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Abstract
<

This report summarises the presentations and discussions during the Workshop on
Invasive Alien Species, held on 17 December 2013. The aim of the workshop was to allow
an exchange of views on the new proposal for a regulation on the prevention and
management of the introduction and spread of invasive alien species between MEPs, the
European Commission, stakeholders, NGOs, public administration and academia.

There is general agreement that the new proposal is timely and a major step forward in
dealing with the negative consequences invasive alien species have for the environment,
ecosystem services, public health and the economy in Europe. Different views exist on
how to best achieve the aims of the proposed regulation.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The workshop was held on 17 December 2013 at the European Parliament in Brussels to
discuss the new proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on
the prevention and management of the introduction and spread of invasive alien species
(COM(2013) 620 final of 9.9.2013). The workshop was organised to support the discussions
between Parliament (Rapporteur MEP Pavel Poc), the Commission (DG ENV) and the
relevant stakeholders. Comments on the proposal are currently presented by Member State
delegations at the Council Meetings, with the most recent compromise text submitted by
the incoming Greek Presidency on 20 December 2013.

The workshop started with a general overview of the impact of biological invasions, as well
as presentations regarding the current status of the proposal for a regulation as provided
by DG ENV, the current presidency and the European Parliament. This was followed by
presentations of current experiences and best practice examples in selected Member States
and a stakeholder roundtable discussion on the priorities and challenges for different
interest groups, where several experts outlined their position on the proposed Regulation.

There was general agreement that the new proposal is timely and a major step forward in
dealing with the negative consequences that invasive alien species may have for the
environment, for ecosystem services, public health and the economy in Europe. Different
views were expressed and it was discussed how to best achieve the aims of the regulation.
One of the suggestions made was a better incorporation of scientific expertise into the
decision-making process, particularly regarding the drawing up of a list of invasive species
of Union concern. Any cap of this list (“50+” species) was not supported, whereas the need
for the establishment and further development of a dedicated information support
mechanism was recognised. It was also agreed that the cooperation and coordination
between Member States and all stakeholder groups relevant to invasive alien species in the
business and private sectors needed to be strengthened. Voluntary actions, e.g. code of
conducts, were seen as important additional elements to the regulation. Derogations need
to be carefully formulated so as to not hinder research while making sure that they are duly
motivated (as they allow for exemptions which may act against the aims of the regulation).
Management actions have to consider animal welfare and avoid negative non-target effects.
Social and economic aspects need to be clearly defined in the legislative text and should be
included in the regulation. The question of how to finance the implementation of the
regulation remained unanswered. The polluter pays principle was seen as an important
element, but difficult to put into practice. Raising public awareness was seen as a crucial
element of any successful management strategy for invasive alien species.
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WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS

Opening Remarks
Mr Pavel Poc, MEP, ENVI Rapporteur

Mr Poc welcomes all participants and announces slight changes to the programme, due to
the delayed start of the workshop.

PART 1 - INVASIVE ALIEN SPECIES — WHAT IS AT STAKE?

Invasive alien species: how do they arrive, and what are their
impacts

Mr Piero Genovesi, ISPRA and Chair ITUCN SSC Invasive Species Specialist Group,
gives a brief overview of the global problem of IAS. Especially in Europe, the impact on
biodiversity is often the main focus of discussions about IAS. Indeed, IAS are the primary
cause of extinctions worldwide. As clearly shown by the example of extinct endemic
Hawaiian bird species which were substituted by IAS, extinctions related to IAS are a
significant loss of global biodiversity even if local species richness remain almost constant.
With respect to impacts on ecosystems, which should not be underestimated, the Canadian
Beaver, introduced in Tierra del Fuego, has meanwhile become established in an area of
over 7 million hectares and causes dramatic changes in the environment and enormous
economic damage. The same is true for Proposis (mainly in Africa) and the Water Hyacinth
(also in Southern Europe), limiting access to land and water, respectively. Additionally, IAS
can have a negative impact on human health. The Tiger Mosquito has caused virus
outbreaks which have led to a large number of casualties. Ragweed is an example where it
has been shown that coordinated action at supranational level is important and can have
wide benefits not only for the protection of health and biodiversity, but also for reducing
the overall economic impact. The conservative estimate of the costs of IAS for Europe is
well above 12 billion € per year. This is an important message which needs to be
communicated because the development of a new policy is also costly. Taking action on
species that have impact on the economy and ecosystem services normally brings
synergies with conservation measures as the same species often impact biodiversity.
However, the economic aspect should not be forgotten.

Europe and other regions of the world will be more affected by IAS in the future as a result
of climate change. Recent research provides many new insights into the process of
invasion, which is important as guidance for more effective measures in the future. Both
target 9 of the CBD Strategic Plan and the EU Biodiversity Strategy stress the importance
to work on prevention through pathway management and by prioritising species. Trends in
the relevance of pathways have been studied and it is now known how their relative
importance is changing across time. Intentional introductions are still an important factor
for IAS, but IAS also arrive unintentionally such as the Yellow-legged Hornet in France,
which is easy to detect because of the huge nests which this particular species builds. It
has recently reached Italy, as predicted by models, but Italy was not prepared for this
invasion. Trade is a key factor, for instance for the Water Hyacinth, causing enormous costs
in Europe and at the same time it can still be bought in shops in several European countries
for as little as 1 €. About 80% of the IAS in Europe have arrived by trade, and this is why
an EU regulation with a focus on possibilities for regulating trade is of crucial importance for
the future.
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Prevention and management of the introduction and spread of
invasive alien species — the Commission proposal for a regulation

Mr Francois Wakenhut, Head of Unit Nature and Biodiversity, DG ENV, points out
that IAS are the second most important threat for biodiversity globally and the reason for
enormous economic costs. Action at the EU level has to be effective, including action
related to trade issues. The three guiding principles of the Commission proposal are (i)
prioritisation, (ii) focus on prevention as this is the most effective method in ecological and
economic terms and (iii) that existing instruments should be used and coordination
increased where it already exists. The cost estimate of 12 billion € per year is a
conservative estimate, but it gives clearly the signal that action is required. The magnitude
of the benefits derived from IAS management increases over time as increasing numbers of
invasions are avoided, implying a solid economic case for action at prevention level.

The list of species of European concern is aimed to be a dynamic list. The proposal to list
the top 50 species was not well received by the Council and the EP. It is essential that it is
evidence based, and therefore selection criteria have been identified that will guide the risk
assessment work that underpins the proposal of the EC. The Member States will be fully
involved in the listing process. As regards management measures, a hierarchy will be
followed, starting with prevention, followed by early detection, and then management for
established IAS when there is no other choice. Beyond the species of European concern, an
action plan for pathway management has to be developed which considers the dynamic
nature of pathway importance. Emergency measures will allow Member States to take
action if there is evidence which requires them to do so, which must then be made known
to the other Member States and can lead to the inclusion of the species on the list. Not
least due to the subsidiarity principle, IAS of Member States concern are an important
issue, and some Member States already have a well-developed and comprehensive
legislative framework that should be maintained and strengthened by the EU regulation.
Member States should have the option to go beyond and encourage further regional
collaboration on species with regional impacts. The main issues of the discussion include
the 50 species cap, the selection criteria for priority species, the questions of
regionalisation and the question of Member States’ margins and room for manoeuvre.

State of play of discussions in Council

Ms Inga Semeskaité, Permanent Representation of Lithuania to the EU, expresses
her thanks to the Commission for the legislative proposal on IAS. The Lithuanian
presidency organised five working parties meetings and an orientation debate in the
Council on the draft proposal within the last 3 months. Ministers were invited to answer two
questions, (i) on the scope of the regulation and particularly on the establishment of the list
of priority species, and (ii) on actions on possible regional cooperation. All delegations
supported the need for a legislative act on IAS. A further outcome of the discussion is that
the majority of the delegations of the Member States have stressed that the EU needs an
efficient system for combating IAS, and thus a revision of some features of the proposal is
needed, for instance with regard to the capping of the species list. The majority of the
Member States also pointed out that the fact that some species were native to some parts
of the EU and invasive in other parts needed to be sufficiently recognised. The Member
States also stressed that actions against IAS should be prioritised and based on specific
impact assessments. The majority of the Member States recognised the importance of
regional collaboration to maximise the effectiveness of measures, to avoid duplication,
reduce administrative burdens and facilitate the sharing of experiences.

PE 518.746 7



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy

The incoming Greek presidency (first half of 2014) will make further progress on developing
the regulation. The Lithuanian presidency believes that the debate and the Council
documents should prove to be very useful to the Greek presidency so that an agreement
can be achieved with the Parliament still during this parliamentary term. No one doubts
that the role of scientists and stakeholders is important in this context, and thus the
workshop will provide a significant contribution to the work. Finally, the importance of an
EU-wide approach for managing IAS must be stressed. The Council welcomes the proposal
of the Commission and the authorities at European, national, regional, and local level will
have to share their responsibilities and make a joint effort to achieve these goals.

State of play in European Parliament

Mr Pavel Poc, MEP, ENVI Rapporteur, welcomes the work and the discussions with the
Council under the Lithuanian presidency and hopes that the incoming Greek presidency will
take up the topic. Mr Poc then describes the state of play in the European Parliament and
states that the ENVI committee welcomes the proposal and agrees on the principles and
the good framework it provides. However, there are some suggestions for amendments
which need to be further discussed. These amendments are mainly needed for
strengthening the Commission proposal and to strengthen compliance and public
engagement in the Member States in the future. Without their support nothing can be
achieved. One of the crucial issues is to develop criteria and a method for preparing the list
of species of EU concern. Mr Poc is convinced that there is no practical or scientific reason
for a “50 cap”, which should be removed. Capped lists tend to fill up fast, and a cap is not a
solution for avoiding future expenditure. It is proposed that the list of IAS of EU concern
should be established by implementing acts. Instead, an empty annex should be provided
and filled by using delegated acts, which will be needed because some species will be
banned and the lives of Europeans, as well as businesses, will be affected. For these
reasons the list should be based on democratic decision-making, which should also bring
about broad public compliance and increase legal clarity. The list, then, should be part of
the regulation.

Native invaders, i.e. species which are native to one part of Europe but invasive in another,
such as the Zebra Mussel, Spanish Slug and the Rhododendron ponticum, are outside the
scope of the proposal, although they ought to be included, as action is required. They are
very important and can be used as a good tool to strengthen collaboration. In order to
respond to the concerns of the Member States, stricter measures and legislation in
particular Member States should be maintained, where they are already in place.

To control risks and costs, the financing issue must be discussed, ideally by the Council
because the Member States will take the biggest share of the costs. Public and scientific
participation has been somewhat omitted in the proposal, although it should be stressed
and encouraged at Member State level as this is the level where people can become
involved. A dedicated scientific forum is required as the issue at hand is a complex issue
and a proper form must be found. An information support mechanism is crucial for real
progress. It must be in place in time before the very start of the process and include
expertise from the EEA or JRC.

The timetable is tight, but hopefully the regulation is still a “mission possible”, not least
because of the great work already done by the Commission and the shadow rapporteurs in
the ENVI committee and the support coming from other committees. The deadline for
amending the dossier in the ENVI committee is 8 January 2014; voting in the ENVI
committee will take place at the end of January/beginning of February, the first reading in
the European Parliament Plenary session is planned for March/April 2014.
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Questions & Answers, open discussion — Part 1

Ms Simona Bacchereti, from the European Association for Information on Local
Development wonders about the scientific forum. The setting up of such a forum might cost
precious time, and it might be better to immediately start working with already existing
scientific knowledge.

Mr Poc replies that the Commission proposes the setting up of a committee for decision-
making. He proposes the setting up of a supporting scientific forum as he thinks that it is
very important, mainly because the topic of IAS is a very complex one.

PE 518.746 9
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PART 2 - CURRENT EXPERIENCE AND BEST PRACTICES

Introduction by the moderator

Mr Chris Davies, MEP, Draftsperson for the Committee on Fisheries

Mr Davies introduces the first speakers.

Gaining momentum: Status quo and trends of invasive alien species
in Europe

Mr Franz Essl, Environment Agency Austria, emphasises in his presentation the
temporal dimensions of biological invasions. Recent research has shown that most species
have arrived and become established recently and that the trend does not show any
indication of saturation. The same is true for impacts on ecosystem services caused by IAS.
These patterns are valid across many investigated taxa. When discussing the crucial role of
pathways, it must be considered that their relative importance changes over time and
differs between different groups of organisms. It must also be considered that the global
trade network is getting more diversified and denser, as the velocity and the volume and
range of trade are increasing very fast. For instance, trade between Europe and China has
strongly increased, which is particularly important as China has a climate which is quite
similar to the European climate. Also, marine trade and pathways are strongly increasing
and the Ballast Water Convention for instance is of crucial importance in this context.
Invasions have a long legacy and for most taxa it is true that the actual invasion rates in
European countries are more strongly correlated with the socio-economic parameters from
1900 than with those from 2000. This long legacy of invasions implies that inaction now will
have consequences in future decades. For all these reasons, the main conclusion is to “act
now before it is too late”.

Fighting 1AS: better late than never, but never late is better

Mr Bernardo Zilleti, from the Spanish expert group for biological invasions (GEIB),
explains that prevention is the best strategy, but eradication and control might be needed,
if prevention fails. Eradication is feasible when the number of individuals and the invaded
area is small, otherwise control is more feasible, which is more expensive in the long-term.
In Spain, the management of IAS is mainly linked to strategies for the conservation of
native species, and a particular management plan exists only for Zebra Mussels. At regional
level and in the LIFE framework, specific IAS actions are carried out. The following
examples provide insights into eradication and control measures for already established
species.

1) The Hudson Pear is an invasive cactus, established on the Spanish east coast. It is a
priority species because 32% of the Valencia region is potentially suitable, and fast
colonisation can occur originating from few individuals. The species is transforming
habitats and causing injuries to humans and animals. The management plan for fast
eradication includes legal measures (e.g. trade prohibition) and an alert network. 38
occurrences of the species have been detected, and control measures started in 2009.
185 tonnes have been removed up to now, at a cost of 950,000 €. Targeted monitoring
is required as plants younger than 2 years old are too small to be efficiently detected
while it is very costly to remove stands older than 4 years.
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2) The Common Carp was illegally introduced in 1985 to a lake in the Zofar Natural
Reserve, which hosts a large number of water birds of conservation concern. Due to
the successful eradication of the carps in 2006, oxygen levels and the transparency of
the water as well as the number of genera of aquatic insects increased after only one
year to before-introduction levels, and the threatened bird species (including the
White-Headed Duck Oxyura leucocephala) returned.

3) The American Mink was introduced to Spain during the 1950s for fur farming.
Meanwhile there are six populations, partly overlapping with the endangered European
mink, upon which the American Mink has negative impact. Management started in
2002, with a promising beginning with a large number of captures, but then problems
occurred such as illegal releases by animal rights activists, further escapes from fur
farms, legal inconsistencies, a lack of long-term planning and coordination, financial
cuts and a lack of social support.

As a general conclusion it can be said that although it is certainly impossible to eradicate all
IAS there exist many successful programmes which are hardly known, because
conservation managers do not often publish their IAS management projects.

Managing Invasive Alien Species in the United Kingdom

Mr Niall Moore, Non-native Species Secretariat UK, gives examples of IAS control and
management in Great Britain, which hosts 2000 established IAS, with 10 new species
becoming established per year, 48% of them arriving from the rest of Europe. The
economic impact of IAS in the UK is 2.1 billion € per year, and still only the management of
25 species is supported by the UK government. Efficient management must be fast and
coordinated. The best example to support this claim is the Ruddy Duck in the UK, which is
very problematic for the globally threatened White-Headed Duck in Spain with which it is
hybridising. 30 years after the problem arose, the UK is now spending 5 million € on its
eradication. At the same time, 1.7 million € are spent on LIFE projects. However, in 8
Member States there is inadequate monitoring and in 10 Member States (including the UK)
keeping the duck is still legal. Another example is the water primrose, whose eradication
would cost 200,000 € now, while a delayed eradication would cost 250 million €. After
eradication trails in the UK, the estimate for an “early response” eradication of the Monk
Parakeet would only amount to 150,000 €. This parakeet costs the USA several million $ as
it makes huge nests on electricity pylons causing power cuts. Surprisingly, despite their
cost efficiency, rapid response programmes are rarely implemented in the EU. Contingency
planning (i.e. setting measures to be prepared for the arrival of new IAS) is also strongly
required. For instance, the UK has implemented a staff training programme to handle Asian
Hornets and their huge nests for only 5000 €. But despite its cost efficiency, there is no
other example of a contingency response in the entire EU. In summary, the most important
thing is to strongly increase collaboration among EU countries, to implement EU-wide
action for priority species, to focus on new arrivals, to anticipate future problems, to create
an alert system for each Member State which is linked with other systems across the EU,
and to develop, retain and share expertise.
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Eradication of alien plants: a matter of prompt reaction and resources
invested

Mr Jan Pergl, Institute of Botany and Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic,
presents recent research on the eradication of alien plants and explains that their
eradication is mainly a matter of prompt reaction, because the success rates are only
satisfying for small populations. An evidence-based rule of thumb, relying on 53 studies of
18 alien plant species, says that plants occupying less than 1 hectare can be successfully
eradicated, while an eradication of populations occupying 1 to 100 hectares is only
successful in every third case, and where 100 to 1000 hectares are occupied it will be
successful only in every fourth case. Recent research has confirmed that for several groups
of organisms the size of the population is the main factor affecting eradication success, and
that a secondary but strongly related factor is the time between the recognition of the
problem and the initiation of the campaign. The costs and resources needed for eradiation
are often unavailable and an information system is strongly needed. Costs for eradication
measures on islands ranged (according to a recent assessment of 26 programmes) from
200 € to 2.25 million €. Other relevant strategies recently produced by invasion biologists
include a uniform framework for biological invasions (consisting of the steps transport,
introduction, establishment and spread) and a pathway classification with linked regulation
measures. In conclusion, it can be said that (i) prevention is the cheapest strategy (also
valid for biofuel plants and GMOs, due to partly similar traits to IAS), (ii) success of
eradication is dependent on early detection, (iii) if there is a need to prioritise, the nascent
foci rather than the old populations should be eradicated, (iv) after eradication, monitoring
is crucial.

Question & Answers, open discussion — Part 2
Current information systems

Mr Davies initiates the discussion with a question about the state of the art of information
systems on IAS in the EU.

Mr Pergl answers that some databases such as EASIN (developed by JRC) or GBIF are only
database aggregators, while “better information” (the real data) is available in original
databases such as DAISIE and NOBANIS.

Mr Moore mentions that information systems do exist, but that information is not easily
available and that in practice it is often the best way to search for information in Wikipedia.

Mr Wagenhut mentions in this context that EASIN is being developed fast and that new
features still need to be integrated. Building upon existing (supra-)national and regional
databases is a practice that will be continued in the future as these databases are precious
sources at EU level.

Mr Pergl states that the original databases such as DAISIE and NOBANIS are not at all (or
not sufficiently) supported, although they should be.

Mr Poc adds that JRC-developed systems are sometimes not useful in practice. A multi-
layer information system is required to cover mapping, as well as a large amount of further
information to support administrative tasks. The Commission should help in this context so
that the wheel is not reinvented too often.
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Public awareness

Mr Keith Davenport, from the Ornamental Aquatic Trade Association mentions that in the
case of IAS, it is very important to raise public awareness as this would be a very efficient
mitigation and management measure, especially with a view to trade playing a major role.

Mr Moore confirms that trade is a very important aspect and that public awareness should
be raised.

Mr Davies asks for best practice examples from the Member States on the issues of trade
and raising public awareness.

Mr Ploeg mentions that in the Netherlands, a system exists for stopping imports of a
number of plant species on a voluntary basis.

Polluter pays principle

Mr Davies asks whether the polluter pays principle should be applied in the context of IAS.

Mr Pergl is not aware of any application of the polluter pays principle but thinks that
companies introducing IAS for economic reasons should also pay for costs of invasions and
that the regulation should be developed into this direction.

Mr Essl explains that the polluter pays principle would only be operational if it can be
proved that polluters have not fulfilled the legal requirements for IAS mitigation. It might
be challenging to obtain legally valid proof, but apart from this problem, the polluter pays
principle could be an important element in the implementation of the new EU legislation.

Mr Poc mentions that the term “polluters” should be substituted by “criminals” in this case
and that effective legislation must provide for the punishment of “criminals”.

Mr Andrew Kelly from Humane Society International explains that animal welfare
organisations would condemn illegal releases of American Mink. Indiscriminate
management methods are an important animal welfare issue, as is the fact that non-target
species might suffer from eradication or control measures. Mr Kelly mentions the example
of muskrat control in the Netherlands where, in 2012, 115,000 muskrats were trapped
together with more than 11,500 other species, including protected species. For this reason
non-lethal measures and measures avoiding non-target species would be preferred and this
should be clearly specified in control measures.

Mr Zilleti fully agrees that eradication methods should be selective and only applied to
target species.

PE 518.746 13
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PART 3 - PRIORITIES AND CHALLENGES -
STAKEHOLDER ROUNDTABLE

Introduction by the moderator

Ms Renate Sommer, MEP, Shadow Rapporteur of the EPP group, welcomes the
participants and the panellists. She mentions that it will be very interesting to hear the
stakeholders expressing their views on this topic and that it seems to be clear that
widespread species are not easily eradicated and that raising public awareness might be an
important solution. Ms Sommer says that it is necessary to find out which practical
approaches are feasible to fight IAS if the costs and benefits are taken into account as well
as the animal welfare perspective.

Mr Wolfgang Rabitsch, Environment Agency Austria, Round table Moderator
welcomes all participants and the panellists, whom he introduces to the audience while also
inviting them to provide their key messages.

Mr Alex Ploeg, European Pet Organisation, EPO, explains that EPO is the umbrella
organisation of the national pet trade associations in Europe. Mr Ploeg supports the new
legislation. He sees a need for communicating more clearly the actual risks that have to be
managed, as well as for defining specific key words such as “environment” more clearly in
legislation (he mentions for example that it is unclear if the term “environment” includes a
private garden pond), and he insists that the proposed list of species should be compiled
rigorously and transparently. It should place equal value on practical and theoretical issues;
however, the arbitrary number of 50 species is probably not the best option. The aims
should be achieved, but as regards trade, with as few regulations as possible. Regional
differences are another important issue. For instance, species causing problems in the
south should not automatically be restricted in the north. The regulation should permit the
control of species that are native to some Member States and invasive in others. The
impact of buying decisions is quicker than the impact of legislation, and companies should
be treated as equally important partners. Business will be subject to control under
legislation relating to plant and animal health, and now to the new piece of legislation on
IAS. All these regulations should be part of a common framework of control so as to permit
coherence.

Mr Cy Griffin, Federation of Associations for Hunting & Conservation of the EU,
FACE, states that FACE was involved in the making of the legislation, which he welcomes
very much. The list of species will be crucial for many stakeholders and Mr Griffin asks how
it will be handled that some species might have a huge local impact in one or a few Member
States, but a comparatively low impact at EU level. An important challenge for FACE is the
motivation of its members, the hunters, to implement the regulation. FACE has
collaborated with the Council of Europe, as the strategy for IAS contains an action point of
adopting a code of conduct with FACE, which was done recently with very little floor
discussion. Mr Griffin concludes from this experience that it is important that everybody is
in agreement before a regulation is adopted. Mr Griffin mentions that the importance of
hunting as a pathway of IAS introduction has been decreasing since the 1980s and that this
positive development is the reason why hunting is no longer considered as a priority
pathway in the new legislation.

14 PE 518.746



Workshop on Invasive Alien Species

Mr Richard Shaw, CAB International, explains that CABI is a non-profit organisation
which is owned by its 48 member countries and states CABI’'s mission to improve people's
lives worldwide by providing information and applying scientific expertise to solve problems
in agriculture and the environment. CABI welcomes the regulation and has enjoyed the
expert consultations. IAS are a cross-border, cross-taxa and cross-research discipline that
requires collaboration. Mr Shaw mentions that CABI's history in IAS management goes
back 100 years. Mr Shaw explains that “doing nothing” is a high risk option and that even
already established species can be controlled. There are many examples of successful bio-
control actions, for instance from Australia and New Zealand, which might be useful and
could be implemented successfully in Europe, e.g. to control ragweed (Ambrosia
artemisiifolia). Mr Shaw mentions that more bio-control opportunities exist than are
currently implemented in Europe. He would like to see more of the proposals for the
application of bio-control management in the regulation and emphasises that it is important
that bio-control is at least not hindered by the regulation. As regards IAS, collaboration
with other countries is particularly important and the regulation is an important step (and a
significant change) in this direction. Mr Shaw states that CABI wants to help other countries
with the knowledge it can provide on IAS bio-control.

Mr Luc Bas, IUCN Office Brussels, mentions that IUCN is an intergovernmental non-
profit organisation which is composed of 100 member states plus user groups and NGOs.
His statement is a follow-up to the presentation of Mr Genovesi, the Chair of the IUCN SSC
Invasive Species Specialist Group (see part I). IUCN is best known for its knowledge and its
science based approach. A call for a science-based approach was launched to move the
regulation in a better direction, e.g. the 50 cap was a problem, as well as freezing the list
for a certain period of time after its adoption. The call was initiated with the Invasive
Species Specialist group and signed by 250 scientists. IUCN wants to see a clear role for a
scientific advisory board embedded in the regulation, to properly inform decision-making
without too much of an administrative burden.

Ms Sarah Brunel, European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organisation,
EPPO, explains that EPPO is an intergovernmental organisation founded in 1951, which
meanwhile represents 28 European and 22 Mediterranean and Russian-speaking countries.
It has a unique role in providing technical tools and knowledge support for plant protection
measures in the member countries. The main activities are the development of plant health
early warning systems, risk assessment and rapid intervention tools, which are all freely
available on the EPPO website. A monthly journal also helps to share information. EPPO
compiles lists of priority species by using transparent methods of prioritisation and risk
analysis, which then serve as a basis to recommend regulations for some species. Technical
justifications are provided to the countries and are available online, which is consistent with
the WTO requirements and the plant protection convention guidelines. In such processes
both the environmental and the agricultural impacts are carefully considered, while offering
an opportunity for dialogue and exchange between the two sectors. Building networks of
experts is another important activity of EPPO. Ms Brunel states that EPPO is looking forward
to sharing its experience on expertise sharing. Synergies should be developed given the
limited resources available, especially for risk assessment, early warning systems and
surveillance. EPPO has a strong experience in IAS management and wishes to continue
building bridges between different sectors.

PE 518.746 15



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy

Mr Matthew Jebb, The European Botanical Gardens Consortium, represents 900
botanical gardens in Europe which cover one quarter of the global flora. He states that
many species kept in botanic gardens are highly invasive, but meanwhile the code of
conduct for botanical gardens (produced by Vernon Heywood) ensures that botanical
gardens are no longer a source of further invasions. Botanical gardens have a considerable
expertise, not only in identifying IAS, but also in avoiding their escape. Mr Jebb reminds
the audience that we should focus on the purpose of the regulation, which is mainly to
hinder and prevent newly emerging threats of invasions and to control established ones. In
this context, we should not end up with the lowest common denominators, but focus on the
new arrivals, which amount to over 60 new species in Europe per year. Mr Jebb underlines
how important the speed of action is, as an early response is by far the most cost-effective
option. He states that he is anxious that, due to the very general formulations it contains,
the regulation might have a severe impact on collections such as herbaria (and their
maintenance). Botanical gardens are of crucial importance for public awareness, but for
instance, Articles 7 and 8 are problematic and Art. 8.3a stipulates that if IAS are kept for
research, it must be guaranteed that they cannot escape, although it is impossible to give a
100% guarantee for this. Living examples of IAS are important for research and provide
unique opportunities for public awareness. The risks and the benefits must be carefully
examined in order to allow derogations for botanical gardens.

Mr Neil Huck, European Landscape Contractors Association, ELCA, states that ELCA
represents companies which are based in 21 European countries in Europe. ELCA provides
them with IAS standards and training certificates. Their business includes the provision of
advice on IAS to client companies. The main activities are staff training programmes and
the teaching of control measures. With respect to the regulation, Mr Huck criticises that
training aids and public awareness are barely considered. For instance, water companies in
the UK have severe problems with sewage treatment because New Zealand pigmyweed
(Crassula helmsii) is invading the filter beds. 10 different control methods were tested;
most efficient were hot foam and hot water, while the use of chemicals is impossible
because of their effects on microorganisms. Education and raising client awareness is an
important task. ELCA welcomes the regulation, and members of ELCA have come forward
with the message that there is a need for a regionalisation of the list.

Question & Answers, open discussion — Part 3

Mr Genovesi underlines the crucial role of the different sectors of society which need to be
involved in the IAS challenge. The IUCN has been working (and still is) on codes of conduct
with hunting associations and botanical gardens, and also with zoological gardens.
Botanical and zoological gardens have a crucial role in informing European citizens. Mr
Genovesi also states that protected areas are important sentinels (together with botanical
gardens and zoos) for detecting IAS, because early warning is a complicated task. People in
the field, such as hunters and protected area managers, but also people working in
botanical and zoological gardens have a wide range of expertise, including taxonomic
expertise which is needed to correctly identify new alien species. Besides the new
legislative tool, other instruments, such as a voluntary code of conduct, are crucial
elements that are needed as well.

Ms Delphine Dupeux, representing the European Landowners Organisations, explains that
also landowners and land managers can play the role of sentinels. They can prevent IAS,
and take care of early warning and the management of IAS. Often they are already
engaged in the implementation of field actions. The landowners welcome the regulation.
They would also welcome flexibility in terms of derogations, when it comes to the decision
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which IAS can be considered as priority species. The scientific approach is key, but a much
broader approach which involves all stakeholders would be preferred. Another problem is
that social and economic aspects are not considered enough, particularly as there is a lack
of budget in most Member States and the regulation might impose further burdens on land
managers. It is thus important to consider the economic damage to plant health and
agriculture.

Ms Sommer states that in this context the term “social aspects” has to be defined more
clearly, because otherwise it potentially implies everything.

Ms Dupeux gives examples of social activities (e.g. farming, heritage, cultural issues of land
management, tradition), but does not define “social aspects”.

Ms Brunel mentions that in the plant health regulation “social impact” is considered in a
broad sense which is not well defined, whereas for instance “impact on human activities” is
referred to in contexts such as the blocking of sewage pipes, fishing or recreational areas.

Mr Mark Gareth Owen from the European Anglers Alliance explains the economic
importance of angling in Europe and mentions that IAS impact badly on angling activities,
which is an example of a social aspect that must be brought in. He welcomes the regulation
and Mr Poc’s amendments. Derogations can be misused and should therefore not be
granted too often.

Ms Tanja Runge from COPA COCEGA, the European farmers and European agri-
cooperatives, continues the discussion on socio-economic aspects. She argues that the
wording is somewhat unclear, since for instance “overall damage” sums up biodiversity and
economy as if they can be treated in the same way, an incongruity which must be resolved.
Social aspects include health issues as well as the considerable costs incurred by those who
are the first ones to act. It is necessary to keep low both the burden and the costs incurred
by those who are first to act (e.g. the farmers who have to destroy their yield).

Mr Bas mentions that local governments and cities have a very important role and refers to
a report on a recent workshop about urban aspects of IAS organised by the IUCN in Gland.

Ms Sommer thanks the participants for the interesting discussion and invites Mr Poc to
make the concluding remarks.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

The rapporteur, Mr Poc, summarises the workshop by stating that it is not too late to tackle
the problem of IAS because, as the presentations of the experts show, we are still able to
do something. The problem of IAS has clearly been recognised by the Member States, by
the Commission and by the Parliament and the Council. Mr Poc mentions that strong
scientific support is available (which needs to be strengthened further) and that the
evidence is still increasing, e.g. of the eradication of the giant hogweed based on research
in the Czech Republic, and that communication and collaboration need to be enhanced. So-
called “door-knockers” are an important issue that needs to be considered, along with the
issue of secondary spread that needs to be improved in the regulation. Botanical gardens
can be an important source for invasions, although this issue will be studied carefully and
the regulation adapted accordingly to allow for a fair consideration of botanical gardens.

Mr Poc finalises his statement by mentioning that any measures to increase public
awareness should be taken at Member State level since it is at this level that they will reach
people. It must be decided whether we want to do something about invasive species now.
The involvement of local governments is already foreseen by the EC, as it has stated that
public awareness must be considered by Member States. Mr Poc closes the workshop by
acknowledging the large audience attending the workshop (approx. 100 persons) and the
work of the shadow rapporteurs.
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Organised by the Policy Department A-Economy & Science
for the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food
Safety (ENVI)

Workshop on Invasive Alien Species

Tuesday, 17 December 2013 from 12.30 to 15.30
European Parliament, Room A1G-2, Brussels

AGENDA
Part 1

Invasive alien species — What is at stake?

12.30 Welcome and introduction by the Chair, Pavel Poc, MEP, ENVI
Rapporteur
12.40 Invasive alien species: how do they arrive, and what are their impacts

Piero Genovesi, ISPRA and Chair IUCN SSC Invasive Species Specialist Group

12.50 Prevention and management of the introduction and spread of invasive
alien species - The Commission proposal for a regulation
Francois Wakenhut, Head of Unit Nature and Biodiversity, DG ENV

13.00 State of play of discussions in Council
Inga Semeskaité, Permanent representation of Lithuania to the EU

13.10 Q&A, open discussion
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Part 2

Current experience and best practices

13.25 Introduction by Chris Davies, MEP, Draftsperson for the PECH
committee

13.30 Gaining momentum: Status quo and trends of invasive alien species
in Europe

Franz Essl, Environment Agency Austria

13.40 Fighting 1AS: better late than never but never late is better
Bernardo Zilleti, GEIB (Grupo Especialista en Invasiones Biolbgicas, Spanish
expert group for biological invasions)

13.50 Managing Invasive Alien Species in the United Kingdom
Niall Moore, Non-native Species Secretariat UK

14.00 Eradication of alien plants: a matter of prompt reaction and resources
invested

Jan Pergl, Institute of Botany and Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic

14.10 Q&A, open discussion

Part 3

Priorities and challenges — Stakeholder Roundtable

14.25 Introduction by Renate Sommer, MEP, ENVI Shadow Rapporteur
14.30 Roundtable moderator: Wolfgang Rabitsch, Environment Agency
Austria

EPO, European Pet Organization — Alex Ploeg

FACE, Federation of Associations for Hunting & Conservation of the EU —
Cy Griffin

CAB International — Richard Shaw
IUCN Office Brussels — Luc Bas

EPPO, European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization -—
Sarah Brunel

The European Botanical Gardens Consortium — Matthew Jebb
ELCA, European Landscape Contractors Association — Neil Huck
15.15 Q&A, open discussion

15.25 Conclusions by the Chair

20 PE 518.746



Workshop on Invasive Alien Species

SHORT BIOGRAPHIES OF EXPERTS

Piero Genovesi

Senior Scientist with ISPRA (Institute for Environmental Protection and Research, Italy),
Chair of the IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) SSC Invasive Species
Specialist Group, and member of the Steering Committee of the IUCN Species Survival
Commission. Author of the European Strategy on Invasive Alien Species, adopted by the
Council of Europe in 2003, and of many studies, reports and assessments on invasive
species. Collaborates with many European and global institutions, including the European
Environmental Agency, the Convention on Biological Diversity, the WTO.

Francois Wakenhut

Francois Wakenhut is Head of Unit for Biodiversity (since 2009) in the Directorate-General
for the Environment of the European Commission. He was previously Head of the Global
governance, development and international relations Unit in the Environment Directorate-
General.

Inga Semeskaité

Environment attaché at the Permanent Representation of Lithuania to the European Union
Inga has graduated from the Mykolas Romeris University in Lithuania with a Master degree
in Commercial Law. Since 2005 she has been working in the Legal division of the Lithuanian
Geological Survey under the Ministry of Environment (from 2008 — Head of the Legal
division). From May, 2012 Inga has been acting as an Environment Attaché in the
Permanent Representation of Lithuania to the EU. She is currently chairing the Council
Working Party on Environment where the Regulation on the Invasive Alien Species
proposed by the European Commission is being discussed.

Franz Essl

Franz Essl is an ecologist at the Austrian Environment Agency and the University of Vienna.
He is interested in causes and patterns of biological invasions, reducing the impacts of
invasive alien species, in the processes governing diversity patterns of species and
habitats, and in the impact of climate change on the distribution of biota and the resulting
consequences for nature conservation.

Bernardo Zilletti

Bernardo Zilletti is a biologist working within the GEIB Grupo Especialista en Invasiones
Bioldgicas, a Spanish NGO focused on biological invasions. With 15 years background in
IAS, he contributed towards promoting knowledge-building and awareness of the problem
in Spain and collaborated in the design of management strategies for national and regional
authorities. He also worked as consultant of the Council of Europe and the European
Environment Agency. Bernardo is member of the ISSG/IUCN.
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Niall Moore

Niall Moore is head of the Non-native Species Secretariat for Great Britain. The Secretariat
was established in 2006 to co-ordinate action on alien species across government and its
agencies. The Secretariat established and now runs the risk analysis mechanism for
invasive species in Britain as well as a website and is intimately involved in research, rapid
responses, the alert system and public awareness raising. Niall has been involved with the
EU IAS Strategy since 2008 and was a member of the Commission’s prevention working
group representing the UK. He was lead author on the report from this group to the
Commission on IAS risk assessment. He was seconded to DG Environment as a national
expert for four months in 2012-13 to assist with aspects of the IAS Legislative Instrument
(mainly looking at species for potential listing). Prior to 2006 Niall lead a team at a UK
Government Agency including those attempting to eradicate ruddy duck and Mink.

Jan Pergl

My research focuses on the population biology of invasive plants and analysis of large
datasets. Currently I am a project coordinator of the research project "Naturalization of
garden plants as a result of interplay of species traits, propagule pressure and residence
time". In the past | worked as a post-doc at University of Bern, Switzerland. Currently | am
employed at the Department of Invasion Ecology at the Institute of Botany. | participated
in several EU projects (ALARM, PRATIQUE, DAISIE and GIANT ALIEN), where | was
involved mainly in data management and handling the Czech plant database. | closely
cooperate with the Ministry of the Environment of the Czech Republic in the field of
biological invasions.

Wolfgang Rabitsch

Wolfgang Rabitsch is senior expert on species conservation, nonindigenous species and the
impact of climate change on biodiversity at the Department of Biodiversity & Nature
Conservation at the Environment Agency Austria in Vienna. He is lecturer at the University
of Vienna, Institute of Zoology. He has worked out an inventory of the endemic animal and
plant species of Austria. He has contributed to the Alien Invasive Species Inventory for
Europe (DAISIE), to the NOBANIS (European Network on Invasive Alien Species) database,
to the development of a risk assessment and early warning tool for invasive alien species in
Germany and Austria, and to the development of indicators for invasive species within the
SEBI initiative of the EEA. He regularly contributes to the European Topic Centre on
Biodiversity and has contributed to the Austrian Report within Article 17 Habitat Directive.
Currently he co-leads the development of the new edition of the Austrian Biodiversity
Strategy 2020.

Alex Ploeg

Alex Ploeg studied biology at the University of Utrecht and received his Phd in systematic
zoology at the University of Amsterdam (1983), with ichthyology as specialization (1991).
He worked as curator of a public aquarium on Aruba, Netherlands Antilles (1989-1990), fish
breeder on Bonaire, Netherlands Antilles (1991-1992), Commercial manager of two
importers of ornamental aquatic fish, Netherlands (1993-2000), sales manager for a
publisher of book on ornamental fish (2000-2004), secretary general of Ornamental Fish
International (2004-today), secretary general of European Pet Organization (2006-today)
and adjunct secretary of Dibevo (2009-today).
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Cy Griffin

Wildlife Policy Manager at FACE, Federation of Associations for Hunting and Conservation of
the EU, since 2005. FACE technical expert on biology of game species with their related
legislation. He also deals with the implementation of the EU Birds and Habitats Directives,
and international agreements. Previously involved in field research on various mammal
species including population dynamics of Red deer and invasion of American mink in
Scotland.

Richard Shaw

Dick is the Invasives Regional Coordinator for CABI covering Europe and the Americas as
well as being the Deputy Director at CABI's E-UK Centre. CABI works globally on IAS issues
and has experience in most of not all of the stages in the intervention chain from Policy to
control and boasts almost 40 invasive species specialists in Europe alone. Dick has worked
on invasive species for CABI for almost 20 years starting as a research assistant and now
running programmes including one researching biocontrol solutions for invasive weeds
threatening Water Framework Directive goals in the UK. Dick lead the pioneering Japanese
knotweed biocontrol project which recently culminated in the first ever official release of a
biocontrol agent for a weed in the EU and hopes this tool will be used more widely in future
for sustainable management of “out-of-control” invaders.

Luc Bas

Luc Bas is the Director of IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) European
Union Representative Office. In his current capacity, Luc represents the IUCN Secretariat
and provides leadership and guidance for all activities undertaken within the European
Union context in Brussels. Prior to IUCN, Luc has worked as adviser on international
sustainable development policies for both the Belgian Federal and Flemish Governments.
He was a representative for the Government at the UN Commission on Sustainable
Development, the OECD national Sustainable Development expert panel and the Belgium
Federal Council, and at various interregional networks on Sustainable Development. More
recently, Luc represented The Climate Group in Brussels as its European Director, working
with business and government to reach more ambitious EU climate policy and prepare for a
true energy transition. As International Director of The Climate Group’s States and Regions
Alliance he established one of the most significant networks of sub-national governments
leading on climate change. Through Luc's leadership the Alliance has now a functioning
governance structure, involves leaders of governments from all over the world and uses its
technical working groups to feed into the decision making at all levels. Luc is a sought-after
speaker and moderator at high-level events on Sustainability and has worked closely with
Ministers and business leaders. He holds a Master’s degree in industrial engineering and
postgraduate degrees in both environmental science and international politics, and he is
fluent in English, Dutch, German and French.
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Sarah Brunel

After a degree in agronomy, Ms Sarah Brunel developed the program on invasive alien
plants for the south of France from 2001 to 2005. This program involved setting lists of
invasive alien plants, developing management measures with land managers and voluntary
initiatives with the nursery industry. Communication actions toward the general public were
also undertaken, vyielding more than 100 press articles, as well as TV and radio
transmissions. For the last 8 years, Ms Sarah Brunel has worked for the European and
Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization, which provides recommendations on Plant
Health to its 50 member countries. Within EPPO, Ms Sarah Brunel is specifically in charge of
invasive alien plants, pest risk analysis, environmental issues and modelling. She is also an
expert for the IUCN Species Survival Commission, the European and Food Safety Authority,
the European Environment Agency and the Bern Convention. She has taken further
qualifications in international affairs and in environment anthropology to broaden her
understanding of environmental matters.

Matthew Jebb

Director, National Botanic Gardens of Ireland since 2010. Formerly horticultural taxonomist
and keeper of the National Herbarium since 1996. Chairman of PlantNetwork: The Plant
Collections Network of Britain and Ireland since 2004. Member of the European Consortium
of Botanic Gardens. Member of the Invasive Species Ireland steering group since 2006.
Expertise: Plant Taxonomy, Herbaria and Museum curation, management of projects
involving the control and eradication of invasive plant species in Ireland, including Gunnera
tinctoria, Lagarosiphon major and Carpobrotus edulis.

Neil Huck

I have been on UK advisory stake holder group for invasive species for 3 years, to DEFRA. |
have been surveying and managing control programs for 15 years for invasive species. |
have been training people on the recognition and control methods for many invasive
species. 1 am the vice President of the European Landscape Contractors Association
representing 22 EU countries. | am technical director of the British Association of
Landscape Industries in the UK. My education included 3 years at the Royal Botanic
Gardens Kew. | am currently developing a training and certification program for the
identification, and management of invasive species in the UK.
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PRESENTATIONS
Presentation by Piero Genovesi
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Presentation by Francois Wakenhut
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Presentation by Franz Essl
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Presentation by Bernardo Zilleti
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Presentation by Niall Moore
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	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	The workshop was held on 17 December 2013 at the European Parliament in Brussels to discuss the new proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the prevention and management of the introduction and spread of invasive alien species (COM(2013) 620 final of 9.9.2013). The workshop was organised to support the discussions between Parliament (Rapporteur MEP Pavel Poc), the Commission (DG ENV) and the relevant stakeholders. Comments on the proposal are currently presented by Member State delegations at the Council Meetings, with the most recent compromise text submitted by the incoming Greek Presidency on 20 December 2013. 
	The workshop started with a general overview of the impact of biological invasions, as well as presentations regarding the current status of the proposal for a regulation as provided by DG ENV, the current presidency and the European Parliament. This was followed by presentations of current experiences and best practice examples in selected Member States and a stakeholder roundtable discussion on the priorities and challenges for different interest groups, where several experts outlined their position on the proposed Regulation. 
	There was general agreement that the new proposal is timely and a major step forward in dealing with the negative consequences that invasive alien species may have for the environment, for ecosystem services, public health and the economy in Europe. Different views were expressed and it was discussed how to best achieve the aims of the regulation. One of the suggestions made was a better incorporation of scientific expertise into the decision-making process, particularly regarding the drawing up of a list of invasive species of Union concern. Any cap of this list (“50+” species) was not supported, whereas the need for the establishment and further development of a dedicated information support mechanism was recognised. It was also agreed that the cooperation and coordination between Member States and all stakeholder groups relevant to invasive alien species in the business and private sectors needed to be strengthened. Voluntary actions, e.g. code of conducts, were seen as important additional elements to the regulation. Derogations need to be carefully formulated so as to not hinder research while making sure that they are duly motivated (as they allow for exemptions which may act against the aims of the regulation). Management actions have to consider animal welfare and avoid negative non-target effects. Social and economic aspects need to be clearly defined in the legislative text and should be included in the regulation. The question of how to finance the implementation of the regulation remained unanswered. The polluter pays principle was seen as an important element, but difficult to put into practice. Raising public awareness was seen as a crucial element of any successful management strategy for invasive alien species. 
	WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS
	Mr Pavel Poc, MEP, ENVI Rapporteur
	Mr Poc welcomes all participants and announces slight changes to the programme, due to the delayed start of the workshop. 
	PART 1 - INVASIVE ALIEN SPECIES – WHAT IS AT STAKE?
	Invasive alien species: how do they arrive, and what are their impacts
	Mr Piero Genovesi, ISPRA and Chair IUCN SSC Invasive Species Specialist Group, gives a brief overview of the global problem of IAS. Especially in Europe, the impact on biodiversity is often the main focus of discussions about IAS. Indeed, IAS are the primary cause of extinctions worldwide. As clearly shown by the example of extinct endemic Hawaiian bird species which were substituted by IAS, extinctions related to IAS are a significant loss of global biodiversity even if local species richness remain almost constant. With respect to impacts on ecosystems, which should not be underestimated, the Canadian Beaver, introduced in Tierra del Fuego, has meanwhile become established in an area of over 7 million hectares and causes dramatic changes in the environment and enormous economic damage. The same is true for Proposis (mainly in Africa) and the Water Hyacinth (also in Southern Europe), limiting access to land and water, respectively. Additionally, IAS can have a negative impact on human health. The Tiger Mosquito has caused virus outbreaks which have led to a large number of casualties. Ragweed is an example where it has been shown that coordinated action at supranational level is important and can have wide benefits not only for the protection of health and biodiversity, but also for reducing the overall economic impact. The conservative estimate of the costs of IAS for Europe is well above 12 billion € per year. This is an important message which needs to be communicated because the development of a new policy is also costly. Taking action on species that have impact on the economy and ecosystem services normally brings synergies with conservation measures as the same species often impact biodiversity. However, the economic aspect should not be forgotten. 
	Europe and other regions of the world will be more affected by IAS in the future as a result of climate change. Recent research provides many new insights into the process of invasion, which is important as guidance for more effective measures in the future. Both target 9 of the CBD Strategic Plan and the EU Biodiversity Strategy stress the importance to work on prevention through pathway management and by prioritising species. Trends in the relevance of pathways have been studied and it is now known how their relative importance is changing across time. Intentional introductions are still an important factor for IAS, but IAS also arrive unintentionally such as the Yellow-legged Hornet in France, which is easy to detect because of the huge nests which this particular species builds. It has recently reached Italy, as predicted by models, but Italy was not prepared for this invasion. Trade is a key factor, for instance for the Water Hyacinth, causing enormous costs in Europe and at the same time it can still be bought in shops in several European countries for as little as 1 €. About 80% of the IAS in Europe have arrived by trade, and this is why an EU regulation with a focus on possibilities for regulating trade is of crucial importance for the future.
	Prevention and management of the introduction and spread of invasive alien species – the Commission proposal for a regulation
	Mr François Wakenhut, Head of Unit Nature and Biodiversity, DG ENV, points out that IAS are the second most important threat for biodiversity globally and the reason for enormous economic costs. Action at the EU level has to be effective, including action related to trade issues. The three guiding principles of the Commission proposal are (i) prioritisation, (ii) focus on prevention as this is the most effective method in ecological and economic terms and (iii) that existing instruments should be used and coordination increased where it already exists. The cost estimate of 12 billion € per year is a conservative estimate, but it gives clearly the signal that action is required. The magnitude of the benefits derived from IAS management increases over time as increasing numbers of invasions are avoided, implying a solid economic case for action at prevention level. 
	The list of species of European concern is aimed to be a dynamic list. The proposal to list the top 50 species was not well received by the Council and the EP. It is essential that it is evidence based, and therefore selection criteria have been identified that will guide the risk assessment work that underpins the proposal of the EC. The Member States will be fully involved in the listing process. As regards management measures, a hierarchy will be followed, starting with prevention, followed by early detection, and then management for established IAS when there is no other choice. Beyond the species of European concern, an action plan for pathway management has to be developed which considers the dynamic nature of pathway importance. Emergency measures will allow Member States to take action if there is evidence which requires them to do so, which must then be made known to the other Member States and can lead to the inclusion of the species on the list. Not least due to the subsidiarity principle, IAS of Member States concern are an important issue, and some Member States already have a well-developed and comprehensive legislative framework that should be maintained and strengthened by the EU regulation. Member States should have the option to go beyond and encourage further regional collaboration on species with regional impacts. The main issues of the discussion include the 50 species cap, the selection criteria for priority species, the questions of regionalisation and the question of Member States’ margins and room for manoeuvre. 
	State of play of discussions in Council
	Ms Inga Semeškaitė, Permanent Representation of Lithuania to the EU, expresses her thanks to the Commission for the legislative proposal on IAS. The Lithuanian presidency organised five working parties meetings and an orientation debate in the Council on the draft proposal within the last 3 months. Ministers were invited to answer two questions, (i) on the scope of the regulation and particularly on the establishment of the list of priority species, and (ii) on actions on possible regional cooperation. All delegations supported the need for a legislative act on IAS. A further outcome of the discussion is that the majority of the delegations of the Member States have stressed that the EU needs an efficient system for combating IAS, and thus a revision of some features of the proposal is needed, for instance with regard to the capping of the species list. The majority of the Member States also pointed out that the fact that some species were native to some parts of the EU and invasive in other parts needed to be sufficiently recognised. The Member States also stressed that actions against IAS should be prioritised and based on specific impact assessments. The majority of the Member States recognised the importance of regional collaboration to maximise the effectiveness of measures, to avoid duplication, reduce administrative burdens and facilitate the sharing of experiences. 
	The incoming Greek presidency (first half of 2014) will make further progress on developing the regulation. The Lithuanian presidency believes that the debate and the Council documents should prove to be very useful to the Greek presidency so that an agreement can be achieved with the Parliament still during this parliamentary term. No one doubts that the role of scientists and stakeholders is important in this context, and thus the workshop will provide a significant contribution to the work. Finally, the importance of an EU-wide approach for managing IAS must be stressed. The Council welcomes the proposal of the Commission and the authorities at European, national, regional, and local level will have to share their responsibilities and make a joint effort to achieve these goals. 
	State of play in European Parliament 
	Mr Pavel Poc, MEP, ENVI Rapporteur, welcomes the work and the discussions with the Council under the Lithuanian presidency and hopes that the incoming Greek presidency will take up the topic. Mr Poc then describes the state of play in the European Parliament and states that the ENVI committee welcomes the proposal and agrees on the principles and the good framework it provides. However, there are some suggestions for amendments which need to be further discussed. These amendments are mainly needed for strengthening the Commission proposal and to strengthen compliance and public engagement in the Member States in the future. Without their support nothing can be achieved. One of the crucial issues is to develop criteria and a method for preparing the list of species of EU concern. Mr Poc is convinced that there is no practical or scientific reason for a “50 cap”, which should be removed. Capped lists tend to fill up fast, and a cap is not a solution for avoiding future expenditure. It is proposed that the list of IAS of EU concern should be established by implementing acts. Instead, an empty annex should be provided and filled by using delegated acts, which will be needed because some species will be banned and the lives of Europeans, as well as businesses, will be affected. For these reasons the list should be based on democratic decision-making, which should also bring about broad public compliance and increase legal clarity. The list, then, should be part of the regulation. 
	Native invaders, i.e. species which are native to one part of Europe but invasive in another, such as the Zebra Mussel, Spanish Slug and the Rhododendron ponticum, are outside the scope of the proposal, although they ought to be included, as action is required. They are very important and can be used as a good tool to strengthen collaboration. In order to respond to the concerns of the Member States, stricter measures and legislation in particular Member States should be maintained, where they are already in place. 
	To control risks and costs, the financing issue must be discussed, ideally by the Council because the Member States will take the biggest share of the costs. Public and scientific participation has been somewhat omitted in the proposal, although it should be stressed and encouraged at Member State level as this is the level where people can become involved. A dedicated scientific forum is required as the issue at hand is a complex issue and a proper form must be found. An information support mechanism is crucial for real progress. It must be in place in time before the very start of the process and include expertise from the EEA or JRC. 
	The timetable is tight, but hopefully the regulation is still a “mission possible”, not least because of the great work already done by the Commission and the shadow rapporteurs in the ENVI committee and the support coming from other committees. The deadline for amending the dossier in the ENVI committee is 8 January 2014; voting in the ENVI committee will take place at the end of January/beginning of February, the first reading in the European Parliament Plenary session is planned for March/April 2014. 
	Ms Simona Bacchereti, from the European Association for Information on Local Development wonders about the scientific forum. The setting up of such a forum might cost precious time, and it might be better to immediately start working with already existing scientific knowledge. 
	Mr Poc replies that the Commission proposes the setting up of a committee for decision-making. He proposes the setting up of a supporting scientific forum as he thinks that it is very important, mainly because the topic of IAS is a very complex one. 
	PART 2 - CURRENT EXPERIENCE AND BEST PRACTICES 
	Introduction by the moderator
	Mr Chris Davies, MEP, Draftsperson for the Committee on Fisheries 
	Mr Davies introduces the first speakers. 
	Gaining momentum: Status quo and trends of invasive alien species in Europe
	Mr Franz Essl, Environment Agency Austria, emphasises in his presentation the temporal dimensions of biological invasions. Recent research has shown that most species have arrived and become established recently and that the trend does not show any indication of saturation. The same is true for impacts on ecosystem services caused by IAS. These patterns are valid across many investigated taxa. When discussing the crucial role of pathways, it must be considered that their relative importance changes over time and differs between different groups of organisms. It must also be considered that the global trade network is getting more diversified and denser, as the velocity and the volume and range of trade are increasing very fast. For instance, trade between Europe and China has strongly increased, which is particularly important as China has a climate which is quite similar to the European climate. Also, marine trade and pathways are strongly increasing and the Ballast Water Convention for instance is of crucial importance in this context. Invasions have a long legacy and for most taxa it is true that the actual invasion rates in European countries are more strongly correlated with the socio-economic parameters from 1900 than with those from 2000. This long legacy of invasions implies that inaction now will have consequences in future decades. For all these reasons, the main conclusion is to “act now before it is too late”. 
	Fighting IAS: better late than never, but never late is better
	Mr Bernardo Zilleti, from the Spanish expert group for biological invasions (GEIB), explains that prevention is the best strategy, but eradication and control might be needed, if prevention fails. Eradication is feasible when the number of individuals and the invaded area is small, otherwise control is more feasible, which is more expensive in the long-term. In Spain, the management of IAS is mainly linked to strategies for the conservation of native species, and a particular management plan exists only for Zebra Mussels. At regional level and in the LIFE framework, specific IAS actions are carried out. The following examples provide insights into eradication and control measures for already established species.
	1) The Hudson Pear is an invasive cactus, established on the Spanish east coast. It is a priority species because 32% of the Valencia region is potentially suitable, and fast colonisation can occur originating from few individuals. The species is transforming habitats and causing injuries to humans and animals. The management plan for fast eradication includes legal measures (e.g. trade prohibition) and an alert network. 38 occurrences of the species have been detected, and control measures started in 2009. 185 tonnes have been removed up to now, at a cost of 950,000 €. Targeted monitoring is required as plants younger than 2 years old are too small to be efficiently detected while it is very costly to remove stands older than 4 years. 
	2) The Common Carp was illegally introduced in 1985 to a lake in the Zoñar Natural Reserve, which hosts a large number of water birds of conservation concern. Due to the successful eradication of the carps in 2006, oxygen levels and the transparency of the water as well as the number of genera of aquatic insects increased after only one year to before-introduction levels, and the threatened bird species (including the White-Headed Duck Oxyura leucocephala) returned. 
	3) The American Mink was introduced to Spain during the 1950s for fur farming. Meanwhile there are six populations, partly overlapping with the endangered European mink, upon which the American Mink has negative impact. Management started in 2002, with a promising beginning with a large number of captures, but then problems occurred such as illegal releases by animal rights activists, further escapes from fur farms, legal inconsistencies, a lack of long-term planning and coordination, financial cuts and a lack of social support. 
	As a general conclusion it can be said that although it is certainly impossible to eradicate all IAS there exist many successful programmes which are hardly known, because conservation managers do not often publish their IAS management projects. 
	Managing Invasive Alien Species in the United Kingdom
	Mr Niall Moore, Non‐native Species Secretariat UK, gives examples of IAS control and management in Great Britain, which hosts 2000 established IAS, with 10 new species becoming established per year, 48% of them arriving from the rest of Europe. The economic impact of IAS in the UK is 2.1 billion € per year, and still only the management of 25 species is supported by the UK government. Efficient management must be fast and coordinated. The best example to support this claim is the Ruddy Duck in the UK, which is very problematic for the globally threatened White-Headed Duck in Spain with which it is hybridising. 30 years after the problem arose, the UK is now spending 5 million € on its eradication. At the same time, 1.7 million € are spent on LIFE projects. However, in 8 Member States there is inadequate monitoring and in 10 Member States (including the UK) keeping the duck is still legal. Another example is the water primrose, whose eradication would cost 200,000 € now, while a delayed eradication would cost 250 million €. After eradication trails in the UK, the estimate for an “early response” eradication of the Monk Parakeet would only amount to 150,000 €. This parakeet costs the USA several million $ as it makes huge nests on electricity pylons causing power cuts. Surprisingly, despite their cost efficiency, rapid response programmes are rarely implemented in the EU. Contingency planning (i.e. setting measures to be prepared for the arrival of new IAS) is also strongly required. For instance, the UK has implemented a staff training programme to handle Asian Hornets and their huge nests for only 5000 €. But despite its cost efficiency, there is no other example of a contingency response in the entire EU. In summary, the most important thing is to strongly increase collaboration among EU countries, to implement EU-wide action for priority species, to focus on new arrivals, to anticipate future problems, to create an alert system for each Member State which is linked with other systems across the EU, and to develop, retain and share expertise. 
	Eradication of alien plants: a matter of prompt reaction and resources invested
	Mr Jan Pergl, Institute of Botany and Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, presents recent research on the eradication of alien plants and explains that their eradication is mainly a matter of prompt reaction, because the success rates are only satisfying for small populations. An evidence-based rule of thumb, relying on 53 studies of 18 alien plant species, says that plants occupying less than 1 hectare can be successfully eradicated, while an eradication of populations occupying 1 to 100 hectares is only successful in every third case, and where 100 to 1000 hectares are occupied it will be successful only in every fourth case. Recent research has confirmed that for several groups of organisms the size of the population is the main factor affecting eradication success, and that a secondary but strongly related factor is the time between the recognition of the problem and the initiation of the campaign. The costs and resources needed for eradiation are often unavailable and an information system is strongly needed. Costs for eradication measures on islands ranged (according to a recent assessment of 26 programmes) from 200 € to 2.25 million €. Other relevant strategies recently produced by invasion biologists include a uniform framework for biological invasions (consisting of the steps transport, introduction, establishment and spread) and a pathway classification with linked regulation measures. In conclusion, it can be said that (i) prevention is the cheapest strategy (also valid for biofuel plants and GMOs, due to partly similar traits to IAS), (ii) success of eradication is dependent on early detection, (iii) if there is a need to prioritise, the nascent foci rather than the old populations should be eradicated, (iv) after eradication, monitoring is crucial. 
	Current information systems 
	Mr Davies initiates the discussion with a question about the state of the art of information systems on IAS in the EU. 
	Mr Pergl answers that some databases such as EASIN (developed by JRC) or GBIF are only database aggregators, while “better information” (the real data) is available in original databases such as DAISIE and NOBANIS. 
	Mr Moore mentions that information systems do exist, but that information is not easily available and that in practice it is often the best way to search for information in Wikipedia. 
	Mr Wagenhut mentions in this context that EASIN is being developed fast and that new features still need to be integrated. Building upon existing (supra-)national and regional databases is a practice that will be continued in the future as these databases are precious sources at EU level. 
	Mr Pergl states that the original databases such as DAISIE and NOBANIS are not at all (or not sufficiently) supported, although they should be. 
	Mr Poc adds that JRC-developed systems are sometimes not useful in practice. A multi-layer information system is required to cover mapping, as well as a large amount of further information to support administrative tasks. The Commission should help in this context so that the wheel is not reinvented too often. 
	Public awareness
	Mr Keith Davenport, from the Ornamental Aquatic Trade Association mentions that in the case of IAS, it is very important to raise public awareness as this would be a very efficient mitigation and management measure, especially with a view to trade playing a major role. 
	Mr Moore confirms that trade is a very important aspect and that public awareness should be raised. 
	Mr Davies asks for best practice examples from the Member States on the issues of trade and raising public awareness. 
	Mr Ploeg mentions that in the Netherlands, a system exists for stopping imports of a number of plant species on a voluntary basis. 
	Polluter pays principle
	Mr Davies asks whether the polluter pays principle should be applied in the context of IAS. 
	Mr Pergl is not aware of any application of the polluter pays principle but thinks that companies introducing IAS for economic reasons should also pay for costs of invasions and that the regulation should be developed into this direction. 
	Mr Essl explains that the polluter pays principle would only be operational if it can be proved that polluters have not fulfilled the legal requirements for IAS mitigation. It might be challenging to obtain legally valid proof, but apart from this problem, the polluter pays principle could be an important element in the implementation of the new EU legislation. 
	Mr Poc mentions that the term “polluters” should be substituted by “criminals” in this case and that effective legislation must provide for the punishment of “criminals”. 
	Mr Andrew Kelly from Humane Society International explains that animal welfare organisations would condemn illegal releases of American Mink. Indiscriminate management methods are an important animal welfare issue, as is the fact that non-target species might suffer from eradication or control measures. Mr Kelly mentions the example of muskrat control in the Netherlands where, in 2012, 115,000 muskrats were trapped together with more than 11,500 other species, including protected species. For this reason non-lethal measures and measures avoiding non-target species would be preferred and this should be clearly specified in control measures.
	Mr Zilleti fully agrees that eradication methods should be selective and only applied to target species. 
	PART 3 - PRIORITIES AND CHALLENGES - STAKEHOLDER ROUNDTABLE 
	Introduction by the moderator 
	Ms Renate Sommer, MEP, Shadow Rapporteur of the EPP group, welcomes the participants and the panellists. She mentions that it will be very interesting to hear the stakeholders expressing their views on this topic and that it seems to be clear that widespread species are not easily eradicated and that raising public awareness might be an important solution. Ms Sommer says that it is necessary to find out which practical approaches are feasible to fight IAS if the costs and benefits are taken into account as well as the animal welfare perspective. 
	Mr Wolfgang Rabitsch, Environment Agency Austria, Round table Moderator welcomes all participants and the panellists, whom he introduces to the audience while also inviting them to provide their key messages. 
	Mr Alex Ploeg, European Pet Organisation, EPO, explains that EPO is the umbrella organisation of the national pet trade associations in Europe. Mr Ploeg supports the new legislation. He sees a need for communicating more clearly the actual risks that have to be managed, as well as for defining specific key words such as “environment” more clearly in legislation (he mentions for example that it is unclear if the term “environment” includes a private garden pond), and he insists that the proposed list of species should be compiled rigorously and transparently. It should place equal value on practical and theoretical issues; however, the arbitrary number of 50 species is probably not the best option. The aims should be achieved, but as regards trade, with as few regulations as possible. Regional differences are another important issue. For instance, species causing problems in the south should not automatically be restricted in the north. The regulation should permit the control of species that are native to some Member States and invasive in others. The impact of buying decisions is quicker than the impact of legislation, and companies should be treated as equally important partners. Business will be subject to control under legislation relating to plant and animal health, and now to the new piece of legislation on IAS. All these regulations should be part of a common framework of control so as to permit coherence. 
	Mr Cy Griffin, Federation of Associations for Hunting & Conservation of the EU, FACE, states that FACE was involved in the making of the legislation, which he welcomes very much. The list of species will be crucial for many stakeholders and Mr Griffin asks how it will be handled that some species might have a huge local impact in one or a few Member States, but a comparatively low impact at EU level. An important challenge for FACE is the motivation of its members, the hunters, to implement the regulation. FACE has collaborated with the Council of Europe, as the strategy for IAS contains an action point of adopting a code of conduct with FACE, which was done recently with very little floor discussion. Mr Griffin concludes from this experience that it is important that everybody is in agreement before a regulation is adopted. Mr Griffin mentions that the importance of hunting as a pathway of IAS introduction has been decreasing since the 1980s and that this positive development is the reason why hunting is no longer considered as a priority pathway in the new legislation. 
	Mr Richard Shaw, CAB International, explains that CABI is a non-profit organisation which is owned by its 48 member countries and states CABI’s mission to improve people's lives worldwide by providing information and applying scientific expertise to solve problems in agriculture and the environment. CABI welcomes the regulation and has enjoyed the expert consultations. IAS are a cross-border, cross-taxa and cross-research discipline that requires collaboration. Mr Shaw mentions that CABI’s history in IAS management goes back 100 years. Mr Shaw explains that “doing nothing” is a high risk option and that even already established species can be controlled. There are many examples of successful bio-control actions, for instance from Australia and New Zealand, which might be useful and could be implemented successfully in Europe, e.g. to control ragweed (Ambrosia artemisiifolia). Mr Shaw mentions that more bio-control opportunities exist than are currently implemented in Europe. He would like to see more of the proposals for the application of bio-control management in the regulation and emphasises that it is important that bio-control is at least not hindered by the regulation. As regards IAS, collaboration with other countries is particularly important and the regulation is an important step (and a significant change) in this direction. Mr Shaw states that CABI wants to help other countries with the knowledge it can provide on IAS bio-control. 
	Mr Luc Bas, IUCN Office Brussels, mentions that IUCN is an intergovernmental non-profit organisation which is composed of 100 member states plus user groups and NGOs. His statement is a follow-up to the presentation of Mr Genovesi, the Chair of the IUCN SSC Invasive Species Specialist Group (see part I). IUCN is best known for its knowledge and its science based approach. A call for a science-based approach was launched to move the regulation in a better direction, e.g. the 50 cap was a problem, as well as freezing the list for a certain period of time after its adoption. The call was initiated with the Invasive Species Specialist group and signed by 250 scientists. IUCN wants to see a clear role for a scientific advisory board embedded in the regulation, to properly inform decision-making without too much of an administrative burden. 
	Ms Sarah Brunel, European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organisation, EPPO, explains that EPPO is an intergovernmental organisation founded in 1951, which meanwhile represents 28 European and 22 Mediterranean and Russian-speaking countries. It has a unique role in providing technical tools and knowledge support for plant protection measures in the member countries. The main activities are the development of plant health early warning systems, risk assessment and rapid intervention tools, which are all freely available on the EPPO website. A monthly journal also helps to share information. EPPO compiles lists of priority species by using transparent methods of prioritisation and risk analysis, which then serve as a basis to recommend regulations for some species. Technical justifications are provided to the countries and are available online, which is consistent with the WTO requirements and the plant protection convention guidelines. In such processes both the environmental and the agricultural impacts are carefully considered, while offering an opportunity for dialogue and exchange between the two sectors. Building networks of experts is another important activity of EPPO. Ms Brunel states that EPPO is looking forward to sharing its experience on expertise sharing. Synergies should be developed given the limited resources available, especially for risk assessment, early warning systems and surveillance. EPPO has a strong experience in IAS management and wishes to continue building bridges between different sectors.
	Mr Matthew Jebb, The European Botanical Gardens Consortium, represents 900 botanical gardens in Europe which cover one quarter of the global flora. He states that many species kept in botanic gardens are highly invasive, but meanwhile the code of conduct for botanical gardens (produced by Vernon Heywood) ensures that botanical gardens are no longer a source of further invasions. Botanical gardens have a considerable expertise, not only in identifying IAS, but also in avoiding their escape. Mr Jebb reminds the audience that we should focus on the purpose of the regulation, which is mainly to hinder and prevent newly emerging threats of invasions and to control established ones. In this context, we should not end up with the lowest common denominators, but focus on the new arrivals, which amount to over 60 new species in Europe per year. Mr Jebb underlines how important the speed of action is, as an early response is by far the most cost-effective option. He states that he is anxious that, due to the very general formulations it contains, the regulation might have a severe impact on collections such as herbaria (and their maintenance). Botanical gardens are of crucial importance for public awareness, but for instance, Articles 7 and 8 are problematic and Art. 8.3a stipulates that if IAS are kept for research, it must be guaranteed that they cannot escape, although it is impossible to give a 100% guarantee for this. Living examples of IAS are important for research and provide unique opportunities for public awareness. The risks and the benefits must be carefully examined in order to allow derogations for botanical gardens. 
	Mr Neil Huck, European Landscape Contractors Association, ELCA, states that ELCA represents companies which are based in 21 European countries in Europe. ELCA provides them with IAS standards and training certificates. Their business includes the provision of advice on IAS to client companies. The main activities are staff training programmes and the teaching of control measures. With respect to the regulation, Mr Huck criticises that training aids and public awareness are barely considered. For instance, water companies in the UK have severe problems with sewage treatment because New Zealand pigmyweed (Crassula helmsii) is invading the filter beds. 10 different control methods were tested; most efficient were hot foam and hot water, while the use of chemicals is impossible because of their effects on microorganisms. Education and raising client awareness is an important task. ELCA welcomes the regulation, and members of ELCA have come forward with the message that there is a need for a regionalisation of the list. 
	Mr Genovesi underlines the crucial role of the different sectors of society which need to be involved in the IAS challenge. The IUCN has been working (and still is) on codes of conduct with hunting associations and botanical gardens, and also with zoological gardens. Botanical and zoological gardens have a crucial role in informing European citizens. Mr Genovesi also states that protected areas are important sentinels (together with botanical gardens and zoos) for detecting IAS, because early warning is a complicated task. People in the field, such as hunters and protected area managers, but also people working in botanical and zoological gardens have a wide range of expertise, including taxonomic expertise which is needed to correctly identify new alien species. Besides the new legislative tool, other instruments, such as a voluntary code of conduct, are crucial elements that are needed as well. 
	Ms Delphine Dupeux, representing the European Landowners Organisations, explains that also landowners and land managers can play the role of sentinels. They can prevent IAS, and take care of early warning and the management of IAS. Often they are already engaged in the implementation of field actions. The landowners welcome the regulation. They would also welcome flexibility in terms of derogations, when it comes to the decision which IAS can be considered as priority species. The scientific approach is key, but a much broader approach which involves all stakeholders would be preferred. Another problem is that social and economic aspects are not considered enough, particularly as there is a lack of budget in most Member States and the regulation might impose further burdens on land managers. It is thus important to consider the economic damage to plant health and agriculture. 
	Ms Sommer states that in this context the term “social aspects” has to be defined more clearly, because otherwise it potentially implies everything. 
	Ms Dupeux gives examples of social activities (e.g. farming, heritage, cultural issues of land management, tradition), but does not define “social aspects”. 
	Ms Brunel mentions that in the plant health regulation “social impact” is considered in a broad sense which is not well defined, whereas for instance “impact on human activities” is referred to in contexts such as the blocking of sewage pipes, fishing or recreational areas. 
	Mr Mark Gareth Owen from the European Anglers Alliance explains the economic importance of angling in Europe and mentions that IAS impact badly on angling activities, which is an example of a social aspect that must be brought in. He welcomes the regulation and Mr Poc’s amendments. Derogations can be misused and should therefore not be granted too often. 
	Ms Tanja Runge from COPA COCEGA, the European farmers and European agri-cooperatives, continues the discussion on socio-economic aspects. She argues that the wording is somewhat unclear, since for instance “overall damage” sums up biodiversity and economy as if they can be treated in the same way, an incongruity which must be resolved. Social aspects include health issues as well as the considerable costs incurred by those who are the first ones to act. It is necessary to keep low both the burden and the costs incurred by those who are first to act (e.g. the farmers who have to destroy their yield). 
	Mr Bas mentions that local governments and cities have a very important role and refers to a report on a recent workshop about urban aspects of IAS organised by the IUCN in Gland. 
	Ms Sommer thanks the participants for the interesting discussion and invites Mr Poc to make the concluding remarks. 
	CONCLUDING REMARKS 
	The rapporteur, Mr Poc, summarises the workshop by stating that it is not too late to tackle the problem of IAS because, as the presentations of the experts show, we are still able to do something. The problem of IAS has clearly been recognised by the Member States, by the Commission and by the Parliament and the Council. Mr Poc mentions that strong scientific support is available (which needs to be strengthened further) and that the evidence is still increasing, e.g. of the eradication of the giant hogweed based on research in the Czech Republic, and that communication and collaboration need to be enhanced. So-called “door-knockers” are an important issue that needs to be considered, along with the issue of secondary spread that needs to be improved in the regulation. Botanical gardens can be an important source for invasions, although this issue will be studied carefully and the regulation adapted accordingly to allow for a fair consideration of botanical gardens. 
	Mr Poc finalises his statement by mentioning that any measures to increase public awareness should be taken at Member State level since it is at this level that they will reach people. It must be decided whether we want to do something about invasive species now. The involvement of local governments is already foreseen by the EC, as it has stated that public awareness must be considered by Member States. Mr Poc closes the workshop by acknowledging the large audience attending the workshop (approx. 100 persons) and the work of the shadow rapporteurs. 
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