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Outcome of the Third Meeting of the HELCOM Correspondence Group on Food 
webs (CG FOODWEB 3-2021) 

Introduction 

0.1 With reference to the Outcome of the Second Meeting of the HELCOM Correspondence Group 
on Food webs (CG FOODWEB 2-2021, para 5.13), the Third Meeting of the Correspondence Group (CG 
FOODWEB 2-2021) was held on 30 August 2021. 

0.2 The Meeting was attended by nominated experts from Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 
Lithuania and Sweden. Furthermore, invited guests of the HELCOM BLUES project took part in the Meeting. 
The List of Participants is contained as Annex 1. 

0.3 With reference to the Outcome of CG FOODWEB 2-2021 (para 0.4), no Chair was nominated for 
this CG. This Meeting was moderated by Owen Rowe, Project Manager (HELCOM Secretariat). Florent 
Nicolas, Associate Professional Secretary and Jana Wolf, Project Coordinator, acted as secretaries of the 
Meeting. 

Agenda Item 1  Adoption of the Agenda 

1.1 The Meeting agreed to add the agenda item 6 to the Meeting for the Outcome of the Meeting. 
The agenda item 5 will specifically look at the next steps after CG FOODWEB 3-2021 to continue the work on 
Food webs. 

1.2 The Meeting adopted the updated Agenda. 

1.3 The Meeting took note of the information that this CG does not have a nominated Chair (cf. 
Outcome of CG FOODWEB 2-2021, para 0.3).  

Agenda Item 2  Review of the last meeting  

2.1 The Meeting took note of the Outcome of CG FOODWEB 2-2021 and the aims set for this 
Meeting. 

2.2 The Meeting took note of the information on the draft template as presented in document 2-2, 
which aims to apply an expert-based evaluation for food webs.  

2.3 The Meeting discussed the assessment units mentioned in the template table (cf. first column). 
The units are following the scales described in the HELCOM Monitoring and Assessment Strategy. The 
attachment (annex) referred to in the table is contained within the strategy at the preceding link. 

2.4 The Meeting discussed the possibility of adding a column on drivers (i.e. direct or indirect 
relations in food webs) in this template to identify how certain drivers may impact food webs.  

2.5 The Meeting took note of the template for study collation (cf. document 2-1) aiming to collate 
information and conclusions of scientific knowledge and studies in relation to food webs, that could then  be 
utilized as additional information for the HOLAS III process (i.e. supporting contextual information in the 
thematic assessment of biodiversity).  

2.6 The Meeting discussed the structure of the template and noted that some studies do not 
address all aspects (i.e. columns) presented in the template, such as “Change” or “MSFD relevance”. The 
Meeting also took note that other pressures, additionally to the 5 key pressures identified by ICES (such as 
climate change) could be added to the template as many studies may be relevant to those.  

2.7 The Meeting recalled the publication by Tam et al. (2017) which is identifying operational food 
web indicators for marine ecosystems. This Meeting discussed that this publication is relevant to further work 
on this template. 

2.8 The Meeting agreed to reconsider the need for the two draft templates, and their appropriate 
application, in light of the further discussion to take place in subsequent agenda items.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%202-2021-916/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20CG%20FOODWEB%202-2021.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%202-2021-916/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20CG%20FOODWEB%202-2021.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%202-2021-916/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20CG%20FOODWEB%202-2021.pdf
https://helcom.fi/media/publications/Monitoring-and-assessment-strategy.pdf
https://iris.unive.it/retrieve/handle/10278/3692572/113420/Tam%20et%20al_17_ICES_JMS.pdf
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Agenda Item 3  HELCOM indicators – current data availability for test cases and potentially  
        beyond 

3.1 The Meeting took note of the information on the overview of biodiversity indicators and their 
data (document 3-1). This document aims to link the current indicators planned for HOLAS III and the 
potential links with food web assessment, generally providing a broad summary of the biodiversity indicators 
(and their data) that may be relevant in supporting a food web assessment. 

3.2 The Meeting took note  that macrophytes are considered relevant for food webs and that this 
issue may be addressed under relevant MSFD assessments guidance from ICES.  

3.3 The Meeting discussed the categorisation of eels and other migratory species, such as salmon 
and sea trout, and the division applied of coastal, commercial, or migratory fish. The Meeting noted that the 
categorisation is based on how the current indicators within HELCOM are housed and may not reflect the 
best scientific division. The Meeting took note of the information that the HELCOM Workshop on Status 
Assessment of Commercial Fish (ComFish WS 1-2021), to be held on 28-29 September 2021 will discuss the 
topic of assessing commercial species, so the categorisation eels and other migratory species will be 
considered at a later stage. 

3.4 The Meeting recalled that the assessment of food webs should be based on trophic guilds and 
not on particular species. On such a basis it may not be necessary to consider specific species alone and the 
divisions used above may become irrelevant for a food web assessment. 

3.5 The Meeting took note of the ongoing work by Sweden to link MSFD descriptor and criteria 
requirements (i.e. D4C1, C2, C3 and C4), trophic guilds and HELCOM indicators.   

3.6 The Meeting agreed that this work would be valuable and encouraged Sweden and the 
Secretariat to cooperate on further development of these tables linking biodiversity related indicators and 
food web assessment (including highlighting other potentially relevant indicators to fill gaps). The tables from 
Sweden are available on the Meeting Site as attachment 1 of this Outcome. 

Agenda Item 4  Review assessment possibilities and potential test cases 

4.1 The Meeting took note of the information that HOLAS II contained limited information on food 
webs: it is a descriptive assessment included in the chapter of biodiversity assessment, addressed a few 
example cases, and was not an assessment by itself. 

4.2 The Meeting recalled the needs of thinking the way forwards ensuring the links between the 
HELCOM Biodiversity indicators and food webs assessment. The Meeting discussed that a generic approach 
for food webs assessment, for example by functional groups or trophic guilds, is a relevant starting point for 
the process under HOLAS III.  

4.3 The Meeting discussed the suggestions to include test cases about static structural interactions 
on food web components (i.e. mapping trophic interaction) and dynamic interaction of food webs, noting 
that both offer important insights and address broader issues (including addressing broader aspects under 
the MSFD D4). Assessments in support of D4C2 could, for example, showcase how decline of a species and/or 
trophic guild might affect other species (e.g. less energy available to predators).  

4.4 The Meeting discussed the case of Baltic cod, where declining cod condition has been linked to 
decreased availability of benthic diet under spreading anoxia, reflecting status declines of food webs. Cod as 
top predator can also cause top-down cascades. The Meeting noted that this species is thus relevant to be 
considered for assessing food webs. 

4.5 The Meeting took note of the information of the test cases considered during CG FOODWEB 2-
2021. The Meeting also took note of the information on different approaches which could be used for 
assessing food webs, for example the network analysis to understand the functionality of food webs or the 
energy flows among guilds are relevant topics.  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%203-2021-933/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20Att.1.%20MSFD%20Table%20FoodWebs.xlsx?Web=1
http://stateofthebalticsea.helcom.fi/biodiversity-and-its-status/biodiversity-summary-and-food-webs/
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4.6 The Meeting noted that if the assessment is made based on MSFD (i.e. trophic guilds), it is 
important to identify the functional aspects and dynamics between the biodiversity indicators (i.e. 
components) and the food webs.  

4.7 The Meeting took note of information in tables reviewing existing HELCOM indicators and their 
potential to address food webs (e.g. under the MSFD), indicating that there is potentially a reasonable 
coverage related to abundance-based parameters (e.g. MSFD D4C1) and that this could represent a focal 
area for an initial assessment of food webs.  

4.8 The Meeting took note of the suggestion by Sweden that one way to address abundance and 
use the existing indicators in a food web assessment would be to apply Integrated Trend Analyses (ITA) that 
are utilized under the ICES WGIAB group (some examples are outlined in Presentation 1). This approach is 
integrating ICES and HELCOM indicators to identify links between these indicators which can be used to work 
on trophic guilds and incorporate suitable trend analyses (e.g. ASCETS) to underly it.  

4.9 The Meeting discussed that even if this work was based on ICES sub-divisions, it should not be a 
significant issue (e.g. some assessments under HOLAS II also utilized ICES units), and could be overcome, if 
required, by scaling/averaging to the HELCOM Assessment Units.  

4.10 The Meeting took note of the information that STATE&CONSERVATION would ultimately guide 
or endorse if ICES scale could be used for HELCOM assessments. The Meeting also took note that ICES scales 
were used in HOLAS II for some topics related to commercial fish species, without causing issues to the 
assessment. 

4.11 The Meeting noted that diet analyses (e.g. stomach analysis) are an important characteristic for 
assessing food webs, but that data can be limited. Furthermore, diets can differ between locations also at 
small spatial scales. The Meeting noted that this topic should be considered for long term development of 
food web assessment (past HOLAS III) and that such developments may be best reflected in the future work, 
for example development of Monitoring and Assessment Guidelines to harmonize data sets in the region. 
The meeting noted that studies could also be presented in the HOLAS III thematic assessment as supporting 
information or test cases if available. 

4.12 The Meeting took note of the information that some work has been carried out in the OSPAR 
region to review and collated stomach content data and it will shortly be published. The Meeting noted that 
there is some limited data from the Baltic Sea region included in the database.  The Meeting also took note 
of the information that diets analyses (i.e. stomach content) are under development within OSPAR (the FW7 
indicator). 

4.13 The Meeting discussed that published stable isotope studies in Baltic Sea food web research 
could also be thoroughly assessed to assess whether new stable isotope based indicators could hold potential 
to support food web assessments beyond HOLAS III. 

4.14 The Meeting supported to have these different aspects of food webs as supportive contextual 
information for HOLAS III, even if it is not possible currently to have test cases. 

4.15 The Meeting agreed that the food webs assessment should not re-invent the biodiversity 
assessment. As one basis for development, the Meeting supported that the ITA approach as proposed by 
Sweden should be considered as a test case for food webs in the Baltic Sea for HOLAS III (cf para 4.8). The 
proposed test case would be using ICES subdivision 30 and thus apply to the Bothnian Sea. 

4.16 The Meeting agreed that the approach presented by Sweden (cf. para 4.8) is relevant for food 
webs assessment, despite not being a food web assessment per se, and offers the potentially most feasible 
option to provide a broad spatial overview for HOLAS III.  

4.17 The Meeting took note of the information that such a test case could also work further on the 
methodology, for example to adjust the script for aggregating data to assess how different trophic guilds 
perform.  

4.18 The Meeting concluded that it would be valuable to propose this approach as a way forward for 
HOLAS III to address food webs and that it would be good to propose this to STATE & CONSERVATION. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%203-2021-933/Documents/Presentation%201.%20Example%20integrated%20trend%20analyses.pdf
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Subsequently it would be preferential to identify relevant experts within ICES (i.e. the joint ICES/HELCOM 
group WGIAB) and HELCOM subsidiary bodies to explore the possibilities to expand and develop such efforts. 

4.19 The Meeting agreed that multiple test cases could be performed based on different models or 
statistical approaches listed from discussions in CG FOODWEB 2-2021, and to ask relevant experts which 
models could be run for such tests. These approaches are summarized in the Annex 2 of the Outcome. 

4.20 The Meeting discussed potential limitations in terms of content for the HOLAS III products. The 
Meeting took note of the information that there is no specific space limitation for the thematic assessments 
of biodiversity (i.e. into which the food web assessment will be included as a section) since these products 
contain the background information to underpin the holistic assessment perspective. The holistic perspective 
will be described in a summary report and for this there will be text limitations. The Meeting noted that 
templates for the HOLAS III reports are being developed. 

Agenda Item 5  Next steps  

5.1 The Meeting discussed and agreed on the next steps to assess food webs in the HELCOM Area. 
These steps, described in the Annex 3 of this Outcome, focus on HOLAS III preparations.  

5.2 The Meeting discussed if CG FOODWEB would need another meeting, aiming to discuss feedback 
from STATE&CONSERVATION 15-2021 and to plan the future work on assessing food webs. The Meeting 
invited the HELCOM Secretariat to share a doodle with possible dates for this next meeting to be held at the 
end of October 2021.  

Agenda Item 6  Outcome of the Meeting 

6.1 The Meeting participants were provided with the draft Outcome of the Meeting via 
correspondence. 

6.2 The final adopted Outcome of the Meeting was made available in the HELCOM Meeting Portal, 
as well as the Meeting documents and the presentation 1. 

  

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%203-2021-933/default.aspx
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Annex 1: List of participants of CG FOODWEB 3-2021 
Representing Name Organisation E-mail 
Contracting Parties 

Denmark Elliot Brown 
National Institute of Aquatic 
Sciences, Technical University of 
Denmark (DTU Aqua) 

elbr@aqua.dtu.dk  

Estonia Henn Ojaveer University of Tartu henn.ojaveer@ut.ee  
Estonia Lauri Saks Estonian Marine Institute lauri.saks@ut.ee  
Finland Marie Nordström Åbo Akademi University marie.nordstrom@abo.fi  

Germany Eva Papaioannou Geomar Helmholtz Centre for Ocean 
Research Kiel epapaioannou@geomar.de  

Germany Jan Dierking GEOMAR Helmholtz Centre for 
Ocean Research Kiel jdierking@geomar.de  

Germany Linda Westphal German Oceanographic Museum  linda.westphal@meeresmuseum.de   

Germany Marco Scotti GEOMAR Helmholtz Centre for 
Ocean Research Kiel mscotti@geomar.de  

Lithuania Rasa Morkune Klaipeda University rasa.morkune@apc.ku.lt  

Sweden Andrea Belgrano 
Swedish University of Agricultural 
Sciences / Swedish Institute for the 
Marine Environment 

andrea.belgrano@slu.se  

Sweden Carolyn Faithfull Swedish University of Agricultural 
Sciences carolyn.faithfull@slu.se  

Sweden Lena Bergström Swedish University of Agricultural 
Sciences lena.bergstrom@slu.se  

Sweden Norbert Häubner Swedish Agency for Marine and 
Water Management norbert.haubner@havochvatten.se  

Invited guests 
HELCOM BLUES 
project Astra Labuce*  Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology astra.labuce@lhei.lv  

HELCOM BLUES 
project Henrik Nygård* Finnish Environment Institute  henrik.nygard@syke.fi  

HELCOM BLUES 
project Iveta Jurgensone* Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology iveta.jurgensone@lhei.lv  

HELCOM BLUES 
project Jens Olsson* Swedish University of Agricultural 

Sciences jens.olsson@slu.se  

HELCOM Secretariat 
HELCOM Florent Nicolas HELCOM Secretariat florent.nicolas@helcom.fi  
HELCOM Jana Wolf* HELCOM Secretariat jana.wolf@helcom.fi  
HELCOM Owen Rowe* HELCOM Secretariat owen.rowe@helcom.fi 

*Involved in the HELCOM BLUES project. 

mailto:elbr@aqua.dtu.dk
mailto:henn.ojaveer@ut.ee
mailto:lauri.saks@ut.ee
mailto:marie.nordstrom@abo.fi
mailto:epapaioannou@geomar.de
mailto:jdierking@geomar.de
mailto:linda.westphal@meeresmuseum.de
mailto:mscotti@geomar.de
mailto:rasa.morkune@apc.ku.lt
mailto:andrea.belgrano@slu.se
mailto:carolyn.faithfull@slu.se
mailto:lena.bergstrom@slu.se
mailto:norbert.haubner@havochvatten.se
mailto:astra.labuce@lhei.lv
mailto:henrik.nygard@syke.fi
mailto:iveta.jurgensone@lhei.lv
mailto:jens.olsson@slu.se
mailto:florent.nicolas@helcom.fi
mailto:jana.wolf@helcom.fi
mailto:owen.rowe@helcom.fi
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Annex 2: Summary table of the approaches presented and discussed the Meetings of CG FOODWEB. 
This summary table lists the different approaches based on presentations during CG FOODWEB 1-2021 and the contribution of CG FOODWEB nominated experts. It also 
includes the outcome of further discussions during CG FOODWEB 2-2021.  

Name of 
approach (or 
presentation 

from CG 
FOODWEB 1-

2021.) 

Area of 
potential 

spatial 
coverage 

Policy 
relevance/ 
application 

Ecological 
relevance 

Harmonisation 
(potential links and 

harmonisation) 

Data 
availability/needs 

Time (i.e. 
when 
could 

something 
be 

achieved) 

Comments (any 
additional input or 

information of 
relevance) 

Viable for follow up? 

HELCOM 
BLUES project 
- BEAT 

Full MSFD partial 
BSAP partial 

Partial HELCOM biodiversity 
tool BEAT 

Existing indicators HOLAS III Permanent poor 
status? 
Links to pressures? 

Other options 
considered are better. 

HELCOM 
BLUES – ICES 
WGIAB, 
WGSAM,  

Test case MSFD? 
BSAP? 

Yes ICES - Further work in 
Baltic ongoing (Sept 
2021) 

Existing indicators + 
additional 

Test cases 
by HOLAS 
III? 

Management link. Potential 

BONUS XWEBS 
(cf. overview). 

NA NA NA Review of available 
indicators (individual 
indicators) 

Existing indicators NA Sort out HELCOM 
indicator table on 
policy relevance. 

Not a specific pelagic 
assessment approach. 
Relevant topic 
information for 
implementing other 
approaches. 

BONUS 
BLUEWEBS  

Test case Tricky to 
apply? 

Yes NA Existing data 
sources 

Context in 
HOLAS III? 

Threshold values? 
Management? 

Tricky to apply to policy 
needs. 

 ASCETS  Full MSFD partial 
BSAP partial 

Yes Other HELCOM 
indicators, compatible 
with BEAT 

Existing data 
sources, time series 
data 

Test cases 
by HOLAS III 

Considers acceptable 
range and gives 
assessmenet of 
confidence. 

Potential 

BONUS XWEBS 
NIS 

Data 
dependent  

MSFD D2 
BSAP 

Yes NIS indicator Published/existing 
data + needs 

HOLAS III 
contextual 

Relevant for foodweb 
interpretation? 

Not a specific pelagic 
assessment approach. 
Relevant topic 
information for other 
approaches. 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%201-2021-879/default.aspx
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%202-2021-916/default.aspx
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%203-2021-933/Documents/CG%20FOODWEB%20-%20BONUS%20XWEBS%20output%20overview%20Dierking.pdf
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Name of 
approach (or 
presentation 

from CG 
FOODWEB 1-

2021.) 

Area of 
potential 

spatial 
coverage 

Policy 
relevance/ 
application 

Ecological 
relevance 

Harmonisation 
(potential links and 

harmonisation) 

Data 
availability/needs 

Time (i.e. 
when 
could 

something 
be 

achieved) 

Comments (any 
additional input or 

information of 
relevance) 

Viable for follow up? 

ENA (NEA 
PANACEA, 
OSPAR) 

Test? 
Full? 

MSFD  
BSAP 

Yes OSPAR Data call + database 
needs 

HOLAS III 
tests? 

 
Potential 

EwE Kattegat  Full EU 
Directives: 
MSFD – CFP 
- MSP 

Yes HELCOM/OSPAR/ICES 
ENA indicators 

Existing data 
sources + updates 

1 year and 
HOLAS III 

Threshold 
values/Management 

Potential 

EwE Central 
Baltic  

Full EU 
Directives: 
MSFD – CFP 
- MSP 
 

Yes HELCOM/ICES 
ENA indicators 
 

Existing data 
sources + updates 
 

1.5 year and 
HOLAS III 

Threshold 
values/Management 
 

Potential 

EwE Global 
Baltic Sea  

Full EU 
Directives: 
MSFD – CFP 
- MSP 
 

Yes HELCOM/ICES/OSPAR 
ENA indicators 

Existing data 
sources + updates 
 

1.5 year and 
HOLAS III 

Threshold 
values/Management 
 

Potential 

EwE western 
Baltic Sea 

Full EU 
Directives: 
MSFD – CFP 
- MSP 
 

Yes HELCOM/ICES 
ENA indicators 

Existing data 
sources + updates 
 

1 year and 
HOLAS III 

Threshold 
values/Management 
 

Potential 
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Annex 3: Proposal to STATE&CONSERVATION 15-2021 for assessing food 
webs within HOLAS III and beyond 
This annex contains the proposal of CG FOODWEB to STATE&CONSERVATION 15-2021 for food webs 
assessment. 

The Meeting agreed that for HOLAS III the evaluation of food webs should be addressed via a designated 
section within the thematic assessment of biodiversity, compiling relevant test cases and information, though 
no full indicator will itself be available that directly addresses food webs. The following components would 
be used to compile the relevant information needed (details on these components are provided below):  

• Apply a coherent approach (analysis of trends) to the largest possible spatial area of the Baltic Sea. 

• Add sub-regional test cases based on other specific models or statistical approaches. 

• Add additional test cases on components (e.g. productivity, diet, stable isotopes, energy fluxes, 
etc.) of relevance and where they can be suitably established. 

• Establish information to ensure that food web interactions and linkages (i.e. topology) are clearly 
outlined (including food web matrix approaches). 

• Add supporting contextual and reference material to the descriptive text in the thematic 
assessment section to provide a broad description of the test cases in light of other relevant 
material. 

• As a final resort, should the above processes leave gaps or areas requiring an assessment, a variant 
of the expert-based evaluation outlined in document 2-2 could be applied. 

The Meeting agreed that building on the tables (cf. Attachment 1) proposed by Sweden and the summary of 
biodiversity indicators should be taken further. 

The Meeting agreed that the most feasible current approach to provide a broad spatial overview would be 
the ITA approach (strongest current potential). 

The Meeting noted that Sweden offered to carry out a test case of the ITA for the Bothnian Sea sub-basin. 

The Meeting agreed that establishing an approach to address if other experts in the region can also partake 
in the ITA approach, i.e. to expand the spatial coverage to be as large as possible for HOLAS III. The following 
steps were considered: 

• Highlight this to State and Conservation and request endorsement/support for the approach set out. 

• Make a direct formal request to members of ICES WGIAB to address if there is interest and what 
other areas could be considered for HOLAS III. 

• Request support from STATE&CONSERVATION to identify relevant experts to also support this 
process, e.g. add national experts to carry out test cases. 

• Discuss with HELCOM BLUES the possibilities to support this process via data preparation or 
additional test cases (pending resources). 

• Identify other test cases (e.g. the EwE western Baltic Sea) listed in Annex 2 (cf. page 7) of CG 
FOODWEB 3-2021 Outcome, and determine via contact with experts developing those tools if test 
cases can be available for HOLAS III. 

The Meeting noted that broad spatial coverage and completion of the proposed tasks would be reliant on 
securing the appropriate expert input and time. 

 

 

https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%203-2021-933/MeetingDocuments/2-2%20Draft%20template%20for%20expert-based%20food%20web%20assessment.pdf
https://portal.helcom.fi/meetings/CG%20FOODWEB%203-2021-933/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20Att.1.%20MSFD%20Table%20FoodWebs.xlsx?Web=1
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	3.6 The Meeting agreed that this work would be valuable and encouraged Sweden and the Secretariat to cooperate on further development of these tables linking biodiversity related indicators and food web assessment (including highlighting other potenti...

	Agenda Item 4  Review assessment possibilities and potential test cases
	4.1 The Meeting took note of the information that HOLAS II contained limited information on food webs: it is a descriptive assessment included in the chapter of biodiversity assessment, addressed a few example cases, and was not an assessment by itself.
	4.2 The Meeting recalled the needs of thinking the way forwards ensuring the links between the HELCOM Biodiversity indicators and food webs assessment. The Meeting discussed that a generic approach for food webs assessment, for example by functional g...
	4.3 The Meeting discussed the suggestions to include test cases about static structural interactions on food web components (i.e. mapping trophic interaction) and dynamic interaction of food webs, noting that both offer important insights and address ...
	4.4 The Meeting discussed the case of Baltic cod, where declining cod condition has been linked to decreased availability of benthic diet under spreading anoxia, reflecting status declines of food webs. Cod as top predator can also cause top-down casc...
	4.5 The Meeting took note of the information of the test cases considered during CG FOODWEB 2-2021. The Meeting also took note of the information on different approaches which could be used for assessing food webs, for example the network analysis to ...
	4.6 The Meeting noted that if the assessment is made based on MSFD (i.e. trophic guilds), it is important to identify the functional aspects and dynamics between the biodiversity indicators (i.e. components) and the food webs.
	4.7 The Meeting took note of information in tables reviewing existing HELCOM indicators and their potential to address food webs (e.g. under the MSFD), indicating that there is potentially a reasonable coverage related to abundance-based parameters (e...
	4.8 The Meeting took note of the suggestion by Sweden that one way to address abundance and use the existing indicators in a food web assessment would be to apply Integrated Trend Analyses (ITA) that are utilized under the ICES WGIAB group (some examp...
	4.9 The Meeting discussed that even if this work was based on ICES sub-divisions, it should not be a significant issue (e.g. some assessments under HOLAS II also utilized ICES units), and could be overcome, if required, by scaling/averaging to the HEL...
	4.10 The Meeting took note of the information that STATE&CONSERVATION would ultimately guide or endorse if ICES scale could be used for HELCOM assessments. The Meeting also took note that ICES scales were used in HOLAS II for some topics related to co...
	4.11 The Meeting noted that diet analyses (e.g. stomach analysis) are an important characteristic for assessing food webs, but that data can be limited. Furthermore, diets can differ between locations also at small spatial scales. The Meeting noted th...
	4.12 The Meeting took note of the information that some work has been carried out in the OSPAR region to review and collated stomach content data and it will shortly be published. The Meeting noted that there is some limited data from the Baltic Sea r...
	4.13 The Meeting discussed that published stable isotope studies in Baltic Sea food web research could also be thoroughly assessed to assess whether new stable isotope based indicators could hold potential to support food web assessments beyond HOLAS ...
	4.14 The Meeting supported to have these different aspects of food webs as supportive contextual information for HOLAS III, even if it is not possible currently to have test cases.
	4.15 The Meeting agreed that the food webs assessment should not re-invent the biodiversity assessment. As one basis for development, the Meeting supported that the ITA approach as proposed by Sweden should be considered as a test case for food webs i...
	4.16 The Meeting agreed that the approach presented by Sweden (cf. para 4.8) is relevant for food webs assessment, despite not being a food web assessment per se, and offers the potentially most feasible option to provide a broad spatial overview for ...
	4.17 The Meeting took note of the information that such a test case could also work further on the methodology, for example to adjust the script for aggregating data to assess how different trophic guilds perform.
	4.18 The Meeting concluded that it would be valuable to propose this approach as a way forward for HOLAS III to address food webs and that it would be good to propose this to STATE & CONSERVATION. Subsequently it would be preferential to identify rele...
	4.19 The Meeting agreed that multiple test cases could be performed based on different models or statistical approaches listed from discussions in CG FOODWEB 2-2021, and to ask relevant experts which models could be run for such tests. These approache...
	4.20 The Meeting discussed potential limitations in terms of content for the HOLAS III products. The Meeting took note of the information that there is no specific space limitation for the thematic assessments of biodiversity (i.e. into which the food...

	Agenda Item 5  Next steps
	5.1 The Meeting discussed and agreed on the next steps to assess food webs in the HELCOM Area. These steps, described in the Annex 3 of this Outcome, focus on HOLAS III preparations.
	5.2 The Meeting discussed if CG FOODWEB would need another meeting, aiming to discuss feedback from STATE&CONSERVATION 15-2021 and to plan the future work on assessing food webs. The Meeting invited the HELCOM Secretariat to share a doodle with possib...

	Agenda Item 6  Outcome of the Meeting
	6.1 The Meeting participants were provided with the draft Outcome of the Meeting via correspondence.
	6.2 The final adopted Outcome of the Meeting was made available in the HELCOM Meeting Portal, as well as the Meeting documents and the presentation 1.

	Annex 1: List of participants of CG FOODWEB 3-2021
	Annex 2: Summary table of the approaches presented and discussed the Meetings of CG FOODWEB.
	Annex 3: Proposal to STATE&CONSERVATION 15-2021 for assessing food webs within HOLAS III and beyond
	The Meeting agreed that for HOLAS III the evaluation of food webs should be addressed via a designated section within the thematic assessment of biodiversity, compiling relevant test cases and information, though no full indicator will itself be avail...
	 Apply a coherent approach (analysis of trends) to the largest possible spatial area of the Baltic Sea.
	 Add sub-regional test cases based on other specific models or statistical approaches.
	 Add additional test cases on components (e.g. productivity, diet, stable isotopes, energy fluxes, etc.) of relevance and where they can be suitably established.
	 Establish information to ensure that food web interactions and linkages (i.e. topology) are clearly outlined (including food web matrix approaches).
	 Add supporting contextual and reference material to the descriptive text in the thematic assessment section to provide a broad description of the test cases in light of other relevant material.
	 As a final resort, should the above processes leave gaps or areas requiring an assessment, a variant of the expert-based evaluation outlined in document 2-2 could be applied.

	The Meeting agreed that building on the tables (cf. Attachment 1) proposed by Sweden and the summary of biodiversity indicators should be taken further.
	The Meeting agreed that the most feasible current approach to provide a broad spatial overview would be the ITA approach (strongest current potential).
	The Meeting noted that Sweden offered to carry out a test case of the ITA for the Bothnian Sea sub-basin.
	The Meeting agreed that establishing an approach to address if other experts in the region can also partake in the ITA approach, i.e. to expand the spatial coverage to be as large as possible for HOLAS III. The following steps were considered:
	 Highlight this to State and Conservation and request endorsement/support for the approach set out.
	 Make a direct formal request to members of ICES WGIAB to address if there is interest and what other areas could be considered for HOLAS III.
	 Request support from STATE&CONSERVATION to identify relevant experts to also support this process, e.g. add national experts to carry out test cases.
	 Discuss with HELCOM BLUES the possibilities to support this process via data preparation or additional test cases (pending resources).
	 Identify other test cases (e.g. the EwE western Baltic Sea) listed in Annex 2 (cf. page 7) of CG FOODWEB 3-2021 Outcome, and determine via contact with experts developing those tools if test cases can be available for HOLAS III.
	The Meeting noted that broad spatial coverage and completion of the proposed tasks would be reliant on securing the appropriate expert input and time.


