angling effort, both domesti c
and tourist, away from any over-pressured species and toward underutilized
or often overlooked species.

Communication with the private sector should be a regular activity of
these agencies as well. A periodic survey of the tourism infrastructure of
facilities and services available to the fisherman/visitor are necessary in
order to ensure that once an angler has been attracted to visit an area, hi s
desires and needs will be fulfilled. A canvas of the area's charter and
party boats will generally provi de a good perspecti ve as to which species
have potential for development. However, it is imperat1ve that the fishery
management agency evaluate these recommendatons on the basis of known sto«
sizes and the general health of the fishery populations.

Acti ng 1n uni son, these agencies, wi th the cooperati on of the private
sector, can aid in the development of a MRF/tourism industry and ensure its
health for many years. A good example of this type of beneficial cooper a-
t1on can be found in the state of Florida. Coordination and cooperation
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among the Florida Department of Natural Resources, the Florida Sea Grant
College Program, the National Marine Fisheries Service, local governments
and various private interests such as sport fishing clubs has resulted in an
active artificial reef development program.

E. Fishermen spend money and power the taorisII system.

As Gunn pointed out, "...wi thout people who possess the interest and
ability to travel for pleasure and to spend money doing it. hy deflnitlon,
there ls no tourism. " Luckily, qui te a few fishermen exi st. In fact . the
1980 National Survey of Hunting, Fishing, and Wildlife - Associated Recrea-
tion indicates that 12.3 million people participated in marine recreational
fishing during 1980. And these anglers spent an estimated $2.4 billion
while pursuing their sport. Obviously, all fishermen are not tourists.
However, the 1980 survey does estimate that approximately 3.9 million salt-
water fishermen fished in states other than those ln which they reside.

The survey indicates that, on the average, a saltwater angler fished
about 12 days and spent approximately $200 ln 1980. Simple di visi on renders
a daily expenditure figure of about $16. The largest portion �8 percent!
of the fisherman's expenses were incurred for food and lodging: about
'$61.28 and $15.26, respectively. Transportation expenses amounted to a
total of $50.45 per fisherman with the major1ty  $44.60! being spent for
private transportation. Total sales of fishing equipment used primarily in
saltwater amounted to approximately $509 million in total sales, which
breaks down to about $42.07 per angler. Additionally, monies were spent by
saltwater fishermen for privilege and guide fees, licenses and permits, and
auxiliary equipment.

These di rect expenditures are then respent ln the community, increasing
the area's basic income. Expenditures made within the community by non-
residents can result in a substantial increase in the economic base of a
region  Daniel, 1974!. This money spent by vlsltors can be considered new
money to the community and thus, an economic impact results.

The respending, or multiplier effect, not only affects the amount of
money a comnunity may realize, but it also is directly tied to employment
and salaries and wages. Using data on the Lake Michigan fishery, the
Niagara County Fisheries Development Study �982! found that the sport
fishery supports one job for every $27,450 spent by fishermen. Thus, the
study projected that if $2.6 million results to the county from increased
recreational fishing activity each year, then over 90 jobs may be attributed
to the sport fishery.

Clearly, recreational fisheries can positively impact a community 's
finances. However, it should be noted that costs are involved as well.
Thus, when a comnunity desi res to enhance its HRF/tourism industry, it must
examine the potential costs as well as the benef1ts.
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5.O O NSTRAINTS TO OEVELOPNENT AND STRATE6IES TO OVERC~ THOSE CONSTRAINTS
S. I The System.

The major constraint to development of the HRF industry is the indus-
try's lack of a system perspective and recognition of constituent business
components.

To overcome this impediment, it is necessary for organizations such as
local chambers of commerce to inform the businesses in their area of how the
overall system works and to demonstrate the role of each business component
within the system. To do so, a service organization like the chamber of
commerce needs to have the relevant support data and information to demon-
strate this poi nt . Information should be collected and disseminated which
presents the overall status of the tourism industry. Included here would be
estimates of the number of fishermen/tourists who presently visit the area.
the expenditures they make, the activities they pursue, and the positive and
negative impacts, that the visitors have on the business community.

In addition to the role of an information disseminator, a chamber of
commerce, or like organization, should act as a coordinator, bringing to-
gether the various components of the system and encouraging these separate
entities to work together in support of local and regional development
goals.

5.2 The Tourism Functional Systea.

Throughout this report, we have addressed MRF development with regard
to the tourism system. The tourism functional system as proposed by Gunn
 Ig79! was discussed in Section 4.0. It seems appropriate that this chapter
on constraints to development and strategies that can be used to overcome
those constraints should follow the framework of Gunn's model. Specifical-
ly, each of the five component parts of the model will be dealt with:
tourists, information-direction, attractions, services and facilities, and
transportation.

A. Tourists.

Constraint: Inadequate understanding of marine recreational fisher-
men/tourists.

Much information exists on marine recreational fishermen and
tourists. Unfortunately, most of it is scattered throughout the public
and private sector. Before development activities begin, it is impera-
tive to know as much as possible about fishermen/tourists. With this
"marketing" information i n hand, it wi 11 be possible to plan which
facilities and services are needed and desired by the target popula-
tion: fishermen/tourists.

Strategies:

Utilize all available information to produce "market studies" on
the various segments of' the angling population. Do not assume that
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all anglers are the same or that an "average" marine recreational
fisherman exists.

By focusing upon a certain segment of the fishing population,
the support industry can better meet the specific needs and desires
of that segment rather than trying to cr'cate an experience which
can be enjoyed by all. For example, charter boat operations could
identify the major bus1nesses in an area. And then they could
offer spec1al package deals to the prospective bus1ness customers.

Information contained in studies such as the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service's 1980 Survey of Hunting, Fishing and Wildlife-
Associated Recreation and the Nat1onal Narine Fisheries Service's
NRF statistics seri es should be further analyzed by the appropr1 ate
governmental agencies, both federal and state, to support NRF
development issues and opportunit1 es. In particular, data relative
to anglers' soc1o-economic characteri stics and recreational harvest
should be examined.

2. Federal and state f1shery agencies should collect relevant socio-
economic and harvest data on NRF . Descriptive 1 nformati on on the
who, what, when, where and how of fishing  domestic and touristj
can be particlarly useful to developmental planning efforts. For
example. data may indicate that professional and business persons
are attracted to a certain area. If so, efforts could then be
directed to target descriptive tourism and fishing-related mate-
r1als to professional groups, associations and publicat1ons. In
addition, data on the socio-economic and harvest aspects of NRF are
important considerations to lending institutions when they assess
the potential risks of loaning capital to NRF businesses. Uiable
data is needed to facilitate financial lending in order to develop
the necessary support infrastructure.

3. Develop a stronger data base on international visitors to the
United States. There needs to be a greater emphasis on data
collection relative to the activities and expenditures of foreign
visitors during their stay in the United States, whether it be for
business or pleasure.

Data collection of this type is best handled through in-flight
surveys on trans-oceanic ai rline flights such as the survey that
the U.S. Travel and Tourism Administration  U.S. Depar'tment of
Cormrrerce! presently admi ni sters . Data is already coll ected on the
visitors activities in our national parks. Why not expand the
survey in order to obtain i nformati on regardi ng the recreational
fishing activities and desi res of the international visitor?

Strategies:

Educate anglers about other species available to them. This can be
done through promotional materials such as booklets and fliers.
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Tournaments, particularly the year-long events sponsored by indivi-
dual states, can promote underutilized species by encouraging
anglers to fish for the smaller fish species with 11ght tackle.
Thus, even though the fish may not be. as large as traditional game
species, the challenge of catching a fish will still be present.

2. Provide fishing guides and maps which tell anglers when, where and
how tn fish for these less pressured specfes.

B. Informati on - 01 rection.

Constraint: Lack of adequate information on MRF opportunitfes avail-
able to the fishing publ fc.

Overall, one of the greatest constrafnts to MRF development 1s the
simple lack of adequate f nformati on on avail able recreat1onal fi shi ng
opportunfties including how, when and where to fi sh, The information
is in exi stence, although fragmented, but there have been few attempts
to assemble and i ntegrate this data to produce useable 1nformation
guides.

Strategies:

I Assemble all available informatfon relative to where to fi sh, how
to fish, services and faciiitfes for anglers, recreational activ1-
tfes available to non-fish1ng family members, etc,

2, Package information with specific users i n mi nd. Design packages
which address the needs of the avid fishermen as well as the family
which 1 ntends to fi sh once or t~ice duri ng thei r vacat1on. Infor-
mation packages should be provided d1 rectly to the fi shermen and
contai n information on the servi ces and facilities which are ava11-
ahle to them.

Recogn1ze the sfze and complexity of the tourism system and over-
come it through packaging of i nformation. Information should be
packaged and dissem1nated to speci fic market segments of the angl-
ingg population. Information packages should include information
relative not only to the fishing opportunit1es but also on the
other components of the system such as hotel s, r estaurants, fi shi ng
guides, charter boat services and campgrounds.

4. Most of the needed information has been collected and 1s available.
Much has been collected by federal and state government agencies.
Beyond data collection and publishing reports and brochures, more
attention needs to be di rected to how the i nformati on is di ssemi n-
ated . The public sector could distribute some i nformation, partf-
cularly on how and when to fi sh. The Sea Grant Mari ne Advisory
Ser'ices in the coastal states are well suited for this role.
Other information such as where to fish, where to stay overnfght,
and where to eat and dr1nk is best disseminated by the private
sector. Many of the services and facilities available to anglers
need to be better advertised, possfbly focusing upon a certain
segment of the angler population.
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5. More well conceived and focused information guides need to be
devel oped and distributed. Included here are how to fish gu1des,
how to handle one's catch guides, cookbooks, and guides and maps
which deli neate major access points, services and facilities ava1 1-
able to recreat1onal fishermen.

CD Attractions.

Constraint: In areas where the fishery resource is depleted, fish1ng
is poor.

Some fisher1es along our nation's coast have declined over the
years because of many factors including, but not lim1ted to. overhar-
vesting, pollution and the loss of habitat. On the east coast, popu-
lationss of striped bass are severely reduced. In Texas, the red drum
resource is at a low level.

Without the fishery resource, an area wi 11 not be attractive to
fishermen. Thus, areas which once had the resource must act qu1ckly to
bring back the fish populat1ons to an acceptable 1evel.

Strategies:

I. Undertake habitat enhancement and improvement programs. In partic-
ular, artificial reefs can create and improve spawning substrate,
increase f1sh production and increase species diversity.

In some areas, innovative techniques of wetlands replenishment
and creat~on may be applicable.

2. Introduce fish species which are not endemic to an area. Commonly
known as "exotic" species, certain fish can quickly adapt to an
area and 1ts env1ronment.  }uick growth of the population usually
results wh1ch provides many recreational fi shi ng opportuniti es.

3. Examine the feasibil1ty of using hatchery operations to improve or
maintain recreational fishery populat1ons. Assistance may be given
to game species or other species upon which des1rable game fish
feeds

4. Manage game species and those with potential for recreational
development to minimize the problem of fishery reduction or deple-
tion. The pressure placed on fishery stocks by recreational and
commercial fishing sectors must be regulated through accepted
fishery management practices to ensure long-term viable fishery
populations.

5. Management philosoph1es and practices must be cognizant of develop-
ment opportunities. Previously, development was seen as little
more than promotion" of particular species. Managers need to
develop an appreciation for how development problems and opportuni-
ties fit into the exist1ng manager1al framework.
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6. Fishery management agencies must use their data bases to work with
and g~ide private sector initiatives. Rather than reacting to
development activities of the pri vate sector, management should be
involved from the begi nn1 ng in all MRF development initiatives .

D. Services and Facilities.

Constraint: An inadequate or complete lack of facilities and services
in some areas.

In some areas where there is a good f1shery resource upon which to
base a MRF/tourism industry, there 1s an inadequate supply of the
facilities and services wh1ch anglers/touri sts desi re and need. In
other locations these facilities and services are nonexistent. Without
the proper support infrastructure, a v1able MRF industry cannot exist.

Strategi es:

I. Make businessmen and potential entrepreneurs aware of the financial
assistance programs available to them. Many governmental agencies
have loan and loan subs1dy programs which can be used to start or
expand businesses involved in the MRF industry. Of part1cular
interest are the programs admin1stered by the National Marine
Fisheries Service: Fishing Vessel Obligation Guarantee Program,
Capital Construction Fund, Shoreside Facility Program, and the
Saltonstall-Kennedy Fishery Development Grant Program.

2. Diversify fac1lities and serv1ces. For example, a marina complex
could include a marina, restaurant, bar, retail shops and a fishing
pier. All of the businesses need not be owned by one individual or
entity, but the close association  physical location! will be an
attract1on to anglers/tourists.

The idea of having everyth1ng in one locale overcomes the prob-
lem of the funct1onal tourism system. Here, the system is com-
plete, providing most, if not all, the desi res and needs of
angl ers.

Constraint: Inadequate inf'ormation ex1sts relative to the financial
cred1bility of the MRF industry which makes it difficult for entre-
preneurs to secure financial support.

There is a definite need to provide lending institutions with a
good understand1ng of the MRF/tourism industry. Specifically,
banks and other lenders have little data available to them upon
wh1ch to base their decisions about whether or not to provide
credit to MRF/tourism-related businesses. Generally, loans ex-
tended to these businesses are For short duration and have high
interest rates. If the proper information could be collected which
would demonstrate the financ1al status  or potential status! of
these businesses, it is probable that lending institutions would
provide more favorable loans.
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Strategies:

Assemble all available f1nanc1al informat1on on the many varied
businesses of the MRF industry. Some studies have been done on
marinas, charter and party boats, and to a lesser extent, on fish-
ing piers. Put this information into a format that is understand-
able and useable for lending institut1ons. For example, see
Callaghan et al. �979!, which examines the marina industry and its
financial structure and performance in Rhode Island.

2. Collect 1nformation relative to the financial character of HRF
businesses. Information should be provided on the businesses'
activit1es, cap1tal expenditures, wages and salaries, returns on
investment, expenses, etc. Examples of such include Ditton and
Strang �976!, Ditton et al.   1978!, Fernald et al.  I975!, Goodwin
and Stokes �980!, and Milon and Riddle �982!.

Canstraint: The permitting process for the construction of various
facilities.

To construct many of the facilities utilized by the MRF industry,
such as mar1nas, fish1ng p1ers and artificial reefs, a permit or series
of permits are requi red by federal and state agencies. To the novice
businessman or developer, the process of applying for a permit can be a
major obstacle to overcome, resulting 1n costs of both time and money,
to the indiv1dual.

Strategies:

I. It is necessary for any developer or businessman to gain an
in-depth understand1ng of the perm1tting process. Only then can he
make it work for him. An understanding of the process itself is
imperat1ve, including knowledge of the many requi rements of the
permitting agency, the time schedule involved, and any costs which
might be 1ncurred. Also, a permit applicant must be familiar w1th
the bureaucracy with which he must deal to obtain the desi red
permit.

Anyone applying for a permit must get beyond the technical
aspects and deal with the polit1cal realit1es of the process. For
example, experience has shown the wisdom of meeting with interest
groups and agencies 1n an effort to overcome difficulties before
they become problems. !f the process is not understood, a permit
applicant may experience frustration, time delays and many costs.

Constraint: Institutional constraints such as laws and regulations.

In many states there are laws which regulate development in the,
coastal zone. Particularly, many states have claimed that beaches and
certain wetland areas are pub11c property. Therefore, it is difficult,
if not impossible, to build certain faci'lities or provide various
services in these areas.
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Strategies:

I. It is imperative that anyone desiring to provide a service or
facility be aware of all local, state, and federal laws which may
impact his business. In many cases, a law may prohibit certain MRF
development, i.e., the construction of marinas or fishing piers.
In this situation, the businessman should be informed about how the
prohibition is in the best 1nterest of the public. If possible,
the long-term effect, such as protection of a natural resource,
should be made known to the businessman. And if possible, present
the argument that this long-term effect will benefit his marine
recreat1on business, assuming he is allowed to develop it
elsewhere.

K. Transportation

Constraint: As a result of governmental der egulati on of the transport-
ationn sector, some areas may not be serviced by ai rli nes.

Recent deregulation of the a1rline industry by the Civil Aeronaut-
ics Board has resulted in the reduction or elimination of alt trave! to
certain areas, part1cularly those w1th a low customer demand.

Strategies:

I. Create package deals which encompass all aspects of the tourism
system. An operation could provide air travel to and from a resort
area, hotel accommodations, food, and any other facility or service
desired by the customer/angler. Rather than just recogn1zing that
the system exists, go out and create a separate, albeit, small
system which includes transportation.

Z. Marine recreational fishing businesses could advert1se with access
in mind; that is, inform potent1al customers of the major highways
and other roads and of any bus or ferry services available.
Possibly, package deals could be arranged w1th the major bus
companies.

Contraint: Lack of on-site  or local! access to certain fisheries.

Access is not only how a fisherman gets to the coastal region, but
also how he gets to go fishing. Construction of access fac1lities such
as piers or charter and party boats has been discussed in other
sections with regard to financing and facility construction. Yhey
should also be examined in the context of providing a service to the
angler.

Strategies:

I. Utilize the financial programs mentioned prev1ously to assist 1n
the construction or addition of certain private access facilities
such as marinas, boat launching ramps, fishing piers, charter and
party boats, and sport fishing barges'
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Z. In some areas of the country, access facilities such as marinas and
fishing piers are provided by the state. Elsewhere, local gov-
ernment or the private sector provide them. For the private sector
to do so, there must be potential profit to be made. States which
cannot finance thei r own programs should encourage and assist the
pri vate industry in providing these much needed facilities. On
state-owned lands, long-term, low-cost leases would be a good
incentive for the private sector to develop needed '%F facilities.

3. Infor mati on must be disseminated as to which access poi nts or
services are available and where. An excellent example is the
California Coastal Access Guide  California Coastal Commission,
19sl! whi ch not only lists and maps servi ces and facilities like
marinas, fishing piers and charter boats, but also provides major
city bus routes and other mass transportation systems which will
assist the public to travel to the coastal areas.
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APPENOIX A

ALTERNATE SPECIES OF MARINE FISH
WITH RECREATIONAL FISHING POTENTIAL



Reliab'le data on commercial fishing have long been available and constitute
an essential of any Fisher1es Management Plan  FMP! regarding the harvest of
particular spec1es of mari ne fish. Data on individual species caught by
marine recreational fishermen, however, have not been collected on a
systemat1c or continuing bas1s at the national level. A systematic col-
lection of survey data regarding saltwater fi shi ng acti v1ties began i n 1955
resulting in the publication of the fi rst National Survey of Hunting and
Fishing. Conducted every five years from 1955 to 19SO, these surveys show a
steady increase in the number of saltwater anglers from 4.6 million in 1955
to 12,3 mi111on in 1980. Although these surveys reveal much about the
expenditures, days fished, and distance traveled  among other characteris-
tics! of saltwater anglers, the 1975 and 1980 surveys were the only ones to
indicate specific species of mar1ne fish targeted by the anglers. The
species mentioned are primarily anadromous. In addition, two historic
surveys are of value when examin1ng MRF: The 1960 and 1970 Salt-Mater
Angling Surveys by Clark  n.d.! and Devel �973',

A recent study  May 1983! conducted by KCA Research, Inc. for the
National Marine Fisheries Service, collected survey data on the socio-
economic aspects of MRF. The study elaborates on the complex social and
economic phenomenon 1nherent to MRF with the fish stocks as the vital
central element. The reasons of "for the sport" and "to catch f1sh" were
the most domi nant in indicating avi di ty levels i n the MRF acti vity. Also
indicated in the survey was a large number of anglers who had no particular
species in mind. This may be a function more of the number of different
game-fish species ava1lable than of the anglers's preference. However, 60.'5
percent of the anglers from the Atlantic, 44.7 percent from the Gulf, and
59.6 percent from the Pacific specifi ed target spec1es. People fishing for
sport and to catch fish were more likely to specify a target species and
fished more frequently than those who did not specify target species on all
three coasts.

The anglers' commitment to a particular species was evaluated by means
of a quest1on about the fishermen's likelihood to f1sh for an alternate
species if he were unable to fish for the target spec1es. The results show
a vast majority were very likely to fi sh for an alternate species .

The following tables were developed from survey
several previous studies as well as from information
sonal contacts with fisheries professionals by Sport
staff. Table A-1 presents suggested non-traditional
tional potential by region 1n which they occur. The
region are as follows:

data coll ected for
obta1ned through per-
Fishing Institute
species with recrea-
states within each

Northeast  NE j - Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connect1cut, New York, New Jersey, Delaware, Mary-
land, District of Columbia, and Virginia

A-2

The increase in number of fishermen results in an increase 1n pressures
placed on the traditionally f1shed stocks as well as an 1ncrease in poten-
tial conflicts between user groups. There is a need to look at alternate
species with recreational potential to alleviate these pressures.



Southeast  SE! � North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida,
Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas

Southwest  SW! - California

Northwest  NW! - Washington and Gregon

Table A-2 lists traditional target species for the separate regions,
following the same format as Table A-1. Several species appearing in Table
A-1 as suggested alternate species also appear in Table A-2 as target
species. These are marked with an asterisk  *! in Table A-1 and include:
barracudas, sea basses, bluefish, black drum, mackerels and tunas, rockfi sh,
scup and porgies, and snappers. The implication is that although these
species may presently recei ve some attention as sport fish, they may have
the potential for further development. It should be noted that Sharks and
Rays, and Skates to a lesser degree, are generally considered as having good
recreational potential on al'l coasts.

The numbers appearing within the matrices of Tables A-1 and A-2 cor-
respond to the sources from which particular species were suggested for a
given region. A complete ci tati on for each numbered source is presented i n
Table A-3 . The majority of i ndi viduals contacted  Table A-3: sources 6-14!
see the need for greater information dissemination among anglers, particu-
larly with regard to how, when and where to fish for the alternative
species. The consensus among these sources is that information is needed
not only on the recreational opportunities which exist but also on the
proper handling and preparation of one's catch. Dissemination of informa-
tion should be accomplished through the distribution of informational
literature and the development and implementation of educational programs.

A-3



Table A-l.
Suggested Alternate SPecies of Marine Fish Nith Recreational

Potential Listed By Region and Source of Suggestion
1

urce

Scientific name NE N'W SWSECommon name

~Sh raena spp. 2
C t 1 t spp.

o us tatrix 6

2
2

2,72'
2,3

Barracudas*
Basses, Sea*
Bluefish*
Catfishes, Sea
Catfish, Gafftopsail
Cod
Croaker
Cunner

Dogfish
Drum, Black"
Flounder

Goosefish
Greenling*
Grunts
Hake

Halibut

Herr ing
Jacks
Lingcod*
Mackerels and

Tuna*

Mullet
Perch, Sand
Perch, Silver
P1gfi sh
P ol 1 ack
Rockf 1 sh*

Sanddab
Salmon, Coho
Scup/Porgies*
Searobins
Shad, American
Sheepshead
Snappers~
Sole, Butter
Sole, Engl i sh
Sol e, Pet ra 1 e
Spade fi sh
Ti 1 efi sh
Toadfi sh
Tomcod

Triggerfish

Arius spp.
~Ba re spp.
Gadus spp.

~lento olabrus spp.
~Sualus spp.
Po onias cromis

1 euronecti formes

~to hius spp.
Hexagrami dae
Pomadasy1dae
Merluccius spp.

2,7
2.3

6 3 7 3 2,3
7 9,12 9, 1.2

12
9

12
9

2
2

14

2,3,7

Clup1edae
Carangidae
O~hiodon ~elan atua

2,7Scomber spp. and
Scomberomorus spp.
~Hu 11 spp.
~Di 1ectrum spp.
Bairdiel1 a spp.

7

2
2

2,7
8,14

3,9,8,].4 3,9
9,11 9,11

Gad1dae
Sehastes spp.
Sardino s spp.

Stenotomus spp.
T ri gl i dae

6
2
2.3
6

spp ~
Lutjanidae
~Iso setta ~isole is
~Paro hr s vetulus
~Eo setta jordani

~Lo holati'Ius spp. 3
~Osanus spp.
M~icro adus spp.
Bal1stes spp. and
Canthidermis spp.

11
9

ll

2,5
3
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*Species which are presently considered target species but may have
potential for further development.

1Numbers correspond to sources listed in Table A-3.



Table A-2.

NE SE NW SMSci enti f i c nameCommon name

~Sh raena spp.
~centre ristis spp.
Morone saxatilis
Pomatomus saltatri x
Sarda spp.
Gadus spp.
~po onias cromis
~Sci acne s eccl 1ata
Paralichth s spp.

Spp ~
~pseudo leuronectes spp
Hexagramidae
Merluccius bilinearis

4

3,4,1
3,4,1 1
4
4
4

4,1 3,1
3,4
4

3,4,1

~uro h cia chuss
Clupeidae
Menticirrhus saxatilis
~Ohiodon ~elan atus 3,8
Scombridae
Scomber spp.
Scomberomorus spp.
T t t r s audax

4,1
1

13
1,8 1~Thera ra

~S hoeroides maculatus
Sebastes spp.
O~ncorh nchus spp.
Sparidae
Embi ot oc i dae
C noscian nebulosus

1,8 1
1,8,3,14 1,3

3,4,1
4
4

3 3
3,1
1Lutjanidae

Osmeridae
Isurus ~ox rinchus
~Alo i as ~vui inus
~Ai hias ~ladies
Thunnus ~th nnus
Eath~nous alletteratus

1
13

13
13

~Eath nnus yelamis
1
Numbers correspond to sources listed in Table A-3.
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Barracuda

Bass, Sea
Bass, Striped
Bluefish
Bonito
Cod
Drum,Black
Drum, Red
Flounder, Summer
Flounder, Windowpane
Flounder, Winter
Greenlings
Hake, Siver
Hake, Squirrel
Herring
Kingfi sh, Northern
Ling cod
Mackerel
Mackerel, Atl anti c
Mackerel, King
Marlin, Striped
Pollock, Mal 1 eye
Puffer, Northern
Rock f 1 sh
Salmon

Scup/Porgies
Seaperch
Seatrout, Spotted
Snapper
Snapper, Red
Smelts
Shark, Mako
Shark, Thesher
Swordfish
Tuna, Bluefin
Tunny, Little
Tuna, Skipjack

Target Species By Region and Source.



Table A-3.

Sources Suggesting Traditional and Alternate Species.

Number Source

KCA Rearch, Inc. "Socioeconomic Aspects of Marine Recreational
Fishing." Prepared for NOAA/NMFS, contract no. 80-ABC-00152.
May, 1983.

NMFS. "Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey, Atlantic and
Gulf Coasts, 1979." Current Fishery Statistics, no. 8063.
December, 1980.

KCA Research, Inc. "Development of Strategies to Increase Utilization
of Non-Preferred Species of Fish by Recreational Fishermen Based
on Analysis of Expenditures, W11 lingness to Pay, and Trip Satis-
faction," A proposal submitted to NMFS. April 1, 1983.

3.

4.

5. South Carolina Wildlife and Marine Resources Department, Marine Re-
sources Div1sion. "Evaluat1on and Development of Atlantic Spade-

South Carolina Coast.' A proposal submited to NMFS. March 3,
1983.

Thomas D. Morrisey, NMFS Regional Recreational Fisher1es Coordinator,
Northeast region, Gloucester, Massachusetts. Personal interview.
November, 1982.

Ronald L. Schmied, NMFS Reg1onal Recreational F1sheries Coordinator,
Southeast region, St. Petersburg, Florida. Personal interview.
December, 1982.

8. Jay J. C. Ginter, NMFS Regional Recreatonal Fisheries Coordinator,
Southwest region, Terminal Island, California. Personal inter-
view. November, 1982.

9. Christopher M. Dewees, Mar1ne Fisheries Specialist. Sea Grant Marine
Advisory Program, University of Cal1forni a, Dav1s . Personal in-
terview. February, 1983.

10. Al Petrovich, Chief, Marine Resources, California Department of Fish
and Game, Sacramento. Personal interview with representati ves of
Al Petrovich. February, 1983.

A-6

Bruce L. Freeman, Administrator, Division of Marine Resources.
Florida Department of Natural Resources. From testimony presented
to the Subcomnittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation and the
Environment, at Hearing on a Nat1onal Artific1al Reef Program.
September 11, T981.



Table A-3.

Sources Suggesting Traditional and Alternate Species  Continued!.

11. Russell G. Porter, West Coast Coordinator, Recreational Fisheries
Sur vey, Paci f1c Marine Fisher1es Coaeission, Portland, Oregon.
Personal interv1ew. February, 1983

12. Dr. Robert L. Stokes, Associate Professor, Institute for Marine
Stud1es, University of Washington, Seattle. Personal interview.
February, 1983,

13. James L. Squ1re, Fisheries Biologist, NHFS Regional Center, La Jolla,
Cali fornia. Personal interview. November, 1982.

14. Richard B. Thompson, NMFS Regional Recreational Fisheries Coordi-
nator, Northwest region, Seattle, Washington. Persona'I interview.
November, 1982.

ences for Marine Life: A Study of Recreat1onal F1shermen in the
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APPENDIX B

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

The Marine Recreational Fishing Industry
and Fisheries Devel opment



Atlantic States Marine Fisheries C~ission et al. 1911. Eastland fisher-
ies survey--a report to the Congress, l4y.

In addition to fisheries management concerns, this report contains a
number of recommendations relat1ve to utilization and development which
pertain to both commercial and recreational f'isheries. These included port
and harbor development, commercial passenger fishing vessels, and mar1ne
weather forecasting. Specifically, the report recognized that marine rec-
reational fisheries contribute substantially to the nat1on's food supply,
prov1des opportun1ty for millions of Americans to enjoy outdoor recreation
opportunities and "support an important industry which generates an esti-
mated $2.7 billion in primary economic benefits annually." The report also
encouraged 1mproved access through long-term, low-interest loans to assist
in establishing needed facilities like launch ramps, marinas and fish han-
dling stations  where recreational fishermen can process their catch, to
include cleaning, waste disposal and icing facilities!. Apparently in
response to Senator Fastland's 1973 resolution to develop a comprehensive
fisheries policy, representatives from the U.S. Fishing Industry were
brought together to produce a list of recommendat1ons for federal action
relevant to commercial and recreational fisher1es.

Blank, U., I . Siemson and D. I amen. 1918. So your commnity wants tour-
iseT � guidelines for developing incaae fry tourise in your c~nity.
Extension Folder 379-1978. Agric. Ext. Ser., Univ. of Minnesota, St.
Paul, 11 p.

This publication provides all the basics community leaders need to
understand tour1sm. The overall tourism system is diagranmed and explained
with examples and supporting data. The publication is written in a Minne-
sota context but the ideas and suggestions put forward can be exported else-
where. The pros and cons of tourism are presented in a way that community
leaders can take advantage of the positive factors and reduce the nagative
effects. A series of suggestions for building tour1sm i nto a major i ndustry
are presented by the authors. These include a series of questions for
ascertaining the present extent of tourism, available resources for tourism
and the nature of the focal tourism market.

Centaur Nanageaent Consultants, Inc. 1977. Ecmumic activity associated
rith marine recreational fishing. Report prepared for the National
l4rine Fisheries Service, Mashington, D.C. 206 p.

This report estimates the economic contribution that MRF makes to the
national economy. Impact measures included value added, wages and salar1es,
employment, annual cap1tal investment and numbers of firms involved. The
following business sectors impacting directly on MRF were studied: fishing
tackle, boats, outboard motors, boat trailers, commercial sportfi shing
vessels, marinas/boat yards, balt, food, lodging, travel, boat fuel, boat
insurance and an "other" category consisting of special fishing clothing,
magazines and boat launch1ng fees. Total sales at the retail level of goods
and services associated with HRF were estimated at $1,333 million in Ig~2.
These sales generated an estimated $~Io million of value added and $285
million in wages and salaries in business sectors where di rect spending
associated with MRF took place. In 1975 consumers purchased an estimated
$1,8<0 million worth of goods and services at the retail level. The fi ve



leading categories of retail expenditure associated with MRF were food,
marinas, travel, bait and boats, respectively .

Ditton, R . $. 1978. Marine recreational fisheries  IRF!: implications for
development in the Caribbean. Proceedings of the 31st Gulf and Carib-
bean Fisheries Institute  J. Hlyaan, Ed.!, University of Miami, 91-104.

This paper begins hy addressing the significance of MRF ln terms of the
size of the fishing constituency, their harvest, and thei r economic impact.
Next, MRF is viewed as a part of a broader tourism fabric where there is a
need to consider service communities and access linkages along with fishery
resources. An effort to understand the extent to which U.S. residents
travel to Mexico and other Latin American countries to fish should prove
useful to gaining an understanding of foreign visitors who come to the U.S.
to fish. HRF development efforts can be enhanced by government action, by
private investment and by the combined interaction of both sectors. Within
government, efforts need to be made to coordinate activities between tourism
and fisheries agencies. Finally, implications are drawn for private MRF
development in the Caribbean.

Ditton, R. B. 1983. Information and data needs for marine recreational
fisheries development in the Caribbean in Proceedings of the 35th Gulf
and Carribbean Fisheries Institute  J. Hiyaan, Ed.!, University of
Miami, N p.

This paper defines MRF development. discusses development objectives
and enumerates data and information needs for achieving these objectives in
a systematic fashion in the Caribbean. In addition to an integrated know-
ledge of technical information, a case was made for a catalyst or "mi ddle-
man" to stimulate MRF development activities. Four components of technical
information and understanding were discussed: information about fishery
resources, marine recreational fisheries and tourism infrastructure support,
fishing participation by residents and tourists and the public policy of
framework within which marine recreational fisheries development takes
place.

Falk, J. M.. A. R. Graefe and H. P. DuBose, IV. 1981. 1981 ¹Iford World
chaapi unship weakfish tournaau.nt: a socio-economic analysis. OEL-SG-
24-1981. Delaware Sea Grant College Program, Newark, 41 p.

This study identified the extent of economic impact resulting from an
annual saltwater fishing tournament. The 440 fishermen who participated in
the tournament made total direct purchases of $110,000. A majority of
participants were not Delaware residents. Of the 69,000 they spent to
partici pate in the tournament, approximately $48,000 �0 percent! was spent
in the Milford, Del., area. The transportation  fuels sector of the local
exonomy received the largest share of non-resident spending, following by
restaurants, lodging and snack foods and beverages. Using a multiplier, the
$S,000 spent locally by non-resi dents resulted in an economic impact of
nearly $172,000 to the state. Finally, four factors that contributed to
this economic impact were considered along with thei r implications for
increasing the success of future tournaments. These four factors were: the
number of fishermen participating, where they came from, how many non-parti-
cipants  family and friends! accompany them and how long they stay in the



conmunity. Implications for the rest of the tourism system are made.

Fawcett, J. A., A. T. Nanus and J. C. Sorensen. 1980. Recreat.ional access
to the coastal zone. Univ. of Southern California Sea Grant Prograe
and Univ. of California Sea Grant College Program, 155 p.

This volume conta1ns a series of papers presented at a March Iglg
conference on recreational access to the coastal zone. Various public
policy issues and problems associated with the provision of recreational
access to the coast including the need for access, alternative means for
providing access and the costs of doing so. Coastal recreation access was
viewed broadly as "a system consisting of at least five interacting pro-
cesses: shore11ne access  getting from the road to the shoreline!, longshore
access  distribution along the coast !, visual access  the vi ew of the ocean
and coastline!, inter-regional access  movement between inland areas and the
coastal zone!, and intra-coastal access  transportation and parking within
the coastal zone!". The authors poi nt out that there is no single formula
for developing and implement1ng a recreation access program. "The approach
utilized to provide for access opportunities will depend in large part upon
a jur1sdiction's sophistication in dealing with user demand in the planning
area." Marine recreational fisher1es were not dealt with directly 1n this
volume but then neither were any other coastal recreation activities dealt
with.

Gunn, C. h. 1979. Tourise pIanning. Crane Russack, New York, 371 p.

Th1s text exam1nes some of the principal characteristics of tourism
development, identifies the need for plann1ng and offers a model to guide
plann1ng efforts. The book beg1ns by examining the positi ve and negative
impacts of touri sm wi th an eye to provi di ng support for planned touri sm
growth. Next, tourism is rev1ewed in a functional and systems context.
Instead of focusing on particular types of business, Gunn deals with five
major inter-dependent categories: people, attractions, transportation,
services-fac111ties, and information-d1rection. Each of these "building
blocks" are addressed directly with supporting examples. To deal with
fisher1es and fishing, for example, as an attraction, the remainder of the
tourism system must be reckoned with. When all the elements of the tourism
system are not functioning smoothly and in concert, there is a need for
planning. Gunn provides insight into two types of tourism plann1ng: con-
tinuous planning and regional strategic planning.

Niagara County. New York. l982. Niagara County fisheNes developeent
study. Dept. of Econ. Developaent and Planning, Lockport, 78 p.

This report dscribes the impact of the Lake Ontario and Lower Niagara
River salmonid sport fishery in Niagara County. It describes the needs and
problems of the fishery and relates 1t to the county economy. In this re-
port, they used an estimate that the sport fishery supports one job for
every $27,450 spent. Based on an approximate $2.6 mi l'lion f1shery per year,
it was estimated that over g0 jobs may currently be attributed to the sport
fishing industry in Niagara County. Th1s report 1s important in demonstrat-
ingg an approach and data needs for assessi ng public and pri vate facility and
resource needs relat1ve to fisheries development. Major report headings
include  IV! Economic and Market Analyses of Sportf1shing in Niagara County,



 V! Inventory of Existing Fishing-Related Facilities,  VI! Needs Analysis
and  VII! New Development potential. The approach used here to gather
information in support of a fisheries development plan can be generalized to
other locations.

The proposed plan w111 define goals, act1on steps, costs, priorities
and strateg1es for implementing necessary improvements.

Smith, F. J. 1975. The fisheman's business guide. International Marine
Publishing Caepany, Camden, Maine, 112 p.

Though this book is primarily oriented to commercial fishermen, any
fishermen who is moti vated to learn and succeed can make use of the material
presented. The primary objective of the book is to help the reader to be-
come a good business manager. The first seven chapters of the book utilize
economic concepts to help the reader understand f1shery resource management,
the decision-making proress, busi ness objecti ves and planning, costs and re-
turns, maximizing profit and coping with risk and uncertainity. Chapter
nine provides the means for analyzing the fishing business, a process that
is generalizabie to recreational fishing businesses.

U.S Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Depart-
ment of Conwerce, Bureau of the Census. 1982. 1980 national survey of
fishing, hunting, and wildlife--associated recreation. U.S. 6ovt.
Printing Office, 'Washington, D.C., 156 p.

This is the sixth in a ser1es of surveys of f1shing and hunting con-
ducted by the Fish and Wildlife Service at 5-year intervals since 1955.
primarily a data book on sportsmen, there is a broad range of i nformati on
provided about fi shermen and hunters and thei r acti v1ty. In 19SO, 12. 3
million anglers spent 147.0 million days and $2.4 b11lion pursuing their
sport, an average of 12 days and $200 per angler. Overall, 42.1 million
angl ers   fr esh and saltwater�! spent S57. 6 mi 1 1 i on days and $17. 3 bi 1 1 ion.
Saltwater fishing expenditures amounted to $16 per fishing day. Expendi-
tures for food and lodging made up a large part of total saltwater fishing
expenditures �S percent! with transportation �5 percent! and equipment �1
percent!. The remaining 16 percent covered fees, other equipment, and 11-
censes.

U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service. 1980. Marine recreational fishery
statistics survey, Atlantic and 6ulf coasts, 1919. Current Fishery
Statistics Iiumber 8063, ltashington, D.C., 139 p.

The 1979 Mar1ne Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey is the first of
a series of data books based on survey research to obtain estimates of
participation, catch and effort by recreational fishermen. Estimates are
made on a regional and statew1de basis allowing for a detailed examination
of d1fferences in MRF. In particular informat1on is provided on mean cost
per fishing trip and mean one-way distance traveled. This information is
useful for better understanding MRF markets on a regional basis.



U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office and south-
east Fisheries Center. 1982. program development plan for marine
recreational fisheries in the southeast region. Tampa, Fl,, 43 p.

Marine recreational fisheries as used in this program development plan
involves four elements: the resource, the fishermen, the MRF support indus-
tt ies and government agencies or private organizations. Background facts
and figure for each of these four elements are presented to enhance our
understanding of HRF, This program development plan outlines constraints
and strategies for making the marine recreational fishing systems function
more smoothly.

United States Travel Data Center. l982. The 198I-82 economic review of
travel in America. llashlngton, D.C., 63 p.

This data book on the travel industry seeks to portray "the history,
prospects, opportunities and challenges of travel activity. The current
industry trends are discussed in the perspective of the last decade. Inter-
nationall travel patterns and trends are presented a'iong with a discussion of
regional trends in tourism. Travel price inflation as well as the role of
energy availability and price are discussed as they impact on tourism. This
is an essential source of facts and figures for understanding the U.S.
travel and to~rism industry.

Van Doren, C. S. 1983. The future of tourisw. Leisure Today, April.

A good overview of U.S. tourism today. Definitions of travel and
tourism help the reader to understand the extent of data available and what
it means. Ten variables or elements that have shaped current feelings and
actions concerning tourism: 1! population characteristics and trends; 2!
personal or soc1al philosophy; 3! time for recreation; 4! income; '5! recre-
ational activities and equipment; 6! political actions; 7! public and pri-
vate organization for leisure; 8! advances in technology and conmunication;
g! mobility, and 10! facilities and services. Van Doren points out that
some of these variables have had more effect on tourism than others and may
influence our leisure travel to a significant degree in the future.

Noods, S A. and R. B. Ditton. ~979. Texas charter fishing--bay and Gulf.
TAN-SG-80-504. Texas AN Univ. Sea Grant College Program, 4 p.

This report presents financial data to provide an overview of costs and
revenues involved in charter fishing  bay and Gulf!. In addition to pro-
viding fishermen with a useful methodology to assess the feasibility of a
proposed venture, lt also presents a good overview of the ti es to other
servi ces and provi ders, such as dockage, repai rs, insurance, advertising,
fuel, bait, ice, and tackle. The data presented in the profit and loss
statements apply to a representative boat and a particular type of charter
service. Adjustments can be made to the data depending on the ci rcumstan-
ces.
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APPENDIX C

DELPHI TECHNIQUE ON MARINE RECREATIONAL
FISHERIES  MRF! DEVELOPMENT



The Delphi technique is a structural approach for maximizing idea
generati on, cl ari f i cat1on and preference-making, whi le minim1z ing non-d1-
rected conversation. It was developed by the Rand Corporation to help
reduce the expense and effort of having decentralized group members meet
face-to-face. As such, the Delphi technique is particularly useful when it
is necessary to involve experts but it is impossible or infeasible to have
them come together physically  Oelbecq et al., 197'5!.

The Delphi technique also allows anonymity of the participants. This
is important as 1t helps to eliminate bias. In addition, the technique
provides controlled feedback to the participants. This technique 1s an
iterative process; therefore, after each iteration, an assessment of the
group's opinion is made known to the participants. The experts then have
the opportunity to revise the1r op1nion in light of the general concensus
 luboy, 1980!.

An in1tial group of 17 indiv1duals nationwide agreed to part1cipate.
Fach was perceived to have a good overall understanding of the MRF/tourism
industry and its related development needs. Ultimately, only 12 persons
participated. Their names and affiliations are presented i n Exhibit VI.

This particular exercise consisted of four rounds of questions. Each
question and the participants' responses are as follows.

I|uestions and Responses:

DELPHI qUESEIOll fl: Each part1cipant was asked to identify the most import-
ant issues or concerns which must be addressed when approaching HRF devel-
opment. A background paper which addressed MRF development in the Caribbean
was pr'ovided for guidance purposes.

Participants were directed to provide both issues or concerns and
general follow-up questions that corresponded to the issues raised. An
example was provided:

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONSISSUE/CONCERN

1nadequate access what kinds of additional facilities
might be needed?

what legal concerns might be encount-
ered?

what are some innovative methods or
types of facilities?

C-2

In order to generate additional informat1on while at the same t1me
provide a check on the data collected during f1eldwork, the Sport Fishing
Institute init1ated a Delphi study relative to MRF development. Specifi-
cally, a panel of experts was asked to identify and quantify the major
1ssues or concerns which must be addressed in order to facilitate future MRF
development.



Responses:

Each of the issues/concerns which the participants raised were grouped
into 12 categories with accompanying follow-up questions. The responses for
this question and question P2 are combined in Exhibit ?.

DELPHI QUESTION f2: Each participant was requested to evaluate each of the
12 issues/concerns which were generated from the first question as being
very important, less important or uncertain. In addition, each respondent
was allowed to add any additional issues/concerns and related follow-up
questions as he desired.

Responses:

Exhibit I lists the issues/concerns and related follow-up questions
which resulted from questions 4I and f2. The evaluation of each
issue/concern by the participants is found in Exhibit II.

DELPHI QUESTION $3: Each participant was requested to indicate which 5 of
the 12 issues/concerns he considered to be the most important when
determining whether or not MRF are developed.

Responses:

Exhibit III lists the issues/concerns in order of importance as indi-
cated by the participants.

DELPHI QUESTION f4A: A list of the eight most important issues was pre-
sented to each participant. Each issue was important to MRF development.
Each participant was requested to indicate which sector, public or private,
should bear the major responsibility for each issue.

Responses:

Exhibit IV lists the eight issues presented to the participants and the
responses as to whether or not the public or private sector should bear the
major reponsibi li ty with regard to MRF development.

DELPHI QUESTION f48: Each participant was placed in the hypothetical situa-
tion of having to make a presentation on MRF development at the national
level. Each was then asked to cite the five pieces of literature  books,
articles, reports, etc.! which would be the most important in developing
their presentation.

Responses:

Exhibit V lists the combined responses of the participants to question
04S.

Exhibit VI lists the participants of this Delphi exercise.
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EXHIBIT I

SPORT F ISHING INSTITUTE
DELPHI TECHNIQUE

MF DEVELOPIENT

DELPHI QUESTION fI:

I SSUE/CONCERN

I. Availab11ity of F1shery Resources

GENERAL FOLLOM-UP QUESTIONS

Are adequate recreational species available for an expanded MRF'? If so,
which species? How does size of target species effect availability?

b. Are the available target species accessible? If so, when and how?

Are the target species available only seasonally or can they accommodate
additional pressure year-round?

c,

Can non-target species in the domestic market be targeted in the tourist
ma rket?

How "renewable" is the resource  i.e., how much fishing pressure will the
resource support!?

e.

What will be the effect of increased MRF on fish stocks and fishery manage-
ment programs?

Are the available fishery stocks local, regional or migratory?g-

To what extent is the resource presently har vested by MRF and commercial
sectors?

h.

Are hatcheries for marine f1sheries feasible?

I SSUE/CONCERN

Z. Collection and D1ssemination of User Information

GENERAL FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS

a- Is 1nformation on the full scope of supplies and services offered by the MRF
i ndu s t ry known?
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If you had to advise on matters of marine recreational fisheries development
 such as descr1bed in the enclosed background paper!, what are the most important
issues or concerns you would want to see addressed?



Is specific information on the availability of MR fishing and fi shing access
readily avail able to target fishermen?

Are adequate maps or guides available on how and where to fish once an angler
reaches the general fishing area?

How do you identify the marine recreational fisherman?

What information needs will the fishermen have  before and after arrival!?
'Which should be give~ priority consideration? What type of information is to
be conveyed and what is its purpose?

How can adequate information be economically distributed to large popula-
ti ons?

Is there a directed and coordinated effort by appropriate private concerns
and public agencies to target information on MRF opportunities to potential
customers  anglers!?

Are channels of communication estahlished to disseminate MRF information to
users? How does the NRF cotmnunicate back to various governmental agencies
his needs and wants?

What should be the respective roles of government and the private sector in
generating and providing needed information?

How can the public be reached? Newspapers, magazines, newslettet s, etc.?
How can the news media be more effective? How to fish for certain species,
laws, where facilities are located, where the fisherman's tax money is being
spent, etc. Nay each require a different means of communication to he most
effective?

How can the importance of recreational fisheries, in terms of recreation and
economics, be expressed to the general public and legislators?

How can the public be involved? - "how to" films and articles, public fish
tagging programs, master angler awards program, etc.

Can targeted fishermen be informed of NRF developments to the benefit of
1 ocal communi ti es?

To what extent is inadequate user information a limiting factor to NRF
growth?

Can information programs educate the public on fisheries ecology and manage-
ment?

What methods can be used to improve communication between NRF and government
interests?
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ISSUE/COHCERk

3. Data Needs

GENERAL FOLLOM-UP QUESTIOHS

a. What data is currently available? Where is this data located? What form is
it in? Can it be consolidated?

b. What type of information and levels of reliability are needed to effectively
manage and develop recreational fisheries? Is scientific and technical data
available on which to base management decisions?

c. Are all resource assessments  MRF and cormm.rclal'ly related! integrated into a
single data base?

d. What is the most cost-effect! ve method s! for obtaining necessary data? Who
should pay for it?

e. What should be the role of the private sector and various levels of govern-
ment in data collection?

f. Do we know critical aspects of population biology, age, gr owth, morta'Ii ty,
Y/R, etc.?

g. How can elected officials come to realize the values of, and needs for, high
quality fi shery r esources if they lack the appreci ation of the economi c and
social benefi ts of sportfi shing?

h. How important is marine recreation to the general population? How can this
be measured? 'Number of participants, amount of money spent, etc.?

What types of surveys should be conducted - state, regional, national
general population or fishing by fishery surveys?

j. Will data collected be compatable and comparable over time? Who will collect
the data and monitor the outputs?

k. How is the HRF experience to be determined and measured?

Is information available regarding facilities and services - location, capa-
city and vacancy rate of marinas? Availability, number, capacity and loca-
tion of charterboats, headboats and party boats? Supply and demand for
access? Locating access points? Accomodation needs of anglers? etc.

m. Have potential customers been identified?

n. How are resources utilized by MR fishermen - food, trophies, discarded, etc.?

ISSUE/COHCERH

4. Management Considerations
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GKNERAL FOLLNt-UP qUESTIONS

Are current management and conservation efforts effecti vely providing for
conti nued sustainable yield needed to ensure stability and growth of recrea-
tional fisheries?

a.

Are there current management plans {for targeted species! that regulate
recreational catches? Are these plans favorable to recreational interest?

b.

Where is the resource � territorial sea? fishery conservation zone? inter-
national waters? Is the resource unique to a locale, region or transboundary
 international!, hi ghly migratory?

Ci

d. Should management plans be developed for all species?

How can management of migratory marine stocks be improved to maintain the
stocks and to provide for equal access by various users?

e,

How can a more holistic approach to management be utilized? Need to get away
from narrow view of each species role, both targeted and untargeted.

Is the goal of good fisheries management the same for commercial and recrea-
tional fisheries interests? If not, how do they differ?

Are existing and developing fishery management programs providing for equit-
able allocations of fishery resources to recreational fishermen? Are NRF and
commercial regulations compatible and consistent? What should be the basis
for allocation? How should allocations be acheived {e.g., harvest regula-
tions, habitat or stock enhancement, etc.!?

h.

How can conflicts between user groups  commercial and recreational fishermen!
be resolved or reduced � regulations on gear, space, time or species'?

Can zonal management be successfully applied to rebuilt stocks or to al levi-
ate recreational-commercial fishing conflicts?

Are recreational catches being fully utilized by anglers? If fish are left
behind by tourists, will there be an adequate mechanism to handle the fish to
assure utilization? What is the demand for fish in the local community? Can
charter/party boat captains legally sell fish to handlers?

m,

How can waste of fish be stopped? Can fish be given to charity? To gieaners
groups?  sale not permitted in western U.S.!.

What improvements in handling and preparing catch for the table will enhance
the food value and usage?

0 ~

Can catch and release ethics be developed? Would promotion of a personal
conservation ethic among anglers help in the management/conservation of
target species?

C-S

P ~

k. To what extent do or will user conflicts impede stability and growth of MRF?

Are baitfish  anchovies, etc.! more valuable as forage or as fishmeal?



To what extent can under/unutilized sport species be developed to reduce the
pressure on traditional target species and to accomodate growing demands for
sport fishing opportunities?

Is MRF compatible with coastal and shelf development as planned for the
1 oca1 e?

What is governments' policy toward MRF/commercial aspects in its industrial
devel opment? Where does touri sm/recreati on rank?

s ~

How can outdoor recreation, tourism and fisheries management programs be
hetter coordinated to improve MRF opportunities?

ISSUE/CONCERN

S. Habitat/Artificial Reefs/Pollution

GENERAL FOLLOW-UP qUESTIONS

a. To what extent are important recreational species estuarine dependent?

To what extent is habitat loss/impairment a limiting factor to continued
harvest or increased harvest of specific species hy sportsmen?

b.

What types of habitat are critical to target species, both presently and
potenti al ly?

Is critical habitat threatened by other coastal zone development or upland
land use patterns?

d.

Can critical habitat for target species be recovered or enhanced  aquacul-
ture, stocking!?

What role should/could artificial habitats play in habitat enhancment? Are
artificial reefs appropriate for enhancing MRF opportunities?

gi

Who/what is responsible for expansion/enhancment of habitat  i.e., artificial
reefs!? Funding? Lead agency?

Are artificial reefs suitable for solving conflicts between users of sea
bottom  trawlers, oil firms, etc.!? Are they stable over long time periods?

What is the effect of aggregation and higher CPUE  catch per unit effort! on
f i sh popu 1 a t i ons?

Can land-based solid waste problems be used to create artificial reef
mater i a 1 s?

Are artificial reefs economically cost effective? Locally or on a state or
federal 1 e ve 1?
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e. Are competing uses of shorel inc compatibl e with MRF  present and proposed! '.



Will water quality contine to improve?m,

Fish contamlnents - Are toxic levels in fish harmful? Are sources control-
led? Are people aware of potential risks of consumption?

n ~

Are recreational fishing interests playing an effective role in habitat
protection efforts? If not, why not?

0 ~

Can recreational fishing be used to expose the public to habitat protection
issues and to enlist their support in such efforts?

p ~

What is the legal and policy posture of government toward habitat mainten-
ance/qual i ty? Is it adequate to assure 1 ong term compatibi 1 i ty wi th MRF?

Should additional habitat protection measures be adopted?

s.

I SSUE /CONCERN

6. MRF Constituency

GENERAL fOLLOW-UP gVESTIONS

How can the characteristics of the constituency be determined? - composition,
desires, satisfaction criteria, etc,?

a.

What types of anglers will be attracted to a resource? How experienced wil 1
they be? In what types of groups will they arrive?  e.g., family units,
peer groups, fishing clubs, etc.!

What is the distribution of the type of fishing sought? - Restricted, local,
coast-wide, or multinational?

c ~

Identify existing trends in MRF and commercial fisheries at local, regional
and/or species range levels.

d.

What public and private agencies or organizations are involved ln MRF devel-
opment? Is it a coordinated effort?

e.

Would MRF 1nterests be best served by regional or one national MRF develop-
ment foundation s!?

Are existing MRF organizations effective in representing their points of
view? If not, why not?

9.

h. What options exist to better organize MRF interests?

Would a saltwater f1shing license be a useful organization tool?
C-I 0

!n the area  species group! proposed for development, is the air, water, and
resource quality adequate for providing an aesthetically rewarding experience
- for the type of MRF being promoted'? i.e., trolling in shipping lanes not
too pleasing; weed line = trash rack, etc.



ISSUE/CONCERN

Funding

GENERAL FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS

Will adequate funds be available to manage fishery resources . Will there he
a continuing source of funding?

a.

b. What level of funding is needed?

Where should the money come from? Llser fees? State or federal general
revenue? Sal twater li cense? suppor t industry? Local economy?

C.

How will reduced budgets affect col lection of necessary data? Who will
allocate funding, set priorities, etc.?

d.

Who will pay the cost of dredging, etc., in these times of declining Federal
dol 1 a rs?

e.

Will recreational development projects be funded similarly to S/K funding for
commercial fisheries'?

I SSUE/CONCERN

8. Angler Satisfaction/guality Experience

GENERAL FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS

a.

b. Should there be minimally acceptable standards to insure a quality
MRF/touri sm experi ence?

What will the different types of fishermen be looking for in the angling
experience?

Was the f'isherman satisfied with his MRF experience? Did he catch fish? How
important was catching fish? What were his unpleasant experiences? How can
they he corrected in the future?

Is MRF development to be technologically suited to anglers or will they "go
native"? - radar, radio, safety considerati ons, etc.

e.

f. How does crowding affect fishing satisfaction?

How do space limitations affect user group conflicts?9 ~

What is the chief output s! of I%F - catching fish, engagement in the activi-
ty, or some other type of experience s!?



I SSUE/CONCERN

9, Promoti on

GENERAL FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS

a. W111 sponsorship of sportfishing tournaments enhance MRF opportunties?

Is it possible, through promotion, to get the public to accept substitutes
 underutilized species! for traditionally used species?

b.

Will this type of effort reduce pressure on dwindling stocks of pr1me fish-
eries",

C.

Wiil MRF/tourism promote "glamorous" fish species such as tunas, billfish,
and salmon and other traditional and non-traditional game Fish?

What is to be promoted -- various fish, fishing in general, fishing facilit-
iess, conservation, etc.?

e.

What will be the nature of advertising? In which med1um? Targeted at which
people? In what way?

Who should do the promoting -- private 1ndustry, state or federal government,
local recreation and tourism departments, etc.?

9 ~

When is enough, enough? Is there an adequate population with skills or
educati on to provi de the support services, gui des, etc . ?

h.

I SME/CONCERN

10. Infrastructure

GENERAL FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS

What are the existing support facilities and services available to anglers?
 restaurants, lodging, bait/tackle shops, launch ramps, marinas, charter/-
party boats. etc.! Has an 1nventory of ex1sting support facilities been made
available?

a.

b. Are these facilit1es and services appropriate and properly sited?

C.

What types of facilities, equipment and services are required on-site for
di f f e rent angl er types?

d.

What are the future infrastructure needs? Projections for 5 years? 10
years? 25 years? Is there a "top-end" to planned expansion?

What should be the allocation between commercial and recreational facilities
in limited harbor areas?
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Are adequate transportation and transportation services available to meet the
needs of anglers?



g, If a service such as the charter/party boat industry is to be the direct
service provider, are the capital and marketing capabilities available to
promote international tourism?

h. If current infrasturcture is not adequate for MRF/tourism development, what
will he the environmental, social, and economic costs of deve'lopment?

What is the governments'  local, state, federal! role in providing support
facilities?

ISSUE/CONCERN

Access

GENERAL FOLLOW-UP qUESTIONS

Are there suffirient shorebased fishing stations to accomodate additional NR
demand  beaches, piers, bridges, banks, jetties, seawalls!?

To what extent do non-fisheries developments  bridges, highways, parks, etc.
make construction provisions for MRF access?

c. Are new public funding sources available for access programs?

Are government regulations restrictive to increased coastal recreation
access?

d.

e. Fxamine private property rights vs. public use.

How can potential conflicts between providing access and the destruction of
delicate habitats be solved?

ISSUE/CONCERN

12. MRF/Tourism Development

GENERAL FOLLOM-UP l}UESTIONS

a. What is the current extent of international, national, state and local
NRF/tourism?

b. At what level is the U.S. willing to support MRF/tourism?

d. Is MRF compatible or possible with other tourism attractions?
C-13

c. What are the various roles that need to be filled for MRF/tourism to occur?
Which public/private sector agency could best fill each role? What are the
appropriate roles? Who wi 11 provide the leadership? Is there sufficient
inter- and intra-sector cooperation to permit an orderly, unified development
effort? What is the commitment level within agencies in each sector, in
terms of fiscal and personnel support, to MRF/tourism development? Are these
support levels adequate?



e. What will be the resultant social, environmental, economic and resource
impacts of increased MRF/tourism? Mhat will be the economic benefits and
costs of development? At what level - local, state, national � will the
economic benefits exceed costs?

f. Will the benefits outweight the costs to attract private investment and
development efforts? Who will be the direct beneficiaries of MR'F/tourism?
Will the benefits offset the environmental, social and economic costs?

g. Is the local community committed to a coordinated MRF development effort?

h. Is there currently a large enough population of MRF tourists to develop an
understanding of the basic markets being tapped to develop future marketing
plans?

Is it possible to "package" recreational fishing opportunities together with
other local tourist attractions or services? Mill other tourist facilities

and opportunities be requi red  e.g., sightseeing, tours, other nonfi shing
excursions!? What component of MRF is sought in tourism package: small
number of high spenders or large number of econoclass or mixture? Will the
cost of NRF/tourism pay off in terms of number of fishermen gained?

j. How will increased demand impact traditional fisheries? How will managers
respond to the increased demand? How will management goals be modified?
What is the long-term �00 years! outlook for demand? Mhat parts of the
country can expect the greatest increase in fishermen demand and why?

k. How will human settlement along coasts impact the environment?

1. How will the economic climate affect fishing?
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EXHIBIT I I

RESPONSES TO OELPHI
QUESTION f2

EVALUATION
LIISSUE� /CONCERN

Availability of Fishery Resources

Z. Collection and Dissemination of
User Information

3. Data Needs

4. Management Considerations

S. Habitat/Artificial Reefs/Pollution

6. MRF Constituency

7. Funding

10

8. Angler Satisfaction/'Ouality
Experience

9. Promotion

10. Infrastructure

11. Access

12. MRF/Tourism Development

VI = Very Important

LI = Less Important

UN = Uncertain

OELPHI QUESTION f2:
Please evaluate each of the listed issues/concerns.



EXHIBIT I II

RESPONSES TO DELPHI
QUESTION g3

Response Issue/Concern

Ava1lability of Fishery Resource

Funding

Habitat/Artificial Reefs/Pollution

Collection and Disseminat1on of User
Inf ormati on

Data Needs

Management Considerations

Angler Sati sf acti on/Qual ity
Experience

Access

Inf rastructure

MRF Const1tuency

Promotion

MRF/Tourism Development
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DELPHI QUESTION $3:
Please check the five �! issues/concerns you consider most important

in determining whether or not marine recreational f1sheries are developed.



EXHIBIT IV

RESPOIISES TO OELPHI
QUESTION $4A

DELPHI QllESTIOII f4A:
Which sector should bear the major responsibility for the follo~ing

i ssues?

ISSUE

1. Management of Fishery Resources

Z. Collection and Dissemination of
Fishing Information to Users

3. MRF Data Collection

4. Habitat Protection

5. Artificial Reef Development

6. MRF Promotion

7. Tourism Infrastructure Development

8. Access Development

SECTOR
PRIVATE PUBL IC

12

12



EXHIBIT V

RESPONSES TO DELPHI QUESTION flB

DELPHI QllESTION H8:
If you were asked to make a presentation on 'MRF development at the
national level, what are the f1ve �! pieces of 11terature  books,
articles, reports, etc! that would be most important in developing your
p resent at i on?

Anderson. S.H.  ed.!. 1976. Recreation: marine promise. Proceedings of
the National Conference on Marine Recreation, Newport Beach, Californ-
ia. October 2-4, 1975. USC-SG-3-76. 232 pp.

Aska, D.Y.  ed.!. 1981. Artificial reefs: conference proceedings. Pro-
ceed1ngs of a conference held September 13-15, 1979 in Daytona Beach,
Florida. Florida Sea Grant College Report No. 41. 229 pp.

Atlantic States, Gulf States, and Pacific Marine Fisheries Conmissions.
1977. Eastland fisheries survey: a report to the Congress. 91 pp.

Buhyoff, G.J. 1977. Resource based recreation planning: a handbook in
projection models and inventory systems. Virginia Polytechni al
Institute and State University.

Bryan, R.C. 1974. The dimensions of a salt-water sport fishing trip.
Env1ronment Canada.

Buchanan, C.C. 1973. Effects of an artificial habitat on the marine sport
fi shery and economy of Murrels Inlet, South Carolina. Mar1ne Fisheries
Review 25  9 !: 15-22.

Centaur Management Consultants, Inc. 1977. Economic activity associated
with mar1ne recreational fishing. Prepared for the National Marine
Fisheries Service, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C.
Contract No. 6-35195. 206 pp.

Clepper, H.  ed.!. 1976-1883. Marine recreational fisher1es. Proceedings
of the annual Marine Recreational Fisheries Symposia. Sport Fishing
Institute, Washington, D.C.

Cushing, D.H. 1975. Marine ecology and fisheries. Cambridge University
Press.

Ditton, R.B. 1'977. Human perspectives in optimum sustainable yield
fisheries management. In marine recreational fisheri es 2. H. Clepper
 ed.!. Washington, D.C.. Sport F1shing Institute. pp. 29-41.

Ditton, R,B. and A.R. Graefe. 1978. Recreational fishing use of artificial
reefs on the Texas coast. Prepared for the Texas Coastal and marine
Council, Austin, Texas. Contract Report �7-79! 0805. 15'5 pp.



Oi tton, R.R., !.L. Seymour, and G.C.Swanson. 1977. Coastal resources
management: beyond bureaucracy and the market. Lexington, Mass.:
D.C. Heath and Company. 196 pp.

Driver, B.L. and R.C. Knopf. 1976. Temporary escape: one product of sport
fisheries management. Fisheries 1 � !: 21,24-29

Falk, J.M., A.R. Graefe, C. Alkire, and D. Swartz. 1983. 1982
head/charterhoat fishi ng in Delaware: an analysis of customers and
thei r economic impact. Newark, Delaware: Uni versi ty of Delaware Sea
Grant College Program Technical Report DEL-SG-03-83. 53 pp.

Faik, J.M. A.R. Graefe, and W.P. DuBose, IV. 1981. 1981 Mil ford world
championship weakf'ish tournament: a socio-economic analysis. Newark,
Delaware: University of Delaware Sea Grant College Program Technical
Report DEL-SG-26-81. 41 pp.

Grower, J .H.  ed . ! . 1982. Allocation of fi shery resources. Proceedings of
the Technial Consultation on Allocation of Fishery Resources held in
Vichy, France, April 20-23, 1980. United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization. 623 pp.

Hiett, R.L., K.A. Chandler, A.K. Reniere, and A.R. Bolstein. 1983. Socio-
economic aspects of marine recreational fishing. Prepared for the
National Marine Fisheries Service by KCA Research, Inc. Contract No.
80-ABC-00152. 101 pp.

Hinman, K.  ed.!. Monthly. Right rigger. newsletter published by the
national coaltion for marine conservation, savannah, georgia.

Human Sciences Research, Inc. 1979. The development of methodologies to
collect socioeconomic information regarding marine recreational fisher-
men. HSR-RR-79/13-SF. National Marine Fisheries Service, Seattle.
132 pp.

Lackey, R. and L. Nielsen. 1980. Fisheries management. John Wiley.

Larkin, P. 1980. Parific salmon: scenarios for the future. McKernan
Lecture Series. Seattle, Washington: University of Washington Sea
G rant P rog ram.

Lundherg, D.E, 1972. The tour i st business. Chicago, Il linoi s.

McClane, A.J.  ed.!. 1974. McClane's new standard fishing encyclopedia and
international angling guide. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
1156 pp.

National Advisory Committee on Oceans and Atmosphere. 1982. Fi sheries for
the future: restructuring the government -- industry partnership.
National ocean goals and objectives for the 1980's. Report submitted
to the President of the United States. 61 pp.

Radonski, G.C.  ed.!. Monthly. SFI BULLETIN. News'letter published by the
Sport Fishing Institute, Washington, D .C. 8 pp.
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Rickett, W.E. 1975. Computation and 1nterpretation of biological statist-
1cs of fIsh populations. Bulletin of the Fisheries Research Board of
Canada. Bulletin No. 191. Department on Environment, F1sheries and
Marine Service, Ottawa. 382 pp,

Scogin, W.M., Jr. 1979. The licensing of marine recreational fishermen:
state regulat1ons and state officials views. Unpublished Professional
Paper. Texas A 5 M University, College Station, Texas.

Coast Guard. Annual. Boating statistics. Department of Transporta-
tionn, Washington, D.C.

U.S.

Congress. 1976. Fishery conservation and management act. P.L. '94-265U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service. 1982. 1980 national sur vey of hunting,
fishing, and wildli fe-associated recreation. U,S. Department of the
Interior, Washington, D.C. 156 pp.

U.S.

National Marine Fisheries Service. 1980. Marine recreational fishery
statistics survey, Atlantic and Gulf coasts, 1979. Current Fishery
Stat1stics No, 8063, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.
139 pp.

U.S.

National Marine Fisheries Service. 1981. Policy for NMFS in marine
recreational f1sheries. Washington, D.C. 57 pp.

U.S.

National 'Mar1ne Fisheries Service, 1981. stock assessment activit1es
within the NMFS. NOAA Technical Memorandum. NMFS SWFC - 12.

U,S,

National Marine F1sheries Service. 1982. DRAFT Program development
plan for marine recreational fishereis in the southeast region. U.S.
Department of Commerce, St. Petersburg, FLorida. 43 pp.

U.S.

Nati onal Marine Fisheri es Servi ce. 1982 Arti fi ci al Reefs and Marine
Fisheries Enhancement. A Special issue of Marine Fisheries Review.
44�-7'j, 72 pp.

U.S.

National Marine Fisheries Serv1ce. Annual. F1sher1es of the United
States. Current Fishery Statistics, Department of Commerce,
Washington, D.C.

U.S.

C-20

University of Wisconsin Sea Grant College Program. 1'981. Toward future
fisheries management: some new concepts for the '80's. Proceedings of
a Great lakes Fisheries Meet1ng, January 14-16, 1981. WIS-SG-81-424.
49 pp



EXHIBIT VI

SPORT FISHIN6 INSTITljTE
DELPHI PARTICIPANTS

Dr. John Merriner
Beaufort Laboratory
Nat1onal Marine Fisher1es Service
P.O. Box 570
Beaufort, NC 28516
 919! 728-4595

Dr. Hobson Bryan
Professor, Department of Sociology
University of Alabama
P.O. Box 6109
Uni ver sity, AL 35486
�05! 348-5943

Mr. Jim Falk
Marine Recreation Specialist
Sea Grant Marine Advisory Service
College of Marine Stud1es
University of Delaware
Lewes, DE. 19958
�02! 645-4235

Mr. Gary Matlock
Asst. Chief, Coastal Fisheries
Texas Parks 5 Wildlife Department
4200 Smith School Road
Austin, TX 78744
�12! 479-4863

Mr. Chris Dewees
Marine Fisheries Specialist
Sea Grant MAP Extension
University of California
Davis, CA 95616
 '916! 752-1497

Dr. Tony Fedler
Assistant Professor
Department of Recreation
University of Maryland
College Park, MD 20742
�01! 454-4999

Dr. John Harville

Executive Director
Pacific Marine Fisheries

Commission
527 S.W. Mill Street
Portland, OR 97201
�03! 229-5840

Mr. Charles Moore
Supervisor, Recreational Fisher1es
SC Wildlife & Mar1ne Resources

Department
P.O. Box 12559
Charleston, SC 29412
 903! 795-6350

Mr. Jim Murray, Director
Marine Advisory Service
UNC Sea Grant
Box 8605
105 - 1911 Building
North Carolina State University
Raleigh, NC 27695-8605
 919! 737-2454

Mr. Villere Reggio
Recreation Planner
Minerals Management Service
Department of the Interior
P.O. Box 7944
Meta1rie, LA 70010-7944
�04! 837-4720

Mr. Ron Schmied
Special Assistant For Recreational

Fi sheri es
Southeast Regional Office
Nat1onal Marine Fisheries Service
9450 roger Boulevard
St. Petersburg, FL 33702
 81.3! 893-3141

Mr. Mike Voiland
Reg1onal Fxtension Specialist
Sea Grant Extension Program
Morgan III
SUNY College
Brockport, NY 14420
�16! 395-2638


