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 Pre-history 

 Stakeholders identified 

 Questionnaire developed, translated and distributed to 

stakeholders 

 ONU, MHI, IBSS, TSU, SIO-RAS, UkrSCES worked on the 

responses to the EMBLAS Quest 

 National legal experts were additionally involved, etc. 



The Project elaborated a Template for the Diagnostic Report 

 To best reflect the observational and informational capacity 
of the beneficiary countries in the field of Black Sea 
environment protection management  
 

The Project undertook an extensive search for additional 
information: 

 To make sure advances in the field are  
properly reflected (the Quest response was poor) 
 
The Project compiled a vast amount of  
documents, which were analysed  
 To outline achievements and gaps,  
and to recommend on improvements of BS monitoring and data 
management so that to ensure knowledge-based BS protection 
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Expected results (for some of 

them beyond the life-span of EMBLAS) 

The future Black Sea monitoring, 

data collection and building 

knowledge  

The future decision-making and 

management of Black Sea 

environmental protection 

1. Understanding of the decision-

makers that no environmental 

protection is possible without 

regular, complex and quality 

monitoring of the environment 

2. New type of complex monitoring 

programmes developed  

3. Capacity building to provide for 

quality monitoring strengthened 

4. Decision-support tools designed 

5. Enhanced cooperation provided 

6. Harmonization of policies 

advanced 

7. Exchange of good practices 

ensured 

Knowledge-based, adaptive 

management, based on decisions, which 

diligently observe the existing Black Sea 

environmental problems, taking into 

consideration the need to avoid socio-

economic development of the Black Sea 

region on the expenses of the Black Sea 

natural capital overexploitation  and in 

the end - exhaustion. 



State of the art in the beneficiary countries (as per 2013-early 2014)  

 Introduction – the aim of the exercise and the vision 

 Chapter I and II: 

 Legal/policy framework (global, regional and national levels) 

 Institutional framework 

 Monitoring itself , including non-mandatory and operational monitoring, 
QA/QC, reporting of raw data 

 Data management (databases, data products, DQC), 

 assessments 

 Progress in WQ/GES classifications (Chapter III) 

 IVE (Chapter IV) 

 Training needs (Chapter V) 

 Data availability (Chapter VI) 

 Needs in harmonization (Chapter VII) 

 Overall summary (Chapter VIII) 
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PA2,3 
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for decision-makers 
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• There is no monitoring, which would be integrated and there is 

no common understanding what would be ‘integrated 

monitoring’. Other needed definitions are absent; 

• There are no policy documents specifying the BS monitoring and 

what information needs it should meet; 

• The ‘mandatory’ monitoring does not go beyond a very narrow 

coastal strip, and it does not allow to analyse pressures/impacts; 

• There are no BS-specific water quality standards, GES is not 

understood; 

• There are no environmental targets; 

• Etc., etc. 
 



Meant to guide improvements in Black Sea monitoring and data management 

as part of it 

In data management – advancements were observed (tools developed under 

various projects with no sustainability) 

In data collection – the projects were even worse solution. The essence of 

monitoring is violated by lack of sustainability. The revision we have to 

propose should aim at building of specific BS monitoring programmes, in 

which the following questions shall be answered: 

 

1. Where to monitor (taking into consideration most threatened areas by land-

based and sea-based human pressures and climate change, and 

transboundary problems)? 

2. What to monitor, having in mind the assessments we want to produce in 

support of decision-making and fundamental science? 

3. How often to monitor? 

4. What standards/guidelines to use so that to ensure quality data are 

produced? 

5. How data management will be organised? Etc. 

 

 



 

There is no need to adopt same laws, provided the objectives are 

the same. Therein, the revision of monitoring programmes should 

mention what environmental objectives are targeted (e.g., reference 

to a GES methodology and concrete environmental protection plans) 

 

Besides: 

 

Responsible organizations should be mentioned in policy, putting 

together the efforts of all who are able to contribute to an integrated 

monitoring in a cost-efficient manner 

 

And 

 

Policy should allow for constant innovation,  

capacity building and adaptive management of monitoring 
 



 
We try to support the development of an 

ecosystem-based management, which is 

adaptive in its nature and aims at long-term 

benefits against short-term unsustainable gains.  

 

  DPSIRR model 

  Harmonization with other countries in the BS 

region 



 

 
1. Major gaps were already encountered at the level of definitions.  

A. What is integrated monitoring? 

2. What legal/policy documents should be proposed for revision?  

3. Are there national policy documents which speak about ecosystem-

based environment protection management and information needs?  

4. Institutional framework – the schemes – shall we leave them with the 

types of monitoring distinguished or? 

5. Institutional framework – lack of cooperation btw sectors – what shall 

we recommend?  

6. Funding of monitoring – if we try to trace the evolution  

of funding, shall we include in ‘state-funding’ bathing waters, 

 fishery, biodiversity, but not only the monitoring under MoE?  

 



 

 

 

7. The years for monitoring (from-to) – most organizations reported activities 

which do not reflect their long-term efforts. Is this related to the change of 

legal identity of institutions? 

8. In QA/QC of monitoring mostly national GOSTs were reported. What 

conclusions should be drawn on their compatibility with internationally 

accepted standards? 

9. Reporting of data – the weakest link. Why NODCs are not part of the state 

system (except in Russia)?  

10. Operational monitoring – how to better show the benefits? 

11. How many projects in the BS region deal with monitoring revision? Where 

we can find the results of projects like those financed by EC DG Research 

and CBC/JOP? 

12. What cruises from other projects you would recommend to try to 

negotiate with - for cost-efficiency of pilots and JC of EMBLAS II? 

13. What gaps in WQ/GES classifications you would enlist  

(national level)? Recommendations ? 

14. How do you imagine sharing of equipment? 

 



 

  
Georgia 

1. Why many priority pollutants are mentioned under ‘no need to 

measure’? 

 

Russian Federation 

1. ‘Hydromet plans are updated every 5 years’ – what are these 

plans about? 

2. Is there a specific institutional framework for fishery and 

biodiversity monitoring (mentioned in policy documents)? 

 

Ukraine 

1. What is the institutional framework of biodiversity monitoring? 

2. In IBSS each department has own stations. Is there a network of 

stations where complex monitoring is sustained?  

 



The EMBLAS Quest was not successful. 

 
• Georgia - distributed to 33/responded  11 (33%) 

• Russian Federation - distributed to 74/responded 8 (11%) 

• Ukraine - distributed to 70/responded 20 (29%) 

• International organizations – distributed to 14/responded 4 (29%) 

 

In each country the project management team contacted additional 

organizations, thus, the total number of respondents was 46.  

 

What were the reasons for such a lack of interest in 

Ministries and organizations dealing with monitoring, 

especially in RU? 

 

Last question – authorship? 






