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Abstract

Invasive alien species (IAS) constitute a trans- and intracontinental challenge. With

this article, we exemplify obstacles met during the implementation of the Regulation

(EU) No. 1143/2014 against IAS and comparatively assess them through two case

studies from two Member States, Austria and Romania, via qualitative content analy-

sis. Challenges are identified, analyzed, and discussed based on interviews with

stakeholders from both countries in the view of the three main intervention types

within this Regulation: prevention, early detection, and rapid eradication and man-

agement. The obstacles, which the two Member States met, are related to creating,

updating, and maintaining the Union List and to the distribution of competences,

which influence the national and subnational cooperation and coordination. Financial

resources, custom controls, national legislation, and awareness influence the imple-

mentation of the IAS Regulation too. This research contributes to improving knowl-

edge about numerous details of the implementation and enforcement of this IAS-

Regulation to make them more feasible, not just for scientists, but also for decision-

and policymakers, business owners, and other stakeholders.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Public authorities, governments all over the world, the European

Union (EU), and other stakeholders are confronted with environmen-

tal, economic, human health, organizational, and other challenges due

to invasive alien species (IAS) (Council of Europe/UNEP, 2002; Reaser,

Meyerson, & Von Holle, 2008; Keller, Geist, Jeschke, & Kühn, 2011;

Stuart, 2012; Sundseth, 2014, p. 5). One Act to overcome these chal-

lenges is the supranational Regulation (EU) No 1143/2014 of the

European Parliament and of the Council of October 22, 2014 on

the prevention and management of the introduction and spread of

IAS, short in the following “IAS Regulation” or “the Regulation”

(European Parliament and Council, 2014). It has a legally binding char-

acter and must be directly applied in the European Member States

(MS) (European Parliament and Council, 2014; Sitzia, Campagnaro,

Kowarik, & Trentanovi, 2016). For the implementation of the IAS Reg-

ulation to become successful, MS are required to release general, as

well as individual national normative acts and to set exact measures

against IAS (Ermacora & Krämer, 2000; Katsanevakis et al., 2013; Tol-

lington et al., 2017; Trouwborst, 2015). A success is foreseeable only

through cooperation between various national and subnational compe-

tences (jurisdiction, administration, institutions and experts from inter-

national and national level), involving more domains and disciplines than

just nature conservation (Wilson, Panetta, & Lindgren, 2017; Anastasiu
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et al., 2012; Laza (Roman), 2018). Environmental agreements like this

also one against IAS set conditions for economic utilizations and inter-

ests (B�andi, Szab�o, & Szalai, 2014; Perry & Farmer, 2011; Stuart, 2012),

which need to be balanced with the expectations and interests of

nature protection and biodiversity conservation (Meester et al., 2011).

Though the topic of IAS has become a priority for the European

environmental policy, the implementation of the IAS Regulation and

evaluation of IAS needs further study and observation (Guerin, Mar-

tín-Forés, Sparrow, & Lowe, 2018; Heink, Herzele, Bela, Kal�oczkai, &

Jax, 2016; Khuroo, Reshi, Rashid, & Dar, 2011). IAS create trans-

boundary issues, beyond many disciplines and different work areas

that all require international cooperation and coordination of interna-

tional environmental agreements (B�andi et al., 2014; Trouwborst,

Krofel, & Linnell, 2015).

Back in 2015, when the implementation of this Regulation was

still just a concept, curiosity arose about the challenge's stakeholder

face during this process (Genovesi, Carboneras, Vila, & Walton, 2015).

This paper aims to better understand the approach of two MS, Austria

(AT) and Romania (RO) in foreseeing and understanding the possible

obstacles to this implementation. Discovering these obstacles, how

they influence the implementation, and what solutions lead to the

success of this unified supranational Regulation (EU) No. 1143/2014

against IAS, make the enforcement of this theoretical supranational

legislation more feasible, not just for scientists, but also for other

decision- and policymakers, business owners, and involved stake-

holder (Shackleton et al., 2018). This study also aims to increase the

much-needed fundamental information on biodiversity threats

pointed out by different authors (e.g., Meester et al., 2011;

Stuart, 2012) and with the help of its solutions, to effectively imple-

ment supranational conservation policy into real world practice, which

depends on political and economic, rather than on scientific consider-

ations (Genovesi et al., 2015). By “implementation,” we mean the

application of what is already mandatory in the Regulation by

the Member States. In the following chapter, the data gathering meth-

odology is described after the current paper's context and delineation

from previous work by the authors (Mauerhofer & Laza, 2018; Roman

and Mauerhofer, 2019) is explained. Afterwards findings, their discus-

sion and conclusions are provided.

2 | METHODOLOGY

2.1 | Background and context with former work of
the authors

The background information and methodology for the dataset have

already been described in detail elsewhere (Roman & Mauerhofer,

2019, p.1531, Mauerhofer & Laza, 2018, pp. 261–263; Laza

(Roman), 2018, pp. 39–44).

The first paper (Mauerhofer & Laza, 2018) solely laid the focus on

the inclusion of the term “ecosystem services” into a legally binding,

supranational regulation, with the example of the IAS Regulation and

the role of the organizational and normative national structures of the

two European MS: AT and RO. Therefore, these competence distribu-

tions are relevant for the implementation of the IAS Regulation's ref-

erence to Ecosystem Services, as each MS is free to use its existing

administrative structures or modify them to make the implementation

possible at a national level.

The second study by Roman and Mauerhofer (2019) investigated

another partial aspect of the dataset, namely to what extent the

national and transnational cooperation and coordination of the two

European MS influence the implementation of the IAS Regulation.

This aspect is a good example of one of the obstacles MS face, when

dealing with a regional mandatory regulation.

In comparison, the present paper concentrates on the challenges

that were already anticipated by the relevant stakeholder and experts

from AT and RO at the beginning of the enforcement of the IAS Regu-

lation in 2015 and that are put in the current context of 2020.

As by 2020, a lot of work has been done on the implementation

of concrete challenges arising from the IAS Regulation by the

European Commission and its supporting organizations (the Commit-

tee on IAS, the IAS Expert Group, the Scientific Forum on IAS and the

Working Group on IAS).1 Yet, this paper intends to stand as a blue-

print for further studies and to enhance the realistic progress at a

national level in implementing a supranational regulation. The chal-

lenges found in AT and RO, with the solutions proposed by the stake-

holders are presented and discussed in the findings together with the

concrete challenges addressed by the EU Commission and its

supporting organizations.

2.2 | Data gathering and analysis

The dataset of this study is part of a wider dataset (Laza

(Roman), 2018), focusing on the influence of different nature conserva-

tion power divisions in AT and RO in the incipient phase of

implementing the IAS Regulation. The first reason why the authors

choose the two countries is because both MS face similar challenges in

terms of applying binding supranational norms, even though they have

different organizational systems. The second rationale for choosing

these two countries are the geographical location of the two countries:

Austria—centrally located in the EU, known for its advanced research

on IAS and surrounded mostly by EU-countries (except for Switzerland

and Liechtenstein); Romania—at “the edge” of the EU with access to

the Black Sea, hence Asia Minor and other non-EU countries. The third

reason why AT and RO were selected is the wide access the authors

had to relevant experts and stakeholders in these two MS.

Thus, selecting the stakeholders was not done randomly. It

started with the networks of the two authors, extended to a broad

internet search and continued with snowball sampling (Atkinson &

Flint, 2001) through recommendations of some of the experts who

accepted to answer our requests. Yet, the sample size was relatively

small and different for AT (n = 16) and for RO (n = 32) (Table 1). This

is also the main reason why the authors decided to focus in this paper

on the qualitative content analysis to find out more about the chal-

lenges the two MS face.
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Starting in May 2015, respondents were first contacted by e-mail,

asked to complete the online survey, and if willing, to schedule an

additional interview. Data gathering was done between June 2015

and August 2015. Because of the lack of availability of some respon-

dents during the summer, an extension was needed until November

2015. For the anonymity of the respondents, data codes were

assigned to the respondents, depending on the country (A- or R-), the

date of the data collection (ascending numbers), and if an additional

interview took place or not (for just online survey, ascending numbers,

for example, A1/R1 and for both online survey and interview, letter in

alphabetical order, for example, AA/RA; see Table A1).

A mix of single choice questions, multiple choice questions, and

scale questions were used in the survey (Laza (Roman), 2018). A

descriptive quantitative analysis was done, using counts and percent-

ages for the responses. Tables and figures were used to describe the

results of the survey. The results were further analyzed and compared

for relevant meanings, and then discussed (Laza (Roman), 2018).

At the end of every survey, respondents were asked for an addi-

tional semi-structured interview. For AT, out of 16 respondents, eight

were open for an interview and out of 32 Romanian respondents,

14 accepted the additional interview, even though one respondent

did not return the completed online survey (See RN in the Table A1

and “a” in Table 1). The interviews were held via e-mails or by phone.

They usually took place at the respondent's work office or via tele-

phone, and took between 15 and 40 min, depending on the experi-

ence and knowledge of the respondent. All interviews were recorded

with consent of and held in the mother language of the respective

interviewee, German or Romanian, then, added into an excel list and

translated into English by one of the authors (Laza (Roman), 2018).

This present paper investigates only the challenges and potential

solutions previously outlined through empirical data gained from

experts (via interviews), at national and subnational levels in AT and

RO, to enforce at that time young supranational IAS-Regulation.

The three methods used in the broader study (Laza (Roman),

2018) were literature review, online surveys, and interview. Together

these methods provide a broad approach to receive a key perspective

from individuals through existing knowledge and at the same time to

provide an opinion overview on a certain aspect on the subject (Roy

et al., 2015). To gain more insight from the stakeholder from AT and

RO who completed the online survey, semi-structured interviews

were additionally prepared and performed with respondents who

volunteered for such an interview. For both MS, the semi-structured

interview contained the exact same guiding questions. The experience

of the experts and other stakeholders emphasize the rich and complex

real-world context in which implementation occurs. The theory-

building process unfolds by recursive cycling between the case data,

emerging theory, and existing literature (Eisenhardt & Graebner,

2007). With the help of the interviews, we strived to receive opinions

about the obstacles that the two MS will have to face during the

implementation process.

Challenges regarding the implementation of the IAS Regulation in

AT and RO were discussed through almost all 11 interview questions,

but mostly, in these five interview questions (IQ):

• IQ 2: “What is your opinion on the present situation WITHOUT

the EU law regarding the IAS in your field of activity?”
• IQ 7: “Do you find some aspects of the IAS Regulation particularly

good or particularly bad regarding your field of activity?”
• IQ 8: “Do you have any general suggestion to the IAS Regulation

regarding your or other fields of activity?”
• IQ 10: “What general consequences do you think the IAS Regula-

tion will have on your field of activity in the future?”
• IQ 11: “Would you like to add something specific or express a per-

sonal opinion to the topic” (of implementing the IAS Regulation)?

The findings presented below are divided in accordance with the

three distinct types of intervention of the IAS Regulation: prevention

(national and regional lists, cooperation, and coordination); early

detection and rapid eradication (EDRE); and management (enacting

legal norms- economic aspects of the IAS Regulation, public

participation- raising awareness and information, creating more strin-

gent national rules, and other recommendations and opinions on the

IAS Regulation and its implementation). The purpose of IQ2 was to

find out the “Status Quo” of how the situation was before the IAS

Regulation was enforced. Interviewees from AT as well as RO men-

tioned during IQ2 the obstacles, they were facing prior to the IAS

Regulation. They will be discussed at the beginning of the findings

chapter in this study.

The IQ's were then transcribed, translated into English, and fur-

ther analyzed. For the data analysis, inspiration was taken from the

step model of inductive category development and deductive cate-

gory application and from thematic text analysis (Mayring, 2010). The

analysis was a hybrid approach of using conceptualizing categories,

where previous general and focused research questions from the

TABLE 1 Number of surveys and
interviews completed and status of
respondents from governmental and
non-governmental organizations
(adapted from Laza (Roman), 2018)

Country Total (n) Surveys (ns) Interviews (ni)

Status as organization or NGO

National (N) Subnational (SN) NGO

AT 16 16 8 8 6 2

RO 32 31a 14a 18b 8a 7b

Total 48 47 22 26 14 9

aOne Romanian respondent from subnational level gave the interview, but completed no survey; he is

not in the survey analysis.
bFor Romania one respondent chose both National and NGO, in the survey counts once at national level.
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earlier study (Laza (Roman), 2018) helped to develop the findings and

the identification of the MS challenges for this present paper.

Color-coding was used to arrange the statements and themes of

the deductive and inductive coding. This phenomenological examina-

tion of the empirical data and the thematic qualitative content analysis

has helped to develop new ideas, which were not set before the anal-

ysis of the empirical data (Kohn & Christiaens, 2018). Examples for

direct quotes from the examined transcripts were used for more cred-

ibility (Stål, Bonnedahl, & Eriksson, 2015; Mauerhofer & Laza, 2018,

pp. 261–263; Laza (Roman), 2018, pp. 39–44), see also Table A2).).

When interviewees talked about challenges, they always

suggested solutions or remarks on the topics they were aware of. The

challenges mentioned by the Austrian and Romanian interviewees

could be easily categorized after the three main types of intervention

of the IAS Regulation, and then into subthemes, namely:

1. Prevention

1.1. Lists (List of Union Concern, regional and national lists)

1.2. Inadequate distribution of competences (transnational and

national cooperation)

2. EDRE

2.1. Eradication not feasible, because costs outweighs the envi-

ronmental, social, and economic benefit

2.2. Customs control

3. Management

3.1. Insufficient funding

3.2. National legislation (more stringent national rules)

3.3. Awareness (public participation, information support system

and research)

Based on the respondent's statements about the obstacles and

solutions, an interpretation of results through frequencies was possi-

ble (Mayring, 2000).

3 | FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Data gathered from the interviews show that MS face similar chal-

lenges with the complex process of implementing the IAS Regulation

and allows—with the help of qualitative content analysis to identify

obstacles for implementing the IAS Regulation in AT and RO. In the

beginning of the interview at IQ2, where we ask interviewees on their

opinion on the present situation without the IAS Regulation, we can iden-

tify main obstacles, which the implementation of this Regulation faces

ahead and potential ways forward. With the help of the qualitative con-

tent analysis, the obstacles and suggested solutions are categorized and

exemplified with quotes (Table 2, for quotes see Table A2).

A “Status Quo” from year 2015 and before is described by both,

AT and RO interviewees. This status quo will influence the future

challenges the IAS Regulation will face in the coming years of its

implementation (Table 2). Five Romanian interviewees mentioned dur-

ing the interview two status quo impediments that existed before the

enforcement of the IAS Regulation: the low involvement of the stake-

holders and lack of specialists, which lead to little knowledge about

the IAS and low awareness of the citizens. Both, Austrian and

Romanian interviewees, mentioned here that this status quo results in

inappropriate financing, insufficiency of prevention and management

and low control of IAS in AT and RO (Table 2). Yet, all interviewees

from both MS have positive expectations regarding the IAS Regula-

tion. Especially at the subnational level, they believe that the IAS Reg-

ulation will enable, quicken, and intensify the process against IAS.

Romanian interviewees think that this Regulation will establish clearer

attributions for the relevant national and subnational authorities; it

will clarify legal problems for local authorities and citizens through

stricter obligations and action. Even the costs might drop significantly

by implementing more unitary rules with the help of the IAS Regula-

tion (Table 2).

When interviewees talked about challenges, they sometimes

suggested in their IQ solutions on the topics they were aware

of. These could be easily categorized after the three main types of

intervention of the IAS Regulation, and then into subthemes, namely

(1) Prevention, (2) EDRE, and (3) Management. These subthemes are

outlined more in detail in the following.

3.1 | Prevention

3.1.1 | Lists (list of union concern, regional, and
national lists)

Lists, especially the mandatory List of Union Concern but also the

other ones, comprise challenges and solutions at the same time

(Table 2): as Wilson et al., 2017, pp.154, 155 mention, “lists require

species identification which can be challenging if the identification is

blurred by hybridization, by the lack of specialists in this field or by the

unavailability of specialized taxonomic skills.” Next to the scientific

problems of the lists are conflicts of interest (especially financial

ones). To select certain species for the lists can spark big issues

between parties with different interests and can be an economic

threat to some corporations or other businesses. The process to pri-

oritize, constitute, and update the list of Union Concern is based on

formal risk-assessment procedures, revision of risk-assessments, and

consensus building with stakeholders (see e.g., Carboneras

et al., 2018; Tsiamis et al., 2017). The Union List is the main tool of

the IAS Regulation and plays a key role in the prevention against IAS

in the EU.

At the beginning of the implementation of the IAS Regulation,

developing the list was a big step forward and interviewees were con-

cerned about failing to include more problematic and sensitive species

into the Union List, especially at the subnational level. Also, worries

were raised regarding the costs of human and financial resources (IAS

identification, specialists, monitoring, on site inventories, workshops

within NGOs, early warning systems, action plans for introduction

pathways and reporting) (Table 2 and Table A2).

Despite these and further worries (Roy et al., 2018), interviewees

from both MS mentioned the benefits of the Union List and that the

List, along with approved national and regional ones, will determine

the success of this regulation and will set the rules for later action
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against IAS. Lists will also provide more professional advice and support

from national authorities and better cooperation and coordination at

supranational and national levels. Furthermore, the interviewees

assumed that these lists will support trade and border control systems,

stipulate reliable and legal justification through legal normative acts with

financial estimations of expenses. The composition of the Union list

has been an ongoing process since 2015. A lot of progress has been

done in the past 5 years according to the national reports on the

current situation of IAS, in AT (Laza (Roman), 2018; Pöckl, 2017) and

RO (Ministry of Environment and the National Environmental Pro-

tection Agency - MMAP/ANPM, 2016, p. 157). A lot of work is yet to be

done (IUCN, 2018), but both the European Commission and MS now sug-

gest IAS for the list; send risk assessments according to Art. 4(4) of the

Regulation (Verbrugge et al., 2019) and to an agreed-upon procedure.

These risk assessments are then reviewed by the Scientific Forum and

stakeholders are invited to improve these risk assessments. These risk

assessments are then sent to the IAS Committee and then, if approved,

sent as a proposal for an Update of the Union list.

TABLE 2 Overview on the challenges and the suggested solutions for the implementation of the IAS Regulation by the Austrian and
Romanian interviewees (adopted from Laza (Roman), 2018)

Nr.

Main types of

intervention of
the IAS regulation Challenge Solution and respondent code Quote e.g.

1 Prevention Lists (list of union concern,

regional, national)

• Invest in developing lists to increase practicability of the

IAS regulation (AA, AC, AD, AE, AF, AH, RE, RG, RI, and RJ)

q1, q11, q12, q13

• Avoid conflicts of interests and keep the list less selective

(AA, RI, and RJ)

q24, q28

Inadequate distribution of

competences

(transnational and national

cooperation)

• MS are encouraged to involve in transnational cooperation

and coordination (AA, AB, AF, AH, and RE)

• RO- rather advantageous distribution of competences

(central distribution), stronger cooperation and

coordination between national and subnational levels

needed (clear competence distribution) (RA and RN)

q3, q15

• AT- IAS platform for better national cooperation and

coordination (AD, AG, and AC)

q2, q20

• More unified control and monitoring mechanism (AC

and RH)

q25, q26

2 EDREa Eradication not feasible • — —

Costs outweigh the

environmental, social and

economic benefits (long

term)

• Apply containment and control measuresa

Customs control • The list of union concern (AE, RH) q7, q16

3 Management Financial (insufficient

funding)

• Financial support from the European Commission (EC) (AA,

AC, AD, AF, AG, RA, RB, RC, RD, RM)

q4, q18, q23

• Developing higher penalties (RA, RF)

National legislation (more

stringent national rules)

• Not a priority/not realistic (AB, AC, AH, RA, RB, RI, RJ) q5, q22

• Could improve economic aspects (AD, RC) q21

• AT - AT subnational level (AB, AC, AH)

• RO - more specialists with interest in the IAS regulation

(RA, RD, RF, RG, RH, RJ, RL, RM, RN)

• Regulations by Interministerial committees (RJ) q27

Awareness (public

participation, information

support system and

research)

• Ex-situ conservation (botanical gardens—European and

national level) (AA)

• IAS regulation—important awareness raising role; IAS

platform (AB, AC, AF, RH)

q9, q14

• NGOs activities (AA, AC, RH) q17

• Promoting the union list (RG) q19

• Involving authorities and citizens (education, specializations

for specialists) (RF, RH, RN)

q6, q8, q10

aIAS Regulation: Preamble (24), Art. 14 - Art.18.
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The Union List entered into force on the third of August 2016, after

the dataset for this paper was gathered. There have been two updates

of the Union List since, one in 2017 and the second one in 2019.2 These

updates will continue such as the overall harmonization through the IAS-

Regulation. In summary, the worries by the interviewees about the status

quo as well as their assumptions regarding the positive, preventative

effects of the Lists apparently have been already initially addressed by

the first implementation steps since 2015.

3.1.2 | Inadequate distribution of competences
(transnational and national cooperation)

Half of the Austrian interviewees and one Romanian interviewee men-

tioned encouraging MS to transnational cooperation and coordination,

as IAS are not stopped by borders. The same respondents encouraged

developing regional and national IAS lists (Table 2 and Table A2).

At the time of the interviews in 2015, the distribution of compe-

tences has been an issue. It has been challenging the interviewees to

figure out who is responsible for what. All interviewees were originally

looking for a clear and central competence responsible for the imple-

mentation of the IAS Regulation (Table 2 and Table A2). In both coun-

tries, an effective implementation would be enabled by an ideal and

desired combination of a unified legislative framework at the national

level with a more diverse, adjustable law enforcement policy, as well

as a firmly involved administration at the subnational level. Yet, the

situation described by the Austrian and Romanian interviewees, with

the inhomogeneous Austrian legislative framework and scarce Roma-

nian local involvement in law enforcement has been assumed to cause

difficulties for the implementation of the IAS Regulation (Table 2 and

Table A2). Despite the widely unchanged situation within the national

competence distribution in AT and RO, it would still be interesting to

assess the evolution of this situation 5 years from the entering into

force of the IAS Regulation. Comparisons between the distributions

of competences in different MS are helpful because, through an inter-

national information exchange, solutions to such challenges can be

found. Rewards, such as funds and continuous interest rates as eco-

nomical gains, can be used as motivation towards such cooperation

and coordination. To overcome this challenge, an increased interest

and involvement of the different stakeholders and voluntary actions is

necessary, along with high cooperation and coordination between the

stakeholders (Shackleton et al., 2019), and the national governments

of the MS and the surrounding countries.

3.2 | Early detection and rapid eradication

3.2.1 | Eradication not feasible, because costs
outweigh the environmental, social, and economic
benefit

For this subject, back in 2015, when the interviews were conducted,

it was still too early for the experts from both MS to imagine a feasible

EDRE approach, mostly because of the unknown costs and needed

resources. Also, at that time, it was not known which species would

be included in the List of Union Concern. Often, Romanian inter-

viewees mentioned during the interview species such as the Common

ragweed, Ambrosia artemisiifolia as examples for unfeasible EDRE or

difficult management options. There is a need for an update regarding

the current situation in MS on EDRE.

3.2.2 | Customs control

Interviewees from both MS mentioned custom controls as an existing

European challenge in implementing the IAS Regulation. Central to

overcome this obstacle are the regional and national lists and the list

of Union Concern. Lists not only help strengthen cooperation and

coordination between MS, but also strengthen control measures

and serve as indications for trade and official controls (Essl

et al., 2011). With the help of the Combined Nomenclature codes, a

unified custom control system is set up at the supranational level.

At this step, back in 2015, difficulties occurred, due to the lack of

specialists and the control procedures (e.g., which goods? Which

responsible authorities must make the controls? Table 2 and Table

A2). Since then, additional challenges appeared: neighboring countries

present difficulties by having varying legislations towards dealing with

IAS, or no controls at all, where infrastructure is non-existent, for

example, on the border between Austria and Switzerland.

These controls come along with both competence distribution

challenges as well as financial challenges.

3.3 | Management

3.3.1 | Insufficient funding

Insufficient funding is often an obstacle when implementing supra-

national legislation. In order to succeed on time with a Regulation,

allocation of funds and provisions is mandatory (Table 2). Very

often, these financial resources came before 2015 from ad-hoc-

measures. Interviewees hope for financial strategies at the higher

level of the European Commission (EC) to offset this challenge. As

a solution, Romanian interviewees suggest the introduction of

penalties (Table 2, Table A2). Even if the EC offers a few existing

financing instruments (prevention, LIFE, Horizon 2020, EU Rural

Development policy 2014–2020, Regional Development funding,

etc.), these financial resources are insufficient. Long-term invest-

ments are considered the best solution by some of the Austrians

interviewees (Table 2, Table A2).

Why is the funding necessary? Sufficient funding and financial

resources are needed to increase public awareness, make information

available, develop appropriate proposals and measures against IAS,

and train staff in custom controls and other work areas, especially

when the Union list and other lists change every 2–3 years. Also, suf-

ficient funding is needed for scientific research (Meester et al., 2011)
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and to develop risk assessments (IUCN, 2018) that include ecosystem

services (ESS), to improve and maintain databases.

3.3.2 | National legislation (more stringent national
rules)

From most interviewees' point of view, in both MS, it is rather

unrealistic to expect more stringent national rules to be enforced

(Table 2, Table A2). It would be interesting to ask the same inter-

viewees, a few years later, if their opinion regarding the more

stringent national rules changed and if such rules would now

improve the implementation. Even if interviewees in 2015 saw the

more stringent national rules as rather unrealistic, they suggested

that such rules could improve the economic aspects of the imple-

mentation and create more coordination at the national and sub-

national levels, to implement the needed measures against IAS

(Table 2, Table A2). Better coordination means enhancing negotia-

tions within Ministries and other institutions and possibly helping

landowners and administrators in their affairs.

These rules might enable the supranational IAS Regulation to be

more effectively transposed into national legislation, by offering more

legal support in managing IAS at the national level. Improved rules

might lead to improved trading affairs and maybe improved nature

conservation action.

3.3.3 | Awareness (public participation, information
support system, and research)

Awareness about the IAS Regulation and the IAS situation plays a

huge role in improving the implementation. It encourages authorities,

NGOs, specialists, and citizens to find solutions and overcome

financial challenges at all three levels—supranational, national, and

subnational. The implementation of the IAS Regulation is considered

an enormous administrative burden that requires a lot of effort,

resources, and work to become successful. IAS platforms, such as the

one in AT, increase awareness and cooperation between national and

subnational stakeholders in MS. Within this platform, all involved

competent authorities and interested stakeholders can engage regard-

ing implementation of the IAS Regulation, ask questions, respond to

meeting invitations, and get informed regarding the information sent

to and received from the EU. Also, promoting the List of Union con-

cern will encourage concrete measures against IAS.

Finally, it should be mentioned that these findings and discus-

sions are surely not expandable to all other MS, but useful compar-

isons could be made and conclusions drawn. Other MS might want

to run similar research on the subject, where the distribution of

competences at national and subnational levels is taken into con-

sideration, next to the other aspects and challenges, MS can face

during this implementation. In this way, the implementation of the

IAS Regulation can tackle the different problems of each MS at a

truly EU-wide scale.

4 | CONCLUSIONS

The results of this paper support the practicability of the stipulated

supranational legislation and bring it closer to the national and sub-

national levels, where specific IAS challenges occur and need prompt

action. The development of sustainable solutions against intentionally

or unintentionally introduced IAS is enhanced by exploring proposals

from the pragmatic mindset of involved stakeholders. The IAS Regula-

tion as a multinational, complex, and generic legislative normative act

provides these specific solutions against the threat to biodiversity,

which IAS represent.

An important outcome of this empirical data study is that the

2015 suggested solutions of the interviewees are interwoven in vari-

ous ways with the later implementation of this IAS Regulation.

Updates regarding the implementation must still be done, experience

must be gained, and improvements must be made, in order for this

supranational environmental agreement to be met and become useful

to all stakeholders and MS.

The IAS Regulation will help quicken and intensify the actions

against IAS. This may eradicate the IAS problem to a certain degree,

in time and hopefully on a larger scale. Most interviewees appreci-

ated the fact that this Regulation at least establishes clearer contri-

butions for national and subnational authorities as well as clarifies

legal problems for local authorities and citizens. Regarding the finan-

cial aspects, the Regulation will enable prompt measures and trigger

funds, and drop the costs IAS cause in the long term through more

unitary rules.

ENDNOTES
1 European Commission, https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/

invasivealien/index_en.htm, accessed on October 23, 2020.
2 (European Commission, 2020), https://ec.europa.eu/environment/

nature/invasivealien/list/index_en.htm accessed on October

21, 2020.
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APPENDIX

TABLE A1 Details about data collection (Laza (Roman), 2018; Mauerhofer & Laza (Roman), 2018)

Country
Respondent
code

Status as public
authority or NGO

Jurisdictional type of

competence
(legislation/
enforcement)a

Stakeholder
workplace Survey date Interview date Type

Austria AA National Both University, science June 10, 2015 July 13, 2015 Meeting

AB National Both Federal ministry June 10, 2015 June 16e, 2015 Meeting

A1 NGO None NGO June 15, 2015

AC National None Company June 17, 2015 June 18, 2015 Meeting

AD National Both Federal authority,

science

June 19, 2015 December 14, 2015 Meeting

AE National Both Federal authority June 21, 2015 July 13, 2015 Meeting

A2 Subnational Both Provincial agency/

department

June 25, 2015

A3 Subnational Legislation Legally intended

representation of

interests

July 08, 2015

A4 Subnational Enforcement Provincial agency/

department

July 13, 2015

A5 National None Federal agency/

department,

science

September 21, 2015

A6 NGO None NGO September 22, 2015

A7 National Enforcement Federal agency/

department

September 22, 2015

AFa National Partial enforcementb Federal authority September 23, 2015 June 18, 2015 Meeting

AGa Subnational Both Provincial agency/

department

October 22, 2015 June 17, 2015 Meeting

AHa Subnational Both State authority October 28, 2015 June 23, 2015 Phone

A8 Subnational Enforcement Independent, state

agency/

department,

November 08, 2015

Romania R1 National Enforcement

(regulation)

Institution of higher

education

July 17, 2015

RA Subnational Both (legislation,

control,

administration)

Public local institution July 18, 2015 September 09, 2015 Meeting

RB Subnational Enforcement (control,

administration)

Public local institution July 19, 2015 September 09, 2015 Meeting

(Continues)

ROMAN AND MAUERHOFER 9

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-015-0948-y
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC104969/kj-na-28596-en-n.pdf
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC104969/kj-na-28596-en-n.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109405
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109405
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2217


TABLE A1 (Continued)

Country
Respondent
code

Status as public
authority or NGO

Jurisdictional type of

competence
(legislation/
enforcement)a

Stakeholder
workplace Survey date Interview date Type

RC Subnational Enforcement

(administration)

Public local

administration

July 20, 2015 September 09, 2015

R2 Subnational None Company July 28, 2015

RD National None Further education,

institution of higher

education, science

August 27, 2015 September 10, 2015 Meeting

RE National Both (legislation,

regulation)

Public national

institution

September 02, 2015 September 02, 2015 Meeting

RFa National None Institution of higher

education

September 16, 2015 September 08, 2015 Meeting

R3 National Both (legislation,

regulation)

Public national

institution

September 16, 2015

R4 National None Science September 17, 2015

RG NGO Both (legislation,

administration)

NGO September 30, 2015 October 06, 2015 Phone

R5 National Enforcement (control) Public national

institution

October 01, 2015

R6 National Enforcement

(regulation,

administration)

National authority October 02, 2015

RH NGO None NGO, science October 04, 2015 October 05, 2015 Phone

R7 Subnational None Public local

administration

October 05, 2015

R8 National None Institution of higher

education

October 05, 2015

R9 National None Institution of higher

education

October 06, 2015

R10 NGO None NGO October 06, 2015

R11 National, NGO Skipped question Institution of higher

education, NGO

October 07, 2015

R12 National Legislation National authority,

public national

October 09, 2015

R13 National None Public national

institution

October 09, 2015

RI Subnational Enforcement (control,

administration)

Private forestry

administration

October 09, 2015 October 09, 2015 Phone

R14 National Enforcement

(administration)

PFA, institution of

higher education,

NGO

October 09, 2015

R15 NGO Enforcement

(administration)

Legal entity, NGO October 10, 2015

R16 Subnational Enforcement

(administration)

Independent

administration

October 12, 2015

R17 National Enforcement

(administration)

Public national

institution

October 13, 2015

RJ National Both (legislation,

regulation)

National authority October 15, 2015 October 20, 2015 Phone

RK NGO None NGO October 16, 2015 October 22, 2015 Phone

RL National Public national

institution, NGO

October 18, 2015 October 28, 2015 Phone
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TABLE A1 (Continued)

Country
Respondent
code

Status as public
authority or NGO

Jurisdictional type of

competence
(legislation/
enforcement)a

Stakeholder
workplace Survey date Interview date Type

Enforcement

(regulation, control,

administration)

R18 National Both (legislation,

regulation,

administration)

Public national

institution

October 19, 2015

RM NGO Both (legislation,

regulation, control,

administration)

NGO October 19, 2015 October 29, 2015 Phone

RNc Subnational Enforcement (control) Public local institution No survey July 13, 2015 Meeting

aRespondents who first did the interview and afterwards sent the survey.
bSkipped question about the level of competences, verbally checked- answer: skipped question, because it is no fitted option for respondent, but

“partially” (AF)- still counts as enforcement in the survey analysis.
cOnly interview, no survey- only in the qualitative analysis of the semi-structured interview.

TABLE A2 Explicit quotes of the Austrian and Romanian interviewees used to justify the findings for the challenges and the solutions (Laza
(Roman), 2018)

Quote code Quote and respondent code

q1 “If there is no list, there is no control, easy.” (AE)

q2 “The legal situation in Austria is very inhomogeneous, which has to do with a strong fragmentation of the law landscape […]
responsibilities between federal and provincial competences. IAS or biological invasions do not have any separate matter in the

law […]. […] wide bandwidth of laws that regulate aspects of this topic […] are again more fragmented […] by the federal

government and […] by the provinces.” (AD)

q3 “The current situation is rather ambiguous, because more species are spreading, and invasions are growing, and the local and

central authorities have limited attributions in this field.” (RA)

q4 “The financing is insufficient and before there was no financial demand of covering invasive species management, preventive

measures, and others. […] it is always difficult to implement measures promptly, because […] it happens ad hoc or from existing

scarce budgets of most working areas.” (AD)

q5 “[…] when a city tries to combat the species through standard methods […], but the combat is not made in the surrounding

municipalities or villages, effects are minimal.” (RA)

q6 “More involvement is required. For this, national, regional and local mechanisms are needed […]” (RF)

q7 “[…] basically, there is no control and there are many potential risks at the entrance zones.” (RH)

q8 “Unfortunately, there are no trainings for specialists from this working field about the identification of certain IAS that can occur

or are present accidentally, unintentionally or intentionally in certain ecosystems.” (RN)

q9 “The regulation contributes to raising awareness about the IAS problem, […] but also to the panic and fears in certain domains

which are believed to be adversely affected in their economic activity. Of course, the regulation is an enormous administrative

burden […]” (AF)

q10 “[…] increased interest from the authorities for our data and information. […] hopesome teams, and/or specialized laboratories will

be established and financed by the state or through other budget mechanisms. The interest in projects are high, when there are

financial resources, but if those resources disappear usually the activity dies too.” (RH)

q11 “Until the adoption of the lists, it is simply a theoretical framework, which should create some structures for monitoring and

reporting. […]” (RJ)

q12 “[…] the list is welcomed, even if at first it cannot be complete, but it is good to have along the red list a black list as well.” (RE)

q13 “The list will help us massively, because we will know exactly the species and if it is in the regulation, obligations will be

mandatory. The problem will be regarding the species missing from the list.” (RI)

q14 “Furthermore, an IAS platform tries to include all stakeholders for the service of the Austrian authorities responsible for the

implementation. […]” (AF)

q15 “[…] we are waiting for clear and precise orders to act on local level after a prior training from the central authorities.” (RN)

(Continues)
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TABLE A2 (Continued)

Quote code Quote and respondent code

q16 “[…] for Austria, there is the challenge at the border to Switzerland, with no existing phytosanitary controls, […]. New

infrastructure is needed there.” (AE)

q17 “[…]we try to do some workshops. Because we are a NGO, we will continue doing all that research, and monitoring on which our

work relies, so that we can determine the most effective mechanisms of intervention. We will seek and adapt effective

mechanisms for the intervention against these species.” (RH)

q18 “Nature recovery to its original state depends on the assigned funds for this activity.” (RM)

q19 “The Union list can be promoted through our ways of communication: Website, discussions with the specialists we work with […],
we will be able to promote it without any problem.” (RG)

q20 “In principle, the typical major problems appear because of the federal provinces and the federal state powers. Oftentimes federal

provinces are misinformed, but we fight all together for improvement.” (AG)

q21 “The way this regulation will be implemented depends heavily on how the budget is managed and divided.” (AD)

q22 “[…] rules are made by specialists, but bringing them into legislation is actually carried on by people working in public

administrations, not necessarily by the highlevel ministry, […]. […] usually one person is responsible of all IAS problematics at the

agency and one in the ministry, so do not think there will be more stringent rules than just the EU regulation.” (RJ)

q23 “Another large deficit of the regulation is the financing, which is too inadequate, mainly because the money that could be invested

meaningful in the long-term and thus later avoid long-term damage.” (AD)

q24 “I often sense a conflict between specialists and authorities, for example, Amorpha fruticosa from my point of view is invasive.

One can already observe it on all railway alignments, along roads, everywhere. This is a problem for Hungary, Germany, Austria

as well. Some experts say that this species can be useful, but currently it is very invasive and is not on the list, because the

combating costs are too high against the benefits that they would bring. This is confusing. We will either have regulations for

invasive species or a selective regulation against fewer IAS. The funds for projects against IAS will mostly decide the success

rate of this regulation.” (RJ)

q25 “It would be beneficial to have a central authority which coordinates everything. This does not exist in AT now and there are at

least two dozen of different responsible authorities. Now it looks like each of them will have all a set of activities in their own

impact and responsibility area. There is no central coordination which would be highly necessary.” (AC)

q26 “[…] a practical unique control system should be invoked, one body that controls and approves all IAS issues.” (RH)

q27 “Unfortunately, in our country [RO], on national level, we do not have any sort of regulations that include several working areas

related to certain ministries. In other countries these regulations are covered by Interministerial committees, such as those of

the environment, transport, health, agriculture and so forth.” (RF)

q28 “Alien species (AS) are very easily confused with invasive alien species (IAS). In AT there are 20 to max. 40 invasive plant species

that are potentially invasive. This is a very small percentage. This should be made very clear in all public statements on this

subject, otherwise an additional dangerous argument for xenophobia can provide foreign hostility and thereby the animals and

plants could be instrumentalised. This must be definitely avoided.” (AA)
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