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1 astal Angling Tourism and ¢hCATCH
Survey

Coastal angling tourism offers a unique development possibility for the South Baltic Region.
Coastal regions, especio”y those that are less deve|oped, can proFiJr from this year-rou nd tourist
trend by maoking use of its diversification, market opportunities and the cooperation of
stakeholders and diverse industries. Though coastal angling tourism is still o niche market
supported by mainly regional initiatives and angler-to-angler communication, the potential and
opportunities of coastal angling tourism are evident.

Coastal angling has gained continuously in importance over the years, reaching a total
annual economic activity of UO.5 bn in Europe (direct: (b.] bn, indirect: ®.3 bn, induced: 6.2
bn). With 9 million ong|ers and 77.6 million ong|ing ddys, recreational coastal omg|ing provides
almost 100,000 jobs (Hyder et al, 2017). The contribution of the Baltic Seas amounts to up to
15% of this overall Europeon economic activity. The numbers from the South Baltic Region,
inc|uding inter alia Denmark, Germom\/, Lithuania and Poland, illustrate that the effect of
coastal angling on production and employment is not to be underestimated' and its potential is
not yet exhausted by far.

Estimated numbers of recreational coastal ong|ers are 45,000 in Denmark, 165,000 in
Germany, 80,000 in Poland and 60,000 in the Baltic States who go angling by the Baltic Sea
(VDSF, cited by Spohn, 2016). Information provided by the Baltic Marine Environment
Protection Commission (HELCOM, 2015) illustrates that the number of anglers in Denmark
and Germany has remained stable over the last few years, whereas in Poland and Lithuania
the relevance of recreational angling and with that the number of anglers have increased
significantly. The availability of further data on recreational anglers is limited and primarily

includes, if at all, catches, Jrorge’red species and allowed types of equipment for each country

(HELCOM, 2015).

" Production (million 0): Baltic Sea: 1,558, DK: ~125, DE: 150, LT: 26, PL: 39.
Emp|oymenf (full-time equivcﬂen’r): Baltic Sea: 14,473, DK: 900, DE: ~1,700, LT: 586, PL: 433.
Source: EURecFish, in Hyder et al, 2017.
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To exploit the economic potential of coastal angling tourism, cross-border initiatives and
cooperation become necessary. Therefore, the EU project CATCH aims to promote
recreational coastal angling across borders by providing coastal communities with tools to
establish sustainable cmg|ing fourism, defining inspiring best practices and Foerering exchonge
and cooperation between stakeholders, as well as by es+ob|ishing a mu|+i|ingu0| information
and knowledge platform on coastal angling tourism for locals and tourists. National and cross-
border stakeholder workshops in addition to market analyses of both the demand and the
provider side in the four partner countries, Denmark, Germony, Lithuania and Poland, form
the basis for these objectives.

To date, data regording cmg|ers' behaviours and expectations has been rather scarce
and or1|\/ limited research has been conducted at a cross-border level. As part of CATCH, an
ong|er survey was conducted with the aim of iden’rifying characteristics, pre{erences and
demands of anglers at a national as well as international level. In combination with findings
from previous studies, this new data will be used to extend knowledge on anglers in the South
Baltic Region‘ Details on the content, me’rhodo|ogy and findings of the omg|er survey are

covereo| in H’1€ FO”OW]I’]g porogrophs.
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2 General Information on the Survey

2.1Content Pecifications

The survey was directed at anglers with previous experience of coastal angling tourism. This
means that in order to participate in the survey, anglers should have spent at least one day
trip, short holiday (1-4 overnight stays) or main holiday (¢} overnight stays) with the main

objective of coastal angling (including angling from a boat in coastal waters).

Anglers were asked fo answer questions about their previous experiences of coastal
angling trips or holidays, as well as about general preferences and demands when planning

and going on these trips. The questionnaire covered the following nine sections:

A Demographic information of participating anglers

A Angling habits

A General travel behaviour and travelling habits of anglers
A Preparation and organization of travel activities

A Trovel arrangements for trips and holidays

A Opinions on Qng|ing guides

A Buying behaviour, loss and rep|ocemen+ of ong|ing gear
A Motivations for and boundaries fo going angling

A Reports on recent angling trips and holidays

2.2 Methodology

The angler survey was made available in five languages: English, Danish, German, Lithuanian
and Polish. A consistent translation throughout all national questionnaires was assured by the
project partners. In order to reach a high number of participants, the questionnaire was
disseminated both online as a survey link via emails to contacts, social media websites and
further associated websites (in all four partner countries), as well as offline via paper

questionnaires (Lithuania, Poland). Distribution methods for spreoding the questionnaire
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differed between countries due to the varying online aoffinities of anglers in Lithuania and
Poland.
Anglers participated in either the online or offline surveys between 10 February and

30 Apri| 2017. In total, 757 comp|e’reo| questionnaires were gcﬁhered:

A Denmark: 206

online on|\/)

Germany: 203 online only)

(
A (
A Lithuania: 291 (online: 71; offline: 150)
A (

Poland: 127 online: 52; offline: 75)

Anglers were presented with a series of questions in each section of the questionnaire. The
design of the questions varied according to the information requested. Simple information
inc|uo|ing, for instance, demogrophic variables and details of previous ho|io|oys and experiences
were collected via open written answers or questions with check boxes. The preferences of the
surveyecl cmg|ers were identified by sting omg|ers to indicate their Top 5 answers, starting
with 1 (most relevant) to 5 (least relevant). The cumulation of participants” answers resulted in
overall ronkings.

Questionnaires were analysed at both international and national levels. This allowed for
a genero| overview of characteristics, preferences and demands of ong|ers in the South Baltic
Region, and for a more detailed ono|ysis for each partner country, coup|ec| with a comparative
analysis of these countries. The analyses also controlled for an influence of the distribution
channel, but no signh(icon’r differences between the results of online and offline questionnaires

were FOU t"ld.
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3 Findingsof the CATCH Angler &rvey

This report covers all the information gathered via the CATCH angler survey. The findings are
presented in a descriptive way and reflect the results of the survey. The results again raise no
claim to comp|e’reness or to being genero|izob|e to all cmg|ers in the South Baltic Region. Rather,
they outline a small proportion of the potential information that can be obtained from anglers
in the project region.

Regoro”ess, the data collected by this ong|er survey provicles not previous|y existing
cross-border insithrs into the habits, pre]cerences and demands of omg|ers in the South Baltic
Region, which can be used as a basis for the future development of suitable and satisfying
travel offers for anglers at an international level.

The following paragraphs illustrate the findings of all nine sections of the CATCH
angler survey and illustrate both commondlities and differences between the four partner
countries, Denmark, Germany, Lithuania and Poland. Each section comprises an individual set

of questions, ensuring a more detailed understanding of anglers from the South Baltic Region.

3.1Who Participatedn the CATCH Survey?

In total, 757 cmg|ers porﬁcipofed in the CATCH omg|er survey. The inifial ono|ysis of
porﬁciporﬁs' demogrophic information revealed a similar distribution of characteristics among

all participating countries. Only minor differences were found in education and job status.

In detail, 93.6% of parficipants were male and the age range varied from 16 to 81 years
(mean = 45 yeors). The majority of participants were higHy educated, with half of them
holding a university degree (50.8%). More than half of the participants worked as full-time
employees (58.6%), 17.3% were self-employed and only 8.8% retired. In addition, more than
80% of the participants were in a re|o+ions|'ﬂp, and 57% were married. The number of children
in surveyed anglers” households ranged between O and 4, with an average number of 1 child
per household. Participants” residences were located from directly at the coast up to a distance

of 1,000 km from the coost. A more detailed overview of participants’ demographic

10
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characteristics is shown in Figure 1 (For more information at a national level, see Figures Al-

A4 in the Appendix.)

Demographic Characteristics @rkcipants

Gender Education Family Statis Job
Ctatii~
o 1.0%
0.7% 3'8\/"/

B Female B Bosic education M Single B Student

B Male B Secondary education M In a relationship B Full-time employed
B University degree B Married B Part-fime employed
u Other | Separated [ | Self-employed

_ Divorced B Job-seeking
D Age: 45 years Widowed Pensioner
Other
Figurel: Demographic Characteristics of Participants

3.2 Participating Anglers and Their Habits

Surveyed anglers were asked about their angling experience and what type of angler they
would assess themselves as being based on their ong|ing habits. In addition, participants were
questioned on favoured angling techniques as well as favoured fish species in home waters

and ot ho|io|o1y destinations.

Analing Experience

The specified experience of surveyed anglers varies across nationalities. Participants in Denmark
hold the higl’]eer number of years of cmg|ing experience (@ 34 yeors). On|y 8% of Danish

participants have gone angling for less than 10 years. Instead, 66% reported an angling
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experience of more than 30 years. German participants hold a slightly lower number of years
of angling experience, with an average of 27 years. A large percentage of surveyed German
anglers, however, also have more than 30 years of experience (41%). Lithuanian participants
hold on average 10 years less angling experience than Danish anglers (& 23.5 years). The
majority of surveyed Lithuanian cmg|ers repor’red experience of between 20 and 30 years of
angling (42.8%) aond 25% of Lithuanian anglers have gone angling for over 30 years.
Participants from Poland do not have as much experience as surveyed anglers from Denmark,
Germany or Lithuania. With an average of 15 years, Polish participants stated the lowest
number of cmg|ing years in the survey somp|e; 40% of Polish por+icipon+s have gone cmg|ing
for 5 years or less.

It should be mentioned that the distribution of angling experience among participating
countries found in this study does not necessarily represent the overall or average angling
experience in Denmark, Germomy, Lithuania or Poland. The distribution presen’red could be a
result of the accessibility and willingness to participate of anglers in the South Baltic Region.
However, it mighf be assumed that due to differences in existing infrastructures and offers for

anglers, the numbers and the experience gained vary across countries participating in CATCH.

AHQ|€I’ Types

In angling research, four types of anglers are distinguished depending on their commitment to
recreational cmg|ing activities (Beardmore, Haider, Hunt and Ar|inghous, 2013). The “casual
ong|er” goes ong|ing on|y occosiono”y and spends much of her/his free time on other activities.
The “active cmg|er" goes Qnghng on a more regu|0r basis, but sfill spends a considerable
amount of time on other leisure activities. "Advanced anglers” go angling often and spend a
substantial part of their free time on ong|ing‘ The last type of ong|er is the “committed ong|er“,
spending most of their free time on angling or angling-related activities.

In this survey, ong|ers were asked to evaluate themselves and indicate which of the
four aoforementioned angler types fits best with their own habits. The findings show that ol
types of anglers are represented in all four countries to a greater or lesser extent. The overall
findmgs indicate that the group of “active ong|ers" is most errong|y represen’red (35.3%) in the
South Baltic Region. Nevertheless, the other three angling types are still highly represented by

12
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the surveyed anglers. Across countries, however, several differences become apparent. The
highest share of “committed anglers” can be found in Germany (25.5%) and Denmark
(25.3%), whereas in Poland and Lithuania less than 10% of surveyed anglers indicated
belonging to this group. Despite the high number of ‘committed anglers” in Denmark, most
parficipants evaluate themselves as either “advanced” (36.4%) or “active anglers” (31.3%). In

Germany and Lithuania, most participants also belong to the group of “active anglers’

Types of Anglers in the South Baltic Region

14.7%

25.5%

40.8%  19.0%

Denmark Germany

408% | 25.6%

24.8%

[ | Lithuania Poland

(40.8%). In Poland, however, most anglers reported themselves to be ‘casual anglers” instead

(40.8%). A more detailed outline of the distribution of angler types can be found in Figure 2.

Figure2: Types of Anglers in the South Baltic Region

Preferred Ang|inq Techniques

Preferred ong|ing Jrecl'miques vary in their romkings in the four parficipating  countries.
Differences in responses across cmg|ers and countries mig|’1Jr exist due to different environmental
factors and surroundings, but also due to the location of residence as well as distance to the

coast or other waters. For a simphfied overview, the resu|’ring Top 3 of each country can be

found in Table 1.

B Committed cmg|er Active omg|er
M Advanced ong|er Casuadl cmg|er
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Coastal Angling in | Sea Fishing from a River/Stream L
Waders Boat Fishing Lake Fishing
River/Stream River/Stream | ake Fichi River/Stream
Fishing Fishing cxe Tining Fishing
Sea Fishing from a | Coastal Angling in , Sea Fishing from a
Boat Waders Surfeasfing Boat

Tablet Preferred Angling Techniques of Surveyed Anglers at National Levels

Preferred Fish Species

As with 0ng|ing Jrechniques, omg|ers' preferences for fish species vary not on|y between home
waters and waters visited on holiday, but also among nationalities. For a more specific and
comparative summary of the results, ronkings of preferred fish species are listed seporo’re|y for

each no+iono|i’ry and water type (home or ho|idoy) in the overview in Table 2.

_|_

Denmark

Poland

Germany Lithuania

T
O

P

1 Sea Trout Pike Pike Pike

2 Salmon Pikeperch Perch Pikeperch

3 Pike Perch Bream Salmon

4 Cod Cod Pikeperch Bream

5 Brown Trout Brown Trout Salmon Brown Trout

1 Sea Trout Cod Pike Salmon

2 Salmon Sea Trout Perch Cod

3 Brown Trout Plaice Bream Sea Trout

4 Pike Flounder Pikeperch Mackerel

5 Cod Pike Salmon Rainbow Trout

Table 2 Favourite Fish Species of Surveyed Ang|ers at National Levels
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Differences in preferences may be explained by local environmental factors. The
location of participants’ residence decides which fish can be caught. Similar considerations
apply fo fish species favoured on trips and holidays. As shown in the following section, anglers
from Denmark, Germomy, Lithuania and Poland do not necessori|y share the same country
preferences for 0ng|ing trips, but stay in their home countries or neorby foreign destinations.
Therefore, differences between countries and similarities between home waters and tfravel

destinations are not su rprising.

3.3A n g | eavesBthaviourand TravelHabits

Questions regarding the holiday travel behaviour of participating anglers were subdivided into
the three trip categories mentioned earlier: o|o1y trip, short ho|io|oy and main hohcloy‘ All
questions were directed at trips or holidays participants had undertaken with the aim of going
angling. In this section anglers were asked how often they go on an angling trip or holiday per
year, how many o|oys Jrhey spend on these ho|io|oys per year, with how many other peop|e
they usually go on angling trips or holidays and, last, which countries they have visited on their

ong|ing Jrrips or ho|io|oys‘

Frequencv of Anq|inq Trips and Ho|io|ouys

The frequency of angling trips and holidays differs between countries and types of holidays.
The answers of surveyed anglers varied from going on a maximum of one day trip per year
to undertoking an angling day trip at least every weekend. Polish and German anglers go less
often on angling day trips than Danish and especially Lithuanian anglers. The number of short
l’\o|io|o1ys is considerob|y lower than the number of o|c1\/ trios per year in every country, with
anglers having on average 2-4 short holidays per year with the main aim of going angling.
This number is equally distributed among all four participating countries. The same applies to
the number of longer (main) holidays anglers go on per year. On average, surveyed anglers
in all four countries go on | and a maximum of 2 main ong|ing ho|io|oys per year. A detailed

overview is found in Table 3.



How often do
you go on a
&

. @ 29x @ 15x @ 31x @ 10x
Day Trip
per year per year per year per year
Short Holiday D 3x @ 9-3x @ 4x @ 3x
per year per year per year per year
Main Holiday @ 1-2x D x @ x @ 1-2x
per year per year per year per year

_|_

Denmark

]
Germany

Lithuania
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[
Poland

Table 3:

Frequency of Angling Trips and Holidays at National Levels

Doys SpenJr on Anqhnq Ho|idoys

Participating anglers were asked how many days they spend in total on short and longer
(main) holidays per year. German anglers spend the lowest number of days on short angling
holidays (@ 7-8 days). Lithuanian anglers (@ T1-12 days), Polish anglers and Danish anglers
(both @ 12-13 days) spend significantly more time on short angling holidays per year. As the
average frequency of short holidays is similarly distributed among all four countries, it may be
assumed that German anglers spend in general fewer days on a single short holiday than
anglers from Denmark, Poland or Lithuania.

In contrast, German anglers, as well as Lithuanion anglers, spend the most days on
main holidays (@ 15 days). Danish participants stated they spend on average 12 days on main

|’10|io|oys, and Polish ong|ers go for M doys on an ong|ing |’10|idoy.

Numloer of Componions on an Anq|inq Trip or Ho|io|oy

Participants were asked to specify the number of people they usudlly go on an angling day
trip with or spend their angling holidays with. The answers differ greatly across types of
angling trips and to some extent across countries.

Strikingly, a higher number of Danish anglers, compared to German, Lithuanian and

Polish anglers, prefer to go alone (26.0%) or with only one other person (38.5%) on an
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angling day trip. In contrast, the majority of surveyed anglers in Germany (59.9%) and
Lithuania (60.8%) reported spending their angling day trips with a small group of 2-4 other
people. Polish anglers showed no clear preference in the number of accompanying people.
However, the number of anglers there who go on angling day trips with a group of 5 or more
(33.6%) is significantly higher than in Denmark (3.0%), Germoany (7.2%) and Lithuania
(31%).

Answers referring fo short holidays showed that in all four countries surveyed anglers
prefer spending their trips with 2-4 other people (Denmark: 53.8%; Germany: 71.3%;
Lithuania: 667%; Poland: 602%). In Denmark a smaller group of anglers siill favours going
alone on angling short holidays (14.4%), whereas in Germany (1.5%), Lithuania (7.4%) and
Poland (6.5%) the number of single anglers is relatively lower.

When going on longer holidays, anglers prefer spending their time in smaller or
sometimes bigger groups. Scarcely any of the participants reported going alone on longer
holidays. Instead, the majority of anglers in all four countries again favoured spending their
main holidays with 2-4 other people. A more detailed overview of the survey results can be

found in Figures 3a-c.

Number of Companions on Angling Dayrips

Denmark Germany Lithuania Poland

M | 5o dlone B | go withlperson B | go with 2-4 persons M | go in a group (G

Figure 3a: Number of Componions on Anghng Doy Trips
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Number of Companonson Short Holidays

15:0%) 14.4%

Denmark Germany Lithuania Poland

B | go alone B | g0 withlperson M | go with 2-4 persons M | go in a group (&

Figure3b:  Number of Companions on Short Holidays

Number of Comparionson Main Holidays
0.0% 0.9%

34%

26050 23.9% 19.0% 12.1%

50.0% 65.5%

Denmark Germany Lithuania Poland

| go alone m | go with 1 person | I go with 2-4 persons | go in a group ((5

Figure3c:  Number of Companions on Main Holidays

Destinations of Andgling Trips and Ho|io|oys

The choice of destination for any kind of angling trip depends both on the place of residence
and the length of the respective trip. The findings of the survey show that in all countries the
number one destination for most anglers is still their home country. This is especially evident in
the choice of day trips, where almost all surveyed anglers indicated they prefer angling spots
in their home country (Denmark: 90.9%; Germany: 86.5%; Lithuania: 93.2%; Poland: 93.6%).
When other trip destinations were chosen, they were usually located in neighbouring countries.

When going on a short holiday, the majority of surveyed anglers still prefer staying in

their respective home countries, but to a lesser extent than when going on a day trip

19
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(Denmark: 61.5%; Germany: 601%; Lithuania: 65.4%; Poland: 733%). Other favoured
destinations are still located in neighbouring countries, with Danish anglers preferring Sweden
(28%) and Norway (6%), German anglers preferring Denmark (26.2%), Lithuanian anglers
preferring Latvia (124%) and Norway (7.8%), and Polish anglers preferring Germany (11.9%).
Few other countries were mentioned.

Home countries as a destination choice become less attractive for longer angling
holidays. Especially in Denmark (18.1%) and Germany (28.3%) the number of anglers is
reduced, but also in Lithuania (42%) and Poland (43.2%), where national angling spots are
still important, the number of anglers spending their holidays in their home countries decreases.
Besides their home countries, participants from all four countries favour going to Scandinavian
countries on their holidays (Denmark: 50.6%; Germany: 59.8%; Lithuania: 43.1%; Poland:
29.5%). To a lesser extent, other European countries but also more distant destinations such as

North or South America were mentioned.

3.4 Preparatiorand Organization of Travel Ativities

In this section of the survey, ong|ers provio|e0| information on which criteria are most important
when choosing a destination for an cmg|ing trip or ho|idoy, which sources +hey use for finding
the necessary trip information and how they usudlly organize their trips and holidays.
Aclcliﬁono”y, ong|ers were asked which information is genero”y difficult to find when p|onning
and organizing an omg|ing trip or |'10|io|c1\/.

Criteria for the Choice of Destination

To goﬂwer broad information on which criteria omg|ers use to choose their destinations, this
question was again divided into the three trip categories. The most important criteria when
choosing a destination for going on an angling day trip are - by number of mentions - travel
distance, fish species, |ono|sc0|oe, pre]ferred Qng|ing Jreclﬁnique and stock status of preferred fish.
The importance of these criteria is similor among countries. Small deviations can be found,

especio”y in Lithuania and Poland. Compored to Denmark and Germony, Lithuanian and

20
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Polish anglers strongly factor in travel expenses (Lithuania: Rank 4; Poland: Rank 2) when
choosing an angling spot for a day trip.

The priorities of relevant criteria for holiday destinations, for both short and long
ho|io|0ys, differ more errong|\/ among parficipating countries. The overall romking of the most
important destination criteria for short holidays includes - by number of mentions - fish
species, landscape, stock status, preferred angling technique and travel expenses. Differences in
priorities between countries are most evident in the criterion of travel expenses. Whereas in
Lithuanio and Poland travel expenses are the most important criterion for choosing a travel
destination, in Denmark and Germany this criterion did not get info the Top 5 list of surveyed
ong|ers‘ Instead, fish species af the chosen ong|ing spot are by far the most important criterion
for Danish and German anglers.

W hen choosing a destination for a |onger cmg|ing |’10|io|o\/, the rcmking of relevant
criteria differs even more strongly among the four countries compared to the previous trip
categories. The combined results of the survey revealed the following ranking: landscape, fish
species, travel expenses, stock status and preferred ong|ing Jrechnique‘ AHhough these results
reflect important criferia for all countries, in the case of |onger ho|io|0\/s it is necessary to
examine anglers’ priorities for each participating country separately. Whereas travel expenses
are again very imporJrorﬁ for Lithuanian and Polish ong|ers, German and especio”y Danish
anglers rank criteria such as available fish species and nature as more important. A detailed list

of porJriciponJrs‘ priorities can be found in Table 4.

21
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_|_

Denmark

Criteria for
Destination

|
Germany Lithuania

Overall

Poland

Distance Fish Species | Fish Species | Distance Distance
Day Trips Fish Species | Distance Distance Fish Species ixpelinses
Landscape | Landscape | Stock Status | Stock Status n9ing
Technique
Fish Species | Fish Species | Fish Species | Expenses Expenses
Short Landscape | Landscape | Landscape | Stock Status _|/A—\ngh||r.19
Holidays - echmque
Stock Status | 2 99 Stock Status | Distance Landscape
Technique
Landscape | Fish Species | Landscope | Expenses Expenses
Main , , . .
Holidays Fish Species | Landscape | Fish Species | Landscape | Landscape
Expenses Stock Status | Stock Status | Stock Status | Distance

Table 4:

Main Criteria for Choosing a Trip Destination at Summarized and National

Levels

SOU rces O]( |n1(ormo+ion

Before going on any kind of angling trip, anglers prepare for their trips by searching for
information via various types of sources and media. To provide anglers with every necessary
kind of information, there is a need to understand which sources they use when planning
angling day trips or holidays. Interestingly, the information sources used are similar among the
three trip categories. When searching for relevant information for both day trips and short
|'10|idoys, surveyed cmg|ers used - |oy number of mentions - friends, search engines/websi+es,
forums and blogs, Facebook and magazines as resources. Small deviations can be found
among nationalities. German anglers prefer to search for information in angling shops or videos
rather than through Facebook. Similarly, Lithuanian anglers also use their local angling shops
as a source of information. Polish anglers, however, favour books and videos over Facebook
and magazines.

Planning a longer angling holiday mokes it necessary to search for more detailed
information compored to doy trips. Therefore, the results of the survey imp|y that information

obtained via Facebook is not sufficient. Nevertheless, the information resources applied are
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similar: friends, search engines/websites, forums and blogs, magazines and videos. Of
por’ricu|or interest is the fact that in the p|orming and organization of any trip category, ong|ers
from all four countries heavily rely on the experiences and recommendations of friends and

other cmg|ers.

|nformation that is Difficult to Find

Although anglers draw on various resources, participants reported several kinds of trip
information that are difficult to find. Partficipants’ answers made it evident that especially
information on cmg|ing spots, but also on laws and regu|o+ions as well as omg|ing licences in the
respective holiday destinations hardly exists or is particularly difficult to find. Furthermore,
ong|ers seem to have |oro|o|ems Finding all the necessary information on accommodation

sui’rob|e FOF ong|ers, C|OS€d seasons, Sl’]OpS cmo| guides.

+ m— = —

Denmark Germany Lithuania Poland

Angling spofts Laws & regulations | Laws & regulations | Angling licences
Laws & regu|o’rions Ang|ing spots Ang|ing spots Ang|ing spots
Anghng licences Ang|ing licences Accommodation Ang|ing guio|es

Accommodation Accommodation Angling licences Laws & regulations

C|OS€CI seasons Ang|ing Sl’WOpS C|oseo| seasons ACCOI’T]mOdOIﬁOﬂ

Table 5: Information that is Difficult to Find ot National Levels

Organization of Anqhnq Trips and Ho|io|oys

Anglers were asked fo provide information on how they usually organize their angling trips
and holidays. Preferences may vary from self-organized trips fo the employment of travel
agencies to organize the complete trip. Inferestingly, anglers from all four countries agree on
the same preferences for organizing their angling trips or holidays. For every trip category,

cmg|ers by far favour organizing their trips by themselves rather than using the l’]e|p of
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professionals. However, some also use offers from angling clubs and associations, local tourist

boards or travel agencies which are more or less specio|izeo| in omg|ing ho|io|c1ys.

3.5A n g | TeawesArrangementdor Trips and Holidays

Besides varying preferences for |o|omning an cmg|ing Jrri|o, actual travel Orrongemenfs may also
differ among all participating countries. Therefore, in this section of the questionnaire anglers
indicated their pre]ferred transport modes, preferred accommodation types and the criteria for
choosing them, as well as the overall travel expenses for angling day trips, short and longer

ong|ing ho|io|o1ys per year.

Preferred TI’OI’]SpOF'i’ MOCIQ

Surveyecl cmg|ers' preferred mode of transport is, moybe due fo convenience reasons, their
own car or Jrrc1ve||ing with a fellow cmg|er. A smaller number of omg|ers also take the ferry or
plane and a rented car to travel to more distant angling destinations. German and Lithuanian

participants repor’red Jrrove”ing by bus or train foo.

Preferred Accommodation for /A\nqhnq Ho|idoys

Anglers were asked fo choose their preferences from different types of accommodation. The
question was poseo| for short and main ho|io|oys seporo+e|y. Overall, ong|ers pre]cer staying in
cottages or on a camp site when going on a short holiday. Accommodation types such as
shelters, apartments and bed and breckfast accommodation (B&Bs) also made it into the Top
5 of preferred accommodation. Due to the fact that the results show significant differences
among the participating countries, this listing has to be considered carefully. Compared to
Denmark, Germony and Poland, Lithuanian omg|er5 mosHy prefer staying in shelters over
renting an apartment or a cottage. In addition, simpler accommodation, such as camping or
staying in a hostel, was ranked higher by Lithuanian omg|ers. By contrast, on|y a few Polish
cmg|ers indicated staying af shelters, pre]ferring to stay in cottages or even hotels when going
on short omg|ing ho|io|oys. Nevertheless, many ong|ers also stay at camp sites. German and
Danish anglers are by far the most likely to choose cottages as accommodation for their

ong|ing ho|io|oys. Whereas Danish ong|ers also indicated camping as the second most
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preferred accommodation type, German anglers favour staying in an apartment over
camping.

Accommodation preferences for longer angling holidays differ slightly from those for
short no|io|oys. A significonﬂy smaller number of surveyed ongiers use shelters as their
accommodation for a higher number of overnight stays. Instead, the overall ranking shows
that again cottages are primarily rented by anglers for their main angling holidays. Further
popular accommodation types are - by number of mentions - camp sites, apartments, hotels
and B&Bs. The findings show some differences among the four countries. Instead of renting an
apartment, Danish anglers prefer to stay at B&Bs, hotels or even hostels. German anglers, by
contrast, prefer cottages and apartments over camping, hotels or shelters. In contrast to the
majority of anglers in the other three countries, Lithuanian anglers do stay in cottages, though
they also mention camp sites and shelters as favourite accommodation types. Polish anglers
represent the highest percentage of anglers staying at hotels on angling holidays. A more

detailed presentation of results can be found in Table 5.

Preferred -|— [—
Accommodation Denmark Germany Lithuania Poland

Overall

Cottage Cottage Cottage Shelter Cottage
Short Holidays Comping Comping Apori‘men’r Comping Comping
Shelter B&B Camping Hostel Hotel

Cottage Cottage Cottage Cottage Cottage
Main Holidays Camping Camping Apartment | Camping Hotel
Apartment | B&B Camping Shelter Camping

Table6: Preferred Accommodation for Short and Main Holidays ot Summarized and

National Levels

Criteria for Cnoosino Accommodation for Anoiino Ho|io|oys

As indicated in the previous question, anglers may choose their preferences from various types
of accommodation. This choice can be affected by several criteria, which the survey aimed to
identify with a follow-up question. For both short and main holidays, and also equally for all

four countries, the findings imply that the most important criteria for choosing suitable

25



/
. A hNwAN

Coastal Angling Tourism

accommodation are proximity fo an angling spot, price and location/region. With varying
priorities, also the space for a boat or ong|ing gear, the ovoi|obi|i’ry of boat rentals and the local

infrastructure are considered.

Travel Expenses for Anqhnq Trips and Ho|io|oys

Participating anglers were asked to specify how much money they spend on average for their
angling day trips, short holidays and main holidays in one year, including all expenses except
angling gear. Due fo the differences in duration and frequency of angling trips, the volume of
expenses naturally varies between the types of angling trips and holidays. The findings of this
survey also revealed significant differences among countries. German anglers spend by far the
highest amount for angling trips in one year. They are followed by Danish anglers. Surveyed
Lithuanian and Polish anglers spend significantly less money on angling trips, with anglers from
Lithuaniao spending more than those from Poland for short and main holidays. The detailed

amounts of expendi’ru re for each cou ntry can be found in Table 6.

_|_

Average

Denmark

Poland

Expenses

Overall

Germany

Lithuania

Day Trips o (B1 w3 ®6 9
Short 003 50 (B67 061 a
Holidays
Main , , ;

. w36 w47 0,136 b86 w74
Holidays

Table7:

Annual Average Travel Expenses for Day Trips, Short and Main Holidays at

Summarized and National Levels

At this point of the survey report, it needs fo be highlighted that the expenses for
angling trips and holidays are specified in absolute numbers and should be considered with
caution. Average expenses in each country need to be considered in the context of national
average incomes and living costs. Unfortunately, a comparison to previous reported numbers
cannot be made, as data for recreational angling only exists for Germany. Arlinghaus (2006)
specified that German anglers (without differentiation) spend on average P20 for their hobby
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per year. Including indirect expenses, this figure totals U,590 per year. A comparison with the
results of CATCH, however, is on|y possib|e to a limited extent, as the somp|es and contexts
questioned as well as the structure of the specific questions differ. Still, the numbers illustrate
that both general anglers and coastal anglers in Germany spend a considerable amount of

money on their hobby and travels.

3.6 Opinions on Angling Guides

Ang|ing skills and experiences can vary due to age, time or commitment fo ong|ing, fo name
just a few factors. In addition, conditions ot ong|ing destinations can differ from country fo
country or even from region to region. Therefore, local knowledge offered by angling guides
can be especio”y bene]cicio|, por+icu|or|y for non-resident or less experienced cmg|ers. To verh(y
this assumption, anglers who participated in the survey were asked how often they actually
hire local angling guides on their angling trips or holidays in order to profit from their angling
as well as local know|edge. Surprising|y, por+icipo+ing omg|ers do not usu0||y hire omghng
guio|es for their trips, or do so on|y rore|y. This result is consistent among all four participating
counftries.

For a better understanding of why anglers do or do not hire angling guides for their
trips, participants were also asked to indicate the reasons for their choices. Those who consider
hiring an angling guide want to, in parficular, take benefit of the guide’s knowledge on where
to find the righ’r ong|ing spots. In addition, know|eo|ge on using the rithr ong|ing gear or which
written and unwritten laws and rules apply in the respective region or country are reasons for
hiring a guide.

Participants who usually do not hire angling guides for their trip most often indicated
that they do not need an angling guide because of their advanced angling experience. Another
frequent reason named by participants for not hiring an angling guide was the monetary
aspect or the possibility of gaining all trip-relevant information on the Internet. A rather small
number of participants repor’red a bad previous experience with an ong|ing guio|e or prob|ems

in communicating with the guide due to language barriers.
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3.7Purchase, Loss and Replacement of Angling Gear

In addition to the information on travel expenses of Danish, German, Lithuanian and Polish
cmg|ers, it was of great interest to learn more about omg|ers' buying habits regording cmg|ing
gear and equipment. Surveyed anglers were therefore asked about where they usually buy
their cmg|ing gear, how much Jrhey spend on it per year and how often, with what kind and
why they usually replace their equipment.

/A\rwq|ers' Buyinq Behaviour and Expenses for Anq|inq Gear

The findings clearly show that anglers from all four participating countries mainly buy their
ong|ing gear and equipment in ong|ing srrops. Neor|y 90% of surveyed cmg|ers prer(er going to
a real-life sr]op; rrowever, online shops do gain in imporJrcmce for cmg|ers when buying their
equipment. In Lithuania and Poland about 40% reported using the Infernet for buying angling
gear, whereas in Germany and Denmark even more than 60% buy their angling gear on the
Internet.

Similar to the Findings on overall tfravel expenses, the average annual amount of
money spent on ong|ing gear differs greoHy among all four countries. In Poland, the surveyed
anglers spend on average U90 for angling gear and equipment in one year. In contrast, by far
the rrigr]es’r number is spent by surveyed Danish ong|ers, who reporJred spending more than
0,000 per year for their angling gear. German anglers spend the second highest amount on
ong|ing gear, JroJrcrHing r83. Lithuanian ong|ers, similar to those in Poland, spend on average
much less money on angling per year ((875). Though the results show a distinct trend for
which noﬁonohfy spends the higr\esf amount on ong|ing gear and equipment, it should be
noted that expenses also differ ot o national level. In Germony, Jrhough 31.5% of surveyed
anglers reported spending more than W50 per year, more than half of participants spend
considerob|y less than bOO on omg|ir1g gear. As with the Figures for travel expenses, the
indicated amounts of expenses for angling gear also need to be considered cautiously and in

the context of national average incomes and |iving cosfts.
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Rep|o1cemen+ Oﬂd |_OSS O]( AI’]CI']I’TCI GQOI’

A reason for buying new angling gear and equipment can be the replacement of old,
domaged or even lost gear. Anglers were asked about their primary intention when replacing
their 0ng|ing gear and again differences among countries became apparent. Danish ong|ers
mainly replace their angling gear for better or undamaged gear, but seldom because gear
gets lost. In Germomy, omg|ers named all three reasons; mosHy, however, it was the
replacement of damaged or lost gear. Lithuanian anglers mainly replace their gear to get
better-quality equipment or because their previous gear has been lost. Polish anglers indicated
that they mainly buy new gear due to the loss of the old equipment.

The frequency of replacing angling gear is at o semi-regular basis of every 1-2 years.
However, the mojori’r\/ of ong|ers on|y rep|oce their gear when required, which may vary from
very often to every 10+ years, clepending on the type of equipment but also the type of
angler. For sustainability reasons, the study followed up on questioning the quantity of gear
that gets lost. Without going info further detail, a high amount of ong|ing gear and equipment

gets lost, particularly various types of baits, hooks, weights and several metres of angling line.

3.8 Motivations and Bundariedor Goingon Angling Trips and

Holidays

At the end of this survey, general reasons for why anglers from each country go on angling
trips and |’10|io|oys were idenfified, as well as reasons or factors that prevent them from going.
Surveyed anglers were asked fo rafe several statements for and against going on an angling
trip or holiday. Each set consisted of subcategories and was evaluated separately. Rating items

were taken from Beardmore, Haider, Hunt and Arlinghaus (2011).

Motivations for Going Angling

The first set of statements referred to reasons w|’1y omg|ers go Ong|ing, which can be classified

into catch and non-catch motives. |n’reresﬁng|y, the Findings of this survey imp|y that omg|ers
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from Denmark, Germany, Lithuania and Poland evaluated non-catch motives as significantly
more important than catch motives. Experiencing nature, enjoying solitude or merely being
with friends and family are more important factors than making a good catch or mastering
ong|ing-re|o+eo| cho||enges, Though the findings show a similar trend across all partner
countries, deviations among single results exist. A detailed overview of national ratings can be

found in Figure4.

| go anglingé

to master ong|ing—re|o+ed cl’lo”enges.

to outwit difficult-to-catch fish using

a sop histicated Jrechnique.

fo experience a cho”enging Fight

CATCH
MOTIVES

fo catch trop hy fish.

to catch as many fish as possi|o|e.

to catch a fresh fish for a meal.

to generate a supp|y of fish in the
freezer for non—ong|ing times.

tfo experience nature.

NON -

to enjoy solitude.

CATCH
MOTIVES
to be with Friends/}comﬂy. II é |3 ;r |5
—— Total =—=Denmark =#—Germany == Lithuania Poland

Figure4: Motivations for Going on Angling Trips at Summarized and National Levels
( Statements were evaluated on a 5-point scale, from 1 [strongly disagree] to 5 [strongly agree])

Boundaries to Going Analing
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When asked for reasons preventing anglers going on an angling trip, surveyed anglers had to
rate statements from three categories: inferpersonal boundaries, angling quality boundaries
and conditional boundaries. For anglers from all four countries, shortcomings in angling quality
- including a high number of other anglers at an angling site or the non-existence of certain
fish species - are major reasons preventing them going on an ong|ing trip. For German and
Polish anglers, insufficient conditions for an angling trip, including unclear or too strict
requlations and too expensive angling licences, are also reasons that prevent them from going
angling. However, it is necessary to refer to an overadll low rating of possible barriers. Personal
boundaries are the least likely to hinder surveyed anglers. Moreover, shortcomings in angling
quality or conditions - though more affecting - were likewise not rated as highly hindering. It
might be concluded that when anglers plan to go on an angling trip, they choose destinations

with minimal boundory conditions for themselves. National differences are shown in Figure 5.

Il don’t go @angl.
preparations are too stressful.
| have limited skills. INTERPERSONAL
BOUNDARIES
| do not have a suitable partner. i
there are too many anglers on the water.
fish are too small.
ANGLING
| do not get enough bites. QUALITY
BOUNDARIES
there are not enoug|’1 fish of my +orge+ec| \
species. \
-r-e-g-u-lgtiens- are ot ele@ o oo m o ‘ -------------------------------------
regu|oﬂons are too strict.
- 4 . CONDITIONAL
cmg|mg licence is too expensive.
- BOUNDARIES
total costs are foo high
1 9 3 4 5
——Total == Denmark —&— Germany —#—Lithuania Poland
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Figure5: Boundaries to Going on Angling Trips ot Summarized and National Levels
(Statements were evaluated on o 5-point scale, from 1 [strongly disagree] to 5 [strongly agree])
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3.9Reports on Recent Angling@s and Holidays

Building on the knowledge of which factors affect anglers going on an angling trip or holiday,
the survey further intended to identify why anglers are satisfied or not satisfied with their trips.
For this reason, parficipants were asked to remember their most recent onghng trips and
indicate positive and negative aspects that they had experienced on this particular trip.

By far the most positive aspects of trips and holidays that influence anglers” satisfaction
are the landscape and the surrounding nature. Secondly, in the overall rating more than half of
participants named the quality of angling sites and the time spent with family and friends as
critical factors for their satisfaction. At a national level, on|y minor differences oppeored‘ The
majority of surveyed anglers agreed on the same most positive aspects. However, only a few
Polish anglers evaluated the quality of angling sites to be as positive as anglers from Denmark,
Germony or Lithuania. Instead, “a good deal” determines their satisfaction with an ong|ing trip.
Lithuanion and German anglers also highly value personal angling success as a satisfying
aspect of angling trips.

Although the surveyed anglers reported that angling success or catch-related factors
are not the most important aspects of going on an ong|ing trip, around one-third of surveyed
anglers evaluated the absence of angling success as a negative aspect of their latest trips. The
presence of too many other anglers also negatively aoffects anglers’ overall satisfaction. Polish
anglers reported additional shortcomings in fish sizes and species. These findings indicate that
catch motives mig|’1+ not be primary factors for p|omning an ong|ing trip or ho|idoy, but still
influence ong|ers‘ satisfaction with their actual trips. Therefore, non-catch as well as catch
motives need to be considered when compi|ing soﬁrisf\/ing ho|idoy pockoges for cmg|ers.
However, depending on omg|er type and ong|ing experience, the importance of catch motives

may vary.
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4 Conclusions

4.1Reflections on thieotentialof Coastal Angling Tourism

Todoy, coastal omg|ing tourism is a niche market that can benefit from economies of scope,
segmentation and well-designed and customized holidays. The focus should be on added
value services order to attract customers who value the quality of these additional services
and highly personalized experiences. This in turn is expected to be more sustainable for coastal
communities and local landscapes (ECORYS, 2013). Some countries have already
acknowledged angling tourism as a profitable and growing business segment, while other
coastal areas still have unused potential.

Current tfourist trends and drivers present coastal communities with new challenges.
However, these cho”enges also hold out po’ren+io| opportunities for communities to oo|c1|oJr and
differentiate themselves from other destinations in order to attract visitors. Focusing on coastal
angling tourism can help coastal communities to benefit from current trends and the resulting
challenges of the tourism sector. This includes changes in demand patterns, not only in the
choice of holiday destinations but also in a shift to more but shorter trips (EASME, 2016).
Angling tourism meets the growing demand for sustainable tourisahd may at the same
time offer holiday experiences odapted to visitors' limited time. Likewise, the growing
acceptance of tourists of acting in a more environmen’ro”y conscious manner (EASME, 2016)
boost the attractiveness of coastal angling tourism. When concentrating on sustainable tourism
as well as the promotion of unique local featurethe as yet hidden potential of coastal
communities can be exploited.

However, maximizing this potentiol requires an understanding of the target group for
the por+icu|or niche market. For coastal ong|ing tourism, information on the target group,
especially on anglers in the South Baltic Region, has been limited. The CATCH angler survey
therefore addresses this issue |oy ex’rending present |<now|eo|ge on the habits, prelferences and
demands of anglers. The survey supports CATCH in meeting its primary objective of giving
service providers and coastal communities all the necessary information and tools fo promote
coastal ong|ing tourism, and to create a comprehensive know|edge p|ohform for interested

cmg|ers. The CATCH cmg|er survey report demonstrates the multitude of information goﬁhered
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from parficipating anglers. Nevertheless, this data depicts only a fraction of the available

cmg|er data and raises no claim to be comp|e+e, scientific or genero|izob|e.

4.2 Implicationof the CATCH Angler Survey

Despite differences in average angling experience and the distribution of angler types
Jrhroughoqu the CATCH partner countries, Denmark, Germony, Lithuania and Poland, many
commonalities between ong|er5 have become apparent. Similar preFerences, for exomp|e, in
motivations for going cmghng, in |o|cmning and organizing Jrrips and ho|io|o1ys and in ho|io|o1y
accommodation indicate similar behaviour patterns of anglers in the South Balfic Region.
Differences at an infernational level have been observable moin|y in financial issues Gno|,
unsurprisingly, in preferences for fish species and angling fechniques due to regional

distinctions.
Benefi’ring from Ang|ersi Commonalities

This knowledge on the commonadlities and differences of anglers in the South Baltic Region can
be used for clrewing conclusions about imp|ico+ions for coastal cmg|ing service proviclers.
Besides an impulse for a possible cross-border marketing strategy, several opportunities for the
specific design of service offers and marketing tools can be drawn from this study’s findings.

As a basis for the development of new or improved services, providers can appeal to
the fact that the majority of participating anglers value noncatch motivesincluding enjoying
peoce]cu| ho|io|oy with fomi|y or friends in nature, more higHy than catch-related motives.
Instead of solely promoting the angling experience itself, extended offergor anglers and their
companions should be o|eve|opeo|‘ Any campaign, offer or service bundle could highlight the
benefis of catching fish in combination with enjoying a family trip or holiday with friends
while experiencing a unique landsca@el having the possibility of getting away from one's
o|c1i|y routine. Still, this should not exclude odverﬁsing ong|ing trips for sing|e omg|ers who prefer
hoving some time on their own. Most ong|ers, however, have expressed enjoyment of their
trips and holidays in company. As this can be both other anglers and/or non-angling company
(Fomi|y, partners etc.), the services offered should be diversified in order to address a |orger

group of visifors, including non-anglers. If due to limited resources it is not possible to do this,
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services should only be customized to the intended target group. An effective positioning of
service providers could include group offers for anglers that advertise the joint experience while
pursuing their hobby. Additional offers for nomangling compaions help providers to
distinguish themselves further from competitive offers and sectors. Offers could include
activities that can be done while ong|ers are occupied (e.g. boat trips, tours, children’s
enfertainment etc.) or together (e.q. water sports activities, bonfires etc.). Possible beginners’
ong|ing lessons for interested, not yet 0ng|ing companions could be an opportunity to attract
new customers.

The findings of the CATCH angler survey also demonstrate angl er s’ fopr ef er
nearby angling spots and holiday desttitms Travelling efforts may be limited to a certain
clegree, especio”y for those Jrrove“ing with Fomi|y‘ Service proviclers and coastal communities in
particular can benefit from this circumstonce and adapt their marketing and corporate
strategies accordingly. In order fo attract more visitors from home countries as well as from
neighbouring Baltic countries, the focus should be on highlighting local benefitsand
advantages over more distant holiday destinations. The uniqueness of the promoted
destinatioror servicehould be eosi|y identifiable. |ncomporob|e experiences in uncrowded and
beautiful surroundings with oppeo|ing fish species can convince ong|ers and make them redlize
they do not need to travel to distant destinations while the perfect experience is virtually on
their doorstep. Angling spots and services on the home Baltic coast or in other Baltic states are
easier to reach and less time and resources are needed for Jrrc1ve||ing, which in turn posiJrive|y
affects omg|ers‘ eco|ogico| fooerrin’r. For services, especio”y accommodation, which are not
direcﬂy located at an cmg|ing spot, specio| features should be advertised even more in’rensive|y‘
Though proximity to an angling spot has been mentioned as the most important criterion when
choosing accommodation, anglers can be persuaded by a full package of all the services and

facilities Jrhey need for a carefree ong|ing ho|io|oy at a sensible price.
Using Differences for Customized Service Experiences

Differences between anglers from Denmark, Germany, Lithuania and Poland revealed by the
CATCH omg|er survey are low, but should not be underestimated. First, favoured fish species

or angling techniques differ due to regional and environmental conditicinSeach country.
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Several fish species are common to all of the four Baltic countries, but each country or even
region is known for its stock of less common species. Regional or local marketing initiatives
should therefore address these unique features and promote them in combination with the
excepﬁono| services offered for omg|ers and their companions. Ang|ers who look for variety or
different and new experiencesan be attracted by these unique features and angling
opportunities.

Second, one considerable difference among nationalities is the amount of money spent
by anglers for their hobby, angling gear and travelling. Participants’ answers revealed that
anglers from Denmark and Germany spend considerably more money than anglers from
Poland or Lithuanig, o|’r|’10ugh the stated numbers should be treated corefu“y, as Jrhey mere|y
represent absolute figures. Nevertheless, expenses for anglinglated servicegeed to match
the financial resources of the target group. Overpriced offers probably do not meet the
approval of anglers, as many cannot afford them and they do not belong to a group of
luxury-seeking visitors. Anglers look for simple accommodation such as cottages and camping
sites, furnished with the necessary facilities to prepare and freeze fish, o|ry their clothes or store
their boat. Referring to boat tours or hiring ong|ing guides, the same opp|ies. Offers should
matchthe targeted anglersbut also be adapted to the commonness of targeted fish species or
ong|ing Jrec|’1|’1iques offered. Knowing their target groups, their expectations as well as their
economic backgrounds helps angling providers to create customized and offordable services

for each target and income group.
SJrreng’rhening Providers' Individual Potential

Comprehensive offers for angling trips and holidays may not always be offered by a single
service provider, as this requires high level of resources and the necessary infrastructure.
Therefore, cooperation and networksre inevitable tools for the successful (continued)
existence of angling service providers. In this regard, not only single providers can cooperate,
but also entire communities. This allows o diversified portfolioof angling-related as well as
supplementary, non-angling-related services to offer everything an angler desires.
Strengthening local and regional networks reveals and unlocks the potential of coastal angling

tourism for smaller and |orger coastal communities alike.
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All these considerations, however, are only worthwhile if the services offered are easily
found and accessed by anglers and visitors. This implies that the Visibilly of offers has to be
ensured, both offline and online. Participants’ answers confirm that when planning aond
seorching for relevant information on ong|ing Jrri|os and |'10|io|o1ys, ong|ers drow on available
information from the Infernet, inc|uo|ing to a greafer or lesser extent websites, b|ogs and
Facebook. Still, survey findings also highlight the dissatisfaction of anglers with the availability
of the necessary information, not on|y on laws and regu|oﬁons but also on accommodation,
shops and angling guides. Providers and communities need to consider this uncertainty and
change it to be in theirinferest. | ncr easi ng and | mplinternetandgociale r vi ¢
media presencevould contribute to advertising the services offered to o larger group of

peop|e and with that attracting a higher number of poJrenJrio| cmg|ers and visitors.

4.3 Benefits of Coastal Angling Tourism and thetlie of CATCH

Overall, insights gathered in the CATCH angler survey clearly illustrate the challenges but also
the great potential of developing suitable service bundles for anglers from all countries. Coastal
angling fourism puts coastal communities in the comfortable situation of being independent of
tourist seasons or holiday periotistead, angling-related services can be offered for anglers
at all ages and throughout the year, not just at busy times. This presents providers with the
opportunity of offering custormzed holiday experiencesnd reacting to anglers’ and visitors’
wishes. At the same tfime, ong|ing tourism is a chance for communities to foster tourism in line
with sustainability standardslhese standards do not merely consider the environmental
dimension of coastal omg|ing tourism, but rather the interaction with the eco|ogico| and social
aspects of sus+oino|oi|i+y, which benefit all stakeholders in a coastal community. Instead of
fo||owing unobtainable mass tourism, communities should be committed to the responsible
treatment of natureand to attracting those visitors who look for a sustainable angling trip or
holiday experience. Another benefit of coastal angling tourism is its great marketing potential.
Via online marketing and appealing websijtegoviders and communities can easily attract
their target group. Being listed on a collective platform such as the upconing CATCH website

can also foster the visibi|i+y of the services offered in promising locations.
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In comparison to other coastal tourism sectors, angling tourism benefits from recent
cnonges in visitors' demands. Other than o|reody established sectors, ong|ing tourism provides
communities with the opportunity to use the upcoming trends to make themselves stand out
from the anonymous monotony of common fourist offers. Customized service offers increase
the added value for ong|ers and visitors, as well as the recognition value of the provider. The
possibility of offering services all year round also benefits the regional economy, as it allows
longtime employmenbnd a reduction of independence on seasonal workers. Moreover, the
ecological, social and econoaticactivenessf coastal angling tourism for communities fosters
the cooperation of anglintelated providers and stakeholdewghich in turn positively affects
the development of the region. The CATCH angler survey hence provides not only new
insignis on the target group of coastal ong|ing tourism, but also recommendations on how
service providers and coastal communities can position themselves effectively in order to
benefit from the poJrenJrio| of coastal ong|ing tourism. However, it should be poin’red out that
the survey considered the demand side of coastal ong|ing; the provider side has not yet been
taken fully into account. An additional report will demonstrate the current situation of the
provider side of coastal angling tourism. A comprehensive market analysis will enable CATCH
to provide coastal communities with the relevant knowledge and tools to promote coastal
angling tourism.

This knowledge will further be used as a basis for the CATCH information platform on
sustainable coastal angling tourjsemed ot ong|ers, tourists, providers and inferested
stakeholders. The necessity of o multilingual crosborder platformwas supported by various
anglers’ statements in the survey. Much angling holiday-related information can still not be
accessed easily. CATCH therefore aims to provide a platform with all the necessary
information for p|onning and organizing an ong|ing Jrrip or rio|idoy, inc|uding a map with
provider information, fish species, ong|ing Jrecnniques, information on waters and ong|ing spots,
as well as references to prevoi|ing |ows, regu|o+ions and ong|ing seasons. | he p|oh(orm will
enable ong|ers to have all the information at a g|once, overcome po’renJrio| barriers and ensure
carefree planning of their next angling trip or holiday. All the information and an angling

dichionory will be available in Donisri, Gerrnon, Liiriuonion, Polish and Eng|isi’1.
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Appendix

Appendix - National Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Demographic Characteristics of Danisintieipants

Gender Education Family Status Job

Ctatiie

., 3.3% 25%
8.36\ Vs

B Female B Basic education M Single M Student
M Male B Secondary education M In a relationship M Ful-time employed
B University degree B Married B Part-fime employed
u Other | Seporo’red | Se|f—emp|oyeo|
) Divorced | Job-seeking
@ Age: Slyears Widowed Pensioner
Other

FigureAl:  Demographic Characteristics of Danish Parficipants
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Demographic Characteristics of Germamtieipants

Gender

Ctatiie

Education

‘54 %
Y 22.7%

\
\\

||

51.4% 20.5%

Family Status J
00%_ _00%

55.7%

B Female B Bosic education M Single B Student
B Male B Secondary education M In a relationship B Full-time employed
B University degree B Married B Part-fime employed
u Other | Separated [ | Self-employed
_ Divorced B Job-seeking
D Age: 43 years Widowed Pensioner
Other

Figure A2:

Demogrophic Characteristics of German Por’riciporﬂ's
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Demographic Characteristics of Lithuaniartigipants

(o

Gender Education Family Status J

1.0%

Ctatiie

0.0% 27% Q5%

3.8% 9%
1.9%

M Female B Bosic education M Single B Student
B Male B Secondary education M In a relationship M Ful-time employed
B University degree B Married B Part-fime employed
u Other | Separated | Self-employed
) Divorced | Job-seeking
@ Age: 4lyears Widowed Pensioner
Other

FigureA3:  Demographic Characteristics of Lithuanian Participants
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Demographic Chareteristics of PolistaRicipants
Gender Education Family Status Job
Ctatiie
0.0% 5.7% ;3% 8.39% >9% 2.5%
\ N\

5.3%-,

M Female B Bosic education M Single
B Mdle [ | Secondory education M In o re|o+ionship
B University degree B Married
u Other | Separated
) Divorced
@ Age: 45 years Widowed

5.0%

M Student

B Full-time employed

B Part-time employed

M Self-employed

| Job—seeking
Pensioner

Other

FigureA4:  Demographic Characteristics of Polish Participants
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Appendix 2— List of Questions

1. Generalnformation

A
A

How often (per year) do you go on a) day trip, b) short holiday, ¢) main holiday?
How many days per year do you spend on a) short holiday, b) main holiday?
With how many people do you usually go on an angling trip for a) day trip, b)
short holiday, <) main holiday?

To which countries/regions do you travel to go on a) day trip, b) short holiday, c)

main ho|io|oy?

2. Prepration of Your Travel Ativities

A

What are the main criteria when choosing your destination? (Top 5 for a) day trip,
b) short holiday, c) main holiday)

Which sources do you use when searching for information for your angling trips?
(Top 5 for a) day trip, b) short holiday, c) main holiday)

Which information is difficult to find when planning your angling trips?

How do you organize your angling holidays? (Top 5 for a) day trip, b) short

ho|id0\/, c) main ho|io|oy)

3. Local Angling Giide

A
A
A

How often do you hire a locdl ong|ing guio|e on your ong|ing Jrrips?
Why do you hire a local angling guide? (Top 5)
Why do you NOT hire a local ong|ing guide? (Top 5)

4. Travel Arrangements

A
A

How do you reach your travel destination?

What is your preferred type of accommodation when going on an angling trip?
(Top 5 for a) short holiday, b) main holiday)

W hat are the relevant criteria when seorching for accommodation? (Top 5 for a)

short ho|io|c|y, b) main ho|io|oy)
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A How much do you usually spend on your angling holidays (all travel costs,

exc|uo|ing cmg|ing geor)?

. Angling Gear

A Where do you usually buy your angling gear?

A How much do you spend on ong|ing gear per year (all kinds of cmg|ing gear
inc|uo|ed)?

A How often do you replace your angling gear?
A Why do you have fo replace it?

. Angling Habits

A Ang|ing experience (in yeors)

A Which of the following angler descriptions is most similar fo you: committed,
advanced, active or casual angler?

A What are your favourite forms of angling? (Top 5)

A What is your favourite fish in your home country? (Top 5)

A What fish do you like to catch on an angling trip/holiday? (Top 5)

Preferences and @nions

Agreement with the Fo”owing statements (1 - | s’rrong|y clisegree, 5- 1 s+rong|y ogree)
A | go ong|ing

éto master ong|ing-re|o+eo| cho”enges

éto outwit difficult-to-catch fish using a sopl’]isﬁcoﬁred Jrechﬂique
éto experience a cho”enging FigH.

éto catch Jrrophy fish.

éto catch as many fish as possib|e

éto catch a fresh fish for a meal.

éto generate a supp|y of fish in the freezer for non-ong|ing times.
éto experience nature.

éto enjoy solitude.

éto be with Friends/}comﬂy

A 1 don't go angling because ...

regu|o’rions are not clear.
épreporoﬁons are too stressful.
€l have limited skills.

€| do not have a suitable partner.

éthere are too many ong|ers on the water.
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éfish are too small.

€l do not get enough bites.

€there are not enough fish of my Jr<31rge+eo| species.
éregu|o’rions are too strict.

éonghng licence is too expensive.

€total costs are too high

8. Your Last Angling Tip

A Please remember your last cmg|ing Jrri|o/ho|io|0|y and answer the fo”owing questions.

Was it a) day trip, b) short holiday, ¢) main holiday?

A How satisfied were you with your ho|io|oy?
A What were the most positive osped‘s?
A What were the most negative ospeds?

9. Demographicriformation

A Nationality, gender, age, distance to coast (residence), education, occupation,

family status
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