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HYPER = Hypoxia mitigation for Baltic Sea 
ecosystem restoration (2009-2011)

COCOA = Nutrient cocktails in the coastal
zone of the Baltic Sea (2014-2017)



What are the trends and drivers of 
hypoxia in the open Baltic Sea?

Source: Carstensen et al. (2014) PNAS
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What are the trends and drivers of 
hypoxia in the open Baltic Sea?

Sources: Meier et al (2011) GRL and Conley (2012) Nature
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How effective is the coastal zone 
for removing nutrients?

Nutrient cocktail



Ecosystem regime shifts
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Concept of the coastal filter

Asmala et al. 2017



COCOA PARTNERS

• Aarhus University

• DTU Aqua

• Lund University

• Stockholm University

• Gothenburg University

• SMHI

• Åbo Akademic Univ.

• Univ. of Helsinki

• Finnish Env. Inst.

• Zoological Inst., RAS

• Coastal Res. Planning Inst.

• University of Gdansk

• Inst. Oceanogr. Warnemünde

• Utrecht University
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Why did we have Russian partners onboard?



Russian contributions



Russian contributions

• HYPER

– 8 peer-reviewed publications with Russian authors

– 2 joint publications with other partners

– Data for comparative studies

• COCOA

– 6 peer-reviewed publications with Russian authors

– 3 joint publications with other partners

– Data for comparative studies



Contributing with oxygen data

Conley et al. 2011

Russian monitoring data



Focus on the invasive Marenzelleria



Why did we have Russian partners onboard?

• Specialised scientific knowledge (benthos)

• Contribution with scientific products (papers)

– Just as productive as other partners!

• Access to data and important ecosystem

– We would never have had access to these data 
without them as partners!



Were there any challenges?

• Scientific discussions – language proficiency!

• No participation in common sampling campaigns

– Their expertise was also covered with EU 
partners

– Problems with permissions for EU scientists to 
take samples in Eastern Gulf of Finland



Conclusions

• Russian partners were specialists with a minor
budget

• The contribution to project governance and 
overarching project objectives was limited

• They gave access to data from important area

• The performance was as expected and not 
different from EU partners


