Report on the 7th European Workshop for European National Co-ordinators

 for the Management of Farm Animal Genetic Resources 

1. Opening

The meeting took place in Budapest on the 24th-25th August 2001, with the presence of 45 participants, representing 25 countries (Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Lithuania, The Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, United Kingdom) and different international organizations (FAO, RBI, FAO-SEUR, EAAP, NGB). 

The chairman (M. Roper, UK) welcomed the NCs. He thanked France and specially D. Planchenault for the funding of the ERFP during the last years. M. Roper announced that finally 10 countries had accepted to fund the ERFP, being the 10th the Netherlands, thus he congratulated everybody for having secured the continuation of the ERFP for the next 3 years.

The chairman thanked also Hungary and the EAAP for hosting the 7th Workshop. He introduced the Secretary of the Hungarian NFP and explained that the Hungarian NC was changing, and for that reason he was charing the meeting.

As representative of the host country, the Secretary of the Hungarian NFP gave a brief description of the Hungarian situation in relation with the AnGR (see copy annexed).

2. Annual report of the European Regional Focal Point (ERFP)

(see copy annexed)

Introduction (Historical overview)

· The Hague 2000

The European NCs decide the creation of an ERFP within the framework of the FAO’s Global Strategy on AnGR.

A Steering Committee (Fr, G, NL, Po, UK) was appointed to organise the ERFP as soon as possible.

Letters were sent from October 2000 to the different governments for joining the ERFP.

Establishment of the ERFP

· Contact with 38 NCs.  27 answers were obtained, all of them supporting the creation of the ERFP: 10 accepted to finance, 10 cannot finance, and 7 need more time for governmental discussion.

· Funding countries: Czech Republic, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland and United Kingdom.

· Countries that need more time for discussion: Austria, Bulgaria, Malta, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia and Sweden.

· At the beginning of august 2001 a letter from EAAP was sent to funding countries to start the operations according to their pledge to fund the ERFP.

Concerted Action or Thematic Network Proposal
· Proposal “A European Farm Animal Biodiversity Information System” (EFABIS) submitted to the 5th Framework Programme of the European Commission in October 2000.

· The European Commission decided on December 2000 that no financial contribution could be made available to this proposal.

· The same proposal with minor modifications was submitted again in February 2001, but was received by the Commission after the cut-off day and was transferred to the next evaluation round of October 2001.

· The main objective of EFABIS is to develop an infrastructure linking national databases of Europe to the Regional database of Hanover (EAAP-AGBD) and to the Global Information System of FAO (DAD-IS).

FAO categories of risk status for livestock breeds and Council Regulation (EC) 1257/99

D. Planchenault presented a review of the steps regarding the new criteria proposed by the European Commission for supporting local breeds:

· Letter from EU NCs to Dr. Franz Fischler after the 6th Workshop (The Hague)

· Meeting on AnGR held on 6 November 2000 in Brussels: The Member States proposed a period of transition and that the Commission recognize the group of EU NCs of the ERFP (with the support of EAAP) as an international group of experts. The Commission refused those proposals during the meeting.

· The ERFP asked the EAAP WG-AnGR to review and elaborate criteria to be used in implementing the new EU regulation on agri-environmental measures. A first proposal was prepared by WG in December 2000.

· In February 2001, the EU-Commission proposed that endangered breeds accepted for funding in the past will be accepted for national programmes only until end of 2001. The Commission made no comments on the procedure to define new criteria to be applied after 2001.

· On 26 June 2001, the ERFP and EAAP jointly organized a workshop on Rare Breeds and Rural Development in Brussels, with the support of the Belgian NC, to further discuss the EAAP proposal. A complete report on the meeting is being prepared and will be sent to all NCs as soon as possible.

About the European National Focal Point

· Since the beginning of July, the ERFP has the 10 funding countries. Those countries must now send their contribution.

· The ERFP Trust Fund is totally independent of EAAP accounting system, i.e. it cannot receive funding advances from EAAP. The French payment can be used as a working capital fund.

· A proposal for a budget (2001-2002) was presented.

H. Schulte-Coerne (Germany) put the question on why we have only 10 funding countries. He indicated that it could be that some countries are not prepared to pay for the 10.000 €, but maybe they could participate in ERFP projects with smaller amounts. He thinks that it is not good that only some countries pay for the ERFP and other do not.

D. Planchenault explained that the philosophy of the ERFP is not to oblige countries to pay; since payment must be voluntary. B. Scherf agreed but indicated that the aim is to include all European countries and that we should mobilise the more silent NCs.

· A proposal on the method of election for the Steering Committee was presented: to renew only one member each year.

· Other subjects were exposed for later discussion: venue of the next NCs workshop, ERFP newsletters, other actions and programmes (help to national databases, study of similar breeds in different countries, common cryoconservation programme, course training on animal diversity conservation and utilization).

3. Donors and Stakeholders meeting and forthcoming CGRFA and SBSTTA7

(see copy annexed)

E. Martyniuk reported on the Second Ad Hoc Session of International Stakeholders in Animal Genetic Resources that took place in Rome, 5-6 June 2001. Its major objective was to get involvement of stakeholders on the FAO’s Global Strategy for the Management of Farm AnGR, and its main outcome was the increased awareness and interest of stakeholders.

She also introduced SBSTTA, an expert body working for the CBD. The next meeting (SBSTTA7) will be held in Montreal (Canada) next November. On January 2001, SBSTTA provided documents on AnGR to CBD for the first time. There is a possibility that we can have funds from GEF for AnGR. She indicated that the CGRFA agrees with the Global Strategy; its next meeting has been pushed to 2002.

E. Martyniuk accepted to distribute some summary notes on her presentation.

4. Situation of the First Report on the State of the World’s AnGR

(see copy annexed)

B. Scherf reported on the current situation of the Fist Country-driven Report on the SoW-AnGR:

· 84 countries have confirmed its participation (22 European countries).

· There are still 16 European countries that have not answered to the invitation to participate in the Fist Country-driven Report on the SoW-AnGR.

· A follow-up “communication-2” will be prepared for September 2001.

· The Regional training has already started. F. Vigh-Larsen (Denmark) informed that the North Europe training course will be held in Denmark 8th-13th October 2001, and an official invitation will be soon sent to the participants. Trainers will be Elzbieta Martyniuk and Frank Vigh-Larsen, and FAO-support staff will be Beate Scherf. P. Hajas (FAO) informed that the South Europe training course would be held in Debrecen (Hungary) 22nd-27th October 2001.

· The deadline for submission of Country Reports to FAO is August 2002.

5. FAO categories of risk status for livestock breeds: incidence on EU regulations 

(see copy annexed)

D. Planchenault presented a review of the criteria used under EU regulation 2078/92 for supporting local breeds at risk and FAO’s criteria. He gave details on the French case: under regulation 2078/92, 17 French cattle breeds received subsidies, but with the new criteria included in regulation 1750/99, only 12 breeds would receive support.

M. Roper asked the NCs to review a draft letter to be sent to Franz Fischler.

H. Schulte-Coerne indicated that the next STAR Committee will be held on September 2001 and we should think in how to put pressure on that Committe. His opinion is that in the Committe nobody has knowledge about this subject and they must be anxious about supporting breeds “in danger” during an indefinite time; we must look for other criteria (e.g including economical parameters.) and tell the Commission to look for another instruments to suppport our local breeds.

6. The analysis of the EAAP WG-AnGR after the Brussels workshop.

(see copy annexed)

L. Ollivier (France) indicated that according to the data in the European database (EAAP-AGDB), 32% of the cattle breeds previously supported would receive no support under the new criteria. He introduced G.Gandini (Italy), who presented the proposal of the EAAP for selection criteria of breeds eligible for support within the regulation 1257/99:

· The general aim is to implement a mechanism to maintain in Europe a variety of local breeds because of their role as components of sustainable rural development

· The objective is to find simple and clear criteria to rank breeds eligible for support.

· The proposal is made on the basis of the information included in the EAAP-AGDB. The idea is to estimate for each breed the female population size (NF*) expected to be reached within 5 years based on the current situation and the recent demographic trend.

· When breeds with the same name are found in different countries ("frontiers breeds") it is proposed to cumulate their NF*s. For similar breeds (with different names) in different countries specific examination is required.

· A list of the local breeds in the EU evaluated according to the criterion proposed is in preparation.

D. Winandy (NC Belgium) pointed out that the Comission needs to be given thresholds.

O. Vangen (NC Norway) expressed that the problem is a mixture of a political and scientific discussion. He also indicated his surprise that the EU supports the farmers, not the breeding associations. The nº of herds can not be considered as an essential component because it is not significant in the case of semiwild populations.

L. Alderson (RBI) said that the formula shown by G. Gandini will be very complicated for the Comission; moreover there are differences between species, and there are different methods of valuation for the South and North of Europe.

M. Roper indicated that the key issue is how to present the proposal to the Commission; we should prepare a proposal not technically complex.

7. The work done in UK in trying to save rare populations at risk as a result of Foot and Mouth disease

(see copy annexed)

M. Roper gave an overview of the situation of the Foot and Mouth disease epidemics in UK. He stressed the point of danger for rare AnGR due mainly to the culling strategy for eradication of the disease. The main actions taken were setting culling exemptions for sheep and goats, collecting semen samples for the Heritage Gene Bank, and collaborating in different actions with RBST and the British Pig Association.

E. Groeneveld pointed out the importance of keeping in mind such epidemics and he suggested we should talk more about this subject later on.

8. Iberian activities on conservation of AnGR and its repercussion in Iberoamerica

(see copy annexed)

L. Telo de Gama (Portugal) presented the general structure of the organisms devoted to conservation of AnGR in Portugal and Spain, and their relation with iberoamerican countries. In particular, he described CYTED, the Iberoamerican Program of Science and Technology for the Development and its Network for Conservation of Biodiversity of  Local Domestic Animals for Sustainable Rural Development. 

9. The conservation of local Sykia cattle breed through its utilisation for the production and marketing of quality beef

(see copy annexed)

A. Georgoudis (Greece) presented a project aimed to compose the new type of Sykia cattle, well adapted to the pastures and climate, and utilize those animals to obtain quality meat in their specific region of production. The incentive for that project was the new situation on the market after the nutritional crisis in the EU countries and the increase of demand for local quality beef meat.

10. Kinship based method of measuring genetic diversity

(see copy annexed)

H.Eding presented this communication in the framework of his PhD-project on "Guidelines for cryoconservation of farm animals". 

11. Development of programmes for co-operation on AnGR management in Central and Eastern European Countries

(see copy annexed)

T. Vares introduced an overview of the situation in Central and Eastern European Countries regarding conservation of AnGR. She indicated that there is a need and a wish for co-operation, but there are problems for financing that co-operation. Lack of infrastructure, poor institutions, and problems in communication within and with other countries are some of the difficulties for co-operation. She asked for more efforts to integrate poor European countries in the existing network, as well as for a full time regional or sub-regional co-ordination body.

12. Situation and evolution of the European database.

 (see copy annexed)

E. Groeneveld presented the evolution of work done to create an integrated infrastructure of databases to monitor farm animal biodiversity in Europe. This project meets the specific requirements of the European continent as well as the need for full compatibility with the Global Information System (DAD-IS) by using an Open Source Model. Support for this project is being asked to EC (EFABIS project to be resubmitted in October).    

13. Discussion about 2001-2002 ERFP activities. Situation – Evolution. Second proposals. Election of the Steering Committee. Recommendations for the ERFP. Activities in 2002. Mandate and Budget.

(see copy annexed)

M. Roper – ERFP activities:

· Steering Committe (SC) - The proposal is to maintain the actual composition for another year. Everybody agreed. For the next year, a rolling system will be implemented and only 1 member will be replaced. Nominations for candidates should be sent to D. Planchenault. B. Scherf indicates that at least one of the members of the SC should be from a CEE country.

· Next NCs workshop to be held in Cairo – Several advantages and disadvantages are discussed on the venue of the next workshop. It is also indicated that it would be of interest to meet during the World Congress on Genetics Applied to Animal Production that will take place in Montpellier in August 2002. In general, the NCs do not mind to go to Cairo.

· ERFP newsletter – The proposal is to edit an ERFP newsletter to have a formal way to exchange information. D. Planchenault will ask by e-mail some volunteers to work on it. J. Delgado (Spain) suggest we should have a web page; but not everybody agrees because not everybody has access to internet. Some discussion arose on wether we should have a newsletter or a web page. M. Roper asked D. Planchenault and the rest of the SC to make a proposal on this subject before the end of the year.

· Criteria for local breeds support. – It is necessary to organise a meeting to going forward. The EAAP WG-AnGR proposal has to be reviewed and then a letter will be sent to F. Fischler asking for a meeting with someone responsible in the Department of Agriculture. H. Schulte-Coerne says that is is important that the Commission recognizes that we are working on it and that we have experts on the subject; we have to reach the Comission awareness; he suggests also that the governements send letters to the Commission. M. Roper concludes that the following steps will be: to organize a specific meeting, to review the proposal of the EAAP WG-AnGR and to send a letter to F. Fischler. - No votes against.

· Training programmes – A. Geourgoudis expressed the disappointment of some Mediterranean countries on the organisation of the training course for Southern Europe in Debreceen. He appreciates very much the hospitality of Hungary and the facilities available, but he thinks that other countries should have been asked if they had any proposal. He proposes to organise it in Greece. R. Cardellino (FAO) agrees on receiving other proposals and indicates that FAO will study carefully all proposals under objective criteria.

· Projects to be fund by the ERFP – Different opinions were expressed on the type of projects to be carried out. M. Roper asked for the NCs to send their ideas to D. Planchenault. He also pointed out that the SC should draw some guidelines for application for projects: everybody agreed. J. Delgado proposed to elaborate a list of all human resources and  research facilities devoted to AnGR in each country to provide better co-operation. E. Martyniuk asked the NCs to prepare all that information for the training courses and D. Planchenault asked for proposals before the end of the year. E. Martyniuk asked also the NCs to send by e-mail proposal for the guidelines for application for projects.

· Provisional budget – The SC will have a discussion with J. Boyazoglu (EAAP) to solve some bureaucratic aspects of the administration of the budget.

· European database (EAAP-AGDB)– D. Planchenault encouraged countries to submit data to Hanover.
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