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FUNDING MECHANISMS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF MARINE STRATEGY
FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE: EU EXPERIENCE

Over the past decade, there have been signs of improvement of the Black Sea. However, its
unique water areas and coastline are still under serious threat. The Black Sea is unprotected from
significant anthropogenic pressures, and has a low adaptive potential. If as the region's economy
grows, these pressures will intensify, the problem will become more serious.

The implementation of the Directive 2008/56/EC establishing a framework for Community
action in the field of environmental policy on the marine environment (Marine Strategy Framework
Directive) are important for Ukraine. The use of the marine environment, taking into account the
ecosystem approach and the principle of integrated management improves the environment,
biodiversity, development of industries marine complex, especially commercial fish and shellfish,
recreation and tourism.

Directive 2008/56/EC aims to achieve good environmental status of marine waters and to
protect the marine resources that affect the economic and social activities. The main stages of the
implementation of Directive 2008/56/EC include: 1) adoption of national legislation and
designation the authority or authorities competent for the implementation of this Directive; 2) initial
assessment of the current environmental status of marine waters; determine good environmental
status for marine waters and establishment environmental targets and associated indicators;
establishment of monitoring program for the development of ongoing assessment and regular
updating purposes; 3) development programme of measures to achieve good environmental status.

Implementation of the MSFD requires more coordinated research, so that studies to evaluate
benefits can be carried out across countries using comparable, state-of-the-art valuation methods.
This could also include the combination of different valuation methods, e.g. of stated and revealed
preference methods, to gain more reliable benefit estimates. Moreover, integrated modelling will be
of utmost importance to link bio-geophysical and socio-economic systems and to trace the effects of
changes in the marine environment to their impact on benefits.

Focus is on methodological questions related to a common understanding of the funding,
technical and scientific implications of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive. In particular, one
of the objectives of the strategy is the development of non-legally binding and practical documents,
such as co-financing of MSFD measures.

Key words: marine strategy, funding mechanisms, implementation, directive, institutional
background.
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MEXAHI3MU ®IHAHCYBAHHS IMIIEMEHTAIIII MOPCBKOI PAMKOBOI
JUPEKTUBU: JOCBIJ €C

3a ocTaHHE JECATHIITTS CIIOCTEpiraiucs O3HakW moninmeHHs crany YopHoro mops. Ilporte
Horo yHIKaJbHI akBaTOpii Ta y30epesoKs Bce e 3HAXOAATHCS 1T CEpHO3HOI0 3arpo3oto. YopHe Mope
HE3aXHIIIEHE BiJ] 3HAYHUX aHTPOIIOTEHHUX THCKIB, 1 MAa€ HU3bKHMH aJIaNTaIllifHAN MOTEeHIia. SIKIo 1o
Mipi 3pOCTaHHS €EKOHOMIKH PETIOHY I1i TUCKH TIOCHIIATHCS, Tpo0JieMa CTaHe CepiO3HIIIOL0.

ImmutemenTantis JJupexrusu 2008/56/€C npo BcTaHOBIECHHS paMoK JistibHOCTI CIIiBTOBapUCTBa
y cdepi eKoJOTIYHOT MOJITHKU I0J0 MOpChKOro cepenosuina (PamkoBa JlupekTrBa mpo MOPCHKY
CTpaTerito), OCKUIbKMA BUKOPHCTaHHSI MOPCHKOTO CEPEIOBHUINA 3 YPaxXyBaHHSM €KOCUCTEMHOTO MiIXOTy
Ta TPUHIMITY IHTETPOBAHOTO YHPABIIHHSA CIPHUSE TOJIMIICHHIO CTaHy JOBKULIL, 30€peKeHHIO
OIOpI3HOMAHITTS, PO3BUTKY Taly3eil MOpErocrnoiachbKOro KOMIUIEKCY, IMEpII 3a BCe pUOanIbCTBa,
aKBaKYJIbTYPH, PeKpearlii il Typu3my.

HupekruBa 2008/56/€C cnpsiMoBaHa Ha JOCATHEHHS JOOPOTO €KOJIOTIYHOTO CTaHy MOPCHKHX
BOJI 1 3aXHCTY MOPCHKHX PECYPCIB, Bl SIKUX 3aJIC)KUTh CKOHOMIYHA Ta COIliabHA MisUTbHICTh. OCHOBHI
eTany peatizaiii 1bOro JOKYMEHTa BKJIFOYAlOTh: 1) HAOYTTS YMHHOCTI 3aKOHAMH, MiI3aKOHHUMU
aKTaMH Ta aJMIHICTPATUBHUMH TOJIOKEHHIMH, HEOOXiTHUMU 17151 BuKoHaHHA [lupextusu 2008/56/€C;
BHU3HAYCHHs YIIOBHOBA)KEHOTO Oprany (OpraHiB) Biajy, BiANIOBIIAILHOTO 3a il BNPOBa/pKEHHS, 2)
MOYATKOBY OIIHKY Cy4aCHOTO CTaHy MOPCBHKHUX BOJ; BHU3HAYEHHA iX JOOPOro €KOJIOTIYHOTO CTaHy;
BCTAHOBJIGHHS CKOJIOTIYHMX IIiie Ta IHAMKATOPiB Ui MOPCHKHX BOJ; PO3pPOOKY Mporpamu
MOHITOPUHTY IS 3/IICHEHHS TIOTOYHOI OILIHKHM Ta PETySIPHOTO OHOBJIEHHS LUIei; 3) MiIroTOBKY
KOMIUIEKCY 3aX0JIIB JIIsS JOCSATHEHHS JJOOPOTO CKOJIOTTYHOTO CTaHYy.

Peanizanis P/IMC BuMarae OUThIII CKOOPIMHOBAHHX JOCIIHKEHB, 1[0 MAOTh MPOBOAUTHCS B
pi3HUX KpaiHaX, BHKOPHCTOBYIOUM IOpPIBHSJIbHI, HalCydacHIIN Meroqu OIiHKH. lle Moxke Takox
BKITIOYATH KOMOIHAII0 PI3HUX METOMIB OIlIHKH, HANPUKIAJ BiJ 3asSBICHUX Ta BUSBICHUX METOJIIB
OLIHKM CTaHy HAaBKOJIMIIHBOTO CEepeOBHIIA. binbiie TOro, iHTErpoBaHe MOJEIIOBAHHS MaTHMeE
HaQ/I3BUYAHO BXKJIMBE 3HAYCHHS IS MOETHAHHS 0ioreo()iBUYHUX Ta COIIATbHO-EKOHOMIYHUX CHCTEM
Ta MPOCTEKUTH BIUIUB 3MIiH Y MOPCHKOMY CEpPEIOBHIIIL.

3ocepeKeHo yBary Ha METOJIOJIOTIYHUX THTaHHSX, TMOB'SI3aHUX i3 3arajlbHUM PO3YMIHHSIM
(biHaHCOBHX, TEXHIYHMX Ta HAYKOBHX HAcIHinkiB PamkoBoi mupektiBu Mopchkoi crparerii. 30kpema,
OJIHIEIO 3 LIIeH Iii€i cTpaTerii € po3poOKa HEe FOPUANYHO OOOB'SI3KOBHX Ta MPAKTUYHHUX JIOKYMEHTIB,
TaKMX sIK criBpiHancyBanHs 3axoiB PIIMC.

KurouoBi cjoBa: Mopceka cTpaTerii, MexaHi3MH (iHAHCYBaHHS, IMIUIEMEHTAIls,
JIMPEKTUBA, IHCTUTYI[IOHAIbHI TepeTyMOBH.
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MEXAHHU3Mbl ®UHAHCUPOBAHUSA UMILIEMEHTAIIMA MOPCKOH PAMOYHOM
JUPEKTHUBBI: OIIBIT EC

3a nocneaHee necATUIeTHE HAOMIOAAINCh IPU3HAKY YAYUIIEHUS! COCTOSIHUA YepHOTro Mopsi.
OnHako ero yHHKaJbHBIE aKBATOPHUH U MOOEPEXkbsl BCE €IIe HAXOAATCS TMOJ CEphe3HOM YrpO30i.
YepHoe MOpE HE3AMMINEHO OT 3HAYUTEIBHBIX AHTPOIIOIEHHBIX BO3JCHCTBUM, U UMEET HU3ZKUI
aJlanTalMoOHHBINA MoTeHIan. Eciu mo Mepe pocta SKOHOMHKH PETHOHA ATH JIaBICHHS YCHIIATCS,
po0dsieMa MOXKET YCUIIUTHCS.

Nmvmnementanus Hupexktusr 2008/56/ EC 00 ycTaHOBIEHHWHM PaMOK JI€ATEIHHOCTH
CoobmecTBa B cepe IKOIOrMUECKOW MOJUTHKM MO Mopckoi cpene (Pamounas upextuBa o
MOPCKOH CTpaTeruv) MMeeT Ba)KHOE 3HAa4YeHHE, MOCKOJIbKY HCIOJB30BaHHE MOPCKOH Cpeabl ¢
YY4ETOM HKOCHCTEMHOrO MOJX0Ja M TMPHUHIMIIA HHTETPUPOBAHHOTO YIPABICHHUS CIIOCOOCTBYET
VIYYIICHUIO COCTOSIHUSL OKPYKAIOIIEH Cpe/bl, COXpaHEHUI0 OMOpa3HO00pasusi, pa3BUTHs OTpacie
MOPEXO03SICTBEHHOTO KOMILIEKCA, MPEX]IE BCETO PIOHOTO MPOMBICIIA, aKBAKYIIBTYPHI, PEKPEAIH U
Typu3Ma.

HupextuBa 2008/56/EC HampaBiieHa Ha JOCTH)KCHHE XOPOIIETO JKOJIOTHYECKOTO CTaTyca
MOPCKHX BOJI M 3aIIUThl MOPCKHX PECYPCOB, OT KOTOPBIX 3aBHCUT SIKOHOMHUYECKAs U COLMAIbHAS
aKTUBHOCTh. OCHOBHBIE 3Tallbl pealu3alldy 3TOro JOKyMEHTa BKIIOYAIOT: 1) BCTYIJICHHS B CHUILY
3aKOHOB, TOJ3aKOHHBIX AaKTOB M aJMUHHUCTPATUBHBIMH TIOJOKEHUSMH, HEOOXOIUMBIMHU IS
BeinostHeHUst JlupexktuBbl 2008/56 / EC; omnpeneneHue yHoJIHOMOUYEHHOTO opraHa (OpraHoB)
BJIACTH, OTBETCTBEHHOTO 3a €€ BHEAPEHHE; 2) HAYAJIbHYIO OIICHKY COBPEMEHHOTO COCTOSIHHS
MOPCKMX BOJ; ONPECICHUS MX XOPOILIEro 3KOJOTUYECKOTO COCTOSIHHS; YCTaHOBJICHUE
AKOJIOTUYECKHUX IeJIe U HHIUKATOPOB JIJII MOPCKMX BOJ; Pa3pabOTKy MpOTrpaMMbl MOHHTOPHHTA
JUIA OCYILECTBJIEHUs TEKYIIeH OLIEHKM W PpErylsipHOro OOHOBJIEHHUS Ieneil; 3) MOArOTOBKY
KOMIUIEKCAa MEPOIPUATHH [UIs JOCTHKEHHUS XOPOLIETO 3KOJIOTHYECKOT0 CTaTyca.

OCHOBHOE BHHMMAaHHUE YJEsIeTCs METO/IOJOTMYECKMM BOMpOCAaM, CBA3aHHBIM C  OOLIMM
MOHMMaHUEM (PUHAHCOBBIX , TEXHMYECKHX M HAYYHBIX MOCIEACTBHI PaMOYHON TMPEKTHBBI O MOPCKOM
crpareruu. B yacTHOCTH, OHOM U3 LIENel CTpaTeruy SBISIETCS pa3paboTKa He MMEIOIIMX 00s13aTeIbHOM
IOPUANYECKOM CUITBI M TPAKTHYECKHUX JIOKYMEHTOB, TAKUX Kak couHancupoBanue mep PJIMC.

KwueBble cjioBa: MOpCKasi CTpaTerusi, MEXaHN3MbI (PMHAHCUPOBAHUS, IMIUIEMEHTAIIHS,
TUPEKTUBA, MHCTUTYIIHOHATBHBIE TIPEITOCHUIKH.

®opmyssl: 0; puc.: 0; Tabm.: 0; 6ubmn.: 20

Problem definition. In the European Union (EU) there is a framework that requires EU
Member States to develop strategies to achieve 'good environmental status' in their marine waters
by 2020. This objective aims at having clean, healthy and productive seas. This framework is set
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through a legal instrument known as the "Marine Strategy Framework Directive” (Directive
2008/56/EC). Over the first six years of implementation EU Member States had to assess the status
of their marine waters; determine 'good environmental status' on the basis of 11 descriptors (such as
biodiversity, commercial fisheries, marine litter or seabed integrity); set targets, develop and
implement monitoring programmes; and finally develop and implement measures to achieve this
objective. The ecosystem approach to the management of human activities having an impact on the
marine environment is intrinsic to the framework, thereby integrating the concepts of environmental
protection and sustainable use. Importantly, this framework requires Member States to work
together in a regional context, thereby ensuring coherence in the actions that are being taken by
Member States given the transboundary nature of impacts on the marine environment. EU Member
States therefore often work together with the Regional Sea Conventions covering the marine waters
of EU Member States and Ukraine.

According to the MSFD, Member States are required to identify measures that contribute to
the achievement or maintenance of the Good Ecological Status (GES) set out in their Marine
Strategies and that will address the predominant pressures and impacts identified in the initial
assessment of their marine waters (initial assessment). There should be a direct link between the
proposed measures and the established national targets and financial mechanisms.

Where relevant it is possible that measures may address several descriptors, relating to
different targets / pressures, economic sectors and activities. There is no definitive nor an
exhaustive way in which measures may be presented. In the following section the classification
according to MSFD is used.

The analysis of recent research and publications. Some scoping studies have been
carried out that examine the economic requirements of the MSFD and review the existing literature
on marine ecosystem goods and services and their valuation. Qiu (2013) identifies explicit and
implicit economic requirements of the MSFD and assesses the possible role that economic analysis
can play in its implementation [1]. Atkins et al. (2011) present different methodological tools that
can be used to analyze the role of socio-economic drivers and responses in environmental-economic
systems and provide an overview of valuation studies on marine ecosystem services in European
countries [2]. Marine and coastal ecosystems are important for humans in multiple ways. They
provide a number of goods and services which are used directly and indirectly by humans [3-4].
These goods and services include the provisioning of food, energetic and mineral resources but also
the regulation of important ecological functions such as the climate system. Moreover, the ocean
offers transport routes and recreational opportunities. However, marine and coastal ecosystems —
and thus the benefits they create for humans — are subject to increasing pressures and competing
usages [5-6]. These pressures result e.g. from intensified fishing efforts, nutrient enrichment,
increasing maritime transport, pollution, noise, sediment sealing and increasing ocean acidification
caused by anthropogenic CO, emissions. Despite their great importance, goods and services
provided by marine and coastal ecosystems have received far less attention than those provided by
terrestrial ecosystems — maybe due to the difference in access and direct experience [7-8].

The aim. The aim of this paper is to discuss the challenge to institutional development for
funding of implementation of EC Marine strategy framework directive.

Presenting main material.Marine ecosystems have been recognized as one of the most
important natural resources as they offer a wide range of ecosystem services (Beaumont et al, 2007;
Atkins et al, 2011; Burkhardl, 2011) [9-11]. This makes their conservation and management highly
valuable for human well-being.

Although the majority of seas zone combine protection and the sustainable development of
activities, their ultimate vision is to conserve biodiversity, habitat structure and the functioning of
the ecosystem. When designing the tactical and operational objectives for running seas zone to
achieve visions, goals and targets in these areas, frameworks should be considered (Sarda et al,
2014) [12].

Beyond its territorial sea, a coastal state may claim an exclusive economic zone (EEZ) that
extends up to 200 nautical miles from the baseline (Art. 55, 57). Since the Black Sea is quite small



and all the riparian states have declared EEZs, it is completely divided between them (Black Sea
Commission). Thus, there are no areas that lie beyond national jurisdiction (high seas/the Area)
[13-16].

From the Birds Directive to the MSFD, a clear trend of mainstreaming environmental
concerns into wider planning and development programmes can be recognized in European
legislation (Qiu and Jones, 2013) [17]. Right in line with that trend, the MSPD has recently been
adopted, constituting a milestone in European legislation with regard to spatial planning. The EU
for the first time includes not only individual spatial planning elements in environmental
regulations [18]. In particular because of the increasing and uncoordinated use of coastal and
maritime areas that leads to an inefficient and unsustainable use of marine and coastal resources,
the Directive rather aims to cover all policy areas with an impact on coasts, seas and oceans (EC,
2013) [19].

The Directive, however, does not set new sectoral policy targets. Through maritime spatial
plans, the objectives defined by national or regional sectoral policies are to be integrated and
linked, and steps taken to prevent or alleviate conflicts between different sectors and to achieve the
Union's objectives in marine and coastal related sectoral policies (EC, 2013) [19]. The operational
objectives of the Directive are thus procedural in nature. It supports ongoing implementation of sea-
related policies in Member States through more efficient coordination and increased transparency
(EC, 2013) [20].

Consequently, the Directive only establishes a ‘framework' for maritime spatial planning
(Art. 1(1)). The EU has opted for such a ‘framework-type' Directive to provide flexibility and to
allow the Member States to develop their own national policies. The Directive is deliberately not
aimed at assigning a new planning task to the EU or at reshaping the different national spatial
planning systems (Schubert, 2015) [18].

The Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD, 2008/56/EC) sets the target of reaching
Good Environmental Status (GES) in all EU waters by 2020. The situation of the European Seas
will improve significantly if this strategic goal can be achieved, or at least if the trend towards its
achievement triggers effective conservation measures. In order to characterise good environmental
status (GES), the Member States define a set of characteristics for the good environmental status of
their marine waters. Such a definition implies the determination of the desired states. The relevant
characteristics should be based around the initial assessment and the 11 descriptors as qualitative
descriptions of the GES, which in their entirety are indicative of environmental status. These
include marine biodiversity, food webs and the sea-floor, as well as key anthropogenic pressures on
the marine region, such as eutrophication, pollutants, fisheries, invasive species, litter, and the
introduction of energy (including noise) [23].

The EU COM Decision of 1 September 2010 (2010/477/EU) on “criteria and
methodological standards on good environmental status of marine waters" lists a total of 29 criteria
and 56 indicators designed to facilitate a more precise analysis of the 11 state and pressure
descriptors.

The Member States are required to determine the relevant GES for these individual
criteria/indicators, coordinated within the relevant marine regions; in other words, they should
define corresponding thresholds or trends at which GES is achieved. As the EU COM itself states in
its Decision, in most cases the indicators are not defined in sufficient detail as to allow the
corresponding scientific data collection techniques and assessment procedures to be automatically
derived. As such, the Member States will still need to operationalise these indicators specifically for
their marine regions. This also includes a fundamental analysis of the practicability and usability of
the individual indicators (“viability analysis™).

Environmental targets are the targets to be achieved with the programme of measures
developed under the MSFD. These should be defined for the individual components of good
environmental status (GES) that have already been established (Article 9), with due regard for the
actual states ascertained in the initial assessment and the anthropogenic pressures identified in
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accordance with Annex Ill of MSFD. Environmental targets formulated for individual descriptors
can often be also relevant for other descriptors.

The number of environmental targets is therefore likely to be significantly lower than the
number of criteria and indicators to describe GES in accordance with Article 9. Definition of GES
is based on the 29 criteria and 56 indicators specified by the EU COM (2010/477/EU) for the 11
descriptors for state-based and pressure-based (pale blue) GES components. The GES components
in the right-hand box form the basis for the establishment of environmental targets.

Each Member State is required to assess the current state of its marine environment, to
define the desirable 'good environmental status' of its region and to establish detailed environmental
targets as well as monitoring programmes.

The MSFD can be interpreted as applying the 'hard' sustainability approach, of which
ecosystem conservation is the basis. The taking into account of all relevant impacts constitutes a
novel, holistic approach to environmental protection at the EU level, through which many of the
sectoral efforts of the past can be complemented or even replaced. Together with the Water
Framework Directive (WFD, 2000/60/EC), the MSFD provides for an integrated environmental
management system that stretches from the basin catchment area through the coast to the open sea
(Qiu and Jones, 2013) [1].

Part of the financing of these MSFD measures and activities can be derived from EU
funding mechanisms.

In view of the outcome of the high level inventory of potential funding mechanisms in
section 3 as well as the background of Article 22 of the MSFD, the focus in this co-financing
guidance is on the following EU-funding mechanisms for MSFD implementation: EU Structural
and Investment Funds (ESI Funds) (European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) and EU
Regional Funds: European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), Cohesion Fund (CF); EU
Programme for the Environment and Climate Action (LIFE); EU Framework Programme for
Research and Innovation (Horizon 2020).

The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund - EMFF provides several opportunities to
finance the Common Fisheries Policy and the Integrated Maritime Policy. Specifically, dedicated
support is provided for the management, restoration and monitoring of coastal and marine Natura
2000 sites. In addition, support is also made available for the management, restoration and
monitoring of other marine protected areas (MPAS) to support the implementation of MSFD. Also
the improvement of the knowledge on the state of the marine environment (establishing monitoring
programmes) and the PoMs foreseen in the MSFD in line with the obligations established in the
Directive, are eligible to funding by EMFF.

The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the Cohesion Fund are both
instruments of the EU Cohesion Policy. General information on the Cohesion Policy is available at
INFOREGIO.

The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) aims to strengthen economic and social
cohesion in the European Union by correcting imbalances between its regions. The ERDF supports
regional and local development by co-financing investments in R&D and innovation, climate
change and environment, business support to SMEs, services of common economic interest,
telecommunication, energy and transport infrastructures, health, education and social infrastructures
and sustainable urban development. Concerning the issue of environment and resource efficiency,
opportunities exist for Member States for co-financing MSFD-measures.

The Cohesion Fund is one of the EU (financial) instruments of the overall EU Cohesion
Policy. The Cohesion Fund (CF) provides a financial contribution to projects in the fields of
environment and trans-European networks in the area of transport infrastructure. Following the
environment focus, also here possibilities exist for specific Member States to co-fund MSFD
measures.

The main objective of the LIFE Programme is to improve the implementation of EU
environment and climate policy and legislation. Though in principle supported through all major
EU funding programmes, these do not address all environmental and climate needs. LIFE helps
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coordinate various sources of funding for environment and climate action, and fills gaps by
addressing environmental issues that are not dealt with by other EU Funds, focusing on providing
and disseminating solutions and best practices to achieve environmental and climate goals, and by
promoting innovative environmental and climate change technologies.

Horizon 2020 is the largest EU Research and Innovation programme ever with nearly €80
billion of funding available over 7 years (2014 to 2020). Horizon 2020 will cover activities from
research to market with a new focus on innovation-related activities, such as piloting,
demonstration, test-beds, and support for public procurement and market uptake. It will include
establishing links with the activities of the European Innovation Partnerships (EIP).

Conclusions. The cooperation towards the setting up of the Common Maritime Agenda is a
bottom-up process between the participating countries, with the involvement of the relevant
stakeholders. Participation in the activities which will be undertaken under this cooperation remains
voluntary, depending on the needs to be addressed and as appropriate.

The cooperation towards the setting up of the Common Maritime Agenda complements the
work of the existing regional structures such as BSEC, BSC and capitalizes on their achievements.
This cooperation is targeted at inclusive growth, marine and coastal environment protection,
knowledge exchange, technology transfer, upgrading of skills, job creation and enhancing access to
sustainable financing. Further synergies and mutually reinforcing agendas are to be actively
explored in the future.

The aim of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) is to protect more effectively
the marine environment across Europe. Member States - cooperating with other Member States and
non-EU countries within a marine region - are required to develop strategies for their marine waters.
These marine strategies must contain a detailed assessment of the state of the environment, a
definition of "good environmental status” at regional level and the establishment of clear
environmental targets and monitoring programs. Article 22 of the MSFD stipulates that the
implementation of the Directive shall be supported by existing Community financial instruments in
accordance with applicable rules and conditions.
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