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INTRODUCTION
South Carolina's marine

resources are one of the
satatea'sa most valuable assets.

The 190 mila baachfront
combined with rivers, creeks
and estuaries offers an

extremely diversified range of
angling  opportunities and
outdoor experiences. Most
anglers desire a diverse set of
outcomes from their fishing
experience and ovarall
satisfaction may depend on a
variety of factors other than
catch fish. In addition to
the social benafits of fishing,
receant studies (Rockland and
Southwick, 1990) identify sport
fishing as an important
business enterprisa. Data for
1985 show that $27.2 billion
were spent directly on fishing
related activities (saltwater
and freshwater) by fishermen
ages 16 and older, generating a
total aconomic output of $70.6

billion {(Rockland and
Southwick, 1990) . Recent
information that
recreational saltwater anglers
annually spend $187-5200
million in South Carolina (Low,
et.al, 1986; Low and Waltz,
1988) .

Historically, saltwater

fishing participation in South
Carclina has been thought teo
approach 400,000 anglers per
year. The state's growing
coastal population is placing
an increasing demand on marine
resources, particularly in
estuarine areas. In order for
the Marine Resources Division
(MRD) to properly conserve and
manage these resources,
detailed knowledge of fishery
participation, catch and effort
is needed. Since July 1987,
MRD in cooperation with NMFS
has conducted the Marine
Recreational Fishery Statistics
Survey (MRFSS) in South
Carolina. The cooperative
survey adopted overall
methodology previously used by
NMPFS for the collection of
regional statistics. Several
procedures were modified and

the number of MRFSS interviews
was increased three-rold ©ToO

improve the reliability of
catch estimates at the state

level. MRD parsonnel collected
on-site interviews and
conducted supplemental MRD

sampling on an opportunistic
basis. This report describes
the survey effort and results
for 1988.

Surve mathodology has
been described by U.S. Dept. of
Commerce (1987) and Low and
Waltz (1988). The proceduras
used to derive expanded trip
and catch estimates are
explained in Witzig (1988). A



telephone survey is used to
obtain information on
participation and an on-site
intercept survey (creel census)
is wused to collect catch,
effort and demographic data.
Information from the two
surveys is combined to estimate
total catch, effort and
participation for two=-month
pariods (waves) and three
fishing modes (charterboat,
shore fishing and fishing from
a privately owned or rented
vessel) .

MRD personnel conducted
the creel census at coastal
public access points. The
sampling schedule (provided by
a NMFS subcontractor) was based
on historical effort
distribution by wave and
fishing mode. Access sites
were weighted by a usage rate
factor and then chosen at
random. Heavily used sites
ware more likely to be selected
in this process. Within the
private/rental mode, sample
sizes were divided equally
between the  threa major
geographical areas of the state
{ Low and Waltz, 1988) .
Sampling was allocated
approximately €0% on weekends
and 40% on weekdays.

on a scheduled sampling
day, the creel clerk proceeded
to ona of the sites. Upon
collection of 30 interviews or
judgment that further effort
would be unproductive, the
clerk then proceeded to
another. Upon completion of
the NMFS gquota for the day, the
clark would continue with
supplemental MRD sampling.
Survey responses were voluntary
and the personnal identity of
all anglers was confidential.

Interviews were conducted
with anglers who had completed
fishing, except in the case of
shore (pier, bridge, surf and

bank) fisharman, where l:ml-hnlt
of the intnﬂim for

particular day could be bu-:l
on incomplete fishing trips.
Each angler represented one
interview. Interviews weres
conducted in accordance with

procedures and guidelines
established in the Intercept
Interviewer Training Manual

(1988 revision), using the 1988
finfish intercept questionnaire
[OHB Ho. 0648=0052) , 1988
finfish intercept coding form
and 1988 Marine Resources
Division form (appendix 1, 2
and 3).

Numbers of fish caught by
species and disposition, hours
spent fishing, species
preferences, and general area
fished were routinely reported.
When feasible, up to 10 fish
from all priority species were
measured and weighed per catch.

During May-September three

additional tions were
incorporated into the survey
(Appendix 4). The gquestions

were asked of private boat and
shore anglers to solicit their
opinions on a proposed South
Carclina saltwater fishing
licensa.

REBULTS AND DISCUSBEION

Annual Overview

During Jan - Dec 1988, a
total of 6204 South Carolina
households were contacted in
the HNMFS telephone survey,
including 464 fishing
households. An estimated
508,000 anglers made 1,759,000
saltwater fishing trips in
South Carolina during 1988. Of
these fishermen 32.9% were
residents of coastal counties,
20.3% wara non-coastal
residents, and 46.8% were out-
of-gtate residents. Most of
the fishing trips (56.8%) were
made by coastal residents



(Table 1) gut-of-state
residents accounted for 26.3%
of the effort and non-coastal
residents took 16.9% of the

total trips. Most of the
fishing effort was in the
private/rental boat mode
(693,506 trips), followed by

shore fishing (755,194 trips)
and charterboat fishing
(110,676 trips). In +the
private/rental fishing mode,
most of the effort was
attributed to coastal residents
(69.6%), with the remainder
split almost equally between
non-coastal and out-of state
residents. Coastal residents
made 48.9% of the shore based
fishing trips, out-of-state
visitors 131.1% and non-coastal
residents 20.0%. Most of the
fishing trips on charterboats
wvere made by out-of-state
residents (75.9%), with non-
coastal and coastal residents
accounting for 15.8% and 8.3%,
respactively.

Estimates for 1988
represant a 43% increase in the
numbar of saltwater anglars and
a 29% increase in the number of
saltwater fishing trips over
1987 (Figures 1 and 2).
Estimates derived from this
survey have tended to fluctuate
greatly from year to Yyear,
making interpretation
difficult. If the anomalously
high figures for 1982 and 1984
are Tremoved, average annual
participation is approximately
415,000 saltwater anglears,
while the average number of
saltwater trips taken was
1,358,000 par year. A trend
line (1982 and 1984 weare
excluded) suggests that average
annual participation has
increased at a rate slightly
lesse than 1% a year, while
effort has increase
approximately 3% per year.

Most anglers (BE%)

L

interviewed in the survey were
males. Anglers ranging from 20-
39 years of age accounted for
§1% of the males and 56% of the
females interviewed. Youths
under 16 years old accounted
for 8%, while senior citizens
greater than the age of &5
represented only 2% of the
total.

King mackerel and red drum
were the two most targeted
species in 1988 (Table 2).
Thirty-six percent (36%) of the
anglers did mnot indicate any
particular species preference.

The total recreational
catch for 1988 was estimated to
be 6,870,000 finfish, a 7%
increase over the catch in
1987, Catches are broken down
by species and fishing area in
Table 3 and by species and
disposition in Table 4.
Estimates for the two previous
Years are also provided for

comparison.
Landings of offshore
pelagic species (dolphins,

tunas, little tunny and bonito)
continued to decrease. The
19868 estimated catch of thasa
species was only 26% of the
1986 level. With the exception
of blualfish and javk crevalle,
catches of coastal pelagics
increased or remained steady.
King mackerel catches were up
63%, while catches of Spanish
mackerel increased by 46% over
1987 estimates. Catches of
bluefish were down 21% from
catches of 1587. In 1988,
landings of commonly caught
of fshore bottomfish Were
comparable to 1987 astimates.
Black seabass continued to be

the state's most important
offshore bottom species.
Kotable increases in the

catches of grunts have bean
seen since 1986.

Catches of inshore fish
have varied widely since 1986.
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Table 1. Estimated effort (in numbers of trips) in South Carolina during
1988 by wave and mode. HNo sampling is done during wave 1 (January -

February) .

Mode Coastal Residents Non-coastal Residents Out-of-State Residents
Wave 2z (March-April)

Shore 26,193 11,641 14,552

Charterboat (1] o o

Private Boat 23,101 3,891 4,377
Wave 3 (May=-June)

Shore BE,996 41,774 32,691

Charterboat 2,928 6,317 23,882

Frivate Boat 175,177 34,163 34,890
Wava 4 (July-RAuguast)

Shore 95,525 28,368 77,995

charterboat 3,625 4,967 22,889

Frivate Boat 171,787 36,538 46,771
Wave 5 (September-October)

Shora 1a3, 17y 49,078 85,315

Charterboat 2,602 5,225 37,240

Private Boat 121,259 30,492 30,728
Wave & (Hovember-December)

Ehore 15,150 19,812 24,525

Charterboat 1] 0 o

Private Boat 110,862 23,504 25,954
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Table 2. Top ten targetted finfish species during 1988.

Species Percent Rank
Anything 36.8%

KEing mackerel 12.7% 1
Red drum 11.4% 2
SEpotted seatrout 8.0% 3
Spot 5.3% 4
Flounders 4.9% 5
Sharks 4.6% 6
Spanish mackerel 3.4% 7
Sheepshead 2.4% a
Black sea bass 2.3% 9

Cobia 2.0% 10
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Tablas 3. Estimated catch (thousands of fish) of South Carolina recreational
fisharmen by fishing zone during 1588. MNumbers are shown in thousands
Column totals are not necessarily additive dus to rounding.

Species Inshore Coastal offshore
Dol 26
Little tunny/bonito 1B
Tunas/mackerels 3
Black saa bBass 177 65 509
Hfea basses 19
Groupers 1 2
Red 1
Varmillion snapper 25
Red porgy 27
Other porgies 2
White grunt &
Grunts 50
Triggerfish <l <]l 1
Scup =1
ﬁ mackarel 5 112

sh mackerel . k | 35 63
Bluafish Ta 1.1 4
Jack crevalle 10 <] 2
Blua runner 1 1
Anberjacks 10
Barracuda | 21

Inshore Gamefish
Red drom 497 13 <]
Spotted seatrout 362 3 <1
Summer flounder i5 11 1
Southern flounder By i4 <1
Flounders 13 4
Waakflish 1
striped bass 3

Inshore Bottomfish
Kingfishes 79 150 5
Spot &85 1273 1
Croaker 184 &7
Black drum 10 2 ']
Bheepshead 313 23 159
Pompano 56



Table 3 (cont).

Species Inshore Coastal offshore

Dogfish sharks <1 <1

Sharks g% 51 11
Ekates/Tays 27 o

Eals 23 <1

Frashwater catfish 21

Faltwater catfish 468 20 B
Toadfish 147 10 2
Searoblns -] 19 =1
Pigfish B7 22 T
Pinfish 429 46 34
Bilver perch a3

White perch 5

Puffars &

others 58 40 A

TOTAL 3613 2200 1057
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Table 4. Estimated total catch (in thousands of fish) by South Carolina recres-
tional fishermen in 1586 - 1988. HR = none reported. Column and row
totals are not necessarily additive dus to rounding.

isas 1987 1286

Bpecles Removed Released Total Total Total
l:nlphg 26 o 26 <30 72
Little tunny /bonlto 6 11 1B <30 34
Tunas,/mackerals | 1] 1 <30 65

offshore Bottomfish
Black sea bass 2064 467 T80 Tad 531
Saa basses €] <l <] <30 <30
Groupers 3 <1 i <30 <30
Vermillion snapper 24 <l 25 <30 <30
Other snappers 1 o 1 <30 <30
Red porgy 16 1 27 <30 <30
Other porgies 1s 2 17 47 )]
Grunts 19 37 55 <30 HR
Triggerfish 1 <1 2 <30 <30
Eing mackerel 116 <1 117 TL 254
Spanish mackerel an 12 101 &9 163
Bluafiash 79 (44 119 117 159
Jack crevalle ] (1 12 63 (1]
Blua munner a i 2 <30 NE
Ambaryacks ] 2 b | <30 33
Jacks KR NR MR <30 <30
Barracuda 9 16 5 <30 62

Inshore Gamefish
Fed drum 258 253 511 509 156
Spotted seatrout 300 67 367 444 576
Gummar flounder 47 [i] 47 45 WE
Routharn flounder 100 2 102 65 206
Flounders 3 14 17 0 NR
Waakfish 1 0 i €10 78
Eingfishes 468 167 435 74 1,049
Bpot 1,857 102 1,960 757 1,863
Croakar 141 111 252 227 EL1E
Black drum 15 <] 16 <30 <30
Sheepshead 72 3 75 <30 70
Pompano e 17 56 98 159

Hiscellansous
Sharks Bl Bl 162 391 207

Skates,/
Eals 9 158 24 <30 <30



Table 4 (cont).
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1988 1987 19846

Species Removed Released Total Total Total
Herrings i ] o HR <10 57
Catfishes 241 270 511 631 %53
Toadfish 11 108 18 198 138
Searobins [} 29 29 <30 <30
Pigfish 27 20 117 95 <30
Pinfish 120 375 495 a7T7 173
Bilver parch 11 22 33 <30 <30
Hullets Q a HER 20 B4
Puffers o & & <30 70
Others 41 130 bl 204 -
Total 6,870 6,416 7,527



In 1988 catches of red drum
were essentially identical to

catches in 1987, while the
spotted seatrout catch has
continued to decline since
1986. Floundar landings

(especially southern flounder)
improved over the 1987 level.
Catches of spot and croaker
were up from 1987 levels, while
kingfish and pompano landings
decreased. Sheepshead landings
increased significantly in
1988, while shark landings were
down 59% from 1987. Catches of
most miscellaneocus species,
with the exception of pigfish,
were also lower than 1987
estimates.

Bhora Moda
A total of 721 shore-basad

anglars wara interviewed.
Although sampling was conducted

at 26 sites, six locations
accountad for 75% of the
interviews (Table 5). Most

anglers interviewed (83%) were
fishing from piers, docks and
bridges. Approximately 20% of
these interviews were based on
incompleta trips. Unless
noted, all summary tahles and
discussion are based on
interviews from completed as

wall as uncompleted fishing
trips.

Most shore anglers (60%)
had no target species. The

percentage was similar betweaen
areas and waves, axcept in the
northarn region during wave 6.
During November - December the
majority of shore anglers
(mostly pier fisharmen)
targeted the fall run of spot.
Shora anglers exprassing a
prafearancea listed spot,
Elounders, sharks, red drum,
spotted seatrout and kingfishes
in descending order of
popularity. Species preference
varied with region and wave

-1

(Tabla &) .

Based on compleated trips
only, anglers in the northern
region averaged the highest
averaga number of hours fished
par trip (Table 7). The
typical ¢trip in the north
lasted 4.3 hours, while average
trip duration in the central
and southern areas was 2.4 and
2.9 hours, respectively. Most
of the sampling in the north
was at fishing piers requiring
a fee to fish. Anglers willing
to pay may repressnt a more
dedicated group, willing to
stick it out for longer periods
of time. Anglers in the
northern region alsoc appeared
to expend more effort in fall
fishing as indicated by the
average number of trips taken

in the previous two month
period (Table 7). Fall is the
peak of the oceanic pier

fishary. Elsewhere, except for
the ancnomously high figure for
wave three in the central area,
most shore-based effort, took
place in summer and fall.

The average ocatch per
angler and per angler hour
(Table 7) indicated that
anglers were most succegszful in
the northern region and least
successful in the central

region. Overall catch rataes
for each region are given
below:
Average

Fish/hr Fish/Angler
North 2:.25 9.33
South 0.59 1.79
Central 0.31 0.75

Fishing success for the
gix most commonly preferrad
speciea in aggregate (spot,
flounders, sharks, red drum,
spotted sgatrount and
kingfishes) followed the same
trend (Table 7). Unsuccessful
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Table S. Numbers of interviews collected by site during 1988 in
the shore mode.

WAVE
S5ITE 1 2 3 4 5 & TOTAL
NORTHERN REGION
Kingfisher Piar 10 15 31 36 13 125
Cherry Grove Pler 9 37 20 66
Myrtls Beach. St. Pk. 1 23 21 45
Cherry Grove, 53rd Ave. 20 20
Pawlays Is., 8. Shore 5 5
Huntington Beach. St. Pk. 4 4
Cherry Grove Boat Ramp a 3
Capt. Dick's Marina 1 1
Subtotal 10 24 79 B2 T4 269
CENTRAL REGION
Breach Inlet 11 1 3 &l 33 34 143
Wappoo Cut Boat Ramp 4 2 &
Limehouse Bridge 1 s [
SEhem Creek 5 5
Live Oak Boat Ramp 3 3
Wild Dunes ¥t. Cb. 2 2
Bowans Island 2 3
Charleston BatLlery 1 1 2
Church Creek Bridge | 1
Subtotal 15 13 5 (1] 36 is 170
SOUTHERN REGION
Broad River Pler 16 21 5 25 3 72
C. C. Haigh 11 29 1 & 23 70
Paradise Pier | 28 20 17 &6
Hunting Is. Lagoon 3 26 9 38
Port lng:l Piar 9 12 2 6 29
Fuss Point 3 3
Station Creak 2 2
Hilton Head Bridges 1 1
South Beach Marina 1 1

Subtotal 17 73 61 43 70 18 282
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Table 6. Target specles of shore-based anglers during 1988.
Values are percentages.
WAVE 1
SPECIES NORTH CENTRAL S0UTH TOTAL
Anything 47 59 53
Spotted ssatrout 33 12 22
Bpgt T 29 19
Red drum 13 &
WAVE 2
SPECIES NORTH CENTRAL S0UTH TOTAL
Anything 40 39 52 49
Spot 10 15 32 27
Red drum 23 a 5
Spotted seatrout 23 4 7
Shark 5 4
Bluafish 40 4
Kingfishes 10 1
Black sea bass 3 2
Flounder 1 1
WAVE 3
EPECIES NORTH CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
Anything 75 40 72 71
Shark 40 13 11
Flounder 4 10 -]
Kingfishaes 13 2 5
Red drum 20 1
Pinfish 3 2
Eing mackerel B 2
WAVE 4
SPECIES HORTH CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
Anything B2 73 75 77
Flounder 3 14 15 9
Bhark 4 10 4
Spot 6 3
Kingfishes 5 2
Spotted seatrout 5 2
Black drum 4 1
Red drum 3 1
Eing mackerel 1 1



Table 6 (cont.)
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WAVE 5
SPECIES NORTH CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
Anything 55 67 78 65
Flounder 10 11 ] 9
Spot 13 11 8
Red drum 7 2 4
Bluafish B 1 3
Sheepshead 5 11 4
Spotted seatrout 5 2
Kingfishas . 1
Shark | 3
Florida pompono 1 1 ;1
King mackerel 3 |
WAVE &
BPECIES HORTH CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
Spot 73 44 17 57
Anything 19 41 61 31
Kingfishes 5 3
Red drum 22 3
Flounder 9 2
Pinfish 6 2
Bluefish 3 2
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Table 7. Fishing effort and relative fishing success for the shore mode in

1988.
Northern Region
Wavea 1 2 3 4 5 &
Hrs. Fished * - 42 94 217 228 244
Hrs. Fished - 66 130 310 327 290
Mean Hrs./Trip " - 8.4 6.3 3.8 4.0 4.3
No. Anglers * - 5 15 57 57 60
No. Anglers - 10 24 80 B2 75
No. Anglers witg
0 catches - 1 8 25 25 3

Finfish Catch (Numbars)

Top S5ix Species - 10 B2 285 39 1684
Total (All Species) = 15 100 343 196 1874
Average Catch ;

Per Hr. = 0.2 0.8 1.1 1.7 6.5
Per Angler == 1.5 4.2 4.3 2.4 25.0
Mean Trips during
previous two months - 3.2 4.2 2.4 4.4 6.1

Central Region
Wave 1 2 3 4 5 6
Hrs. Fished * 25 21.5 8.5 173 46 58
Hrs. Fished 27 21.5 13.5 189 75 B6
Mean Hrs./Trip * 1.8 1.6 2.8 3.0 1.8 2.3
No. Anglers * 14 13 3 57 26 25
No. Anglers 15 13 5 66 36 34
No. Anglers with
0 catches * 14 12 2 32 25 17

Finfish Catch (Numbers)

Top Six Species o 1 12 1 13

Total (All Species) 0 1 11 74 14 26
Average Catch

Par Hr. 0.0 0.1 0.8 0.4 0.2 0.3

Par Angler 0.0 0.1 2.2 1.1 0.4 0.8
Mean Trips during

previous two months 1.9 2.7 15.7 4.1 3.1 4.5

* Completed trips only
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Table 7 (cont). Fishing effort and relative fishing success for the shore

mode in 1988.

Southarn Region

Wave 1 2 3
Hrs. Fished * 3s 175 145
Hrs. Fished 46 223 190.5
Mean Hrs./Trip ® 2.5 3.1 3.0
No. Anglers * 17 59 48
Ho. Anglers 19 75 Bl
No. Anglers with
0 catches * 13 37 34

Finfish Catch (Numbers)

Top Six Species is 374 17

Total (All Species) &0 IBS 59
Average Catch

Per Hr. 1.3 Lo 7 0.5

Per Angler 3.2 3.8 1.0
Mean Trips during
previous two months 1.9 2.6 2.6

* completed trips only

4 5 6

110.5 193.5 44

143 205 50
3.0 3.2 2.7
37 66 16
41 69 18
26 34 10
26 27 28
47 149 33

0.3 0.7 0.7
1.2 2.2 1.8
4.3 4.9 3.2



anglers (no catch) were most
commonly intercepted in the
central region, where 74% of
the anglers caught no fish.
The nonsuccess rate was 63% in
the south and 32% in the
northern region.

Even though sampling was
conducted during wave one
(Tanuary February) in the
central and southern region,
the high negative response rate
encountered in the telephone
survey precluded any expansions
of the data for that period
(Table 8). The six most
preferred species (see above)
accounted for approximately 77%
of the total catch by number,
with spot aleone constituting
GB%. Inshore gamefish (red
drum and spotted seatrout)
accounted for 1.6% of the total
numbers caught. Miscellaneous
species (excluding sharks), the
bulk of the undesirable and
discarded species, represented
approximately 15% of the total
catch.

Chartarboat Moda

Harch-December
interviews were
rrom charterboat
anglers, including 34 MRD
interviews (Table 9). The
southern region accounted for
39% of the interviews. The
central and the  mnorthern
regions made up the remaining
36% and 25%, respectively.
Mozt of the interviews were
obtained at a few key sites.
These sites represent marinas
with well established
chartering services. The
chartering services are well
advertized, typically book for
several charterboats well in
advance, have up-to-date,
raliable schedules, and have
baan vary cooperative in
helping creel clerks schedule

During
1988, 829
abtainad

-] 7=

sampling days. Charterboats
from othar marinas and
independent charters have been
difficult to contact,
unreliable with frequent
cancellations and changes, and
thus impractical to sample. At
least 44 charterboats were
represented in the interviews.

Approximately 46.2% of the
anglers spent 3 hours or less

fishing, 44.3% spent 3.5 to 6
hours fishing, while 9.5%
fished for over 6 Thours.

Shorter (<= 3hr) trips were
most common in the central and
southern regions, while 21% of
all trips in the north involved
& hours or more of fishing.
Most anglers (B6%) reported
fishing more than three miles
offshore, 9.6% fished in
coastal waters (0-2mi offshora)
and 4.4% fished in inland
waters. Most (94%) of the
coastal and inland trips
occurred in the southern area.
Some effort was spant on
artificial reefs during 45.7%
of the total number of angler
trips. Artificial reef fishing
was most common in the central
and southern region (47% and
34% respectively) and least
common (&%) in the northern
area.

About 43% of the
charterboat fishermen reported
no target species, including
anglers seeking any bottom
species as well as any surface
species. When a preference was
reported, king mackerel, black
sea bass/sea bass, Spanish
mackerel, bluefish, amberjacks,
and sharks were the top six

species groups in descending
order. Spanish mackerel was
often reported as an

alternative target for king
mackeral; however, it was
seldoem the primary target of
the trip. King mackerel
fishing dominated most waves in
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Table 8. Estimated total catch in the shore mode by vave, as provided by NMFS.
Catches are shown in thousands of fish.

Mar- May- July- Sep.= Nov.-
Epacies Apr. June Ang. oot Dec. Total
Black sea bass a i & ]
Eing mackerel 2 2
ish mackerel ia 10
Bluafiash <1 ] 22 21 <1 53
Atlantic spadefish i &
inshore Gamefish
Red drum 12 5 1 39
Spotted seatrout 3 3
1 4 5
Bumner [lounder 5 5
Southarn flounder <] 15 5 1 L] 25
Flounders 5 5
Baatrout 4 1
ﬂnq! ishes <1 143 T8 i 103 363
Bpot 215 & 234 i3 1672 15319
Croakar ? 18 50 3 TE
Fompano is 41 56
Lizardfish 5 5
Sharks 3 20 20 @ 5
Pigfiash 3 & &
Pinfish b 57 5 8 123
Bkates/rays 4 1 1 7 14
Eals £ 7 4 1o a1 23
Frashwater catfiches 13 13
Baltwvatar catfishes <l 316 12 62 118
Toadfish ] 1o 3 22
Bearobins <1 3 k| 16 23
Puffara 1 2 e
Othars 49 3 52
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Table 9. Numbers of interviews collected by site during 1988 in

the charterboat mode.
WAVE
SITE 1 2 3 4 5 & TOTAL
NHORTHERN REGION
Capt. Dick's Marina 3z 104 54 8o 14 284
Georgetown Landing 4 5 9
Harbor Gate Marina 3 3
Total 0 32 108 57 BD 19 296
CEHNTERAL REGION
Bohicket Marina 35 14 60 35 iz 176
Wild Dunes ¥t. Clb. 3 & 23 32
Buzzards Roost 1 1
Total o 15 17 &7 35 55 209
SOUTHERN REGION
Harbortown Marina & d6 22 44 24 142
Ehelter Cove Marina & 19 5 a aa
South Beach Marina 29 [ a5
Fripp Is. Marina 4 20 r | & 31
Palmetto Bay Marina 22 22
Paradise Plier G &

Total 0 B8 91 57 50 38 324




all regions except the southern
(Table 10). Anglars in the
southern region indicated a
wider diversity of targets and
also ware most likely to target
"anything®™. Most of the
charterboat effort (85%) was
general trolling directed at
coastal pelagics (mostly
mackerals). Approximately B8%
of the effort was offshore
bottomfishing (mainly for black
sea bass and groupers) and
approximately 2% was Gulfstream
fishing (for tunas and
sailfish). Many trips
initially targeted a specific
epacies (e.g. king mackerel)
and ended bottomfishing for
black sea bass, if mackerel
fishing was slow.

Sampling was conducted
during wave 1 (January
February), however because of
low participation rates, no
estimates were derived for that
period. The average fishing
time per charter statewide was
3.6 hours. Trip duration was
highest in the northern region
and lowest in the southern
(Table 1l1). For most anglers,
charterboat fishing was sealdom
pursued on a routine basis.
Although BoIE charteirboals
attract repeat business,
commonly on an annual basis,
most passengers are one time

customers .
Charterboat fishing
success is difficult to

avaluate because of
multispecies effort during many
trips. Overall regional catch
rates for king mackerel based
on trips targeting king
mackerel, spanish mackerel and
"anything were as follows.
Catch rates for pelagics
(including king mackerel) and
bottomfish species were based
on total trips.

Numbar of Fish/Trip
North Cent South

King mackerel 1.96 .53 .07
Pelagics 2.4 .8% 1.50
Bottomfish 4.54 1.B6 .54

The average numbar of king
mackerel caught per directed
trip was greatest 1in the
northern region and declined
progressively to the south.
This is partly reflected in the
fact that anglers in the south
made fewer trips directed at
mackerael. The catch rate for
aggregated pelaglic species was
more uniform, but still
greatest in the northern
region. Bottomfish catch rates
also declined to the south.
Anglers reporting no catch
(Table 11) represanted 32% and
33% of the participants
guestioned in the southern and
central regions respectively,

but were only 6% in the
northern region.
Al sampling was

conducted during waves 2 and 6,
no expanded estimates were
derived for thase periods
because of the low response
rate to the telephone survey.
King mackeral accounted for 27%
and black sea bass 31% of the
total catch (Table 12). The
six most commonly targeted
species in aggregate accounted
for 74% of the catch by number.
Approximately 27% of the total
catch was released alive.

Private/Rental Boat Mode

Creel clerks obtained
1,577 interviews (including MRD
interviews) in the
private/rental boat mode.
Sampling was conducted at 32
sites and was evenly
distributed between the
northern, central and southern
districts (Table 13). Most of
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Table 10. Target specles of charterboat anglars during 1988.
Values are parcantages of responding anglers in esach

district.
WAVE 2
SPECIES NORTH CENTRAL B0UTH TOTAL
Anything 44 &0 56 54
Bluefish 22 12
Eing mackerel 47 11 12
Black seabass iB 12 11
Amberjack 7 4
Grouper 11 3
Tuna ] 2
Spotted seatrout 3 2
WAVE 3
SPECIES NORTH CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
Anything 56 as 64 58
Ki mackerel 44 65 29 o
Coblia 1 1
Spanish mackerel 6 2
WAVE 4
SPECIES NORTH CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
Anything 21 6 32 3o
Eing mackerel 70 55 &2
Spanish mackerel a9 12
Shark 25 B
Sailfish 9 3
Black sea bass/sea bass 9 3
Tarpon <32 <]
Bluefish <2 <l
Mackerel <2 <1
WAVE 5
SPFECIES HORTH CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
King mackerel 72 a9 54
Anything 28 82 38
Amberjack 11 12 6

Bluefish 6 2

L = = == L
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Table 10 (cont.)

WAVE &

SPECIES HORTH CENTRAL EOUTH TOTAL
King mackerel 69 34
Anything 100 8 &3 43
Black sea bass/sea bass 15 26 16
Spotted seatrout -] 3
Tuna 7 4

3 <1

Red drum
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Table 11. Fishing effort and relative fishing success for the charterboat
mode in 1988. There was no sampling during wave 1 (January -

February) -
Northern Region

HWave 2 3 4 5 [
Hrs. Fished 157.5 548.5 220.5 473.5 102.0
Mean Hrs./Trip 4.9 5.1 3.9 6.1 5.4
No. Anglers Interviewed 32 108 57 78 19
No. Anglers targeting

mackerels/general

trolling 29 108 52 74 9
No. Anglers with

0 catches 0 3 16 0 (1]
Finfish Catch (Numbers)

King mackerel 80O 252 54 139 7

All pelagics 114 298 67 200 8

All bottomfish 339 463 49 216 268

Inshore fish - - - - -

Sharks 2 - 1 2 -
All fish 455 T&6l 117 418 276

Mean Trips during
previous two months 0 0.05 (1] (1] (1]

S - - = — ——

Central Region

Wave 2 3 4 5 6
Hrs. Fished 76.5 48.0 255.5 160.0 177.5
Mean Hrs./Trip 1.7 2.8 3.6 4.6 3.2
No. Anglers Interviewed 45 17 70 35 55
No. Anglers targeting

mackerels/general

trolling 21 17 61 3l 43

No. Anglers with
0 catches 19 4 28 10 13



Table 11(cont.)

Finfish Catch (Numbers)

Central Region (cont.)

King mackerel = 5 27 7 52
All pelagics - 19 76 34 69
All bottomfish 141 9 72 34 156
Inshore fish - - 1 - -
Sharks - - 1 - -
All fish 141 28 150 68 225
Mean Trips during
previous two months 0.31 o 9.2 1.0 0.08
Southern Region
Wave 2 3 4 5 &
Hrs. Fished 253.5 331.5 178.0 122.5 BA.D
Mean Hrs./Trip 2.3 3.5 2.0 2.4 2.3
Ho. Anglers Interviewed 111 95 B9 50 38
Ho. Anglers targeting
mackerels/general
trolling 49 80 41 41 24
Ho. Anglers with
0 catches 45 11 15 34 17
Finfish Catch (Numbers)
King mackerel - 14 1 3 -
All pelagics 222 204 136 23 9
All bottomfish 111 213 1 - 34
Inshore fish 14 7 7 8 as
Sharks - 21 24 v =
All fish 347 445 168 31 Bl
Mean Trips during
previous two months 0.05 0.06 0 0 0
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Table 12. Estimated total catches in the charterboat mode by wave, as provided
by WNMFS. ' Catches are shown in thousands of fish.

Hay- July- Bep.-

.

Species June Aug. Oct. Total
Dolphin <1 3 4
Little tunny/benito 1 1 8 10
Tunas,/mackerals 1 1
Black sea bass a3 8 B 109
Red porgy 2 1 10 13
Other snappers 7 2 9 19
Groupers <1 1 1
White grunt <1 <l
Triggerfish <1 <1 1 1
Sea bassas =1 1 2
Other grunts b | S 2 B

mackeral 42 15 40 97
Spanish mackerel 25 12 3 39
Bluefish 4 <l <1 4
Jack crevalle 1 2 1 4
Blus runner 3 3
Amberjacks <l 1 & &
Barracuda 1 6 5 12
Red drum <1 =1 <1
Spotted seatrout 1 1
Southern flounder <1 <1

Miscellaneous
Sharks 3 3 <]l &
Catfishes <1 2 2
Toadfish <]l |
Pinfish <1 4 4
Pigfish <l <1

Searocbin <] <1
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Table 13. HNumbers of interviews collected by site during 1%8B 1in
private/rental mode.

- -— - - —

WAVE
SITE 1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL
HORTHERN REGION
Murrells Inlet Ramp & B4 B2 &0 47 32 311
Cherry Grove Ramp 3 22 37 25 42 129
South Island 13 15 16 44
Georgetown City Ramp 14 14
Capt. Dick's Marina 1 1
Total & 87 117 11z 89 BB 48939
CENTREAL: REGION
Remley Point Ramp B 25 16 25 41 36 151
Wappoo Bridge Ramp 24 a7 25 B & S8
Wild Dunes Ramp 4 7 16 24 4 16 71
Shem Creek Ramp 18 17 20 4 58
Folly Beach Ramp 1 21 5 12 38
S0l Legare Ramp a7 37
Breach Inlet Ramp 2 1 8 12 23
Limehouse Bridge Ramp 4 7 2 5 18
Bohicket Marina 1 8 9
Live Oak Ramp 1 3 4 2]
Dawhoo Bridge Ramp [ 6
Tolers Cove Marina & 6
Leads Ave. Ramp & &
Burzards Reoost Marina 1 i |
Toogoodoo River Ramp 1 1
Total 15 101 123 118 B3 a7 533

SOUTHERN REGION

C. C. Haigh Ramp 11 25 32 24 14 4 110
Port Royal Ramp 1 13 5 47 10 29 105
Russ Point Ramp 4 28 12 16 30 7 97
E. C. Glan Ramp 7 a7 2 10 4 &0
Broad River Ramp 7 30 7 10 4 58
Station Creek Ramp 24 33 57
All Joy Ramp 3 7 11 5 26
Fripp Is. Marina Ramp 16 7 23
Harbortown Marina 1 i 4
Ft. Frederick Ramp 3 3
Sams Point Ramp 1 1
South Beach Marina 1 1

Total i6 76 141 118 98 86 545



the'interviews were obtained at
public boat landings, with a
very small nunber from wet slip
mar 1 nas. No interviews were
obt ai ned from angl ers | eavi ng
private access_ points.

Most (71.5% of t he
angl ers i ntervi ened wer e
fishing on inland (estuarine)
waters. Approximtely 18.4% of
the anglers fished waters from
0 to 3 mles offshore and 10. 1%
fished greater than 3 mles
of fshore.  The distribution of
fishing effort by area was
simlar in each district.
About 36.2% of the offshore
oceanic angler trips were nade
to artificral reefs. O the
total offshore trips, 52.5% in
the northern district and 42.1%
in the southern district were
made to artificial reefs.
Slightly less than 12% of the
of fshore trips in the centra
district were to artificial
reefs.

Approxi mately 26.1% of the
anglers did not specify a
target species. A fewlisted
"any bottonfish" o r "any
surface speci es”, but t he
majority targeted "anything".
Red drum spotted seatrout,
king mackerel, sharks and
flounders were the top five
preferences in descendi ng
order. Sheepshead and cobia
cane in a very close sixth and
sevent h. Species preference
varied with the tinme of year
(wave) and region (Table 14).
Sheepshead were common target
species in the winter and early
spring, especially in the
central and southern regions.
Cobia were an extrenely popul ar
target species in spring and
early summer at a few sites in
the southern region. King and
Spani sh nmackerel and flounders
were targeted nmainly during the
war mer summer nonths on into
fall. King mackerel and
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flounders were inportant target
speci esi in the northern region)
ile Spanish mackerel were
nost often targeted in the
central and southern areas.
Shark fishing was a summer
activity that increased in
popularity from the northern to
the southern part of the state.
Red drum and spotted seatrout
were inportant fall and winter
target species in all regions.
Theaver agepri vat e/ rent al
boat angl er spent 3.78
hrs./trip fishing (Table 15).
Average fishing time per' trip

was much gQreater in the
nort hern district (4.50
hrs./trip), Wwhile anglers in
t he central and sout hern

districts spent 3.50 hrs./trip
and 3.45 hrs./trip,
respectively. Fi shermen
claimed to take nore trips in
the central district and |ess
trips in the northern district,
with the najority of the effort
being expending in the fall

The average catch per
angler trip, based on all
trips, is given below by
district for various species
groups and al | speci es
conbi ned:

North Cent South
Red drum and 0.24 0.96 0.88
Spotted seatrout
Top seven 0.54 1.24 1.28
targets
Al species 5.27 3.20 3.46
Anglers in the northern
district caught the nost fish
per trip, however, when fishing
success is viewed as the
anglers' ability to catch nore
desirable species, the northern
district ranked l|ast (Table
15).  The southern and central
districts showed simlar and.


http://mrl.cofc.edu//pdf/tr70s/Techreport75-2.pdf
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Table 14. Target species of private/rental anglers during 1988.
Values are percentages.

WAVE 1
SPECIES HORTH CENTRAL S0UTH TOTAL
Spotted Ssatrout 17 40 3s a4
Anything 50 40 8 23
Sheepshead 27 15
Red drum 20 12 a0
Black sea bass/sea bass i B -]
Striped Mullet 12 6

WAVE 2
SPECIES HORTH CENTRAL S0UTH TOTAL
Anything 45 42 42 43
Red drum 17 25 12 1g
Sheepshead 9 22 10
Black sea bass/sea bass B 7 B -
Bhark & 3 3
Epotted seatrout 2 10 B
Flounders 7 3 3
Bluefish 3 <] 3 2
King mackerel 7 2
Black drum 7 2
Spot 5 2
Cobia 4 1
Kingfishes | <1
Atlantic croaker <1 <1

WAVE 3
SPECIES HORTH CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
Anything 21 28 3as 29
King mackeral 25 15 8 15
Cobia 38 14
Shark 3 ] <1 4
Floundersa 30 5 1 11
Rad drum 10 7 1 6
Spanish mackerel 3 3 7 4
Spotted seatrout 18 6
Black sea bass/sea bass 7 7 <1 L
Bluefish 3 & 3
Sheepshead 2 <] 1
Spot 2 <]
Black drum 2 £1

Eingfishes <1 <1




Table 14 (cont.)
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WAVE 4
SPECIES NORTH CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
Anything 31 25 49 35
Red drum 21 10 B 13
King mackerel 19 11 7 12
Shark 3 10 2 5
Flounders 19 B 2 9
Spanish mackeral 3 10 & &
Spotted seatrout 8 11 &
Sheepshead 2 1l 7 7
Atlantic croaker 2 2 h §
Dolphin 3 1
Cobia 5 2
Bluefish 4 <l
Black sea bass/sea bass 3 1
Spot 2 <l
Sailfish <1 <l

WAVE 5
SPECIES HORTH CENTRAL B0OUTH TOTAL
Red drum 26 e § 39 34
Anything 33 24 35 a0
Spotted seatrout 26 19 15
Spot 22 3 B
Shark 3 1
Flounders 2 & 2 3
King mackeral -] 3
Sheepshead 2 2 1
Kingfishes : | 3 1
Ccatfish 2 <]
Red snappar 3 1
Epanish mackerel 2 <1

WAVE &
SPECIES HORTH CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
Spotted seatrout 49 57 16 41
Rad drum 11 22 56 30
Anything 23 9 16 16
Spot 15 B ] 9
Kingfishes 3 2 2
Black sea bass/sea bass 2 <l
Sheepshead 2 <l
Striped bass 2 <l
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Table 15. Fishing effort and relative fishing success for the
private/rental mode in 1988.
Northern Region
Wave 1 2 3 i 5 [
Hrs. Fished 24.5 360.5 567.0 493.0 454.0 439.0
Mean Hrs.,.r’Trip 2.4 &§.0 4.5 . d 4.7 5.0
Ho. Anglers 10 B9 127 113 a7 88
No. Anglers with
0 catches 7 59 3s 40 22 33

Finfish Catch (Numbers)

Red Drum - 11 31 10 10 22

Spotted Seatrout - 1 - 2 - 39

King Mackerel - 1 9 5 1 -

Sharks - - 3 - - -

Flounders = 16 77 17 6 =

Sheepshead - - 1 - - -

Cobia - - 1 1 - =
All fish 80 183 709 463 860 465
Mean Trips during
previous two months 3.0 2.2 3.4 4.6 1.9 8.4

central Reglon
Wave 1 2 3 4 5 L
Hrs. Fished 38.9 266.0 541.0 470.0 319.0 345.0
Mean Hrs./Trip 2.2 2.6 4.4 3.4 3.4 3.8
Ho. Anglers 1B 103 124 138 93 B9
Ho. Anglers with
0 catches 16 73 42 55 16 k1
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Table 15 [(cont.)
Central Region (cont.)

Finfish Catch (Numbers)

Red Drum 4 3 15 &0 52 29
Spotted Seatrout = 38 91 45 70 138
King Mackerel - - 10 7 - -
Sharks = - 3B 1 - -
Flounders - 2 13 i9 21 3
Sheapshead - [ - 21 13 1
Cobia - - - - - -
All fish 4 85 490 360 . 530 312
Mean Trips during
previous two months 8.6 3.1 5.8 5.4 6.3 6.6
Southarn Region
Wave 1 2 3 4 5 (3
Hrs. Fished 97.5 289.0 664.5 443.5 358.5 261.5
Mean Hrs./Trip 2.8 3.8 3.5 3.7 3.4 3.0
No. Anglers 35 76 191 119 107 B&
Ho. Anglers with
0 catches 30 34 63 54 44 34
Finfish Catch (Numbars)
Red Drum 20 = 2 T2 104 218
Spotted Seatrout - - - 24 13 BB
King Mackerel - - 2 - - -
Bharks = 2 12 20 14 -
Flounders 1 2 12 22 3 2
Sheepshead 3 S0 23 13 - 15
Cobia - - 11 - - -
All fish 200 329 444 399 341 413

Mean Trips during
previous two months 4.0 2.1 2.5 6.4 3.3 5.1




much greatar catch rates.
Unsuccessful anglers (those
with 0 catchea) were avenly

disparsed throughout the region
(Table 15). About 37.9% of the
anglers in the north reported
catching no fish, wvhile figures
for the southern and central
districts were 42.2% and 41.5%,
respectively.

FPrivate boat lears
caught an estimated 3,875,945
fish during 1988 (Table 16).
About 47% of this total was
reportedly released alive, with
miscellaneous species
(excluding sharks) most often
returned to the water.
Approximately 63% of the black
sea bass and 49.8% of the red
drum were released. The six
most often caught species in
numbers were black sea bass,
red drum, spot, hardhead
catfish, pinfish, and spotted
seatrout. These six species
made up the bulk (68.2%) of the
catch in the Private/Rantal
mode. Black sea bass was the
most commonly caught specles,
making up 16.3% of the total
catch. Red drum made up 12.2%
of the total catch.

Length Frequencies

The overall average size
of rad drum during 1988 was 433
mm total length (17.0 in.),
compared to 1987 fall averages
of 14.3 in. for the Charleston
area and 15.1 in. for other
parts of South Carolina (Low
and Waltz, 1988). Prier to
1988, a 14 in. minimum legal
limit (total length) was in
affect during June, July, and
August. A 1988 amendment
extended the size limit through
September. The intent was to
protect red drum from potential
overharvest and provide
increased yileld. Available
information suggested that red
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drum in South Carclina would
reach 14 in. by September.

During January - May 1988,
BY of the red drum measured
were < 14 in. total length
(Fig. 13). During the size
limit interwval (Jun Sept) ,
approximately 16% were
undersized. After the size
limit period, the undersized
component was 9%. The fall
(Oct=Dec), 1988 component was
substantially lower than that
reported by Low and Waltz
(1988) for 1987, when 44% of
the measured red drum were
under 14 in. The incidence of
illegal fish during the size
limit window may have reflected
tha public's lack of knowledge
concarning the limit extension;
approximately 20% of the
illegal fish were ancountered
in September.

During 1988, 276 spotted
seatrout were measured, ranging
from 300 to 609 mm with an
avarage total length of 366 mm
(14.4 in.). Average length in
1988 was very similar to
figures reported in 1587 (14.1
in. in the Charleston area and
14.9 in. in other parts of the
state) by Low and Waltz (1988).
Approximately 2% of the spotted
seatrout observed were less
than the 12 in. (total length)
lagal size limit (Fig.4).

The South Carolina
recreational catch includes two
species of flounders (southern
and summer). Approximately 30%
of tha southern flounder and
64% of the summer flounder were
lass than 12" (Fig. 5 and 6).
The average length of southern
flounder (346 mm, 13.8 in.) in

1988 was about 1 in. less than
observed in 1987 (Low and
Waltz, 1988). Mean length of

summer flounder also decreased
slightly (from 12.3" in 1987 to
11.8" in 1%9a88).

During 1988, Spanish
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Table 16. Estimated total catches in the private boat mode by wave, as provide
by NMFS. Catches are shown in thousands of fish.

Mar.- May- July- Sep.~- Nov.- Total
Species Apr. Juna Aug. Oct. Dac.
ﬁttl- tunny/bonito 1 -] B
Tunas/mackerals 2 2
Black sea bass 17 39 55 145 26 612
Groupers 1 1 b
Snappers <1 6 (1
Red snapper 1 1 1
Porgies 1 <1 2
Red porgy 2 2 10 14
¥hits grunt <1 1 3 1 5
Triggerfish <l <l 1
Othar grunts 26 16 41
IEnq mackerel <1 12 5 <1 17
Spanish mackeral 33 14 5 52
Bluafish 6 26 16 19 14 Bl
Jack crevalle 1 3 3 B
Amberjacks 1 3 3
Barracuda 1 12 13
Dalphin 3 3
Inshors Gamefish

Red drum 2 14 181 112 143 472
tad saatrout b | £ 78 44 189 363
WaskFfiah <1 1 1
Summar flounder 32 9 1 42
Southern flounder 2 a7 30 15 4 78
Flounders 5 [ 1 12
Striped bass 2 1 a
Iim!m 9 18 5 14 25 72
Spot A ) 9 Bl 313 420
Croakar 24 119 31 2 175
Black drum 1 9 4 1 1 16
Sheepshead 11 15 22 & 15 70
Sharks 1 q2 43 14 1 102
SEkates/rays <1 4 3 s -] 22
Eels <1l 1 1
Frashwatar catfish 1 1
Toadfish 2 13 45 33 3 96

Scup 1 1



Table 16 (cont).
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- May- July= Sep.=- Nov.= Total
Species Apr. June Aug. oct. Dec.

Dogfish <1 1 1
Saltwater catfish 2 100 B3 187 3 96
Silver parch 26 6 33
Pinfish 24 53 178 127 e | ]
Puffars <l 2 3
Baarobina <] 1 <1 4 1
Pigfish 7 69 35 110
White parch 5 5
Others 1.1 & - | 1 79
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Figure 4. LENGTH FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SPOTTED SEATROUT, 1988
Vertical bar reprasents 12 In. minimum size Emit
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mackerel ranged from 300 mm
{11.8 in.) to 670 mm (26.4 in.)
fork length (Fig 7). Less than
1% of the landings were under
the 12 in. (fork length) legal
size limit. The average length
and weight of Spanish mackerel
sampled was 422 mm (16.6 in.)
fork length and 0.7¢ kg (1.7
lbs) respectively. Mean fork
length in 1988 was slightly
less than the 1987 wvalue (17.2
in.) reported by Low and Waltz
(1988). Most Spanish mackerel
came from charterboat landings
{73%), while private boat
anglers accounted for 26% of
the sampled catch. Pier
fishermen accounted for the
remainder. All Spanish
mackerel were observed before
the October 3, 1988 closing of
the Atlantic group recreational
fisheary.

During 1988, kKing mackerel
rangad from 450 mm (17.7 in.)

to 1346 mm (53.0 in.) fork
length (Fig. 8). The average
length was 768 mm (30.2 in.)

fork length. This was wvery
similar to the 1987 average
langth (29.8 in.) reported by
Low and Waltz (1988). The
average welight for 1988 was
4.28 kg (9.4 1bs). Most fish
measured in 1988 came from
charterboats. All king
mackerel observed were caught
before the closure of the
recreational fishery on October
17, 198B8; even though a court
order reopened the fishery on
Hovember 15, 1988.

The average total length
of black sea bass sampled
during 1988 was 265 mm (10.4
in.) (Fig 9). Approximately
8.8% of the fish taken in state
waters (<= 3 miles) and 2.3% of
those from federal waters (> 3
miles) were under the minimum 8
in. total length legal size.
These percentages were in
marked contrast to the 43%

(statea) and 16% (federal)
illegal catches reported by Low
and Waltz (1988) for tha
previous year.

Black drum ranged from
250-545 mm and averaged 439 mm
total length. The average size
of sheepshead was 326 mm (Fig

10 and 11).
Other species measured
were: bluefish (mean fork

length = 378 mm, N = 66), cobia
(mean fork length = 928 mm, N =
10), dolphin (mean fork length
= 591 mm, N 16); and red
porgy (mean fork length = 314
mm, H = 1B).

Baltwater License Opinion Poll

During May through the end
of BSeptember, 632 saltwater
anglers were asked to express
their wviews on the proposed
saltwater license. Sites where
fishermen were intercepted and
the numbers of interviews are
listed in Table 17.

Cverall, B3% of the
anglers interviewed were aware
that a license had been
proposed. Approximately 33% of
the shore fishermen had not
heard nor read of a license
proposal. About the s=ame
proportion of ocut=-of=-state
anglers (40%) were not aware of
a proposed license. Anglers
interviewed in Horry County
were the least informed about
the license (Table 18).

Forty-nine percent (49%)
of tha anglers interviewed
supported the license, 43% wvere
ocpposad to it, and B% were
undecided. There was slightly
more support from boat anglers
than shore fishermen (52%
verses 49%). Although the
gsamplae size was small, a
majority of out-of-state
anglars (about 53%) supportad
the license. Overall, 49% of
the state residents intervieawed
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Table 17. Sites where recreational anglers were interviewed
concerning the proposed saltwater license.

Horry County No. of interviews
AIWW Ramp 45
Kingfisher Pier 36
Cherry Grove Pler 12
Myrtle Beach State Park Pler -]
Murrells Inlet Ramp 94
So0. Island Ferry Ramp 29
Georgetown Landing Marina 1
Pawleys Island Ramp 6
Huntington Beach State Park [
Breach Inlet Bridge 4
Wappoo Cut Ramp 25
Remleys Point Ramp 42
Shem Cr. Ramp 7
Live Oak Ramp -]
County Farm Ramp 6
Limehouse Ramp 3
Breach Inlet Bridge 19
Toogoodoo Ramp 1
Dawhoo Ramp 3
C.C. Haigh Ramp 46
All Joy Ramp -]
Russ Point Ramp 15
Fripp Island Marina 27
Broad River Ramp 54
E.C. Glenn Ramp 56
Paradise Pler 3z
Port Royal Ramp 22

Total 612
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Table 18. Summary of responses to Question #1. Are you aware
that a saltwater fisheries license has bean proposed by
a blue ribbon committee of concerned anglers?

Private Boat Anglers
AWARE HOT AWARE TOTAL

i L 1 ] 3
May 123 91 12 9 135
Juna a7 100 o 1] 37
July 119 94 [} 6 127
Aug 51 91 5 g9 56
Sept 55 a1 15 19 ao
Sub Total 395 91 40 g9 4315
Shore Anglers
May 24 77 7 23 31
Juna 18 70 B 30 27
July 24 61 15 39 19
Aug 32 60 21 40 53
Sept 32 68 15 32 47
Sub Total 131 66 &6 e | 197
Total 526 81 106 17 6312
Residency
So. Car. 442 a8 58 12 S00
Hon-5tate 73 G0 48 40 121
Total g51S8 ] 106 17 621
Countvy of Interview
Horry T2 T1 259 29 101
Georgetown 122 B8 17 12 139
Charleston 115 BO 29 20 144
Baaufort 217 a7 31 13 248

Total 526 B3 106 17 632



supported the concept (Table
19). Anglers fishing in
Charleston county were the
least supportive (35% Yes; 52%
Ho:; 13% Undecided) .

Anglers that supported the
license liked the fact that the
money would go back into
supporting recreational fishing
(Table 20). Better management
and access were also high on
the 1list. Several that
supported the license qualified
their answer with statements
like "only if piers are axempt"™
or "only if it was combined
with hunting and freshwater
licenses". A few people would
like a license because they
believe it would help reduce
out-of-state fishermen coming
into South Carolina.

Major reasons for opposing
the license were the cost, the
belief that it would not help
anything and the idea that the
ocean is so big that resources
are unlimited. Several anglers
did not believe the money would
be spent on fishing, while
others thought it should be a
federal license so they would
only need one license to fish
in every state. Several people
sald that they didn't fish much
and it wouldn't be beneficial
to them. Those that were
undecided said they were not
convinced the money would be
spent properly, while others
wanted more information before
deciding

Most the
interviewed during
September were males
Anglers that supported
license tended to average
slightly less time fishing then
those opposed. Supporters
average 17.3 da/yr saltwater
fishing, while those opposed
averaged 21.4 da/yr. of
anglers that provided their
age, most supporters fell

of anglers
May-
(87%).
the

=i =

betwean 3J0=39 of age

{approx. 35%), while the modal

value for those was 20—

2% years (about 3J0%).
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Table 19. Summary of responses to Question #2. Do you support
the proposed saltwater licensa?

Private Boat Anglers
YES HO UNDECIDED TOTAL

# % # 7 ] 7
May 65 48 55 41 15 11 135
Juna 28 T6 & 16 | B a7
July 70 55 50 s 7 [ 127
Aug 32 57 20 36 4 7 56
Sept 31 39 43 54 6 7 80
Sub Total 226 52 174 40 35 B 435
Shore Anglers
May 17 55 11 is 3 10 31
Juna 11 41 14 52 2 7 27
July 18 46 17 44 4 10 ig
Aug 21 40 a2 &0 o (4] 53
Sept 14 o 25 53 B 17 47
Sub Total Bl 41 o9 50 17 ) 187
Total 307 45 273 43 52 B8 632
Residency
So0. Car. 243 a5 213 42 45 8 500
Hon-5tate ad 53 53 44 4 3 121
Total 107 49 265 43 49 8 621
County of Interview
Hoerry 52 51 37 37 12 12 101
Georgetown 76 55 50 38 13 9 139
Charleston 51 s 75 52 18 13 144
Beaaufort 128 52 111 45 9 3 248

Total 307 49 273 43 52 -] 632
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Table 20. Summary of responses to Question #3.
reason that you do/don't support it?

DO SUPPORT
%

If the money goes back to help 55
recreational fishing
Better management 8
Money for access 7
No opinion 6
Oonly if combined with freshwater 5
and hunting license
Regulate ocut-of-state anglers 4
Oonly if piers are exempt 3
Help law enforcement 3
If the cost is low 2
Help fishing 1
Aocurate count of anglers 1
If you don't increase cost later 1
Help by restocking >1
Only if you get rid of gigging >1
and shrimping license
If people on limited income are >1
not charged
Protect fishing for the kids =1
S0 Fed's don't do it >1

More info =1

What is the main
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Table 20 (cont.)
DO ROT SUPPORT

L

Cost/No more taxes/Pay enough now 30
Unlimited resources/Too much water/ 18
Oocean belongs to everyone

wWon't help anything/fishing 10
Freshwater license enough ]
Hurt tourism 6
Money will be leost/Won't go back 5
to resource

pen't fish that much : 4
License out-of-state anglers only 4
Fed's should do it not the states 3
No opinion 3
can't enforce it 2
other states don't have it 1
Can't stock ocean 1
Hurt low income families 1
No fish to catch now 1
Should be one license for all fishing 1
Licanse netters only <l
Will ba hard to find and buy <1

Administrative costs too high <1



Table 20 (cont.)

UNDECIDED
L
Heeds more publicity/Wants more information 40
NHot convinced that money will be used 32
to improve fishing
Neo opinion 14

Don't fish that much 4
If money goes to law enforcement 4
Cost too high 2
If it was combined with freshwater license 2
Only license netters and baiters 2
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L1988 FINMFISH INTERCEPT QUESTIONMALRE OHB HO. 06R8-0031 (EXFIRES L1/30/6%)

1. [HTERVIEWER CODE: ENTER YOUR E=DIGIT ODDE.

.  TRMDSFDAY: ENTER DATE OF INTERYIENW.

5. IHTERYIER HO: CONSECUTIVE WIMBER OF THIS INTERVIEW FDE THE DAY.

b HOUR 2 TIHE IHNTEEVIEW WAS COMPLETED. USE Z4-HDUR TIKE.

Ta STATE: ENTER STATE COCE WHERE INTEEVIEW TDOE FLACE.

a. COUNTY - ENTER COONTY CODE WEERE INTERVIEW TODE FLACE.

A SITE: ENTEE SITE COOE WHERE LHTERVIEW TOOE PLACE.

1. INTEEVIEW STATUS:
{sesciomnaire complete . . . . | Language barrier, sce. . . . . &
Aefused son=key irems ., . . . . 1 Eefused way item . . . . . . . 5
Iniciol vefusal . . . . & & .+ 3

@ This scudy is being conducted im accordance wich the Privacy dec of 1976. Tou are sot
gquestion that you comsider to be an invasuon of your privecy.

fIlL Would you ssy you were Fishing fres (SFECIFY AFFROPRIATE MODE COMBINATION)T

Plar, dsek. . . . = & a & & &
Jecey, breaskeacer, breachesy
S = Aridge, casisvEy. -
Dther mar-mads SErECEurs
E &r bank .

FC =|Partybost . « « « o « £ & 4 B
Charter boaL. . « = «
PR - Private or rental boac

=
[T I T
.8 & & ® & & & & m

LT SR

das monr of

@

ur (SPECIFY WODE} fishing «ffarc coday in che occean/gull
What (sound/river/bay) wvas thac?

a sagnd, river o inlec?

—Opan wacer (oceanfgull, open bayl . |

Spund [other Ehan cthoss specified) . 2 Pamlico/Albemarle Escoacy . F

River (other than thowe speclfied]) . 3 Biseayme Estomry . . . . . G

Bay {othar thas chose specified] . . & Whiteswatar Estuary . . . . H

Dthar [SPECIFY) . « « = = = = s = = ¥ Sarasote/Tamps Bay Estusry J ——P(CODE §. 13 A5 "&%,
Harcaganseit/Bursards Estuary . . - & Mabila Eacesry. . « = = « « K & T0 g 1&.)

Lomg Tslind ESCaary . + = « v = « = B Acchafalays Esguary . « « « L

Hudsom/Barican ESCusry . = « « s &« = © Calveston Estuary . . - « - M

Dmlavimecs ESCUBEF « « « = # 5 = # = & O San Francisco Escomry . . . N

Chesapeaks ESCUsry - . - -« « « « « o« B Puget ERCUSEY . « 5 = & s = F

v
(13 (IFsEoRe, cove "1", o0 0 g. I4.]

Three wilem or ledd . . - = & & = &«
More than three wiles . . . « & « &

chat thires alles or less {rom shore, or more Ehan thres miles?

1
F

I:I.J: ill‘ %u: CODE "Y', GO TO Q. |&,] Was thac ten wiles or less from shore, or more than ten wiles!

Tan miles of la®d & & + o & o & = & 3
r!rqﬂull:llil.lil.....1r.-i

'4. [EXCEFT LW THE FOLLOWIWG CASES, CODE "B&" &0 T0 4. 15.

» IF Wi, CODE THE WASHIRGTOW FURCH CARD AREA.
s IF Va, MC, 5C, GA, EFL, WFL, AL, ME, or Li, PC ar FR MODE, ASK:
Yas mosr of your boat Eishing today withis 200 fest of an oil of gas platform, of wichin
00 feet af an artificial reef? m Which?
| SRR PTR TSR Y Hear oilfgas platfoera . 02 Bear arcificial resf . 03
15. Were you Fishing for any particular kinds of fish coday? [IF YES, ASK:| Whar winmds?
Ib., Have you been Fishing hare Eoday E':"i.-r‘l.!.: with a hook and lioe?
Yal « + + O What eyps of gear hiva yoo besn wslng primarily?
pip nec, A-frame nac |- ] T AL PR EL TS et . . | BT o o o« & & & w.w D8
Cagt PBE o« = = = = =« « 03 Teawl & o i 5 % % & o BB Bamd . copor s e os o R
Glll mat . = & + = &+ = D& TEEP s g4 edoa g B Othar (SPECIFY} . . . . 10
17, To the ssarssc half-houwr, how sany hours have you spent IFY tishing coday? That is, hov sany
nours have you secually speme wHEh yoor gear in che wvaces?
&, [u' ME'E TaiF, COODE "l-B.I". ﬂ-:l- 0 0. 19.] How many addicissal momrs do you expesC £o shore Flsh
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Bot councing today, within the pasc 12 sonths, bew many deys have you gone maltwstar spore fEafishing in
this astate, or Erom & boat laumched im this statel [DE = 998; REF = 999]

Bot councing today, how many days within che past two sonthe? [DE = 98; REF = 9%

Whar is your stace and councy of residence? [IF COUNTY 1§ UWKNOWM, ASK:|What city or tows do you live in?

What is the IIF cods of your residencel [FOREIGH COUNTRY = S0097; DE = 99908; REF = 995999

Bo you live in & private residence, &r in some other cype of housisg swch &8 4 dorm, barracks,
miraing home or rooming house!

Private restdence . . . :

1
Inacitutlonal housing umic :—(CODE Q. 24 AS "8", GO TO Q. 25.)
Dems your home have & Ealaphone? j o | ERFSEER | | " S

How old were pou on your last biechday? [DE = 98; REF = a49]

[coBE SEX: MALE . . . | FEMALE . . . 2|

[n the event that =y sJupervisor wishes fo werify chat T have been conducting interviews here today, may
I Bave your name and & phons nesbar? IF FHONE IS EEFUSED, ASK:| -May I have an sddreaa?

RECORD MAME AND FIONE WUHMBER OR ADDRESS; ENTER OMNE OF THE FOLLOVWING CODES AT 0. I7:
NE WUMBER . . | FROVIDED ADDRESS . . . . 1 EEFUSED BOTH - = = =

. s B
Uid you cateh any Eloh whils you wers (SPECIFY MODE] fishing todsy that T mighe be able £o look ac?

Tes . . 1 HOTE: MWUST HAVE AT LEAST OME TYPE 1 EECORD.
Ko . . I—(CODE Qu. 29-11 A5 "8 OR “B8", GO TO Q. 12. WOTE: WO TYPE ] OR & RECORDS.)

j—prFI5H DEZCRIBED OH AMOTHER Fmﬂl’ll‘ﬂlﬂ CODE Qs. I9-31 AS "B™ OR "EE", GO TO Q. 32.
HOTE: HUST HAVE A TYPE & RECORD.

fiid you caceh these yourself or did someone else caceh some of cheal

All caught by fishermam . . |—(CODE Qu. 30-31 AS “8“ OR “88", GO T0 q. 12.)
Other cantributafda . . . - 2

Can you separate out yowr individuwal catch?

Yes . . L=—1»({CODE . 11 AS "BB", GO TO Q. 32.}
Ha . . 2

How mamy fishermen including yourself have thair cacch hare? Plesss don't inclede anyone who did noc
cakch ln.;rll:lim;. Daly count thods pecple who have Etheir catch here.

| UMAVALLABLE CATCH| Oid you lond asy Ei £ are not heare For me to loo Far sxasple, any you
may have chrown back or used for bait. 1 What type of
fish did you land? What did you da or do Lm b A wilh tha {II'II‘."IHJT H.w -.1, (SPECIES)

(did youfwill you) {DISPOSTTION)? [ROTE: FELLETED FISH AWE UNAVALLASLE CAICH.

. il Hay I look ac your flak? What 48 yau plan £o do
with the sajority of the (SFECIES)T

DISPOSITION CODES FOR Qu, 37 and 33

Thrown back alivwe . . . & o & o o o o | BoldSPlan o Wl oo s s a e e e s s D
Thrown back desad!/Plan ce chrow svey . 2 Plan to uss for some other purpose (SPECIFY]

Exten/PFlam 8 #8F . - +~ = « o« o =« n =« 3 (#.f., cit Food, Eercilieer} . . . - . . &
Ulaed for baic/Flan to use for baic . & Other/Mone of che abowe (SPECIFY) . . . . . . T

08 AMOTHER FISHERMAR'S FORM, COMPLETE THE TYPFE 4 RECORD. THE OATA I5 FROM Qs, 3 - 5 O THE OTHER

TYPE & RECORD. CATCH OM AMOTHER PEASON'S FORM. TF AVAILABLE CATCH FOR THIS FISHERHMAN HAS BEER RECORDED
FISHERMAN'S FOEM.

WUHBER OF TYFE 1 RECORDS: ENTER NUMBER OF LINES FILLED OUT FOR CATCH UNAVALLABLE FOR [NSPECTION,
FUHBER OF TYPE 3 RECORDS: ENTER NUMEZR OF LINES FILLED OUT FOE CATCE AVAILABLE FOR INSFECTION.
| L6 THERE A TYPE L RECOADT TS . = . | H3 . a
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APPENDIX 2.
1988 FINFISH INTERCEPT CODING FORM (Rev. 12/87) MFT Job # 1543
IF SHORT FORM, CHECK
I. Mecord Type 2. Form Type L1]1 §1-2) 19. Days in Pasc 12 Moncha! [:I:Dtﬂﬂl?r
3. Interviewer Cods: 3=6) 20. Days in Past 1 Momthal f (18-19)
4. Yr/Ho/Day: BB 1-12) @ Residence
5, Incarview Ha. 13=14]) BEake ]EJD—.‘-H
6. Hour: | SEST County or City _l(32-34)
7. Seata: 19=20) 23, ZIP Coda? I I 1__115-:!:-
§. Cowncy: 11-13) 23. Trpe of Rasidanca? E“ﬂ]
9. Site: 24=17) 24. Has Phonal Dun
0. Interview Status: ) 9. Age? (42-41)
6. Sex: :[tm
(1) Fishing From Which Mode! Df“" 21.
@ Typs of Watar Fished In? D{H'! _ _ _Phone/Address Prowided D:'ull | e
@ Thres Mile Limic? __gt-"” @ Were Fish Caught te Look Ac? (&n)
I&. Oil, Cas or Reefl/WA Ares: (32-33)  (39) s caceh Wized? jun
1S, Target Species? (30) Can Separace Cateh? Dﬂl*
(B1) Wember Who Caugnt Fish? (49-30
f_m_r TII:H-!-H .@ IMAVAILABLE CA'
@. AVAILADLE CATCH e e,
| | | | | | (44=-53) @. TYPE & RECORD ——» SEE BELOW
Card O, Dup 2-l&
16. Gaar? |_J(15=18) <y
17. Tima Fishing? G]:I:Im-m 35. Nusber of Type 2 Records: E 31-52)
18, Additional Hours? ED:.DH:-:H 36. Nember of Type ) Records: 53=5%)
37. Typs & Bacord? 56)

Card & {1} Dup 2-14 i,ul (28)
POl nr 1

Interviever Yr/Ho/Day Incerview
Coda Ho.
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APPENDIX 7.
1988 FINFISH INTERCEPT CODING FORM (Rev. 12/87) MFT Job # 1545
IT SHORT FOEM, CHECK

l. Record Typa 1. Form Type 1-1} 19. Days is Past 12 Momthas? Emiﬂ-iﬂ

3. Isterviewsr Coda: 3-£) 20. Days in Past I Moaths! ]ﬂl-'ﬂ‘-'

k. Yri/Wo/Day: 8|8 =12} @ Lanidancs

5., Interview Hao. 13=14) SLAEE ifH—]l]

6. Hour: 15-18) County or Cley _lJ[H-JH

7. Bcacs: 15-20) 23, ZIF Codal 1 | _D:'H-!-F!I

B, County: [21-23) 23, Type of Residenca? DEW]

9. Bice: [24=27) 24, Has Phonal ]:‘uj

10, Incarview Bcatus: 287 25, Aga? -]l:-ii'-h]:
28, Sax: jiuﬁ

(L) Fishing From Which Mode? :!H“ 11,

(i) Type of Water Fished 1a? LJooo  raesasaddrese provides Dl_ﬁ;}_ -

(13) T™hree Mile Limic? :}“H Wers Fish Caught tc Look Ac? (48)

14, Oil, Gas or Reef?/WA Area: (32-13) Is Catch Mimed? DHTI

Can Ssparate Catch? D{H]

D
®
(31) Mumbar Who Caugnt Fish? [:D{u-.sm
@
@
&

15. Target Specianl

|I|||]|||Eu—:3.‘-

':.“ n.. n“‘ I-ll

UHAVATLABLE CATCH
SEE BACKE OF FOEM
AVAILABLE CATCH

TYFE & RECORD — BEE BELOW

l6. Gear? {L3=16)

17. Time Fishing? il (17200 |35, Nusber of Type 2 Recorda: 51=51)
I8, Addicional Hours!? @l J(21-24) |34, Wumber of Type ) Records: 3-55%)

17. Type & Record? _ 5&)

Card & (1) Dup 2-14 im [ 26)

@ Type & Record |% Bl s |__I
Intervisver Tr Mo /Day Intarview

Cods Ba.
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APPENDIX 3.
DIVISION FORM (July19588)
Finfiah. Shrimp., Crabe. Shellfish
Type: —— (117 type: Miatlahst, Sheinpe?
Farm Type: ’ L!(2Y =" prghecl 8 !
Interviaswsr Code: | = [3-B) ¢ Shelltish:
Yr/Ma/Day: L 1 (7T=12)
Interviaw Ho: (13-14)
County: L] (15-1T)
Site: L (18-21) Pler/Dack..1 Jetty.. ! Bridge.. )
Beach/Bank.. .4 Charter . T PR, 1§
Fighing Hode: ] (227 =
Location: | J | (23-28)
Ares: == {2 '.ﬂ_[uhl.,l pimi..] Inlasd..]
Artifiecial Reef: ’ : {2
Mame : s |1 (29-32)
Boat Lenath: | (33 -34)
Bo... 1 Tes. J
Target Spacies:
| L L | (3544 ) BeoksLise. .01 Drop Ret. 12
Gear: | (4 5-46 ) Cast Bet..03 Seine. .0
Time Fleshing: ! . H?*iﬁl Teap. .07 Spear. .08
No. People Participating: 1 1 sy =82 [
Mo, Tripe Last Year/Season : : {3 -55)
Species Speciss Code Quantity!l Langth? Weight? Digpd
(56 -85 (85 -68]) {B9-T2) (TETTI (]
4 |- i ". I § b § L L L
L] . L T L [
e b i | |_ I i i i oy
: . T— e = U
: - . ] * ]
L - iR By O,
o . i | f= 1 | - }
] | | | | i
:_"‘ | 1 e—t ' : S
i i ! |
| I i i =
§ | b | | | ! - |
T S e ] \ =
| £1-3 | -
! 1 ] | ) =
[ ] i i ll—-: f ] . =
T L ! ; ﬂ_:_ b -
[ 1 1 [ ] | i o BB | |

! GQuanity: Finfizh and Crabe=#¢, Bhrimp=lbs headson, Bhellflish=bu. ? Length=mm

¥ Welight=ka

i Diesp=RBeleased Alive. .l Back Dead..Z Kept..3
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J ALTWAT ER LI CENSE OPINiION POLL
PR and SH MODE only

1Q Are you aware that a saltwater fisheries |icense has been
proposed by a blue ribbon commttee of concerned anglers?

Answer Yes No

If NO explain it to them give a brief account of the
|icense and potential benefits, then continue with the
following questions;.

2Q Do you support the proposed saltwater fisheries |icense?

Answer Yes No Undeci ded

30 What is the main reason (only one answer) that you do/don't
support it?

Answer Put down what the angler tells you but if the answer
seens anbi guous or too broad. try to pin him down to one short
st at enent . Exanple if he says we already have enough taxes ask
do you think 10.50 is too high or do you think any anount t 0o
hi gh.


http://mrl.cofc.edu//pdf/tr70s/Techreport75-3.pdf

PART II: BSURVEY OF SOUTH
CAROLINA'S
RECREATIONAL SHELLFISH FISHERY.

Special thanks go to Bill
oldland and Greg Aikens for
their efforts during the on-
gite shellfish survey. Sean
Blacklocke processad most of
the data.

INTRODUCTION
During January - March
1988, a pilot recreational

shellfish survey was conducted
to obtain baseline information
on harvest, effort, residency
of participants and perceived
guality of the shellfish beds.
This was the first attempt to
gather such information since
Moore et. al. [1984) survey of
the 19B80/81 season. A more
thorough survey was conducted
during the 1988/89 shellfish
season (Oct, 1988 April,
1989) . The purposes of the
latter survey included
collection of socio-economic
data, boat length and county of
boat registration information.

METHODOLOGY

During the pilot survey in
January = Harch 1988, harvest
and effort data were obtained
from recreational shallfish
gatherers at 11 access sites.
These sites provided potential
access to 24 state and public
shellfish grounds.

The follow-up survey began
in October, 1988 and continued
through April, 1989. Creel
clerks intercepted recreational
shellfish gatherers at 9 public
boat landings in coastal South
Carolina as they were returning
from the shellfish grounds. A
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emall number of interviews ware
also obtained from three
additional sites as part of
other Division activities. In
both surveys, creal clerks were
stationed at boat landings
around the time of low tide and
remained for two to three hours
guestioning fishermen.
Fishermen were asked to
voluntarily provide information
on shellfishing location, types
of shallfish taken, guantity
gathered, trip duration,
numbars in thair party,
previous shellfishing trips,
and residency. In addition,

the 1988 survaey collected
information on the perceived
gquality of the shellfish

and the 1988/89 effort
collacted information on boat
length, county of boat
registration, and baseline
socio=-economic data (see
Appendix 1 for 1988 Survey
Instrument and Appendix 2 for
1988/89 Burvey Instrument).
One bushel was considered
equivalent to two five gallon
buckets of shellfish. Mileage
traveled to access sites was
estimated, using state highway
maps, as a direct line from the
respondents® city of residonoo
to the access site, therefore
figures should be considered
conservative.

RESULTS AND DIBCUSBBION

PFilot Burvey (Jan=Mar, 1988)
Sampling affort was
distributed equally batween the
northern, central and southern
parts of the state (Table 1);
however, during February the
northern area was closed to
shellfishing due to red tide
and sampling was suspended in

that area. A total of 44
sampling assignments wera
completed (11 in the northern

district, 19 in the central
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Table 1. Access sites sampled during January - March 1988.

District hccess Site Ho. Interviews Shallfish Beds

Northern Murrells Inlet Ramp 46 Main Creek S5G
Allston Cr. POG
Clam Bank Landing ESG
Clam Bank Flats POG

South Island Ferry 2 Janes Cr. BS5G
Cantral Wild Dunes Ramp 3 Bantea Pass S35G
Breach Inlet Ramp 28 Hamlin Cr. POG
Bwinton Cr. 556G
Folly River Ramp 204 Fally R. 858G + PDG
Grean Cr. POC
Cole Cr. BSG
Limahouse Ranp 2 Eiawah R. B5G
Southern €.c. Haigh 11 Mackay/Jarvis Cr. 55G
All Joy 19 Last End Polnt POG
Bull Cr/ May R. POG
Bull Cr. POG
E.C. Glenn 2 Chechessee Bluff POG
Broad H. 1 Chechesses R. S5G

Broad R. SS5G

Broad R. /Habarsham Cr.S5G
Marsh Is. SS5G

Fuss Pt. Landing i6 014 Houss Cr. S5C
Johnsoan Cr. S5G



district and 14 in the southern
part of the state).

A total of 3134 interviews
representing 367 recreational
shellfishermen were collected,

Although the survey was
directed at recreational
8 additional

ursuits,
Tﬂtlr?ilﬁl were obtained from

commercial shellfish

harvesters. Three of the eight
werea clamming on state
shellfish grounds permit.

They accounted for 9.8 bu. of
clams and expended 10.5 hours
of effort. Commercial
interviewse were excluded from
all other analyses.

The vast
intercepted (92%)
shellfishing as the primary
purposa for thelr outing that
day. Those primarily after
oysters accounted for 69.7% of
the interviews, clams 6.3%, and
any shellfish (oysters and
clams) 24.0 %. Individuals
that had gathered shellfish
incidental to other activities
listed joy riding/boating
(3.9%), fishing (3.6%) and
hunting (0.5%) as their primary
activity for that day.

Intercepted shellfish
gatharers (91%) listad publie
or state shallfish unds as
tha primary location where
shellfish had been harvested.
Approximately 6.0% said they
had not bean on state or public

and 3.9% said they

didn't know if the area was a
public/state ground.

During the 3 month period
of the BUrvay, 367
shellfishermen harvested 318.3
bu of oysters and 20.3 bu of
clams, expanding 662.3 man/hr
of effort in 152 trips. This
represented an average oyster
harvest of 0.48 bu par man/hr;
0.87 bu par person per day and
2.09 bu par trip. Trip
reprasants a group effort.

majority
named

- -

Bushels per trip can mean
bushels per boat or bushels per
group if no boat was used. The
average time spent collecting
shellfish per trip was 1.9
hours. The average number of
people engaged in shellfishing
was 2.4 people per trip. The
average recreational clam
harvest was 0.03 bu per man/hrt}
0.06 bu par person par day and
0.13 bu par trip. Many of the
clams harvested (about 6&4%)
were taken incidental to oyster
gathering. A total of 20
people spacifically sought
clams as the primary purpose of
their trip. These individuals
collected 7.3 bu of clams in
32.5 man hr. Average harvest
rates for this group was 0.22
bu man/hr, 0.37 bu per person
par day, and 0.73 bu per trip.

Approximately B87% of the
interviews were obtained from
recreational shallfishermen
harvesting and clams
from sites accessible by boat
only and 13% from grounds
accessible by foot. Threaa
hundred and sixtean (316)
boatars accountad for 289.9 bu
of oysters and 16.1 bu of

clams, while thosa on foot
harvested 28.4 bu of oysters
and 4.2 bu of clams. Harvest

rates for these two groups

ware:

Hon

Boaters Boaters

Oysters
Bu/man/hr. 0.49 0.40
Bu/person/da. 0.92 0.56
Bu/strip 2.23 1.29
Clams
Buy/man/hr 0.03 0.06
Bu/person/da D.05 0.08
Bu/trip D.12 0.19

The Folly River ramp was
the only site at which enough
interviews were made to allow a



close comparison between the
two modes in the same area.
Shellfishearmen utilizing the
walk-on shellfish ground (Folly
River POG) harvested 23.5 bu of
oysters and 1.1 bu of clams in
40.5 man hours and 12 trips,
while boaters using tha Folly
River 88G, Green Cr. POG, Cole
Cr. (85G) and adjacent grounds
collected 199.9% bu of oysters
and 7.2 bu of clams in 377.1
man hr and 81 trips. Harvest
rates for these two groups in
these areas were:

Hon
Boatars Boatars

Oystars

Bu/man/hr. 0.53 0.58
Bu/parson/da. 0.99 0.71
Bu/trip 2.47 1.96
Clams=

Bu/man/hr. 0.02 0.03
Bu/parson/da. 0.04 0.03
Bu. per trip 0.09 0.09

Statewide, most of the
fishaermen interviewed assigned
the gquality of the shellfish
and shellfish grounds an
average or middle rating in
terms of the size and numbers
of oysters (Figs 1 and 2). The
Murrells Inlet area received
the poorest ratings; oysters
here were ranked very low in
both size and numbears
available. The central part of
the state received the best
ratings. Nineteen percent
{19%) rated oysters as very
abundant and 21% said their
oysters were large to extra
large. The southern area had
mixed ratings between low and
average. Many people believed
that oysters had not rebounded
from 1986-87 die offs.

Ninety-seven percent (97%)
of those interviewed were state
residents, with 3% ocut-of-state
participation. Most residents

=5 =

lived in coastal counties (i.e.
Horry, Williamsburg,
Georgetown, Charleston,
Dorchester, Berkley, Colleton,
Beaufort, Jasper). Only 5% of
those interviewed were non-
coastal residents (Tabla 2).
This is in marked comntrast to
tha 21% non-coastal resident
participation reported by Moore
et al. (1984) for the 1980-81
season. Ninety-eight percent
(98%) of those interviewed wvere
males and 2% females.

The average number of
shellfishing tripe reportedly
taken during the 1986-87 season
was 3 trips. Prior to being
interviewed in the January
March period, respondents
reported having averaged two
trips already that season.
Moore et al. (1984) found that
the average number of trips
taken during the 1980-81 season
was 5 trips.

Follow=-up Burvey (Octobear, 1988
- April, 1989)

A total of 852 field
assignments were © lated
during the 1988/89 shellfish
season, result in the
collection af 49R uh-‘.l.].fi!h:h:g
interviews (487 recreatiocnal
and 11 commercial interviews).
All commercial fishermen were
at the Feolly River landing.
They accounted for 19.5 bu. of
oysters and 14
man/hrs. of effort. Commercial
interviews were dropped from
further analyses. Most of the
assignments (37) and interviews
(430) were concentrated in
Charleston County (Table 3),
especially at the Folly River
site. The Folly River site is
the most heavily used public
site for shallfishi n the
state. Statewide, the
average number of interviews
collected per day was 9.3,
while the Folly River site
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Table 2. County of residence of shellfish gatherers sampled in
the Northern, Central and Southern parts of South
Carolina during Jan-Mar 1983.

County Northern Central Southern

Horry 26 1
Georgetown 12
Greanville 1
Chesterfield 1
Florancea 2
Darlington 1
wil 1
Charleston 194

Barklay 17

Dorchestar 15

Laxington 1

Orangeburg 1

Collaton 1

Baaufort 3
Ja r

Eizgrlnd

Alken

Bamberg

O W e
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Table 3. HNumber of assignments and interviews collected by boat
landing during the 1988/89 shellfish survey.

Interviews (No.)

Landing Assignments (No.) Boat Foot Commercial
Beaufort County

All Joy 1 16

Broad River 1 1

C.C. Haigh 2 2 3

E.C. Glenn 1 3

Russ Point 3 22 5

Station Cr. i 11

Charleston County

Breach Inlet a9 3s

Moore's 0 2

Cherry Pt. o 4

Folly River 28 333 43 11
Wild Dunes 0 1

Georgetown County

Murrell's In. 3 5

Total 52 436 51 11



averaged 13.8 interviews per
day. This site also hosts an
extensive shellfish area
accessible by foot, which makes
it attractive to participants
without boats.

Most (92.5%) of those
interviewed listed shellfishing
as the primary activity of the
day. Fishermen primarily after
oysters accounted for 77.2%,
clams 2.3% and shellfish in
general (oysters and/or clams)

13.0%. Other activities
included fishing (5.8%), Jjoy
riding/boating {1.3%) and

hunting (0.4%). Most shellfish
gatherers (24.4%) were on one-
day excursions. A very small
portion (3.6%) were staying on
the coast on overnight trips.
This small group listed
shellfishing (55.6%), visiting
friends or relatives (33.3%)
and vacationing (11.1%) as the
primary reason for being in the
area. Within this group only
two people (11.1%) had spent
money on overnight lodging.
All others were staying with
relatives or friends. The
average distance traveled by
fishermen was estimated to be
22.9 miles., Distance traveled
ranged from 1 to 363 miles,
with most (89.1%) traveling 30
miles or less (Fig 3).

over ninety-eight percent
(98.6%) of those interviewed
were state residents, with
l1.4% cut-of-state
participation. Most residents
lived in the coastal counties,
while only 6.3% were non-
coastal residents. Most boat
owners (93.4%) harvesting
shallfish listed coastal
counties as the address for
their boat registrations.
Three boats {(1.5%) were
registered out-of-state (Table
4). Recreational shellfish
gatherers used boate that
ranged from 11 to 21 feet (Fig

-G53 =

4), with most (89.8%) measuring
16 feet or less.

The majority (94%) were
males, with only six percent
female participation. The
modal age group was between 30-
39 years (Fig 5), while 3.5% of
the participants were greater
then 70 years of age.

A total of 487 interviews
reprasenting 502 recreational
shellfishermen were collected.
Participants harvested 530 bu.
of oysters and 20.7 bu. of
clams, expending B86.7 man/hrs.
in 224 trips. This represents
an average oyster harvest of
0.74 bu./man/hr., 1.07
bu. /man/day, and 2.43 bu./trip.
The possession 1limit  for
oystars in South Carolina is 2
bu./man/day. The average
recreational clam harvest for
this period waSs 0.15
bu./man/hr., 0.24 bu./man/day
and 0.43 bu./trip. Most of the
clams harvested (B6%), were
taken incidental to oyster
gathering. Participants
targeting clams (8) collected
2.9 bu. of clams in 14 man/hr.
Average harvest rates for clam
gatherers Werae 0.213
bu./man/hr., 0.35 bu./man/day
and 0.58 bu./trip. Thesa
values are well below the legal
possession limit 0.5
bu./man/day. Typically,
shellfish harvesters do not
work alone. The average number
of participants per boat was
2.3 people, while walk-on
participants averaged 1.9
people per party. The average
time spent gathering shellfish
was 1.8 hrs./trip for boaters

and 1.2 hrs./trip for non-
boaters.
The average number of

shellfishing trips made during
the last season (1987/BE) was
slightly less then three (2.9)
per seascon. Over forty-eight
percent (48.1%) said then did
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Table 4. HNumbers of registered boats by county of registration
and county of the boat landing used.

County of County of Boat Landing
Registration Beaufort Charleston Georgetown Total
Coastal Countles
Barkaley 19 19
Beaaufort 12 12
Charleston 135 135
Dorchester 10 10
Gaorgetown 1 p
Hampton 1 1l
Horry 1 2 3
Jaspar 1 1
182
Non=Coagtal Counties
Bambarg 1 1
Chesterfield 1 1
Laxington 2 2
Orangeburg 2 1 3
Pickens 1 1
Saluda  § 1
Sumter 1 1
10
Out-of-State 1(GA) 2 (TH,RC) 3
Unknown 6 23 29

Total 25 196 3 224



not go shellfishing at all
during the 87/88 season, while
6% claimed to have gona over 10
times (Fig 6).

Thae Folly River site
yielded enough interviews to
afford a close comparison
betwean walk-on and boat
harvesters from the Same
genaral area. The Folly River
POG is routinely replanted by
the Division's oyster relay
program. Prior to the 1988/89
season, approximately 3,100 bu.
of oysters were placed in this
area (B. Hens; pers. :unn;ﬁ.
The Folly ground receives heavy
pressure due to it's proximity
to the Charleston Metropolitan
area. It is the only
recreational shellfish ground
in Charleston County that can
be reached without the use of a
boat. One difference betwean
this site and other sites is
that most walk-on shellfish
gatherers continually
concentrate their effort in a
ralatively restricted space.
Boat harvesters can @move in
search of larger gquantities or
bigger oysters. Shellfishermen
utilizing the Folly walk-on
ground harvested 34.9 bu. of
oyaters and 1.3 bu. of clama in
55.4 man/hrs and 23 trips.
Boaters utilizing Folly River
B5G, Green Cr. PDOG, Cole Cr.
856G and adjacent grounds
harvested 389.9% bu. of oysters
and 12.9 bu. of clams in 623.4
man/hr and 152 trips. Listed
below are harvest rates
comparing the Folly walk-on
ground to other grounds in the
Folly area accessible only by
boat:

Folly Folly
Boaters Walk-0On
Oysters
Bu. /man/hr. 0.78 0.71
Bu. /man/day 1.17 0.81
Bu. /trip 2.58 1.66

=fHhE=

Clams
Bu./man/hr. 0.15 0.10
Bu. /man/day 0.25 0.12
Bu./trip 0.50 0.16
Slight differences can be
detected in harvest rates
between walk-on and boat
harvesters. Boaters appeared
to be more successful at
harvesting both oysters and

clams. T-test's comparing the
harvest rates for oysters
showed no significant

difference (t = 0.6520 d4f
= 31.7) in bushels per man per
hour taken by boaters versus
walk-on participants at Folly.
There were, however,
Biqnifﬁfant dig:nranﬁ:s found
when u./man/day =
3.0661 df = 28.7) and EET?lrip
& 3.0980 df = 31.7)
we compared between boaters
and walk-on participants.
Because variances were unegual,
an approximate t wvalue (SAS,
1979) was used for comparisons.
As noted above; boaters
averaged more time on shellfish
grounds and more participants

per trip than walk-on
participants. These factors
may partly explain the

differences found in daily and
trip harvest rates. These
findings suggest that, at
present replanting levels, the
oyster relay program is only
making a minimum impact.

Overview

Comparisons between
seasons are difficult to make
due to the different survey
methodologies that were
enployed and the time frame.
Howaver some of tThe more
comparable values are given in
Table 5. Current harvest rates
and effort (trips last season)
appear to be lower than
reported for the 1%80/81
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Table 5. Summary of Shellfish Survey Results.

1980781 1986/87 15988 1988B,/89
Season Season Jan-Mar Seasaon
Harvest rate Bu./man/day
(Boaters only)
Oysters 1.5 e « 92 1.10
'El.u“ 'ﬂ'- 3 i qlﬁ! D.26
Eesidency of Participants
% Coastal 78 - 92 92.3
% Non-Coastal 22 - 5 6.3
% Out-Of-State —, === 3 1.4
Effort
Mean Shellfish -] 3 2.9 ————
Trips/Season
Not using State or 53 —— 6.0 e
Public grounds (%)
Perceived Quality
(Modal Responses)
Oystar S5ize
Statewide Average = Adequate(average)
Northern - - Very Small
Central = = = ==—ee=- - Adeguate (average)
Southarn ——————— - Adequate (average)
Humbers Available
Btatewida @ = = -===m-- - Adeguate(average)
Northern —————— - Very Few
Cantral = = = ==secee- =  Adequate (average)
Boutharn @ @  <s==s==== = Very Few

[



E8ason. The residency of
participants has also changed,
becoming almost exclusively
coastal.

Information suggests that
recreational shellfishing is
not making a significant impact
on the local economy. Most
shellfish harvesters use access
sites close to their primary
rasidence, making one-day trips
and spending little money for
lodging. Additional data are
needed to identify expenditures
and provide an estimated value

for a day of recreational
shallfishing.
Preliminary information

obtained at the Folly River
site suggests that the oyster
relay program is making only a
minor impact at that site.
Specific information is neaded
for this site and other areas
of enhancement to correlate
harvest rates and patterns of
aeffort with replanting efforts.
The survey methodology
in these studies had one
serious limitation. Although
harvest rates and effort (last
seasons) can be estimated from
on=-site creel surveys,
participation can not  be
astimated. It is strongly
suggested that a more
comprehensive recreational
shellfish survey be undertaken,
utilizing a combined approach

usead

(mail-out and intercept
surveys) to o©obtain catch,
effort and participation

estimates. This survey should
be similar and comparable to
Moore et al. (1984);: however,
the mail-out should be
stratified by county of boat
registration and boat length.
The study should also include
an on-site intercept survey to
obtain harvest rates.

-G -
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B5.C.
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APPERDIX 1.
SHELLFIZH SURVEY FORM (15988}
Group Interviey
iame Date:
ilte: T-’r'l‘:
iode: Boat Faat

imat was the primary purpess of your trip today

itd vou gather oyveters for recreational or commercial FUTFRESSEE

iid you pather shellfish from a public shellfish groomd Yes_ He__ Dn't Enow

ihere did yvou gather moet of tha shallfish

ns. Collecting Shellfish

iztimated time =pent gathering shellfish (nearsst 1/2 hr)

Jsantity: Oveters bu,
Clame ba.
Individual Tptervisg
SonEecutive
Intw. Hoe, = ==m==— m——— e e——— e

Fravimue tripe
This s=ason ————— L T —— s e (S J

86-8T semagon =—==— = 0 ==== = mma=ma ss=== ssmes=-

‘m a Acala af 1 ta 5 hew wauld vou rate the =ize and numbers an the =hellfich bhad
vou ucsd today?

Size #s S5ize #5 5Size #a Size #e Eize #8

¥V Emall/V Fau 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Small/Faw 2 F 2 z 2 2 2 2 z F 4
Hedium/ /ddeguats 3 3 3 | 3 a3 | 3 a 3
Large /Hany 4 4 4 4 4 4 i i 4 |

X Large sV Hany 5 5 § 5 5 ] 5 i 5 5
State/ i i F K r

County
af Residence

Seax e —_— L - ot

Comments /Ramp Trailar Count:
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APPENDIX 7.
SHELLFISH FORM (1988-2%9)
Interviewer Code: ] {1-4)
Yr/Mo/Day: LT (5-10)
Intarview No: (11-12)
County!: {13-15) e
Site: | (15—15} Oyatars, . 1 Clams,
Tm: t!u] Iﬂ':fil'_'.u' Usa) H:ﬂ:ﬁll:-lm"n
eating. . .3 B=niing
H——
Hode: Besi. .| Peer .3 (21)
Primary purpose of trip: | (22-22)
Recreatlional or Comsercial uae: (241 Bee. ..} Coma
Location where post were gathered: LLl (25-28)
Time Gathering Shellfish: |_!_ (28=31)
Ho. People Participating: (32-33)
Quantity: Oysters bu. (34-38)
Clams bu. (37-38)
Length of Boat: (40-41}
County of Boat registration: |[ [42-43)
Individual Interview
Previous Tripas
this Season [ L 1 EE | CI1 O CT (4s-35)
87-85 Season [ 1 1 CL1 11 B | 11 1] (46-47)
Residancy
State | ] O L) 2 11 (es-a3)
City/Towun [ 50-549)
What i& the Primary _Pur:tnul of your trip away from home?
(B0=-631

Did you stay overnight or one day trip? Seriskt..l Osedar..?
== — 3 | - Cd oo
If ovarnight Ask. Did you spend money for lodging or camping? Te...ite...X
- - 1 S ] — . £ 8

i | 1 | | | (7213
Jex - L - L] =, L] (7T4)

i
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