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Y n2000,a recreationai fishing expenditure survey was
-conducted in the Pacific Coast region as an add-on to the

"~Nationa! Marine Fisheries Service’s Marine Recreational EX eC Utive |

- Fisheries Statistics 'Suﬁey {(MRFSS). This report summarizes
the results of the expenditure survey, and provides state-level
estimates of direct sales resulting from anglers’ expenditures in

Anglers’ daily trip expendit;ﬁms are reported for each state and ﬁshi:ig ode by

resident type (i.c., state resident or non-resident). Expenditures on fishing

equipment and other semi-durable and durable items used primarily for saltwa-

ter recreational fishing are provided at the state-level. Sample descriptive-

 statistics (means, weighted means, and standard errors) are presented by state

- for all expenditure estimates and confidence intervals calculated for the total
~ expenditure statistics. Total resident expenditures were considerably larger
than that of non-residents. Across all Pacific Coast states, recreational anglers

spent between $574 million and $2.5 billion on marine recreational fishing in

2000, with Southern California anglers spending the most. Across all Pacific

* Coast states, recreational fishing expenditures in 2000.totaled $4.5 billion.
Nationwide, recreational fishing expenditures total $21 billion.

Summary
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ver 2.2 million saltwater
anglers fished 8.5 million
- days-in the Pacific Coast
region of the U.S. (California through
Washington) in 2000 (NMFS 2001).
In addition to the leisure benefits

.these anglers received from participat-

lng in saltwater fishing, their expendi-
tures generated monetary benefits in

- the form of sales, income, and em-

ployment throughout the Pacific
Coast. A vatiety of goods and ser-
vices were purchased from sporting
goods stores, specialty stores, bait and
 tackle shops, guide services, marinas,
- grocery stores, antomobile service
stations, and restauvants. The eco-
nomic impacts of these purchases
rippled throughout the Pacific Coast’s
- economy and provided income and
jobs in manufacturing, transportation
induseries, and service sectors. -

‘With the passage of the Sustainable
Fisheries Act (P.L. 104-297) in 1996,
-which amended the Magnuson- .~
Stevens Fishery Conservation and
. Management Act (MSFCMA), Con-
. gress mandated the anatysis of eco-
+ nomic impacts of management poli-
_ - cies on fishing perticipants and -
. coastal communities. A similar
- appraisal is also required under the
National Environmental Policy Act
- (NEPA) and Executive Order 12866.
. As a tesult, in 2000 the Nationat
Marine Fisheries Sezrvice,(N\dI"S)
conducted an economic expenditure
- survey on the Pacific Coast (PC) of
. the United States to evaluete recre-
ational fishing expenditures and the -
economic impacts generated from

these expendi-
tures in this
region, The
expenditure
survey was - ’
conducted as part of the 2:000Manme
Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey
(MRFSS) in the PC and was a follow-
up to a comprehensive PC marine
recreational economic survey con-
ducted in 1998 (Genwner and Lowiher,
forthcoming).

The purpose of this report is to sum-
marize the Tesults of the 2000 eco-

nomic expenditure survey and to

provide state-level estimates of direct

sales resulting from anglers’ expendi- |

tures in the PC in 2000, Summary
statistics presented in this document
will be used in the future to assess
total sales, income, and employment
generated from angler expenditures.

The report begins with a brief descrip-
tion of the base MRFSS and the
economic data collection methods -
used to date. Survey response rates
are then discussed followed by a -
review of the procedures used to
astimate expenditures. Sample
statistics (means, weighted means,
and standard errors) are provided by
state for all expenditure estimates and
confidence intervals are shown for the
total expenditure statistics. Two
previous publications, Steinback and
Gentnier (2001) and Genmer, Price
and Steinback (2001), estirnated these
same expenditures for the Northeast

and Southeast United States respec-

tively. Because this is the last publi-

Introduction
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carion in this series, this report also
presents the total expenditure estimates
across the entire Unijted States. The
report concludes with 4 review of major
i"mdmgs and a dlscussmn of future
research.

The Marine Recmuonal
Fisheries Statlstlcs Survey

The ane Sm‘veys |

Smce 1979, the MRFSS has collected
data 1o estimate the total bi-monthly
fishing effort (number of days fished),
participation, and finfish catch by
marine recreational anglers on the
Pacific Coast. The MRFSS congists of
two independent yet complementary
SUrveys: an intercept survey of marine
anglers at fishing access sites and a
random digit dial (RDD) telephone
survey of coastal county households.

The intemept mrvey was designed to
provide a random sample of all marine
recreational fishing trips. Data from
the intercept survey are primarily used
to estimate mean catch-per-trip by
species. Participation and effort are
estimated using daia aéquired through
the RDD survey of coastal bouseholds,

- Coastal county households are sampled

randomly using the random digit
dialing technique described by Groves
et al. (1988) o

All anglers ina cunmcwd houzehold
are identified, and euch is asked about
his fishing activity during the previous
two-month-period. The RDD survey

therefore provides data to estitate
effort and participation by coastal
residents Jiving in households with
telephones. Ratios from the imtércept
survey are used to correct these effort
estimates to account for non-coastal
residents and coastal residents who do
not have telephones, as those groups
are not covered in the household .
sampling frame. Readers unfamiliar -
with the MRFSS sampling procedures

‘are encouraged to review Gray et. al

{1999) for further details.
Expenditure Surveys

To take advantage of sampling, survey
design, and quality control procedures
already in place, the economic survey
was designed.as an add-on o the
MRFSS. The economic expenditure
sarvey involved three phases. The first
phase added a series of questions to the
MRFSS intercept survey, linking basic
econamic information to trip-specific.
catch information and behavior. Inter-
cepted anglers were then asked to
participate in the second phase of the
survey, the telepbone follow-up. The
telepbone follow-up solicited detailed
expenditure data. The third phase
added several of the expenditurs ques-
tions asked con the follow-up survey to
the RDD survey of coastal household
residents.

The intercept survey collected informa-
tion from day-trip anglers only (Ap-
pendix 1). It was felt that mult-day.
(overnight) anglers would not be able
to adequately calculate trip expendi-
tures if they were inteccepted mid-trip.
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" Day-trip anglers weze asked detailed

~ questions regarding their expenditures
for the current trip, including itemns

. such as food, refreshments, lodging,
travel costs, boat fucl, charter fees,
access or boat launching fees, equip-
ment rentsl, bait, and ice. All anglers
were then asked if they wouald like to

© participate in a follow-up survey and,
if 50, theix pbone number was col-
lected.

The telephone follow-up survey
collected detailed expenditure data
from both day-trip and overnight
anglers (Appendix 2). Information
collected from overnight anglers
included: number of days. away from
residence, number of days spent
fishing, whether or not the primary
purpose of the trip was for fishing, and
the same trip expenditure categories
‘the day trip anglers were askad on the
. intercept survey. All unglers were

ther: asked about other expenditure
-categories including fishing equipment
and semi-durable items (rods, reels,
lines, tackle, magazines, club dues, -

- special fishing clothing; camping gear,
binoculars, and taxidermy), and

- durable goods (motor boats and +
accessories, non-motorized boats,
boating electronics, mooring, boat

~ storage, boat insurance and vehicles or

second homes nsed pnm&nly for
matine angling). :

The RDD add-on survey was designed
~ sothat expenditure responses-from a
.random sample of households could be
compared 1o responses from a random
sample of trips (i.c., to both the inter-

cept and telephone follow-up surveys),

As such, it collects a similar set of
expenditure clements (Appendix 3).

Response Rates

A total of 37,078 economic intercepts
were aftempted and 34,668 (94%) were
completed. Approximately 47%
(17,341} of the respondents that com-
pleted the economic intercept survey

. agreed 1o participate in the economic

follow-up survey. However, only -
12,683 of these anglers (73%) com-
pleted the entire ecoromic foliow-up
questionnaire. Anglers that could not
be reached in six calls comprised the
majority of the non-respondents,
followed by wrong numbers and a

small number of refusals. Forthe RDD

survey, a total of 73,708 houscholds
were contacted; 2,464 of these were
identified as saltwater fishing house-

holds. Of the fishing households, 1,900

{7‘?%} successfully completed the RDD
survey.
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Average Expenditures multiplied by_llz cmts_per:qilg-
e ' (American Avtomobile Association
' verage daily trip expenditures estirnate of the average per l.uﬂﬁ vari-
: 'wce[r:g-cs&ﬁedl;m g:ch state able cost of operating a car in 2000) 1o
d fishing mode (party/chazter calculate state-level private travel

boat; private/rental boat: and shore) by
resident type (resident or non-resident).
Anglers reported meking twa types of
uips: day wips and multi-day (over-

~ night) uips. Overight angless were
asked to report trip length, number of
days fisbed, and total trip cost.

~ For overnight anglers, average daily
costs for expenditures direcdy related
to fishing, such as boat fuel, guide or
package fees, access and/or boat
launching fees, equipment rental (boat,
fishing or camping cquipment), bait,
jee, and public transportation were
calculated by dividing the total amount
spent by the number of days fished.
For expenditares not directly associ-

- ated with fishing (e.g., food/drink/
refreshments and Jodging at motels/
cabins/lodges/campgrounds, stc.),
average daily costs were derived by
dividing total expenses on multi-day
(overnight) trips by the length of these
trips. This approach for estimating
indirect average costs per day assumes
constant daily food, beverage, and
Jodging expenditures for mg}m's on

- ove:rmght tnps

Additional pmcedms.were required to
estimate private transportation costs,
" Round-trip mileage traveled in each
state where fishing trips occurred was
-estimated using PCMILER software
(ALK Associates, Inc. 1995) and

expenses.! For overnight trips, daily

_expense estimates were determined by

dividing tota} in-state expenses by the
number of days fished on the trip.
Finally, since anglers identified how
many people shared trip expenses, each
angler’s total daily transportation

- expense was divided by the average

numbez of contributors, by state and
mode. '

Apart from trip-related expenditures,
anglers also purchase fishing equip-
ment and other durable items used
ptimarily for saltwater recreational
fishing. Annual estimates of average
angler expenditores for fishing equip-
ment, semi-durabie, and durable items
were calculated with data collecied.
from the telephone follow-up survey.

Sample Variability

The RDD survey incorporates uniform
selection probabilities with respect to
comacting individuals. That is, avid
anglers were just as likely to be imer-
viewed as those that fished less fre-
quently. In contrast, the probability of
selection for the intercept survey was
uniform across fishing trips, but higher
for participants who fished more '
frequently. As aresult, avid anglers
were disproportionately represented in
the intercept sample, This avidity bias
does not affect the estimation of an-
glers® daily trip expenditures since the -
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selection probability was uniform. previous surveys, itis
across fishing trips. However, the bias assumed that the inter- M et h Od S
mgy affect the annual expenditure cepted responses on the .
' Pacific Coast are also

sstimates to the extent they are corre~
- laied with avidity. .

. Linear regression analysis of a similar
- Gata set for the Northeast Region.
. (Maine through Virginia) indicated a
positive relationship berween expendi-
tures and avidity (Steinback and -
- Qentner, 2001). This relationship held
- for almost all categories of apnual
expenditures. This suggests that more
avid anglers spend more money ot
annual fishing expenses. -

In two previous studies of similar data
in the Northeast (Steinback and -
Gentner, 2001) and Southeast . -
(Gentner, Price, and Steinback 2001)
regions, one-way analyses.of variance
{ANQVA) tests revealed that inter-
cepied anglers fished sigpificantly more
days per year, on average, than those
contacted randomiy over the phoxne for
the RDD survey. '

In addition, average expenditures on
durable goods, semi-durable goods, and
* - fishing equipment were compared
between the two surveys. In almost all
. cases, average expenditures estimated
from the intercepted respondents were
significantly highet (P<0.05) then the
-estimates obtained fromthe RDD
- survey. The ANOVA results were not
- surprising considering the sample -
selection differences betweenthe . -
intercept and RDD surveys. Because of
the positive relationship between
© avidity and expenditures found in

upwardly biased. To

correct for the avidity bias, wc:ghtr.:d
means were calculated as described
below,

Procedure to Correct for Avidity Bias

Using a procedure adapied from
" Thomson {1991), estimates of means
were computed as follows:
5.
n X,
m =5
s X X

wherz R is the weighted mean (the
“hat” notation denotes estimated’

quantities); ¥, is the expenditure of
anglerk; X, is the avidity of anglerk;

and s represents the population sample.

Equation (1) corrects for the unequal
selection probabilities of intercepted
anglers due to the avidity bias and
produces consistent estimates of mean
expenditures with relatively high
precision.? The associated variance,
¥(£) , developed by Thomson (1991),
was estimated by

@
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m is the number of observations in the
sample. s the sample mean of ¥,

times the inverse of X, ,and - is the

sample mean of the inverse of avidity
for each anglerk '

proporton was used to adjust the
expenditure estimates from the inter-
cept survey prior to caleulating:
weighted means for the equipment
expenditures. Because non-resident
anglers were not asked the proportion
of annual expenditures made in.the PC
state of intercept, nop-resident expen-
ditures were not estimated for any of
the annual expenditure categories.

Total Expenditures

Arithmetic mean daily trip expendi.
tures were multiplied by MREFSS
estimates of total fishing effort (ie.,
days fished in 2000; Table 1)to derive
total expense estimates. Estimates
were calculated by state, mode, and
resident status. The variances of the

Anglerexpcndnure
cstimates were further I Table 1. Estimated Numbex of Days Fished by State, Mode, mxmsm
adjusted using other - - _
information, whect
possible, Boat refated
purchases, boat mainte- | | hosaos 51,860 1,071,500
nance, and boat acces-. - | yonnem Caitornia pcw ﬁ.zsr 2;3.3 aﬁﬁ:
sories) were weighted. pr 963,950 30861 994,620
by the percent of time sh 912,402 21,087 934,089
the boat in estion o Total 2074628 | 92,377 2.157,905
o ased fa?s altwater Calfomiz (&)  pe 1,008,710 185,242 1,483,982
‘ pr 2,640,256 160,165 2,749,424
recreational angling. sh 1,962,511 53,378 2,005,860
qugqmpm expen- o Total . 5,840477 308,785 - 5,848,282
nires (fods : regQon pC 87.877 32,544 100,284
-di » « (tgg:ls, S or 818,355 70,498 588,852
other tackle, and gear), - ah 189,790 2RA4A54 12244
-anglers were asked to Total 775,802 125486  BO1.318
estimate the proportion | Washington po 30,928 2805 33,850
of wip and equipment or 1,082,660 85,993 1928653
3 ot sh 428,241 37,744 483,988
ex,p::lndltum-spentm-' - Total 1,551,825 76,612 1,828,438
the intercept state. ?‘h{s ’Estfmatea will vary slightty from NMFS (2001) dus to rounding.”
' ) | ’pe = party/charter; pt = privaie/rentat: sh = shore
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Methods

. total expenditure estimates were.
calculated according to Gray (1999) as
folluws

g | N
VifR)=T2v(B) +V(T)R? ~VifjV1),

where T is the estimate of angler effort
and g is the arithmetic expenditure

‘mean of the sample. Goodman (1960) -

. showed that Equation (3) produces an
unbiased variance estimate when £ -
and T are independent random
variables. Because trip-related items.

. wese collected randomly and estimates
. of Rand T were calculated from

' diffexent surveys, the variables were

resident status (Table 2)*. - The resultant
variance was calculated by substituting
the MRESS estimates of participation
and variance in each strata for 7 and

¥ (f) in equation (3), and the weighted - |

mean expenditures and variances
estimated from equations (1) and (2)
for 3 and V{£) . Standard errors were
calcnlated from the resulting variance -

estimates for each expenditure item and

confidence intervals weze generated at
the 95% level.

Norelern ca!rfomsa
Califorria (all)
COregon

" considered to be random and indepen-
dent. Standard errors, derived from
~ equation (3), were used to generate
_confidence intervals for wip-related -
expenditures at the 95 percent level.

- Total estimated annual expenditures
- were calcutated by multiplying the
weighted mean expenditures per

. participant by MRFSS estimates of

o total fishing participation by state and

‘Tabie 2. Total Estimated Number of Participanis by State and Resident

’These pa.rhulpahon asﬂmatasmnot addltivo across stales, A
participant could have fished tn more than one state. See NMFS

(2001) for total Pacitic Coast @'2 participation estimates.




Averagé Expenditﬁres

4 ummary statistics (arith-
metic mecans or weighted
means, and standard errors)

by state are presented for two
nonexclusive groups of anglers:
all respondents and spenders
(Tables 3, 5, 8 and 10). The
‘spenders’ estimates include only
responses of individuals who
reported an expense, while both
spenders and non-spenders are

- incladed in the ‘all’ category.

- Statistics are reported by state,
resident category, and mode for
the daily wip expenditures and
only by state for the annual expen-
ditures by residents.

Average daily trip expenditures for
non-residents were generally
higher than for residents in all of
the coastal states in the PC. Non-
residents tended to travel further
within the fishing state and tended
- to make multi-day trips that re-
quired overnight lodging. In
Southern Catifornia, for example,
non-residents fishing from party ox
charter boats spent $65.62, on
average, for private transportation
~ and $59.55 for lodging (Table 3).
Expenditures by resident anglers
fishing aboard party or charter
boats, on the other hand, averaged
$9.78 for private transportation
- and $1.18 for lodging.*

Overall, non-residents tended to
spend more than their resident
counterparts for most purchases.
This anomaly is not easily ex-
plained. Nom-resident anglers

- may lack the time or local knowl-

edge that residenis have to com- -
pare prices for trip items such as
charter guide fees, equipment
rental, food, bait, and ice. Non-
residents may also be less experi-
enced and may simply overspend
to ensure they will have adequate
supplies for the wip. The largest
daily trip expenditures across most
of the states were for food/drink/
refreshments, private transposta-
tion, boat fuel, lodging, and char-
ter guide fees.

For the annual expenditure items,
estimates could only be generated
for residents of Pacific coastal
states. Residents” highest annual
expenditures by far were for boat
purchases, boat accessoties, boat
maintenance, and fishing vehicle
purchases. In addition, average
durable ¢xpenditures by resident
‘spenders’ were substantially
higher than estimates generated
from all residents. In Southern
California, for example, the aver-
age weighted annual boat expense
for spenders was $5,365.14 and
only $465.55 across ail anglers
(Table 3). ‘




. Total Expenditures

Total expenses and 95 percent -
confidence intervals are shown for
all expenditure items by state and

. residence strata (Tables 4, 6,7, 9,
11, 12, and 13). The precision of

_ the ¢#xpenditure estimates can be
evaluated by examining the differ-
ence between the estimate and the
upper and lower bounds.

Toral resident trip-related expendi-
tures within the private/rental -
modes exceed non-residents’
expenditures across all states
because of higher participation’
than non-residents. For example,’
in Southern California even
though non-residents’ average

expenditures in the private/rental
mode were almost six times the
average expenditures of residents,
total expenditures of residents in

- the same mode were rore than
four times higher than non-resi-
dents. "Total resident trip-related
expenditures within the shore

‘mode exceed non-residents’ ex-

penditures across all states, Total
resident trip expenditures within

- the charter mode exceed non-

© resident expenditures across all

. states. o

In total, resident and non-
resident anglers in South-
ern California exhibited the
highest recreational fishing

- expenditures in the PC

region. Anglers fishing in Califor-
nia spent $2.5 billion on marine
recreational fishing in 2000 (Table
7). Across all PC states, total
recreational fishing expenditures
totaled $4.5 billion (Table 12).

Results
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Private/Rantal 378 050 16819 0.5 o082 26.03 30806 706
Sherm 1870 111 108.67 13.89 16875 247 7aq G485
Fods ane Resta 55,01 416 a1 33.20
Other Tatkda 3863 315 8568 288
Gamar kfrad 0.80 175 w017
Camping Equipmant any oar 18858 .57
Biroowars - 147 ¥ .33 7277
Clothing 374 0.59 108,15 73
N 2.08 025 4.7 442
Il Dums 1.48 0.26 Wi 1548
Loenss Focs 2016 1.10 38.2% oe
Boei Acoasscries 186,79 M350 | 129490 254
Eoat Purchass. 48355 534 | Bassd 21076
BaM Mainiensncs 141.08 885 &018 - 248
" Fahing Vehicie 39628 3450 | 921A40 Y500
Flshing Vehicle Mainisrance 8504 1342 om0 43,80
Vatation Horms. 433 245 95604 41453
VMM Hortw Mainisnance 264 1.38 264 138
JA2154 10790 1108843 91762
' m Wiha o8l i rrlkaing () A hiat & BAITaK, Onily oG COGErvELY Was vaTo
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Food
Lodging
Pyt Tranaportation
Boat Fual
PanyiChaner Faos
) i o . ,
‘ PriviteReninl | -1 1,680 o a4 g 1ar
) Shone 150 i 21 o 58 1
Balt & o PartgRhwrtar . 228 @34 186 268 380 166
Privme/Remal | . 150 14,078 B. 762 1,088 458
. Shom . R 4,028 1.471 C 198 502 &8
Tatal PortyCharter . .. 0.060 T1.088 63,703 57 294 85,805 40,982
] . ) Private/Flanal | a8y 89,286 58,5087 15,241 12,501 11,581
Shorn L A48 16,047 E% am %
Anroal .
. Fsds and _ ea% ;ﬂﬁ 45,558
Otar Tackie 12802 51,266 33,997
Qear 8581 10082 LX
Camping Equlprnert 4000 5961 21
m 1.0 1,744 ai7|
EAothing 4108 G458 2,74
2257 085 1,681
Qb Gues 1,587 2,568 1,006
Loense Koes 22124 25,804 18,444
Boat Acceeteios 180,526 254,248 76,627
Boet Purchase 525965 638,220 395,700
Dot Mairzenance 125,489 15044¢ 100,492
Vehicle ‘ . - #0880 B4 481 aran .
Fishing Vohicks Malmenance ‘ . e LG 126,745 66,368
Vacation Home ' . 4,881 16,104 0|
Vasedion Heme 2 5808 57 . .
Al Kook Toknty A .  18AB T 1,580,068 1A, &7 a3
seute Totsl . Lo d7izom  1geasn_ 1assazso S

11




UNLIEL ANGLERD ?"Hl:l!.‘. if

fldddiliiab

varags2bus 190Ls

Northern California

Table 5. Northera California Average Expenditures by Mode and Resident Status, 2000,

Yoo Bpendtres” e %“’“"W% -ﬁ%;%
‘ : Entr Emor Error ) - Ertor

Privaie Transporation . PanyChartsr 2045 102 20,45 103 7200 587 7200 S57

: PrivatsFental 13.53 0.3% 14 0.0 54.24 519 6424 518

: o Ehame 18.50 W07 150 107 8518 1305 5E.19 12,06

Food ) Pwm 1842 1.5 18.30 139 2056 .80 2363 289

i s Privata/fersl 6,98 0.3 10:80 043 |. 2338 s08 2532 319

. Shora: [/N LK 17.42 1.38 BE 18 a2y 7.60

Lodging : ) l’aﬂwﬂﬁnar 858 188 88,583 1047 4504 8.24 7165 11.37

' Privita/Fiariol 5.66 047 [ 3199 326 1021 3.04 43 724

: - Sham 250 2.00 L rf 74 873 D04 1448 4385 . W13

Puble Transportation - Pény/Chamer 1.3 107 a7.40 19.48 3498  ar2e 85,84 b

Private/Rantd 13 0.07 1541 T.08 2w a5 7878 s

Shora D7 0.24 15.9¢ 304 3592 2540 25000 40.00

Seat Fuel : PrivateManiai 8.7t 030 1048 0.5 11 159 1850, 1,86

Pasty/Chaney Fesa ) 56.11 208 8642 187 54,62 5T slee 57
Atcass/Boat Launching Pany/Charter 0.64 019 . 480 078 ja4a | o4 1088 | 442
PeviiaRenial 1.22 0.10 4.22 0.28 ae g ;. TE 1.35

‘ Shome- c.08 0.5t 4,52 o8t o5 -1 1.90 .t
Equipment Blerial © PanyfChanse 513 1.22 asgr 6.99 1078 13.33 8208 - BhOD
: S Private/Rertsl 0.67 016 2890 37 1.97 1.05 M4z | 1558
Shons LA5 0 15.47 ans 4.62 a2 T 300 1000

Eait & low Paty/Chanar 280 0.5% 1019 1.58 122 0.42 475 050
: Privaie/Menial 606 018 6.54. 0.8 B33 118 920 1.2

Stors 489 0.23 508 025 &4 168 . 180

Yotal : Party/Charter 11205 467 | 28880 1486 | 3773 4155 | 36718 . epad
Privaas/Rontal 43.90 0.8z 1212 942 | 12547 152 | 2875 8.

Sham 48 258 113.94 £.23 173.80 e 178.87 HrA L]
Fatls and Raels | : . 89,68 817 Zra24 wv.ael
Other Tackia - . 49,26 &85 10945 23.41
Bear 14.49 1.62 95.13 129
Camping Equipment - : - 7.89 am 188.55 26.74
Binacutars 1.76 0.41 45.56 25,17
Clothing . 1334 2604 144,82 17.52
Megatines” . 200 Q.57 41,83 7.83
Clul Duos : 208 059 nm 14,32
Licanas Fspa : 3306 1.23 4318 = 150
Bioag Acopasnries . 12852 2ro8 BS828 13851
Sowt Purchage - 40772 0697 | 433897 0276
Boat Mointensancs ‘ T 10644 11,80 456.20 1823
Fishing Vaticls . 50252 27052 | 8.0MA0Y 278408
Fishing Vetilcla Meintanance 149,72 32,18 | 108783 737
Vacation Home . ) 1853 1419 | B775.90 15.740.04
Vachiier Home Mifmenance : . 88 276 5.88 275
toal :

. - ‘ 1,567.84 24530 Vil .
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ransportaton PactyfChaer 4§68 !ﬁ; 3,M1
PrivatePenai 13,044 15448 10,6843 1,980 . asn 1,407
: - Shore 18879 20.306 13.453‘ 1,288 2,109 #h2
Food ' Partyfharter 3,289 350 2,638 w2 1,1 8
PrivataRanmat . Y- 10307 6,091 720 : 448
: Shtm St e 14479 8253 a4 870 317
Ledging | - Pamy/Graner. sore 2458 Bas, 1,776 2878 g8
Private/Pigntal 3,508 4598 241 3 LT 117
o Shorg . RO33 12052 aois [ 184 164
‘Public Tranaponation Patty/Chaner . | - 741 o 4,55 7,545 R
Privete/Riants N |- a2 [/ B2 234 o
. : Shom o 203 1031 365 #1 1,844 0
Boat Fupl . Privew/Rontal- | 2,368 11004 7,623 ”e S0z 238
Party/Chaner Fasg ParbyRCharter 11,125 12627 8,615 2,008 548 1438
Ancaat/Roat Lavnohing PaipChadar 1688 24z # 48 w7 o
Privaie/Raniul 1,176 1455 848 s 143 43
Share . orr 1188 570 ‘3 8 6
Ecuipmam Rantal Farty/Chater 17 1,508 80! 740 1,778 ]
Privales/Reriat 648 965 a7 43 107 0
Shore . | 1,327 1879 e 104 20 g
Bait & ico : Pary/Chartar _B1G 7 00! 43 ‘a0 a3
‘ Privata/Reninl’ . BN epTH 4,753 259 =2 184 |
Shone . 3,545 4272 2,004, 137 208 8
Total r D2 Mz 24,585 20,190 12,082 15,368 %488
: . ] Priva/Ramal TR 4807 a6 3884 4,880 3179
. Bhore 44200 4 588 8871 288! EEB ﬁ%
Finds and ‘ ‘ ¢ zu?i[ :
Other Tackle ‘ w111 3.5 ] 15,04 :
Gaar 5,621 7008 4297
Gamping Equipment 2,086 4918 1,200
Blncoulers 6as 1,002 0
Clotféng 8174 7 480 Mﬁ‘
Mapatings . i 1108 514
Clud Duss 807 1,261 84
. License Faas S 18,172 14,837 11407
© 'Boat Arcessotiea o - . 50,13 71,488 28 a57
. Bost Puchase . L 152,088 Al 108758
Boat Mainenence ‘ B S a2 3,983
Fiating Yehids 232,680 - 430,568 25 705]
Fabing Vehide Maimenance X 85,1 34.444 .
© Veoadon Home ‘ T e 17,400 ¢ . o
Vaeation Hi ! - : 4 448 1
1] mﬁ : 74%!% e Sﬁge 2058 prg: e 18994
State Tatal JE1.385 Jnasel Bid,
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