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Background 
This document contains a range of proposals and reflections from Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB) on ways to 
improve monitoring and management of recreational fisheries in the Baltic Sea region. 
 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to consider the following proposals/measures: 

 Adopting a more harmonized approach to monitoring to facilitate comparison of impact of 

recreational catches across the region 

 Collect best examples of simple end effective reporting tools for recreational fishing already available 

(smart phone) by June 2017 

 Consider developing a joint scheme for data collection and reporting recreational catches before end 

of 2017 

 Compile a comprehensive report to establish socio-economic importance of recreational fisheries, 

angling or via commercial style gears 

 Consider compiling a report of sales of net and trapnet fishing gear 

 Develop a more robust system for controlling commercial style gears used in recreational fishing with 

aim to limit lost gears. 
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CCB statement on recreational fishing in the Baltic Sea region 
 
Proposals for actions to improve management of recreational fisheries in the Baltic Sea  

Based on earlier reports and papers, among them the HELCOM FISH-PRO II work on a Baltic-wide assessment 
of coastal fish communities in support of an ecosystem-based management, and the availability of data from 
recreational fisheries in the Baltic Sea, Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB) is preparing a report on a number of 
aspects related to recreational fisheries in the Baltic Sea. Based on this draft report, we would like to present 
the following reflections and proposals for consideration by the HELCOM FISH, and to return to present the 
full report at a later stage. 
 
In recent years, the recreational fisheries have been the focus of a much more active debate. This is due to a 
number of factors, such as EU policy reform introducing a range of new management measures, increased 
scarcity of certain stocks, and increasing trends for recreational catches in some countries - all contributing 
to a feeling of increased conflict of interest/competition between the commercial and the recreational 
sectors. In the light of this, the extent to which recreational catches, trends and impacts are unknown has 
become less acceptable. 
 
The recreational sector is large (in terms of the individuals involved), with valid fishing interests which has 
been somewhat overlooked from a management perspective, and there is also still a great lack of knowledge 
and data, making the sector an easy target in the debate about overall fisheries management. Since 
recreational fisheries is not an integrated part of the CFP basic regulation and only partly covered by the 
current control regulation, CCB considers coordination and collaboration via HELCOM on data collection, 
harmonisation of rules and proposals for measures to improve stock status with closures/MPAs to be 
appropriate and in line with the FISH subgroup agenda.  
 
1. The management of recreational fisheries in the Baltic Sea 
According to ICES, recreational fishing are all non-commercial fishing activities exploiting living aquatic 
resources for recreation, tourism, or sport (EU, 2009). In the Baltic Sea, this covers a range of active fishing 
methods, including line and spear, and passive fishing methods, including nets, traps, pots, and set-lines 
(ICES, 2013).  
 
In general terms, recreational fisheries can be divided into two broad sub-sectors consisting of 1) so-called 
subsistence fisheries (or “hobby fishermen” in Germany) using mainly passive gears and 2) sport fishing or 
angling, using a range of active gears, mainly rods with lines. It is clear that across the region, these two sub-
sectors are managed differently – and for the most part rightly so, as they are categorised by a number of 
differences that makes this fundamentally necessary: 
 
Anglers are generally better organised. They have local, regional and/or national bodies representing their 
interests. Generally, it is truly a “hobby” – a recreational past-time enjoyed – rather than a family food source. 
It is also a subsector of substantial financial importance, in many countries of greater financial importance 
than the commercial fisheries sector.  
 
Subsistence fisheries tend to be a continuation of past coastal livelihoods, when coastal communities relied 
on a range of activities for their survival, often a [seasonal] mixed economy of small-scale farming, fishing 
and sometimes forestry and handicrafts. Today, it is mostly not a matter of truly relying on the fisheries for 
subsistence, but more about a mix of recreation, food source and cultural tradition. However, the use of 
“quantity-catching gears” such as nets and traps similar to the gear commercial fishermen use carries the 
potential to have a greater impact on target stocks as well as bycatch issues, than sport fishing/angling. There 
is also something of a grey zone, when substantial catches of valuable species may be sold outside official 
structures, illegally.  
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Despite all the above differences, there are some management options that ought to be applied equally to 
both sub-sectors, as will be reflected below. Voluntary systems are likely to be more acceptable to both 
HELCOM Contracting Parties (CP) and the recreational sector, than a formal system such as for the 
commercial sector under the EU Common Fisheries Policy, but for stocks under EU management where these 
fisheries have a real impact it needs to be recognised.  
 
The recreational fishing sector also needs to be better recognised in terms of its socio-economic importance 
in many countries, and have a given right, as well as responsibilities, to be a part of management discussions 
and decisions. In some cases, their legitimate right to fish may call for a recreational quota to protect their 
catches. 
 
2. Recreational catches – how important are they? 
Across the Baltic Sea region, there are substantial recreational fisheries and we know that the catches in 
some of these fisheries are increasingly important in stock management. In Germany, the catches of cod by 
anglers are estimated to be in the same range as the commercial catches and in several countries the catches 
of salmon are substantial, and of sea trout much greater than the commercial catch. For coastal fish stocks, 
including perch, pikeperch, whitefish and bream, recreational fisheries generally have a greater impact, 
though the target species and the estimated amounts show wide variation across the region. 
 
The main problem, however, is that we do not truly know the extent and importance of the recreational 
catches, as there is very little reliable data available. Again, the information available is hugely variable across 
the region, as each country has its own ways of monitoring and recording catches – or in some cases no 
monitoring and recording. Only Sweden, Denmark and Finland conduct regular surveys of recreational 
fisheries, while in other states there is no regular monitoring of anglers’ catches but close monitoring of 
subsistence fisheries, and yet others have little regular monitoring aside from the numbers of fishing licenses. 
 
Over the past year, there has been increasing pressure on EU Member States to report on recreational 
catches and to live up to article 55 in the Regulation (EC) No 1224/2009.  
 
In order to better consider recreational fisheries in the overall management of the Baltic Sea fish stocks, and 
in efforts to mitigate the environmental effects of fishing activities, we have to find ways to improve both 
monitoring and data collection. The characteristics of the recreational sector makes this more challenging 
than for the commercial sector, but nevertheless there are a range of actions to consider linked to different 
management measures, such as licensing, catch reporting and landing obligations. Recognising the large 
national differences, there is still a case for increased harmonisation in this area, aiming to ensure that data 
collected are comparable and provides an overall picture of the extent and potential impact of recreational 
fisheries and this harmonisation process can be facilitated by HELCOM. 
 
3. The possibilities offered by licensing 
CCB is generally supportive of the use of licenses throughout the recreational fishing sector. Licensing is 
already widely used in the region, but could be used much more creatively. Not only does the use of licenses 
for both subsistence and sport fishing provide data on the number of fishermen in each sub-sector, but it 
presents an opportunity for further actions, some of which are already being used by some countries.  
 

 If you have licensing, a system for the reporting of catches is easier to set up, whether mandatory or 
voluntary 

 Licenses provide you with a clear number of fishermen, which makes it possible to account for the 
socio-economic interests and “value” of this sector 

 Training requirements, among other things emphasizing best practices and options to minimize the 
environmental effects, can be linked to receiving a license – this is put into practice in Germany where 
a week of education is mandatory.  

 Through licensing, fees that contribute to covering the costs of the management system, and 
importantly control measures, can be taken out. 
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4. Catch reporting 
Introducing catch reporting to the recreational fishing sector would provide some of the much needed data 
for better monitoring of recreational fisheries. Reporting of catches would also provide feedback on other 
management measures, and information on changes in behaviours as well as trends. A catch reporting 
system could be introduced in a tiered manner, beginning with subsistence fisheries and commercial angling 
operators. Modern tools using reporting via smart phones is already developed and should be made available 
as minimum standards throughout the Baltic region 
 
We would like to put forward the following options for consideration: 

 Mandatory catch reporting for subsistence fisheries with commercial style,  quantity-catching gears 

 Daily catch and effort (number of people fishing) reporting from commercial operators of 
recreational angling trips 

 Mandatory catch reporting from fishing operations/private waters open to the public through the 
purchase of fishing permits. 

 In the case of open access to coastal waters for angling, regular catch reporting should also be 
required land-based fishing 

 
We also support the following suggestions made by ICES:  

 recreational catches of commercial species such as cod and salmon should be included in the stock 
assessment if there are indications that they are substantial  

 catch data should be collected for all segments of the recreational fishery (e.g. shore, private boat, 
and charter boat fishing), at a temporal and spatial resolution matching the variability of the data 
and the stock assessment needs 

 

5. Effort and catch regulation 
In terms of managing the recreational sector by regulating the effort and ultimately the catch, local 
considerations have to be made based on the importance of the two sub-sectors. However, since subsistence 
fisheries tend to use quantity-catching gears, limitations will generally be more important for this group. That 
said, several countries reported to HELCOM FISH-PRO II in the questionnaire on recreational fisheries that 
there is an increasing trend for angling and sport fishing, while subsistence fisheries are slowly declining.  
 
A range of different tools are already being used by the Baltic states, such as licensing, restrictions in the 
types and numbers of gears, seasonal and spatial closures, minimum/maximum size limits, and catch limits. 
It simply does not make sense that large numbers of quantity-catching gears are used without proper 
monitoring of the use and its effects.  Much can be done to improve and harmonize these existing regulations 
in the region, and learn from best practices, for example:  
 

 Introduce monthly catch limits for each target species, reflecting the state of the stocks 

 Harmonise limits on the length of and number of nets and other gears allowed per license 

 Set daily bag limits for anglers, with possibilities for catch and release 

 National catch quotas for the recreational sector, as part of regional stock management, should be 
considered for species such as cod, salmon and sea trout, perhaps flatfish. The recreational fishing 
sector is a valid sector interest, of great socio-economic importance and should be recognised in 
terms of controlled fishing rights. 

 
6. Other useful regulations 
Some other measures are also used in the regulation of recreational fisheries, which merits wider 
consideration. The most important ones are closed areas and seasons, mainly to protect spawning fish 
populations, and fish size limits (both minimum and maximum sizes). Some countries also regulate the mesh 
sizes in passive gear. 
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It is our view that all of the above measures are useful and should be employed more widely, perhaps in 
dialog with the local stakeholders through FLAGs, as the local variations in terms of fish stocks, ecosystem 
composition and species differences mean that it is not possible to apply the same rules across the region. 
This variation unfortunately makes the monitoring and control of these regulations more difficult. 
 
The following applications should be considered: 

 Closed seasons to protect spawning must be tailored to the specific stocks and the local/regional 
spawning times, but should apply equally to the recreational and the commercial fisheries. 

 Closed areas are used for a range of reasons and therefore may differ in terms of user groups 
(zonation) and gear restrictions, depending on the reason for the closure. 

 Where appropriate, mimimum or maximum size limits should be applied. For some stocks a 
combination of both would be the best option. In some cases, the minimum limit should perhaps be 
higher than for the commercial fisheries, but in general it is preferable if the limit(s) for a species is 
the same across the region and based on scientific advice.  

 Mesh size regulations can be used more widely to minimize bycatch, but also to reinforce existing 
minimum or maximum size limits. 

 For stocks under regional management, such as cod, salmon, herring and flatfish, the same 
restrictions should apply to the recreational fisheries as to the commercial sector.  

 
7. Controlling net fisheries and minimizing ghost fishing 
As stated above, the passive quantity-catching gears are a particular problem, as the gears often result in 
unwanted catches and result in problems with catches of species under limitations or that are threatened 
e.g. targeting perch with nets but catching also sea trout. 
 
Many of these gears are also lost or forgotten, creating ghost net fisheries that continue to affect stocks for 
years and have a potential impact on other species such as birds. This has been investigated lately, 
particularly in the southern Baltic Sea region, but more needs to be done to minimize the number of ghost 
nets littering our sea and the numbers lost in the recreational fisheries are largely unknown.  
 
A recent study in the United Kingdom suggests that the fishing industry is responsible for a large proportion 
of the marine litter along the UK shores1. It is not unlikely that the situation is the same in the Baltic Sea 
region and considering a widespread use of commercial style gears perhaps with substantial additions 
compared to the UK. Sales of net gears used in recreational fishing indicate that is the case. Nets for 
recreational fishing are cheap and annual sales substantial – where are all these nets? Some will have been 
lost or even discarded at sea. 
 
Through licensing specifications or sales restrictions it may be possible to limit the number of nets owned 

and used in recreational fishing. Mandatory labelling or tagging of gear and an obligation to report lost gear 

are other options.  

                                                           
1Unger, A., and N. Harrison (2016). Fisheries as a source of marine debris on beaches. Marine Pollution Bulletin (107): 
52–58. 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/fisheries_rubbish_disposal_reduce_plastic_wa
ste_473na3_en.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/fisheries_rubbish_disposal_reduce_plastic_waste_473na3_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/fisheries_rubbish_disposal_reduce_plastic_waste_473na3_en.pdf

