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Impacts of low‑head hydropower 
plants on cyprinid‑dominated fish 
assemblages in Lithuanian rivers
Tomas Virbickas1*, Paolo Vezza2, Jūratė Kriaučiūnienė3, Vytautas Akstinas3, 
Diana Šarauskienė3 & Andrius Steponėnas1

The meso‑scale habitat simulation model MesoHABSIM was applied in three Lithuanian lowland rivers 
to study the effect of low‑head hydropower plants (HPPs) on the fish habitats. Stream flow time series 
on a daily scale for the period 1970–2015 were used to describe flow regime downstream of HPPs for 
periods before and after their installation. Conditional habitat suitability criteria were developed for 4 
species of cyprinid fish, schneider (Alburnoides bipunctatus), dace (Leuciscus leuciscus), roach (Rutilus 
rutilus) and vimba (Vimba vimba) to simulate their available habitat at different water discharges. 
Modelling results showed that HPPs have a significant impact on habitat availability in the low flow 
period in dry years below HPPs due to insufficient released flow. The environmental flow, as prescribed 
by the Lithuanian national law, is estimated between 80 and 95% exceedance probability of the mean 
minimum discharge of 30 days. This flow leads to a significant reduction in frequency and duration of 
available suitable habitats for vimba and schneider during low flow period. The roach habitat is the 
least affected. The results of habitat modelling are in line with the actual data on the occurrence and 
relative abundance of considered fish species in the studied river stretches. A general comparison of 
the relative abundance of modelled fish species in 42 natural river stretches and 20 stretches below the 
HPPs also showed that the relative abundance of roach is significantly higher, and that of schneider 
is significantly lower in river sections below the HPPs than the abundance in natural river sections. All 
results indicate that the current environmental flow does not secure survival of certain fish species. 
The applicability of the average low flow release during summer could be a plausible alternative to the 
current environmental flow in order to maintain ecosystem health and services.

The interruptions of the longitudinal continuity of rivers, changes in river hydromorphology, hydro-peaking 
and variation of flow regime can have multiple impacts on fish, including changes to physical habitat, habitat 
access, food supplies, behaviour, community composition, energy expenditure, and population  dynamics1. Poff 
and  Zimmerman2 reviewed 165 papers looking for a relationship between various kinds of flow alteration and 
ecosystem responses. The vast majority of these scientific studies reported decreasing values for the analysed 
ecological metrics in response to hydrological alterations. Even small run-of-river hydropower plants (HPPs) can 
have significant ecological impacts under certain  conditions3. There is a growing body of literature that recog-
nises the importance of environmental principles in the management of regulated  rivers4–6. It was demonstrated 
that small changes in water flow regimes in the management of dams can help to restore river  ecosystems7. The 
European Water Framework  Directive8 CIS guidance document No  319 provides a common understanding of 
what is meant by the ecological flow (e-flow): "amount of water required for the aquatic ecosystem to continue to 
thrive and provide the services we rely upon". Ecological flow is widely used as an HPP management measure to 
balance human and aquatic ecosystem needs, since the determined e-flow should guarantee suitable conditions 
for the existence of aquatic communities. Nowadays, there are many models related to water ecosystems and 
physical environment on a micro-, meso- and macro-habitat scale developed to estimate environmental flows 
and requiring a different amount of expert knowledge, data and  finances10.

According to the general criteria described by Abbasi and  Abbasi3, all hydropower plants in Lithuania, except 
the largest Kaunas HPP, are small HPPs operating in the run-of-river (RoR) mode (low-head HPPs with energy 
output up to 2.9 MW). Almost all of the HPPs (97%) return the diverted flow directly below the dam; it is a 
common belief that RoR HPPs do not affect the amount of water in the downstream section (i.e. hydrological 
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alteration can be considered negligible). In the current Lithuanian national law related to planning, use and 
maintenance of HPPs, the environmental flow  (Qenv) prescription below HPPs is estimated between 80 and 95% 
exceedance probability of the mean minimum discharge of 30 consecutive  days11. Environmental restrictions are 
also imposed on HPP reservoir water level variation, which should be no more than ± 10 cm of normal water level. 
There are no other restrictions in force for HPPs. Consequently, in low flow periods, low-head HPPs may increase 
the frequency and duration of  Qenv in downstream river sections. According to the river discharge  projections12, 
in future, dry periods are expected to become more frequent, i.e. the current  Qenv will continue to be released 
downstream the HPP for even a longer period. Although it is officially considered that the established environ-
mental discharge provides minimum conditions for ecosystem survival, there is still no scientific basis for this.

In general, there is a lack of studies for low-head facilities operating in temperate lowland  rivers13. Hydro-
power production is generally concentrated in mountainous areas due to favourable topography and larger water 
 availability14. For low-head HPPs, many studies in literature mention that the major impact on fish communi-
ties is due to obstacles for migration, while the impact of hydrological alteration in low flow periods has been 
weakly  studied15,16. In Lithuania, some studies focusing on the impact of HPPs on the hydrological regime have 
been made. Alterations of the hydrologic regime were examined and downstream river flow (stage) ramping 
was identified using the recorded hourly data of flow/stage downstream power  plants13. To reduce the effects 
of river flow ramping, simple turbine operational measures, such as step-wise turbine start-up and shut-down 
together with varying turbine numbers and capacities over 24 h, were proposed. Several studies of the effect of 
small HPP dams on the ecological status of invertebrate assemblages revealed a decline in the number of taxa 
and the total abundance of benthic macroinvertebrates both upstream and downstream of dams compared to 
control  sites17,18. However, the impact of HPPs at different flows and the effects on organisms other than ben-
thic invertebrates have not yet been studied. The ecological effectiveness of environmental flow release has also 
never been evaluated. Therefore, the aim of this study was to assess whether hydrological alterations caused by 
the functioning of low-head HPPs can have significant impacts on fish habitats in lowland rivers of Lithuania 
in comparison with natural hydrological regime (without HPP activity). In addition, the study aims to evalu-
ate whether  Qenv, which is currently guaranteed in regulated river sections, provides suitable conditions for the 
maintenance of fish communities.

Study area
The country’s territory (65.3 thou.  km2) is located below 215 m above sea level and is drained by four main river 
basins (RBs): Nemunas, Venta, Lielupe and Daugava. All these rivers flow into the central part of the eastern 
coast of the Baltic Sea and belong to biogeographic region of Central Europe that shows the lowest fish species 
 endemism19. Differences in climatic conditions within the country are small; therefore, the main ecological 
factors in structuring the communities of river fish are the area of the catchment, which determines the total 
number of species, and the slope of the channel, which determines the presence of indicator species and the 
composition of ecological guilds. Salmonids dominate only in small (< 100  km2 catchment area) watercourses 
with a predominant supply of groundwater. Larger rivers are dominated by cyprinids, and salmonids are found 
only in stretches with a higher slope of the  channel20.

As case studies, three rivers (Bartuva, Venta and Mūša) from two main RBs (Venta and Lielupe) were selected 
(Fig. 1). The local climatic conditions of selected rivers mostly differ in the precipitation amount. The highest 
annual precipitation amount (750–850 mm) is observed over the Bartuva River catchment. Whereas the Mūša 
River catchment falls within the area of less than 650 mm of annual precipitation. 60% of precipitation coincides 
with the warm season, but due to increased evaporation (460–540 mm), only a small part of them transforms 
into river discharge (except flash flood event). The selected rivers have predominant surface feeding; therefore, 
the absence of strong groundwater supply determines high flow variability during the year and highly expressed 
low-flows during the warm season. All rivers can be classified as transboundary rivers, since their RBs are located 
in both Lithuania and Latvia. The overall area of the Venta and the Lielupe river basins is around 33.2 thous.  km2. 
The Venta and the Lielupe RBs are significantly affected by low-head HPPs. In total, 30 HPPs are constructed on 
the Venta RB and 5 HPPs on the Lielupe RB. As an example of application, three low-head HPPs that return the 
diverted flow directly below the dam, namely Skuodas, Kuodžiai and Dvariukai, located on the Bartuva, Venta 
and Mūša rivers, respectively, were selected as case studies (Fig. 1). The main HPP and RB characteristics of the 
three case studies are listed in Table 1. The installed capacity of the selected HPPs varies in the range from 220 
to 600 kW.

Methodology
The meso-scale habitat simulation model  MesoHABSIM21 was used to assess the impact of low-head HPPs on 
fish populations. MesoHABSIM is a physical habitat modelling system developed for e-flow assessment and river 
channel restoration planning. It describes the utility of instream habitat conditions for aquatic fauna, allowing 
to simulate change in habitat quality and quantity in response to alterations of flow and river hydromorphology. 
Meso-scale habitats are defined as geomorphic units (GUs, such as pools, riflles, rapids,  glides22) that can be 
used by species and life stages for a significant part of their diurnal  routine23. A meso-habitat can be considered 
suitable or optimal when the configuration of hydraulic patterns, together with the attributes that provide shelter, 
create favourable conditions for survival and development of animals. MesoHABSIM approach is based on the 
aggregation of three  models24:

1. A hydromorphological model that describes the spatial mosaic of fish-relevant hydro-morphological features.
2. A biological model describing the relationship between the presence and abundance of fish and the physical 

environment of the river.
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3. A habitat model quantifying the amounts, frequency and duration of the available habitat depending on the 
flow regime and local river morphology.

For the modelling, the time series of daily water discharge data in natural and altered (downstream HPPs) 
conditions were created for wet, normal and dry years in order to describe the habitat suitability in all possible 

Figure 1.  Study area and location of the selected case studies.

Table 1.  Characteristics of the selected case studies at the particular hydropower plant (HPP). a Environmental 
flow  (Q80% for Bartuva and  Q95% for Venta and Mūša) is derived from the rules of exploitation of HPP 
reservoirs.

Case study 1 Case study 2 Case study 3

River Bartuva Venta Mūša

Water gauging station Skuodas Leckava Ustukiai

HPP Skuodas Kuodžiai Dvariukai

HPP construction year 2000 2005 2001

Distance from the mouth (km) 52.8 188.9 81.5

Catchment area  (km2) 260 4021 1927

River bed slope (m/km) 0.57 0.61 0.73

Area of reservoir (ha) 85.9 25.3 136.4

Dam height (m) 8.00 4.50 5.80

Installed capacity (kW) 220 600 494

Qenv  (m3/s)a 0.220 1.75 0.380

Q30_min  (m3/s) 0.120 1.22 0.361

Q30_ave  (m3/s) 0.320 5.25 1.19

Q30_max  (m3/s) 0.790 12.8 3.57

Qannual_mean  (m3/s) 3.18 30.3 8.68
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hydrological conditions. Conditional habitat suitability criteria (CHSC) were developed to define the relationship 
between fish distribution and physical environment. Physical spatial measurements of river hydraulic and fish 
shelter attributes (current velocity, depth, discharge, sediments, woody debris, boulders, etc.) were conducted 
on a scale of mesohabitat during field surveys. SimStream plugin of  QGIS25 was used to organize collected data 
for mesohabitat modelling.

Hydrological data and hydromorphological surveys. The daily time series of discharge data of three 
water gauging stations (WGSs; Bartuva-Skuodas, Venta-Leckava and Mūša-Ustukiai) were taken from the 
hydrological yearbook of the Lithuanian Hydrometeorological Service for the periods of 1970–2000 (period 
before construction of HPPs) and of 2001–2015 (period after construction). The WGSs are located downstream 
the selected HPPs, and their data were used for the assessment of the altered discharge conditions and the impact 
of HPPs on fish communities. Two additional WGSs of Minija River-Kartena (for the Bartuva and Venta riv-
ers) and Nemunėlis River-Tabokinė (for the Mūša River) were chosen for the restoration of natural conditions 
of river discharge at case study sites according to the analogy  method26. The selection of a river analogue was 
based on the same hydrological region, similar catchment area, similarity in physico-geographical and hydro-
meteorological characteristics, and absence of anthropogenic structures which interrupt the continuity of the 
river, e.g. dams. The regression equation between case study river and river-analogue was prepared using daily 
water discharge data of 1970–2000 (period before construction of HPPs). The natural regime of investigated 
rivers after construction of HPPs (2001–2015) was restored using regression equations. In this way, we obtain 
the annual hydrographs of the investigated rivers in natural and altered conditions. In order to evaluate the 
habitat suitability in all possible hydrological conditions, hydrographs were prepared for wet, normal and dry 
hydrological years (probability of 5, 50 and 95%, respectively), according to average discharge data in the period 
of 2001–2015.

Four different discharge values (from minimal to average) were defined for hydromorphological measure-
ments in each site of the selected river. These discharges represented the minimum, average and maximum low 
flow discharges of 30 consecutive days  (Q30_min,  Q30_ave,  Q30_max) in the warm period (May–September), and multi-
annual mean water discharge  (Qannual_mean) in 1970–2000 (before HPPs construction). According to the Lithu-
anian law, environmental flow  (Qenv) is defined at each HPP as 80% or 95% probability of the mean minimum 
discharge of 30 consecutive days of the warm  period11. A Laser Rangefinder (distance, inclination, azimuthal 
measurements) connected via Bluetooth with the field tablet was used for the mapping of hydromorphological 
units (HMUs, also called mesohabitats). The maps of HMUs polygons were digitized in the .shp format using 
MapStream plugin of  QGIS25,27. The length of an analysed river reach was defined as 20 times the mean river 
 width28. The depth and flow velocity measurements in each defined HMU were done using a propeller-type flow 
meter mounted on a wading rod. Depending on the polygon area, from 5 to 30 measurements were carried out in 
each HMU, while the measurement density (point/m2) was kept as constant as possible in each case study con-
sidering its size (on average one point per 6  m2 in the Bartuva, 20  m2 in the Mūša and 25  m2 in the Venta rivers).

The presence/absence of fish shelters and vegetation were assessed visually  (see21 for details). All measure-
ments were carried out as close as it is possible to four defined discharges (minimum low flow  (Q30_min), aver-
age low flow  (Q30_ave), maximum low flow  (Q30_max) and annual mean  (Qannual_mean)) of each selected case study 
(Table 1).

Fish data and conditional habitat suitability criteria. Four Cyprinidae fish species, which are com-
mon in cyprinid-dominated lowland rivers of  Lithuania20, but differ in rheophily and reproduction habitat were 
selected for the assessment of HPPs impact: lithophilic rheophilic schneider Alburnoides bipunctatus and dace 
Leuciscus leuciscus, phyto-lithophilic eurytopic roach Rutilus rutilus, and diadromous lithophilic eurytopic 
vimba Vimba vimba (fish guilds according  to29). Based on the classification of fish species in European rivers 
according to their overall resistance to habitat  degradation30, the selected species also represent different guilds 
of tolerance capacity: schneider is intolerant species, dace and vimba are intermediate, and roach is  tolerant31. 
These four species are all benthopelagic, and in this respect they are similar, but due to their different prefer-
ences for rheophilic conditions, spawning habitat and overall habitat quality, it was expected that their response 
to changes in flow conditions should also be different. Currently access for diadromous vimba to most rivers 
is limited by dams; therefore, habitat availability for vimba was modelled only in the Venta River, which is still 
accessible for this species and contains its spawning grounds.

To define conditional habitat suitability criteria (CHSC)21, the river monitoring database for 2008–2015 was 
used. Data on the physical, chemical and hydrological characteristics of river sites was collected by the Lithuanian 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Fish monitoring and assessment of hydromorphological characteristics 
of the site at the time of sampling was carried out by the Nature Research Centre under agreement with EPA. 
Standardized single-pass electric fishing took place in mid-July–September on river sections with a minimum 
length of at least 10 times the wetted width (but not less than 50 m) using backpack pulse current electrofisher 
(type IG200-2; HANS GRASSL GmbH) with a maximum output of 800 V and a maximum power of 10.0 kW 
per pulse.

For CHSC construction, only river sites in natural conditions (from good to high ecological status according 
to the European Water Framework Directive) with a catchment area of 100–5000  km2 and sampled by wading 
were selected from the database. In total, 245 river sites were selected. 160 sites in 75 rivers (2/3 of the selected 
sites) were randomly selected and used to build CHSC. The remaining 85 locations in 53 rivers (1/3 of all loca-
tions) were used for calibration. Once the locations were selected, their depth and current velocity were classified 
into intervals of 0.15 m and 0.15 m s-1 following the MesoHABSIM protocol (up to 0.15, 0.15–0.3, 0.3–0.45, etc.). 
The preference of schneider, dace and roach for depth and current velocity was determined by their frequency 
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of occurrence in each of the intervals. In order to minimize the impact of random catches, species were con-
sidered present only when the number of individuals exceeded 25th percentile of the number of individuals 
in all places where they were found. Species were considered abundant when the number of individuals was 
greater than the median abundance in all places where they were found. A species was considered present in a 
particular interval of depth or current velocity only when its frequency of occurrence was > 40%. Accordingly, 
a species was considered abundant only in those groups of depth and velocity where the number of individuals 
was greater than the median in more than 50% of the sites. The preference for the type of substrate and shelters 
was determined according to the analysis of these environmental variables in the river sites where the species 
should be present based on the criteria of depth and current velocity. According to the geomorphological and 
ecological definition of  mesohabitat21,22, 10  m2 was considered the minimum surface that an HMU must have 
to be considered a suitable (species present) or optimal (species abundant) habitat for fish. When tested on an 
independent dataset (85 sites), CHSC were considered satisfactory for the presence of species when the species 
were present in > 60% of the sites meeting the criteria (total accuracy > 0.6). CHSC were considered satisfactory 
for the abundance of species when the species were present in > 60% of the sites meeting the abundance criteria 
and the abundance of individuals was higher than the median in at least 50% of these sites.

CHSC for vimba were selected by an expert judgement, analysing common features of the river sites where 
this species was observed. Migration of vimba to the majority of former spawning grounds is currently restricted 
by dams. Therefore, this species is constantly found in a limited number of rivers, in which vimba is present not 
only during spawning in spring, but is also common in specific habitats in summer and autumn.

For the validation of CHSC for schneider, dace and roach, a single-pass electric fishing was performed in 42 
HMUs of 4 natural rivers (Minija, Dubysa, Šventoji and Merkys), in river stretches with a length of 150–400 m, 
a maximum depth up to 1.5 m, and a catchment size of 315–3040  km2, during the low flow season, with high 
transparency of water. Fish were sampled by wading by a team of 3 persons using a backpack pulse current unit 
of a similar type as for fish monitoring (IG200-2D; HANS GRASSL GmbH). CHSC verification for vimba was 
carried out only in 14 out of 42 HMUs, since this species is constantly found in only one of the natural rivers 
selected for verification. A single-pass electric fishing was also conducted in all HMUs which were identified in 
the studied river stretches below HPPs at the low flow. Fish sampling was accomplished by wading and using 
pulse current backpack electric fishing gear. A single-pass electric fishing strategy was used, as the CHSC criteria 
were also developed based on single-pass sampling data. Studies show that in most cases species composition 
and rank abundance of common species do not change significantly after the first  pass32–34.

To assess the predictive performance of CHSC, correctly classified instances, sensitivity, specificity, and true 
skill statistic were calculated based on confusion matrix  analysis35.

Assessment of HPPs impact. The habitat area available for the species was modelled at different dis-
charges of rivers. The impact of HPPs on habitat availability was assessed based on the comparison of the mod-
elled available habitat area (i) at reference conditions during a dry year, (ii) under HPPs functioning in dry, 
normal and wet years, and (iii) at environmental  Qenv. The flow value that exceeded 97% of the time at reference 
conditions  (Q97)36 during a dry year and the corresponding area of species habitat (expressed in  m2, hereafter, 
the minimum threshold area) were used as common denominators. Deviation of temporal availability of suit-
able habitats for modelled fish species due to HPPs functioning at different flows was assessed based on relative 
increase in the cumulative continuous duration of days when the area of the habitat falls below the minimum 
threshold values (hereafter, the stress days alteration; SDA). SDA analysis is based on the assumption that mini-
mum habitat availability is a limiting factor for fish species, and events occurring rarely in nature create stress 
to aquatic fauna and shape the community. Therefore, for the selected minimum habitat threshold (expressed 
in  m2), the number of habitat stress days that occur under those conditions was calculated and used as a bench-
mark for comparative analysis using the SDA metric, (see e.g.28,36,37 for details). Finally, we normalize SDA values 
between 0 and 1 by using the index of temporal habitat availability (ITH) as it is described by Rinaldi et al.28.

The relative abundance of fish species that are common in the cyprinid-dominated rivers of Lithuania (the 
frequency of occurrence in the natural river sites is > 50%) was also compared in river reaches with natural (42 
sites, 85 fishing occasions) and regulated (below HPPs; 20 sites, 39 fishing occasions) flows, which met at least 
good water quality criteria and fell within the same range of catchment size and slope as the rivers selected for 
modelling did. The sites were selected from the same river monitoring database for 2008–2015, which was used 
for selection of sites for CHSC development. The significance of identified differences was assessed using the 
Mann–Whitney U test.

Results
Analysis of hydromorphological data. The hydrographs of studied sites, both compiled based on actual 
measurements at altered conditions and restored for natural hydrological regimes (without HPP activity), differ 
in the pattern and amount of annual discharge (Fig. 2). Redistribution of the flow stored upstream of the dams 
along the year was the main effect of HPPs on rivers discharge. In general, dams reduced low flow discharge in 
the spring/summer period and increased the flow rate after storing water during high flows. The related reduc-
tion of discharges during the warm season requires special focus and a more detailed analysis of this phenom-
enon, since it creates the most vulnerable conditions for the fish habitats.

Based on measurements conducted at four different discharge conditions (close to  Q30_min,  Q30_ave,  Q30_max, and 
 Qannual_mean) in each site of the selected rivers, the relative area of hydromorphological units (HMUs) changed con-
siderably together with the flow (Fig. 3). Diversity as well as the total number of HMUs per studied river stretch 
in general was higher at lower discharges, as it is illustrated in Fig. 4 for the Venta River. In total, 28 HMUs were 
mapped at low flow average conditions in the Venta River. Along with the increase of discharges, the HMUs got 
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Figure 2.  A comparison of hydrographs of natural and altered conditions during the dry years in the Bartuva 
River below Skuodas HPP (a), the Venta River below Kuodžiai HPP (b), and the Mūša River below Dvariukai 
HPP (c).

Figure 3.  Changes in the relative area of different hydromorphological units according to different discharge 
conditions (close to  Q30_min,  Q30_ave,  Q30_max,  Qannual_mean) downstream HPPs of Bartuva-Skuodas (BS), Venta-
Kuodžiai (VK), and Mūša-Dvariukai (MD).

Figure 4.  Distribution of hydromorphological units according to different discharge situations at the case study 
of Venta-Kuodžiai.
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more homogenous and just a two types of them (glide and rapid) became dominant. Similar results were obtained 
for the rest of studied rivers, but the distribution of HMUs varied between other selected case studies, especially 
in changes of their area (see Supplementary Figs. S1 and S2 online). In the Bartuva River downstream Skuodas 
HPP, the HMU types such as glide and pool were the most dominant at the discharges of minimum low flow 
and average low flow. Due to increase in flow speeds, the riffle-type HMUs, which were present at the minimum 
discharge, at the average low flow changed into the rapid-type HMUs, whereas at the annual mean discharge 
hydromorphology unified and became of the type of glide. In the case of the Mūša River, the minimum low flow 
and the average situations differed only in hydrological parameters (discharge, depth and velocity) but the spatial 
distribution of HMUs was quite similar. During higher water discharges, the area of rapid-type HMUs strongly 
increased, while the area of riffle-type HMUs decreased and disappeared at the discharge of the annual mean.

Conditional habitat suitability criteria. Conditional habitat suitability criteria (CHSC), developed for 
selected species based on the analysis of available data, are provided in Table 2. Testing with calibration dataset 
(85 sites), CHSC correctly predicted the presence of species in 67–75% of sites. Using abundance criteria, CHSC 
correctly predicted the presence of species in 76–90% of sites, with species abundance being greater than the 
median in 51–62% of them. Species were absent in 75–100% of sites where at least one of 4 main variables did 
not meet presence criteria.

Validation using data collected in HMUs of natural river stretches revealed similar results (Table 3). CHSC 
correctly predicted the presence of species in 67–81% of sites. Using abundance criteria, CHSC were correct in 
predicting the presence of species in 81–92% of sites, with species abundance being greater than the median in 
50–69% of sites. Species were absent in 69–100% of sites where at least one variable did not meet presence criteria. 
The values of true skill statistic (TSS) were > 0 for all species, which confirms that performance of CHSC is not 
random. The validation results in natural rivers met the criteria for representativeness of CHSC and confirmed 
that CHSC can be used for modelling.

Table 2.  Conditional habitat suitability criteria for selected species. Star symbol (*) indicates abundance 
criteria. The percentage in parentheses indicates the minimum area of the HMU that must meet the criteria.

Species Water depth (m) Water velocity  (ms−1) Substrate (any of listed types) Cover (any of listed types)

Schneider  > 0.45 (> 40%)
 > 0.6* (> 40%)

0.15–1.0 (> 30%)
0.3–0.9* (> 40%)

Mesolithal, microlithal*, acal*, psam-
mal* (> 70%; > 90%*) Not applicable

Dace  > 0.3 (> 30%)
0.45–0.9* (> 30%)

 < 0.9 (> 30%)
0.15–0.6* (> 30%)

Mesolithal*, microlithal*, acal*, psam-
mal (> 70%; > 80%*) Woody debris, boulders

Roach  > 0.3 (> 40%)
 > 0.6* (> 50%)

 < 0.75 (> 30%)
 < 0.45* (> 30%) Not applicable Emerged vegetation, submerged 

vegetation

Vimba 0.3–0.9 0.15–0.6 Mesolithal, microlithal, acal Submerged vegetation

Table 3.  Proportion of correctly predicted presence, abundance and absence, as well as overall proportion 
of correctly classified instances (CCL), sensitivity (Sn), specificity (Sp) and true skill statistic (TSS) of CHSC 
in natural rivers and river stretches below HPPs. Numbers in brackets denote the number of HMUs in which 
species had to be present, abundant or absent based on CHSC.

Species Nb. of HMUs Presence

Abundance

ABSENCE CCL Sn Sp TSSPresent Abundant

Natural rivers

Schneider 42 0.76
(n-25)

0.85
(n-20) 0.55 0.82

(n-17) 0.79 0.83 0.70 0.53

Dace 42 0.74
(n-23)

0.81
(n-16) 0.50 0.74

(n-19) 0.74 0.77 0.70 0.47

Roach 42 0.73
(n-30)

0.90
(20) 0.65 1.00

(n-12) 0.81 0.71 0.60 0.31

Vimba 13 0.67
(n-9)

0.75
(n-4) 0.69 0.60 0.50 0.10

Stretches below HPPs

Schneider 47 0.56
(n-9)

0.67
(n-6) 0.33 0.89

(n-38) 0.83 0.56 0.89 0.45

Dace 47 0.56
(n-27)

0.57
(n-7) 0.29 0.75

(n-20) 0.64 0.75 0.56 0.31

Roach 47 0.85
(n-27)

0.75
(n-8) 0.38 0.55

(n-20) 0.72 0.72 0.73 0.45

Vimba 14 0.50
(n-6)

0.50
(n-8) 0.50 0.43 0.57 0.00
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In the HMUs of the river stretches below studied HPPs, the mismatch between predicted and observed 
occurrence and, particularly, abundance of species was greater compared to natural rivers (Table 3), probably 
due to disturbance of fish distribution caused by flow alteration. Only the presence of roach in the river stretches 
below HPPs was predicted with a higher accuracy compared to that in the natural river stretches. The absence 
of dace and schneider was predicted with a similar precision as in the natural rivers, but roach and vimba were 
also present in 45–50% of HMUs where they were supposed to be absent according to CHSC.

Impact of HPPs on fish. In total, 18 fish species were found in the studied river stretches below HPPs 
under conditions close to average low flow, the roach being among the dominant species in all 3 rivers (Table 4). 
The share of the remaining modelled species was low below HPPs, with the exception of dace in the Bartuva 
River. Schneider was not found at all in the Mūša River, while the migration of vimba to this river is limited by 
an artificial obstacle.

The habitat suitability maps composed using SimStream software showed that at the minimum of low flow 
discharge the studied stretches became unsuitable for schneider in the Mūša River below Dvariukai HPP and only 
partly suitable in the Bartuva and Venta. The same was valid for vimba in the Venta River downstream Kuodžiai 
HPP, as it is shown in Fig. 5 (for the Mūša and Bartuva rivers see Supplementary Figs. S3 and S4 online). At the 
minimum of low flow discharge, the studied stretch was not suitable for adult vimba and only partly suitable 
for schneider, but was mostly suitable and optimal for dace and roach. Only a few of the HMUs were not suit-
able for the latter two species. At higher flows, the area of habitats suitable for vimba and schneider increased 
significantly. The area optimal for dace and roach, on the opposite, was present at the minimum low flow, while 
at high flow it transformed to suitable polygons.

The time series of a suitable habitat that can be used by species over 12 months indicate that when HPPs 
operate in a dry year, the area of a suitable habitat deviates significantly from that at reference conditions (Fig. 6; 
also see Supplementary Figs. S5 and S6 online). A comparison of the cumulative duration of events, when the 
area of a suitable habitat falls below the threshold area (which is available for fish at reference conditions at  Q97 
in a dry year) at reference and altered conditions shows that the number of stress days significantly increases 
for the majority of simulated fish species under the operation of hydropower plants, especially in a dry year 
(Table 5). In the Bartuva and Mūša rivers, operation of HPPs in dry years had the strongest negative impact on 

Table 4.  Fish species composition and relative abundance per whole sampled area in the studied rivers 
stretches below HPPs.

Alburnoides 
bipunctatus

Alburnus 
alburnus

Barbatulus 
barbatulus

Blicca 
bjoerkna

Cobitis 
taenia

Cottus 
gobio

Esox 
lucius

Gasterosteus 
aculeatus

Gobio 
gobio

Leuciscus 
leuciscus

Lota 
lota

Perca 
fluviatilis

Phoxinus 
phoxinus

Pungitius 
pungitius

Rhodeus 
sericeus

Rutilus 
rutilus

Squalius 
cephalus

Vimba 
vimba

Bartuva 0.2 6.3 5.7 3.7 0.1 25.2 15.8 0.1 1.7 14.8 4.4 20.8 1.4

Venta 4.7 15.0 6.6 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.8 14.8 1.0 0.6 3.5 1.6 48.0 1.3 1.5

Mūša 1.3 35.1 1.7 2.8 2.5 5.1 1.5 17.7 0.2 27.9 4.2

Figure 5.  Habitat suitability maps of four fish species in Venta-Kuodžiai case study at four different discharge 
 (m3/s) situations.
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the temporal availability of the habitat for the schneider, and in the Venta River such impact was even stronger 
for the vimba. In the Mūša River below Dvariukai, the habitat suitable for schneider in this section of the river 
generally became temporarily unavailable (ITH = 0). The HPPs had the least impact on the habitat of roach. In 
the Venta, the largest among the studied rivers, the area of the habitat suitable for roach even increased under 
operation of the HPP in a dry year (Fig. 6).

Figure 6.  Time series of the suitable habitat area for the different fish species in the Venta River below Kuodžiai 
HPP for 12 months at natural conditions in a dry year and when HPP operates in a wet, normal, and dry year. 
The vertical axis represents habitat area (% of channel). The horizontal solid line indicates the habitat area at a 
 Q97 discharge at natural conditions in a dry year, and the dashed line indicates the average area of the available 
habitat in July–August, when HPP operates in a dry year.

Table 5.  The relative habitat area (% of river channel) of the modelled fish species at a discharge of  Q97 in a dry 
year at natural conditions (S% at  Q97_reference_dry) and relative increase (in %) in the cumulative duration of 
stress days (stress days alteration; SDA) when the area of habitat falls below this threshold when HPPs function 
in a wet (SDA_altered_wet), normal (SDA_altered_normal) and dry (SDA_altered_dry) year. The value of the 
index of temporal habitat availability (ITH) is given in brackets.

River Metric Roach Dace Schneider Vimba

Venta

S% at  Q97 natural_dry 32 38 19 44

SDA_ altered_wet 0 (1.00) 3 (0.99) 0 (1.00) 0 (1.00)

SDA_altered_normal 16 (0.94) 65 (0.78) 67 (0.78) 139 (0.59)

SDA_altered_dry 0 (1.00) 82 (0.73) 264 (0.37) 407 (0.21)

Mūša

S% at  Q97 natural_dry 28 13 5

SDA_ altered_wet 12 (0.96) 133 (0.60) 124 (0.62)

SDA_altered_normal 23 (0.92) 162 (0.54) 144 (0.58)

SDA_altered_dry 209 (0.45) 559 (0.12) 645 (0.00)

Bartuva

S% at  Q97 natural_dry 15 10 7

SDA_ altered_wet 0 (1.00) 20 (0.93) 0 (1.00)

SDA_altered_normal 21 (0.92) 38 (0.87) 26 (0.91)

SDA_altered_dry 150 (0.57) 176 (0.51) 221 (0.43)
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The modelled area of a suitable habitat that is temporarily available when HPPs operate in a dry year during 
the period of the least flow (July–August) approaches the area that is present at  Qenv (Fig. 7). Compared with the 
maximum area of a suitable habitat that is available for fish at a certain (optimal) flow at reference conditions, 
the area at  Qenv corresponds to 0–29% of the habitat area that is present at the optimal flow for schneider, 7% 
for vimba (in the Venta), 30–44% for dace and 50–80% for roach. Based on the results of habitat modelling at 
different flows, at a discharge of  Qenv, the relative area of the habitat suitable for vimba decreases to 4% in the 
Venta River, and the habitat suitable for schneider is absent in the Mūša River, with only a small area remaining 
in the Bartuva River. However,  Qenv still guarantees relatively large areas of the habitat suitable for roach in all 
modelled rivers and for dace in the Venta and Bartuva rivers.

A general comparison of the relative abundance of the fish species typical of Lithuanian cyprinid rivers (spe-
cies with a frequency of occurrence > 50%) in natural river stretches and those located below HPPs showed that 
the relative abundance of roach, bleak Alburnus alburnus and perch Perca fluviatilis was significantly higher in 
the stretches below HPPs. The relative abundance of schneider, on the contrary, was significantly lower in the 
stretches below HPPs, while the differences in the relative abundance of the rest of species were insignificant 
(Mann–Whitney U test) (Table 6).

Discussion
In general, fish are resistant to short-term extreme environmental changes, and the capacity to cope with these 
changes is highly dependent on habitat  heterogeneity38,39. However, the main factor determining the signifi-
cance of the effects of extremes on fish is their  duration40. In the most of Lithuanian unregulated rivers, an 
extreme decrease of the discharge to  Qenv (i.e. probability of 95%) is observed on average once per 20 year. The 
frequency of discharges less than  Qenv of the investigated rivers (the Mūša, Venta and Bartuva) under natural 

Figure 7.  Habitat–flow rating curves for modelled fish species. The vertical axis represents habitat area (% of 
channel), and horizontal axis represents discharge  (m3/s). The vertical solid line intersects the area of the habitat 
which is available for fish at  Q97 at natural conditions in a dry year, the dashed line intersects the average area 
that can effectively be used by fish in July–August during the operation of HPPs in a dry year, and the dotted line 
indicates the area of the habitat which is present at  Qenv.
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and altered conditions for the period after construction of HPPs (2001–2015) was compared. There was no fixed 
discharge below  Qenv under natural river conditions (in reconstructed discharge time series without activity of 
HPPs). In regulated rivers with hydropower plants, the frequency of discharges below  Qenv increased from 2.0% 
(Venta–Leckava WGS) to 11.5% (Bartuva–Skuodas WGS) during the dry period (May–September). This means 
that conditions become close to critical for fish over a long period of time. Based on the simulation results, when 
HPPs function in a dry years and discharge approaches  Qenv, the schneider temporarily loses most of the suitable 
habitats in all the studied river stretches. The same applies to the vimba in the Venta River and dace in the Mūša 
River. Meanwhile,  Q97 discharge, which is present for a short period under reference conditions in a dry year, 
leads to a much smaller reduction in the area of the habitat. All this may be an explanation of why the schneider 
was not found at all in the Mūša River below the Dvariukai HPP (in a dry year, the modelled area of a suitable 
habitat under HPP functioning is close to zero), and only single individuals were found in the Bartuva River.

The simulation results also provide an explanation for the cases of mass death of fish that were observed in the 
Venta River below the Kuodžiai HPP in 2018 and, again, in 2019. In both years, the mass death of fish occurred 
during the period of the least discharge, in late July–early September, in a stretch of the river below the dam. 
According to the official reports of the Environmental Protection Department (the Ministry of Environment of 
the Republic of Lithuania), in 2018, the HPP released discharge which was lower than  Qenv, and this led to the 
death of various species of fish. However, in 2019, the data of the gauging station downstream the HPP con-
firmed that  Qenv was guaranteed. Despite this, 260 dead vimba individuals were found in a 1.3-km stretch of the 
river below the HPP. It is known that reduced flow that occurs downstream of the HPPs can lead to an increase 
in aquatic  vegetation41–43. This happens during the warm period, with the high water temperatures and oxygen 
consumption, as well as a reduced ability of water to carry oxygen. If in river stretches with dense vegetation 
downstream of HPP a decrease in discharge occurs at night with an increased oxygen consumption, this can lead 
to a more significant decrease in the oxygen content in the water compared to conditions at natural discharge. 
Among the studied rivers, relatively large areas covered with aquatic vegetation were present only in the Venta 
River. Therefore, it is likely that the vimba died out due to decrease in oxygen, which occurred due to a decrease 
in discharge at night. Smaller and less oxygen sensitive fish species probably survived in these conditions.

Unlike other simulated fish species, the impact of HPPs on the habitat of roach is much lower. Among the 
studied rivers, the operation of a HPP in the largest river Venta provides even better conditions for roach than 
under reference conditions. Based on CHSC, roach is the only species among those covered by this study, which 
prefers habitats with either submerged or emerged vegetation. The presence of relatively large areas of such habi-
tats may be favourable for roach, provided that the water depth is sufficient and the current velocity is not too 
high. Due to the decrease in the current velocity under  Qenv, the relative habitat area suitable for roach remains 
significantly larger in other studied rivers too, compared to those for other modelled fish species. This partially 
explains why in the rivers of Lithuania, in stretches below HPPs, roach, as well as other less specialized eurytopic 
fish species, such as bleak or  perch29, become dominant. The relative abundance of these species below HPPs is 
much higher, while that of schneider, on the contrary, is lower than the unregulated river stretches. Testing of 
CHSC in the natural river stretches and below the HPP also showed that roach was present in 45% of HMUs 
below the HPPs in which, according to CHSC, it should be absent. Meanwhile, in natural stretches, the absence 
of roach was predicted correctly in all cases. Although this was not analysed in this study, it is likely that in the 
river stretches below the HPPs not only relative but also absolute abundance of roach increases, while the num-
bers of intolerant species decrease. Reduced interspecific competition may open up additional opportunities for 
eurytopic roach, which is able to cope with a wider range of environmental conditions than more specialized 
rheophilic species can. Increased intraspecific competition could also force the roach to change their  habitat44,45.

Both the results of the fish habitat modelling and the actual data confirm that at the low flow conditions the 
impact of low-head HPPs on the area of the habitat suitable for certain fish species becomes significant. The trend 
towards a significant increase in the proportion of eurytopic roach, perch and bleak below the HPPs, which are 
all resistant to habitat  degradation31, also suggests that low-head HPPs may cause changes in ecological status. 

Table 6.  Relative abundance (mean ± SD) of common fish species (frequency of occurrence > 50%) in the river 
stretches with natural flow (n-42) and below HPPs (n-20) and the significance of their differences (Mann–
Whitney U test).

Natural Below HPPs Z p-level

Alburnoides bipunctatus 19.1 ± 19.2 9.7 ± 15.9 2.42 0.015

Alburnus alburnus 4.3 ± 8.0 13.1 ± 15.1 − 2.61 0.009

Barbatula barbatula 10.2 ± 12.3 6.0 ± 8.6 1.76 0.077

Cottus gobio 7.4 ± 9.3 3.5 ± 4.7 1.85 0.063

Esox lucius 1.0 ± 1.2 1.8 ± 2.0 − 1.55 0.121

Gobio gobio 9.2 ± 7.9 9.4 ± 8.7 − 0.01 0.994

Leuciscus leuciscus 3.4 ± 6.4 5.6 ± 10.9 − 0.69 0.489

Perca fluviatilis 2.0 ± 6.7 5.0 ± 9.0 − 3.70 0.000

Phoxinus phoxinus 12.3 ± 9.7 7.2 ± 8.1 1.94 0.052

Rutilus rutilus 8.7 ± 9.7 26.5 ± 18.1 − 4.50 0.000

Squalius cephalus 5.2 ± 8.0 7.5 ± 11.5 − 1.69 0.092
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The tolerant species ecological guild is used in many of fish-based methods of Central-Baltic European countries 
as a metric that increases with degradation of a  river46. Taking into account the projected decrease in the flow of 
Lithuanian rivers in the  future12, the impact of HPPs on fish can become even more adverse if the regulation of 
HPPs operation based on the current  Qenv definition will remain unchanged.

According to Parasiewicz et al.47, in the lowland rivers of neighbouring Poland, the e-flow during the rearing 
and growing bioperiod (May–September) corresponds to 0.93 or 0.95 of the average low flow. Theoretically, this 
may be applicable to the lowland rivers of Lithuania with a comparable seasonal distribution of discharge. When 
applying those coefficients, the e-flow for May–September is estimated to be 50% higher than the  Qenv, which 
is currently used throughout the year. For all studied rivers, this e-flow approximately corresponds to 0.3 of the 
optimal flow modelled for vimba and schneider. The e-flow proposed by Parasiewicz et al.47 for lowland rivers 
in the bioperiod of rearing and growing, is very close to the average low flow, which naturally occurs more often, 
and the fish assemblages should be more adapted to it. Consequently, the use of an average low flow would be a 
much better alternative to the current  Qenv, which has never been proven environmentally friendly.

The present research focused on assessing the impact of low-head HPPs based on the modelling of the rela-
tionship between habitat and water discharge at the low flow season, when HPPs impact is the most  damaging48. 
The results of study confirm that the correct establishment of e-flow is crucial in the environmentally friendly 
management of the run-of-river hydropower facilities. However, the summer low flows are expected to decrease, 
and the dry periods are likely to become more frequent in the  future12. With limited water availability, ensuring 
energy production and suitable conditions for the maintenance of aquatic communities will be a challenge, as 
inflow into HPPs may become lower not only for the established e-flow but also for  Qenv. Nevertheless, a solu-
tion can always be found. For instance, many advanced turbines having a wide range of capacities and different 
designs (e.g., double regulated or cross-flow) are currently being  developed13. These features could provide such 
important flexibility here, as well as suitability for a particular natural flow regime. Punys et al.13 suggest that by 
applying simple turbine operational measures—step-wise turbine start-up and shut-down together with varying 
their number and capacities during 24 h—sudden changes of river flow can be substantially alleviated. However, 
total avoidance of downstream hydrograph ramping is not possible without applying structural measures (involv-
ing physical constructions) for run-of-river projects with  impoundments13. In any case, the balance between the 
operational needs of HPPs and the environment will have to be set considering the possible effects of climate 
change on river discharge.

Data availability
The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable 
request.

Received: 7 April 2020; Accepted: 23 November 2020

References
 1. Clark, K. D., Pratt, T. C., Randall, R. G., Scruton, D. A. & Smokorowski, K. E. Validation ofthe flow management pathway: Effects 

of altered flow on fish habitatand fishes downstream from a hydropower dam. DFO Can. Tech. Rep. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 2784, 111 
(2008).

 2. Poff, N. L. & Zimmerman, J. K. H. Ecological responses to altered flow regimes: A literature review to inform the science and 
management of environmental flows. Freshw. Biol. 55, 194–205 (2010).

 3. Abbasi, T. & Abbasi, S. A. Small hydro and the environmental implications of its extensive utilization. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 
15, 2134–2143 (2011).

 4. Palau, A. Integrated environmental management of current reservoirs and regulated rivers. Limnetica 25, 287–302 (2006).
 5. Murchie, K. J. et al. Fish response to modified flow regimes in regulated rivers: Research methods, effects and opportunities. River. 

Res. Appl. 24, 197–217 (2008).
 6. Jellyman, P. G. & Harding, J. S. The role of dams in altering freshwater fish communities in New Zealand. N. Z. J. Mar. Fresh. 46, 

475–489 (2012).
 7. Poff, N. L. & Schmidt, J. How dams can go with the flow. Science 353, 1099–1100 (2016).
 8. Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2000 establishing a framework for Community 

action in the field of water policy, OJ L 327, 22.12.2000, 72. http://data.europ a.eu/eli/dir/2000/60/oj
 9. European Commission. Ecological flows in the implementation of the WFD. CIS guidance document No 31, Technical Report 

2015-086, Brussels, Belgium (2015) https ://doi.org/10.2779/77571 2
 10. Linnansaari, T., Monk, W.A., Baird, D.J., Curry, R.A. Review of approaches and methods to assess Environmental Flows across 

Canada and internationally. DFO Can. Sci. Advis. Sec. Res. Doc. 2012/039. vii. p. 74 (2012).
 11. Procedure for Environmental Discharge Calculation, Valstybės žinios, 2005-08-04, No 94-3508. https ://e-seima s.lrs.lt/porta l/legal 

Act/lt/TAD/TAIS.26034 5/asr
 12. Šarauskienė, D. et al. Projection of Lithuanian river runoff, temperature and their extremes under climate change. Hydrol. Res. 49, 

344–362 (2018).
 13. Punys, P., Dumbrauskas, A., Kasiulis, E., Vyčienė, G. & Šilinis, L. Flow regime changes: From impounding a temperate lowland 

river to small hydropower operations. Energies 8, 7478–7501 (2015).
 14. Moran, E. F., Lopez, M. C., Moore, N., Müller, N. & Hyndman, D. W. Sustainable hydropower in the 21st century. Proc. Natl. Acad. 

Sci. USA 115, 11891–11898 (2018).
 15. Anderson, D., Moggridge, H., Warren, P. & Shucksmith, J. The impacts of ‘run-of-river’ hydropower on the physical and ecological 

condition of rivers. Water Environ. J. 29, 268–276 (2015).
 16. Gibeau, P., Connors, B. M. & Palen, W. J. Run-of-river hydropower and salmonids: Potential effects and perspective on future 

research. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 74, 1135–1149 (2017).
 17. Vaikasas, S., Palaima, K. & Pliūraitė, V. Influence of hydropower dams on the state of macroinvertebrates assemblages in the Virvyte 

river, Lithuania. J. Environ. Eng. Landsc. 21, 305–315 (2013).
 18. Vaikasas, S., Bastiene, N. & Pliuraite, V. Impact of small hydropower plants on physicochemical and biotic environments in flatland 

riverbeds of Lithuania. J. Water Secur. https ://doi.org/10.15544 /jws.201 (2015).
 19. Reyjol, Y. et al. Patterns in species richness and endemism of European freshwater fish. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 16, 65–75 (2007).

http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2000/60/oj
https://doi.org/10.2779/775712
https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/TAIS.260345/asr
https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/TAIS.260345/asr
https://doi.org/10.15544/jws.201


13

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |        (2020) 10:21687  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-78701-8

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 20. Virbickas, T. & Kesminas, V. Development of fish-based assessment method for the ecological status of rivers in the Baltic region. 
Fish. Manag. Ecol. 14, 531–539 (2007).

 21. Parasiewicz, P. et al. Applications of the MesoHABSIM simulation model. In Ecohydraulics: An Integrated Approach (eds Maddock, 
I. et al.) 109–124 (Wiley, New York, 2013).

 22. Belletti, B. et al. Characterising physical habitats and fluvial hydromorphology: A new system for the survey and classification of 
river geomorphic units. Geomorphology 283, 143–157 (2017).

 23. Parasiewicz, P. The MesoHABSIM model revisited. River. Res. Appl. 23, 893–903 (2007).
 24. Parasiewicz, P. & Dunbar, M. J. Physical habitat modelling for fish—A developing approach. Large Rivers 12, 239–268 (2001).
 25. Zanin, A., Vezza, P., Comoglio, C. Strumenti GIS per la descrizione, valutazione e modellazione dell’ habitat fluviale. In: XXXV 

Convegno Nazionale di Idraulica e Costruzioni Idrauliche, Bologna (2016).
 26. Methods of hydrological computations for water projects. A contribution to the International Hydrological Programme Report 

prepared by the Working Group—Project 3.1 (eds Eichert, B.S et al.) Published by (UNESCO, 1982).
 27. Vezza, P., Parasiewicz, P., Spairani, M. & Comoglio, C. Habitat modelling in high gradient streams: The meso-scale approach and 

application. Ecol. Appl. 24, 844–861 (2014).
 28. Rinaldi, M. et al. Final report on methods, models, tools to assess the hydromorphology of rivers. Deliverable 6.2, a report in 

five parts of REFORM (REstoring rivers FOR effective catchment Management), a Collaborative project (large-scale integrating 
project) funded by the European Commission within the 7th Framework Programme under Grant Agreement 282656 (2015).

 29. Grenouillet, G., Schmidt-Kloiber, A. Fish Indicator Database. Euro-limpacs project, Workpackage 7 - Indicators of ecosystem 
health, Task 4, https ://www.fresh water ecolo gy.info, version 7.0 (2006).

 30. Noble, R. A. A., Cowx, I. G., Goffaux, D. & Kestemont, P. Assessing the health of European rivers using functional ecological guilds 
of fish communities: Standardising species classification and approaches to metric selection. Fish. Manag. Ecol. 14, 381–392 (2007).

 31. FAME CONSORTIUM. Manual for the application of the European Fish Index—EFI. A fish-based method to assess the ecological 
status of European rivers in support of the Water Framework Directive. Version 1.1, January 2005 (2004).

 32. Bertrand, K. N., Gido, K. B. & Guy, C. S. An evaluation of single-pass versus multiple-pass backpack electrofishing to estimate 
trends in species abundance and richness in prairie streams. Trans. Kans. Acad. Sci. 109, 131–138 (2006).

 33. Reid, S. M., Yunker, G. & Jone, N. E. Evaluation of single-pass backpack electric fishing for stream fish community monitoring. 
Fish. Manag. Ecol. 16, 1–9 (2009).

 34. Sály, P. et al. Assemblage level monitoring of stream fishes: The relative efficiency of single-pass vs. double-pass electrofishing. Fish. 
Res. 99, 226–233 (2009).

 35. Mouton, A. M., De Baets, B. & Goethals, P. L. M. Data-driven fuzzy habitat models: Impact of performance criteria and opportuni-
ties for ecohydraulics. In Ecohydraulics: An Integrated Approach (eds Maddock, I. et al.) 93–107 (Wiley, New York, 2013).

 36. Vezza, P. et al. Habitat indices for rivers: Quantifying the impact of hydro-morphological alterations on the fish community. In 
Engineering Geology for Society and Territory Vol. 3 (eds Lollino, G. et al.) 357–360 (Springer, Berlin, 2015).

 37. Parasiewicz, P. et al. Use of quantitative habitat models for establishing performance metrics in river restoration planning. Ecohy-
drology 6, 668–678 (2012).

 38. Pearsons, T. N., Li, H. W. & Lamberti, G. A. Influence of habitat complexity on resistance to flooding and resilience of stream fish 
assemblages. Trans. Am. Fish. Soc. 121, 427–436 (1992).

 39. Jones, N. E. & Petreman, I. C. Relating extremes of flow and air temperature to stream fish communities. Ecohydrology 6, 826–835 
(2013).

 40. Lake, P. S. Disturbance, patchiness, and diversity in streams. J. N. Am. Benthol. Soc. 19, 573–592 (2000).
 41. Rørslett, B., Mjelde, M. & Johansen, S. W. Effects of hydropower development on aquatic macrophytes in norwegian rivers: Present 

state of knowledge and some case studies. Regul. Rivers Res. Manag. 3, 19–28 (1989).
 42. Otahelová, H. & Valachovič, M. Distribution of macrophytes in different water-bodies (habitats) influenced by the Gabčíkovo 

hydropower station (Slovakia)—Present status. Large Rivers 14, 97–115 (2003).
 43. Franklin, P., Dunbar, M. & Whitehead, P. Flow controls on lowland river macrophytes: A review. Sci. Total Environ. 400, 369–378 

(2008).
 44. Bolnick, D. I. Intraspecific competition favours niche width expansion in Drosophila melanogaster. Nature 410, 463–466 (2001).
 45. Bolnick, D. I. et al. Ecological release from interspecific competition leads to decoupled changes in population and individual 

niche width. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 277, 1789–1797 (2010).
 46. WFD Intercalibration Report. Phase 2: Milestone report—October 2011 River Fish—All Gigs. European Commission, Directorate 

General Jrc and Joint Research Centre, Institute of Environment and Sustainability (2011).
 47. Parasiewicz, P., Prus, P., Suska, K. & Marcinkowski, P. “E = mc2” of environmental flows: A conceptual framework for establishing a 

fish-biological foundation for a regionally applicable environmental low-flow formula. Water 10(11), 1501. https ://doi.org/10.3390/
w1011 1501 (2018).

 48. Loures, R. C. & Pompeu, P. S. Seasonal and diel changes in fish distribution in a tropical hydropower plant tailrace: Evidence from 
hydroacoustic and gillnet sampling. Fish. Manag. Ecol. 22, 185–196 (2015).

Acknowledgements
This study was carried out within the frame of projects supported by grants from European Regional Develop-
ment Fund (Interreg V-A Latvia–Lithuania Programme (2014–2020) project “Ecological flow estimation in 
Latvian–Lithuanian trans-boundary river basins”; ECOFLOW, LLI-249) and the Research Council of Lithuania 
(National Research Programme “Sustainability of agro-, forest and water ecosystems (2015–2021)”; project No 
S-SIT-20-3). Special thanks to the experts and colleagues from the Politecnico di Torino, S. Sakowicz Inland 
Fisheries Institute, Nature Research Centre, and Lithuanian Energy Institute, who helped us at various stages of 
the implementation of this study.

Author contributions
Conceptualization, T.V., J.K; Methodology, P.V., J.K., T.V.; Acquisition of data, V.A., A.S.; Analysis and interpreta-
tion T.V., P.V., D.Š.; Original draft preparation T.V., V.A., D.Š.; Review and editing, P.V.

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https ://doi.
org/10.1038/s4159 8-020-78701 -8.

https://www.freshwaterecology.info
https://doi.org/10.3390/w10111501
https://doi.org/10.3390/w10111501
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-78701-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-78701-8


14

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2020) 10:21687  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-78701-8

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to T.V.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creat iveco mmons .org/licen ses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2020

www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Impacts of low-head hydropower plants on cyprinid-dominated fish assemblages in Lithuanian rivers
	Study area
	Methodology
	Hydrological data and hydromorphological surveys. 
	Fish data and conditional habitat suitability criteria. 
	Assessment of HPPs impact. 

	Results
	Analysis of hydromorphological data. 
	Conditional habitat suitability criteria. 
	Impact of HPPs on fish. 

	Discussion
	References
	Acknowledgements


