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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 polici@agether with climate changdAS are

considered one of the most difficult biodiversity threats to reverse to normalityme of

9dzNRP LISQa Y234l GKNBFGIGSYSR aLISOASE INB FFFSOUEC
critically endangered by the [IUCN Red List, 65 are in dangeuseodintroduced 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 alkéemomic groups. In Europe as a whole, thte

of new introductions has risen steadily in recent decades and is still increasing for all
taxonomic groups except mammals. Tt@mulative numberof alien species is increasing

for all groups including mammalsjth one new alien mammal introduced per year. Similar

LI GGSNYya NS 20aSNBSR Ay 9dz2NPLISQa YINRYS Sy
impacts and expenditure to repair IAS damage has already cost EU stakeholders at least 12
billion EUR / year ovehe 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 exponemisatly IAS

impacts, aggravated byhe effects of climate change, and to address the exceptional

@dzt YSNFY oAt AGE G2 0A20ud@bsORehionst ahd btieiisotedoF (G K S
vulnerable ecosystems.

This report presents a detailed analysis of the international, EU and Memlter (&tseline

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 availdbe development of an EU
framework for IAS risk assessment and an EU / Ewoge information and early warning

system are seen as fundamental to effective action before biological invasions take hold,
consistent with the precautionary principleand 6 9! Q& O2YYAGYSyd G2 |
environmental protection.

The report highlights the wide range of EU and MS policies, sectors and actors relevant to
AYLX SYSyildAy3d GKS OGAGAGASE Sy@Aaal 3SR dzy RSNJ
esential for the future visibility of IAS as an lifle concern to develop higlevel
coordination between key services responsible for implementing different Strategy
components and to establish appropriate fora for stakeholder consultation.

The report ado provides an initial assessment of the possible level / scale of costs associated
with EU policy action on IAS. This assessment indicates that:

1 even at the highest level of investment in policy development and implementation
foreseen in this study, Eldvel 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;



9 the cost of overall IAS measures (e.g. measures possibly required to implement the
EU Strategy, both at M$id EU level) are foreseen to diminish over time (i.e. Strategy
implementation is foreseen to become less expensive as time goes by);

1 EUlevel measures (e.g. in EWRR) can help to reduce costs{r B&)a whole.
CKS Hnny [/ 2YYdzyAOF (XiBHWEY G ILNF alAyWyS9 { LISDONIS a

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 agaimgich other Options can be assessed. But clearly, if no action
taken, new IAS will continue to become established in the EU with increased associated ecological, ec
and social consequences and related costs.

Option B: Maximising use of existingpproaches and voluntary measures
The formal legal requirements would remain as they are today but there would be a conscious decisiof
proactively address IAS problems under existing legislation. This would imply carrying out risk assessr
using eilsting institutions and procedures such as the European Food Safety Authority. Member States
voluntarily make IAS issues part of their border control function. A Eunoge Early Warning and
Information System based on existing activities could béseet up. The DAISIE inventory of IAS could be
maintained and updated regularly. Species eradication plans would be developed and supported by na
funds. Crossectoral stakeholder groups could be set up at appropriate levels to foster exchangstof b
practice, to develop targeted guidance and to help resolve conflicts of interest. Voluntary codes of con
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 legislg
on plant/animal health to cover a broader range of potentially invasive organisms and extension of the
WS O02ft 23A0If { KeNIEnpoiit andl inl€rdakn®veMentfage [ddohibkedl under the Wildlife Trade
Regulation. If this approach were followed, additional resources would need to be dedicated to IAS in t
assessment process and in the border control activities carried out by Me8thtes.
Option C: Comprehensive, dedicated EU legal framework

Option C would involve the setting up of a comprehensive, dedicated legal framework for tackling 1A
independent procedures for assessment and intervention taking into account existirggatéon. If it were
considered desirable and cost effective, technical aspects of implementation could be centralise
dedicated agency. Member States including the European Outermost Regions would be obliged to ¢
controls at borders for IAGnd to exchange information on IAS. Mandatory monitoring and repor
procedures and efficient rapid response mechanisms might also be established. While it is poss
envisage some EU funding being dedicated to support eradication and control adflentber States coulg
also fund these actions directly.

FaSR 2y (KS Optibrd2RBuSiiess Bs\USURsjngt Boaisidered a viable option
for the EU as environmental, social and economic costs associated with biological invasions
would contirue to escalate without any gains for issue visibility or policy coherence.

Option B (Maximising existing approaches and voluntary measuiesIso 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 partnershi@sed approach. Industry federations, user
groups and other stakeholders can pilot innovative approaches, supported bynoeets.
Market-based instruments and green public procurement policies can help to shift the
incentive culture and support IAS policies.



Option B+ (Targeted amendment of existing legislatigrpvides opportunities to address

IAS within the ongoing modeisation 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 add¥ss 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 uli. $iowever, 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 foomment
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 vumeaisystems.

The report therefore recommends that new legislation (along the linesOpfion C:
comprehensive, dedicated EU legal framewdris developed, taking account of synergies

with ongoing animal and plant health regime modernisation. Based & théd ( dzZR& G S| Y
analysisa dedicated IAS Directive would be the recommended opfidniswould provide a

flexible framework with minimum standards based on precaution anth&policy proofing

tool to ensure coherence with upcoming instruments and emeggyathways. A Directive

could establiscommon 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@ntinuumof prevention and management measures

with clearly allocated roles and duties of care, it would support development of more robust
environmental liabilitytool$ £ A 3y SR gAGK (GKS WoA2f23A0Ft LI2f

Under a Directive, annexes could beSu® G2 f A&40G ALISOAFTASR OFGS3z21
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 invasiomkes hold, will need specific attention in the context of the
Strategy. Consideration of possible-fimancing for mandatory actions and /or expanded

cost recovery mechanisms could be informed by the parallel discussions within the animal

and plant healthsectors 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 intrdd ! Y2 @SYSyid «k K2fRAYy3I 2F WL!I{ 2
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 andefbisiency.

1C



1 Introduction

1.1 Background to the Assessment

This report is the final output od study for the European Commission, fAssessment to
support continued development of EU strategy to combat invasive spetiesvas
commissioned in 2010 inthe coniex 2 ¥ G KS 9! Qa O2YYAGYSyd (2
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 institutiong,4ee

In January 2008he Commission mandated a first comprehensive study which combined a
panEuropean aggregated quantification efivironmental and socieconomic impactof

IAS (Kettunen et al. 2009) with a preliminary analys costs, benefits and possible policy
options (Shine et al. 2008, 2009a, 20083b).

During this first study, in December 2008 the Commission published a Communication
Towards an EU Strategy on Invasive Spgeibgh outlined four policy options forurther
consideration(see

Tablel-1).

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

Option A: Business as usual

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

Option B: Maximisinguse of existing approaches and voluntary measures
The formal legal requirements would remain as they are today but there would be a conscious decisiof
proactively address IAS problems under existing legislation. This would imply carrying out ssknassgs
using existing institutions and procedures such as the European Food Safety Authority. Member State
voluntarily make IAS issues part of their border control function. A Eunoge Early Warning and
Information System based on existing aitids could also be set up. The DAISIE inventory of IAS could b
maintained and updated regularly. Species eradication plans would be developed and supported by ng
funds. Crossectoral stakeholder groups could be set up at appropriate levels terfesichange of best
practice, to develop targeted guidance and to help resolve conflicts of interest. Voluntary codes of con
could be drawn up to encourage responsible behaviour by retailers, users and consumers.

Option B+: Targeted amendment of ekisg legislation

Option B+ is similar to Option B in most respects, but would include amendments to the existing legislg
on plant/animal health to cover a broader range of potentially invasive organisms and extension of the
WSO2f 2T RAQISIOABENBIF® NI 6 KAOK AYLERNI FyR AYUiSNyL ¢
Regulation. If this approach were followed, additional resources would need to be dedicated to IAS in t
assessment process and in the border control activities choig 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
independent procedures for assessment and intervention taking intowattcexisting legislation. If it were

1 Project reference: No 00307/2009/549757/SER/BXService Contract ENV.B.2/SER/2009/0101r.

2 Service Contract No 070307/2007/483544/MAR/BR background technical studies may be downloaded from
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/

3com (2008) 789 final (Brussels 3.12.2008)//ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/docs/1 EN ACT partl 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 car|
controls atborders 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 eradicatioc@mtdol actions, Member States could
also fund these actions directly.

1.2 Objectives of the Assessment

¢CKS 2@SNYrff 321t 2F GKAa ! aasSaavySyad Aa G2
internal impact assessment to underpin development of the fatiEU IAS Strategy. The
Assessment consists of three main tasks:

(A) draw up a suggested outline for the components of the future Strategy:
1 integrating elements for an early warning and information system;
1 identifying strategy components that may requadegislative basis; and

1 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 anage 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 furthransights 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 pravidear summary of

the complex policy picture surrounding IAS, identify priorities for action at EU level, present
analysis and an evidence base to support comparison ofdahe COM policy optionand
make recommendations to the Commission.

1.3 Structure ofthe report

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

1 rationale for the EU Strategychapter 2): this outlines the drivers, impacts and
predicted trends assodied with IAS, the need for an Helel response, the socio
economic case for prioritising prevention and the mandate for Strategy development;

1 policy baseline(chapter 3): this updates earlier analysis of instmants, policies,
mechanisms and trends to assess how far the baseline meets the mandate from EU

12



institutions and identify gaps, constraints and suggested priorities to be addressed
through the Strategy;

1 proposed conceptual framework for the future Stragy (chapter 4): this covers
ISYSNRAO AadaadzSa NBfIFGISR (2 GKS { 0N (GS3eQa
addresses the need for common approaches to terminology, risk assessment and
possible categorisi A2y 2F WL! { 2F 9! O2y OSSNy QT

1 suggested outline for Strategy componen(shapter5): this sets out components for
IAS prevention, early warning and rapid response and control, management and
ecological restoratin, followed by crossutting components, with supporting
analysis aligned with the four COM policy options;

1 costs of the suggested key components and foreseen benefits of implementing the
EU Strategychapter6): 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;

1 delivering the future EU Strategychapter7): this draws together the findings and
analysis from chapters-@ to compare the feasibility and likely effectiveness of the
four COM policy options for Strategy implementation and discuss different types of
architecture tosupport the future EU /Europwide information and early warning
system;

1 conclusions and recommendatiorshapter8).

The four Annexes to the report provide examples of the range of different approackds us
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 avoidduplication, the reportbuilds on recent work ureftaken by team members,
involving extensive stakeholder consultations. This includes:

1 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);

1 feasibility study for a European information and early warning system (Genovesi et al.
2010Y;

1 analysis of EU IA8lated expenditure on research and management through the RTD
framework programmes and the LIFE programn@k&a 2008, 2010).

Targeted complementary work involved ddsksed 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.ifT s rt@o@nical report

for the European Erfmonment 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 fléhepioss

to establish an early warning system for IAS in Europe.
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Research Centre (JRC), the European Environment Agency ttieEEA)ropean 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 rembers also participated in the following meetings:

1 EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive Task Group onlhbgenous Species
(Bergen 245 May 2009 and Palma de Mallorc® November 2009);

1 IMO SubCommittee Bulk, Liquid and Gases (BLG) of the Ballatgr\Working Group
(London, 812 February 2010);

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

IUCNISSG Meeting on island eradications (New Zealand, February 2010);
US National Invasive Species Gouimison meeting (Washington DC, March 2010);

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

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

1 NOBANIS/EEA Wkshop ondeveloping an early warning system for invasive alien
species based on the NOBANIS Databa&sdrford, Ireland, 122 June 2010);

1 EPPO/EEA 2nd International Workshop on invasive plants in the Mediterrdymman
regions of the world (Trabzon, Tugke2-6 August 2010);

6th NEOBIOTA Conference (Copenhagen, Denmadki S&ptember 2010);

10" Meeting of the CBD Conference of the Parties (Nagoya, Japa2 T&tober
2010).

Work in progress on the draft Assessment was presented at EU Green Wédkn@ 2010)
and at the EU IAS Stakeholder Consultation (3 September 2010) which provided further
opportunities for stakeholder input.

Policy baseline (chapt@®): This covers existing and upcoming instruments jaoiéties, with

a particular focus on ongoing regime changes. Three aspects are considered for each EU
instrument: objectives, IAS coverage and mechanisms/infrastructure. A -cutssgy
analysis of MS frameworks highlights trends and best practices affspeelevance to EU
Strategy development. The analysis is used to develop a matrix of vertical aneattsg
elements to identify strengths of the current framework and remaining gaps, constraints
and priorities to be addressed through the Strategy.

Strategy framework and components (chaptdrand5): Information from the baseline and
study evidence baseincluding lessons learnt from IAS systems in thingdntees 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 edigmith the four COM policy
options. Where appropriate to content, an indication is given of the measure that in the
aGdzRe GSIYQa 2LIAYyA2Yy o6Said NBalLkRyRa G2 GKS

Costs _and benefits of implementing the EU Strategy (chaf}efThe 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 Bsed 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 iderstion 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 beasiple

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 implementiegeU Strategy has been
developed.

For the EU / Europwide 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 informatio 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
guestionnaire was aimed at developing ataiked 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 notethe estimated costs of implementing th&JEStrategy presented in chapter 6 do
not correspond directly to the strategy components as outlined in chapter 5 but they are
estimated for thekey measures / actiongquired to implement the foreseen components.

In addition, a number of the outlined masures 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 andarplementation of a EU IAS Strategy.

With regard to theforeseen benefitsassociated 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 actiohhe 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 (chaptéf): This chapter considers nédegislative 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
architectureto support the future EU / Eupee-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 assdcwith IAS
including implications related to climate chang2.1), and the need for a coordinated
response at EU leve?.Q). It makes the socteconomic case fgprioritising prevention 2.3)

and outlines the backing from different European institutions for the development of an EU
IAS Strategy2.4).

2.1 Description of the proem

The importance of socieconomic factors as drivers of biological invasions is increasingly
realised. A recent comprehensive study based on the D¥dSt&set (P¢k et al. 2010) has
shown that only national wealth and human population density aagistically significant
predictors in driving biological invasions in Europe when analysed jointly with climate,
geography and land cover.

Our lifestyles thus lead to introductions of organisimsyond their natural rangeboth
intentionally and by acciden® al y& 2% (i k&% spediest uhddrgi thed v 2 v
primary production systems so important to European economies. They provide a range of
employment opportunities andare also highly appreciated in society (e.g. ornamental
plants, pet animals, exat birds, game, fish for angling and aquaculture). Many of these do

not spread and of the ones that do, most remain in huaraifuenced habitat.

¢CKS GSNY WAYOlFIairAgdS fASyYy aLISOASaubsetwfinbef 0 KI &
native species whasintroduction and/or spread threaten biological diversity (CBD Guiding
Principle8) but is increasingly used more widely to include impacts to secomomic

interesty (see4.2for a discussion of key terms).

IAS are recognised as one of the five pressures directly driving biodiversityTlossother
four (habitat change, overexploitation, pollution and climate charaye)already addressed
by EU policiesTogether with climate change, IAS are considered ohthe most difficult
biodiversity threats to reverse to normality.

IAS occur in all taxonomic groups, including animals, plants, fungi and-ongaoisms, 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 (Vila et al. 2010). Inland water systems are particularly vulnerable while IAS

5 DAISIEGelivering Alien Species Inventories for Eu(bfip://www.europe-aliens.org), supported under the Sixth EU Research
Framework Programme.

6 Guiding Principles for the prevention, introductiand 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 ragwegthbrosia artemisiifoliaunder the 100 worst IAS dhe basis of health impacts without naming
biodiversity effects.

8cBD (2001)5tatus, impacts and trends of alien species that threaten ecosystems, habitats and species. Available online at:
http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/sbstta/sbstta06/information/sbstta06-inf-11-en.pdf.

9 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (20Egosystems and Human Weding: Biodiversity Synthesorld Resources Institute,
Washington, DC.
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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 inang$l, 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 fact®9%n of
extinctions!? They are the second most important pressure on birds, impacting over half of
species listed as critically endange¥edhe third most severe threat to mammétsand the

fourth to amphibians.

At the European level, over the period 192007 the number of IAS grew by 76% (Butchart

et al. 2010) with no indication of any reduction in this dramatic rate of increSsee

recent extinctions have been caused by the introduction of alien specie§&sagjerosteus
crenobiontusextinct since te 1960s13{ 2 YS 2F 9 dzNRP LISQa& Ygsdachasli KNEB |
the European minkustela lutreolaor the Ruddy duclkOxjura leucocephalq are affected

by IAS. Of the 174 European species listed as critically endangered by the IUCN Red List, 65
are in dangebecause 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 diversitgpparently 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.gAS 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 hasnctmsgganise its
trade. Globalisatiorg opening new trade routes, increasing trade with new partners and
new commercial products, expanding tourignincreases opportunities for potential IAS to

be moved between continents and into, within and from the. Edr examplemore 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 fron8 Billion tonnes in 2006 to 5.3
billion tonnes in 2018. 40% of intEuropean freight is already carried by sheea shipping

and over 400 million sea passengers pass through European ports eacéh year.

10CIavero, M., & GarciBerthou, E. (2005). Invasive species are a leading cause of animal extinctions. Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 20,
110.

1L ANR[ATFS LYGSNYyLGA2ylLE wnnyoo {GFGS 2F GKS 62NI RQa G6ANRA® / F YO NR
Lhjone 8t 2NE / 3 t 22013 /03 /KIY&2y3S WOS . dzi OKI NIz Ppesa2 & ads hf R
in: J-C. Vié, C. Hiltefiaylor and S. N. Stuart (eds). The 2008 review of the IUCN Red List of Threatereed Sfzed, Switzerland: IUCN.

13 Freyhof, J. & Kottelat, M. 200&asterosteus crenobiontu: [IUCN 2010. [IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2010.3.
<www.iucnredlist.org. Downloadean 13 October201Q

14 100,000 vessels of 500 dwt and more compared to 77,500 vessels in 2008: total capacity is expected to reach more thdiiog,100 m
dwt in 2018 (up from 1,156 million dwt in 2008). Source: OPTIMAR Study, LR Fairplay Research Ltd & Partners (S&&ember 20
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Figure2-1 provides a useful classification, developed through thefiitfided project ALARM
(Assessing LAreggeale environmental Risks for biodiversiith tested Methods), to assess
IAS risks associated with specific pathways.

Figure2-1 Pathways for initial introduction of alien species into a region
INITIAL
INTRODUCTION PATHWAY DEFINITION EXAMPLES
INTO REGION
— Intentional introduction as a Biocontrol agents,
commodity for release game animals, plants
E for erosion control
w Commodity |e=d
=
=
Intentional introduction as a Feral crops and
. commodity but escapes livestock, pets, garden
unintentionally plants, live baits
Unintentional introduction Parasites, pests, and
=p | Contaminant || with a specific commodity commensals of traded
plants and animals
Unintentional introduction Hull fouling, ballast
Vector |_.,| Stowaway | attached to or within a water/soil/sediment
transport vector organisms
_ Unintentional introduction Lessepsian migrants,
< via human infrastructures Ponto-Caspian aliens
= linking previously in the Baltic
Q unconnected regions
£
- Unintentional introduction Potentially all alien
through natural dispersal of taxa capable of
alien species across dispersal
political borders

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 timgl responses. There are many uncertainties in this field but we
know that the likelihood of invasions is determined by:

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

1 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

1 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 plighe local
environment and increase opportunities for biological invasions.

In addition, climate change impacts such as warming temperatures and changes in CO
concentrations, whilst difficult to predict with certainty, are considered likely to alter
SLISOASAQ RAAGNROGdzAZ2Y A YR LINRPDARS dzylI ARSR LI
1 species translocated to regions nearby their natural range to establish populations;
1 alien species that are currently benign to become invasive for the first time;

1 alreadyinvasive alien species to increase their range further to become less of a
threat (CapdevilaArguelles and Zilletti 2008, Walther et al. 2009).

Climate change has been suggested as a primary driver of alien species range expansions
into higherlatitudes in Europé® For example, as seawater gets warmer, alien species that
were formerly unable to establish may now be able to do so B®e&-1).

Box2-1 Implications of climate change for IAS: example of the Pacific oykter

The Pacific oyste€rassostrea gigagstablishedon natural shoresn western Europefollowing its intentional
introduction in the 1970slt requires water temperatures of 183°C over amlonged 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 Bowed increased deviations of3°C from longerm 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 Schledwaigtein duing these periods and may have
contributed to an increased spread of feral populations@fgigasin the Danish Wadden Sea (Nehls and
Buttger 2007). Similar invasions of natural habitats have taken place along the Atlantic coastline of Europe up
to Scandéhavia as temperatures warmed sufficiently to enable successful recruitment (ICES 2009, Wrange et al.
2010).

The combined interaction of these two drivers of global biodiversity ¢toslsmate change

and IAS- poses challenges to policies for ecosysteased adaptation (Burgiel and Muir
2010) andhas direct implications for the economy and society. Climate change could
increase the spread of serious infectious vedborne diseases, including zoonoses
(diseases transmitted from animals to humans), thezmaanimal wellbeing and impact plant
health by favouring new or migrant harmful organisms which could adversely affect trade in

15pederson, J., Mieszkowska, N., Cariton, J., Gollasch, S., Jelmert, A., Minchin, D., Gaobimigtj A. and Wallentinus, I. (2010 in
prep.). Climate Change and Nd¥ative Species in the North Atlantic. Future ICES publication related to w@ESfWGITMO.

16 Mann, R., 1979. Some biochemical and physiological aspects of growth and gametogeDiesisastrea gigad hunberg) andstrea
edulisL. grown at sustained elevated temperatures. Journal of the Marine Biological Associationtbfkhd®, 95110; Utting, S.D. and
Spencer, B.E., 1992. Introductions of marine bivalve molluscs into the United Kingdom for commerciad, calteréistories. ICES Marine
Science Symposia, 194:-84; Spencer, B. E., Edwards, D.B., Kaiser, M. J., and Rioh&dé01994. Spatfalls of the noative Pacific
oyster,Crassostrea gigai British waters. Aquatic Conservation and Freshwater Ecosystems,-2120Biederich, S., Nehls, G.,
Beusekom, J. E. E., and Reise, K. 2005. Introduced Pacific @ysisss{rea gigayin the northern Wadden Sea: Invasion accelerated by
warm summers? Helgolander Marine Research, 59t@, Nehls, G., and Buttger, H. 2007. Spread of the Pacific @yat&sostrea gigas
in the Wadden Sea: causes and consequences of a sfuddegasion. Husum, BioConsult SH on behalf of The Common Wadden Sea
Secretariat, Wilhelmshaven, 55 pp.; ICES. 2009. Alien Specie€CAdsrostrea gigg®acific Oyster)n: ICES Cooperative Research
Report 299: #42. Ed. by L. Miossec, R. M. LeDdfGoulletquer; Wrange -\, Valero, J., Harkestad, L. S., Strand, &., Lindgegarth, S.,
Christensen, H. T., Dolmer, P.,Kristensen, P. S., and Mortens291.(5.Massive settlements of the Pacific oys@assostrea gigain
Scandinavia. BiologicaMasions, 12: 114%152.
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animals, plants and their products An FAO report orlimate change and forestmelated
studies indicates that the risk of tareaks 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 considie 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 / yearl8 Over the same period, annual growth in GDP for2€Uhas been around 3.¢

3.9 per centd EU27 currently accounts for 19er centof world imports and expor#8 and

GAOGK | NRPdzyR pnn YAttA2Y AYyKFIoAGlFIyGas Aa GKS

DAISIE research indicates sérong correlation between economies and the rate of
introductions of new specieg both into the EU and between different parts of EU territory.

In Europe as a whole, thrate of new introductions has risen steadily in recent decades and

is still increasing for all taxonomic groups except mammals cliheibative numberof alien

species is increasing for all groups including mammals, with one new alien mammal
introduced per year (see Figurel20 ® { AYAf I NJ LI GGSNya | NB 20a
environment (see Figure-3).

Figure2-2 Temporal trends in terrestrial aliens in Europe
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17/ 38 So3d Adipting & climbte dhaide # Europeptionsfor EUactid® 6/ ha oO6HAnpo mnT FAYEFE S | R2 LIS
Commission on 1 April 2009).

18 A conservative estimate based on the WTO 2009 trade statisticsid@xglthe impacts of the 20082010 financial crises
http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/its2009 e/its09 world _trade dev_e.pdf

19Eyrostat- growth rae of GDP volume, excluding the impacts of the 2@810 financial crises:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&min=1&language=en&pcode=tsieb020

20 http://ec.europa.eu/trade/about/introductionto-trade/ , accessed 26 July 2010.

21


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/

Figure2-3 Temporal trends in marine aliens in Europe
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characteristics that call for a coordinated EU response include:

T

its open and expanding economy. The EU plays a central role agiabal 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 candmatéries may
expect increasing inflow of 1ASThe 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. -EIJ encompasses very different
biogeographic and climatic zones which need to be managed at the appropriate scale;

AGa At 20l ffe aArAaYyAFAOIYG AaftlryR 0A2RADSNE
world, have suffered disportionately from biological invasions-121per centof

globally threatened species occurring in the European region are already harmed by

IAS, many native to isolated islarf#ddAS have been found to threaten endemic and
SYRIFY3ISNBR aLISOAS&as LI NIHAOdz I N¥ & aSloANRE
Outermost Regions (ORSgNd 21 Overseas Countries and Territories (GCIR$PB

2007, Silva et al. 2008, Soubeyran 2008). These islands are also more vulnerable to

21e.g. the Cold War may have limited the introduction of exbiids 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.gbnatesté the
DAISIE data points to a similar conclusRadues 2010).

22 gmall island states are typically more dependent on imports as a share of GDP than continental countries: a study byn®almazzo
(2000) found an average of 43 per cent for islands as against 27 percent for continental countries.

23French Giana, Guadeloupe, Martinique and Réunion Island (France); Azores, Madeira (Portugal); Canary Islands (Spain).

24 Greenland (Denmark); French Polynesia, French Southern and Antarctic Lands, Mayotte, New Caleddriesr&aintd Miquelon,

Wallis and FutunéFrance); 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, TnisianStetC

Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands, Turks and Caicos Islands (UK)
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introduced marine pests. The EU has recognised that effective action in these
biodiversityrich territories is vital to its credibilit§f

2.3 The socieeconomic 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 BUlRri 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 ch&dtarmore information).

We also knowthat these figures are significant undestimates. 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 (Vila et al. 2009.scarce for key sectors likeHeries

and forests and almost neexistent for tourism(Kettunen et al. 2009)

In some cases IAS may have positive impacts, sometimes giving rise to conflicts of #hterest.
However, these are generally outweighed by documented negative impacts to:

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

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

1 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 ecatgms;

1 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 geffered from Eblvide 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 effectivavield system in place

it seems only a matter ofime before such occurrences / infestations of IAS become a
common phenomenon in Europe. The seemnomic 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 millin m*, which is equivalent to CND$ 720 million / year (~540 million EUR

/ year) in financial losses to stumpage, royalties and rent revedtudfie cost of the
damage caused by IAS affecting forestry and agriculture in Canada has been estimated to be
CND$5 billion annually (5.6 billion EUR).

25 Communication on Biodiversity: Halting the Loss of Biodiversity by 2at6 beyond (COM (2006) 216 Final).

265030 t I OAFTAO 28a08NB F O I &hek byt mHi& hend léss dit@ctive/Scyelsiol ® BNEs. (2 adl 6Af A &S
27 KremarNozic, E., Wilson, B. and Arthur, L. 200 potential impacts of exotic forest pests in North America: a synthesis of research

Canadian Forest Service Information Repord&887. 35 .

28 Marcel Dawson. 200Plant Quarantine: Preventing the introduction and spread of alien species harmful tq pkgés 24252 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 IASrelated costs and daage 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 éaglter)

shows thatinaction or delayed action leads to more serious impacts, costs more to the EU
SO2y2Ye FyR a420ASGASa FyR RFEYF3aSa FdzyOGAz2y |

However, IAS have low visibility in the EU. In0&@survey commissioned by DG ENV on
Attitudes of Europeans towards the issue of biodiversatyy 3 per cent of respondents
selected IAS as the most important threat to biodive®jtya very small increase on the
previous 2007 survey (see Figurd)2 The range across individual MS went from 1 per cent
(Portugal) to 5 per cent (Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Ireland and The Netherlands).

Figure2-4 Survey results on attitudes of Europeans towards éats to biodiversity
Most important threats to biodiversity, 2007-2010
Pollution of air / water (seas, rivers, lakes, etc.) 22?7
Man-made disasters (e.g. oil spills, industrial accidents, etc.) 2627
(2010:) Intensive farming/(2007:)Intensification of agriculture, 19
deforestation and over-fishing 13
Climate change 13
19
Land use change and development (e.g. roads, housing, industry, 9
conversion of natural areas into farmland etc.) 8
Plants and animals introduced into our ecosystems (that are not 3
normally found in a region or country) 2
Others ]i
2010
DK/NA 33 2007
Q7.1 will read out a list to you. Please tell me, from the following list, what threatens
biodiversity the MOST?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Source: Flash Eurobarometer 290 (Gallup Organisation 2010)

2.4 The mandate from EU institutions

29Note thatrespondents were asked to selemtly oneof the threats from a given list.
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In 2006, EU institutions committed to develop Bt strategy to substantially reduce the
impacts of IAS and alien genotypes and to ekshban early warning systefA.They
supported alignment of the future Strategy with the CBDiding Principles, taking account
of the European Strategy for Invasive Alien Species developed under tHeupapean Bern
Convention (Genovesi and Shine 2004).

In 2008, as noted irl.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 resges, supported the development of dedicated
legislation and emphasised the need for urgent and immediate aétion.

In 2009, the Environment Cour#éitalled foran effective Strategy to fill existing gaps at EU
level and establish a comprehensive EU |a&éwork in a proportionate and cosffective
manner, based on strategic cooperation at EU and MS level. It should, in particular:

1 cover i) prevention, including tradelated aspects, and information exchange, ii)
early detection, warning and rapid respse, including prevention of spread and
eradication, iii) monitoring, control and lorigrm containment, and iv) restoration of
biodiversity affected by IAS as far as feasible (833);

1 take into account the biogeographic approach and the specific circumstant
islands and ultraperipheral regions (834); and

1 provide for the establishment and maintenance of a comprehensive inventory of IAS
and common standards for risk assessment processes (835).

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

1 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 (837);

1 integrate IAS considerations into relevant EU and national policiesrircylar trade,
agricultural, forestry, aquaculture, transport and tourism policies, with a view to
preventing the threats caused by IAS (838);

1 address unintentional introductions of IAS, particularly in marine ecosystems (839);
and

1 note the importance ofadequate financing for all aspects of IAS activities and
increase public and sectoral awareness, responsibility and education, and ensuring
public participation and involvement (840).

30 communication on Halting the Loss of Biodiversity by 2010 and Beyond (COM(2006)216) and Action Plan (SEC0063621)
Conclusions of 18 December 2006 and of 3 March 2B0Bpean Parliament Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food
Safety (Report of 28 March 200Dpinion of the Committee of the Regions of 6 December 20@&hion of the European Economic and
Social Committee of 15 February 2007.

31Opinion ofthe Committee of the Regions on A New Impetus for Halting Biodiversity Loss D&% 8d’ Plenary Session, 118 June
2009); Opinioff the European Economic and Social Commitinghe Communicatiorg Towards an EU strategy on invasive species
(NAT/43 Invasive Species dated 11 June 2009).

32 Council Conclusions on a rigfm 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 20163, the Council identified théack of additional efficientiyargeted instruments to
tackle specific problems such as IAS as one of the reasons for not achieving the EU 2010
biodiversity target. It agreed:

1 alongterm vision that by 2050 EU biodiversity and ecosystem services are protected,
valued and appropriately stored 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;

1 the EU headline target of halting the loss of bi@dsity and the degradation of
ecosystem services by 2020, and restoring them in so far as feastile, stepping
up the EU contribution to averting global biodiversity loss.

LG A& Syoial pSROLG Ridvdiversity KSBatedy ! taQtie submittedby the
Commission after the tenth meeting of the CBD Conference of the Parties (Nagoya, October
2010) - will set subtargets for different driving forces and pressures, including IAS. The
expected aim is to ensure integration of these 4dalpets into rekévant 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 Codusions on Biodiversity: Pe8010EU and global vision and targets and international ABS regfili#arch 2010), building
on the Communicatio®ptions for an EU vision and target for biodiversity beyond 2000M(2010) 4 final, adopted 19 January 2010).
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3 Evaluation of the policy baseline

This chapter provides an overvieaf the complex IAS policyamework to assess how far
the baselinemeets the mandate for actiofrom EU institutiongsee?2.4) and identify key
issues and constraints to be addressed through the EU IAS Str&tedier background
information is available in an earlier study for the Commissfon.
Specific sections cover:

1 the most relevant trends in the international IAS policy framew@tk)(
IAS coverage under key EU instruments and finhnzéghanisms3.2);
coherence with other EU objectives and policie@S8)
relevant rulings from the European Court of Justigd)(
the current state of play and trends in MS framewor&5);

major voluntary initiatives3.6);

= =2 =4 A4 A -2

overall conclusions on the policy baselier).

3.1 International trends relevant to EU action on I1AS

The CBD provides the overarching framework for action to prevent or minimise IAS impacts

to EU biodiversit$? and recognises IAS as a crogfting issue affectig all programme
FNBlFad ¢KS 9! KIFI&d SYyR2NBESR GKS WIiKNBS aidl 3s
prevention of unwanted introductions is the most ceasffective, efficient and least
environmentally damaging approach, followed by eradication wHegsible or longerm
containment/control.

In 2009, the &@ Summit of Environment Ministers adopted th@arta di Siracusan
Biodiversity which called for:

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

1 early warning and rapid response to be considered a priority aéion.

In October 2010, CBD Parties approtteel following IAS target under the CBirategic Plan
2011-2020: By 2020, invasive alien species and pathways are identified and prioritised,

34 Shine et al 2008 (updated 2009). Annexebréspectively 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¥%a@p1

35 Article 8(h)mandates each Contracting Party, as fapassible and as appropriate, to prevent the introduction of, control or eradicate
those alien species which threaten ecosystems, habitats or species.

36 Text available atttp:// www.cbd.int/doc/g8/a82009:04-23-chairsummaryen.pdf
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priority species are controlled or eradicated, and measures are in place to manage
LI Kglead (2 LINBGSy il (KSA NITheyalsddiRedz® dedichtgd | y R
Decision on Invasive Alien Species and addressed IAS through a range of other decisions,
notably on biofuels and on agricultural biodiversityKey elements are addressed in
appropriate sections of this report.

daTy

¢ KS G SNY)Y Yehough® erdcémpasdNaiidn Pests and diseases of plants and animals.
In the field ofanimal and plant healthEU frameworks seek progressive convergence with
international standards developed by the World Organization for Animal Health (OIE) and
the Internaional Plant Protection Convention (IPPC). OIE and IPPC are recognised as
standardsetting bodies within the framework of the World Trade Organization Agreement
on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (\WFSO Agreement). No
environmentalorganisation has equivalent WTO recognition for stanesetling.

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 topromote animal welfare. Its primary focus is on livestock pathogens but
some recent listings concern diseases affecting native wildlife2008, two amphibian
pathogeng®- spread through international transportation of amphibians for food, biological
supply, pets, zoos and conservation initiativesvere listed in the Aquatic Animal Health
Code because of their severe impacts on the health of populations in the wild.

¢KS hL9Q& OdaNNByld YIYyRIFIGS R2Sa y2i | BRNXaa
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 spitieX)11, the OIE will

K2al | Df2ol t [/ 2Anma MBayfhOsfd Blogliversity RreRdringFds thed

FutureQ 02 I RRNB & a O22NRAYLI GSR Yyl 3SYSyi I LJ
wildlife/domestic animal and human ecosystems interfé¢e.

The IPPC applies primarily to quarantine plant pests in international trade and aims to
prevent spred and introduction of pests of plants and plant products through sanitary and
LIKeG2alyAdlINE YSIFadaNBae tSad A& RSTFAYSR | a \
LI G K23SYAO0 F3ISYyids AyadzZNA2dza G2 LI | oérBAS 2 NJ LIt
that pose a direct or indirect threat to plants in the unmanaged environmdihie IPPC
Commission on Phytosanitary Measures addpiternational Standards for Phytosanitary
Measures (ISPM$d harmonise national measures but decision making isedealised 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 whereldping or revising standards

and development of new standards to address a broader range of pathway and vector risks.

37 advanced unedited versions of décisions adopted at theehth meeting of the CBD Conference of the Parties (Nagoya, Japa8, 18
October 2010available atttp://www.cbd.int/nagoya/outcomes/

38 Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis type of the chytrid fungus, and Ranavirus, a group of nucleocytoplasmiviidAn some regions
it is estimated that 50% of amphibian species and 80% of individisglppear within 6 months of disease introduction (Lips et al. 2006).

39 Pastoret, PP. and Moutou, F. (2010a and 2010b). Part 1 covers General aspects and biodiversity. Part 2 covers concrete examples, with
ALISOATAO I NIAOES 2y temiréimda vetasinary peyspedtize2 G A O LISGTKQZ & NA

402325 February 2011, Paris, Franegg://www.oie.int/eng/A WILDCONF/Intro.htjn
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The European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization (EPPO) is an IPPC regional
organisation and develops regional phytogany 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 IAShe International Maritime Organization (IMO) International
Convention forli KS / 2y GNBE |YyR alyl3SYSyid 2F {KALAQ
(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 Conventidhe IMO has also
established avorking group to address bi® 2 dzf Ay 3 0aLISOASaE (NI yaLR NI

In contrast, there has been little progress on addressinigtion vectorsThe Internatioml
Civil Aviation Organization (ICAQO) Secretariat draBadielines for preventing the transport
and introduction of invasive alien species byiai2008 but has not had sufficient funds to
test these in a field trial.

Despite this progress, existingténnational standards and regulatory frameworks still do
not cover several key pathways for IAS spré&dd. 2010, the CBD Secretariat convened the
first meeting of thelnter-agency Liaison Group on invasive alien sp&diesliscuss options

to expand spee€s coverage under relevant organisations and explore additional means to
address IAS relevant to international trade in CHIiE&d species and others.

At COP10, CBD Parties agreed to establishatioc Technical Expert Group to suggest
ways and meangincluding provision of scientific and technical information, advice and
guidance) orthe possible development of standards by appropriate bodies that can be used
at an international level to

1 avoid spread of IAS that current international standards docover;

1 address the identified gaps; and

1 prevent the impacts and minimize the risks associated with the introductidA®fas
pets, aquarium and terrarium species, as live bait and live food.

The Government of Spain will provide financial assistancéhi® organisation of the Expert
Group#3

41t global level, these gaps include conveyances; mariculture and dtiwracuarine biefouling; civil air transport; military activities;
emergency relief, aid and response; international development assistance; scientific research; tourism; pets, aquarismiigpdizié,

live food andplant seeds; biocontrol agents; eiu animal breeding; and intdyasin water transfer and navigational candist @dapted

from Report of Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Gaps and Inconsistencies in the International Regulatory Framework in Relation to
Invasive Alien Species (UNEP/CBIS/BTA/11/INF/4)

42 Building on CBDecision IX/4 A83 (2008Yleeting attended by OIE, IPPC, UN Food and Agriculture Organization Committee on
Fisheries, CITES, IMO, WIS Committee, IUCN and the Global Invasive Species Programme (R&ridyrig 2010

435ee 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:
1 objectives;
1 IAS coverage (definitions and key terms are discussed in aefal);

1 mechanisms and supporting infrastructure.

3.2.1 Animal health regime

Objectives: The EU Animal Health Strategy and Action Pia(EC 2007a) focuses on
prevention and an integrated approach to animal hhadind welfare. It aims to establish a
modernised single regulatory framework to replace the current interrelated policy aédons
converge as far as possible with international recommendations, standards and guitfelines
and adjust the incentive structuréntough a harmonised EU framework for responsibility
and costsharing. Its pillars of action support ribased prioritisation of EU interventions;
improved border and otfiarm biosecurity; and improved science, innovation and research.

IAS coverageThe 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). Rgflecti
the OIE mandate (se8.1), it does not address environmental risks associated with the
import, release and/or escape of alien animals. However, the framewonkributes to IAS
prevention byproviding a basiso regulate import and intreEU movement of animals that

are vectors ofliseaseghat could affect native biodiversity. For example:

1 the EUwide ban on import of wild birds was adopted to prevent transmission of
avian flu, following evaluation of a riskssessment by the European Food Safety
Authority (EFSA) angksulted in2 million fewer birds being imported each year. It
sets conditions for approved breeding facilities, certification, marking, transport,
guarantine and monitoring. However, import reistions do not apply to captivbred
species reared or kept in captivity for breeding orstecking supplies of game; birds
imported for approved conservation programmes; pets accompanying their owner; or
birds imported for zoos or experiments;

1 in 2003, bllowinga 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 @020 OM(2008) 545
final adopted on 10 September 2008).

45Addressing e.g. intr&U trade, imports, animal disease control, animattition and animal welfare. Current instruments include both
general legislationGouncil 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 embryossnbject to animal health requirements laid down in specific Community rules
referred to in Annex A (1) to Directive 90/425/EEC, as amended) and sppeigfic instruments (e.g. Commission Decision 2006/656/EC
of 20 September 2006 laying down the anithahlth conditions and certification requirements for imports of fish for ornamental
purposes).

46Adopted byOIE and by Codex Alimentarius, the international food safety organisation recognised for staettiagl purposes under

the WTOSPS Agreement.

47 Canmission Regulation (EC) No 318/2007 of 23 March 2007 laying down animal health conditions for imports of certain tiels into
Community and the quarantine conditions thereof.
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forest zone where the disease is endentitg EU banned the import of prairie dogs
from the US andhe affected rodent species from stfaharan Africé8

Mechanisms/infrastructure:Under veterinary legislative requirements for import into or
transit through the E®, all live animals and specified products of animal origin must be
presented at approvedBorder Inspection Posts (BIFsjo 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 andpublic 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 panEuropeanTrade Control and Expert SystemMRACBSnhetwork which notifies,
certifies and monitors animal imports, exports and iREl trade

Harmonised EU rules are in place to facilitate qsommercial movement into and within
the EU of certain pet animals (currentjogs, cats and ferrets), subject to proof of
compliance with vaccination and other requiremepisThis legislation applies without
prejudice to the EU Wildlife Trade Regulation used to implement CITES Zs®¢&2

With regard to early warning and rapid response (568, the EU framework provides for
reporting of detected listed diseases via the Animal Disease Notification S¥ysthagnosis
through a network of pproved reference laboratories and disease control, eradication and
monitoring.

EU cdfinancing to reduce cost of disease spread and minimise barriers tohirérade is
available for specific veterinary measures (e.g. emergency measures, contrildotion
national schemes for eradication of certain diseases, technical and scientific measures),
inspection measures and programmes for disease eradication and monitéridg EU
Veterinary Emergency Team was established in Z08ad includes experts in veteary
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.

48Summary Record of the Standing Committee on the Food Chain and Animél ($eaition Animal Health and Welfare) (Brussels, 13
June 2003) (http://ec.europa.eu/food/committees/regulatory/scfcah/animal_health/summary21_en.pdf). Emerging infectiouediseas
transmissible to humans may be consideredhms EU Committee of Experts &are Diseases, established under Commission Decision
2009/872/EC of 30 November 2009.

49For live animals, Council Directive 91/496/EEC of 15 July 1991 laying down the principles governing the organisatimaof veter
checks on animals entering the Comnityrirom third countries and amending Directives 89/662/EEC, 90/425/EEC and 90/6 & EEC
268, 24.9.1991, p.56)or animal products, Council Directive 97/78/EC laying down principles governing the organisation of veterinary
checks on products enterirtge Community from third countries, OJ L 24, 30.01.1998, p. 9.

50 For the list of approved BIPs seip://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/bips/index_en.htm

Slgee http://ec.europa.eu/food/animaliveanimals/pets/index_en.htm anBegulation (EC) No 998/2003 of 26 May 2003 on the animal
health requirements applicable to the narommercial movement of pet animals and amending Council Directive 92/65/EEC, currently
under review (report available &ittp://eur -lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/com/2007/com2007_0578en01.pdf

52 seeGeneral Guidance for CITESry Points and EU Border Inspection Posts (BIPs) caduces 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

53Thisis 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 disdufstee 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
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The regulatory Standing Commiéeon 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 Diré€tiaad
complemented by antrol regulations for some pests, establishes protective measures
against the introduction into the EU and the iEdJ spread of organisms harmful to plants
or plant products. In 2002010, the regime was comprehensively evaluated to take account
of ememing threats linked to globalisation and climate change, consistent with key
international instruments, notably the IPPC (the PHR Evaluation (FCEC°2010)).

IAS coveragell KS OdzZNNBy & 5 A NBpestshod JantR & BfApiad aroducts,a | &
which belong to the animal or plant kingdoms, or which are viruses, mycoplasmas or other
pathogen® ® ! NPdzy R Hpn KIFNXYTFdAZ 2NHFIYyAaYa ol hao |
agriculture and forestry although several plant pests with biodiversity impactdisiesl 58

The Directive has not been used to date to assess environmental risks associated with
intentional introductions of e.g. faggrowing species for afforestation or biofuel cultivation
(see3.3).

The HOdefinition does not reference human healthor explicitly cover indirect impacts

(e.g. wild plant biodiversity and neagricultural ecosystems) although this environmental
coverage is implicit in the existing regime and applde factoin some MS. The FH

9@ fdz GA2Yy y2GSa GKIFIG GKS 5ANBOGADSSQa OdzZNNBYy
creates confusion and divergence in its application across MS. Several failures in EU plant
pest prevention (e.g. pine wood nematode, red palm weevil) arelatted to the lack of a

consistent approach on IAS, entailing large potential agricultural, amenity and/or
environmental costs.

CKS tlw 9@Ifdzr iA2y KIFa NBO2YYSYRSR Of I NAFeAy
regarding HOs that affect environmentplblic goods (i.e. IAS). Any such enlargement

would affect the range of implementation instruments available for suggested Strategy
components (seé.1.2et seq.).

Mechanisms/infrastructure:The EU operates avpen plant health system which allows all
plants and plant products in unless specifically prohibited. Import bans and-Htira

56 Directive on protective measures agdittse 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 Seehttp://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/strateqy/index_en.htniThePHREvaluation terms of reference noted eigcreased introduction
potential for plant pests, greater variety of host/pest combinations, increased trade of high risk pathways.

58e.g. Pinewood nematodé(rrsaphelenchus xylbpus), Asian Longhorned Beetlar{oplophora glabripennjsCitrus Longhorned Beetle
(A. chinensis the fungusCeratocystis fagacearumhich causes Nortmerican oak wilt oPhytophthora ramorunmwhich threatens
native shrubs and trees.

59AIthough e.g. amllergenic 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 §2.3.1hatK S NB 3 dzt Isdildlyénythe BaSis of dheir gffécs on othe
organisms or systems (e.g. on human or animal health) is outside the scope of this sandard
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movement/holding controls are imposed on listed HOs and/or -déGtaminated
commodities:

1 that are not known to occur in any paof the EU and are relevant for the entire EU;

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

1 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 commaodities in iBtdatrade.

I RSNRIAFGAZ2Y (2 GKS LINAYOALX S 2F FTNBS Y20SYS
(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 establihis 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 angither no official measuresdve been taken for its eradicatiar

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 maintenandetis 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 Directimast 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 Cotemiton Plant Health (SCPH). This
regulatory committee meets monthly and delivers its opinion on regulatory proposals.

With regard to early warning and rapid responsee Commission's Food and Veterinary
Office manages EUROPHYT, an electronic rapidsgigem between the Commission and
Member StatesMS are required to conduct regular and systematic official surveys of the
presence of HOs on their territory and to notify new occurrences to the CommisEnan.
Directive provides an emergency proceduoe honlisted HOs (fast track PRA conducted by
an MS) but there is no Eldvel emergency team (cf. animal health). M3y receive an EU
financial contribution to cdinance the costs of eradicating or containing HOs that are
spread through tradeelated mozement®0

There is currently no explicit basisaddress 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 H@sth environmental impacts (e.gpinewood nematoden
Portuga).

60see in particulaArticles 21 and 22.
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If eradication does not achieve its objective, the current Directive does not provide afollow
up instrument once an HO is established or widespread i.e. it is no longer possible to apply
coordinated measures to prevent rihher spread except in designated PZ. This continued
expansion may damage EU environmental and secamomic interests e.g. in cases where

no action, delayed action or inappropriately targeted measures are taken or where
potentially damaging control techaues (e.g. excessive use of pesticides, lsgde land
clearance) are used without adequate assessment of environmental risk and consideration
of lowerimpact alternatives.

3.2.3 Wildlife Trade Regulation

Objectives:The WTRA & (G KS 9! Q& nLidghlating Wdrderf 9k @nd traisk 2
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.mtsn focus is CITES
implementation but it also coverendangered 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 wiithtrade and live animal welfare.

IAS coverageThe WTR providesaS3lF t ol aia (2 &adzalLISylRe 6KS A
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 Commuridy $YSO2f 2 3A OF f - ENBdvénent a LIS OA
and holding (e.g. for captive breeding and rearing) of imybarned species may also be
regulated. There ar@o standalone provisions to address intElU movements ofpecies

native in some parts of the EU and alien and potentially invasive in others.

Since 1997, four animal speciébave been banned for import but there is no restriction on
their intra-EU movement/holding. For two of these species, Adrados and B(Rfif}2)
found evidence of market substitution with alternative species that also proved invasive.
Listing is not differentiated by biogeographic regitire ruddy duck is actually native in two
Outermost Regions (Guadeloupe and Martinique).

To date, thesaV'TR provisions have not been used proactively and have proved ineffective
as an IAS prevention tool (see eQCriodain 2007). However, they haaential for wider
application consistent with CITES COP recommendation® (&and5.1.3.

Mechanisms/infrastructure:MS Customs authoriti€s and police services handle border
and internal trade controls whilst CITES management authorities handle administration (e.g
permit applications, certificates and marking procedures). WSiBd species may only take

61 council Regulation 338/97/ECommission Regulation (EC) No. 865/200¢pgown detailed rules foits implementatian: see
generallyhttp://ec.europa.eu/environment/cites/legis_wildlife_en.htm

62 Red eared slidef tachemys scripta elegan#\merican bullfrogL{thobates catesbeianyispaintedturtle (Chrysemys pictajymerican
ruddy duck(Oxyura jamaicensis
63 |n accordance with Council Regulation (EEC) No 2913/92 establishing the Community Customs Code.
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place at entry points designated by MSAn EUlevel framework is in place to strengthen
wildlife trade controls through improved cooperation between RAS.

The BJ Trade in Wildlife Information Exchange initiative {BMIX) 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 sagesavere
recorded. Good practices identified include strongcountry enforcement (e.g. checking
pet shops, breeders, taxidermists and other facilities for illegal specimens), training and
effective public information campaigns. Constraints include ldek 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 (SR&)nducts reviews of the conservation status of
speciesisted 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 M$he WTR does not establish ieated criteria for
assessment of proposaléinnexes 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 informationmaterials explicitly address welfare and escape risks associated with live
specimens of exotic animals and the potential ecological threats posed to EU biodi¢ersity.

3.2.4 Aquaculture Regulation

Objectives: The aquaculture Regulati6hestablishes a dedicatl framework to assess and

minimise the possible impact of alien and locally absent species used in aquaculture on the
Fljdz2k GAO SY@ANRYYSYG IyR (Kdza O2ydNARo6dzGiS G2
only EU instrument to focus on the ecologicaks 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 theseesjes in the wild.

IAS coverageThe Regulation has a dual focus: intentional introductiorale#n species
(species / subspecies of an aquatic organism occurring outside its known natural range and
the area of its natural dispersal potential) and intemal movement oflocally absent
speciegspecies / subspecies of an aquatic organism locally absent from a zone within its
natural range of distribution for biogeographical reasons). It also covers environmentally

64 Seehttp://ec.europa.eu/environment/cites/pdfflist_points_of entry.pdf

65EU Action Plan on CITES Enforcement, adopted 13 June 2007.

66 Consisting of representatives from each MS CITES Scientific Authority, chaired by a Commission representative. Segayemnatally
Guidance for CITEitry 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

67http://www.eu-wiIdIh‘etrade.orq/pcf/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
28.06.2007).
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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

harmful nontarget speciesnmoved with intoduced or translocated organisms, excluding
diseasecausing organisms regulated under the AHR &2®n definitions).The Regulation
does not cover translocations within MS except if there is a risk to tv@@rmment, 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) systeaves MS primary
responsibility for risk assessments (RA), decision making on permits and -tipllow
measure®’, based on a detailed procedure and mandatory criteria.

The basic principle is that for naoutine movement%’, only those species that meeteh
requirements of an environmental RA may be introduced or translocated. The burden of
proof is on the introducerThe speciespecific RA is designed éstimate the probability of

the species becoming established and the consequences of that establishmetto assess

any potential nortarget species unintentionally moved with the species under
consideration’! The precautionary principle is embedded through a-baked distinction
between open and closed facilities, provisions for pilot release, coericyg planning,
monitoring and rapid response should an introduced species or-tamet organism
become invasive.

Where the RA reveals thateighbouring MS may be affected by the potential or known
environmental effects of a proposed movement, prior caltetion 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 Aquacultiue EUlevel 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 June08p 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 sceiconomic values (e.g. rainbow tro@ncorhynchus
mykiss;Pacific or Japanesayster, Crassostrea gigasMS that wish torestrict 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 regulafién.

WI ROSNES STTFSO0aQ y SufRscigntfic evidencR Shey afeadéfiNdd ioS R (i
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 thatening species integrity; predation on native species'

9¢ kS t NBFYotS aidld8a GKFG WLRGSY (AL feilblyrhoie®viderklacdli THe charactesstics 2 YS  OF &
of local aquatic environments throughout the Community are very diverse and MS have the appropriate knowledge and expertise t
evaluate and manage the risks to the aquatic environments falling witlnittNJ & 2 S NBA Iy (& 2NJ 2dz2NAERAQGA2y Qo

70j.e. the movement of aquatic organisms from a source which has an elevated risk of transferritaggetrspecies and which, on
account of the characteristics of the aquatic organisms and/or the method of aquaguthasegive rise to adverse ecological effects.

71 procedure laid down in Annex I, aligned with the ICES Code of Practice on Transfers and Introductions of Marine Ofifisms (2
version). Relevant ICES working groups were consulted during the prepariati@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 currendlgdressedalthough 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 learntAlthough the RA criteria and their evaluation were developedufglobest
expert knowledge, all RA suffer to a certain extent from the subjectivity of the expert
evaluating the risks. Specigpecific RA may come to different conclusions regarding the
risk level when addressing the same species for different MS (effgredit 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 $ks pgosed).

It is critical to note that eradication plans and contingency measures to maaquqatic

alien species have rarely been successful. Monitoring programmes to discover unwanted
impacts on nortarget species are difficult to operate in watersptb 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

Box5-2). For this reason p#cular care should be applied when considering new species
introductions.

3.2.5 Habitats and Birds Directives

Objectives: The habitats Directivé and birds Directiv& underpin EU biodiversity policy
through two pillars of activity: the Natura 2000 network pifotected 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 aceduof economic, social and cultural
requirements and regional and local characteristics.

IAS coverageBoth Directives contain an explicit IAS prevention obligation. The habitats
5ANBOUOADS NbBslirdzhaniBeddelibefate intPoduétion into théld 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 introduct@n ¢ ! NJi ® H ds Dibedtivedmiors loaselyNaquires

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
faunaQ O ! NIl dMMO @ bRSSATIAKYSSNE AlySaed NOIAMNWE oWyl GABSQs
4.2).

73 CounciDirective 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora.

74 Directive 2009/147/EGF the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the conservation of wi(ddaifisd
version of Council Directive 79/409/EEC).
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For Natura 2000 sites, the general assessment requirerf¥eist broad enough to cover
activities presenting a foreseeable risk of introduction, escaplease or humamediated
spread oflAS. 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 provisian 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
OADPS P LINBadzYLIiA2y 2F Wy2 NEBisSlHadSmactikey/they G KS
have not been consistently applied across MS (3¢® and have proved ineffective in
preventing the continued introduction and spread of IAS on European territory

The Directives are not clearly applicablesfzecies that are vectors for IAS threatening to EU
biodiversity e.g. the Chytrid fungus killing native amphibians 8#&e They do not address

the keeping of I& in containment or captivity or explicitly provide for surveillance / rapid
response. No guidance on the application of their IAS provisions has been dev&dped.
Directives do not apply to EU Outermost Regions which are mainly islands and whose
globaly-significant biodiversity is particularly vulnerable to IAS impécts.

From a management perspectivekay constraint is that FCS is assessed only for very few
Annex Il and IV species under the habitats Directive, most of whather than crayfish

are not affected by IAS. However, measures to maintain or restore FCS of Annex | habitats
could provide a basis for integrating IAS prevention/control into biodiversity conservation in
the field.

Certain measures under the Directives may have unintendedexuences for IAS:

1 some alien species are currently listed for strict protection and as priority species for
co-financing?8

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

1 some birdspecies alien to the whole of Europe are listed in annexes Il or 1l to the
birds Directive?® They are accordingly subject to the same protection/management

S NIAOES cdo0Y Whye LELFY 2N LINE28SOG y2i RANMSOMGKER et R A (K 2
effect thereon, either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, shall be subject to appropriate assesfitsen

AYLX AOFGA2ya F2N) GKS &aA0GS Ay @GASé 2F GKS araisSua O2yaSNBIGA2Yy 2025
76 Commision 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 addrgssshauntin

pathway in its own right for introductions of alien species (e.g. stock replenishment)
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/conservation/wildbds/hunting/docs/hunting _quide en.pdf

A voluntary Nature2000 like initiative for ORs and OCTs is now under development, following Recommendations from tE&JIUCN
conference orThe EU and its overseas entities: strategies to counter climate chandpoalicersity los¢La Réunion,-11 July 2008).

78e.g. Annex Il of the habitats Directive lists the Sardinian and Corsican populations of Mifi@ammorfalien for the whole of
Europe) and the subspeci€ervus elaphus corsicanuhbich is present onlin Corsica and Sardinia wherdasrvus elaphus alien in both
cases. Both are highly invasive.

OSo3d dzy RSNIJ KS KI 6A I (i Bestida didddpand rdadyhater] SrvldTegtydo marginagibtd A 4 § 6
alien/established in parts of Itg); under the birds Directivédnser ansefalien/established in parts of Belgium and Germany: native in
parts of Austria, but released and established as alien in other parts of Auatiggr fabaligalien/established in Finlandknas penelope
andAnas strepergcryptogenic/established in Belgium, Estonia, Great Brit@ln)umba livigalien/established in 12 MS). See DAISIE:
http://www.europe-aliens.org/speciesFactsheet
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and derogation provisions as naturally occurring species listed in these annexes,
depending on M$nplementation;

i 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/infrastructue: Decisioamaking on introductions to the wild is fully
decentralised. The habitats Directive implicitly envisages some kind of assessment to enable

a{ (2 SyadaNF GKIFId RIFIYF3aIAy3a AYGNRBRRdIdzOGAZ2Yya R2
the results of 6 | 8 aSaavyYSy dzy RSNIiF {1 SyQ G2 GKS 1 F06Ad
O0ANR& 5ANBOGA Ad t£Saa aLISOAFTFAOS NBIjdzAi NAy 3
relevant introductions.

[«=tN

MS reporting under the habitats Directive does not systematicadlgress IAS issués.
Under the birds Directive, several MS have reported issues with invasivetdirds.

A significant number of IAS control and management programmes linked to the Directives
have been supported by the LIFE and LIFE+ financial instru(see&2.10.

3.2.6 Water Framework Directive

Objectives: The WFE? establishes a framework for national measures to achieve or
maintain a good ecological status for European inland, transitional and coastal vigters
2015 andprevent their further deterioration It provides for indicators to assess and
monitor water statudor this purpose.

IAS coveragelASF NB y 20 YSyliAz2ySR Ay GKS 2cCc5 GSEG
FYGKNRLIZISYAO AYLI @UAS akya presgweSthat attets taxdBdbnic dz&
composition and detracts from naturalness, MS should take their impacts into account as
part of WFD implementatianin 2009, building on general EU guidd¥ca consultative
process (ECOSTAT 2009) examined hoen aipecies could be more consistently
incorporated in WFD implementation. This identified major constraints, complicated by lack
of adequate information tools:

1 monitoring tends to be regionally focused, projdxsed or voluntary. Only a few
national and éngterm monitoring programmes exist. These tend to be driven by
human health, livestock or economic needs rather than environmental needs;

80e.g. the knavn IAS Canada gooBeanta canadensiss listed in Annex Il, giving MS the discretion to list it as a huntable species under
national legislationPhasianus colchicignnex Ill).

81 |nthe Article 17 reports (2062006) filed in 2008, most MS (16/23 reppexamined) 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 thistpo&visi
different approaches (species/habitapecific impacts cf. generaformation).

82 e.g. Ruddy duck, monk parakeet, rosaged 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/quidance documents
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1 plants, invertebrates and fish are equally covered. Some countries also monitor
reptiles and parasites. Rivers andkés are covered better than coastal and
transitional waters;

1 MS procedures for using alien species data in ecological status classification vary
widely, according to country, biological element and surface water #pk .will not
be possible in the shbto 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 amversees implementation at key milestones.

3.2.7 Marine Strateqy Framework Directive

Objectives: The MSFBE RSt A GSNAR GKS Sy @ANRBYYSydGlrft LAEEIN
requires eachMS to develop a marine strategy, based on the ecosystem approachtheith

FAY 2F FTOKAS@GAY3 2NJ YIAYyGlrAyAy3a wazz2R Sy g
environment by the year 2021. Actions should be based on the principlgsestntive

action, rectification of environmental damage at source and the polluter pays plendipis

is critical in the marine environment where IAS eradication and control present the greatest
challenges.

IAS coveragelAS are explicitly covered by one of the 11 GES descripimmsindigenous

species introduced by human activities ak levds that do not adversely alter the
ecosystem@® a{ AYAOGALIf I &aasaaxSASinventorgandiassess tAS & K 2 d:
as a biological disturbance (pressu¥épppropriate measures within the MSFD timeline and
provisions to achieve GES could inelWdS 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 envigad through existing regional seas bodies (e.g. OSPAR,
HELCOM). The Commission provides technical support to harmonise approaches to
implementation. A Nofindigenous Species Task Group was established in82009

85 Four different approaches aurrentlyused at natioal or local level: (i) water body classified using prestased classification tools:
classification then maodified in an additional step based on IAS; (ii) water body classified, then modified dependindpondaeca or

percentage coverage of IASi)(fio 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 diasbificatt

affecting classifidéon (Josefsson 2010; ECOSTAT 2009).

86 EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (2008/56/EC).

87 Annex Il (indicative list of characteristics, impacts and pressures). Table 1 (biological characteristics) require$ &nNtleen 2 ¥ Wi K S
temporal occurrence, amdance and spatial distribution of nendigenous, exotic species or, where relevant, genetically distinct forms of
YIGABS aLISOASEE gKAOK I NB LINBaSyd Ay GKS YINARYS NB&migrghial2 NJ & dzo NB 3 A :
pathogens, introduction of nofindigenous species and translocations.

88 Its remit includesgreeang interpretation/definitions, revieving methods for quantifying GES aittentifying key elements of the GES
descriptor (e.g. relevant temporal/spatial scalpsssible links and overlaps with other descriptors on biodiversity, food webs,

eutrophication and sea floor integrityesearch needs and monitoring requirements)

40



3.2.8 Environmental Liability Directive

The enwonmental liability Directive (EL®)establishes a common framework, based on the
polluter pays principle, to prevent and remedy environmental damage. Its fundamental
principle is that operators of occupational activiiésausing such damage, or the immant
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.

WOY@BANRYYSYllt RFEYF3ASQ A& dr&Fokigde&damage: 02 @S NJ

1 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 adfiexss en
reaching or maintaining the FCS of such habitats or sp&ctignificance is assessed
with reference to the baseline condition, taking into accotfauttors such as the size
of the population or habitat, its rarity value and its potential to reeonaturally

1 water damage (any damage that significantly adversely affects the ecological or
chemical quality or classification status of waters covered by the \B#D);

1 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 rocganismsy3

The ELD provides for two liabilischemes. Operators of activities listed in Annex Il are
strictly liable for environmental damaga.€. irrespective of fault) Operators of other
activities are liable where damage to protected species or natural habitats has been caused
by their fault or negligenc (see Table ). This may be interpreted as a nmmim
standard. The ELD does not prejudice more stringent EU legislation regulating the operation
of any of the activities falling within its scopeMS may also adopt stricter national
measuresS

89 Council Directive 2004/35/EC on environmental liability with regard to the prevention ameldgng of environmental damage.

90Activity carried out in the course of an economic activity, a business or an undertaking, regardless of its private, @refitotic nor
profit character (Art.2(7)).

¢S RSTAYAGAZY Ay Ofidzki8des previcudlySdnavfediadv@rSeteerty&sating froré an act by an operator
expressly authorised by the relevant authorities pursuant to Article 6(3) and (4) or Article 16 of the habitats Direftiicdeo® of the
birds Directive or, for nofieU habitats and species, under equivalent provisions of national nature conservation law.

92 wjith the exception of adverse effects to which Article 4(7) WFD applies i.e. fdilere to achieve required status or prevent
deterioration in status results &ém 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.
BAr.3.2

96 For an insurance industry overview of differences in MS implementation, seldexgEnvionmental Liabilities for EU compani@9Q9
briefing: http://global.marsh.com/documents/NewEnvironmentalliabilitiesforEUcompaniesv1Q.pdf
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Table3-1 Categories of liability under the Environmental Liability Directive

¢8I 2F WSYGBANRYYSydil f| Annexlll activities Other occupational activities
Damage to protected species and natural habita| Strict liability Fault or negligence
Water damage Stict liability ELD does not apply
Land damage Strict liability ELD does not apply

Annex Il currently lists industrial or agricultural activities requiring a licence under the
integrated pollution and prevention control DirectR/e waste management opations,
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 imdiding transport, of
genetically modified (GM) microrganism8 or the deliberate release of genetically
modified organism§?

The ELD recognis8$that not all forms of environmental damage can be remedied by
means of the liability mechanism. For thetér 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 stable 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 actorsee further5.6.6).

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 higlality and independent scientific
advice and review RA carried out bther actorstol This review and oversight role provides
risk managers (Commission, European Parliament, MS) with a sound foundation for policy in

I NElFa O2O0SNBR o6& 9C{!Qa fS3aratlIiAgdS NBYAlID O

for animal heah 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 dist
arthropods193 Similar studies on mammals and birds are in preparation.

97 Directive 2008L/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 A defined by Directive 90/219/EEC of 23 April 1990 on the contained use of gepetiodified micreorganisms.

99 pirective 2001/18/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 March 2001 on the deliberate release into thaemtviro
of genetically modified organisms.

100preamble 811.
101 As done for RAs of the invasive plaHtgtocotyle, Lysichitoand Ambrosiaprepared by MS/EPPO.

102 Defining environmental risk assessment criteria for genetically modified fishes to be placed on the EU Market
(http://www.efsa.europa.ei/en/scdocs/doc/69e.pdf.

103Deﬁning Environment Risk Assessment Criteria for Genetically Modified Insects to be placed on the EU Market
(http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/scdocs/doc/71e.pilf
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3.2.10 Contribution to IAS measures from EU financial instruments

Financial instruments for the programming period 26RU13 provide several opportunities
to support IAS interventions, separate the dedicated mechanisms under the animal and
health regimes discussed ¥2.1and3.2.2

Over the last 15 years the EC has contributed to financing almospi@@€cts 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 noldFE+ Regulation (614/2007) have been usetbtfinance numerousAS
projects eligible under théNature & Biodiversitcomponent, particularly on islands, and
under thelnformation & Communicatiocomponent. These include but are not limited to
projects b implement the nature DirectiveBetween 19922006, 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 oye&8 period of 14 million

EUR year (Scalera 2008, 2010). However, this should be considered-enidwestimate of
[LC9Qa O2yNROdziAzy G2 L!{ & GKS lylfeaAia
LIFE projects. Moreover, in the past LIFE was not designed to splycéadiess IAS which

is likely to have limited the number of IAS projects supported under the fund.

Under successive RTD Framework Programmes (FPs), significant funds-relatbdS
research have been leveraged to develop the knowledge base, improwssassnt
methodologies and control methods and to a lesser extent, measure IAS ecological and
socieeconomic impact$%4 On average, in the period 1998006, the FPs financed seven
IASrelated projects per year at an average cost of about 1 million EUR Eaishamounted

to a total yearly budget of 7 million EUR (i.e. including EU contribution and ¥Mi$aoaing).

Largescale IAS research contracts for the programming period @73 include the FP7
PRATIQUE project focused on developimgye powerful andconsistent PRA methods for
plant health (seet.3). In 2010, DG Environment issutslo tenderswith a budget of 1.5
million EUR for a comprehensive assessment of status, impact and management of ragweed
(Ambrosiaartemisiifolig in Europelos

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 crossompliance. MS do not appear tse 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 hogweadd Japanese knotweed). For pinewood
nematode control, RD measure 126 under axi® ¥ restdring agricultural production

LR GSYyaAlrf RIEYF3ISR o6& ylFddz2NFt RAAFAGSNE | yR

104¢ 4. DAISIE, ALARM, IMPASSE and EFFORTS: for a comprehensive list see Scalera 2008.

105 http://ted.europa.eu/udl?uri=TED:NOTICE:21048BL0: TEXT:EN:HTML&srcatd
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 eradimn.

| 26 SOSNE GKS -LINPRSZWQYI Q2 M ywLoll{ L2t AOC& YSIya (K
used to subsidise activities presenting known IAS risks e.g. invasive tree species in forestry

or invasive plants for bioenergy. The Standing Forest Committéesnihat 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 interventios have also beefunded under thestructural, cohesion and development
cooperation funds (see Shine et al. 2008). Examples include a 2 million EUR programme
focused on IAS risks to selected Overseas Enfitiend bt or trilateral funding under
INTERREGsimuments 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 théoneed
establish a permeable landscape as part of the EU policy mix to reduce vulnerability to
climate change impacts. In 2010, the Council emphasi$edS O2y i NR O dziA 2 Y
AYFNF a0NHzZOG dzNBQ (2 LINBGSYyid KIFIOAG GrocesNdsaIYSy il
and called on the Commission to further develop this conéépihe objectivedo increase
connectivity within landscapes (e.g. between Natura 2000 sites) and facilitate species
migration in face of climate change will involve policy tradis by increasing dispersal
opportunities for IAS, along with native and nmvasive alien species (sée2.4). This

makes ex ante prevention at the EU level even more critical.

Forestry

Existing and upcoming instments (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 increasthe 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 2@P011 work programme foresees a study Disturbances of EU
forests causedybbiotic agentscoordinated by DG Environment and a workshop to launch
discussion on the future EU Forest Strategy.

106 |ncrease in the regional capacity to reduce the impacts of invasive species in the Overseas Tertfiterigsitet] Kingdom in the
South AtlantidEDP 20069).

107 council Conclusions on Biodiversity: P2B10EU and global vision and targets and international ABS regfitn&larch 2010).
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Renewable energy policies

The EU Renewable Energy Directive 280@quires each MS to ensure that 20% of its
energy consumption comesdm renewable sources by 2020 and that renewables account
for 10% of the energy used in the transport sector.

Cultivation and afforestation of fagjrowing species or genotypes for biofuel/biogas
productionis already increasing within the context ofntéite change mitigation polici€§?
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 riskkigher IAS spread from such activitigs.

Under the Directiveenergy generated from biofuels and bioliquids may only count towards
EU targets and be eligible for financial support if:

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

9 agricultural raw materials cultivated in the EU and used for biofuel production respect
crosscompliance rules i.e. meet the statutory management requirements of the
nature Directives and respect G811

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

f WadzadlrAyllofS 0A2FdzSt OSNIATAOFIGSAaAQY 3A20SN

establish voluntary chemes which must be independently audited to be recognised
by the Commission;

f WLNRPGSOUAYT dzy12dzOKSR yI G4 dzZNSQY 0A2FdzSt
tropical forests or recently deforested areas, drained peatlands or wetlands;

f WLINRY2(GSdz2tyd eg AR FTKAIK INBSYyK2dzaS 3l &
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 allelements 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 coadtaktructures,
including portst12 These stressors can generally contribute to environmental degradation

108 pjrective 2009/28/EC of 23 April 2009 on the promotion of theafsnergy from renewable sources.
109gee e.gOpinion of the Standing Forestry Committee on forestry measures in Rural Development of 22 July 2009.
110¢ouncil Conclusions 2009, 820 (general risks to biodiversity) and 838 (specific risks of favourim§Sutupansion).

111Se-:-‘AnnexII, Regulation (EC) N@/2009 of 19Qanuary 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 reqgsifengodd agricultural
and environmental condition defined pursuant to Arti6lel) of that Regulation.

112E¢ 20098 sustainable future for transport: Towards an integrated, techneledyand user friendly systef@ommunication from
the Commission (CORIQ09) 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 opportued 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 atificscien
assistance in the proper development and implementation of relevant EU legislation.

¢KS { UGN} GS3eQa 3IF2FKf A& (G2 AYLNRGS (GKS TFNI YS;
meet territorial continuity requirements. |1ARlevant aspects include msures to facilitate
0SUGSNI O2yySOGA2y 2F AaftlyRax SadlofAakKk |

0 I NNX S N& fack pyoBedure fof éndirdnmental assessments for port expansion (see
5.2.3.113

3.4 Rekvant 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 thergunds 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 IASalsleS-2) is very limited and

does not provide he 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 thebjective of the protection measure can be
achieved as effectively by measures less restrictive of -lBWatrade. For example, in the
WDSNXIY ONI}Ie@FfTAaK OFasSqQx GKS ol y wasgonfidéled® F A a K
not meet the test of proportionality because the ban could be replaced by monitoring
requirements!i4

113¢coM(2007) 616, 18.10.2007 European Ports Policy.
114 commission v. Germany, C 131/93 ECR (1)93@03.
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Table3-2

Examples of |1A%elevant caselaw from the European Court of Justice

CASE

SUMMARY

RELEVANCE TO IAS

Danish bees case (Cas&6T97)

The case concerned the ban on keeping
alien species of bee on the island of Laesg
Danish law prohibited the keeping of necta
gathering bees except the native brown be
of Leesg. An individual prosecuted fo
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 Treat
(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
biodiversity conservation under the Birds and Habitats Directives, and statedhihastablishment by national legislation of
protection area within which the keeping of bees other than Leesg brown bees is prohibited, for the purpose of ensur|
survival of the latter, constituted an appropriate measure.

Belgian animal welfare @&se
(Case €19/07: 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 Decre
prohibited the holding of any animafet
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 onrfoal
criteria.

The Court found that the Decree was more
stringent than the WTR Regulation and
liable to restrict intraCommunity trade for
the purposes of Article 28 EC, but that it w;
justified under Article 30 of the Treaty, for
the protection of the Iealth and life of
animals.

Not specifically, but the judgment provides generally applicable guidance on the criteria to be applied when assessingawh
national traderestrictive measure is compatible with the Treaty. It is for the national court terdéne whether:

1 the drawing up of a (positive) species list is based on objective andisoriminatory criteria;

1 a procedure enabling interested parties to apply for species listing is provided for, readily accessible and can be complg
within reasorable time;

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

The CA may refuse applications only if the holding of the specimens of thespgencerned 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 suc
interests, established on the basis of the most reliable scientific data available antbgieecent results of international
research (83® T WHere' proves impossible to determine with certainty the existence or extent of the risk envisaged bec|
the insufficiency, inconclusiveness or imprecision of the results of the studiestedndiut the likelihood of real harm to human
or animal health or to the environment persists should the risk materialise, the precautionary principle justifies ttom adopti
restrictive measur€® 6 3oy 0 d ! y& NBTFTdzl f RS doedteoyrtsYdzali 6S 2Ly (2

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 sipeyl ésio the wild,
could continue to exist there and might constitute an ecological threat. The ECJ noted (§29) with regard to this criteition t
Court has consistently held that restrictions of the free movement of goods may be justified byiireperatirements such as
the protection of the environment (see Casg50-95 Bettati [1998] ECRIB55 862 and Case314-98 Snellers [2000] EGBG33
§550 @

On proportionality, the ECJ noted (§30) that it was necessary when applying the princigddtaiaS 2 F (KA & @@l
F 002dzyi GKS ALISOAFTAO yIGdz2NB 2F GKS aLIS0OASa 02y O0SNYySRe
Sy @A NB Jhe faof thabon&’Member State imposes less stringent rules than another M&tabbe does not mean that the
£t

GGSNDRAa NHzZ S& NS RAALINBLRNIAZYIEEH. ' yR KSyOS AyO2YLI (
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¢KS 9/ W I asgegayive lisSsister whictii entddls limiting the prohibition to the species of mammals included in
listgYAIKG y20 adzZFFAOS G2 | OKAS@PS G(KS 2028S00GAGSX wStAlyO
included in the list, specimens of that species may be freely held even though there has been no scientific assessmeffit
Jdzk NI yiSSAy3a GKIG GKFG K2fRAYy3 SyidlAata yA83yxa|l (2 GKS

Netherlands mussels case (Cas
G249/07: judgment delivered
on 4 December 2008)

http://eur -
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUr
iServ.do?uri=0J:C:20a®:9:000
4:0004:EN:PDF

The case brought by the Commission agai
the Kingdom of the Netherlands concernec
a measure under domestic fisheries
regulations. The ECJ declared that, by
instituting a system of prior authorisation
for the planting, in Netherlandsoastal
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 relenito interpretation of Art 22, Habitats Directive.

The Commission claimed that the prohibition on planting oysters and mussels in Dutch coastal waters without a permit an
to a prior authorisation regime liable to restrict infommunity trade andnarket access from other MS. Whereas a permit wa
always required to plant oysters/mussels sourced from other MS, even if those species were native to the Netherlands, a
was not required in certain cases to plant oysters/mussels sourced withiNetieerlands (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 Eseaut). T
Commission also claimed that the derogation for planting mussels from the weSsegaut in the Wadden Sea was discriminat
because it benefited a large part of domestic mussel production. ECJ case law made clear that measures having equitalg
to quantitative restrictions (prohibited under Art.28 EC) applied to any domestisures liable to obstruct intrBU trade,
directly or indirectly, now or in the future. The regime in question affected oysters and mussels from other MS differthely t
majority of oysters and mussels in the Netherlands and could thus obstructr&ée 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 meag
were justified for reasons of bifiversity protection and conservation of nahreatened fisheries species, basing its arguments|
on the habitats Directive and on Art.30 EC:

1 the permit regime was designed to prevent introduction of alien organisms attached to the introduced shelifisth cauld
threaten native fish and plant species in the waters concerned. The ECJ rejected the argument that such a measure
consistent with Art.22 of the Habitats Directive because that article only covered intentional introductions linked to a
specifc project and did not cover possible accidental introductions arising from the translocation of other species. Thg
RAR y2i O2yaARSNI GKIiG F¥2NBasSSIHofS Nral éla Sy2daAK (1
more subjec®S AYGSNLINBGF GA2Yy 2F WAYGSydGAaAzyQ F2NJ FOGADBAGAS
Directive);

1 the ECJ rejected the argument that the measure was justified on the grounds of protection of the life of animals unde
Art.30. It nded that recourse to Art.30 was no longer possible once Community directives provided for harmonisation
YSI&adNEa G2 FOKAS@PS (KS 262S0GAGS O2yOSNYySR o0Sd3d 061
measure aimed to protect nethreatened fisheries species that fell outside the scope of the habitats Directive. Recour:
Art.30 was thus legally possible, provided that the Dutch government could show that the measure adopted was
appropriate, necessary to achieve the desired otiyecand proportionate. On the facts, the ECJ found that the governm
had not demonstrated how its permit regime operated, the criteria used to grant or refuse permit applications, the obj
and nondiscriminatory nature of its system of derogatiomsdetailed risk analysis which was a necessary precondition t|
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 strategiesnd MS a
other European countries® 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 tepecific guidance for Partié¥ 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 legislatie 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 impack 8 SR RSTAYA (G A 2c8n 2F WA
create a clearer basis for identifying responsibilities and possible liability.

Examples{ LJr Ay Qa bl GdzN¥ £ | SNAGI IS YR . A2RAGSNEA
O 2 @& dpécids that is introduced or established in a natural or-setaral 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 contamird#idn

{026t yRQa Weddinesi ¢ SIAatl A2y

T Wyl GA@S NI y3ISQ NITFG&LYS |2yFA YiI VitREYiddalityltyNiichaf | y {
the animal or plant of that type is indigendds | y R &ty déatigRSwhichdthat
type of animal or plant has been imported (whether intentionally or otherwise) by any
persoQ T

1 WAY @I ZkddrBrQe td ah anihal or plant of a type whiémot under the control
of any personwould be likely to have a significant adverse impact on (a) biodiversity;
(b) other environmental interests; or (c) social or economic inte@est® S Y LIK | & A &
bold added)

115iller at al 2006; Shine et al 2008.

116p\ost recentlyRecommendation No. 142 (2009) IAS and climate change (se2 Below);Recommendation No. 133 (2008)water
hyacinth. For full list, selettp://www.coe.int/t/dg4/cultureheritage/nature/WCD/InvasiveSpecies _en.asp#

1174y que se introduce o establece en un ecosistema o habitat natural o seminatural y que es un agente de cambio y amenaza para la
diversidad bioldgica nativa, ya sea por su comportamiento invasor, o por el riesgo de contaminacion@ans3ié&, Law No. 422007)

118Sec.l4WiIdIife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Bill (SP BilirB&@)duced in the Scottish Parliament on 9 June 2010: second
reading begins on 22 December 2010; adoption scheduled for spring 2011. Consultation document on proposediéi® praailable at
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2009/06/17133414/4
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Table3-3 Overview of existing MS legal and policy frameworks (as of June 20I®)e overview is based on Shine et al. (2008) and updated according to the
information provided by the Member States to tharBpean Commission in the context of the review of the EU Biodiversity Action Plan in 2010.

Belgium IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy
Bulgaria20 No information No information Under development
Cyprus No No No
Czech . . - . .

. No No IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy and Action Play
Republic
Denmark No IAS Action Plan
Finland Under development
France Under development (inc. Outermost Regions)
Germany Under development
Greecé® No information No
Hungary Under development
Ireland Under development
Italy No
Latvia No IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy
Lithuania No IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plaj
Luxembourg No IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plaf

IAS will be included in the currently developed Biodivers
Malta No
Strategy

1:|-9Early warning and information system is seen as a priority to be developed at the EU level.
1201he pformation 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

Poland

Portugal
Romania

Slovenia

Sweden

122Specific restrictions in relation to Madeira, under development for the Azores.
123\yere in place prior to EU membership.

No information

No information

No information

National IAS Policy

IAS included ithe Biodiversity Strategy

No

IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy

No information

IAS will be included in the currently developed Biodiverg
Strategy

No information

No information

IAS included in the Biodiversity Strategy
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No

No

Under development

No

IAS Action Plan
Also, IAS under development

No

Yes, but yet to be adopted

Yes




Approaches to IAS species listing

At panEuropean level, countries have continued to invest in the development of IAS lists as
a supmrt 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-lnological
parameers.

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 geogragiva,rVila 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 sfadysed on species entering
Europe through tradgGenovesi and Scalera 2007) and for an EEA feasibility study for a
early warning and information systé@ included a number of listed species ranging from
about 500 to over 1200.

A recent study (Solarz 2010eesTable 3-4) compared black and grey list approaches in
NOBANIS countries and found wide scientific and poéigvant variations, including:

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

1 existing lists invery 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);

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

1 fact sheets on species iasiveness are lacking or incomplete for some of the most
unwanted species.

Table3-4 Comparison oblack lists of IAS in NOBANIS countries
Country legally binding? non-environmental invasion stagecovered by list

impacts?

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

124hefull versionof theseblack listqcf. abridged versioiin Genovesi et al. 20)@vas publisheih Genovesi P., Scalera R., Solarz, W and
Roy, D. 2009. Towards an early warning and information system for invasive alien species (IAS) threatening biodivespiy in Eu
European Bvironment 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 alm@rgioned Council of Europe
WYSGIFftAAGQ &aiddzReé o DSYIRiGuSE1R6 dpelits in{ corhnios B39 H n 1 1
species listed only in the NOBANblack 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
lists126

Risk assessment to support IAS decision making

This is an area of significant investment in several MS to provide scientific justification for
regulatory measuresnd/or to prioritise management interventions. At least two MS (UK
and Belgium) have developed Fecific RA protocols that may be capable of scaling up to
a broader level. Joint RA initiatives between neighbouring MS to facilitate a common
biogeographial approach are in place for the island of Irel#i@nd Austria / Germaniz8

Example of a unified RA mechanisiihe Great Britain No#Native Organism Risk
Assessment Scheme, based on EPPO PRA methodology, can be used to assess the risks
associated withalien species in any taxonomic grouigiggers for carrying out RA include
interceptions of new nomative species and horizon scanning to detect invasive species.
RAs are carried out by external experts using standardised methoddodgdicated Non

Native Species Risk Analysis Panel, with expertise in entomology, plants, fish, animal
diseases, marine and economioseets at least four times per year teview RA results to

ensure consistency and accuracy. Panel comments are sent back to the risk assassait

times if necessary, until the Panel is satisfied that the RA is fit for the purpose prior to
introduction of nonnative specie§?2°

Example of IAS requlation directly linked to risk st¥tus. S f HaAmdo¥a@eiabase covers

125etalist includes 517 species, developed from analysis of EPPO, EEA/SEBI, NOBANIS fact sheets, DAISIE and EU Wildlife Trade
Regulation data.

1265930 DSNXFyEQa | YS$yR&i6 Lasaiéhmiakes ithécdssaly® distiagyiish Setween invasive, potential
invasive and noiinvasive species. Federal bldisks will be published for all taxonomic groups (starting with fish) but these do not bind
individual Lander which may dewgl their ownblacklists(Stefan Nehring, pers.comm.).

127 nvasive Species Ireland initiative: $egp://www.invasivespeciesireland.com
128GaBLIS (Germakustrian Black List for Invasive Species)bioding criteriabased system (Essl et al. 2008).
129 https://secure.fera.defra.gov.uk/nonnativespecies/index.cfm?pageiphtip://napra.eppo.org/index.php
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alien species introdted by man on Belgian territory or in neighbouring areas after 1500.
Listing depends on prior assessment by scientists using the ISEIA pfStacdlis updated
annually by a consultative expert committee (see Figulg.3t covers two categories:

1 black am watch list: alien species naturalised in Belgium, with a focus on those that
actively colonise senmatural ecosystems and can be detrimental to the
environment;

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

Figure3-1 Belgian listing system to identify alien species that threaten native biodiversity
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SourceBelgian Forum on Invasive Species

A draft Royal Decréé! provides for a ban on the import, export and transit of 20 listed
IAS32in categories AO/Al, after consultation with horticulture and pet trade stakeholders. It
establishes a business exemption from liability where the breeder / othgponsible actor
can prove that all reasonable steps were taken to avoid escape of listed species.

130maintained and developed by the Belgian Forum on Invasive Species (BFIS), part of the Belgian Biodiversity Platform. Under th
Invasive Species Environmental Impact Assessment (http://ias.biodiversity.be/ias/documehis/p®otocol.pdf. data are reviewed for
accreditation by a scientific committee before publication. Lists can be sorted or filtered through different criterigng¢iudnomy,
habitat, introduction date or hazard categories. Specific icons indicatetrecklitions to the list and changes of listing category. To date,
only vascular plants and vertebrates have been subject to risk assessment.

131Proposed in May 2009; adoption scheduled end 2010 but subject to ongoing political reorganisation.
132Inc|uding8 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, de#ipitaincertainty
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. Typicathportation 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 communicatard enforcement efforts. There are
several examples where trade in known IAS is banned in some jurisdictions and legal across
the border133

Spanish legislation (Natural Heritage and Biodiversity Act 2007) prosites/erarching
framework for a consisteénapproach at national and subnational levelmplementing
regulations forthe National Catalogue of Invasive Alien Species are under development.
Some Autonomous Communities have developed regional IAS catalogues which provide a
basis for regulating posssion and trade within their territory (e.g. Valencia).

The lack of explicit Eldvel 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 regitration of exotic animals (e.g. Canati#ys and/or through dangerous
animalstype legislation. The latter can be used to regulatgort and keeping of certain

species; require licensing of premises holding captive populations; specify keeping
conditons;F f £ 26 O2y iNRf 2F A&ALISOASA WLO fINBSQT I
following escap@és3®

Example of incorporating IAS into existing regulatidnsSeptember 2010, France published
amended regulations on conditions for holding in captivitsedaling, trade, transport and
display of specified alien vertebrates, excluding fish, in metropolitan terriryhese
extend the suite of existing measures to cover a range of knownt3[ABSquivalent
regulations will be developed for flora, fish and inesrates on metropolitan territory and
for individual Overseas Territories.

1?’3e.g. in Austria, trade, movement and breeding of listed alien reptiles is authorised in certain provinces and prohiltitecsirGoey
squirrel bans ee 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 Dpraft Decree to regulate holding and trade in reptil®sptember 2010 version available at
http://www.gobiernodecanarias.org/cmayot/serviet/ViewDocu?id _documento=10710&id pagina=1

135The draft Wildlife ad Natural Environment (Scotland) Bill will, if adopted, incorporaésdegal 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/keeph y 3 2AFY RMy2 Sy 2dza YI YYIE ALy aLISOASEQ YR I RRNB&a GKSANI YIyl 3¢
(1933), grey squirrels in 1937, noxdigenous rabbits in 1954 and coypu in 1987. Temporary orders have been made for mink.

136Arreté du30jii t SG Hnamn Y2RAFAFIYG om0 fQFNNEGS Rdz mn F2HG wnnn FAEFYG f
Sa4110Sa y2y R2YSaidAaljdsSa RlIya tSa SilotAraaasSySyida RQSnmawl 38y RS @Sy
RDA LI O0Sa y2y R2YSa0GAldzSa Si 6H0O fQFNNBGS Rdz mn | 2Hiivagemnn FAEF Y G f 8§
RQFANBYSyYy(d RQlIyAYIl dzE , pliShediis tiie DHiciay/JBuhal Br219 Septémbér 2R G

137 several mammals antibirds: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

Example of dedicated IAS requlativhs t 2 €  yYRQ&a RNIJI T L! { NBIdz | (.,
Conservation Aége are due for publication by end 2010. For bldisked species, a perit

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 Consgova

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 phas. The most common scenario is for nature conservation
restrictions to ceexist 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 critera 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 othecral legislatiof' DS NX | y& Qa | YS
Federal Nature Conservation A#tlays down specific measures for noative, foreign and

invasive species (defined in terms of threat to ecosystems, biotopes and species). Specific
measures are directed to IAS (easyarning, monitoring, controlling, eradication) and

potential invasive species (monitoring). All releases of animal species (alien or native) into
dZNB 'y 2NJ yIFGdz2N> £ | NBFa NBSI dzhi NB | foréidd SBlvuksi @ C2 N
I YR a %Slkedmnt@endypes/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 newspksmes in

Germany for which no occurrence in Germany is known. In other cases Lander are the
competent authorities. The Act specifies that a permit should be refifsedhreat 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 / Lander level. The
Act is thus mainly concerned with activitiesthe framework of nature @nservation 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 spresgl 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 environmét regulations iplementing the
habitats Directive make it illegal for anyone on an offshore installatraon 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 includ®gl waters, where the introduction

138pgjish text availabe ditttp://www.mos.gov.pl/g2/kategoriaPliki/2009 04/67e632d51bb8aa7fd64d8050d36016a9.pdf

139Entered into force 1 March 2018ttp://www.bmu.de/naturschutz_biolgische vielfalt/downloads/doc/44597.php.translation
available athttp://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)t40 However, no offence is comnitted 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.4mbrosia artemisiifolian Germany and
Austrid“; Raccoon dog in Nordic countries). 2010 the Irish National Invasive Species
Databasé*? released Species Alerts for the recent arrivaHaimimysis anomald_udwigia
grandiflora Harmonia axyridis Trachemys scripta script&Chelydra serpentinand Sus

scrofa A recording scheme for eig8 ¥ L NBf+FyRQa az2aid !yelyiaSR
species has also been launched.

Several MS note that funding constraints can hamper rapid response. For example, i a high
risk species arrives mid to late financial year when budgets are alreadyduilyitted, 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 incregSewgral
bilateral INTERRESBpported programmes are in place e.g. Flanders and southern parts of
The Netherlands are developing a criwsder policy to develop IAS management
options143 At the level of a single biogeographic unit, Invasive Species Ir@i@hdinks the
Northern Ireland Environment Agency and the Irish National Parks and Wildlife Samdice
oversees or coordinates largeale IAS management programmes in shared ecosystems
(see5.2.4.144

Envircmmental 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 foeltA&d
offences with protected habitat / speciasffences (e.g. up to 2 years imprisonment plus
fines under the Spanish Ley Organica 5/2890Some 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 aeeis still very undedeveloped. Examples include the new federal

140see Guidance note on the@ervation (Natural Habitats, &c.) (Amendment) Regulations 2007: Introduction of new species from
ships http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-pets/wildlife/protect/documents/habitatspeciesprotectchange.pgif

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

143Seehttp://www.inbo.be/content/paqe.asp’?pid:OWnCapitaI InternationalProjects
144 56ure: NOBANIS Newsletter No.3/2010
145 htp: /. boe.es/boe/dias/2010/06/23/pdfs/BOEA-20109953.pdP4agina 54858
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German nature conservation legislatidh and draft Scottish legislatio? Belgium has
established a specific liability regime for damage arising from transportation ofsk&S (
5.6.2.

IAS strategy development and coordination

All but four MS have adopted or are developing IAS strategies (stlmmé or embedded in
national biodiversity strategies and action plans). This represents significzgtiment 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 witheoteectors e.g. plant
health, agriculture, forestry or fisheries.

Examples of crossectoral coordination The UK has gone furthest to provide a single co
ordinating body for IAS policy and management. The Great BritainNdtine Species
Programme Boardvas 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 linksare now proposed with the ISl initiative e.g. through a joint Strategy
and Legislation Working Group that would include representatives from all UK and Irish
administrationst48

The Netherlands created a dedicated IAS team in 2009 responsible for: maigtaini
surveillance network (including significant volunteer participation) and alien species
RFGFrolasSa (G2 AyOfdzRS Wi S@St 2F AyOFaAr@dSySaacx
minister on risks and management options; and risk communication tddma 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 Pra8afety Authorityt4?

Examples from EU Overseas Entiti€so Outermost Regions have recently or will soon
adopt standalone IAS Strategies: La RéuA®and the Canary Islandg! The South Atlantic
Invasive Species Strategy, covering five UK Overseasfiesriand developed with EU co
financing>2 has been approved by all concerned administrations and will be published in
November 2010.

146 5ee footnotel 39
147 see footnotel 18
148Cathy Maguire, pers.comm.

149presentation by Wiebe Lammers, Invasive Alien Species Team, Netherlands Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality at
NOBANIS Workshop, Waterford21June 2010.

150Stratégie dedtte contre les especes invasives 2(tt€p://www.especesenvahissantesutremer.fr/actualites.php#34.

1512009 draft scheduled for finalisation at workshops in November 20ttDFebruary 2011 (Juan Luis Rodrigugsngo, pers.comm):
seehttp://www.gobiernodecanarias.org/noticias/index.jsp?module=1&page=nota.htm&id=134074

152 g6 footnote106.
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3.6 Major voluntary initiatives

Voluntary measures taddress risks associated with the introduction or use of alierisge
can play a multiple roleawarenesgaising, stakeholder innovation, leverage/dissemination
of best practicessupplementing existing regulations or filling a regulatory gap $sée

Several areas of BA YS OKIl y3S KI @S o06Sy OFrarteasSR o0& (
voluntary standards and Globallast Programme activities led to the adoption of the BWM
Convention. At the pafturopean level, the ICES Code of Practice on the Introductions and
Transfers oMarine 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:

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

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

1 draft European Charter on Recreational Fishing and Biodiversity (Brainerd12910).

Experience suggests that highS @St Wwaz2¥Fid 1 6Q AyadNdzySyida OF
the baseline For example, the EPPO/Council of Europe horticulture code indmg but

was formally approved by the respective member countries of these two intergovernmental
organisations (including ER¥ MS). Governments are invited to endorse the Code at
national level and draft harmonised national codes of condatt.

In the UK, notbinding 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 theevent of environmental damage i.e. a court may take account of any
failure to comply with such guidance when reaching its decisomn 2010, relevant
FRYAYAAOGUNI GA2ya I dzy OKSR 16 toaBchuyage réBpossible € | y
practices by pond onmers, with business and NGO support.

153The draft Code and draft Charter will be considered by the Bern Convention Standing Committee in December 2010.

154 |FE+is efinancing a pilot project in Belgium for its implementation (InvHolticrease awareness to curb horticultlimatroductions
of invasive plants in Belgium. Total budget 1 million EUR). A Dutch voluntary agreement has been concluded with therbaniitigtry
for aquatic plantsHttp://www.onkruid.nl/ artikel.lasso?MzY5MfA http://ias.biodiversity.be/ias/documents/def fr.pd¥.

155Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 (England and Wales). Similar provisions appiydar atevelopment in
Scotland, Northern Ireland and upcoming in the Republic of Ireland.

15e'www.direct.qov.uk/beplantwiseand in Scotland avww.scotland.gov.uk/beplantwise
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3.7 Overall conclusions on the policy baseline

This section summarises thHeU policy baseling€3.7.1), key gaps and constraints to be
addressed through the Strateg$.7.2 and suggested prioritieS.(7.3.

3.7.1 Synthesis of coverage under existing EU instruments

The baseline analysis shows that numerous EU policies and instrumentsatsig&tds 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 environmeéntzcts.

Table3-5a dzY Y NAaSa GKS addzRé GSIyYQa FTAYyRAy3Ia 2y
highlights instrument variability in terms of coverage, decisimaking procedures,
regulatory interventions angupport systems. It also makes it possible to identify matters

that are either not covered or are inefficiently covered under existing policy tools and
approaches.

6C



Table3-5

Policy baseline: synthesis of isting coverage under key EU instruments

MARINE
ANIMAL HEALTH PLANT HEALTH MERELE AQUACULTURE ale ETAURSAIRIRH [ Jal ISR STRATEGY
il INSTRUMENTS DIRECTIVE TRADE REGULATION =i [ ELOR FRAMEWORK COLNIINIS
REGULATION DIRECTIVES DIRECTIVE
DIRECTIVE
Scope/coverage
Animal pathogens Animals, plants,
& diseages 9 pathogens to the extent Aquatic AQR not applicable to pet
Taxonomic coverage I iKSas +FNB W w{Lisoa | "audl W{ LIS OA S| Notlimited. W{ LIS OA §| shops, garden centres or
Wild bird imports <\ x organisms/GMOs .
. 2NHIyAayYaQ aquaria.
(avian flu)
plants or plant products)
(Current) direct impacts . . | Biodiversity & Natural habitats, | Ecological (inland Ecological
Health of farmed & Ecological (wild . . ! 2 impact
Impact coverage . . on plants . ) ecosystem wild native transitional, -
wild animals native species) ’ . (marine
functions species coastal waters)
waters)
Risk assessment & decisianaking procedures
MS initiate proposals: MS
Decision level COM brop | COM COM oversightif | MS MS MS
adopted at COM level
transbounday
White (closed): Variable, mainl
Listing mechanism Black (open) Black (open) Black (open) exemptions for black ' Y N/A N/A
long-used species
Depends on .
Adaptable to V (zonation) VO WLINR G SOG S| No V (explicit) interpretation of | V (river basins) V (marine WFD/MSFD both based on
biogeographic/areas? PR p regions) ecosystem approach.
YO SNNAUG 2
V (non-routine V (impacts to
Formal risk assessment? | V EFSA V EFSA No Natura 2000 N/A N/A
movements) .
sites)
Prevention
\% AQR references EU fish healtf]
Import \% \% V) N/A N/A N/A legislation applicable to
imports
V BUTnot possible for 3 .
Intra_—EU movement/ v HO once _establlshed or V (not used) Vo_ LP Oof 2aSR N/A If needed If needed Und(_ear _for MS_ (_Smgle Mkt,
holding common in part of EU, facilities) holding in captivity)
unless protected zone
Renewable Energy Directive:
Introduction to wild N/A N/A (movement focus) | N/A VoWw2LISyQ |V If needed If needed biofuel plantation to avoid
ecol. impacts
PYAYGQtf Ay dN Vo Y yigg¥t V (ballast
I
commodities/transpot v v N/A 2ZNHI yAaY3 N/A If needed water)
; =
P YAyuQty 02N N/A Under consideration N/A (Implicit) N/A If needed If needed

natural spread

Early warning & rapid response

NOBANIS
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MARINE

ANIMAL HEALTH PLANT HEALTH WILDLIFE AQUACULTURE AR A AT STRATEGY
AN INSTRUMENTS DIRECTIVE Ul REGULATION Elis FRA RIS FRAMEWORK COREERNIE
REGULATION DIRECTIVES DIRECTIVE
DIRECTIVE
. Yes, nonitoring - . .
Surveillance & monitoring V(being V (under review) N/A V (2 years min.) is required for Big MS variations v (sp_e(:lflc WFD and MSFD: BU guidancs
strengthened) . descriptor) in progress
Annexspecies
Reporting & information ves, Article 17
P 9 \% V (under review) N/A \% reports (6 yrs N/A N/A
exchange .
intervals)
Contingency planning V(being V (under review) N/A V (MS) N/A N/A N/A
strengthened)
Fast track decisions for | ,, Vv N/A V (MS) N/A If needed If needed
emergency action
V (but
EU cefinancing? \Y, V (under review) N/A No mechanism not
fast)
Control and management
V (N2000/
Longterm management | No No N/A \% protected V (good ecol. V (good env.
8 status) status)
species)
V (N2000/
Ecological restoration No No N/A V (remediation) protected V (good ecol. V (good env
A status) status)
species)
Crosscutting instruments
& infrastructure support
LIFE+ o
: Opportunities under EAFRD,
V (Occasional, (management,
Funding (variable scope) | V (Solidarity) V (Solidarity) contract N/A awareness INTERREG, RTD framework
. . programmes, ontract
services) raising, etc.) .
. services,etc.
Contract services|
Responsibility & cost Under development Under development \% Env.Liability
recovery
Capacity building \ \% \
Research v v V (Occasional) | (V) RTD (limited) |, 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 introductipand 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 plati to raise awareness of IAS as anvite 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
RSLINIYSY(dz LI NILAOdz I NI & GKS SY@ANRYYSy
and leverage more robust measures across sectors.

MS essentially workni 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 EUfowmances specific control or research projects
(e.g. LIFE+, RTD framewgniogrammes). Bottorup 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 tlat do not qualify as diseases or pests, has gaps for captaae specimens

and is not explicit at the level of stdpecies 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

RS

There arey 2 O02YY2YyY RSTAYAGAZ2YEA YR ONARGSNBI S@S)

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. 2pdgsg) Lack of data

2y 020K AYydIards FyR yIFGiASS &L8S0ASa YShHya

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 &lareas 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 folAS 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 tsess a wider range of species, often
modelled on the EPPO PRA methodology, but in most d@8esare not weltoordinated

with other national systems or easily replicable. Risk screening under EFSA and other
European bodies could provide a basis to buifd a1 more transparent decision making
process.

Fragmented intervention logic and lack of prioritisation

Apart from the animal and plant health regimes, the EU lacks a jaipedpproach to
managing invasion pathways from pierder to postborder and dow 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 optimisereffor prevention

and to rectify environmental damage at source, even though theserecognised as the
most costeffective type of IAS interventiorPrevention efforts are mainly focused on the
agricultural sector. Available regulatory tools (e.g. Wédl'rade Regulation) are not used
proactively to address known higisk 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 tradeffs. 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 guaculture 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 -higkh 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 managiement 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 schenme®ring 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 widespxreagt(within a
pestfree protected zone, if declared). The nature Directives establish implicit management
obligations for Ekprotected species and natural habitats. Environmental criteria are not
systematically considered in sectoral programmes that pstentially 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 aquatiecosystems. 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 leveragexisting EU fundfor IAS interventions araot optimisedand IAS
considerations are poorly integrated in EU programmes funded with the major budget lines
(Scalera 2008)¢ KS 9! Q& YIAY O0A2RAQGSNAAGE Fdzy RAy 3
significant funds for IAS control dnmanagement 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 fund€de absence of
accessible funding for rapid respa@nactions leads to delay or nentervention, withhigher
sociceconomic 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 ejfie instruments such as the

MSFD. There is scope to broaden its practical application to IAS.G6e Except under the
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stakeholders to do things differently and to internalise risks associated with use of potential

IAS within decisiomaking.Some existing EU policies can unintentionally provide economic
incentives to introduce potential IAS without prior screening fovasiveness risks (e.g.
renewable energy).



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:

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

1 structured pathway management focused on prevention and rapid response, linked
to development of an EU / Europide information and early warning system;

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

1 a clear framework of incentives to promote responsible practices and make best use
of available resources.
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4 Proposed conceptual frameworfor the future Strategy

The future Strategy needs farovide direction for the coherent development of IAS policy
across the EU andstablish a coordinated framework and package of measures to guide
action by MS and at EU level
In addressing this pigly area, the EU needs to:

1 aim for a high level of environmental protection;

1 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;

1 considerthe principles of subsidiarity, proportionalitgooperation, solidarity and
transparency;

addresses anomalies and weaknesses identified in the current legal framework;
ensure the integration of IAS cagrns into relevant sectoral policies.
¢CKA& OKFLIISN F20dzaSa 2y 20SNI NOKAYy3 AaadzsSa
ambition and operational approach. It covers:
1 overall objective and strategic goatk1);
1 acommon understanding of key term&32);

1 a common framework for risk assessment to strengthen the scientific platform for
decision making4(3); and

f L232aA0fS ONRGSNAMAHYTF2NI WL! { 2F 9! O2y OSNYyQ

4.1 Overall objective and strategic goals

The mandate from EU institutions and the identified priorities for action provide the starting
point for proposing anoverall 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

Suggested overall objective

The suggested formulation:

1 specifically covers ecosystem services as well as biodiversity throughout #é EU;

157 consistent with EC 2010b. Options for an EU vision and target for biodiversity beyond 2010 (COM(2010)d4 diitiédu ¢tk

conservation must remain a key pillar of EU biodiversity policy, any new target must factordletbeecosystems and ecosystem

serviceQ ® LG aK2dAZ R 68 y23GSR (KIF{d a2yvyS SELISNIa SYLKFarasS drtd SO02aeal
oyster can have soil or beach stabilisation functions.
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1 addresses both environmental and so@conomic impacts of IAS and their possible
future escalation;

1 recognies 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 geypés 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 1Devdopment of riskbased prioritisation protocols for Elével action and
capacity building

This crossutting Goal supports a strong riblased foundationfor Strategy activities to
support transparent and justifiable policy interventions atauiget availdle capacity and
resources for maximum results consistent with EU policy goals.

Measures to achieve this could include:

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

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

1 systematic consideration of biodiversity and ecosystem irtgpand, where possible,
sociaeconomic impacts linked to cebenefit analysis;

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

1 tools / capaity building adapted to the needs of e.g. the Outermost Regions.
Strategic Goal 2A structured framework to manage pathways into, within and from the
EU, focused on prevention and rapid response at the appropriate biogeographic scale
This Goal suppts the development of a policy continuum, based on best available scientific

information, tominimise unwanted introductions anghaximise opportunities to exclude or
respond promptly to incursions before species become problematic.
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Measures to achieve th could include:

1 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 assedamth imports and exports,
intra-EU movement and holding and releases into the natural environment;

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

T L2aarotsS YIyRFG2NE SEOftdzaAz2yT &dz2NDBSAL |y
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possible adapted measures for e.g. the Outermost Regions;

clear allocation of roles and responsibilities at eachhpaty 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 approactongrolling or
eradicatingestablished invasive alien species within the broader framework of EU policies.
Measures to achieve this could include:

1 an integrated approach to po$toc action for established IAS (monitoring,
eradication, mitigation, rest@tion) based on clear criteria and feasibility of results;

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

Ll2aaAoftS YIyYyRIFGOG2NE O2y (i NbdsedlorOiskiagsgsamedt;2 NJ WL

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

1 maintaining or restoring resilienecosystems to improve adaptation capacity to
climate change and continued supply of ecosystem sesyice

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

Strategic Goal 4EUwide awareness, responsibility and incentives adapted to target
audiences and key akeholders, based on a partnership approach

This crosgutting Goal supports measures to raise the profile of IAS as awiddJ)
biodiversity and economic issue and to provide a framework of incentives to promote
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responsible practices and distribute the st® and benefits of IAS interventions more
equitably.
Measures to achieve this could include:

1 awarenesgaising and communication campaigns to increase issue visibility at policy,
stakeholder, industry and consumer levels;

1 voluntary codes of conduct, begpractice and other initiatives to support risk
reduction, technical innovation and species substitution;

1 marketbased instruments, including development or extension of certification
schemes to address key IAS pathways;

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

1 1ASproofing of EU / MS policies across key sectors with clear allocation of respective
responsibilities and ownership of risk;

1 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:
1 consistent interpretation anapplication of the suggested Strategy components;
1 efficient and effective information exchange;
1 development of indicators to monitor implementation;
1

awareness raising and ease of communication on IAS issues.

The starting point for the EU Strategy shobklthe suite of definitions annexed to the CBD
Guiding Principle¥8 However, it is recognised that terms vary by instrument and sector.
The EUacquisuses a range of terms and definitions to refer to-rf&ted concepts: the
same is true for legislatiom MS.Table4-1 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 unifornpapach.

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 su@ins are used for the
purposes of this report.

158 consistent with the 2008onmunication: sednttp://www.cbd.int/invasive/terms.shtml.
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