single country can solve on its own increased cooperation and effective
measures adopted by albffected countries are needed The proposed IAS Regulationtherefore represents a
vital step in addressing this problem in the EU, which is expected to erther exacerbated by climate change,
habitat destruction and increased global trade and travel.

A responsive and robust system to tackle the impacts of IAS necessitates the introduction and

enforcement of bans on the deliberate release or introduction of IAS into the environment. The IAS
Regulation




Proposals have been made enabling Member States to apply fl@rogations from the Regulations obligations,
where evidence indicates that a established species is not invasive in their territory or incapable of
causing significant negative impacts on bio diversity, ecosystem services, human health or the
economy; or where measures taken would result indisproportionate costs . Examples include species that
allegedly do not cause significant problems when their distributioris constrainedby climate, likethe Water
hyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes or when they occur in small numbers, like the Monk ParakeetMyiopsitta
monachu$. Such derogations woulddue to the nature ofthe IASproblem, lead to a system where increased
efforts of some Member States both human and financial resources would be undermined by inaction of
those Member States granted a derogationThe increased travel, trade, and tourism associated with free
movement in EU internal market have facilitated intentional and unintentional mogment of species beyond
barriers, where they would be considered norinvasive or too expensive to tackleAs such, derogations
regarding these activities could further contribute to the spread of IAS in Europe.

It should also be noted that risk assessmerst are unlikely to be able topredict with certainty in all cases
whether a speciesis incapable of causingsignificant impacts on biodiversity or ecosystem services human
health or the economy, as they are based on an estimate of the likelihoafdnvasiveness Such certaintywould

require extensive knowledge of various aspects of invasion over a long time period, includiray full

understanding of the species, its evolutionary tactics anaf the implications of commercial activities involving
the species and sufficiently robust monitoring systems. Risk assessments also have to contend witthe

considerable time lag shown by may speciesbetween introduction and invasion,and the effects of climate
change.

In addition, when it comes toderogations on the basis of excessivand disproportionate costs,one cannot
disregard the experienceof similar derogations in other fields of environmental law. The implementation of
the Water Framework Directive (WFD), for example, is fundamentally undmined and its objectives
threatened by the widespread use of exemptions and thebility of Member States to postpone measures on
the basis of them beingdisproportionately expensive.

Member States shouldnot be allowed to derogate from action on species that have been found in
accordance with the procedures laid out in the IAS Regulationto be of Union concern, andrequire EU
level action to prevent their further introduction, establishment and spread This would undermine a
protective system designed to benefit all Member StatesA system with no derogatiors would also ensure
consistency across all Member Statesvhich would support the single market, as well agroviding legal
certainly and clarity for the public and businesss.

Authorising certain commercial activities involving invasive alien species of Union concern

Similar arguments hold true for derogations from general bansthat would authorise certain commercial
activities involving IAS of Union concern (e.g. animal farming, fur productionand horticulture) . These
derogations are being proposed by a few Member Statde protect their industry, viaextension of Article 8 of
the proposed IAS Regulationi(e. through permitting). In the past, species such as Americanink (Neovison
vison), raccoon dogs Nyctereutes procyonoidgsand coypu (Myocastor coypul have escaped or have been
deliberately releasec from fur farms and have made their way into the environmenteven reachng offshore
islands, where they have caused considerable damage to protected native fauna and flédathree of these
species are listed in the 100 worstASon the DAISIE databaself they are listed under theEU IAS Rgulation
as species of Union concerrbut commercial entities are allowed to continue using them, thiswould be a
serious oversight. The restrictions contained in the Regulation should apply tall activities for all species
defined as beingof Union concern The environmental and economic costdor EU



Derogation from the obligation to remove populations in the earliest stages of invasion  (Article 16)

One of the Guiding Principlegor tackling IAS under the Convention on Biological Diversitystates, where it is
feasible, eradication is often the best course of action to deal with the introduction and establishment of invasive
alien speciesThe best opportunity for eradicating invasive alien species is in the early stages of invasion, when
populations are small and locadedt. Upon detection, removing the populations in the early stages of
invasion should be a priority , sinceremoval, donein a proper and humane waybenefits all Member States

and is the most costeffective approach if aspecies hasalready been introduced.In the case of animals, it also
impacts on fewer individuals than longerterm controls.

However, the proposed Regulation currently introduces in the part referring to early detection and
eradication (Chapter Ill of the IAS Regulation)he possibility of derogation from the obligation to eradicatein
these early stages of invasiorwhen certain conditions are met(e.g.on technical or economical



