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The next coastal fish thematic
assessment (doc 3-2)



Suggested content of the assessment
Provide input!

1. Background (coastal fish in general, FISH PRO, monitoring, and 

objectives of the assessment)

2. Factors influencing coastal fish communities 
(temp, salinity, Eutrophication, Fishing, Habitat, other, conclusions)

3. Status assessment (indicators used, assessment protocol, 

current status, confidence of the assessment)

4. Measures for coastal fish (fisheries regulations, nutrient 

abatement, habitat restoration, MPAs, boating restrictions, ……)

5. Conclusions and recommendations



Schedule for the report
• Submission of updated indicators (until 2015) to Ylva Ericson (Ylva.Ericson@slu.se) by 

the latest 30th of April

• Status assessment (May-June). For shorter time-series assessment of the period 
2008-2015?

• Review of assessment (August-September)

• 1st draft of the report by 15th of October to State and Conservation?

• Submission of status to HELCOM by 15th of October to HOLAS II (including how we 
solve the concerns raised)

• Review of the first draft of the report (December-January)

• 2nd draft of the report presented at FISH PRO II meeting in 2017 (end of 
February/mid March 2017)

• Publication of the report (spring 2017)

mailto:Ylva.Ericson@slu.se


Issues left to consider regarding 
coastal fish indicators (doc 3-1)



Major concerns raised by State and Conservation

• Study reservations by Sweden, Germany and 
Lithuania

• Aggregation principles (trend and baseline in 
the same assessment unit. How to do here?)

• Confidence of assessment

• Key impacting pressures/drivers

• Data arrangements



Data arrangements for coastal
fish indicators (doc 3-4)



Background
• State and Conservation highlighted a need for 

data-arrangement of coastal fish CORE indicator 
data

• We agree that it is needed (currently all data is 
stored on Jens computer….)

• Funding for development of a ”simple data 
base” (aggregated indicator data, no raw data) 
within the project Baltic Boost (to HELCOM from 
EU Commission), in which SLU is a partner



Set up a data arrangement system and data flow 
for coastal fish CORE Indicator data

- Storage of indicator data in a common and 
for the public available database (via 
HELCOM) – prio 1

- Include current status assessment for each 
indicator, area and assessment unit – prio 2

- (Perform assessments via the database)

Objective



What do you think?

• Could all data be included in the database 
since it is open to the public?

• Need of data restrictions from certain 
countries?

• Update intervals?

• Suggestion for acronym of the database –
COFI DB?



Aggregation principles



Swedish (at least Jens) suggestion                                    
(as implemented in the CORE indicator reports)

• One-out-all-out principle to strict. Several assessment units cover many 
monitoring areas (next slide).

• Instead we suggest the ”majority principle” to rule. 

=> if > 50% of the areas within an assessment unit are GES (or subGES), then the  
status of the assessment unit = GES (or subGES)

=>if 50% of the areas within an assessment unit are subGES, then the status of 
the assessment unit = subGES

• GES boundary is hence: GES is observed if > 50% of the monitoring areas 
within an assessment unit is GES

• This ”concept” could be further developed including weighting based on 
confidence of status in each area (i.e. longer time-series heavier weight)



Assessment table from CORE indicator reports



Opinions?

• Is this ok/enough?

• Could we develop this in any form that we are 
able to implement during 2016?

• Is there a ”problem” with both long and short 
time-series within an assessment unit?



Confidence of the assessment



Swedish suggestion

Basic concept:
• The longer the time series, the higher the confidence

• The more areas within an assessment unit, the higher the confidence 

• Same status across areas within an assessment unit yields higher confidence

Three suggested levels of confidence within an assessment unit 
(to be shown in the assessment table): 
• Low –two or fewer areas within an assessment unit, short time-series, departing 

status between areas within an assessment unit.

• Intermediate - at least two areas within an assessment unit, at least one area 
based on the base-line approach (longer time-series), same status across areas 
within an assessment unit.

• High – several areas (> 2) within an assessment unit, long time-series (base-line 
approach), same status across areas within an assessment unit.



Confidence table

Confidence 
level

# areas within 
assessment unit

Time series 
length 

Congruence in 
assessment

Low 0-2 Short Departing 
status across
areas

Medium 2 or more At least one 
long

Same status
across areas

High 3 or more More than one 
long

Same status
across areas

Is this to strict?



Key impacting pressures for 
coastal fish indicators?



What do we know from earlier studies?

Indicator/ 
”pressure”

Temp/cl
imate

Salinity Eutrophication Fishing Habitat Internal
dynamics

Predation 
from 
cormorants

Predation 
from seals

Key
species

O, Ö1,
B, older
papers

O, B Ö1, B E S Ö2, V, 
HO

Piscivores Ö1 B H1, E S Ö1 Ö2, V, 
M, HO

Cyprinids H2, Ö1 Ö1 Ö1, B, H2 Ö1 V

O = Olsson et al 2012; Ö1 = Östman et al in rev; B = Bergström et al, in prep; E = 
Edgren 2005; S = Sundblad et al 2014; Ö2 = Östman et al 2012; V = Vetemaa et al 
2010; HO = Heikinheimo 2015; H1 = HELCOM 2012; M = Mustamäki et al 2013; H2 = 
HELCOM 2006



How to summarize?

Key species
- Manageable: eutrophication, fishing, habitat and 

cormorants
- Natural: temperature and climate
Piscivores
- Manageable: eutrophication, fishing, habitat and 

cormorants 
- Natural: salinity and internal dynamics
Cyprinids
- Manageable: eutrophication and cormorants 
- Natural: climate, salinity and internal dynamics



Size related indicators



Conclusions from last year

• We currently lack CORE indicators related to size

• Size related indicators are important and might provide information on the 
level of fishing pressure

• Requires fisheries independent data, or directed sampling of commercial 
catches?

• Should we consider the size structure of key species (perch and flounder) 
as a CORE indicator?

• Does the indicator add a value/information?

• Do we have the data to support such an indicator?

• Should we include this in the next thematic assessment?



Essential habitats WS



Background
• Nordic Council of Minsters funded a project (”Role of coastal essential habitats 

for fish in the Baltic Sea – current knowledge, mapping and monitoring”) to SLU 
(Jens Olsson) in 2015

• A workshop was held on the 2-4th of June 2015 in Öregrund

• Ca 30 participants in the workshop



Objectives of the project

• The role of the habitats for fish production          
– availability of quantitative evidence showing 
the importance of coastal habitats for fish stocks

• Current mapping and monitoring of habitats          
– what are the current methods for monitoring 
essential habitats, are there available maps, are 
there data for maps?

• Conservation of and threats to the habitats
– what are the current conservation status?  

Which are the major threats to the habitats?



Outcome (results)

The role of the habitats

• Few quantitative studies available. Few attempts to assess 
this?

• Evidence might be complex, indirect evidence is around 
(limiting life-stages)

• Available data to test this likely exists, new analyses and 
methodologies needed

• The role of the habitats are likely underestimated



From Sundblad et al 2014 (ICES J Mar Sci)

Perch Pikeperch

Additional evidence:
- Flounder in Finland (Jokinen et al 2015)? Decrease in population size and deteriorated 

quality of juvenile habitats

- Pelagic spawning flounder in Latvia (Ustups et al 2013). Volume of reproductive 
habitat correlated with larval flounder abundance. No link between larval abundance 
and recruitment, indirect evidence for habitat bottleneck?

- Coastal fish (pike, ide, burbot) recruitment in freshwater tributaries in Estonia (Rohtla
et al 2012, 2014, 2015). Brackish water spawning is becoming rarer, which could be 
linked to deterioration of coastal spawning grounds (eutrophication or overfishing).



Outcome (results)

Mapping and monitoring

• Loads of data from loads of monitoring available

• Wide array of monitoring methods used covering different life stages 
(from egg to adult fish) and several species

• For long, poor use of the data for mapping, but this is rapidly changing as a 
result of national mapping programs

• Good spatial coverage of monitoring data

• Data should be used to also assess the value of the habitats for fish 
production

• Mapping of major threats and natural background conditions are also 
needed for Marine Spatial Planning



Examples of mapping projects:

- VELMU (Finland)

- Mapping of habitats and fish spawning grounds in 
Estonia

- In Sweden non-coordinated efforts so far. From 2016 
and onwards a large scale marine mapping program

- In Germany a focus on eel

- In Lithuania mapping of coastal bottom habitats, also
fish habitats (e.g. herring)



Outcome (results)

Conservation status and threats

• Urgent and diverse management actions are needed as a result of currently poor 
conservation status of the habitats.

• Major threats include eutrophication, climate change, coastal development 
(including boating and shipping), invasive species, fishery and dredging. 

• The effects can be both direct and indirect on fish, and historic impacts are still 
obvious. The most substantial impacts are on juvenile fish and early life stages.

• Poor conservation status and protection in many countries as a result of 
management and nature conservation traditionally being split in the Baltic Sea 
region. This is changing in some countries. 

• The value of the habitats needs to be demonstrated for improved protection 
(including providing information to the general public)!

• Mutual benefits of merging the interests of fisheries management and habitat 
protection is obvious, but needs to be demonstrated by us!



Major threats to EFH according to workshop participants



Next steps

• Submission of project report to NCM in March
2016

• Publication of scientic review paper – first draft 
soon finished

• Presentation of the outcome at coming HELCOM 
FISH meeting

• Common future projects and/or applications?

• HELCOM guideline on habitat mapping?



Revised time schedule




