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Open Letter to Members of the European Parliament’s
Committee on the Environment, Climate and Food Safety (ENVI),
Regarding the compromise proposal for the Regulation of New Genomic Techniques
(NGT)

Paris, Hannover, Neustadt an der Weinstral3e, and Frankfurt, 12 January 2026
Dear Member of Parliament,

At the meeting of the Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER) in Brussels on 19
December 2025, a qualified majority of EU Member States voted informally in favor of the
compromise proposal reached on 4 December 2025, regarding the proposed NGT Regulation.
That text is still subject to linguistic and legal review, according to the Council.

A few days prior to the December 19 vote the four undersigned associations, AFBV
(Association Frangaise des Biotechnologies Végétales), FGV (Forum Griine Vernunft), GfPB
(Gesellschaft fiir Pflanzenbiotechnologie e.V.) and WGG (Wissenschaftskreis Genomik und
Gentechnik e.V.), sent an open letter to the deputy permanent representatives who form
COREPER I, recommending that they vote in favor of the proposal (letter enclosed herewith).
In it we point out that the compromise proposal lacks definitions for the two traits identified in
new Annex la, and lacks a provision to permit the Commission to use a delegated act to modify
or provide information in respect of Annex la. In particular we provide two definitions for the
Annex Ia traits, which we believe are consistent with recitals 14b and 14c of the compromise
proposal.

It is our understanding that the ENVI Committee is expected to vote on the NGT compromise
proposal on 19 January 2026. If the Committee votes in favor of the compromise proposal
unchanged from the COREPER 1 vote, the proposal would then be submitted to a vote before
the full Parliament on March 9, and if adopted by the Parliament, would come into force on 26
March 2026, with effect on the same date in 2028. Achieving this ambitious schedule is possible
only if you choose to vote in favor of the proposal.

With accelerating climate change and worsening global disorders, the need for accelerated
varietal innovation, to which NGTs can make an important contribution, constitutes an absolute
emergency. It is critically important for EU plant breeders, researchers and SMEs that the
proposed regulation come into force in 2026. Once the Regulation is in effect, guidelines still
need to be developed and agreed by the Commission in conjunction with EFSA. Competent
authorities responsible for registering varieties (for example, in France, the ministry of
Agriculture based on recommendations of the CTPS) will need to be ready to evaluate and
register edited varieties in the shortest possible timeframe. Only once the Regulation is in effect
(2028) will breeders and researchers have the possibility to evaluate under field conditions
verified NGT-1 plants and their derived varieties with more favorable conditions and reduced
costs. As we speak, the use of NGTs is accelerating and diversifying outside of Europe,
including on major cultivated species. The EU-SAGE data base shows that more than 50% of
peer reviewed studies related to NGT-derived traits originate from China, followed by the
United States with 19%, with the EU at 15%. In an interconnected and ultra-competitive world,
the global distribution of these plant products with NGT-derived traits necessarily requires

1



?%mn Francaise i . g . 1
des Biotechnologies Végétales FORUM GRUNE VERNUNFT

Geselischaft fir Wissenschaftskreis
anzen ? Genomik und
biotechnologie e.V. Gentechnik e.V.

v

harmonization of regulations to facilitate their cultivation, export and import. This is a key
reason for giving the Commission the power to make necessary adjustments to the NGT

Regulation through delegated acts.

The changes we proposed in the letter to the COREPER are clarifying changes, unintended to
delay the adoption process, designed to bring clarity to EU researchers, breeders and SME:s.

We are authorizing individuals residing in the EU to sign this open letter if they wish to do so.
The list of co-signatories will be accessible on our websites.

We thank you for your kind consideration.

Respectfully,

Thierry Langin

Président

Association Francaise des

Biotechnologies Végétales (AFBV)

e.mail: afbv.secretariat@gmail.com

Website: https://www.biotechnologies-vegetales.com/

Prof. Dr. Gabi Krczal

Vorsitzender

Gesellschaft fiir Pflanzenbiotechnologie eV
gabi.krczal(@agroscience.rlp.de
https://www.pflanzen-biotechnologie.de/
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Prof. Dr. Klaus-Dieter Jany
Vorsitzender

Wissenschaftlerkreis Genomik und
Gentechnik e.V. (WGG)

jany@wgg-ev.de
https://www.wggev.de/
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Prof. Dr. Hans-Jorg Jacobsen
Stellvertreter

Forum Griine Vernunft

hj _jacobsen@mac.com
https://www.forum-gruene-vernunft.de
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Open Letter to Coreper I - Deputy Permanent Representatives
Regarding the Commission’s Proposed Regulation of New Genomic Techniques (NGT)

Paris, Neustadt an der Weinstral3e, and Frankfurt, 15 December 2025
Dear Ambassador,

At your meeting scheduled for Friday, 19 December 2025, the question of the NGT Regulation
will be raised again by the Danish presidency, following a provisional agreement entered
between the Council and the Parliament on December 4.

The four undersigned associations, AFBV (Association Francaise des Biotechnologies
Végétales), FGV (Forum Griine Vernunft), the German Society of Plant Biotechnology
(Gesellschaft fiir Pflanzenbiotechnologie e.V.) and WGG (Wissenschaftskreis Genomik und
Gentechnik e.V.), applaud the considerable efforts of the Danish Presidency and the negotiators
of the Trilogue parties in reaching the December 4 compromise. The EU needs the NGT
legislation to come into effect as quickly as possible to enable use of genome editing tools to
produce varieties that address the major challenges facing agriculture, and more broadly,
climate change, the agroecological transition and food security, which affect all of society.

These are such serious reasons that, despite our concerns (described below) regarding Annex
Ia, we advocate accepting the compromise proposal. With a view to the future of agriculture
and food security, as well as political responsibility for Europe, the Council's approval of the
compromise proposal is necessary.

Our main concern regarding the compromise proposal lies in the absolute nature of Annex Ia
(it is currently not subject to revision, contrary to Annexes I-III), and its lack of definitions. The
blanket classification as NGT-2 of plants with herbicide tolerance traits (usable or not) and
those producing insecticidal substances should be reconsidered either presently through the
addition of definitions, if this is still possible, or addressed in subsequent guidelines,
implementation regulations, or amendments to the Regulation, between now and the effective
date.

We understand that your vote on December 19 is subject to further legal or linguistic revision.
If it is possible in the context of your vote to add definitions for two undefined terms as well as
a small modification to Article 5.3 permitting the possibility of revising Annex la in the same
manner as Annex I, this would be preferable. If not, these matters ought to be addressed by the
time the Regulation becomes effective. As explained below these small changes would remove
uncertainties that would be harmful to researchers, breeders and SMEs.

Our principal focus here is on the lack of definitions for traits that have been excluded from the
definition of NGT-1 traits and that are now listed in Annex Ia.

The first item in Annex Ia is “tolerance to herbicides”. While this term is not defined, Recital
14b describes what is intended: "Herbicide tolerant plants are bred to be intentionally tolerant
to herbicides, in order to be cultivated in combination with the use of those herbicides." The
language of Annex Ia could be interpreted to include NGT traits containing herbicide
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selection markers, which are not intended to be intentionally tolerant to the crop. We urge that
herbicide selection markers be explicitly excluded from the definition of the term “tolerance
to herbicides”. Herbicide-tolerance genes are widely used as selectable markers during tissue
culture as an alternative to antibiotic resistance (and do not automatically confer commercial
tolerance to the final varieties). Classifying plants containing HT selectable markers as NGT-
2 would disrupt routine research, pre-breeding pipelines and SME product development in
Europe (keeping in mind that under the December 4 compromise NGT-2 plants are also
subject to cultivation opt-out). See in particular the use of ALS1 and ALS2 genes in NGT
breeding with no applied use in crop cultivation. (Veillet et al, 2019) See also Atkins et al.,
2020, Veillet et al. 2020. To resolve this question we propose the following definition of
« tolerance to herbicides” :

“herbicide tolerant traits intentionally bred in order for the crop to be cultivated in

combination with the use of herbicides, excluding herbicide selection markers

unintended to confer commercial herbicide tolerance”.

The second item in Annex la needing a definition is the term “production of a known
insecticidal substance”. Recital 14c describes the intention: "Such traits are aimed at killing
insect pests, but they may also have adverse effects on beneficial insects such as pollinators."
It is because of the presumed negative impact on pollinators and beneficial insects that they are
proposed to be automatically classified as NTG-2/GMOs. The presumed negative impact is not
necessarily observed and it would be preferable if this term were defined to avoid the automatic
inclusion of insect resistance traits that do not actually have an observed negative impact on
pollinators and beneficial insects in the targeted crop. Mechanisms of resistance to insect
pathogens and pests naturally present on plants is part of resistance to biotic stresses, which
are among the traits for which subsidies are allowed in Annex III, Part 1, item 2:

"(2) tolerance/resistance to biotic stresses, including plant diseases caused by

nematodes, fungi, bacteria, viruses and other pests;"

Plants naturally produce a wide variety of chemical compounds to defend themselves against
insect pests (Borg et al, 2025). Many specialized plant metabolites (alkaloids, terpenoids,
phenolics, protein-based defenses) are natural plant defenses, including in cultivated crops.
Enhancing such pathways to increase resistance to insects reduces pesticide use and can be
environmentally beneficial. NGT-2 classification of all traits causing “production of a known
insecticidal substance” would conflict with (a) the goal of pesticide reduction (Zaidi et al,
2020), and (b) ongoing research that treats plant metabolites as low-risk biopesticides,
environmentally friendly alternatives to synthetic pesticides due to their biodegradability and
lower toxicity to non-target organisms (Souto et al, 2021). It would also be quite inconsistent
that the same substance could be authorized as an eco-friendly phytosanitary product while
forbidden within the NTG-1 plant category. Moreover, many NGT edits are single nucleotide
changes indistinguishable from naturally occurring alleles. The proposed categorical routing
to NGT-2 for all insecticidal substance traits would seem difficult to enforce, could create
trade barriers, and would likely treat identical genetic outcomes inconsistently across breeding
methods. See JRC116289.

Regarding the possible impact on pollinators, natural plant metabolites like protease
inhibitors, glucosinolates, terpenes, and phenolic compounds can influence pollinator insects,
sometimes deterring or harming them, but also providing benefits at certain concentrations.
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The overall impact of these metabolites on pollinators is complex and context-dependent, with
effects ranging from attraction and benefit to deterrence or harm, depending on the
compound, its concentration, and the pollinator species involved.

Plant defense responses are primarily directed against herbivorous insects, but pollinators may
be indirectly affected through changes in floral rewards, plant phenotype, or secondary
metabolite profiles. We have provided references at the end of this letter for each of the plant
metabolite categories mentioned.

If a family of potentially insecticidal substances is to be classified as NTG-2, it should be
those for which adverse effects on pollinating insects or beneficial insects have been
demonstrated for the target crop. If in the future a variety containing a trait producing an
insecticidal substance should unexpectedly be found to have an impact on pollinators or
beneficials, the Commission has an arsenal of remedies available to take appropriate actions
as mentioned in Recital 22.

We therefore suggest adding a definition for “production of a known insecticidal substance”
as follows:
“a trait resulting in the production of a known insecticidal substance observed to
adversely impact pollinators or beneficial insects in the target crop".

The current compromise proposal empowers the Commission to adopt delegated acts in
accordance with Article 26 amending Annexes I, II and III. We suggest amending Article 5.3

to enable the Commission to revise Annex la in the same manner as Annex [.

The changes we propose are clarifying changes, unintended to delay the adoption process,
which need addressing to bring clarity to EU researchers, breeders and SMEs.

We thank you for your kind consideration.

Respectfully,
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Thierry Langin Prof. Dr. Klaus-Dieter Jany
Président Vorsitzender
Association Frangaise des Wissenschaftlerkreis Genomik und
Biotechnologies Végétales (AFBV) Gentechnik e.V. (WGG)
e.mail: afbv.secretariat@gmail.com jany@wgg-ev.de
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References to studies describing impact of plant metabolite compounds on pollinators

e Protease Inhibitors

Impact on Pollinators: Protease inhibitors (PIs) are primarily studied for their role in plant
defense against herbivorous insects by inhibiting digestive proteases. However, high
concentrations of PIs in floral tissues (e.g., anthers) may limit pollen collection by pollinators
or pollen robbers, potentially affecting pollination patterns. While Pls are not typically toxic to
pollinators at low doses, their presence in transgenic plants or altered biochemical pathways
can have unintended pleiotropic effects, including changes in floral rewards or plant phenotype,
which may indirectly impact pollinators

1. Mangena P. (2022): Pleiotropic effects of recombinant protease inhibitors in plants. Front.
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inhibitors-for-herbivore-pest-control-a

¢ Glucosinolates

Impact on Pollinators: Glucosinolates are sulfur-containing compounds found in Brassicaceae
and related families. They play a dual role: attracting specialist pollinators (e.g., certain bees
and butterflies) while deterring generalist herbivores. The breakdown products of
glucosinolates (e.g., isothiocyanates) can be toxic to non-adapted insects, but specialist
pollinators have evolved mechanisms to tolerate or even sequester these compounds for their
own defense. The effect on pollinators depends on the specific glucosinolate profile and
concentration.

4. Giamoustaris, A., Mithen, R. (1996): The effect of flower colour and glucosinolates on the
interaction between oilseed rape and pollen beetles. In: Stadler, E., Rowell-Rahier, M., Bauer,
R. (eds) Proceedings of the 9th International Symposium on Insect-Plant Relationships. Series
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6. Johnson, S. D., Griffiths, M. E., Peter, C. L., & Lawes, M. J. (2009): Pollinators, “mustard
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e Terpenes

Impact on Pollinators: Terpenes are volatile organic compounds that mediate plant-insect
interactions. They can attract pollinators (e.g., bees, moths) through scent, but at high
concentrations or specific compositions, they may deter or even harm non-adapted insects.
Some terpenes, like those in thyme, have antibiotic properties that can reduce the growth of bee
disease-associated microbes, potentially benefiting pollinator health. The overall effect depends
on the terpene type, concentration, and the pollinator species

7. Boncan D.A.T., Tsang S.S. K., Li C., Lee LH.T., Lam H.-M., Chan T.-F., Hu J.H.L. (2020):
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Phenolic Compounds

Impact on Pollinators: Phenolic compounds have a dual role: they can attract pollinators
through pigmentation (e.g., anthocyanins in flowers) and scent, or repel herbivores and
pathogens. Some phenolics, like flavonoids, are involved in UV protection and visual signaling
to pollinators, while others (e.g., tannins) may deter or reduce the palatability of floral resources
to non-adapted insects. The effect is highly context-dependent, influenced by compound type,
concentration, and pollinator species.
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