
HELSINKI and OSPAR COMMISSIONS HELCOM/OSPAR TG BALLAST 7-2016   
Joint HELCOM/OSPAR Task Group on Ballast Water Management Convention Exemptions   
Seventh Meeting   
Brussels, Belgium, 29-30 November 2016   
 

Document title Spanish Comments on document 16/03/01:  Overview of proposals for editorial 
changes to the Joint Harmonised Procedure and future issues 

Code 3 – 2  
Category CMNT 
Agenda Item 3 - Updates to the Joint HELCOM/OSPAR Harmonised Procedure on the Granting of 

BMW Convention Exemptions 
Submission date 28.11.2016 
Submitted by Spain 
Reference  

 

Background 

2. Spain has comments on two aspects of the of the revision of the Joint Harmonised 
procedure: the risk assessment algorithm and the burden sharing mechanism. 

3. Spain considers the manner in which the risk assessment algorithm is presented in 
paragraph 5.5 of the JHP is not very user friendly. Therefore the alternative format, as outlined in annex 
1, has been developed to outline the flow chart in a simple and symmetrical way without modifying at 
all the binary questions or the resulting possible risk assessment outcomes. 

4.  In relation to the Burden Sharing Mechanism Sections 7.5 to 7.7 under the heading 
‘Information to be provided’ summarize key points regarding information to be provided by applicants 
requesting for an exemption. Indeed, section 7.7 details the need to provide species information 
following concrete layouts and work-sheets shown in Appendix 4, the transfer of ownership of such 
data to public authorities, and a reference to the burden sharing mechanism. 

5. Thus, although paragraph “c” calls for the need for cooperation among stakeholders to 
eventually share the port survey cost, that recommendation might not give a sufficient guide for public 
authorities nor for the stakeholders. 

6. Three main issues have to be referred in that paragraph, 

a. First, that the new applicants should contact the public authority –through the port 
authority- holding the right to use data for the specific objective of requesting an BWM 
exemption (Note: it does not prevent data to be presented publicly on the WEB for any other 
scientific purpose); that the cost has been estimated in advance of its own request and that 
validity of data covers only a limited period of time (5 years maximum) so that an additional 
cost will be charge for its update. 

b. Second, those applicants sharing the cost of data may benefit from subsequent applicants 
on the need of same data, either in case of a refusal of its request for an exemption or in 
case of its renewal in the future. 

c. Third, that the sharing mechanism is justified not only for the benefit of the economy of 
applicants but to guarantee a coherence and unique appraisal of NIS present in the 
particular port. 

7. Therefore Spain suggest that instead of: 

“Given the cost implications of undertaking port surveys it is recommended that all stakeholders in a 
particular port cooperate to develop and use a burden sharing mechanism if the information is to be 
used by several other applicants.” 
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It should be worded as, 
“Given the cost implications of undertaking port surveys it is recommended that public authorities 
receiving data from an applicant on a particular port also make a formal public statement on the cost 
for its collection (and elaboration). The said public authority while enforcing the burden sharing 
mechanism to other applicants must take into account both that estimative cost and the remaining 
period until such data must be reviewed. Finally, applicants submitting port surveys containing 
essentially different results or targeting different sites should not be charged with the sharing cost of 
previous applicants.”  

Action required 
The Meeting is invited to consider the alternative format for the Risk Assessment Algorithm and 
comments on the Burden Sharing Mechanism when discussing document 3-1: Overview of proposals 
for editorial changes to the Joint Harmonised Procedure and future issues. 
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