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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 

The estimated charter boat population in the South Atlantic states is 710 and head boat 
population is 64. Guide boats are not included in this study. In this study, the Florida sample is 
from the east coast of Florida only; it does not include boats from the Florida Keys. Since 1998, the 
charter boat population has decreased by 27% across the South Atlantic states with Florida and 
Georgia accounting for most of the decrease. North Carolina increased in the number of charter 
boats, which is attributable to a state law passed in 1997 loosening the criteria to obtain a charter 
boat license. Head boat populations decreased 20% across the South Atlantic states. Most of the 
decrease was in South Carolina and Florida and a one head boat decrease in North Carolina and 
one head boat increase in Georgia. Overall, the number of head boats decreased from 80 to 64 
since 1998. 
 

A 13-page survey with 62 questions was developed to collect information on the operator’s 
background and characteristics, boat description, species information, operating policies, boat 
operation, business operation characteristics, community ties, and opinions concerning current 
fisheries regulations. This study is based on a survey of 21% of the charter boats and 40% of the 
head boats in the South Atlantic region. Letters, phone calls and on-site at marina intercepts were 
used to contact operators to explain the intent of the survey and encourage participation. Sample 
sizes varied by state, ranging from 15% of charter boats in North Carolina to 50% in Georgia. 
Charter and head boat operators were surveyed generally at their home marina by trained 
surveyors. Respondents were asked to complete the survey with responses based on the 2009 
calendar year. Major findings are reported below in three sections: charter boat results, head boat 
results, and the economic impact results. 
 
 

Charter Boat Findings 
 

The mean age for the responding charter boat operators in the four-state region varied 
between 46 and 55 years. There was only one female operator interviewed in Georgia; all other 
respondents across the states were male. The vast majority of charter boat operators have 
completed high school (97%) and 20% to 50% have a college degree. The majority of charter 
boat operators are married (64% to 85% depending on state). The amount of total household 
income varied with about 20% of charter boat operators reporting total household incomes less 
than $40,000 and 29% reporting household incomes more than $100,000. The most common 
response category was $60,000 to $79,999. While 19% of respondents reported earning 100% of 
their income from charter boat fishing, the average household earnings from fishing was 49%.  
 

Most charter boat operators (79%) are in the charter business full time. The percentage 
was highest in North Carolina (89%) and lowest in South Carolina (62%). On average, 
respondents have been operating a charter boat for 17.5 years. The median ranged from 7 to 19 
years across the four states. On average, respondents reported operating for a longer period in 
North Carolina (19.6 years) and a shorter period in South Carolina (10.0 years). The vast 
majority (90%) of charter boat operators expect to be in business in three years; the highest 
response being in South Carolina (100%) and the lowest in Florida (84%). 
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The majority (75%) of operators reported being first generation charter boat operators. 

The vast majority (94%) of respondents reported living in their home port county and reported 
operating out of their home port for 14.2 years on average. Membership in local charter boat 
associations ranged from a high of 93% in Georgia to a low of 23% in Florida. Membership in a 
National Charter Boat association ranged from 87% in Georgia to very low in Florida at 11.5%. 
Only 7% of respondents reported being a member of a non-fishing conservation organization. 
Membership in a local chamber of commerce ranged from 15% to 81% across the four states.  
 

The majority of charter boat operators indicated that their boat hulls were made of 
fiberglass; wood was the next most popular material (23%). Charter boat operators indicated a 
wide range of boat lengths with the mean length being 47.5 feet and the median was 40 feet. Half 
of charter operators indicated owning single engine boats and half indicated owning twin engine 
boats. Operators in Georgia were more likely to own single engine boats (87%) and Florida boats 
(60%) were most likely to be twin engine.  
 

About three-fourths (77%) of charter boat operators indicated having diesel engines. 
Operators in Georgia were much more likely to indicate owning gas engines (87%). The majority 
(83%) of charter boat operators indicated having inboard engines. The average horsepower of 
engines across all charter boat respondents was a total horsepower of 713hp. The median 
response was 575hp and charter boats in Georgia were less powerful, having a median of only 
225hp. Most charter boat operators (97%) indicated that their boats held maximum 6 or fewer 
passengers.  
 

Charter boat operators indicated that, on average, about half of their trips were half-day 
and the other half were full-day trips. Charter boat operators indicated that on average 67% of 
their trips went into federal waters. Operators in North Carolina were more likely to go to federal 
waters (85%) and operators in Georgia were least likely (32%) to go into federal waters. 
 

Across the four states, the most widely held permits were for South Atlantic Charter 
Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic (79%), Atlantic HMS Charter Head Boat (74%), and South 
Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Dolphin Wahoo (78%). Other popular permits across the four 
states include South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Snapper Grouper (70%), USCG Operator of 
Uninspected Passenger Vessel (OUPV)/”6-Pack” (53%), and any Commercial Fishing Licenses 
or Permits (State or Federal) (53%).  
 

Charter boat operators reported making an average of 111 trips with paying customers in 
2009. North Carolina operators took fewer trips (78) than operators in South Carolina (102), 
Georgia (102) and Florida (189). About 85% of the charter boat operators reported that less than 
a quarter of their trips were catch and release only. Charter boat operators in North Carolina were 
more likely to take keep all legal fish (77%) than operators in South Carolina (49%), Georgia 
(54%) and Florida (71%). Generally, operators reported taking more trips in May-August than in 
the January-April or September-December periods, except in Florida where the January-April 
trips equaled the May-August period. The most common trip type was offshore pelagic fishing, 
followed by offshore bottom/reef/drift fishing and inshore fishing, which were almost equal in 
numbers. 
 



 

xiii 
 

For the more northern of the four states (North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia), in 
the January-April season, charter operators most frequently targeted tunas (47%), dolphin (35%), 
and wahoo (33%). In the May-August season, the most frequently targeted fish species were 
dolphin (64%), wahoo (62%), tuna (53%) and mackerel (52%). In the September-December 
season, the most frequently targeted species were wahoo (54%), tuna (48%), dolphin (48%), and 
mackerel (45%). Species most likely to be in these three states’ charter operators’ top three 
targeted species include dolphin (31%), wahoo (25%), and tunas (23%). 
 

In east Florida, in January-April, charter operators most frequently targeted billfish 
(77%), dolphin (73%), cobia (72%), tunas (63%) and wahoo (63%). In the May-August season, 
the most frequently targeted fish species were dolphin (88%), mackerel (82%), billfish (75%), 
wahoo (70%) and grouper (68%). In the September-December season, the most frequently 
targeted species were billfish (73%), dolphin (68%), grouper (68%), mackerel (65%) and wahoo 
(62%). Species most likely to be in charter operators’ top three targeted species in Florida 
include mackerel (68%), billfish (52%), dolphin (52%) and red snapper (40%). 
 

The estimated total fleet passenger capacity in 2009 was 8,007 persons, including 4,334 
persons (54%) for charter boats and 3,673 persons (46%) for head boats. For charter boats, the 
average number of passengers on full day trips and half day trips was similar across states and 
trip length, averaging approximately 5 passengers for both half and full day trips. The number of 
deck hands, in addition to the captain, averaged 0.8 on charter boats, regardless of trip length. 
Counting all trip lengths, there were an estimated 389,302 passengers on charter boats in 2009. 
Florida charter boats accounted for 42% of passengers on charter trips. 
 

There were an estimated total of 70,533 charter boat trips in 2009. Florida had the most 
trips for charter boats (31,573). Half day charter boat trips averaged 4.6 hours. Full day trips 
averaged 9.4 hours. Round trip distance traveled for full day trips averaged approximately three 
times that of half-day trips.  
 

The estimated total cost for charter boats purchased in the study region was $151.8 
million (M). The outstanding loan amount for charter boats was $19.6M.  
 

Total vessel expenses for charter boats were $41.8M. The total vessel expenses for 
charter boats were highest in North Carolina ($20.2M), followed by South Carolina ($10.8M) 
and Florida ($10.0M). With the exception of North Carolina, the charter boats’ revenue was less 
than $100,000. Fuel and oil accounted for the largest share of expenses, followed by wages and 
benefits for captain and crew labor. Bait, ice, and tackle were relatively minor expense items in 
comparison. Over all expense categories (supplies and labor) and all states, the charter boats 
averaged $43,664 in variable costs. The annual variable expense for charter boats was highest for 
fuel and oil ($20,375), accounting for 47% of total annual variable expenses. Compensation to 
captains accounted for the next largest share of variable expenses at $10,994 or 25% for charter 
boats. 
 

Revenues per trip for full-day charter trips ($1,097) were about twice that of half-day 
trips ($551) on average.  
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Major short-term concerns for a large proportion of operators were increasing fuel costs 
and more unlicensed charters. Decreasing demand for fishing services was also listed as a major 
problem for North Carolina operators, and as a minor problem in Georgia, but not by the other 
two states. Perceived minor problems varied more by state; specifically fishing permit/license 
cost increases were mentioned by North Carolina, Georgia and Florida operators; recruitment of 
new anglers by North and South Carolina operators, insurance cost and availability by mostly 
South Carolina and Georgia operators. Other issues listed as minor short-term problems were 
coastal habitat loss for North and South Carolina operators, and increase in harmful algal blooms 
by Florida operators. 
 

Major long-term concerns for charter boat operators across the four states include fuel 
cost increases and more unlicensed charters. Decreasing demand for fishing was cited by a 
majority of North Carolina operators and half of Georgia operators as long-term concerns. 
Insurance cost/availability was listed as a major problem for about half the Florida operators. 
Minor long-term problems also varied across the four states; specifically fishing permit/license 
cost increases were mentioned by North Carolina and Georgia operators; coastal habitat loss by 
North and South Carolina and Georgia operators, recruitment of new anglers by North and South 
Carolina, and Georgia operators. 
 

Potential actions with stronger support from charter boat operators include expansion of 
artificial reefs and expansion of coastal restoration projects (especially in Georgia) and, in 
Florida, creation of offshore wind farms. There was less strong, but still moderate support for 
new offshore aquaculture projects among Florida respondents. Conversely, potential actions 
opposed by the majority charter boat operators include use of electronic vessel monitoring 
systems, unlimited accumulation of catch shares through sale or transfer, catch shares for the 
charter/head-boat sector, limited accumulation of catch shares through sale or transfer, and 
mandatory log book reporting for charters.  
 

Charter boat operators generally reported that relevant agencies were fairly unresponsive 
to their needs. The lowest scoring agencies included the South Atlantic Fisheries Management 
Council and NOAA Fisheries Service. North Carolina operators were more likely to disagree, 
with the South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council and NOAA Fisheries Service being 
responsive. Of the entities listed, local tourism organizations, local Chambers of Commerce and 
Marine Extension/Sea Grant received somewhat more positive votes, though still averaging close 
to neutral. 
 

The frequency of participating in management activities were similar on the four state 
region, ranging from “rarely” to “sometimes” on average. North Carolina operators were more 
likely to attend state and federal agency meetings about fisheries. South Carolina operators were 
more likely to informally discuss fishery issues with a charter boat industry association officer or 
attend charter boat industry association meetings. Georgia operators were more likely to send 
comments about proposed regulation to relevant agencies and attend state agency meetings about 
fisheries, although responses were “ rarely” on average. Florida operators averaged between 
“rarely” and “sometimes” for all of the actions. 
 

The number of annual inspections by enforcement officers varied. The mean reported 
number was 2.8 and the median was 2.0 in the aggregate North Carolina, South Carolina and 
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Georgia states, and 4.3 and 3.0 in Florida, respectively. Inspections were more common in 
Florida and South Carolina and less common in Georgia among those surveyed. The majority of 
charter boat operators were generally satisfied with the number of inspections, 66% said the 
number of inspections was “about right;” except in Georgia where about half of the respondents 
thought the number of inspections was “too little,” substantially more than any other state. 
 

The number of annual inspections by fisheries biologists also varied across states. The 
mean reported number was 9, and the median was 4 across the four states. The number of times 
interviewed by universities, government agencies or NGOs varied. The mean reported numbers 
were 6.1 and the median was 2.0 in North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia, and 2.6 and 0 
in Florida, respectively. 
 
 

Head Boat Findings 
 

The mean age of head boat operators was 51 years old and almost half of respondents 
reported being in the 41-50 year age range. All head boat operators attended at least some 
college in North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia, but in Florida almost half of the captains 
had no more than a high school education. Across the four states about one-third had a college 
degree or higher. All (100%) of surveyed head boat operators were male, and almost all (87%) 
reported being married. The amount of total household income varied substantially with 17% of 
head boat operators reporting total household income less than $40,000 and 28% reported 
household income more than $100,000. The most common response categories were $40,000 to 
$59,999 with 33% of the responses. Head boat operators reported earning 75% of their 
household income from fishing on average; the median response was 90%. About two-fifths of 
respondents indicated that all of their income was derived from their head boat fishing business 
and 74% said more than half of their household income was from the head boat fishing business. 
 

All surveyed head boat operators reported being full time operators. Respondents 
indicated operating a head boat for 24 years on average with the median being 32 years for the 
North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia operators and 21 years for the Florida operators. All 
North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia respondents (100%) indicated that they expected to 
still be in the head boat business in three years and 80% of Florida respondents thought so. 
 

Two-thirds of head boat operators (68%) reported being first generation operators. Nearly 
all head boat operators reported living in their home port county. Head boat operators reported 
operating out of their home port for 18.5 years on average with the median being 14.3 years. 
Membership in local charter boat associations was low at 21%. Membership in a National 
Charter Boat association was slightly higher at 25%. Only one respondent (4%) reported being a 
member of a non-fishing conservation organization. Membership in the Chamber of Commerce 
was fairly high at 56% for the North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia operators but only 
13% for Florida operators. 
 

About two-thirds of head boat operators indicated that their boat’s hulls were made of 
fiberglass; wood and aluminum were the next most popular materials (16% each). Operators 
indicated a mean boat length of 60 feet and the median was 60 feet. Head boat operators 
typically had twin engines (87%), diesel engines (96%), and inboard engines (90%). 
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Respondents indicated a mean total horsepower of 775hp with the median being 736 horsepower. 
Head boat operators indicated that, on average, their boats could accommodate 57 passengers. 
The average was 60 passengers for the North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia operators and 
55 for the Florida head boats. 
 

Head boat operators indicated that, on average, 56% of their trips were half day trips. 
They also indicated that about 50% of their trips were full day, with a median response of 46%. 
Head boat operators indicated that, on average, 77% of their trips went into federal waters.  
 

Widely held permits amongst North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia head boat 
operators were the South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Dolphin Wahoo (80%), the South 
Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Snapper Grouper (80%), the USCG Master 100 Tons (80%) and 
the South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic (80%). In Florida, the more widely 
held permits were the South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Dolphin Wahoo (80%), South 
Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic (73%), South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for 
Snapper Grouper (67%), and USCG Master 100 Tons (60%). Less widely held permits were Any 
Commercial Fishing Licenses or Permits (State or Federal) (33%), Atlantic HMS/Charter Head 
Boat (20%), and State Charter/For-Hire License(s) (13%). 
 

In North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia, head boat operators reported making an 
average of 144 trips with paying customers in 2009. The median was 135 and 60% took over 100 
trips. They reported that, on average, 11% of their trips were catch and release only. They also 
reported that, on average, 81% of their trips kept all legal fish. The median response was 87% of 
trips. Head boat operators reported that they had taken more trips in the May-August season 
(107.3) than during the January-April season (14.4) or September-December season (25.8). The 
most frequent trip type was offshore bottom/reef/drift fishing (88 trips in 2009), followed by 
inshore fishing (37 trips), and offshore Pelagic fishing (6.4 trips). 
 

In Florida, head boat operators reported making an average of 200 trips with paying 
customers in 2009. The median was also 200 trips; 93% took over 75 trips and 57% took more 
than 200 trips. Florida head boat operators reported that, on average, 11% of their trips were 
catch and release only. They also reported that, on average, 85% of their trips kept all legal fish. 
Florida head boat operators reported that they had taken more trips in the May-August season 
(99) than during the January-April season (57) or September-December season (39). The most 
common trip type was offshore bottom/reef/drift fishing (81 trips in 2009), followed by inshore 
fishing (12 trips), and offshore Pelagic fishing (10 trips).  
 

For North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia as an aggregate, in January-April, head 
boat operators most frequently targeted groupers, mackerels and sharks (40% each). In 
May-August, the most frequently targeted fish were also groupers, mackerels, and sharks (50% 
each). In September-December, the most frequently targeted species were groupers (50%), 
mackerels (40%), sharks (40%), and jacks (40%). Species most likely to be in these three states’ 
head boat operators top three included groupers (30%) and other snappers (20%). 
 

For Florida, in January-April, head boat operators most frequently targeted other snapper 
(14%), red snapper (11%) and cobia (11%). In May-August, the most frequently targeted fish 
were other snapper (14%), groupers (13%), cobia (13%), jacks (12%) and red snapper (10%). In 
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September-December, the most frequently targeted species were other snappers (15%), groupers 
(15%), red snappers (11%), and cobias (10%). Species most likely to be in Florida head boat 
operators top three included other snappers (28%), groupers (22%) and red snappers (11%). 
 

The estimated total cost of head boat vessels purchased in the study region was $26.5 
million. The outstanding loan amount was $6.4 million for head boats.  

 
There were an estimated 10,330 head boat trips in 2009. Florida reported more head boat 

trips (6,715) than for the combined states of Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina. Half 
day head boat trips averaged 4.5 hours. Full day trips averaged 9.4 hours. Round trip distance 
traveled for full day trips, averaged approximately three times that of half-day trips.  

 
As noted earlier, the estimated total fleet passenger capacity in 2009 was 3,673 persons 

for head boats (46% of the total passenger capacity). The average number of passengers on full 
day trips and half day trips was similar across states and trip length, however, the average 
number of passengers on head boat trips was nearly five times that on charter boat trips; head 
boat trips averaged 24-25 passengers per trip for either half day or full day trips. The number of 
deck hands, in addition to the captain, averaged 2.0 persons per trip for head boats. Counting all 
trip lengths, there were an estimated 256,736 passengers on head boats in 2009. Florida head 
boats accounted for 62 percent of passengers on head boats in the Southeast U.S. in 2009. 
 

Total vessel expenses for head boats were $4.0M. The total vessel expenses for head 
boats were $2.5M in Florida, and $1.5M in Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina 
combined. Fuel and oil accounted for the largest share of expenses for both sectors, followed by 
wages and benefits for captain and crew labor. Bait, ice, and tackle were relatively minor 
expense items in comparison. Over all expense categories (supplies and labor) and all states, 
amounted to $106,742 in variable costs for head boats. The annual variable expense was highest 
for fuel and oil $51,916 for head boats, accounting for 49 percent of total annual variable 
expenses. Compensation to captains accounted for the next largest share of variable expenses, 
$21,000 or 20 percent for head boats. 
 

For head boats, the revenue ranges are higher in general compared to charter boats with 
nearly all reporting revenues of at least $100,000. Head boats operating in the combined states of 
Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina reported higher average passenger revenues per trip 
from full and half day trips (nearly double for full day trips) compared to Florida, but Florida 
boats reported earning higher tips, especially on half day trips. The combined states reported 
earning $1,196 and $2,450 on average for half and full day head boat trips, respectively, 
compared to $781 and $1,287 for Florida head boats, respectively. 
 

The primary short-term concerns for head boat operators are fuel costs, decreasing 
demand for fishing services and more unlicensed charters. In Florida, almost half of the head 
boat operators also mentioned recruitment of new anglers as a major problem. For the North 
Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia aggregate, there was no consensus about minor problems; 
but in Florida, fishing permit/license cost increases, insurance cost/availability and recruitment 
of new anglers were widely agreed to be minor problems. 
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Major long-term concerns for head boat operators include fuel cost increases, decreasing 
demand for fishing services, and more unlicensed charters was mentioned by a majority of the 
North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia aggregate operators, but not the Florida operators. 
Opinions about minor problems varied, with increases in harmful algal blooms and insurance 
cost/availability being more widely agreed as such by the North Carolina, South Carolina and 
Georgia aggregate; and, fishing permit/license cost increases and insurance cost/availability 
being listed as minor problems by more than half of the Florida operators.  
 

Policies with stronger support from head boat operators include expansion of artificial 
reefs, and a bit stronger among Florida operators was creating offshore wind farms and allowing 
Federal fisheries observers on head boats. A little less strongly supported, but neutral to 
moderate support was expressed for expansion of coastal restoration projects, and creating 
offshore wind farms (for the North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia aggregate) and the 
existence of new offshore aquaculture and expansion of petroleum platforms (both primarily 
among Florida operators). Policies strongly to moderately opposed include use of electronic 
vessel monitoring and the findings of current federal-based fisheries stock assessments 
(especially among Florida operators). Opposition to the expansion of marine sanctuaries was 
widespread. For the North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia aggregate operators, there was 
opposition on average toward limited accumulation of catch shares through sale or transfer, catch 
shares for commercial fisheries, and catch shares for the charter/head-boat sector. Florida 
operators were more neutral on those first two but also tended to oppose the catch shares for the 
charter/head-boat sector. 
 

Head boat operators disagreed that the NOAA Fisheries Service and South Atlantic 
Fisheries Management Council are responsive to industry concerns and issues or are proactive in 
supporting the industry. North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia aggregate operators, on 
average, do believe local Chamber of Commerce’s and local tourism organizations are 
responsive and supportive; though this agreement was not shared by Florida head boat operators. 
 

The frequency of head boat operators participating in management activities was “rare” 
for attending for-hire boat industry association meetings and state agency meetings about 
fisheries, to a level of “sometimes” for attending federal agency meetings about fisheries, 
informally discussing fishery issues with a charter boat industry association officer and for 
sending comments about proposed regulation to relevant agencies.  
 

The reported number of annual inspections by enforcement officers varied across states 
with the mean reported number weighted across the four states being 9.2 though this was highly 
skewed by the four vessels reporting more than 10 inspections. The median response was 2.8, 
only 2 respondents reported not being inspected, and 6 respondents indicated being inspected 
over 10 times. Of the four that reported being inspected more than 10 times, two were in North 
Carolina and two were in South Carolina. Less than half (40%) of head boat operators indicated 
they thought there was too much inspection by fisheries operators and 48% believed that the 
level of inspection was “about right.” 
 

The number of annual inspections by biologists varied with the median response being 
21, and 11 respondents indicated being inspected over 20 times. The number of interviews by 
universities, government agencies, and NGOs also varied. The weighted mean reported number 
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was 9.6 but this was skewed by the 6 respondents indicating being interviewed over 10 times. 
The median response was 2.4 but these numbers should be used cautiously given the small 
number of head boats sampled and the one year time frame the question sought to capture. 
 
 

Economic Impact Findings 
 

Total in-state expenditures for-hire recreational fishing vessels in 2009 were $88.3 million 
(M) for all states in the survey, including $74.7M for charter boats and $13.5M for head boats. The 
total output (revenue) impacts were estimated at $124.4M, and employment impacts were 1,878 
jobs. Total value added impacts, representing contribution to Gross Domestic Product, were 
$66.6M, including labor income for employee and proprietor wages, salaries and benefits of 
$43.7M and indirect business taxes paid to local, state and federal governments of $5.1M. 

 
Charter boats had the highest economic impacts for all measures. The state of North 

Carolina had the highest output impacts for charter boats ($53.2M), followed by Florida ($41.2M), 
South Carolina ($12.3M), and Georgia ($1.4M). For head boats, Florida had total output impacts 
($8.6M), while Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina (combined) had output impacts of 
$7.8M. 
 

Total employment impacts for charter boats were 598 jobs in Florida, 540 jobs in North 
Carolina, 409 jobs in South Carolina, and 23 jobs in Georgia. For the head boat sector, total 
employment impacts were 175 jobs in Florida, and 133 jobs in Georgia, South Carolina and North 
Carolina combined. 

 
The highest impacts by sectors of the economy were in sectors for boat building, household 

labor (captain, crew and staff compensation), management of companies and enterprises, 
non-depository credit intermediation and related activities, gasoline stations and transport by 
water. The boat building sector had total output impacts of $46.9M, value added impacts of 
$19.5M, and employment impacts of 301 jobs. Compensation for captain and crew had the second 
highest output impacts of $20.4M and total employment impacts of 734 jobs. The sector for 
commercial fishing had employment impacts of 124 jobs. 
 

Although overall spending was similar for state residents and non-residents, non-resident 
passengers generated greater economic impacts because their spending was subject to the full 
multiplier effects (direct, indirect, and induced), while only direct effects are applicable for 
resident spending. The total expenses in all surveyed states were $20.7M for residents and $67.6M 
for non-resident passengers. Total output impacts were $10.9M for resident passengers and 
113.5M for spending attributed to non-residents. Total value added impacts were $4.6M for 
residents and $62.0M for non-residents. 
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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION and METHODS 

 
 

Definition of Problem 
 
 The South Atlantic fishery resources are a source of economic, biological, nutritional and 
recreational wealth. The harvest of these resources has created a demand under current harvest 
restrictions that is apparently exceeding the capacity of the Atlantic Coast ecosystem to sustain. In 
response to decreased fishing resource stock levels, the South Atlantic Fisheries Management 
Councils and the Florida Marine Fisheries Commission and other state agencies have established 
restrictions in an attempt to manage the problem. 
 

The restrictions vary depending on the species and source of the demand. In general, the 
sources of demand are divided into commercial and sportfishing sectors. The sportfishing---or 
recreational---sector can be further subdivided into categories such as surf and pier fishermen, bay 
fishermen, boat fishermen, etc. One important segment of sportfishing demand is the recreational 
for-hire vessel fleet, commonly called charter and head boats or the “for hire” sector. Bell et al. 
(1982) reported annual expenditures by tourists and residents of $178 million for head and charter 
boat services in Florida. Charter boats are commonly defined for hire boats carrying six or less 
passengers that charge a fee to rent the entire boat (usually $400-$1,200) while head boats carry 
ten or more passengers and charge by the person, often $40 to $100 per trip. 
 

The charter and head boat fleets play an important role in utilizing fishery resources. On 
one hand, they offer a valuable service to clients by providing an affordable, movable platform for 
sport fishermen to utilize in accessing South Atlantic fisheries. This helps build support and 
appreciation for such resources among the public. On the other hand, advances in technology and 
the number of boats (each with multiple fishermen) increase demand, particularly in offshore 
areas, and can aggravate stock depletion problems. Since charter and head boats are businesses 
involving large investments by owners, often the captain, they usually make an effort to be visible 
to the public through location and advertising. These attributes plus the business orientation make 
this segment of recreational demand easier to manage than sectors with more diffuse participants 
(e.g., bay fishermen or surf fishermen), because they have a continued participation in the fishery, 
need licenses to conduct business and are relatively easy to locate. However, there is considerable 
turnover and migration of the fleet (Ditton and Loomis 1985) and periodic updating and revising of 
information summaries are necessary. 
 

The empirical record suggested there was growth in this industry from 1980 through the 
mid-1990s; though the Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS) indicates steady 
drop off in the number of trips with the increased implementation of catch limits and seasonal 
closures after 1996 and the economic recession and increasing costs of fuel and insurance since 
2006 (Figure 1). According to the MRFSS data, for-hire fishing trips have decreased from 989,323 
in 1985 to 446,993 in 2010 for a 55% decrease in the South Atlantic states. However, during that 
25-year period, there is substantial fluctuation, with the peak years in 1985, 1988 and 1996. 
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Figure 1: Number of for-hire trips in South Atlantic Region from 1985 to 2010 based on MRFSS 
data 
 

In addition to trip statistics, harvest data suggest a decrease in the for-hire recreational 
catch of a variety of fish species. Although a variety of species are harvested by recreational 
anglers in the South Atlantic states (see chapter 4), for illustration purposes, trends in the for-hire 
harvest of dolphinfish, which is caught across all the South Atlantic states are reported in Figure 2. 
The number of dolphinfish caught varies from a maximum of about 793 thousand in 1995 to a low 
(since 1987) of about 181 thousand in 2009, the year data were sought in the report. 
 

 
 
Figure 2: For-hire harvest (number of fish) of Dolphinfish from 1985 to 2010 in the South Atlantic 
Region, based on MRFSS data 
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Understanding the distribution, characteristics, and economics of charter and head boat 
operations gives resource managers important information about demand. In the last 20 years, 
some type of catch restrictions have been placed on virtually all recreational fish species in the 
South Atlantic. It is clear that a good understanding of the rationale and impacts of such 
management decisions is based on an accurate assessment of demand parameters of the charter and 
head boat fleet. 
 

According to earlier studies (Holland and Milon 1989; Holland, Fedler and Milon 1999), 
the primary species involved in the charter and head boat fisheries are: grouper, snapper, king 
mackerel, dolphinfish, amberjack, spotted seatrout, and red drum. However, results indicated that 
some effort was directed at 23 different finfish species included in those studies. 
 

In addition to fishery resource issues, there is the additional consideration of fairness and 
equity to the charter and head industry. Resource allocations have an impact on the for-hire fishing 
business. Charter and head businesses are an important component of the recreational fishing 
sector that is dependent on the willingness of captains and owners to take business risks in 
anticipation of a profit. Decisions that influence the business climate in which they operate should 
be carefully evaluated. There is a need to understand the impact of fishery management decisions 
on individual operators as well as the industry as a whole. This is required for federal jurisdiction 
waters under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. The Regulatory 
Flexibility Act also calls for the consideration of the impact of regulations on targeted businesses. 
Most state and local government bodies have procedures for considering the impact of new rules 
on special business segments. 
 

Since the Gulf and South Atlantic waters are common property resources and this industry 
is significantly affected by federal fishing regulations, this report should provide useful 
information in selecting future regulations. Every year, the Fishery Management Councils 
(Councils) are faced with the problem of allocating scarce fishery stocks between the commercial 
and recreational sectors, and sometimes having to impose catch restrictions differentially for 
certain sub-sectors (e.g., for-hire sector). This has become more of an issue with the 
implementation of Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) per sector and the prospect of future 
implementation of ACL’s across other species. The lack of current information on the region-wide 
targeting of certain species and economics of the for-hire industry makes it difficult to provide 
impact scenarios of alternative management schemes to the Council, state fishery management 
agencies, the for-hire captains and the public to make informed decisions on the best allocation or 
catch restriction options. 
 

Within the recreational for-hire fleet, there are distinct sub-entities. Primarily, there are 
charter boats, somewhat analogous to taxicabs, where clients book the entire boat and crew for a 
four or eight hour trip (most often) for a trip fee for the group (generally up to 6) and with some 
ability to designate where they would like to fish; and head boats (also known as party boats), 
generally larger than charter boats, who operate more like buses, with a per person admission fee 
and, generally, the captain determines where the boat will fish on a given day. Thirdly, there are 
guideboats, usually serving smaller groups than charter boats, and often are smaller boats staying 
in bay, lagoon or backwater areas, and rarely in the open ocean waters. They are booked similar to 
charter boats, where a small group charters the boat and captain to go fishing. Lastly, there are 
other types of charter vessels that specialize in dive charters, ecotourism observation charters, 
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dinner cruise sightseeing boats, etc. This study will focus only on charter and head boats that focus 
on recreational fishing. A better understanding of these two for-hire sectors and a current 
assessment of their numbers may permit tailoring regulations and restrictions on specific segments 
of the industry. 
 

In 1978, Browder et al. completed a study of recreational for-hire boats docked on the 
Florida Gulf Coast. This study was an important milestone in understanding the charter and head 
fishing industry in Florida. The study is dated in an industry with considerable migration and 
turnover. The Browder et al. study took place at a time when fuel prices were increasing and there 
was much uncertainty about the economy. In 1987, Ditton conducted a charter and head boat study 
of the central and western Gulf States. The following year, Holland and Milon conducted a study 
of the structure and economics of the charter and head boat fleet of the Gulf coast of Florida 
(Holland and Milon 1989). Florida’s Atlantic coast charter industry was not included in the 1988 
study. A replication of these studies occurred in 1998-1999 (Sutton et. al. 1999; Holland, Fedler 
and Milon 1999), with the addition of the South Atlantic states in the Holland et al. report, and 
seeking 1997 data from boat operators. The charter and head boat operators of Florida are a 
dominant segment of the recreational fishing demand in the South Atlantic. These studies were 
based on in-person interviews with boat owner or operators and were compatible with each other 
and were more in-depth than the Browder study, both in the focus on species targeted and business 
economics. The current study provides updated information and allow some comparison to 
evaluate the changes in the industry over a twenty year period, with this being the fourth 
approximately ten-twelve year data points in the series. This report is for the South Atlantic states 
only; an almost parallel report is also available for the Gulf of Mexico states, with the project lead 
by Dr. Rex Caffey through the LSU Department of Agricultural Economics. 
 
 

Project Objectives 
 

The major purpose of this study is to provide fisheries managers with a current and 
longitudinal perspective on the charter and head boat sectors of Florida (east coast), Georgia, 
South and North Carolina by replicating and augmenting a previous study of the for-hire sector on 
the Gulf coast of Florida (Holland and Milon 1989). The study aims: 
 

1. To describe the distribution of charter and head boats by type of boat and location. 

2. To describe which species the charter and head boat fisheries are targeting and catching by 
seasonal variation. 

3. To report information on the demographics, economics and business characteristics of 
charter and head boat operations. 

4. To estimate the economic impacts of these regions’ charter and head boat recreational 
fishing related expenditures on the Florida, Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina 
economies. 

5. To report operators perceptions of problems in their industry and degree of cooperation 
with relevant agencies. 

6. To compare 2009 results with 1998 charter and head boat study and report trends. 
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Methods 

 
 
Defining Charter and Head Boats 
 

Charter boats are typically defined as vessels for hire that carry six or fewer passengers in 
addition to the crew, whereas head boats (also known as party boats) are for-hire vessels that carry 
more than six passengers. It has been found in past studies that one of the best ways of 
discriminating between boats is the structure of the fee charged. In this study, charter boats are 
defined as for-hire vessels operating primarily in offshore waters with a base fee charged on a 
small group basis (similar to a taxi). Head boats also operate offshore or near-shore on a for-hire 
basis but charge a per-person fee. Generally, vessels classified as charter boats are smaller than 
head boats (though 18 feet or longer in this study, to distinguish them from near-shore guide 
boats), carry six or fewer passengers, and operate only when the vessel has been chartered. Head 
boats are larger, carry more passengers, operate on a schedule, require a minimum number of 
passengers in order to make a trip, and will carry as many passengers as licensed capacity allows 
them to maximize income. 
 
 
For-Hire Vessel Population and Sample 
 

The population of charter and head boats is constantly changing as noted by Ditton and 
Loomis (1985) and Ditton and Vize (1987). The result is a difficulty in obtaining a complete 
census of the industry in order to estimate its size at any one point in time. A population estimate 
for charter boats 18 feet in length or longer was generated from a variety of sources. In Florida, 
there were there were 478 charter boats in Nassau-Dade Counties of which 234 were greater than 
18 feet. All documented head boats were counted. This information is based on the Florida Fish & 
Wildlife Conservation Commission Fish & Wildlife Research Institute For-Hire Telephone 
Survey (FHTS) vessel list. The Florida database that contains license information was not used 
because there are a number of vessels operating with only captain’s licenses and no charter vessel 
license. 
 

South Carolina and Georgia Department of Natural Resources (DNR) provided a list of 
state registered charter and head boats. North Carolina DNR was not willing to share their list. 
Because the target population was charter and head boats in federal waters, those lists were not 
used as the sole source. To supplement those lists, the NOAA NMFS boat registration database 
was accessed and three lists of charter and head boats by fish species (Dolphin/Wahoo, Grouper 
and Pelagic) were generated. After deleting duplicates and further comparing the listed boats to the 
head boat list from Ken Brennan of NOAA Southeast Fisheries Center, the population numbers in 
Table 1 and Table 2 were established. In the recent North Carolina report by Dumas et al. (2009), 
there were 750 charter and head boats reported. When we confine the population to federal waters, 
324 in North Carolina seems reasonable. 
 

The total offshore charter boat population was estimated at 710 vessels in the study area. 
About 21% of the charter boat owners or captains were surveyed throughout (Table 1). Target 
sample sizes were set for each state in order to achieve sufficient numbers to insure meaningful 
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results. Some states were more difficult to get responses from than others, notably North Carolina 
and Florida. 
 
Table 1: Estimated charter boat population and study sample size and proportions by state 

State 
Charter Boats 

Estimated Population (N) Sample Size (n) Sample Proportion 
(%) 

North Carolina 324 47 14.5 
South Carolina 122 26 21.3 
Georgia 30 15 50.0 
Florida (east) 234 61 26.1 
Total 710 149 21.0 

 
An estimated 64 head boats were documented across the South Atlantic region. Over 

one-third (40%) of the head boat owners or captains were surveyed (Table 2). 
 
Table 2: Estimated head boat population and study sample size and proportions by state 

State 
Head Boats 

Estimated Population (N) Sample Size (n) Sample Proportion 
(%) 

North Carolina 17 4 23.5 
South Carolina 9 5 55.5 
Georgia 3 1 33.3 
Florida (east) 36 15 42.8 
Total 64 25 39.7 

 
 
Data Collection 
 

Letters, phone calls and on-site at marina intercepts were used to contact operators to 
explain the intent of the survey and encourage participation. Sample sizes varied by state; for 
charter boats, 26% were sampled in Florida (Atlantic side only; not including Monroe County), 
50% in Georgia, 21% in South Carolina and 15% in North Carolina. For head boats, 43% were 
sampled in Florida (Atlantic side only; not including Monroe County), 33% in Georgia (which was 
only one boat), 56% in South Carolina and 24% in North Carolina. A 13-page survey with 62 
questions was developed to collect information on the operator’s background and characteristics, 
boat description, species information, operating policies, boat operation, business operation 
characteristics, community ties, and opinions concerning current fisheries regulations (Appendix 
D). The survey was based on the 1998 survey conducted by Holland, Fedler and Milon (1999) with 
some additions and modifications to be comparable with the on-going parallel for-hire survey in 
process for the Gulf of Mexico states. Participants were offered at $25 gift card upon survey 
completion. 
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Charter and head boat operators in Florida were interviewed by either trained field 

personnel employed by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute who were experienced at 
conducting for-hire catch surveys and who were stationed near the coast, or by an experienced 
academic surveyor roaming the Florida east coast. Florida operator interviews were conducted 
October 2010 through May 2011. Each interview took 25-45 minutes. In some cases, captains 
contacted previously were unavailable and alternative captains were substituted. The sample was 
primarily a convenience sample of boats available across the 8 month surveying period. Surveyors 
reported a fair amount of anger among captains due to the proposed Amendment 17A to Red 
Snapper Fishery Management Plan that proposed a total prohibition of harvest and possession of 
red snapper and included alternatives that would prohibit the harvest of all snapper grouper 
species in certain areas in addition to a prohibition of red snapper harvest/possession throughout 
the exclusive economic zone (EEZ). The alternatives for the closed areas focused on locations 
where concentrated landings of red snapper are reported, primarily off the coasts of Georgia and 
the north and central east coasts of Florida. Due to this anger, many refused to cooperate with 
being surveyed as a form of protest. Interviews were completed with 61 of the 234 charter boats 
and 15 of the 35 head boats in Florida. 
 

In North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia, charter and head boat operators were 
contacted by letters, phone calls and on-site at marina intercepts by trained academic surveyors 
associated with Clemson University. Attempts such as an introductory letter and phone calls were 
made to sample a random population of boats but in most cases, a convenience sample of boats 
available at the marina across the survey period from September to November 2010. For the 
charter boat group, 47 of 324 charter boats were surveyed in North Carolina, 26 of 122 in South 
Carolina, and 15 of 30 in Georgia. Overall, 19% of the known population of charter boats was 
surveyed in these three states. The head boat fleet size was small in each of the three states with 4 
of 17 head boats surveyed in North Carolina and 5 of 9 in South Carolina. Only three head boats 
were identified in Georgia. Only one agreed to be surveyed. Overall, 35% of the head boats in 
these three states were surveyed. 
 
For-Hire Activity Centers 
 

A list of the primary aggregation locations of the for-hire boats is presented in Table 3. 
However, there are many boats also scattered in smaller coastal communities between these 
centers of activity, which are shown in Table 4. 

 
Table 3: Primary port communities where for-hire vessels are located in South Atlantic States 
State Port Communities 

North Carolina Wilmington, Hatteras, Manteo, Morehead City/Atlantic Beach, Kill 
Devil Hills/Nags Head 

South Carolina Myrtle Beach, Murrells Inlet, Charleston/Mt. Pleasant, Little Rivers 
Georgia Savannah 

Florida (east) Miami/Miami Beach, Ft. Lauderdale, Port Canaveral, Melbourne, Ponce 
Inlet, St. Augustine 
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Table 4: Number of charter and head boats by county in South Atlantic Region 
State County Charter boats Head boats 
North Carolina Atlantic Beach 9 1 
 Beaufort 6 0 
 Calabash 2 7 
 Cape Carterel 5 0 
 Carolina Beach  13 0 
 Charlotte 5 0 
 Frisco 6 0 
 Hampstead 5 0 
 Hatteras 27 2 
 Kill Devil Hills 11 0 
 Kitty Hawk  5 0 
 Manteo  23 1 
 Morehead City  10 2 
 Nags Head 7 0 
 Oak Island 12 1 
 Raleigh  5 0 
 Shallotte 5 0 
 Southport 12 0 
 Supply  7 0 
 Wanchese 9 0 
 Wilmington 20 0 
 Other 120 3 
South Carolina Charleston 16 0 
 Little River 14 3 
 Mt. Pleasant 9 1 
 Murrells Inlet 22 1 
 Myrtle Beach/N. Myrtle Beach 14 3 
 Other 47 1 
Georgia Savannah  8 2 
 Other 22 1 
Florida  Nassau 15 0 
 Duval 10 2 
 St. Johns 18 2 
 Flagler 0 0 
 Volusia 28 5 
 Brevard 28 6 
 Indian River 10 2 
 St. Lucie 10 1 
 Martin 12 2 
 Palm Beach 68 5 
 Broward 46 5 
 Miami-Dade 52 5 
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As might be expected, the largest concentrations of charter boats are in the three Southeast 

Florida counties with 56% being in Dade-Broward and Palm Beach counties. About 30% are 
located in central Florida counties and 15% in north Florida counties; roughly parallel to the state’s 
population distribution. State totals are: Florida (east) 297 charter boats, 35 head boats; Georgia 30 
charter boats, 3 head boats; South Carolina 122 charter boats, 9 head boats; and North Carolina 
324 charter boats and 17 head boats. Of the 297 Florida charter boats, only 234 were greater than 
18 feet in length; which is the population sampled in surveys. Guide boats are not included in this 
study.  
 

Charter boat populations have decreased about 27% across the south Atlantic states (Table 
5). Further comparison showed that Florida and Georgia accounted for most of the decrease and 
South Carolina decreased some too. North Carolina increased in the number of charter boats. In 
checking with charter captain representatives, they believe the boat population decrease in the 
three states is real and some is attributable to the economic recession, fluctuating fuel costs and 
insurance rate increases but also the restrictive federal regulations (e.g., closed seasons, 
restrictions on areas to fish, reduced bag limits, and the complicated open, closures, size, species, 
restrictions that vary regularly, etc.) are also driving captains to close their businesses. They can’t 
keep up with the constant changes. In the case of North Carolina, North Carolina Sea Grant reports 
that before 1997, only commercial fishermen could provide charter fishing services but in 1997, 
the state government passed the fisheries reform act. Since then, anyone can apply for a for-hire 
boat fishing permit without restrictions. And, they report that the number has been dramatically 
increasing as reflected in the 57% population increase since 1998. 
 

Head boat populations decreased 20% across the south Atlantic states. Most of the 
decrease was in South Carolina and Florida and a one head boat decrease in North Carolina and 
one head boat increase in Georgia. Overall, the number of head boats decreased from 80 to 64 
since 1998. 
 
Table 5: For-hire sector population changes, 1998 to 2009 
 Charter boats  Head boats 
Region 1998  2009  Percent  1998  2009  Percent 
 Population Population Change   Population Population Change 
North Carolina    207     324 +57%      18     17    -6% 
South Carolina    174     122 -30%      18      9   -50% 
Georgia     56      30 -47%       2      3  +50% 
Florida (east)    615     297 -52%      42     35   -17% 
Total  1,052     773 -27%      80     64 -20% 
 
 
Data Analysis 
 

The data was coded into a SPSS data set, checked for accuracy and appropriate codes for 
missing values were included. Most of the descriptive analysis was performed on SPSS-PC 19.0. 
The economic impact analysis (Chapter 6) was conducted using IMPLAN. Results are presented in 
Chapters 2 – 8. 
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Chapter 2 
DEMOGRAPHICS, EXPERIENCE, BACKGROUND 

and COMMUNITY TENURE 
 
 

In this chapter, the characteristics of charter and head boat operators are presented and 
examined with respect to difference between states. The purpose of these questions was to gain a 
better understanding of the personal history, work history, and community integration of for-hire 
operators in the South Atlantic states. 
 
 

Charter Boat Operators 
 
Demographics 
 
 The mean age for operators in the four-state region varied between 46 and 55 (Table 6). In 
both North Carolina and Georgia, the most common response category was 61 years of age or 
older (> 60). South Carolina operators were younger than the other states, averaging 46 with a 
median age of 44. There was only one female operator interviewed in Georgia; all other 
respondents across the states were male. The vast majority of charter boat operators have 
completed High School (97%) and 20% to 50% have a college degree (Table 7). The majority of 
charter boat operators are married (64% to 85% depending on state) (Table 8). Charter boat 
operators had 2.5 people in their household on average (Table 9). The modal response was 2, and 
the median was 2 for all but South Carolina. Operators in South Carolina had the largest 
households (2.8), and operators in Georgia had the smallest households (2.1).  
 
 
Table 6: Number and percent of charter operators by age category 
 North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
Age (years) n %  n %  n %  n % 
   < 31 1 2.2  2 8.0  0 0.0  4 6.8 
   31 – 40 4 8.7  6 24.0  2 14.3  11 18.6 
   41 – 50 13 28.3  8 32.0  3 21.4  11 18.6 
   51 – 60 11 23.9  6 24.0  4 28.6  18 30.5 
   > 60 17 37.0  3 12.0  5 35.7  15 25.4 
   Total 46 100.0  25 100.0  14 100.0  59 100.0 
Statistics:            
   Mean 53.4  46.2  54.6  50.6 
   Median 54.0  44.0  57.5  52.0 
   StdDev 10.6  2.7  12.1  12.1 
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Table 7: Number and percent of charter operators by highest level of education 

Highest level of 
education 

North 
Carolina 

 South 
Carolina 

 Georgia  Florida (east) 

n %  n %  n %  n % 
Some High School 2 4.3  0 0.0  0 0.0  2 3.3 
High School Degree 10 21.3  3 11.5  3 21.4  29 47.5 
Some College 15 31.9  10 38.5  4 28.6  16 26.2 
College Degree 14 29.8  10 38.5  7 50.0  12 19.7 
Post Graduate Degree 6 12.8  3 11.5  0 0.0  2 3.3 
Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  14 100.0  61 100.0 

 
 
Table 8: Number and percent of charter operators by marital status 
Marital  
status 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

Single 5 10.6  3 11.5  2 15.4  17 28.8 
Married 36 76.6  21 80.8  11 84.6  38 64.4 
Divorced 4 8.5  2 7.7  0 0.0  3 5.1 
Widowed 1 2.1  0 0.0  0 0.0  1 1.7 
Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  13 100.0  59 100.0 

 
 
Table 9: Number and percent of charter operators by number of individuals in their household 
Number of 
individuals 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   1 5 10.6  2 7.7  4 26.7  15 25.0 
   2 27 57.4  10 38.5  6 40.0  22 36.7 
   3 6 12.8  7 26.9  4 26.7  11 18.3 
   4 or more 9 19.2  7 26.9  1 6.7  12 20.0 
   Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  60 100.0 
Statistics:            
   Mean 2.4  2.8  2.1  2.4 
   Median 2.0  3.0  2.0  2.0 
   StdDev 1.0  1.0  1.0  1.2 

 
 
 The amount of total household income varied with about 20% of charter boat operators 
reporting total household incomes less than $40,000 and 29.4% reporting household incomes more 
than $100,000 (Table 10). The most frequent response category was $60,000 to $79,999 with 22% 
of the responses in Georgia, South and North Carolina and lower in Florida with 36% listing 
$20,000 to $39,999. While 19% of respondents reported earning 100% of their income from 
charter boat fishing (Table 11), the average response was 49%. About 63% reported earning 50% 
or less of their income from charter fishing though the range across the four states was 15-78%. 
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Table 10: Number and percent of charter operators by household income 

Household income 
($1,000) 

North 
Carolina 

 South 
Carolina 

 Georgia  Florida (east) 

n %  n %  n %  n % 
   < $20 3 7.3  0 0.0  0 0.0  1 2.0 
   $20 − $39 5 12.2  0 0.0  2 18.2  21 42.9 
   $40 − $59 9 22.0  1 4.8  2 18.2  8 16.3 
   $60 − $79 10 24.4  8 38.1  1 9.0  7 14.3 
   $80 − $99 4 9.8  5 23.8  3 27.3  3 6.1 
   $100 − $119 3 7.3  4 19.0  3 27.3  5 10.2 
   $120 − $139 3 7.3  1 4.8  0 0.0  1 2.0 
   $140 − $159 0 0.0  2 9.5  0 0.0  3 6.1 
   $160 − $179 3 7.3  0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0 
   $180 − $199 1 2.4  0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0 
   $200 − $249 0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0 
   > $250 0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0 
   Total 41 100.0  21 100.0  11 100.0  49 100.0 
Statistics:            
   Mean $76.22  $91.90  $75.45  $59.90 
   Median $64.00  $83.00  $83.00  $42.00 
   StdDev $22.72  $13.75  $24.18  $21.10 

Note: Due to the categorical coding of these data, the statistics refer to the middle of category rounded off estimates. 
 
 
Table 11: Number and percent of charter operators by percentage of household income derived 
from the charter business 

% income from 
charter business 

North 
Carolina 

 South 
Carolina 

 Georgia  Florida (east) 

n %  n %  n %  n % 
   0% 2 4.3  1 4.2  0 0.0  4 7.4 
   1 − 25% 15 32.6  8 33.3  2 15.4  11 20.4 
   26 − 50% 19 41.3  6 25.0  7 53.8  9 16.7 
   51 − 75% 3 6.5  7 29.2  1 7.7  7 13.0 
   76 − 99% 2 4.3  0 0.0  0 0.0  5 9.2 
   100% 5 10.9  2 8.3  3 23.1  18 33.3 
   Total 46 100.0  24 100.0  13 100.0  83 100.0 
Statistics:            
   Mean 41.1  41.4  54.0  60.5 
   Median 45.0  40.0  50.0  65.0 
   StdDev 29.1  32.8  31.4  36.9 
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Background and Experience 
 
 Most charter boat operators are in the charter business full time (79%) (Table 12). The 
percentage was highest in North Carolina (89%) and lowest in South Carolina (62%). On average, 
respondents have been operating a charter boat for 17.5 years (Table 13). The modal response 
category was 2-5 years and the median ranged from 7 to 19 across the four states. On average, 
respondents reported operating for a longer period in North Carolina (19.6) and a shorter period in 
South Carolina (10.0). The vast majority (90%) of charter boat operators expect to be in business 
in three years (Table 14), the highest response being in South Carolina (100%) and the lowest in 
Florida (84%). 
 
Table 12: Number and percent of charter operators by full-time or part-time operators 
Type of  North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
operator n %  n %  n %  n % 
Full 42 89.4  16 61.5  11 73.3  50 82.0 
Part 5 10.6  10 38.5  4 26.7  11 18.0 
Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  61 100.0 

 
 
Table 13: Number and percent of charter operators by years spent operating a charter boat 

 
 
Table 14: Number and percent of charter operators by expectation of being in the charter business 
three years from now 
Still be in  North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
business n %  n %  n %  n % 
Yes 42 89.4  26 100.0  14 93.3  51 83.6 
No 5 10.6  0 0.0  1 6.7  10 16.4 
Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  61 100.0 

 
 

Years North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
operating n %  n %  n %  n % 
  0 - 1 3 6.4  7 26.9  2 13.3  2 3.3 
  2 - 5 13 27.7  11 42.3  4 26.7  4 6.6 
  6 - 10 5 10.6  3 11.5  3 20.0  16 26.2 
  11 - 15 6 12.8  2 7.7  1 6.7  9 14.8 
  16 - 20 8 17.0  2 7.7  1 6.7  9 9.8 
  21 - 25 2 4.3  1 3.8  1 6.7  6 9.8 
  26 - 30 10 21.3  0 0.0  3 20.0  7 11.5 
  > 30 0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0  11 18.0 
  Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  61 100.0 
Statistics:            
  Mean 19.6  10.0  17.9  19.0 
  Median 19.0  7.0  13.0  15.0 
  StdDev 11.1  6.9  13.1  12.5 
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Integration into Local Communities 
 

The majority of operators reported being first generation charter boat operators (75%) 
(Table 15). The percentage was highest in Georgia (86%) and lowest in Florida (69%). The vast 
majority (94%) of respondents reported living in their home port county (Table 16). Respondents 
reported operating out of their home port for 14.2 years on average (Table 17). The most common 
response category was between 6 and 10 years. South Carolina operators reported the shortest 
average tenure at 6.9 years.  
 
 
Table 15: Number and percent of charter operators by first, second, or third generation operators 

Generation North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

First 35 74.5  21 80.8  12 85.7  42 68.8 
Second 10 21.3  4 15.4  1 7.1  17 27.9 
Third 2 4.3  1 3.8  1 7.1  2 3.3 
Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  14 100.0  61 100.0 

 
 
Table 16: Number and percent of charter operators by whether they live in their home port county 
Live in  North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
port county n %  n %  n %  n % 
Yes 43 91.5  24 92.3  14 93.3  59 96.7 
No 4 8.5  2 7.7  1 6.7  2 3.3 
Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  61 100.0 

 
 
Table 17: Number and percent of charter operators by years of operation out of their home port 

 
  

Years at  
home port 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   0 − 1 1 2.2  2 7.7  1 6.7  2 3.3 
   2 − 5 7 15.2  12 46.2  1 6.7  10 16.4 
   6 − 10 14 30.4  8 30.8  4 26.7  14 23.0 
   11 − 15 4 8.7  2 7.7  4 26.7  12 19.6 
   16 − 20 3 6.5  1 3.8  1 6.7  5 8.2 
   21 − 25 9 19.6  1 3.8  2 13.3  6 9.8 
   26 − 30 3 6.5  0 0.0  1 6.7  4 6.6 
   > 30 5 10.9  0 0.0  1 6.7  8 13.1 
   Total 46 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  61 100.0 
Statistics:            
   Mean 16.5  6.9  15.8  15.7 
   Median 12.0  5.0  13.0  12.0 
   StdDev 12.2  5.2  12.6  11.3 
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 Membership in local charter boat associations ranged from a high of 93% in Georgia to a 
low of 23% in Florida (Table 18). North Carolina operators also reported belonging to these 
associations less frequently at only 45%. Membership in a National Charter Boat association 
ranged from 87% in Georgia to very low in Florida at 11.5%. Recreational association 
membership also had a wide range from 77% in North Carolina to 21% in Florida. Only 7% of 
respondents reported being a member of a non-fishing conservation organization. Similarly, 
membership in a local chamber of commerce ranged from 81% to 15% across the four states. Most 
charter boat operators reported giving referrals to local businesses; only 11% of operators reported 
not giving any referrals (Table 19); 35% report giving referral to taxidermists and 81% report 
giving referral to other local businesses. Operators in Georgia were more likely to report not giving 
referrals (40%). 
 
 
Table 18: Number and percent of charter operators by membership in fishing or business related 
organization 
Organization  
   /Member? 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

Local Chart Boat Association:        
   Yes  21 44.7  22 84.6  14 93.3  14 23.0 
   No 26 55.3  4 15.4  1 6.7  47 77.0 
National Chart Boat Association:        
   Yes  40 85.1  20 76.9  13 86.7  7 11.5 
   No 7 14.9  6 23.1  2 13.3  54 88.5 
Recreational Fishing Association:        
   Yes  36 76.6  18 69.2  4 26.7  13 21.3 
   No 11 23.4  8 30.8  11 73.3  48 78.7 
Non-Fishing Conservation Group:        
   Yes  1 2.1  1 3.8  4 26.7  5 8.2 
   No 46 97.9  25 96.2  11 73.3  56 91.8 
Chamber of Commerce:        
   Yes  38 80.9  21 80.8  8 46.7  9 14.8 
   No 9 19.1  5 19.2  7 53.3  52 85.2 

 
 
Table 19: Number and percent of charter operators by referrals to local businesses 
Referrals  North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
given n %  n %  n %  n % 
No 4 8.7  0 0.0  6 40.0  6 9.8 
Yes:            
  Taxidermy 9 19.6  7 26.9  2 13.3  39 63.9 
  Other 43 93.5  24 92.3  9 60.0  41 67.2 
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Head Boat Operators 
 
Demographics 
 

The mean age of head boat operators was 51.4 years old and almost half of respondents 
reported being in the 41-50 age range (Table 20). All head boat operators attended at least some 
college (Table 21) in North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia but in Florida, almost half of the 
captains had no more than a high school education. Across the four states, about 1/3 had a college 
degree or higher. All (100%) of surveyed head boat operators were male, and almost all (87%) 
reported being married (Table 22). Head boat operators had 2.6 people in their household on 
average (Table 23). The modal response was 2 and the median was 2.1. The amount of total 
household income substantially varied with 17% of head boat operators reporting total household 
income less than $40,000 and 28% reported household income more than $100,000 (Table 24). 
The most common response categories were $40,000 to $59,999 with 33% of the responses. Head 
boat operators reported earning 75% of their household income from fishing on average (Table 
25); the median response was 90%. About two-fifths (43%) of respondents indicated that all of 
their income was derived from their head boat fishing business and 74% said more than half of 
their household income was from the head boat fishing business (Table 25). 
 
Table 20: Number and percent of head boat operators by age  

Age (years) NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   < 31 0 0.0  1 6.7 
   31 – 40 3 30.0  2 13.3 
   41 – 50 5 50.0  6 40.0 
   51 – 60 2 20.0  2 13.3 
   > 60 0 0.0  4 26.7 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 53.3  50.2 
   Median 54.0  48.0 
   StdDev 8.1  12.3 

 
 
Table 21: Number and percent of head boat operators by highest level of formal education 

Highest level of 
education 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   Some high school 0 0.0  1 6.7 
   High school degree 0 0.0  6 40.0 
   Some college 4 40.0  6 40.0 
   College degree 2 20.0  1 6.7 
   Post graduate degree 4 40.0  1 6.7 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.1 
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Table 22: Number and percent of head boat operators by marital status 

Marital status NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   Single 1 10.0  0 0.0 

   Married 9 90.0  11 84.6 

   Divorced 0 0.0  2 15.4 

   Widowed 0 0.0  0 0.0 

   Total 10 100.0  13 100.0 

 
 
Table 23: Number and percent of head boat operators by number of individuals in their household 

Household size NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   1 person 0 0.0  2 13.3 
   2 persons 5 50.0  8 53.4 
   3 persons 3 30.0  2 13.3 
   4 or more persons 2 20.0  3 20.0 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 2.7  2.5 
   Median 2.5  1.8 
   StdDev 0.8  1.1 

 
 
Table 24: Number and percent of head boat operators by household income 

Household income NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   < $20,000 0 0.0  0 0 
   $20,000 – $39,999 1 16.6  3 25.0 
   $40,000 – $59,999 2 33.3  4 33.3 
   $60,000 – $79,999 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   $80,000 – $99,999 2 33.3  1 8.3 
   $100,000 – $119,999 0 0.0  1 8.3 
   $120,000 – $139,999 1 16.6  0 0.0 
   $140,000 – $159,999 0 0.0  1 8.3 
   $160,000 – $179,999 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   $180,000 – $199,999 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   $200,000 – $249,999 0 0.0  1 8.3 
   > $250,000 0 0.0  1 8.3 
   Total 6 99.8  12 98.8 
Statistics:      
   Mean $73,300  $97,080 
   Median $60,000  $42,000 
   Std Dev $35,940  $72,334 

Note: Due to the categorical coding, the statistics are reported for the middle category rounded off estimates.  
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Table 25: Number and percent of head boat operators by percentage of household income derived 
from the head boat business 
Income from head 
boat (%) 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0% 0 0.0  1 6.7 
   1 – 25% 0 0.0  1 6.7 
   26 – 50% 1 12.5  3 20.0 
   51 – 75% 1 12.5  2 13.3 
   76 – 99% 1 12.5  3 20.0 
   100% 5 62.5  5 33.3 
   Total 8 100.0  15 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 86.3  68.5 
   Median 100.0  85.0 
   StdDev 23.4  35.3 

 
 
Background and Experience 
 

All head boat operators (100%) reported being full time operators (Table 26). North 
Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia respondents indicated operating a head boat for an average 
of 29.5 years compared to 21.0 years in Florida (Table 27).  
 
Table 26: Number and percent of head boat operators by full-time or part-time operators 

Type of operator NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   Full time 10 100.0  15 100.0 
   Part time 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 

 
Table 27: Number and percent of head boat operators by years spent operating a head boat 

Years in operation NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 – 1 years 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   2 – 5 years 0 0.0  4 26.7 
   6 – 10 years 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   11 – 15 years 1 10.0  2 13.3 
   16 – 20 years 1 10.0  1 6.7 
   21 – 25 years 2 20.0  2 13.3 
   26 – 30 years 0 0.0  3 20.0 
   > 30 years 6 60.0  3 20.0 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 29.5  21.0 
   Median 32.0  21.0 
   StdDev 8.6  14.6 
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 All North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia respondents (100%) indicated that they 
expected to still be in the head boat business in three years but only 80% of Florida respondents 
thought so (Table 28). 
 
Table 28: Number and percent of head boat operators by expectation of being in the head boat 
business three years from now 

Remain in business NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   Yes 9 100.0  12 80.0 
   No 0 0.0  3 20.0 
   Total 9 100.0  15 100.0 

 
 
Integration into Local Communities 
 

Two-thirds of all head boat operators surveyed (68%) reported being first generation 
operators (Table 29). Nearly all (96%) of head boat operators reported living in their home port 
county (Table 30). Head boat operators reported operating out of their home port for 18.5 years on 
average; the median response was 14.3 (Table 31). Membership in local charter boat associations 
was low at 21% (Table 32). Membership in a National Charter Boat association was slightly higher 
at 25%. Only 8% reported being members in a recreational fishing association. Only one 
respondent (4%) reported being a member of a non-fishing conservation organization. 
Membership in the Chamber of Commerce was fairly high at 56% for the North Carolina, South 
Carolina and Georgia region but only 13% for Florida operators. Almost all (96%) head boat 
operators reported giving referrals to local businesses (Table 33). About half (46%) of the 
respondents reported giving referrals to taxidermists and 80% reported giving referrals to other 
local businesses. 
 
Table 29: Number and percent of head boat operators by first, second, or third generation operators 

Generation NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   First 5 50.0  12 80.0 
   Second 2 20.0  3 20.0 
   Third 3 30.0  0 0.0 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 

 
 
Table 30: Number and percent of head boat operators by whether they live in their home port 
county 

Live in port county NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   Yes 9 90.0  15 100.0 
   No 1 10.0  0 0.0 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 
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Table 31: Number and percent of head boat operators by years of operation out of their home port 

Years at home port NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 – 1 years 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   2 – 5 years 0 0.0  4 26.7 
   6 – 10 years 2 22.2  2 13.3 
   11 – 15 years 2 22.2  3 20.0 
   16 – 20 years 1 11.1  1 6.7 
   21 – 25 years 2 22.2  1 6.7 
   26 – 30 years 1 11.1  0 0.0 
   > 30 years 1 11.1  4 26.7 
   Total 9 100.0  15 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 19.4  18.0 
   Median 18.0  12.0 
   StdDev 9.9  15.1 

 
 
Table 32: Number and percent of head boat operators by membership in fishing or business related 
organizations 
Organization  

   /Member? 
NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 

n %  n % 
Local Chart Boat Association:     
   Yes  1 11.1  4 26.7 
   No 8 88.8  11 73.3 
National Chart Boat Association:     
   Yes  3 33.3  3 20.0 
   No 6 66.6  12 80.0 
Recreational Fishing Association:     
   Yes  1 11.1  1 6.7 
   No 8 88.8  14 93.3 
Non-Fishing Conservation Group:     
   Yes  0 0.0  1 6.7 
   No 9 100.0  14 93.3 
Chamber of Commerce:     
   Yes  5 55.5  2 13.3 
   No 4 44.4  13 86.7 

 
 
Table 33: Number and percent of head boat operators by referrals to local businesses 

Years at home port NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

No 0 0.0  1 6.7 
Yes:      
   Taxidermy 3 30.0  8 53.3 
   Other 8 80.0  12 80.0 
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Chapter 3 
BOAT DESCRIPTION and PRODUCTS OFFERED 

 
 
 This chapter will examine the boats and equipment utilized in the charter and head boat 
fishing fleets in North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia and Florida-Atlantic coast. Additionally, 
permits and licenses held by the operators will be examined. 
 
 

Charter Boat Operators 
 
Boat Description 
 
 The majority charter boat operators indicated that their boat hulls were made of fiberglass 
(74%) (Table 34), wood was the next most popular material (23%). Wood hulls were particularly 
popular in North Carolina (57%). Charter boat operators indicated a wide variety of different boat 
lengths (Table 35). The mean length was 47.5 feet and the median was 40. About 14% of 
respondents had charter boats under 26 feet and 9.5% had boats over 55 feet. Charter boats in 
Georgia boats were shorter, measuring only 23.0 feet on average. Half (50%) of charter operators 
indicated owning single engine boats and half indicated owning twin engine boats (Table 36). 
Operators in Georgia were more likely to own single engine boats (87%) and Florida boats (60%) 
were most likely to be twin engine. 
 
 Over two-thirds (77%) of charter boat operators indicated having diesel engines on their 
charter boats (Table 37). Operators in Georgia were much more likely to indicate owning gas 
engines (87%). The majority (83%) of charter boat operators indicated having inboard engines 
(Table 38). Respondents indicated a mean total horsepower of 713hp (Table 39). The median 
response was 575hp and charter boats in Georgia were less powerful, having a median of only 
225hp, a little more than half of what the median was for South Carolina and Florida. Most charter 
boat operators (96.6%) indicated that their boats held maximum 6 or fewer passengers (Table 40). 
The mean maximum capacity was 6.1 and the median was 6.0. About one-fifth (20.3%) of charter 
boat operators indicated having center consoles in their boats (Table 41). All other features were 
more widely available including fly-bridges (60%), cabins (59%), and fighting chairs (46%). 
Charter boat operators in Georgia (87%) were more likely to have center consoles while operators 
in North Carolina were more likely to have fly-bridges (80%), cabins (74%), and fighting chairs 
(61%). 
 
Table 34: Number and percent of charter boats by hull material 

Hull material North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   Fiberglass 20 43.5  20 76.9  15 100.0  55 90.2 
   Steel 0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0 
   Wood 26 56.5  4 15.4  0 0.0  4 6.6 
   Aluminum 0 0.0  1 3.8  0 0.0  0 0.0 
   Other 0 0.0  1 3.8  0 0.0  2 3.2 
   Total 46 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  61 100.0 
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Table 35: Number and percent of charter boats by hull length (in feet) 

Hull length North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   < 26 feet 2 4.3  6 23.1  10 66.7  3 5.0 
   26 – 35 feet 5 10.6  8 30.8  5 33.3  15 25.0 
   36 – 45 feet 15 31.9  5 19.2  0 0.0  23 38.3 
   46 – 55 feet 15 31.9  3 11.5  0 0.0  19 31.7 
   > 55 feet 10 21.3  4 15.4  0 0.0  0 0.0 
   Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  60 100.0 
Statistics:            
   Mean  46.4  37.2  23.0  40.2 
   Median 46.0  33.0  22.0  41.5 
   StdDev 9.7  13.0  7.1  8.0 

 
 
Table 36: Number and percent of charter boats by number of engines 

Number of engines North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   Single 20 44.4  16 61.5  13 86.7  23 39.7 
   Twin 25 55.6  10 38.5  2 13.3  35 60.3 
   Total 45 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  58 100.0 

 
 
Table 37: Number and percent of charter boats by type of fuel 

Type of fuel North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   Gas 3 6.5  9 34.6  13 86.7  8 13.6 
   Diesel 43 93.5  17 65.4  2 13.3  51 86.4 
   Total 46 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  59 100.0 

 
 
Table 38: Number and percent of charter boats by engine position 

Position of engine North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   Inboard 41 91.1  16 64.0  12 85.7  43 84.3 
   Outboard 4 8.9  9 36.0  2 14.3  8 15.7 
   Total 45 100.0  25 100.0  14 100.0  51 100.0 

 
 
Table 39: Statistics on the engine horsepower of charter boats 

Horsepower North Carolina 
(n=46) 

South Carolina 
(n=26) 

Georgia 
(n=15) 

Florida (east) 
(n=56) 

   Mean  949 816 234 600 
   Median 832 430 225 443 
   StdDev 470 766 117 1,056 



 

23 
 

 
Table 40: Number and percent of charter boats by maximum passenger capacity 
Number of 
passengers 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   < 7 46 97.9  25 96.2  13 86.7  98.3 98.3 
   7 – 10 0 0.0  0 0.0  2 13.3  1.7 1.7 
   > 10 1 2.1  1 3.8  0 0.0  0.0 0.0 
   Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  100.0 100.0 
Statistics:            
   Mean 6.15  6.20  6.20  5.97 
   Median 6.0  6.0  6.0  6.0 
   StdDev 1.4  1.2  1.5  0.5 

 
 
Table 41: Number and percent of charter boats by boat features 
Boat 
features 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

Center console:        
   Yes  2 4.3  6 23.1  13 86.7  9 14.8 
   No 44 95.7  20 76.9  2 13.3  52 85.2 
Fly-bridge:        
   Yes  37 80.4  10 38.5  1 6.7  41 67.2 
   No 9 19.6  16 61.5  14 93.3  20 32.8 
Cabin:        
   Yes  34 74.0  13 50.0  1 7.0  40 65.6 
   No 12 26.0  13 50.0  14 93.0  21 34.4 
Fighting chair:        
   Yes  28 61.0  8 31.0  0 0.0  33 54.1 
   No 18 39.0  18 69.0  15 100.0  28 45.9 

 
 
Trip Description 
 

Charter boat operators indicated that on average 55% of their trips were half day trips 
(Table 42). Operators in North Carolina were less likely to go on half day trips (27%). Charter boat 
operators indicated that on average 56.2% of their trips were full day trips, the median response 
was 63.4% (Table 43). The most common response category for percent of full day trips was 
between 76 and 100% for North Carolina, and between 0 and 25% for South Carolina, Georgia, 
and Florida. Operators in Georgia were least likely to go on full day trips on average (31%). 
Charter boat operators indicated that on average 67.1% of their trips went into federal waters 
(Table 44). The median response was 84%. The most common response category was between 76 
and 100%. Operators in North Carolina were more likely to go to federal waters (85%) and 
operators in Georgia (32%) were least likely to go into federal waters. 
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Table 42: Number and percent of charter boats by percentage of trips that are half day 
Half day 
trips (%) 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

  0 – 25% 24 31.6  8 16.3  4 13.8  14 12.5 
  26 – 50% 6 7.9  4 8.2  4 13.8  16 14.3 
  51 – 75% 2 2.6  5 10.2  3 10.3  9 8.0 
   76 – 100% 4 5.3  7 14.3  5 17.2  17 15.2 
  Total 36 47.4  24 49.0  15 51.7  56 50.0 
Statistics:            
  Mean 27.1  50.1  60.1  53.6 
  Median 15.0  55.0  60.0  50.0 
  StdDev 30.4  37.4  29.3  28.3 

 
 
Table 43: Number and percent of charter boats by percentage of trips that are full day 
Full day 
trips (%) 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

  0 – 25% 0 0.0  10 20.4  8 27.6  26 23.3 
  26 – 50% 5 6.6  4 8.2  4 13.8  9 8.0 
  51 – 75% 3 3.9  3 6.1  2 6.9  13 11.6 
  76 – 100% 32 42.1  8 16.3  0 0.0  8 7.1 
  Total 40 52.6  25 51.0  14 48.3  56 50.0 
Statistics:            
  Mean 84.9  52.7  31.2  43.5 
  Median 90.0  50.0  25.0  40.0 
  StdDev 18.8  37.0  25.4  28.6 

 
 
Table 44: Number and percent of charter boats by percentage of trips in federal waters 
Trips in  
federal waters (%) 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

  0 – 25% 2 4.3  8 30.8  10 66.7  13 24.5 
  26 – 50% 4 8.5  3 11.5  1 6.7  11 20.8 
  51 – 75% 6 12.8  1 3.8  0 0.0  3 5.6 
  76 – 100% 35 74.5  14 53.8  4 26.7  26 49.1 
  Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  53 100.0 
Statistics:            
  Mean 84.5  62.0  32.1  64.1 
  Median 95.0  80.0  5.0  75.0 
  StdDev 25.1  39.7  42.8  37.7 
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Head Boat Operators 
 
Boat Description 
 

Over two-thirds (68%) of head boat operators indicated that their boat’s hulls were made of 
fiberglass (Table 45); wood and aluminum were the next most popular materials (16% each). 
Operators indicated a mean boat length of 60 feet and the median was 60 feet (Table 46). Over half 
(60%) of respondents had boats over 55 feet.  
 
 
Table 45: Number and percent of head boats by hull material 

Hull material NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   Fiberglass 6 60.0  11 73.4 
   Steel 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   Wood 2 20.0  2 13.3 
   Aluminum 2 20.0  2 13.3 
   Other 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 

 
 
Table 46: Number and percent of head boats by hull length (in feet) 

Hull length NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   < 26 feet 0 0.0  1 6.7 
   26 – 35 feet 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   36 – 45 feet 1 10.0  3 20.0 
   46 – 55 feet 4 40.0  1 6.7 
   > 55 feet 5 50.0  10 66.6 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 60.2  59.2 
   Median 55.0  64.0 
   StdDev 17.8  18.6 

 
 
 Head boat operators typically had twin engines (87%), diesel engines (96%), and inboard 
engines (90%) (Table 47, Table 48, and Table 49, respectively). Respondents indicated a mean 
total horsepower of 775 (Table 50). The median response was 736 horsepower. 
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Table 47: Number and percent of head boats by number of engines 

Number of engines NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   Single 0 0.0  2 13.3 
   Twin 7 87.5  13 86.7 
   Triple 1 12.5  0 0.0 
   Total 8 100.0  15 100.0 

 
 
Table 48: Number and percent of head boats by type of fuel 

Number of engines NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   Gas 1 10.0  0 0 
   Diesel 9 90.0  15 100.0 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 

 
 
Table 49: Number and percent of head boats by engine position 

Position of engine NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   Inboard 8 88.9  10 90.9 
   Outboard 1 11.1  1 9.1 
   Total 9 100.0  11 100.0 

 
 
Table 50: Statistics on engine horsepower of head boats 

Horsepower NC, SC, GA 
(n=9) 

 Florida (east) 
(n=15) 

   Mean 1,051  610 
   Median 920  625 
   StdDev 524  202 

 
 
 Head boat operators indicated that on average their boats can accommodate 57 passengers 
(Table 51). The median was 56 passengers and the most common response category was between 
20 and 40 passengers (40%) for the North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia operators. For 
Florida head boats, the two most commonly reported categories (accounting for 27% each) were 
less than 20 passengers and 61-80 passengers. The majority of all head boats surveyed had a center 
console and a cabin and at least half had a fly-bridge (Table 52). The majority of Florida head 
boats (80%) had a fighting chair but only a small portion of head boats in North Carolina, South 
Carolina or Georgia did (20%). 
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Table 51: Number and percent of head boats by maximum passenger capacity 
Number of 
passengers 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   < 20  1 10.0  4 26.6 
   20 – 40 4 40.0  2 13.3 
   41 – 60 2 20.0  1 6.7 
   61 – 80 1 10.0  4 26.6 
   81 – 100 0 0.0  3 8.9 
   >100  2 20.0  1 6.7 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 59.7  54.9 
   Median 44.5  64.0 
   StdDev 50.4  39.2 

 
 
Table 52: Number and percent of head boats by boat features 
Boat  
Features 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

Center console:     
   Yes  2 20.0  1 6.7 
   No 8 80.0  14 93.3 
Fly-bridge:     
   Yes  5 50.0  4 26.7 
   No 5 50.0  11 73.3 
Cabin:     
   Yes  10 100.0  13 86.7 
   No 0 0.0  2 13.3 
Fighting chair:     
   Yes  8 80.0  3 20.0 
   No 2 20.0  12 80.0 

 
 
Trip Description 
 

Head boat operators indicated that on average 56% of their trips were half day trips (Table 
53). The median response was 62% and the most common response category was between 76 and 
100% for North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia and 26-50% for Florida. They also 
indicated that 50% of their trips were full day, with a median response of 46% (Table 54). Head 
boat operators indicated that on average 77% of their trips went into federal waters (Table 55). The 
median response was 93% and the most common response category was 76% - 100% across all 
four states.  
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Table 53: Number and percent of head boats by percentage of trips that are half day 

Half day trips (%) NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 – 25% 2 11.1  4 14.8 
   26 – 50% 1 5.6  5 18.5 
   51 – 75% 2 11.1  0 0.0 
   76 – 100% 5 27.7  4 14.8 
   Total 10 55.5  13 48.1 
Statistics:      
   Mean 65.0  48.8 
   Median 77.5  50.0 
   StdDev 36.4  32.8 

 
 
Table 54: Number and percent of head boats by percentage of trips that are full day 

Full day trips (%) NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 – 25% 4 22.2  4 14.8 
   26 – 50% 1 5.6  3 11.1 
   51 – 75% 1 5.6  2 7.4 
   76 – 100% 2 11.1  5 18.5 
   Total 8 44.5  14 51.8 
Statistics:      
   Mean 42.4  54.7 
   Median 27.0  57.5 
   StdDev 34.7  34.1 

 
 
Table 55: Number and percent of head boats by percentage of trips in federal waters 
Trips in federal 
waters (%) 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 – 25% 1 10.0  2 16.7 
   26 – 50% 2 20.0  0 0.0 
   51 – 75% 0 0.0  1 8.3 
   76 – 100% 7 70.0  9 75.0 
   Total 10 100.0  12 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 74.5  78.7 
   Median 87.5  97.0 
   StdDev 32.9  37.7 
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Chapter 4 
PERMITS HELD, TRIPS TAKEN and SPECIES TARGETED 

 
 
 In this chapter, the characteristics of charter and head boat operators are presented and 
examined with respect to differences between states with regard to their species focus, permits and 
licenses held, types of trips they take, and seasonal variations in species targeted. 
 
 

Charter Boat Operators 
 
Permits 

 
Across the four states, the most widely held permits were for South Atlantic Charter Head 

Boat for Migratory Pelagic (79%), Atlantic HMS Charter Head Boat (74%), and South Atlantic 
Charter Head Boat for Dolphin Wahoo (78%). Georgia operators were less likely to hold these 
permits (53%, 27%, and 47%). Other popular permits across the four states include South Atlantic 
Charter Head Boat for Snapper Grouper (70%), USCG Operator of Uninspected Passenger Vessel 
(OUPV)/”6-Pack” (53%), and any Commercial Fishing Licenses or Permits (State or Federal) 
(53%). The USCG Master, 100 Tons license was also held by almost half (49%) of the Florida 
vessels. A few other licenses were held by smaller numbers of charter boat operators (Table 56). 
 
Table 56: Number and percent of charter boats/operators by ownership of permits and licenses 
Possess 
license 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

Atlantic HMS Charter Head Boat:        
 44 93.6  21 80.8  4 26.7  42 68.9 
 3 6.4  5 19.2  11 73.3  19 31.1 
South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Dolphin Wahoo: 
 44 93.6  18 69.2  7 46.7  47 77.0 
 3 6.4  8 30.8  8 53.3  14 23.0 
South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic: 
 41 87.2  23 88.5  8 53.3  45 73.8 
 6 12.8  3 11.5  7 46.7  16 26.2 
South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Snapper Grouper: 
 34 72.3  23 88.5  9 60.0  41 67.2 
 13 27.7  3 11.5  6 40.0  20 32.8 
Gulf of Mexico Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic: 
 6 12.8  20 76.9  1 6.7  1 1.6 
 41 87.2  6 23.1  14 93.3  60 98.4 
Gulf of Mexico Charter Head Boat for Reef Fish: 
 0 0.0  0 0.0  1 6.7  1 1.6 
 47 100.0  26 100.0  14 93.3  60 98.4 
Historical Captain GoM Charter Head Boat for Coastal Migratory Pelagic Fish: 
 0 0.0  0 0.0  1 6.7  0 0.0 
 47 100.0  26.0 100.0  14 93.3  61 100.0 
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Possess 
license 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

Historical Captain GoM Charter Head Boat for Reef Fish: 
 0 0.0  1 3.8  1 6.7  0 0.0 
 47 100.0  25 96.2  14 93.3  61 100.0 
USCG Operator of Uninspected Passenger Vessel (OUPV)/”6-Pack”: 
 27 57.4  14 53.8  9 60.0  28 45.9 
 20 42.6  12 46.2  6 40.0  33 54.1 
USCG OUPV Limited:        
 8 17.0  2 7.7  4 26.7  5 8.2 
 39 83.0  24 92.3  11 73.3  56 91.8 
USCG Limited Master:        
 0 0.0  0 0.0  1 6.7  0 0.0 
 47 100.0  26 100.0  14 93.3  61 100.0 
USCG Master, 100 Tons:        
 16 34.0  10 38.5  2 13.3  30 49.2 
 31 66.0  16 61.5  13 86.7  31 50.8 
State Charter / For-Hire License(s):        
 18 38.3  7 26.9  8 53.3  13 21.3 
 29 61.7  19 73.1  7 46.7  48 78.7 
Any Commercial Fishing Licenses or Permits (State or Federal): 
 40 85.1  6 23.1  4 26.7  28 45.9 
 7 14.9  20 76.9  11 73.3  33 54.1 
            
Any Fishing Related Dealer Licenses or Permits (State or Federal): 
   Yes  6 12.8  3 11.5  1 6.7  10 16.4 
   No 41 87.2  23 88.5  14 93.3  51 83.6 

 
 
Types of Trips 
 

Charter boat operators in the South Atlantic reported making an average of 111 trips with 
paying customers in 2009. The median across all respondents in the South Atlantic for-hire sector 
was 92 trips and 59% took over 75 trips. North Carolina operators took fewer trips on average (78) 
than operators in South Carolina (102), Georgia (102) and Florida (145) (Table 57). The standard 
deviations, which were large compared to the mean values, indicate that there was a large variation 
across respondents. 
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Table 57: Number and percent of charter boat operators by number of trips taken with paying 
customers in 2009 
Number of 
paid trips 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

  1 – 24 7 14.9  5 19.2  3 20.0  5 8.8 
  25 – 50 8 17.0  4 15.4  1 6.7  7 12.3 
  51 – 75 11 23.4  3 11.5  1 6.7  5 8.8 
  76 – 100 9 19.1  3 11.5  5 33.3  11 19.3 
  101 – 150 10 21.3  5 19.2  3 20.0  11 19.3 
  151 – 200 2 4.3  3 11.5  1 6.7  5 8.8 
  >200 0 0.0  3 11.5  1 6.7  13 22.8 
  Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  57 100.0 
Statistics:            
  Mean 77.9  101.7  102.4  145.0 
  Median 75.0  86.0  100.0  110.0 
  StdDev 44.4  76.5  65.4  114.7 

 
About 85% of the charter boat operators reported that less than a quarter of their trips were 

catch and release only. Operators in North Carolina were less likely to take catch and release trips 
(2%) while operators in South Carolina (18%) and Georgia (20%) were more likely to take catch 
and release trips; Florida was in the middle with an average of about 9% more often taking catch 
and release trips (Table 58). Operators in South Carolina were more likely to take partial catch and 
release trips (33%) than operators in North Carolina (21%) and Georgia (20% (Table 58; Table 
59). In Florida, on average, 66% of the trips were partial catch and release and only 7% were 
entirely catch and release. Charter boat operators in North Carolina were more likely to take keep 
all legal fish trips (77%) than operators in South Carolina (49%), Georgia (54%) and Florida 
(71%) (Table 60).  

 
 
Table 58: Number and percent of charter boats by percentage of catch and release only trips 
Catch and  
release trips 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

  0% 35 74.5  12 46.2  3 20.0  28 50.0 
  1 – 25% 11 23.4  6 23.0  8 53.3  23 41.0 
  26 – 50% 0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0  3 5.4 
  51 – 75% 1 2.1  5 19.2  3 20.0  0 0.0 
  76 – 99% 0 0.0  3 11.5  1 6.7  1 1.8 
  100% 0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0  1 1.8 
  Total 47 100.0  26 100.0  15 100.0  56 100.0 
Statistics:            
  Mean 1.9  17.8  19.7  9.6 
  Median 0.0  3.5  10.0  0.0 
  StdDev 5.5  25.1  20.7  19.8 
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Table 59: Number and percent of charter boats by percentage of partial catch and release trips 
% Partial Catch 
and Release 

North Carolina South Carolina Georgia Florida (east) 
n % n % n % n % 

0 21 44.7 7 26.9 4 26.7 19 33.9 
1- 25% 15 31.9 7 26.9 6 40.0 23 41.1 
26 - 50% 4 8.5 6 23.1 5 33.3 7 12.5 
51 - 75% 0 0.0 1 3.8 0 0.0 1 1.8 
76 - 99% 2 4.3 2 19.2 0 0.0 2 3.6 
100% 5 10.6 3 7.7 0 0.0 4 7.1 
Total 47 100 26 100 15 100 56 100 
Mean 20.6  33.2  19.5  22.4   
Median 2.0  22.5  15.0  10.0   
StdDev 34.8  34.9  18.7  30.2   

 
 
Table 60: Number and percent of charter boats by percentage of trips keeping all legal fish 
% Keeping all 
Legal Fish 

North Carolina South Carolina Georgia Florida (east) 
n % n % n % n % 

0% 5 10.6 4 15.4 2 13.3 6 10.2 
1 - 25% 2 4.3 5 19.2 2 13.3 4 9.7 
26 - 50% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 11.9 
51 - 75% 2 4.3 6 23.1 4 26.7 6 10.2 
76 - 99% 23 49.0 7 26.9 6 40.1 16 27.1 
100% 15 31.9 4 15.4 1  6.6 20 33.9 
Total 47 100.0 26 100.0 15 100.0 59 100.0 
Mean 77.4  49.1  54.1  71.2  
Median 95.0  50.0  50.0  85.0  
StdDev 34.8  36.9  34.8  35.0  

 
 

Generally, operators reported taking more trips in May-August than in the January-April or 
September-December periods (Table 61 to Table 64), except in Florida where the January-April 
trips equaled the average number of trips in the May-August period (Table 64).  

 
The most common trip type was offshore pelagic fishing, followed by offshore 

bottom/reef/drift fishing and inshore fishing which were almost equal in numbers. In North and 
South Carolina and Georgia, inshore/coastal fishing trips were the most frequent type trips (though 
they were relatively few in number) in the January-April season. In Florida, offshore pelagic 
fishing trips were the most frequent type trip across all seasons. In North Carolina, offshore pelagic 
fishing trips were the most frequent trips in the May-August and September-December periods. In 
South Carolina, offshore (bottom/reef/drift) fishing was more frequent in May-August and inshore 
coastal fishing more frequent in September-December, though only slightly more than offshore 
pelagic or offshore bottom fishing in those months. Georgia operators reported inshore/coastal 
fishing as the most frequent trip they took all year. 
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Table 61: Average number of trips taken by trip type and by seasons for charter boats in North 
Carolina 

Type of trip Trips by Season (n=47)  Total 
trips Jan-Apr May-Aug Sep-Dec  

  Inshore/coastal fishing 4.5 7.4 2.6  14.5 
  Offshore fishing – bottom/reef/drift 1.7 10.0 3.1  14.8 
  Offshore fishing – pelagic 5.1 29.5 10.4  45.0 
  Tournament fishing 0.0 2.5 0.3  2.8 
  Commercial fishing 2.7 0.6 6.2  9.5 
  Diving (primarily) 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 
  Sightseeing only 0.0 0.2 0.1  0.3 
  Scouting  0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 
  Total 14.0 50.2 22.7  86.9 
 
 
Table 62: Average number of trips taken by trip type and by seasons for charter boats in South 
Carolina 

Type of trip Trips by Season (n=26)  Total 
trips Jan-Apr May-Aug Sep-Dec  

  Inshore/coastal fishing 6.0 30.0 7.9  43.9 
  Offshore fishing – bottom/reef/drift 5.2 20.7 6.0  31.9 
  Offshore fishing – pelagic 2.5 17.9 6.0  26.4 
  Tournament fishing 0.0 0.8 0.1  0.9 
  Commercial fishing 1.9 0.1 0.1  2.1 
  Diving (primarily) 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 
  Sightseeing only 0.3 1.9 0.5  2.7 
  Scouting  0.6 0.3 0.7  1.6 
  Total 16.5 71.7 21.3  109.5 
 
 
Table 63: Average number of trips taken by trip type and by seasons for charter boats in Georgia 

Type of trip Trips by Season (n=15)  Total 
trips Jan-Apr May-Aug Sep-Dec  

  Inshore/coastal fishing 10.3 35.5 26.1  71.9 
  Offshore fishing – bottom/reef/drift 4.7 8.2 4.4  17.3 
  Offshore fishing – pelagic 0.1 10.9 5.6  16.6 
  Tournament fishing 0.3 0.0 0.5  0.8 
  Commercial fishing 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 
  Diving (primarily) 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 
  Sightseeing only 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 
  Scouting  3.4 2.3 3.7  9.4 
  Total 18.8 56.9 40.3  116.0 
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Table 64: Average number of trips taken by trip type and by seasons for charter boats in Florida 
(east) 

Type of trip Trips by Season (n=61)  Total 
trips Jan-Apr May-Aug Sep-Dec  

  Inshore/coastal fishing 12.0 10.7 7.0  29.7 
  Offshore fishing - bottom/reef/drift 15.1 20.0 11.0  46.1 
  Offshore fishing - pelagic 27.1 25.9 16.0  69.0 
  Tournament fishing 0.2 0.9 0.7  1.8 
  Commercial fishing 13.8 7.6 7.4  28.8 
  Diving (primarily) 0.0 0.4 0.2  0.6 
  Sightseeing only 1.2 4.2 0.8  6.2 
  Scouting 0.2 0.2 0.2  0.6 
  Other 1.6 2.3 1.8  5.7 
  Total 71.2 72.2 45.1  188.5 
 
 
Species Targeted 
 

For the more northern of the four states (North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia), in 
the January-April, charter operators most frequently targeted tunas (47%), dolphin (35%), and 
wahoo (33%) (Table 65). In the May-August, the most frequently targeted fish species were 
dolphin (64%), wahoo (62%), tuna (53%) and mackerel (52%). In the September-December, the 
most frequently targeted species were wahoo (54%), tuna (48%), dolphin (48%), and mackerel 
(45%). The species targeting by season for North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia are shown 
in Table 66, Table 67 and Table 68, respectively. 
 

In east Florida, in January-April, charter operators most frequently targeted billfish (77%), 
dolphin (73%), cobia (72%), tunas (63%) and wahoo (63%) (Table 69). In the May-August, the 
most frequently targeted fish species were dolphin (88%), mackerel (82%), billfish (75%), wahoo 
(70%) and grouper (68%). In the September-December, the most frequently targeted species were 
billfish (73%), dolphin (68%), grouper (68%), mackerel (65%) and wahoo (62%).  

 
Species most likely to be in the top three for North Carolina charter operations include 

dolphin (43%), wahoo (34%), and tunas (32%) (Table 70). Charter operators in South Carolina 
targeted dolphin, wahoo and mackerel (23% each). Operators in Georgia were less likely to target 
those species and prefer to target spotted sea trout (36%), flounder (36%), and red drum (36%). 
Species most likely to be in charter operators’ top three targeted species in Florida include 
mackerel (68%), billfish (52%), dolphin (52%) and red snapper (40%) (Table 70). 
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Table 65: Fish species targeted by season for charter boats in North Carolina, South Carolina and 
Georgia (count and percentage by season) 

Species targeted Jan-Apr  May-Aug  Sep-Dec 
n %  n %  n % 

  Spotted sea trout 17 19.5  15 17.2  23 26.4 
  Flounder 5 5.7  16 18.4  14 16.1 
  Red drum 21 24.1  19 21.8  25 28.7 
  Red snapper 10 11.5  10 11.5  11 12.6 
  Other snapper 17 19.5  24 27.6  23 26.4 
  Groupers 22 25.3  33 37.9  33 37.9 
  Jacks 11 12.6  22 25.3  18 20.7 
  Mackerel 17 19.5  45 51.7  39 44.8 
  Sharks 6 6.9  29 33.3  13 14.9 
  Billfish 14 16.1  41 47.1  33 37.9 
  Dolphin 30 34.5  56 64.4  42 48.3 
  Tunas 41 47.1  46 52.9  42 48.3 
  Wahoo 29 33.3  54 62.1  47 54.0 
  Cobia 11 12.6  44 50.6  15 17.2 
  Tarpon 0 0.0  15 17.2  7 8.0 
  Other 6 6.9  7 8.0  4 4.6 
  Total 87   87   87  

Notes: Respondents could mark more than one species so the percentages cannot be summed. The total represents the 
number of respondents who provided at least one target for at least one season.  
 
Table 66: Fish species targeted by season for charter boats in North Carolina (count and percentage 
by season) 

Species targeted Jan-Apr  May-Aug  Sep-Dec 
n %  n %  n % 

  Spotted sea trout 1 2.1  1 2.1  3 6.4 
  Flounder 0 0.0  2 4.3  1 2.1 
  Red drum 3 6.4  2 4.3  4 8.5 
  Red snapper 4 8.5  6 12.8  5 10.6 
  Other snapper 8 17.0  11 23.4  11 23.4 
  Groupers 11 23.4  18 38.3  17 36.2 
  Jacks 9 19.1  14 29.8  11 23.4 
  Mackerel 12 25.5  23 48.9  24 51.1 
  Sharks 2 4.3  7 14.9  2 4.3 
  Billfish 11 23.4  30 63.8  23 48.9 
  Dolphin 21 44.7  40 85.1  31 66.0 
  Tunas 32 68.1  33 70.2  32 68.1 
  Wahoo 20 42.6  38 80.9  36 76.6 
  Cobia 6 12.8  23 48.9  5 10.6 
  Tarpon 0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0 
  Other 1 2.1  1 2.1  1 2.1 
  Total 47    47    47   

Notes: Respondents could mark more than one species so the percentages cannot be summed. The total represents the 
number of respondents who provided at least one target for at least one season.  
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Table 67: Fish Species targeted by season for charter boats in South Carolina (count and 
percentage by season) 

Species targeted Jan-Apr  May-Aug  Sep-Dec 
n %  n %  n % 

  Spotted sea trout 7 26.9  4 15.4  8 30.8 
  Flounder 0 0.0  5 19.2  5 19.2 
  Red drum 8 30.8  6 23.1  9 34.6 
  Red snapper 2 7.7  2 7.7  3 11.5 
  Other snapper 6 23.1  8 30.8  7 26.9 
  Groupers 7 26.9  10 38.5  10 38.5 
  Jacks 2 7.7  5 19.2  4 15.4 
  Mackerel 5 19.2  15 57.7  9 34.6 
  Sharks 4 15.4  12 46.2  7 26.9 
  Billfish 3 11.5  10 38.5  9 34.6 
  Dolphin 8 30.8  16 61.5  10 38.5 
  Tunas 9 34.6  12 46.2  9 34.6 
  Wahoo 8 30.8  15 57.7  10 38.5 
  Cobia 3 11.5  15 57.7  5 19.2 
  Tarpon 0 0.0  7 26.9  3 11.5 
  Other 4 15.4  3 11.5  3 11.5 
  Total 26   26   26  Notes: Respondents could mark more than one species so the percentages cannot be summed. The total represents the 

number of respondents who provided at least one target for at least one season.  

 
Table 68: Fish species targeted by season for charter boats in Georgia (count; and percentage 
within season) 

Species targeted Jan-Apr  May-Aug  Sep-Dec 
n %  n %  n % 

  Spotted sea trout 9 64.3  10 71.4  12 85.7 
  Flounder 5 35.7  9 64.3  8 57.1 
  Red drum 10 71.4  11 78.6  12 85.7 
  Red snapper 4 28.6  2 14.3  3 21.4 
  Other snapper 3 21.4  5 35.7  5 35.7 
  Groupers 4 28.6  5 35.7  6 42.9 
  Jacks 0 0.0  3 21.4  3 21.4 
  Mackerel 0 0.0  7 50.0  6 42.9 
  Sharks 0 0.0  10 71.4  4 28.6 
  Billfish 0 0.0  1 7.1  1 7.1 
  Dolphin 1 7.1  1 7.1  1 7.1 
  Tunas 0 0.0  1 7.1  1 7.1 
  Wahoo 1 7.1  1 7.1  1 7.1 
  Cobia 2 14.3  6 42.9  5 35.7 
  Tarpon 0 0.0  8 57.1  4 28.6 
  Other 1 7.1  2 14.3  3 21.4 
  Total 14   14   14  

Notes: Respondents could mark more than one species so the percentages cannot be summed. The total represents the 
number of respondents who provided at least one target for at least one season.   
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Table 69: Fish species targeted by season for charter boats in Florida (east) (count and percentage 
by season) 

Species targeted Jan-Apr  May-Aug  Sep-Dec 
n %  n %  n % 

  Spotted sea trout 0 0.0  2 3.3  4 6.7 
  Flounder 9 15.0  9 15.0  8 13.3 
  Red drum 8 13.3  6 10.0  8 13.3 
  Red snapper 19 31.7  22 36.7  18 30.0 
  Other snapper 29 48.3  35 58.3  35 58.3 
  Groupers 30 50.0  41 68.3  41 68.3 
  Jacks 36 60.0  45 75.0  36 60.0 
  Mackerel 42 70.0  49 81.7  39 65.0 
  Sharks 31 51.7  36 60.0  26 43.3 
  Billfish 46 76.7  45 75.0  44 73.3 
  Dolphin 44 73.3  53 88.3  41 68.3 
  Tunas 38 63.3  40 66.7  34 56.7 
  Wahoo 38 63.3  42 70.0  37 61.7 
  Cobia 43 71.7  40 66.7  32 53.3 
  Tarpon 7 11.7  6 10.0  5 8.3 
  Other 7 11.7  7 11.7  7 11.7 
  Total 60   60   60  

Notes: Respondents could mark more than one species so the percentages cannot be summed. The total represents the 
number of respondents who provided at least one target for at least one season.  
 
Table 70: Fish species among the top thee target species of charter boats (count and percentage of 
responses) 
Species 
targeted 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

  Spotted sea trout 1 2.1  3 11.5  5 35.7  1 4.0 
  Flounder 0 0.0  4 15.4  5 35.7  0 0.0 
  Red drum 1 2.1  5 19.2  5 35.7  2 7.7 
  Red snapper 0 0.0  2 7.7  0 0.0  10 40.0 
  Other snapper 2 4.3  3 11.5  2 14.3  8 32.0 
  Groupers 4 8.5  5 19.2  2 14.3  8 32.0 
  Jacks 2 4.3  1 3.8  0 0.0  9 36.0 
  Mackerel 5 10.6  6 23.1  0 0.0  17 68.0 
  Sharks 0 0.0  3 11.5  0 0.0  6 24.0 
  Billfish 10 21.3  4 15.4  0 0.0  13 52.0 
  Dolphin 20 42.6  6 23.1  1 7.1  13 52.0 
  Tunas 15 31.9  5 19.2  0 0.0  0 0.0 
  Wahoo 16 34.0  6 23.1  0 0.0  4 16.0 
  Cobia 0 0.0  3 11.5  1 7.1  4 16.0 
  Tarpon 0 0.0  0 0.0  1 7.1  2 7.7 
  Other 1 2.1  3 11.5  0 0.0  1 4.0 
  Total 47    26   14   25  
Notes: Respondents could mark more than one species so the percentages cannot be summed. The total represents the 
number of respondents who provided at least one target for that state, not the sum of the n’s.   
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Head Boat Operators 
 
Permits 
 

Widely held permits amongst North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia head boat 
operators were the South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Dolphin Wahoo (80%), the South 
Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Snapper Grouper (80%), the USCG Master, 100 Tons (80%) and 
the South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic (80%). In Florida, the more widely 
held permits were: South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Dolphin Wahoo (80%), South Atlantic 
Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic (73%), South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Snapper 
Grouper (67%), and USCG Master, 100 Tons (60%). Less widely held permits were Any 
Commercial Fishing Licenses or Permits (State or Federal) (33%), Atlantic HMS/Charter Head 
Boat (20%), State Charter/For-Hire License(s) (13%), Any Fishing Related Dealer Licenses or 
Permits (State of Federal) (13%), USCG Operator of Uninspected Passenger Vessel 
(OUPV)/”6-Pack” (7%) and Gulf of Mexico Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic (7%) (Table 
71). 
 
Table 71: Number and percent of head boats/operators by ownership of permits and licenses 

Possess license    NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
    n %  n % 

Atlantic HMS Charter Head Boat:        
       6 60.0  3 20.0 
       4 40.0  12 80.0 
South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Dolphin Wahoo: 
       8 80.0  12 80.0 
       2 20.0  3 20.0 
South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic: 
       7 70.0  11 73.3 
       3 30.0  4 26.7 
South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Snapper Grouper: 
       8 80.0  10 66.7 
       2 20.0  5 33.3 
Gulf of Mexico Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic: 
       2 20.0  1 6.7 
       8 80.0  14 93.3 
Gulf of Mexico Charter Head Boat for Reef Fish: 
       0 0.0  0 0.0 
       10 100.0  15 100.0 
Historical Captain GoM Charter Head Boat for Coastal Migratory Pelagic Fish: 
       0 0.0  0 0.0 
       10 100.0  15 100.0 
Historical Captain GoM Charter Head Boat for Reef Fish: 
       0 0.0  0 00 
       10 100.0  15 100.0 
USCG Operator of Uninspected Passenger Vessel (OUPV)/”6-Pack”: 
       0 0.0  1 6.7 
       10 100.0  14 93.3 
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Possess license    NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
    n %  n % 

USCG OUPV Limited:        
       0 0.0  0 0.0 
       10 100.0  15 100.0 
USCG Limited Master:        
       0 0.0  1 6.7 
       10 100.0  14 93.3 
USCG Master, 100 Tons:        
       8 80.0  9 60.0 
       2 20.0  6 40.0 
State Charter / For-Hire License(s):        
       4 40.0  2 13.3 
       6 60.0  13 86.7 
Any Commercial Fishing Licenses or Permits (State or Federal): 
       5 50.0  5 33.3 
       5 50.0  10 67.7 
            
Any Fishing Related Dealer Licenses or Permits (State or Federal): 
       3 30.0  2 13.3 
       7 70.0  13 86.7 

 
 
Type of Trips 
 

In North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia, head boat operators reported making an 
average of 144 trips with paying customers in 2009 (Table 72). The median was 135 and 60% took 
over 100 trips. Head boat operators reported that, on average, 11% of their trips were catch and 
release only (Table 73). The median response was 1% of trips. These head boat operators reported 
that, on average, 8% of their trips were partial catch and release only (Table 74). They also 
reported that, on average, 81% of their trips kept all legal fish (Table 75). The median response 
was 87% of trips. Head boat operators reported that they had taken more trips in May-August 
(107.3) than during January-April (14.4) or September-December (25.8) (Table 76). The most 
common trip type was offshore bottom/reef/drift fishing (88 trips in 2009), followed by inshore 
fishing (37 trips), and primarily diving (12 trips). 
 

In Florida, head boat operators reported making an average of 200 trips with paying 
customers in 2009 (Table 72). Head boat operators reported that, on average, 11% of their trips 
were catch and release only (Table 73). The median response was 1% of trips. Florida head boat 
operators reported that, on average, 17% of their trips were partial catch and release trips (Table 
74). They also reported that, on average, 85% of their trips kept all legal fish (Table 75). Florida 
head boat operators reported that they had taken more trips in May-August (99) than January-April 
(57) or September-December (39) (Table 77). The most common trip type was offshore 
bottom/reef/drift fishing (81 trips in 2009), followed by inshore fishing (12 trips), and offshore 
Pelagic fishing (10 trips). None of the Florida head boats reported taking primarily diving trips or 
scouting trips; only 0.6% of the trips were sightseeing only trips and only 2% were reported to be 
commercial fishing trips. 
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Table 72: Number and percent of head boat operators by number of trips taken with paying 
customers in 2009 
Number of  
paid trips 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   < 25 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   25 – 50 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   51 – 75 0 0.0  1 7.1 
   76 – 100 4 40.0  0 0.0 
   101 – 150 2 20.0  2 14.3 
   151 – 200 3 30.0  3 21.4 
   > 200 1 10.0  8 57.2 
   Total 10 100.0  14 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 144.1  200.1 
   Median 135.0  200.0 
   StdDev 49.4  80.2 

 
 
Table 73: Number and percent of head boats by percentage of catch and release only trips 
Catch and release 
trips 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 – 25% 8 80.0  11 91.7 
   26 – 50% 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   51 – 75% 2 20.0  0 0.0 
   76 – 100% 0 0.0  1 8.3 
   Total 10 100.0  12 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 11.2  11.2 
   Median 1.0  1.0 
   StdDev 18.6  27.9 

 
 
Table 74: Number and percent of head boats by percentage of partial catch and release trips 
Partial catch and 
release trips 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 – 25% 10 100.0  9 81.8 
   26 – 50% 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   51 – 75% 0 0.0  1 9.1 
   76 – 100% 0 0.0  1 9.1 
   Total 10 100.0  11 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 8.0  16.9 
   Median 7.5  1.0 
   StdDev 8.9  34.2 

 



 

41 
 

 
 
Table 75: Number and percent of head boats by percentage of trips keeping all legal fish 
Trips that keep all 
legal fish 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 – 25% 1 10.0  2 13.3 
   26 – 50% 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   51 – 75% 0 0.0  0 0.0 
   76 – 100% 9 90.0  13 86.7 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 80.8  85.3 
   Median 86.5  99.0 
   StdDev 22.7  32.5 

 
 
Table 76: Average number of trips taken by trip type and by seasons for head boats in North 
Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia 

Type of trip Trips by Season (n=10)  Total 
trips Jan-Apr May-Aug Sep-Dec  

  Inshore/coastal fishing 4.0 26.0 6.6  36.6 
  Offshore fishing – bottom/reef/drift 8.1 62.1 17.6  87.8 
  Offshore fishing – pelagic 0.1 5.2 1.1  6.4 
  Tournament fishing 0.0 1.5 0.0  1.5 
  Commercial fishing 2.0 0.0 0.3  2.3 
  Diving (primarily) 0.0 12.0 0.0  12.0 
  Sightseeing only 0.2 0.5 0.2  0.9 
  Scouting  0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 
  Total 14.4 107.3 25.8  147.5 
 
 
Table 77: Average number of trips taken by trip type and by seasons for head boats in Florida 
(east) 

Type of trip Trips by Season (n=15)  Total 
trips Jan-Apr May-Aug Sep-Dec  

  Inshore/coastal fishing 4.5 12.1 6.6  23.2 
  Offshore fishing – bottom/reef/drift 47.3 80.1 31.5  158.9 
  Offshore fishing – pelagic 3.7 5.2 0.7  9.6 
  Tournament fishing 0.0 0.1 0.2  0.3 
  Commercial fishing 1.3 0.7 0.0  2.0 
  Diving (primarily) 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 
  Sightseeing only 0.1 0.7 0.3  1.1 
  Scouting  0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 
  Total 56.9 98.9 39.3  195.1 
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Species Targeted 
 

For North Carolina, Sought Carolina and Georgia as an aggregate, in January-April, head 
boat operators most frequently targeted groupers, mackerels and sharks (40% each) (Table 78). In 
May-August, the most frequently targeted fish were also groupers, mackerels, and sharks (50% 
each). In September-December, the most frequently targeted species were groupers (50%), 
mackerels (40%), sharks (40%), and jacks (40%).  
 
Table 78: Fish species targeted by season for head boats in North Carolina, South Carolina and 
Georgia (count and percentage by season) 

Species targeted Jan-Apr  May-Aug  Sep-Dec 
n %  n %  n % 

  Spotted sea trout 0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0 
  Flounder 0 0.0  0 0.0  1 10.0 
  Red drum 1 10.0  0 0.0  0 0.0 
  Red snapper 2 20.0  4 40.0  3 30.0 
  Other snapper 2 20.0  4 40.0  3 30.0 
  Groupers 4 40.0  5 50.0  5 50.0 
  Jacks 3 30.0  4 40.0  4 40.0 
  Mackerel 4 40.0  5 50.0  4 40.0 
  Sharks 4 40.0  5 50.0  4 40.0 
  Billfish 2 20.0  2 20.0  2 20.0 
  Dolphin 2 20.0  3 30.0  2 20.0 
  Tunas 2 20.0  2 20.0  2 20.0 
  Wahoo 3 30.0  2 20.0  2 20.0 
  Cobia 2 20.0  3 30.0  3 30.0 
  Tarpon 0 0.0  1 10.0  0 0.0 
  Other 1 10.0  1 10.0  1 10.0 
  Total 10 100.0  10 100.0  10 100.0 

Notes: Respondents could mark more than one species so the percentages cannot be summed. The total represents the 
number of respondents who provided at least one target for at least one season.  
 

For Florida, in January-April, head boat operators most frequently targeted other snapper 
(14%), red snapper (11%) and cobia (11%) (Table 79). In May-August, the most frequently 
targeted fish were other snapper (14%), groupers (13%), cobia (13%), jacks (12%) and red snapper 
(10%). In September-December, the most frequently targeted species were other snappers (15%), 
groupers (15%), red snappers (11%), and cobias (10%).  

 
Species most likely to be in the top three for head boat operators in North Carolina, South 

Carolina and Georgia included groupers (30%) and other snappers (20%) (Table 80). Species most 
likely to be in Florida head boat operators top three also included other snappers (83%) and 
groupers (67%), but red snappers were also relatively common (33%) (Table 80). 
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Table 79: Fish species targeted by season for head boats in Florida (east) (count and percentage by 
season) 

Species targeted Jan-Apr  May-Aug  Sep-Dec 
n %  n %  n % 

  Spotted sea trout 2 13.3  2 13.3  2 13.3 
  Flounder 2 13.3  1 6.7  2 13.3 
  Red drum 2 13.3  1 6.7  2 13.3 
  Red snapper 9 60.0  9 60.0  9 60.0 
  Other snapper 11 73.3  12 80.0  12 80.0 
  Groupers 12 80.0  11 73.3  12 80.0 
  Jacks 7 46.7  10 66.7  7 46.7 
  Mackerel 7 46.7  6 40.0  7 46.7 
  Sharks 4 26.7  4 26.7  4 26.7 
  Billfish 3 20.0  4 26.7  3 20.0 
  Dolphin 4 26.7  5 33.3  4 26.7 
  Tunas 3 20.0  4 26.7  3 20.0 
  Wahoo 3 20.0  4 26.7  4 26.7 
  Cobia 9 60.0  11 73.3  8 53.3 
  Tarpon 0 0.0  1 6.7  1 6.7 
  Other 2 13.3  2 13.3  2 13.3 
  Total 15 100.0  15 100.0   15 100.0 

Notes: Respondents could mark more than one species so the percentages cannot be summed. The total represents the 
number of respondents who provided at least one target for at least one season.  
 
 
Table 80: Fish species among the top three target species of head boats (count and percentage) 

Species targeted NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

  Spotted sea trout 0 0.0  0 0 
  Flounder 0 0.0  0 0 
  Red drum 0 0.0  0 0 
  Red snapper 0 0.0  2 33.3 
  Other snapper 2 20.0  5 83.3 
  Groupers 3 30.0  4 66.7 
  Jacks 1 10.0  1 16.7 
  Mackerel 1 10.0  1 16.7 
  Sharks 1 10.0  1 16.7 
  Billfish 0 0.0  1 16.7 
  Dolphin 0 0.0  1 16.7 
  Tunas 0 0.0  1 16.7 
  Wahoo 0 0.0  0 0 
  Cobia 0 0.0  0 0 
  Tarpon 0 0.0  0 0 
  Other 1 10.0  1 16.7 
  Total 10   6  

Notes: Respondents could mark more than one species so the percentages cannot be summed. The total represents the 
number of respondents.   
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Chapter 5 
FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

 
 

Overview 
 

This chapter presents information on the financial characteristics of for-hire recreational 
fishing vessels in the South Atlantic states of Florida (east coast only), Georgia, South Carolina, 
and North Carolina in 2009. Results are shown for each sector (charter boats and head or party 
boats) and each state with at least three vessels reporting. Information that cannot be reported due 
to too few vessels is identified with N/A to indicate that the statistic is not available but the 
information is still used in the calculations where possible. The terms “vessels” and “boats” are 
used interchangeably. Throughout this chapter information is reported in two ways: (1) as 
averages across vessels or operators by state and sector, meant to reflect the typical active vessel in 
each category in 2009, and (2) as totals by state and sector, meant to reflect all vessels active in 
2009 (i.e., the population). All figures are based on reporting vessels from the sampling protocol 
discussed previously. The total tables contain information calculated using the relevant 
vessel-level averages (by state and sector) multiplied by the number of registered and active 
vessels in 2009 (by state and sector). Appendix A contains a statistical summary of the survey 
variables used and totals created for this chapter. 
 
 
Fleet size and survey response 
 

There were 774 registered and active for-hire recreational fishing vessels in the four South 
Atlantic states in 2009. Survey results are summarized in Table 81. 
 
Table 81: Number of registered and active vessels in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational 
fishery by sector and state in 2009 and survey response 

Sector / Information 
North 

Carolina 
(NC) 

South 
Carolina 

(SC) 

Georgia 
(GA) 

Florida 
(FL) Total 

Charter boats:      
     Vessels (number) 324 122 30 234 710 
     Survey respondents (number) 47 26 15 60  148 
     Response rate (%) 14.5 21.3 50.0 25.6 20.8 
Head boats:      
     Vessels (number) 17 9 3 35 64 
     Survey respondents (number) 4 5 1 15 25 
     Response rate (%) 23.5 55.6 33.3 42.9 39.1 
Total:      
     Vessels (number) 341 131 33 269 774 
     Survey respondents (number) 51 31 16 75 173 
     Response rate (%) 15.0 23.7 48.5 27.9 22.4 
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Of the 774 active for-hire vessels operating in 2009, 710 were charter boats and 64 were 

head boats. Survey data were received from 173 respondents, including 148 charter boats and 25 
head boats. The response rate was 22% overall, but was higher for states with smaller populations 
(i.e., Georgia and South Carolina). Despite efforts to obtain a minimum number of observations 
for each sector in each state, too few observations were received on head boats in Georgia and 
North Carolina to report information separately for these states. In addition, for some variables, the 
number of observations for South Carolina fell below the threshold to report values and maintain 
confidentiality. As a result, state-level information on the head boat sector is aggregated for 
Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina throughout this chapter. 
 
 
Average vessel characteristics 
 
 Detailed information on vessel characteristics of charter and head boats in each state are 
shown in Table 82. These are averages across the vessels sampled where the proportions varied by 
state and sector. For survey respondents with more than one vessel, these data represent the 
primary vessel in the operator’s fleet. The averages are based on reporting vessels, which may be 
less than the total sampled (see Appendix A for the total number of observations used), that is, 
missing values were not assumed to be zero with the exception of the outstanding loan amount in 
2009. For the extrapolation from sample averages to population totals, the implicit assumption is 
that non-reporting vessels are represented at the sample means. For all information with the 
exception of vessel characteristics, the minimum value reported is zero. 
 

On average, and as would be expected, sampled head boats were substantially larger than 
charter boats in terms of passenger capacity (57 persons versus 6 persons), vessel length (60 feet 
versus 40 feet), engine power (610 horsepower, hp, versus 538 hp), and original purchase price 
($357,444 versus $200,669). On average, the head boat fleet was slightly newer with vessels built 
in 1988 versus 1984 for the vessels in the charter boat fleet. The average original purchase price for 
charter boats was highest in South Carolina and lowest in Georgia. The current fair market value of 
the reporting charter and head boat vessels averaged $172,544 and $258,706, respectively, which 
represented 86% and 72% of the average reported purchase prices, respectively. 
 

For sampled vessels, the value of improvements made to vessels since they were acquired 
by the respondent averaged $90,295 for charter boats and $84,657 for head boats, which represents 
45% and 24%, respectively, of the average reported purchase price of the vessels. The majority of 
improvements for vessels in both sectors were associated with the engine. 
 

Outstanding loan amounts for the for-hire recreational fishing vessels in the South Atlantic 
averaged $22,912 for charter boats and $82,857 for head boats. The average insured value on the 
vessels in each sector was roughly equal to the reported current fair market values. The average 
liability insurance coverage was $2.8 million (M) for charter boats compared with $806,000 for 
head boats, primarily due to the relatively high value reported by charter vessels in Florida 
($7.4M). 
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Table 82: Average characteristics reported by the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishing fleet by sector and state in 2009 

Characteristic Charter boats  Head boats 
NC SC GA FL (east) All  NC, SC, GA FL (east)  All 

Vessel size and value:           
   Capacity (persons) 6.1 6.2 6.2 6.0 6.1  59.7 54.9  56.8 
   Length (feet) 46 37 37 40 40  60 59  60 
   Engine (hp) 613 456 456 605 538  609 610  610 
   Year built 1969 1999 1999 1986 1984  1985 1990  1988 
   Year acquired 1999 2007 2007 1999 2001  1995 1996  1996 
   Purchase price ($) 217,927 287,938 287,938 186,729 200,669  421,667 325,333  357,444 
   Market value ($) 229,432 251,815 251,815 125,573 172,544  297,857 231,300  258,706 
Improvements since acquired ($):          
   Hull/deck 46,500 19,056 19,056 17,372 25,020  36,250 17,650  22,964 
   Engine 63,542 5,714 5,714 48,297 45,534  68,400 21,111  38,000 
   Electronics 11,348 10,650 10,650 7,967 8,441  16,667 9,550  11,193 
   Other 13,600 2,167 2,167 14,357 11,300  N/A 12,500  12,500 
   Total 134,990 37,587 37,587 87,993 90,295  N/A 60,812  84,657 
Loans and Insurance ($):           
   Outstanding loan 43,865 16,333 16,333 14,455 22,912  90,000 77,500  82,857 
   Insured value 225,429 192,397 192,397 159,279 174,509  313,333 189,222  233,026 
   Liability (1,000) 721 785 785 7,402 2,815  886 755  806 

Notes: N/A indicates that the number is not available to be reported due small sample sizes (i.e., less than three observations). 
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Total fleet capacity and value 
 

The estimated total fleet passenger capacity in 2009 was 8,007, including 3,673 (46%) for 
head boats and 4,334 (54%) for charter boats (Table 83). The state of North Carolina had the 
largest capacity for charter boats (1,992), while Florida had a larger head boat capacity (1,920) 
than the combined Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina fleet (1,752). 
 
Table 83: Total capacity and value of the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishing fleet by sector 
and state in 2009 
Characteristic NC SC GA FL (east) Total 
Charter boat fleet:      
   Fleet passenger capacity 1,992 760 186 1,396 4,334 
   Value ($1,000):      
      Price paid 70,608 35,128 1,450 44,624 151,811 
      Market value 74,336 30,721 839 30,159 136,055 
   Improvements since acquired ($1,000):     
      Hull/deck  15,066 2,325 173 4,065 21,628 
      Engine upgrade/replacement 20,588 697 501 11,301 33,087 
      Electronics  3,677 1,299 37 1,864 6,878 
      Other  4,406 264 109 3,360 8,139 
      Total  43,737 4,586 819 20,590 69,732 
   Loan and insurance ($1,000):      
      Outstanding loan  14,212 1,993 37 3,382 19,624 
      Insured value 73,039 23,472 1,124 37,271 134,906 
      Liability insurance 233,661 95,770 19,875 1,731,990 2,081,296 
    
 NC, SC, GA    
Head boat fleet:      
   Fleet passenger capacity  1,752  1,920 3,673 
   Value ($1,000):      
      Price paid  15,068  11,387 26,455 
      Market value  8,788  8,096 16,434 
   Improvements since acquired ($1,000):     
      Hull/deck   435  618 1,053 
      Engine upgrade/replacement   1,194  739 1,933 
      Electronics   195  334 529 
      Other   0  438 438 
      Total   1,824  2,128 3,952 
   Loan and insurance ($1,000):      
      Outstanding loan  3,701  8,138 6,414 
      Insured value  13,193  6,623 19,815 
      Liability insurance   27,200  26,412 53,612 

Notes: Totals calculated from the fleet size (Table 81) multiplied by the average vessel-level information (Table 82). 
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The estimated total cost of for-hire vessels purchased in the study region was $151.8 

million (M) for charter boats and $26.5M for head boats. North Carolina had the highest vessel 
purchase price for charter boats ($70.6M), followed by Florida ($44.6M), South Carolina 
($35.1M), and Georgia ($1.5M). For head boats, the total purchase price in Florida was $11.4M, 
and for Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina combined was $15.1M. 
 

For comparison, the current fair market value of all vessels was estimated at $136.1M for 
charter boats and $16.4M for head boats. In addition, the total value of improvements for the fleet 
since acquired was estimated at $69.7M for charter boats and $4.0M for head boats.  
 

The outstanding loan amount for each sector (assuming all missing values were equal to 
zero) was $19.6M for the charter fleet and $6.4M for head boats. The total insured value of each 
sector was $134.9M for charter boats and $19.8M for head boats. 
 
 

Trip Information 
 
Average annual trips per vessel 
 

Table 84 shows the average number of trips per vessel by trip length, sector and state and 
the total number of trips by sector and state in 2009. The distribution of the total trips per vessel by 
trip length was based on survey respondents’ estimates of their total number of trips and the 
percentage of trips taken of different lengths (not shown). 
 
Table 84: Average annual trips per vessel in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by trip 
length, sector and state in 2009 
Trip 
length 

Charter boats  Head boats 
NC SC GA FL (east) Total  NC, SC, GA FL (east) Total 

Half day  12 62 73 76 52  86 98 93 
Full day  61 40 29 57 52  38 94 72 
Overnight  N/S N/S 0 2 1  1 0 1 
Multi-day  N/S 0 0 N/S 0  0 0 0 
Total  72 102 102 135 105  126 192 177 

Notes: Respondents reported the total number of trips and the shares of trips by length of trips. N/S indicates that the 
average was positive but rounded to zero (< 0.50), or that the value was “not significant”. 
 

Head boats had a higher average number of total trips than charter boats in the survey (177 
versus 105). For charter boats, Florida had the highest average number of trips at 135 per vessel 
while North Carolina had the lowest at 72 trips in 2009. There were very few overnight or multiday 
trips reported in either sector. For head boats, the average number of half-day trips across all states 
was slightly higher than full-day trips (93 versus 72), while for charter boats, the average number 
of half-day and full-day trips were the same (52). 
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Total trips 
 

Table 85 shows that there were an estimated total of 70,533 charter boat trips and 10,330 
head boat trips in 2009. Florida had the most trips for charter boats (31,573) and reported more 
head boat trips than for the combined states of Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina 
(6,715). The charter boat sector took slightly more full-day trips than half-day trips (38,742 
full-day versus 31,298 half-day), while the head boat sector took more half-day trips (5,885 half 
day versus 4,392 full day). The number of overnight or multi-day trips was highest for charter 
boats in Florida, but negligible overall. 
 
Table 85: Total trips in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by trip length, sector, and 
state in 2009 
Sector / Trip length     NC     SC     GA   FL (east)  Total 
Charter boats:        
    Half day 3,728 7,554 2,200  17,816  31,298 
    Full day 19,697 4,855 870  13,320  38,742 
    Overnight  50 2 0  383  435 
    Multi-day 4 0 0  54  58 
    Total  23,479 12,411 3,070  31,573  70,533 

Head boats: NC, SC, GA   

    Half day  2,460   3,425  5,885 
    Full day  1,102   3,290  4,392 
    Overnight   53   0  53 
    Multi-day  0   0  0 
    Total   3,615   6,715  10,330 

Notes: These state figures equal the fleet sizes from Table 81 multiplied by the average number of trips in Table 84. 
Differences are due to rounding. 
 
 
Average trip characteristics 
 

Table 86 shows average reported characteristics of a typical trip, such as length (hours), 
distance traveled (round trip miles), fuel used (gallons), number of passengers and number of crew 
members by sector, trip length (half-day and full-day only), and state. 
 

Half day charter and head boat trips averaged 4.6 and 4.5 hours, respectively. Full day 
trips, regardless of sector, averaged 9.4 hours. Round trip distance traveled for full day trips, 
regardless of sector, averaged approximately three times that of half-day trips. The average 
number of passengers on full day trips and half day trips was similar across states and trip length, 
however, the average number of passengers on head boat trips was nearly five times that on charter 
boat trips; charter boat trips averaged approximately 5 passengers for both half and full day trips 
while head boat trips averaged 24-25 passengers per trips for either half day or full day trips. The 
number of deck hands, in addition to the captain, averaged 0.8 on charter boats, regardless of trip 
length, and 2.0 persons per trip for head boats. 
 
  



 

50 
 

 
Table 86: Average trip characteristics in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by sector, 
trip length and state in 2009 

Sector / Trip Length 
/ State 

Trip length 
(hours) 

Distance 
(total miles) 

Fuel used 
(gallons) Passengers Deck 

hands 
Charter boats       
  Half day trips:      
    NC 5.0 18.7 30.5 5.5 0.9 
    SC 4.8 21.2 44.2 4.5 0.5 
    GA 4.1 19.1 16.7 3.3 0.3 
    FL (east) 4.5 19.6 37.3 5.2 0.9 
    All  4.6 19.6 34.1 4.9 0.8 
  Full day trips:      
    NC 10.2 72.3 117.8 5.8 1.0 
    SC 9.5 66.3 128.2 4.8 0.7 
    GA 7.6 41.1 33.9 3.3 0.3 
    FL (east) 9.2 39.4 72.3 5.2 0.8 
    All  9.4 54.7 92.3 5.1 0.8 
Head boats       
  Half day trips:      
    NC, SC, GA 4.8 18.1 70.6 25.6 2.0 
    FL (east) 4.3 21.0 61.3 24.0 1.8 
    All  4.5 19.7 65.1 24.6 1.9 
  Full day trips:      
    NC, SC, GA 10.8 77.3 223.6 21.5 2.3 
    FL (east) 8.6 51.8 132.5 24.9 2.0 
    All  9.4 61.5 166.1 23.8 2.1 

 
 

Charter boats in North Carolina and South Carolina taking full day trips had longer average 
trip lengths than in Florida and Georgia. For North Carolina, the longer trip lengths appear to be 
associated with traveling further distances. North Carolina also had the largest average number of 
passengers for half-day and for full-day charter trips (5.5 and 5.8, respectively). Head boats in 
Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina (combined) also appear to travel further on full day 
trips compared to their Florida counterparts on average. 
 
 
Average passengers per vessel 
 

Table 87 shows the average annual number of passengers reported per vessel by trip length 
and state in 2009. For charter boats, the average number of passengers was roughly the same for 
half day (288 persons) and full day, overnight or multi-day trips (287 persons). For head boats, the 
average number of passengers per vessel on half day trips (2,296) was larger than for full day, 
overnight or multi-day trips combined (1,813).  
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Table 87: Average annual number of passengers per vessel in the South Atlantic for-hire 
recreational fishery by trip length, sector and state in 2009 
 Trip length 
Sector / State Half day  Full day, overnight, and multi-day 
Charter boats:    
     North Carolina 95  369 
     South Carolina 349  200 
     Georgia 229  117 
     Florida (east) 386  306 
     All  288  287 
Head boats:    
     NC, SC, GA 2,538  638 
     Florida (east) 2,165  2,356 
     All  2,296  1,813 

Notes: Calculated from the average trips per vessel in 2009 (Table 84) and the average number of passengers per trip at 
the vessel level (Table 86), assuming the number of passengers on overnight and multi-day trips equaled the number 
on full-day trips since that information was not obtained in the survey. The trip length figures were not derived by 
multiplying the numbers from the tables but rather are averages of calculations for each vessel. 
 
 

Table 88 shows the breakdown of reported for-hire passengers per vessel in 2009 as 
originating from the local area, region or nation. In this analysis, “local” is defined to be residents 
of the same state, a distinction that is needed in order to conduct the economic impact analysis that 
follows in Chapter 6. “Region” is the Southeast U.S. and “nation” is the remaining U.S. The 
breakdown (total number of passengers by origin) is based on the shares provided by respondents. 
 
 
Table 88: Average annual number of passengers per vessel in the South Atlantic for-hire 
recreational fishery by sector, state and origin in 2009 
 Passenger origin   
Sector / State Local Regional National  Total 
Charter boats:      
     North Carolina 71 249 148  413 
     South Carolina 97 156 231  453 
     Georgia 93 189 109  346 
     Florida (east) 212 233 266  679 
     All  140 219 213  517 
Head boats:      
     NC, SC, GA 617 1,375 630  2,620 
     Florida (east) 1,992 1,575 652  4,198 
     All  1,430 1,499 643  3,494 

Notes: The totals are an average of the sum and not the sum of the columns so they do not add. The figures were 
calculated from the survey data on total annual number of passengers and the average percentage of passengers by 
origin at the individual vessel level. 
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For charter boats, the average number of annual passengers was lowest from the local area 

overall, accounting for just 27% of total charter passengers at the vessel level (140 persons of 517 
total). Conversely, for head boats, the local passengers accounted for 41% of total head boat 
passengers (1,430 persons of 3,494 total). Head boats averaged 3,494 passengers per vessel in 
2009 compared to 517 passengers per charter boat. 
 

Florida vessels reported, on average, a higher number of passengers for both charter boats 
and head boats. Florida charter and head boats averaged 679 and 4,198, respectively, versus the 
average over all states in the study of 517 and 3,494, respectively. 
 
Total passengers 
 

Table 89 shows estimates of total passengers in 2009 by trip length and passenger origin 
for each sector and state. Counting all trip lengths, there were an estimated 389,302 passengers on 
charter boats and 256,736 on head boats in 2009. Florida accounted for the majority of passengers 
(42% on charter trips and 62% on head boats). 
 
Table 89: Total passengers of the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by trip length and 
passenger origin for each sector and state in 2009 

Sector / Trip characteristic NC SC GA FL (east) Total 
Charter boats      
   Trip length:      
     Half day 30,656 42,588 6,877 90,231 170,352 
     Full day, overnight, multi-day 119,445 24,371 3,508 71,626 218,951 
     Total 150,101 66,959 10,385 161,857 389,302 
   Origin of passengers:      
     Local 23,086 11,781 2,794 49,543 87,203 
     Regional 80,532 19,048 5,675 54,625 159,879 
     National 48,081 28,127 3,281 62,202 141,690 
     Total 151,698 58,955 11,749 166,369 388,772 
     Percent non-local (%)  84.9% 80.0% 76.2% 70.2% 77.6% 
    
Head boats NC, SC, GA   
   Trip length:      
     Half day  82,328  75,781 158,108 
     Full day, overnight, multi-day  16,173  82,455 98,628 
     Total  98,501  158,236 256,736 
   Origin of passengers:      
     Local  15,257  69,734 84,991 
     Regional  36,059  55,140 91,199 
     National  19,431  22,821 42,252 
     Total  70,748  147,695 218,443 
     Percent non-local (%)   78.4%  52.8% 61.1% 

Notes: Calculated from the average reported number of passengers per vessel (Table 87) and the total number of 
vessels (Table 81). Differences are due to missing data. The totals across states are a sum of the columns. 
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 The number of passengers on full day, overnight, or multi-day trips was more than for the 
half day trips for the charter fleet, accounting for 56% of the 389,302 total number of passengers, 
but longer trips accounted for only 38% of 256,736 passengers for the head boat fleet. 
 

Non-local (i.e., out of state) passengers, either regional or national, averaged 78% of all 
charter fleet passengers and 61% of head boat passengers. North Carolina had a larger share of 
non-local passengers for the charter fleet (85%), as did Georgia, South Carolina and North 
Carolina (combined) for the head boat fleet (78% versus the 53% non-local in Florida). 
 
 

Expenses 
 
Average variable expenses per trip 
 

Table 90 shows average itemized expenses for a typical trip reported by survey 
respondents by sector, trip length, and state in 2009. Fuel and oil accounted for the largest share of 
expenses for both sectors, followed by wages and benefits for captain and crew labor. Bait, ice, and 
tackle were relatively minor expense items in comparison.  
 
Table 90: Average variable trip expenses ($) in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by 
trip length by sector and state in 2009. 
Sector / Trip  
  Length / State 

Supplies  Labor   
Fuel, oil Bait Ice Tackle  Captain Crew  Total 

Charter boats          
  Half day trips:         
     NC 85.6 11.6 13.1 10.1  59.5 42.8  222.7 
     SC 141.6 16.7 6.6 10.9  72.9 20.0  268.7 
     GA 54.8 19.8 4.9 9.7  0.0 0.0  89.1 
     FL (east) 120.6 22.1 10.1 11.9  78.4 50.7  293.8 
     All  106.1 17.9 9.6 10.9  64.8 38.7  248.1 
  Full day trips:         
     NC 344.7 43.9 19.1 24.0  154.7 107.8  694.1 
     SC 386.6 32.9 9.7 19.9  110.6 61.3  621.0 
     GA 103.9 30.3 7.9 13.6  0.0 0.0  155.8 
     FL (east) 219.3 34.9 14.9 18.2  142.0 93.4  522.6 
     All  279.9 37.2 14.5 20.0  125.0 85.6  562.2 
Head boats          
  Half day trips:         
     NC, SC, GA 199.4 33.1 11.9 25.0  145.7 148.8  563.8 
     FL (east) 207.4 39.0 11.4 22.1  97.1 80.5  457.7 
     All  203.6 36.2 11.6 23.5  121.4 112.6  509.0 
  Full day trips:         
     NC, SC, GA 574.3 95.0 25.0 44.3  326.2 257.1  1,321.9 
     FL (east) 440.8 63.1 17.0 35.5  149.2 126.6  832.2 
     All  499.2 78.0 20.4 39.6  237.7 187.5  1,062.4 
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Average fuel and oil expenses for charter boats in all states amounted to $106 for half-day 

trips and $280 for full day trips; for head boats these figures were $204 and $499, respectively. The 
average expense per trip for the captain was $65 for half day trips and $125 for full day trips, with 
higher compensation for head boat captains ($121 and $238 for half and full day trips, 
respectively) than charter boat captains regardless of trip length. Crew compensation per trip 
averaged $39 and $113 for half day charter and head boat trips, respectively, and for full day trips 
crew were compensated by $86 and $188 on charter and head boat trips, respectively. 
 

Charter boat trips with the lowest reported variable expenses were associated with boats in 
Georgia (perhaps due to the exclusion of labor costs). Among the other states, Florida had the 
highest reported average expenses for half day trips on charter boats but North Carolina had the 
highest reported average full day trip expenses. For the average head boats, variable trip expenses 
were lowest for Florida boats compared to boats in the combined region of Georgia, South 
Carolina and North Carolina. 
 
 
Annual variable trip expenses per vessel 
 
 Table 91 presents average annual trip-related (variable) expenses per vessel in 2009. Over 
all expense categories (supplies and labor) and all states, the charter boats averaged $43,664 in 
variable costs compared to $106,742 for the larger head boats. The annual variable expense was 
highest for fuel and oil ($20,375 and $51,916 for charter and head boats, respectively), accounting 
for 47% and 49% of total annual variable expenses, respectively. Compensation to captains 
accounted for the next largest share of variable expenses ($10,994 or 25% for charter boats and 
$21,000 or 20% for head boats). Florida vessels reported higher average variable expenses for both 
charter and head boats. For example, Florida charter boats reported average annual variable 
expenses of $49,398 compared to $12,386 as reported by charter boats in Georgia. 
 
Table 91: Average annual trip-related expenses ($) for primary vessels in the South Atlantic 
for-hire recreational fishery by sector and state in 2009 
 Supplies  Labor   
Sector / State Fuel, oil Bait Ice Tackle  Captain Crew  Total 
Charter boats:          
   NC 21,226 2,991 1,331 1,714  10,152 6,874  44,288 
   SC 28,149 2,356 681 1,511  8,565 4,118  45,379 
   GA 7,945 2,539 488 1,414  N/A N/A  12,386 
   FL (east) 18,943 2,889 1,230 1,540  15,204 9,591  49,398 
   All  20,375 2,782 1,071 1,581  10,944 6,910  43,664 
Head boats:          
   NC, SC, GA 42,131 6,549 1,767 3,992  22,986 22,534  99,959 
   FL (east) 59,743 9,300 2,496 5,003  19,013 16,080  111,635 
   All  51,916 8,006 2,177 4,527  21,000 19,117  106,742 
Note: Calculated at the individual vessel level from the average expenses per trip in 2009 (summarized in Table 90) 
and the average annual number of trips per vessel (summarized in Table 84). 
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Average annual overhead and vessel improvement expenses 
 

Table 92 shows the average overhead (i.e., non-trip related) expenses reported by for-hire 
recreational vessel operators in 2009. Total overhead expenses for charter boat owners in all states 
averaged $28,531, with North Carolina reporting the highest ($36,294) and Georgia reporting the 
lowest ($8,547) due to non-reporting of staff expenses. Total overhead expenses for head boat 
owners were much higher, averaging $129,309, with Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina 
(combined) reporting higher average expenses at $151,314 than the annual average of $104,490 
experienced by Florida head boat operators. 
 
 
Table 92: Average annual overhead expenses ($) by operator in the South Atlantic for-hire 
recreational fishery by sector and state in 2009 
Sector / Overhead expense NC SC GA FL (east) All 
Charter boat operators:      
   Docking 4,052 4,898 2,280 6,042 4,649 
   Permits/licenses 862 440 371 841 699 
   Staff  12,417 11,659 N/A 10,294 10,468 
   Food/drink 570 446 300 897 623 
   Office (rent, utilities, etc.) 1,770 646 2,156 1,075 1,371 
   Bookkeeping 785 273 208 944 628 
   Advertising/promotions 2,279 3,031 1,063 3,440 2,625 
   Other overhead 13,558 6,849 2,170 4,659 7,467 
   Total  36,294 28,241 8,547 28,192 28,531 
    
Head boat operators: NC, SC, GA   
   Docking  26,943  15,470 20,194 
   Permits/licenses  1,100  1,886 1,562 
   Staff   69,667  50,504 58,717 
   Food/drink  1,000  2,706 1,853 
   Office (rent, utilities, etc.)  24,067  4,414 13,485 
   Bookkeeping  4,633  1,853 2,895 
   Advertising/promotions  19,904  9,250 13,637 
   Other overhead  4,000  18,407 16,966 
   Total   151,314  104,490 129,309 

Notes: These represent average overhead expenses for the operator. To get figures by vessel, each entry would need to 
be divided by the total number of vessels owned, which is available in the data set (question 38). N/A indicates there 
were too few observations for reporting the mean; the statistic is “not available.” 
 
 

Among the itemized categories, staff expenses accounted for the largest share (37%) of the 
average total overhead expenses in all states for charter boat owners ($10,468) and 45% for head 
boat owners ($58,717). Other major overhead expenses were for docking, advertising/promotion, 
and for other expenses. 
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 Average expenses in 2009 for vessel improvement and regular maintenance are 
summarized in Table 93. Note that these amounts represent only improvements made in 2009, in 
contrast to improvements to-date shown in Table 82. Overall vessel improvements and 
maintenance expenses averaged $46,097 for head boats and $39,985 for charter boats. North 
Carolina had substantially higher annual vessel expenses for charter boats than Georgia or South 
Carolina, and Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina (combined) had expenses for head 
boats more than twice as high as Florida. 
 
 
Table 93: Average annual expenses ($) for improvements and maintenance of the primary vessel 
in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by sector and state in 2009 

Sector /   
   State 

 Improvements Mainten-
ance 

  
 Hull/deck Engine Electronics Other  Total 

Charter boats:        
   NC  10,692 18,364 1,833 1,686 12,882  45,457 
   SC  15,511 4,563 2,056 2,888 6,711  31,728 
   GA  11,600 0 1,588 850 7,847  21,884 
   FL (east)  3,359 21,119 1,563 1,999 14,780  42,820 
   All   8,948 15,466 1,727 1,956 11,888  39,985 
Head boats:         
   NC, SC, GA  13,250 9,625 200 N/A 48,857  71,932 
   FL (east)  4,021 5,000 5,444 N/A 15,932  30,398 
   All   7,098 6,682 4,861 N/A 27,456  46,097 

Note: N/A indicates there were too few observations for reporting the mean; the statistic is “not available.” 
 
 

For charter boats in all states, the largest expenses for improvements were for engine 
upgrades or replacements ($15,466) and the hull and/or deck ($8,948). Regular maintenance 
expenses for charter boats averaged $11,888. For head boats, the major improvement expenses 
were also for engine upgrades/replacements ($6,682) and for the hull/deck ($7,098). Regular 
maintenance expenses for head boats averaged $27,456. 
 
 Table 94 summarizes expenditures for the primary vessel in 2009 for improvements and 
maintenance that occurred in the state where the home port was located; this should be a fraction of 
the expenses reported in Table 93. In some cases, however, the average amount spent in the home 
state is larger than the average total due to different numbers of respondents reporting. Expenses 
within the home state are distinguished for the regional economic impact analysis (Chapter 6). The 
total improvement and maintenance expenses in the home state averaged $33,106 for charter boats 
and $49,424 for head boats.  
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Table 94: Average annual in-state expenses ($) for the primary vessel in the South Atlantic for-hire 
recreational fishery by sector and state in 2009. 
Sector /   
   State 

 Improvements Mainten-
ance 

  
 Hull/deck Engine Electronics Other  Total 

Charter boats:        
   NC  7,100 15,200 1,000 1,250 12,797  37,347 
   SC  8,375 2,083 1,857 5,000 6,081  23,396 
   GA  0 0 300 0 7,289  7,589 
   FL (east)  4,085 19,411 1,747 286 14,255  39,784 
   All   5,621 13,402 1,400 1,214 11,469  33,106 
Head boats:        
   NC, SC, GA  13,250 9,625 200 N/A 48,321  71,396 
   FL (east)  3,500 2,667 10,375 0 14,083  30,624 
   All   8,375 6,643 8,340 0 26,066  49,424 

Notes: In-state expenses were calculated at the individual vessel level by multiplying the expenses for the primary 
vessel (Table 93) by the percentage of expenses attributed to in-state vendors reported by each respondent. These data 
are reported in the appendix for variables Q19a-3a, Q19b-3a, Q19c-3a, Q19d-3a, and Q21. N/A indicates there were 
too few observations for reporting the mean; the statistic is “not available.” 
 
 

By state, Florida and North Carolina had the highest in-state expenses for charter boats 
($39,784 and $37,347, respectively) compared to only $7,589 reportedly spent by the average 
charter boat in Georgia. Average head boat expenditures were much higher in the combined states 
of Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina at $71,396 compared to the average spent by 
Florida head boats of $30,624. 
 
 
Average vessel purchases 
 

A small number of vessel purchases were reported by survey respondents in 2009, as 
shown in Table 95. Unlike other expense data, missing values were assumed to be zero for 
computing these averages. For charter boats, an overall average expense for vessel purchases was 
$15,608, with the largest value for South Carolina ($56,923). For head boats, the average expense 
for vessel purchases in Florida was $40,000. In 2009, there were no reported purchases of head 
boats in Georgia, South Carolina or North Carolina, and no charter boat purchases in Florida. Most 
of the vessel purchases were from other states so the amounts spent in the home state were very 
small. 
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Table 95: Average expenses ($) for purchase of vessels in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational 
fishery by sector and state in 2009 
Sector / State Amount ($) Amount in Home State ($) 
Charter boats:   
     North Carolina 17,021  30 
     South Carolina 56,923  0 
     Georgia 2,000  2,000 
     Florida (east) 0  0 
     All  15,608  203 
Head boats:   
     NC, SC, GA 0  0 
     Florida (east) 40,000  0 
     All  24,000  0 

Note: These data were obtained from variables Q17 and Q16a.  
 
 
Total fleet expenses 
 
 Table 96 presents estimated fleet-wide expenses for vessel purchases, improvements and 
maintenance in the surveyed states in 2009. Total vessels expenses for charter boats were $41.8M 
and for head boats were $4.0M. The total vessel expenses for charter boats were highest in North 
Carolina ($20.2M), followed by South Carolina ($10.8M) and Florida ($10.0M). The total vessel 
expenses for head boats were $2.5M in Florida, and $1.5M in Georgia, South Carolina and North 
Carolina combined. 
 
 
Table 96: Total fleet expenses for the primary vessel ($1,000) in the South Atlantic for-hire 
recreational fishery by sector and state in 2009 
Sector / 
   State 

 Vessel 
Purchase 

Improvements Mainten-
ance 

  
 Hull/deck Engine Electronics Other  Total 

Charter boats:          
   NC  5,515 3,464 5,950 594 546 4,174  20,243 
   SC  6,945 1,892 557 251 352 819  10,815 
   GA  60 348 0 48 26 235  717 
   FL (east)  0 786 4,942 366 468 3,458  10,020 
   Total   12,520 6,491 11,448 1,258 1,392 8,686  41,795 
Head boats:          
   NC, SC, GA  0 159 116 1 N/A 1,272  1,547 
   FL (east)  1,400 141 175 191 0 558  2,464 
   Total   1,400 300 291 191 0 1,829  4,001 

Notes: Calculated from the average reported expenses of vessel purchase (Table 95) and vessel expenses (Table 93) 
and the total number of vessels (Table 81). Minor differences are due to rounding. N/A indicates there were too few 
observations for reporting the mean; the statistic is “not available.”  
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 Table 97 presents the portion of fleet expenses reported in that occurred in the home state 
for use in the regional economic impact analysis (Chapter 6). The majority of improvement and 
maintenance expenses occurred in the home states. Total expenses in the home state were $24.6M 
for charter boats and $2.6M for head boats. The highest in-state expenses for charter boats 
occurred in North Carolina ($12.1M) and Florida ($9.3M).  
 
 
Table 97: Total in-state vessel expenses ($1,000) for the South Atlantic for-hire recreational 
fishery by sector and state in 2009 
Sector / 
State 

Vessel 
Purchase 

Improvements Mainten-
ance 

  
Hull/deck Engine Electronics Other  Total 

Charter boats:         
   NC 0 2,300 4,925 324 405 4,146  12,100 
   SC 0 1,022 254 227 610 742  2,845 
   GA 60 0 0 9 0 219  288 
   FL (east) 0 956 4,542 409 67 3,336  9,309 
   Total  60 4,278 9,721 968 1,082 8,442  24,552 
Head boats:         
   NC, SC, GA 0 159 116 1 0 1,263  1,758 
   FL (east) 0 123 93 363 0 493  1,072 
   Total  0 282 209 364 0 1,756  2,610 
Notes: Calculated from the average reported in-state vessel expenses (Table 94) and the total number of vessels (Table 
81). Minor differences are due to rounding. 
 
 

Estimated total annual fleet expenses for trips, overhead, and vessel purchase, 
improvements and maintenance are summarized in Table 98, including the share of the total that 
was spent in-state (i.e., local). All trip and overhead expenses were assumed to occur in state.  

 
For the charter boat sector, a total of $92.0M was calculated for the entire fleet operating in 

2009 of which $74.7M (81%) occurred within the respective home states. This total was 
comprised of $31.8M in trip (variable) expenses, $18.4M in overhead expenses, and $41.8M for 
vessel purchase, improvement and maintenance expenses. The state of North Carolina had the 
highest total expenses for charter boats ($40.1M), followed by Florida ($26.9M). 
 

For the head boat sector, a total of $14.9M was calculated for the entire fleet operating in 
2009 of which $15.5M (92%) occurred within the respective home states. The fleet in Florida had 
higher expenses for head boats ($7.5M) than the combined states of Georgia, South Carolina and 
North Carolina ($6.0M). 
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Table 98: Summary of total expenses ($1,000) for the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery 
by sector and state in 2009 
Sector /  
   State 

Expense category  Total expenses 
Trip Overhead Vessel  Total In-state (%) 

Charter boats:       
   NC 14,349 9,599 20,243  44,191 40,082 (83%) 
   SC 5,536 2,529 10,815  18,880 10,919 (58%) 
   GA 372 231 717  1,319 890 (68%) 
   FL (east) 11,559 6,010 10,020  27,879 26,879 (97%) 
   All  31,816 18,368 41,795  91,979 74,736 (81%) 
Head boats:       
   NC, SC, GA 2,946 1,537 1,547  6,029 6,021 (99%) 
   FL (east) 3,907 2,528 2,464  8,899 7,507 (84%) 
   All  6,853 4,065 4,011  14,928 13,528 (91%) 

Notes: The trip and overhead totals are calculated by multiplying the fleet size (Table 81) times the average annual 
trip-related expenses for the primary vessel (Table 91) and the average annual overhead expenses prorated for one 
vessel (Table 92 divided by the number of vessels owned), respectively. Vessel expenses include the total purchase 
price, value of improvements and maintenance incurred in 2009 (Table 96). The in-state total uses the in-state vessel 
expenses (Table 97) instead of the total vessel expenses in the calculation. 
 
 

Revenues 
 
Average fee structure 
 

Table 99 shows the structure of user fees charged by for-hire operations in the study area in 
2009. For the charter fleet, the most common fee structure was a vessel rate (94%), with only 
minor use of a passenger rate (3%) or vessel rate with a fuel surcharge (2%). The primary fee 
structure reported among head boats was the passenger rate, with 56%, with minor use of a vessel 
rate with fuel surcharge (8%) and a passenger rate with fuel surcharge (4%). 
 
Table 99: Average 2009 distribution of trip fee payment types in the South Atlantic for-hire 
recreational fishery by sector and state 
 Fee payment options (percent of respondents) 

Sector /  
   State 

Vessel 
rate 

Vessel rate plus 
fuel surcharge 

Passenger 
rate 

Passenger 
plus fuel 
surcharge 

Other 

Charter boats:       
   NC 93.6 4.3 2.1 0.0 0.0 
   SC 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
   GA 78.6 0.0 7.1 0.0 14.3 
   FL (east) 94.8 1.7 3.4 0.0 0.0 
   All  93.8 2.1 2.8 0.0 1.4 
Head boats:       
   NC, SC, GA 30.0 0.0 70.0 0.0 0.0 
   FL (east) 33.3 13.3 46.7 6.7 0.0 
   All  32.0 8.0 56.0 4.0 0.0 
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Distribution of annual revenues 
 
 Table 100 shows the distribution of annual revenues by state that were reported by for-hire 
recreational fishing operations in 2009. With the exception of North Carolina, the charter boats’ 
revenue fell mostly into the three lowest ranges that include annual revenues of less than $100,000. 
The average rate of non-reporting was 26% but the rate of non-reporting ranged from a low of 7% 
in Georgia to a high of 38% in Florida. For head boats, the revenue ranges are higher in general 
with nearly all reporting revenues of at least $100,000. In Florida, a third of head boat operations 
reported receiving more than $400,000 in annual revenues. In Georgia, South Carolina, and North 
Carolina (combined), 20% received more than $500,000, and 10% were in the $300,000-$399,999 
range. Only 13% of head boats did not respond to this question and all were located in Florida. 
 
 
Table 100: Distribution of annual revenues across revenue ranges (%) in the South Atlantic 
for-hire recreational fishery by sector and state in 2009 
Sector / Revenue range NC SC GA FL (east) All 
Charter boats:      
   Less than $25,000 10.6 19.2 20.0 6.7 11.5 
   $25,000 − $49,999 10.6 19.2 40.0 15.0 16.9 
   $50,000 − $99,000 17.0 34.6 13.3 20.0 20.9 
   $100,000 − $149,999 12.8 3.8 6.7 5.0 7.4 
   $150,000 − $199,999 23.4 0.0 0.0 3.3 8.8 
   $200,000 − $299,999 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.3 2.0 
   $300,000 − $399,999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
   $400,000 − $499,999 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.7 
   $500,000 or more 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
   Don't know 2.1 7.7 6.7 8.3 6.1 
   No answer 23.4 11.5 6.7 38.3 25.7 
   Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
    
Head boats: NC, SC, GA   
   Less than $25,000  0.0  0.0 0.0 
   $25,000 − $49,999  0.0  0.0 0.0 
   $50,000 − $99,000  0.0  6.7 4.0 
   $100,000 − $149,999  30.0  13.3 20.0 
   $150,000 − $199,999  10.0  6.7 8.0 
   $200,000 − $299,999  0.0  13.3 8.0 
   $300,000 − $399,999  10.0  0.0 4.0 
   $400,000 − $499,999  0.0  20.0 12.0 
   $500,000 or more  20.0  13.3 16.0 
   Don't know  0.0  13.3 12.0 
   No answer  0.0  13.3 16.0 
   Total  100.0  100.0 100.0 
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Table 101 shows the for-hire source of revenues as a percentage of total revenues. Charter 

operations were naturally a dominant source of revenue for charter boats (92%), however, for head 
boats, the sources of revenues were divided primarily between charter operations (51%) and head 
boat operations (44%). Commercial fishing accounted for 5% of revenues for charter boats and 2% 
for head boats. 
 
Table 101: Distribution of annual revenues across the for-hire source of revenue (%) in the South 
Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by sector and state in 2009 

Sector /  
   State 

Source (%)   

Charters Head boats Commercial 
fishing Other  

Total 
Charter boats:       
   NC 89 0 7 1  97 
   SC 100 0 0 0  100 
   GA 93 0 0 0  93 
   FL (east) 89 3 7 1  100 
   All  92 1 5 1  99 
Head boats:       
   NC, SC, GA 51 42 1 4  99 
   FL (east) 51 46 3 0  100 
   All  51 44 2 2  99 
Note: Shares by source are means across survey respondents such that some rows do not sum to 100. 
 
 
Average trip and annual revenues 
 

Table 102 shows average revenues per trip for charter and head boats by state and by 
category of revenue. Revenues per trip for full-day charter trips ($1,097) were about twice that of 
half-day trips ($551) on average. Among the categories of trip revenues, passenger fees 
represented the vast majority compared to tips and fish sales. Tips earned, on average, $68 and 
$146 for half and full day charter trips, respectively. Sales of fish, on average, earned each charter 
boat only $8 and $13 for half and full day trips, respectively. South Carolina had the highest 
average half-day passenger revenues for charter boats ($636), followed by Florida ($612), North 
Carolina ($494), and Georgia ($330). For full-day trips on charter boats, North Carolina had the 
highest fee revenues ($1,302) followed by South Carolina ($1,254), Florida ($979), and Georgia 
($597). 
 

Head boats operating in the combined states of Georgia, South Carolina and North 
Carolina reported higher average passenger revenues per trip from full and half day trips (nearly 
double for full day trips) compared to Florida, but Florida boats reported earning higher tips, 
especially on half day trips. The combined states reported earning $1,196 and $2,450 on average 
for half and full day head boat trips, respectively, compared to $781 and $1,287 for Florida head 
boats, respectively. No head boats reported revenues from fish sales. 
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Table 102: Average revenues per trip ($) in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by 
revenue category and by sector and state in 2009 
Sector /  
   State 

Passenger fees  Tips  Fish sales 
Half Full  Half Full  Half Full 

Charter boats:         
   NC 494 1,302  48 155  0 1 
   SC 636 1,254  65 150  0 0 
   GA 330 597  40 65  0 0 
   FL (east) 612 979  87 162  19 33 
   All  551 1,097  68 148  8 13 
Head boats:         
   NC, SC, GA 1,196 2,450  44 132  0 0 
   FL (east) 781 1,287  105 134  0 0 
   All  947 1,703  74 133  0 0 

 
 

Table 103 shows average annual revenues per vessel in 2009 by revenue category, 
calculated from survey data on average revenue per trip multiplied by the average number of trips 
reported per vessel. Passenger fees constituted an average of $93,757 for charter boats and 
$174,172 for head boats and accounted for the vast majority of annual revenues for each sector. 
Tips represented $11,842 for charter boats and $13,342 for head boats, and fish sales were 
negligible at just $463 for charter boats. Florida had the highest average annual passenger fees for 
charter boats ($110,634), and head boats ($191,682). Florida also had the highest average annual 
tip revenues for charter boats ($14,053) and head boats ($17,825). 
 
 
Table 103: Average annual revenues per vessel ($) in the South Atlantic for-hire industry by sector 
and state in 2009 
Sector / 
   State 

Source   
Passenger fees Tips Fish sales  Total 

Charter boats:      
   NC 89,631 12,328 0  101,959 
   SC 90,539 10,284 0  100,823 
   GA 48,872 4,571 0  53,443 
   FL (east) 110,634 14,053 1,345  126,032 
   All  93,757 11,842 463  106,062 
Head boats:      
   NC, SC, GA 144,990 8,858 0  153,848 
   FL (east) 191,682 17,825 0  209,507 
   All  174,172 13,342 0  187,514 

Notes: Calculated from the average reported revenues per trip by trip length (Table 103) multiplied by the average 
reported trips by trip length (Table 84), assuming overnight and multi-day trips earned the same revenue as full-day 
trips, then summed across trip lengths. 
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Total fleet revenues 
 

Total estimates of annual trip revenues in 2009 are presented in Table 104. For the charter 
boat sector, the estimated total revenues for all vessels in all states in 2009 amounted to $76.4M, of 
which $67.4M or 88% was from passenger fees, $8.7M (11%) was from tips, and $315,000 (0.4%) 
was from fish sales. For comparison, head boats generated $11M with the vast majority from 
passenger fees ($10.1M or 92%).  

 
South Carolina and Florida had the highest revenues from charter boats ($33.0M and 

($29.5M, respectively). Florida had higher revenues for head boats ($7.3M) compared to the 
combined states ($3.7M).  
 
 
Table 104: Total trip revenues in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by sector and state 
in 2009 
Sector / 
   State 

Revenue source ($1,000)  Total 
($1,000) Passenger fees Tips Fish sales  

Charter boats:      
   NC 29,041 3,994 0  12,300 
   SC 11,046 1,255 0  33,035 
   GA 1,466 137 0  1,603 
   FL (east) 25,888 3,289 315  29,492 
   Total 67,441 8,674 315  76,430 
Head boats:      
   NC, SC, GA 3,423 258 0  3,681 
   FL (east) 6,709 624 0  7,333 
   Total 10,132 882 0  11,014 

Notes: Calculated from the average annual revenues per vessel (Table 103) and the total number of vessels in the fleet 
(Table 81). The totals across states are a sum of the columns. No revenues were reported for head boats in Georgia. 
 
 

Labor 
 
Average full-time equivalents (FTEs) per vessel 
 

Table 105 shows the average annual full time equivalent (FTE) labor (i.e., one FTE is 
2,080 annually) of captain and crew employed (at sea) by state and by sector in for-hire operations 
in the South Atlantic in 2009. On average, charter and head boats employed 0.7 and 1.5 FTE in 
2009, respectively. Florida had the highest average number of employed crew per vessel in both 
the charter (0.8) and head boat (1.7) sectors. Georgia had the lowest number of average FTE for 
charter boats at 0.3. 
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Table 105: Average annual captain and crew labor (FTE) employed by South Atlantic for-hire 
recreational fishing boats by sector and state in 2009 

Charter boats  Head boats 
NC SC GA FL (east) All  NC, SC, GA FL (east) All 
0.6 0.6 0.3 0.8 0.7  1.3 1.7 1.5 

Notes: FTEs were calculated from survey data based on the number of captain and crew, the number of trips and 
average trip duration (hours) reported by respondents for both half- and full-day trips. One FTE represents 2,080 hours 
annually. 
 
 
Total fleet labor 
 

Table 106 shows total estimates of direct employment (FTEs) for the for-hire fleet in the 
South Atlantic in 2009. Total employment of captain, crew and overhead staff were estimated at 
668 for charter boats (excluding figures from Georgia) and 158 for head boats. Direct employment 
of captain and crew exceed the direct employment of overhead staff for both sectors. North 
Carolina had the highest total employment for charter boats. 
 
 
Table 106: Total direct employment in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by sector 
and state in 2009 
Sector /  
   State 

Fulltime Equivalent (FTE) Employees 
Crew and captain Overhead staff  Total 

Charter boats:     
    NC 186 110  296 
    SC 70 36  106 
    GA N/A N/A  N/A 
    FL (east) 196 70  266 
    Total 452 216  668 
Head boats:     
    NC, SC, GA 39 23  62 
    FL (east) 59 37  96 
    Total 98 60  158 

Notes: Staff labor estimated based on reported annual wages (staff labor expense) and assuming a wage rate of $15 per 
hour, which was considered reasonable. Calculated from the average FTE’s (Table 105) and the total number of 
vessels (Table 81). The totals across states are a sum of the columns. N/A indicates there were too few observations for 
reporting the statistic, as such it is “not available.” 
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Chapter 6 
ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

 
 

Overview 
 

This chapter presents information on the regional economic impacts of for-hire 
recreational fishing vessels in the southeast Atlantic states of Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, 
and North Carolina in 2009. Survey sample averages were used to extrapolate to estimates of the 
total economic values for the entire fleet based on the number of vessels officially registered in 
each state (Table 81). 
 
 
IMPLAN methodology 
 

The total economic impacts of the for-hire recreational fishing fleet in the southeast U.S. 
Atlantic states were generated using (1) the survey results previously reported for estimating total 
fleet expenditures and (2) the regional models developed with the IMPLAN Professional software 
for social accounting and impact analysis (MIG, Inc.). The IMPLAN system enables construction 
of input-output models and social accounting matrices that represent the structure of an IMPLAN 
regional economy in terms of transactions among industry sectors, households, and governments. 
It also accounts for industrial commodity production, employment, labor and property income, 
household and institutional consumption, domestic and international trade (imports, exports), 
government taxes, transfer payments such as welfare and retirement, and capital investment. 
 
 
Economic multipliers 
 

Economic multipliers for each industry sector capture the secondary effects of new money 
flowing into a region (e.g., state) that generates further economic activity as it is re-spent in the 
local economy (Miller and Blair 2009). Indirect effects multipliers represent the economic activity 
generated in the supply chain through the purchase of intermediate inputs from vendor firms. 
Induced effects multipliers represent the impacts of spending by industry employee households 
and governments. In this study, the indirect and induced multipliers were applied only to foreign 
and domestic exports, or sales outside each state. 
 

The total economic impacts are calculated as the sum of direct effects (i.e., expenditures), 
plus indirect and induced effects. Therefore, while the estimates of this analysis are referred to as 
"economic impacts," these values may be better understood as "economic contributions" because 
they represent the ongoing economic activity of existing industries, rather than a net change in 
activity resulting from external influences (Watson et al. 2007). 
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Calculation of Economic Impacts 

 
Measures of economic impacts reported here include output or revenue, value added, 

employment (including full-time, part-time, and seasonal positions), labor income, and indirect 
business taxes paid to local, state, and federal governments. “Value added” is a broad measure of 
net economic activity that is comparable to the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), and represents the 
sum of labor and property income, indirect business taxes, and capital consumption (depreciation). 
Value added also is equivalent to the difference between industry revenues and intermediate inputs 
purchased from other sectors. Economic impacts of for-hire recreational fishing operations in each 
state were calculated based on the total estimated fleet expenditures by economic sector and the 
regional economic multipliers shown in Appendix B. A glossary of economic impact analysis 
terminology is provided in Appendix C. 
 
 Economic impacts in this study were calculated using estimated total expenditures, 
classified by industry sector, rather than revenues, since it appeared that revenues were 
under-reported by survey respondents. Impacts were calculated separately for local resident and 
non-resident passengers. The expenditures in each region that were attributable to spending by 
non-residents were estimated based the share of passengers originating from outside the state 
(Table 89), and full multipliers (direct, indirect, and induced) were applied to these expenditures. 
Conversely, to expenditures attributed to local passengers (from within the state), only the direct 
effects multipliers were applied, because this spending was considered to be discretionary and 
does not represent new final demand in the region. 
 

Retail margins were applied to expenditures in the retail sectors for food and beverage 
stores (#324), gasoline stations (#326), and sporting goods, hobby, book and music stores (#328) 
in order to apportion values for manufacturing, transportation and wholesale distribution activities 
that typically do not occur in the region. Generally, retail gross margins on sales range from 0.2 to 
0.4. Direct employment estimated for captains, crew and overhead staff (Table 106) were added to 
induced employment impacts associated with employee household spending. 
 
 
Annual in-state expenditures 
 

Table 107 shows a consolidated listing of in-state expenditures for the recreational for-hire 
fishing sectors in the South Atlantic. Each expenditure item was assigned to the appropriate 
IMPLAN industry/institution sector in order to apply the economic multipliers. For example, 
vessel purchase, improvement and maintenance expenses were assigned to the sector “boat 
building” (#291), and dockage expenses were assigned to the sector “transport by water” (#334), 
which includes marina operations. Employee compensation expenses for crew, overhead staff, and 
the captain were assigned to the following sectors for households with annual incomes (HH 
Income) of $25,000-$35,000, $35,000-$50,000, and $50,000-$75,000, respectively. It is important 
to distinguish between household incomes since each sector likely represents a different household 
spending profile for personal consumption expenditures. 
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Table 107: Total 2009 in-state expenditures ($1,000) in the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by sector and state 
IMPLAN 

sector 
Sector Description 
(Expenditure items 

Charter boats  Head boats 
     NC       SC       GA FL (east)  NC, SC, GA FL (east) 

17 Commercial Fishing (Bait) 969 287 76 676  194 326 
70 Soft drink, ice manufacturing (Ice) 431 83 15 288  53 87 
249 Search, detection, navigation, manuf. 

(Electronics improvement) 648 264 12 409  1 363 

291 Boat building (Vessel, improvements, 
maintenance) 14,128 2,825 279 8,900  1,538 709 

324 Retail Stores - Food etc. (Food/Drink) 170 35 8 195  6 92 
326 Retail Stores - Stations (Fuel and oil) 6,877 3,434 238 4,433  1,162 2,091 
328 Retail Stores - Sporting goods, hobby, 

book and music (Tackle) 555 184 42 360  118 175 

334 Transport by water (Dockage) 1,162 481 57 1,340  240 353 
368 Accounting, tax preparation, payroll 

services (Bookkeeping)     224 23 5 178  53 45 

377 Advertising and related services 
(Advertising/Promotions)    624 231 28 703  202 205 

381 Management of companies and enterprises 
(Other overhead) 3,275 541 65 985  68 565 

384 Office administrative services (Office 
(rent, utilities, etc.)  460 57 59 230  225 86 

432 Other state and local government 
enterprises (Permits/Licenses) 247 43 9 185  23 39 

10004 HH Income $25-35k (Crew labor) 2,227 502 NA 2,244  767 563 
10005 HH Income $35-50k (Staff) 3,438 1,118 NA 2,193  721 1,143 
10006 HH Income-$50-75k (Captain labor) 3,289 1,045 NA 3,558  652 665 

Note: No crew income was reported for charter boats in Georgia. 
 
.
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 For charter boat operations, regardless of state, the highest itemized in-state expenditures 
were in the boat building sector followed by retail gasoline stations (i.e., Retail stores – Stations 
(Fuel and oil)), and then labor (i.e., HH Income) associated with the captain, crew, and staff. For 
head boats, the largest expenditures were in the same categories with the exception that 
expenditures at retail gasoline stations were higher in Florida. 
 
 
Regional economic impacts 
 

Table 108 summarizes the regional economic impacts of for-hire recreational fishing 
vessels by sector and state in 2009. Total in-state expenditures were $88.3M for all states in the 
survey, including $74.7M for charter boats and $13.5M for head boats. The total output (revenue) 
impacts were estimated at $124.4M, and employment impacts were 1,878 jobs. Total value added 
impacts, representing contribution to Gross Domestic Product, were $66.6M, including labor 
income for employee and proprietor wages, salaries and benefits of $43.7M and indirect business 
taxes paid to local, state and federal governments of $5.1M. 

 
 
Table 108: Summary of 2009 regional economic impacts for the South Atlantic for-hire 
recreational fishery by sector and state 

Sector /  
   State 

Economic impacts (M $)  Employment 
(full- & 

part-time 
jobs) 

In-state 
Expense  Output  Value 

added  
Labor 

income  

Indirect 
business 

tax  

 

Charter boats:        
   NC $10.9 $12.3 $6.3 $4.1 $0.5  409 
   SC $36.0 $53.2 $28.0 $18.6 $2.1  540 
   GA $0.9 $1.4 $0.7 $0.5 $0.1  23 
   FL (east) $26.9 $41.2 $22.3 $14.5 $1.7  598 
   Total $74.7 $108.1 $57.4 $37.7 $4.4  1,569 
Head boats:        
   NC, SC, GA  $6.0 $7.8 $4.2 $2.7 $0.3  133 
   FL (east) $7.5 $8.6 $5.1 $3.3 $0.4  175 
   Total $13.5 $16.4 $9.2 $6.0 $0.7  308 
        
Total $88.3 $124.4 $66.6 $43.7 $5.1  1,878 

 
 

Charter boats had the highest economic impacts for all measures. The state of North 
Carolina had the highest output impacts for charter boats ($53.2M), followed by Florida ($41.2M), 
South Carolina ($12.3M), and Georgia ($1.4M). For head boats, Florida had total output impacts 
($8.6M), while Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina (combined) had output impacts of 
$7.8M. 
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Total employment impacts for charter boats were 598 jobs in Florida, 540 jobs in North 

Carolina, 409 jobs in South Carolina, and 23 jobs in Georgia. For the head boat sector, total 
employment impacts were 175 jobs in Florida, and 133 jobs in Georgia, South Carolina and North 
Carolina combined. 
 

Table 109 shows economic impacts by sectors of the economy. The highest impacts were 
in sectors for boat building, household labor (captain, crew and staff compensation), management 
of companies and enterprises, non-depository credit intermediation and related activities, gasoline 
stations and transport by water. The boat building sector had total output impacts of $46.9M, value 
added impacts of $19.5M, and employment impacts of 301 jobs. Compensation for captain and 
crew had the second highest output impacts of $20.4M and total employment impacts of 734 jobs. 
The sector for commercial fishing had employment impacts of 124 jobs. 
 

Table 110 shows economic impacts results for resident (local or state) passengers versus 
non-resident (regional or national) passengers of for-hire recreational fishing vessels. Although 
overall spending was similar for residents and non-residents, non-resident passengers generated 
greater economic impacts because their spending was subject to the full multiplier effects (direct, 
indirect, and induced), while only direct effects are applicable for resident spending. The total 
expenses in all surveyed states were $20.7M for residents and $67.6M for non-resident passengers. 
Total output impacts were $10.9M for resident passengers and 113.5M for spending attributed to 
non-residents. Total value added impacts were $4.6M for residents and $62.0M for non-residents. 
 
 
Comparison of 1997 and 2009 economic impacts 
 

Table 111 provides a comparison of results for the present 2009 survey data with the results 
of the previous survey for 1997 (Holland et al., 1999) in terms of total output, labor income, and 
employment impacts. Values for 1997 were adjusted for inflation to state in 2009 dollars. Note that 
results for 1997 reflect only impacts on the Atlantic coast regions of these states, excluding 
impacts for the Gulf coast in Florida. Total output impacts in 2009 ($124.4M) were 11% greater 
than in 1997 ($112.2M), however, labor income impacts were 18% lower ($43.7M versus 
$53.4M), and employment impacts were 20% lower in 2009 than in 1997 (1,878 versus 2,351 
jobs). Employment impacts decreased for charter boats in all states except South Carolina, and for 
head boats in Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina combined, but not for Florida. 
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Table 109: Economic impacts of the South Atlantic for-hire recreational fishery by industry/institutional sector in 2009 
 Economic impacts (million $) Employment 

Industry Institution Description Expense Output Value 
added 

Labor 
income 

Indirect 
business 

taxes 

Full- & 
part-time jobs 

Commercial Fishing   $2.5 $5.0 $3.1 $2.0 $0.2 124 
Soft drink and ice manufacturing $1.0 $1.6 $0.5 $0.3 $0.0 6 
Search, detection, and navigation instruments manuf. $1.3 $2.6 $1.1 $0.8 $0.1 13 
Boat building        $25.8 $46.9 $19.5 $13.6 $1.3 301 
Retail Stores – Food and beverage $0.5 $0.6 $0.6 $0.4 $0.1 10 
Retail Stores – Gasoline stations $18.2 $6.8 $5.0 $3.1 $0.7 79 
Retail Stores – Sporting goods, hobby, book and music $1.4 $1.6 $1.5 $0.9 $0.2 30 
Transport by water $3.6 $7.1 $3.5 $2.1 $0.3 39 
Accounting, tax preparation, bookkeeping, payroll services   $0.5 $1.2 $0.8 $0.5 $0.0 12 
Advertising and related services           $2.0 $4.2 $2.6 $1.7 $0.1 41 
Management of companies and enterprises       $5.5 $11.8 $7.3 $5.2 $0.4 85 
Office administrative services    $1.1 $2.4 $1.5 $1.2 $0.1 24 
Other state and local government enterprises $0.5 $1.1 $0.5 $0.3 $0.0 7 
Households $25k-$35k (crew) and $50k-$75k (captain) $15.5 $20.4 $12.5 $7.5 $1.1 734 
Households $35k-$50k (staff) $8.6 $11.1 $6.8 $4.1 $0.6 373 
Total $88.3 $124.4 $66.6 $43.7 $5.1 1,878 
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Table 110: Economic impacts (million $) generated by resident and non-resident passengers of South Atlantic for-hire recreational 
fishing vessels by sector and state in 2009 

Sector / 
  State 

Expense  Output  Value Added  Labor Income  Indirect Business 
Tax 

Resident  Non-res.  Resident  Non-res.  Resident  Non-res.  Resident  Non-res.  Resident  Non-res. 
Charter boat sector:              

NC $2.2 $8.7  $1.0 $11.2  $0.4 $5.9  $0.3 $3.8  $0.0 $0.5 
SC $5.5 $30.6  $3.2 $50.0  $1.3 $26.7  $1.0 $17.6  $0.1 $2.0 
GA $0.2 $0.7  $0.2 $1.2  $0.1 $0.7  $0.0 $0.5  $0.0 $0.0 
FL (east) $8.0 $18.9  $4.4 $36.8  $1.8 $20.5  $1.3 $13.2  $0.1 $1.6 
Total $15.9 $58.9  $8.8 $99.3  $3.6 $53.8  $2.7 $35.0  $0.2 $4.2 

Head boat sector:              
NC, SC, GA $1.3 $4.8  $0.6 $7.2  $0.2 $3.9  $0.2 $2.5  $0.0 $0.3 
FL (east) $3.5 $4.0  $1.5 $7.0  $0.8 $4.3  $0.6 $2.7  $0.1 $0.4 
Total $4.8 $8.7  $2.1 $14.3  $1.1 $8.2  $0.8 $5.2  $0.1 $0.7 

               
Total  $20.7 $67.6  $10.9 $113.5  $4.6 $62.0  $3.4 $40.3  $0.3 $4.8 
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Table 111: Comparison of regional economic impacts of the South Atlantic for-hire recreational 
fishery by sector and state in 2009 and 1997 

Sector / 
   State 

Output  Labor Income  Employment 

(million $)  (million $)  (full- & part-time 
jobs) 

2009 1997  2009 1997  2009 1997 
Charter boats:         NC $12.3 $7.5  $4.1 $3.8  409 383 

SC $53.2 $28.6  $18.6 $14.0  540 555 
GA $1.4 $6.5  $0.5 $2.7  23 129 
FL (east) $41.2 $50.5  $14.5 $25.4  598 955 
Total $108.1 $93.0  $37.7 $45.8  1,569 2,022 

Head boats:         NC, SC, GA  $7.8 $7.6  $2.7 $2.7  133 157 
FL (east) $8.6 $11.5  $3.3 $4.9  175 172 
Total $16.4 $19.2  $6.0 $7.6  308 329 

         
Total  $124.4 $112.2  $43.7 $53.4  1,878 2,351 

Notes: Values for 1997 were adjusted for inflation to express in 2009 dollars values using the Gross Domestic Product 
Implicit Price Deflator (U.S. Commerce Department, 2011). 
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Chapter 7 
OPERATORS’ OPINIONS 

OF PROBLEMS FACING THE INDUSTRY and FISHERIES 
MANAGEMENT 

 
 
 This chapter will examine charter and head boat operators’ perceptions of the problems 
facing the recreational fishing industry, attitudes on management and other issues, and the number 
of times they have been inspected by law enforcement officers. 
 
 

Charter Boat Operators 
 
Perceptions of Problems 
 

Based on the numbers of respondents across the four states that rated issues as major 
short-term concerns the ones that were rated by a large proportion of operators were increasing 
fuel costs and more unlicensed charters (Table 112 through Table 115). Decreasing demand for 
fishing services was also listed as a major problem for North Carolina operators, and as a minor 
problem in Georgia, but not by the other two states. There were no issues with agreement from a 
large proportion of operators across the four states as minor problems but different ones were 
mentioned by operators in each state and sometimes two or three states agreed. Specifically fishing 
permit/license cost increases were mentioned by North Carolina, Georgia and Florida operators; 
recruitment of new anglers by North and South Carolina operators, insurance cost and availability 
by mostly South Carolina and Georgia operators (though a little less than half of North Carolina 
and Florida operators listed that as a minor problem also). Other issues listed as minor short-term 
problems were coastal habitat loss for North and South Carolina operators, and increase in harmful 
algal blooms by Florida operators. 

 
The issues with the most votes as not being short-term problems across the four states were 

decreased labor supply, increased crew labor costs and climate change. Sea level rise was listed as 
not being a short-term problem by the majority of respondents in North and South Carolina and 
Georgia (and 45% of Florida) operators. Increases in harmful algal blooms were not a short-term 
problem for a majority of operators in North Carolina and Georgia, and for half of the operators in 
South Carolina.  
 

Major long-term concerns for charter boat operators across the four states include fuel cost 
increases and more unlicensed charters (Table 116 to Table 119). Decreasing demand for fishing 
was cited by a majority of North Carolina operators and half of Georgia operators as long-term 
concerns. Insurance cost/availability was listed as a major problem for about half the Florida 
operators (Table 119). There was no agreement on specific minor long-term problems across the 
four states, but several were listed by two or three states, specifically fishing permit/license cost 
increases were mentioned by North Carolina and Georgia operators; coastal habitat loss by North 
and South Carolina and Georgia operators, recruitment of new anglers by North and South 
Carolina, and Georgia operators. 
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Table 112: North Carolina charter operator opinions of short-term problems for the recreational 
fishing industry 

Short-term problems 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change  22 52.4 18 42.9 2 4.8 42 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 8 20.0 22 55.0 10 25.0 40 100.0 
Sea level rise 21 58.3 14 38.9 1 2.8 36 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 4 9.1 15 34.1 25 56.8 44 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 0 0.0 11 24.4 34 75.6 45 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 24 66.7 7 19.4 5 13.9 36 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 16 36.4 11 25.0 17 38.6 44 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 10 22.2 19 42.2 16 35.6 45 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 27 61.4 16 36.4 1 2.3 44 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 34 75.6 10 22.2 1 2.2 45 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 7 15.6 24 53.3 14 31.1 45 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 10 22.2 24 53.3 11 24.4 45 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 6 14.0 12 27.9 25 58.1 43 100.0 

Note: The n for each problem varies as the “no opinion” responses are not reported. 
 
 
Table 113: South Carolina charter operator opinions of short-term problems for the recreational 
fishing industry 

Short-term problems 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change  10 55.6 7 38.9 1 5.6 18 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 7 36.8 10 52.6 2 10.5 19 100.0 
Sea level rise 13 76.5 4 23.5 0 0.0 17 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 9 42.9 3 14.3 9 42.9 21 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 0 0.0 11 47.8 12 52.2 23 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 9 50.0 6 33.3 3 16.7 18 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 8 34.8 10 43.5 5 21.7 23 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 7 31.8 10 45.5 5 22.7 22 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 12 80.0 2 13.3 1 6.7 15 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 12 80.0 2 13.3 1 6.7 15 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 9 39.1 10 43.5 4 17.4 23 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 10 45.5 10 45.5 2 9.1 22 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 3 14.3 8 38.1 10 47.6 21 100.0 

Note: The n for each problem varies as the “no opinion” responses are not reported. 
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Table 114: Georgia charter operator opinions of short-term problems for the recreational fishing 
industry 

Short-term problems 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change  7 53.8 4 30.8 2 15.4 13 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 6 46.2 5 38.5 2 15.4 13 100.0 
Sea level rise 8 72.7 2 18.2 1 9.1 11 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 4 28.6 6 42.9 4 28.6 14 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 0 0.0 3 21.4 11 78.6 14 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 8 66.7 0 0.0 4 33.3 12 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 3 25.0 4 33.3 5 41.7 12 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 1 7.1 9 64.3 4 28.6 14 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 7 77.8 0 0.0 2 22.2 9 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 7 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 1 7.7 10 76.9 2 15.4 13 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 6 50.0 3 25.0 3 25.0 12 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 2 15.4 7 53.8 4 30.8 13 100.0 

Note: The n for each problem varies as the “no opinion” responses are not reported. 
 
 
Table 115: Florida (east) charter operator opinions of short-term problems for the recreational 
fishing industry 

Short-term problems 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change 36 67.9 14 26.4 3 5.7 53 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 19 33.9 17 30.4 3 5.7 53 100.0 
Sea level rise 5 45.4 3 27.3 20 35.7 56 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 6 10.7 8 14.3 3 27.3 11 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 0 0.0 7 12.3 42 75.0 56 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 20 40.9 23 46.9 50 87.7 57 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 20 35.1 21 36.8 6 12.2 49 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 6 10.5 24 42.1 16 28.1 57 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 15 29.4 25 49.0 27 15.4 57 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 30 62.5 11 22.9 11 21.6 51 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 9 15.8 28 49.1 7 14.6 48 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 14 25.0 17 30.4 20 35.1 57 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 8 15.4 11 21.1 25 44.6 56 100.0 

Note: The n for each problem varies as the “no opinion” responses are not reported. 
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Table 116: North Carolina charter operator opinions of long-term problems for the recreational 
fishing industry 

Long-term problems 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change  22 52.4 18 42.9 2 4.8 42 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 8 20.0 22 55.0 10 25.0 40 100.0 
Sea level rise 21 58.3 14 38.9 1 2.8 36 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 4 9.1 15 34.1 25 56.8 44 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 0 0.0 11 24.4 34 75.6 45 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 24 66.7 7 19.4 5 13.9 36 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 16 36.4 11 25.0 17 38.6 44 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 10 22.2 19 42.2 16 35.6 45 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 27 61.4 16 36.4 1 2.3 44 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 34 75.6 10 22.2 1 2.2 45 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 7 15.6 24 53.3 14 31.1 45 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 10 22.2 24 53.3 11 24.4 45 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 6 14.0 12 27.9 25 58.1 43 100.0 

Note: The n for each problem varies as the “no opinion” responses are not reported. 
 
 
Table 117: South Carolina charter operator opinions of long-term problems for the recreational 
fishing industry 

Long-term problems 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change  10 55.6 7 38.9 1 5.6 18 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 7 36.8 10 52.6 2 10.5 19 100.0 
Sea level rise 13 76.5 4 23.5 0 0.0 17 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 9 42.9 3 14.3 9 42.9 21 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 0 0.0 11 47.8 12 52.2 23 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 9 50.0 6 33.3 3 16.7 18 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 8 34.8 10 43.5 5 21.7 23 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 7 31.8 10 45.5 5 22.7 22 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 12 80.0 2 13.3 1 6.7 15 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 12 80.0 2 13.3 1 6.7 15 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 9 39.1 10 43.5 4 17.4 23 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 10 45.5 10 45.5 2 9.1 22 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 3 14.3 8 38.1 10 47.6 21 100.0 

Note: The n for each problem varies as the “no opinion” responses are not reported. 
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Table 118: Georgia charter operator opinions of long-term problems for the recreational fishing 
industry 

Long-term problems 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change  15 55.6 10 37.0 2 7.4 27 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 8 28.6 15 53.6 5 17.9 28 100.0 
Sea level rise 19 73.1 7 26.9 0 0.0 26 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 10 33.3 5 16.7 15 50.0 30 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 0 0.0 11 34.4 21 65.6 32 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 15 55.6 8 29.6 4 14.8 27 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 11 34.4 11 34.4 10 31.3 32 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 9 29.0 11 35.5 11 35.5 31 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 18 75.0 5 20.8 1 4.2 24 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 20 83.3 3 12.5 1 4.2 24 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 10 31.3 16 50.0 6 18.8 32 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 12 38.7 15 48.4 4 12.9 31 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 6 20.0 9 30.0 15 50.0 30 100.0 

Note: The n for each problem varies as the “no opinion” responses are not reported. 
 
 
Table 119: Florida (east) charter operator opinions of long-term problems for the recreational 
fishing industry 

Long-term problems 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem 
Total 

n % n % N % n % 
Climate change 21 40.4 18 34.6 13 25.0 52 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 13 24.5 18 34.0 22 41.5 53 100.0 
Sea level rise 4 36.4 4 36.4 3 27.2 11 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 4 7.5 9 17.0 40 75.5 53 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 1 1.8 3 5.5 51 92.7 55 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 21 44.7 17 36.2 9 19.1 47 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 15 27.2 20 36.4 20 36.4 55 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 5 9.1 21 38.2 29 52.7 55 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 15 30.6 24 49.0 10 20.4 49 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 29 60.4 11 22.9 8 16.7 48 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 9 16.1 24 42.9 23 41.0 56 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 15 27.8 14 25.9 25 46.3 54 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 8 16.0 11 22.0 31 62.0 50 100.0 

Note: The n for each problem varies as the “no opinion” responses are not reported. 
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Most charter operators were less concerned in the long term with decreased labor supply 

and increased crew labor costs (though about half of Florida operators listed the latter as a minor 
long-term problem). Sea level rise was listed as not a problem by the majority of operators in North 
and South Carolina and Georgia; but by only about a third of the Florida operators. Increases in 
algae blooms was listed as not a problem by half or more of the operators in three states and by a 
little less than half of the Florida respondents.  
 
Opinions about Various Actions and Agencies Affecting For-Hire Industry 
 

Potential actions with stronger support from charter boat operators include expansion of 
artificial reefs and expansion of coastal restoration projects (especially in Georgia) and, in Florida, 
creating offshore wind farms (Table 120). There was less strong, but still moderate support for new 
offshore aquaculture projects among Florida respondents. Conversely, potential actions opposed 
by the majority charter boat operators include use of electronic vessel monitoring systems, 
unlimited accumulation of catch shares through sale or transfer, catch shares for the 
charter/head-boat sector, limited accumulation of catch shares through sale or transfer, and 
mandatory log book reporting for charters. Federal fisheries observers on charter boats was 
opposed more strongly in South and North Carolina than the other two states and limited entry as a 
tool for fisheries management was opposed more by North Carolina and Georgia operators than 
the other two states, though there was slight majority opposition there also. Appendix D presents 
longer comments that respondent’s offered regarding their thoughts on which regulation they 
would most like to see changed and how they would change it. Appendix E lists comments 
describing any improvements or positive developments that operators observed in the for-hire 
industry over the past five years. Appendix F summarizes respondents’ comments and opinions 
regarding any topic they felt might not have been adequately covered in the course the survey. 
 

Charter boat operators generally reported that relevant agencies were fairly unresponsive 
to their needs. Lowest scoring agencies include the South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 
and NOAA Fisheries Service. North Carolina operators were more likely to disagree with South 
Atlantic Fisheries Management Council and NOAA Fisheries Service being responsive. Of the 
entities listed, local tourism organizations local chambers of commerce and Marine Extension/ Sea 
Grant received somewhat more positive votes, though still averaging close to neutral (Table 121 to 
Table 124). 
 

The frequency of participating in management activities were similar on the four state 
aggregate level (Table 125), ranging only from 2.1 to 3 (on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1=Never, 
2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Frequently, 5=Very Frequently) for most of the items. Differences 
were more discernible on the state level. North Carolina operators were more likely to attend state 
(3.47) and federal (3.27) agency meetings about fisheries (the only two cases where participation 
frequency averaged as “sometimes”). South Carolina operators were more likely to informally 
discuss fishery issues with a charter boat industry association officer (2.98) or attend charter boat 
industry association meetings (2.75). Georgia operators were more likely to send comments about 
proposed regulation to relevant agencies (2.17) and attend state agency meeting about fisheries 
(2.04) although still only rarely on average. Florida operators averaged between rarely and 
sometimes for all of the actions. 
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Table 120: Charter operator support or opposition for current and potential actions 

Current and potential actions North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
Mean n  Mean n  Mean n  Mean n 

   Expansion of artificial reefs 4.77 44  4.55 22  4.67 15  4.7 57 
   Expansion of coastal restoration projects 4.00 45  4.09 21  4.57 14  4.0 57 
   Expansion of marine sanctuaries 2.55 40  2.16 22  2.86 14  2.7 55 
   Creating offshore wind farms 3.65 39  3.83 17  3.33 12  4.4 55 
   New offshore aquaculture 3.44 39  3.21 18  2.92 13  4.1 57 
   Findings of current state-based fisheries stock 

assessments 2.73 40  2.67 22  3.08 13  3.2 57 

   Findings of current federal-based fisheries stock 
assessments 1.91 41  2.15 22  2.40 15  3.6 56 

   Regulatory discards based on fish size 3.00 44  2.51 20  2.73 11  3.5 56 
   Federal fisheries observers on charters/head boats 2.40 43  2.07 20  3.00 11  2.8 55 
   Mandatory log book reporting for charters 2.65 44  2.00 23  2.36 14  2.4 57 
   Voluntary log book reporting for charters 3.27 44  2.64 22  3.07 14  3.3 57 
   Use of electronic vessel monitoring systems 1.68 43  1.60 22  1.85 13  2.0 57 
   Limited entry as a tool for fisheries management 2.35 43  2.63 20  2.40 10  2.8 57 
   Catch shares for commercial fisheries 2.79 43  2.19 19  3.18 11  2.6 57 
   Catch shares for the charter/head-boat sector 2.25 42  2.14 20  2.45 11  2.5 55 
   Unlimited accumulation of catch shares through 

sale or transfer 2.00 40  2.10 17  2.30 10  2.5 57 

   Limited accumulation of catch shares through sale 
or transfer 1.94 39  2.23 18  2.70 10  2.6 57 

   Expansion of petroleum platforms 3.52 42  3.43 21  3.38 13  3.5 56 
Notes: The actions were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5 as follows: 1 = Strongly Oppose, 2 = Moderately Oppose, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Moderately Support, 5 = Strongly 
Support. 
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Table 121: North Carolina charter operator level of agreement that selected agencies are 
responsive to industry concerns and issues and are proactive in supporting industry 
Agency Mean (n=45) No opinion (n) 
   Marine Extension/Sea Grant 3.13 6 
   State natural resource agencies 2.58 5 
   NOAA Fisheries Service 2.00 1 
   South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 1.82 1 
   Your congressman 3.00 5 
   Local Chamber of Commerce 3.33 3 
   Local tourism organization 3.41 1 

Notes: The agencies were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5 as follows: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 
= Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree. 
 
 
Table 122: South Carolina charter operator level of agreement that selected agencies are 
responsive to industry concerns and issues and are proactive in supporting industry 
Agency Mean (n=23) No opinion (n) 
   Marine Extension/Sea Grant 2.63 7 
   State natural resource agencies 3.35 0 
   NOAA Fisheries Service 2.50 1 
   South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 2.18 1 
   Your congressman 2.70 3 
   Local Chamber of Commerce 2.85 3 
   Local tourism organization 3.05 3 

Notes: The agencies were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5 as follows: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 
= Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree. 
 
 
Table 123: Georgia charter operator level of agreement that selected agencies are responsive to 
industry concerns and issues and are proactive in supporting industry 
Agency Mean (n=15) No opinion (n) 
   Marine Extension/Sea Grant 3.33 3 
   State natural resource agencies 3.71 1 
   NOAA Fisheries Service 3.38 1 
   South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 2.43 1 
   Your congressman 3.36 1 
   Local Chamber of Commerce 3.08 3 
   Local tourism organization 3.38 2 

Notes: The agencies were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5 as follows: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 
= Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree. 
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Table 124: Florida (east) charter operator level of agreement that selected agencies are responsive 
to industry concerns and issues and are proactive in supporting industry  
Agency Mean (n=57) No opinion (n) 
   Marine Extension/Sea Grant 3.8  0 
   State natural resource agencies 3.4  1 
   NOAA Fisheries Service 2.6 0 
   South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 2.3  1 
   Your congressman 3.1  0 
   Local Chamber of Commerce 3.1  0 
   Local tourism organization 3.2  0 

Notes: The agencies were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5 as follows: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 
= Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree. 
 
 
Table 125: Charter operator frequency of participation in management activities 

Frequency of actions 
North 

Carolina 
South 

Carolina Georgia Florida 

Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n 
Informally discuss fishery issues 

with a charter boat industry 
association officer 

2.47 45 2.98 23 1.70 15 2.4 56 

Attend charter boat industry 
association meetings 2.33 44 2.75 23 1.74 15 2.1 53 

Attend state agency meetings about 
fisheries 3.47 45 2.47 23 2.04 15 2.3 57 

Attend federal agency meetings 
about fisheries 3.27 45 2.44 23 1.83 15 2.4 57 

Send comments about proposed 
regulation to relevant agencies 2.60 45 2.51 23 2.17 15 2.5 56 

Notes: The frequencies were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5 as follows: 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = 
Frequently, 5 = Very Frequently 
 
 
Boat Inspections and Interviews 
 

The number of annual inspections by enforcement officers varied. The mean reported 
number was 2.8, the median was 2.0, and the mode was 2 for operators in North Carolina, South 
Carolina and Georgia and, for comparison, 4.3, 3.0 and the 4-5 category, respectively, for 
operators in Florida (Table 126). Inspections were more common in Florida and South Carolina 
and less common in Georgia. The majority of charter boat operators were generally satisfied with 
the number of inspections; 66% said the number of inspections was “about right,” 16% said it was 
“too little,” and 18% said it was “too much” across the four states (Table 127). It is interesting that 
nearly half (47%) of the Georgia respondents thought the number of inspections was “too little,” 
which is substantially more than any other state. 
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Table 126: Number and percent of charter operators by number of inspections by law enforcement 
officers in 2009 
Number of  
inspections 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   0 6 13.3  5 21.7  5 33.3  6 10.3 
   1 7 15.6  2 8.7  2 13.3  8 13.8 
   2 15 33.3  9 39.1  3 20.0  7 12.1 
   3 5 11.1  3 13.0  2 13.3  11 19.0 
   4 − 5 9 20.0  1 4.3  3 20.0  13 22.4 
   6 − 10 3 6.7  1 4.3  0 0.0  10 17.2 
   > 10  0 0.0  2 8.7  0 0.0  3 5.2 
   Total 45 100.0  23 100.0  15 100.0  58 100.0 
Statistics:            
   Mean  2.6  3.7  1.9  4.3 
   Median 2.0  2.0  2.0  3.0 
   StdDev 2.2  5.8  1.8  3.9 

 
 
Table 127: Number and percent of charter operators by opinion of inspection level 
Number of  
inspections 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   Too little 3 6.7  6 26.1  7 46.7  7 12.1 
   About right 34 75.6  14 60.9  8 53.3  37 63.8 
   Too much 8 17.8  3 13.0  0 0.0  14 24.1 
   Total 45 100.0  23 100.0  15 100.0  58 100.0 

 
 

The number of annual inspections by fisheries biologists also varied across states. The 
mean reported number was 9, and the median was 4 across the four states. About 25% reported not 
being examined during the year (Table 128). According to self-reports, operators in South 
Carolina were less likely to be inspected compared to the other three states. 
 

The number of times interviewed by universities, government agencies or NGOs varied. 
The mean reported number was 6.1, the median was 2.0, and the mode was zero in North Carolina, 
South Carolina and Georgia and, for comparison, the numbers were 2.6, zero and 4.5 in Florida, 
respectively. About 29% of charter boat operators in North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia 
and 55% in Florida reported not being interviewed during 2009 (Table 129). 
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Table 128: Number and percent of charter operators by number of inspections by fisheries 
biologists in 2009 
Number of  
inspections 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   0 5 11.4  10 43.5  4 28.6  11 19.6 
   1 8 18.2  3 13.0  0 0.0  4 7.2 
   2 − 5 9 20.5  9 39.1  2 14.3  13 23.2 
   6 − 10 6 13.6  0 0.0  4 28.6  18 32.1 
   11 − 20 11 25.0  0 0.0  2 14.3  6 10.7 
   > 20  7 15.9  1 4.3  2 14.3  4 7.2 
   Total 44 100.0  23 100.0  14 100.0  56 100.0 
Statistics:            
   Mean  12.9  2.7  9.7  7.8 
   Median 10.0  1.0  10.0  5.5 
   StdDev 15.4  6.2  9.4  8.4 

 
 
Table 129: Number and percent of charter operators by number of interviews by universities, 
government agencies or NGOs in 2009 
Number of  
interviews 

North Carolina  South Carolina  Georgia  Florida (east) 
n %  n %  n %  n % 

   0 14 31.1  6 26.1  4 28.6  31 55.4 
   1 5 11.1  2 8.7  2 14.3  5 8.9 
   2 − 5 14 31.1  6 26.1  3 21.4  10 17.9 
   6 − 10 5 11.1  4 17.4  4 28.6  4 7.1 
   11 − 20 4 8.9  4 17.4  1 7.1  6 10.7 
   > 20  3 6.7  1 4.3  0 0.0  0 0.0 
   Total 45 100.0  23 100.0  14 100.0  56 100.0 
Statistics:            
   Mean  6.7  6.0  4.3  2.6 
   Median 2.0  3.0  2.5  0 
   StdDev 13.8  7.1  5.7  4.5 

 
 

Head Boat Operators 
 
Perceptions of Problems 
 

Based on the total votes across the four states on major short-term problems for head boat 
operators (Table 130 and Table 131) the primary concerns are fuel costs, decreasing demand for 
fishing services and more unlicensed charters. In Florida, almost half of the head boat operators 
also mentioned recruitment of new anglers as a major problem. Most head boat operators did not 
think the following issues were a problem in the short term: sea level rise/climate change, 
decreased labor supply, increase in algae blooms, reductions in fish stocks, increased crew labor 
costs or decreased labor supply across the four states. For the North Carolina, South Carolina and 
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Georgia aggregate, there was no consensus about minor problems; but in Florida, fishing 
permit/license cost increases, insurance cost/availability and recruitment of new anglers were 
widely agreed to be minor problems (though as noted above, an equal number of Florida operators 
listed recruitment of new anglers to be a major problem). 
 
Table 130: North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia head boat operator opinions of short-term 
problems for the recreational fishing industry 

Short-term problem 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change  8 88.9 1 11.1 0 0.0 9 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 6 60.0 3 30.0 1 10.0 10 100.0 
Sea level rise 9 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 9 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 1 10.0 3 30.0 6 60.0 10 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 1 10.0 4 40.0 5 50.0 10 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 6 60.0 4 40.0 0 0.0 10 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 6 60.0 2 20.0 2 20.0 10 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 3 33.3 4 44.4 2 22.2 9 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 6 60.0 4 40.0 0 0.0 10 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 7 70.0 2 20.0 1 10.0 10 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 4 40.0 4 40.0 2 20.0 10 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 4 40.0 3 30.0 3 30.0 10 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 3 30.0 2 20.0 5 50.0 10 100.0 

 
 
Table 131: Florida (east) head boat operator opinions of short-term problems for the recreational 
fishing industry 

Short-term problem 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change/sea level rise 12 80.0 1 6.7 2 13.3 15 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 8 53.3 4 26.7 3 20.0 15 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 2 14.3 4 28.6 8 57.1 14 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 0 0 4 26.7 11 73.3 15 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 9 64.3 4 28.6 1 7.1 14 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 8 57.1 5 35.7 1 7.1 14 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 2 16.7 6 50.0 4 33.3 12 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 8 57.1 6 42.9 0 0 14 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 9 69.2 4 30.8 0 0 13 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 3 20.0 9 60.0 3 20.0 15 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 1 6.6 7 46.7 7 46.7 15 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 4 26.7 6 40.0 5 33.3 15 100.0 

Notes: In the Florida version of the head boat survey, “climate change and sea level rise” were combined into one item; 
for surveys in North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia they were two separate items.  
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Major long-term concerns for head boat include fuel cost increases, decreasing demand for 
fishing services, and more unlicensed charters as indicated by the majority of North Carolina, 
South Carolina and Georgia operators (Table 132). The top two concerns were also listed by a 
majority of Florida respondents, but insurance cost/availability was the third most cited major 
concern. (Table 133).  
 
Table 132: North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia head boat operator opinions of long-term 
problems for the recreational fishing industry 

Long-term problem 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change 3 37.5 4 50.0 1 12.5 8 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 3 33.3 3 33.3 3 33.3 9 100.0 
Sea level rise 5 71.4 2 28.6 0 0.0 7 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 1 11.1 2 22.2 6 66.7 9 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 1 11.1 1 11.1 7 77.8 9 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 3 37.5 5 62.5 0 0.0 8 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 5 55.6 2 22.2 2 22.2 9 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 3 37.5 5 62.5 0 0.0 8 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 4 44.4 4 44.4 1 11.1 9 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 6 66.7 1 11.1 2 22.2 9 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 3 33.3 2 22.2 4 44.4 9 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 3 33.3 3 33.3 3 33.3 9 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 3 33.3 0 0.0 6 66.7 9 100.0 

 
Table 133: Florida (east) head boat operator opinions of long-term problems for the recreational 
fishing industry 

Long-term problem 
Not a 

Problem 
Minor 

Problem 
Major 

Problem Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Climate change/sea level rise 8 66.6 2 16.7 2 16.7 12 100.0 
Coastal habitat loss 7 58.3 2 16.7 3 25.0 12 100.0 
Decreasing demand for fishing services 2 16.7 1 8.3 9 75.0 12 100.0 
Fuel costs increasing 0 0.0 2 15.4 11 84.6 13 100.0 
Increase in harmful algal blooms 8 66.7 3 25.0 1 8.3 12 100.0 
Reductions in fish stocks 7 53.8 3 23.1 3 23.1 13 100.0 
Insurance cost/availability 1 10.0 5 50.0 4 40.0 10 100.0 
Increased crew labor costs 8 66.7 4 33.3 0 0.0 12 100.0 
Decreased labor supply 8 72.7 3 27.3 0 0.0 11 100.0 
Fishing permit/license cost increase 3 23.1 7 53.8 3 23.1 13 100.0 
Recruitment of new anglers 1 9.2 5 45.4 5 45.4 11 100.0 
More unlicensed charters 3 25.0 5 41.7 4 33.3 12 100.0 

Notes: In the Florida version of the head boat survey, “climate change and sea level rise” were combined into one item; 
for surveys in North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia they were two separate items. 
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Opinions about Various Actions and Agencies Affecting For-Hire Industry 
 

Policies with stronger support from head boat operators (Table 134) include expansion of 
artificial reefs, and a bit stronger among Florida operators was creating offshore wind farms and 
allowing Federal fisheries observers on head boats. A little less strongly supported, but neutral to 
moderate support was expressed for expansion of coastal restoration projects, and creating 
offshore wind farms (for the North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia aggregate) and the 
existence of new offshore aquaculture and expansion of petroleum platforms (both primarily 
among Florida operators). Policies strongly to moderately opposed by head boat operators include 
use of electronic vessel monitoring and the findings of current federal-based fisheries stock 
assessments (especially among Florida operators). All four state operators tended to oppose the 
expansion of marine sanctuaries. For the North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia aggregate 
operators, there was opposition on average toward limited accumulation of catch shares through 
sale or transfer, catch shares for commercial fisheries, and catch shares for the charter/head-boat 
sector. Florida operators on average were more neutral on those first two but also tended to oppose 
the catch shares for the charter/head-boat sector idea. 
 
Table 134: Head boat operator support or opposition for current and potential actions 

Action NC, SC, GA  Florida(east) 
Mean n  Mean n 

Expansion of artificial Reefs 4.50 10  4.7 15 
Expansion of coastal restoration projects 3.80 10  3.7 15 
Expansion of marine sanctuaries 2.00 10  1.8 15 
Creating offshore wind farms 3.80 10  4.1 15 
New offshore aquaculture 3.00 8  3.7 15 
Findings of current state-based fisheries stock 

assessments 3.00 9  2.7 15 

Findings of current federal-based fisheries stock 
assessments 2.70 10  1.6 15 

Regulatory discards based on fish size 3.20 10  3.4 14 
Federal fisheries observers on charters/head boats 3.10 10  4.2 15 
Mandatory log book reporting for charters 2.60 10  3.1 15 
Voluntary log book reporting for charters 3.00 9  3.0 15 
Use of electronic vessel monitoring systems 2.11 9  1.5 15 
Limited entry as a tool for fisheries management 2.78 9  2.3 15 
Catch shares for commercial fisheries 1.38 8  2.7 15 
Catch shares for the charter/head-boat sector 1.75 8  2.4 15 
Unlimited accumulation of catch shares through 

sale or transfer 2.00 7  2.7 15 

Limited accumulation of catch shares through sale 
or transfer 1.43 7  2.7 15 

Expansion of petroleum platforms 2.89 9  3.7 15 
Notes: The actions were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5 as follows: 1 = Strongly Oppose, 2 = Moderately Oppose, 3 = 
Neutral, 4 = Moderately Support, 5 = Strongly Support. 
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Head boat operators tend to disagree (Table 135) that the NOAA Fisheries Service and 

South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council are responsive to industry concerns and issues and 
are proactive in supporting the industry and North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia aggregate 
operators, on average, do believe Local Chamber of Commerce’s and Local tourism organizations 
are responsive and supportive; though this agreement was not shared by Florida head boat 
operators. 
 
 
Table 135: Head boat operator level of agreement that selected agencies are responsive to industry 
concerns and issues and are proactive in supporting industry 

Agency 
NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 

Mean 
(n=10) 

No opinion 
(n)  Mean 

(n=15) 
No opinion 

(n) 
Marine Extension/Sea Grant 2.44 1  3.3 0 
State Natural Resource Agencies 2.78 1  3.0 1 
NOAA Fisheries Service 1.75 1  1.5 0 
S. Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 1.67 1  1.6 0 
Your Congressman 3.33 1  2.2 0 
Local Chamber of Commerce 4.11 1  1.8 0 
Local Tourism Organization 4.11 1  2.3 0 

Notes: The agencies were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5 as follows: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 
= Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree. 
 
 

The frequency of head boat operators participating in management activities (Table 136) 
was low for attending charter boat industry association meetings and state agency meetings about 
fisheries to a level of ‘sometimes’ for attending federal agency meetings about fisheries, 
informally discussing fishery issues with a charter boat industry association officer and for sending 
comments about proposed regulation to relevant agencies. No action stood out as substantially 
most or least frequent. 
 
 
Table 136: Head boat operator frequency of participation in management activities 

Frequency of Actions NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
Mean n  Mean n 

Informally discuss fishery issues with a charter  
     boat industry association officer 3.22  9 

 2.8 15 

Attend charter boat industry association meetings 2.60 10  2.8 15 

Attend State agency meetings about fisheries 2.80 10  2.7 15 

Attend Federal agency meetings about fisheries 3.50 10  2.9 15 

Send comments about proposed regulation to  
     relevant agencies 3.10 10 

 3.4 15 

Notes: The frequencies were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5 as follows: 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = 
Frequently, 5 = Very Frequently 
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Boat Inspections and Interviews 
 

The reported number of annual inspections by enforcement officers varied (Table 137). 
The mean reported number weighted across the four states was 9.2 though this was highly skewed 
by the four vessels reporting more than 10 inspections. The median response was 2.8, only 2 
respondents reported not being inspected, and 6 respondents indicated being inspected over 10 
times. Of the four that reported being inspected more than 10 times, two were in North Carolina 
and 2 were in South Carolina; the average of the number of inspections of these four was 37.8 
(mean). Less than half (40%) of head boat operators indicated they thought there was too much 
inspection by fisheries operators and 48% believed that the level of inspection was “about right” 
(Table 138). Among the 4 North Carolina and South Carolina boats who reported that the level of 
inspections were too much, one of these was inspected twice and another only 3 times. 
 
 
Table 137: Number and percent of head boat operators by number of inspections by enforcement 
officers in 2009 
Number of 
inspections 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 2 20.0  0 0 
   1 1 10.0  3 20.0 
   2 2 20.0  4 26.7 
   3 1 10.0  1 6.7 
   4 − 5 0 0.0  3 20.0 
   6 − 10 0 0.0  2 13.3 
   > 10  4 40.0  2 13.3 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 15.9  4.8 
   Median 2.5  3.0 
   StdDev 22.3  4.4 

 
 
Table 138: Number and percent of head boat operators by opinion of inspection level 
Number of 
inspections 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   Too little 1 10.0  3 20.0 
   About right 4 40.0  8 53.3 
   Too much 5 50.0  4 26.7 
   Total 10 100.0  15 100.0 

 
 

The number of annual inspections by biologists varied (Table 139). The weighted mean 
reported number was 25. The median response was 21, and 11 respondents indicated being 
inspected over 20 times. 
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Table 139: Number and percent of head boat operators by number of inspections by fisheries 
biologists in 2009 
Number of 
inspections 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 1 11.1  0 0.0 
   1 − 5 1 11.1  0 0.0 
   6 − 10 2 22.2  0 0.0 
   11 − 20 2 22.2  1 7.1 
   21 − 50 2 22.2  5 35.7 
   >50 1 11.1  8 57.2 
   Total 9 100.0  14 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 24.3  26.4 
   Median 15.0  24.5 
   StdDev 26.2  13.5 

 
 

The number of interviews by universities, government agencies, and NGOs also varied 
(Table 140). The weighted mean reported number was 9.6 but this was skewed by the 6 
respondents indicating being interviewed over 10 times. The median response was 2.4 but these 
numbers should be used cautiously given the small number of head boats sampled and the one year 
time frame the question sought to capture. 
 
 
Table 140: Number and percent of head boat operators by number of interviews by universities, 
government agencies, or NGOs in 2009 
Number of 
interviews 

NC, SC, GA  Florida (east) 
n %  n % 

   0 2 20.0  7 50.0 
   1 − 5 3 30.0  0 0.0 
   6 − 10 1 10.0  3 21.4 
   11 − 20 1 10.0  1 7.1 
   21 − 50 1 10.0  1 7.1 
   >50 1 10.0  2 14.4 
   Total 10 100.0  14 100.0 
Statistics:      
   Mean 9.6  9.6 
   Median 3.0  2.0 
   StdDev 12.3  19.4 
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Chapter 8 
DISCUSSION: OVERVIEW and MAJOR CHANGES 

 
 

About 20% of charter boats and 35% of the head boats in the North Carolina, South 
Carolina, and Georgia region were surveyed in the study, and 26% of off-shore charter boats and 
43% of head boats operating off the east coast of Florida (excluding the Florida Keys) were 
interviewed. This section compares the 2009 results from this report to results published in 1989 
(Holland and Milon 1989) and 1999 (Holland, Fedler, and Milon 1999). Overall, the number of 
for-hire boats in the South Atlantic region has decreased: 27% for charter boats and 20% for head 
boats with the greatest decreases in Florida and Georgia but there was a substantial increase in 
charter boats in South Carolina. 
 

The four state’s charter boat respondents were slightly more educated than in the 1998 
sample but in Florida about 11% less reported graduating from college. For-hire households were 
highly dependent upon their charter or head boat businesses to support their households. Charter 
boat operators across the four stated reported earning a mean of 41% to 61% of their household 
income from charter trips and a mean range of 69% to 86% of their household income from fishing 
for head boat operators. This is a moderate decrease from the 1997 data for charter operators who 
then reported earning 51% to 83% of their income from charter fishing. Head boat operators in 
North and South Carolina and Georgia reported a slight increase over 1997 for the percentage of 
their household income derived from the head boat business from 83% to 86% in the three states 
and a decrease from 93% to 69% in Florida. While a majority of charter boat operators reported 
being first generation charter boat operators (ranging from 69 to 86%); this is a decrease from 1997 
(which ranged from 80% to 88%). Likewise, while 50% to 80% of head boat operators reported 
being first generation operators, this is a decrease from 1997 (93%) for North and South Carolina 
and Georgia but about the same for Florida at 78%.  
 

The majority of charter and head boat operators reported living in their home port county. 
Charter boat operators reported operating out of their home port for about 14 years on average and 
head boat operators reported operating out of their home port for about 19 years on average. South 
Carolina charter boat operators reported the shortest average tenure at 7 years and North Carolina 
operators the longest at about 17 years. While the South Carolina numbers have dropped from an 
average of 10 years, the other numbers seem to be consistent with the ones in 1997. Regarding 
overall years of experience in the for-hire industry, it averaged 20 years in North Carolina, 10 
years in South Carolina, 18 years in Georgia and Florida charter operators averaged 19 years in 
2009. This is about the same as the average of 20 years in North Carolina, 10 years in South 
Carolina, 15 years in Georgia and 18 years’ experience in 1997. Head boat operators reported 
being slightly more experienced in 2009 than in 1997; the mean years’ operating increased from 25 
to nearly 30 years in North and South Carolina and Georgia but about the same, 22 to 21, 
respectively, in Florida.  
 

Between 1997 and 2009, charter boat operator membership in chambers of commerce 
greatly increased from 29% to 81% in North and South Carolina, from 8% to 47% in Georgia but 
decreased in Florida, 29% to 15%. There was growth in membership in charter boat organizations 
from about 31% in South Carolina and Georgia and 41% in North Carolina to about 88% in 
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Georgia and South Carolina, 45% in North Carolina and 17% to 23% for Florida. For head boat 
operators, membership in Chambers of Commerce was fairly high at 56% in North and South 
Carolina and Georgia, yet only 13% in Florida; though this is substantially lower than the 81% in 
North and South Carolina and Georgia and 81% in Florida reported in 1997. 
 

Charter boat operators in North Carolina and South Carolina reported having larger boats 
than in 1998, increasing in length from an average of 37 feet to 46 and from 28 to 37, respectively. 
In contrast, Georgia charter boats were shorter, decreasing in size from 29 to 23. Florida charter 
boats stayed the same with an average of 39 feet in 1997 and 40 feet in 2009. Head boat operators 
indicated a mean boat length of 60 feet; a slight decrease from the 64 feet reported in 1998. Half 
(50%) of head boat operators in North and South Carolina and Georgia had boats over 55 feet and 
two-thirds of Florida head boats were over that length. The majority charter boat operators 
indicated that their boat’s hulls were made of fiberglass (77%), wood was the next most popular 
material (23%). This represents an increase over 1997 when only 11% of operators indicated that 
their boats had wood hulls. About two-thirds of head boat operators indicated that their boat’s hulls 
were made of fiberglass; wood and aluminum were the next most popular materials. Fiberglass 
was also the most popular hull type in 1997, representing 52% of the sample; aluminum was more 
popular in 1997 representing 33% of that sample. Half (50%) of charter operators indicated 
owning single engine boats and the rest of them (50%) indicated owning twin engine boats; with a 
little higher than 50% twin engines in North Carolina and Florida and lower in South Carolina and 
much lower in Georgia using twin engines. Slightly fewer operators indicated owning twin engine 
boats than in 1997 when the average was 55%. Head boat operators typically had twin engines 
(88%) and this is the same as in 1997 when 87% reported having twin engines. However, if the one 
head boat reporting triple engines is counted in the 2009 proportions; that changes the percentage 
to 91% with more than one engine.  

 
Charter boat operators indicated that, on average, 51% of their trips were full day trips and 

this was fairly stable geographically at ±3% across the four states. In 1997, 49% of charter trips in 
the four South Atlantic states were full day trips. Nearly half (49%) of head boat trips were full day 
trips. Charter boat operators indicated that, on average, 67% of their trips went to federal waters 
and this about the same as in 1997 (65%). Likewise, head boat operators indicated that on average 
77% of their trips went into federal waters; a decrease from 1997 when 98% of trips went into 
federal waters, perhaps an adaptation to higher fuel costs. 
 

Charter boat operators across the South Atlantic region reported making an average of 111 
trips with paying customers in 2009. North Carolina operators took fewer trips (78) than operators 
in South Carolina (102) and Georgia (102) with Florida operators averaging the most with 145 
trips. These are mostly lower than the 1998 results of North Carolina (154) and Georgia (168), and 
about the same for Florida (145) and South Carolina (96). Head boat operators reported making an 
average of 177 trips with paying customers in 2009. Operators in Florida took the most trips at 200 
per year; the other three states aggregate averaging 144 trips. In 1998, Florida head boats took 444 
trips (78% being half-day trips), and North and South Carolina and Georgia averaged 231 trips (no 
Georgia head boats were available in 1998 study). So, there are declines in number of head boat 
trips compared to 1998. Charter and head boat operators reported taking more trips in the 
May-August than in the January-April or September-December in North and South Carolina and 
Georgia but Florida operators took about the same number of trips in January-April as they did in 
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May-August. For charter boats, the most common trip types were off shore pelagic fishing (36 
trips in 2009) followed by inshore fishing (26) and offshore bottom/reef/drift fishing (22). 
Likewise, the most common trip type for head boats was offshore bottom/reef/drift fishing (84 
trips in 2009), followed by inshore fishing (29), and offshore pelagic fishing (8). Species most 
likely to be in charter operators’ top three targeted species include dolphin, mackerel, and billfish, 
though there was considerable variety in targeted species across the states with groupers being 
higher in Florida and sea trout and red drum being higher in Georgia and South Carolina, for 
example. These are generally the same as 1998.Operators in Georgia were more likely to target sea 
trout (36%), flounder (36%) and red drum (36%). It is worth noting that in Florida, probably as an 
income booster during slow economic times, charter boat operators reported taking about 29 
commercial fishing trips in 2009, almost as many as the number of in-shore recreational trips they 
took. Species most likely to be in head boat operators top three targeted species included groupers 
and snappers. The primary change is that in 1998, on the east Florida coast, head boats targeted 
snappers and king mackerel as the top species sought. 
 

Total economic output impacts (for both sectors) in 2009 ($124.4M) were 11% greater 
than in 1997 ($112.2M), however, labor income impacts were 18% lower ($43.7M versus 
$53.4M), and employment impacts were 20% lower in 2009 than in 1997 (1,878 versus 2,351 
jobs). Employment impacts decreased for charter boats in all states except South Carolina. 
Employment impacts decreased for head boats in Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina 
combined, but not for Florida. 
 

Major concerns for charter and head boat operators include fuel costs, more unlicensed 
charters, and decreasing demand for fishing services. In 1998; the higher rated concerns were 
“high cost of overhead,” “cost of insurance,” “profitability” and “weather and natural events” (the 
former primarily in Florida). Policies with generally strong support from charter and head boat 
operators include expansion of artificial reefs, expansion of coastal restoration projects, and 
creating offshore wind farms.  
 

The number of annual inspections by enforcement officers varied. Charter boat operators 
reported more inspections in 2009 than 1998, with the number of annual inspections by law 
enforcement officers increasing from two to three on average. Inspections were more common in 
South Carolina and less common in Georgia. Charter boat operators were generally satisfied with 
the number of inspections, 68% said the number of inspections was “about right,” 19% said it was 
“too little,” and 13% said it was “too much.” For head boats, the mean reported number of annual 
inspections was about nine (higher in North and South Carolina and Georgia and lower in Florida) 
higher than the 1998 mean of six in North and South Carolina, and Georgia and two in Florida; this 
increase was mirrored by an increase in head boat operators believing that the level of inspections 
was “too much,” from none in North and South Carolina and Georgia and 3% in Florida in1998 to 
50% North and South Carolina and Georgia, and 27% in Florida in 2009.  
 

When asked if they expected to be in business three years from now (recalling that this 
survey occurred during a major economic recession), 89% of charter operators and 88% of head 
boat operators replied “yes.” These affirmative percentages are also comparable to the findings in 
1997. 
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Appendix A: Descriptive Statistics by Survey Question and for Vessel-level 
Annual Variables 

 
Table A1: Descriptive statistics by survey question 
Survey Question Obs. Mean Std. Err. Min. Max. 
Information on primary vessel:      
   Q8- length (ft) 171 43.1 1.1 18 95 
   Q9- passenger capacity (persons) 172 13.5 1.8 4 150 
   Q13a- year of hull 171 1989.8 0.9 1953 2010 
   Q14a- year acquired 156 2000.0 0.7 1968 2010 
   Q16- price paid ($1,000) 144 221.7 22.8 4 2,200 
   Q18- market value ($1,000) 153 182.1 17.5 0 1,400 
Vessel improvement and expense information:     
   Q19a-1a- total spent on hull ($) 80 24,660 4,563 0 200,000 
   Q19a-2a- hull spending, 2009 ($) 56 8,551 2,660 0 120,000 
   Q19a-3a- in-state hull spending (%) 38 58 8 0 100 
   Q19b-1a- total spent on engine ($) 81 44,232 6,014 0 225,000 
   Q19b-2a- engine spending, 2009 ($) 51 13,572 4,014 0 150,000 
   Q19b-3a- in-state engine spending (%) 40 53 8 0 100 
   Q19c-1a- total spent on electrical ($) 92 8,829 1,371 0 80,000 
   Q19c-2a- electrical spending, 2009 ($) 57 2,222 794 0 40,000 
   Q19c-3a- in-state electrical spending (%) 35 60 8 0 100 
   Q19d-1a- total spent on other ($) 36 11,433 2,887 0 70,000 
   Q19d-2a- other spending, 2009 ($) 23 1,871 654 0 10,990 
   Q19d-3a- in-state other spending (%) 15 47 13 0 100 
   Q20- maintenance expenses 2009 (%) 149 13,977 1,925 0 196,000 
   Q21- in-state maintenance expenses (%) 160 96 1 0 100 
Vessel loan and insurance information:      
   Q22b-1- outstanding loan ($1,000) 134 32.3 18.0 0 560 
   Q22c-1- monthly loan payment ($) 50 3,791.7 1,573.7 0 65,000 
   Q22d-1- loan annual percentage rate (%) 44 5.8 0.4 0 12 
   Q22e-1- remaining years on loan 44 6.1 0.7 0 15 
   Q23a-1- vessel ins. premium, 2009 ($) 128 4,479.8 292.3 0 20,000 
   Q23b-1- vessel ins. coverage ($1,000) 110 183.6 18.2 0.1 1,000 
   Q23b-2- liability ins. coverage ($1,000) 114 2,497.6 1,226.2 0.1 100,000 
Trip information:      
   Q25a- recreational trips, 2009 164 121.5 7.1 0 500 
   Share of trips by type (%):  131   

 
 

        Q29a-1- half day  154 47.8 2.7 0 100 
        Q29b-1- full day  156 55.1 2.7 0 100 
        Q29c-1- overnight  85 1.2 0.5 0 25 
        Q29d-1- multiday  77 0.3 0.3 0 20 
   Trip-level fees ($):      
        Q29a-2- half day for vessel 122 578.1 31.5 0 2,500 
        Q29b-2- full day for vessel 134 1,093.4 45.1 0 3,500 
        Q29c-2- overnight for vessel 22 1,309.1 369.0 0 7,000 
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Survey Question Obs. Mean Std. Err. Min. Max. 
        Q29d-2- multiday for vessel 11 318.2 318.2 0 3,500 
        Q29a-3- half day per person  54 84.6 6.4 0 180 
        Q29b-3- full day per person  44 144.1 14.6 0 400 
        Q29c-3- overnight per person  13 153.8 82.8 0 1,000 
        Q29d-3- multiday per person  8 0.0 0.0 0 0 
   Share of trips by type (%):  

 
  

 
 

        Q30a- chartered entire vessel  168 85.6 2.2 0 100 
        Q30b- charged per person  104 19.5 3.1 0 100 
        Q32- fuel surcharge  163 3.3 1.1 0 100 
   Extra trip fees ($):  

 
  

 
 

        Q33a-2- bait  14 68.3 34.8 0 500 
        Q33b-2- instruction  8 0.0 0.0 0 0 
        Q33c-2- fish cleaning  16 10.6 4.1 0 50 
        Q33d-2- extra person 33 56.7 7.9 0 180 
        Q33e-2- cold storage/ice  8 1.1 1.1 0 9 
        Q33f-2- fishing equipment  8 1.0 1.0 0 8 
        Q33g-2- food/drink  14 26.5 9.7 0 100 
        Q33h-2- fuel  11 14.2 5.9 0 50 
        Q33i-2- other  5 1.4 1.4 0 7 
Typical trip information:      
   Q35a-1a- half day length (hours) 151 4.6 0.1 0 8 
   Q35a-2a- full day length (hours) 165 9.4 0.3 0 50 
   Q35b-1a- half day distance (miles) 146 19.5 1.0 0 80 
   Q35b-2a- full day distance (miles) 162 55.4 2.7 0 160 
   Q35c-1a- half day fuel used (gal) 142 38.9 3.1 0 275 
   Q35c-2a- full day fuel used (gal) 157 101.2 6.5 0 500 
   Q35d-1a- half day passengers 146 7.8 0.9 0 100 
   Q35d-2a- full day passengers 161 7.3 0.7 0 80 
   Q35e-1a- half day crew/deck hands 142 0.9 0.1 0 5 
   Q35e-2a- full day crew/deck hands 157 1.0 0.1 0 6 
   Q35f-1a- half day fee ($) 131 596.4 44.2 0 4,200 
   Q35f-2a- full day fee ($) 141 1,156.8 60.0 0 7,200 
   Q35g-1a- half day tips received ($) 116 68.4 6.8 0 450 
   Q35g-2a- full day tips received ($) 123 146.5 15.3 0 1,150 
   Q35h-1a- half day fish sales ($) 92 6.9 4.4 0 400 
   Q35h-2a- full day fish sales ($) 96 11.7 8.4 0 800 
   Q35i-1a- half day fuel/oil expense ($) 128 119.1 10.5 0 880 
   Q35i-2a- full day fuel/oil expense ($) 139 305.2 21.2 0 1,600 
   Q35j-1a- half day bait expense ($) 122 20.5 1.6 0 100 
   Q35j-2a- full day bait expense ($) 135 41.7 2.5 0 150 
   Q35k-1a- half day ice expense ($) 122 9.8 1.3 0 150 
   Q35k-2a- full day ice expense ($) 131 15.1 0.9 0 40 
   Q35l-1a- half day tackle expense ($) 125 12.6 0.9 0 75 
   Q35l-2a- full day tackle expense ($) 135 22.2 1.5 0 100 
   Q35m-1a- half day captain pay ($) 99 72.8 9.1 0 500 



  

98 

Survey Question Obs. Mean Std. Err. Min. Max. 
   Q35m-2a- full day captain pay ($) 101 138.3 15.6 0 750 
   Q35n-1a- half day crew pay ($) 116 49.6 5.2 0 400 
   Q35n-2a- full day crew pay ($) 125 97.8 8.0 0 600 
Share of customers by distance (%):      
   Q37a- local area-within 50 miles  146 26.3 1.6 0 100 
   Q37b- region-50 to 200 miles  159 45.7 2.1 0 100 
   Q37c- national/international  144 33.9 2.2 0 95 
Q38- Number of vessels owned 133 1.7 0.2 1 20 
Annual expenses ($):      
   Q40a-1- dockage  117 6,907.3 1,201.4 0 125,000 
   Q40b-1- permit/license  117 824.6 80.5 0 7,000 
   Q40c-1- overhead staff  85 18,415.2 4,058.4 0 290,000 
   Q40d-1- overhead food 85 739.1 163.8 0 10,000 
   Q40e-1- office  83 3,268.3 1,393.7 0 114,000 
   Q40f-1- bookkeeping 104 977.2 229.1 0 21,400 
   Q40g-1- advertising  111 4,311.9 932.8 0 90,000 
   Q40h-1- other overhead 77 8,700.4 1,989.9 0 100,000 
Share of annual revenues by source (%):  

 
  

 
 

   Q42a- charters  126 85.7 2.6 0 100 
   Q42b- party/head boat operations  119 8.1 2.2 0 98 
   Q42c- commercial fishing 123 4.5 1.3 0 100 
   Q42d- other activities 120 0.8 0.4 0 30 
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Table A2: Descriptive statistics for vessel-level annual variables 
Variable Obs. Mean Std. Err. Min. Max. 
Number of trips:      
   half day  162 58.1 5.9 0 375 
   full day  162 55.0 4.2 0 320 
   overnight  162 0.7 0.4 0 50 
   multi-day  162 0.1 0.1 0 13 
Number of passengers:      
   half day  136 583.0 106.4 0 7,500 
   full day, overnight, and multi-day  153 476.8 78.2 0 8,000 
   total  162 939.8 134.1 0 10,750 
   local  139 344.0 70.9 0 6,400 
   regional  152 396.1 72.8 0 7,125 
   national  138 278.3 37.7 0 3,375 
Expenses ($):      
   loan interest 41 6,772.9 1,471.2 0 46,200 
   fuel and oil 141 24,401.5 3,131.5 0 348,832 
   bait  136 3,435.1 332.4 0 23,732 
   ice 134 1,202.9 104.2 0 6,000 
   tackle 137 1,946.8 177.7 0 12,750 
   captain’s labor 103 12,310.9 1,598.2 0 98,000 
   crew labor 128 8,531.5 920.4 0 60,600 
   docking 114 5,018.3 552.9 0 41,667 
   permits/licenses  114 668.4 71.8 0 7,000 
   staff overhead 82 12,552.0 2,303.9 0 96,667 
   food and drink overhead 82 639.0 163.0 0 10,000 
   office  82 1,867.5 509.4 0 38,000 
   book-keeping 101 712.5 138.7 0 10,700 
   advertising/promotions  109 2,816.7 431.5 0 30,000 
   other overhead  76 6,947.3 1,651.6 0 100,000 
Local expenses in 2009 ($):      
   boat purchase  173 173 173 0 30,000 
   hull/deck improvements  42 6,145 2,168 0 60,000 
   engine upgrade/replacement  41 12,248 4,743 0 150,000 
   electronics improvement  41 2,247 1,078 0 40,000 
   other improvements  15 1,133 723 0 10,000 
   regular maintenance  148 13,441 1,923 0 196,000 
Revenues ($):      
   passenger fees 142 102,817.6 9,875.9 0 900,000 
   tips  124 11,987.4 1,927.9 0 172,500 
   fish sales  98 425.5 214.3 0 18,000 

Notes: Loan interest is calculated from the outstanding loan amount (Q22b-1) and the annual percentage rate on the 
loan (Q22d-1). The common value on boat purchase statistics is a coincidence. 
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Appendix B: Regional Economic Multipliers by Sector and State 
 
Table B1: Multipliers by IMPLAN sector for each state 
  Total Multipliers 

IMPLAN Sector: Industry Sector State Output Value 
added Employment 

17: Commercial Fishing FL 2.504 1.612 49.915 
 GA 2.386 1.311 54.517 
 NC 2.258 1.359 53.845 
 SC 2.043 1.177 52.937 
70: Soft drink and ice manufacturing FL 2.000 0.693 8.622 
 GA 2.526 0.989 10.944 
 NC 1.830 0.561 7.193 
 SC 1.611 0.449 6.191 
249: Search, detection, and navigation 

instruments manufacturing 
FL 2.637 1.289 15.311 
GA 2.366 1.182 13.535 

 NC 2.110 0.879 11.484 
 SC 1.813 0.795 9.900 
291: Boat building FL 2.278 1.042 15.188 
 GA 2.210 0.989 14.807 
 NC 1.960 0.836 12.889 
 SC 1.824 0.745 12.292 
324: Retail Stores - Food and beverage FL 2.055 2.011 32.900 
 GA 0.871 0.625 10.400 
 NC 0.753 0.544 10.000 
 SC 0.691 0.506 9.200 
326: Retail Stores - Gasoline stations FL 0.490 0.351 5.400 
 GA 0.486 0.347 5.500 
 NC 0.423 0.304 4.500 
 SC 0.387 0.281 5.000 
328: Retail Stores - Sporting goods, hobby, book 

and music 
FL 2.186 2.023 37.500 
GA 1.178 0.844 16.400 

 NC 1.020 0.736 15.400 
 SC 0.935 0.684 15.900 
334: Transport by water FL 2.477 1.288 15.041 
 GA 2.445 1.218 14.859 
 NC 2.196 1.206 12.470 
 SC 1.977 0.839 12.189 
355: Non-depository credit intermediation and 

related activities 
FL 2.831 1.563 18.112 
GA 2.771 1.602 16.921 

 NC 2.322 1.264 13.999 
 SC 2.105 1.067 13.550 
358: Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related 

activities 
FL 2.848 1.806 23.535 
GA 2.810 1.803 22.208 

 NC 2.372 1.479 20.309 
 SC 2.177 1.354 19.822 
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  Total Multipliers 

IMPLAN Sector: Industry Sector State Output Value 
added Employment 

368: Accounting, tax preparation, bookkeeping, 
and payroll services 

FL 2.851 1.904 27.810 
GA 2.822 1.888 26.741 

 NC 2.424 1.615 26.269 
 SC 2.217 1.488 27.157 
377: Advertising and related services FL 2.776 1.735 25.206 
 GA 2.738 1.735 21.972 
 NC 2.331 1.430 22.327 
 SC 2.121 1.278 24.013 

381: Management of companies and enterprises FL 2.881 1.801 21.341 
GA 2.822 1.776 20.634 

 NC 2.374 1.468 17.321 
 SC 2.134 1.270 17.282 
384: Office administrative services FL 2.951 1.813 27.797 
 GA 2.895 1.791 26.794 
 NC 2.428 1.479 22.917 
 SC 2.198 1.302 23.123 
432: Other state and local government 

enterprises 
FL 2.620 1.306 16.814 
GA 2.630 1.232 17.217 

 NC 2.231 0.959 14.336 
 SC 2.064 0.872 13.530 
10004: HH income, 25-35k FL 1.903 1.179 15.800 
 GA 1.883 1.161 15.800 
 NC 1.618 0.964 13.900 
 SC 1.367 0.815 13.200 
10005: HH income, 35-50k FL 1.946 1.216 16.400 
 GA 1.932 1.203 16.400 
 NC 1.636 0.988 14.300 
 SC 1.386 0.839 13.500 
10006: HH income, 50-75k FL 1.984 1.244 16.400 
 GA 1.973 1.234 16.500 
 NC 1.655 1.008 14.200 
 SC 1.402 0.856 13.300 

Note: Multipliers rounded to three decimals. Total employment multiplier is the jobs per $1 million output. 
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Appendix C: Glossary of Economic Impact Terms 
 
Apparent consumption represents the consumption of any particular commodity in a region, and is 
calculated as the local output, plus imports minus exports.  
 
Employee compensation is comprised of wages, salaries, commissions, and benefits such as health 
and life insurance, retirement and other forms of cash or non-cash compensation.  
 
Employment is a measure of the number of jobs involved, including fulltime, part-time and 
seasonal positions. It is not a measure of full-time equivalents (FTE).  
 
Exports are sales of goods to customers outside the region in which they are produced, which 
represents a net inflow of money to the region. This also applies to sales of services to customers 
visiting from other regions.  
 
Final Demand represents sales to final consumers, including households and governments, and 
exports from the region.  
 
Gross Regional Product is a measure of total economic activity in a region, or total income 
generated by all goods and services. It represents the sum of total value added by all industries in 
that region, and is equivalent to Gross Domestic Product for the nation.  
 
IMPLAN is a computer-based input-output modeling system that enables users to create regional 
economic models and multipliers for any region consisting of one or more counties or states in the 
U.S. The current version of the IMPLAN software, version 3, accounts for commodity production 
and consumption for 440 industry sectors, 10 household income levels, taxes to local/state and 
federal governments, capital investment, imports and exports, transfer payments, and business 
inventories. Regional datasets for individual counties or states are purchased separately.  
 
Impact or total impact is the change in total regional economic activity (e.g. output or 
employment) resulting from a change in final demand, direct industry output, or direct 
employment, estimated based on regional economic multipliers.  
 
Imports are purchases of goods and services originating outside the region of analysis.  
 
Income is the money earned within the region from production and sales. Total income includes 
labor income such as wages, salaries, employee benefits and business proprietor income, plus 
other property income.  
 
Indirect business taxes are taxes paid to governments by individuals or businesses for property, 
excise and sales taxes, but do not include income taxes.  
 
Input-Output (I-O) model and Social Accounting Matrix (SAM) is a representation of the 
transactions between industry sectors within a region that captures what each business or sector 
must purchase from every other sector in order to produce its output of goods or services. Using 
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such a model, flows of economic activity associated with any change in spending may be traced 
backwards through the supply chain.  
 
Intermediate sales are sales to other industrial sectors. The value of intermediate sales is netted-out 
of Total Value Added.  
 
Local refers to good and services that are sourced from within the region, which may be defined as 
a county, multi-county cluster, or state. Non-local refers to economic activity originating outside 
the region.  
 
Margins represent the portion of the purchaser price accruing to the retailer, wholesaler, and 
producer/manufacturer, in the supply chain. Typically, only the retail margins of many goods 
purchased by consumers accrue to the local region, as the wholesaler, shipper, and manufacturer 
often lie outside the local area.  
 
Multipliers capture the total effects, both direct and secondary, in a given region, generally as a 
ratio of the total change in economic activity in the region relative to the direct change. Multipliers 
are derived from an I-O model of the regional economy. Multipliers may be expressed as ratios of 
sales, income, or employment, or as ratios of total income or employment changes relative to 
direct sales. Multipliers express the degree of interdependency between sectors in a region's 
economy and therefore vary considerably across regions and sectors.  
 

• Sector-specific multipliers give the total changes to the economy associated with a unit 
change in output or employment in a given sector (i.e. the direct economic effect) being 
evaluated.  

 
• Indirect effects multipliers represent the changes in sales, income, or employment within 

the region in backward-linked industries supplying goods and services to businesses (e.g., 
increased sales in input supply firms resulting from more nursery industry sales).  

 
• Induced effects multipliers represent the increased sales within the region from household 

spending of the income earned in the direct and supporting industries for housing, utilities, 
food, etc. An imputed multiplier is calculated as the ratio of the total impact divided by 
direct effect for any given measure (e.g. output, employment).  

 
Other property income represents income received from investments, such as corporate dividends, 
royalties, property rentals, or interest on loans.  
 
Output is the dollar value of a good or service produced or sold, and is equivalent to sales revenues 
plus changes in business inventories.  
 
Output-consumption ratio is the total industry output divided by the apparent consumption, for any 
given commodity or industry, and is a measure of the degree to which local demands are met by 
local production.  
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Producer prices are the prices paid for goods at the factory or point of production. For 
manufactured goods the purchaser price equals the producer price plus a retail margin, a wholesale 
margin, and a transportation margin. For services, the producer and purchaser prices are 
equivalent.  
 
Proprietor income is income received by non-incorporated private business owners or 
self-employed individuals.  
 
Purchaser prices are the prices paid by the final consumer of a good or service.  
 
Region defines the geographic area for which impacts are estimated, usually an aggregation of 
several counties defined on the basis of worker commuting patterns.  
 
Sector is an individual industry or group of industries that produce similar products or services, or 
have similar production processes. Sectors are classified according to the North American 
Industrial Classification System (NAICS).  
 
Value Added is a broad measure of income, representing the sum of employee compensation, 
proprietor income, other property income, indirect business taxes and capital consumption 
(depreciation). Value added is a commonly used measure of the contribution an industry makes to 
the regional economy because it avoids double counting of intermediate sales. 
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Appendix D: Open-ended Survey Responses to Question 59 
 
59. Which regulation would most like to see changed and how would you change it? 
 
Florida Operator’s Responses  
1) Red slapper regulations need to be revisited for charter/recreational fishermen. I would re-instate the 

2 pp trip limit with a slot size limit (18" - 24") and all the older brood stock to be set free for spanning 
& purposes.  

2) Amendment 17ASect. of Commerce  
3) Amendment 17A. + red snapper closure. I would put trip limits on commercial fisherman. Like 

500-1000 pounds per trip. Leave the ocean open, no closed areas and leave 20 inch size limit + 1 per 
person on snapper.  

4) Amendment 17; do away all together eliminate the snapper ban; there are more red snapper than ever 
5) Red Snapper - allow one per person. Sea bass change 10" to 12" commercial. No closure! 
6) Red Snapper closers. Open it up all year/make it 1 fish per person. 
7) To see the reopening of red snapper with possible slot sizes - seabass size changed to at least 11 

inches. It’s unfair commercial boats can keep going and we can only keep 12in. 
8) Keep Snapper open; let mother nature take care of it.  
9) Let the states manage their own fisheries. No catch shaves commercial or recreational keep NOAA 

and the federal government out of fishery management. Do accurate stock assessments (red snappers) 
more funding for state agencies (FWC).  

10) Vermillion Snapper closure is totally out of line. 5 months is just {indecipherable}(keep 5pp. Rec) no 
closure and commercial trip limit of 1300#'s. tool to keep people out of the ocean. Stop NOAA & 
NMFS from squeezing the fisherman; our client’s fish for fun and food. Install new reefs to promote 
fish abundance - every group can help with this. 

11) Do not close fishing areas as currently proposed. Red snapper catches - they are everywhere.  
12) Fishing bans - allow anglers to catch and keep min. amount of snapper, grouper etc. closed around 98' 

- 240' why? Flawed data allow fishing with anglers allowed to keep min. amounts of fish to prevent 
balance on reefs to not be manipulated 

13) Closures of species such as gag grouper/red snapper, vermillion snapper when bag limits are already 
drastically reduced and capt. & mate are not included in bag limit. We might be able to deal with new 
bag limits/4month closures have already destroyed our business;  ex 2008 gag br. 26 red s. 16 
vermillion s. 80/2009 gag br. 6 red s. 12 vermillion S. 30 gag br. + closure for 4 months 2009 red s. 
never opened in 2009 vermillion S. + closure for 4 months 2009 

14) Charter go back to original 2 red snapper per person limit & 500lb per trip on commercial fishing we 
don't have red snapper shortest in the Atlantic coast off Fl. I have seen an increase since 2005. 

15) Return the red snapper regulation back to 2 pp with 20" size limit 
16) The red snapper closure. It is killing our industry. 
17) Red snapper needs to stay 2 per person with a 16" size limit so each boat catches 12 fish fast without 

all release mortality. 
18) Red snapper closure of course. They are not endangered. Limit to 1 per person/15 inch limit. 
19) Red Snapper + Grouper. Do not close entirely for any length of time. Economic & weather. Factors 

are enough regulating effect. Allow charter/head boat only to catch there species  
20) Amendment 17A to end overfishing of red snapper and the large area closure off the southeastern 

coast of central and northern Florida where fishing for all species in the snapper grouper management 
complex will be prohibited. The Magnuson Stevens Act (MSA) has to be changed legislatively to 
remove the short time frames for making fishery management decisions. The emphasis on 
socioeconomic impact that was removed with the reauthorization of the MSA needs to be reinstated. 

21) The snapper Ban needs to be lifted and modified reduce the bag limit and size. 
22) All of NOAA 
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23) Amendment 17A if signed into law limit commercial and recreational catches. No need for total 
closure or creation of a 6000 mi2 national park off our coast  

24) No catch shares and stop amendment 17A; red snapper are truly more abundant than ever. Stop catch 
shares entirely Can lubchenko- she's a bad person. Tar and feathers would be good; bad bad bad 

25) Snapper + Grouper Go back to where it was. To their best 5 years. 2 fish per person.  
26) Reduce the number of Dolphins Bill fish including swordfish  
27) Open red snapper and stop deep water closures 
28) FWC required us to obtain an RS endorsement in order to sell any restricted species i.e.: kingfish, 

dolphin, wahoo etc. they also require us to hold valid resale, wholesale, SPL(just to name a few which 
are easily enough to obtain, however the RS is nearly impossible to get marine selling any fish against 
the law - selling our catch is a major part of my income which is now gone. 

29) Tile Fish - 10 per boat per day. Cobia - 5 per boat per day. Dolphin - 25 inches to Fork and 3 per 
person. 

30) I would like to see the size limit on dolphin increased to 30" and the daily bag reduced to 5 per person 
(current dolphin reg. 20" size, 10 per day bag limit)  

31) Fish size, change slot size on some species that are over populated 
32) Red snapper go back to 2 per person increase size to 21 inches 
33) Some of the restriction on fishing as an example, vermillion and red snappers closings in our area. We 

don't catch very many red and vermillion; they are really plentiful. It really hurts our business hot to 
be able to keep these fish. 

34) Bass Limits on Jacks giving the commercial guys free reign they catch all day every day. 
35) Red snapper open back up now. Slot limits of 20" to 28", 2 per person for reg's 750 lbs trip limit on 

commercial. 2 months closed for sporting April + July. Grouper? Go back to 5 fish per person with 2 
being bag or black for reg. 24" 

36) Bottom fishing - at least - one snapper per person 
37) Snapper-Grouper closures. I would like to see the NMFS leave the people + bus that have a Atlantic 

head boat snapper + grouper permit to be able to continue fishing for are recreational bag limit per 
day. We have been shut down of all fishing for 4 months of a 12 month year. 4 month closure for 
grouper is way too long. Fish do not spawn for 4 months 

38) SAFMC needs to get their act together. You can't regulate a fishery. Any fishery without up to date 
science to back you up. 

39) Do away with bad data organizations imposing regulations on recreational fishing. 1 limit 
commercial harvest on bottom fish. 2 allow normal recreational limits. 3 gather data by diving good 
bottom not research boats with no fishing knowledge 

40) The managements size limit on snapper they say the death rate is too high, when the most majority of 
the fish we release are 18' to 19 3/4' in length. On the gulf side of our state it is legal to keep them at 
16'.  

41) Prohibition of taking red snapper - reopen fishery; closed season on groupers - change closer to 
summer months; closed season on sea bass - reopen fishery; closed season on vermillion snapper - 
reopen fishery; closed fishery of deep water species - reopen except for Warsaw grouper 

42) All the unnecessary fish closures regulate size and amount do not total close 
43) Closed season Peel Snapper - limit 1 per person 20"  
44) I believe everything is regulated correctly 
45) All sharks. We should be able to keep me for a mount 
46) Like to be able to catch more than is now grouper per boat 
47) Intercoastal speed 
48) Allow sale of fish caught on charter  
49) ALL 
50) None 
51) Nothing 
52) The number of particular fish. 
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53) Hook and line for everything, no nets no longlines. Rods, reels, hook and line. 
54) Snapper/Grouper permit issued again through Tallahassee 
55) closed season on groupers JAN to April from no fish to 2 fish per boat 
56) None 
57) Stricter limits on fish 
58)  Quota for commercial should be equal to recreational charter operations should be able to sell left 

over catch to public at dock without license 
59) Spear fishing and diving outlaw totally make the great beraenda restricted species. Increase size 

limits across the board 
60)  Decrease the number of dolphin that are allowed to be taken  
61) Red snapper closure. End it!  
 
Georgia Operator’s Responses 
1) Red Snapper. Allow pre-ban catch limits and quotas.  
2)  5.2L increase on Red Drum & limit reduction on Red Drum & Seatrout. Game fish status for Red 

Drum. 
3)  Currently Cobia and Amber Jack caught in Georgia water cannot be kept in November, December, 

January and February. Georgia fisherman need to have that rule repealed. Surrounding State do not 
restrict fisherman from taking Cobia and Amber Jack. Repeal of the moratorium would treat Georgia 
anglers equally.  

4)  South Atlantic fisheries management would listen more to the anglers out on the water and not as 
much to the scientific info. Because the meeting I attached they had flawed infor. And did not want to 
listen to anybody else and I'm a in shore captain so it does not affect me but I would not want them 
making any decisions on my behalf because I feel half the data they are getting is false.   

5)  I do feel that regulations such bag and size limits are definitely necessary. However, closures such as 
of that or the Red Snapper are not! 

6)  Reduce catch limits on Spotted Sea Trout 
7)  Seatrout limits & length less trout 12 per person 14" to 19". Red Drum limit length 3 per person 16" to 

26". 
8)  The Red Snapper keep fishing. 
9)  Bag limits for spotted Seatrout, Red Drum and Tripletail. Reduce bag limit for spotted Sea Trout to 

8/person, Red Drum to 3 per person, Tripletail 1 per person.  
10)  We need better population statistics on Red Snapper, Vermilion Snapper, Sea Bass, Red Porgy, and 

all Groupers. The new regulations should be based on harvest data not current politics. Red 
Snapper-1 person 24" TL. * 

11)  I would like to see smaller limits on Redfish and Seatrout as well as raising the size. Redfish 3 per 
person with a boat limit of 10 slot 15-23, Seatrout limit 10, boat limit 20, size increase 1" to 14 inches. 

12)  Fish Limits: Trout from 15 to 5, Flounder from 10 to 5, Red Drum from 5 to 2. Up length from 13" to 
15" and keep 1 over 23". 

13)  Negate new regulations on Snapper & Grouper during winter season. No need for fishing license for 
captain of group boats- can’t' keep any fish.   

 
South Carolina Operator’s Responses 
1) Too much $ spend on NOAA reports. Should be volunteer. 
2) Commercial sea bass to 11- or 12-. 
3) Bag limit on Vermilion Snapper need to be increased through South Atlantic Fishery Council.  
4) Would kill all NOAA employees- do away with NOAA 
5) More flexibility to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Mgmt. Act 
6) I would like agencies to talk to each other captains licenses, TWIC card, operator card, SE fisheries, 

NMFS,… too many permits, no need for so many things. 
7) Red Snapper Ban- I would like to see 2-3 fish per bag limit.  
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8) Snapper/Grouper complete regulation - seems better data for regulation by requiring log data from 
GA, NC, FL, Not including in SC. 

9) Red Snapper regulation stopped. Re-open the ban. 
10) Open closed areas, and re-allow open fishing. Stop fishing close and allow some limited use. Stop no 

circle hook regulation. 
11) National Marine association is a waste of federal money-needs complete overhaul.  
12) 6 persons limit. Rate boats for more passengers if able to carry more.  
13) National regulations need to be based more on recreation fisheries, and not so much on 

environmentalist/commercial fishermen.  
14) Regulation on fisheries management. Listen to captains of charter boats, not commercial. 
15) NA 
16) None 
17) Tighten offshore regulations. Strengthen efforts to regulate other countries fishing in offshore H20. 
18) Allow 1 Trophy Red Drum over the 23" slot per trip.  
19) Moratorium on Red Snapper.  
20) Sea Bass size down to 11" (Not 12") limit back to 10 per person off South Carolina.   
21) Moratorium on Red Snapper.  
22) We need to stop area and seasonal closures.  
23) Put slot limits on red snapper. Involve industry people that depend on fishery for survival rather than 

part-time angler & biologist that do not fish.  
24) Size limits-Bared on how data is collected. Don't use average "blow-up" factors.  
25) HMS permits for low capacity charter vessels should be done away with for commercial vessels 

selling fish, its fine.  
26) Flounder gigging - Don’t see the need to take away generators as a means of light/ Make generators 

legal again.  
27) Flounder 14" is silly to me because make Flounder don't grow much more than 14" and we are killing 

all female fish 5 per person over 12" would helping my opinion.  
28) I feel like a lot of closures that are being implemented are done without real science. If a closure is 

implemented, I think there should be more research on how the fishery is really affected but also how 
the fishermen are affected.  

29) Uninspected vessels allowed to carry more than 6 passengers. 
30) Catch limits on Red Snapper. Access "actual" data and regulate the fishery. Extrapolation from a 

computer generated model over time does not access the health of a fishery.  
31) Strongly oppose no fish zones. Strongly oppose in putting monitors on boats. 
 
North Carolina Operator’s Responses 
1) Make size limits the same for both commercial and recreational 
2) Mandatory circle hooks on deed be it. For Blue Marlin tournaments, would like to see mandatory 

circle hooks on 200 1B class leader and less, J hooks legal on leader over 200 1B.  
3) Federal Government and State over managing the fish stocks with load and incorrect date. 
4) Increase limits on snapper and grouper limits 
5) Pink snapper limit should go up to five. 
6) Bag limit catch should include (keeping level under sized fish) as your limit. Throw backs die when 

discarded or weakened. 
7) This limits on fish. Put them back and let us make a living and give the working class people a chance 

to catch fish to eat. 
8) Circle Hooks for Blue Marlin, 80/200 rule if line class is over 80lb or leader over 200 you can use j 

hooks. Red Snapper closure strict limits on bottom fish take sample from people who do it for a living 
not recreationally 

9) Limited the number of for hire permit's, close it like, NC com. Lic.'s or 2 for 1.  
10) DK  
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11) Separate head boat +charter boat (G packs) from same regulation order. Also, remove Tilefish from 
Grouper catch.  

12) Get nets and commercial fishing off N.C. coast 
13) Let mother nature take care of fish (Federal has stay out of it)  
14) More enforcement or coast guard regulation, "OUPV" inspections need to be mandatory.  
15) More fish for charters less for commercial  
16)  6 passenger"6 pack" - 48V. Large boats can carry up to 8. Change will have to come from coast 

guard and federal decisions. 
17) Do something to bring back King Mackerel (stop commercial fishing them). Be able to keep a few 

more grouper +Tilefish for fishing parties not for sale. Stop sale of Yellow Fin Tuna for a while.  
18) Disparity between commercial and recreational fishing size limits. Make both have same size limits. 
19) Change the magnuson stevens act back to the way in before 2007. The present form of this act is 

skewed to the total advantage and the regulations and conservationist groups.  
20) 3 mile limit on Strip Bass (Rock fish) (to no 3 miles) 
21) Moratorium on new State for hire permits 
22) Tougher regulations for captain permit 
23) Amendment 17B-Scrap it!  
24) No comment 
25) Jetty Oregon Inlet, Do not transfer left over quota to other countries, stop long liners 
26) Make Stripe Bass legal in any waters. Not just inside 3 mile limit.  
27) No more NC Fish lic. for fishing in Atlantic Ocean! 
28) Not allowing commercial fishing for Striped Bass with a hook! It doesn't make sense that most use a 

net where you can't control the number or the size of the fish. 
29) I would like to see requirements such as income percentage or documented sea time on local charter 

vessels as criteria needed to obtain a "For Hire" permit. Too many non-qualified people in the 
business. 

30) Do not regulate bottom fishing beyond 40 fathoms as proposed. Allocate King Mackerel catch quota 
by state rather than zones. 

31) 17B Let us fish 
32) Amendment 17B SAFMC. Science is garbage and amendment will not accomplish goal. Only close 

areas where spi. Hind and Grouper are caught.  
33) 1. Dog Fish Regulation: Allow the 180,000 mt to be caught rather than allowing the ASMFC to set 

the quota at 50000mt "Lots of Jobs and money."  2. Striped Bass. 10 fish a day, 125 yds of net, 
Mon-Thurs. strong market, fresh fish for everyone 3. NAFTA Rework.  

34) I would like to see the time lag between data collection and correction action greatly reduced.  
35) Stop seasonal closures of Vermilion Snapper + Grouper. 
36) 17B 
37) Fewer Federal Permits, No saltwater licenses.  
38) Not sure  
39) World like to see stock assessments leading to NOAA and SAFMC decisions better reflect reality of 

fish stocks.  
40) Bottom Fishing-by using common sense  
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Appendix E: Open-ended Responses to Survey Question 60 

 
60. Please describe any improvements or positive developments that you have observed in the 
charter fishing industry over the past five years. 
 
Florida Operator’s Responses  
1) The number of red snapper have increased 
2) The only improvement that I have noticed is the amount of fish offshore. The fish stocks are very 

strong. 
3) There are none due to government over regulation 
4) Artificial Reefs - Good 
5) New artificial reefs 
6) Putting size limits and bag limits have helped but shutting it all down is completely insane. 
7) The 2 per person snapper and 20" size limit. Worked wonders. More snapper now than ever. 
8) Increase in red snapper population due to laws put into effect in 1992. 20 inch min 2 fish per person 

bag limit 
9) Red snappers are in the best shape out there. Sea bass and amberjacks need the help. (mostly on the 

commercial side) 
10) None 
11) None 
12) No improvements or positive developments at all. 80 to 90% drop in charters. 100% increase in over 

regulation and expenses twice the rules so that nobody knows what it is. 
13) Hopefully the results from this survey will show the impact our industry has suffered from 

regulations passed 
14) We have improvements up until all the fish closers 70% of our business are local people they like to 

keep a few fish or they won't charter (open red snapper back up). 
15) Fishing is great and has improved over the past 5yrs. New regulations are not needed. 
16) None 
17) No improvements at all. Federal government has put us out of business! 
18) There are less and less charter boats. Helping our boat and business. There are no positive 

developments. All bad. 
19) The rebound of the black sea bass stocks. As it is, black sea bass are the catch of the day. And size and 

number have increased dramatically. 
20) Voluntary Coast Guard inspection at dockside for six passenger charter boats is a very helpful 

program. Once a boat has passed a dockside inspection and has the decal onboard, the inspections on 
the water with passengers on board are greatly reduced, but 
fishing continues to be good 

21) Absolutely none-NOAA ZIP ZERO bad economy bad oversight by NMFs and south Atlantic council 
stock assessments are "garbage in garbage out" and why allow commercial sword fishing in Fla 
Straits Tiny swordfish everywhere - allow them to grow up please 

22) No improvements just hardships and more regulations year after year; more more more artificial reefs 
23) There are not any chartering is the slowest seen the last couple years off 50%+ 
24) King Mackerels stocks have rebounded 
25) Circle hooks, venting tools, release tournaments; snook management, cobia management 
26) None too many unlicensed captains out there 
27) NA 
28) None 
29) I think the Vermillion closing was a good move. 
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30) None! 3 months closure Feb. March, April. 1000lb trip limit on commercial bag & 1000lb on scamp. 
500lb on red. Vermillion snapper? 5 fish per person. 13" size limit no closer on reg. 1500 lb trip limit 
on commercial and 14" size limit. 

31) None 
32) The red snapper fishing is as good as it has been in a long time. The size limit and the 2 per person has 

helped tremendously. The NMFS has no clue of how many red snapper are in the region. 
33) Stocking inshore fish (snook redfish) 
34) Under the regulation that were in place we took the best all-around fishing for snapper and other 

bottom fish that have in 15 or 20 years just before they bond snapper fishing, which has almost 
destroyed the charter industry here, and put hundreds if not thousands out of work. 

35) None 
36) None 
37) None 
38) None 
39) internet 
40) None 
41) Number of fish to keep 
42) Can't dump car cases in marina 
43) None 
44) Improve tourism in South Florida. 
45) None 
46) Some changes are good 
47) None 
48) 0 
49) None 
50) Size limits and bag limits 
51) Need more enforcement on limits of fish 
52) None 
53) None 
 
Georgia Operator’s Responses 
1) No opinion  
2) None  
3) I do not accept there is a shortage of Red Snapper. Offshore of GA, I can't go bottom fishing without 

catching this fish. I see more Red Snapper new than I did 5-9 years ago.  A constant "hard" look 
at the rules is required when regulating what to catch and keep and sizes.  

4) The price of gas has made people realize its cheaper to charter a boat than buy, fuel and buy tackle & 
insurance my business has increase over 30% for 2010. Some may be from traveling & doing seminar 
but a lot of customers have said its cheaper to charter a boat 4 or 5 times a year than buy a boat. And 
that's ok, with me.   

5) It's my opinion that hasn't been any positive improvements in the charter boat business over the last 
five-years. Those of us in this business have had to deal with higher operation costs, (fuel, ice, bait,) 
and unrealistic management of the resource. As stated before... the complete closing of the Red 
Snapper based on science and assessment wasn't not actuarially handled. I thought I would never say 
this but in a couple of years due to this closure there will be so many Red Snapper (that we can't keep) 
that they will become a nuisance!  

6) Not many come to mind.   
7) None  
8) More Red Snapper fisheries in the 70's.  
9) More catch and release promoted and more conservation ethic in general.  
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10) Nothing, our state DNR got a bigger federal budget and we get more restrictive regulations, higher 
permit cost, and closed seasons on Snapper + Groupers. Less to catch with increasing expense. 
Cheaper to buy fish in a fish market, or just buy from Asia!  

11) The State-Georgia has a license for charter boats. This helps identify who out there. State GA DNR 
guide meetings a carcass recovery program to study the growth of Red Drum and Seatrout.   

12) None  
13) None   
  
South Carolina Operator’s Responses 
1) More customers willing to catch and release.  
2) South Fisheries have improved.  
3) None  
4) See more fish is last 5 yrs.   
5) More catch + release.  
6) More, in particular  
7) None-same as before  
8) More & more better fisherman on the water- Better equipment.  
9) Red snapper fisheries is better. Less boats fishing. 
10) See more sea turtle.  
11) We catch more bill fish now than ever before.   
12) None  
13) NA  
14) None  
15) None  
16) Use of interest for advertising.  
17) None  
18) None  
19) More concerned about fish populations  
20) Overall, there is more fish out there.   
21) None  
22) Increased surveys, more commercial boat inspections are good.   
23) Jet ski rentals/ they now are escorted to & from the ocean in single file line. This I like.   
24) Red Drum come back is great.   
25) I find it hard to think of any positive developments, but there is not a shortage of negative 

developments (Increasing fees, licensing, regulations).  
26) None  
 
North Carolina Operator’s Responses 
1) More catch and release  
2) Fish stocks have improved.  
3) None  
4) None  
5) Size limits. Bigger fish population.   
6) Have not seen any improvement.  
7) Circle hooks on white marlin and sail fish advertising  
8) N.C. waterman united, has gave us a voice.  
9) DK  
10) Cut back on gillnets yeah!   
11) No improvement  
12) None  
13) None  
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14) None  
15) Better sea-boats-crews & professionalism. Many open a business and close due to lack of funding. 

Also, fisheries management needs to support charter fishing. Our customers spend money with other 
local businesses, while have in town fishing with us.  

16) Too many boats! We really need to sink some big ships, etc for artificial reefs. We need them 
bad and so do the fish. Especially in water 200-400 Ft. deep; stop keeping so many small Black Fin 
Tuna.  

17) None  
18) None. What so ever!!!  
19) None  
20) None  
21) None  
22) No comment  
23) None  
24) We have become more responsible about protecting our fishery.  
25) None  
26) More sails+ white marlin than I have seen in my lifetime. Circle hooks and catch + release works!   
27) None  
28) None  
29) Better equipment and circle hooks.  
30) More proactive conservation measures.  
31) NA  
32) None  
33) Blanket License   
34) 0  
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Appendix F: Open-ended Responses to Survey Question 61 
 
61. Finally, we welcome your opinion on any topics that might not have been adequately covered in 
this survey. 
 
Florida Operator’s Responses  
1) I think that the flawed science behind all of NOAA and the big money coming from all the 

enviro-groups are destroying many livelihoods including mine. Someone needs to really investigate 
on how they get away with what they do!  

2) The fisheries commission is a joke, and must be revised. If they want to know what is going on, why 
don't they come out on the boats?  

3) Florida has been a great place for the people to go on vacation. For parks and fishing to shut down 
major fishing grounds is just stupid. The fish stocks are good. Mother nature that care of her own 
from. Stormy weather, and cold water that we get in the summer, its not a seven days a week. Fish kill 
they feed when they are ready.  

4) Get the P.E.W. out of NOAA.  
5) The state of Florida does not need fisheries biologists from NOAA to tell them how to manage their 

resources. It is funny how members from North and South Carolina two states with very lax 
enforcement on the NMFs South Atlantic council routinely vote to punish FL fisherman while 
rewarding their own states with open areas no closures. The whole process is politically motivated 
and agency driven.  

6) All sea life in the ocean should be the main objective. Instead of putting one species of fish such as the 
red snapper on a deck stool. I've always said it doesn't take a rocket scientist to figure this out, but I 
may be wrong. Fisherman will soon be extinct. If someone doesn’t step up to the plate and place a 
closure on NOAA's rule making. The data didn't warrant a closure or a reduction of vermillion 
snapper in the recreational sector. NMFs reduced our bag limit from 10 to 5 per person. With a 5 
month closure from Nov-Mar. the bag limit reduction alone was more than adequate. Again the 
closure was just a tool to keep fisherman out of the ocean. All fish stock should be harvested out of 
the ocean by equal amounts.  

7) No one is more concerned about our fishery than us fishermen. We don't need excessive costs - 
overhead, go get jobs etc. we and our clients need to fish.  

8) Build habitat - the fish will grow. Stop government involvement until real valid data is available.  
9) NMFs and NOAA need to be drug screened and given medical test for proof of life similar to same 

test we are subject to! They are not in touch with reality and are counterproductive to the government 
created agency's intent.  

10) I welcome the opportunity to discuss the impact on my business. I can be contacted at {phone number 
in northeast Florida deleted}. I would like to assist you in any way regarding this survey. The data 
from this survey will impact my business. 

11)  11)I have fished out of Ponce Inlet over 50yrs. I have seen good season and bad season on all species 
of fish. Fish come and go in cycles (25 - 30yrs). I believe you can't hurt a species of fish with hook 
line. I have seen an increase of red snapper in the past 6 yrs. Larger fish and larger amounts than we 
had in the late 50's and 60's complete closer is not necessary.  

12) I feel that the catch share system needs to be reversed in places it has been unwanted. NOAA and 
NMFS need to start listening to people involved with the fishery. They need to get the science right. 
And stop putting people out of business with this flawed science.  

13) The charter boat industry has heard regulated recently by reel cost insurance cost and the economy. 
The SFMC is supposedly enacting in the Magnuson Stevens act. This states that the economic impact 
should be taken into consideration. This has certainly not occurred.  

14) People are not going to pay the money to fish when they can't keep any fish. There's more red snapper 
than ever seen in my 30 years fishing. Yet 15 fisheries people have to keep regulation and 
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implementing laws with no science to keep their job. Meanwhile put thousands of fishing families on 
the streets out of work.  

15) The triple header used to fish 200-220 days a year. Now its 100 days if we are lucky. This will 
probably be my last year as a captain. May loose home and career I love. Our congressperson doesn't 
care for the fisherman in Florida. And will never vote for any of them again.  

16) My biggest concern is with the dramatic economic clown turn. There simply are not the number of 
fisherman on the water. Pressure is off. Many days when I go out, I see very few other boats fishing. 
And we have a lot of days due to weather conditions. In combination, there other factors that are 
adequate to rebuild fish stocks. It is time to relax support and grouper restriction it closures.  

17) From the onset of the red snapper ban, Florida State leaders have been absent in the fight to save jobs 
and businesses. Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina state legislators have been on the front 
lines. No wonder that Florida has to suffer 95% of the large area closure under Amendment 17A.  

18) Before the SAFMC proposes actions talk to the public. Current draconian laws are made without 
listening to the public. There is no democracy in the whole procedure.    

19) get rid of jane lubchenko. Get rid of catch shares. It's the spawn of PEW and the zealotry of radical 
environmental orgs. And more importantly the spawn of NMFs who sees it as an easy way for them to 
monitor the commercial fishing industry they do not ever take responsibility for their actions and 
have done a horrible job of regulation our fisheries resource.  

20) My major concern is with the licensing area of the charter fishing industry. I don't mind anything fee's 
for permits but when they are made nearly impossible to obtain it just doesn't make sense. I'm trying 
to make a living and Tallahassee keeps making it more difficult. I've made many phone calls to the 
FWC licensing dept. with absolutely no luck. I don't know how to change it but the industry needs 
help. There are already too many law breakers and they are just creating more.  

21) IFQ They will put the small owner operator out of commercial fishing. That would leave a lot of 
undesirable fisher folks looking for jobs. They will never get. This was a great survey but IFQ need 
some attention.  

22) check for capt. Lic. on all for hire vessel, until people realize there are steep fines  
23) The fishing industries in our area are really suffering from the bad economy, yet all our expenses 

continue to go up. The restrictions on the snapper and grouper really hurt us. Our business is off 35% 
from 3 years ago.  

24) Enforcement is a joke. We’re all about sharks being taken and illegal fish sales all the time 5 minutes 
after passing an FWC enforcement boat. We are told someone will be there but they never show.  

25) Black sea bass 14" size limited on 7 fish per person on reg. 500lb trip limited on commercial no sale 
of no fish without SPLWRS & South Atlantic grouper/snapper permits.  

26) Put a stop to the NMFS. They are or have put us out of business. We don't mind some of the 
regulations. But they have gone too far. No sea bass, no grouper, no snapper, no vermillion snapper. 
We have been shut down by them business is terrible. Fuel prices are gonna kill us now.  

27) Between SAFMC and the rising price of fuel the charter industry will be a thing of the past within 5 
years. 90% of my longtime customer have called and said "call us when we can keep a few fish - I like 
to catch fish but I also like to eat a few"  

28) I hope this survey isn't used to impose further restrictions or fees to a hard working industry. Our 
livelihood is under attack and unfairly so. I support helping in any way to make our research does is 
hurt my family and way of living. I love this way of life and am tired of increased regulation.  

29) I have born and grew up here in Ponce Inlet. They started fishing with my dad in 1943 at the age of 9 
and have been the fishing at the best and worst. But the greatest decline that we have ever had come 
with two catastrophes events the space shuttle and a US navy barge boated with several million 
gallons of (caustic soda) that they released into the ocean. Six months after the shuttle went down. 
The bass that we had caught by hundreds of pounds daily were gone and snapper + grouper declined.  

30) Goliath grouper have rebounded so well that they are almost a nuisance while bottom fishing they 
need to be reopen to fishing with restrictions and a season.  
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31) The government should stop giving all people the everything they want and stop taking away of us 
true Americans.  

32) Inspect charter boats that don't keep up with all the regulations to run as a business. Too many 
part-timers during the charter cost (price) down. Have trip quarter to officially designate charter 
boats.  

33) More money  
34) It's all good when fishing is good  
35) None  
36) The government closing fisheries and months in which you can fish and keep certain fish is an often 

discussed topic. The closing season and protecting certain fish can be a problem as well. Most in the 
charter industry don't feel as if we are part of the problem but the commercial fisherman are the 
problem.  

37) You don't want to know.  
38) I feel captains and mates are under paid. Tips ought to be included in trip fare.  
39) NA  
40) Good    
41) Concerned over loss of marina/dockage facilities  
42) Spear fishing and diving killing fisheries  
 
Georgia Operator’s Responses 
1) I did not charter from 1/05 through 6/10. My answers to questions concerning 2009 activity reflect 

this. I have doubts that my time and input are of use in this survey at this time.   
2) None  
3) Fishing has become very expensive. A captain can no longer assure his clients they will catch enough 

fish for a family dinner. Regulators have made species caught, fishing locations, numbers of fish, and 
fish sizes no narrow that I feel that sooner not later, we will have only a "catch-and release" program. 
Even now and more so later when a fish is released, most will die or beaten by a predator before it 
reaches safety.   

4) I think the state of GA and the city of Savannah should do a better job of letting people know the GA 
coast/Savannah is also a great place to fish. GA protects our barrier Islands and our fishing is great 
and our marshlands and barrier Islands are beautiful. I know this study is being done in Fla. but if you 
get a chance pass this info on. Thanks.  

5) It's my opinion that the survey was confusing in some cases. And anyone including myself might 
have answered the questions wrong unknowingly!  

6) 0  
7) All federal and State fisheries management entities needs to figure out how to properly sample the 

fish populations, because they choose not to use the fishermen who know. Until we are all on the 
same page, the backbone of the for hire recreational captains is breaking. We cannot compete with 
budgets, just help people catch fish to pay our bills.  

8) Would like to see anything but closures. Reduce catch limits, have season. Use closures as the last 
resort.   

9) Fishing guides should not have to purchase a T.W.I.C card! And please explain why now we do.   
 
South Carolina Operator’s Responses 
1) Federal NOAA trip report operation is a joke. Run poorly and with poor port agent in our area. We 

were given 80 hours to check all records and try to find missing trips when the agent could simply 
give us date they think are missing. Actions such as these make the hostility to NOAA much greater. 
  

2) Being strangled by fisheries management laws that are constructed based on land of fisheries science. 
Magnuson-Stevenson Law that governs our land uses developed to protect fishermen has been 
altered during from last alteration to hunt the fishermen of trip land, rather than help them.   
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3) None  
4) None  
5) No questions on spear fishing  
6) None  
7) More management of fish stocks and better regulation.  
8) None  
9) Every year there seems to be less fish to catch. Why is this so?   
10) Cobia Creel limits need to be changed to 2 fish per boat per trip or 4 per boat per day + No sale of 

Cobia for charter boat operators.   
11) I feel like information we give is twisted to suit the agenda of the fisheries people not the fishermen.  
12) Stop the surveys, we fill out way to much useless paper work. Most of the ones filling out the paper 

work post false data, therefore negating the entire worthless process.  
13) Way data is collected by State & NOAA-Not accurate.  
14) I'd be interested to see reports of catches in the gulf vs. here of South Carolina, maybe Florida's east 

coast as well. Very comprehensive, Thanks.   
15) Limit the # of commercial crabbers per mile & decrease the amount of pots they can have.   
16) Regulation is justified when the data supports it. Regulation without enforcement is pointless. Catch 

limits and size limits work well when a fishery is in jeopardy. Perfect example is Redfish. Data was 
on paper, regulation and enforcement.   

17) Would like to see more regulation on divers who have commercial/ permits stopped from shooting 
fish. Some commercial boats are putting compressors on boats and diving on reefs and hard bottoms 
shooting Snapper & Grouper. Need to be stopped.   

 
North Carolina Operator’s Responses 
1) Your survey is too personal with questions that are private information  
2) I feel that state and federal government have no intent in the charter boat industry's improvement on 

existence.  
3) None  
4) None  
5) The regulation on what you can catch and the season when fishing is open and closing.  
6) Too easy to call yourself a for hire boat, captain lic. has become a joke, Boat 2 captains need to meet 

higher standard’s.  
7) DK  
8) Stop box traps and longline fishing inside 100 miles  
9) We need to clean our waters up here in N.C. and stop dumping waste into the waters.  
10) Too much regulation on charter boats  
11) Charter fishing has declined due to capital investment and lack of the public disposable income. 

Limiting numbers of operators throw limited entry is not necessary due to attrition.  
12) Do not allow Bill Fish to be brought into boat or help alongside too long ocean city White Marlin tour 

where they measure or keep and weight White Marlin is a sin. Also keeping big Blue Marlin is 
wrong. Long lining is a big sin that only benefits a small handful of already well off people. 
 Too much net fishing for Spanish Mackerel. Also leave Bluefish alone stop netting them. I've 
caught 10 Bluefish in last 10 years.  

13) None  
14) None  
15) The term "Best Data" is used when we are about to get shafted.  
16) None  
17) If they implement a catch share policy it will kill our industry!  
18) None  
19) It was a fair one.  
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20) I have grave concern about catch shares and what they are doing in this survey, they are not an 
innocent inclusion!   

21) N/A  
22) The captain and marine biologist in this industry are for the most part well educated, intelligent 

people who shall be the one setting and regulating the industry. We do not need tree huggers 
environmentalist and politicians determining how the fisheries are regulated!  
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Appendix G: Survey Questionnaire 
 
 

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

For all fill in the blank questions; it is important for us to know if a blank means N/A, zero 
(0), or Don't Know (DK). Please indicate which instead of leaving a blank. Thank you. 
 
1. Which of the following best describes you?  (Please select only one.)  

� Active recreational-for-hire captain and charter/party boat owner of two or more vessels 
� Active recreational-for-hire captain and charter/party boat owner of one vessel 
� Active recreational-for-hire captain only (employee or independent contractor, not owner of charter vessel) 
� Owner of a charter/party boat but not a captain. If yes, ask if captain can be contacted to complete survey; 

proceed to question 40 for owner questions. 
� Inactive (not currently involved in the charter industry). If yes, terminate interview. 

 
2. Do you consider yourself a full-time or part-time recreational-for-hire captain? 

� Full-time (the majority of my earned income is from chartering) 
� Part-time (the majority of my earned income is not from chartering) 

 
3. How long have you been actively operating as a recreational-for-hire captain? 

Note: Active means operating for business purposes, either full-time or part-time. 
  ______ number of years 
B. Are you a  � first ,   � second,  or  �  third generation operator? 
 

4. During 2009, what other job(s) have you held besides for-hire fishing?   (Please select all that apply.) 
A. Employment 

� Commercial fishing 
� Hired captain, other than for charter operation or commercial fishing 
� Other maritime-related business 
� Non-maritime 

B. � No other employment in 2009 
 

5. A. What port do you use the most for your for-hire activities? 
Port/Marina/Launch Ramp Name  _______________________________________________________ 
City ___________________   State _____   Zip _________   County/Parish ____________________ 
 
B. Do you live in the same county as your home port/launch point?  

�  Yes   �  No      If no, what county?  ____________________ 
 

C. How long have you operated out of this port/marina/launch ramp? 
   ______ number of years    If 3 years or less; where (city-state) was your previous port?________________ 
 

6. Do you maintain membership in any of the following?  (Please select all that apply.)   
� A local, state, or regional charter boat association  
� A national association for charter boat operators (for example: NACO, NMCA, etc.) 
� A recreational fishing conservation/ lobbying organization (for example: CCA, RFA, etc.) 
� A non-fishing environmental/conservation group 
� Chamber(s) of Commerce 
� Other related - Please describe: ___________________________________________________________ 
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7. Do you expect to be in the charter/head boat business three years from now? 

� Yes 
� No – If no, why not? ___________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

II. VESSEL LEVEL 
 

A. Primary Vessel 
The following questions refer to the primary vessel that you use for your chartering operations.  

Please limit your responses to those that only describe the primary vessel in 2009. 
 

8. What is the length of the primary vessel? _________ feet 
 
9. What is the maximum number (USCG passenger transportation limit) of people this vessel is licensed to carry?  

______________ 
 
10. Hull material: � Fiberglass � Steel       � Wood        � Aluminum        � Other 
 
11. Please describe the primary vessel by checking all the boxes that apply: 
                           � Center console     � Fly-bridge     � Cabin (for passengers)    � Fighting Chair 

 
12. Current engine(s)  (write in or circle): 

 
 Engine 1 Engine 2 Engine 3 Engine 4 

Brand/Manufacturer     
Size (hp)     

Year      
Fuel (gas or diesel) Gas   /     

Diesel 
Gas   /     
Diesel 

Gas   /     
Diesel 

Gas   /     
Diesel 

Type (inboard or 
outboard) 

Inboard   /   
Outboard 

Inboard   /   
Outboard 

Inboard   /   
Outboard 

Inboard   /   
Outboard 

2 stroke or 4 stroke 2 stroke   /    
4 stroke 

2 stroke   /    
4 stroke 

2 stroke   /    
4 stroke 

2 stroke   /    
4 stroke 

 
13. What year was the primary vessel built?     ___________ year of hull       � Don’t know 

 
14. What year did you purchase or acquire this vessel?          ___________year acquired     � Don’t know 

 
15. How was the primary vessel purchased or acquired? 

� New  � Used  � Demo  � Self-built  � Don’t know 
 

16. In what U.S. State did you purchase or acquire this vessel?    _____________ state           � Don’t know 
 

17. What price was paid for this vessel when originally acquired? (or the estimated cost if built or gift)?? 
$_______________ original purchase price 

 
18. If you were selling the primary vessel today, what price could you reasonably expect to receive on the used 

vessel market (i.e. current fair market value); excluding the value of associated permits and licenses?  
$_______________ fair market value*  
*Note: this is NOT the purchase price of everything you have invested in the vessel.  
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19.  What major improvements have been made to the primary vessel since it was acquired and how much did 
those improvements cost?      (enter DK -don't know or NA -not applicable or "0" as appropriate) 

 

Costs ($) Since Vessel 
Acquired 

Total in 
2009 

Share of 2009 in 
Home Port State 

Hull and deck 
upgrades/additions 

   

Engine 
upgrades/replacement 

   

Electronics     
Other     

 
20. Total cost of regular maintenance in 2009?            $ _____________________ 
 
21. What percent of 2009 maintenance cost was spent in home port state?   _____________%  

 
22. A. Was there any loan on the primary vessel at any time during 2009? 

� Yes              � No – If no, please skip to Question 23             � Don’t know 
 
B. If yes, what was the outstanding loan amount on the primary vessel (end of 2009)?    

$_______________ outstanding loan amount       � Don’t know  
 
C. What was the total monthly loan payment (in 2009; approximate average if payments were unequal)?   

$_______________ monthly loan payment         � Don’t know 
 

D. What was the approximate interest rate (APR) on this loan?    
_______________% (APR) on loan               � Don’t know 

 
E. Number of years remaining to pay off loan     _____________years       � Don’t know 
 

23. A. What was the total insurance cost on the primary vessel in 2009? 
$_____________ total insurance cost in 2009  � Don’t know 

 
B. If insured, what is the total limit of coverage for: 

$_______________ hull, engines, and equipment 
$_______________ liability 
� Don’t know 

 
24. Which of the following licenses or permits do you have for use on the primary vessel? 

 (Please select all that apply.) 
 
           Recreational-for-Hire Permits                      Recreational-for-Hire Licenses 
� Atlantic HMS Charter/Head Boat (sharks, swordfish, billfish, 

and tunas) 
� South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Dolphin Wahoo 
� South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagics  
� South Atlantic Charter Head Boat for Snapper Grouper 
� Gulf of Mexico Charter Head Boat for Migratory Pelagic Fish 
� Gulf of Mexico Charter Head Boat for Reef Fish 
� Historical Captain GoM Charter Head Boat for Coastal 
Migratory Pelagic Fish 
� Historical Captain GoM Charter Head Boat for Reef Fish 

� USCG Operator of Uninspected 
Passenger Vessel (OUPV) / “6-Pack” 

� USCG OUPV Limited 
� USCG Limited Master 
� USCG Master, 100 Tons 
� State Charter / For-Hire License(s) 
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           Commercial Licenses/Permits  
� Any commercial fishing licenses or permits (State or Federal) 
� Any fishing related dealer licenses or permits (State or Federal)  

25. A. Please estimate how many trips with paying customers the primary vessel conducted in 2009?   
_____________ number of recreational trips 
 

 B. To the best of your recollection, please indicate how many trips were made in the designated 
three-month periods during 2009 with the primary vessel. Note: If “zero”, then write 0. 
 

Type of Trip Winter 
(Jan-April) 

Spring-Summer 
(May-Aug) 

Fall 
(Sep-Dec) 

    

Inshore/Coastal Fishing #_____ #_____ #_____ 
    
Offshore Fishing 
(Bottom/Reef/Drift) 

#_____ #_____ #_____ 

    
Offshore Fishing (Pelagic*) #_____ #_____ #_____ 
    
Fishing Tournament Trips #_____ #_____ #_____ 
 
Commercial Fishing    

 
#_____ 

 
#_____ 

 
#_____ 

    
Diving (primarily)  #_____ #_____ #_____ 
    
Sightseeing Only #_____ #_____ #_____ 
    
Scouting Trips #_____ #_____ #_____ 
    
Other (list one): 
_________________ 

#_____ #_____ #_____ 
    

*Pelagic refers to fishing that targets open-water, migratory species such as tuna, billfish, etc. 
 

26. What percent of the for-hire trips made with the primary vessel in 2009 were taken into 
federal waters (EEZ)?          _____________% of trips in 2009 

 
27. Please identify all the species you deliberately target (with a x in each box) by season, then circle the boxes 

that are your top 3 species targeted with the primary vessel for each period in 2009.  
 

If you have a main target species that is not listed below, please list it in the space provided.  
 

Target Species Jan-Apr May-Aug Sep - Dec 
    

Spotted Sea Trout � � � 
Flounder � � � 

Red Drum � � � 
Red Snapper � � � 

Other Snappers � � � 
Groupers � � � 

Jacks � � � 
Mackerels � � � 

Sharks � � � 
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Target Species Jan-Apr May-Aug Sep - Dec 

Billfish � � � 
Dolphin � � � 

Tunas � � � 
Wahoo � � � 

Cobia � � � 
Tarpon � � � 

Other main target species 
(list one): ____________ 

� � � 

 
28. What percent of the customers on the primary vessel in 2009 requested: 
 Catch and release only ___________% 
 Partial catch and release trips ___________% 
 To keep all legal fish ___________% 
 TOTAL        100   % 
 
29. What percent of trips recreationally chartered with the primary vessel in 2009 were (include fee(s): 
 

Half day  (less than 6 hours) _________%      Base fee $_________ Per person fee $_______ 
Full day   (6 hours or more) _________%      Base fee $_________ Per person fee $_______ 
Overnight (1 night) _________%      Base fee $_________ Per person fee $_______ 
Multi-day (2 or more nights) _________%      Base fee $_________ Per person fee $_______ 

 TOTAL   100   % 
 

30. What percent of trips chartered on the primary vessel in 2009 paid: 
To charter the entire vessel (typical “charter”) __________% 

On a per person basis (headboat trip or modified charter) __________% 
                                                       TOTAL        100   % 

 
31. Which fee structure did you use most often in 2009?  (Please select one.) 

� Base rate only 
� Base rate plus fuel surcharge  
� Per person rate 
� Per person rate plus fuel surcharge 
� Other – Please describe: ____________________________________________________________ 
         

32.  What percent of your trips added a fuel surcharge in 2009?    _______ % 
 

33. Which of the following supplies or services did you provide complimentary or offer for an additional fee to 
your customers? Clearly mark C (complimentary), E (extra fee), N (not offered) or DK (don't know) in the 
first column.  
 

 How offered? If extra,        Unit 
Item (write C, E, N, or DK) what was fee?      (circle) 
Bait  $ per person  or  per trip 
Instruction  $ per person  or  per trip 
Fish Cleaning  $ per person  or  per trip 
Extra Person  $ per person  or  per trip 
Cold Storage/Ice  $ per person  or  per trip 
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 How offered? If extra,        Unit 
Item (write C, E, N, or DK) what was fee?      (circle) 
Fishing Equipment  $ per person  or  per trip 
Food and Drink  $ per person  or  per trip 
Fuel Surcharge  $ per person  or  per trip 
Other ____________  $ per person  or  per trip 

 
34. Did you refer your customers to any other local businesses?   

� No 
� Yes, taxidermy - If yes, how many referrals to taxidermy services did you make in 2009?  __________  
� Yes, other - If yes, what types of businesses: _______________________________________________ 

 
 

B. Typical Trip 
The following questions refer to what you would consider to be your typical trip made on the primary vessel 

in 2009. Please limit your responses to those that only describe a typical trip on your primary vessel. 
 

35. The following table pertains to your most common type of half day and full day trips on the primary vessel 
during 2009. Please estimate the following averages for a typical half day trip and typical full day trip. For 
dollar value estimates, write “0” (zero) if no expense. Write “NA” if the field is not applicable or “DK” if 
you don’t know. Please do not leave any spaces blank. 

 

 Typical Half Day Typical Full Day 
Average Trip Characteristics   
Length of trip  ________hours ________hours 

Distance traveled (round trip) ________statute miles ________statute miles 

Vessel fuel consumed ________total gallons ________total gallons 

Average number of passengers ________ passengers ________passengers 

Number of deck hands ________deck hands ________deck hands 
Average Trip Revenues   
Average Charter/Headboat Fee (total from all 
passengers, surcharges included) $_________ per trip $_________ per trip 

Average tips (total from all passengers) $_________ per trip $_________ per trip 

Average revenue from any fish sold $_________ per trip $_________ per trip 
   

Average Trip Operating Costs   
Fuel and Oil Expenses $_________ per trip $_________ per trip 

Bait Related Expenses $_________ per trip $_________ per trip 

Ice Expenses $_________ per trip $_________ per trip 

Terminal Tackle (lost hooks, lure, etc.) $_________ per trip $_________ per trip 

Labor Compensation (Captain) (if paid Per trip) $_________ per trip $_________ per trip 

Labor Compensation (Crew) (if paid Per trip) $_________ per trip $_________ per trip 
 
36. A. How was the captain on the primary vessel compensated in 2009?  (Please select all that apply.) 

� Not applicable (Owner 
  is the captain) 
� Per trip basis 
� Wages or salary 

� Tips 
� Fish cleaning 
� Fish sales 

� Don't Know 
� Meals 
� Other – Please describe: 

________________________ 
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B. How was the crew on the primary vessel compensated in 2009?  (Please select all that apply.) 

� Per trip basis  
� Wages or salary  
� Tips 

� Meals 
� Fish cleaning 
� Fish sales 

� Not applicable 
� Other – Please describe: 

________________________ 
 

37. About what percent of your customers are from these three geographic regions (adds to 100%): 
______% local (within 50 miles)    _______% regional (50-200 miles)   ______% national/international  
� Don't Know 
 
 

III. FIRM LEVEL (for charter/head boat business owners) 
 
The following questions pertain only to charter/head boat business owners.  If you do not own the business you 
worked for in 2009, who can we contact to answer these questions and how to contact? 
________________________________________________________________, then please skip to Question 53. 
 

38. For business owners only, please provide the number of vessels that comprise your charter operation. 
____________ number of vessels 

 
39. What type of business do you have?    � Sole proprietorship    � Partnership     � Corporation 

 
40. For business owners only, please provide your best estimate for the following business overhead expenses 

during 2009. Write “0” (zero) if no expense. Write “NA” if the field is not applicable or “DK” if you don’t 
know. Please do not leave any spaces blank. 

Dockage        $_______________ 
Permits/Licenses         $_______________ 
Staff expenses (incl. capt/crew wages and salaries not paid per trip) $_______________ 

 Food/Drink for crew      $_______________ 
Office expenses (rent, utilities, etc.)     $_______________ 

 Bookkeeping services      $_______________ 
 Advertising and promotion     $_______________ 
 Other overhead expenses       $_______________ 
 

41. For business owners only, what was the total gross revenue generated by all your charter/ headboat vessel 
operations during 2009. Note: Gross revenue is income prior to expenses and taxes. 

� Less than $25,000 � $200,000 - $299,999 
� $25,000 - $49,999 � $300,000 - $399,999 
� $50,000 - $99,999 � $400,000 - $499,999 
� $100,000 - $149,999 � $500,000 or more 
� $150,000 - $199,999 � Don’t know 

 
42. For business owners only, what percent of these gross revenues in 2009 were derived from: 

____% Charter operations (paid to charter the entire vessel) 
____% Party/Head boat operations (paid on a per-person basis) 
____% Commercial fishing activities – Please describe:________________________________ 
____% Other - Please describe (lodging, government contract work, tackle shop, etc.): 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

100% TOTAL 
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IV. POLICY AND MANAGEMENT 
 

43. How would you rate the following issues in regards to the charter industry?  For each issue below, select 
one “Short Term” and one “Long Term” option. Otherwise, if no opinion, only select “No Opinion.” 
 

  In the Short Term (next 1- 5 years)  In the Long Term (beyond 5 years)    

Issue 
 Not a  
problem 

Minor  
problem 

Major  
problem  Not a  

problem 
Minor  

problem 
Major  

problem  No  
Opinion 

           

Climate change  � � �  � � �  � 
Coastal habitat loss 
and degradation 

 � � �  � � �  � 

Sea level rise  � � �  � � �  � 
Demand for fishing 
for-hire services 
decreasing 

 
� � �  � � �  � 

Fuel costs 
increasing 

 � � �  � � �  � 
Increase in harmful 
algal blooms/red 
tides 

 
� � �  � � �  � 

Reductions in fish 
stocks  

 � � �  � � �  � 
Insurance 
cost/availability  

 � � �  � � �  � 
Increased crew 
labor cost 

 � � �  � � �  � 
Decreased labor 
supply 

 � � �  � � �  � 
Fishing 
permit/license cost 
increases 

 
� � �  � � �  � 

Recruitment of 
new anglers 

 � � �  � � �  � 
More unlicensed 
charter operators 

 � � �  � � �  � 
 

44. How many times did enforcement officers inspect permits or catch on your primary vessel in 2009? 
_____ number of times  
 

45. Do you feel the level of enforcement of regulations on charter/head boats is: 
 �  Too Little �   About Right  �  Too Much 

 
46. How many times have fisheries biologists inspected your (or your passengers)  catch (dockside) in 2009? 

_____ number of times  
 

47.  How many times have you been interviewed, not including fisheries biologists counted in Q46, but by other 
entities such as universities, government agency or NGO (or others) related to your for-hire business in 
2009? 

_____ number of times  
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48. How would you rate the following current or potential actions in regards to the for-hire industry?   
For each current or potential action below, please select one option.  
 

Current or Potential Actions Strongly 
Oppose 

Moderately 
Oppose Neutral Moderately 

Support 
Strongly 
Support 

No  
Opinion 

Expansion of artificial reefs � � � � � � 

Expansion of coastal restoration projects � � � � � � 

Expansion of marine sanctuaries � � � � � � 

Creating offshore wind farms � � � � � � 

New offshore aquaculture � � � � � � 

Findings of current state-based fisheries 
stock assessments � � � � � � 

Findings of current federally-based 
fisheries stock assessments � � � � � � 

Regulatory discards based on fish size � � � � � � 

Federal fisheries observers on charters/ 
headboats � � � � � � 

Mandatory log book reporting for 
charters � � � � � � 

Voluntary log book reporting for 
charters � � � � � � 

Use of electronic vessel monitoring 
systems � � � � � � 

Limited entry as a tool for fisheries 
management � � � � � � 

Catch shares for commercial fisheries � � � � � � 

Catch shares for the charter/head-boat 
sector � � � � � � 

Unlimited accumulation of catch shares 
through sale or transfer � � � � � � 

Limited accumulation of catch shares 
through sale or transfer � � � � � � 

Expansion of petroleum platforms � �  � 
 

� � � � � � 
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49. To what extent do you participate in the following management activities? 
 

Action Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Very 
Frequently 

Informally discuss fishery 
issues with a charter boat 
industry association officer 

� � � � � 

Attend charter boat industry 
association meetings � � � � � 

Attend state agency meetings 
about fisheries � � � � � 

Attend federal agency 
meetings about fisheries � � � � � 
Send comments about 
proposed regulations to 
relevant agency 

� � � � � 

 
50. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that the following organizations are responsive to 

concerns and issues raised by the charter/head boat industry and have taken proactive actions to support 
the industry. 
 

Organization Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 
No 

Opinion 

Marine Extension/Sea Grant � � � � � � 
State Natural Resource 
Agencies � � � � � � 

NOAA Fisheries Service � � � � � � 
South Atlantic Fishery Mgt. 
Council � � � � � � 

Your Congressperson � � � � � � 

Local Chamber of Commerce � � � � � � 

Local Tourism Organization � � � � � � 

 
 

V. DEMOGRAPHICS 
 

51. What is your gender? 
 � Male 
 � Female 
 

52. In what year were you born? 
__________ year 
 

53. Are you a U.S. citizen? 
 � Yes 
 � No 
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54. What is your highest level of education?  (Please select one.) 
� Grade school      
� Some high school   
� High school degree     
� Some college   
� College degree     
� Post Graduate degree 

 
55. How many people live in your household, including yourself?  

________ number of adults (18 or older)      ___________ number of dependents age 17 or under 
 

56. What was your total household income in 2009 before taxes?  (Please select one.) 
� Less than $20,000 
� $20,000 - $39,999  
� $40,000 - $59,999 
� $60,000 - $79,999 
� $80,000 - $99,999   � Decline to answer 
� $100,000 - $119,999 
� $120,000 - $139,999 
� $140,000 - $159,999 
� $160,000 - $179,999 
� $180,000 - $199,000 
� $200,000 - $249,000 
� $250,000 or more 

 
57. What percent of your above household income (before taxes) came from charter operations? 

________ % of household income 
 

58. What is your marital status? 
� Single  �  Married � Divorced �  Widowed �  Decline to Answer 

 
 

VI. YOUR THOUGHTS 
 

59. Which regulation would you most like to see changed and how would you change it? 
 

60. Please describe any improvements or positive developments that you have observed in the charter 
fishing industry over the past five years. 
 

61. Finally, we welcome your opinion on any topics that might not have been adequately covered in this 
survey. 
 

62. Date survey completed:__________________________  
 

63. Request business card with for-hire business web site URL; or write down website URL on blank page 
separated from this survey. 
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