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Background 
 
The cyanobacterial bloom indicator was developed and tested by the EUTRO-OPER -project in 2013-2015 
and included into the HOLAS II eutrophication assessment with Pre-CORE status.  
 
STATE & CONSERVATION 14-2021 (Outcome 4J.211) noted, that Germany and Denmark have study 
reservations on the indicator, and invited the indicator lead Finland, with assistance from the PEG, to 
further consider how to address these concerns to STATE & CONSERVATION 15-2021 in the effort to 
resolve any remaining issues prior to HOLAS III. 
 
This document provides a summary of the discussions between the PEG group and the indicator lead 
Finland, aiming towards resolving the concerns leading to the study reservations. The discussions were 
conducted intersessionally.  

An editable word-version of the indicator report is contained as an annex to this document (Annex 1). Any 
comments together with possible proposals from the Meeting will be included into the final indicator 
report by the lead country Finland. The published version of the pre-core indicator report is also available 
online. 

 

Action requested 
 
The Meeting is invited to agree on proposing CORE indicator status for the cyanobacterial bloom indicator, 
and furthermore, on the use of the indicator in HOLAS III. The Meeting is also invited to provide comments 
aiming to improving the environmental fact sheet (comments can be sent to vivi.fleming@syke.fi). 
  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://helcom.fi/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Cyanobacterial-bloom-index-HELCOM-pre-core-indicator-2018.pdf
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Issues for improvement  
 

As basis of discussion, Germany had provided a list of issues / questions to be addressed. These were 
discussed together, and solutions by and/or beyond HOLAS III are suggested. 

 

Issue / questions Suggested solution for HOLAS III Work required beyond 
HOLAS III 

Spatial coverage  How will the Bay of Mecklenburg be 
assessed for HOLAS III – only based 
on biomass data or are there also 
satellite data available?  If only 
biomass data are the basis, a brief 
justifying addition as to why use (in 
this case) only one of the two 
parameters is sufficient for 
evaluation would be useful. 

- will be explained in the fact 
sheet  

- explain in fact sheet 
whether one parameter can 
stand alone 

Check whether an 
assessment of Kiel Bay, 
Western Gotland Basin 
and Gdansk Basin could be 
developed. 

- long-term time-
series missing, 
thresholds should 
be set using 
another method 
eg. quartiles 
(contact Jeanette 
cc. Janina 
regarding biomass 
data) 

- (we will also look 
into whether this 
can be done by 
HOLAS II) 

The satellite data only cover 
the surface of the water, which 
means that the volume below is 
not taken into account and is 
therefore too inaccurate.  

Satellite data must be accompanied 
by cell counts (where possible from 
integrated water samples), both, 
biomass and satellite data need to 
be presented together. It needs to 
be ensured that the indicator takes 
into account these two data sets for 
HOLAS III. 

- EO-parametre 
(missing for Bay of 
Mecklenburg): 
data is available, 
threshold has not 
been set due to 
long-term data not 
being available; 
we can look into 
whether 
thresholds can be 
set using another 
method. 

- Biomass-
parametre 
(missing for Kiel, 
WGB and Gdansk 
basins): see 
previous row 

Combination of biomass data 
and satellite data. HOLAS II 
used simple averaging without 
weighing. 

For HOLAS III weighing needs to be 
discussed further. Germany 
suggests a higher weight for the in-
situ biomass data compared to the 
satellite data. 
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- Take this discussion to the 
IN-EUTRO September 
meeting; no document, but 
mention in agenda that 
discussion will come up 

A new assessment area 
“Pomeranian Bight” has been 
delineated. 

How will this be considered in 
HOLAS III? Is it necessary to derive 
new threshold values? Are satellite 
data available for the new 
assessment area? 

 

Detection of surface 
accumulations of cyanobacteria 
by satellite depends on cloud 
cover and weather situations of 
calm wind und delivers 
therefore random results about 
the occurrence, length and 
intensity of cyano 
accumulations. Also, the time 
of measurement in the daily 
cycle influences the satellite 
data. 

At least a validation against in-situ 
data is necessary. How will the 
satellite data be validated in HOLAS 
III (ground truthing)? 

- Birgit Heyden with help of 
Jeanette will look into 
threshold setting of biomass 
data 

- Laura Hoikkala & Vivi will 
help where needed; also 
look into satellite data 

- if new thresholds show to 
be difficult to set by HOLAS 
III deadline, then the old 
one for BOR will be used 

 

Confidence rating – there was 
no method for confidence 
rating in HOLAS II. 

Will there be confidence rating in 
HOLAS III and what method will be 
used. 

- methodological: how well 
are both parameters used 

- spatial & 
temporal&accuracy, EO: 
should be determined by 
SYKE when calculating 
indicator, using similar 
procedure as ICES 

- spatial&temporal&accuracy, 
biomass: should be 
estimated using ICES 
protocol by the experts who 
calculate environmental 
fact sheet values (Jeanette, 
Birgit eg. PEG group) 

- (Dead-lines for confidence 
assessment is May 2022) 

- By September 7th: the 
confidence protocol will be 
described in the cyano 
indicator fact sheet 

 

Improving the indicator fact 
sheet – lots of information in 
HOLAS II was rather vague (e.g. 
based on what parameters was 

There should be a more detailed 
explanation of the assessment 
methodology in HOLAS III in the 
indicator fact sheet. 
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An editable version of the indicator report for comments and proposals is contained as an annex to this 
document (Annex 1). These comments, together with possible proposals from the Meeting will be included 
into the final indicator report by the lead country Finland. 

 

ANNEX: Indicator report 
The indicator report can be found online and as an annex (Annex 1) to this document. 
 

the CyaBi calculated and how 
were they combined?) 

- SYKE will update and 
improve fact sheet 

- detailed information might 
not be needed, but a link to 
those is important; use 
examples 

- comments on fact sheet 
would be appreciated! DL. 9 
Aug 

Unclear how target values have 
been derived and 
calculated.Has the 200 µg/L 
biomass level been considered 
as a “sustainable bloom level” 
in target setting? 

More detailed explanation needed. 
How have the target values been 
derived (possibly explained in a 
separate document)? How are EQRs 
calculated? 

 

Relationship to pressures For HOLAS III the relationship 
between eutrophication and the 
cyanobacterial surface 
accumulations needs to be 
explained in detail. 

- Text on eutrophication- and 
non-eutrophication -related 
pressures on cyanobacterial 
blooms will be added to fact 
sheet 

- comments and proposals 
would be highly 
appreciated! DL. 9th Aug 

Further research is needed 
to understand the impact 
of climate change on the 
CyaBi. 

Satellite data focus on 
chlorophyll-a but there are 
other relevant pigments (c-
phycocyanin, c-phycoerythrin, 
B-carotene, xanthophylles) that 
the satellite does not detect 
  

Used Chl a measurement: Is it safe 
to distinguish from other possible 
algal blooms? 

- Vivi will get a comment 
from SYE EO-experts by IN-
EUTRO-meeting in 
September; however in any 
case not possible by HOLAS 
III 
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