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Reporting Whole duration of the project (2005 — 2009)

period:

Description | Main content of the action was the use of modiffesthing methods by contracted
of activities: | commercial fishermen. Three different types of gaaere in use: a) long-lines, and

herring traps in Lithuania, and c) seal-safe fyktsnn Estonia.

a) Long-lines were used in aim to replace gill netsstag by-catch of birds i
(mainly) cod fisheries (responsible: Linas LozybI)L

b) Herring traps were used in aim to reduce bird kigfcavhen catching herring,

garpike and other species (e.g. perch) (respondililas Lozys, LIT).

c) Seal-safe fyke nets (catching many different codistla species) were tested
aim to reduce seal by-catch and increase profitatuf fishery through reducin
seal damage to gear (responsible: Markus VeteniR). E

Death of seabirds (e.g. wintering sea ducks) has lveell documented from various

fisheries in different regions of the world. TheltRaSea is not an exception. In t
southern areas (Lithuania and South West coasawnfd) the most problematic issue
the bird by-catch caused by extensive cod fishergleying gill nets (Fig 8,9).

In the northern areas of the Baltic Sea, in copfraod fishery is less extensive due

b)
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the very low abundance of cod. At the same timd&sgtonia (and in some Latvian sites)
trap net fishery generates unacceptably high seabtch on the one hand (Fig 10), and

permanently increasing number of seals causesdughomic losses to fishermen on
other. In Lithuania the number of seals was vew tefore the project started. Howev

number of seals in Lithuania increased steadilynduthe project implementation, rising

similar fisheries-seal conflicts as in Estonia &atlia.
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"Seal-safe” fyke nets (catching many different fgglecies) were tested in Estonia. The

difference between seal-safe and traditional fy&ts ris that the first group of gears

is

constructed so that they do not cause mortalityeals and also can tolerate the attacks
of these animals in search of food. So, such geatsh both the nature protection needs

and are good for fishermen’s economy. The lasttpuight not be that important for the

first glance. However, it is. If fishermen looseithcatch through continuous seal atta

cks

then they are unhappy and angry. Practical lifedmasvn that unhappy angry fishermen

can find many ways to “pay back to the animals”isTik illegal. But as environment
inspectorate has still somewhat limited capacitias the Baltic States, this
unfortunately also typical. So, helping fishermeeams giving some more peace
seals.
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Seal-safe fyke nets have been tested in Swedefiatahd during more than a decade.

Some of them have proven rather effective — but jaosthese two countries. The

character of the sea in Estonia is different: wadeshallow and less transparent. And

most important: while Swedish and Finnish coasttidrmen target mainly salmoni

ds

(salmon, sea trout, whitefish), then in Estonia miosportant species are percids,

cyprinids and pike. Different targeted species nalsd different construction of gea

In conclusion, the plan was to test something whvels not completely new, but to do

this in areas where these things were never bé&désted.

Studies in Lithuania implemented prior the currddEE-NATURE project have
suggested that up to 10 — 15% of all wintering $iget entangled and die in gillnets
the commercial fisheries. Such a high additionaktalty may have severe negati
consequences for the entire regional populatiortsirdfspecies wintering in the proje
areas. Therefore, commercial fishery was considereéa one of the major direct thre:

to wintering and migrating water birds. Reductidrilos negative impact is essential for
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ensuring the favorable conservation status of Bpdcies protected in the proposed
marine Natura 2000 sites in the three Baltic coesitr

Although there is scarcity of the trustworthy daigpr to the current project it seemed
clear that the seal by-catch in the Baltic watexrs $teadily grown during the last decade,
especially in Estonia. From Sweden it is known tiat yearly by-catch of grey seals
Halichoerus grypusis more than 400, and by-catch of ringed sPaisca hispidamore
than 50. Even if both ringed seal and grey seahare more abundant compared to the
lowest numbers in 70-80’s, their stocks are stlesal times smaller than at the
beginning of the 20th century. At the same times iknown from Sweden and Finland
that the value of the e.g. salmon eaten by seaddrémdy surpassing the value of the
catch taken by fishermen. Also, it is concludedSimeden, that the profitability of the
coastal fishery could be at least twice as higlit & today if seal damages could be
excluded.

Based on the abovementioned situation, the actibrnv®s planned to contain followirng
activities: 1) use of long-lines and trap nets im & reduce bird by-catch (Lithuania)
and, 2) use of modified trap nets in aim to redsea by-catch and economic losses of
fishery due to gear damage caused by seals (Epténithe same time, project activities
were designed to be beneficial for all three priojgartner countries: Lithuania will
benefit from Estonian (and Latvian) experience @age of the modified trap nets,
Estonia and Latvia will benefit from Lithuanian expgence on usage of longlines |as
alternative for gillnets in cod fishery if cod skoio the Northern Baltic will recover.

Methodology
of activities:

description
of alternative
gears and
testing
design

Type 1. Long-lines.

Description of the used gearBottom longlines, targeting mainly coGédus morhua
callarias), were constructed using 3mm main synthetic wickgpe with attache
swivels in 5m intervals; 1mm thick and 50 cm lomgpads connected to each swiyel
were made from the same material as main rope;dsnadditionally were stiffened Qy
submerging into scentless acrylic lacquer. Stasnlesoks (Eagle Claw Company) |of
standard shape were attached to each snood (Figadh longline is 500 m length and
has 100 hooks usually. When set out, longlinesaashored at each end, and two bpys
indicate the site of setting of the gear. Hooks wseally baited using piece of herring
(Clupea harengus membpafhiowever, sandeelé&\inmodytes tobianysnight be used as
well. Longlines are typically baited on the shaeoods are stuffed into cuts on the efge
of the plastic longlining bowl, while baited anddks hang outside the bowl (Fig. 3).
The proper time for setting longlines is dusk, whikuling time is next morning. In aim
to test the effectiveness of gear, at the samditocand time traditional coastal fishery
gill nets of 50-55-60 mm mesh size (from knot tcoinwere used during scientific
surveys. Time needed to operate both gears wasdesto

|-

Pelagic longlines, which are used to catch salnfalofn salay or sea trout $almo
trutta) are constructed from the same main rope as bdtiogiines, however, swivels
with hooks are in 25 m distance from each othem8a longlines are pelagic, at surf:lce
gear are holded by floats. Snoods are 2 m longerfradh monofilament with addition

swivel in 1.5 m. distance from main rope (Fig. Bhoks are baited by herring (half pf
fish usually).

Design of longlining
Long-lines were used by Lithuanian ichthyologists fwo seasons (2005/2006 and
2006/2007) and by fishermen during the period 22008 and 2008/2009.
Test fishing design:
Long-lines are used in the same location at thees@@pth as gill nets (parallel with
nets);




Both types of gears are set and taken out at tne sae;
Time needed to prepare and set out gears is ratoomddch of the two gears |is
compared,;

Type 2. Herring traps

Description of the gear usedHerring traps consist of the following major pattsader
(made from 20 mm netting material), heart with twags (16 mm), and two traps (12
mm) (Fig. 4). The trapnets are constructed usiffgrént mesh size (see above) thrown
synthetic netting material and 16 mm thrown synthaipe as a “frame” of the gear.
Floats attached to the upper “frame rope” holdghgconstruction in the water, while

specific one hook anchors of 15 kg each fix altpaf the trap at the bottom. Traps are
hauled every next or second day depending on catater temperature and weather
conditions. An approach when constructing the gess following: (1) to make it strong
enough to withstand during periods of stormy weafhvnd of up to 20 m/sec strength),
which is typical for open, not protected by archages Lithuanian coastal waters; (2)|to
make it simple to use, i.e. it should be easy taged take out if stormy weather comes.
Therefore, trap nets were made of two differenesizwo were made for fishing at 4|m
depth, one at 7 m depth.

Fishing with trap nets. Trap nets for Lithuanian fishermen companies weretucted
by Latvian fishermen experienced in the gear ugsheabpen coastal waters of the Baltic
in the western Latvia. The trap nets were constdictt the end 2007/beginning 2008
and tested during the 2008/2009 season.

Type 3. Seal-safe fyke nets.
In traditional fykes, seals can easily swim inte fish bag and damage the catch from
inside, or tear holes into the fish bag from owsidamaging the fishing gear and
releasing all the catch. The idea of the test wamodify fyke-nets so that they are
equipped with fish bags made of very strong seabfpnetting material “Dyneema” and
an equally strong grid (steel or strong netting)the funnel to prevent seals frgm
entering into the body of the gear. The princigdiesne is given below.

Large
mesh-size
material

Seal-proof
material

“Dyneema’




The general set-up foresaw that the tested geaws wged in parallel to the tradition
gears: the same areas and same seasons. Sopibss#se to evaluate their comparat
performance. The biggest attention, naturally, gigen to two main aspects:

- how effective are the gears (in sense of catcfigig in sense of time needed
set and collect the gears, in sense of their stineugder unfavorable climatic condition
and how efficiently they protect the catch agasesl attacks)

- what is the bycatch rate.

While some gears were used and tested also byyalbthists (long-lines), the seal-sg

fykes were used only by contracted commercial fisteen. However, this was done
under permanent careful guidance by scientists, wibited fishermen, joined them

during numerous fishing trips and dealt with ttghing data.

Conclusions about the methods:
Type 1. Long-line.Longlines were made using the best experience aal ffishermen
and fishermen from other countries (e.g. the ideasmg bowls is taken from Taiwg

small scale longline fishery) and don’t need angiohal modifications according to
the experience obtained during the project. Sudhaaeof longlining could now be used
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by small-scale coastal fishermen, while for larggale fishery automatic machines to [set

and haul longlines should be employed. Howevercoastal waters, where fishery

operates and causes the problem of wintering byatdbch in gillnets, large sca

e

longlining fishery needs strict fishing quota regirdue to limited fish resources. So,

even if this method is safe from the point of viedbird protection, it needs to k
limited according to the availability of fish.

Type 2. Trap nets
Herring traps were constructed by Latvian fishernexperienced to work in ope
coastal waters; as the result trap net construdgioather specific but optimal for fishin

under existing specific natural conditions. In digti to the trap net got from Latvia

contracted local fishermen constructed one additidne. not planned in the projec

e

trap of similar construction but smaller size, gsiighter material to make the operatipn

of the gear more easier and faster using smallat @mportant especially in wintery).

The number of grey seals steadily increased irctlastal waters of Lithuania during the

project period, and animals caused occasional darf@gthe herring traps; therefo

modifications of the gears using strong “Dyneemadtenial to protect traps (as it was

done in Estonia) is foreseen in future in Lithuaasavell.

Results and
lessons
learned

during
alternative

gear testing

Type 1. Long-line
Testing of the gear was divided into two steps:

* Long-lines were used by ichthyologists for two s®ss (2006-2008) to test
effectiveness by means of caught fish and safebjrtts (occasions of bird by-catch)
of the gear. During the tests no one bird was caugihg longlines. Moreover, a local

fisherman who occasionally have used some longlaves 10 years (however, wit
very restricted effort) confirmed that it is fulgafe gear in this aspect, since dur
his practise he has never caught birds.

» Longlines, aiming (1) to test their efficiency inet Lithuanian coastal fishery, (2)
test possibilities to replace traditional bottom-sed nets by the gear, and (3)
demonstrate for other coastal fishermen possiltlerrative fishing method wer
delivered to three contracted fishing enterprisethe project areas LIT12 and LIT1!

Findings and conclusions on the longlining method:

If to operate according to the suggested longlimmgthod, it is easy to set out t
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gear (takes ~20 min to set 100 hooks / 100 m &f)net




Longline is effective in catching cod (data of stiec surveys: 1,9 kg of cod in 100
m of traditional gill nets vs 5,5 kg of cod on Idings (100 hooks))

By-catch of the cod under commercial size limitgtdength L = <38 cm) is simila
(21%) to the commercial gill nets (20%, mesh sE@£$5-60 mm);

There were no by-catch events of birds or othemals recorded during the use |of
longlines by scientists and fishermen; two londgetaducks Clangula hyemaliswere
caught using gillnets during scientific surveys;

Both longlining and mostly gillnetting caused sommetargeted by-catch of non-
commercial fish species - shorthorn sculpityoxocephalus scorpiuBoth gears
catch flounder Rlatichthys flesus in addition, which is a commercial species;
however, in longlining specimens are exceptionaityin size and this is positive side
of the method;
Seals can damage both gears and the catch; hodewege for longlines is minor by
means of costs if compared to the gill net damaAgeording to the local fishermen |n
Palanga area, seals heavily destroyed their gillme2008 - 2009 and caused great
losses; presence of seals seems to be related tmthabundance, i.e. they are most
abundant during winter and spring in the northeant pf the Lithuanian coastal
waters. Due to the presence of seals fishermefiTihA.refused to use gill nets during
shorter periods (which probably have leaded to legkes caused by damaged gears),
while they kept using longlines;
The seriousness of the possible health injuriesetds caused by longline hooks |(if
seals take bait) remains unknown; however, few daawere found without hooks,
which could hint to the seal activity;
Longlines for salmon are more expensive if compat@dcod longlines. Threg
scientific surveys were carried out without gettengy salmon; also fishermen were
not interested to use the gear since accordinghéar arguments it is (1) more
complicated to use, and (2) there are too highsdosbperate the gear by driving long
distances and spending lot of fuel to find salmddAewever, project experts stjll
believe that it could be effective gear also in Sa&mon fishery, provided that
fishermen are very experienced in longlining salmon

=

Type 2. Trap nets
Three trap nets were constructed by Latvian fislearexperienced in using such traps at
the open coastal waters in western Latvia. One ge#able to use at 4 m depth was
delivered to one company (company operates boabeuidL754) in southern part of
Lithuanian coastal waters; in this case owner efdbmpany agreed to make invest

it takes two days just to set the gear; therefobeedompany uses it only during spring
time when weather conditions are more predictahbd there is low chance of violent
storms (end of March - April). Company sets thergeee for the season (actually, this
is typical also e.g. in Estonia, where however nsireltered places can be found) and
hopes it will withstand storms if they occur. Howeveach season some damage takes
place costing some losses for the fishermen. Tingpeay provided data on the catch
from this gear as well. Effectiveness of the langg net during the study period was
estimated to be 3.2 time higher by means of cafigit Still, keeping in mind the labour
intensity, and fixed and running costs of the géaseems to be not very attractive
alternative compared to the small, easy to openatieeffective enough LIFE project trap




net. In addition, small trap nets could be usednduarious seasons; as the result,
fish species could be targeted using the gear €ThlFig. 7).

The largest herring trap nets (up to 7 m) was dedig for two cooperating companies
(boats KL1811 and KL680) which operate in the nemthpart of Lithuanian coastal
waters. Trap nets were used for two seasons img@®D08 and 2009. All three
contracted companies were instructed by Latvidmefimen how to set and haul the gear
in detail; few times Latvian fishermen came to Liinia to in aim to demonstrate for
local fishermen how to set and haul the gear; @e damaged by storm was delivered
to Latvia for repair. As the result of the projexttivity, good cooperation between
Lithuanian and Latvian fishermen was created. Qur2®08-2009 one company
Lithuanian fishermen which was not contracted byjgmt team, purchased two herring
trapnets from the same Latvian fishermen. Laterobserved evidences of cooperat|on
between contracted by the project and not conlactenpanies in operating their trap
nets (Fig. 5).

ore

Since the decision of the project team to build Ikmwad easy-to-operate trapnets was
obviously right, and the first results were verygaessful, one company (owning boat
number KL680) constructed one more gear on their expenses in addition to the
got through the current LIFE project for operationmore shallow water (up to 3 m).
(For the construction the same Latvian fishermeneveentracted). While building this
additional gear lighter material was used with & to fish smelt during winter time
using smaller boat (Fig. 5). According to the fishen, smelt forms 95% of the catch
during winter time due to the concentrations ofthpecies in the coastal waters| It
means, if to use project’ trap nets during wintienet catch composition should be
similar. According to the contracted fishermen tla@pided to use the trap nets during
winter time due to high risks to damage or lose phgiect’ gear already during the
duration of the project. It could be presumed #ftgr the end of the project fishermen
feel more free and are willing to take more riskbjch also can result in much higher
profitability.

Since fishermen started to purchase or build tetp an their own expenses, it could|be
concluded that this activity was successful andrttan goal was reached: new gear
(before only one huge and less profitable trapnas wsed) was tested by Lithuanjan
fishermen, they learned to use the gear, they werdirmed that it works well, and
started to employ this new fishing method in fishen their own expenses. In addition,
it seems evident that if fishermen are busy usmag nets, they reduce their efforts
traditional gillnet fishery, and this should redumeerall negative impact on wintering
birds.

Programme of Actions of the Lithuanian Fisheriegt&efor 2007-2013, which was
prepared according to The National Strategic RiarFisheriesDevelopment for 2007
2013 period, lists activities in the sector whiciti e financed from European Fisheries
Fund and National budget during 2007-2013. ThetHrsority Direction of the

Programme “Adjustment of sea fleet”, includes suathivity as “modernization and
improvement of fishing equipment and gears to m#kem more selective and
sustainable in aspect of the fish stock”. Therefakernative fishery (e.g. trap net
fishery or longlining) in coastal waters of Lithuancould be promoted using this
financial mechanism.

Findings and conclusions on the trap net method:

* Three herring trapnets were constructed by Latfigtrermen experienced in use |of
the gear at the open coastal waters in the weptatrof Latvia (Fig. 6). So, the best
possible experience was applied to construct the fge the specific conditions (open
coastal waters where violent storms occur). Atgame time, it was concluded that




In conclusion, the main limiting factors for use # gear in Lithuanian fishery are
following:

the trap nets used in the more sheltered Gulf ghRiy Latvian fishermen are npt
appropriate for the coastal waters of Lithuania thuthe different natural conditions
Costs to construct three trap nets were on averlge to 5000 euro for each gear
including different materials needed, anchors aflir costs. This is expensive gear
for Lithuanian fishermen, however since trap nets aready purchased by project
costs, fishermen believe they could save on lalmmsts by constructing trap nets
themselves in a future according to the desigreafgithey have already. On the other
hand promotion of alternative fishery through Pemgme of Actions of th
Lithuanian Fisheries Sector for 2007-2013 wouldals® helpful for coastal fisheries.
Trapnets were delivered for three Lithuanian fightompanies (i.e. three companijes
were contracted), however, one works in cooperatioth the forth company,
therefore four companies in total were involveaitite activity and still (after the end
of the project) continuously use the trap nets.
To set and even haul trapnet was quite difficidktbor the inexperienced fishermen
at the beginning of the project. In one case iktegen two days to set the gear.
However, after the first problems Latvian fishernvemo constructed trapnets arrived
to Lithuania and instructed how to set up the gkaul the catch etc. As a result,| at
the end of the project contracted fishermen areadly skilful. Now it takes only
around 2 hours to set the gear, and even lesq(tirfidhour) is needed to haul the gear
and take it out if needed. In this aspect the naa&im of the project - to provide to
fishermen easy to set and take out gear - was riugdity
In one case fishermen faced first conflict with Ise@eals destroyed the netting
material of the trapnet, damaged and released@iakes of seal by-catch in trap rr1]ets
were not recorded, but could be expected as iypgdl elsewhere in the trap net
fishery. So, seal by-catch issue needs to be saligedin Lithuania. However, lessons
learnt in Estonia in the framework of another sabem give good guidance.
Algae and predatory cladocer@ercopagis pengajrew on the netting, clogged it up
and was the reasons why fishermen time by timeetw&atake out gear and clean|it;
this limits a bit the effectiveness of the gear;
By-catch of protected fish species and fish belbes tommercial size limit can be
rather big in the trap net fishery. However, fiahthe trapnet remain alive and can|be
easily released;
Besides herring (which was regarded as the magetat the start of the project) the
gear catches rather effectively also some othér dfgecies, e.g. garpike and pefch
(Table 1). Therefore, it could be used for longeason than it was originally expected
and planned; this naturally increases its efficjeaied fishing revenues.
Fishermen started to purchase or build trapnetsheim own expenses, therefore| it
could be concluded that this activity was succesaid reached the main goals: new
gear (before only huge trapnets were used) wasddst Lithuanian fishermen, they
assure it works well, learned to use the gear amally started to employ the new
fishing method in fishery on their own expenses.
As an outcome of this activity good and close coajen was built between
Lithuanian and Latvian fishermen, and between ckfie Lithuanian fishermen
companies. Also, it created tighter relations betwdishermen and the project
ichthyologists; as the result of this cooperatiohthyologists succeeded to find one
new fish species not yet recorded in Lithuania.

The main danger in the area of the open coastarsvan Lithuania and Latvia is
storms (especially during cold-water period) amafiing ice, which could cause great
damage or even loss of the expensive gear; onceobtiee project trapnets was
damaged by storm, however repaired on fishermearesgs in Latvia.
To set out or take out the gear is still labour aimek consuming activity if compared




to the gill net fishery; contracted fishermen lestito operate and are very efficient
this aspect currently, despite first sets and haiitee gear were very complicated {
them. Therefore, it is not easy to start for thexperienced fishermen.

* Big enough boat is needed for operation; most fiele@ use too small boat
sometimes due to complicated transportation thralugies to the coast.

» High costs of the gear.

Type 3. Seal-safe fyke nets

in
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The tests with seal-safe fyke nets started in Estionspring-summer-autumn 2006 and

were followed until 2009. The modified gears ai st use, and will be used after tf
end of the project.

Totally 30 modified fyke nets were made and usedisghermen in 5 different countie
Saaremaa, Hiilumaa, Ladnemaa, Parnumaa and Laameaér So, all project areas w
the exception of 2EST were included into the st(idyarea 2EST fyke net fishery is
general not common and therefore it was not impotia test the equipment there).
addition to the project areas 2 fyke nets were uUsedne fisherman in the Parnu Ba
Even if this was not the project area, very serioosflict between seals and coas
fisheries developed there in 2007 - 2009. This m@doreseen during the time when {
project plan was made, because at that time there mo reports on seal conflict in th
part of Estonia. Since the project team considéreery important to test the equipme
under different conditions (and Parnu Bay has spexinditions during the low waté
transparency) it was decided to include the Pammd an additional study area for t
sub-action.

11 recruited fishermen used altogether 30 fyke.nBt® number was even somew

bigger than initially planned and therefore fullyffscient to draw all the necessary

conclusions. Possibility to build more fykes apgeladue to the considerable decline
price of the material, if compared to the periodewhhe application and budget w
written. So, it was possible to buy more matergihg the sum foreseen in the budg
and distribute it to the bigger number of fishermen

Findings and conclusions on the seal-safe fyke netthod:

The results got already during the first study seg2006) were confirmed also in 20
— 20009.

- The gear did not create any bycatch.

- Catchability of the modified gear was comparabl¢ht traditional gear unt
the last one was clean. As the traditional matemargrows more quickly
with algae, its effectiveness decreases. So, afteonth (or more) new gear
more effective.

- The new material (“Dyneema”) didn’t overgrow withgae and so it wa
easier to operate gears alone and from small lBefd 1-13).

- Only few smaller seal-induced damages appearedihardfore it increase
greatly the profitability of the coastal fyke nestfery.

- The price of the modification of the gear is 300000 Euro depending on t
gear size. Depending in the availability of fisle ttosts can be covered in
month until 1 year. The quickest was the periotheParnu Bay, where hig
abundance of perch resulted in high profitabilityishery.

In conclusion, by now the modified fyke-nets hdeen tested under different natu
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conditions in several Estonian coastal areas aey hilave proved to be very efficiel
Very positive outcome of the project is that in thear future, government funding

be available to the fishermen who want to replae# bld fyke-nets with the new ones.




Table 1. Fish species composition in different tnafs in Lithuania.

Composition of caught fish in project’ trap  Composition of caught fish in large old herring

nets, % trap net, %

Clupea harengus membras 84,82 Clupea harengus membras 98,46
Belone belone 7,83 Belone belone 1,28
Osmerus epperlanus 0,15 Osmerus eperlanus 0,03
Platichthys flesus 2,40 Platichthys flesus 0,12
Perca fluviatilis 0,63 Perca fluviatilis 0,07
Alosa fallax 3,79 Alosa fallax 0,03
Sander lucioperca 0,03 Carassius carassius 0,02
Salmo salar 0,07

Salmo trutta 0,09

Psetta maxima 0,13

Coregonus lavaretus 0,02

Abramis brama 0,03

Fig. 1. Bottom longline (photos: Linas Lozys)

Fig. 2. Pelagic longline (photos: Linas Lozys)



Fig. 3. Process of setting baited bottom longlines
(photo: Rimantas Repecka)

Fig. 4. Outline of trap net used in the area of the
open coastal waters of the Baltic Sea in Lithuania
and Latvia
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Fig. 5. An example of co-operation of fishermeiing) with trap nets: two fishermen companies (one
contracted, another not contracted by the propmiperate hauling trap nets (left); fishermen st o
newly made from lighter material trap net for fispismelt (winter 2009, right) (photos: Linas Lozys)

Fig. 6. Latvian fishermen haul trap nets (photass Minde)

Fig. 7. Lithuanian fishermen and their catch frgaptnets in early spring 2009 (herring mostly;)laftd
summer 2009 (herring, garfish and perch; rightp{pk: Linas Lozys)



Fig. 8. Bycaught female steller’s eideolysticta stellerileft, nr 12), female eideé8omateria molissima
(left, nr 11) and male steller’s eider (right). ¢pbs: Markus Vetemaa)

Fig. 9. One of the most typical bycatch specighegill nets is long-tailed dudklangula hyemaligleft),
while common merganséfergus merganseawras in Estonia bycaught also with fyke nets (pbokdarkus
Vetemaa)

Fig. 10. Bycaught ringed se@hoca hispiddleft) and grey sedlialichoerus grypugright) (photos:
Markus Vetemaa)



Fig. 11. In Estonia sealproof netting material Dgme was used to change the “fish bag” (last fish-
containing part) both on angular (left) and roungdht) fyke nets. (photos: Markus Vetemaa)

Fig. 12. New netting material Dyneema was conslilgreeaner (less overgrown with algae) than old
materials. This makes the gear lighter which isartgnt advantage. Also, it is known that heavily
overgrown gear catches less fish. (photos: Marketeaa)

Fig. 13. Hauling the gear near Saaremaa, Estan&pring catch consisted mostly of herring and igatp
(photos: Markus Vetemaa)



Annex 1. Location of longlining.




Annex 2. Location of trap nets.




Annex 3. Location of seal-safe fyke nets (in someaa more than 1 fyke net was tested).



