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1 @astal Angling Tourism anet@ATCH Survey

Coastal angling touriswffers a unique developmembssibilityfor the South Baltic Region.
Coastal regions, especially thibse areless developed, can prdfdm this yearound tourist
trend by making use of its diversificationarlket opportunities andhe cooperation of
stakeholders and diverse industiié®ugh coastal angling tourism is still a niche market
supported by mainly regional initiatives and atglanglercommunication, the potential and
opportunities of coastal amg toursm are evident

Coastal anglingnasgainedcontinuouslyn importanceover the yearseachinga total
annualeconomic activitydofe€tlt0. 8E5bh bn, Eundpeec
bn).With 9 million anglers and 77.6 million angling days, recreational coastal Eogiohes
almost 100,000 jobgHyder et al., 2017). The contribution of iédBSeas amounts up to
15% othis overall Europeamconomic activityThe mmbersfrom the South Baltic Region,
including riter alia Denmark, Germany, Lithuania and Polaiidistrate thatthe effect of
coastal angling on production and employmemotigo be underestimatiahd its potential is
not yet exhausteay far.

Estimated ombers of recreational coastal angheesA5,000 in Denmark, 165,000 in
Germany, 80,000 in Poland and 60,000 in the Baltgtates who go anglinigy the Baltic Sea
(VDSF, cited by Spahn, 2016). Information provided by the Baltic Marine Environment
Protection Commission (HELCOM, 2015) illustthéd the number of anglers in Denmark and
Germany has remained stable over theftagtyears, whereas in Poland and Lithuane th
relevance of recreational angling and with that the number of anglersinbeeased
significantly. The availability of further data on recreational anglers is limited and primarily
includes, if at all, catches, targeted species and allowed tygspgoofentfor each country
(HELCOM, 2015).

To exploit theconomigotential of coastal angling tourjscnossorder initiatives and
cooperation become necessadtygefore, theeU project CATCH aim® promot recreational

coastal anglingacross border®y providing coastal communities with toolsestablish

'Production (million €): Baltic Sea: 1,558, DK: ~125,
Employmentf(ilHtime equivalent): Baltic Sea: 14,473, DK: ~900, DE: ~1,700, LT: 586, PL: 433
Source: EURecFish Hyder et al., 2017
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sustainable angling tourismefining inspiring best practicemd fostering exchange and
cooperation between stakeholders, as well as by establishiigliagualinformation and
knowledge platforman coastal angling tourism for locals and toudatgnal andcrossborder
stakeholder workshopsaddition tanarket analyses of both the demand and the provider side
in the four partner countri@enmark, Germany, Lithuania and Poldodn the basi for these
objectives.

To date, data regarding angl ehasbeentathen scarcGeo ur s
and only limited research has been conduattedcrossorder level. As part of CATC&h
angler survey was conducted with the aim of identi§yiagacteristics, preferences and
demands of angleet 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 camtemethodology and findings of the angler survey are covered in the

following paragraphs.
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2 General Information on the Survey

2.1Content $ecifications

The survey was directed at anglers with previouseagpedi coastal angling tourisrihis
mearsthatin order to participate in the survayglers should have spent at least one day trip,
short holiday{4 overni ght stays) or main holiday (=5¢

coastal angling (including angling from a boat in coastalsyater

Anglers were asked to answer questions about their previous expérierastslo
angling trips or holidays, as well as about general preferences and demands when planning and

going on these trips. The questionnaire covered the following nime sectio

Demographigénformationof participating anglers

Anglinghabits

> > >

General travddehaviouand travelling habits of anglers

>

Preparatiorand organizatioof travelactivities
Travelarrangement$or trips and holidays

Opinions on aglingguides

> > >

Buying behaviour, loss and replacemennglirggear

>

Motivationdor and boundarieso gangangling

>\

Reports on receangling tips and holidays

2.2 Methodology

The angler survey was made available in five languages: English, Danish, GhuaaianLit
and PolishA consistent translation throughout all national questionnaires was assured by the
project partnersin order to reach a high number of participatite questionnaire was
disseminatedboth online as a survey link eraails to contactssocial media websites and
further associated websiteas &ll four partner countriesas well as offline via paper
guestionnaires (Lithuania, Poland). Distribution methods for spreading the questionnaire differed

between countries duette varying onhe affinities of anglers in Lithuania and Poland.
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Anglers participatein either the online or offline susumtween 10 February and 30

April 2017. In total, 757 completed questionnaires were gathered:

A Denmark: 206 (online only)

A Germany: 203 (onlineonly)

A Lithuania: 221 (online: 71; offline: 150)
A Poland: 127  (online: 52offline: 75)

Anglers were presented with a series of questions in each section of the questionnaire. The desigr

of the questions varied according toitfiermationrequestedSinple information includinpr

instancedemographic variables adétailsof previous holidays and experiences were collected

via open written answers or questions with check hoxgeferences dhe surveyed anglers

were identified by asking anglersndicate their Top 5 answers, starting with 1 (most relevant)

to 5 (least relevant). The cumul ation of par
Questionnaires were analysgdoth international and national levéihis allowed for

a generd overview of characteristics, preferences and demfadglers in the South Baltic

Region, and for a more detailed analysis for each partner camipyed with a comparative

analysis of these countrigébe analyses also controlled for an influerfcéh® distribution

channel, but no significant differences betweemesults abnline and offlinguestionnaires

were found.
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3 Findingof the CATCH Anglensvey

This reportcoves all the information gathered via the CATCH angler suiiieg.indings are
presented in a deguive way and reflect the results oé gurvey. The results again raise no
claim to completeness or to being generalizalzll anglers in the South Baltic Redrather,
theyoutline a small proportion thie potential infanation that can bebtainedfrom anglers in
the project region.

Regardless, the datmllectedoy this angler survey providespreviouslgxisting cross
border insights inthe habits, preferencesmid demands of anglers in the South Baltic Region
whid can be used as a basis for the future development of suitable and satisfying travel offers
for anglersat an international level.

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

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

3.1Who Participatedn the CATCH &vey?

Intotal 757 angl ers participated in the CATCH anc
demographic information revealed a similar distribution of charactasocg all

participating countries. Only minor differenesfoundin education and job status.

In detail,93.6% of participants were male and the raggevaried from 16 to 81 years
(mean =45 years)The majority of participts werehighly educatedvith half of them holding
a university degree (50.8%). Bldhan half othe participants worked as ftithe employees
(58.6%), 16 were sedmployed and onlg.8% retiredIn addition more than 80% othe
participants were in a relationslapd 57%weremarried. The number of childrersumveyed
anglershouseholdsangedbetween 0 and 4with an average number of 1 child per household.

Participants’ r esi ddyrafctieecoast eprtee a distancead@® Em f r o m
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fromthecoastA mor e detail ed overvi ew oidtics gahowniinci pan

Figurel (For more informatiaba nationalevel, se€igures ATA4 in the Appendix

Demographic Characteristics aftitipants

Gender Education Family Statis Job Status

. 3.8\%/1.0% 4.9%

o ooz 29%

4.9%

M Female M Basic education M Single M Student

M Male B Secondary education M In a relationship M Fuliime employed
M University degree M Married M Parttime employed
i Other I Separated M Seltemployed

Divorced ¥ Jobseeking
@ Age: 45 years Widowed Pensioner
Other
Figurel: Demographic Baracteristics ofdRticipants

3.2Participating Anglers and Their Habits

Surveyed anglers weasked about their angling experiencevetmat type of angler they would
assesghemselvesas beingbased ontheir angling habitsin addition participants were
guestioned ofavoured angling techniques as well as favoured fish species in home waters and

at holiday destinations

Angling Experience

The specified experience of surveyed anglers varies across nationalities. Participants in Denmark
hold the highest number of yeafsangling experience (& 34 years). Only 8% of Danish
participantshave gone anging for less than 10 years. Instead, 66% reported an angling

experience of more than 30 years. German patrticipants hold a slightly lower numbeofof years

10
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angling experiencavith an average of 27 yearA. large percentag®f surveyedserman
anglers hovever, also haveore than 30 years of experience (4L&huanian participants

hold on average 10 years less angling experience than Danish (Bh@81s years)The
majority of surveyed Lithuanian anglers reported expeatbetween 20 and 30 yearsf
angling (42.8%)nd 25% of Lithuanian angletsave gone angling for over 30 years
Participants from Poland dmt have as much experience as surveyed anglers from Denmark,
Germany or Lithuania. With an average of 15 years, Polish part&ig@aitte loweshumber

of angling years the survey sampi0% of Polish participartevegone angling for 5Syears

or less.

It should be mentiondtiat thedistribution of angling experieraaong participating
countries found in this study does not neigssgpresent the overalt average angling
experience in Denmark, Germany, Lithuania or Polandlisthibutiorpresented auld be a
result of the accessibility and willingness to particpateglers in the South Baltiedion.
However, it might bessumed that due to differences in existing infrastructures antbioffers

anglers, the numtmand theexperiencgainedvaty across countries participating in CATCH.

Angler Ypes

In angling research, four types of anglers are distinguishedidgpearitieircommitment to
recreational angling activities (Beardmore, Haider, Hunt and Arlinghaus, 2018asiiake

angl er goes angling only occ asonatherattivitiegs. and ¢
The “active angl er ” argassht sl spgrids ancgnsideradneauntmo r e r
oftimeonot her | ei sure activities. “Advanced ang
part of their free timen angling. Thdast type of angler istfec o mmi t t ed angl er”
most ofther free timeonangling or anglingelated activities.

In thissurveyanglers were asked to evaluate themselves and indicate which of the four
aforementioned angler types fits heh their own habitsThe fndings show that all types of
anglers are repsented in all four countries ta@reateror lesseextent. The overall findings
indicate thatthegop of “acti ve arepgesesd (85.3%) irstherBouthBaltist r o n
Region. Nevertheless, the other three angling typesildngyhly repreented bythe surveyed

anglers Acrosscountries, however, several differencesrigeapparent. The highest share of

commi tted angl ers can be found in Ger many

11
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and Lithuania less than 10% of swedeynglersndicated belongg to this groupDespite the
highnumberof “committed angletsn Denmark, most participants evaluate themselves as either
“advanced (36.4%) ofactive anglef$31.3%). In Germany and Lithuania, most participants also
belong to the gmap of “active anglei's(40.8%). In Poland, however, most anglers reported
themselve® be“casual angletsnstead(40.8%). A more detailed outlinfetloe distribution of

angler types can be foundRigure2.

Types of Anglers in the South Baltic Region

\q.m

47
2535 N ] 255%

31.3%
40.8% %
26 4o 19.0%

Denmark Germany

408%  25.6%

24.8%

W Committed angler M Active angler
B Advanced angler [ Casual angler Lithuania Poland

Figure2: Typesof Anglesin the SoutiBaltic Region

Preferred AnglingeEhniques

Preferred angling techniques vary in their rankings in the four participating countries. Differences
in responseacrossanglers and countries might exist due to differemronmental factors and
surroundingsut also due to the location of residence as well as distance to the coast or other

watersFor a simplified overview, tiesultingilop 3 of each countryan be found in Table 1.

12
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]
Poland

Coastal Angtig in

Sea Fishing from &

River/Stream

Waders Boat Fishing Lake Fshing
River/Stream River/Stream L ake Fishin River/Stream
Fishing Fishing g Fishing

Sea Fishing from &
Boat

Coastal Angling in
Waders

Surfcasting

Sea Fishing from &
Boat

Tablet

Preferred FishpBcies

PreferredAnglingTechniques @durveyed Aglersat NationalLevels

As with angling techniques, anglpreferencesor fish species vary not only between home

waters and watergisited orholiday but alsoamong nationaities. For a more specific and

comparative summary of the results, rankings of preferred fish species sepdistedyfor

each nationality and water type (home or holiday) in the overViakle?2.

T _I_ E— ]

(@) . .

P Denmark Germany Lithuania Poland
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 Pke Salmon Rainbow Trout

Table 2

Favourite 5hSpecies oSurveyed Angleet National Levels

13
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Differences in preferences rbayexplained by local environmental factors. The location

ofpartici pants resi dence de cdngiderationapphtaeflsh f i s h
species favourazhtrips and holidays. As shown in the following section, anglers from Denmark,
Germany, Lithuania and Poland do not necessarily share the @amy preference®r

angling trips, but stay in their home countries or nearby foreign destinations. ,Therefore
differences between countries and similarities between home waters and travel destinations are

not surprising.

3.3A n g | mwelBehaviduand TravelHabits

Questions regarding the holiday travel behaviour of participating anglers were subiivided in
the three trip categories mentioeedier day trip, short holiday amaain holiday. All questions

were directed at trips or holidays paicis 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 days they spend on these holidays per year, with how many other people they usually go
on angling trip or holidays andast which countries they have visited on their angling trips or

holidays.

Frequency of Anglingips and Hlidays

The frequency of angling trips and holidays slbetween countries and types of holidalys.

answers of surveyed agl varied from goingn a maximum of one day trip per year to
undertakingan angling day trimt least every weekenBolish and German anglers go less
often on angling day trgghan Danish and especially Lithuanian anglers. The number of short
holidaysis considerably lower than the number of day trips per year in every country, with
anglershavingon average 24 short holidays per year with the main aim of going angling. This
number is equally distributachongall four participating countries. The saapplies to the

number of longer (main) holidays anglers go on per year. On average, surveyed anglers in all
four countries go orathd amaximum of2 main angling holidays per yeArdetailed overview

is found in Table 3.

14
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How often do -|— —
you go? Denmark Lithuania Poland

. @ 22x @ 15x @ 31x @ 10x
Day Trip
per year per year per year per year
Short Holiday @ 3x @ 2-3x D 4x @ 3x
per year per year per year per year
. . D 12x D 1x @ 1x @ 1-2x
Main Holiday
per year per year per yar per year

Table 3: Frequency of Anglingips and Holidayat National Levels

Days Spent on AnglingdHdays

Participating anglersere asketiow many days they spemdtotal onshort and longer (main)
holidays per year. German anglers speadawest number of days smort angling holidays
(@ 78 days). Lithuanian anglers (@12 days), Polish anglarsl Danish anglepoth @ 12
13 dayskpemr significantly more time ahort anglingholidays per year. As the average
frequency of short hdays is similarly distributaehongall four countries, it may be assumed
that German anglers spend in general fewer dagssorgé short holiday than anglers from
Denmark, Poland or Lithuania.

In contrast, German anglers, as well as Lithuaniansrspend thenostdays on main
holidays (@15 days Danish participants stated thgyend on average 12 days on main
holidaysand Polish anglers go for 11 days on an angling holiday.

Number ofCompanion®n an Angling Trip or dliday

Participatswere akedto specify the number péople they usually go on an angling day trip
withor spend their angling holidaysh The answers diffegreatlyacrosdypes of angling trips
and to some exteatrossounties.

Strikingly, a higher number of Danish arsglcompared to German, Lithuanian and
Polish anglers, preferdo alone (260%) or with only one other person (38.5%) on an angling

day trip. In contrast, the majority of surveyed anglers in Germany (59.9%) and Lithuania

15
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(60.8%) reported speimg) theirangling day trips with a small group eft dther people. Polish
anglers showed no clear preference in the number of accompanying people. However, the
number of anglertherewho go on angling day trips with a group of 5 or more (33.6%) is
significantly gher than in Denmark (3.0%), Germany (7.2%) and Lithuania (3.1%).

Answergeferring toshort holidays showed that in all four countries surveyed anglers
prefer spending their trips witkl Dther people (Denmark: 53.8%; Germar82o7 Lithuania:

66.7%; Bland: 60.2%). In Denmark a smaller group of anglers still favours going alone on
angling short holidays (14.4%), whereas in Germany (1.5%), Lithuania (7.4%) and Poland (6.5%)
the number ofingleanglerss relatively lower.

When going on longer holidayanglers prefer spending their timesmaller or
sometimesigger groups. Scarcely any of the participants reported going alone on longer
holidaysinstead, the majority of anglers in all four countries again favoured spending their main
holidays with -2 other people. A more detailederviewof the survey results can be found in

Figures 3a—.

Number of Companions on Angling Daip$

8.0%

\
\

32.5% |

PASRO

38.5%

Denmark Germany Lithuania Poland

M [ goalone M I|go with1lperson W lgowith@ersons M1 go in a g

Figure3a: Number ofCompanionsn Angling @y Trips

16
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Number of @mparionson Short Holidays

15.0% 14.4%

Denmark Germany Lithuania

l I goalone M Igo with1person M | go with 2ersons

Poland

Figure3b: Number of Compaionson Short Klidays

Number of @mparionson Main Holidays

0.0% 0.9%
3.4%
26.1% | 23.9% 19.0%| 12.1%
50.0% 65.5%
Denmark Germany Lithuania
M I goalone [ Igowith1person W | go with @ersons

Poland

Figure3c: Number of Conpanionson Main Hblidays

Destinations of Angling Trips andlidays

The choice of destination for any kind of angling trip depends both on the place of residence

and the length of the respective tlipe fndings of the survey show that in all counktres

number one destination for most anglers is stilhdinge country. This is especially evident in the

choiceof day tripswhere almost all surveyed anglers indicagptefer angling spots in their
home country (Denmark: 90.9%; Germany: 86.83%ahia: 93.2%; Poland: 93.6%hen

other trip destinations were chosen, they were usually located in neighbouring countries.

When going on a short holiday, the majority of surveyed anglgnefstistaying in

theirrespectivliome countriedut toa lesgr extent than when going on a day trip (Denmark:

17
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61.5%; Germany: 60.1%; Lithuania: 65.4%; Poland: @3l&xfavoured destinations are still
located in neighbouring countriesth Danish anglers preferring Sweden (28%) and Norway
(6%), German @ters preferring Denmark (26.2%), Lithuanian anglers preferring Latvia (12.4%)
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 hmligpgr a
holidays. Especially in Denmark (18.1%) and Germany (2813%)&r of anglers is reduced,
but also in Lithuania (42%) and Poland (43.2%gre national angling spots are still important,
the number of anglers spending their holidays in tme& tauntries 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: 291886grTo a
extent, other European couesr but also more distant destinations such as North or South

America were mentioned.

3.4Preparatiorand Organization of TravelcAvities

In this section afie surveyanglers providkeinformation on which criteria are most important
when choosing a dtnation for an angling trip or holiday, which sources they use fotimding
necessary trip information and how they usually pegéuair trips and holidays. Additionally,
anglerswere askeavhich information generallydifficultto find when planng and organizing

an angling trip or holiday.

Criteria for the Choice oeBtination

To gather broad information on which criteria angisestochoose their destinations, this
guestion was again dividedoirthe three trip categorie§he most importantriteria when

choosing a destination for going on an angling day trip- byenumber of mentienr- travel

distance, fish species, landscape, preferred angling technique and stock status of preferred fish.
The importance othesecriteria is similaamong countries. Small deviations can be fpund

especially in Lithuania and Poland. Compared to Denmark and Germany, Lithuanian and

18
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Polish anglers strongly factor in travel expenses (Lithuania: Rank 4; Poland: Rank 2) when
choosing an angling spot for a dag.tri

The priorities of relevant criteria for holiday destinations, for both short and long holidays,
differ more stronglgmong participating countries. The overall rankinth@fmost important
destinatia criteria for short holidays includbeg number omentios—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 Lithuania and Poland
travel expenses are the shanportant criterion for choosing a travel destination, in Denmark
and Germany this criterion did not gt ihe Top 5 list of surveyed anglers. Instead, fish species
at the chosen angling spot are by far the most important criterion for Danish raad Ger
anglers.

When choosing a destination for a longer angling holiday, the ranking of relevant criteria
differsevenmore stronglamongthe four countries compared to the previous trip categories.
Thecombinedesults of the survey revealed tHeviiohgranking: landscapdish species, travel
expensestock status and preferred angling technique. Although these results reflect important
criteria for all countriestiec ase of | onger holidays it is ne
for each paicipating country separately. Whereas travel expenses are again very important for
Lithuanian and Polish anglers, German and especially Danish anglers rank criteria such as
available fish species and nature as more important. A detailed list of parScipatigs can
be found in Table.4

19
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]
Poland

Distance FishSpecies| FishSpecies| Distance Distance
Day Tps FishSpecies| Distance Distance FishSpecies ixp?nses
Landscape | Landscape | StockStatus | StockStatus ngiing
Technique
Fish pecies| Fish Pecies| Fish pecies| Expenses | Expenses
Short Landscape | Landscape | Landscape | StockStatus Angllng
: Technique
Holidays Angli
StockStatus | ~"9'Nd StockStatus | Distance Landscape
Technique
_ Landscape | FishSpecies| Landscape | Expenses | Expenses
H'(;,:%gys FishSpecies| Landscape | Fish $ecies| Landscape | Landscape
Expenses | StockStatus | StockStatus | Stock $atus | Distance

Table 4:

Main Criteria for @oosing afrip Destinatioat Summarized and National
Levels

Sources ohformation

Before going on any kind of angling trip, anglers prefoaréheir trips by searching for
information via various types of sources and media. To provide anglers widtessayy kind
of informationthere is a neetb understand which sources they use when planning angling day
trips or holidaydnterestinty, the information sourcassedare similaramong the three trip
categories. When searching for relevant infonmétio both day trips and short holidays,
surveyed anglers usetly number of mentier- friends, search engines/welssiterums and
blogs, Facebook and magazines as ressuimall deviations can be fouranong
nationalitiesGerman anglers prefer taaseh for information in angling shops or vidatber
than through Facebool&imilarly, Lithuanian anglers also use their local angling shops as a
source ofinformation. Polish anglers, however, favour books and videos over Facebook and
magazines.

Plannng a longer angling holiday makes it necessary to search for more detailed
information compared to day tripherefore,hte esults of the survey imply tid@brmation

obtainedvia Facebook isot sufficientNeverthelesshe information resourcegpplied are
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similar: friends, search engines/websites, forums and blogs, magazines and videos. Of particular
interest is the fact that in the planning and organization of any trip category, anglers from all

four countries heavily relytbrexperiences and omendations of friends and other anglers.

Informationthat is Difficulto Find

Although anglers draw on various resources, participants reported lgadsrabf trip

informationthat are difficultt o f i nd. Participants callys wer s
information on angling spots, but also on laws and regulations as well as angéagritdes
respective holidajestinationkardly existor isparticularlhydifficultto find. Furthenore anglers

seem to have problems fimglall the necessgrinformation on accommodation suitable for

anglers, closed seasons, shops and guides.

T —

o ] . .

P Germany Lithuania

{8 Angling spots Laws & regulations Laws & regulationg Angling liceces

74| Laws & regulationg Anging spots Angling spots Angling spots

< Angling liceees Angling liceces Accommodation | Angling guides

“58 Accommodation | Accommodation | Angling liceces Laws & regulations

<1 | Closed seasons | Angling shops Closed seasons | Accommodation
Table 5: Informatiorthat is Difficulto Findat National Levels

Organization ofAnglingTrips andHolidays

Anglers were asked to provide information on how they usually organize their angling trips and
holidays. Preferences may vary frorrosgénized trips to the employment of travel aigsrio

organize the complete trimteresngly, anglers from all four countries agree on the same
preferencefor organizing their angling trips or holidays. For every trip category, anglers by far
favour organizing their trips by themselves ratheusiiagthe help of professionaldowever,

some also use offers from angling clubs and associations, local tourist boards or travel agencies

which are more or less spemdiin angling holidays.
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3.5A n g ITeveldrrangementfor Trips and Holidays

Bediles varying preferencks planning an angling trjpactual travel arrangements malgo
differ amongall participating countries. Therefanethis section of the questionnainglers
indicatel their preferred transport m&i@referred accommodatioypes and the criteria for
choosing them, as well as the ovérallel expensdsr angling day trips, short and longer

angling holidayper year

PreferrediransporiMode

Surveyed angl ers’ preferred mode otherownanspor
car or travelling with a fellow angler. A smaller number of angletakaltsioeferry or plane
and a rented car tdravel to more distant angling destinagoiGerman and Lithuama

participantseportedraveling by bus or traitoo.

Preferrd Accommodation foAngling Hblidays

Anglerswere asked t@hoosetheir preferences from different types of accommodation. The
guestion was posed for short and main holidays sepa@tehall, anglers prefer staying in
cottages or on a camp site whenngoon a short holiday. Accommodation types such as
shelters, apartments ahdd and breakfast accommodati@d&B$ also made it to the Top 5

of preferred accommodatioDue to the fact that the results show significant differmoes)

the participatingcountries, this listing has to be considered car€fuitypared to Denmark,
Germany and Poland, Lithuanian anglers mostly prefer staying in sivelteesiting an
apartment or a cottagdn additionsimpler accommodatipsauch as camping or stayingain
hostelwasrankedhigherby Lithuanian anglers. By contrast, arfigw Polish anglers indicated
staying at shelters, prefamng to stayin cottages or even hotels when going on short angling
holidays. Nevertheless, many anglers also stay at cam@ertean and Danisinglersare by

far the mostlikely tochoose cottages as accommodation for their angling hoMidbgseas
Danish anglers also indicated camping as the second most preferred accommodation type,

German angleravourstaying in an apartentovercamping.
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Accommodation preferences for longer angling holiiffes slightlyfrom thosefor
short holidays. A significantly smaller number of surveyed anglers use shelters as their
accommodation for a higher number of overnight stays. Insteaaierall ranking shows that
again cottage are primarily rented by anglers for their main angling holidays. Further popular
accommodation types areby number of mentisr-camp sites, apartments, hotels and B&Bs.
The fndingsshow some differencamorg the four countries. Instead of renting an apartment,
Danish anglers preferstay at B&B 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 doirstattages, thouglhey alsomention
camp sites and shelters as favourite accommodation types. Polish anglers represent the highest
percentage of anglers staying at hotels on angling holidays. A naleddatesentationfo

results can be found in Table 5.

Preferred
Accommodation

-I_ ] — -
Denmark Germany Lithuania Poland

Overall

Cottage Cottage Cottage Shelter Cottage
Short Holidays Camping | Camping | Apartment | Camping | Camping
Shelter B&B Camping | Hostéd Hotel

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

Table6: Preferred A&commodation foShort and Main Holidaysat Summarized and
National Levels

Criteria for ChoosingcAommodation foAnglingHolidays

As indicated in the @viougjuestion, anglers may choose their preferéooesarious types of
accommodation. This choice can be affected by several criteriathehsthiveyaimed b
identify with a followp 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

accommodation are proximity to an angling spot, price and locagion/rgVith varying
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priorities, also the space for a boat or angling gear, the availability of boat rentals and the local

infrastructurare considered

TravelExpenses foknglingTrips andHolidays

Participating anglersiere askedo specify how much mgnéhey spend on average for their
angling day trips, short holidays and main holidays in one year, including all expenses except
angling gear. Due to the differences in duration and frequency of angling trips, the volume of
expenses naturally varies betwte types of angling trips and holidays. The findings of this
survey also revealed significant differesmeesgcountries. German anglers spbydar 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
Lithuania spending more than those from Poland for short and main holidays. The detailed
amountf expenditure for each country can be found in Table 6.
T—Tf

]
Expenses DL Denmark Germany Lithuania Poland

Average

Day Trips €40 €31 €73 €26 €29
Shqrt €223 €252 €367 €161 €112
Holidays

Ml €736 €847 €1,136 €586 €374
Holidays

Table7: Annual Average Travel Expenses for Day Tripst 8nd Main Holidaysat

Summarized and ationalLevels

At this point of the survegport,it needs to be highlighted that the expenses for angling
trips and holidays are specified in absolute numbers and should be considered with caution.
Average expemss in each country need to be considered in the context of national average
incomes and livingpstsUnfortunately, a comparison to previous reported numbers cannot be
made as data for recreational angling only exists for Germany. Arlinghaus (200@dsibedti
German anglergwithout differentiatiord pend on average €920 for

Including indirect expenstdssfiguret ot al s €1, 590 per year. A co

24



/
. A hNwAN

Coastal Angling Tourism

CATCH, howevers only possible to a limited extaathe samples andontextgjuestionecs
well aghe structure of the specific questions differ. Still, the numbers illustrate that both general
anglers and coastal anglers in Germany spend a considerable amount aimtogieynobby

and travels.

3.60pinions on Angling Guides

Angling skills and experiences can vary due to age, time or commitment to angling, to name just
a few factorsIn addition conditions at angling destinations can differ from country to country or
even from region to region. Therefdoeal knowledge offered by angling guides can be
especially beneficigbarticularlyfor nonresident or less experienced anglers. To verify this
assumption, anglers who participated in the survey were asked how often they actually hire local
angling gudes on their angling trips or holideysrderto profit from their angling as well as

local knowledge. Surprisingly, participating anglers do not usually hire angling guides for their
trips or do so only rarelyhis result is consisanbngall fourparticipating countries.

For abetter understandg ofwhy 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 particutara k e benef it of the guide’s
the right angling spotin additionknowledge on using the right angling gear or which written
and unwritten laws and rules apply in the respective region or aceimégsons 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 reasonamed byparticipantdor nothiring an angling guide wdsetmonetary aspect
or the possibility of gaining all argbevant information on the Internet. A rather small number of
participants reported a bad previous experience with an angling guide or problems in

communicating with the guide due to languagedrri
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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
anglersi t was of great 1interest to | earn more &
gear and equment. Surveyed anglers were therefore asked about where they usually buy their
angling gear, how much they spend on it per year and howvaftewhatkindand whythey

usually replace th&quipment

A n g |BaymaBehaviour andExpenses foknglingGear

The fndings clearly show that anglers from all four participating countries mainly buy their
angling gear and equipment in angling shops. Nearly 90% of surveyed anglers prefer going to a
reatlife shop however online shops do gain in importance doglerswhen buying their
equipment. In Lithuania and Poland about 40% reportied tiee Internet for buying angling
gear, whereas in Germany and Denmark even more than 60#emangling gear on the
Internet.

Similar to the findings on overall trasglenses, the average annual amount of money
spenton angling gear differs greathmongall four countries. In Polaride surveyed anglers
spend on averag€l190 for angling gear and equipment in one year. In contrast, by far the
highest number is spdyt surveyed Danish anglexho reported spenty more than€l,000
per year for their angling gear. German anglers spend the secondamghedbn angling
gear, totallingg783. Lithuanian anglers, similathose irPoland, spend on average much less
money on angling per ye&3(75). Thougtheresults show a distiind forwhich nationality
spends the highest amount on angling gear and equipment, it should be noted that expenses
also differat a national level. In Germany, though 31.5% of suesgyleds reported spend
more thar€750 per year, more than half of participants spend considerably |e€SGbam
angling gearAs with thefiguresfor travel expenses, the indicatedountsof expenses for
angling gearalsoneed to be considered causly and in the context of national average

incomes and living costs.
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Replacement andoss ofAnqglingGear

A reason for buying new angling gear and equipment can be the replacement of old, damaged
or even lost gear. Anglers were asked about theirypimtentiorwhenreplagng their angling
gear and again differencasnongcountries became apparent. Danish anglers mainly replace
their angling geafor better or undamaged gear, but seldom because getrigst. In
Germany, anglers named all threasms;mostly howeverit wasthe replacemendaf damaged
or lostgear. Lithuanian anglers mainly replace their gear to get befatity equipmentor
because their previous géms beerost. Polish anglers indicated that they mainly buy new
gear due tdhe loss of the oldquipment

The frequency of replacing angling gear is at a-regular basis of evenRlyears.
However, the majority of anglers only replace their gear when regbictdmay vary from
very often to every 10+ yeatspendingon thetype of equipment but algbe type of angler.
For sustainabilityeasonsthe studyfollowed up orguestioninghe quantity of gear thatgets
lost. Without going into further detail, a laghountof angling gear and equipment gets lost,

particularly vaous types of baits, hooks, weights and severakmétngling line.

3.8Motivations and Bundariegor Goingon Angling Trips anddfidays

At the end othissurveygeneral reasons for why anglers from each country go on angling trips
and holidayswee identified as well ageasons ofactors thatprevent them from going.
Surveyed anglers were asked to rate several statéonami$againstgoing on an angling trip
or holiday. Each set consisted of subcategories and was evaluated separatetgnitatvegei

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

Motivations foGoingAnqgling

The first set of statements referred to reasons why anglers gq whgtimgan be classified
into catch and nenatch motives. Interestingly, the finddisissurvey imply that anglers from
Denmark, Germany, Lithuania and Poland evaluateecatmih motiveas significantly more

importantthancatch motives. Experiencing nature, enjoying solitude or merely being with friends

27



/
. A hNwAN

Coastal Angling Tourism

and family are more importafdactors thammaking a good catcbhr mastering anglingelated
challenges. Thoughe findings show a similar trend across all partner countries, deviations

amongsingle results exist. A detailed overview of national ratings can be Fayurdiin

Il go angling

to master anglingelated challenges:

to outwit difficutto-catch fish sing a
sophisticated technique.

to experience a challenging fight:

< : CATCH

e
MOTIVES

to catch trophy fish.

to catch as many fish as possible:

to catch a fresh fish for a meal.

to generate a supply of fish in the
freezer for noangling times.

to experience nature.

NON -
CATCH

to enjoy solitude.

MOTIVES
to be with friends/family. . . . . .
1 2 3 4 5
—4— Total =—=Denmark =#—Germany Lithuania Poland
Figured: Motivations for Ging onAnglingTripsat Summarized andN ationalLevels

(Statements were evaluated or-padint scale, from[dtrongly disagréeo 5/strongly agre

Boundarie$o GoingAngling

When asked for reasons preireptanglers gag on an angling trip, surveyed anglers had to
rate statements from three categori@srpersonal boundasieangling qualithoundariegand
conditionalboundaries. For anglers from all four counstestcomingsn angling quality-

induding a high number of other anglers at an angling site or trexistance of certain fish
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species- are mgor reasons preventirigemgoing on an angling trip. For German and Polish

anglers, insufficient conditions for an angling trip, includingr wrdea strict regulations and

too expensive angling lices, are also reasons that prevent them from going angling. However,

it is necessary to refer to an overall low rating of possible barriers. Personal bounidaries are

leastlikely tohinder surweed anglerdMoreovershortcomings in angling quality or conditions

though more affectingwere likewise not rated as highly hindering. It might be concluded that

when anglers plan to go on an angling trip, they choose destinations with minimay boundar

conditions for themselvational differences are showrrigure5.

|l don’t go angli
preparations are too stressful.
| have limited skills. INTERPERSONAL
BOUNDARIES
| do not have a suitable partner.
there are too many anglers on the water.
fish ae too small.
ANGLING
| do not get enough bites. QUALITY
there are not enough fish of my targeted
species.
-regulations arenotelear. - - - - - - - __ AL\ ..
regulations are too strict.
angling licece is too expensive CONDITIONAL
ging PENSIve. BOUNDARIES
total costs are too high.
1 2 3 4 5
—4—Total ==Denmark =#— Germany Lithuania Poland
Figureb: Boundarieso Going onAnglingTripsat Summarized and\ationalLevels

(Statements were evaluated orvadint scale, from 1 @gly disagree] to 5 [strongly agree])
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3.9Reports on Recent Anglingpd and Holidays

Building on the knowledge of which factors affect angleigayoan angling trip or holiday,

the survey further intended to identify why anglers are satisfigdsatigiied with their trips.

For this reasoparticipants were asked to remember their most recent angling trips and indicate
positive and negatiaspects thatheyhad experienced on this particular trip.

By far he most positive aspects of tripslamm| i days t hat i nfl uence
are the landscape arntie 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 fotheir satisfactiorAt a national levelonly minor differences appeared. The
majority of surveyed anglers agreed on the same most positive aspects. Howaviesy only
Polish anglers evaluated the quality of anglingtsitesas positive as anglersirdenmark,
Germany or Lithuani a. I nstead, “a good deal”
Lithuanian and German anglers also highly value personal angling success as a satisfying aspect
of angling trips.

Althoughthe surveyed anglers raped that angling success or caelated factors are
not the most important aspeotgoing on an angling tripyoundonethird of surveyed anglers
evaluated the absence of angling success as a negative aspect of their latest trips. The presence
of too many other anglers alswgativelyaf f ect s angl er s’ overall S
reported additional shortcomings in fish sizes and spéess. findings indicate that catch
motives might not be primary factors for planning an angling trigigdayhdoutstillinfluence
anglers’ satisfacti on wdatthhas wehas icatch motiviesunadd tot r i p
be considered when compiling satisfying holiday packages for anglers. Howevaengaspend

angler type and angling experiertbe, importance of catch motives may vary.
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4 Conclusions

4.1Reflections on th#otentialof Coastal Aglirg Tourism

Today, oastal angling tourism is a niche market that can benefit from economies of scope,
segmentatiomnd welldesigned and custarad holidaysThe bcus shoulde onaddedvalue
services orderto attract customers who value the quality of these additional services and highly
personaked experiences. This in turn is expected to be more sustainable for coastal communities
and local ladscapegECORYS, 2013)Some countries have already acknowledged angling
tourism as a profitable and growing business segment, while other coastal areas still have unused
potential.

Current tourist trends and drivers present coastal communities withalievges.
However, these challenges dietd outpotential opportunities for communities to adapt and
differentiate themselves from other destinations in order to attract visitors. Focusing on coastal
angling tourism can help coastal communities tefibémm current trends artle 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 shortdEAPME, 2016) Angling
tourism meets thgrowing demand for sustainable tourisnd may at the same time offer
holi day experiences adapted to visitors’ I i
of actingin a more environmentally conscious maEA&BME, 2016poostthe attractivernss
of coastal angling tourism/hen concentratg on sustainable tourism as well aprtb®otion
of unique local featurghe asyet hidden potential of coastal commund#&sbe exploited

Howevermaximizinghis potentiatequirean understandingf the target grougor the
particular niche market. For coastal angling touinéonmation orthetarget group, especially
on anglers in the South Baltic Region, has been limited. The CATCH angler survey therefore
addresses this issue by extending priesewledge othe habits, preferences and demands of
anglers. The survey supports CATCH in meeting its primary objective of giving service providers
and coastal communities #ie necessary information and tools to promote coastal angling
tourism, ando creat a comprehensive knowledge platform for interested anglers. The CATCH

angler survey report demonstrates the multitude of information gathered from participating
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anglersNevertheless, this data depicts only a fractitmeaivailable angler data ahraises no

claim tobe complete, scientific or geneedile.

4.2 Implication®f the CATCHANgler Survey

Despite differences in average angling experience and the distribution of angler types
throughout the CATCH partner counfrieenmark, Germany, Litania and Polandmany
commonalities between anglers have become apparent. Similar prefévereoeanplein
motivationsfor going anglingjn planning and orgarng trips and holidayand in holiday
accommodation indicate similar behaviour patternangfers in the South Baltic Region.
Differencesat an international level have been observable mairfiyancial issues and

unsurprisinglyn preference®r fish species and angling techniques due to regional distinctions.
Benefitingrom An g | @omrmaadnalities

This knowledge dhe commonalities and differences of anglers in the South Baltic Region can

be used fodrawing conclusions about implications for coastal angling service pBesakss.

an impulse for @ossible crofwrder marketingtategy, severalopportunities for the specific

design of service offers and marketing tool s
As a basis fahe development of new or improved services, providers can appeal to the

fact thatthe majority of partipating anglerssalue noncatch motivesincludingenjoying a

peaceful holiday with family or friends in nataoehighy than catchrelated motivesnstead

of soldy promoting the angling experieniteelf extended offerdor anglers and their

comparionsshould be developed. Any campaign, offer or service mmdéhighlight the

benefis of catching fish in combination with enjoying a family trip or holiday with Wighels

experiencing a unique landscarel having the possibilioy getingaway f r om one’ s

routine Still, his should not excluddvertisingngling trips for single anglers who prefer having

some time on their own. Most anglers, howbkaee expresse@njoynent oftheir trips and

holidaysin company. As this can be botlhet anglers and/or neengling company (family,

partners etc.the servicesfferedshould be diversified orderto address a larger group of

visitorsincluding nosanglers. Ifdue to limited resourcésis not possibléo do this services

should oyl be custonzed to theintended target groupAn effective positioning of service

providers @auldinclude group offers fanglers thaadvertisghe joint experience while pursuing
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their hobby.Additional offers for nomangling compalns help providers ot distinguish
themselvelurtherfrom competitive offers and sectors. Offetdd include activities that can be
done while anglers are occupfedy.boat trips tours,childreh entertainment etfcor together
(e.g.water sports activities, bonfires).ePossible beginseiingling lessons for interested, not
yet angling companiomsuld bean opportunity to attract new customers.

The fndings of the CATCH angler sunagodemonstrateang | er s’ forpr ef er
nearbyangling spots and holiday destioas Travelling effortmay be limited to a certain
degree, especially for those travelling with faBeilyice providers armbastal communities in
particular can benefit from this circumstance and adapt their marketing and corporate strategies
accordngly. In order to attract more visitors from home countries as well as from neighbouring
Baltic countrieghe focus shoultbe onhighlighting local benefiggd advantages over more
distant holiday destinationEhe uniqueness of the promoted destinatioserviceshould be
easily identifiablelncomparable experiences in uncrowded and beautiful surroundings with
appealing fish species can convince anglers and make thesrthiegldo not need to travel to
distant destinations while the perfect experisndrtually on their doorstep. Angling spots and
serviceon the home Baltic coast or in other Baltic state®asier to readnd less time and
resourceare neededfor travellingwhich in turpositivelyaffecsa n gl er s’ ecol ogi c
For ®rvices especially accommodatjowhich arenot directly locatedt an angling spot
special features should be advertised evenintensivelyThough proximity to an angling spot
has been mentioned as the most important enighen choosing accomnadubn, anglers can
be persuaéd by a full package of d@heservices and facilities they need for a carefree angling

holidayat a sensible price
Using Dfference$or Custonzed Service ¥periences

Differences between anglers from Denmark, Germanyarisahand Poland revealed by the
CATCH angler survey are ldwit should not be underestimated. First, favoured fish species or
angling techniquediffer due toregional and environmental conditioneach country. Several

fish species are commimnall of the four Baltic countridsut each country or even region is

known for its stock of less common species. Regional or local marketing initiatives should

thereforeaddresghese unique features apbmote them in combination with the exceptional
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servicesffered for anglers and their compani@dagglers who look ferriety ordifferentand

newexperiencesan be attracted bthese unique features and angling opportunities.
Secondpneconsiderable differeneenongnationalitiess the amount of money spe

by anglers for their hobby, angling gear al

anglers from Denmark and Germany spend considerably more money than anglers from Poland

or Lithuania, althougthe stated numbers should be treated carefsdlyhey merely represent

absolutefigures Neverthelesexpenses for anglinglated servicageed to match the financial

resources of the target group. Overpriced gifetzablydo not meet theapprowal of anglers

as many cannot afford them andhey do not belong toa group ofluxuryseeking visitors.

Anglers look for simple accommodasaoh as cottages and camping sfiemished witthe

necessary facilities to prepare and freeze fish, dry their clothes or stora.tReifebing to

boat tours o hiring angling guidethe same applie®ffers should matcthe targeted anglers

but also be adapted to the commonness of targeted fish species or angling texffenedes

Knowing their target groaptheir expectations as well as their econonligrbands helps

angling providers to createistonied and affordableservices for each targahd income

group.
Strengtheningr o v i lrdigidual Btential

Comprehensive offers for angling trips and holidays may not always be offarsmdig
serviceprovider as this requirea high level ofresources anthe necessary infrastructure.
Thereforecooperation and networise inevitable tools for the successful (continued) existence
of angling service providers. In this regard, not only single prandewsperate, but also
entire communities. This allowdévarsified portfoliof anglingrelated as well as supplementary,
nonanglingrelated services to offer everything an angler desires. Strengthening local and
regional networks reveals and unltdo&sotential of coastal angling tourism for smaller and
larger coastal communitigigke

All these considerations, however, arevamighwhile if theervicesffered are easily
found and accessed by anglers and visitors. This implies tiaibithe of offershas to be
ensured, both offineandonliRea r t i ci pant s’ answers confirm t
for relevant information on angling trips and holidays, anglers dravai@able information

from the Internetincluding to a greatewr lesser extent websites, blogs and FaceBualbk.

34



/
. A hNwAN

Coastal Angling Tourism

survey findings also highlight the dissatisfaction of anglers with the availtdslitgaafssary
information, not only on laws and regulations but also on accommodation, shops and angling
guidesPoviders and communities need to consider this uncertainty and ctabgénitheir

interestt ncreasing and i m@dnmemetiamdgocial enediaipresencepd ovi de
contribute tadvertigg the servicesfferedto a larger group of peoplnd with that attradng

a higher number of potential anglers &isitors.

4.3Benefits of Coastal Angling Tourism and therg of CATCH

Overall, insights gathered in the CATCH angler survey clearly illustrate the challenges but also
the great poterai of developing suitable service bundles for anglers from all caloasés.

angling tourism puts coastal communities in the comfortable situation @fidegiegdent of

tourist seasons or holiday peritalstead, anglingelated services can beeoéfdfor anglers at

all ages and throughoutthe yeay not just atbusy time This presents providers with the
opportunity of offeringustonded holiday experiencesd reacting to anglérand vi si tor
wishes. At the same time, angling tourism is @etiancommunities to foster tourisnine

with sustainability standard3hese standardslo not meréy considerthe environmental
dimension otoastal angling tourisrbut rather the interaction withe ecological andocial

aspects of sustainabilityhich benefit all stakeholders in a coastal commumstgad of

following unobtainable mass tourissammunitieshould be committed tthe responsible
treatment of naturend to attracing those visitors wHook for a sustainable angling trip or

holiday experienceAnother benefit of coastal angling tourism igréat marketingpotential.

Via online marketing and appealing websjieaviders and communities can easily attract their
target group. Being listed on a collective platform such apdbeing CATCH websitean

also foster the visibilitytbé servicsofferedin promising locations.

In comparison to othamastal tourism sectpengling tourism benefits froracent
changes in visitors’ demands . [|inQtolrienproviddsa n a |l
communitiewith the opportunitio usethe upcomingrendsto makethenselvestand out from
the anonymous monotony cbmmontourist offersCustonded service offers increase the
added value for anglers and visit@s well as theecognition value of the provid&éhe

possibility of offering services all year roundbareadits the regional econgray itallowsong
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time employmentand a reduction of independence on seasonal wordenrgover the
ecological, social and economtitactivenesaf coastal angling tourisfor communities fosters

the cooperation of anglingelated providers and stakeholgetsich in turn positively affects the
development of the regiomhe CATCH angler surviegnce providesot onlynew insightsm

the target group of coastal angling touribot also recommendations on how service providers
and coastal communities can position themselves effectively in order to benefit from the potential
of coastal angling tourism. However, it shoulgdietedout that the survey considered the
demand side of coastal anglinige provider side has nadt been takerfullyinto account. An
additional report will demonstrate the current situation of the provider side of coastal angling
tourismA comprehensive matkanalysiswill 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 f@AFEH information platform on
sustainable coastal angling tourissmed at anglers, tourists, providers and interested
stakeholders. The necessity ohudtilingual crodsorder platformwas supported byarious
angl ers’ st at e kuwemanging hatidayeldtes infarmationary still not be
accessed easilATCH therefore aints provice a platform with althe necessary information
for planning and orgamng an angling trip or holiday, includiagmap with provider
information, fish species, angling techniques, information on waters and anglasysioas
references to prevailing laws, regulations and angling sddsoptatformwill enable anglers
to have allthe information at a glance, overcorpetential barriers and ensucarefree
planning of their next angling trip or holidslythe information and an angling dictionary will

be available in Danish, German, Lithuanian, Polish and English.
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Appendix

Appendix £National Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Demographic Characteristics of Dan@atiétpants

Gender Education Family Status Job Status

05%-29% 10% 839, >3% 2.5%

W Female Bl Basic education H Single M Student
M Male B Secondary education [ In a relationship M Fultitime employed
M University degree Il Married M Parttime employed
i Other I Separated M Selfemployed
Divorced ¥ Jobseeking
@ Age: Syears Widowed Pensioner
Other

FigureAl:  Demographic Characteristics of Daniatti€pants
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Demographic Characteristics of Germantiétpants

Gender Education Family Status Job Status
0.0%\ _00%

7%
16.4%

5.9% 3.2%
0.5%—,

5.111%
\‘ 29.7%
\

5149 20.5% 55.7% . 25.1% PI%{’s

M Female H Basic education M Single M Student
M Male B Secondary education M In a relationship M Fulktime emplged
M University degree Wl Married M Parttime employed
i Other M Separated M Selfemployed
Divorced 1 Jobseeking
@ Age: Byears Widowed Pensioner
Other

FigureA2:  Demographic Characteristics of Germarti€pants
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Demographic Characteristics of Lithuanianiétpants

Gender Education

Family Status
4.7% 0.5%

0.0%

M Female H Basic edudion M Single
M Male M Secondary education M In a relationship
M University degree M Married
i Other I Separated
Divorced
@ Age: 4years Widowed

1.9%

Job Status
1.0%

o 1.9%
3.8/0 :

M Student
M Fulltime employed
M Parttime employed
M Selfemployed
¥ Jobseeking
Pensioner
Other

FigureA3:

Demographic @aracteristics of LithuaniRarticipants
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Demographic Chaxderistics of Polishrficipants

Education

Gender

Family Status

0.0% 5.7% 3i3%
AN

3.3%

M Female H Basic education M Single
M Male M Secondary education M In a relationship
M University degree M Married
i Other I Sepaated
Divorced
@ Age: 45 years Widowed

5.0%

Job Status
2.5%

8.3% >-3%
N\

M Student
M Fulltime employed
M Parttime employed
M Selfemployed
¥ Jobseeking
Pensioner
Other

FigureA4:  Demographic Clracteristics of Polishricipants
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Appendix 2-Listof Questions

1. Generalnformation

A
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 sppen a) short holiday, b) main holiday?

With how many people do you usually go on an anglinfptrgg day trip, b) short
holiday, c¢) main holiday

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

main holiday?

2. Prepration of Your Travelclivities

A

What are the mai criteria when choosing your destination?gapa) day trip, b)
short holiday, c) main holiday

Which sources do you use when searfdrimgormation for your angling trips?
(Top5for a) day trip, b) short holiday, c) main holiday

Which informaon idifficultto find when planning your angling trips?

How do you organize your angling holidays? Blfop a) day trip, b) short holiday,
¢) main holiday

3. Local Angling @ide

A
A
A

How often do you hire a local angling guide on your angling trips?
Why do yu hire a local angling guid€fop5)
Why do you NOT hire a local angling guid&®@p5)

4. Travel Arangements

A
A

How do you reach your travel destination?

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

What are the relevant criteria when searching for accommodatior8X¢r ap

short holiday, b) main holiday

How much do you usually spemrdyour angling holidays (all travel costs, excluding

angling gear
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5. Angling @ar
A Where do yousually buy your angling gear?
A How much do you spemahangling gear per year (all kinds of angling gear
included?
A How often do you replace your angling gear?
A Why do you have to replace it?

6. Angling Habits

A
A

A
A
A

Angling experience (in years)

Which of the followmgnangler descriptions is most similar toogmamited,
advanced, active or casual angler

What are your favourite forms of angling? (3pp

What is your favourite fish in your home country?3)Top

What fish do you like to catch on an angling trip/hgRdaop5)

7. Preferences andpihions

Agreementviththe following statements<llstrongly disagree -3 strongly agree)

A

| go angling ...

t 0 ma s-telated claalteqgksi n g
t o o u t-tewgatch fishiudinf & sophiksticated technique.
txperieace a challenging fight.

to catch trophy fi sh.
to catch as many fish as possi bl e.
to catch a fresh fish for a meal.
to generate a supp-hnglingtimesfi sh i n the
to experience nature.
to enjoy solitude
t o biendstamityh f

|l don’t go angling because

... regulations are not clear.

preparations are too stressful
I have Iimited skills.

do not have a suitable partne
here are too many anglers on t

I
t
fish are too smal/l

I do nghbitesget enou
there are not enough f
regul ations are too st
an gl deis o dxpertsigen

tot al costs are too high.
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8. Your Last Anglingrip
A Please remember your last angling trip/holiday and answer the followiranguest

Wasit a) day trip, b) short holiday, ¢) main hofiday
A How satisfied were you with your holiday?
A What were the most positive aspects?

A What were the most negative aspects?

9. Demographicriformation
A Nationality, gender, age, distance to coast (resijiezaecation, occupation, family

status
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