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(A) Context 
Diabrotica virgifera virgifera or Western Com Rootworm, hereinafter called 
"Diabrotica", is an EU-regulated harmful organism. The beetle larvae feed on maize 
roots, causing yield loss and economic damage. Control measures can however limit the 
yield loss. The infested zone mainly expands due to the adult beetles' ability to fly around 
40km per year with isolated outbreaks also occurring, probably due to vehicle movement. 
Diabrotica was found in twelve Member States in 2009, being well-established in the 
East (all of HU, SI, SK, much of AT, BG, CZ, IT, PL and RO) with isolated outbreaks 
elsewhere (DE, FR and EL). By 2010, it had established in parts of France and Germany. 
There are minimal trade implications as maize grain is pest-free. 

EU emergency rales exist to slow Diabrotica's spread (Commission Decision 
2003/766/EC amended 2008/644/EC, Recommendation 2006/565/EC). These require 
annual surveys, containment measures in infested zones and eradication measures against 
isolated outbreaks. The required measures involve crop rotation or crop rotation plus 
insecticide, because maize monoculture (repeated growing on one area) helps Diabrotica 
populations to grow. However, some Member States and farmer's organisations now 
request a relaxation in the current rules due to continued spread, and given monoculture's 
convenience and profitability. This IA report will inform a revised strategy. 

(B) Overall assessment 
The report uses mainly quantitative estimates to compare the pros and cons of 
several quite different options, presenting useful evidence to inform a complex 
decision. However, it should be improved in certain respects. First, the problem's 
drivers should be better explained and the practical impact of Diabrotica infestation 
and its regulatory context should be clarified. Second, the report should more fully 
discuss subsidiarity-related issues, in particular what national-only controls on 
Diabrotica could entail and whether EU-protected free movement of soil or maize 
plants would affect its rate of spread. Third, a full assessment should be provided 
for each option on the risks of non-compliance and on the validity of estimates, and 
in addition the relevance of the insecticide use assumptions should be better 
explained. Finally, the comparison of options should be significantly improved and 
the preferred options should be better justified (e.g. as better than lower-cost 
options, unlikely to harm the environment). 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) Clarify the problem's drivers, practical impact and wider context. The report 
should clarify that existing rules aim to slow rather than block Diabrotica's spread. It 
should better explain the key factors driving its on-going spread and the lessons this holds 
for future policy, particularly the contribution made by enforcement difficulties that partly 
arise from weak incentives for affected farmers to notify outbreaks and comply with 
containment rules. In addition, the report should explain the impacts of Diabrotica 
infestation in a more easily understandable manner, for example by indicating the likely 
changes in yield, production costs and profits in percentage terms. To clarify the context, 
the report should explain the existing measures to prevent aeroplane-borne transmission 
and to compensate only Member States for part of their monitoring costs. It should also 
explain the likelihood of the post-2013 Common Agricultural Policy strengthening 
incentives for crop rotation and how far this might affect behaviour. 

(2) Provide more context about subsidiarity-related issues. The report should provide 
a general discussion about the "quarantine pest" concept that informs decisions about 
whether threats to plant health should be tackled by the Union or left to Member States. It 
should contrast the characteristics of Diabrotica and one or two other quarantine pests, in 
terms of extent of establishment and risk of transmission via imports or internal 
movements. The report should also clarify how the choice of lead regulator affects 
permissible control measures, by explaining the limits on Member States' abilities to 
restrict soil and plant movements in the event of national-only intervention. It should also 
explain that movement of such items is believed to have little relevance for the rate of 
spread. Similarly, the report should clarify whether Union restrictions on importing soil 
and maize plants from most third countries and controls on aeroplane-borne transmission 
would be retained under all options. 

(3) Better explain quantified estimates and assess implementation risks. The report 
should analyse the quality of its estimates, preferably comparing the predicted spread to 
actual 2010 data in an Annex and explaining whether estimates now appear likely to over 
or understate true costs. Their sensitivity to particular assumptions and the extent to 
which using more cautious assumptions would alter them should also be assessed. The 
relevance of the insecticide use estimates to environmental impacts should be better 
explained, through an explanation of existing policies that prevent insecticides harming 
bees, birds or polluting water and an indication of possible indirect impacts of greater use 
(e.g. measures to mitigate environmental risks, their costs, possible extra risks). When 
assessing each option, the report should use a new sub-heading to outline the risks of 
implementation problems like non-compliance, to indicate how factors like non
compliance or prediction issues affect the estimates and to provide stakeholder views. 

(4) Improve the option comparison, and better justify the preferred options. The 
comparability of options should be significantly improved by using scores rather than 
ranks, ensuring all scores are consistent with the findings and text, and by presenting 
variations relative to the baseline. Drawing on an improved option comparison, the report 
should better justify its preferred options. In particular, it should present stronger 
arguments for favouring them over options 4a and 4b whose costs are predicted to be 
somewhat lower. Also, the reasons for considering environmental risks acceptable should 
be explained. The way in which the preferred options' respect the subsidiarity principle 
and increase the added value of EU action should also be briefly mentioned. 
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(D) Procedure and presentation 

The executive summary should explain the distributional impacts of each option. The 
improved justification of the preferred options, requested above, should also be added to 
the executive summary. The report should be more specific about future monitoring and 
evaluation arrangements. 
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