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Executive summary 
 
Invasive alien species (IAS) are recognised as one of the five pressures directly driving 
biodiversity loss. The other four (habitat change, overexploitation, pollution and climate 
change) are already addressed by EU policies. Together with climate change, IAS are 
considered one of the most difficult biodiversity threats to reverse to normality. Some of 
9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ L!{Υ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ мтп 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀǎ 
critically endangered by the IUCN Red List, 65 are in danger because of introduced species.  
 
The IAS issue involves complex interactions between political, economic, social and 
technical factors. Trade pathways linked to globalisation are the key driver for the increasing 
rate of introductions into the EU across all taxonomic groups. In Europe as a whole, the rate 
of new introductions has risen steadily in recent decades and is still increasing for all 
taxonomic groups except mammals. The cumulative number of alien species is increasing 
for all groups including mammals, with one new alien mammal introduced per year. Similar 
ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦ [ƻǎǘ ƻǳǘǇǳǘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ L!{Σ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ 
impacts and expenditure to repair IAS damage has already cost EU stakeholders at least 12 
billion EUR / year over the past 20 years, of which costs identified for key economic sectors 
have been estimated at over 6 billion EUR / year (Kettunen et al. 2009).  
 
An enabling policy framework is needed to protect the EU against exponentially-rising IAS 
impacts, aggravated by the effects of climate change, and to address the exceptional 
ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǾŀǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Outermost Regions and other isolated or 
vulnerable ecosystems. 
 
This report presents a detailed analysis of the international, EU and Member State baseline 
and proposed priorities for action. It sets out a suggested outline for key components of the 
future EU Strategy on Invasive Alien Species, covering each stage of the risk management 
sequence and drawing on existing best practices where available. The development of an EU 
framework for IAS risk assessment and an EU / Europe-wide information and early warning 
system are seen as fundamental to effective action before biological invasions take hold, 
consistent with the precautionary principle and tƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻŦ 
environmental protection.  
 
The report highlights the wide range of EU and MS policies, sectors and actors relevant to 
ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŜƴǾƛǎŀƎŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ 
essential for the future visibility of IAS as an EU-wide concern to develop high-level 
coordination between key services responsible for implementing different Strategy 
components and to establish appropriate fora for stakeholder consultation.  
 
The report also provides an initial assessment of the possible level / scale of costs associated 
with EU policy action on IAS. This assessment indicates that:  

¶ even at the highest level of investment in policy development and implementation 
foreseen in this study, EU-level policy action (e.g. implementation of the EU IAS 
Strategy) is likely to bring more benefits (e.g. avoided costs) than it is estimated to 
cost; 
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¶ the cost of overall IAS measures (e.g. measures possibly required to implement the 
EU Strategy, both at MS and EU level) are foreseen to diminish over time (i.e. Strategy 
implementation is foreseen to become less expensive as time goes by); 

¶ EU-level measures (e.g. in EWRR) can help to reduce costs for EU-27 as a whole. 
 
¢ƘŜ нллу /ƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ Ψ¢ƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀƴ 9¦ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻƴ LƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ό/ha όнллуύ туфύ 
proposed four policy options for consideration. These different levels of ambition are 
discussed in the context of each Strategy component. 
 
Option A: Business as usual  

Option A provides a reference point against which other Options can be assessed. But clearly, if no action is 
taken, new IAS will continue to become established in the EU with increased associated ecological, economic 
and social consequences and related costs. 

Option B: Maximising use of existing approaches and voluntary measures 

The formal legal requirements would remain as they are today but there would be a conscious decision to 
proactively address IAS problems under existing legislation. This would imply carrying out risk assessments 
using existing institutions and procedures such as the European Food Safety Authority. Member States would 
voluntarily make IAS issues part of their border control function. A Europe-wide Early Warning and 
Information System based on existing activities could also be set up. The DAISIE inventory of IAS could be 
maintained and updated regularly. Species eradication plans would be developed and supported by national 
funds. Cross-sectoral stakeholder groups could be set up at appropriate levels to foster exchange of best 
practice, to develop targeted guidance and to help resolve conflicts of interest. Voluntary codes of conduct 
could be drawn up to encourage responsible behaviour by retailers, users and consumers.  

Option B+: Targeted amendment of existing legislation 

Option B+ is similar to Option B in most respects, but would include amendments to the existing legislation 
on plant/animal health to cover a broader range of potentially invasive organisms and extension of the list of 
ΨŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛch import and internal movement are prohibited under the Wildlife Trade 
Regulation. If this approach were followed, additional resources would need to be dedicated to IAS in the 
assessment process and in the border control activities carried out by Member States. 

Option C: Comprehensive, dedicated EU legal framework 

Option C would involve the setting up of a comprehensive, dedicated legal framework for tackling IAS with 
independent procedures for assessment and intervention taking into account existing legislation. If it were 
considered desirable and cost effective, technical aspects of implementation could be centralised by a 
dedicated agency. Member States including the European Outermost Regions would be obliged to carry out 
controls at borders for IAS and to exchange information on IAS. Mandatory monitoring and reporting 
procedures and efficient rapid response mechanisms might also be established. While it is possible to 
envisage some EU funding being dedicated to support eradication and control actions, Member States could 
also fund these actions directly. 

 
.ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΣ Option A (Business as Usual) is not considered a viable option 
for the EU as environmental, social and economic costs associated with biological invasions 
would continue to escalate without any gains for issue visibility or policy coherence.  
 
Option B (Maximising existing approaches and voluntary measures) is also not considered 
viable in isolation, as many suggested Strategy components require a legislative basis. 
However, voluntary codes, best practices and communication campaigns are foreseen to 
play a key role in delivery through a partnership-based approach. Industry federations, user 
groups and other stakeholders can pilot innovative approaches, supported by governments. 
Market-based instruments and green public procurement policies can help to shift the 
incentive culture and support IAS policies.  
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Option B+ (Targeted amendment of existing legislation) provides opportunities to address 
IAS within the ongoing modernisation of the EU animal and plant health regimes. This could 
be the start of a more integrated approach to EU environmental biosecurity, to the extent 
supported by relevant mandates. The recommendations of the recent Plant Health Regime 
Evaluation to address environmental and ecosystem risks associated with some alien plants 
(including those not yet introduced) and possibly their natural spread have been considered 
in this report. However, the extent to which this regime could deliver measures / activities 
envisaged under this Strategy will depend on political decisions taken at EU level by plant 
health administrations and on the priority level and resources allocated to protection of 
environmental public goods. These variables cannot be answered by this study. However, it 
is foreseen that seeking synergies with these existing regimes (in the context of both 
Options B+ and C) could bring forward significant cost savings.  
 
Relying solely on adjustments to existing instruments, including expanded IAS coverage 
under the Wildlife Trade Regulation, would not address some overarching constraints 
identified in the baseline analysis. These include the lack of a strong EU driver and objectives 
for IAS prevention and management, which undermines issue leverage for environment 
departments in several Member States. Option B+ would not provide the critically needed 
tools to prioritise risks and manage IAS at the ecosystem or biogeographic scale or to 
address the needs of EU Outermost Regions and other isolated or vulnerable ecosystems. 
 
The report therefore recommends that new legislation (along the lines of Option C: 
comprehensive, dedicated EU legal framework) is developed, taking account of synergies 
with ongoing animal and plant health regime modernisation. Based on thŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ 
analysis, a dedicated IAS Directive would be the recommended option. This would provide a 
flexible framework with minimum standards based on precaution and an IAS policy proofing 
tool to ensure coherence with upcoming instruments and emerging pathways. A Directive 
could establish common goals, terminology and principles, adaptable to appropriate scales 
of conservation, and provide clarity on the compatibility of IAS measures with the operation 
of the Single Market. By establishing a continuum of prevention and management measures 
with clearly allocated roles and duties of care, it would support development of more robust 
environmental liability tools ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊ ǇŀȅǎΩ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΦ 
 
Under a Directive, annexes could be usŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƛǎǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ΨL!{ ƻŦ 9¦ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΩΣ 
triggering mandatory actions where the species concerned is found on Member State 
territory. The financing of key actions, in particular to enable early warning and rapid 
response before an invasion takes hold, will need specific attention in the context of the 
Strategy. Consideration of possible co-financing for mandatory actions and /or expanded 
cost recovery mechanisms could be informed by the parallel discussions within the animal 
and plant health sectors which are also committed to a progressive shift of incentive 
culture.  
 
Lastly, it is envisaged that the Directive would need to be combined with a Regulation 
covering import and intra-9¦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ κ ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ΨL!{ ƻŦ 9¦ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΩ ƛΦŜΦ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ 
mandatory uniform measures for the highest risks to the EU. The existing Wildlife Trade 
Regulation would require amendment and a targeted new focus for this purpose but as an 
existing instrument ,would have the strongest potential for synergy and cost-efficiency.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1  Background to the Assessment 

 
This report is the final output of a study for the European Commission, the Assessment to 
support continued development of EU strategy to combat invasive species.1 It was 
commissioned in 2010 in the contexǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀƴ 9¦ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƻ 
substantially reduce the impacts of invasive alien species (IAS) and alien genotypes and to 
establish an early warning system (for details of the mandate from EU institutions, see 2.4).   
 
In January 2008, the Commission mandated a first comprehensive study which combined a 
pan-European aggregated quantification of environmental and socio-economic impacts of 
IAS (Kettunen et al. 2009) with a preliminary analysis of costs, benefits and possible policy 
options (Shine et al. 2008, 2009a, 2009b).2   
 
During this first study, in December 2008 the Commission published a Communication 
Towards an EU Strategy on Invasive Species3 which outlined four policy options for further 
consideration (see  
Table 1-1). 
 

Table 1-1 Policy Options presented by the Commission in COM (2008) 789 

Option A: Business as usual  

Option A provides a reference point against which other Options can be assessed. But clearly, if no action is 
taken, new IAS will continue to become established in the EU with increased associated ecological, economic 
and social consequences and related costs. 

Option B: Maximising use of existing approaches and voluntary measures 

The formal legal requirements would remain as they are today but there would be a conscious decision to 
proactively address IAS problems under existing legislation. This would imply carrying out risk assessments 
using existing institutions and procedures such as the European Food Safety Authority. Member States would 
voluntarily make IAS issues part of their border control function. A Europe-wide Early Warning and 
Information System based on existing activities could also be set up. The DAISIE inventory of IAS could be 
maintained and updated regularly. Species eradication plans would be developed and supported by national 
funds. Cross-sectoral stakeholder groups could be set up at appropriate levels to foster exchange of best 
practice, to develop targeted guidance and to help resolve conflicts of interest. Voluntary codes of conduct 
could be drawn up to encourage responsible behaviour by retailers, users and consumers.  

Option B+: Targeted amendment of existing legislation 

Option B+ is similar to Option B in most respects, but would include amendments to the existing legislation 
on plant/animal health to cover a broader range of potentially invasive organisms and extension of the list of 
ΨŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻƘƛōƛǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ¢ǊŀŘŜ 
Regulation. If this approach were followed, additional resources would need to be dedicated to IAS in the 
assessment process and in the border control activities carried out by Member States. 

Option C: Comprehensive, dedicated EU legal framework 

Option C would involve the setting up of a comprehensive, dedicated legal framework for tackling IAS with 
independent procedures for assessment and intervention taking into account existing legislation. If it were 

                                                      
1 Project reference: No 07-0307/2009/549757/SER/B2 - Service Contract ENV.B.2/SER/2009/0101r.  
2 Service Contract No 070307/2007/483544/MAR/B2. All background technical studies may be downloaded from 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/ . 
3 COM (2008) 789 final (Brussels 3.12.2008): http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/docs/1_EN_ACT_part1_v6.pdf.    

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/docs/1_EN_ACT_part1_v6.pdf
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considered desirable and cost effective, technical aspects of implementation could be centralised by a 
dedicated agency. Member States including the European Outermost Regions would be obliged to carry out 
controls at borders for IAS and to exchange information on IAS. Mandatory monitoring and reporting 
procedures and efficient rapid response mechanisms might also be established. While it is possible to 
envisage some EU funding being dedicated to support eradication and control actions, Member States could 
also fund these actions directly. 

  
 

1.2 Objectives of the Assessment 

 
¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ 
internal impact assessment to underpin development of the future EU IAS Strategy. The 
Assessment consists of three main tasks: 
 
(A) draw up a suggested outline for the components of the future Strategy:  

¶ integrating elements for an early warning and information system; 

¶ identifying strategy components that may require a legislative basis; and  

¶ making concrete proposals for the design of each part of such Strategy (e.g. possible 
legislation), taking account of relevant existing EU legislation, financial instruments 
and ongoing policy development; 

 
(B) identify and analyse costs of the suggested key components of a future Strategy that 
would involve early warning/rapid response and control/management, aiming to shed light 
on the costs of administrative systems needed to implement such mechanisms;  
 
(C) provide some further insights regarding IAS impacts in the EU, with a particular focus on 
the implications of EU policy inaction versus foreseen benefits of the implementation of the 
EU IAS strategy.  
 
This report combines the outputs of these three tasks. It aims to provide a clear summary of 
the complex policy picture surrounding IAS, identify priorities for action at EU level, present 
analysis and an evidence base to support comparison of the four COM policy options and 
make recommendations to the Commission. 

 

1.3 Structure of the report 

 
The report contains six substantive chapters, followed by conclusions and 
recommendations:  

¶ rationale for the EU Strategy (chapter 2): this outlines the drivers, impacts and 
predicted trends associated with IAS, the need for an EU-level response, the socio-
economic case for prioritising prevention and the mandate for Strategy development; 

¶ policy baseline (chapter 3): this updates earlier analysis of instruments, policies, 
mechanisms and trends to assess how far the baseline meets the mandate from EU 
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institutions and identify gaps, constraints and suggested priorities to be addressed 
through the Strategy;   

¶ proposed conceptual framework for the future Strategy (chapter 4): this covers 
ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩǎ ǎŎƻǇŜΣ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ Lǘ 
addresses the need for common approaches to terminology, risk assessment and 
possible categorisŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨL!{ ƻŦ 9¦ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΩΤ 

¶ suggested outline for Strategy components (chapter 5): this sets out components for 
IAS prevention, early warning and rapid response and control, management and 
ecological restoration, followed by cross-cutting components, with supporting 
analysis aligned with the four COM policy options; 

¶ costs of the suggested key components and foreseen benefits of implementing the 
EU Strategy (chapter 6): this presents evidence collected on ten categories of activity 
to provide insights on related costs (e.g. administrative costs) and possible timescale 
and policy synergies related to these costs; 

¶ delivering the future EU Strategy (chapter 7): this draws together the findings and 
analysis from chapters 4-6 to compare the feasibility and likely effectiveness of the 
four COM policy options for Strategy implementation and discuss different types of 
architecture to support the future EU /Europe-wide information and early warning 
system;   

¶ conclusions and recommendations (chapter 8).   
 
The four Annexes to the report provide examples of the range of different approaches used 
in selected third country jurisdictions and set out supporting data on administrative costs 
and benefits and on information and early warning systems. 
 

1.4 Approach and methodology for the analysis 

 
To avoid duplication, the report builds on recent work undertaken by team members, 
involving extensive stakeholder consultations. This includes: 

¶ review and gap analysis of EU and MS instruments and policies, with preliminary 
consideration of the design and possible impacts of policy options (Miller et al. 2006; 
Shine et al. 2008, 2009a, 2009b); 

¶ feasibility study for a European information and early warning system (Genovesi et al. 
20104); 

¶ analysis of EU IAS-related expenditure on research and management through the RTD 
framework programmes and the LIFE programme (Scalera 2008, 2010). 

 
Targeted complementary work involved desk-based research and direct contact with public 
and private institutions, including EC Directorates General, MS authorities, the Joint 

                                                      
4 Towards an early warning and information system for invasive alien species (IAS) threatening biodiversity in Europe. This technical report 
for the European Environment Agency reviewed early warning and rapid response frameworks for IAS set up in other regions of the world, 
as well as early warning systems implemented in other European policy sectors, and provided an initial assessment of the possible options 
to establish an early warning system for IAS in Europe.  
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Research Centre (JRC), the European Environment Agency (EEA), the European Food Safety 
Authority (EFSA), the European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization (EPPO), 
the Council of Europe and other national and transnational organisations and authorities 
(see Annex 1 for contributor details).  
 
Study team members also participated in the following meetings: 

¶ EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive Task Group on Non-Indigenous Species 
(Bergen 24-25 May 2009 and Palma de Mallorca 2-6 November 2009); 

¶ IMO Sub-Committee Bulk, Liquid and Gases (BLG) of the Ballast Water Working Group 
(London, 8-12 February 2010); 

¶ DG SANCO Conference on modernising the Community plant health regime (Brussels, 
23-24 February 2010); 

¶ IUCN-ISSG Meeting on island eradications (New Zealand, February 2010);  

¶ US National Invasive Species Council liaison meeting (Washington DC, March 2010); 

¶ ICES/IOC/IMO Working Group on Ballast and Other Ship Vectors (Hamburg, Germany, 
8-10 March 2010); 

¶ ICES Working Group on Introductions of Marine Organisms (Hamburg, Germany, 10-
12 March 2010) ; 

¶ NOBANIS/EEA Workshop on developing an early warning system for invasive alien 
species based on the NOBANIS Database (Waterford, Ireland, 1-2 June 2010); 

¶ EPPO/EEA 2nd International Workshop on invasive plants in the Mediterranean-type 
regions of the world (Trabzon, Turkey, 2-6 August 2010); 

¶ 6th NEOBIOTA Conference (Copenhagen, Denmark, 14-17 September 2010); 

¶ 10th Meeting of the CBD Conference of the Parties (Nagoya, Japan, 18-29 October 
2010). 

 
Work in progress on the draft Assessment was presented at EU Green Week (1-4 June 2010) 
and at the EU IAS Stakeholder Consultation (3 September 2010) which provided further 
opportunities for stakeholder input. 
 
Policy baseline (chapter 3): This covers existing and upcoming instruments and policies, with 
a particular focus on ongoing regime changes. Three aspects are considered for each EU 
instrument: objectives, IAS coverage and mechanisms/infrastructure. A cross-cutting 
analysis of MS frameworks highlights trends and best practices of specific relevance to EU 
Strategy development. The analysis is used to develop a matrix of vertical and cross-cutting 
elements to identify strengths of the current framework and remaining gaps, constraints 
and priorities  to be addressed through the Strategy.  
 
Strategy framework and components (chapters 4 and 5): Information from the baseline and 
study evidence base - including lessons learnt from IAS systems in third countries and other 
policy sectors - was used to develop proposals for the overall conceptual framework and 
individual components. Each section sets out contextual information and suggested general 
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approach, followed by comparative analysis of measures aligned with the four COM policy 
options. Where appropriate to content, an indication is given of the measure that in the 
ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ōŜǎǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ 
 
Costs and benefits of implementing the EU Strategy (chapter 6): The study team first 
identified the key measures / actions required to implement the Strategy components 
outlined in chapter 5. The assessment of possible costs associated with implementation was 
then developed based on existing information on the costs of these IAS measures / actions, 
both within and outside the EU. In addition, the most applicable examples of costs from 
parallel policy areas (e.g. the EU frameworks for plant health and wildlife trade) were 
chosen in several cases to illustrate the possible costs of different IAS measures in the EU 
context. A suggestive range of costs has been provided to illustrate possible different levels 
of investment in implementing the identified measures. Finally, some consideration was 
given to the possible distribution of costs over time between the EU, MS and other possible 
stakeholders. More detailed information on the developed cost estimates can be found in 
chapter 6. 
 
Different IAS measures can be taken within different timescales. Similarly, a varying level of 
investment / ambition can be used to implement these measures. Without a clearer 
indication of the timescale for and ambition of different measures it has not been possible 
to develop a comprehensive / very detailed overall aggregate estimate for the total (e.g. 
annual) costs of EU action on IAS, e.g. implementing the EU Strategy. However, an indicative 
assessment of the overall scale / level of costs for implementing the EU Strategy has been 
developed. 
 
For the EU / Europe-wide information and early warning system (IEWS), evidence was based 
on the estimates calculated and published in the EEA report (Genovesi et al. 2010), 
integrated with additional data and information collected through a questionnaire 
circulated among national representatives of the NOBANIS network as well as Spain, UK and 
other countries participating in the EPPO/EEA workshop in August 2010 (see above). This 
questionnaire was aimed at developing a detailed breakdown of the estimated level and 
distribution of incremental costs of administrative measures required for IEWS 
implementation. The results of these questionnaires can be found in Annex 4. 
 
 
Please note: the estimated costs of implementing the EU Strategy presented in chapter 6 do 
not correspond directly to the strategy components as outlined in chapter 5 but they are 
estimated for the key measures / actions required to implement the foreseen components.  
 
In addition, a number of the outlined measures for IAS are already taking place at the 
Member State level. For this reason, the costs presented in this report are the foreseen 
overall costs of a comprehensive future policy on IAS in the EU, rather than the incremental 
costs of the adoption and implementation of a EU IAS Strategy.  
 
 
With regard to the foreseen benefits associated with implementation of the EU Strategy, 
existing information on the benefits of IAS measures is relatively limited as this is a 
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comparatively new area of policy action. The consideration of benefits has therefore been 
carried out mainly based on insights on the costs of IAS impacts and the benefits of avoided 
impacts. 
 
Delivery mechanisms (chapter 7): This chapter considers non-legislative and legislative 
options to deliver the suggested components of the future EU Strategy in the light of the 
suggested Strategy goals and operational objectives. It then compares four possible types of 
architecture to support the future EU / Europe-wide information and early warning system, 
building on the feasibility study conducted for the EEA (Genovesi et al. 2010). 
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2 Rationale for an EU Strategy on Invasive Alien Species 
 
This chapter describes the drivers, impacts and predicted trends associated with IAS, 
including implications related to climate change (2.1), and the need for a coordinated 
response at EU level (2.2). It makes the socio-economic case for prioritising prevention (2.3) 
and outlines the backing from different European institutions for the development of an EU 
IAS Strategy (2.4). 
 

2.1 Description of the problem 

 
The importance of socio-economic factors as drivers of biological invasions is increasingly 
realised. A recent comprehensive study based on the DAISIE5 dataset (PyǑek et al. 2010) has 
shown that only national wealth and human population density are statistically significant 
predictors in driving biological invasions in Europe when analysed jointly with climate, 
geography and land cover. 
 
Our lifestyles thus lead to introductions of organisms beyond their natural range, both 
intentionally and by accidenǘΦ aŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨŀƭƛŜƴΩ όƴƻƴ-native) species underpin the 
primary production systems so important to European economies. They provide a range of 
employment opportunities and are also highly appreciated in society (e.g. ornamental 
plants, pet animals, exotic birds, game, fish for angling and aquaculture). Many of these do 
not spread and of the ones that do, most remain in human-influenced habitat.  
 
¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ ŀƭƛŜƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ όL!{ύ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƴŀǊǊƻǿŜǊ ǎŎƻǇŜΦ Lǘ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ subset of non-
native species whose introduction and/or spread threaten biological diversity (CBD Guiding 
Principles6) but is increasingly used more widely to include impacts to socio-economic 
interests7 (see 4.2 for a discussion of key terms).  
 
IAS are recognised as one of the five pressures directly driving biodiversity loss.8 The other 
four (habitat change, overexploitation, pollution and climate change) are already addressed 
by EU policies. Together with climate change, IAS are considered one of the most difficult 
biodiversity threats to reverse to normality.9   
 
IAS occur in all taxonomic groups, including animals, plants, fungi and micro-organisms, and 
affect all types of ecosystems. They can trigger wholesale ecosystem changes, disrupting 
ecosystem services crucial for livelihoods and impacting e.g. food security and access to 
water (Vilà et al. 2010). Inland water systems are particularly vulnerable while IAS 

                                                      
5 DAISIE (Delivering Alien Species Inventories for Europe (http://www.europe-aliens.org), supported under the Sixth EU Research 
Framework Programme. 
6 Guiding Principles for the prevention, introduction and mitigation of impacts of alien species that threaten ecosystems, habitats or 
species: Annex to CBD Decision VI/23, 2002 (http://www.cbd.int/decision/cop/?id=7197). 
7 e.g. DAISIE lists common ragweed, Ambrosia artemisiifolia, under the 100 worst IAS on the basis of health impacts without naming 
biodiversity effects.  
8 CBD (2001). Status, impacts and trends of alien species that threaten ecosystems, habitats and species. Available online at: 
http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/sbstta/sbstta-06/information/sbstta-06-inf-11-en.pdf .   
9 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005). Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Biodiversity Synthesis. World Resources Institute, 
Washington, DC. 

http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/sbstta/sbstta-06/information/sbstta-06-inf-11-en.pdf
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management in marine and coastal environments presents major challenges. On land, 
introductions of alien agricultural crops and trees can be an important factor in weakening 
the stability of agricultural and forestry habitats, making them even more vulnerable to 
outbreaks of pests. Horticultural plants that have become invasive in wetlands, fields and 
forests reduce the quality of wildlife habitat and forest regeneration. 
 
At the global level, IAS have been identified as a key factor in 54% of all known species 
extinctions documented in the IUCN Red List database and the only factor in 20% of 
extinctions.10 They are the second most important pressure on birds, impacting over half of 
species listed as critically endangered11, the third most severe threat to mammals12 and the 
fourth to amphibians.  
 
At the European level, over the period 1970-2007 the number of IAS grew by 76% (Butchart 
et al. 2010) with no indication of any reduction in this dramatic rate of increase. Some 
recent extinctions have been caused by the introduction of alien species e.g. Gasterosteus 
crenobiontus, extinct since the 1960s.13 {ƻƳŜ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ς such as 
the European mink Mustela lutreola or the Ruddy duck Oxjura leucocephala ς are affected 
by IAS. Of the 174 European species listed as critically endangered by the IUCN Red List, 65 
are in danger because of introduced species.  
 
According to a recent study focusing on changes of conservation status of endangered 
species included in the IUCN Red List (McGeoch et al. 2010), the overall impact of IAS 
pressure in driving declines in species diversity is apparently increasing. Although the policy 
response trend has been positive for the last several decades, this has not been sufficient 
and/or adequately implemented to reduce biodiversity impact. The same study documents 
how conservation measures (e.g. IAS control or eradication) can lead some endangered 
species to improve their status, showing that early warning is the key to implement 
concrete and effective conservation measures. 
 
These risks and impacts are, in part, a cost of the way society has chosen to organise its 
trade. Globalisation ς opening new trade routes, increasing trade with new partners and 
new commercial products, expanding tourism ς increases opportunities for potential IAS to 
be moved between continents and into, within and from the EU. For example, more than 
90% of world trade is carried by sea and by 2018, the world fleet could increase by nearly 
25% with volumes nearly doubling compared to 2008. Subject to the current economic 
crisis, EU maritime transport is predicted to grow from 3.8 billion tonnes in 2006 to 5.3 
billion tonnes in 2018. 40% of intra-European freight is already carried by short-sea shipping 
and over 400 million sea passengers pass through European ports each year.14 
 

                                                      
10 Clavero, M., & Garcia-Berthou, E. (2005). Invasive species are a leading cause of animal extinctions. Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 20, 
110. 
11 .ƛǊŘ[ƛŦŜ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ нллуōΦ {ǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ōƛǊŘǎΦ /ŀƳōǊƛŘƎŜΥ .ƛǊŘ[ƛŦŜ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΦ 
12 Hilton-¢ŀȅƭƻǊΣ /ΦΣ tƻƭƭƻŎƪΣ /ΦΣ /ƘŀƴǎƻƴΣ WΦΣ .ǳǘŎƘŀǊǘΣ {Φ IΦ aΦΣ hƭŘŦƛŜƭŘΣ ¢Φ ŀƴŘ YŀǘŀǊƛȅŀΣ  ±Φ нллфΦ {ǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ Pp 15ς42 
in: J.-C. Vié, C. Hilton-Taylor and S. N. Stuart (eds). The 2008 review of the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. 
13 Freyhof, J. & Kottelat, M. 2008. Gasterosteus crenobiontus. In: IUCN 2010. IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2010.3. 
<www.iucnredlist.org>. Downloaded on 13 October 2010. 
14 100,000 vessels of 500 dwt and more compared to 77,500 vessels in 2008: total capacity is expected to reach more than 2,100 million 
dwt in 2018 (up from 1,156 million dwt in 2008). Source: OPTIMAR Study, LR Fairplay Research Ltd & Partners (September 2008). 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/
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Figure 2-1 provides a useful classification, developed through the EU-funded project ALARM 
(Assessing LArge-scale environmental Risks for biodiversity with tested Methods), to assess 
IAS risks associated with specific pathways.  

 
Figure 2-1 Pathways for initial introduction of alien species into a region  

 

 
 

Source: adapted from Hulme et al. 2008 
 

The challenge is to identify which pathways and which species present the highest risks and 
to develop efficient and timely responses. There are many uncertainties in this field but we 
know that the likelihood of invasions is determined by: 

¶ the invasiveness of species: this depends on organism properties (species or genotype 
traits), resource flows (trade, transport and travel) and measures to detect and 
intercept introduced species; 

¶ the invasibility of habitats: this depends on climatic and environmental conditions in 
the host system but also on the degree of habitat disturbance and fragmentation and 
simplification; and 

¶ the ease of introduction: factors that influence vulnerability include openness of an 
economy, composition of trade flows, the effectiveness of its regulatory regimes and 
the importance of agriculture, forestry or tourism (Perrings 2007; Perrings et al. 
2010). 
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Environmental degradation caused by pollution, habitat loss and land use change already 
creates favourable conditions for some introduced species to establish and spread. Extreme 
weather events, eutrophication and abandonment of land use can further disrupt the local 
environment and increase opportunities for biological invasions.  
 
In addition, climate change impacts such as warming temperatures and changes in CO2 

concentrations, whilst difficult to predict with certainty, are considered likely to alter 
sǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǳƴŀƛŘŜŘ ǇŀǘƘǿŀȅǎ ŦƻǊ ŘƛǎǇŜǊǎŀƭ ōȅ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ŦƻǊΥ 

¶ species translocated to regions nearby their natural range to establish populations; 

¶ alien species that are currently benign to become invasive for the first time; 

¶ already-invasive alien species to increase their range further ς or to become less of a 
threat (Capdevila-Argüelles and Zilletti 2008, Walther et al. 2009).  

 
Climate change has been suggested as a primary driver of alien species range expansions 
into higher latitudes in Europe.15 For example, as seawater gets warmer, alien species that 
were formerly unable to establish may now be able to do so (see Box 2-1). 
 
Box 2-1 Implications of climate change for IAS: example of the Pacific oyster16  

The Pacific oyster, Crassostrea gigas, established on natural shores in western Europe following its intentional 
introduction in the 1970s. It requires water temperatures of 18-23°C over a prolonged period to successfully 
recruit (Mann 1979; Utting and Spencer 1992). Recruitment first occurred near oyster farms in the UK after the 
unusually warm summers of 1989 and 1990 (Spencer et al. 1994). In the Wadden Sea, mean monthly sea 
temperatures showed increased deviations of 1-3°C from long-term means during the summers of 1994, 1997, 
2001, 2002 and 2003 (Diederich et al. 2005), consistent with observed higher European shelf sea 
temperatures. Enhanced spatfall was observed in Schleswig-Holstein during these periods and may have 
contributed to an increased spread of feral populations of C. gigas in the Danish Wadden Sea (Nehls and 
Büttger 2007). Similar invasions of natural habitats have taken place along the Atlantic coastline of Europe up 
to Scandinavia as temperatures warmed sufficiently to enable successful recruitment (ICES 2009, Wrange et al. 
2010).  
 

  
The combined interaction of these two drivers of global biodiversity loss ς climate change 
and IAS - poses challenges to policies for ecosystem-based adaptation (Burgiel and Muir 
2010) and has direct implications for the economy and society. Climate change could 
increase the spread of serious infectious vector-borne diseases, including zoonoses 
(diseases transmitted from animals to humans), threaten animal wellbeing and impact plant 
health by favouring new or migrant harmful organisms which could adversely affect trade in 

                                                      
15 Pederson, J., Mieszkowska, N., Carlton, J., Gollasch, S., Jelmert, A., Minchin, D., Occhipinti-Ambrogi, A. and Wallentinus, I. (2010 in 
prep.). Climate Change and Non-Native Species in the North Atlantic. Future ICES publication related to work of ICES WGITMO. 
16 Mann, R., 1979. Some biochemical and physiological aspects of growth and gametogenesis in Crassostrea gigas (Thunberg) and Ostrea 
edulis L. grown at sustained elevated temperatures. Journal of the Marine Biological Association of the  U. K. 59, 95ς110; Utting, S.D. and 
Spencer, B.E., 1992. Introductions of marine bivalve molluscs into the United Kingdom for commercial culture ς case histories. ICES Marine 
Science Symposia, 194: 84-91; Spencer, B. E., Edwards, D.B., Kaiser, M. J., and Richardson, C. A. 1994. Spatfalls of the non-native Pacific 
oyster, Crassostrea gigas, in British waters. Aquatic Conservation and Freshwater Ecosystems, 4: 203-217; Diederich, S., Nehls, G., 
Beusekom, J. E. E., and Reise, K. 2005. Introduced Pacific oysters (Crassostrea gigas) in the northern Wadden Sea: Invasion accelerated by 
warm summers? Helgoländer Marine Research, 59: 97-106; Nehls, G., and Büttger, H. 2007. Spread of the Pacific Oyster Crassostrea gigas 
in the Wadden Sea: causes and consequences of a successful invasion. Husum, BioConsult SH on behalf of The Common Wadden Sea 
Secretariat, Wilhelmshaven, 55 pp.; ICES. 2009. Alien Species Alert: Crassostrea gigas (Pacific Oyster). In: ICES Cooperative Research 
Report 299: 1-42. Ed. by L. Miossec, R. M. LeDeuff, P. Goulletquer; Wrange, A-L., Valero, J., Harkestad, L. S., Strand, Ø., Lindgegarth, S., 
Christensen, H. T., Dolmer, P.,Kristensen, P. S., and Mortensen, S.  2010. Massive settlements of the Pacific oyster, Crassostrea gigas, in 
Scandinavia. Biological Invasions, 12: 1145-1152. 
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animals, plants and their products.17 An FAO report on climate change and forestry-related 
studies indicates that the risk of outbreaks of harmful biotic agents has increased and is 
expected to increase further (Moore and Allard 2008).  
 
A flexible approach based on best available scientific information is critical to identify risks 
and respond efficiently. The next section considers the need for action in the EU context. 
 

2.2 The need for a coordinated EU response 

 
During the last decade international trade has been growing at around an average 12 per 
cent / year.18 Over the same period, annual growth in GDP for EU-27 has been around 1.3 ς 
3.9 per cent.19 EU-27 currently accounts for 19 per cent of world imports and exports20 and 
ǿƛǘƘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ рлл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŦǊŜŜ ǘǊŀŘŜ ōƭƻŎΦ  
 
DAISIE research indicates a strong correlation between economies and the rate of 
introductions of new species ς both into the EU and between different parts of EU territory.  
 
In Europe as a whole, the rate of new introductions has risen steadily in recent decades and 
is still increasing for all taxonomic groups except mammals. The cumulative number of alien 
species is increasing for all groups including mammals, with one new alien mammal 
introduced per year (see Figure 2-нύΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ 
environment (see Figure 2-3).  
 
Figure 2-2 Temporal trends in terrestrial aliens in Europe 

 

 
 

Source: DAISIE data, presented in Hulme et al. 2010 

                                                      
17 {ŜŜ ŜΦƎΦ ²ƘƛǘŜ tŀǇŜǊ ΨAdapting to climate change in Europe ς options for EU actionΩ ό/ha όнллфύ мпт ŦƛƴŀƭΣ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 
Commission on 1 April 2009). 
18 A conservative estimate based on the WTO 2009 trade statistics, excluding the impacts of the 2008 ς 2010 financial crises 
http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/its2009_e/its09_world_trade_dev_e.pdf.   
19 Eurostat - growth rate of GDP volume, excluding the impacts of the 2008 ς 2010 financial crises: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tsieb020   
20 http://ec.europa.eu/trade/about/introduction-to-trade/ , accessed 26 July 2010. 

http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/its2009_e/its09_world_trade_dev_e.pdf
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tsieb020
http://ec.europa.eu/trade/about/introduction-to-trade/
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Figure 2-3 Temporal trends in marine aliens in Europe 

 
 

Source: DAISIE data, presented in Hulme et al. 2010 

  
L!{ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴŜƴǘŀƭ ƭŀƴŘƳŀǎǎΣ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŀǎ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǎŎŀƭŜǎΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 
characteristics that call for a coordinated EU response include: 

¶ its open and expanding economy. The EU plays a central role on the global market. It 
has a high number of entry points, extensive porous borders and rapidly diversifying 
markets (e.g. for aquaculture, biofuels, bonsai plants) which increase demand for 
alien species. As trade and transport expands, newer MS and candidate countries may 
expect increasing inflow of IAS.21 The EU is also a major exporter and is thus a source 
of potential IAS through commodity and other pathways to other parts of the world; 

¶ its size and biogeographic variations. EU-27 encompasses very different 
biogeographic and climatic zones which need to be managed at the appropriate scale;  

¶ ƛǘǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛǎƭŀƴŘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎ ŜƭǎǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
world, have suffered disportionately from biological invasions. 11-12 per cent of 
globally threatened species occurring in the European region are already harmed by 
IAS, many native to isolated islands.22 IAS have been found to threaten endemic and 
ŜƴŘŀƴƎŜǊŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǎŜŀōƛǊŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŀǊŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǎŜǾŜƴ 
Outermost Regions (ORs)23 and 21 Overseas Countries and Territories (OCTs)24 (RSPB 
2007, Silva et al. 2008, Soubeyran 2008). These islands are also more vulnerable to 

                                                      
21 e.g. the Cold War may have limited the introduction of exotic birds into formerly isolated countries of the Eastern European bloc, due 
to restrictions on movement and trade with other parts of the world (Chiron et al. 2009). The gradient found for e.g. invertebrates in the 
DAISIE data points to a similar conclusion (Roques 2010).  
22 Small island states are typically more dependent on imports as a share of GDP than continental countries: a study by Dalmazzone 
(2000) found an average of 43 per cent for islands as against 27 percent for continental countries. 
23 French Guiana, Guadeloupe, Martinique and Réunion Island (France); Azores, Madeira (Portugal); Canary Islands (Spain). 
24 Greenland (Denmark); French Polynesia, French Southern and Antarctic Lands, Mayotte, New Caledonia, Saint-Pierre and Miquelon, 
Wallis and Futuna (France); Aruba, Netherlands Antilles, (Netherlands); Ascension Island, British Antarctic Territory, British Indian Ocean 
Territory, British Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, Falkland Islands, Montserrat, Pitcairn Islands, Saint Helena, Tristan da Cunha, South 
Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands, Turks and Caïcos Islands (UK). 
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introduced marine pests. The EU has recognised that effective action in these 
biodiversity-rich territories is vital to its credibility.25 

 

2.3 The socio-economic case for prevention in the EU 

 

In monetary terms, we know that lost output due to IAS, health impacts and expenditure to 
repair IAS damage has already cost EU stakeholders at least 12 billion EUR / year over the 
past 20 years, of which costs identified for key economic sectors have been estimated at 
over 6 billion EUR / year (Kettunen et al. 2009) (see chapter 6 for more information). 
 
We also know that these figures are significant under-estimates. Information on ecological 
and economic impacts is only available for about 10 per cent of the nearly 11,000 alien 
species already present in Europe (Vilà et al. 2009). It is scarce for key sectors like fisheries 
and forests and almost non-existent for tourism (Kettunen et al. 2009).   
 
In some cases IAS may have positive impacts, sometimes giving rise to conflicts of interest.26 
However, these are generally outweighed by documented negative impacts to: 

¶ the economy and local livelihoods e.g. lost yield, reduced water availability, land 
degradation, erosion;  

¶ public health and wellbeing e.g. allergies, skin problems, transmission of human 
diseases such as Chikungunya and salmonellosis, introduction of potentially 
dangerous animals such as poisonous snakes; 

¶ biodiversity e.g. extinction or displacement of species at the species and the genetic 
level through competition, transmission of diseases or hybridization; and/or 
alteration and threats to habitats and ecosystems;  

¶ ecosystem services e.g. water quality and retention, destabilisation of river banks, 
erosion, changed nutrient cycles leading to changed food chains and/or disruption of 
plant-pollinator interactions.       

 
In a sectoral context, the EU has not yet suffered from EU-wide infestations of IAS in forest 
ecosystems (e.g. forest pests). However, as the recent efforts needed to contain pinewood 
nematode in Portugal show, with no comprehensive and effective EU-wide system in place 
it seems only a matter of time before such occurrences / infestations of IAS become a 
common phenomenon in Europe. The socio-economic costs of such invasions to the forestry 
sector can be significant. For example, Canada's annual timber losses due to IAS are 
estimated at 61 million m3, which is equivalent to CND$ 720 million / year (~540 million EUR 
/ year) in financial losses to stumpage, royalties and rent revenues.27 The  cost of the 
damage caused by IAS affecting forestry and agriculture in Canada has been estimated to be 
CND$7.5 billion annually (5.6 billion EUR).28  

                                                      
25 Communication on Biodiversity: Halting the Loss of Biodiversity by 2010 ς and beyond (COM (2006) 216 Final). 
26 ŜΦƎΦ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ ƻȅǎǘŜǊǎ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊΩ ǘƻ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǎŜ ōŜŀches but make them less attractive/accessible to tourists. 
27 Kremar-Nozic, E., Wilson, B. and Arthur, L. 2000. The potential impacts of exotic forest pests in North America: a synthesis of research. 
Canadian Forest Service Information Report BC-X-387. 35 pp. 
28 Marcel Dawson. 2002. Plant Quarantine: Preventing the introduction and spread of alien species harmful to plants, pages 243-252 in 
Alien Invaders in Canada's Waters, Wetlands, and Forests. Canadian Forest Service, Natural Resources Canada. 
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The case for preventive policy action at the EU level to tackle these future threats rests on 
strong foundations: the exponential growth in current and predicted introductions, the scale 
of IAS-related costs and damage and the technical constraints of taking effective control 
action once a species has become widespread. Existing evidence comparing the costs of 
policy action versus inaction (e.g. as discussed in Shine et al. 2009b and in chapter 6 below) 
shows that inaction or delayed action leads to more serious impacts, costs more to the EU 
ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŀƳŀƎŜǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ.  
 
However, IAS have low visibility in the EU. In a 2010 survey commissioned by DG ENV on 
Attitudes of Europeans towards the issue of biodiversity, only 3 per cent of respondents 
selected IAS as the most important threat to biodiversity29, a very small increase on the 
previous 2007 survey (see Figure 2-4). The range across individual MS went from 1 per cent 
(Portugal) to 5 per cent (Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Ireland and The Netherlands).    
 
Figure 2-4 Survey results on attitudes of Europeans towards threats to biodiversity 

  
 

Source: Flash Eurobarometer 290 (Gallup Organisation 2010) 

 
 

2.4 The mandate from EU institutions 

 

                                                      
29 Note that respondents were asked to select only one of the threats from a given list.  
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In 2006, EU institutions committed to develop an EU strategy to substantially reduce the 
impacts of IAS and alien genotypes and to establish an early warning system.30 They 
supported alignment of the future Strategy with the CBD Guiding Principles, taking account 
of the European Strategy for Invasive Alien Species developed under the pan-European Bern 
Convention (Genovesi and Shine 2004).  
 
In 2008, as noted in 1.1, the Commission issued a Communication outlining four policy 
options for further consideration. The Committee of the Regions and the European 
Economic and Social Council, in their responses, supported the development of dedicated 
legislation and emphasised the need for urgent and immediate action.31 
 
In 2009, the Environment Council32 called for an effective Strategy to fill existing gaps at EU 
level and establish a comprehensive EU IAS framework in a proportionate and cost-effective 
manner, based on strategic cooperation at EU and MS level. It should, in particular:  

¶ cover i) prevention, including trade-related aspects, and information exchange, ii) 
early detection, warning and rapid response, including prevention of spread and 
eradication, iii) monitoring, control and long-term containment, and iv) restoration of 
biodiversity affected by IAS as far as feasible (§33); 

¶ take into account the biogeographic approach and the specific circumstances of 
islands and ultra-peripheral regions (§34); and 

¶ provide for the establishment and maintenance of a comprehensive inventory of IAS 
and common standards for risk assessment processes (§35). 

 
The Council also stressed the need for the Commission and MS to: 

¶ jointly develop an appropriate information system for early warning and rapid 
response and improve cooperation on biosecurity and control measures within and 
beyond the EU (§37); 

¶ integrate IAS considerations into relevant EU and national policies, in particular trade, 
agricultural, forestry, aquaculture, transport and tourism policies, with a view to 
preventing the threats caused by IAS (§38); 

¶ address unintentional introductions of IAS, particularly in marine ecosystems (§39); 
and 

¶ note the importance of adequate financing for all aspects of IAS activities and 
increase public and sectoral awareness, responsibility and education, and ensuring 
public participation and involvement (§40). 

 

                                                      
30 Communication on Halting the Loss of Biodiversity by 2010 and Beyond (COM(2006)216) and Action Plan (SEC(2006)621); Council 
Conclusions of 18 December 2006 and of 3 March 2008; European Parliament Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food 
Safety (Report of 28 March 2007); Opinion of the Committee of the Regions of 6 December 2006; Opinion of the European Economic and 
Social Committee of 15 February 2007. 
31 Opinion of the Committee of the Regions on A New Impetus for Halting Biodiversity Loss (DEVE-IV-039, 80th Plenary Session, 17-18 June 
2009); OpinionΟof the European Economic and Social Committee on the Communication ς Towards an EU strategy on invasive species 
(NAT/433 Invasive Species dated 11 June 2009). 
32 Council Conclusions on a mid-term assessment of implementing the EU Biodiversity Action Plan and Towards an EU Strategy on Invasive 
Alien Species (2953rd Environment Council meeting,  25 June 2009).  
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In 201033, the Council identified the lack of additional efficiently-targeted instruments to 
tackle specific problems such as IAS as one of the reasons for not achieving the EU 2010 
biodiversity target. It agreed: 

¶ a long-term vision that by 2050 EU biodiversity and ecosystem services are protected, 
valued and appropriately restored for biodiversity's intrinsic value and for their 
essential contribution to human wellbeing and economic prosperity, and so that 
catastrophic changes caused by the loss of biodiversity are avoided; 

¶ the EU headline target of halting the loss of biodiversity and the degradation of 
ecosystem services by 2020, and restoring them in so far as feasible, while stepping 
up the EU contribution to averting global biodiversity loss. 

 
Lǘ ƛǎ ŜƴǾƛǎŀƎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ post-2010 Biodiversity Strategy - to be submitted by the 
Commission after the tenth meeting of the CBD Conference of the Parties (Nagoya, October 
2010) - will set sub-targets for different driving forces and pressures, including IAS. The 
expected aim is to ensure integration of these sub-targets into relevant internal and 
external EU sectoral policies and promote the use of best practices and the use of flexible 
approaches in line with existing legislation.  

                                                      
33 Council Conclusions on Biodiversity: Post-2010 EU and global vision and targets and international ABS regime (15 March 2010), building 
on the Communication Options for an EU vision and target for biodiversity beyond 2010 (COM(2010) 4 final, adopted 19 January 2010). 
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3 Evaluation of the policy baseline 
 

This chapter provides an overview of the complex IAS policy framework to assess how far 
the baseline meets the mandate for action from EU institutions (see 2.4) and identify key 
issues and constraints to be addressed through the EU IAS Strategy. Further background 
information is available in an earlier study for the Commission.34   
 
Specific sections cover: 

¶ the most relevant trends in the international IAS policy framework (3.1); 

¶ IAS coverage under key EU instruments and financial mechanisms (3.2);  

¶ coherence with other EU objectives and policies (3.3);  

¶ relevant rulings from the European Court of Justice (3.4);  

¶ the current state of play and trends in MS frameworks (3.5); 

¶ major voluntary initiatives (3.6);   

¶ overall conclusions on the policy baseline (3.7). 
 

3.1 International trends relevant to EU action on IAS  

 
The CBD provides the overarching framework for action to prevent or minimise IAS impacts 
to EU biodiversity35 and recognises IAS as a cross-cutting issue affecting all programme 
ŀǊŜŀǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 9¦ Ƙŀǎ ŜƴŘƻǊǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǘƘǊŜŜ ǎǘŀƎŜ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘȅΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /.5 DǳƛŘƛƴƎ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
prevention of unwanted introductions is the most cost-effective, efficient and least 
environmentally damaging approach, followed by eradication where feasible or long-term 
containment/control. 
 
In 2009, the G-8 Summit of Environment Ministers adopted the Carta di Siracusa on 
Biodiversity which called for:  

¶ developing and strengthening actions to prevent and control IAS, taking into 
consideration the high costs of coping with existing invasions and their strong impact 
on biodiversity and ecosystem services; 

¶ early warning and rapid response to be considered a priority action.36  
 
In October 2010, CBD Parties approved the following IAS target under the CBD Strategic Plan 
2011-2020: ΨBy 2020, invasive alien species and pathways are identified and prioritised, 

                                                      
34 Shine et al 2008 (updated 2009). Annexes 1-4 respectively cover the global and regional policy framework, EU instruments and policies, 
MS policy and technical frameworks and selected third countries with complex jurisdictions (see 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/docs/Shine2008_IAS%20Task%202_Annexes%201-5.pdf) . 
35 Article 8(h) mandates each Contracting Party, as far as possible and as appropriate, to prevent the introduction of, control or eradicate 
those alien species which threaten ecosystems, habitats or species. 
36  Text available at http:// www.cbd.int/doc/g8/g8-2009-04-23-chair-summary-en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/docs/Shine2008_IAS%20Task%202_Annexes%201-5.pdf
http://www.cbd.int/doc/g8/g8-2009-04-23-chair-summary-en.pdf
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priority species are controlled or eradicated, and measures are in place to manage 
ǇŀǘƘǿŀȅǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘΩΦ They also adopted a dedicated 
Decision on Invasive Alien Species and addressed IAS through a range of other decisions, 
notably on biofuels and on agricultural biodiversity.37 Key elements are addressed in 
appropriate sections of this report. 
 
¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨL!{Ω ƛǎ ōǊƻŀŘ enough to encompass alien pests and diseases of plants and animals. 
In the field of animal and plant health, EU frameworks seek progressive convergence with 
international standards developed by the World Organization for Animal Health (OIE) and 
the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC). OIE and IPPC are recognised as 
standard-setting bodies within the framework of the World Trade Organization Agreement 
on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (WTO-SPS Agreement). No 
environmental organisation has equivalent WTO recognition for standard-setting.  
 
The OIE maintains Animal Health Codes and early warning systems to prevent the spread of 
notifiable diseases pathogenic to animals and humans through international trade in 
animals and to promote animal welfare. Its primary focus is on livestock pathogens but 
some recent listings concern diseases affecting native wildlife. In 2008, two amphibian 
pathogens38 - spread through international transportation of amphibians for food, biological 
supply, pets, zoos and conservation initiatives - were listed in the Aquatic Animal Health 
Code because of their severe impacts on the health of populations in the wild.  
 
¢ƘŜ hL9Ωǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƛƴǾŀǎƛƻƴ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ǘƻ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛth 
live animals moving in e.g. the pet and aquaria trade. In 2010, however, two issues of the 
OIE Scientific and Technical Review were devoted to invasive species.39 In 2011, the OIE will 
Ƙƻǎǘ ŀ Dƭƻōŀƭ /ƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ΨAnimal Health and Biodiversity ς Preparing for the 
FutureΩ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
wildlife/domestic animal and human ecosystems interface.40 
 
The IPPC applies primarily to quarantine plant pests in international trade and aims to 
prevent spread and introduction of pests of plants and plant products through sanitary and 
ǇƘȅǘƻǎŀƴƛǘŀǊȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΦ tŜǎǘ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ Ψŀƴȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ ǎǘǊŀƛƴ ƻǊ ōƛƻǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴǘΣ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ƻǊ 
ǇŀǘƘƻƎŜƴƛŎ ŀƎŜƴǘΣ ƛƴƧǳǊƛƻǳǎ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ƻǊ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΩΥ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ōǊƻŀŘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ Ŏover IAS 
that pose a direct or indirect threat to plants in the unmanaged environment. The IPPC 
Commission on Phytosanitary Measures adopts International Standards for Phytosanitary 
Measures (ISPMs) to harmonise national measures but decision making is decentralised to 
country level. IPPC and CBD cooperate formally on IAS as they affect biodiversity. Recent 
IPPC activities have addressed e.g. consideration of environmental risks during pest risk 
analysis (PRA), explicit consideration of biodiversity when developing or revising standards 
and development of new standards to address a broader range of pathway and vector risks.    
 

                                                      
37 Advanced unedited versions of all decisions adopted at the tenth meeting of the CBD Conference of the Parties (Nagoya, Japan, 18-29 
October 2010) available at http://www.cbd.int/nagoya/outcomes/   
38 Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis, a type of the chytrid fungus, and Ranavirus, a group of nucleocytoplasmic DNA-virus. In some regions 
it is estimated that 50% of amphibian species and 80% of individuals disappear within 6 months of disease introduction (Lips et al. 2006). 
39 Pastoret, P-P. and Moutou, F. (2010a and 2010b). Part 1 covers General aspects and biodiversity. Part 2 covers concrete examples, with 
ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ƻƴ Ψ²Ƙȅ ƻǿƴ ŀƴ ŜȄƻǘƛŎ ǇŜǘΚΩΣ ǿǊƛtten from a veterinary perspective.  
40 23-25 February  2011, Paris, France (http://www.oie.int/eng/A_WILDCONF/Intro.htm). 

http://www.cbd.int/nagoya/outcomes/
http://www.oie.int/eng/A_WILDCONF/Intro.htm
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The European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization (EPPO) is an IPPC regional 
organisation and develops regional phytosanitary measures. The EU attends its meetings as 
an observer. EPPO has developed a dedicated work programme and expert panel for 
invasive alien plants.  
 
On transport vectors for IAS, the International Maritime Organization (IMO) International 
Convention for ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {ƘƛǇǎΩ .ŀƭƭŀǎǘ ²ŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ {ŜŘƛƳŜƴǘǎ нллп 
(BWM Convention) is expected by the authors of this report to enter into force by 2013. By 
October 2010 four MS (France, The Netherlands, Spain and Sweden) and two neighbouring 
third countries (Croatia, Norway) had ratified the BWM Convention. The IMO has also 
established a working group to address bio-ŦƻǳƭƛƴƎ όǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ǎƘƛǇǎΩ ƘǳƭƭǎύΦ  
 
In contrast, there has been little progress on addressing aviation vectors. The International 
Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) Secretariat drafted Guidelines for preventing the transport 
and introduction of invasive alien species by air in 2008 but has not had sufficient funds to 
test these in a field trial. 
 
Despite this progress, existing international standards and regulatory frameworks still do 
not cover several key pathways for IAS spread.41 In 2010, the CBD Secretariat convened the 
first meeting of the Inter-agency Liaison Group on invasive alien species42 to discuss options 
to expand species coverage under relevant organisations and explore additional means to 
address IAS relevant to international trade in CITES-listed species and others.  
 
At COP10, CBD Parties agreed to establish an Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group to suggest 
ways and means (including provision of scientific and technical information, advice and 
guidance) on the possible development of standards by appropriate bodies that can be used 
at an international level to: 

¶ avoid spread of IAS that current international standards do not cover; 

¶ address the identified gaps; and  

¶ prevent the impacts and minimize the risks associated with the introduction of IAS as 
pets, aquarium and terrarium species, as live bait and live food.  

 
The Government of Spain will provide financial assistance for the organisation of the Expert 
Group.43    
 
 
 

                                                      
41 At global level, these gaps include conveyances; mariculture and aquaculture; marine bio-fouling; civil air transport; military activities; 
emergency relief, aid and response; international development assistance; scientific research; tourism; pets, aquarium species, live bait, 
live food and plant seeds; biocontrol agents; ex situ animal breeding; and inter-basin water transfer and navigational canals (list adapted 
from Report of Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Gaps and Inconsistencies in the International Regulatory Framework in Relation to 
Invasive Alien Species (UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/11/INF/4).  
42 Building on CBD Decision IX/4 A§3 (2008). Meeting attended by OIE, IPPC, UN Food and Agriculture Organization Committee on 
Fisheries, CITES,  IMO, WTO-SPS Committee, IUCN and the Global Invasive Species Programme (Paris, 17-18 June 2010).  
43 See 37.   
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3.2 Key EU instruments and ongoing developments  

 
Three aspects are summarised for each instrument, taking account of ongoing changes:  

¶ objectives;  

¶ IAS coverage (definitions and key terms are discussed in detail in 4.2);  

¶ mechanisms and supporting infrastructure.  
 

3.2.1 Animal health regime  
 
Objectives: The EU Animal Health Strategy and Action Plan44 (EC 2007a) focuses on 
prevention and an integrated approach to animal health and welfare. It aims to establish a 
modernised single regulatory framework to replace the current interrelated policy actions45, 
converge as far as possible with international recommendations, standards and guidelines46 
and adjust the incentive structure through a harmonised EU framework for responsibility- 
and cost-sharing. Its pillars of action support risk-based prioritisation of EU interventions; 
improved border and on-farm biosecurity; and improved science, innovation and research.   
 
IAS coverage: The Strategy covers the health of all animals in the EU (food, farming, sport, 
pets, entertainment, zoos) and applies to wild animals and animals in research where there 
is a risk of them transmitting disease to other animals or to humans (zoonoses). Reflecting 
the OIE mandate (see 3.1), it does not address environmental risks associated with the 
import, release and/or escape of alien animals. However, the framework contributes to IAS 
prevention by providing a basis to regulate import and intra-EU movement of animals that 
are vectors of diseases that could affect native biodiversity. For example: 

¶ the EU-wide ban on import of wild birds47 was adopted to prevent transmission of 
avian flu, following evaluation of a risk assessment by the European Food Safety 
Authority (EFSA) and resulted in 2 million fewer birds being imported each year. It 
sets conditions for approved breeding facilities, certification, marking, transport, 
quarantine and monitoring. However, import restrictions do not apply to captive-bred 
species reared or kept in captivity for breeding or re-stocking supplies of game; birds 
imported for approved conservation programmes; pets accompanying their owner; or 
birds imported for zoos or experiments; 

¶ in 2003, following a monkey pox infection in parts of the US linked to contamination 
of wild prairie dogs via contact with alien rodents imported from the African rain 

                                                      
44 Communication laying down the Action Plan for the implementation of the EU Animal Health Strategy for 2007-2013 (COM(2008) 545 
final adopted on 10 September 2008). 
45 Addressing e.g. intra-EU trade, imports, animal disease control, animal nutrition and animal welfare. Current  instruments include both 
general legislation (Council Directive 92/65/EEC of 13 July 1992 laying down animal health requirements governing trade in and imports 
into the Community of animals, semen, ova and embryos not subject to animal health requirements laid down in specific Community rules 
referred to in Annex A (I) to Directive 90/425/EEC, as amended) and species-specific instruments (e.g. Commission Decision 2006/656/EC 
of 20 September 2006 laying down the animal health conditions and certification requirements for imports of fish for ornamental 
purposes). 
46 Adopted by OIE and by Codex Alimentarius, the international food safety organisation recognised for standard-setting purposes under 
the WTO-SPS Agreement. 
47 Commission Regulation (EC) No 318/2007 of 23 March 2007 laying down animal health conditions for imports of certain birds into the 
Community and the quarantine conditions thereof.  
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forest zone where the disease is endemic, the EU banned the import of prairie dogs 
from the US and the affected rodent species from sub-Saharan Africa.48 

 
Mechanisms/infrastructure: Under veterinary legislative requirements for import into or 
transit through the EU49, all live animals and specified products of animal origin must be 
presented at approved Border Inspection Posts (BIPs)50 to undergo veterinary import 
controls prior to entry or transit. Prior notification is required prior to their arrival at the BIP. 
All consignments must undergo documentary and identity checks before clearance for 
animal and public health purposes, and be issued with a Common Veterinary Entry 
Document (CVED) to accompany them to place of destination. Details must be entered into 
the pan-European Trade Control and Expert System (TRACES) network which notifies, 
certifies and monitors animal imports, exports and intra-EU trade.  
 
Harmonised EU rules are in place to facilitate non-commercial movement into and within 
the EU of certain pet animals (currently dogs, cats and ferrets), subject to proof of 
compliance with vaccination and other requirements.51 This legislation applies without 
prejudice to the EU Wildlife Trade Regulation used to implement CITES (see 3.2.3).52  
 
With regard to early warning and rapid response (see 5.3), the EU framework provides for 
reporting of detected listed diseases via the Animal Disease Notification System53, diagnosis 
through a network of approved reference laboratories and disease control, eradication and 
monitoring.  
 
EU co-financing to reduce cost of disease spread and minimise barriers to intra-EU trade is 
available for specific veterinary measures (e.g. emergency measures, contribution to 
national schemes for eradication of certain diseases, technical and scientific measures), 

inspection measures and programmes for disease eradication and monitoring.54 An EU 
Veterinary Emergency Team was established in 200755 and includes experts in veterinary 
sciences, virology, wildlife, laboratory testing, risk management and other relevant areas. 
The Commission selects ad hoc team members when an MS or third country requests 
assistance during an animal health emergency. 

                                                      
48 Summary Record of the Standing Committee on the Food Chain and Animal Health (Section Animal Health and Welfare) (Brussels, 13 
June 2003) (http://ec.europa.eu/food/committees/regulatory/scfcah/animal_health/summary21_en.pdf). Emerging infectious diseases 
transmissible to humans may be considered by the EU Committee of Experts on Rare Diseases, established under Commission Decision 
2009/872/EC of 30 November 2009. 
49 For live animals, Council Directive 91/496/EEC of 15 July 1991 laying down the principles governing the organisation of veterinary 
checks on animals entering the Community from third countries and amending Directives 89/662/EEC, 90/425/EEC and 90/675/EEC (OJ L 
268, 24.9.1991, p.56) ; for animal products, Council Directive 97/78/EC laying down principles governing the organisation of veterinary 
checks on products entering the Community from third countries, OJ L 24, 30.01.1998, p. 9. 
50 For the list of approved BIPs see http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/bips/index_en.htm  
51 See http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/liveanimals/pets/index_en.htm and Regulation (EC) No 998/2003 of 26 May 2003 on the animal 
health requirements applicable to the non-commercial movement of pet animals and amending Council Directive 92/65/EEC, currently 
under review (report available at http://eur -lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/com/2007/com2007_0578en01.pdf .  
52 See General Guidance for CITES Entry Points and EU Border Inspection Posts (BIPs) on procedures applying to import/transit to the 
Community of live animals and their products (DG SANCO document D3/MG D(2009)430493.1 dated 7 August 2009: 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/bips/docs/gen_guidance_CITES_EU_BIPS_en.pdf  
53 This is a management tool to ensure immediate access to information about contagious animal disease outbreaks and ensure that 
trade in live animals and products is not unncecessarily disrupted (see Council Directive 82/894/EEC as last amended by Commission 
Decision 2008/650/EC).  
54 See Council Decision 90/424/EEC of 26 June 1990 on expenditure in the veterinary field. 
55 Commission Decision 2007/142/EC. 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/diseases/traces/index_fr.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/bips/index_en.htm
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/com/2007/com2007_0578en01.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/bips/docs/gen_guidance_CITES_EU_BIPS_en.pdf
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The regulatory Standing Committee on the Food Chain and Animal Health assists the 
Commission with implementation and delivers its opinion on regulatory proposals.  
 

3.2.2 Plant health regime  
 
Objectives: the plant health regime (PHR), based on the plant health Directive56 and 
complemented by control regulations for some pests, establishes protective measures 
against the introduction into the EU and the intra-EU spread of organisms harmful to plants 
or plant products. In 2009-2010, the regime was comprehensively evaluated to take account 
of emerging threats linked to globalisation and climate change, consistent with key 
international instruments, notably the IPPC (the PHR Evaluation (FCEC 2010)).57    
 
IAS coverage: ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ Ihǎ ŀǎ Ψpests of plants or of plant products, 
which belong to the animal or plant kingdoms, or which are viruses, mycoplasmas or other 
pathogensΩΦ !ǊƻǳƴŘ нрл ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƳǎ όIhǎύ ŀǊŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƭƛǎǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛǎ ƻƴ 
agriculture and forestry although several plant pests with biodiversity impacts are listed.58 
The Directive has not been used to date to assess environmental risks associated with 
intentional introductions of e.g. fast-growing species for afforestation or biofuel cultivation 
(see 3.3).  
 
The HO definition does not reference human health59 or explicitly cover indirect impacts 
(e.g. wild plant biodiversity and non-agricultural ecosystems) although this environmental 
coverage is implicit in the existing regime and applied de facto in some MS. The PHR 
9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ Ltt/κ9tth ŀƴŘ 
creates confusion and divergence in its application across MS. Several failures in EU plant 
pest prevention (e.g. pine wood nematode, red palm weevil) are attributed to the lack of a 
consistent approach on IAS, entailing large potential agricultural, amenity and/or 
environmental costs. 
 
¢ƘŜ tIw 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƳŜΩǎ ǎŎƻǇŜ 
regarding HOs that affect environmental public goods (i.e. IAS). Any such enlargement 
would affect the range of implementation instruments available for suggested Strategy 
components (see 5.1.2 et seq.). 
 
Mechanisms/infrastructure: The EU operates an open plant health system which allows all 
plants and plant products in unless specifically prohibited. Import bans and intra-EU 

                                                      
56 Directive on protective measures against the introduction into the Community of organisms harmful to plants or plant products and 
against their spread in the Community (2000/29/EC) as amended.  
57 See http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/strategy/index_en.htm The PHR Evaluation terms of reference noted e.g. increased introduction 
potential for plant pests, greater variety of host/pest combinations, increased trade of high risk pathways. 
58 e.g. Pinewood nematode (Bursaphelenchus xylophilus), Asian Longhorned Beetle (Anoplophora glabripennis), Citrus Longhorned Beetle 
(A. chinensis), the fungus Ceratocystis fagacearum which causes North-American oak wilt or Phytophthora ramorum which threatens 
native shrubs and trees. 
59 Although e.g. an allergenic plant could be covered on condition that it also met the criteria for HO listing under the Directive. The IPPC 
also recognises other effects but notes (ISPM 11 §2.3.1) that ΨΧǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ solely on the basis of their effects on other 
organisms or systems (e.g. on human or animal health) is outside the scope of this standardΩ. 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/strategy/index_en.htm
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movement/holding controls are imposed on listed HOs and/or HO-contaminated 
commodities:   

¶ that are not known to occur in any part of the EU and are relevant for the entire EU; 

¶ that are known to occur in the EU but are not endemic or established throughout the 
EU and are relevant for the entire EU; 

¶ adapted lists are in place to regulate entry of HO into some EU Outermost Regions. 
 
Upon entry into the EU, following verification of phytosanitary certificates, plant passports 
are issued which accompany the relevant commodities in intra-EU trade.  
 
! ŘŜǊƻƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŦǊŜŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ȊƻƴŜΩ 
(PZ) procedure at the request of a MS. The aim of a PZ is to prevent further spread through 
movement of HOs from areas where they are established into areas that are currently HO-
free, but where favourable ecological conditions exist for the HO to establish. This is subject 
to strict conditions, including regular and systematic official surveys for HO presence and 
notifications of any findings to the Commission. PZ status must be withdrawn if the HO is 
found to occur there and either no official measures have been taken for its eradication or 
such measures have proved for at least two successive years to be ineffective.  
 
In practice, use of PZ provisions has been variable. The PHR Evaluation reviewed this in 
detail and broadly recommended the maintenance of this system but with improvements to 
support improved verification e.g. to improve surveillance targets, involve stakeholders, 
harmonise eradication programmes and end status on time (FCEC 2010). 
 
Listing in relevant annexes to the plant health Directive must be justified by pest risk 
analysis (PRA). The listing procedure is more flexible than under the centralised animal 
health regime. A designated MS competent authority (CA) may submit a proposal to the 
Commission which then consults the Standing Committee on Plant Health (SCPH). This 
regulatory committee meets monthly and delivers its opinion on regulatory proposals.   
 
With regard to early warning and rapid response, the Commission's Food and Veterinary 
Office manages EUROPHYT, an electronic rapid alert system between the Commission and 
Member States. MS are required to conduct regular and systematic official surveys of the 
presence of HOs on their territory and to notify new occurrences to the Commission. The 
Directive provides an emergency procedure for non-listed HOs (fast track PRA conducted by 
an MS) but there is no EU-level emergency team (cf. animal health). MS may receive an EU 
financial contribution to co-finance the costs of eradicating or containing HOs that are 
spread through trade-related movement.60  
 
There is currently no explicit basis to address natural spread of HOs not linked to movement 
e.g. including as a consequence of climate change. However, significant funding has been 
made available to address HOs with environmental impacts (e.g. pinewood nematode in 
Portugal).  
 

                                                      
60 See in particular Articles 21 and 22. 
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If eradication does not achieve its objective, the current Directive does not provide a follow-
up instrument once an HO is established or widespread i.e. it is no longer possible to apply 
coordinated measures to prevent further spread except in designated PZ. This continued 
expansion may damage EU environmental and socio-economic interests e.g. in cases where 
no action, delayed action or inappropriately targeted measures are taken or where 
potentially damaging control techniques (e.g. excessive use of pesticides, large-scale land 
clearance) are used without adequate assessment of environmental risk and consideration 
of lower-impact alternatives.  
 

3.2.3 Wildlife Trade Regulation 
 
Objectives: The WTR61 ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻn regulating border, import and transit 
controls in relation to trade in protected species of wild fauna and flora and aims to ensure 
that trade will not have a negative impact on their conservation. Its main focus is CITES 
implementation but it also covers endangered EU species not threatened by international 
trade to ensure policy coherence e.g. with the birds and habitats Directives. The WTR also 
contains ancillary measures to ensure the legality of intra-EU trade and live animal welfare. 
 
IAS coverage: The WTR provides a ƭŜƎŀƭ ōŀǎƛǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǎǇŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƻŦ Ψlive 
specimens of species for which it has been established that their introduction into the 
natural environment of the Community presents an ecological threat to wild species of fauna 
and flora indigenous to the CommunityΩ όΨŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘƘǊŜŀǘΩ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎύΦ LƴǘǊŀ-EU movement 
and holding (e.g. for captive breeding and rearing) of import-banned species may also be 
regulated. There are no stand-alone provisions to address intra-EU movements of species 
native in some parts of the EU and alien and potentially invasive in others.   
 
Since 1997, four animal species62 have been banned for import but there is no restriction on 
their intra-EU movement/holding. For two of these species, Adrados and Briggs (2002) 
found evidence of market substitution with alternative species that also proved invasive. 
Listing is not differentiated by biogeographic region: the ruddy duck is actually native in two 
Outermost Regions (Guadeloupe and Martinique). 
 
To date, these WTR provisions have not been used proactively and have proved ineffective 
as an IAS prevention tool (see e.g. Ó Críodáin 2007). However, they have potential for wider 
application consistent with CITES COP recommendations (see 5.1.2 and 5.1.3).  
 
Mechanisms/infrastructure: MS Customs authorities63 and police services handle border 
and internal trade controls whilst CITES management authorities handle administration (e.g. 
permit applications, certificates and marking procedures). WTR-listed species may only take 

                                                      
61 Council Regulation 338/97/EC, Commission Regulation (EC) No. 865/2006 laying down detailed rules for its implementation: see 
generally http://ec.europa.eu/environment/cites/legis_wildlife_en.htm  
62 Red eared slider (Trachemys scripta elegans); American bullfrog (Lithobates catesbeianus); painted turtle (Chrysemys picta); American 
ruddy duck (Oxyura jamaicensis). 
63 In accordance with Council Regulation (EEC) No 2913/92 establishing the Community Customs Code. 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/cites/legis_wildlife_en.htm
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place at entry points designated by MS.64 An EU-level framework is in place to strengthen 
wildlife trade controls through improved cooperation between MS.65  
 
The EU Trade in Wildlife Information Exchange initiative (EU-TWIX) is an online database set 
up in 2005 to help enforcement personnel undertake risk analysis and coordinate joint 
investigations. By 2007, 300 officers had access to the system and 16,000 seizure cases were 
recorded. Good practices identified include strong in-country enforcement (e.g. checking 
pet shops, breeders, taxidermists and other facilities for illegal specimens), training and 
effective public information campaigns. Constraints include the lack of strong sanctions, 
wide variation in methods for calculating fines and few regular checks of internet sales 
(Milieu Limited & Orbiton Consulting 2006).   
 
The EU Scientific Review Group (SRG)66 conducts reviews of the conservation status of 
species listed in the annexes to determine whether imports of a species from a particular 
country should be suspended and advises the Commission accordingly. Proposals for listing 
may be made by the chair or MS. The WTR does not establish IAS-related criteria for 
assessment of proposals. Annexes are updated after every CITES COP or more frequently if 
needed. A large number of taxa are regularly added or removed.  
  
The WTR has a targeted focus and does not cover IAS rapid response or control. However, 
EU information materials explicitly address welfare and escape risks associated with live 
specimens of exotic animals and the potential ecological threats posed to EU biodiversity.67   
 

3.2.4 Aquaculture Regulation 
 
Objectives: The aquaculture Regulation68 establishes a dedicated framework to assess and 
minimise the possible impact of alien and locally absent species used in aquaculture on the 
ŀǉǳŀǘƛŎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 
only EU instrument to focus on the ecological risks associated with introductions by a 
specific sector. MS must ensure that all appropriate measures are taken to avoid adverse 
effects to biodiversity, including ecosystem functions, from such introductions / 
translocations and the spreading of these species in the wild.  
 
IAS coverage: The Regulation has a dual focus: intentional introduction of alien species 
(species / subspecies of an aquatic organism occurring outside its known natural range and 
the area of its natural dispersal potential) and intentional movement of locally absent 
species (species / subspecies of an aquatic organism locally absent from a zone within its 
natural range of distribution for biogeographical reasons). It also covers environmentally 

                                                      
64 See http://ec.europa.eu/environment/cites/pdf/list_points_of_entry.pdf  
65 EU Action Plan on CITES Enforcement, adopted 13 June 2007. 
66 Consisting of representatives from each MS CITES Scientific Authority, chaired by a Commission representative. See generally General 
Guidance for CITES Entry Points and EU Border Inspection Posts (BIPs) on procedures applying to import/transit to the Community of live 
animals and their products (DG SANCO document D3/MG D(2009)430493.1 dated 7 August 2009 : 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/bips/docs/gen_guidance_CITES_EU_BIPS_en.pdf  
67 http://www.eu-wildlifetrade.org/pdf/en/4_welfare_en.pdf  
68 Council Regulation concerning use of alien and locally absent species in aquaculture (No.708/2007 of 11 June 2007) (OJ L168/1 of 
28.06.2007). 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/cites/pdf/list_points_of_entry.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/bips/docs/gen_guidance_CITES_EU_BIPS_en.pdf
http://www.eu-wildlifetrade.org/pdf/en/4_welfare_en.pdf
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harmful non-target species moved with introduced or translocated organisms, excluding 
disease-causing organisms regulated under the AHR (see 4.2 on definitions). The Regulation 
does not cover translocations within MS except if there is a risk to the environment, nor to 
pet-shops, garden centres or aquaria where there is no contact with EU waters.   
 
Mechanisms/infrastructure: Unlike the animal, plant and wildlife trade regimes, the 
Regulation establishes a decentralised and closed (white list) system. It gives MS primary 
responsibility for risk assessments (RA), decision making on permits and follow-up 
measures69, based on a detailed procedure and mandatory criteria.  
 
The basic principle is that for non-routine movements70, only those species that meet the 
requirements of an environmental RA may be introduced or translocated. The burden of 
proof is on the introducer. The species-specific RA is designed to estimate the probability of 
the species becoming established and the consequences of that establishment and to assess 
any potential non-target species unintentionally moved with the species under 
consideration.71 The precautionary principle is embedded through a risk-based distinction 
between open and closed facilities, provisions for pilot release, contingency planning, 
monitoring and rapid response should an introduced species or non-target organism 
become invasive.  
 
Where the RA reveals that neighbouring MS may be affected by the potential or known 
environmental effects of a proposed movement, prior consultation is required. The 
Commission has override powers to confirm, amend or cancel the permit, following 
consultation with the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries and the 
Advisory Committee for Fisheries and Aquaculture (i.e. EU-level corrective scrutiny). 
 
However, the system is reversed for Annex IV species (used in aquaculture for a long time in 
certain parts of the EU) to facilitate aquaculture development without extra administrative 
burden. The current list (approved 6 June 2008) contains 28 species, mostly fishes. They 
include the ten most farmed species in the EU, some of which are highly invasive species 
damaging to EU biodiversity and socio-economic values (e.g. rainbow trout Oncorhynchus 
mykiss; Pacific or Japanese oyster, Crassostrea gigas). MS that wish to restrict the use of 
such species must justify this by environmental RA. Conditions for adding additional species 
to Annex IV are laid down in an implementing regulation.72  
 
Ψ!ŘǾŜǊǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎΩ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻugh scientific evidence. They are defined to 
cover situations where an aquatic species, after its introduction in an MS, may cause 
significant: habitat degradation; competition with native species for spawning habitat; 
hybridisation with native species threatening species integrity; predation on native species' 

                                                      
69 ¢ƘŜ tǊŜŀƳōƭŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǊƛǎƪǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ōŜ ŦŀǊ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΣ ŀǊe initially more evident locally. The characteristics 
of local aquatic environments throughout the Community are very diverse and MS have the appropriate knowledge and expertise to 
evaluate and manage the risks to the aquatic environments falling within thŜƛǊ ǎƻǾŜǊŜƛƎƴǘȅ ƻǊ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩΦ    
70 i.e. the movement of aquatic organisms from a source which has an elevated risk of transferring non-target species and which, on 
account of the characteristics of the aquatic organisms and/or the method of aquaculture, may give rise to adverse ecological effects. 
71 Procedure laid down in Annex II, aligned with the ICES Code of Practice on Transfers and Introductions of Marine Organisms (2005 
version). Relevant ICES working groups were consulted during the preparation of the Regulation.  
72 Commission Regulation (EC) No 535/2008 of 13 June 2008 (also covers development of a permit information system). 
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population resulting in their decline; depletion of native food resources; or spread of 
disease and novel pathogens in wild aquatic organisms and ecosystems.  
 
Climate change risks are not currently addressed, although warming of the oceans due to 
climate change may increase the risk of alien species becoming established in the wild after 
escapes from aquaculture farms. 
 
Lessons learnt: Although the RA criteria and their evaluation were developed through best 
expert knowledge, all RA suffer to a certain extent from the subjectivity of the expert 
evaluating the risks. Species-specific RA may come to different conclusions regarding the 
risk level when addressing the same species for different MS (e.g. different climate 
conditions). Another area of uncertainty concerns some species that, when transported and 
released in a new environment, show greater (environmental) flexibility than anticipated 
and become established (i.e. the RA has underestimated the risks posed).  
 
It is critical to note that eradication plans and contingency measures to manage aquatic 
alien species have rarely been successful. Monitoring programmes to discover unwanted 
impacts on non-target species are difficult to operate in waters, both marine and 
freshwater. Consequently, a new species is usually detected only after its establishment 
which makes it almost impossible to run a successful eradication programme (see  
Box 5-2). For this reason particular care should be applied when considering new species 
introductions. 
 

3.2.5  Habitats and Birds Directives 
 
Objectives: The habitats Directive73 and birds Directive74 underpin EU biodiversity policy 
through two pillars of activity: the Natura 2000 network of protected sites and a strict 
system of species protection. Implementation measures should be designed to maintain or 
restore, at favourable conservation status (FCS), natural habitats and species of wild fauna 
and flora of Community interest, taking account of economic, social and cultural 
requirements and regional and local characteristics.  
 
IAS coverage: Both Directives contain an explicit IAS prevention obligation. The habitats 
5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ a{ ǘƻ Ψensure that the deliberate introduction into the wild of any species 
which is not native to their territory is regulated so as not to prejudice natural habitats 
within their natural range or the wild native fauna and flora and, if they consider it 
necessary, prohibit such introductionΩ ό!ǊǘΦннōύΦ ¢ƘŜ ōƛǊds Directive more loosely requires 
MS to 'see that any introduction of species of bird which do not occur naturally in the wild 
state in the European territory of the Member States does not prejudice the local flora and 
faunaΩ ό!ǊǘΦммύΦ bŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ƪŜȅ ǘŜǊƳǎ όΨƴŀǘƛǾŜΩΣ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎΩΥ ǎŜŜ 
4.2).  
 

                                                      
73 Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora. 
74 Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the conservation of wild birds (codified 
version of Council Directive 79/409/EEC). 
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For Natura 2000 sites, the general assessment requirement75 is broad enough to cover 
activities presenting a foreseeable risk of introduction, escape, release or human-mediated 
spread of IAS. IAS may also be included in monitoring and management obligations for 
protected species and Natura 2000 sites (surveillance of conservation status and 
maintaining or restoring them at FCS).   

 
The above provisions, particularly Art.22b of the habitats Directive, provide a strong legal 
basis for MS to develop robust measures and could be compatible with a white list approach 
όƛΦŜΦ ǇǊŜǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψƴƻ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜΩ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƭŘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǇŜǊƳƛǘΥ ǎŜŜ 5.1.4). In practice, they 
have not been consistently applied across MS (see 3.5) and have proved ineffective in 
preventing the continued introduction and spread of IAS on European territory.  
 
The Directives are not clearly applicable to species that are vectors for IAS threatening to EU 
biodiversity e.g. the Chytrid fungus killing native amphibians (see 3.1). They do not address 
the keeping of IAS in containment or captivity or explicitly provide for surveillance / rapid 
response. No guidance on the application of their IAS provisions has been developed.76 The 
Directives do not apply to EU Outermost Regions which are mainly islands and whose 
globally-significant biodiversity is particularly vulnerable to IAS impacts.77 
 
From a management perspective, a key constraint is that FCS is assessed only for very few 
Annex II and IV species under the habitats Directive, most of which ς other than crayfish - 
are not affected by IAS. However, measures to maintain or restore FCS of Annex I habitats 
could provide a basis for integrating IAS prevention/control into biodiversity conservation in 
the field. 
 
Certain measures under the Directives may have unintended consequences for IAS: 

¶ some alien species are currently listed for strict protection and as priority species for 
co-financing;78  

¶ certain species are protected in their whole current range although they are native 
only in part of the European range;79 

¶ some bird species alien to the whole of Europe are listed in annexes II or III to the 
birds Directive.80 They are accordingly subject to the same protection/management 

                                                      
75 !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ сόоύΥ Ψŀƴȅ Ǉƭŀƴ ƻǊ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǊ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ site but likely to have a significant 
effect thereon, either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, shall be subject to appropriate assessment of its 
ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛƴ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜϥǎ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦΩ  
76 Commission guidance on sustainable hunting under the birds Directive briefly mentions Art.11 in terms of threats that introduced 
species may post to rare and more widespread species, including those subject to hunting. However, it does not address hunting as a 
pathway in its own right for introductions of alien species (e.g. stock replenishment) 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/conservation/wildbirds/hunting/docs/hunting_guide_en.pdf  
77 A voluntary Natura-2000 like initiative for ORs and OCTs is now under development, following Recommendations from the IUCN-EU 
conference on The EU and its overseas entities: strategies to counter climate change and biodiversity loss (La Réunion, 7-11 July 2008). 
78 e.g. Annex III of the habitats Directive lists the Sardinian and Corsican populations of Mouflon Ovis ammon (alien for the whole of 
Europe) and the subspecies Cervus elaphus corsicanus which is present only in Corsica and Sardinia whereas Cervus elaphus is alien in both 
cases. Both are highly invasive.  
79 ŜΦƎΦ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ IŜǊƳŀƴƴΩǎ ǘƻǊǘƻƛǎŜ όTestudo graeca) and marginated tortoise (Testudo marginata) (both 
alien/established in parts of Italy); under the birds Directive, Anser anser (alien/established in parts of Belgium and Germany: native in 
parts of Austria, but released and established as alien in other parts of Austria); Anser fabalis (alien/established in Finland); Anas penelope 
and Anas strepera (cryptogenic/established in Belgium, Estonia, Great Britain); Columba livia (alien/established in 12 MS). See DAISIE: 
http://www.europe-aliens.org/speciesFactsheet  
   

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/conservation/wildbirds/hunting/docs/hunting_guide_en.pdf
http://www.europe-aliens.org/speciesFactsheet
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and derogation provisions as naturally occurring species listed in these annexes, 
depending on MS implementation; 

¶ for some habitat types, alien species are included in the EU Habitats Interpretation 
manual as characteristic species (e.g. 3150 includes Azolla, an introduced water fern 
that is subject to control in some places). 

 
Mechanisms/infrastructure: Decision-making on introductions to the wild is fully 
decentralised. The habitats Directive implicitly envisages some kind of assessment to enable 
a{ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŀƳŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ΨŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ 
the results of thŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Iŀōƛǘŀǘǎ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ 
ōƛǊŘǎ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΣ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ a{ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƴǎǳƭǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ 
relevant introductions. 
 
MS reporting under the habitats Directive does not systematically address IAS issues.81 
Under the birds Directive, several MS have reported issues with invasive birds.82  
 
A significant number of IAS control and management programmes linked to the Directives 
have been supported by the LIFE and LIFE+ financial instruments (see 3.2.10).  
 

3.2.6 Water Framework Directive 
 
Objectives: The WFD83 establishes a framework for national measures to achieve or 
maintain a good ecological status for European inland, transitional and coastal waters by 
2015 and prevent their further deterioration. It provides for indicators to assess and 
monitor water status for this purpose.  
 
IAS coverage: IAS ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ²C5 ǘŜȄǘ ōǳǘ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 
ŀƴǘƘǊƻǇƻƎŜƴƛŎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΩ ƛƴ !ƴƴŜȄ ±Φ .ŜŎŀǳǎe IAS are a pressure that alters taxonomic 
composition and detracts from naturalness, MS should take their impacts into account as 
part of WFD implementation. In 2009, building on general EU guidance84, a consultative 
process (ECOSTAT 2009) examined how alien species could be more consistently 
incorporated in WFD implementation. This identified major constraints, complicated by lack 
of adequate information tools: 

¶ monitoring tends to be regionally focused, project-based or voluntary. Only a few 
national and long-term monitoring programmes exist. These tend to be driven by 
human health, livestock or economic needs rather than environmental needs; 

                                                                                                                                                                     
80 e.g. the known IAS Canada goose Branta canadensis is listed in Annex II, giving MS the discretion to list it as a huntable species under 
national legislation; Phasianus colchicus (Annex III). 
81 In the Article 17 reports (2001-2006) filed in 2008, most MS (16/23 reports examined) did not report on implementation of Art.22b 
even though several of them are pursuing active IAS policies or management programmes. The MS that did report on this provision took 
different approaches (species/habitat-specific impacts cf. general information).  
82 e.g. Ruddy duck, monk parakeet, rose-ringed parakeet, Canadian goose, Egyptian goose. 
83 EU Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC). 
84 Common Implementation Strategy for the WFD: Guidance document no. 3, Analysis of Pressures and Impacts. 
http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/framework_directive/guidance_documents  

http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/wfd/library?l=/framework_directive/guidance_documents
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¶ plants, invertebrates and fish are equally covered. Some countries also monitor 
reptiles and parasites. Rivers and lakes are covered better than coastal and 
transitional waters; 

¶ MS procedures for using alien species data in ecological status classification vary 
widely, according to country, biological element and surface water type.85  It will not 
be possible in the short to medium term to reach consensus on a single approach.  

 
Mechanisms/infrastructure: Implementation is driven by MS, based on cooperative 
approaches at river basin/biogeographic level. The Commission provides technical support 
to harmonise approaches and oversees implementation at key milestones.   
 

3.2.7 Marine Strategy Framework Directive 
 
Objectives: The MSFD86 ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇƛƭƭŀǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƳŀǊƛǘƛƳŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ Lǘ 
requires each MS to develop a marine strategy, based on the ecosystem approach, with the 
ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ΨƎƻƻŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΩ όD9{ύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ 
environment by the year 2021. Actions should be based on the principles of preventive 
action, rectification of environmental damage at source and the polluter pays principle. This 
is critical in the marine environment where IAS eradication and control present the greatest 
challenges. 
 
IAS coverage: IAS are explicitly covered by one of the 11 GES descriptors: Ψnon-indigenous 
species introduced by human activities are at levels that do not adversely alter the 
ecosystemsΩΦ a{ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ όōȅ нлмнύ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ an IAS inventory and assess IAS 
as a biological disturbance (pressure).87 Appropriate measures within the MSFD timeline and 
provisions to achieve GES could include IAS monitoring, control and/or eradication.  
 
Mechanisms/infrastructure: Implementation is driven by MS, based on cooperation at the 
level of European Marine Regions between MS and third countries within the same region. 
Broader cooperation may be envisaged through existing regional seas bodies (e.g. OSPAR, 
HELCOM). The Commission provides technical support to harmonise approaches to 
implementation. A Non-Indigenous Species Task Group was established in 2009.88  

                                                      
85 Four different approaches are currently used at national or local level: (i) water body classified using pressure-based classification tools: 
classification then modified in an additional step based on IAS; (ii) water body classified, then modified depending on the abundance or 
percentage coverage of IAS; (iii) no additional assessment of IAS, on the assumption that impacts of IAS are detected in existing 
instruments; or (iv) separate risk assessment for IAS undertaken: biopollution indexes published alongside water classification, but not 
affecting classification (Josefsson 2010; ECOSTAT 2009). 
86 EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (2008/56/EC). 
87 Annex III (indicative list of characteristics, impacts and pressures). Table 1 (biological characteristics) requires an invenǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ΨǘƘŜ 
temporal occurrence, abundance and spatial distribution of non-indigenous, exotic species or, where relevant, genetically distinct forms of 
ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǎǳōǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ ¢ŀōƭŜ н ό.ƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 5ƛǎǘǳǊōŀƴŎŜΩύ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ of microbial 
pathogens, introduction of non-indigenous species and translocations. 
88 Its remit includes agreeing interpretation/definitions, reviewing methods for quantifying GES and identifying key elements of the GES 
descriptor (e.g. relevant temporal/spatial scales; possible links and overlaps with other descriptors on biodiversity, food webs, 
eutrophication and sea floor integrity; research needs and monitoring requirements) 
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3.2.8 Environmental Liability Directive 
 
The environmental liability Directive (ELD)89 establishes a common framework, based on the 
polluter pays principle, to prevent and remedy environmental damage. Its fundamental 
principle is that operators of occupational activities90 causing such damage, or the imminent 
threat of such damage, should be held financially liable to encourage them to adopt 
measures and practices to minimise such risks and thus reduce their financial exposure.   
 
Ψ9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŘŀƳŀƎŜΩ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ direct or indirect damage: 

¶ damage to protected species and natural habitats covered by the habitats or birds 
Directives as well as any additional habitats or species designated for protection 
under MS legislation. This includes any damage that has significant adverse effects on 
reaching or maintaining the FCS of such habitats or species.91 Significance is assessed 
with reference to the baseline condition, taking into account factors such as the size 
of the population or habitat, its rarity value and its potential to recover naturally; 

¶ water damage (any damage that significantly adversely affects the ecological or 
chemical quality or classification status of waters covered by the WFD);92 

¶ land damage (any land contamination that creates a significant risk of human health 
being adversely affected as a result of the direct or indirect introduction, in, on or 
under land, of substances, preparations, organisms or micro-organisms).93 

 
The ELD provides for two liability schemes. Operators of activities listed in Annex III are 
strictly liable for environmental damage (i.e. irrespective of fault). Operators of other 
activities are liable where damage to protected species or natural habitats has been caused 
by their fault or negligence94 (see Table 3-1). This may be interpreted as a minimum 
standard. The ELD does not prejudice more stringent EU legislation regulating the operation 
of any of the activities falling within its scope.95 MS may also adopt stricter national 
measures.96 
 
 
 

                                                      
89 Council Directive 2004/35/EC on environmental liability with regard to the prevention and remedying of environmental damage.  
90 Activity carried out in the course of an economic activity, a business or an undertaking, regardless of its private or public, profit or non-
profit character (Art.2(7)). 
91 ¢ƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ ΨǇŜǊƳƛǘ ŘŜŦŜƴŎŜΩ ƛΦŜΦ it excludes previously identified adverse effects resulting from an act by an operator 
expressly authorised by the relevant authorities pursuant to Article 6(3) and (4) or Article 16 of the habitats Directive or Article 9 of the 
birds Directive or, for non-EU habitats and species, under equivalent provisions of national nature conservation law. 
92 With the exception of adverse effects to which Article 4(7) WFD applies i.e. where failure to achieve required status or prevent 
deterioration in status results from certain types of new modification or human activities and MS have complied with certain prescribed 
conditions.   
93 Article 2(1)). 
94 Article 1(b) ELD. 
95 Art.3.2.  
96 For an insurance industry overview of differences in MS implementation, see e.g. New Environmental Liabilities for EU companies (2009 
briefing: http://global.marsh.com/documents/NewEnvironmentalliabilitiesforEUcompaniesv10.pdf . 

http://global.marsh.com/documents/NewEnvironmentalliabilitiesforEUcompaniesv10.pdf
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Table 3-1 Categories of liability under the Environmental Liability Directive  

¢ȅǇŜ ƻŦ ΨŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŘŀƳŀƎŜΩ Annex III activities Other occupational activities 

Damage to protected species and natural habitats  Strict liability Fault or negligence  

Water damage Strict liability ELD does not apply 

Land damage Strict liability ELD does not apply 

 
 

Annex III currently lists industrial or agricultural activities requiring a licence under the 
integrated pollution and prevention control Directive97; waste management operations, 
including landfills and incinerators; activities which discharge heavy metals into water or air; 
transport of defined dangerous or polluting goods; installations producing dangerous 
chemical substances; and activities involving the contained use, including transport, of 
genetically modified (GM) micro-organisms98 or the deliberate release of genetically 
modified organisms.99  
 
The ELD recognises100 that not all forms of environmental damage can be remedied by 
means of the liability mechanism. For the latter to be effective, there need to be one or 
more identifiable polluters, the damage should be concrete and quantifiable, and a causal 
link should be established between the damage and the identified polluter(s). In the IAS 
context, liability is not a suitable instrument for dealing with pollution of a widespread, 
diffuse character where it is impossible to link the negative environmental effects with acts 
or failure to act of certain individual actors (see further 5.6.6). 
 

3.2.9 EU support for risk assessment 
 
The European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) was established to mobilise and coordinate 
scientific resources throughout the EU to provide high-quality and independent scientific 
advice and review RA carried out by other actors.101 This review and oversight role provides 
risk managers (Commission, European Parliament, MS) with a sound foundation for policy in 
ŀǊŜŀǎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ 9C{!Ωǎ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜƳƛǘΦ 9C{! ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇŀƴŜƭǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ 
for animal health and plant health. It also has a strong commitment to work with RA for 
genetically modified (GM) organisms which may be of some relevance to alien genotypes. In 
2010 EFSA released studies on defining RA criteria for genetically modified fish102 and 
arthropods.103 Similar studies on mammals and birds are in preparation. 
  

                                                      
97 Directive 2008/1/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 January 2008 concerning integrated pollution prevention and 
control (codified version of Directive 96/61/EC). 
98 As defined by Directive 90/219/EEC of 23 April 1990 on the contained use of genetically modified micro-organisms. 
99 Directive 2001/18/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 March 2001 on the deliberate release into the environment 
of genetically modified organisms. 
100 Preamble §11. 
101 As done for RAs of the invasive plants Hydrocotyle, Lysichiton and Ambrosia prepared by MS/EPPO. 
102 Defining environmental risk assessment criteria for genetically modified fishes to be placed on the EU Market 
(http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/scdocs/doc/69e.pdf).  
103 Defining Environment Risk Assessment Criteria for Genetically Modified Insects to be placed on the EU Market 
(http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/scdocs/doc/71e.pdf).  

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/scdocs/doc/69e.pdf
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/scdocs/doc/71e.pdf
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3.2.10 Contribution to IAS measures from EU financial instruments  
 
Financial instruments for the programming period 2007ς2013 provide several opportunities 
to support IAS interventions, separate to the dedicated mechanisms under the animal and 
health regimes discussed in 3.2.1 and 3.2.2.  
 
Over the last 15 years the EC has contributed to financing almost 300 projects addressing 
IAS for a total budget exceeding 132 million EUR. These figures are based only on projects 
funded under the LIFE Programme and the Framework Programmes for Research and 
Technological Development (RTD) (Scalera 2010).  
 
The LIFE and now LIFE+ Regulation (614/2007) have been used to co-finance numerous IAS 
projects eligible under the Nature & Biodiversity component, particularly on islands, and 
under the Information & Communication component. These include but are not limited to 
projects to implement the nature Directives. Between 1992ς2006, the minimum yearly 
budget spent on IAS eradication, control and containment was 3 million EUR / year (total 
figure including EU and MS contributions), with a peak for one 3-year period of 14 million 
EUR / year (Scalera 2008, 2010). However, this should be considered a low-end estimate of 
[LC9Ωǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ L!{ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ 
LIFE projects. Moreover, in the past LIFE was not designed to specifically address IAS which 
is likely to have limited the number of IAS projects supported under the fund.  
 
Under successive RTD Framework Programmes (FPs), significant funds for IAS-related 
research have been leveraged to develop the knowledge base, improve assessment 
methodologies and control methods and to a lesser extent, measure IAS ecological and 
socio-economic impacts.104 On average, in the period 1996ς2006, the FPs financed seven 
IAS-related projects per year at an average cost of about 1 million EUR each. This amounted 
to a total yearly budget of 7 million EUR (i.e. including EU contribution and MS co-financing). 
 
Large-scale IAS research contracts for the programming period 2007ς2013 include the FP7 
PRATIQUE project focused on developing more powerful and consistent PRA methods for 
plant health (see 4.3). In 2010, DG Environment issued two tenders with a budget of 1.5 
million EUR for a comprehensive assessment of status, impact and management of ragweed 
(Ambrosia artemisiifolia) in Europe.105  
 
The European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) provides opportunities to 
support IAS control as part of Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition (GAEC) 
measures within cross-compliance. MS do not appear to use these measures in a systematic 
way for IAS but a few have done so (e.g. in the UK, to control populations of grey squirrel, 
rhododendron, Himalayan balsam, giant hogweed and Japanese knotweed). For pinewood 
nematode control, RD measure 126 under axis 1 ƻƴ Ψrestoring agricultural production 
ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŀƳŀƎŜŘ ōȅ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŘƛǎŀǎǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ has 

                                                      
104 e.g. DAISIE, ALARM, IMPASSE and EFFORTS: for a comprehensive list see Scalera 2008. 
105 http://ted.europa.eu/udl?uri=TED:NOTICE:210135-2010:TEXT:EN:HTML&src=0  and 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/index_en.htm  .  

http://ted.europa.eu/udl?uri=TED:NOTICE:210135-2010:TEXT:EN:HTML&src=0
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/index_en.htm
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been used in Madeira: programme modification is in the approval process to shift more 
money to this measure to support eradication.  
 
IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ΨL!{-ǇǊƻƻŦƛƴƎΩ ƛƴ 9¦ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ 9!Cw5 ŦǳƴŘǎ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ 
used to subsidise activities presenting known IAS risks e.g. invasive tree species in forestry 
or invasive plants for bioenergy. The Standing Forest Committee notes that it may be 
necessary to revise the eligibility conditions for prevention and corrective measures, 
considering drought and exceptional outbreaks of biotic agents as eligible basis for 
prevention and restoration actions (SFC 2009). 
  
IAS interventions have also been funded under the structural, cohesion and development 
cooperation funds (see Shine et al. 2008). Examples include a 2 million EUR programme 
focused on IAS risks to selected Overseas Entities106 and bi- or trilateral funding under 
INTERREG instruments for managing IAS at the level of biogeographic units.  
 

3.3 Coherence with other relevant EU objectives and policies 

 
Landscape connectivity and climate change adaptation 
 
The White Paper on Adaptation to Climate Change (EC 2009c) recognised the need to 
establish a permeable landscape as part of the EU policy mix to reduce vulnerability to 
climate change impacts. In 2010, the Council emphasised ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƎǊŜŜƴ 
ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŦǊŀƎƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ Ǉrocesses 
and called on the Commission to further develop this concept.107 The objectives to increase 
connectivity within landscapes (e.g. between Natura 2000 sites) and facilitate species 
migration in face of climate change will involve policy trade-offs by increasing dispersal 
opportunities for IAS, along with native and non-invasive alien species (see 5.2.4). This 
makes ex ante prevention at the EU level even more critical. 
 
Forestry 
 
Existing and upcoming instruments (Forest Action Plan (FAP), Green Paper on Forest 
Protection and Information, proposed EU Forest Strategy) highlight the new or aggravated 
challenges that climate change and biodiversity loss pose to EU forests. Global trade and 
climate change increase the potential vectors for HOs and IAS which, along with other 
stressors, have a sizeable influence on the ecological condition and productive capacity of 
EU forests. The FAP 2010ς2011 work programme foresees a study on Disturbances of EU 
forests caused by biotic agents coordinated by DG Environment and a workshop to launch 
discussion on the future EU Forest Strategy.  
 

                                                      
106 Increase in the regional capacity to reduce the impacts of invasive species in the Overseas Territories of the United Kingdom in the 
South Atlantic (EDF-9 2006-9).  
107 Council Conclusions on Biodiversity: Post-2010 EU and global vision and targets and international ABS regime (15 March 2010).  
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Renewable energy policies  
 
The EU Renewable Energy Directive 2009108 requires each MS to ensure that 20% of its 
energy consumption comes from renewable sources by 2020 and that renewables account 
for 10% of the energy used in the transport sector.  
 
Cultivation and afforestation of fast-growing species or genotypes for biofuel/biogas 
production is already increasing within the context of climate change mitigation policies.109   
This can create a double pressure on ecosystems: land clearance for monoculture and 
selection of species with often favourable characteristics for invasiveness (Raghu et al. 
2006). The Council has highlighted the risks of further IAS spread from such activities.110  
 
Under the Directive, energy generated from biofuels and bioliquids may only count towards 
EU targets and be eligible for financial support if:  

¶ raw materials are not obtained from specified categories of land of high biodiversity 
value, high carbon stock or peatland; 

¶ agricultural raw materials cultivated in the EU and used for biofuel production respect 
cross-compliance rules i.e. meet the statutory management requirements of the 
nature Directives and respect GAEC.111 

 
In June 2010, the Commission announced sustainability criteria with which biofuels must 
comply to count towards the 2020 target. These include: 

¶ ΨǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ōƛƻŦǳŜƭ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎΩΥ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎΣ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ bDhǎ ŀǊŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ǘƻ 
establish voluntary schemes which must be independently audited to be recognised 
by the Commission; 

¶ ΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǳƴǘƻǳŎƘŜŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩΥ ōƛƻŦǳŜƭǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŦǊƻƳ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ 
tropical forests or recently deforested areas, drained peatlands or wetlands; 

¶ ΨǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ōƛƻŦǳŜƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘ ƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ Ǝŀǎ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎΩ όǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ор҈ 
compared with fossil fuels, rising to 50% in 2017 and to 60% by 2018). 

 
Sustainable transport 
 
In 2009 the EU transport sector committed to mitigate negative environmental impacts and 
take all elements of sustainability into account, including provision of infrastructure (land 
occupancy, biodiversity), landscape fragmentation due to expanded transport infrastructure 
and the implications of climate change for increased vulnerability of coastal infrastructures, 
including ports.112 These stressors can generally contribute to environmental degradation 

                                                      
108 Directive 2009/28/EC of 23 April 2009 on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources.  
109 See e.g. Opinion of the Standing Forestry Committee on forestry measures in Rural Development of 22 July 2009. 
110 Council Conclusions 2009, §20 (general risks to biodiversity) and §38 (specific risks of favouring future IAS expansion). 
111 See Annex II, Regulation (EC) No 73/2009 of 19 January 2009 establishing common rules for direct support schemes for farmers under 
the CAP and establishing certain support schemes for farmers and in accordance with the minimum requirements for good agricultural 
and environmental condition defined pursuant to Article 6(1) of that Regulation. 
112 EC 2009a. A sustainable future for transport: Towards an integrated, technology-led and user friendly system. Communication from 
the Commission (COM(2009) 279 final dated 17.6.2009. 
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which can create favourable conditions for alien species to become established. Corridors 
opened up for transport infrastructure also provide opportunities for dispersal.  
 
Maritime Transport Strategy for 2018 and European Ports Policy 
 
This Strategy provides the policy basis for EU support to implementation of the IMO BWM 
Convention. The European Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA) provides technical and scientific 
assistance in the proper development and implementation of relevant EU legislation. 
 
¢ƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƳŀǊƛǘƛƳŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
meet territorial continuity requirements. IAS-relevant aspects include measures to facilitate 
ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΣ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŀ Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƳŀǊƛǘƛƳŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ 
ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŀ Ŧŀǎǘ-track procedure for environmental assessments for port expansion (see 
5.2.3).113  
 

3.4 Relevant rulings from the European Court of Justice 

 
National measures affecting free movement of goods may infringe the operation of the 
Single Market (quantitative restriction on imports, exports or goods in transit) unless 
scientifically justified on the grounds of protection of health and life of humans, animals or 
plants under Article 30 of the Treaty.  
 
European Court of Justice (ECJ) case law relevant to IAS (see Table 3-2) is very limited and 
does not provide the level of legal certainty sought by individual MS seeking to develop 
national measures potentially affecting trade. On a case by case basis, it shows that IAS-
related restrictions may indeed be justifiable to protect animal or plant health (interpreted 
widely to cover biodiversity) but not if the objective of the protection measure can be 
achieved as effectively by measures less restrictive of intra-EU trade. For example, in the 
ΨDŜǊƳŀƴ ŎǊŀȅŦƛǎƘ ŎŀǎŜΩΣ ǘƘŜ ōŀƴ ƻƴ ŎǊŀȅŦƛǎƘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ was considered 
not meet the test of proportionality because the ban could be replaced by monitoring 
requirements.114  

                                                      
113 COM(2007) 616, 18.10.2007 European Ports Policy. 
114 Commission v. Germany, C 131/93 ECR (1994-I) 3303. 
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Table 3-2 Examples of IAS-relevant caselaw from the European Court of Justice 

 
CASE SUMMARY RELEVANCE TO IAS 

Danish bees case (Case C-67/97) The case concerned the ban on keeping 
alien species of bee on the island of Læsø. 
Danish law prohibited the keeping of nectar-
gathering bees except the native brown bee 
of Læsø. An individual prosecuted for 
breaching the prohibition claimed that the 
law constituted a quantitative restriction on 
imports and was contrary to Article 28 of 
the EC Treaty. The ECJ found that the law 
was indeed a restriction, but that it was 
justified under Article 30 of the Treaty 
(protection of health and life of animals).  

Directly concerns the threat that alien species may pose to natives. The ECJ referred to the existence of protected areas for 
biodiversity conservation under the Birds and Habitats Directives, and stated that the establishment by national legislation of a 
protection area within which the keeping of bees other than Læsø brown bees is prohibited, for the purpose of ensuring the 
survival of the latter, constituted an appropriate measure.  

Belgian animal welfare case 
(Case C-219/07: judgment 
delivered on 19 June 2008) 

The case concerned restrictions on holding 
of animals imposed under Belgian animal 
welfare legislation as amended in 1995, 
based on the EU WTR. The Belgian Decree 
prohibited the holding of any animals not 
included in a regulatory list (i.e. a white list), 
provided for certain derogations (zoos, 
laboratories etc.) and established a 
procedure for animal trading firms to apply 
to add new species to the authorised list 
subject to prior approval based on formal 
criteria. 
 
The Court found that the Decree was more 
stringent than the WTR Regulation and 
liable to restrict intra-Community trade for 
the purposes of Article 28 EC, but that it was 
justified under Article 30 of the Treaty, for 
the protection of the health and life of 
animals. 

Not specifically, but the judgment provides generally applicable guidance on the criteria to be applied when assessing whether a 
national trade-restrictive measure is compatible with the Treaty. It is for the national court to determine whether: 
 

¶ the drawing up of a (positive) species list is based on objective and non-discriminatory criteria; 

¶ a procedure enabling interested parties to apply for species listing is provided for, readily accessible and can be completed 
within reasonable time; 

¶ relevant holding conditions are objectively justified and do not go beyond what is necessary to achieve the objective pursued 
by the national legislation as a whole. 

 
The CA may refuse applications only if the holding of the specimens of the species concerned poses a genuine risk to the 
protection of animal welfare and the environment. Its refusal must be based on a full assessment of the risk posed to such 
interests, established on the basis of the most reliable scientific data available and the most recent results of international 
research (§36-отύΦ ΨWhere it proves impossible to determine with certainty the existence or extent of the risk envisaged because of 
the insufficiency, inconclusiveness or imprecision of the results of the studies conducted, but the likelihood of real harm to human 
or animal health or to the environment persists should the risk materialise, the precautionary principle justifies the adoption of 
restrictive measuresΩ όϠоуύΦ !ƴȅ ǊŜŦǳǎŀƭ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ōŜfore the courts. 
 
In the specific case, the National Council for Animal Welfare had established objective scientific criteria for dealing with 
applications to add new animal species to the list. These criteria precluded listing of species that, if they escaped into the wild, 
could continue to exist there and might constitute an ecological threat. The ECJ noted (§29) with regard to this criterion thŀǘ Ψthe 
Court has consistently held that restrictions of the free movement of goods may be justified by imperative requirements such as 
the protection of the environment (see Case C-350-95 Bettati [1998] ECR I-4355 §62 and Case C-314-98 Snellers [2000] ECR I-8633 
§55)ΩΦ 
 
On proportionality, the ECJ noted (§30) that it was necessary when applying the principle to a ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘȅǇŜΣ ǘƻ ΨǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǘƻ 
ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘΩ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ŀƴd the 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦ ΨThe fact that one Member State imposes less stringent rules than another Member State does not mean that the 
ƭŀǘǘŜǊΩǎ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƛǎǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƭŀǿΩ (§31). 
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¢ƘŜ 9/W ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ψa negative list system ς which entails limiting the prohibition to the species of mammals included in that 
list ς ƳƛƎƘǘ ƴƻǘ ǎǳŦŦƛŎŜ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΧ wŜƭƛŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŀǎ ƭƻƴƎ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ƳŀƳƳŀƭ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
included in the list, specimens of that species may be freely held even though there has been no scientific assessment capable of 
ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ Ŝƴǘŀƛƭǎ ƴƻ Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΩ (§32).  

Netherlands mussels case (Case 
C-249/07: judgment delivered 
on 4 December 2008) 
 
http://eur -
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUr
iServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2009:019:000
4:0004:EN:PDF 

The case brought by the Commission against 
the Kingdom of the Netherlands concerned 
a measure under domestic fisheries 
regulations. The ECJ declared that, by 
instituting a system of prior authorisation 
for the planting, in Netherlands coastal 
waters, of oysters and mussels coming 
lawfully from other Member States and 
being of species native to the Netherlands, 
the Kingdom of the Netherlands had failed 
to fulfil its obligations under Articles 28 EC 
and 30 EC.  

The case is directly relevant to interpretation of Art 22, Habitats Directive.  
 
The Commission claimed that the prohibition on planting oysters and mussels in Dutch coastal waters without a permit amounted 
to a prior authorisation regime liable to restrict intra-Community trade and market access from other MS. Whereas a permit was 
always required to plant oysters/mussels sourced from other MS, even if those species were native to the Netherlands, a permit 
was not required in certain cases to plant oysters/mussels sourced within the Netherlands (planting in the Wadden Sea of stock 
originating from the Dutch part of that sea; planting in the western Escaut of stock originating from the western Escaut). The 
Commission also claimed that the derogation for planting mussels from the western Escaut in the Wadden Sea was discriminatory 
because it benefited a large part of domestic mussel production. ECJ case law made clear that measures having equivalent effect 
to quantitative restrictions (prohibited under Art.28 EC) applied to any domestic measures liable to obstruct intra-EU trade, 
directly or indirectly, now or in the future. The regime in question affected oysters and mussels from other MS differently to the 
majority of oysters and mussels in the Netherlands and could thus obstruct free trade by dissuading an importer to introduce or 
place products on the market in the State concerned.  
 
The Dutch government accepted that the permit regime could restrict free movement of goods but argued that such measures 
were justified for reasons of biodiversity protection and conservation of non-threatened fisheries species, basing its arguments, 
on the habitats Directive and on Art.30 EC:  
 

¶ the permit regime was designed to prevent introduction of alien organisms attached to the introduced shellfish, which could 
threaten native fish and plant species in the waters concerned. The ECJ rejected the argument that such a measure was 
consistent with Art.22 of the Habitats Directive because that article only covered intentional introductions linked to a 
specific project and did not cover possible accidental introductions arising from the translocation of other species. The ECJ 
ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊŜǎŜŜŀōƭŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ǿŀǎ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ΨƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΩ ǳƴŘŜǊ !ǊǘΦнн όŎΦŦΦ 9/W ŎŀǎŜ ƭŀǿ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘǎ ŀ 
more subjectiǾŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΩ ŦƻǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ƘŀǊƳ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ ōǊŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ !ǊǘΦмн ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
Directive); 
 

¶ the ECJ rejected the argument that the measure was justified on the grounds of protection of the life of animals under 
Art.30. It noted that recourse to Art.30 was no longer possible once Community directives provided for harmonisation of 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ όŜΦƎΦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ a{Ω 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅύ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 5ǳǘŎƘ 
measure aimed to protect non-threatened fisheries species that fell outside the scope of the habitats Directive. Recourse to 
Art.30 was thus legally possible, provided that the Dutch government could show that the measure adopted was 
appropriate, necessary to achieve the desired objective and proportionate. On the facts, the ECJ found that the government 
had not demonstrated how its permit regime operated, the criteria used to grant or refuse permit applications, the objective 
and non-discriminatory nature of its system of derogations or detailed risk analysis which was a necessary precondition to 
invoking the precautionary principle. 

 

 
 

Source: Shine et al. 2008 
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3.5 Member State frameworks and trends 

 
Studies since 2006 have tracked the development of IAS measures and strategies in MS and 
other European countries.115 The impetus for this has come partly from the Council of 
Europe which monitors implementation of the European Strategy on Invasive Alien Species 
(Genovesi and Shine 2004) and develops topic-specific guidance for Parties.116 Table 3-3 
provides an updated overview of MS frameworks as of 2010. This section highlights trends 
particularly relevant to the EU Strategy, illustrated with concrete examples.    
 
Legislative definitions 
 
MS legislative frameworks and associated terminology are often fragmented, complex and 
inconsistent. This constraint is widely recognised. Some modern instruments have shifted to 
clearer ecological definitions and provide an impact-ōŀǎŜŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ can 
create a clearer basis for identifying responsibilities and possible liability. 
 
Examples: {ǇŀƛƴΩǎ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ .ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ !Ŏǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ŀƴ ΨƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ ŀƭƛŜƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ǘƻ 
ŎƻǾŜǊ Ψa species that is introduced or established in a natural or semi-natural ecosystem or 
habitat and is an agent of change and threatens native biodiversity, either because of its 
invasive behaviour or because of the risk of genetic contaminationΦΩ117  
 
{ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ118 defines: 

¶ ΨƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŀƴƎŜΩ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀƴƛƳŀƭΣ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ƻǊ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ƻǊ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ŀǎ Ψthe locality to which 
the animal or plant of that type is indigenousΩ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜǎ Ψany locality to which that 
type of animal or plant has been imported (whether intentionally or otherwise) by any 
personΩΤ  

¶ ΨƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜΩ ŀǎ Ψa reference to an animal or plant of a type which if not under the control 
of any person, would be likely to have a significant adverse impact on (a) biodiversity; 
(b) other environmental interests; or (c) social or economic interestsΩ όŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƛƴ 
bold added). 

                                                      
115 Miller at al 2006; Shine et al 2008.  
116 Most recently Recommendation No. 142 (2009) on IAS and climate change (see 4.2 below); Recommendation No. 133 (2008) on water 
hyacinth. For full list, see http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/cultureheritage/nature/WCD/InvasiveSpecies_en.asp# . 
117 Ψla que se introduce o establece en un ecosistema o hábitat natural o seminatural y que es un agente de cambio y amenaza para la 
diversidad biológica nativa, ya sea por su comportamiento invasor, o por el riesgo de contaminación genéticaΩ (Art.3.13, Law No. 42/2007). 
118 Sec.14, Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Bill (SP Bill 52), introduced in the Scottish Parliament on 9 June 2010: second 
reading begins on 22 December 2010; adoption scheduled for spring 2011. Consultation document on proposed IAS provisions available at 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2009/06/17133414/4  

http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/cultureheritage/nature/WCD/InvasiveSpecies_en.asp
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2009/06/17133414/4
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Table 3-3 Overview of existing MS legal and policy frameworks (as of June 2010).  The overview is based on Shine et al. (2008) and updated according to the 
information provided by the Member States to the European Commission in the context of the review of the EU Biodiversity Action Plan in 2010.  

 

COUNTRY IMPORT/ EXPORT 
POSSESSION/ 

TRADE 
INTRODUCTION 

CONTROL/ 
ERADICATION 

NATIONAL IAS 
DATABASE / 
INVENTORY  

INFORMATION AND 
EARLY WARNING 
SYSTEM FOR IAS 

IAS STRATEGY  

Austria No No Yes No Yes No119 IAS Action Plan 

Belgium Yes No Yes Yes Yes Under development IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy 

Bulgaria120 Yes No Yes Yes No information No information  Under development 

Cyprus 
Being developed 

(fauna) 
Yes Yes No No No No 

Czech 
Republic 

Yes No Yes Yes Under development No IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan 

Denmark No No Yes Yes Yes No IAS Action Plan 

Estonia Yes No Yes Yes Under development No No 

Finland Yes No Yes Yes Under development Under development Under development 

France Yes Yes Yes Yes Under development Under development 
Under development (inc. Outermost Regions) 
 

Germany No Yes Yes Yes Under development Under development 
Under development 
 

Greece120 Yes Yes No Yes No information No information  No 

Hungary No121 Yes Yes Yes Under development No Under development  

Ireland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  Under development Under development  

Italy Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  No No 

Latvia Yes No Yes Yes No No IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy 

Lithuania Yes Yes Yes Yes No No IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan 

Luxembourg Yes Yes Yes Being developed Yes No IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan 

Malta Yes Yes Yes Yes Under development No 
IAS will be included in the currently developed Biodiversity 
Strategy 

                                                      
119 Early warning and information system is seen as a priority to be developed at the EU level. 
120 The information for these Member States is based on Shine et al 2008.  
121 Were in place prior to EU membership. 
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The 
Netherlands 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes National IAS Policy 

Poland Yes 
Adoption due 

Dec.2010 
Yes Yes No information No information  IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy 

Portugal Yes122 Yes Yes Yes Yes No IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy 

Romania  
Yes No Yes Yes No information No information 

IAS will be included in the currently developed Biodiversity 
Strategy 

Slovakia120 Yes Yes Yes Yes No information No information IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy 

Slovenia 
No123 Yes Yes No No No Under development 

Spain 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Under development No 

IAS Action Plan 
Also, IAS under development 

Sweden Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes, but yet to be adopted  

UK Yes Yes Yes Yes Under development Under development Yes  

 
 

                                                      
122 Specific restrictions in relation to Madeira, under development for the Azores. 
123 Were in place prior to EU membership. 
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Approaches to IAS species listing 

At pan-European level, countries have continued to invest in the development of IAS lists as 
a support to management and/or regulation. These tend to be based on different concepts 
of invasiveness e.g. based on either biogeographical or impact criteria; only consider 
environmental effects or also include impacts on economy or other non-biological 
parameters.  
 
The effects of the inconsistency in the terms and concepts adopted in different contexts 
explains the large difference in the number of species listed as invasive within Europe 
(Genovesi et al. 2011 in press). For example, for the same geographic region, Vilà and co-
authors (2009) reported 1094 alien species of Europe known to cause some impacts to 
biological diversity, and 1347 known to cause some economic impacts. On the other hand, 
preliminary black lists proposed for a Council of Europe study focused on species entering 
Europe through trade (Genovesi and Scalera 2007) and for an EEA feasibility study for a 
early warning and information system124 included a number of listed species ranging from 
about 500 to over 1200. 
 
A recent study (Solarz 2010: see Table 3-4) compared black and grey list approaches in 
NOBANIS countries and found wide scientific and policy-relevant variations, including:  

¶ no lists (black or counterpart) in some countries; 

¶ existing lists in very different stages of development (from early drafts to 
comprehensive inventories waiting to be updated); 

¶ different names for existing lists in different countries; 

¶ black lists are most common (12 countries) but not legally binding in most countries; 

¶ grey lists are in place in six of these countries but only one (Belgium) has a formal 
alert list (see below); 

¶ the scope and consistency of lists varies significantly between even neighbouring 
countries and between taxonomic groups; 

¶ fact sheets on species invasiveness are lacking or incomplete for some of the most 
unwanted species.   

 
Table 3-4 Comparison of black lists of IAS in NOBANIS countries 

 
Country legally binding? non-environmental 

impacts? 
invasion stage covered by list 

   absent isolated restricted widespread 

Belgium N N Y Y Y Y 

Denmark N N Y Y Y Y 

Estonia Y N Y Y Y Y 

Finland N      

                                                      
124 The full version of these black lists (cf. abridged version in Genovesi et al. 2010) was published in Genovesi P., Scalera R., Solarz, W and 
Roy, D. 2009. Towards an early warning and information system for invasive alien species (IAS) threatening biodiversity in Europe. 
European Environment Agency, Contract No. 3606/B2008/EEA.53386, ISPRA, Rome). 
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Germany N N Y Y Y Y 

Iceland Y  Y    

Ireland N Y     

Latvia N Y     

Netherlands Y/N      

Norway N      

Poland Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Slovakia Y N  Y Y Y 

 

Source: Solarz 2010 

 
The 2010 NOBANIS study compared its findings to the above-mentioned Council of Europe 
ΨƳŜǘŀƭƛǎǘΩ ǎǘǳŘȅ όDŜƴƻǾŜǎƛ ŀƴŘ {ŎŀƭŜǊŀ нллтύΦ125 It found 126 species in common, 349 
species listed only in the NOBANIS black lists and 381 species only in the Council of Europe 
metalist.  
 
These findings highlight the need to develop a common approach and information platform 
to help individual countries developing or updating their national lists. This is also important 
to promote consistency between subnational units competent for developing species 
lists.126 
 
Risk assessment to support IAS decision making 
 
This is an area of significant investment in several MS to provide scientific justification for 
regulatory measures and/or to prioritise management interventions. At least two MS (UK 
and Belgium) have developed IAS-specific RA protocols that may be capable of scaling up to 
a broader level. Joint RA initiatives between neighbouring MS to facilitate a common 
biogeographical approach are in place for the island of Ireland127 and Austria / Germany.128   
 
Example of a unified RA mechanism: the Great Britain Non-Native Organism Risk  
Assessment Scheme, based on EPPO PRA methodology, can be used to assess the risks 
associated with alien species in any taxonomic group. Triggers for carrying out RA include 
interceptions of new non-native species and horizon scanning to detect invasive species. 
RAs are carried out by external experts using standardised methodology. A dedicated Non-
Native Species Risk Analysis Panel, with expertise in entomology, plants, fish, animal 
diseases, marine and economics, meets at least four times per year to review RA results to 
ensure consistency and accuracy. Panel comments are sent back to the risk assessor, several 
times if necessary, until the Panel is satisfied that the RA is fit for the purpose prior to 
introduction of non-native species.129  
 
Example of IAS regulation directly linked to risk statusΥ .ŜƭƎƛǳƳΩǎ Harmonia database covers 

                                                      
125 Metalist includes 517 species, developed from analysis of EPPO, EEA/SEBI, NOBANIS fact sheets, DAISIE and EU Wildlife Trade 
Regulation data. 
126 ŜΦƎΦ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ bŀǘǳǊŜ /ƻƴǎŜrvation Legislation makes it necessary to distinguish between invasive, potential 
invasive and non-invasive species. Federal black lists will be published for all taxonomic groups (starting with fish) but these do not bind 
individual Länder which may develop their own black lists (Stefan Nehring, pers.comm.). 
127 Invasive Species Ireland initiative: see http://www.invasivespeciesireland.com  
128 GABLIS (German-Austrian Black List for Invasive Species) non-binding criteria-based system (Essl et al. 2008). 
129 https://secure.fera.defra.gov.uk/nonnativespecies/index.cfm?pageid=5 ; http://napra.eppo.org/index.php  

http://www.invasivespeciesireland.com/
https://secure.fera.defra.gov.uk/nonnativespecies/index.cfm?pageid=5
http://napra.eppo.org/index.php
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alien species introduced by man on Belgian territory or in neighbouring areas after 1500. 
Listing depends on prior assessment by scientists using the ISEIA protocol130 and is updated 
annually by a consultative expert committee (see Figure 3-1). It covers two categories: 

¶ black and watch list: alien species naturalised in Belgium, with a focus on those that 
actively colonise semi-natural ecosystems and can be detrimental to the 
environment;  

¶ alert list: alien species not yet observed in Belgium that are invasive in neighbouring 
countries and considered as highly detrimental to biodiversity. 

    
Figure 3-1 Belgian listing system to identify alien species that threaten native biodiversity 

 
 

Source: Belgian Forum on Invasive Species  

 
 
A draft Royal Decree131 provides for a ban on the import, export and transit of 20 listed 
IAS132 in categories A0/A1, after consultation with horticulture and pet trade stakeholders. It 
establishes a business exemption from liability where the breeder / other responsible actor 
can prove that all reasonable steps were taken to avoid escape of listed species.  
 

                                                      
130 Maintained and developed by the Belgian Forum on Invasive Species (BFIS), part of the Belgian Biodiversity Platform. Under the 
Invasive Species Environmental Impact Assessment (http://ias.biodiversity.be/ias/documents/ISEIA_protocol.pdf. data are reviewed for 
accreditation by a scientific committee before publication. Lists can be sorted or filtered through different criteria including taxonomy, 
habitat, introduction date or hazard categories. Specific icons indicate recent additions to the list and changes of listing category. To date, 
only vascular plants and vertebrates have been subject to risk assessment. 
131 Proposed in May 2009; adoption scheduled end 2010 but subject to ongoing political reorganisation.  
132 Including 8 vascular plants; 1 bird (sacred ibis); 2 fish; 8 mammals, including American mink; and 1 amphibian. 
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Expansion of IAS regulation to address trade, holding and ancillary activities  
 
Growth in national or subnational IAS regulations has continued, despite the uncertainty 
identified in previous studies regarding compatibility of measures with the Single Market.  
 
Consistency remains a challenge, both between neighbouring countries and within MS with 
decentralised competency for nature conservation. Typically, importation and movement 
are regulated at national level whilst domestic trade, holding, release and management 
come under subnational jurisdiction. This enables local IAS problems to be addressed close 
to the ground but can complicate IAS communication and enforcement efforts. There are 
several examples where trade in known IAS is banned in some jurisdictions and legal across 
the border.133   
 
Spanish legislation (Natural Heritage and Biodiversity Act 2007) provides an overarching 
framework for a consistent approach at national and subnational levels. Implementing 
regulations for the National Catalogue of Invasive Alien Species are under development. 
Some Autonomous Communities have developed regional IAS catalogues which provide a 
basis for regulating possession and trade within their territory (e.g. Valencia). 
 
The lack of explicit EU-level tools to regulate holding and breeding in captivity (except 
aquaculture) is identified as a common problem. Some MS address this by using municipal 
regulations for registration of exotic animals (e.g. Canaries134) and/or through dangerous 
animals-type legislation. The latter can be used to regulate import and keeping of certain 
species; require licensing of premises holding captive populations; specify keeping 
conditions; ŀƭƭƻǿ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ Ψŀǘ ƭŀǊƎŜΩΤ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ƻǿƴŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƴƻǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ 
following escape.135  
 
Example of incorporating IAS into existing regulations: In September 2010, France published 
amended regulations on conditions for holding in captivity, breeding, trade, transport and 
display of specified alien vertebrates, excluding fish, in metropolitan territory.136 These 
extend the suite of existing measures to cover a range of known IAS.137 Equivalent 
regulations will be developed for flora, fish and invertebrates on metropolitan territory and 
for individual Overseas Territories.   
 

                                                      
133 e.g. in Austria, trade, movement and breeding of listed alien reptiles is authorised in certain provinces and prohibited in others. Grey 
squirrel bans are in place in e.g. France, Switzerland and The Netherlands but not Italy: a draft decree to ban trade and keeping 
throughout national territory was drawn up in July 2009 but has not been adopted.   
134 Draft Decree to regulate holding and trade in reptiles: September 2010 version available at 
http://www.gobiernodecanarias.org/cmayot/servlet/ViewDocu?id_documento=10710&id_pagina=1  
135 The draft Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Bill will, if adopted, incorporate these legal tools into dedicated IAS prevention 
and control legislation. In England, the Destructive Imported Animals Act 1932 has already been used to prohibit or control 
importation/keepƛƴƎ ƻŦ Ψƴƻƴ-ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ƳŀƳƳŀƭƛŀƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ tŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘ hǊŘŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŦƻǊ Ƴǳǎƪ Ǌŀǘǎ 
(1933), grey squirrels in 1937, non-indigenous rabbits in 1954 and coypu in 1987. Temporary orders have been made for mink.  
136 Arrêté du 30 juiƭƭŜǘ нлмл ƳƻŘƛŦƛŀƴǘ όмύ ƭΩŀǊǊşǘŞ Řǳ мл ŀƻǶǘ нллп ŦƛȄŀƴǘ ƭŜǎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŘΩŀǳǘƻǊƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜ ŘŞǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŘΩŀƴƛƳŀǳȄ ŘŜ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴŜǎ 
ŜǎǇŝŎŜǎ ƴƻƴ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛǉǳŜǎ Řŀƴǎ ƭŜǎ ŞǘŀōƭƛǎǎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŘΩŞƭŜǾŀƎŜΣ ŘŜ ǾŜƴǘŜΣ ŘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ƻǳ ŘŜ ǇǊŞǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǳ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘΩŀnimaux 
ŘΩŜǎǇŝŎŜǎ ƴƻƴ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛǉǳŜǎ Ŝǘ όнύ ƭΩŀǊǊşǘŞ Řǳ мл ŀƻǶǘ нллп ŦƛȄŀƴǘ ƭŜǎ ǊŝƎƭŜǎ ƎŞƴŞǊŀƭŜǎ ŘŜ ŦƻƴŎǘƛƻƴƴŜƳŜƴǘ ŘŜǎ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘΩŞƭŜvage 
ŘΩŀƎǊŞƳŜƴǘ ŘΩŀƴƛƳŀǳȄ ŘΩŜǎǇŝŎŜǎ ƴƻƴ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛǉǳŜǎ, published in the Official Journal on 10 September 2010. 
137 Several mammals and 4 birds: Threskiornis aethiopicus, Alopochen aegyptiacus, Branta canadensis, Oxyura jamaicensis 
(http://www. legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do;jsessionid=?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000022806737&dateTexte=&oldAction=rechJO&categorieLi
en=id). 

http://www.gobiernodecanarias.org/cmayot/servlet/ViewDocu?id_documento=10710&id_pagina=1
http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do;jsessionid=?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000022806737&dateTexte=&oldAction=rechJO&categorieLien=id
http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do;jsessionid=?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000022806737&dateTexte=&oldAction=rechJO&categorieLien=id
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Example of dedicated IAS regulationsΥ tƻƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ L!{ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ нллф bŀǘǳǊŜ 
Conservation Act138 are due for publication by end 2010. For black-listed species, a permit 
will be required for import into Poland, keeping, breeding or sale (conditions may be varied 
for different species on the list). As currently drafted, all permit decisions will be subject to 
prior consultation with the State Council for Nature Conservation. 
 
Introductions into the natural environment 
 
MS practice varies widely in terms of legal approach (black list: restrictions applicable only 
to listed species cf. white list: presumption against release except under permit) and 
between animals and plants. The most common scenario is for nature conservation 
restrictions to co-exist with sectoral legislation for key economic sectors e.g. agriculture, 
forestry, plant health, hunting and/or fisheries and angling. This highlights the need for 
common criteria and coordinated decision making across concerned sectors, which is far 
from the case in most countries. Another constraint relates to enforcement: prosecutions 
for unlawful releases are extremely rare. 
 
Example of white list approach coupled with other sectoral legislationΥ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ 
Federal Nature Conservation Act139 lays down specific measures for non-native, foreign and 
invasive species (defined in terms of threat to ecosystems, biotopes and species). Specific 
measures are directed to IAS (early warning, monitoring, controlling, eradication) and 
potential invasive species (monitoring). All releases of animal species (alien or native) into 
ǳǊōŀƴ ƻǊ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀ ǇŜǊƳƛǘΦ CƻǊ ǇƭŀƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƭŘ ƻŦ Ψforeign shrubs 
ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜŘǎΩ όƛΦe. alien plant genotypes/species outside their area of occurrence) will require a 
permit after 1 March 2020 (i.e. 10 year transition period). The federal agency is responsible 
for decision making on releases in the 200 nautical mile zone and for new alien species in 
Germany for which no occurrence in Germany is known. In other cases Länder are the 
competent authorities. The Act specifies that a permit should be refused if a threat to other 
Member States' ecosystems, biotopes or species cannot be ruled out. 
 
However, these broad provisions do not apply to the agriculture, forestry, plant health, 
hunting and fisheries sectors covered by separate legislation at federal / Länder level. The 
Act is thus mainly concerned with activities in the framework of nature conservation e.g. 
compensation measures, although it could also be applied to e.g. landscaping and road 
verge planting. Where necessary to prevent threats to ecosystems, biotopes or species, the 
competent authority may order the elimination of plants spreading unintentionally in 
natural surroundings (including e.g. invasive plants spreading from biofuel plantations into 
the wild) or animals that have escaped into natural surroundings.  

  
Example concerning release to the marine environment: UK regulations implementing the 
habitats Directive make it illegal for anyone on an offshore installation or on board a ship to 
deliberately introduce into a relevant part of the coastal sea any live animal or plant of a 
kind having a natural range that does not include those waters, where the introduction 

                                                      
138 Polish text availabe at http://www.mos.gov.pl/g2/kategoriaPliki/2009_04/67e632d51bb8aa7fd64d8050d36016a9.pdf   
139 Entered into force 1 March 2010: http://www.bmu.de/naturschutz_biologische_vielfalt/downloads/doc/44597.php.translation  
available at http://www.bmu.de/files/english/pdf/application/pdf/bnatschg_en_bf.pdf   

http://www.mos.gov.pl/g2/kategoriaPliki/2009_04/67e632d51bb8aa7fd64d8050d36016a9.pdf
http://www.bmu.de/naturschutz_biologische_vielfalt/downloads/doc/44597.php.translation
http://www.bmu.de/files/english/pdf/application/pdf/bnatschg_en_bf.pdf
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would give rise to a risk of prejudice to natural habitats within their natural range or a risk of 
prejudice to wild native flora and fauna (whether in the place of introduction or 
elsewhere).140 However, no offence is committed if an introduction results from a ballast 
water discharge of water that was necessary to protect the safety of any person or ship and 
all reasonably practical steps were taken to minimise risks to natural habitats or wild native 
flora or fauna. 
 
Alert systems and early eradication actions  
 
Several MS have started actions on emergent invasive species either independently or 
under the umbrella of a regional network (e.g. Ambrosia artemisiifolia in Germany and 
Austria141; Raccoon dog in Nordic countries). In 2010 the Irish National Invasive Species 
Database142 released Species Alerts for the recent arrival of Hemimysis anomala, Ludwigia 
grandiflora, Harmonia axyridis, Trachemys scripta scripta, Chelydra serpentina and Sus 
scrofa. A recording scheme for eight ƻŦ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ aƻǎǘ ¦ƴǿŀƴǘŜŘ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ ŀǉǳŀǘƛŎ Ǉƭŀƴǘ 
species has also been launched.  
 
Several MS note that funding constraints can hamper rapid response. For example, if a high-
risk species arrives mid to late financial year when budgets are already fully committed, it is 
very difficult to get any funding to undertake monitoring and eradication / control works.  
 
Cooperative approaches to IAS control and ecological restoration  
 
Cooperation at the transboundary, biogeographic or regional level is increasing. Several 
bilateral INTERREG-supported programmes are in place e.g. Flanders and southern parts of 
The Netherlands are developing a cross-border policy to develop IAS management 
options.143 At the level of a single biogeographic unit, Invasive Species Ireland (ISI) links the 
Northern Ireland Environment Agency and the Irish National Parks and Wildlife Service and 
oversees or coordinates large-scale IAS management programmes in shared ecosystems 
(see 5.2.4).144 
 
Environmental liability and accountability 
 
Criminal penalties have been increased in several MS to reflect EU legislation on 
environmental criminal offences. There is gradual alignment of penalty levels for IAS-related 
offences with protected habitat / species offences (e.g. up to 2 years imprisonment plus 
fines under the Spanish Ley Orgánica 5/2010145). Some MS are introducing a legal basis for 
mandatory control orders for listed IAS which could provide a basis for remediation and cost 
recovery, although this area is still very under-developed. Examples include the new federal 

                                                      
140 See Guidance note on the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) (Amendment) Regulations 2007: Introduction of new species from 
ships (http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-pets/wildlife/protect/documents/habitat-speciesprotectchange.pdf ). 
141 Austria has launched a large (400,000 EUR) project for this flagship alien: see: 
https://forschung.boku.ac.at/fis/suchen.projekt_uebersicht?sprache_in=de&menue_id_in=300&id_in=7256  
142 http://invasivespecies.biodiversityireland.ie  
143 See http://www.inbo.be/content/page.asp?pid=OwnCapital_InternationalProjects    
144 source: NOBANIS Newsletter No.3/2010  
145 http://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2010/06/23/pdfs/BOE-A-2010-9953.pdfPágina 54858  

http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-pets/wildlife/protect/documents/habitat-speciesprotectchange.pdf
https://forschung.boku.ac.at/fis/suchen.projekt_uebersicht?sprache_in=de&menue_id_in=300&id_in=7256
http://invasivespecies.biodiversityireland.ie/
http://www.inbo.be/content/page.asp?pid=OwnCapital_InternationalProjects
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German nature conservation legislation146 and draft Scottish legislation.147 Belgium has 
established a specific liability regime for damage arising from transportation of IAS (see 
5.6.2).  
 
IAS strategy development and coordination 
 
All but four MS have adopted or are developing IAS strategies (stand-alone or embedded in 
national biodiversity strategies and action plans). This represents significant investment at 
MS level since the adoption of the Bern Convention IAS Strategy and the EC Biodiversity 
Action Plan in 2006. However, strategies continue to be mainly driven by environment 
ministries with several MS experiencing difficulty interacting with other sectors e.g. plant 
health, agriculture, forestry or fisheries.  
 
Examples of cross-sectoral coordination: The UK has gone furthest to provide a single co-
ordinating body for IAS policy and management. The Great Britain Non-Native Species 
Programme Board was set up to deliver strategic consideration of IAS threats across 
England, Wales and Scotland and comprises senior representatives from these 
administrations, supported by an independent secretariat. A stakeholder forum is held 
annually. Stronger links are now proposed with the ISI initiative e.g. through a joint Strategy 
and Legislation Working Group that would include representatives from all UK and Irish 
administrations.148 
 
The Netherlands created a dedicated IAS team in 2009 responsible for: maintaining a 
surveillance network (including significant volunteer participation) and alien species 
ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ΨƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜƴŜǎǎκƛƳǇŀŎǘΩ ŀŦǘŜǊ нлмлΤ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΤ ŀŘǾƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
minister on risks and management options; and risk communication. The team targets IAS 
that impact on biodiversity but also takes account of impacts on human and animal health, 
the economy and safety. It has 3 FTE with an annual budget of 1 million EUR (including staff 
costs) and is part of the new Food and Consumer Product Safety Authority.149  
  
Examples from EU Overseas Entities: Two Outermost Regions have recently or will soon 
adopt stand-alone IAS Strategies: La Réunion150 and the Canary Islands.151 The South Atlantic 
Invasive Species Strategy, covering five UK Overseas Territories and developed with EU co-
financing152, has been approved by all concerned administrations and will be published in 
November 2010. 
  

                                                      
146 See footnote 139. 
147 See footnote 118. 
148 Cathy Maguire, pers.comm.  
149 Presentation by Wiebe Lammers, Invasive Alien Species Team, Netherlands Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality at 
NOBANIS Workshop, Waterford, 1-2 June 2010. 
150 Stratégie de lutte contre les espèces invasives 2010 (http://www.especes-envahissantes-outremer.fr/actualites.php#34 ). 
151 2009 draft scheduled for finalisation at workshops in November 2010 and February 2011 (Juan Luis Rodrigues-Luengo, pers.comm): 
see http://www.gobiernodecanarias.org/noticias/index.jsp?module=1&page=nota.htm&id=134074  
152 See footnote 106. 

http://www.especes-envahissantes-outremer.fr/actualites.php#34
http://www.gobiernodecanarias.org/noticias/index.jsp?module=1&page=nota.htm&id=134074
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3.6 Major voluntary initiatives  

 
Voluntary measures to address risks associated with the introduction or use of alien species 
can play a multiple role: awareness-raising, stakeholder innovation, leverage/dissemination 
of best practices, supplementing existing regulations or filling a regulatory gap (see 5.6).  
 
Several areas of reƎƛƳŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜƴ ŎŀǘŀƭȅǎŜŘ ōȅ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ LahΩǎ 
voluntary standards and Globallast Programme activities led to the adoption of the BWM 
Convention. At the pan-European level, the ICES Code of Practice on the Introductions and 
Transfers of Marine Organisms informed development of the EU aquaculture Regulation.  
 
The Council of Europe (Bern Convention), in consultation with stakeholders, has led 
development of pathway codes for sectors not covered by international or EU regulatory 
frameworks:  

¶ jointly with EPPO, the Code of Conduct on Horticulture and Invasive Alien Plants 
(Heywood and Brunel 2009);  

¶ draft European Code of Conduct on Companion Animal and Invasive Alien Species 
(Davenport and Collins 2009), developed in collaboration with the Ornamental 
Aquatic Trade Association and pet trade associations; 

¶ draft European Charter on Recreational Fishing and Biodiversity (Brainerd 2010).153  
 
Experience suggests that high-ƭŜǾŜƭ ΨǎƻŦǘ ƭŀǿΩ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ 
the baseline. For example, the EPPO/Council of Europe horticulture code is non-binding but 
was formally approved by the respective member countries of these two intergovernmental 
organisations (including EU-27 MS). Governments are invited to endorse the Code at 
national level and draft harmonised national codes of conduct.154  
 
In the UK, non-binding statutory codes of conduct have been developed for specific IAS (e.g. 
Japanese knotweed) or pathways (e.g. horticulture). These may be referenced in legal 
proceedings in the event of environmental damage i.e. a court may take account of any 
failure to comply with such guidance when reaching its decision.155 In 2010, relevant 
ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ ŀ Ƨƻƛƴǘ Ψ.Ŝ tƭŀƴǘ ²ƛǎŜΩ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ156 to encourage responsible 
practices by pond owners, with business and NGO support.   
 
 

                                                      
153 The draft Code and draft Charter will be considered by the Bern Convention Standing Committee in December 2010. 
154 LIFE+ is co-financing a pilot project in Belgium for its implementation (InvHorti - Increase awareness to curb horticultural introductions 
of invasive plants in Belgium. Total budget 1 million EUR). A Dutch voluntary agreement has been concluded with the horticulture industry 
for aquatic plants (http://www.onkruid.nl/ artikel.lasso?MzY5MjA=;  http://ias.biodiversity.be/ias/documents/def_fr.pdf ). 
155 Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 (England and Wales). Similar provisions apply or are under development in 
Scotland, Northern Ireland and upcoming in the Republic of Ireland.  
156 www.direct.gov.uk/beplantwise  and in Scotland at www.scotland.gov.uk/beplantwise   

http://www.onkruid.nl/artikel.lasso?MzY5MjA
http://ias.biodiversity.be/ias/documents/def_fr.pdf
http://www.direct.gov.uk/beplantwise
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/beplantwise
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3.7 Overall conclusions on the policy baseline 

 
This section summarises the EU policy baseline (3.7.1), key gaps and constraints to be 
addressed through the Strategy (3.7.2) and suggested priorities (3.7.3). 
   

3.7.1 Synthesis of coverage under existing EU instruments 
 
The baseline analysis shows that numerous EU policies and instruments tackle aspects of IAS 
prevention and management and that many MS have updated or extended implementation 
measures at national and/or subnational level. This confirms the trend observed in earlier 
studies towards more systematic consideration of IAS environmental impacts.  
 
Table 3-5 ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻƴ ƪŜȅ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ 9¦ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
highlights instrument variability in terms of coverage, decision-making procedures, 
regulatory interventions and support systems. It also makes it possible to identify matters 
that are either not covered or are inefficiently covered under existing policy tools and 
approaches. 
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Table 3-5 Policy baseline: synthesis of existing coverage under key EU instruments  

ACTIVITY 
ANIMAL HEALTH 
INSTRUMENTS 

PLANT HEALTH 
DIRECTIVE 

WILDLIFE 
TRADE 
REGULATION 

AQUACULTURE 
REGULATION 

HABITATS AND 
BIRDS 
DIRECTIVES 

WATER 
FRAMEWORK 
DIRECTIVE 

MARINE 
STRATEGY 
FRAMEWORK 
DIRECTIVE 

COMMENTS 

Scope/coverage         

Taxonomic coverage  

Animal pathogens 
& diseases  
Wild bird imports 
(avian flu) 

Animals, plants,  
pathogens to the extent 
ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ΨƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƳǎΩ όǇŜǎǘǎ ƻŦ 
plants or plant products) 

Ψ{ǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ 
Aquatic 
organisms/GMOs  

Ψ{ǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ Not limited. Ψ{ǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ 
AQR not applicable to pet-
shops, garden centres or 
aquaria.  

Impact coverage  
Health of farmed & 
wild animals 

(Current) direct impacts 
on plants  
 

Ecological (wild 
native species) 

Biodiversity & 
ecosystem 
functions 

Natural habitats, 
wild native 
species 

Ecological (inland, 
transitional, 
coastal waters) 

Ecological 
impact  
(marine 
waters) 

 

Risk assessment & decision-making procedures        

Decision level COM  
MS initiate proposals: 
adopted at COM level 

COM 
MS 
COM oversight if 
transboundary  

MS  MS MS  

Listing mechanism Black (open) Black (open) Black (open) 
White (closed): 
exemptions for 
long-used species  

Variable, mainly 
black 

N/A N/A  

Adaptable to 
biogeographic/areas? 

V (zonation) VόΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ȊƻƴŜǎΩύ No V(explicit) 
Depends on  
interpretation of 
ΨǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΩ 

V(river basins) 
V (marine 
regions) 

WFD/MSFD both based on 
ecosystem approach. 

Formal risk assessment?  V EFSA V EFSA No 
V(non-routine 
movements) 

V (impacts to 
Natura 2000 
sites) 

N/A N/A  

Prevention         

Import V 
V  
 
 

V (V) N/A N/A N/A 
AQR references EU fish health 
legislation applicable to 
imports 

Intra-EU movement/ 
holding 

V 

V BUT not possible for 
HO once established or 
common in part of EU, 
unless protected zone  

V(not used) 
VόΨŎƭƻǎŜŘΩ 
facilities) 

N/A If needed If needed 
Unclear for MS (Single Mkt, 
holding in captivity)  

Introduction to wild  N/A N/A (movement focus) N/A VόΨƻǇŜƴΩ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎύ V If needed If needed 
Renewable Energy Directive: 
biofuel plantation to avoid 
ecol. impacts 

¦ƴƛƴǘΩƭ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴǎΥ 
commodities/transport 

V V N/A 
VόΨƴƻƴ-target 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƳǎΩύ 

N/A If needed 
V(ballast 
water) 

 

¦ƴƛƴǘΩƭΥ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ 
natural spread 

N/A Under consideration N/A (Implicit) N/A If needed If needed  

Early warning & rapid response       NOBANIS 
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ACTIVITY 
ANIMAL HEALTH 
INSTRUMENTS 

PLANT HEALTH 
DIRECTIVE 

WILDLIFE 
TRADE 
REGULATION 

AQUACULTURE 
REGULATION 

HABITATS AND 
BIRDS 
DIRECTIVES 

WATER 
FRAMEWORK 
DIRECTIVE 

MARINE 
STRATEGY 
FRAMEWORK 
DIRECTIVE 

COMMENTS 

Surveillance & monitoring  
V(being 
strengthened) 

V (under review) N/A V (2 years min.) 
Yes, monitoring 
is required for 
Annex species 

Big MS variations  
V (specific 
descriptor) 

WFD and MSFD: EU guidance 
in progress 

Reporting & information 
exchange 

V V(under review) N/A V 
Yes, Article 17-
reports (6 yrs-
intervals) 

N/A N/A  

Contingency planning 
V(being 
strengthened) 

V (under review) N/A V (MS) N/A N/A N/A  

Fast track decisions for 
emergency action  

V  V  N/A V (MS) N/A If needed If needed  

EU co-financing? V  V (under review) N/A No 
V(but 
mechanism not 
fast) 

   

Control and management         

Long-term management No No N/A V 
V (N2000/ 
protected  
species)  

V (good ecol. 
status) 

V (good env. 
status) 

 

Ecological restoration No No N/A V (remediation) 
V (N2000/ 
protected  
species)  

V (good ecol. 
status) 

V (good env. 
status) 

 

Cross-cutting instruments 
& infrastructure support  

        

Funding (variable scope) V (Solidarity) V (Solidarity) 
V (Occasional, 
contract 
services) 

N/A 

LIFE+ 
(management, 
awareness 
raising, etc.) 
Contract services  

  

Opportunities under EAFRD, 
INTERREG, RTD framework 
programmes, contract 
services,  etc.  

Responsibility & cost 
recovery 

Under development Under development  V Env. Liability    

Capacity building V V V      

Research  V V V (Occasional) (V) 
RTD (limited) 
 

V V  
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3.7.2 Key gaps and constraints to be addressed through the Strategy 
 
Low awareness at political and public levels 
 
This is a problem throughout the EU. It has two aspects: lack of understanding of what IAS 
are and the activities that lead to their introduction, and lack of information on ways to do 
things differently and how this could bring social and economic benefits. Some excellent 
voluntary initiatives are coming on stream, mainly focused on specific target audiences. 
However, there is no overarching platform to raise awareness of IAS as an EU-wide issue.  
 
Administrative constraints 
 
Stakeholder consultations (e.g. NOBANIS 2010) routinely highlight the sheer number and 
complexity of policy instruments as a barrier to coordinated implementation. The absence 
of a streamlined and visible EU policy framework can make it harder for a single government 
ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ΨƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ L!{ ƛǎǎǳŜ 
and leverage more robust measures across sectors.  
 
MS essentially work in absolute separation from the EU in terms of IAS prevention, 
management and funding decisions - except where binding regimes are in place 
(aquaculture Regulation) or where the EU co-finances specific control or research projects 
(e.g. LIFE+, RTD framework programmes). Bottom-up efforts are hampered by data and 
capacity constraints and patchy funding. 
 
Gaps in species, pathway and impact coverage 
 
As currently applied, taxonomic coverage of EU instruments is weakest for alien animals and 
for alien plants that do not qualify as diseases or pests, has gaps for captive-bred specimens 
and is not explicit at the level of sub-species and genotypes. Major pathways for 
introduction to vulnerable ecosystems, in particular isolated islands, are not addressed. The 
framework does not address environmental impacts or threats to ecosystem functions in a 
clear and consistent way. 
 
Inconsistent use of terms and concepts and lack of key data 
 
There are ƴƻ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŜǾŜƴ ŦƻǊ ōŀǎƛŎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƭƛƪŜ ΨƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜΩ όƛ.e. to 
interpret what constitutes an impact). Difficulties arising from confusion in invasion 
terminology, and the lack of agreement on concepts, affect the development of reliable 
indicators and accessibility of existing databases (Genovesi et al. 2011 in press). Lack of data 
ƻƴ ōƻǘƘ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƛŜƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ 
underestimated and increases difficulty in detection of impacts (McGeoch et al. 2010).  
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Lack of a single IAS information portal  
 
This affects all areas of IAS policy, particularly horizon scanning, early warning, rapid 
response and monitoring. IAS have no equivalent of the maintained EU information, early 
warning and emergency response systems for animal and plant health.  
 
No common framework for IAS risk assessment   
 
IAS impacts on biodiversity and ecosystem functions are not explicitly addressed in existing 
EU risk assessment frameworks except for aquaculture. A few MS have made substantial 
unilateral investments to develop robust systems to assess a wider range of species, often 
modelled on the EPPO PRA methodology, but in most cases RAs are not well coordinated 
with other national systems or easily replicable. Risk screening under EFSA and other 
European bodies could provide a basis to build up a more transparent decision making 
process.  
 
Fragmented intervention logic and lack of prioritisation 
 
Apart from the animal and plant health regimes, the EU lacks a joined-up approach to 
managing invasion pathways from pre-border to post-border and down to control and 
management at appropriate scales. There are no targeted policies to protect the most 
vulnerable ecosystems and prevent further escalation of IAS damage elsewhere.  
 
Current policies are insufficiently precautionary and do not optimise efforts for prevention 
and to rectify environmental damage at source, even though these are recognised as the 
most cost-effective type of IAS intervention. Prevention efforts are mainly focused on the 
agricultural sector. Available regulatory tools (e.g. Wildlife Trade Regulation) are not used 
proactively to address known high-risk IAS moving in trade. Rapid response is essentially a 
matter for national / local discretion.  
 
The EU lacks a  coordination framework to promote consistency across key sectors and 
manage policy trade-offs. For example, EU policies for climate change adaptation include 
measures for landscape connectivity which could affect the viability of IAS containment 
strategies.  
 
Legal uncertainty in the context of the Single Market 
 
Except for aquaculture organisms, there has been no clarification of the criteria on which 
MS may regulate IAS movement / holding without impeding operation of the Single Market. 
Good practice can be deduced (e.g. from ECJ rulings) and this has reassured some MS who 
have developed comprehensive trade and movement controls for high-risk species. 
However, several other MS view the legal uncertainty at EU level as a barrier to national 
action, leading to foreseeably higher control or damage costs.  
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Monitoring and management gap 
 
There are no EU instruments to monitor the status and spread of IAS at the EU level or to 
support a common approach to managing IAS already established in at least part of the EU. 
There is also no comprehensive inventory of monitoring schemes covering IAS, which 
represents a major knowledge gap for sound management of IAS threats.  
 
The plant health Directive targets certain HOs for eradication or control if detected but 
measures are no longer applicable once an HO is established or widespread (except within a 
pest-free protected zone, if declared). The nature Directives establish implicit management 
obligations for EU-protected species and natural habitats. Environmental criteria are not 
systematically considered in sectoral programmes that use potentially damaging products 
and practices on a large scale (e.g. pesticide application, biocontrol agents, clear cutting of 
forest for pest control).  
   
The water and marine strategy framework Directives support harmonised frameworks for 
shared aquatic ecosystems. However, there is no common approach to using alien species 
data in WFD ecological status classification and MS practices vary widely in this area.  
 
Constraints on funding and positive incentives   
 
Opportunities to leverage existing EU funds for IAS interventions are not optimised and IAS 
considerations are poorly integrated in EU programmes funded with the major budget lines 
(Scalera 2008). ¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘ ό[LC9Ҍύ Ƙŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ 
significant funds for IAS control and management but is not equipped to fund rapid 
response as the selection procedure takes about 12 months and inevitably involves some 
uncertainty as to whether a candidate project will actually be funded. The absence of 
accessible funding for rapid response actions leads to delay or non-intervention, with higher 
socio-economic and environmental impacts over time. 
 
IAS may be considered as a form of biological pollution. The polluter pays principle is 
embedded in the environmental liability Directive and specific instruments such as the 
MSFD. There is scope to broaden its practical application to IAS (see 5.6.6). Except under the 
ŀǉǳŀŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŦŜǿ ƻǊ ƴƻ ΨŎŀǊǊƻǘǎΩ ƻǊ ΨǎǘƛŎƪǎΩ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎe 
stakeholders to do things differently and to internalise risks associated with use of potential 
IAS within decision-making. Some existing EU policies can unintentionally provide economic 
incentives to introduce potential IAS without prior screening for invasiveness risks (e.g. 
renewable energy).  
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3.7.3 Suggested priorities  
 
The overarching need for the Strategy is to raise the profile of IAS as a key biodiversity and 
economic issue for the European Union and support a consistent and efficient framework of 
measures for prevention and management.   

The following priorities are suggested as a basis for developing actions under the Strategy: 

¶ a strong risk assessment platform, informed by science, research and technical 
innovation, to support effective action on key IAS and pathways;  

¶ structured pathway management focused on prevention and rapid response, linked 
to development of an EU / Europe-wide information and early warning system;  

¶ a regionally coherent approach to managing established IAS and ecological 
restoration, integrated across relevant policies and taking account of climate change 
as a future driver of IAS spread; 

¶ a clear framework of incentives to promote responsible practices and make best use 
of available resources. 
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4 Proposed conceptual framework for the future Strategy 
 
The future Strategy needs to provide direction for the coherent development of IAS policy 
across the EU and establish a coordinated framework and package of measures to guide 
action by MS and at EU level.   
 
In addressing this policy area, the EU needs to: 

¶ aim for a high level of environmental protection; 

¶ align activities under the Strategy with the precautionary principle and the principles 
that preventive action should be taken, environmental damage should as a priority be 
rectified at source and the polluter should pay;  

¶ consider the principles of subsidiarity, proportionality, cooperation, solidarity and 
transparency; 

¶ addresses anomalies and weaknesses identified in the current legal framework; 

¶ ensure the integration of IAS concerns into relevant sectoral policies.  
 
¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ƻǾŜǊŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩǎ ǎŎƻǇŜΣ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ 
ambition and operational approach. It covers: 

¶ overall objective and strategic goals (4.1); 

¶ a common understanding of key terms (4.2); 

¶ a common framework for risk assessment to strengthen the scientific platform for 
decision making (4.3); and  

¶ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŦƻǊ ΨL!{ ƻŦ 9¦ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΩ ό4.4). 
 
   

4.1 Overall objective and strategic goals  

 

The mandate from EU institutions and the identified priorities for action provide the starting 
point for proposing an overall objective and strategic goals. Preliminary proposals are 
outlined below as a basis for discussion. Operational objectives and possible 
implementation actions are discussed under each component in Chapter 5.   
 
Suggested overall objective 
 
The suggested formulation: 

¶ specifically covers ecosystem services as well as biodiversity throughout the EU;157  

                                                      
157 Consistent with EC 2010b. Options for an EU vision and target for biodiversity beyond 2010 (COM(2010) 4 final ǇфύΥ Ψalthough 
conservation must remain a key pillar of EU biodiversity policy, any new target must factor in the role of ecosystems and ecosystem 
servicesΩΦ Lǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƘŀǊƳŜŘ ōȅ L!{ ŜΦƎΦ ŀƴ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ ƎǊŀǎǎ or 
oyster can have soil or beach stabilisation functions.  
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¶ addresses both environmental and socio-economic impacts of IAS and their possible 
future escalation; 

¶ recognises the need to strike the right balance between IAS risk management and 
freedom of movement and trade. 

 
 

 
Suggested overall objective 

 
 To protect EU biodiversity and ecosystem services against present and future impacts of 

invasive alien species and genotypes and minimise damage to our economy, human health 
and wellbeing, without limiting our use of species that do not threaten such interests. 

 
 
 
Four strategic goals are suggested to guide the formulation of Strategy components.    
 
 
Strategic Goal 1: Development of risk-based prioritisation protocols for EU-level action and 
capacity building  
 
This cross-cutting Goal supports a strong risk-based foundation for Strategy activities to 
support transparent and justifiable policy interventions and target available capacity and 
resources for maximum results consistent with EU policy goals.  
 
Measures to achieve this could include:  

¶ development of a common framework for risk assessment, building on available 
protocols, best practices and capacity developed for application at species, pathway 
and/or biogeographic level; 

¶ categorisation of IAS risks according to EU relevance, based on robust scientific 
criteria that feed into sequenced management components; 

¶ systematic consideration of biodiversity and ecosystem impacts and, where possible, 
socio-economic impacts linked to cost-benefit analysis; 

¶ identifying strategic research needs and circulating research results to continually 
improve the knowledge base for identifying, managing and monitoring IAS risks; 

¶ tools / capacity building adapted to the needs of e.g. the Outermost Regions. 
 
 
Strategic Goal 2: A structured framework to manage pathways into, within and from the 
EU, focused on prevention and rapid response at the appropriate biogeographic scale  
 
This Goal supports the development of a policy continuum, based on best available scientific 
information, to minimise unwanted introductions and maximise opportunities to exclude or 
respond promptly to incursions before species become problematic.  
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Measures to achieve this could include: 

¶ addressing current gaps in taxonomic and pathway coverage, building on the 
knowledge base developed under Strategic Goal 1;  

¶ threat and pathway identification and detection programmes; 

¶ species and pathway measures to address risks associated with imports and exports, 
intra-EU movement and holding and releases into the natural environment;  

¶ development of an EU Information and early warning system to support a structured 
approach to rapid response and provide opportunities for prompt and effective 
intervention; 

¶ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΣ ǎǳǊǾŜƛƭƭŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎǊƛǎƛǎ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘƴŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ΨL!{ ƻŦ 9¦ 
ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΩΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΤ 

¶ possible adapted measures for e.g. the Outermost Regions; 

¶ clear allocation of roles and responsibilities at each pathway stage. 
 
 
Strategic Goal 3: Integrated IAS management linked to ecological restoration and 
ecosystem resilience, taking account of climate change as a future driver of IAS spread  
 
This Goal supports the development of a regionally coherent approach to controlling or 
eradicating established invasive alien species within the broader framework of EU policies.  
 
Measures to achieve this could include: 

¶ an integrated approach to post-hoc action for established IAS (monitoring, 
eradication, mitigation, restoration) based on clear criteria and feasibility of results; 

¶ coordinated action plans at an appropriate biogeographic scale, linked to ecosystem-
based approaches supported under existing EU policies; 

¶ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ΨL!{ ƻŦ 9¦ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΩ, based on risk assessment; 

¶ targeted eradication actions for e.g. isolated islands, including the EU Outermost 
Regions; 

¶ maintaining or restoring resilient ecosystems to improve adaptation capacity to 
climate change and continued supply of ecosystem services; 

¶ mainstreaming IAS in relevant sector policies and in monitoring strategies linked to 
landscape connectivity as part of climate change adaptation. 

 
 
Strategic Goal 4: EU-wide awareness, responsibility and incentives adapted to target 
audiences and key stakeholders, based on a partnership approach 
 
This cross-cutting Goal supports measures to raise the profile of IAS as an EU-wide 
biodiversity and economic issue and to provide a framework of incentives to promote 
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responsible practices and distribute the costs and benefits of IAS interventions more 
equitably.  
 
Measures to achieve this could include: 

¶ awareness-raising and communication campaigns to increase issue visibility at policy, 
stakeholder, industry and consumer levels; 

¶ voluntary codes of conduct, best practice and other initiatives to support risk 
reduction, technical innovation and species substitution;  

¶ market-based instruments, including development or extension of certification 
schemes to address key IAS pathways;  

¶ progressive development of cost recovery and liability mechanisms, based on the 
polluter pays principle, linked to prevention and remediation of IAS damage; 

¶ IAS-proofing of EU / MS policies across key sectors with clear allocation of respective 
responsibilities and ownership of risk; 

¶ efficient leverage of EU funding instruments to support IAS mainstreaming across all 
key sectors. 

 
 

4.2 Developing a common understanding of key terms and concepts 

 
A common understanding of key terms and concepts is essential for:  

¶ consistent interpretation and application of the suggested Strategy components; 

¶ efficient and effective information exchange; 

¶ development of indicators to monitor implementation;  

¶ awareness raising and ease of communication on IAS issues.  
 
The starting point for the EU Strategy should be the suite of definitions annexed to the CBD 
Guiding Principles.158 However, it is recognised that terms vary by instrument and sector. 
The EU acquis uses a range of terms and definitions to refer to IAS-related concepts: the 
same is true for legislation in MS. Table 4-1 therefore presents a compilation of key terms, 
their CBD definitions and equivalent terms derived from existing EU legislation in order to 
facilitate use of common criteria and promote a uniform approach. 
 
The study team recognises that certain terms require further clarification. The table is 
followed by a short discussion of key terms, highlighting the main points of variability or 
possible difficulty in their interpretation and showing how such terms are used for the 
purposes of this report.  

                                                      
158 Consistent with the 2008 Communication: see http://www.cbd.int/invasive/terms.shtml . 

http://www.cbd.int/invasive/terms.shtml



















































































































































































































































































































































































