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Background 
This document includes discussions related to FISH-M during the FISH 3-2015. 

 

Attachment 1 includes the meeting report material on FISH-M during the FISH 3-2015 (Agenda Item 7) 

Attachment 2 includes comments submitted by Sweden for FISH 3-2015 on the Work Plan of FISH-M 

 

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the information and use it as appropriate. 

 

  

 

 Page 1 of 4  
 



FISH-M 2-2016, 3-3 
 

Attachment 1 

7.1 The Meeting took note of the Terms of Reference of Fish-M (document 7-1)  

7.2 The Meeting took note of the comments submitted by Sweden (document 7-3), including the 
general comment that the work needs to focus on few key issues linked to HELCOM agreements with clear 
deliverables and that it would be helpful to ensure funding for the activities, e.g. via EMFF. 

7.3 The Meeting took note of the proposal for actions to save European eel in the Baltic Sea 
(document 7-2), presented by CCB, and took note that based on an initiative by Monaco the european eel 
has been added to the CMS convention Appendix II, the list of migratory species in unfavourable status for 
which further action, including separate multinational agreements, would be required. 

7.4 The Meeting took note of the view by Denmark that the commercial regional catches of eel 
have reduced drastically during the last decades much effort has been invested in eel management 
nationally and a management plan conforming to the EU requirements is in place since 2009. 

7.5 The Meeting took note of the comment by Sweden that it considers the CMS initiative as 
interesting and supports international collaboration regarding the management of European eel. 

7.6 The Meeting took note of the comment by CCB that IUU component of eel fisheries is 
remarkably high, which is possibly a reason why the stocks continue to decrease and that the CMS initiative 
could close the remaining gaps in management of the European eel left by the EU and national frameworks. 

7.7 The Meeting welcomed the idea to invite the concerned parties to provide input on eel to 
the HELCOM Fish processes. 

7.8 The Meeting took note of the presentation on a planned project for restoration of sea trout 
rivers in the Baltic Sea, led by partners from Sweden, and HELCOM involvement in the project as presented 
by the Secretariat (Presentation 4), and took note that Finland (LUKE) and CCB are considering 
participation. 

7.9 The Meeting took note of the need to report on the implementation of the HELCOM 
Recommendation 32/33-1 regarding the status of salmon and sea trout rivers in the Baltic Sea and agreed 
to include it in the Work Plan of the Fish-M, and invited the Contracting Parties to submit reports to the 
next Fish M meeting and requested the Secretariat to send a reminder as well as a call for a Lead Country 
for the Recommendation. 

7.10 The Meeting expressed the view that such projects are needed to fuel the work of the Fish-
M, supported the idea to develop the SUSFISHING application with the involvement of HELCOM as a 
partner and requested the Contracting Parties and Observers to provide comments to the application 
circulated by the Secretariat (petra.kaaria@helcom.fi) by 11 December. 

7.11 The Meeting took note of the information by CCB that a recent international Seminar on 
salmon and salmon management ‘ Salmon and their management’ organised 7 October 2015 by The Royal 
Swedish Academy of Agriculture and Forestry in Sweden (ksla.se), a wide consensus was reached that large 
scale stocking projects should be phased out and the focus should be on river specific management and in 
protecting the genetic diversity of salmon and seatrout. 

7.12 The Meeting took note of the activities on rehabilitation activities on sturgeon in the Baltic 
Sea, presented by Poland (document 7-4) and noted that several Baltic Sea countries are interested in 
joining the activities and that a new application has been submitted to LIFE+ in 2015. 

7.13 The Meeting welcomed the information that Sweden is willing to host a meeting of Fish-M 
during spring 2016 i.a. to agree on a realistic Work Plan with clear deliverables and invited Sweden to 
propose an exact date for the Meeting. 
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Attachment 2 

 

Comments on the work plan of Fish-M in preparation for HELCOM FISH-3 
 

Submitted by Ulrika Gunnartz, Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management, 19 November 2015 

 

Context 

As per Agenda Item 7 on Migratory fish species of the third Meeting of the HELCOM Group on Ecosystem-
based Sustainable Fisheries (FISH 3-2015), Contracting Parties have been invited to provide their 
suggestions for the draft work plan for the Task Force on Migratory Species (Fish-M), and Finland and 
Sweden, having substantial experience with regards to migratory fish, have been invited to engage their 
experts and provide substantial input to the scoping of the future work of the Task Force.  

Sweden has now consulted experts on the needs for regional collaboration on migratory species and would 
like to submit the following suggestions: 

 

General comments on the draft work plan 

1. Deliverables from all tasks should be contributing directly to HELCOM commitments (BSAP, 
recommendations and ministerial declarations) and where relevant to EU directives and regulations 
addressing migratory fish species. 

2. To provide added value the group need to focus on specific actions that fill current gaps in the 
management of migratory species, and where further coordination between different nations and 
international organisations/groups is required in order to implement key HELCOM commitments. 

3. While objectives can be general and conceptual, tasks need to be more specific to fill gaps that are not 
already done on the national level and to avoid duplicating work that is already undertaken within 
other management structures such as the ICES working groups and other regional structures associated 
with the implementation of the CFP such as Baltfish, the Baltic AC, the Data Collection Framework and 
in the case of Kattegat NASCO, Scheveningen group the North Sea AC, etc. 

4. The results of regional collaboration will only be useful if there are sufficient resources on the national 
level for implementation.  Resources required for assessment and implementing measures on the 
national level are often lacking – any regional forum should therefore focus on actions that can add 
value to activities that are already financed nationally (both national government but also seeking 
potential opportunities on the local level e.g. EMFF funded FLAGs) as well as finding opportunities for 
synergy in sourcing funding and exchange of knowledge/expertise to support national implementation. 

5. By the end of 2015 Swedish Agency for Water Management (SwAM) will have analysed and developed 
specific recommendations for the national management of salmon, trout and eel. On the basis on this 
Sweden will be able to develop a clearer picture in 2016 of what regional processes are important and 
how this links to national implementation.  

Priority actions for regional collaboration 
The following actions were highlighted by Swedish experts: 

Eel 
6. Support regional coordination and development of eel management in the Baltic Region specifically in 

terms of fishing activities, stock conservation measures and standardising stock assessment/data 
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collection. This is directly related to fulfilling EC regulation 1100/2007, and the work undertaken in ICES 
WGEEL.  

7. Develop more, better, consistent and standardised data as well as more sophisticated models for 
population dynamics and stock assessment from many countries in the region to support the 
international work undertaken in WGEEL. Resources to support this is key, e.g. through exchange 
and/or sourcing funding.  

8. Specific measures include: 

a. Country specific marking of elvers that are released as part of national management plans. 

b. A common approach with large scale marking of emigrating silver eels to determine how they 
migrate and “who is fishing whose eels”. 

c. Coordinate the methodology for stock assessment. 

Salmon and trout 
9. Develop common guidelines for cultivation and release of salmonids and investigate the consequences 

for fisheries management, natural fish populations, environment and biodiversity (genetic and 
demographic effects being central to this work) , e.g.: 

a. Implement national schemes in the entire region (as is currently implemented in Sweden and 
Finland) to remove adipose fins to enable distinction between released and wild salmonids.  

10. Support and coordinate data collection on the extraction of salmonids by recreational fisheries to 
complement the work of WGRFS and WGBAST.  

11. Coordinate and standardise methodologies to assess the production potential of rivers in the context of 
the objective to achieve 75% of the smolt production potential for relevant rivers.  This would be 
directly applicable to assess the work undertaken within the framework of the BSAP and within 
WGBAST.   

Facilitating migration 
12. Review best practice in the region for facilitating migration of migratory species (task 3 in current work 

plan) including salmonids, eel and other migratory species such as whitefish and grayling. This could 
focus on e.g. design of passages for different species and how to measure the effectiveness of 
measures.  

13. Set up a regional network for those working with restoration of river habitats, specifically to ensure 
connectivity approaching rivers and within river systems.  The network should provide input to 
development of joint guidelines and a joint funding application to the EU to support for restoration of 
key river habitats for migratory species. 

Maximising impact and cost-effectiveness of measures 
14. In order to address specific HELCOM BSAP actions (task 2 of the draft work plan), standardised methods 

and models should be developed to predict where in the region and what type of management 
measures will have the greatest impact in relation to cost. This can provide a base for sourcing funding 
and knowledge to facilitate management action e.g. restoration of streams and rivers. 

Structure of and participation in the work 

15. Many tasks require expertise and experience about specific topics and species which is difficult to 
gather in one task force with a static membership. We therefore suggest that subgroups are formed 
around specific tasks and project objectives to allow for appropriate selection of participants depending 
on topic, species, region or which part of the management process is to be addressed. Depending on 
scope, both researchers, experts, managers and government representatives on local and national level 
should be assigned to contribute. 
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