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The species composition of the 1992 catch was generally similar 
to that in 1990 and 1991. The most obvious differences were the 
higher landings of spot (36% of the overall 1992 catch compared to 
17% in 1991 and 7% in 1990) and sheepshead (10% in 1992 vs 5% in 
1991 and 4% in 1990). 

The estimated catch of red drum appeared to be substantially 
lower than that suggested by anecdotal information. The catch per 
angler trip derived from the 1992 MRFSS data was only 68% of that in 
1991 (with the estimated catch being 72% of the 1991 catch). The 
catch rate observed during the SFS in 1991 was similar to that in 
the MRFSS, but there was a large discrepancy in 1992. Compared to 
the 1991 SFS estimate, the 1992 SFS catch rate was 45% higher. This 
suggests that the NMFS catch ·estimate was too conservative. The 
actual 1992 landings could have been about 264,000 fish, which would 
have represented a relatively strong showing. 

The NMFS estimate of the spotted seatrout catch also appeared to 
be low when information from sources other than the MRFSS was 
considered. The 1992 catch rate from the MRFSS was 86% of the 1991 
value but the catch estimate was only 63% of the 1991 figure. The 
catch rate from SFS data was 88% of the 1991 SFS CPUE. This 
suggested that the catch estimate should be appreciably higher than 
that derived by the NMFS, perhaps on the order of 360, ooo fish. The 
winter was mild as in the previous year and there was no obvious 
explanation for such a pronounced decrease in the catch. 

The king mackerel was the principal species targeted by ocean 
boat fishermen with the charterboat fleet accounting for most of the 
landings. The NMFS Panama City (Florida) laboratory has conducted 
a voluntary survey of the southeastern charterboat fishery for many 
years. Beginning in July, 1992, the MRD provided copies of 
charterboat reports to this program in order to expand the South 
Carolina and South Atlantic sample sizes. From these data, Panama 
City estimated the 1992 South Carolina charterboat catch rate as 1.2 
king mackerel per boat hour of trolling. This was the highest CPUE 
in the South Atlantic area except for off North carolina. 

Although regional abundance of Spanish mackerel appeared to be 
high, the South Carolina estimated landings were well below those in 
recent years. The charterboat catch rate calculated by Panama City 
was 2.8 fish per boat hour of trolling, compared to more than 10 off 
North Carolina and Georgia and nearly 5 off northeast Florida. 

Length Composition 

Observed average sizes of most species in 1992 were very similar 
to those in recent years (Table 24). The most pronounced difference 
was for king mackerel, due to an unusually high percentage of fish 
over 100 em FL observed in 1991. For both red drum and spotted 
seatrout, there was very little difference in mean length by area 
(county). 
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Table 24. Mean lengths <in aa) of •jor recreational species as deten~ined from 
MRFSS end SFS data. Mackerel measur~ts are fork lengths, all others 
are total lengths. 

Species 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

Reel drun 43.1 46.3 45.7 42.0 43.5 

Spotted seatrout 36.5 37.7 37.1 36.6 36.9 

Southern flOUlder 34.6 35.0 35.6 35.4 38.6 

Sheepsheed 32.6 34.2 32.2 31.9 

Black sea bass 26.4 25.9 25.2 25.9 

King 1118Ckerel 76.8 76.7 76.2 85.0 76.5 

!f!nish .ackerel 42.2 41.2 42.0 45.7 46.4 
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Charterboat MRfSS estimates/MRD reports 

Beginning July 1, 1992, state law required all charterboats to 
obtain a permit and submit monthly reports of all daily fishing 
activity, including the numbers of anglers, total fish caught, 
numbers released, and pounds retained. Operators were also 
requested to provide information on fishing location, method, and 
target species on a voluntary basis. Results for waves 4-6 based on 
the MRFSS were compared with those obtained from the mandatory MRD 
reports. 

During waves 4-6, the MRFSS interviewed 260 anglers from 69 
charterboat trips, while 2, 879 trips were reported to the MRD. The 
percentages of these trips targeted at various species were as 
indicated in Table I-1. Al)out 18% of the trips reported to the MRD. 
were targeted at species not identified in the MRFSS. About 40% of 
the MRD trip reports either specified "any" as the species 
preference or left it blank, which was considered equivalent to no 
preference. About 14% of the trips reported in the MRFSS identified 
"any" as the species preference. King mackerel was the indicated 
target on 69% of the MRFSS trips compared to 25% of those reported 
to the MRD. 

The comparative distribution of effort by area is shown in Table 
I-2. Numbers of anglers (from Table 3) were used as proxies for 
effort because the distribution of MRFSS trips was not known. The 
distribution indicated for the MRFSS is similar to that inferred 
from Table 8 (which included waves 2 and 3). The information 
reported to the MRD indicated that 31% of the anglers fished in 
state waters (i.e., inland and the ocean <3 mi.) compared to only 
15% as reported in the MRFSS. 

Participation as estimated from the MRFSS compared to that 
reported to the MRD is shown in Table I-3. The numbers of boat 
trips shown under the MRFSS were estimated by dividing the numbers 
of anglers in each wave by the average number of anglers per boat 
trip calculated from the reports to the MRD. A total of 99 boats 
reported making at least one trip during the wave 4-6 period. The 
estimated wave boat trips under the MRFSS were divided by this 
figure to obtain the mean numbers of trips per boat. The MRD 
figures were obtained from direct wave counts (i.e., trips divided 
by the numbers of boats reporting). 

Participation in each wave as estimated by the NMFS was much 
higher than that reported to the MRD and the overall number of 
anglers was slightly over double the number obtained from operator 
reports. Since it was reasonable to assume (see below) that the 
average number of anglers per trip should be comparable regardless 
of source, the inference was that the NMFS estimates of boat trips 
were also much higher than the figures reported to the MRD. 

In this context, it is instructive to compare the apparent wave 
averages of trips per boat from the MRFSS data with information from 
the MRD reports. In wave 4, only 23% of the boats reported more 
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Table 1·1. Species targeted during charterboat trips, in percentages of total trips. 

Wave 
4 5 6 Total 

MRFSS MRD MRFSS MRD MRFSS MRD MRFSS MRD 

Total observations 27 1,841 28 898 14 140 69 2,879 
Species targeted 

Anything 7 41 14 39 29 36 14 40 
King mackerel 78 24 64 26 57 24 69 25 
Spanish mackerel 0 13 4 8 0 0 1 11 
Dolphin 15 1 0 1 0 0 6 1 
Grouper 0 1 7 2 0 0 3 1 
Red dMID 0 1 7 4 7 7 4 2 
Spotted seatrout 0 1 4 5 7 18 3 3 

Total percent 100 82 100 84 100 85 100 82 

Table 1-2 Distribution of charterboat effort by area, in percentages of anglers. 

Wave 
.4 5 6 Total 

MRFSS MRD MRFSS MRD MRFSS MRD MRFSS MRD 

Total anglers 103 9,141 96 3,789 52 543 251 13,473 
Inland 4 11 4 13 19 22 7. 12 
Ocean <3 •i. 0 23 20 11 0 5 8 19 
Ocean >3 •i. 96 65 76 76 81 73 85 69 

Table 1-3 Nu.bers of charterboat anglers and boat trips. 

MRFSS MRD 
4 5 6 Total 4 5 6 Total 

Anglers 15,483 9,547 2,468 27,498 9,141 3,789 543 13,473 
Boat trips 3,115 2,262 636 6,013 1,841 898 140 2,87'9 
X anglers/trip 4.97 4.22 3.88 4.68 
X trips/boat 31 23 6 20.0 10.3 3.3 
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than 30 trips. In wave 5, 13% reported more than 20, and in wave 6 
19% reported more than 6. The average boat under the NMFS scenario 
would have made 60 trips during the wave 4-6 interval, yet only 10% 
of the active boats reporting to the MRD reported 60 or more trips 
and 60% indicated that they had made 30 or less. 

The catches estimated by the NMFS and those reported to the MRD 
are compared in Table I-4. The NMFS estimate of total catch was 
about three times the catch reported to the MRD. The most important 
difference was for king mackerel with the NMFS estimate being nearly 
six times the catch reported by the boat operators. In contrast, 
charterboat operators reported over twice as many Spanish mackerel 
as estimated by the NMFS. The NMFS estimate of shark landings was 
far below the catch reported to the MRD and the estimated sea bass 
catch was also substantially lower. 

The catch rate of the principal species, king mackerel, 
calculated from the MRFSS data was 1. 59 fish per angler. · This was 
derived as follows. The total number of anglers in each wave (Table 
6) was multiplied by the estimated percentage of fishing in the 
ocean >3 mi. (Table I-2) to obtain the estimated number of ocean >3 
mi. anglers. For simplicity, it was assumed that all king mackerel 
were caught in the FCZ. This catch (38,364 fish) was divided by the 
number of ocean >3 mi. anglers (N = 24,119) to obtain · the CPUE. 
Based on the information reported to the MRD, the catch rate was 
0.69 king mackerel per angler. The catch of kings taken in the FCZ 
(N = 6,403) was divided by the number of ocean >3 mi fishermen (N = 
9,248) to obtain this index. 

The final step in our analysis was to compare data from MRFSS 
interviews with those reported for the same vessel and date by the 
operators. Presumably, both sources referred to the same trip. 
Comparisons were possible for 45 such combinations. Of the 
remaining 22 trips covered by MRFSS interviews, boats had not 
submitted reports for 18 although they did provide reports for the 
appropriate month. For the remaining four trips, the operators 
either did not file reports for the appropriate month or provided a 
false report. 

Aggregate results of the 45 individual comparisons are provided 
in Table I-5. The percentages shown are the differences of the 
MRFSS data from the MRD report data (i.e., MRFSS ± MRD/MRD). Match­
ups of the information (N = number of observations) reported in the 
various categories are summarized · below. 

All data 
identical 

N = 1 
2X 

No. of anglers 
identical 

19 
42% 

Hours fished 
identical 

7 
16X 

Target species 
c()q)arable 

37 
82X 

Salle species 
caught 

20 
44X 

same sw. & 
no. caught 

12 
27X 
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Table 1-4 Charterboat catches as esti•ted by the NMFS coq:M~red to those reported to the MRD, in rumers 
of fish. 

MRFSS MRD 
Category 4 5 6 Total 4 5 6 Total X 

Dolphin 1559 99 0 1658 423 46 0 469 +254 
n.nas 1842 99 0 1941 70 53 1 124 +1465 
Wahoo 567 99 0 666 84 31 0 115 +479 
Bonito 0 199 190 389 7 1 1 9 +4222 

Black sea bass 992 3282 285 4559 5645 1764 1034 8443 -46 
Groupers 425 2490 190 3105 347 839 266 1452 +114 
Snappers 0 597 0 597 594 728 104 1426 -58 
Porgies 0 1591 47 1638 372 591 84 1047 +56 
Gn11ts 0 497 0 497 242 539 90 871 -43 
Triggerfish 0 298 0 298 64 182 34 280 +6 
Spedefish 0 258 0 258 133 47 7 187 +38 
Mberjacks 283 0 142 425 259 222 22 503 -16 

King •ckerel 18291 17747 2326 38364 3334 2707 434 6475 +493 
Spanish ~kerel 2719 384 95 3198 6321 1186 1 7508 -57 
Bluefish 0 66 0 66 815 387 22 1224 -945 
Barracuda 2379 398 0 2m 1296 396 9 1701 +63 
Little tl.n1Y 0 0 997 997 821 270 116 1207 -17 

Red drun 0 365 190 555 304 705 103 1112 -so 
Spotted seatrout 0 2221 997 3218 423 924 330 1677 +92 
Flot.nders 0 99 0 99 478 102 3 583 -83 
Sheepshead 0 0 47 47 20 51 28 99 -53 

Kingfishes 0 298 0 298 118 48 2 168 +77 

Sharks 0 99 0 99 2539 258 3 2800 -965 

Puffers 0 0 48 48 2 0 0 2 +2300 

Other 0 199 0 199 2025 1052 79 3156 
Billfishes 28 1 0 29 

Spottail pinfish 82 47 130 

Jacks 423 74 0 497 

Tarpon 89 17 0 106 
Cobia 52 19 0 71 

Weakfish 109 300 53 462 

Spot 39 233 0 272 
Croaker 40 0 0 40 
Black drun 3 34 14 51 

catfish 969 100 0 1069 
Skates/rays 56 61 1 118 
Pinfish 0 21 0 21 
Pigfish 51 0 0 51 
Toadfish 4 1 0 5 
Eels 2 1 0 3 
Unidentified 78 143 10 221 

Total 29057 31385 65996 126438 26736 13133 m 40642 
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Table J-5. t'mperfson of MRFSS interviews and MRD r~rts. 

Category MRFSS Interviews MRD reports Difference 

Number of anglers 193 190 +2X 
Total hours fished 292.S 189.S +541 
Total catch c......m.r of fish) 482 S77 -161 

King .ackerel 253 25S 
Spanish .ackerel 18 26 -311 
Barracuda 20 32 -381 
Little tWinY (21) (29) 
Bonito (S) 28 (0) 29 -3X 
Blackfin tU\11 (2) (0) 
Bluefish 4 -751 .. 
Dolphin 10 8 +251 
Yellotlfin tww 11 8 +38X 
wahoo 3 3 

Black sea bess 4S 11S -611 
Groupers 28 27 +41 
Porgies 16 19 -161 
Snappers 6 2 +200X 
Grv1ts s 0 
Triggerfish 3 2 +SOX 
Allt)er jacks 5 7 -291 
Spedefish 3 0 

Sharks 2 -sox 

Red drw~ s 26 -sox 
Spotted seatrout 18 , +641 
wealdfsh 0 1 
FlOU'lders 1 0 

Unidentified 2 0 
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Many charterboat anglers were tired andjor somewhat inebriated 
when interviewed and nearly all had little fishing experience or 
knowledge of fish identified. Many boat captains (or their agents) 
completed their reports at the end of the month based on brief notes 
in their logs. Given these factors, a high incidence of complete 
agreement in the content of interviews and corresponding reports 
would not be expected. The usual differen9e in the number of 
anglers reported was ± one individual. The. large discrepancy in 
hours fished reflected the fact that anglers always indicated the 
total duration of their trip whereas the boat operators reported 
only the time spent fishing. 

There was generally good agreement as to the species sought, 
since relatively few were targeted. Agreement on catches varied 
considerably. Bottomfish presented problems. Several species were 
usually encountered with their identities not well known to the 
anglers. This caused confusion during the interviews as to what was 
actually caught and· how many of them, particularly when large 
percentages (such as of black sea bass and grunts) were released. 
Pelagic species caused fewer problems because they were fewer in 
number, less numerous in the catch, more easily recognizable, and 
usually retained. The principal problem group was the small tunas 
(i.e., bonito, little tunny, and blackfin tuna). These frequently 
were referred to as bonito (uncommon off South carolina), although 
most of the fish probably were little tunny. 

Most significant from a practical perspective was the high level 
of agreement in the overall numbers of anglers and the catch of the 
principal species, king mackerel. The overall catch of all species 
combined was in fairly good agreement as well if black sea bass were 
omitted. 

Given these more or less similar results, it is discouraging 
that there were such large differences between the·NMFS estimates of 
participation (anglers), effort (trips), and catches (particularly 
of king mackerel) and the figures reported to the MRD. Although a 
few active boats did not submit reports, they represented an 
insignificant part of the overall charterboat fleet. It is 
reasonable to assume, given the newness of the system and reluctance 
on the part of some operators to provide the required information, 
that some operators deliberately falsified their reports (most 
probably by withholding records for some of their trips). It is 
less likely that they reported the numbers of boat trips accurately 
but under-reported the numbers of anglers andjor fish. Regardless 
of the form, such under-reporting would have had to have occurred on 
a very large scale to account for the observed discrepancies. 

We believe that the NMFS substantially overestimated the numbers 
of anglers (=trips), perhaps based on information from the phone 
survey. For example, the MRFSS data for wave 4 suggested that the 
typical boat made 31 trips during the 60-day interval. Relatively 
few boats made more than one trip per day regularly and many boats 
apparently sailed only once or twice a week, based on dockside 
visits to popular locations and interviews of marina operators. We 
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frequently had difficulty obtaining interviews according to the 
assiqnment schedule because of limited activity. The suggestion 
that the roughly 100 operating vessels averaged as many trips per 
wave as implied by the MRFSS data seemed very unrealistic when 
considered in conjunction with other information. 

The distribution of trips by area appeared to be somewhat 
misrepresentative in the MRFSS with unduly low percentages for the 
inland and ocean <3 mi. areas in the samples. This may have 
contributed to the apparently excessive numbers of king mackerel and 
absence of sharks (a popular target and frequent catch of 
charterboat anglers in inland and coastal waters) in the NMFS catch 
estimates. 

The NMFS king mackerel catch estimate equated to a catch rate 
( 1. 69 fish per angler) far higher than that indicated by other 
sources, including tournament sampling and conversations with boat 
captains. Most of the landings occurred in waves 4 and s. The 
catch rate derived from the NMFS Panama City charterboat survey 
database was about 1.0 fish per trolling boat hour in wave 4 and 1.5 
in wave s. At an average of four hours of fishing per trip, that 
would equate to an average of four fish per boat trip in wave 4 and 
six in wave 5. These catches divided by the average numbers of 
anglers per boat trip (from Table I-3) corresponded to average catch 
rates of only about o.so and 1.41 fish per angler in waves 4 and 5, 
respectively. 


