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Introduction 

Background 

Ireland's agri-food sector has benefited from an approach to strategic policy planning whereby sector-led 

strategies are developed every 5 years. The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine convened a 
Committee representative of the sector to develop an agri-food strategy to 2030, with their terms of 
reference being to outline the vision and key objectives, with associated actions, required to ensure the 

economic, environmental and social sustainability of the agri-food sector in the decade ahead. To ensure 

that environmental considerations are fully integrated into the preparation of the Strategy, a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Appropriate Assessment (AA) has been conducted in parallel with 
the work of the Committee. 

The Department has procured RSK Ireland Limited to carry out a Strategic Environmental Assessment of 

the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the 2030 Agri-Food Strategy. 

The environmental assessment has been carried out in accordance with EU Directive 2001/42/EC and the 
European Communities (Environmental Assessment of Certain Plans and Programmes) Regulations 2004 
(SI 435 of 2004), as amended. 

In addition, the consultants have been asked to undertake an associated Appropriate Assessment (AA) 
Natura Impact Statement pursuant to Article 6 of Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of 

natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora as transposed into Irish law by S.I. 477/2011 the European 
Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011. 

Terms and Conditions 

The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine is collecting this data to inform the Environmental 

Assessment process as part of the development of the Agri-Food Strategy to 2030. All submissions, 

including the name of the person or organisation making the submission, will be shared with our external 
consultants who are conducting the Strategic Environmental Assessment and Appropriate Assessment an 
our behalf. All submissions, including the name of the person or organisation making the submission, will 



be published on the Department's website, however, if you wish to make a submission but not be identified 
publicly this can be accommodated provided it is clearly indicated when the submission is made. 

Freedom of Information 
All submissions and comments submitted to the Department for this purpose are subject to release under 
the Freedom of Information (FOI) Act 2014 and the European Communities (Access to Information on the 
Environment) Regulations 2007- 2014. Submissions are also subject to Data Protection legislation. 
Personal, confidential or commercially sensitive information should not be included in your submission and 
it will be presumed that all information contained in your submission is releasable under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2014. 

Data Protection 
The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine is collecting this data to inform the Environmental 
Assessment process as part of the development of Agri-Food Strategy to 2030. All submissions, including 
the name of the person or organisation making the submission, will be shared with our external consultants 
who are conducting the Strategic Environmental Assessment and Appropriate Assessment on our behalf. 
This data will be processed in accordance with the EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR EU 2016 
/679), the Data Protection Acts 1988-2018, the Freedom of Information Act 2014 and the DPER 
Consultation Principles and Guidance. Any additional personal data received as part of your submission will 
not be processed, shared, or retained and will be destroyed upon receipt. Further information on Data 
Protection can be found on our website https://www.gov.ie/en/organisation-information/ef9f6-data-protection 

The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine is committed to protecting and respecting your privacy 
and employs appropriate technical and organisational measures to protect your information from 
unauthorised access. The Department will not process your personal data for any purpose other than that 
for which they were collected. Personal data may be exchanged with other Government Departments, local 
authorities, agencies under the aegis of the Department, or other public bodies, in certain circumstances 
where this is provided for by law. The Department will only retain your personal data for as long as it is 
necessary for the purposes for which they were collected and subsequently processed. When the business 
need to retain this information has expired, it will be examined with a view to destroying the personal data 
as soon as possible, and in line with Department policy. 



How would you best describe yourself? 

J Farmer 

) Fisher 

C) Forest Owner/Manager 

Engaged in employment in the food and drink industry 

Engaged in employment in other business/industry 

Representative of a farm/seafood/forestry organisation 

Representative of a civil society/NGO 

3 Representative of an employer organisation or trade union 

Advisor/Consultant 

(J Researcher/Academic 

3 Representative or working in a Public Body 

3 Member of the Public 

• Other (please specify in box below) 

Please specify here 

worked in an agri/environmental scheme in wales for 10 years 

Please indicate if you are submitting your proposal on behalf of; 
3 an organisation 

as an individual 

Name of Organisation 

* Please choose from options below to indicate whether you wish to have your name published on the 

Departments website alongside your submission 

3 My name can be published 

9. I do not wish to have my name published 

Questions 

Qi. Do you have any observations on the conclusions in the Environmental Report and Natura Impact 

Assessment? 

5000 character(s) ma,ium 

3 



Farmers can remove hedgerows as long as it is outside the bird breeding season, will this be allowed to 

continue in the future? 

Farmers seem to be able to do almost anything to their land, without loss of CAP payments, is this really a 

viable strategy. 

The fact that a lot of SACs and SPA's and Natura sights are in unfavorable condition, wouldn't it be worth 

trying to extend these areas so as to provide growth in these sights, presumable they are in poor condition 

because of past and current farming practices. 

Talk of reforestation, wouldn't it be better to encourage farmers to create woodland that also have social 

inclusion by allowing the general public to access them. 

2. Having reviewed the Environmental Report, please provide comments on individual sections in more 

detail. Please ensure to state clearly the section of the Environmental Report and page number (if relevant) 

that your comment or submission relates to. 

5000 c/iaractr(s) ma.vimum 

Cut down on one off planning consents in rural areas. 

Only have house built close to schools, shops, churches etc. this will reduce excessive car use by 

individuals, it will also provide a better balanced rural community. 

Increase safe cycle and walking routes on public roads, by reducing the National speed limit from 80kph to 

60 kph. 

Plant more woodlands for community access. 

Develop a coastal footpath network as in Wales and in parts of England. 

3. Having reviewed the Natura Impact Assessment, please provide comments on individual sections in 

more detail. Please ensure to state clearly the section of the Nature Impact Assessment and page number 

(if relevant) that your comment or submission relates to. 

5000 character(s) maximum 

Q4. Is there any additional information which in your view should be considered in the 

Environmental Report and/or the Natura Impact Assessment? Please specify. 

5000 character(s) maximum 
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05. Are there additional mitigation/monitoring measures that you would like to propose? 

Please specify. 

5000 cliarac/er(s) maximum 

06. If you wish to make comments on the draft 2030 Agri-Food strategy, please ensure to state clearly the 
section of the draft Strategy and page number (if relevant) that your comment or submission relates to. 

5000 character(s) maximum 

Additional Supporting Information 

If you have supporting documents, please upload here. 

where possible please Iim sLlporung document to under 5000 words 

5 



Ireland was the second country in the world to declare a Climate and Biodiversity emergency. That was two years ago and 
now we have an Agri-Food Strategy which fails to address either with any sincerity. 

DAFM describes it as a "stakeholder-led strategy and 'a significant milestone" but the board consists mainly 
of big business and vested interests with a tiny minority of seats on that board occupied by 
representatives who could really help Ireland to solve its Climate and Biodiversity 
emergency. 

When it comes to the Environment - we are all stakeholders and the Environmental Pillar represents our interests in it. As 
long as the Environmental Pillar is not included in the Agri-Food Strategy 2030 - it will only ever be considered as green 
washing both at home and abroad. 

Let's not forget that when the Environmental Pillar withdrew support, it withdrew the support of the 32 independent Irish 
environmental organisations listed below. 

Regards, 

AN TAISCE, THE NATIONAL TRUST FOR IRELAND 

BAT CONSERVATION IRELAND 

BIRD WATCH IRELAND 

*WM61WV M11 

COAST WATCH 

COOMHOLA SALMON TRUST 

04161 U-011014 U1 40110KWAK171 

ECO-UNESCO 

FEASTA 

FOREST FRIENDS 

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH 

GLOBAL ACTION PLAN 

GOOD ENERGIES ALLIANCE IRELAND 

GREEN FOUNDATION IRELAND 

HEDGE LAYING ASSOCIATION OF IRELAND 



IRISH PEATLAND CONSERVATION COUNCIL 

IRISH SEED SAVERS ASSOCIATION 

IRISH WILDLIFE TRUST 

IRISH WHALE AND DOLPHIN GROUP 

LEAVE NO TRACE 

NATIVE WOODLAND TRUST 

REDISCOVERY CENTRE 

THE ORGANIC CENTRE 

SONAIRTE 

SUSTAINABLE IRELAND COOPERATIVE (CULTIVATE) 

VINCENT WILDLIFE TRUST 

SUSTAINABLE PROJECTS IRELAND (CLOUGHJORDAN ECO-VILLAGE) 

VOICE 

WILDLIFE REHABILITATION IRELAND, 

ZERO WASTE ALLIANCE IRELAND 



Contribution ID: f6c42e88-2c83-44da-93de-e2c94a1 4d577 

Date: 19/05/2021 10:59:21 

An Roinn TalmhaIochta, 
Bia agus Mara 

%J1 Department of Agriculture, 
Food and the Marine 

Public Consultation on the environmental assessment of 
the Draft Agri-Food Strategy to 2030 

Fields marked with * are mandatory. 

Introduction 

Background 

Ireland's agri-food sector has benefited from an approach to strategic policy planning whereby sector-led 

strategies are developed every 5 years. The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine convened a 
Committee representative of the sector to develop an agri-food strategy to 2030, with their terms of 

reference being to outline the vision and key objectives, with associated actions, required to ensure the 
economic, environmental and social sustainability of the agri-food sector in the decade ahead. To ensure 

that environmental considerations are fully integrated into the preparation of the Strategy, a Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Appropriate Assessment (AA) has been conducted in parallel with 
the work of the Committee. 

The Department has procured RSK Ireland Limited to carry out a Strategic Environmental Assessment of 
the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the 2030 Agri-Food Strategy. 

The environmental assessment has been carried out in accordance with EU Directive 2001/42/EC and the 
European Communities (Environmental Assessment of Certain Plans and Programmes) Regulations 2004 

(SI 435 of 2004), as amended. 

In addition, the consultants have been asked to undertake an associated Appropriate Assessment (AA) 
Natura Impact Statement pursuant to Article 6 of Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of 

natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora as transposed into Irish law by S.I. 477/2011 the European 

Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011. 

Terms and Conditions 

The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine is collecting this data to inform the Environmental 

Assessment process as part of the development of the Agri-Food Strategy to 2030. All submissions, 
including the name of the person or organisation making the submission, will be shared with our external 
consultants who are conducting the Strategic Environmental Assessment and Appropriate Assessment on 
our behalf. All submissions, including the name of the person or organisation making the submission, will 



be published on the Department's website, however, if you wish to make a submission but not be identified 

publicly this can be accommodated provided it is clearly indicated when the submission is made. 

Freedom of Information 

All submissions and comments submitted to the Department for this purpose are subject to release under 

the Freedom of Information (FOI) Act 2014 and the European Communities (Access to Information on the 

Environment) Regulations 2007- 2014. Submissions are also subject to Data Protection legislation. 

Personal, confidential or commercially sensitive information should not be included in your submission and 

it will be presumed that all information contained in your submission is releasable under the Freedom of 

Information Act 2014. 

Data Protection 

The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine is collecting this data to inform the Environmental 

Assessment process as part of the development of Agri-Food Strategy to 2030. All submissions, including 

the name of the person or organisation making the submission, will be shared with our external consultants 

who are conducting the Strategic Environmental Assessment and Appropriate Assessment on our behalf. 

This data will be processed in accordance with the EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR EU 2016 

/679), the Data Protection Acts 1988-2018, the Freedom of Information Act 2014 and the DPER 

Consultation Principles and Guidance. Any additional personal data received as part of your submission will 

not be processed, shared, or retained and will be destroyed upon receipt. Further information on Data 

Protection can be found on our website https://www.gov.ie/en/organisation-information/ef9f6-data-protection 

The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine is committed to protecting and respecting your privacy 

and employs appropriate technical and organisational measures to protect your information from 

unauthorised access. The Department will not process your personal data for any purpose other than that 

for which they were collected. Personal data may be exchanged with other Government Departments, local 

authorities, agencies under the aegis of the Department, or other public bodies, in certain circumstances 

where this is provided for by law. The Department will only retain your personal data for as long as it is 

necessary for the purposes for which they were collected and subsequently processed. When the business 

need to retain this information has expired, it will be examined with a view to destroying the personal data 

as soon as possible, and in line with Department policy. 

Your Details 

* Forename: 

[ Anna 

* Surname 

Davies 

* Country 

Ireland 
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* How would you best describe yourself? 

C' Farmer 

C' Fisher 

O Forest Owner/Manager 

C Engaged in employment in the food and drink industry 

(_) Engaged in employment in other business/industry 

C) Representative of a farm/seafood/forestry organisation 

C Representative of a civil society/NGO 

C) Representative of an employer organisation or trade union 

C Advisor/Consultant 

' Researcher/Academic 

C Representative or working in a Public Body 

C Member of the Public 

C) Other (please specify in box below) 

Please specify here 

* Please indicate if you are submitting your proposal on behalf of; 

an organisation 

C) as an individual 

Name of Organisation 

SHARECITY 

* Please choose from options below to indicate whether you wish to have your name published on the 

Departments website alongside your submission 

' My name can be published 

I do not wish to have my name published 

Questions 

Qi. Do you have any observations on the conclusions in the Environmental Report and Natura Impact 

Assessment? 

5000 character(s) maximum 

91 



Q2. Having reviewed the Environmental Report, please provide comments on individual sections in more 
detail. Please ensure to state clearly the section of the Environmental Report and page number (if relevant) 
that your comment or submission relates to. 

5000 character(s) maximum 

3. Having reviewed the Natura Impact Assessment, please provide comments on individual sections in 
more detail. Please ensure to state clearly the section of the Natura Impact Assessment and page number 
(if relevant) that your comment or submission relates to. 

5000 character(s) maximum 

4. Is there any additional information which in your view should be considered in the 

Environmental Report and/or the Natura Impact Assessment? Please specify. 

5000 character(s) maximum 

4 



Q5. Are there additional mitigation/monitoring measures that you would like to propose? 

Please specify. 

5000 character(s) maxithum 

Q6. If you wish to make comments on the draft 2030 Agri-Food strategy, please ensure to state clearly the 

section of the draft Strategy and page number (if relevant) that your comment or submission relates to. 

5000 character(s) maxithum 

SHARECITY is a research project (Grant No. 646883) supporting transitions to a more sustainable food 

system. We welcome the draft 2030 Agri-Food strategy and the opportunity to submit to the consultation. An 
overarching point is that the document should flip the starting statement that sustainability 'has a cost' (p3), 
instead pointing out that unsustainable food will have a bigger and longer-term cost. Free-riding on the 

environment cannot continue. We identify 5 key areas for attention: 

1. Adopt a whole systems approach: the draft lacks adequate attention to the food system beyond the 
agri-business sector. There are no policy recommendations to enable citizen engagement and minimal 

recommendations for non agri-business actors. There is a lack of consideration for improving supply chains 

with no policy recommended to shorten supply chains through solutions like Community Supported 

Agriculture, local fairtrade schemes, or re-distribution infrastructures. We recommend the strategy expand its 

scope to include the whole food system, with particular attention to the social and environmental solutions 

possible if policy enabled surplus food redistributions, shorter supply chains and community food initiatives. 

2. Integrate food citizenship: The draft neglects the totality of the role of communities and citizens within 

the food system, reducing it to economic consumers. This does not reflect the current state of knowledge of 

how people acquire, consume and dispose of food (Jackson et al 2020). Acknowledgement of food 

citizenship - which sees citizens as stakeholders who can participate in developing a more sustainable food 



system. We recommend bringing civil society representation into the stakeholder committee and developing 

policy to activate and maximise citizens' food choices and actions. We call for policies that enable public 
participation in the food system through community food initiatives (e.g. community gardens, community 

kitchens, food banks) and public education about growing food and nutrition. This approach could 

emphasise responsibility towards wellbeing rather that solely making the food market more efficient. 

3. Acknowledge the broad value of food - the draft lacks attention to food beyond its market value and 

offers no policy supports for the non-commercial food actors. Food has a much broader and deeper set of 

values beyond this commodity frame (Jackson et al 2021). The focus is on increasing productivity and 

efficiency in the commercial sector. This is a narrow framing which ignores the social and cultural function of 

food, particularly in a nation where famine leaves a scar on our historical memory. COVID has reinforced the 

need for a more diverse approach to food to ensure a resilient food system, leaving no-one behind. We 
recommend expanding the focus of the strategy beyond food as a commodity, and to provide more policy 

attention to its social and environmental value. P46 highlights the need to improve mental health and 

wellbeing of the rural community. Our research has found that community groups growing, cooking, eating 

and redistributing food together in any location (rural or urban) can support improved mental health and 

wellbeing (Davies, 2019). Non-commercial and shared food practices could significantly contribute to many 

of this strategy's goals if adequate policy support was designed. It is a missed opportunity not to engage fully 
with the values being created around food by these actors. 

4. Increase environmental ambitions: the draft strategy relies heavily on Origin Green and Ag Climatise. 

These have faced significant criticism for weak ambitions, conflicting interests and locking us into a high risk 

future. The specific emission reductions targets in the draft strategy are only minimal legal requirements(p9). 

There are no policy recommendations to diversify the sector and reduce dependency on the national herd. 
We recommend the draft strategy does not rely on Origin Green and Ag Climatise unless they are reviewed 

to fully address the evidence-based concerns raised by experts and civil society. 

5. Apply the precautionary principle: The draft strategy's environmental deliverables depend on 

unproven future solutions, specifically agri-tech innovations that increase yield per emission that have yet to 

be rolled out and carbon sequestration abating emissions that has yet to be tested fully in Irish soils. We 
recommend that the precautionary principle applies in the context of a climate and biodiversity emergency. 
Instead of locking Ireland into high emission production systems in the hopes that future 'solutions' deliver, 

the strategy should map a just transition pathway for Ireland's agri-business that reduces reliance on 

emission intense bovine production systems. The strategy needs to recommend policy that will diversify food 

production and land management, and develop a food system that is socially inclusive and environmentally 

sustainable. 

Additional Supporting Information 

If you have supporting documents, please upload here. 

where poss'he, p1ese mit supporting document to under 5000 words 

52421 04f-8764-40fc-bdef-ca0d91 dd2f32/References.docx 

Contact 

ri 
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Introduction 

Background 

Ireland's agri-food sector has benefited from an approach to strategic policy planning whereby sector-led 

strategies are developed every 5 years. The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine convened a 

Committee representative of the sector to develop an agri-food strategy to 2030, with their terms of 

reference being to outline the vision and key objectives, with associated actions, required to ensure the 

economic, environmental and social sustainability of the agri-food sector in the decade ahead. To ensure 

that environmental considerations are fully integrated into the preparation of the Strategy, a Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Appropriate Assessment (AA) has been conducted in parallel with 

the work of the Committee. 

The Department has procured RSK Ireland Limited to carry out a Strategic Environmental Assessment of 

the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the 2030 Agri-Food Strategy. 

The environmental assessment has been carried out in accordance with EU Directive 2001/42/EC and the 

European Communities (Environmental Assessment of Certain Plans and Programmes) Regulations 2004 

(SI 435 of 2004), as amended. 

In addition, the consultants have been asked to undertake an associated Appropriate Assessment (AA) 

Natura Impact Statement pursuant to Article 6 of Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of 

natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora as transposed into Irish law by S.I. 477/2011 the European 

Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011. 

Terms and Conditions 

The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine is collecting this data to inform the Environmental 

Assessment process as part of the development of the Agri-Food Strategy to 2030. All submissions, 

including the name of the person or organisation making the submission, will be shared with our external 

consultants who are conducting the Strategic Environmental Assessment and Appropriate Assessment on 

our behalf. All submissions, including the name of the person or organisation making the submission, will 



be published on the Department's website, however, if you wish to make a submission but not be identified 

publicly this can be accommodated provided it is clearly indicated when the submission is made. 

Freedom of Information 

All submissions and comments submitted to the Department for this purpose are subject to release under 

the Freedom of Information (FOI) Act 2014 and the European Communities (Access to Information on the 

Environment) Regulations 2007- 2014. Submissions are also subject to Data Protection legislation. 

Personal, confidential or commercially sensitive information should not be included in your submission and 

it will be presumed that all information contained in your submission is releasable under the Freedom of 

Information Act 2014. 

Data Protection 

The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine is collecting this data to inform the Environmental 

Assessment process as part of the development of Agri-Food Strategy to 2030. All submissions, including 

the name of the person or organisation making the submission, will be shared with our external consultants 

who are conducting the Strategic Environmental Assessment and Appropriate Assessment on our behalf. 

This data will be processed in accordance with the EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR EU 2016 

/679), the Data Protection Acts 1988-2018, the Freedom of Information Act 2014 and the DPER 

Consultation Principles and Guidance. Any additional personal data received as part of your submission will 

not be processed, shared, or retained and will be destroyed upon receipt. Further information on Data 

Protection can be found on our website https://www.gov.ie/en/organisation-information/ef9f6-data-protection 

The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine is committed to protecting and respecting your privacy 

and employs appropriate technical and organisational measures to protect your information from 

unauthorised access. The Department will not process your personal data for any purpose other than that 

for which they were collected. Personal data may be exchanged with other Government Departments, local 

authorities, agencies under the aegis of the Department, or other public bodies, in certain circumstances 

where this is provided for by law. The Department will only retain your personal data for as long as it is 

necessary for the purposes for which they were collected and subsequently processed. When the business 

need to retain this information has expired, it will be examined with a view to destroying the personal data 

as soon as possible, and in line with Department policy. 

Your Details 

* Forename: 

thomas 

* Surname 

mcloughlin 

* Country 

wexford 

2 



* How would you best describe yourself? 

(_) Farmer 

O Fisher 

O Forest Owner/Manager 

O Engaged in employment in the food and drink industry 

0 Engaged in employment in other business/industry 

0 Representative of a farm/seafood/forestry organisation 

0 Representative of a civil society/NGO 

U Representative of an employer organisation or trade union 

0 Advisor/Consultant 

O Researcher/Academic 

O Representative or working in a Public Body 

' Member of the Public 

Other (please specify in box below) 

Please specify here 

PhD in microbiology, primary degree in Ag Sc. 40 years experience in Ag biotechnology research and GMO 

regulations 

* Please indicate if you are submitting your proposal on behalf of; 

Ij an organisation 

41 as an individual 

Name of Organisation 

* Please choose from options below to indicate whether you wish to have your name published on the 

Departments website alongside your submission 

My name can be published 

I do not wish to have my name published 

Questions 

01. Do you have any observations on the conclusions in the Environmental Report and Natura Impact 

Assessment? 

5000 character(s) max/mum 

3 



Q2.Having reviewed the Environmental Report, please provide comments on individual sections in more 
detail. Please ensure to state clearly the section of the Environmental Report and page number (if relevant) 
that your comment or submission relates to. 

5000 character(s) maximum 

Q3.Having reviewed the Natura Impact Assessment, please provide comments on individual sections in 
more detail. Please ensure to state clearly the section of the Natura Impact Assessment and page number 
(if relevant) that your comment or submission relates to. 

5000 character(s) maximum 

04. Is there any additional information which in your view should be considered in the 

Environmental Report and/or the Natura Impact Assessment? Please specify. 

5000 character(s) maximum 

4 



Q5. Are there additional mitigation/monitoring measures that you would like to propose? 

Please specify. 

5000 character(s) maximum 

Q6. If you wish to make comments on the draft 2030 Agri-Food strategy, please ensure to state clearly the 

section of the draft Strategy and page number (if relevant) that your comment or submission relates to. 

5000 character(s) maximum 

Public consultation on the Environmental Assessment of the Draft Agri-Food Strategy to 2030. 

Additional Supporting Information 

If you have supporting documents, please upload here. 

where possibe, please i mit supporting document o under 5000 words 

5 
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Public Consultation on the Environmental Assessment of the Draft Agri-Food Strategy to 
2030. 

Biodiversity page 48 

10% of farmland is to be prioritized for biodiversity under the strategy. This is equivalent to the 

size of the county of Tipperary. This seems to be very high considering that we currently have 

1000's of ha of land that is taken over by invasive species all over the country. 

Invasive species (plants, animals, fungi and microorganisms) are non-native species that have 

been introduced by humans into an area, and have the ability to threaten our native wildlife, 

cause damage to our environment, the local economy and human health. There are several 

different plants that are invasive in Ireland and the most common include: Rhododendron, Wild 

Rhubarb, Himalayan Balsam, Giant Hogweed and Japanese knotweed. 

The annual cost of invasive species to Ireland's economy is estimated to be over €200 million 

(Kelly, J et al 2013a-The Economic Cost of Invasive and Non-Native Species in Ireland and 

Northern Ireland) and this figure is likely to increase with future introductions of invasive 

species. 

This aspect is not even mentioned in the main strategy document? Surely this problem needs to 

be addressed in this strategy document before recommending that farmers should leave tillage 

land fallow for biodiversity purposes? I realise that the Department of the Housing Local 

Government and Heritage have responsibility for this aspect but is important that we have joined 

up thinking between the two Government departments. 

The latest 'kid on the block' blackgrass which could potentially become a huge biosafety treat 

for Irish tillage farmers. This seed has been found mixed with imported wild flower seed that is 

currently been imported for re-wilding purposes. Blackgrass is highly invasive, resistant to a 

number of herbicides and can spread very fast in tillage farms as each plant can produce up to 

6,000 seed per year. Therefore, there is an urgent need for the DAFM to regulate wildflower seed 

as it should meet the same standards as locally produced Irish wildflower seed. In conclusion, it 

is imperative that invasive species is addressed in this strategy report. 



Biogenic methane page 50 

Ag-Climatise 2019 (2019 Consultation on a National Climate & Air Roadmap for the 

Agriculture Sector to 2030 and Beyond), foresees a significant reduction in methane emissions, 

in the order of 24-47%, by 2050. The Agri-food strategy to 2030 adds to this ambition by aiming 

for a minimum 10% reduction in biogenic methane by 2030. 

Researchers in Australia and New Zealand are looking at different microbes in the rumen and 

using gene editing techniques to knock out high-methane production bacteria and increasing the 

expression of other microbes, that favor low-methane species. The authors proposed 

"microbiome" led breeding/genetic programs to provide a sustainable solution to increase 

efficiency and lower emissions from ruminant livestock. See Gene Editing for the Climate: 

Biological Solutions for Curbing Greenhouse Emissions GIDDINGS et al 2020-

unfortunatley I was unable to upload this publication! 

Perhaps this could be a 'game changer' for methane reduction! This is something that the 

strategy group should look at carefully. 

Unfortunately, as I stated in the section on tillage (see above) the use of gene editing techniques 

will never see the light of day if they are regulated as GMO in the EU! 
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Technology 

Ireland and EU players 
should use the EU study on 
new genomic techniques to 
promote the technologies 
for the advancement of 
agriculture, environment, 
and medicines, writes Dr 
Thomas McLoughlin' 

T
he world faces elsorm::us chal-
lenges in producing s:isiaii:able 
food for its growing population, 
Viven the escalating pressures 
of climate change and biodi. 

sersity loss. 
There can be no clouhl that sAlts-Coy-a, 

I lie causative agent ForCOVlD-19, remind-
ed us of ourvulnerabitityand the need to 
be better prepared for potential Future 
pandemics. The sante can be said i:F tow 
we produce our food and the potential 
for food shortages due to drought, hoods, 
Forest fires and list advent oFmore aggres-
sive plant/animal diseases! pests. 

The Ell's Fires to Fork strategy is the 
cornersloncol its Green Deal. Its objective 
is to contribute to a more sustainable food 
production system by reducing depend-
ency (amongolher things) on pesticides 
and antimicrobials byso%,Th:e strategy 
refers to new innovative techniques, in-
cluding bissleclsnology sod the develop-
men[ ofbio-based products, which may 
play a role in increasing sustainabilily. 

New gene editing (GE) techniques 
Over the past 70 years, mutations in 
plant genomcs have been induced by 
plant breeders using issnising radiation 
(UV, x-rays, gamma rays) or chemicals 
(ethyl methane sulfonate.EMS) to in-
crease genetic variability. This practice 
is called random mutagenesis and the 
resulting organisms are technically ge-
netically modified organisms (GMOs). 
Those GMOs are explicitly exempt from 
the scope of EU GMO legislation on she 
basis that they have a tong history of safe 
use. Much of the food we eat today origi-
nated from this technology. 

The most recent addition to the breed-
er's toolbox (discovered in 2012) is  (GE) 
technique called CRISPR-Casg (Clustered 
Regularly Interspaced Short Palindromic 
Repeats). Described as a genetic scissors, 
it can be used by scientists to change the 
DNAsFaitisssals, plants, and microorgan-
isms svitts extremely high precision. 

The advantage of GE over traditional 
breeding is that lhechsanges it makes are 
more targeted. With GE techniques such 

The advantage of gone editing over 
traditional breeding is that the 
changes It makes are more targeted. 

as CRISPIF, it is j:osilsle lii n:utale only 
a silty pat t of the gcxll:s:e. This can be 
clone wiltissul adding iurrigss DNA and 
genes can be edited dial already exist in 
he plant. This GE technique speeds up 

breeding as:d accelerates the selection of 
plants with desirable traits such as higher 
yields, higher pest resistance, improved 
nitrogen and phosphorous utilisation, 
and a range of quality characteristics. 

There are already several GE crops en-
tering the world market- mildew resist-
ance in wheat, soya beans with increased 
oleic acid levels, drought-tolerant maize, 
high-fibre wheat, reduced gluten content 
is wheat etc. 
In a safety assessment in 2020, [lie Eu-

ropean Food Safety Authority concluded 
that GE lecl:nk1ue5 that modify the DNA 
of plants do not pose more hazards than 
conventional breeding or techniques of 
genetic modification. 

GE tools also enable scientists to msf-
fer solutions to a range of public health 
challenges. 

ECJ ruling on mutagenesis 
In sosfi. the European Court of Justice 
(ECJ) ruled that organisms obtained by 
induced or'classical' random mutagen-
esis constitute GMOs and that these are 
exempt tinder the GMO Directive. Floss-
ever, the ruling also staled that organisms 
obtained through techniques of directed 
mutagenesis (eg mutagenesis involving 
techniques like CRISPR) are not excluded 
from the scope of the directive. 

Since that ruling, which means that all 
GE organisms are CMOs under EU law, 
there has been much debate about its 
implications. Industry, breeders, farmers, 
and academia were alarmed at use court's 
decision, while some NGOs welcomed it. 

The ruling prontpiccf tisany European 
plant and life science scientists 10 sub-
nut it paper to the European Commission 
outlining the negative consequences for 
agriculture IF all organisms developed 
with GEsvitl have ts) comply with EU rules 
on CMOs. This prompted the European 
Council in November 2019 to request the 
Commission to submit "a study in light 
of the Eq ruling regarding [lie status of 
newgenonsicorgsineediui:g techniques 
under union law". 

The EU study 
This study is to deal with, among oilier 
things, the status and use of GE techniques 
its plants, animals and microorganisms 
for agri-foodl. industrial and phiarniaceu-
tical applications. GE techniques are de-
fined as techniques capable oichianging 
thegensitic material of an organism and 
that have emerged or have been dcvel-
opedl sissceaoot,wlirn thseesistingGMO 
legislation was adopted. 

Member stales requested this study as 
the EU's GMO legislation was not imple-
mentablit in its current form. Therefore, 
it is essential that it be updated to reflect 
the current state of science and lechinol-
ogy. New technologies are emerging all 
site time that could be important tools to 
help the EU achieve its Farm to Fork and 
biodiversity strategy objectives. 

Contributing towards this process, 
52 legal and scientific experts in the EU 
(including myself) published an article 
injanuaryzoas titled: 'TheStntustinder 
EU Law of Organisms Developed through) 
NisvelGcnonsicTecluniques".Thtat article 
concludes that ihieot8 ECJ ruling merely 
"sheds light on the court's general think-
ing" but did not address the legal sta-
tus of organisnss developed through GE 
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Need to review the EU GMO system 
One of the main Issues with the current system Is that 
decision-making has become highly politicised at EU level. 
This could continue to effectively prohibit the use of GE 
techniques In the EU and Ireland. 

If this happens, the EU could lose these new GE tools for 
agriculture, sustainability, biottiversity and for biomedicine/ 
public health purposes. 

Member states must be aware of the rote that GE/GMO 
technology Is playing In the development of GM-derIved 
COVID-19 vaccines, Therefore, EU member states should re-

  

view the regulatory approval systems for GE technologies, 
so that all sectors of society - agriculture, environment and 
medical can benefit from their potential. 

In 2107, the Dutch government proposed that the DM0 
Directive should not apply to plants resulting From the use 
of GE techniques like CRISPR, provided these plants are 
at least equally as sate as plants obtained by tradition-
al breeding, I suggest the Irish Government support this 
Dutch proposal. This loin line with the decisions taken by 
other jurisdictions globally, and will ensure legal certain-
ty and the smooth running of global trade In agricultural 
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See attached publication on the subject. 

'For more sustainability on a global level, EU legislation should be changed to allow the use of 

gene editing in organic farming. Otherwise, the planned increase of organic production in 

Europe's Farm-to-Fork-Strategy may result in less sustainable, not more sustainable, food 

systems'. 

Open access paper: Purnhagen, K.P., S. Clemens, D. Eriksson, L.O. Fresco, J. Tosun, M. Qaim, 

R.G.F. Visser, A.P.M. Weber, J.H.H. Wesseler, D. Zilberman (2021). Europe's Farm-to-Fork 

Strategy and Its Commitment to Biotechnology and Organic Farming: Conflicting or 

Complementary Goals? Trends in Plant Science, 

https://www.sciencedirect.coni/science/article/i i/S 1360138521000716. 
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Kai F. Furnhagen Stephan Clemens ,
2  Dennis Eriksson ,a© 

Louise 0. Fresco,4' Jale Tosun,6  Matin Qaim ,© Richard G.F. Visser: 
Andreas P.M. Weber , Justus H.H. Wesseler , and David Zilberman1° 

The European Commission's Farm to Fork (17217) strategy, under the European 
Green Deal, acknowledges that innovative techniques, including biotechnology, 
may play a role in increasing sustainability. At the same time, organic farming will 
be promoted, and at least 25% of the EU's agricultural land shall be under 
organic farming by 2030. How can both biotechnology and organic farming be 
developed and promoted simultaneously to contribute to achieving the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs)? We illustrate that achieving the SDGs benefits from the 
inclusion of recent innovations in biotechnology in organic farming. This requires a 
change in the law. Otherwise, the planned increase of organic production in the F2F 
strategy may result in less sustainable, not more sustainable, food systems. 

The European Commission (EC) recently launched its Farm to Fork (F2F) strategy, This strategy 
is a cornerstone of the European Green Deal and is instrumental in working toward the United 
Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (321. The F2F strategy acknowledges that new 
innovative techniques, including biotechnology, may play a role in increasing sustainability. At 
the same time, organic farming will be promoted, and at least 25% of the EUs agricultural land 
shall be under organic farming by 2030, 

How can both biotechnology and organic farming be developed and promoted simultaneously to 
contribute to the overall aim of achieving the SDGs? It is a common interpretation that the current 
EU legal framework regulates many products resulting from novel techniques in plant breeding as 
genetically modified (GM) organisms (GMOs), while organic farming and processing of organic 
products legally exclude the use of GMOs. Hence, combining these two components of the 
F2F strategy appears conflicting and challenging, if not impossible, even though the two could 
actually fit together very well if legally permitted (Figure 1). 

Through a few cases, we illustrate that achieving the SDGs benefits from the inclusion of 
biotechnology innovations in organic farming. To make this possible, we advocate for a change 
in the EU law. Implementation of such a legal change is unlikely under current political realities. 
Many EU and national policymakers and interest groups, including nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGOs), seem to prefer coexistence policies whereby organic production and modern bio-
technology are strictly separated. Notwithstanding the fact that it is hard to justify such a strict 
separation of 'organic, conventional,' and GMO from a scientific point of view, without legal 
change, the planned increase of organic production in the F2F strategy may result in less 
sustainable, not more sustainable, food systems. 

lHigh!iqhtS 
Sustainable food systems will require 
profound changes in people's consump-
tion patterns and lifestyles, which is true 
regardless of the farming methods used 
and does not change the fact that 
organic farming often requires more 
land than conventional farming for the 
same quantity of food output. 

Some features of organic farming in the 
EU contribute to the Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals (SDGs); other features 
may jeopardize the achievement of 
SDGs 2, 13, and 15. The negative indi-
rect effects of adtionaJ lend-use charge 
may outweigh the positive direct effects 
on global climate and biodiversity, so 
that a large-scale switch to organic farm-
ing in the EU could possibly bin out to 
be a disservice to global sustainability. 

Achieving the SDGs would benefit from 
the inclusion of biotech innovations in 
organic farming. 

The implementation of required charges 
in the EU law is unlikely under current 
political realities but is nevertheless rec-
ommended from a scientific perspective. 

'Faculty of Life Science, Faculty of Law, 
Research Unit for German and European 
Food Law, University of Bayreuth, 
Kuimbach and Bayreuth, Germany 
2Faculty of Life Science, Plant 
Physiology, University of Bayreuth, 
Kulmbach and Bayreuth, Germany 
3Swedish University of Agricultural 
Sciences, Alnarp, Sweden 
4Wageningen University and Research, 
Wageningen, The Netherlands 

Trends in Plant Science, Month 2021, Vol. xx, No. xx ilrps.'doi or!10 1016.1 tplants 2021.03 012 1 
0 2021 The Authorfs). Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license (I tlp !!creative<.crnmons orgiiicanses,'by/4 0. 



0 CeiPress Trends in Plant Science 
OPEN ACCESS 

Organic farming In combination with agricultural 

G')ALS biotechnology 

I Higher food diversity (number of species grown) 

- -- 
' Higher food quantity (yield) 

I Higher food quality (nutrient composition and safety) 

Figure 1. Expected Benefits 
for SDGs Resulting from the 

--H Combination of Organ:c Farming 
viln AC;r;CUtLJr3I B.ctohno!oq  
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I Lower greenhouse gas emissions from land use 
I Lower greenhouse gas emissions from land-use change 

J Lower use of synthetic pesticides and fertilizers 
I More biodiversity on farmland 

I More natural biodiversity (less land-use change( 
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The Legal Framework: Determining the Toolbox 
In order to produce or market an agricultural product or foodstuff in the EU as an organic 
product, EU law requires separating organic production from the use of GMOs. Recital 23 
Regulation (EU) 2018/848 stipulates that organic production and consumers' perception of 
organic products are incompatible with GMOs. As a result, according to Article 11 Regulation 
(EU) 2018/848. 'the use of GMOs in organic production is prohibited,' To be precise, 'CMOs, 
products produced from GMOs, and products produced by CMOs shall not be used in food or 
feed, or as food, feed, processing aids, plant protection products, fertilisers, soil conditioners, 
plant reproductive material, micro-organisms or animals in organic production.' To determine 
whether products shall not be used, operators may rely on their labeling in accordance with 
the EU rules on labeling of organic products in combination with the rules on labeling of 
CMOs. In principle, the majority of food and feed on the EU market 'containing, consisting of 
or produced from CMOs' (Article 2, Regulation 1829/2003), with GMOs understood as defined 
in Directive 2001/18, require labeling. As to the interpretation by many academics and stake-
holders of the judgment Con fédération paysanne, the products of most novel breeding technolo-
gies, including targeted mutagenesis through genome editing, are subject to the GMO regulations 
[1,2]. Others argue that certain applications of targeted mutagenesis may still be excluded 
postjudgment [3,1], Labeling exemptions apply to the adventitious or technically unavoidable pres-
ence of traces of GMOs, as long as they do not exceed the threshold level of 0.9%, as defined 
under Regulation 1829/2003. This threshold applies to the labeling of GMOs that have been autho-
rized for import and processing. For GMOs that have not been approved, a zero tolerance applies, 
while for those that have received a positive risk assessment by the European Food Safety Author-
ity, a zero tolerance applies for food, with a threshold of 0.1% for feed. In case the respective prod-
uct is not labeled as GMO, operators may assume that no CMOs or products produced from 
GMOs have been used in the manufacture of purchased food and feed products [Article 11(3), 
Regulation (EU) 2018/848]. 

Article 11, Regulation (EU) 2018/848 only prohibits the use of 'GMOs, products produced from 
GMOs, and products produced by GMOs.' Arguably, organic production of food with GMOs is 
legally not explicitly prohibited. This means, for example, that organic production of foods using 
GM microbes can be common practice if the food is considered produced 'with' CMOs. Organic 
beer, bread, and cheese are allowed to be produced with the enzymes or directly with GM yeast 
and GM bacteria. European consumers have been consuming products made with GMO 
technology for over 35 years [5]. 
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Increasing Organic Agriculture and SDG Achievement: Without Breeding 
Innovations 
The existing legal framework leads us to assess whether the focus of F2F on increasing organic 
production contributes to achieving the SDGs while not using GMO techniques (including those 
novel techniques that are commonly considered as such). Organic farming is considered to cause 
less environmental damage than conventional agriculture. It promotes higher levels of 
agrobiodiversity and uses less environmental pollutants (e.g., synthetic pesticides and inorganic 
fertilizer) [6], contributing to achieving SDGs 13 and 15 (Figure 1). While some facets of organic 
farming can contribute to the achievement of these SDGs, we focus on those aspects where it 
does not or only to a limited extent and where biotechnological innovations have the potential 
to serve as a remedy. Given that food demand continues to rise globally and that hunger reduc-
tion is central to SDG 2, production quantities remain relevant and need to be factored in. Many of 
the positive environmental effects of organic production on the SDGs disappear when evaluating 
per kilogram of food rather than per hectare of land and while taking absolute amounts needed 
into consideration [7]. One hectare of organically cultivated land produces a lower crop yield 
than one hectare of conventionally cultivated land under conditions that allow effective use of con-
ventional farming methods. This 'organic' yield gap can vary by crop type and several other fac-
tors; studies suggest that it is in a magnitude of 20-25% under experimental conditions and up to 
50% under practical farming conditions [8,9]. 

Increasing organic agricultural land from 7.5%, as currently observed in the EU, to at least 25% 
of total agricultural land by decree might have various unintended land-use implications. 
Effects could range from a mere conversion of existing conventional farmland to organic 
without much yield loss in certain regions (e.g., areas with low-yield conventional farming 
systems) to larger yield losses (in areas with high-yield conventional farming systems), 
entailing the need for additional conversion of forests, swamps, or other natural habitats 
within the EU or elsewhere through rising food imports [9]. Already today, with only 7.5% 
of the EU land under organic farming. Europe is a major importer of vegetable oil and feed 
protein (e.g., palm oil, soy), contributing to deforestation in Southeast Asia and South 
America (101. More precisely, the EU already imports about 5 million tons of soybeans 
from Brazil or 55% of the total imports of soybean, some of which has been linked to illegally 
forested land [11]. Imports and global land requirements would rise with more of the EU 
farmland being converted to organic. Using more land for agricultural production threatens 
natural biodiversity and therefore jeopardizes the achievement of SDG 15. Also, land conver-
sion is responsible for half of the total climate effects of agriculture. Studies predict that the 
GHG emissions from additional land conversion would offset any potential direct climate 
benefits resulting from a switch to organic agriculture [121, jeopardizing the achievement of 
SDG 13. 

Reducing consumers' meat consumption and food waste [131 does not alter these results. 
Sustainable food systems will require profound changes in people's consumption patterns and 
lifestyles, but this is true regardless of the farming methods used and does not change the fact 
that organic often requires more land than conventional agriculture for the same quantity of 
food output. 

Beyond the yield gap, there are further environmental problems jeopardizing SDG 15 caused by 
organic farming. Especially in organic potato and horticultural production, toxic copper-based 
pesticides are widely used to control fungal diseases [33]. Furthermore, a few relevant insect 
pests in organic farming can only be controlled with certain broad-spectrum biological insecti-
cides that are known to also harm honeybees and other nontarget organisms. 
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Climate change will challenge current farming systems. Increasing mean temperatures, changing 
rainfall patterns, and more frequent weather extremes will create new stresses for crop plants and 
will also alter pest and disease pressure with dramatic consequences [14]. Organic farming with 
more diverse production can potentially increase system resilience to a certain extent [15]. 
However, by prohibiting chemical and biotech innovations, organic farming has fewer tools 
available for rapid adaptations, which will likely be required with changing climate in order to 
avoid major production shortfalls. 

While some aspects of organic agriculture in the EU contribute to the achievement of the SDGs, 
significant features could jeopardize the achievement of SDGs 2, 13, and 15 in particular. 
Especially in terms of global climate and biodiversity, the negative indirect effects of additional 
land-use change may outweigh the positive direct effects, so that a large-scale commanded 
switch to organic farming in the EU could possibly turn out to be a disservice to global 
sustainability. 

Organic Agriculture and SDG Achievement: With Breeding Innovations 
Innovations in breeding technologies can contribute to remedying the potential negative impacts 
of organic farming on certain SDGs. Several of the breeding goals set for the improvement of 
organic agriculture, including the development of hardier plants [16], could be reached more 
efficiently through genome editing and related new techniques. 

Biotechnological breeding innovations could reduce organic agriculture's risk of more land con-
version by narrowing the yield gap. Recent advances, including systems such as CRISPR/Cas9 
and a rapidly evolving suite of tools based on CRISPR/Cas9, complement classic breeding 
methods and provide further opportunities for efficient trait management. Targeted introduction 
of controlled deletions or insertions to inactivate genes, the precise mutagenesis of single DNA 
bases, or the substitution of small DNA fragments [1 7] facilitates rapid crop improvement, 
regardless of the agricultural production system. For certain traits that require only the targeted 
inactivation of a gene, this potential has already been substantiated only a few years after the 
advent of efficient genome editing techniques [18]. 

Crop plants are constantly under threat from pathogens and pests, while the use of synthetic 
pesticides is prohibited with organic farming. Pest pressure is particularly high in tropical climate 
that favors the rapid spread of microorganisms or herbivorous insects. According to predictions, 

it will further increase. Many crop-producing countries are expected to be fully saturated with 
pests and pathogens by 2050 if current trends of spread continue [14]. Some of the practices 
used in organic farming to control crop damage have questionable impacts on consumer and 
environmental health. Genome editing approaches could have a rapid positive impact on pest 
and disease resistance in crop plants without negative environmental and health externalities; in 
other words, they could achieve breeding goals that would make it easier for organic farming 
to contribute to SDGs 2, 13, and 15 [19]. An example is the Mlo gene, which confers durable 
resistance to powdery mildew in barley. The recessive resistance allele mlo is a loss-of-function 
variant discovered decades ago in a landrace and has been widely used in barley breeding 
ever since [20]. Generating corresponding m10 alleles with genome editing techniques in species 
such as wheat, tomato, grape, and other crops achieves comparable disease resistance [21-23]. 
Similarly, broad-spectrum resistance to bacterial blight in rice, an important disease in Asian and 
African countries, was successfully engineered by changing only a few bases in the promoters of 
genes encoding SWEET proteins [24]. The pathogen can no longer activate expression of these 
sugar exporters and thus lacks the extracellular nutrient supply essential for its virulence. Many 
more examples of pest and disease resistance through gene editing exist [1,25]. 
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Increasing crop diversity is expected to make agriculture more resilient to climate change and to 
improve the quality of human diets, thus contributing to the achievement of SDGs 2, 3, 13, and 
15. However, a few major crop species (rice, wheat, maize) currently account for the majority of 
the calories consumed globally. The gradual improvement of these species since the Neolithic 
revolution 12 000 years ago has taken crop diversity through a bottleneck. Thanks to progress 
in molecular genetics, many of the key alterations that resulted in the dominance of a limited 
number of crop species are now known. Two examples are dwarfing genes (known as Green 
Revolution genes') involved in the synthesis or signal transduction of the phytohormone 
gibberellic acid and genes controlling the response of plants to day length [26]. Systematic 
generation of variation in these major breeding targets will enable rapid improvement of orphan 
crops and thereby boost crop diversity. De novo domestication of wild species through genome 
editing has already been demonstrated [271. 

Many agronomic traits are quantitative in nature (i.e., influenced by multiple genes and gene—
environment interactions). Combining favorable alleles in one genotype is a huge and often 
insurmountable challenge with conventional breeding methods alone. For example, close genetic 
linkage results in the simultaneous selection of a favorable allele and a neighboring disadvanta-
geous allele such as the disease susceptibility allele Lr67sus in wheat that is found next to the 
RhtDlb semidwarf allele, a major contributor to increases in wheat yields over the past 
60 years [28]. With gene editing tools, the precise introduction of base edits can be applied to 
break such linkage drag' and combine the resistance allele with the semidwarf allele. 

Changing the Law as a Remedy: Political Obstacles 
Organic farming and modern biotechnology can both contribute to achieving the SDGs, but each 
has its particular strength, so combining both approaches could unleash important positive 
synergies (Figure 1). To reap these synergies and achieve the objectives of the European Green 
Deal and F2F strategy, the related EU legislation, which excludes GMOs from organic production, 
needs to be changed. 

The legislative procedure for changing Regulation (EU) 2018/848 or any other EU legislative act 
concerning organics corresponds to the ordinary legislative procedure, which involves the EU 
Commission, which formally proposes the measure, and the Council and the Parliament. 
Parliament and Council examine in parallel a possible proposal by the Commission. However, 
the Parliament acts first and decides whether to adopt the proposal, requests amendments, or 
rejects it altogether. After the Parliament has adopted its position, the Council decides on the 
Parliaments position. Usually, the Council adopts a different position, which opens the second 
reading of the proposal, and potentially a third reading, which represents the final stage of the 
ordinary legislative procedure. In the majority of cases, the proposals are adopted after the first 
reading through tripartite meetings between the Commission, the Parliament, and the Council 
known as 'trialogue' meetings, which aim to bring these three actors to agreement. 

With regard to changing the EU policies governing organics, both the involvement of the 
Parliament and the voting procedure in the Council pose likely obstacles. In the past, voting 
according to the comitology procedure has shown that there is not a qualified majority of the 
member states in favor of or against the authorization of new GMOs [29,30]. A potential change 
in the law may mirror this voting behavior, as the majority required in the procedure to initiate legal 
change is calculated in the same way [1]. Turning to the Parliament, because it is excluded from 
the comitology procedure, in the past, with the majority of its members, it adopted resolutions only to 
express its position on GMOs, not organics. These resolutions were dismissive of authorizing new 
GM crop varieties. For example, on February 16, 2014, the Parliament not only adopted a resolution 
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against the authorization of GM maize event 1507 but also asked the Commission not to propose to 
authorize any new GMO variety and not to renew old ones until the risk assessment methods have 
been significantly improved." Therefore, the majority in both relevant EU institutions is rather against 
the authorization of GMOs, which suggests that a majority is also likely to reject a modification of 
organic laws to allow the inclusion of new molecular breeding techniques [1]. To facilitate policy 
change, it would be essential to effectively communicate that (i) molecular breeding does not neces-
sarily result in plants that would fall under the GMO regulation and (i not all innovations in breeding 
by default represent a violation of the organic principle of preserving the integrity of the cell. 

Concluding Remarks 
Promoting the increase of organic production without simultaneously allowing the use of novel 
breeding techniques in organic agriculture, the F2F strategy Will likely fail to deliver on its promise 
of moving toward realizing the SDGs. Combining organic farming and modem biotechnology 
could unleash important synergies, as both have their specific strengths in contributing to the 
SDGs. However, such combination would require a change in the EU law, namely allowing the 
use of modem biotechnology, and novel breeding techniques in particular, in organic production. 
The EU has the ambition to lead the world in developing policies to mitigate and adapt to climate 
change. It requires higher yields to expand the contribution of agriculture to the bioeconomy and 
a faster capacity to adapt to a changing climate that is provided by modern biotechnology [31]. 
The current regulation retards the European capacity to address the climate change challenge. 
Improved scientific communication is required to gradually overcome some deeply rooted 
prejudices among policymakers and the wider public (see Outstanding Questions). 
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Outstanding Questions 
How can a regulatory framework be 
designed that allows harnessing the 
combined benefits of organic farming 
and innovations in biotechnology? 

How can effective communication 
be designed to illustrate that many 
biotech breeding innovations are not a 
violation of the organic principle of 
preserving the integrity of the cell? 

How can effective policies be designed 
to manage the conflicting goals of the 

EU Commission's F2F strategy? 

Which features of organic farming 

contribute to and/or jeopardize the 
attainment of the SDGs? 

Which features of biotechnological 
innovations can help to remedy the 
weaknesses of organic farming with 
respect to achieving the SDGs? 
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Tillage crops 

The EU's Farm to Fork strategy is the cornerstone of its Green Deal. Its objective is to 

contribute to a more sustainable food production system by reducing dependency (among 

other things) on pesticides and antimicrobials by 50%. 

The draft Agri-food 2030 strategy appears to recognise tillage as carbon efficient and 

encourages an increase in acreage of this sector. It commits to a 50% pesticide reduction (in 

accordance with EU Farm to Fork strategy) for the tillage sector but spectacularly fails to 

offer any alternative solutions! As we are all aware, the Irish climate is not conducive to 

produce tillage crops without using plant protection products. This will be a huge challenge 

for Irish farmers and this strategy must address this issue as a matter of great urgency! 

Possible solutions to replace plant protection products for tillage farmers in Ireland 

1. GM Technology 

Currently, farmers plant 190 million hectares of GM crops globally, (soybean 50%, maize 

30%, cotton 13% and canola 5%). This equates to a surface larger than 22 times the land 

mass of Ireland. I wish to point that the only GM crop cultivated in the EU (mainly in Spain) 

at the moment is GM Bt maize that is tolerant certain insect pests. 

A 2018 study, by (Brookes, G and P Barfoot), assessing the global economic and 

environmental impacts of GM crops for the period (1996-2016), showed that the 

technology has reduced pesticide spraying by 671.2 million kg and has reduced 

environmental footprint associated with pesticide use by 18.4%. The technology has also 

significantly reduced the release of greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture equivalent to 

removing 16.75 million cars from the roads. 

Despite the published advantage of using GM technology, the Irish Government announced 

in July 2018, the prohibition/restriction of the commercial cultivation of genetically modified 

crops (GMO) in Ireland. Making this decision, the Minister for Climate Action and 

Environment stated, "it was a very significant development and that it was critically 



important that Ireland takes whatever steps are necessary to maintain our GMO cultivation-

free status, which is a key element of our international reputation as a green, sustainable food 

producer". 

This decision will not allow Irish farmers or consumers to obtain the benefits of innovative 

agricultural tools, including GM technology in order to combat the challenges of climate 

change and food insecurity. It is ironic and somewhat contradictory that Irish farmers rely 

heavily on imported GM crops for animal feeding purpose, but, due to this decision, Irish 

tillage farmers will not be allowed to cultivate GM crops that could be critical to the future of 

Irish agriculture and to their own farms. 

Most of the GM crops that are cultivated worldwide, for example soybean is not suitable for 

cultivation under Irish climatic conditions but who knows what might happen in the future 

with climate change! However, GM potatoes tolerant to the late blight fungus might be useful 

for Irish agriculture. In a 2012 publication, scientists documented a dramatic shift in the 

population of the potato late blight pathogen (Phytophthora infestans) in northwest Europe in 

which an invasive and aggressive strain has emerged and rapidly displaced other genotypes. 

This could be the pathogen adapting to climate change. Scientists at Teagasc's Oak Park 

crops research centre in Carlow have also recorded the emergence of highly aggressive 

strains of the blight disease that have also been exhibiting levels of fungicide resistance over 

the past 10 years. 

The GM potato field trials results which were carried out over a number of growing seasons 

by Teagasc and the results (2018) showed it is possible to reduce the need for fungicide 

inputs by 80 to 90% by using a single source of genetic resistance in the GM potato variety. 

In essence, one gene was taken from a wild potato called Solanum venturii and it was 

transferred (using GM technology) into a commercial variety called Désirée that gave the 

plant late blight resistance. Using GM technology, breeders are accelerating the plant 

breeding process (from 15 to 3 to 5 years), in effect taking a gene from a potato and 

transferring it to another potato in a process called Cisgenesis. 

As I stated above, spraying is a necessity for tillage farmers (multiple times during the 

growing season) at present but if plant protection products are reduced by 50% in accordance 

in line the draft Agri-food 2030 strategy, there has to be a viable alternative to the use of 



chemical sprays. Based on Teagasc's research, GM-bred potato varieties may provide that 

solution for Irish farmers? 

I suggest that this is an example of sustainable agricultural production where farmers are less 

reliant on fungicides. One might argue that this is a no 'brainer' and surely it is more 

sustainable than use of the Bordeaux mixture (copper sulphate and slaked lime) which was 

traditionally used to combat late blight fungus on potatoes and is still available for use by 

Irish potato farmers. It should be noted that copper is a heavy metal and is known to be toxic 

to humans (when consumed in large amounts). Due to this potential toxicity to humans it is 

somewhat surprising and astonishing that this "organic" product it is still approved for use as 

a fungicide in Ireland, 

2. Novel Genomic Techniques (NGT's) 

The EU 2020 Farm to Fork strategy refers to new innovative techniques, including 

biotechnology and the development of bio-based products, which may play a role in 

increasing sustainability. Unfortunately, New Genomic Techniques (NGT's) or gene editing 

(GE) techniques like CRISPR (Clustered Regularly Interspaced Short Palindromic Repeats) 

are currently regulated as GM in the EU while other crops producing countries USA, 

Argentina, Australia and Brazil have concluded that organisms developed with certain 

NGT's applications will not be regulated as GMOs. The UK Government are currently 

carrying out a public consultation on the future status of NGT's and it is likely that NGT's 

will not be regulated as GMO. 

On 29 April 2021, the EC published a study as requested by the Council regarding the status 

of NGT's in light of the ECJ 2018 judgment regarding the status of NGT's under Union law. 

The main conclusions of the report were as follows: 

NGT's products have the potential to contribute to sustainable food systems with 

plants more resistant to diseases, environmental conditions and climate change 

effects. Moreover, the products can benefit from higher nutritional qualities such as 

healthier fatty acid content, and reduced need of agricultural inputs such as pesticides; 

The study finds that there are strong indications that the current 2001 GMO legislation 

is not fit for purpose for some NGTs and their products, and that it needs adaptation 

to scientific and technological progress. 



However, it also stated that the study makes it clear that organisms obtained through 

NGTs are subject to the GMO legislation. The study also said that developments in 

biotechnology, combined with a lack of definitions (or clarity as to the meaning) of key 

terms, are still giving rise to ambiguity in the interpretation of some concepts, potentially 

leading to regulatory uncertainty. 

The next step in the process is that the study will be discussed with EU ministers at the 

Agriculture and Fisheries Council in May 2021. The Commission will also discuss its 

findings with the European Parliament and all interested stakeholders. In the coming 

months, an impact assessment, including a public consultation, will be carried out to 

explore policy options concerning the regulation of plants derived from certain NGTs. 

Unfortunately, it is my opinion the EU Commission study raised more questions than it 

answered as the study tried to please everybody! Basically it kicked the 'proverbial can 

down the road'. I hope that the intransigence regarding GMO adoption in the EU for the 

past 30 years does not continue to blight the adoption of NGT's techniques like CRISPR 

into the future! 

In 2017, the Dutch Government proposed that the GMO Directive should not apply to 

plants resulting from the use of NGT's like CRISPR, provided these plants are at least 

equally as safe as plants obtained by traditional breeding. I suggest the draft Agri-food 

2030 strategy group advise the Government to support the Dutch proposal. This is in line 

when the decisions taken by other jurisdictions worldwide, which will ensure legal 

certainty and smooth running of global trade in agricultural raw material and other 

products. 

In conclusion, I have grave concerns regarding the draft Agri-food 2030 strategy 

committing to a 50% reduction in the use of plant protection products. I fail to see how 

Irish tillage farmers can actually survive if they don't have access to all 'tools in the 

toolbox' and this includes GMO, NGT's like CRISPR to potentially replace plant 

protection products. In my opinion, if Irish farmers do not have access to new 

technologies like NGT's, we will be importing crops that were produced elsewhere using 

these technologies. Similar to what is currently happening for GM crops and crops that 

were treated with banned (EU) plant protection products. The question that the Agri-food 



2030 strategy group should be addressing is what Irish farmers will be doing as this 

practice will certainly depress prices and replace national supply of grains. In essence our 

own farmers will be side lined! In my opinion this would be a disaster for Irish farmers 

and the demise of rural Ireland. 

For information on NGT's refer to an opinion piece that I published in the Farmers 

Journal on 10/4/2021-see attached. 



Dear reader, 

I am concerned that the draft agri-food strategy will not sufficiently reduce agricultural 

emissions, does not do enough to restore biodiversity and will not improve our water 

quality enough. 

In the year 2021 it is disappointing to see a draft agricultural strategy that the 

environmental pillar is not capable of backing. We are in a climate and biodiversity 

emergency and it is time we acted accordingly. 

I would like to see a move to a diversified farming model that works with nature and not 

one that chases export-driven intensification. We can have a future of low-input, low-

intensity diversified farming that improves biodiversity, improves water quality, better 

rewards farmers and reinvigorates rural communities. We just have to choose to do it. 

Best, 
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