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Public consultation on the Eel Regulation
Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 of 18 September 2007 establishing measures for the recovery of 
the stock of European eel

Introduction

 Background to the public consultation

The European eel stock ( ) is in critical condition. Recruitment is at an all-time low and Anguilla Anguilla
exploitation of the stock is currently unsustainable. The decline in eel stock has numerous causes 
including human activities such as fisheries (commercial and recreational), hydropower turbines and 
pumps, pollution, habitat modification and the creation of obstacles to eel migration. A further 
deterioration of the status of the stock should be avoided. In 2007 a framework to ensure the protection 
and sustainable use of the European eel stock was established at EU level (Regulation (EC) No 1100

 – the so called ‘Eel Regulation’)./2007
 
Purpose of the public consultation

This public consultation is part of the evaluation of the Eel Regulation. The evaluation aims to assess the 
measures for the recovery of the stock of the European eel under the Eel Regulation, and in particular the 
contribution of the Eel Management Plans established and implemented under this Regulation. These 
plans include measures to ensure the long-term escapement of at least 40% of adult eels and include:

limiting professional and recreational fisheries,
facilitating fish migration through rivers, and
restocking inland waters with young fish.

The answers you provide as part of the consultation will form an important part of the Commission’
 for the evaluation. The results of this consultation and the evaluation study may be s evidence basis

used to inform decisions on whether the Eel Regulation and/or the implementation measures need to be 
reviewed.

Scope of the consultation

This Public Consultation aims to gather input from all the stakeholders to evaluate the measures for the 
recovery of the European eel stock under the Eel Regulation of 2007. It forms part of a wider consultation 
strategy for the evaluation that also includes targeted stakeholder consultations and several case studies 
that will gather more detailed evidence at a national level.

https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/a0d3c239-8086-4368-ae87-4eb3d1a477f5/language-en
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/a0d3c239-8086-4368-ae87-4eb3d1a477f5/language-en
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This questionnaire takes about 15 minutes to complete. You will also be able to provide any other relevant 
information or comments at the end.

About you

*Language of my contribution
Bulgarian
Croatian
Czech
Danish
Dutch
English
Estonian
Finnish
French
Gaelic
German
Greek
Hungarian
Italian
Latvian
Lithuanian
Maltese
Polish
Portuguese
Romanian
Slovak
Slovenian
Spanish
Swedish

* I am giving my contribution as
Academic/research institution
Business association
Company/business organisation
Consumer organisation
EU citizen
Environmental organisation
Non-EU citizen
Non-governmental organisation (NGO)
Public authority
Trade union
Other

*First name

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering
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*Surname

*Email (this won't be published)

*Organisation name
255 character(s) maximum

*Scope
International
Local
National
Regional

*Organisation size
Micro (1 to 9 employees)
Small (10 to 49 employees)
Medium (50 to 249 employees)
Large (250 or more)

Transparency register number
255 character(s) maximum
Check if your organisation is on the . It's a voluntary database for organisations seeking to influence EU decision-transparency register
making.

*Country of origin
Please add your country of origin, or that of your organisation.

Afghanistan Djibouti Libya Saint Pierre 
and Miquelon

Åland Islands Dominica Liechtenstein Saint Vincent 
and the 
Grenadines

Albania Dominican 
Republic

Lithuania Samoa

Algeria Ecuador Luxembourg San Marino
American 
Samoa

Egypt Macau São Tomé and 
Príncipe

Andorra El Salvador Madagascar Saudi Arabia

http://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/homePage.do?redir=false&locale=en
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Andorra El Salvador Madagascar Saudi Arabia
Angola Equatorial 

Guinea
Malawi Senegal

Anguilla Eritrea Malaysia Serbia
Antarctica Estonia Maldives Seychelles
Antigua and 
Barbuda

Ethiopia Mali Sierra Leone

Argentina Falkland Islands Malta Singapore
Armenia Faroe Islands Marshall 

Islands
Sint Maarten

Aruba Fiji Martinique Slovakia
Australia Finland Mauritania Slovenia
Austria Former 

Yugoslav 
Republic of 
Macedonia

Mauritius Solomon 
Islands

Azerbaijan France Mayotte Somalia
Bahamas French Guiana Mexico South Africa
Bahrain French 

Polynesia
Micronesia South Georgia 

and the South 
Sandwich 
Islands

Bangladesh French 
Southern and 
Antarctic Lands

Moldova South Korea

Barbados Gabon Monaco South Sudan
Belarus Georgia Mongolia Spain
Belgium Germany Montenegro Sri Lanka
Belize Ghana Montserrat Sudan
Benin Gibraltar Morocco Suriname
Bermuda Greece Mozambique Svalbard and 

Jan Mayen
Bhutan Greenland Myanmar

/Burma
Swaziland

Bolivia Grenada Namibia Sweden
Bonaire Saint 
Eustatius and 
Saba

Guadeloupe Nauru Switzerland

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

Guam Nepal Syria

Botswana Guatemala Netherlands Taiwan
Bouvet Island Guernsey New Caledonia Tajikistan
Brazil Guinea New Zealand Tanzania
British Indian 
Ocean Territory

Guinea-Bissau Nicaragua Thailand

British Virgin 
Islands

Guyana Niger The Gambia

Brunei Haiti Nigeria Timor-Leste
Bulgaria Heard Island Niue Togo
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Bulgaria Heard Island 
and McDonald 
Islands

Niue Togo

Burkina Faso Honduras Norfolk Island Tokelau
Burundi Hong Kong North Korea Tonga
Cambodia Hungary Northern 

Mariana Islands
Trinidad and 
Tobago

Cameroon Iceland Norway Tunisia
Canada India Oman Turkey
Cape Verde Indonesia Pakistan Turkmenistan
Cayman Islands Iran Palau Turks and 

Caicos Islands
Central African 
Republic

Iraq Palestine Tuvalu

Chad Ireland Panama Uganda
Chile Isle of Man Papua New 

Guinea
Ukraine

China Israel Paraguay United Arab 
Emirates

Christmas 
Island

Italy Peru United 
Kingdom

Clipperton Jamaica Philippines United States
Cocos (Keeling) 
Islands

Japan Pitcairn Islands United States 
Minor Outlying 
Islands

Colombia Jersey Poland Uruguay
Comoros Jordan Portugal US Virgin 

Islands
Congo Kazakhstan Puerto Rico Uzbekistan
Cook Islands Kenya Qatar Vanuatu
Costa Rica Kiribati Réunion Vatican City
Côte d’Ivoire Kosovo Romania Venezuela
Croatia Kuwait Russia Vietnam
Cuba Kyrgyzstan Rwanda Wallis and 

Futuna
Curaçao Laos Saint 

Barthélemy
Western 
Sahara

Cyprus Latvia Saint Helena 
Ascension and 
Tristan da 
Cunha

Yemen

Czech Republic Lebanon Saint Kitts and 
Nevis

Zambia

Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo

Lesotho Saint Lucia Zimbabwe

Denmark Liberia Saint Martin

*Publication privacy settings
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*Publication privacy settings
The Commission will publish the responses to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would like your details to be made 
public or to remain anonymous.

Anonymous
Only your type, country of origin and contribution will be published. All other 
personal details (name, organisation name and size, transparency register 
number) will not be published.
Public 
Your personal details (name, organisation name and size, transparency 
register number, country of origin) will be published with your contribution.

* I agree with the personal data protection provisions

*What is the main field of activity of your company/organisation?
fishery
aquaculture
environment
other

If other:

*How would you best describe the nature of your understanding and involvement 
in matters related to the Eel Regulation?

I work for a public administration responsible for developing, implementing 
and/or monitoring the Eel Regulation
I am a fisher or farmer involved the production and/or sale of eels
I represent an international organisation with an interest in the 
implementation of the Eel Regulation
I work for an environmental body with an interest in the implementation of 
the Eel Regulation
I work for a research body with an interest in the Eel Regulation
I have a general interest in matters concerning fisheries in the European 
Union
Other

If other:

*How familiar are you with the Eel Regulation provisions?
I have at least a basic knowledge of the Eel Regulation and its 
implementation
I am not familiar with the Eel Regulation

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/specific-privacy-statement_en
Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering



7

Questions on Eel Regulation
Relevance
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1. The Eel Regulation has a number of objectives. To what extent do you 
consider that each of these remains relevant today?

Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

Don't 
know

* There remains a need for a 
European recovery plan for the 
European eel.

* There remains a need for 
Member States to implement 
Eel Management Plans.

* There remains a need to 
ensure that anthropogenic 
mortalities are reduced.

* There remains a need to 
ensure the escapement to the 
sea of at least 40% of the adult 
eel biomass.

* It remains appropriate to 
regulate the supply of glass eels 
for restocking operations.

* There remains a need to 
regulate fishing effort and 
catches to ensure the recovery 
of the European eel.

* There remains a need to 
ensure the origin and 

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering
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traceability of all live eels 
imported to and exported from 
MS.

* There remains a need to 
ensure that control and 
enforcement activities take 
place in EU waters and at all 
stages of the eel supply chain.

* It remains appropriate to seek 
to reduce catching of eels to at 
least 50% of 2006 levels.

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering
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2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

Don't 
know

* The target of 40% eel 
escapement is achievable.

3. Please provide a reason for your answer as to why you think the 40% 
escapement goal is achievable or not (optional).

*4. Do you think that alternative targets are needed to ensure that the 
Eel Regulation delivers on its objective of securing the recovery of the European 
eel?

Yes
No
Don't know

5. Which indicators or targets do you think would be more suitable? (optional).

6. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

Don't 
know

* The Eel Regulation 
requires amendment or 
simplification.

7. Please provide a reason for your answer, and, if appropriate, identify which 
aspects of the Eel Regulation you think need to be amended or simplified 
(optional).

Effectiveness

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Anteckning
The 40% goal can for sure be reached but its not enough. Also, the reason for disagreeing with the 50% fishing reduction target based on 2006 catches is that it is not ambitious enough today and does not meet the very clear ICES advice. The development of the stock has not improved using the above targets and the urgency of moving faster is clear. However, of course we are aware that targets mean nothing if they are not implemented and if all MS had really strived to fully meet the targets the situation could be better but again, we are not even near to the repeated advice from ICES of as close to zero mortality as possible.

Nils
Markering

Nils
Anteckning
For example, set a yearly reduction target, linked to historical catches, to phase out the active commercial fishing, that is fishing in all waters including inland waters. Also, set a clear date for complete closure of recreational fishing preferable 2019 already since there is no need to wait besides giving time to inform the general public.There should also be a separate target for reduction of migration barrier related mortality, either as % target transformed to individual river targets based on actual estimated/monitored amounts of eel passing the dams/barriers. Example: Reach at least a 70% mortality reduction. If a river today is estimated to generate 10 000 outmigration silver eel, mitigation must ensure that 7000 more eels escape the river after mitigation measures are installed.One could also consider a separation of targets based on life stages of eel. The discussion among MS past year has been strongly focused on who is at fault for taking most eel or how the fishing on glass eel, yellow eel or silver eel is different and occurs in different places. A separation of targets and indicators for each life stage could be considered. Regardless, targets must be result oriented and not be set as a reduction of fishing certain periods and areas but on the amount of eels saved.More detailed targets could also serve as triggers for allowing derogations from a fishing ban if the stock increases, however due to the long life cycle of eels, such a trigger and reopening of a fishery is still far in the future.

Nils
Anteckning
1. the regulation does not meet the CFP requirements, is not well aligned with WFD and MSFD (MSY, GES etc). Eel is a commecial species and CFP does not allow, or should not allow for, any taking. 2. The targets are insufficient today as the stock has not, after 10 years of the old plan, showed a positive trend. ICES advice is clear.3. The regulation must clearer specify that it covers eel through out its natural range and includes all recreational fishing. The reason for this is not only that the eel life cycle dictates such a focus but also that the phasing out of the active fishery cannot only consider the marine areas since that is simply unjust and unbalanced.

Nils
Anteckning
1. the regulation does not meet the CFP requirements, is not well aligned with WFD and MSFD (MSY, GES etc). Eel is a commecial species and CFP does not allow, or should not allow for, any taking. 2. The targets are insufficient today as the stock has not, after 10 years of the old plan, showed a positive trend. ICES advice is clear.
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8. To what extent have the current measures for the recovery of European eel 
stock under the Eel Regulation achieved the following objectives?

Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Neither 
disagree 
nor agree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

Don't 
know

* Implementing Eel 
Management Plans

* Achieving the targets set out 
in Eel Management Plans

* Ensuring a reduction in 
anthropogenic eel mortalities

* Increasing the escapement to 
the sea of adult eels towards 
the 40% target

* Ensuring that there is enough 
supply of glass eels for 
restocking operations

* Ensuring reduction of fishing 
effort and catches towards the 
50% targets

* Ensuring the origin and 
traceability of all live eels 
imported to and exported from 
MS

* Ensuring control and 
enforcement activities at all 
stages of the eel supply chain

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering
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*9. Reflecting your answers above, what do you consider to be the barriers to 
achieving the objectives of the Eel Regulation?

*10. What do you consider to have been the successes of the Eel Regulation and 
its implementation to date?

11. Do you support the following measures to recover the population of eel in 
Europe?

Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Neither 
disagree nor 

agree
Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

Don't 
know

* Limiting professional eel 
fisheries in the sea

* Limiting professional eel 
fisheries in freshwater

* Limiting recreational eel 
fishing in the sea

* Limiting recreational eel 
fishing in freshwater

* Facilitating fish 
migration through rivers

* Restocking waters with 
young fish

*12. Do you support the implementation of total or partial bans on eel fishing to aid 
recovery of the European eel stock?

Yes
No
Don't know

12a. Please provide a reason for your answer to explain why you support or do 
not support bans on eel fishing in the EU:

*13. What other actions should the European Union or Member States undertake 
to recover the eel population in Europe? Who should undertake these actions (EU 
or MSs)?

Nils
Anteckning
The variations in the replies above are explained by the fact that there is a very uneven implementation of the national plans. Some have done a much better job than others e.g. closing recreational fishery in all waters. Some have more or less only increased the amounts of released eels and either continued fishing or moved the fishery upstream.  The "restocking" measures are not something we support since they a) are used to uphold a fishery and not recovery b) regularly take place in areas heavily affected by hydropower or migration barriers and c) there is still fishing downstream.The continued fishing for eel, as the stock has further declined, is clearly hindering the recovery.  The slow implementation of mitigation measures at migration barriers is hindering the recovery. However, with very low recruitment and reduced amounts of eel actually reaching upstream, the mortality at dams is also decreasing in real numbers. Mitigation should be targeted and aim at the most important rivers first.  So, the major barrier to recovery seems to be that we are currently operation with a dual focus of recovery and fishing and at the same time the mitigation at dams is slow. Habitat degradation is an issue that spans several species in upstream environments. However, the eel is a highly adaptive species and is able to live in very diverse set of circumstances. Because the eel population has been decreasing, lack of suitable habitats or the loss of them is likely not the major factor in limiting the recovery in the short term. This does not mean the MS should not focus also on re-establishing habitats but this basically points back to mitigating or removing migration barriers because there are habitats enough upstream in most cases.The effects on climate change is not well known but considering that eel thrive on southern European coasts and rivers as well as in north African rivers, rising temperatures alone does not seem to represent a current top threat to the species. However, recent studies suggest that the climatic changes impacting the availability of food in the early life stages of eel in their oceanic phase may have an effect on the recruitment of glass eel. Pollution and parasites is likely having effects on eel during its life cycle but we do not know how it may affect the spawning success. Natural predation has an impact but is by some argued to be the most important one but we seriously question this argument. Natural predation is natural and in the event this is in some areas unbalanced or not is not a factor on population level. It is for some reason seen by some more important regarding eel than for other species, and yet we know that cods eat other cods and pike eat everything but nobody calls for the killing of those species for that reason. We are not against management of cormorants of other predators if  it can be proved to have an effect, but we will not accept the argument that such management actions must be taken so humans can kill and eat the endangered eel instead of a bird or a fish.

Nils
Anteckning
The regulation has put strong focus on the eel and the urgency of the situation. Several countries have made considerable efforts and spent lots of funds on research, reduced catches etc.The regulation has also spurred further regulations/discussions etc such as the CITES, CMSAlso, thanks to the new CFP and the actions of the Commission, the eel has also been a part of the annual TAC and quota discussions. 

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Anteckning
We fully support the reduction of fishing towards a complete stop as this is the only possible interpretation of the CFP rules in relation to a stock in such poor condition. Of all human induced mortality, reducing fishing is the most direct and fastest measure to take. The stock is not showing any recovery and the amounts of eel in the "system" are in some cases 100% based on relocated eels ("restocked") This in turns gives a false image of the state of the stock, but in areas far upstream and where no stocking is taking place shows the real situation where eels are virtually extinct. The only response above where we have not marked fully agree is related to this relocation schemes. As long as active fishing is going on, we cannot support such measures being paid for by any public funds as they counter the aim of the relocation in the first place. "Restocking"/relocation should only take place as an emergency recovery measure and not to artificially support a fishery and under no circumstances occur in waters with downstream migration barriers and even hydropower dams that will end up killing between 30-100% of the down migrating eels. This is not only a waste of money but a terrible way to intentionally inflict damage to individual eels.

Nils
Anteckning
There is need for MS, regional and EU actions. EU actions and an EU plan for eel is needed to make sure the relevant measures to support the recovery of the eel stock is maintained in all MS. The actions and demands however should be more targeted and relevant for the respective region/MS. The EU level is needed to keep the focus on the eel in the entire natural range.Regarding regional actions. One specific and crucial point is that the eel recovery plan cannot not only point to the MS and call for national plans that are not syncronized with neighboring MS. The Baltic Sea is an excellent example where the flaw of a national approach is evident. Since fishing on migrating spawners is still allowed, national measures in countries upstream Denmark, Sweden or Germany all take measures to increase out-migrating fish only to see these fish caught in the very active coastal fishery. MS level actions: As mentioned, eel fishery must be phased out, but the reach of CFP and joint EU measures is limited with the current format of the regulation and the CFP. Upstream measures must be taken as well and as a first measure all recreational fishing should be stopped. There are no valid arguments to allow taking of a critically endangered species for sport or pleasure and there are plenty of other species where such measures are since long already established. The efforts needed here are the MS responsibility, and it is not acceptable to have some MS (e.g. Ireland, Sweden) close recreational fishing and the rest ignoring it. Second, mitigation and migration barriers and mainly hydropower stations and pumping stations that cause a direct or indirect mortality on out-migrating eels (mostly but not exclusively, also upstream migration in causing problems and mortalities) must be addressed with more urgency. The dam owners must simply pay under PPP principles and relatively simple, tested and verified, measures are available to reduce mortalities, allowing for up to 100% secure passage for eels. MS should be demanded to produce a plan to address, based on a prioritization list, the most important rivers and barriers within a 2-4 year period. A separate target for such measures should be introduced where each MS must increase the amount of eels passing the migration barriers.Third, relocation or stocking of juvenile eel must only be done in safe waters and waters with no fishing. This must be the basic prerequisite for any use of public funds for such measures. MS should present a clear plan and allocation of any releases before they take place.Fourth, during a phase out period and after a closure of the fishery, a rigorous control must be in place. The penalties for placing eel on the market without full documentation, illegal sales etc should be heavily fined. In summary, all MS must themselves take on the responsibility to ensure full protection for the eel throughout its natural range and stop using artificial borders as limitations of their actions and the reach of the eel recovery plan, but this needs to be demanded across the board on the EU level. To focus on coastal/marine areas is unfair, unbalanced and irrelevant in relation to eel. The EU as a whole should outline principles covering the above mentioned areas and set demands on each MS but under current circumstances it seems clear that the MS must themselves commit to take on and implement upstream measures and allow the oversight of the EU. Withholding or payment of EMFF funds could for example be used as a carrot and a stick.
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Coherence

14. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Neither 
agree 

or 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

Don't 
know

* The Eel Regulation is coherent 
with other EU instruments to 
regulate fisheries (such as the 
Common Fisheries Policy, 
Fisheries Control Regulation, 
the Water Framework Directive 
and the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive)

* The Eel Regulation is coherent 
with international instruments to 
regulate fisheries (such as the 
Convention on International 
Trade in Endangered Species 
of Wild Fauna and Flora - 
CITES, and the Convention on 
the Migratory Species - CMS)

*14a. Please provide a reason for your answer to explain what factors lead to 
coherence or to identify those aspects that are inconsistent or a duplication of 
efforts under other measures:

EU added value

15. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

Don't 
know

* The Eel Regulation provided 
additional value compared to 
what could be achieved by 
Member States at national or 
regional level.

15a. Please provide any comments below to explain your answer (optional):

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering
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*16. What would be the most likely consequences of stopping the application of 
the measures contained within the Eel Regulation (both positive and negative)?

Efficiency
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17. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

Don't 
know

* Administering and 
implementing the Eel 
Regulation has been carried out 
at the lowest possible cost.

* The costs of administering and 
implementing the Eel 
Regulation are proportionate to 
the environmental and socio-
economic benefits achieved.

* It is possible to simplify the Eel 
Regulation and still achieve the 
same results.

* The same or better results in 
terms of eel stock recovery 
could have been achieved at 
lower cost.

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Anteckning
possible to answer several ways here depending on if you know anything about this. Costs will vary a lot in different countries also.  One thing is clear and that is that since we stock with wild eels and still fish, the cost efficiency of this can be seriously questioned.
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*18. Do you think that other policy instruments or mechanisms have provided 
better cost-effectiveness than has been achieved under the current Eel Regulation 
and associated Eel Management Plans?

Yes
No
Don't know

19. If yes, what other policy instruments or mechanisms do you think would have 
been more cost effective?

Sustainability

*20. Are the effects likely to last after the intervention ends?
Yes
No
Don't know

Questions on eel conservation

*21. Before starting this consultation, had you ever heard about the problem of 
decreasing population of the European eel?

Yes
No
Don't know

*22. Do you support action by the European Union to regulate eel fishing to ensure 
the recovery of the species?

Yes
No
Don't know

23. Do you support the following measures to recover the population of eel in 
Europe?

Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

Don't 
know

* Limiting professional eel 
fisheries in the sea

* Limiting professional eel 
fisheries in freshwater

* Limiting recreational eel 
fishing in the sea

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Anteckning
These questions (21-24) are shown here but are not part of the consultation IF one marks initially in the form "have knowledge of eel regulation" As you can see they are repeats of eralier questions.

Nils
Anteckning
We don’t think there is an issue with cost efficiency because for example dam mitigation should be paid for by the dam owner and this is true regardless if measures are called for by the WFD or the eel regulation or any other laws. If the question is more related to administration and costs of management, then the answer is we don’t know, but a comment would be that since the “dual focus” of both keeping a fishery open and sustained with the help of relocated juvenile eel is evident everywhere, one must question such a waste of taxpayer money.
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* Limiting recreational eel 
fishing in freshwater

* Facilitating fish 
migration through rivers

* Restocking waters with 
young fish

*24. What other actions should the European Union or Member States undertake 
to recover the eel population in Europe? Who should undertake these actions (EU 
or MSs)?

Document upload and final comments

Should you wish to provide additional information (e.g. a position paper, report) or 
raise specific points not covered by the questionnaire, you can upload your 
document here. In preparing your response if you have specific recommendations 
we would ask that you make it clear who you believe should action these.
Please note that the uploaded document will be published alongside your response 
to the questionnaire which is the essential input to this open public consultation. 
The document is an optional complement and serves as additional background 
reading to better understand your position.
If you wish to add further information - within the scope of this questionnaire - 
please feel free to do so here.

2000 character(s) maximum

Please upload your file
The maximum file size is 1 MB
Only files of the type pdf,txt,doc,docx,odt,rtf are allowed

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Markering

Nils
Anteckning
Feel free to add here. CCB will likely share a paper compiling knowledge of mitigation measures and their costs plus data on recreational catches.




