
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   
 

   
 Page 1 of 5  

 

Document title Review of the Joint Harmonised Procedure Target Species Selection Criteria 
Code 6 – 1 
Category DEC 
Agenda Item 6 - Target Species 
Submission date 8.11.2016 
Submitted by Co-Chairs 
Reference  

 

Background 

1. JTG BALLAST 2016 agreed that the Chairs in cooperation with the Secretariats revise the draft 
proposal on target species selection criteria and circulate the draft to the Group for further input/revision 
with a view of endorsing the revisions at the next meeting. 

2. The Meeting agreed that the Chair and the Secretariats should incorporate the following comments 
when revising the draft for first circulation: 

− The reference to IMO G7 in 3.3 b) should be replaced with a direct quote from the G7 – 
which also covers point a), which can be subsequently removed; 

− When ballast water is a major vector of introduction of an alien species it should be 
considered as a potential target species; 

− Draft §3. 6 in document 5-4, Annex 3, should be replaced with “The decision on whether a 
species should be selected or removed for the target species list has to be based on the 
selection criteria supported by scientific data and/or expert judgement.”; 

− More detailed guidance on the application of the criteria (based on document 5-3 and the 
currently valid Target Species criteria) should be included as an annex to the JHP; 

− Justification for including a particular species to the list of A-4 target species according to 
the JHP should be documented and included in the target species lists; 

− Social and cultural aspects in the new table of criteria in Annex 3 should be integrated to 
the other criteria (including their guidance) and removed as a separate Target Species 
criteria. The issue on social and cultural aspects could be highlighted in chapter 5 (§5.7), i.e. 
in the final risk assessment. 

3. A revised version has therefore been prepared in line with the agreement above and included in 
Annex 1. 

Action required 

The meeting is requested to: 

a. consider and discuss the proposed changes to the JHP target species selection criteria, as outlined 
in Annex 1, 

b. if appropriate, adopt the revised criteria for inclusion in the JHP. 
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Annex 1 

3.  Target Species Identification 

3.1 In order to conduct a risk assessment for the transport of species with ballast water between 
harbours, all organisms present, as observed through port sampling conducted as described in section 2, 
have to be taken into account. 

3.2 To minimize the effort and to make the risk assessment procedure practicable, a pre-selection of 
species that have to be assessed for their risk is necessary. The selected species are called target species. 
With the determined target species, the risk assessment model (Section 5) can be run.  

3.3 The selection of the target species is based on the criteria outlined in paragraph 6.4.3 of the 
Guidelines for Risk Assessment under Regulation A-4 of the BWM Convention (G7).   

3.4. There are two main general questions which should be considered before a species is considered for 
inclusion in the target species list using the ranking selection criteria outlined in §3.8:  

a. Is there a potential for a  species primarily or secondarily to be  primarily introduced or 
secondarily spread via with ballast water or sediments as the major vector, i.e. is there any 
evidence that that the species has been primarily introduced or secondarily spread somewhere 
via ballast water or sediments before; 

b. Is the speciesit present only in part(s) of the assessment region but not the entire region?  

 

3.5 In addition to the above mentioned two main general aspects, the following target species selection 
criteria specified in the table below are to be used within the HELCOM and OSPAR area to define target 
species status. Any impact on one of the protected goods and interests listed below triggers the inclusion of 
the species into the target species list in Annex 3. 

 Target Species 

Human health: Has it been demonstrated that 
the species has an impact on human health2?  

 

No/Yes 

Environment: Has it been demonstrated that the 
species has an impact on the environment (e.g. 
native communities, habitats and/or ecosystem 
functioning, strength and type of ecological 
interactions)?  

 

No/Yes 

Economy: Has it been demonstrated that the 
species has an impact on the economy (including 
property and resources)?  

No/Yes 

Commented [SH1]: New: to address the comments of TG 
Ballast-6, see Outcome 5.7  

Commented [SH2]: Outcome of the Expert WS TS 

Commented [SH3]: New: to address the comments of TG 
Ballast-6, see Outcome 5.7 and edits 

Commented [SH4]: Was kept to address the spread of IAS – 
decisive element which would be not addressed otherwise. 

Commented [SH5]: New text to introduce further selection 
criteria. 
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[Social and cultural values were deleted from the selection criteria; see also below and the comment]] 

 

3.46 In case of absence or unscertaintyuncertainty inof any information on the impact and/or eco-
physiological tolerance limitis  of a species, such athe species in question should be included in the target 
species list. Additionally two special types of species should be included: 

a. Known unwanted species that have already generated serious problems for the environment, 
economy, human health, poverty or resources somewhere in the world, that have evidence of prior 
introduction and have a relationship with ballast water as a vector;  

b. Species which have been comprehensively scientifically investigated for their risk potential but which 
have not yet caused harm. 

3.57 A The target species list should be establishedcompiled, and regularly updated, by experts groups 
established under HELCOM MARITIME and OSPAR BDC using the evaluation and rankingselection criteria 
defined under §3.8in this section, as well as and take anyby taking new scientific and technical knowledge 
into consideration. Further detailed guidance on the application of the criteria is included in Annex??.  

3.68  The decision on whether a species should be selectedincluded in or removed forfrom the target 
species list has to be based on the above mentioned selection criteria supported by scientific data and/or 
expert judgement and should be documented.   

3.69 The target species lists of OSPAR and HELCOM are to be regarded as living lists documents under 
continuous updating by HELCOM STATE MARITIME and OSPAR BDC, which means that other species can be 
included or species can be deleted, if further knowledge is available.  

Justification for including a particular species to the list of A-4 target species according to the JHP should be 
documented and included in the target species lists;. 

 

3.710 The valid target species list at the time of adoption of this version of the Joint Harmonised Procedure 
is attached in Annex 3. As the list will be updated regularly by both HELCOM and OSPAR please check 
http://jointbwmexemptions.org/ballast_water_RA  for the latest edition. 

3.8 The target species selection criteria specified in the table below are to be used by HELCOM STATE 
and OSPAR BDC to define target species status and the inclusion or exclusion of the species into the target 
species list in Annex 3. 

 Target Species 

Human health: Has the species been 
documented as having any impact upon human 
health2?  

 

No/Yes 

Commented [SH6]: New: to address the comments of TG 
Ballast-6, see Outcome 5.7:  
Social and cultural aspects in the new table of criteria in Annex 3 
should be integrated to the other criteria (including their guidance) 
and removed as a separate Target Species criteria. The issue on social 
and cultural aspects could be highlighted in chapter 5 (§5.7), i.e. in 
the final risk assessment.   
 

Formatted: Indent: Left:  0 cm, First line:  0 cm

Commented [SH7]: New: to clarify that specific mechanisms 
(expert groups) have been established for this; see also below.  

Commented [SH8]: Outcome of the Expert WS TS and some 
edits 

Commented [SH9]: New: to address the comments of TG 
Ballast-6, see Outcome 5.7 :  
More detailed guidance on the application of the criteria (based on 
document 5-3 and the currently valid Target Species criteria) should 
be included as an annex to the JHP. 
 
BUT: Who is drafting this guidance? The future group which will 
regularly update the TS list (in co-operation with existing OSPAR 
group/mechanism)?  
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Environment: Has the species been documented 
as having an impact upon environment (native 
communities, habitats and/or ecosystem 
functioning)?  

 

No/Yes 

Economy: Has the species been documented as 
having an impact upon economy (including 
property, resources)?  

 

No/Yes 

Social and cultural values: Has the species been 
documented as having an impact upon social 
and cultural values?  

 

No/Yes 

 

 Low risk species=1 Medium risk species=2 High risk species=3 

1. Dispersion 
potential or 
invasiveness 

The species does not 
spread in the 
environment because 
of poor dispersal 
capacities and low 
reproduction potential  

Except when assisted by man, the 
species does not colonise remote 
places. Natural dispersal rarely 
exceeds more than 1km per year. 
The species can however become 
locally invasive because of a 
strong reproduction potential. 

The species is highly fecund, can 
easily disperse through active of 
passive means over distances > 
1km/year and initiate new 
populations. 

2. Colonisation 
of high 
conservation 
value habitats 

Populations of the 
non-native species are 
restricted to habitats 
of no conservation 
value (e.g. harbor 
constructions as quay 
walls or bank and 
shoreline stabilisation 
or pipes for cooling 
systems) 

Populations of the non-native 
species are usually confined to 
habitats with a low or a medium 
conservation value and may 
occasionally colonise high 
conservation value habitats 

Non-native species often colonise 
high conservation value habitats, 
these are all biotopes where 
endangered species can be 
found. Most of the sites of a 
given habitat are likely to be 
readily colonized by the NIS when 
source population are present in 
the vicinity and makes therefore 
a potential threat for red-listed 
species. 
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3. Alteration of 
ecosystem 
functions and 
impact on 
native species 

Data from invasion 
history suggest that 
the negative impact on 
native species and 
ecosystem functions is 
negligible. 

Non-native species known to 
cause local changes (<80%) in 
population abundance, growth or 
distribution of one or several 
native species, especially among 
common and ruderal species and 
the impacts on ecosystem 
processes and structures are 
moderate. The modification of 
water and sediment properties is 
temporary. 

Non-native species often cause 
local severe (>80%) population 
declines and the reduction of 
local species richness. At a 
regional scale, it can be 
considered as a factor 
precipitating (rare) species 
decline. Those non-native species 
form long-standing populations 
and their impacts on native 
biodiversity are considered as 
almost non-reversible. Therefore 
the impact on ecosystem 
processes and structures is strong 
and difficult to reverse e.g. food 
web disruption (Crassostrea 
gigas) or habitat destruction 
(Eriocheir sinensis). 

4. Effects on 
human health 

Data from invasion 
history suggest that 
the  species has weak 
toxic effects and no 
treatment is necessary 

Data from invasion history 
suggest that the  species has 
moderate symptoms, easily 
treated, no permanent damage 

Data from invasion history 
suggest that the species has 
negative impact on human 
health, permanent damage or 
death 

5. Effects on 
natural 
resources 
(e.g. fisheries) 

Data from invasion 
history suggest that 
the  negative impact 
on natural resources is 
negligible 

Data from invasion history 
suggest that the species has only 
slight negative impact on natural 
resources and is restricted only 
on single locations 

Data from invasion history 
suggest that the species causes 
serious loss on aquaculture or 
fisheries harvest 

6. Effects on 
property (e.g. 
cooling 
systems) 

Data from invasion 
history suggest that 
the negative impact on 
property is negligible 

Data from invasion history 
suggest that the species has only 
slight negative impact on 
property and this is restricted 
only on single locations 

Data from invasion history 
suggest that the species has high 
negative impact on property at 
many locations 
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