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Executive Summary 

Within the broader recreational fishing population, there is an understudied group of 

people who fish for food. Rather than saying ‘subsistence fishing’ to describe these individuals, 

we use the more inclusive term ‘fishing for food’ to mean anyone who consumes their catch, 

whether or not they rely on it. Learning more about this group is important because ‘fishing for 

food’ is a practice that has socio-cultural characteristics and a range of values associated with it 

that are distinct from those traditionally associated with recreational fishing. In North Carolina, 

and generally in the U.S., studies directed at, and information about, those who fish for food are 

relatively sparse. In our study, 80 semi-structured interviews with a mix of qualitative and 

quantitative elements with fishers in Carteret County, N.C., were used to gather baseline 

information and characterize the community of those ‘fishing for food’ in this popular fishing 

community.  

Interviews were conducted at the Newport River Pier in Morehead City and the Grayden 

Paul Drawbridge in Beaufort. Central to our overarching goal was identifying and describing 

patterns of fishing behavior, including the demographics, target species, frequency of fishing, 

and variability of fishing across seasons for those fishing for food. We also wanted to identify 

why fishers value public infrastructure. Other areas of focus included characterizing social 

dimensions of fishing for food, such as the informal economy of sharing or trading fish, and the 

interactions between individuals fishing for food. Additionally, we sought to identify fishers 

perceptions and concerns about toxicity and water quality. As we were preparing to begin Fall 

interviews, Hurricane Florence ravaged the N.C. coast, catastrophically damaging the area. This 

led to another objective of our study: understanding how the hurricane impacted the behaviors 

and perceptions of those fishing for food. Finally, we identify some management implications of 

the data collected, such as assessing if those who might benefit from the North Carolina 

Department of Environmental Quality (NCDEQ) Subsistence Fishing License waivers knew of 

their existence.  

Of the 80 interviews we conducted for, 65 respondents brought fish home for themselves 

or others to eat (81%). Amongst our respondents, fishing outings lasted from 6 to 7 hours on 

average. The average number of fishing outings per week in the Summer, Fall and Spring was 

two (n=33), and one per week in Winter (n=29). Spot, trout (speckled, spotted, or sea), drum 

(black, red, or puppy), and flounder were the top target species regardless of the season. Thirty-
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four percent of respondents stated they would bring all of their catch home, 40% stated they 

would bring some of their catch home, and 18% stated they would not bring any of their catch 

home that day– even if they would on other occasions.  

Themes that emerged throughout our research include the value of infrastructure, reasons 

for fishing, subsistence and reliance, community ties, hurricane effects, sources of toxicity, 

fishing conflicts, and perceptions of fishing regulations. Reasons given for using and valuing the 

public infrastructure included: the role of the infrastructure as a fish-aggregating structure, 

proximity and convenience, amenities, the absence of access fees, and the “social life of the 

dock.” These locations also provided physical accessibility to disabled and retired persons who 

represented a large portion of our respondents. Reasons given for fishing included fishing for 

fun, sport, relaxation, nutrition, mental health, lifestyle, and for food. Respondents who fished 

for food fished for themselves and also provided fish to friends and family who sometimes relied 

on their catch, both on and off-site. While difficult to distinguish how much people were 

depending on their catch for food security, some respondents demonstrated fishing habits that 

suggested significant reliance. 

Over half of respondents described damage to common fishing locations from Hurricane 

Florence and a reduction in catch post-hurricane, and perceived the water quality to have 

worsened. We also found that roughly one third of respondents did not heed fishing advisories 

and that 85% of respondents fry their catch, which has toxicity implications, especially for 

children consuming this catch. Generally, people did not know about the NCDEQ license 

waivers but thought they would be useful to users of both sites. This lack of awareness presents 

an opportunity to increase access to this information at these locations. Better advertising of 

these waivers might enable the state government to account for fishermen that might not 

otherwise be licensed, providing these fishers legal access to fishing and providing the state more 

accurate fisheries statistics. Finally, in terms of perceived conflict, many fishers shared a sense 

that fishing is overregulated, that regulations change too often, and that commercial fishermen 

and recreational fishermen are unfairly regulated.  

We have found that this public infrastructure provides critical access to healthy food, 

recreation, a free family activity, a way to carry on a family tradition, mental health benefits, and 

a place to meet friends, among many other benefits. The reach, and benefits, of access to formal 

and informal fishing infrastructure are further extended when fishers share their catch with their 
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networks. These findings are a compelling rationalization for the creation and maintenance of  

formal and informal fishing places, given the array of benefits that access to these locations 

provides to many. Future research into topics within the broader ‘fishing for food’ in Carteret 

County, such as looking at different study sites, patterns along racial and socioeconomic 

dimensions, and fishing effort, can lead to additional insights and impacts.  

 

For more information, contact: maggiechory@gmail.com, niemanc2@gmail.com, and 

alexienrudman@gmail.com 
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Introduction 

With family-owned bait and tackle shops everywhere and a centuries-rich involvement 

with various fishing industries, Carteret County, North Carolina, is and always has been a 

popular fishing destination. Known for its recreational fishing, one might conjure images of deep 

sea fishing charters parked off Morehead City’s bustling waterfront, or fishermen lined up on 

Oceanana Pier waiting to see what the surf rolls in. But obscured by those fishing for sport and 

enjoyment is an understudied population of people who fish for food.  

 In North Carolina, and generally in the United States, studies directed at those who fish 

for food - those who consume their catch whether or not they rely on it - are relatively sparse. 

With the exception of regulated subsistence activities in Alaska, the United States’ subsistence 

fisheries, like many on-land subsistence harvesting activities, largely remain unrecognized and 

unregulated (Ebbin, 2017). Subsistence fishing often fails to be recognized as a significant 

activity in the literature as communities partaking in such activities are often described as poor, 

indigenous, or diasporic, and remain beyond the public eye (Pitchon & Norman, 2012). 

Overwhelmingly omitted from fishery statistics and fisheries management in the U.S., data gaps 

surrounding subsistence fishing both federally and locally are common: information such as 

economic and social data, species kept versus discarded, and fishing capacity of recreational and 

subsistence fishers remains unknown (Ebbin, 2017).  

 The term subsistence is often associated with extreme need or reliance and traditionally 

“implies bare existence” (Brown et al., 1998), often being conceptualized as a non-market 

situation or activity. Naming a practice or behavior like subsistence fishing, however, can risk 

obscuring the diversity of motivations behind it (Ebbin, 2017).  ‘Subsistence’ activities , for 

example, sometimes endure even in circumstances where they are not strictly necessary for 

participants, pointing to cultural and social dimensions of subsistence fishing (Brown & Toth, 

2001). Likewise, Brown et al. (1998) define subsistence activities as those “in addition to, not in 

place of, wage labor, engaged in on a more-or-less regular basis by group members known to 

each other in order to maintain a desired and/or normative level of social and economic 

existence”. This definition clearly identifies a social context to subsistence fishing. The problem 

of narrowly defining an activity applies not only to subsistence fishing, but to recreational and 

commercial fishing as well. For example, Cooke et al. (2018) critique the Food and Agriculture 
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Organization of the United Nations’ definition of recreational fishing1, saying it fails to 

recognize the possible value and satisfaction of harvesting and consuming the catch (FAO 

“Recreational Fisheries,” 2012). Beyond the nutritional value of seafood and the satisfaction of 

harvesting and consuming catch, some research also points to health and well-being impacts of 

recreational fishing, including relaxation and stress relief, the benefits of being outside and 

getting fresh air, and socializing with others (Hunt & McManus, 2015). Considering the variety 

of motivations behind certain types of fishing, and to avoid ambiguity surrounding fishing terms, 

we elected to focus our study on the act of fishing for food, independently of whether it was for 

reliance or non-reliance.  

Data on Subsistence License Waivers from the North Carolina Department of 

Environmental Quality (NCDEQ) suggests that there are a significant number of local fishers 

fishing for food (see background information below).  However, to our knowledge, the 

population of those fishing for food in Carteret County has not been previously studied. Central 

to our overarching goal was identifying and describing patterns of fishing behavior, including the 

demographics of those fishing for food, what species of fish are targeted, how often they fish, 

and whether this differs temporally across seasons. In addition to this general emphasis, we were 

interested in several areas of particular focus.  First, as public infrastructure indirectly provides a 

public good by allowing people to access food, we wanted to see what value fishers attach to it 

and what type of characteristics make different types of infrastructure desirable.  

Secondly, we were interested in characterizing any informal economy of sharing or 

trading fish, describing the ‘social life of the dock’ and the interactions between individuals 

fishing for food. This objective stemmed from our reading of Brown et al. (1998). As explained 

above, this study found that some people fishing for food also valued social aspects of the 

activity. Additionally, we observed firsthand the interactions between fishers socializing and 

sharing fish and bait.    

Third, we wondered whether those fishing for food had toxicity concerns, and whether 

these concerns influence or affect their fishing behavior, including how fishers perceive water 

quality. We set out to examine water quality concerns, where fishers get information on these 

                                                
1 “fishing of aquatic animals (mainly fish) that do not constitute the individual’s primary 
resource to meet basic nutritional needs and are not generally sold or otherwise traded on export, 
domestic or black markets” 
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topics, whether they heed fishing advisories, and if these concerns influence fishing and 

consumption behavior. There are several reasons this focus on toxicity seemed to be germane.  

For example, the North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (NCDEQ) currently 

denotes areas not safe for shellfish consumption and not safe for swimming due to enterococcus 

bacteria. (NCDEQ, “Shellfish,” n.d.; NCDEQ, “N.C. Recreational,” n.d.). North Carolina 

Department of Health and Human Services (NCDHHS) has issued a state-wide mercury fish 

consumption advisory, and they also test for PCBs and dioxins during the late summer based on 

suggestions from NCDEQ (NCDHHS, 2019). Mercury is an organic pollutant that enters water 

as a byproduct of industrial activity (EDF “PCBs,” n.d.). It is ingested and absorbed into fish 

tissue, and it bioaccumulates up the food chain (EDF, “Common,” n.d.). Additionally, PCBs and 

dioxins are industrial chemicals that fish absorb from their environment and food (EDF, 

“Common,” n.d.). These toxins bioaccumulate in fish and can also be transferred to humans 

through consumption. On the NCDHHS website one can find which saltwater species in Carteret 

County are not safe to eat due to high mercury levels (NCDHHS, 2019). However, it was unclear 

whether this is well advertised to the public, and people still recreationally fish for and consume 

these species.  

On September 14th, 2018,  as we were preparing to begin Fall interviews for this project, 

Hurricane Florence ravaged the North Carolina coast. Making landfall as a Category 1 hurricane 

only miles from Carteret County, with high winds, heavy rainfall, unparalleled storm surge, and 

inland flooding, Hurricane Florence catastrophically damaged the area. As one of the hardest hit 

areas, Carteret experienced $1.8 billion dollars worth of infrastructural damage (Starkey & 

Burke, 2018). Months after the hurricane had passed, some citizens remained without homes as 

repairs were still underway. Oceanana Pier and the Bogue Inlet Pier, Carteret’s only two ocean-

facing fishing piers, were both damaged. (WITN, 2018, Sept. 14). Additionally, the extreme 

rainfall may have swept runoff into recreational fishing waters and caused an inflow of pollutants 

that might have made fish unsafe for consumption. It is unclear which areas have been tested for 

PCBs and dioxins and how recently, and is likely that some sites where people fish for food 

haven’t been tested because they are not the most common fishing locations. Given the impact of 

Hurricane Florence, which resulted in our evacuation and the delay of our study, understanding 

how the hurricane impacted fishing for food became a fourth objective to our study.  



 

 4 

Finally, in recognition of the potential for real world impact of this research, we hoped to 

identify some management implications of the data collected. Initial research into the NCDEQ’s 

fishing licenses led to an interest in their “subsistence license waivers” and how they could be a 

resource to those fishing for food. We were interested in finding out if those who might benefit 

from the waivers knew about their existence. In addition to asking interviewees if they had heard 

of these license waivers, we wanted to know if they thought the waivers would be a valuable 

resource to others who fished at those locations. If we found a contingent of ‘subsistence’ fishers 

at our study sites, we presumed that these waivers would be a useful resource to that population, 

and wanted to consider ways that this information could be better distributed, as initial research 

proved that little accessible information on them was available online. Box 1 presents the 

overarching goal and specific research objectives of our project. 

 

Box 1. The overarching goal and broad objectives of our study 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Background: NCDEQ Subsistence License Waivers 

Since January 1, 2007, all individuals 16 years or older in North Carolina who want to 

recreationally fish in any water designated as inland or coastal waters of the state have been 

required to purchase a fishing license. Fish obtained under these licenses are subject to size and 

catch limits, and cannot be sold commercially (NCDEQ “License”, n.d.).  This legislation also 

repealed a “natural bait exemption law”, which previously allowed those fishing with natural 

Project Goal:  
Gather baseline information and observations on fishing for food in 

Carteret County. 

 

Broad Objectives: 
1) Identify and describe patterns of fishing behavior at our study sites 

2) Investigate the social dimensions of fishing for food 

3) Examine water quality and toxicity concerns and perceptions of fishers 

4) Seek to understand the impact of Hurricane Florence 

5) Identify management implications from the data collected 
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bait, such as worms and crickets, in public inland waters within their county of residence, to fish 

without a license (NCWRC “License”, 2007). Originally intended to provide low income fishers, 

including those below the poverty level, with the opportunity to fish without the extra cost of 

obtaining a license, this exemption was repealed and replaced with a subsistence fishing license 

waiver. This waiver is described on the “Exceptions for Obtaining a License” page under the 

Licensing section of the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) website: 

“Residents with a valid Unified Subsistence Inland/Coastal Recreational Fishing License Waiver 

are exempt from requirement of a basic inland or coastal recreational fishing license.” (NCWRC 

“Exceptions”, 2019).  The North Carolina Environmental Quality Recreational Fishing License 

FAQ page answers how to  qualify for a fishing license subsistence waiver with, “A county 

Department of Social Services will issue a waiver to any individual who receives benefits from 

Medicaid, Food Stamps, or Work First Family Assistance through that county’s Department of 

Social Services upon request” (NCDEQ, “Recreational Fishing License FAQ”). These are the 

only mentions of this waiver available on official government websites. 

Calling the Wildlife Resource Commission licensing line (888-248-6834 or 

licenses@ncwildlife.org) does not provide any more information regarding the subsistence 

waivers; instead one is told that any inquiry or request would need to go through the county 

Department of Social Services office (NCWRC “Contacts”, 2019). A call to the Carteret County 

Department of Social Services reveals that information about this waiver would only be provided 

if specifically asked about, because there are so many different services and benefits, and they 

are “not required to disclaim” any of them. Even the Carteret County DSS website has no clear 

mention of the waiver , and the only active steps the Commission takes to let residents know 

about this waiver is to list it in the annual regulations digest (Carteret County, n.d.). A public 

records request revealed that 750 subsistence license waivers were granted in Carteret County in 

the 2017-2018 fiscal year, and 966 in neighboring Craven County (table ) (NCWRC, Public 

Records Request). This represents about 10% of the total fishing licenses granted (including 

Annual Resident Coastal Fishing Licenses as well as combination coastal and inland licenses) in 

Carteret County for the year, and about 14% of those in Craven County. It is possible that the 

higher percentage of subsistence waivers in Craven county is due to its higher level of food 

insecurity. More senior lifetime licenses, however, were sold in Carteret County in the 2017-

2018 fiscal year (342) than in Craven County (177) (NCWRC, Public Records Request) 
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Table 1. Number of subsistence license waivers granted in each county during each of the last 7 

fiscal years 

Year 2011 - 

2012 

2012 - 

2013 

2013 - 

2014 

2014 - 

2015 

2015 - 

2016 

2016 - 

2017 

2017 - 

2018 

Carteret 

County 

481 

  

646 

  

642 

  

676 

  

820 

  

753 

  

750 

  

Craven 

County 

788 

  

1,018 

  

1,125 

  

1,151 

  

1,217 

  

1,040 

  

966 

  

 

 

Methods 

 

Site Selection 

Our research methodology involved conducting observations and semi-structured 

interviews with fishers at both the Newport River Pier and the Grayden Paul Drawbridge in 

Carteret County.   

 

Newport River Pier 

         The Newport River Pier extends below the Highway 70 bridge that connects Morehead 

City to Radio Island and Beaufort. Extending over five hundred feet into the water, this is a 

popular spot for fishermen and boaters alike, as the pier neighbors a boat ramp and several boat 

launching lanes. This public pier, owned by Morehead City, was opened in 2007 and features an 

extended ‘T’ platform one hundred feed from the pier base (Beaufort, 2019). Bathrooms were 

installed in 2009, and boat ramps were installed in 2011, the product of funding from Morehead 

City, Carteret County, and state grants (Beaufort, 2019).  We chose the Newport River Pier as a 

study site due to its central location in Carteret County, its popularity with local fishermen, the 

amenities provided, the absence of a fee-based entry, as well as its close proximity to the Duke 

Marine Lab. Given the focus of our study on fishing for food, we chose to avoid fee-based piers 

like the well-known Oceanana Pier in Atlantic Beach, NC, as access fees have the potential to 
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deter certain individuals fishing for food. Selecting a site with various amenities was useful to 

exploring what users value about public fishing infrastructure, in order to compare the ways in 

which it is valued to a public site without fishing infrastructure. The Newport River Pier boasts 

fish cleaning tables, trash bins, an ample number of benches along the pier’s center, fishing pole 

tubes, on-site public restrooms and a shower, a small picnic table, and over 50 parking spots. 

Additionally, the pier is well-lit throughout the night and, as we witnessed on several occasions 

during our data collection, accommodates a bustling scene of fishermen after dark. The only 

toxicity-related sign at this pier is before you enter the parking lot, offering little chance to read 

it. This sign from NC Marine Fisheries warns only of shellfish-related concerns, and does not 

discuss finfish - which all of our respondents were catching. The only sign relating to finfish is 

faded beyond legibility. 

 

Grayden Paul Drawbridge 

         At the time of our data collection, the Grayden Paul Drawbridge remained permanently 

raised, no longer of use to motor vehicles. Built in 1957, the Grayden Paul bridge had been 

owned until recently by the North Carolina Department of Transportation (Clouser, 2018). It 

previously connected Pivers Island, NC, to Beaufort, NC, and while no longer in use for traffic 

(as of January, 2018), became a prominent hub for local fishermen, despite the few amenities 

provided. Fishing occurred both on the bridge itself, on either side of the bridge’s bulkheads, and 

on a small beach to the side of the bridge. Prior to the bridge closure, fishing occurred in all of 

these places except on the bridge itself. At the time of our study, fishermen parked on the bridge 

itself and along either side of the road to the bridge. Aside from a trash bin located on the side of 

the road near end of the bridge, and signage prohibiting littering, the Grayden Paul Drawbridge 

was devoid of other amenities. This site was selected as a study location due to its popularity 

among fishermen, though it was never intended to be a fishing site. It also offered a contrast to 

the Newport River Pier in terms of infrastructure and amenities. Additionally, both the Grayden 

Paul Bridge and Newport River Pier were easily accessible to the research team .By the time of 

our final data collection efforts at this location on (November 2018) access to the bridge was 

blocked by barriers and heavy machinery populated the bridge to begin the dismantling process.  
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a)                                                                                              b) 

   Photo Credit: Cassandra Nieman 
  
c)     

 
 

Photo Credit: Google Maps 
 

 

         
         Photo Credit: Cassandra Nieman 
Figure 1. Clockwise: a) Map of two study sites in relation to each other; b) Newport River Pier 

in Morehead City, NC; c) Grayden Paul Drawbridge in Beaufort, NC 

 
Overview of Past Studies 

A variety of methodological approaches have been employed by researchers over the last 

two decades to try and provide social and economic data regarding subsistence and recreational 

fishing, including information on fishing capacity, fishing behaviors, and consumption and 

toxicity. Employing ethnographic survey research methods, for example, Pitchon & Norman 

(2012) explored risk perceptions and “sociocultural aspects” of different “pier-based fishing 

communities” in Southern California. A decade earlier, Brown & Toth (2001) described access, 

harvesting strategies, use of resources, and interracial associations between black and white 

subsistence fishers in Mississippi (Brown & Toth, 2001). With an emphasis on recreational 

fishing, Cooke et al. (2018) reviewed published literature to illustrate the value of recreational 
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fishing to food security through an evaluation of fishing behaviors, motivations, economies of 

sharing, and food safety issues. In 2009, telephone and intercept surveys enabled Steinback et al. 

(2009) to produce estimates on populations keeping fish for food or income, relying on food, and 

fishing for recreation in the Northeast. In an effort to identify and describe seafood consumption 

patterns in two South Carolina localities, Perkinson et al. (2016) carried out a mail study 

soliciting information on fish consumption, perceptions on water quality, and angler 

demographics. Pulford et al. (2017) went on to characterize the relationship between water 

quality, recreational fishing, and human health in polluted fresh-water sources in Phoenix, 

Arizona’s low income and high minority neighborhoods (Pulford et al., 2017). That same year, 

Dr. Ebbin and her students set out to describe social and economic dimensions of a population 

recreationally fishing for consumption in Connecticut (Ebbin, 2017). A look at each of these 

reveals widespread interest in behavioral patterns, consumption habits, demographic patterns, 

and health and toxicity concerns related to fishing for food or subsistence. For the most part, 

these interests are situated in unique social, cultural, and economic place-specific contexts, and 

this study is no exception. lives.  

 

Data Collection & Study Design 

Given the exploratory nature of our project, for the purposes of gathering baseline 

information and describing the population of people fishing for food in Carteret County, we 

adopted a semi-structured interview-based approach to provide details on people’s habits, 

perceptions, motivations, personal experience, and reflections. This approach provided valuable 

context for understanding respondent’s perspectives. Our study design was guided by Pitchon & 

Norman’s ethnographic research on subsistence communities on piers in Los Angeles, CA 

(Pitchon and Norman, 2012). While focusing on similar topics, their unstructured interviews 

were paired with a survey instrument. Specific questions we asked that were related to 

objectives, especially in the fishing behaviors and patterns section, were drawn from studies such 

as Brown & Toth (2001), Cooke et al. (2017), Busilacchi et al. (2012), and Perkinson et al. 

(2016). These studies guided us in how to ask questions regarding water quality perception, fish 

target and consumption, fishing frequency, and motivations for fishing. The interview instrument 

contained overarching questions based on each of the five objectives we’ve outlined: 1) fishing 

behaviors and patterns; 2) the social dimensions of fishing for food and the informal economy it 
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may support; 3) toxicity; 4) fishing for food as a resiliency response to major disturbance; and 5) 

management implications of fishing for food. In addition to the semi-structured interview, a 

quantitative instrument was employed to keep track of some responses for use in descriptive 

statistics during data analysis. In order to differentiate between people fishing or not fishing for 

food, we included a question early on in the interview instrument: “Are you going to bring fish 

home for either you or others to eat?” If the answer was no, the interview was concluded, and the 

quantitative instrument was not filled out. If the answer was yes, we continued with the rest of 

the interview. Questions changed slightly from Summer to Fall as we finalized our instrument 

and narrowed our interests [Refer to appendices 3-5]. Due to these nuances, some quantitative 

results will have different sample sizes that are noted when discussing the statistics.  

Upon arriving on site we began fishing before approaching subjects to interview, in an 

attempt to integrate into this community and build trust with interview subjects.  After 

approaching potential respondents, we briefed respondents on the objectives of our study, and 

obtained oral consent for this project, as per our IRB permit no. 2018-0427 [Refer to appendix 

1]. The average interview length was about ten minutes, but this varied depending on how much 

fishers had to say on the topics; our longest interview was about 25 minutes. Interviews were 

recorded using an audio recorder, and any questions that were part of our quantitative instrument 

were filled in on the Qualtrics offline application on an iPad after the interview. Additionally, 

each time we went to a location to interview, we filled out an observation form that involved 

recording physical conditions such as time and tide level, fisher locations and interactions on the 

dock, and demographic information about fishers present. 

 In order to minimize unconscious selection bias, we carried out interviews at each site 

during different days and times of the week. We performed interviews mainly on Wednesday 

afternoons and early evenings, Friday mornings, and Saturday mornings, in order to reach a 

variety of different fishers regardless of their typical work or fishing schedule. To choose who to 

interview first we used a random number generator (up to the total number of people on the pier) 

and then counted that many people clockwise from the land end of the pier. Observations at the 

time of our earliest interviews revealed that fishing activities at our study sites were male-

dominated. As such, starting in the Fall we preferentially selected women for our interviews 

when there were women present. These procedures were adopted in the Fall, while preliminary 

Summer interview subjects were arbitrarily selected and, therefore, perhaps differently subject to 
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unintended selection bias. Throughout the interview process, there we only a few instances in 

which people approached declined an interview or were interviewed but declined to be recorded.  

The ‘sample to saturation’ concept guided our sampling strategy. This enabled us to 

conduct interviews and collect information from fishers until we felt that were not gaining new 

information. In total there were 80 interviews. Of these, 74 (39 from the summer and 35 from the 

fall) provided data for quantitative analysis and 56 (17 from the summer and 39 from the fall) 

provided audio for qualitative analysis.2  There were some audio recordings that provided 

qualitative data but not quantitative data because they did not take their fish home for 

consumption. There was no elimination question in preliminary summer interviews, so there is 

quantitative data on respondents whether they brought fish home for consumption of not. We did 

not gather quantitative data in the fall for the six people we interviewed that did not take fish 

home to eat. 54 interviews (32 from the summer, 22 from the fall) were conducted at the 

Newport River Pier and 20 (7 from the summer, and 13 from the fall) were conducted at the 

Grayden Paul Beaufort Drawbridge. We consider this an acceptable ratio as the Newport River 

Pier was consistently full while there were usually only one or two people fishing at the Grayden 

Paul Beaufort Drawbridge at a time. Throughout the interview process, there we only a few 

instances in which people approached declined an interview. 

 
Data Analysis 

Interview transcripts were coded using Nvivo software. To maximize inter-coder 

reliability, each author went through the process of independently coding an interview line-by-

line while journaling general insights, complications that arose, and how they were handled. 

Comparing the coding structures that emerged, and then coding a second interview together, 

enabled the team to establish guidelines regarding what type of text went into each code. 

Descriptive statistics were performed on the quantitative data in Excel.  

 

  

                                                
2 Of the 39 interviews carried out in the summer, 17 summer interviews provided both audio 
recordings and quantitative data.  22 provided quantitative data, but were not audio recorded for 
further qualitative analysis - though they did provide general insights and helped refine the 
interview questions.  
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Results 
 

Of these 80 interviews conducted for this study, 65 respondents brought fish home for 

themselves or others to eat (81%). Thirty of the 39 fishers interviewed in Summer said they bring 

some amount of fish home to eat, and 35 of 41 total Fall fishers bring fish home for themselves 

or others to eat. In the Fall, we asked interviewees how many years they had been consuming 

their catch for. Only 32 people responded to this question, and the average length of time people 

have been fishing for food is 36 years.  

 

Demographics 

When describing demographics, we use only the 74 interviews that we have quantitative 

data for. Nearly three-quarters of the people interviewed were over the age of 40, while 38% of 

those interviewed were 61+ (Fig. 2). In terms of race and ethnicity, 45 of the 74 respondents 

were white (61%), 26 were African American (35%), two were Asian, and only one person 

interviewed was Hispanic or Latino (Fig. 3). What is notable about these statistics is that the 

proportion of the population that we interviewed that was African American (35%) was well 

above Carteret County’s African American population (6 %) (Data USA, 2016). Because we 

interviewed almost everyone at each location during each outing, this percentage points to the 

fact that more African Americans seemed to be using these fishing sites than would typically be 

expected given Carteret County racial demographics. As to sex, 53 respondents and 21 were 

female (Fig. 4), which was not surprising based on the team’s observational data that these sites 

are typically male-dominated. 

Most surprising in terms of demographics was the fact that the majority of fishermen 

interviewed at these sites are not from Carteret County. Of the 74 respondents for which we have 

quantitative data, only 17 stated that they reside in Carteret County (23%) (Fig. 5). Of the 57 

respondents that are not from Carteret County, most live one to three hours away (40%), and 

over a fifth of respondents traveled from over five hours away to fish these locations.  
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Fishing Outings & Species Seasonality 

Respondents in both seasons were asked about the average length of a typical fishing 

outing. On average, fishing outings last from 6 to 7 hours, though lengths listed in this category 

ranged from 2 to 48 hours, with a couple large outliers perhaps skewing the average higher. We 

also asked respondents how many fishing outings they took part in per week. During the 

Summer, we only asked about Summer as our full set of questions had not been finalized. During 

the Fall, we asked respondents to rely on recall to suggest how many times they go out fishing 

per week across the different seasons. Sample sizes also differ for this question because 

respondents often could not pin down or did not fully answer how many times they went out per 

week in each season. Nevertheless, of the 57 people that stated fishing in the summer, they fish 

twice per week on average. Similarly, the average amount of fishing outings per week in the Fall 
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and Spring was also two (n=33). As expected, the lowest reported average number of outings in 

any season was in Winter with only one per week (n=29).  

In addition to weekly fishing outings per season, we also wanted to get an idea of what 

species were being targeted in each season. Similarly, Summer respondents were only asked 

about that season, and Fall respondents relied on recall to explain which species they targeted in 

each season. Spot, trout (speckled, spotted, or sea), drum (black, red, or puppy), and flounder 

were the top target species regardless of the season. Other species that came up frequently 

include bluefish, croaker, hogfish, pufferfish, sea mullet, Spanish mackerel, grouper, and pinfish.  

Of 74 respondents for which we have quantitative data, 34% stated they would bring all 

of their catch home, 40% stated they would bring some of their catch home, and 18% stated they 

would not bring any of their catch home that day– even if they would on other occasions. Eight 

percent said they would take up to the limit home. When asked about whether they would freeze 

any fish, 39 of the 64 fishermen who responded were planning to freeze fish that they brought 

home (61%) and 25 were not (39%).  

 
Themes 

The themes that emerged through our coding and qualitative analysis are summarized in 

Box 2 and discussed in detail below.  To better capture context and illustrate these themes we 

employ quotes from respondents. Personal communication sources contain an “S” if conducted 

in Summer, and “F” if conducted in Fall, an “A” if conducted at the Newport River Pier, and a 

“B” if conducted at the Grayden Paul bridge. 
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Box 2. Themes from Qualitative Analysis  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Value of Infrastructure 

            One common response we received was that “fish like structure” and that the pier and 

bridge were good fishing sites because of the structure they provide. People also appreciated the 

depths that the infrastructure allowed them to fish into. For example, a seventy-year-old lifelong 

fisher from Carteret County said, “Fish, depending on the time of the year…they're not in close. 

They're not on the beach…you need to be out deeper. Piers allow that, so you're out deeper. You 

can catch more fish. That's one of the main things I like about piers” (F10A). One man 

interviewed in the summer agreed, saying of the Newport River Pier, “It gives you the best 

access to deeper water regardless of the tides” (S9A). At the Beaufort drawbridge, two 

respondents talked about the specific benefits of fishing under the bridge, because the cover 

protects them from the sun and rain (S7B, S3B). Though many respondents said they also fished 

at Radio Island and Fort Macon, in preferring infrastructure like the bridge and the pier over surf 

fishing, multiple people also cited the comfort and ease of piers, and the ability to not get sandy. 

A man in his fifties from Davidson County, NC, said, “You know, sometimes I just don't want to 

Value of Infrastructure 
Physical Accessibility 
Reason for Fishing 
 Fun 
 Sport 
 Nutrition 
 Relaxation & Mental Health 
 Lifestyle & Tradition 
 Fishing for Plastic 
 Food 
Community and Social Ties 
 Fishing with Family & Friends 
 Social Life of the Dock 
 Sharing Fish On-site 
 Sharing Fish Off-site 
Hurricane Florence 
 Frequency of Fishing 
 Fishing Sites 
 Catch Level 
  

Water Quality 
Water Quality Before & After the Hurricane 

 Hurricane Contamination 
 Toxicity Advisories 
 Preparing Fish 
NCDEQ Subsistence License Waivers 
Perceptions of Fishing Regulations 

Overregulation & Regulations on Specific Fish 
Unfair Regulation: Recreational vs. Commercial 
Environmental & Resource Management Concerns 
Fishing Conflicts: Shrimp Trawlers 
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get sand all over everybody… I can get comfortable on a pier” (F1A). Another mentioned that 

the waves make fishing off the beach more difficult (F20A), and one more noted that unlike the 

beach, the pier provides protection from the wind (F8A). Yet another fisher stated that many of 

the area beaches were altered after Hurricane Florence, and that the scattered debris on area 

beaches made the pier a more appealing place to fish (F16A). 

 Respondents commonly noted that the Newport River Pier and Grayden Paul Drawbridge 

are free places to fish, making them more appealing to our respondents than pay-piers like 

Oceanana and Bogue Inlet. One respondent puts it nicely about the Newport River pier, “All you 

got to have is bait. You don't have to pay… if they're biting, good. If they're not biting, you ain't 

lost nothing” (F6A). Another fisherman we encountered at the pier over the summer, feels 

strongly about the public access the pier provides. “I'm a staunch advocate of public access. 

North Carolina's doing a great job. You know, as the very wealthy buy up properties and do all 

that… it's really important to have it [public access] so that the ordinary person can come down 

here,” (S9A). A fisherman who has been fishing in Carteret County with his family for over 40 

years also appreciated the state’s infrastructural improvements and attributed them to the revenue 

from fishing licenses. He said,  

“I’ve noticed they’ve put in a lot more boat ramps, they’ve improved all the ramps, put in 
fishing piers everywhere. They didn’t last long because of the hurricane, but they put 
them in… Since they’ve come up with the Coastal Fishing License, I’ve noticed a lot of 
improvements” (F13A). 
 

 Both study sites were frequented by fishers because of their convenience and proximity to home 

(S3B, S8A).  At both locations, fishers talked about public infrastructure as an alternative to 

fishing off of a boat, either because of weather conditions rendering it unsafe or poor fishing 

conditions (F13A, S7B), or because they could not afford a boat or do not have access to 

one(S1B). One man we spoke to who rarely keeps his fish mentioned that he would not go out on 

a boat alone, and fishes off the Grayden Paul Drawbridge when he has no one else to fish with 

(F4B). 

Of the subjects interviewed at the Grayden Paul Drawbridge, several mentioned having 

fished there on the bulkheads or under the bridge prior to it being closed to transportation, while 

others began fishing there over the past year since it had been closed. Fishers at the drawbridge 

frequently mentioned that they preferred it to some local piers because there were fewer people 
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there (S1B, S2B, S3B). A man interviewed in the summer who was living under the Beaufort 

bridge, “Jasper”, says,  

“I fish here mostly because nobody comes down here and bothers me. It's too many 
people down at the pier. They got their kids and everything and the dogs and everything 
running around. You don't know what the hell you're gonna run into” (S2B).  
 

A fisherman who was born and raised in Beaufort, “Cameron”, also appreciates the more local 

crowd at the drawbridge versus the pier. He says, “Most of the people over here I've run into 

before, they're locals, they're nicer. Less tourists” (S3B). When asked why he fishes at the 

bridge, “Gerald”, a respondent from Beaufort who has been fishing for food for the last 8 or 9 

years, replied, “because it’s about the only place left to fish” (F7B). One respondent talked about 

a similar bridge in Tampa, Florida, that was closed and then kept standing as a public fishing 

pier. He mentioned that he was “hoping that they would leave [this] bridge” after it closed as 

well, and was pleased that they did, at least at the time of the interview (S6B). 

Fishers interviewed at the Newport River Pier mentioned some of its amenities that they 

liked, such as the pier being well lit at night (F8B), and public bathrooms (S8A, S10A). 

However, multiple people believed that the bathrooms needed to be better cleaned and 

maintained (F25A, F9A). Other fishers mentioned that the pier was a safe place to fish (F22A), 

and that it was a place that they could fish while easily bringing their dogs (F19A). Though those 

at the bridge often said the pier was too crowded, some of those interviewed at the pier 

mentioned that it was usually “not that busy” (S2A). An annual visitor from Pennsylvania talked 

about some of the less concrete benefits of the Newport River Pier. He sums it up, “These fishing 

piers like this are just absolutely fantastic…so many people use this thing. We come here every 

year…and it's always full of people, a lot of diverse people. It's a great resource” (S9A). 

         Though these are the characteristics people mentioned when specifically asked what they 

like about fishing off of infrastructure, other things that people value about the study sites, and 

the activity of fishing there, emerged repeatedly throughout our interviews. Thus, the concept of 

the ‘value of infrastructure’ is one that is woven throughout the rest of the themes explored by 

this study. 

 
Physical Accessibility 

Another ‘value’ that public fishing infrastructure like the Newport River Pier and 

Grayden Paul Drawbridge provide is accessibility by many different users. Of the 35 individuals 
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that responded to questions about their occupation, 10 stated they were retired (29%), and 

another 4 said that they were “on disability” (11%). This is in line with two things that we heard 

repeatedly from our interviewees. First, those who were unemployed (due to retirement or 

disability), often fished as a way to fill their time. For example, one respondent said that since he 

retired, he fishes almost every day, saying, “That's what I retired for” (S11B). The access to food 

provided through fishing could also be beneficial to groups such as these with limited income. 

Secondly, we found the public fishing sites themselves to be physically accessible to many 

different types of people, including those who were elderly or disabled. One such respondent, 

Gerald, is an older diabetic man who said that he was “on disability” (F7B). Because of his 

medical problems, he appreciated having a place to fish where others were frequently around, 

and for that reason he did not fish at night (F7B).  

A number of other interviewees recognized the utility of our study sites for those who 

were physically disabled. One man interviewed in the Fall frequently fished the Grayden Paul 

bridge with his sister who uses a wheelchair (F6B). Before she arrived, he mentioned that they 

had always fished together, but now, he has to “bait her hook, throw it out, and take her fish off” 

(F6B). When she arrived at the bridge, she benefited from the infrastructure in that she was able 

to drive all the way up to her brother, before getting out of the car and into her wheelchair. One 

other subject interviewed in the summer also mentioned the accessibility of the Newport River 

Pier as a major draw for why she fishes there, because she is able to bring her nephew who uses 

a wheelchair (S2A). Two other men were observed fishing from wheelchairs at different points 

in the summer. 

The physical accessibility of both study sites is a clear benefit to many of their users. 

Though not explicitly mentioned by our interview subjects, it is likely that the sizeable elderly 

and retired population at our study sites benefited from stability and flat surface these differing 

infrastructures offer to fishers, avoiding the need to walk on uneven sand or to embark and 

disembark from a boat. This theme of physical accessibility is not new, as it was also cited in an 

Australian study examining the impacts of recreational fishing on health and well-being, in 

which respondents celebrated fishing as an activity that was highly accessible to participants 

regardless of age or ability (Hunt & McManus, 2015). Our findings speak to the importance of 

public fishing infrastructure, especially for disabled people and retirees, and point to the 

importance of maintaining this kind of infrastructure.   
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Reason for Fishing 

A plethora of different motivations for fishing arose when we asked participants about 

the main reason they fish, such as fishing for fun, sport, nutrition, relaxation and mental health, 

lifestyle or tradition, or food. While the vast majority of interview subjects cited below were 

fishing for the purpose of consuming or sharing their catch, they also shared other primary 

motivations for fishing. 

 

i) Fun 

Many of the fishers we interviewed mentioned “fun,” “recreation,” “enjoyment,” or 

simply that they “like it” as being their main reason for fishing. Terms like these were all 

grouped into the category of fun. Twenty-eight respondents were grouped into this category, 

making up a sizeable portion of the interview pool.  

 

  ii) Sport 

         Some respondents explained that they fish because they like the ‘sport’ or competition 

associated with fishing. ‘Sport’ is a term that came up often but was not typically elaborated 

upon. An older African American man from Virginia who was interviewed in the Summer 

expanded on the idea of fishing for sport, saying, “I like fishing. I like eating them and I like 

catching them. Just the sport. I mean a lot of my buddies play basketball and football, but I got 

into hunting and fishing. I like it” (S1B). Out of the eight people who mentioned the term ‘sport’ 

as the main reason for fishing, four of them were interviewed at the Newport River Pier while the 

other four were interviewed at the Grayden Paul Drawbridge. 

 

 iii) Nutrition  

Another reason people fish is for the nutrients that fish provide them as a healthy source 

of protein. For example, an elderly man told us that he tries to get three meals of seafood per 

week whether he catches it or not (6.20.18 Newport River Pier, Summer Field Notes). Though 

not specifically noting that it is for nutritional purposes, the phrasing could be telling of a health 

directed motive as he is willing to buy meals he is unable to catch. Perhaps more emphatic about 

its health value, one senior interviewed at the Grayden Paul Drawbridge explained, “I like the 
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taste and it's good... and it is healthy. Healthiest meat I eat... is fish” (S1B). Explaining another 

health benefit, Gerald stated that he needs the fish to meet protein requirements dictated by his 

diabetes, saying, “Fish, fish have a lot of protein and that’s what they tell me I need” (F7B). 

Having the ability to catch his own fish provides Gerald a source of protein prescribed by his 

doctor. 

 

iv) Relaxation & Mental Health 

 Relaxation and benefits to their mental health are among other reasons interview subjects 

stated they fish. Most people within this category mentioned the word ‘relaxation.’ Still, others 

fish “to get away” (S6B). A former retail worker explained, “I needed a chance to get away from 

people. That's one of the reasons I like to fish here, I don't have a crowd. I had my crowd in 

retail. This is pretty much therapy. I come down, I catch a fish, I feel” (F16A). By fishing alone, 

this respondent is able to unwind and fish as a form of stress relief. Gerald goes on to explain 

how, aside from providing protein, fishing is a way to get him out of the house,  

“I try to fish a couple days a week, uh like I said I have so many medical problems, that 
uh, just like I’m going to have to have some toes amputated next week... because of my 
diabetes… and I try to get out all I can. Because I’m not ready to go yet” (F7B).  
 

For Gerald, fishing at the bridge provides some sort of socialization that he otherwise would not 

get. Others expanded upon this idea, including one respondent who said, “it’s my mental down” 

(S2A). These examples show that relaxation through fishing for these people is a way to support 

their emotional health. These findings are supported by a study in Western Australia examining 

the health and well-being benefits reaped from recreational fishing, in which 75% of respondents 

in a much larger sample than ours (n=458) found fishing to provide them with a  ‘positive state 

of mind’, using words like ‘mental health’, ‘stress relief’, and ‘clarity of mind’ to describe this 

benefit (Hunt & McManus, 2015). That study concluded that these benefits warrant the 

promotion of recreational fishing, and we agree, as these benefits are few among many benefits 

respondents touched upon that we feel justify an investment in public fishing infrastructure.  

 

v) Lifestyle & Tradition 

When asked their main reason for fishing, some respondents attributed it to spending time 

with family or to a tradition they’ve been partaking in for years. One middle-aged man fishing 
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with his daughter at the Newport River Pier said the main reason he fishes is “just [to spend 

time] with friends and family, but also I really enjoy eating fish. So that would be number two” 

(F12A). Still, others pointed to tradition and fishing while they were young with their family 

members, saying things like, “I used to go with my granddaddy and my daddy, you know, 60 

years” and “I was raised fishing…I started at 3-years-old, and I’ve been fishing ever since and 

I’m 66 now” (F14A, F25A). These examples illustrate the number of years some respondents 

have been fishing and how it has become a part of their lifestyles. “Billy,” a retired senior from 

nearby Craven County, said, “I've always fished all my life” (F11B). Some people fish because 

it’s part of a lifestyle that’s been ingrained in them through their family members, and others 

intend to create this same kind of tradition within their families. This tradition of fishing for food 

is perhaps exemplified by the fact that the average amount of time respondents had been fishing 

for food was 36 years.  

 

vi) Fishing for Plastic 

One answer we collected did not fall within any of these categories, suggesting the main 

reason for fishing was not to catch fish, but to catch plastic. One man that had been interviewed 

in the Summer detailed how he and his wife go out looking for trash and plastic to remove it 

from the water, saying, “Some weekends we go out there and pick up 55 pounds of trash. God 

forbid the [fishing] line that we picked up” (S6B). He went on to mention Radio Island, a beach 

just down the road, and how poorly young people treat it by throwing their beer cans 

everywhere. Referring to this garbage, he said, “Know it don't belong to us, but hey, this 

[planet/beach?] is a gift. So you know, don't destroy it. And there's too much of that going on” 

(S6B). 

 

vii) Food 

         The category ‘food’ refers to the 15 respondents who stated their main reason for fishing 

as being able to catch something to eat. The most frequently offered responses are roughly split 

between those who simply “like to eat fish” and those who fish “to eat,” in some cases because 

they rely on it (F17B, F7B). It was difficult to specify and characterize the population surviving 

directly or indirectly off of fish caught recreationally. In order to tease this out in a subtle and 

sensitive manner, the question “does X group rely on this fish as an important food source,” 
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followed our question about whether fishermen share their catch with others. An array of 

responses explicitly pointed to a reliance on fish for fishermen or their networks, while others 

denied a reliance. Others detailed actions that might relate to a form of reliance without claiming 

it. 

 Among those directly acknowledging a reliance on these resources were fishermen like 

Cameron, and Billy. Other fishermen, “Frank” and his friend, also mentioned their reliance on 

their catch. They were both construction workers from Mississippi who were drawn to Carteret 

County to rebuild after Hurricane Florence, became stranded when their employer went 

bankrupt. They were living in their car in the Newport River Pier parking lot, fishing every day 

and subsisting only on the fish they caught. Frank explained, 

“We're not sports fishermen, we fish to eat. What we catch, we grill… We fish for food. 
The missions don't always give you anything good to eat, they give you peanut butter and 
crackers and bread. I like meat. If I can't catch it, I shoot it with a bow or blast it with a 
thirty o’ six” (F9A). 

 
When asked if the main reason they fish is to procure food, Frank offered, “Yeah, ‘cause we 

have no choice right now. We're broke down, stranded, fourteen hundred miles from home” 

(F9A).  Stuck in Morehead City and strapped for cash, they needed to catch whatever protein 

they could as it was not being provided to them through other services. He went on to explain his 

living situation, saying, “See that black SUV by the garbage can? That's our home. I'm not 

paying $120/night for some regular roach motel. I'd rather live down here and camp out in the 

weeds with a coal stove and live the good life” (F9A). Frank and his friend are the truest form of 

subsistence that we encountered as they were living at the pier and surviving daily off of their 

catch. When asked how often they fish, Frank stated, “Regularly like 3 times per week, but now 

it’s like every day just to survive” (F9A). Some more common answers that suggested a reliance 

included “it’s a good food source” and “yeah, I really do” when explicitly asked if they rely on 

this fish as an important food source (F17B; F7B).  

For others, fishing for food is about catching food that friends and family rely on. 

Cameron, a local described earlier on, described catching about 60 fish at a time (approximately 

once a month) to feed four families for a week. When asked what his main motivation for fishing 

was, he offered, 

“We help feed the people in North River... Like we'll take 'em all the fish. I donate most 
of the fish I catch… There's a lot of people from where I'm from that I know need help, 
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so. I know they love fish too. A couple of my friends' moms who can't work, they're 
disabled and stuff like that. I'll clean fish and take it to 'em or just take 'em a Ziploc bag 
slammed full of fish” (S3B). 

 

He fishes explicitly to feed others, families that he knows rely on his fish to subsist, and 

explained,  

“If I catch anything that I know somebody can eat, I take it to them. Ya know, I know a 
lot of hungry people...I'm like... if I catch 20 hogfish, I might keep 2 and cook them for 
her [my wife] and give the other 18 to the families I know that are hungry...I mean I 
could come out here and catch, in a few hours catch, a whole cooler full of fish. I mean 
like 50, 60 fish. And they have, they have a couple of weeks’ worth of food, ya know for 
3 or 4 [families] of them. But I never take more than… I know someone can eat (S3B).” 

 
Many of the people Billy feeds with his fish are older neighbors and friends, emphasizing that 

“they pretty much rely on me... I've got enough people down there – older people – who I supply 

with fish and stuff, too...When they come to me, they need fish, you know?” (F11B). He was not 

alone in sharing fish with older neighbors. A retiree from Wayne County points to the steep price 

of fish as a reason why others to rely on the fish he catches, “Fish is so expensive that they look 

for it” (F16A). It’s intriguing that this informal economy exists both on and off public 

infrastructure to supply others with food that they need to get by. 

It is important to note that not all fishers who shared their catch with family and friends 

shared it for reasons of dependence. Some simply share their catch with others because it is a 

commodity that is enjoyed. One young man at the Newport River Pier shared his take, 

acknowledging, “I know they enjoy it themselves. I mean they're not starving if I don't get it” 

(F11A). For the most part, however, fishers seemed to think their catch plays a significant role in 

the lives of the people they share it with. 

Other respondents demonstrated fishing habits which hinted at some kind of food 

dependence even if not explicitly stated. For instance, a majority mentioned having fished for 

food for many years. One example of someone who fished very frequently and consumed her 

catch but did not state a reliance on it is “Doris.” She explained, “Well I’m 66. So [I’ve been 

fishing for food for] 63 years. What daddy and them cooked, I ate” (F25A). Additionally, some 

respondents mention fishing frequently and keeping their catch, which would lead one to think it 

is an important part of their diet. Doris fishes for nine to fourteen days until her freezer is filled, 

then takes a week off and comes back for another nine to fourteen days. Doris’s actions appear to 
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denote a reliance on her catch; however, she outwardly stated that she does not depend on the 

fish as an important food source. Similarly, Jasper lived under the bridge and fishes every day, so 

one would think fishing supports a large portion of his diet. Nevertheless, he pointed out, “I'm 

out here for the sport. I'm not here to eat 'em. Come on, I live under a bridge, I have nowhere to 

cook 'em, so what am I supposed to do with 'em?” (S2B). An interesting relationship plays out 

between fishing habits, outside perceptions, and self-perceptions. 

Respondents had differing opinions about whether or not they thought that other fishers 

at the Newport River Pier and Grayden Paul Drawbridge depended on fish as an important food 

source. Some fishers offered their impressions of the general fishing population in Carteret 

County. A woman interviewed at the Newport River Pier in the Summer observed, “I've seen a 

lot of people over here that are definitely fishing for food. Those are the ones that see me getting 

ready to throw something back and they'll ask if they can have it” (S2A). On the other hand, a 

man interviewed at the same location in the Summer suggested we would not be able to find 

many subsistence fishers in the area. He explained that most people are fishing for fun or 

recreation, and if they do keep their fish, it is because they like the taste or for nutritional 

purposes, not because they need it (6.20.18 Newport River Pier, Summer Field Notes). 

         On the other end of the spectrum were the few respondents that expressed the ability to 

eat the fish they catch was a bonus, that the thrill lies in not knowing what one will catch. One 

man, “Jim,” stated he was fishing for food, but went on to clarify, “Well, I love to eat them too, 

but I can go buy fish to eat. But just out here fishing, you never know. You don't know what 

you're going to get” (F1A). In this case, though “food” was cited as his main motivation reason 

for fishing, Jim was also fishing for the thrill, knowing he could still buy fish elsewhere. A 

fisherwoman we interviewed disagreed with this perspective, stating the fish she likes to eat 

weren’t available for purchase: “You've got to catch them because you can't buy puffers” (F24A) 

she noted. In some ways, recreational fishing allows people to catch and consume fish that are 

not traditionally sold in consumer markets. 

         The final sentiment attached to fishing for food dealt with the ability to access fish that 

would otherwise be inaccessible in inland areas. One man who regularly comes down from 

Raleigh, NC, explained, “When you go into Raleigh, I don't wanna go buy their frozen shrimp 

from Argentina or you know. I don't have anything against them and I ate 'em, they're good. But 
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you don't have nothing else” (S7B). In this way, recreational fishing provides him access to fresh 

seafood that he is not able to obtain where he lives. 

While a variety of rationales can lead to stating food as the main reason for fishing, 

subsistence and reliance refers to those who in some way depend on the fish they catch, either for 

themselves or others. It is clear that there is a contingent of people fishing for food that they, or 

others, rely on for some portion of their diet. Even among those that claim not to be reliant on the 

fish they catch, the frequency of fishing and keeping catch as well as the years spent fishing for 

food suggest that it does at least provide a substantial number of meals for them. In this way, 

recreational fishing appears to be a significant activity in which people partake in to feed 

themselves, going against mainstream narratives surrounding recreational fishing and its primary 

motivation as enjoyment.  

 

Community and Social Ties 

     Much of what we gathered from our interviews was about the value of these fishing spots 

for both community and social purposes. On-site, this involved an activity that could be enjoyed 

by family members of all ages, a place to come to with friends, and meet new ones, and a place 

to form bonds and support others. Off-site, the reach of this public infrastructure extended, 

providing fish that was shared with families, with communities at fish fries, and with those in 

need.  

 

i) Fishing with Family & Friends 

     Though many interviewees we talked to were fishing alone, or said that they usually fish 

alone, there were also a great many who fished with family or friends. Family members listed 

ranged from siblings, parents, spouses, children and grandchildren. One respondent was fishing 

with his mother, brother, cousin, father, and grandmother on the day interviewed. We also found 

evidence of fishing as a family tradition at these sites. People mentioned teaching their own 

children to fish, just as their parents had taught them. One man had a fishing tradition with his 

sister. He said, “my sister that's coming used to take me when I was little, so now it's my turn to 

take her fishing…I'm almost 65, and I've been coming here, we've been coming here, every year 

since I was 13. If I miss this trip I get my butt beat by my sister” (F6B). Outside of family 
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members, fishers mentioned their regular “fishing partners” or other neighbors or friends that 

they frequently fished with. 

 

ii) Social Life of the Dock 

In addition to people that fishers intentionally came to fish with, we asked about other 

fishers they might encounter at either the Newport River Pier or the Grayden Paul Drawbridge 

once they arrived. Although many people said that they do not often see the same people at these 

locations when they fish, and they do not necessarily meet or talk to others they do not know 

while they fish, those who said they do see the same people, typically said that they often 

became friends with them, and that everyone is amicable. Among this group were older, retired 

fishers who made new friends while fishing at these locations. When asked if they have friends 

who fish there, these people often referred to people they had met while fishing as friends. We 

typically heard that the fishers at the bridge and the pier are “nice” and “friendly.” Frank, who 

spent a substantial amount of time at the pier because he was living in the parking lot, said, 

“everybody I've met so far has been good people, they don't lie, they don't judge” (F9A). He was 

an interesting case, however, because he was Doris’s example of someone that she had met at the 

pier who she did not get along with as he was making it an uncomfortable place for other people 

to fish, “especially for women, and there’s women who come out here” (F25A). Doris said she 

met a lot of people at the pier and other places that she often makes future plans to fish with. Her 

ability to get to know others at fishing locations is unsurprising considering she spends one to 

two weeks each month fishing every day, for about 10 hours a day.  One man interviewed who 

was new to the area, seemed to recognize the community at the pier and was eager to be a part of 

it and make friends while fishing. He said he had only had his fishing license for three weeks, 

and did not have any friends yet, but said “I’m meeting a lot of people, talking to them” (F23A). 

He thought that the people at the pier were very friendly so far and said “that’s [one of the 

reasons] why I moved down here” (F23A). He has already benefited from these conversations, 

saying that he is learning from people at the pier. Acknowledging his lack of knowledge on local 

fish species, he said, “But there's so many different varieties here, I don't know one third of them, 

you know? But I just ask people, are these good eating? And if not, I throw them back” (F23A). 

He also talked about things that he is looking forward to doing, and eager to try, including 
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fishing at the pier at night, and attending a fish fry. Though he had not done those things yet, 

“that doesn’t mean I won’t” he noted (F23A).   

Though most respondents had positive perceptions related to the social environment on 

the dock, some mentioned occasional issues.  One respondent had complaints about people 

taking up too much space or being rude (F25A). Gerald, who fishes about twice a week in the 

Fall and Spring at the drawbridge, also noted the same problem, admitting, “Yeah I’ve met a lot 

of people here…everybody’s always been nice,” but then went on to qualify that there are 

occasionally disrespectful young people at the bridge, who move the ‘bridge closed’ sign to 

confuse people (F7B). Doris in particular had several examples of conflict she encountered while 

fishing: 

A long time ago, this guy used to fish out here where this boat would come up right 
through here to go over there. Now, he did show me his gun. I mean he held it up, 
hollered at it…I want to get my conceal and carry. I don’t want to have it where I can’t 
bring a firearm out here because like I said I come and fish out here, try to mind my own 
business and talk to people, get to know them because a lot of them are regulars. But I’m 
gonna get my conceal and carry because there was one guy out here, and I think they’re 
down there in that black SUV. He’s from Mississippi. Oh he cussed so bad out here, I 
mean it was terrible. It was like a violent cussing when he was talking, like he was manic 
depressive (F25A). 
 

There is no doubt that safety is a concern to this woman, especially given that she fishes at the 

pier alone. Without directly assuming that she has been the target of these instances because of 

her gender, we must still wonder whether the lack of other incidents reported could be due to our 

predominantly male sample. The majority of the other women we interviewed and observed 

while fishing were in the company of other people, usually their spouses, which may act as a 

deterrent to being harassed. While conducting our research several weeks prior to interviewing 

Doris, we also had an uncomfortable reaction with Frank, the fisherman who she described had 

been “cussing so badly,” who did not cite conflict on the dock when confronted with that 

question. As three female researchers, this experience with Frank seemed to be gender-based 

harassment. Though we lack data to speak to whether gender influences the level of harassment 

experienced by fishers while fishing, a potential safety issue for women in public fishing 

locations might be an interesting and important theme to explore in future studies. 

 
iii) Sharing Fish On-site 
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In addition to meeting and socializing with other people at these fishing locations, many 

of our respondents talked about sharing their caught fish with others on-site. Rather than 

superficial connections, this sort of sharing has the ability to create profound bonds and 

community at the Beaufort drawbridge and Newport River Pier. Typically, these sorts of 

responses came when we asked if there were any species that fishers would not keep if they 

caught. Many had these unwanted species, yet instead of throwing back their caught fish, they 

would give them to others on the pier. One species that we heard this about was mullet. Multiple 

interviewees said that they wouldn’t eat mullet, but one added, “If they're close by us and if I 

catch a bunch of mullet, we always share the bait, and if we have too many I'm not gonna let 

them back in the water or let them die, so we give them to other people” (F15B). He repeatedly 

says that mullet is his bait, and he won’t eat it, but he knows other people at the bridge do.  

Another respondent said something similar for hogfish and pinfish, which he will give away to 

anyone who wants them because he and his family wouldn’t eat them themselves (F1B). Two 

others mentioned that they give away their reject fish because they sense a need in the people 

fishing around them (S2A, F14A). For example, a government employee fishing at the Newport 

River Pier explained that “a lot of people just fish for meat. And they'll take anything. So I just, 

whatever I catch, if I don't want it, I'd give it to them” (F14A). 

Others gave all of their fish away, not just those that they themselves do not like to eat. 

For example, Doris offered, “Now out here if I see an elderly couple who’s not doing as well as I 

done, I will give them some fish. Before I leave the pier. Well I mean, they’ve sat here a long 

time. And you notice people. And if they’re not having good luck, why not share?” (F25A). 

Another interesting case is Jasper, who is in the unique situation that he could not eat any of his 

own fish because he was living under the bridge and could not cook them. He also specifically 

mentions sharing with older people: “I mean I can give 'em to some old people that come by and 

to my dad, but that's about all I got” (S2B). He goes on to tell one specific story about an old 

couple who greatly appreciates a blackfish that he shares, and plan to eat it for dinner that 

evening (S2B).  

     This on-site sharing of fish, for both bait and consumption, amplifies the positive benefits 

of the pier and the drawbridge as public spaces and acts an informal economy that would 

otherwise go unnoticed. By giving away fish that they catch, the more skilled (or lucky) fishers 

are helping others, especially those that they deem might need it most (i.e. older people, those 
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who “look like they are fishing for food” (S2A). Even if those who might benefit most from the 

added supplement fish can provide to their diet are failing to catch it themselves, they are often 

made better off just by being at the location of this public infrastructure. 

 

iv) Sharing Fish Off-site 

Our respondents also told us about the people they most often share their catch with once 

they leave the bridge or pier. Though we asked if people traded their catch, only one respondent 

said that he does. This man cuts grass for a living, and said he traded his fish with farmers that he 

works with, for a bag of corn or beans because, “They farm and they don't have time to fish. And 

we ain't got time to farm. So it's basically a fair trade” (F16B). Usually, however, our 

interviewees were sharing their catch with others with no expectation of anything in return. This 

was mostly with family members, whoever happened to live in the household of the fisher, or 

who was around when they brought home their catch. A few people even mentioned that they 

share their fish with their cats and dogs (F23A, F17B, F13A). Also often cited was sharing with 

neighbors, both those with perceived need, and just as a friendly gesture. The amount shared was 

often based on how much was caught, and we had respondents say they typically share with 

anywhere from a few family members to 100 members of their church (F5A). Billy, for example, 

said that if he catches enough, he has a big fish fry for the whole community (F11B). This is 

consistent with some of our quantitative results. Of the 25 respondents who said they shared their 

catch with children, 10 of these fishers share their catch with an average of two children. Of the 

respondents that quantified how many adults they typically share their catch with (n=31), they 

shared with an average of 3 adults (eliminating an outlier of 100-200). This exemplifies the reach 

of the impact of these public fishing places.  

Jim expressed that he shares his fish when he doesn’t want to clean them for himself. He 

said: 

If I get tired of cleaning them, I ride down the road and say, anybody want any fish? If 
somebody's sitting outside, I'll say, hey, anybody want any fish? Because I don't want to 
see them go to waste. I pulled up. I had a cooler full of spots. I didn't want to clean them 
all. I got so tired of cleaning. I said I'll just take them down the road here. There was a 
guy sitting out on the front porch. I said, "Y'all want some fish?" Next thing I know, five 
houses come out with bags, taking the fish (F1A). 
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Conversely, Doris only gives away fish once it is cleaned because she does not want them 

to go to waste. She shared, “I do not give anybody any fish, because I’ve learned this in the past 

years, that has not been cleaned. I always clean my fish if I’m gonna give you a mess of ‘em, 

they’re gonna be clean. Because I’ve given fish away when I was younger in my 20s, and they’d 

throw ‘em out” (F25A). Doris and others also talked about sharing their fish with those they 

knew were in need. For example, Doris has some elderly relatives that she usually shares a bag 

or two of fish with (F25A), and others mentioned sharing with elderly neighbors. Cameron took 

this concern and care for others to an extreme. Though he typically fishes at least once a month, 

he had been out of work for an injury for a while and was fishing more than usual. During this 

time, he mentioned keeping 1 out of 10 fish for himself, and giving the rest away, often a whole 

cooler (50-60 fish) to people he knows are hungry in a neighboring community, as mentioned 

earlier (S3B). Though the most extreme, he was not the only person who operated like this. Billy 

mentioned sharing his catch with older people off-site who come to him asking for fish because 

they need it (F11B).  

Finally, a significant number of interviewees told us that they were attendees of 

community events where fish is served, such as fish frys. This included church events and events 

acting as fundraisers for other organizations. One respondent said that a business partner often 

invited him to fish frys hosted for everybody they do business with (F6B). A few of the fishers 

we interviewed said that they themselves hosted fish frys, including one man who said he and his 

mom often have holiday fish frys, setting up and giving fish away to the public on Thanksgiving 

and Christmas (F2A). Gerald had hosted fish frys for his friends, and another fisher had them for 

his church and extended family in Kentucky (F7B, F5A). For those who knew about fish frys, 

the sentiment was that they were community events that were not to be missed. A Carteret 

County fisherman says, “Well, if it's available, yeah. You'd be crazy not to [go]” (F17B). 

 
Hurricane Florence 

To describe the impacts of Hurricane Florence on the community of people who fish for 

food, we queried whether Hurricane Florence impacted regular fishing habits and probed with 

follow-up questions on any effects on fishing locations, catch level, and any perceived changes 

in the amount of people fishing. We also asked about perceived water quality before and after the 

hurricane, and whether fishermen had any concerns about contamination post-hurricane. The 
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majority of those fishing for food described being negatively affected in some way, though there 

is surprising variability in response types. 

 

i) Frequency of Fishing 

Among those whose frequency of fishing was affected by the hurricane, most commonly 

cited was a decrease in the ability to go fishing since it had occurred. A Carteret County resident 

responded to whether the hurricane had affected his fishing habits, saying, 

Yeah, especially when there's a lot of runoff from upstate and up the rivers. And it tends 
to turn the waters murky and it makes for worse fishing or even if there's pollutants in the 
water, and you know, I don't really want to fish. Because if there is something worth 
catching, I'm definitely not going to eat it because I don't know if it's, you know, got 
some toxins in it or something (F21A). 
 

This respondent was not alone in citing an inability to eat the fish right after the hurricane as a 

deterrent to fishing as frequently. Others lamented the fact that the hurricane had shortened their 

fishing season. Jim, our first respondent after Hurricane Florence said, “Well, I mean, you can't 

come down in a hurricane, you know? I would've been down for two or three weekends. Plus, it 

limited me to fishing instead of doing what I like to do, as far as [flounder] gigging” (F1A). 

         Others noted structural damage to their homes affecting their frequency of fishing. One 

retiree cited damage to his home and a temporary residence elsewhere as a reason for a decrease 

in his fishing frequency; “I’m living somewhere else. I’m working right now on that house. So 

that interfered with my regular fishing habits,” he states (F10A). A respondent fishing with his 

friend cited an increase in their fishing frequency due to damage to their homes. “...Well because 

both of our houses got destroyed, so f*** it, I'm tired of looking at this, let's go fishing. It's 

whatever, we don't care” (F15B). 

We also asked respondents if they had noticed a change in the amount of people fishing 

since the hurricane. The most widely-held perception amongst respondents was that there had 

been fewer people fishing since Hurricane Florence, noting many fewer fishers at popular sites 

than was typical of the season (F12A, F2A). Jim suggested that perhaps this was because of 

people’s need to focus on other things such as home repairs (F1A). On the other hand, many 

claimed that the number of fishers had remained constant and a few respondents believed there 

were more people out fishing since the hurricane.  Some also stated that they did not pay 

attention to the numbers. While most fishermen appeared to be referring to the site at which they 
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were interviewed while responding to this question, several referred to other fishing sites they 

frequent in the area.  

 

ii) Fishing Sites 

More than half of the respondents interviewed post-hurricane described damage to some 

of the places they commonly fish. A majority of these respondents described damage to piers 

though a few mentioned impacts to small, local fishing spots such as bridges or shore-based 

locations. Oceanana Pier in Atlantic Beach was most frequently mentioned as having been 

impacted, with frequent mentions of Bogue Inlet Pier in Emerald Isle, NC, and the small 20th 

Street Bridge in Morehead City, NC. Other North Carolina fishing sites that our respondents 

mentioned have endured some damage include Topsail Pier, Strait’s Pier on Harker’s Island, 

Seaview Pier in Jacksonville, a location in Thompson, NC, and the point in Atlantic, NC. 

Doris explains the damage to two of the most frequently mentioned piers. She says, “Bogue 

Inlet, half of it’s messed up, so you only got the first half to fish off. And Oceanana, you know, it 

took the end off, so you got a little bit of that to fish off of” (F25A). It is important to note here 

that while fishing is still possible at these piers, Oceanana Pier sustained most damage to the end 

of the pier, where many people prefer to fish. As for local fishing spots and bridges, a handful of 

respondents described additional hurricane related damage. A man fishing at the drawbridge said 

of the hurricane, “When it come in it messed up everybody's piers... the ponds we fished in, the 

dams that broke, all the water done a lot of damage” (F8B). One fisherman believed there were 

more people fishing at the Newport River Pier as a result of other piers being damaged (F5A). 

Additionally, several respondents suggested hurricane effects on shore-based fishing 

sites. These included an inability to access the beach, the fishing site being “wiped out,” and 

litter and debris impeding access to beach sites that were otherwise unaffected. A year-round 

fisher said, 

The beach is kind of screwed up after the hurricane. I like the surf fish. There's not a lot 
of opportunities for surf fish there now because the condition of the beach...You can still 
get to certain parts, because I like to go into certain places around the residential areas 
and because everyone's cleaning up all the debris and the surf, I just don't choose to go 
there right now (F16A).  
 

This response is unique in that the respondent links the physical state of a fishing site post-

hurricane to accessing his preferred catch. Nearly all responses dealt with their ability or desire 
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to fish in certain locations as a result of physical damages. A Wake County fisherman stated, 

“We actually have a house in Atlantic, North Carolina, and we had a fishing spot off the point, 

and that's all washed out. Can't fish there anymore” (F8A). 

It is important to note that hurricane effects to fishing locations are undoubtedly going to 

affect people differently. For example, Doris fishes nine to fourteen days at a time every other 

week (F25A), so she is likely more severely affected by damage to the sites at which she fishes 

than someone who fishes less frequently. Similarly, those whose most preferred fishing sites 

were damaged are likely most affected. Additionally, while a site may have sustained damage, it 

does not necessarily imply that the site has lost all of its fishing value. For example, one woman 

said about Oceanana Pier, “Well, yeah, it did tear off the end of the pier, but usually we didn't 

fish on the end” (F24A).  

 

iii) Catch Level 

         While the answers we received in response to a question about change in catch level were 

diverse, respondents more frequently mentioned they were catching less fish than they had been 

before Hurricane Florence occurred. That said, at least six respondents cited no change in the 

amount of fish they caught before and after. Only two fishermen stated that they had been 

catching more fish, and two said they were not sure. 

         Those who reported catching less fish since the hurricane commonly expressed 

frustration that they weren’t catching anything. One respondent said, “I think everybody’s 

catching less,” (F16A), and another lamented, “...Last week we didn’t catch hardly anything over 

two days,” (F2A). Gerald said there were “not as many fish,” and another interviewee said that 

the fishing is “not as good [as it was before the storm]” (F7B, F8A). Several suggested that they 

had been catching less all year due to weather-related events, including Billy: “Yeah, I haven't 

caught a fish at the house there in three months, probably. Just weather in general this year has 

been terrible – too much fresh water, you know? Tore my house up and everything else, too” 

(F11B). The hurricane might have seriously affected fishers’ regular eating habits, such as 

Gerald, who relies on fish for protein and has reported catching less since the storm. Only two 

respondents asserted they were catching more fish, though upon further investigation in both 

cases it was likely due to a misinterpretation of the question.  
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Among those reporting that their catch level has remained consistent, several fishermen 

suggested this was due to their own lack of fishing expertise rather than the hurricane. For 

example, when asked if the amount he usually catches has changed since the hurricane, one 

respondent said, “No, I’m just not a very good fisherman” (F14A). 

         Though not all respondents provided a clear answer about catch levels since the 

hurricane, several fishermen described changing behavioral patterns they have observed in the 

fish they were catching. Doris offered, 

Well it’s just like now all the rain, and the rain before. The water levels are high here in 
the creeks and rivers are still flowing in to get rid of their water. So, if you wanna say 
there’s too much water. So the fish [has] got more places they got to run and go and it’s 
just like when I cleaned some fish the other day… 2 days ago. I caught 9 mullet. 3 of 
those had fish roe in ‘em. Eggs. And even my hogfish had eggs in ‘em. So everything is 
pushing them behind schedule too, and I’m afraid when the weather turns cold, what’s 
caught up the rivers in stuff, they’re gonna have a big fish kill. Especially the trout 
because trout’s supposed to be running right now (F25A). 
 

With her many years of knowledge specific to fishing in the area, Doris is a reliable source for 

how the fish usually run. She recognizes that the fish are off schedule after the storm, which 

could be a reason why people seem to be catching less since the hurricane. Another respondent 

echoed this perceived shift in catch type. He observed that the hurricane altered his catch 

“because this is mullet season. You get more spots now, which the last year, at this time of year, 

we caught a lot of mullet (F15B).” 

 

Water Quality 

i) Water Quality Before & After the Hurricane 

         One of our major study objectives was to examine the water quality concerns of fishers. 

In interviews carried out over the summer, respondents were asked a variation of, “Do you think 

the water here is clean, dirty, or somewhere in between?” After Hurricane Florence, we modified 

this question to, ‘Before the hurricane, did you think the water was clean, medium, or dirty?’. 

We choose to ignore the slight phrasing differences between each version of the question in our 

analysis as they still elicit the same kind of information. For those interviewed after the 

hurricane, we asked, as a follow-up, whether respondents thought the water quality had changed.  

 Before delving into water quality-related results and later analysis, it is important 

recognize several considerations. First, everyone has a different personal interpretation of words 
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like clean, medium, dirty. Those that come to similar conclusions do not necessarily arrive at 

those conclusions for the same reason. That being said many people appeared to determine 

whether the water quality was clean, medium, or dirty based on perceived presence or absence of 

physical litter in the water. For example, Doris argued the water was clean, reasoning, “I mean, 

I’ve not seen a lot of trash or anything coming through” (F25A). Another respondent with the 

same idea stated, “I don't see s**t floating all over” (F15B).  

 The majority of respondents, whether they were interviewed in the Summer or Fall, 

perceived the water to be clean before the hurricane. One respondent compares Carteret County’s 

water to that which he grew up fishing in: “I grew up as a kid in New Jersey and you know, the 

fishery down here [in North Carolina] is just vastly cleaner. I don't know if you've been up there, 

but it's pretty bad,” (S9A). Jim described the water by the Newport River Pier to be “the prettiest 

water of any beach that I've been to as far as South Carolina and Charleston… this water here a 

majority of the time is just beautiful. It's like being in the Caribbean,” (F1A). What is interesting 

is that even among those suggesting the water was clean, several acknowledge seeing litter and 

trash in the water. One individual we spoke to who actively picked up trash at fishing sites and in 

some cases specifically targeted trash while fishing stated, “Yeah I mean I think as far as like 

safety, I think it's clean. I think we have a lot more like debris like trash and stuff than we used 

to” (F10A). Although we were given many one or two-worded “clean” answers in response to 

perceptions on water quality, a sizeable portion of those who elaborated on their answers 

acknowledged trash and debris in the water. As noted earlier, more than half of the pre-hurricane 

respondents considered the water to be clean, though nearly all of those respondents were 

interviewed at the Newport River Pier. Respondents interviewed before the hurricane at the 

drawbridge were more likely to say the water was medium or dirty. This is perhaps due to actual 

differences in how the water at the two study sites looks. 

After “clean,” “dirty” was the second most popular response among fishers regarding 

water quality before the hurricane. Storm and rain events were cited among several respondents 

as reasons for which they perceived the water to be dirty (S5B, F11B). Billy said, “All year it's 

been [dirty],” citing rainfalls for flushing out everything in the backwaters, including people’s 

trash (F11B). Jasper reasoned that the water was dirty because there were “too many boats” 

(S2B).  
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 Finally, only four respondents perceived the water quality to be medium, or “somewhere 

in between.” One respondent pointed to the phosphate plant downstream from the Newport River 

pier, noted “I think it's something in between since that's [points to phosphate plant] out here”, 

and then follows this up stating that the water is cleaner closer to shore (S4A). Cameron reasons 

that decades of accumulated trash renders the water in between clean and dirty. He shared, “I 

think it's somewhere in between because personally the water quality itself isn't that bad, but 

there's so much miscellaneous crap on the bottom from years and years of stuff going on. Like I 

said, I've been going to this bridge 30 years and just seeing more and more trash” (S3B). 

         There were a variety of ways that subjects described water quality post-Florence. 

Typically, respondents described some kind of degradation without specifically using the words 

“medium” or “dirty.” Respondents did not always specify whether they were referring to the 

fishing location when considering water quality, or areas upstream, so the following 

interpretation must be taken lightly. 

         Of the individuals interviewed after the hurricane had passed, the majority of respondents 

believed the water quality had worsened since the hurricane. Several respondents cited 

contamination from hog waste that hurricane floodwaters released into local watersheds as a 

result of the hurricane. A fisherman from neighboring Craven County described, “I did not fish 

any of the upstream creeks and rivers right after it was over, and the whole town smelled like pig 

waste. So I was not interested in fishing out of those waters for a while” (F12A). Another 

fisherman who had traveled to the Beaufort drawbridge from his home several hundred miles 

away said, “The water still is stained I think from the hurricane, I suppose. It looks that way 

anyway. All this hog waste from these ponds kicked it out into the ocean. They said it was dirty. 

I mean it’s cleaned up for the most part, though…” (F12B). In addition to citing hog waste, he 

was not alone in noticing physical changes to the water at our study sites. A local Carteret 

fisherman who has been fishing here for 60 years, says, “It looks different. We don’t have clear 

water anymore. It looks like tea. It’s all the runoff from other towns coming in here,” (F10A). 

Gerald echoes, “It’s not as dirty looking now you know, it’s pretty clear looking now, but it’s 

still dirty” (F7B). There were also those that found run-off in general to be problematic, without 

specifically mentioning hog waste. Billy spoke about the extreme runoff 
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caused by Florence, “when you get 30 or 40 inches of rain coming this way back and forth, it 

takes …debris and everything. Everything in the backwaters is flushed out- the sticks, dirt, trash- 

everybody’s trash” (F11B). 

It is worthwhile to note that several of those who thought the water quality had changed 

for the worse also acknowledged that it will eventually go back to normal. Doris said, “I see 

these foam pieces coming and going, and I’m thinking that’s contamination…But it’s turning 

cold so, you know, hopefully that will kill any bacteria as the water gets colder that’s flowing in” 

(F25A). A fisherman we interviewed at the pier several days prior shared a similar point of view, 

insisting that oyster beds help filter and clean the water, so any water quality changes will not be 

permanent (F21A). 

         More than a quarter of respondents believed the water quality remained about the same. 

“I haven’t noticed any difference,” states a life-long fisherman relocated from New Bern whose 

house was destroyed (F14A). On a slightly different note, Frank believed that the water has been 

cleaned by Hurricane Florence. “I think it’s [hurricane] flushing it all out, it's making it 

better…My personal opinion is the hurricane cleaned these waters a lot. Cleaned the clams out, 

the oysters, and everything” (F9A).  

 

ii) Hurricane Contamination 

         As a follow-up to our questions about perceived changes in water quality since Hurricane 

Florence passed, we asked respondents about whether they’ve had any concerns about 

contamination in their fish since the hurricane. Only 22 respondents answered our question 

related to hurricane contamination, and of these, a little more than half express contamination 

concerns. There are several manners in which those that are concerned with contamination take 

precautions. Doris, who fishes for weeks at a time until she fills the freezer in her camper before 

returning home, explained, “When I catch ‘em, I look for maybe sores on ‘em. And I look at 

their gills to see if they’re blood red. If they’re blood red, they’re getting good oxygen, good 

water and so, you know, I feel like they’re safe” (F25A). Others kept up with the news on 

contamination, and some simply avoided certain species. “I definitely wouldn’t eat none of these 

catfish out of here [because of contamination]. I feel that all the toxins are going to go into their 

meat faster than anything else,” noted one of our respondents from the Grayden Paul 

Drawbridge, who fishes for several hours almost every day of the week (F15B). One thing that is 
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interesting about the responses to our contamination questions is that even people who thought 

the water was clean expressed concerns about contamination in their fish. 

         Among those wary of hurricane-related contamination, there were varying degrees of 

concern. Several respondents explained that they had been concerned in the time frame 

immediately following Florence, but that by the time they were interviewed they figured most of 

the contamination had subsided. Jim, interviewed in early October said, 

I think it's been long enough for that to clear out. Right after the hurricane you had a real 
bad problem because you had a lot of septic tanks and stuff down here. Once water 
comes up, it's got nowhere else to go. You know, it's going out in the water. You can tell, 
because it smelled like a septic tank (F1A). 
 

Another avid fisherman, also from a fairly distant inland NC town, explained that his level of 

concern was related to where the fish he caught originated from: 

Yeah, I mean there's probably a certain amount of contamination in fish… but the good 
thing about these schools of fish is they usually come in and out or up the coast. … So 
probably not gonna be too toxic. Probably gonna be alright. Fish that are more local 
would be higher concern (F12B). 
 

         Those that were most concerned about contamination reference debris in the water, 

runoff from inland production plants, bacteria, and red tide. When asked about whether he was 

concerned about contamination, a Wayne County fisherman, who’s been fishing for nearly 60 

years, replied, 

Yeah, especially when there's a lot of runoff from upstate and up the rivers. And it tends 
to turn the waters murky and it makes for worse fishing or even if there's pollutants in the 
water, and you know, I don't really want to fish. Because if there is something worth 
catching, I'm definitely not going to eat it because I don't know if it's, you know, got 
some toxins in it or something (F16A). 
 

Billy felt similarly, citing inland production plants “dump stuff in the rivers” that flow down to 

Carteret County when it rains (F11B). There are also those who exhibited concern regarding 

trash and debris floating in the water (F2A, F18A). 

         In contrast, a substantial number of respondents were not worried about contamination, 

but nearly half of them had heard contamination was an issue. An individual who was not 

concerned said, “No, but I had seen it on the news, where there was contaminated. A lot of fish 

got killed off. At New Bern” (F8B). Another fisherman says, “I’ve heard… bacteria was kind of 

high,” (F10A). Others cited stories they have heard related to contamination. A Wake County 
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fisherman shared a horror story, “The only thing I saw was this man handled some shrimp after 

the hurricane and he picked up an infection. Yeah, he had to have his leg amputated because of 

that” (F20A). One woman we interviewed at the bridge thought there was enough salt in the 

ocean to “clean it all” (F5B). 

         Notably, despite having concerns about contamination, many of our respondents still 

consumed their catch. Perhaps, this is because fishing is so important to them and their lifestyle, 

that they are willing to overlook the possible health risk. This might point to a need for or 

reliance on the fish, and it shows how a disaster like Hurricane Florence could impact a 

subsistence population. 

 
  iii) Toxicity Advisories 

We asked fishers where they get their information on toxicity and if there are any specific 

sources they use. Of the 28 fishermen that responded to this question, several offered multiple 

responses, and some admitted to not seeking out this information. Most people pointed to 

“online” as the place where they obtain information about toxicity, including the following 

online sources and websites: Department of Marine Fisheries, Fisheries.com, Google, marine 

reports, NC Wildlife & Fisheries, and Riverkeepers. “TV” was not far behind, with the following 

channels having been cited: local news channels, Spectrum news, and CNN. “Word of mouth” 

was not far behind either, and a few people pointed to “radio” as their information source. 

Several print sources were mentioned as well, such as NC Hunting and Fishing Regulations 

forms and NC Fish and Wildlife pamphlets available at Walmart. Some respondents said they 

did not get information about toxicity anywhere. Though there is one sign at the Newport River 

Pier advising not to eat shellfish found in the area, it is interesting that no one pointed to posted 

signs at fishing locations as a way of gaining information about toxicity. Perhaps, this is because 

the sign is located before you enter the parking lot and not easily seen by fishers.   

 When asked about heeding fishing advisories, 23 of the 33 respondents (70%) said they 

paid attention to fishing advisories. The remainder did not pay attention to fishing advisories, and 

incidentally this was the same crowd that did not seek out, or receive, any other information on 

toxicity. Grouper, king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and shark are listed as “fish high in 

mercury,” and seven out of the 65 people consuming their catch mention fishing for these species 

(NCDHHS, 2019). Gerald is one example of this type of respondent, whose catch is a frequent 
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and important part of his diet, yet he is not being reached by information about potential toxicity 

risks (F7B). Especially because he already has medical problems, he is a prime example for why 

the distribution of this information is so important.  

 

iv) Preparing Fish 

         We were interested in how our respondents prepare their fish because frying fish seals in 

chemical pollutants that might be in the fish’s fatty tissues, while grilling or broiling it allows the 

fat to drain away (EDF, “PCBs”, n.d.). When asked how they prepare their fish, the most 

common response was overwhelmingly that they fry their fish, while a decent amount also said 

that deep fry it. The next most frequently occurring answers were grilling and baking. 

Additionally, several respondents also steamed, broiled, boiled, blackened, and stewed their fish. 

In order to quantify this, we kept track of each time a cooking method was mentioned as people 

often listed more than one way of preparing their fish. Mentions of frying or deep frying 

comprised 39 of the 73 answers, while grilling made up 12, and baking constituted 11. This is 

made more concerning because 46 people responded to this question, so 39 out of the 46 people 

who answered fry or deep fry their fish (85%). 

 We were also interested in whether kids would be consuming the catch because children 

are at highest risk for serious “developmental and neurological problems from prolonged or 

repeated exposure to small amounts of PCBs” (EDF, “PCBs”, n.d.). Because children are still 

growing and developing, this makes them “more vulnerable than adults to the adverse effects of 

environmental chemicals” (Chance, 2001). For this reason, we asked anyone who was bringing 

fish home for others to consume whether kids would be eating it. Twenty-five of the 65 

respondents bringing home their catch stated that they would be sharing their catch with children 

(38%). Of those 25 respondents sharing with kids, 14 were frequently frying their fish (56%). 

The majority of the children that our respondents were feeding with their fish were consuming it 

in a way that is potentially hazardous to their health. 

This sort of fish preparation information could be valuable to include with toxicity 

information that we advocate should be posted at fishing sites. It is unlikely that this information 

on fish preparation is widely known, but due to the large population of people frying their fish, it 

would definitely be useful to advertise these risks. 
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NCDEQ Subsistence License Waivers 

In our semi-structured interview, respondents were asked whether they were aware of the 

NCDEQ License Waivers for individuals on food stamps, Medicaid, or work first family 

Assistance. We also asked if fishers thought that others were aware of the waivers, as well as if 

they thought that others who fish at that location could benefit from the waivers. Those 

respondents who did know about these waivers were asked where they might have heard of 

them. 

This awareness question was asked differently throughout the interviews, leading to some 

inconsistency in results. Of those interviewed, only a handful acknowledged that they were 

explicitly aware of the waivers we were talking about, for people on food stamps, Medicaid or 

Work First Family Assistance. When phrased as “are you aware that the NCDEQ offers free 

fishing licenses to those who qualify,” respondents occasionally thought that we were referring 

to lifetime licenses, or reduced licenses for seniors. As of 2018, NCDEQ offers senior lifetime 

licenses for $15 for residents over 65 if born before 1953, and residents over 70 if after 1953. In 

general, people were more likely to know about those programs than the “subsistence waivers,” 

perhaps because of the demographics of our study subjects skewed toward the older, retired set, 

with 38% of our respondents over the age of 61. One interviewee responded that he bought a 

senior lifetime license when he turned 65, the price of which he thought was “as good as giving 

it away as far as I'm concerned” (F23A). This respondent saw the value in discounted, and free 

licenses for local fishers, especially seniors even if he did not know specifically of the 

subsistence waivers, and he was not the only one. Jasper suggested older people should get more 

leniency on fishing licenses. He said, “Ya know, once ya hit 50, I mean, I don't think you oughta 

have papers… They're just trying to come down here and get a little food” (S2B). Though he is 

not specifically talking about subsistence waivers, he sees eating ones catch consistently as a 

valid reason to not have to pay for a fishing license. 

Overall, the people who knew about the subsistence waivers tended to have one 

themselves or know someone who had one. This is exemplified by one respondent, who wasn’t 

aware of the waivers and said, “None of those mediums apply to me, so I wouldn’t know that” 

(F9B).  Those who had heard of the waiver included Gerald who had friends with the waivers, 

and another respondent who had heard about the waivers from an uncle on food stamps (F7B, 

F16B). One Carteret Country fisherman who personally had a license waiver and initially heard 
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about it from the Department of Social Services, said, “I hope they do, because it's good,” when 

asked if he thought others knew about the subsistence waivers (F17B). One respondent suggested 

that “if you are disabled, you can get it for free”, though the NCDEQ website clarifies that a 

lifetime license for a disabled resident is $10 (F10A). A retired fisherman who also had his own 

license waiver, mentioned that he is disabled, and that he thought that more people should know 

about the waivers (F17A). Another respondent knew about the NCDEQ license waivers from his 

time working in mental health services. He said: “I frequently took clients who received 

Medicare or Medicaid to go get free fishing licenses as a way to develop some kind of social 

activities and coping skills” (F12A). Here, he significantly recognizes some of the benefits of 

fishing beyond just the potential to provide a nutritional supplement, even for a lower income 

group (on Medicaid or Medicare) for whom the food could make a positive impact. One 

respondent had heard about the waivers, though he knew no one who would meet the conditions 

necessary to have one. He recalled hearing of it from “a TV ad or radio ad,” but could not 

remember specifically (F1B). The only other respondent who mentioned a specific source other 

than DSS, was Doris, who mentioned hearing about the waiver at Walmart (F5A). Those who 

knew about the waivers, but not through personal experience, also tended to have heard through 

word of mouth, rather than seeing something posted (F6B, F22A). 

Generally, people did not know about these license waivers but were of the opinion that 

they would be useful to others who fished at the Newport River Pier and Grayden Paul 

Drawbridge. A senior from an inland county who had heard of the waiver but did not know 

where, seemed to think that there was a public general awareness about them (F12B). There 

seemed to be a trend of those who knew about the waivers thinking that others knew about them, 

and those who did not, expected others to be ignorant as well. The same man stated that 

subsistence waivers have a wide applicability and usefulness in the area, saying when asked if 

they would be valuable to people who fish at the bridge, “I mean yeah, I would assume so… I 

mean they live here at the coast” (F12B). Multiple respondents at both the bridge and the pier 

mentioned the usefulness of the waivers specific to this particular locale. The mental health 

professional from before said, “I mean, this pier in particular draws a lot of local folks whose 

resources are limited. So yeah, I absolutely believe it would be beneficial” (F12A). Frank said, 

“Y'all need to put a sign up with that right there. Most of the people down here come fish to get 

something to eat. Most of them are retired” (F9A). Doris said, “But you know, I do see some that 



 

 43 

looks like they could use, you know” (F25A). A Carteret County resident, with firsthand 

knowledge of the area, concurred, saying that, “there's a lot of people that fish down here 

because they need to supplement their food stores in their house. So if they knew they were able 

to get a free fishing license… more people would probably be out here” (F21A). Another 

respondent cited another reason for the usefulness of these waivers, “Yeah, because I was here 

one time and the game warden came out here and cleared the deck... he came out and started 

asking for fishing licenses and I would say 90 percent of people in the pier didn't have a license, 

and they were older people” (F20A). This quotation suggests that the waivers would be useful to 

people who fish at the pier because in the instance described, many of them did not have fishing 

licenses, perhaps because they could not afford them. Interestingly, in all of our time 

interviewing fishers at our study sites, we never encountered anyone checking licenses. Lastly, a 

fisherman who had been fishing in the area for 40 years agreed that the waivers would definitely 

be useful to people whose low income allows them to qualify, because “fishing licenses ain’t 

cheap” (F13A). 

On the other hand, many thought that the information about these waivers was not widely 

or effectively distributed. A man in the military who fishes almost every day said, “I guarantee 

that unless they already have one through that resource, I don't think that anybody would know 

about it” (F15B).  A man fishing with his sister with a disability expressed a similar sentiment, 

that “unless you went looking for it, you wouldn't know where to find it” (F6B). Frank, who was 

fishing with an out of state fishing license, was excited to learn this information when we told 

him about it, asking us to write down the details so he and his friend could look into it. He said, 

“people need to advertise it. That's the first we've heard about it” (F9A). 

Doris recognized the challenges of NCDEQ advertising the waivers because they may not 

be able to ask the questions of people buying licenses to ascertain if they qualify, though thought 

that they should be advertised at the location where people pick up their food stamps (F25A). 

Others were less generous to NCDEQ. Jim, another longtime fisherman, had the opinion that 

NCDEQ should do more to tell people about these waivers, “the government is not going to tell 

you anything is free. You've got to find out on your own” he said (F1A). 

Only two respondents expressed negative views on the NCDEQ fishing license 

subsistence waivers. One female fisher, who learned about the waiver for the first time from us 

during the interview, said about NCDEQ, “I don't think they should do it,” and about people who 
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might benefit from a waiver, “they should be able to buy stuff. I mean I have to buy mine. It's too 

much stuff given away now” (F24A). The other is more ambivalent, mentioning that perhaps it is 

a both a good and bad thing that not many people know about the waivers, “I think that some 

people would abuse it and that others would probably utilize it for the right reasons, you know... 

I think it's good for them, but I would imagine they probably don't know about it or else they 

would f*ckin' have one” (F15B). 

 

Perceptions of Fishing Regulations 

In order to enrich our understanding of the social, economic, and political factors that 

shape the actions and perceptions of Carteret County fishermen consuming their catch, we 

gathered individual perceptions on regulations, fishing-related conflicts, and the management of 

public resources. Respondents were asked two open-ended questions on the matter; 1) “Do you 

have any thoughts on how fishery resources are currently, or should be regulated?” and 2) “Are 

you aware of, or do you have any views on recent fishing conflicts in North Carolina?” 

Responses to these questions occasionally overlapped, and an array of different themes were 

identified in people’s responses including: the over-regulation of fish and regulations on certain 

species, the unfairness of regulations imposed on recreational and commercial fishermen, and the 

utility of owning a fishing license and its enforcement. Other themes included discriminatory 

fishing regulations, conflict with shrimp trawlers, conflict experienced while fishing, and 

environmental concerns.  

 

i) Overregulation & Regulations on Specific Fish 

In describing their views on public resource management, several fishermen were 

adamant that fishing in general is overregulated. “Well, they got too many rules for one thing. 

You can catch this, only can catch one of that and it’s got to be a certain size,” exclaimed a 

vacationer from Virginia (S1B). He continued, 

I just think there's too many controls over this creation out here and they not raising it and 
it don't belong to nobody. Sometimes you don't know if you can keep what you catch or 
not. You gotta worry about the game warden. I think they got too many stipulations on 
fishing, especially this type [recreational] (S1B). 
 
In addition to these perceptions of overregulation, Billy went on to express his view that 

fishing laws change too often to keep up with, saying “…Then you get caught with something 
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you've been fishing that you think is legal. Then the guy goes on the computer says they just 

made a law, but they didn't send it out to you telling it's going to be changed,” he stated (F11B). 

This fisher expresses his inability to keep up with or be appropriately informed about the 

changes made to fishing regulations. 

Several argue that certain species of fish do not need limits on them. “Red snappers aren’t 

endangered, and you should be able to keep ‘em,” asserted a young fisherman from nearby 

Havelock, NC (S1A). Billy argued, “And the puppy drum…. there’s still plenty of them…They 

used to put that you can get so many a day, period, no matter what they are, and that’s it… Then 

they put limits on certain fish that they don’t need limits on” (F11B).  

Others simply express a desire to keep certain fish they aren’t allowed to. A longtime 

fisherman explains, 

I think they should do something about that black drum sizes.... grouper's a really nice 
fish to consume, cause I've caught them in the past. And the same thing with grey trout. 
You can go to a seafood place where they serve a lot of trout, but you can't [keep them 
yourself]! It's crazy (F16A). 
 
Another shared a similar view: “All the trout are really small, and we catch a lot of them 

at Radio Island and we throw them back, we'd like to keep them” (F15B). This is relevant to 

fishing for food because many fishers note different species and amounts they would keep and 

eat otherwise if they weren’t as regulated. 

While this concern seems to describe the overregulation of certain fish species from a 

recreational standpoint, one man we met described the inefficiency of regulation surrounding a 

certain species from a commercial standpoint. This fisherman, who vacations in Carteret County 

once yearly to fish, described the experience of his fisher friend who likes to sight redfish. We 

assume that he is referring to red drum, though there is a possibility this fisherman is referring to 

red snapper as he says, 

He said he could ride across there and there’s hundreds of dead ones [redfish] laying on 
the bottom where they have been caught by commercial fishermen that can't keep ‘em so 
they throw them overboard. Which, I mean, if they're in the net and they're dead, why 
throw perfectly good food? You know, I mean I'm not saying they should be trying to 
catch them, but you know, that's a waste (F6B). 
 

The improper regulation of fish, he argues, results in this waste, which has repercussions for the 

fish, but also on other fishermen who could be eating this otherwise wasted food source.  
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ii) Unfair Regulation: Recreational vs. Commercial 

While we were not surprised when fishermen cited issues and conflicts between 

commercial and recreational sectors, we were intrigued by the variety of perspectives individuals 

had on these issues. A major theme identified in our interview analysis was a perceived 

unfairness between fishing regulations for the commercial sector versus the recreational sector. 

Despite this rather prominent theme, several respondents prove empathetic to some of the 

difficulties commercial fishermen face. 

Among some of the answers provided to queries about public resources and conflicts 

were phrases such as “commercial fishermen taking all the fish” (S5B), “I feel like there’s too 

much commercial fishing” (F8A), and “They should take off some of these fishing boats, so I 

can catch more” (F20A). Several fishermen elaborated on this take. “Them boats go out and 

catch thousands and thousands of them when they have a good season. But certain types of fish, 

if I were to catch them, I can only catch so many without breaking the law, you know,” 

explained a vacationing fisherman (S1B). Jim felt even more passionately about this issue: 

You know, you take a commercial guy over here, and he'll get 100-some flounder. I'm              
limited to four, you know? He's going to take his fish and sell them to this little market 
over here. He's not going to eat ‘em. Here I am trying to fill my freezer up, eat it, and give 
it to everybody else, and they want to make a dollar. I don’t mind somebody makin’ a 
dollar, but why limit me because I want to feed somebody and then I can’t keep as much as 
this guy over here who’s trying to make money off of it? I don’t think it’s right (F1A). 
 

This highlights the disparity between large commercial fisheries and individuals recreationally 

fishing for food. Because they are not economically motivated and are likely not going to catch 

the same vast quantities of fish, it seems unfair for commercial fishermen to be granted a 

regulatory advantage. Jim also guessed that it is because there is “too much money involved” in 

commercial fishing for recreational fishermen to be granted the same rights as commercial 

fishermen (F1A). 

Feelings and perceptions towards commercial fishing were not always entirely negative, 

however. A part-time Carteret County resident we interviewed stated, “I think commercial 

fishing is really impacting us pleasure fishermen. That’s the good and bad of it, because I know 

commercial fishing is a lot of resources for families and businesses down here (F2A).” There are 

also recreational fishermen we interviewed concerned about the impact international fishing 

fleets have on local commercial fisheries. A fisherman from New Bern said, “I feel like it's too 
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many regulations on those guys [local commercial fishermen]. …We let the Japanese and 

whoever come off the coast, outside the territorial waters and catch unlimited quantities of spot 

and all these fish, and then the citizens that make a living, they have a lot of restrictions” (F14A). 

Rather than demonizing all commercial fishermen as was the case with a handful of other 

fishermen, this fisher cited commercial fishing from international fleets, namely the Japanese, as 

being especially problematic. 

 

iii) Environmental & Resource Management Concerns 

Environmental concerns were prominent among the fishermen we interviewed, and some 

common concerns that arose were regarding contamination, overfishing, or unsustainable fishing 

practices. On the subject of contamination, Gerald shared a story about his neighbor who 

contaminates the water in Adams Creek due to the drain lines in his house not being hooked up 

to his septic tank. He exclaimed, “I turned him up to the EPA, and they done nothing” (F7B).  

Of those that spoke about overfishing, many recognize the need for regulation, expressing 

a desire to protect the ecosystem and the people that depend on it, and in some cases, a desire to 

protect fishery resources for future generations. Cameron shared the following: 

I think any law that is going to help out our environment or our ecosystem is probably 
better for us in the long run because we have destroyed a lot of our natural resources. 
This place has been overfished for many, many years.… I know there's a lot of limits on 
fish and stuff like that that hurt a lot of people, but it's more the ecosystem that's hurt, 
which is why they in place, those limits (S3B). 
 
Several other respondents echo these remarks, using their personal experiences to attest 

to the fact that overfishing is happening. A fisherman we spoke to who was fishing for trash in 

an effort to clean up the water said,  

I often wonder how in the world can the fishery keep up. Again, we are not tree huggers 
because I have seen myself, and she's been coming down as long as I have, the fishing 
out on the piers and stuff has really declined over the last 15 years…. The fishing is 
dwindling... Overfished is what the problem is (S6B).   
 

Another middle-aged fisherman who had been fishing with his daughter shared,  

Just in my short life of growing up here, it's a lot harder to catch fish than it used to be. 
So, I shouldn't say this on a pier full of fishermen who probably would want to hang me 
on my way out, but the reality is without the right kind of regulations we're not going to 
have kids that can fish in 20 years. So it's important that we protect our resources (S10A).  
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Whereas these fishermen have had different experiences that have led them to their conclusions 

about overfishing, there is consensus here that perceived changes in catch levels are as a result of 

overfishing. Undoubtedly, recognition and respect for the regulation of fishing industries is an 

important issue to at least a portion of people fishing off of the Newport River Pier and the 

Grayden Paul Drawbridge. 

         Several fishers were also concerned about which species fishers were targeting. Doris 

complained about fishers on the Newport River Pier specifically targeting sharks “just to 

slaughter them and throw ‘em back” (F25A). She adds, “I think it ought to have no shark fishing 

signs and enforce it because I mean, just like that guy that night, he caught that shark, and when 

they come in, people like me that’s catching for food, it kills it because the fish not gonna come 

around” (F25A). 

She relates this concern back to fishing for food, saying that slaughtering sharks deters 

fish that she and others would catch to eat. Another salient environmentally-related theme that 

emerged in our analysis of fishing conflict was that of abuses of fishing laws on the dock. Doris 

also expressed her disgust at the general abuses of fishing laws she has witnessed on the pier 

I’ve seen them bring in maybe a 3-foot to a 4-foot shark, gut him, hang him over the edge 
there, let him bleed out, and then throw him in. And I’ve seen them take big skates and 
cut their tails off. Matter of fact, this guy caught a great big skate, whatever it was, and 
they cut the tail off and laid ‘em on the pier. And when she died, she spit out 4 babies 
about the size of my hand. And that broke my heart (F25A). 
 

She went on to discuss the efforts she makes, and sometimes arguments she has, with fishermen 

in an attempt to get them to simply throw these species back. Another fisherman we spoke to 

didn’t mention specific species but shared this frustration about people abusing fishing 

regulations. He noted, “There are people that come in, and this is pretty much people who come 

in from other places, they're not as concerned about regulations as maybe people are that live 

here. And so they'll catch things that there's no way in the world I would keep, and they keep it” 

(S4B). 

 
iv) Fishing Conflicts: Shrimp Trawlers 

 
         When it comes to conflict, shrimp trawlers are a popular topic among respondents, four 

of which discussed controversies surrounding these trawlers in local waters. Two of these 

respondents simply suggested that shrimp boats should be required to stay farther out (F2A, 
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S7A). One respondent, a bass fisher and part-time Carteret County resident said, “They're 

shrimping so close in that it really makes it difficult for us to catch much,” (F2A). Another 

respondent, who had been discussing the ability of shrimp trawlers to fish in sounds and 

intracoastal waterways, added that the shrimping was “Taking away from all the fish, because 

they're catching all the bait that the fish feeds on. And so that's making fisheries less around here 

…North Carolina is the only state on the East Coast that allows shrimp trawlers to come into 

intracoastal waterways and sounds” (F17A). Because intracoastal waterway and sounds act as 

nursery areas, trawling there threatens the survival of juvenile finfish and has resulted in 

“unsustainably high” bycatch levels (Barbieri, 2016). This is relevant to our recreational 

fishermen because it decreases the stocks of popular catch species, especially in intracoastal 

waterways where both of our study sites are located. 

 
Discussion 
 

Throughout our project, we have seen countless examples of how the Newport River Pier 

and Grayden Paul Drawbridge, and presumably structures similar to them, allow people who 

fish, their families, and their communities access to a variety of benefits. Our results have shown 

the wide-ranging types of values that public fishing infrastructure provides to residents of 

Carteret County and, by extension, elsewhere in NC and the region. People we talked to 

recognized the access, broadly defined, that this infrastructure provides them. Many respondents 

acknowledged these sites also support some people fishing who are truly fishing for 

‘subsistence’. But these fishing places are important and meaningful in many ways beyond just 

subsistence: we found these examples of public infrastructure to, among other things, provide 

physically accessible places that can provide healthy food (specifically protein), access to 

recreation, a free family activity, a way to carry on a family tradition, a way to improve mental 

health, and a place to bring and meet friends.  

The stories and experiences we collected from respondents attest to the valuable nature of 

public fishing infrastructure like the pier and bridge, through its provision of a public good to 

those on-site and off-site. While some fishers gave their catch to people off-site who simply 

enjoyed a seafood meal, others shared with those in need. By sharing their fish with others who 

were not at the pier or bridge as part of a large but informal economy, our respondents further 

extend the positive reach and impact of public fishing infrastructure to even more individuals. 
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Even though not many of the people we interviewed themselves said that they were reliant on the 

fish they caught for ‘subsistence’, their fishing at the Newport River Pier and Beaufort 

drawbridge was allowing for others who do rely on the fish as an important food source to be 

fed. These places act as a lever through which community members could strengthen social 

bonds and help each other out, bolstering an informal economy of fish. Because of these hidden 

benefits, our data illuminates the insufficiency of strict definitions of ‘subsistence’ to capture 

either the motivations of or the benefits to those who fish for food at our study sites.  Likewise, it 

teaches us that there is more to recreational fishing than the simple perspective that its primary 

motivation is for sport and for fun. 

Our study also suggests that many of those fishing for food were negatively impacted by 

Hurricane Florence. Impacts to popular fishing sites could have also limited the ability for 

subsistence fishers to access their typical catch, reducing food security. Damaged fishing sites 

also reduce the ability for people to utilize them for recreation. The potential losses in access to 

all of these benefits are another reason to prioritize repairs to fishing sites and infrastructure in 

the region.  

We found that over eighty percent of people of the people we talked to are consuming 

fish caught at the Newport River Pier and Grayden Paul Drawbridge. Given some of the fishing 

behaviors and perceptions surrounding toxicity that we described, including those related to fish 

preparation, water quality, and fishing advisories, there is also an opportunity for better public 

education surrounding these issues. The majority of people interviewed described frying their 

fish, which seals in toxins. Many of those were also sharing their fish with kids who are at 

greater risk of neurological and behavioral health problems in response to repeated exposure to 

PCBs in fish. Many said that they do not pay attention to fishing advisories, or seek out or 

receive information on water quality, pointing to the value of posting warnings about toxicity, 

fish preparation, risks to children, fishing advisories, and water quality on-site at popular fishing 

locations, where fishers would see it regularly. An effective way to ensure that those consuming 

their catch know what is safe to eat might be to advertise this information through local news 

outlets, online or on TV, the most popular methods for accessing information for our 

respondents. It would also be beneficial to post better signs or provide pamphlets at public 

fishing locations, noting active advisories.  
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The general lack of awareness about NCDEQ subsistence license waivers presents an 

opportunity to increase access to fishermen at these locations. There was limited knowledge of 

this waiver program, yet widespread acknowledgement of its usefulness. Better advertising could 

go beyond direct benefits to individuals and could also help the community of those fishing for 

food as a whole, given that we found a substantial number of fishers share their catch with their 

social networks. Better advertising of these waivers might also enable the state government to 

account for recreational fishermen that might not otherwise be licensed, which is valuable in that 

it would provide more accurate catch and licensing statistics, with implications for improving the 

accuracy of state fishery statistics. Essentially, if those fishing for food do not possess a license 

and continue to fish, the lack of record of their existence could be a detriment to their needs 

being effectively managed, and for policies to be put in place that support them. This could be 

remedied by enhancing the Commissions’ partnership with county Departments of Social 

Services, to jointly promote the waivers and advertise about their existence – perhaps at places 

frequented by recreational fishers. This could include flyers at bait shops, as well as popular 

fishing spots – perhaps even those specifically identified as hubs for subsistence fishers. Other 

strategies include making the subsistence fishing license waivers a standard talking point for case 

workers at DSS when consulting with citizens on SNAP (formerly food stamps), whereas now 

they are only mentioned after a specific enquiry.   

 

Challenges 

This study did not take place without challenges. Despite our efforts to fish first before 

interviewing in an attempt to put people at ease, we faced a lot of suspicion from our 

respondents, and were often still viewed as outsiders. It was at times difficult to gain the trust of 

our subjects, and many believed that we were from NC Fish and Wildlife and checking licenses, 

even when we told fishers at the study sites that we were students doing research. This lack of 

trust may have prevented people from opening up as much as we would have liked, making them 

stick to yes or no answers or feel reluctant about going into detail about their habits and 

practices. At times, we suspected that respondents were not telling us the truth about certain 

things, perhaps because of this suspicion. Though some of these difficulties are common to 

interviewing previously unknown subjects, we recognize that this likely affected the data 

collected. 
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Other challenges included those of circumstances out of our control. For example, we 

experienced a great deal of difficulty with the audio quality of our recordings from the 

interviews. Occasional high winds and/or traffic crossing by our study sites made it difficult to 

hear our respondents. Some interview audio was not decipherable because of this background 

noise. Additionally, we lost a good portion of our planned interview season (from September 11th 

– October 1st) because of the forced Hurricane Florence evacuation, and the resulting clean-up 

effort. By the time our interviews started after the hurricane, there were only a few weeks before 

the weather was less reliably warm and clear, and there were fewer and fewer people out fishing 

at our study sites. We also have no way of knowing what groups we might have failed to reach 

with our interviews by not conducting any in the month of September. Additionally, in 

November, there were times when we would go to our study sites to conduct interviews and find 

no one fishing. On a similar note, the Grayden Paul Drawbridge, which had been in a permanent 

erect position since its closing, began to be dismantled on November 12th, 2018. This meant that 

it was blocked off, and could no longer be used by fishers, or by us as a study site for the 

remainder of our interview period. 

We also encountered some difficulties with the consistency of our questions, as well as 

our ability to record quantitative aspects from the interviews. Because each interviewer did not 

always ask each question in exactly the same way, the answers we received from respondents 

sometimes differed in their structure and content. When trying to enter our data post-interview 

with these responses, it was at times difficult to fit responses into predetermined categories, and 

we see the potential benefits of a more structured, quantitative look at these same issues. This 

brings us to some ideas for future research. 

 

Avenues for Future Research 

     It is almost inevitable that we would conclude an exploratory study of this nature with 

even more questions than we started with. This project was a giant undertaking, and any one of 

our five objectives (see box 1) could be explored more deeply as an entire research project. 

There are also a variety of different methods other than those that we used to explore these issues 

that would yield complementary and interesting results. There are a variety of specific areas that 

would be valuable to explore in more depth. First, we encountered varying perspectives of 

environmental attitudes and the conservation of natural resources that only briefly appear in this 
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paper. It could be interesting to look into how attitudes toward conservation and sustainable 

fisheries management differ among those who fish for food and those in other groups. Secondly, 

we talked to many fishers who were opinionated about fisheries regulations in North Carolina, 

including size limits, species restrictions, and catch limits. It would be interesting to follow up on 

this point and identify again how these opinions differ based on the respondents’ relationship to 

subsistence fishing, as well as if these opinions are shaped by personal experience, or through the 

discussion with other fishermen as part of the ‘social life of the dock.’ Looking further into 

perceived conflicts between recreational or subsistence fishing and commercial fisheries would 

also be worth a study. Other ideas could include looking at differences in fishing for food along 

racial, gender, or socioeconomic lines, or at the characteristics of those fishing for food at 

different times of day, including at night. Though we conducted a few interviews at the Newport 

River Pier at night, and also asked fishers to describe the community that fishes at night, lack of 

detailed or sufficiently direct questions did not provide us much in terms of useful results. 

Although a quarter of our respondents were women, a whole study specifically looking at 

women who fish for food could better describe this group. Lastly, because a few Hispanic or 

Latino fishers declined our interview requests due to a language barrier, a future study with a 

Spanish-speaking interviewer would allow us to not exclude that demographic.  

Another idea for future exploration could be to conduct interviews at different study sites. 

We discuss ‘Carteret County’ throughout this paper, but our study sites are just in two 

neighboring cities within the county, Beaufort and Morehead City. There is a large, less 

populated area of the County that is a major fishing area known as ‘Down East’ that is likely 

socially and culturally distinct from our study sites. ‘Down East’ may not be accurately 

represented by these results because many fishers there have access to private docks and fishing 

spots and do not necessarily use large public fishing infrastructure. Future studies could look at 

some of our objectives in that region at those types of fishing locations. Additionally, a 

comparison between our initial study sites and pay-piers such as Oceanana or Bogue Inlet (once 

repaired) may also provide interesting insights. Similarly, both the Newport River Pier and 

Grayden Paul Drawbridge are in the Newport River estuarine area, and research on ocean-sided 

public infrastructure might yield different results. Our methods and research objectives could 

also be used in areas outside of Carteret County or even North Carolina, to learn more about the 

population fishing for food in other communities and states. 



 

 54 

 Finally, one example of another method that would be useful for a study of fishing for 

food in Carteret County would be a structured survey. A structured survey would be a better way 

to capture certain economic and fisheries management-related data such as fishing effort, total 

catch, catch consumed, and income information.  For this study, the first of its kind conducted in 

the area, we were unsure how well a structured survey would be received and preferred the more 

flexible and personable semi-structured interview to provide better context in characterizing and 

learning about this community. However, because of our generally warm reception we think that 

there might be an appetite for a survey going forward.  

 

Conclusion 

This study provides insight into a largely unstudied population and phenomenon, which 

is valuable in and of itself. We have documented a variety of values that people attribute to 

recreational fishing, including fun, nutrition, sport, mental health, and tradition. Beyond this, we 

have evidence of the invaluable nature of public fishing infrastructure like the pier and bridge, 

through its provision of a public good to those on-site and off-site. We have found that a 

considerable population of those recreationally fishing in our study locations fish for food, and 

that a portion of them, their families and their communities rely on the access to this food source, 

which has important implications for food security. In the future, more specific research into 

topics within the broader ‘fishing for food’ in Carteret County, which we have developed a 

framework for, can lead to even more important insights and impacts. We hope that in 

uncovering the range and magnitude of values which fishermen attribute to this infrastructure, 

we can help make the case that public fishing spaces are worth the federal and state expenses 

required to maintain these sites.  
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APPENDIX 1 
 

ORAL CONSENT PROCESS FOR INTERVIEWS  
IRB permit no. 2018-0427 

 
Subsistence Recreational Fishing participants 

 
Hi, my name is Cassandra Nieman/Alexie Rudman/Elizabeth Nowlin/Maggie Chory and I am a 
graduate/undergraduate student at Duke Marine Lab studying local fishing issues as part of my 
Master’s Project/thesis. I have been out here fishing and interviewing other fishers about their 
fishing experiences and preferences. I would be interested in learning a bit more about your own 
experiences. Would you be interested in chatting for a bit while we fish? 
 
If you agree to participate, the discussion would be about your experiences and opinions about 
fishing and seafood here at the [bridge/pier] and elsewhere in Carteret County [or other]. It 
would be very helpful if I can chat with you informally about your fishing history, values, 
harvesting strategies, and utilization strategies. There is no strict limit, but I expect it to take 10 
minutes. 
 
The purpose of this research is to explore the role subsistence fishing assumes in supporting 
livelihoods, economies, social ties, and culture in Carteret County. 
I would like to audio record our conversations, but even if you are uncomfortable with that, I 
would still like to interview you. The recordings and my notes will not use your name. I will use 
a unique identifier code in my research paper to identify the data while keeping your identity 
confidential. 
 
Portions of interview transcripts may also be used in related presentations and publications. 
Upon completion of this project, the recordings and interview transcripts may be made accessible 
for future research/educational use. Quotations from your interview may be used in written 
papers or presentations, but your name and/or other identifying information will always be kept 
confidential. 
 
You can skip any question that you don’t want to answer. You can also stop our interview at any 
time, for any reason. I will not be reporting any of your fishing behaviors to anyone. It is solely 
for my research and Master’s Project aimed at understanding the fishing community better. 
 
Do you have any questions about me and my research? 
 
If you have any questions down the line or would like to chat more at length, I have a business 
card I can give you with my contact information. 
 
Do you give me your permission to start the interview? 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

SUMMER SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW SCRIPT 
Guide:  
Start with easy conversation about fishing 
-having any luck 
-always fish here or try other locations 
-why do you fish here  
-ever fish from the shore 
-boat use 
 
Familiarize backgrounds  
-where are you from  
-who are you here with 
-how long have you been fishing 
-who taught you how to fish 
-main reason you fish 
-cultural, social, or nutritional reasons? 
Probe about harvesting strategies 
-equipment  
-how often do you fish per week/month 
-how many hours per outing -fishing for/avoiding any species 
-certain time of day?  
-bait 
 
Probe about utilization strategies  
-keep, sell, freeze, eat today, share, trade any or all of catch? With whom? 
-participate in fish frys  
-will others in household eat catch  
-how many meals out of it 
-prepare/cook 
Probe about perceived toxicity 
-clean, medium, or dirty fish/water quality 
Demographic information 
-gender 
-age  
-ethnicity 
-where do you live  
-how did you get here - car, walk, bike 
 
Regulations and Fishing conflicts  
-opinions on how fishing resources are currently regulated and should be in future 
-views on recent fishing conflicts in North Carolina 
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APPENDIX 3 
 

SUMMER SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
	

Start	of	Block:	Interview	Guide	

 
Q1 Respondent ID: 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q2 ID from observation sketch: 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	

Start	of	Block:	Social	

 
Q3 Is he/she keeping to themself or socializing? 

▢  Keeping to themself  (1)  

▢  Socializing within group  (2)  

▢  Socializing with others on pier  (3)  
 
	
 
Q4 What kind of behaviors is he/she partaking in aside from fishing? 

▢  On their phone for extended periods of time  (1)  

▢  Playing music  (2)  

▢  Reading a book  (3)  

▢  Other:  (4) ________________________________________________ 

▢  None  (5)  
 

End	of	Block:	Social	
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Start	of	Block:	Easy	Conversation	

 
Q5 Why do you fish at this location? 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q6 Do you always fish at this location? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip	To:	Q7	If	Do	you	always	fish	at	this	location?	=	No	
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Q7 Where else do you fish in Carteret County? 

▢  Oceanana Pier  (1)  

▢  Beaufort docks  (2)  

▢  Radio Island shore  (3)  

▢  Atlantic Beach shore  (4)  

▢  Beaufort Drawbridge shore (Morehead side)  (5)  

▢  Beaufort Drawbridge shore (Beaufort side)  (6)  

▢  Newport River Pier (Morehead)  (7)  

▢  Offshore (by boat  (8)  

▢  Fort Macon shore  (9)  

▢  Other:  (10) ________________________________________________ 

▢  Other:  (11) ________________________________________________ 

▢  Other:  (12) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q8 What do you fish off of? 

▢  Pier  (1)  

▢  Dock  (2)  

▢  Bridge  (3)  

▢  Shore  (4)  

▢  Boat  (5)  
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End	of	Block:	Easy	Conversation	
	

Start	of	Block:	Familiarize	Backgrounds	

 
Q9 Who are you fishing with/near today? 

▢  Family  (1)  

▢  Friends  (2)  

▢  Significant other/spouse  (3)  

▢  Other:  (4) ________________________________________________ 

▢  No one  (5)  
 
	
 
Q10 At what age did you start fishing? 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q11 How many years of experience do you have fishing? 

________________________________________________________________	
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Q12 Who taught you how to fish? 

o Mom  (1)  

o Dad  (2)  

o Grandma  (3)  

o Grandpa  (4)  

o Friend  (5)  

o Sibling  (6)  

o Self  (7)  

o Other:  (8) ________________________________________________ 
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Q13 What is the main reason you fish? 

▢  Food  (1)  

▢  Fun/Enjoy it  (2)  

▢  Relaxation  (3)  

▢  Money  (4)  

▢  Cultural purposes  (5)  

▢  Social purposes  (6)  

▢  Nutrition/diet  (7)  

▢  Free activity  (8)  

▢  Family time  (9)  

▢  Other:  (10) ________________________________________________ 

▢  Sport  (11)  

▢  Hurricane relief  (12)  
 

End	of	Block:	Familiarize	Backgrounds	
	

Start	of	Block:	Fish	Harvesting	Strategies	

 
Q14 How many hours do you usually spend in one fishing outing? 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q15 How many times a week do you go out fishing? 

________________________________________________________________	
 

Skip	To:	Q16	If	How	many	times	a	week	do	you	go	out	fishing?	Is	Empty	
	



 

 68 

 
Q16 How many times a year do you go out fishing this season? 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q17 What have you been catching today? 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q18 Is there a certain species you're targeting today? 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q19 Is there a certain species you avoid? 

________________________________________________________________	
 

Skip	To:	Q20	If	Is	there	a	certain	species	you	avoid?	Is	Not	Empty	
	
 
Q20 Why do you avoid catching this species? 

________________________________________________________________	
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Q21 What fishing gear do you usually use? 

▢  Commercial  (1)  

▢  Rods and reels  (2)  

▢  Handlines  (3)  

▢  Castnets  (4)  

▢  Spears  (5)  

▢  Crab Traps/Pots  (6)  

▢  Other  (7) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q22 Do you try to come out at a certain time of day? 

o High tide  (1)  

o Morning  (2)  

o Afternoon  (3)  

o Evening  (4)  

o All day  (5)  

o Other:  (6) ________________________________________________ 

o No  (7)  
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Q23 What type of bait is he/she using? 

▢  Shrimp  (1)  

▢  Squid  (2)  

▢  Artificial  (3)  

▢  Fiddler crabs  (4)  

▢  Night crawlers  (5)  

▢  Bait fish that are caught (or cut bait)  (6)  

▢  Shad  (7)  

▢  Other  (8) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q57 How do you get your bait? 

o Buy it  (1)  

o Catch it  (2)  

o Gifted  (3)  

o Other:  (4) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q24 Does he/she have a cooler? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
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Q58 Does he/she have a bucket to bring fish home (instead of cooler)? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
	
 
Q25 Is he/she using multiple lines? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

End	of	Block:	Fish	Harvesting	Strategies	
	

Start	of	Block:	Fish	Utilization	Strategies	

 
Q26 Have you been to a fish fry in this area in the last year? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
	
 
Q27 Will you keep everything you catch of a good size? 

o All of it  (1)  

o Some of it  (2)  

o None of it  (3)  
 

Skip	To:	End	of	Block	If	Will	you	keep	everything	you	catch	of	a	good	size?	=	None	of	it	
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Q28 Are you going to sell any of your catch? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip	To:	Q29	If	Are	you	going	to	sell	any	of	your	catch?	=	Yes	
	
 
Q59 Have you ever sold any of your catch? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
	
 
Q29 Who are you going to sell your catch to or have you sold your catch to in the past? 

▢  Local markets  (1)  

▢  Friends  (2)  

▢  Neighbors  (3)  

▢  Other:  (4) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q30 Do you usually trade any of your catch? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
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Q31 Who are you going to share your catch with outside of the household? 

▢  Friends  (1)  

▢  Family  (2)  

▢  Neighbors  (3)  

▢  Significant other/spouse  (4)  

▢  People on the pier  (5)  

▢  Other:  (6) ________________________________________________ 

▢  No one  (7)  
 
	
 
Q61 Do you bring your catch home for your family to eat? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip	To:	Q62	If	Do	you	bring	your	catch	home	for	your	family	to	eat?	=	Yes	
	
 
Q62 Check off which family members will be consuming the catch and how many: 

▢  Kid(s)  (1) ________________________________________________ 

▢  Adults  (2) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q33 Are you going to freeze any of your catch? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
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Q34 How much of your catch will you consume today? 

o All of it  (1)  

o Most of it  (2)  

o Some of it  (3)  

o None of it  (4)  
 
	
 
Q35 How do you prepare/cook your catch? 

▢  Grill  (1)  

▢  Fry  (2)  

▢  Bake  (3)  

▢  Poach  (4)  

▢  Boil  (5)  

▢  Other:  (6) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q36 How many servings can you get out of a typical day's catch?  

________________________________________________________________	
 

End	of	Block:	Fish	Utilization	Strategies	
	

Start	of	Block:	Toxicity	
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Q37 Before the hurricane, did you perceive the water quality to be clean, medium, or dirty? 

o Clean  (1)  

o Medium  (2)  

o Dirty  (3)  
 
	
 
Q63 Since the hurricane, has your perception of the water quality changed? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip	To:	Q64	If	Since	the	hurricane,	has	your	perception	of	the	water	quality	changed?	=	Yes	
	
 
Q64 Has the water gotten cleaner or dirtier? 

o Cleaner  (1)  

o Dirtier  (2)  
 

End	of	Block:	Toxicity	
	

Start	of	Block:	Demographic	Information	
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Q38 Where do you live? 

o Beaufort  (1)  

o Morehead City  (2)  

o New Bern  (3)  

o Newport  (4)  

o Kinston  (5)  

o Havelock  (6)  

o Other:  (7) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q39 Gender: 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q40 What is your ethnicity? 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q41 How old are you? 

________________________________________________________________	
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Q42 Describe the people here with you: 

	 Gender	(1)	 Ethnicity	(2)	 Age	(3)	 Relation	(4)	

Person	1	(1)		 	 	 	 	

Person	2	(2)		 	 	 	 	

Person	3	(3)		 	 	 	 	

Person	4	(4)		 	 	 	 	

Person	5	(5)		 	 	 	 	

 
 
	
 
Q43 How did you get here? 

o Walk  (1)  

o Bike  (2)  

o Car  (3)  

o Other:  (4) ________________________________________________ 
 

End	of	Block:	Demographic	Information	
	

Start	of	Block:	Regulations	and	Fishing	Conflicts	
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Q44 Do you have any thoughts on how fishery resources are currently or should be regulated? 

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q46 Are you aware of and do you have any views on recent fishing conflicts in North Carolina 

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	
 

End	of	Block:	Regulations	and	Fishing	Conflicts	
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APPENDIX 4 
 

FALL SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW SCRIPT 
 
What are you catching today? 
 
Do you live in Carteret County? 
o If no, where/how far away are you from? (hours) 
 
  
Why do you fish at this location? 
o Do you always fish at this location? 
o Where else do you fish in Carteret County? 
o What do you fish off of (infrastructure type) and why? 
  
 
Do you usually fish with anyone else? 
Do you have friends that fish here? [trying to see if the dock is a social space] 
o Do you see many of the same people there? 
o What do you think of the people that fish there? 
o Do you ever fish here at night? Describe the people here 
 
  
How often do you fish? 
o How many hours do you usually spend in one fishing outing? 
o Do you try to come out at a certain time of day? 
o How many times a week do you go out fishing in the fall, winter, spring, and 
summer? 
 
  
What fishing gear do you usually use? 
o Does this differ with the seasons? If so, how does it differ in each season? 
o How do you get your bait? 
 
What species do you target in the fall? Spring? Summer? 
  
Is there a certain species that you wouldn’t bring home 
o why? 
 
  
What is the main reason you fish? 
o Probe: for food? 
 
Are you going to bring fish home for either you or others to eat? 
 
------------------------------------ END INTERVIEW IF ANSWER IS NO------------------------------- 
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How much of your catch do you think you’ll keep today? (none, up to the limit, half, ¾, 
all) 
How much of your catch will you consume today? (none, up to the limit, half, ¾, all) 
o Are you going to freeze any of your catch? How much? 
o How do you prepare/cook your catch? 
o How many servings can you get out of a typical day&#39;s catch? 
 
  
Do you bring your catch home for your family to eat? 
 
o Check off how many kids/adults will be consuming the catch 
o Who else are you going to share your catch with? (friends, family, people on pier, 
…) 
o Does X group rely on this fish as an important food source? 
  
 
  
Are you going to sell any of your catch? 
o Have you ever sold any of your catch? 
o Who are you going to sell your catch to or have you sold your catch to in the 
past? 
o Do you usually trade any of your catch? 
 
Do you go to community events where fish is served? (fish frys) 
  
Has the hurricane impacted your regular fishing habits? 
 
[Probe: gear change? Change in target species? Fishing more often?] 
o Has the hurricane affected any of your fishing spots?   
o Has your amount of catch been impacted since the storm? 
o Have you noticed a change in the amount of people fishing here since the 
hurricane? 
 
Before the hurricane, did you perceive the water quality to be clean, medium, or dirty? 
o Since the hurricane, has your perception of the water quality changed? 
o Has the water gotten cleaner or dirtier? 
o Have you had any concerns about contamination while fishing post-hurricane? 
 
  
We are interested in where people get their information about toxicity in fish. Where do 
you get your information for this? 
o Probe: friends? Word of mouth? Radio? newspaper? 
o Specific organization you get your information from? 
o Do you pay attention to fishing advisories? 
 



 

 81 

Are you aware that NCDEQ offers free fishing licenses for individuals on food stamps, 
medicaid, or  work first family assistance? 
o Do you think this information would be valuable to people who fish here? 
o Do you think others are aware that this exists? 
 
Do you have any thoughts on how fishery resources are currently or should be 
regulated? 
 
Are you aware of and do you have any views on recent fishing conflicts in North 
Carolina? 
 
How long have you been fishing for food? 
  
Demographics: 
o Gender 
o What is your ethnicity? 
o How old are you? 
o What do you do for a living? 
 
Describe the people here with you (gender, ethnicity, age, relation): 
 
To add to Observations per person (on Qualtrics): 
· Does he/she have a cooler? 
· Does he/she have a bucket to bring fish home (instead of cooler)? 
· Is he/she using multiple lines? 
· Is he/she keeping to themself or socializing? 
· What kind of behaviors is he/she partaking in aside from fishing? 
· Fishing for food? Yes or No? 
-----END INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT----- 
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APPENDIX 5 
 

FALL QUANTITATIVE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
 
Start	of	Block:	Default	Question	Block	

 
Q1 Respondent ID: 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q2 Do you live in Carteret County? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip	To:	Q3	If	Do	you	live	in	Carteret	County?	=	No	
	
 
Q3 How far away are you from? 

o <1 hour away  (1)  

o 1-3 hours away  (2)  

o 3-5 hours away  (3) 

o 5+ hours away  (4)  
 
	
 
Q4 How many hours do you usually spend in one fishing outing? 

________________________________________________________________	
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Q5 How many times a week do you go out fishing in each season? 

	 Summer	(1)	 Fall	(2)	 Winter	(3)	 Spring	(4)	

Fishing	outings	per	
week	(1)		 	 	 	 	

 
 
	
 
Q6 What type of species do you target in each season? 

	 Summer	(1)	 Fall	(2)	 Winter	(3)	 Spring	(4)	

Type	of	species	(1)		 	 	 	 	

 
 
	
 
Q7 How much of your catch do you think you'll keep today? 

o All  (1)  

o 3/4  (2)  

o 1/2  (3)  

o 1/4  (4)  

o None  (5)  

o Up to the limit  (6)  
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Q8 How much of your catch will you consume today? 

o All  (1)  

o 3/4  (2)  

o 1/2  (3)  

o 1/4  (4)  

o None  (5)  
 
	
 
Q9 Are you going to freeze any of your catch? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip	To:	Q10	If	Are	you	going	to	freeze	any	of	your	catch?	=	Yes	
	
 
Q10 How much of your catch are going to freeze? 

o All  (1)  

o 3/4  (2)  

o 1/2  (3)  

o 1/4  (4)  

o None  (5)  
 
	
 
Q11 How many servings can you get out of a typical day's catch? 

________________________________________________________________	
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Q12 Do you bring your catch home for your family to eat? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip	To:	Q13	If	Do	you	bring	your	catch	home	for	your	family	to	eat?	=	Yes	
	
 
Q13 Check off how many kids and adults in the family will be consuming the catch: 

▢  Kids  (1) ________________________________________________ 

▢  Adults  (2) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q14 Does X group rely on this as an important food source? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
	
 
Q15 Are you going to sell any of your catch? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
	
 
Q16 Before the hurricane, did you perceive the water to be clean, medium, or dirty? 

o Clean  (1)  

o Medium  (2)  

o Dirty  (3)  
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Q17 Since the hurricane, do you think the water is cleaner, about the same, or dirtier? 

o Cleaner  (1)  

o Same  (2)  

o Dirtier  (3)  
 
	
 
Q18 Have you had any concerns about contamination while fishing post-hurricane? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
	
 
Q19 Where do you get your information about toxicity in fish? 

▢  Radio  (1)  

▢  Online  (2)  

▢  TV  (3)  

▢  Word of mouth  (4)  

▢  Newspaper  (5)  

▢  Posted Signs  (6)  
 
	
 
Q20 Do you pay attention to state fishing advisories? 

o Yes  (5)  

o No  (6)  
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Q21 Did he/she mention a specific source/organization? 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q22 Are you aware that NCDEQ offers free fishing licenses for individuals on food stamps, 
Medicaid, or work first family assistance? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
	
 
Q23 How long have you been fishing for food (years)? 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q24 Gender: 

o Male  (1)  

o Female  (2)  
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Q25 Ethnicity: 

o White  (1)  

o Black or African American  (2)  

o American Indian or Alaska Native  (3)  

o Asian  (4)  

o Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  (5)  

o Hispanic  (6)  

o Other  (7) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q26 Age: 

o 18-24  (1)  

o 25-39  (2)  

o 40-60  (3)  

o 61+  (4)  
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Q27 Describe the people here with you: 

	 Gender	(1)	 Ethnicity	(2)	 Age	(3)	

Person	1	(1)		 	 	 	

Person	2	(2)		 	 	 	

Person	3	(3)		 	 	 	

Person	4	(4)		 	 	 	

Person	5	(5)		 	 	 	

Person	6	(6)		 	 	 	

 
 
	
 
Q28 Does he/she have a cooler? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
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Q29 Does he/she have a bucket to bring home fish (instead of a cooler)? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
	
 
Q30 Is he/she using multiple lines? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
	
 
Q31 Is he/she keeping to themself or socializing? 

o Keeping to self  (1)  

o Socializing with others in group  (2)  

o Socializing with others at location  (3)  
 
	
 
Q32 What kind of behaviors is he/she partaking in aside from fishing? 

▢  On their phone for extended periods of time  (1)  

▢  Playing music  (2)  

▢  Reading a book  (3)  

▢  Other:  (4) ________________________________________________ 

▢  None  (5)  
 

End	of	Block:	Default	Question	Block	
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APPENDIX 6	
SUMMER & FALL OBSERVATIONAL DATA SHEET 

Start	of	Block:	Environmental	Factors	

 
Q1 Identification Sheet # 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q2 Location Name: 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q3 Date (mm/dd/yyyy): 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q4 Time of Arrival: 

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q5 Time of Departure: 

________________________________________________________________	
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Q6 Tide: 

o Low  (1)  

o High  (2)  

o Rising  (3)  

o Falling  (4)  
 
	
 
Q7 Weather conditions: 

▢  Sunny  (1)  

▢  Raining  (2)  

▢  Cloudy  (3)  

▢  Windy  (4)  

▢  Other:  (5) ________________________________________________ 
 
	
 
Q8 Temperature: 

o 50s or below  (1)  

o 60s  (2)  

o 70s  (3)  

o 80s  (4)  

o 90s or above  (5)  
 

End	of	Block:	Environmental	Factors	
	

Start	of	Block:	Population	
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Q9 Approximate number of fishers: 

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	

________________________________________________________________	
 
	
 
Q10 Does there appear to be any non-fishers at the location? 

o None  (1)  

o Some  (2)  

o A lot  (3)  
 
	
 
Q11 Number of people in groups vs. pairs vs. alone 

	 How	many	(1)	

Groups	(1)		 	

Pairs	(2)		 	

Alone	(3)		 	
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Q12 Demographic characteristics of each fisher: 

	 Age	range,	race,	gender	(1)	

Individual	1	(1)		 	

Individual	2	(2)		 	

Individual	3	(3)		 	

Individual	4	(4)		 	

Individual	5	(5)		 	

Individual	6	(6)		 	

Individual	7	(7)		 	

Individual	8	(8)		 	

Individual	9	(9)		 	
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Individual	10	(10)		 	

Individual	11	(11)		 	

Individual	12	(12)		 	

Individual	13	(13)		 	

Individual	14	(14)		 	

Individual	15	(15)		 	

Individual	16	(16)		 	

Individual	17	(17)		 	

Individual	18	(18)		 	

Individual	19	(19)		 	

Individual	20	(20)		 	
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End	of	Block:	Population	

Individual	21	(21)		 	

Individual	22	(22)		 	

Individual	23	(23)		 	

Individual	24	(24)		 	

Individual	25	(25)		 	

Individual	26	(26)		 	

Individual	27	(27)		 	

Individual	28	(28)		 	

Individual		29	(29)		 	

Individual	30	(30)		 	
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Start	of	Block:	Location	Information	

Q13 Presence of amenities: 

▢  Restrooms  (1)  

▢  Fish cleaning tables  (2)  

▢  Benches/seating  (3)  

▢  Trashcans  (4)  

▢  Recycling bins  (5)  

▢  Fishing line tubes  (6)  

▢  Other:  (7) ________________________________________________ 

▢  None  (8)  
 
	
 
Q14 Signage: 

▢  Water quality  (1)  

▢  Hooking seabirds/sea turtles  (2)  

▢  Fishing regulations  (3)  

▢  Littering  (4)  

▢  Other:  (5) ________________________________________________ 

▢  None  (6)  
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Q15 What activity is going on around the location? 

▢  Surfing  (1)  

▢  Boating  (2)  

▢  Stand up paddleboarding  (3)  

▢  Other:  (4) ________________________________________________ 

▢  None  (5)  
 

End	of	Block:	Location	Information	
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APPENDIX 7 
 

PHOTOS 
 

Newport River Pier 
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