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1) Hydrodynamic Model (3d)
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IBM Example 1:  Drift of Feeding Sprat Larvae
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Biophysical Model Scenarios
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German Bight 2004, copepod abundance by size class (Pseudocalanus, 
Temora, Acartia) /  February - September 2004
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IBM Example 3:  Habitat Maps & Frontal Zones
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IBM Example 3:  Habitat Maps & Frontal Zones
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Spatially-resolved prey fields would help ...
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1) Hydrodynamic Model (3d)
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Summary / Discussion Points
(sprat IBM examples)

• Different retention / drift processes between North and 
Baltic Seas in same year (fate of particles unknown)

• Life history strategy (behavioural adaptation to key 
prey species)

• North Sea sprat may lack key sprat prey species – intra-
station growth variability not represented by mean 
prey field (does it matter?)

• Spatial differences in key match-mismatch processes. 
Size spectrum coupling (NPZD-IBM) offers reduced 
complexity for EtoE modeling)

Methods 1, 2 and 2



Horse mackerel stomach packed with sprat larvae!

Bottom-up versus Top-down
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Larval Growth: Temperature x Prey
(Interspecific Differences)
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