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SURVEY FINDINGS 

A total of 825 completed surveys were obtained from the 
50,000 email messages that were sent out over the ten-
week sampling period. However, a meaningful response 
rate is not readily available, as data were not collected re-
garding how many respondents, for whatever reason, may 
have deleted the survey email message without opening or 
reading. In addition, the number of respondents who may 
have failed to submit a partially completed survey was also 
not collected. These sources of non-response, and the in-
herent biases that are associated with them, also exist for 
other survey implementation methods, such as a mailed 
survey. However, the motivation behind such non-re-
sponse may be inherently different for online surveys, as 
potential respondents may have concerns about Internet 
security and the receipt of electronic junk mail or “spam” 
(Kaplowitz, Hadlock and Levine, 2016).  

The survey findings will be discussed by question in the or-
der in which the questions were presented on the survey 
instrument. Unless stated otherwise, all tabulated response 
data are provided as percentages, the total of which may 
not equal 100 for the respective question, due to rounding 
errors. In addition, respondents were directed to select “all 
that apply” for a suite of choices on certain questions. Other 
sources of discrepancies may exist due to incomplete re-
sponses for all options within a given question. Finally, 
some questions had an open-ended response option for 
“Other.” Those responses are not tabulated or discussed in 
this report and can be obtained from the authors upon re-
quest. 

Depth Zone Fished 

Q.1 – Of the total number of saltwater fishing trips you 
take on a vessel in an average year, what percentage are 
spent primarily in the following depth zones? (Table 1) 

For the respondents who answered Q.1, 37% of the saltwa-
ter fishing trips that are taken in an average year are in wa-
ter less than 30 feet in depth. The majority of trips (63%) are 
taken in deeper water, with 16%, 15%, and 11% taken in 
depths of 31-60 feet, 61-90 feet, and 91-120 feet, respec-
tively. A total of 21% of trips are taken in water greater than 
120 feet in depth, with 10% taken in water greater than 200 
feet in depth. [Note: Those respondents who indicated that 
all their trips were taken in depths of less than 30 feet were 
routed to Q.21 to complete the survey.]  

Key Finding: Almost two-thirds of the trips taken by re-
spondents were in depths greater than 30 feet, which are 
depths for which barotrauma symptoms can be more pro-
nounced. 

Familiarity with Floaters 

Q.2 – While releasing reef fish (for example, snapper, 
grouper, etc.) caught from deep water have you ever no-
ticed that some were physically unable to return to the 
bottom on their own? Such fish are often referred to as 
“floaters.” (Yes/No) 

Though recognition of the specific symptoms was not solic-
ited, 71% of the respondents indicated having seen fish that 
had difficulty returning to depth. At this point in the survey, 
respondents had not been asked about their knowledge of 
barotrauma or specific symptoms of fish suffering from ba-
rotrauma,  

Key Finding: Almost three-fourths of survey respondents 
who fished at depths greater than 30 feet had observed fish 
having difficulty returning to depth. Thus, the key problem 
with barotrauma was familiar to respondents, regardless of 
their level of exposure to the barotrauma concept or their 
avidity to fishing in deeper water. [Note: Those respondents 
who indicated they had never noticed fish having difficulty 
returning to depth were routed to Q.21 to complete the sur-
vey.]  

Q.3 – True or False. The following symptoms are visible 
signs associated with floaters. (Table 2) 

Respondents were provided with four different conditions 
and asked which of these were symptomatic with floaters. 
The correct response was “True” for all four symptoms. The 
majority of respondents correctly indicated that “Bugged 
eyes” (82%), “Swollen belly” (90%), and “Organ protruding 
out of the mouth” (94%) were symptoms associated with 
barotrauma. However, only 64% of the respondents cor-
rectly identified “Guts protruding” as a barotrauma symp-
tom.  

Table 1. Of the total number of saltwater fishing trips 
you take on a vessel in an average year, what percentage 
are spent primarily in the following depth zones? (n=825) 

Less than 30 feet  37% 

31 to 60 feet 16% 

61 to 90 feet 15% 

91 to 120 feet 11% 

121 to 150 feet 5% 

151 to 180 feet 4% 

181 to 200 feet 3% 

Greater than 200 feet 10% 
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 True False % Correct 

“Bugged” or protruding eyes 
(n=504) 

414 90 82% 

Swollen or distended belly 
(n=506) 

453 53 90% 

Organ sticking out of the 
mouth (n=511) 

481 30 94% 

“Guts” protruding from anal 
opening (n=502) 

320 182 64% 

 

Spleen (n=6) 1% 

Stomach (n=174) 34% 

Swim bladder (n=240) 47% 

Other (n=4) 1% 

I don’t know (n=92) 18% 

*bold indicates correct answer 

 

The fish will not survive anyway (n=5) 8% 

They can eventually get back down on their own (n=10) 17% 

I’m not aware of methods and/or gear to help fish return 
to depth (n=36) 

61% 

I don’t think it’s a problem (n=2) 3% 

It doesn’t affect that many fish (n=9) 15% 

Other (n=15) 25% 
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Takes too much time (n=2) 6% 

Unsafe on a moving deck (n=1) 3% 

Costs too much (n=1) 3% 

Requires too much space for storage (n=1) 3% 

Don’t understand how to use it (n=7) 20% 

Difficult/cumbersome to use (n=7) 20% 

Don’t think it helps the fish … they will die anyway 
(n=7) 

20% 

I use a fish descending/recompression device 
(n=10) 

29% 

I don't know what a venting tool is (n=7) 20% 

Other, please explain (n=6) 17% 

 

mouth (n=41) 10% 

pectoral fin (n=265) 64% 

belly region (n=85) 21% 

intestines (n=15) 4% 

posterior (n= 1) 0% 

muscle region (n=3) 1% 

other (n=5) 1% 
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Q. 11 – How confident are you that you’re properly vent-
ing fish?  

A sliding scale method was used to assess respondents’ 
confidence in their ability to properly vent fish. Respond-
ents were instructed to use their cursor to move a sliding 
locator between the values of 1 and 5, with“1 being least 
confident and 5 being most confident. The resulting aver-
age value across all respondents was 3.71, suggesting re-
spondents were somewhat confident in their ability to 
properly vent fish.  

Key Finding: Respondents indicated an average confi-
dence level suggesting a need for further improvement in 
training on the use of venting tools.  

Q. 12 – How confident are you that venting helps fish to 
survive?  

A sliding scale method was used to assess respondents’ 
confidence that venting helps floaters to survive. As with Q. 
11, respondents were instructed to use their cursor to move 
a sliding locator between the values of 1 and 5, with 1 being 
least confident and 5 being most confident. The resulting 
average value across all respondents was 3.63, suggesting 
respondents were somewhat confident that venting helps 
floaters survive being released.  

Key Finding: Respondents provided a generally positive 
level of confidence that venting does help released floaters 
survive. 

Q. 13 – Do you feel you need more information/training 
on the proper use of venting tools? (Yes/No) 

Approximately two-thirds of the respondents (63%) indi-
cated that they needed more information and/or training 
on the use of venting tools.  

Key Finding: This finding corroborates the responses given 
for questions 9 through 11, indicating a need for additional 
training. 

Use of Descending/ Recompression Gear 

Q. 14 – Do you use a descending/recompression gear to 
help floaters return to depth? (Yes/No) 

Of the total number of respondents who indicated they 
used some form of gear to assist floaters to return to depth, 
only 9% indicated using descending/recompression gear. 
And of the respondents who used descending/recompres-
sion gear, approximately three-fourths also use venting 
tools, which is 6% of the total number of respondents. 
(Note: If “No”, then the respondent was directed to Q. 15 
and then to Q. 19.)  

Key Finding: The number of Florida saltwater respondents 
who use descending/recompression gear is dramatically 
lower than the number of respondents who use venting 
tools.  

Q. 15 – What is/are the reason(s) why you don’t use fish 
descending/recompression gear? (Check all that apply) 
(Table 8) 

Respondents provided a variety of reasons as to why they 
do not use descending/recompression gear, which are pro-
vided in Table 9. The two most frequently chosen reasons 
were a lack of knowledge about the gear (50%) and “I vent 
fish” (46%). Other less frequently chosen reasons were not 
knowing how to use the gear (16%), “costs too much” 
(10%), “… too much time” (7%), and “… too much space …” 
(6%). In addition, fewer respondents indicated that they felt 
the fish would die anyway (3%) and the gear was unsafe to 
use on a moving deck (2%). 

Key Finding: The most frequent reason for not using de-
scending/ recompression gear was a lack of knowledge 
about the gear, as well as that venting tools were already 
being used. This finding suggests a need for additional out-
reach regarding the use of descending/recompression gear 
as a viable option for barotrauma mitigation. 

Table 7. Please select the option below that most accu-
rately describes how you insert a venting tool needle into 
a fish. 

Insert the needle just under the skin into the body cavity 
at approximately a 45 degree angle (n=202) 51% 

Insert the needle all the way into the body cavity at ap-
proximately a 45 degree angle (n=121) 

31% 

Insert the needle just under the skin into the body cavity 
at a 90 degree angle (n=23) 

6% 

Insert the needle all the way into the body cavity at a 90 
degree angle (n=19) 5% 

None of the above. Please briefly explain. (n=31) 8% 
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Takes too much time (n=27) 7% 

Unsafe on a moving deck (n=7) 2% 

Costs too much (n=37) 10% 

Requires too much space for storage (n=23) 6% 

Don’t understand how to use it (n=63) 16% 

Difficult/cumbersome to use (n=29) 7% 

Don’t think it helps the fish … they will die anyway 
(n=11) 

3% 

I vent fish (n=178) 46% 

I don't know what fish descending/recompression 
gear is (n=195) 

50% 

Other, please explain (n=49) 13% 

Weighted lip-gripping devices (examples include 
the Seaqualizer, Roklees Fish Descending Device 
or Blacktip Catch and Release Recompression 
Tool) (n=21) 

57% 

Weighted hook devices (examples include the Shel-
don Fish Descender or Fish Saver Device) (n=12) 

32% 

Weighted basket/crate (n=9) 24% 

Other, please explain (n=5) 14% 
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. 

Answer 1 2 3 

Magazines and newspaper articles (n=195) 79 62 54 

TV shows about fishing (n=189) 69 74 46 

Talking with bait and tackle shops (n=69) 18 24 27 

Agency brochures and other educational 
print materials (n=106) 

32 35 39 

Websites (n=199) 84 63 52 

Online forums (n=51) 13 17 21 

Social media (Ex: Facebook, Twitter, Pin-
terest) (n=21) 

4 5 12 

YouTube videos (n=168) 56 56 56 

Word of mouth from other anglers (n=88) 18 33 37 

Presentations/displays at community fishing 
events and/or club meetings (n=42) 

5 17 20 

Fishing workshops or classes (n=49) 17 13 19 

Webinars (online presentations) (n=35) 12 6 17 

Other (n=13) 8 1 4 

 

Answer 1 2 3 

Magazines and newspaper articles (n=155) 66 53 36 

TV shows about fishing (n=178) 70 66 41 

Talking with bait and tackle shops (n=83) 19 28 35 

Agency brochures and other educational 
print materials (n=65) 

18 19 27 

Websites (n=120) 46 46 28 

Online forums (n=42) 10 15 17 

Social media (Ex: Facebook, Twitter, Pinter-
est) (n=17) 

5 4 8 

YouTube videos (n=58) 17 16 25 

Word of mouth from other anglers (n=127) 43 34 50 

Presentations/displays at community fishing 
events and/or club meetings (n=16) 

1 5 10 

Fishing workshops or classes (n=25) 6 6 13 

Webinars (online presentations) (n=7) 0 3 4 

Other (n=29) 18 6 4 
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Figure 2. Distribution of Fishing Experience (Years Fished) by Survey Respondents. 
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0-5 trips (n= 89) 12% 

6-10 trips (n=105) 15% 

11-15 trips (n=96) 13% 

16-20 trips (n=95) 13% 

21-25 trips (n=70) 10% 

26-30 trips (n=48) 7% 

Greater than 30 trips a year (n=217) 30% 

 

Private vessel 83.44 

Guide/Charter boat 6.02 

Head/ Party boat 2.18 

Pier or shore 8.62 
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https://eos.ucs.uri.edu/EOS_Linked_Docu-
ments/flsgp/PD-12-11_Stevely_2014.pdf

https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/apex/f?p=160:8
https://eos.ucs.uri.edu/EOS_Linked_Documents/flsgp/PD-12-11_Stevely_2014.pdf
https://eos.ucs.uri.edu/EOS_Linked_Documents/flsgp/PD-12-11_Stevely_2014.pdf
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