


 
. Option 4 was from the outset designed to only cover 

conventional-like NGT products and was assessed for such products only. The analysis of option 2 
assesses the impact of adapted risk assessment/regulatory incentives for certain priority 
traits/labelling. This option is chosen to cater for other NGT products (not conventional-like).  

Concerning your specific questions, while option 4 is assessed to be the one with the highest 
potential to bring products on the market, we have provided explanations in the draft SWD section 
6.6, why it is difficult to anticipate the share of NGT plants/products that would fall under the 
notification regime compared to the authorisation regime. The relevant authority, who would make 
the decision of the status of the notified products, has not yet been decided. The draft criteria are 
being proposed based on the analysis of scientific literature on conventionally bred plants in 
cooperation with JRC. They have been well received by Member States experts in the specific 
meeting we had last week. 

significant EU funds and policy action have been, 
and will continue to be invested, to ensure that by 2030 25% of EU agricultural area is under 

.  
 
 

 

DG ENV is also concerned about the different labelling options proposed under option 4  
 
 
 

 In response, we would first want to clarify that under option 4, there would be no 
specific labelling on the notified products as, being conventional-like, these would be treated in a 
similar way also as regards labelling obligations (although transparency about the fact that the 
products concerned have been obtained by NGTs would be ensured in a public register).  

Secondly, under the adapted option 2, the labelling for authorised products would be similar to 
what is required today for GMOs. The new element would be to also give factual information on the 
type of trait the genetic modification has resulted in (e.g., genetically modified for the purpose of 
improving resistance to pests). As you know, the impact assessment looked at an option featuring 
the possibility of claims, and the adaptation to a factual statement is the response to the findings of 
the impact assessment and the potential issues that a claim would raise. There are already 
examples of requirements for such factual statements in the GMO legislation to genetically 
modified soybean with stearidonic acid  

I hope these clarifications are useful and we look forward continuing the work on the proposal with 
you 

Best wishes 

for the NGT Team 
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