
Report on the 11th Workshop for European National Co-ordinators for the Management of Farm Animal Genetic Resources

Uppsala, Saturday 4 June 2005
Attendees: [see list of participants]
Apologies: A-M Neeteson

1. Opening of the meeting (Eva-Marie Stalhammar – NC Sweden, Mike Roper – NC UK and Chair)

1.1. Eva-Marie Stalhammar opened the Workshop on behalf of Sweden and welcomed NCs and guests to the University of Uppsala.

1.2. The Chair thanked Eva-Marie for hosting the workshop and the attached agenda was agreed.

2. Annual Report of the European Regional Focal Point & Discussions Dominique Planchenault (NC France and ERFP Secretariat)

2.1. Secretariat) gave a brief report for the Secretariat, describing the various activities of the ERFP, the Steering Committee and the Secretariat since the 2004 NCs Workshop in Bled. He outlined the various decisions that would need to be made by NCs during the afternoon business session of the Workshop. He also presented the current financial situation of the ERFP and presented a budget for 2005/06. More details are provided in the attached presentation notes. (see copy annexed)


3. Progress on the First Report State of the World’s FAnGR, Report on the Strategic Priorities and FAO Intergovernmental Meetings
(Ricardo Cardellino – FAO Rome) - (see copy annexed)
3.1. Progress on SoW. An update presentation was given on the SoW report and slide hand-outs provided with a schedule for the report and further background.


3.1.1. 159 countries have now submitted an official report and a further 11 are expected before the end of July. The response is far greater than initially expected and represents a 90% turnout (from 181 invited). Even some countries not part of the FAO (such as Russia) have contributed and the report will now be able to cover 95% of the word’s land surface.
3.1.2. The FAO have now moved on to the assessment phase of the report and are half-way through ‘identifying needs’. One key concept that will emerge from the report is that of follow-up mechanisms to ensure that recommendations and actions are followed through. Such mechanisms could include:

· National/Regional political commitment to support sustainable livestock production

· Donor commitment in long term development projects


3.2. FAO Intergovernmental Meetings. There are to be 2 sets of intergovernmental meetings in 2006:

· 17-19 May - the Intergovernmental Technical Working Group on AnGR.

· November 2006 - Eleventh Regular Session of the Commission for Food and Agriculture.


3.2.1. The FAO Commission have approved the convening of an International Technical Conference on AnGR, akin to that on the Plant Genetic Resource format and the conference is planned for 2007. This conference will help to establish actions globally and the FAO are looking for a country to finance/co-finance and host the conference.
3.3. Report on Strategic Priorities for Action.


3.3.1. The first draft of this report is expected to be available in July 2005 and will be based on 141 Country Reports submitted to the FAO, other international reports and specially commissioned studies.


3.3.2. The report will be subject to regional consultation and will be shaped in the following format: (see slides for more detail)

· Overview of AnGR
· Inventory & Characterisation
· Utilisation
· Conservation
· Institutions and Capacity Building

3.3.3. The regional consultations will not take place in physical meetings but will be done by email. The aims of the consultations are to:

· Review the Report on Strategic Priorities for Action

· Identify Regional Priorities

· Formulate plans for regional co-operation

· Include the policy dimension and secure political buy-in

· Discuss the organisation of Regional Focal Points.


3.3.4. Key answers to ERFP questions:

· Consultations are planned for September

· Consultations will be aimed at the policy level, rather than technical

· The FAO is interested in securing ERFP support

· These will be formally seen by the FAO as ERFP meetings

· FAO plans and wishes will be detailed to the ERFP in written format soon

· A small ERFP working group may be formed and a preparatory workshop may be convened for setting up this group

· A regional report for ‘Europe’ will be produced


3.4. Regional Reports


3.4.1. The detail expected in the reports was presented. The FAO will develop and issue a template with Guidelines. The concept of follow-up mechanisms was reiterated and should be supported by:

· Mobilising financial resources

· Providing support for project design, development and applications to funding agencies

· Communicating the AnGR message


3.4.2. The FAO Commission on GRFA will provide funding from its regular programme and the FAO will continue to maintain its network of National Co-ordinators and provide staff time to support project proposals and regional focal points.
3.4.3. The ERFP is the only functional RFP in the world at present. The other potential RFPs include the Middle East; Asia & Latin America but the formation and continuation of these is hampered by weak National structures, budget limitations, ‘ownership’ (i.e. concept that the FAO is responsible for everything), poor communications and in some cases, regional instability.
3.4.4. The FAO recommend the ERFP establish further partnerships and encourage more co-operations, using cultural similarities across Europe, within Mediterranean countries, the Russian Federation, Central & Eastern Europe, Asia and other regions in the world.
3.4.5. To encourage the establishment of other RFPs, the FAO recognise that an RFP should have at least a network of National Co-ordinators, a website and email network, budgetary support for regular meetings, capacity for project preparation and political recognition. The FAO can contribute to this with ‘seed money’ and provide guidance & support but all counties in a region must be prepared to contribute in-kind and financially to some extent.
4. ERFP Contribution to the SoW Regional Activities (Hermann Schulte-Coerne – NC Germany) - (see copy annexed)
4.1. A mandate from the FAO Commission recommended that RFP consultation should take place based on the draft Report on Strategic Priorities for Action. The ERFP should be interested in the output from this and ensure the report reflects the important issues, scientific situation and the needs of the ERFP countries.


4.2. Most National Co-ordinators are developing action plans and strategies, and are uncovering many common issues such as the need for finding resources and political/industrial support. The report could highlight and reinforce the ERFPs common needs.
4.3. The regional Consultations can help raise political awareness and improve contacts to Governments and the EU for financial and technical support.

ACTION
· Vote needed for ERFP support for Regional Consultation via the ERFP

· Vote to seek 80% funding from the EU for this meeting as accompanying action under Regulation 870/2004

· Vote to assemble a small advisory group of National Co-ordinators to prepare this meeting

4.4. A Regional Consultation Seminar funded under the EU 870/2004 programme would be open to third countries, namely EFTA/EEA countries (in accordance with the EEA Agreement) and associated countries as per associated bilateral Agreements.

4.5.  Norway described their proposal to host a legislative seminar to coincide with the Regional Consultation meeting. The seminar is designed specifically for National Co-ordinators and would help describe the legal framework that most countries in Europe work within and help NCs understand the existing policy instruments. The proposal under the 2004/05 Call for Action went to the Secretariat in February and was approved.
Discussion:
· S Hiemstra (NL) – How would the Regional Consultation Seminar  relate to the e-conferencing proposal– The proposed seminar would provide an essential link between NCs and the respective ‘Ministry’ and the Policies put in place by that Ministry. Irene Hoffman from the FAO welcomed the opportunity for NCs to convene a Seminar, as there is a problem of standardisation in policy terms.

· H Schulte-Coerne asked how we could effectively involve the political levels by email. Beate Scherf said there is a dependency on regional facilitators. The FAO would prefer to have physical meetings but this is not always possible.

· H Schulte-Coerne suggested that NCs have been strengthened by the process of preparing the Country Reports and that the Regions should be responsible for preparing Regional Reports, not the FAO. However, other NCs recognised the need to have the broader global picture written into the reports and FAO to be responsible for drafting Regional Reports with input from NCs within the region.

· S Hiemstra asked why no veterinary regulations are included in the Norwegian proposal. Nina Saether confirmed that a separate proposal had been submitted by Germany  in the 2004/05 Call  to cover these aspects – project 6 and had been accepted.

· L. Byrne [NC Ireland] suggested that because not all NCs are from a Ministry, that a Ministry representative from each country ought to be invited to the Norwegian meeting in addition to the NC. This suggestion was understood and will be considered.

Note for Co-ordinators: the French BRG has published a guide to the International regulations on the conservation, utilisation and exchange of genetic resources. A free hard copy can be obtained writing to Dominique Planchenault – BRG France.
5. Collaboration between the EAAP Working Group on Animal Genetic Resources and the ERFP
Gustavo Gandini – EAAP, Rome - (see copy annexed)
5.1. An overview of the aims of the Working Group was given and the official links between the EAAP and the ERFP were described. 


5.2. The EAAP Working Group has been participating in two ERFP research projects, namely ‘Development of guidelines for the cryopreservation of AnGR in Europe’ and ‘A study on optimising the implementation of databases on AnGR’. In addition, there has been close collaboration on the development of the EFAB-IS system.
Discussion

· H Schulte-Coerne stated that there is a need to formalise the EAAP and ERFP roles and relations. In addition, there is a need to better understand the technical and scientific work of the EAAP. D Planchenault said that he saw the EAAP’s primary role as providing scientific support. G Gandini said that these issues will be raised at the EAAP AnGR Working Group meeting tomorrow (5th June).

· S Hiemstra asked whether the ERFP and the EAAP should formalise their meeting at the ERFP workshop once a year. G Gandini agreed with this, suggesting this meeting could be complemented by email correspondence.

· M Roper asked if H Schulte-Coerne was suggesting that the formalisation of roles should include an amendment to the ERFP’s Terms of Reference to include the EAAP, since informal links are already strong and further formalisation may not be necessary. H Schulte-Coerne said that further formalisation is not necessary so long as the relationship is well understood and transparent. 

· G. Gandini said that D Planchenaults representation at EAAP meetings is sufficient and that this will also be discussed at tomorrow’s meeting. The minutes of this meeting will be published under ‘News’ on the EAAP website.

6. ERFP Website D Jimenez Krauze – ZADI Germany - (see copy annexed)


6.1. Daniel informed the group that the work was moving from ZADI (German Centre for Documentation and Information in Agriculture)  to BLE (Federal Agency for Agriculture and Food).
6.2. A demonstration of the site was given. The website is being further developed and can now be accessed in English, German, French and Spanish. 
6.3. A Content Management Tool has been developed recently. This is designed to allow other administrators to maintain the site when ZADI has fulfilled its development role. It is foreseen that the administration of the site will fall to whichever Member provides the secretariat.
6.4. A testing environment has been created to help develop the content management tool, which feature full Admin access. Note that the Secretariat will have full control and responsibility for the administration of its content. A demonstration of the testing environment was given.
6.5. The schedule for future developments is as follows:
May – first test environment available (as demonstrated)
end July- on-going testing and improvements
September – improved testing environment
October –new version of the Content Management Tool applied to website
6.6. Daniel explained that he would need feedback from NCs if improvements were to be made. In addition, he would like help from NCs to test the website and asked that the ERFP clarify who will administer the site in the future.
Discussion

· [Finland] asked how many other web pages are linked to the ERFP website. Daniel said that this could easily be calculated online via Google.

· S Hiemstra asked that all NCs visit the site and offer their comments.

· NCs found the website generally useful, although more information should be accessible. NCs agreed that they should encourage more links to the site.

· The FAO were concerned that the ERFP website, in addition to the FAO website (EFAB-IS) could cause problems by diverging work and country policies. However, it was explained that this site is intended only for ERFP Workshop material and to raise awareness of the ERFP.

Action
· D Jimenez Krauze will provide details on the use of the ERFP website and how many other sites are linked to it.

7. Overview of EFAB-IS - Eildert Groeneveld – EFAB-IS Co-ordinator -(see copy annexed)

7.1. Some history and background to the project was provided.
7.2. The overall aim of the project is to provide a Europe-wide information system to support the management of genetic resources and to allow easy exchange of information, with facility for self-validation and error checking.
7.3. EFAB-IS is designed to use data from the EAAP and the FAO and account for the EU specificities, such as rabbits and farm dogs. The system is designed to be administered via the web and to synchronise with the FAO systems and National EFAB-IS databases.
7.4. National Co-ordinators are now faced with various options to use EFAB-IS:
1. To use the web browser to administer data
2. To create a National Database with a national interface, content and language.
3. To create a National Database, modifying EFAB-IS and installing on a separate web-server, such as the Polish model
4. To use a National Database on a separate server and synchronise with EFAB-IS


7.5. A description of the network was given (accompanying slides). National Co-ordinators obligations were then described. These included using the web browser, being responsible for the data entered onto the system. NCs will not need to update other systems because it has been designed to synchronise automatically. NCs will have assigned areas that can be edited only by them or a delegate; therefore, NCs can only modify data in one location on the site.
7.6. A brief description of how the networks may be managed was given (see accompanying slides). EFAB-IS will provide management support for National Co-ordinators and can improve data quality by sending reminders for statistics etc.
7.7. A summary of options was given for NCs to consider. NCs should take account of the volume of data that may need transferring from the EAAP or other systems. If the volume is low, it may be quicker and more economical to enter data manually. If the volume is very high, a bespoke programme may be needed to provide an interface.


8. ERFP Project – Database Implementation – General Discussion on EFAB-IS and AnGR databases - Andreas Georgoudis NC – Greece - (see copy annexed)

8.1.  This project is to support the implementation of EFAB-IS and rules have now been formulated for supplying a National Database, which will eventually be distributed as NCs are faced with 4 or 5 options to proceed.
8.2. A presentation on the roadway to implementation was given (accompanying slides)

8.3. A proposal was made for a workshop to check the preparation and status of each country – possibly in October or the New Year.

8.4. Two important aspects of implementation are clear: the need for training NCs and for formulating cost estimates for the different database options. This project will now start to work more closely with the EFAB-IS project team now that EFAB-IS is developing.

Discussion
· [Finland] Asked whether the data will filter down from EFAB-IS/EAAP. E Groeneveld confirmed that each National Database updates upward and data comes down from the network to update information relating to other countries. 

· H Schulte-Coerne asked who will administer the EFAB-IS in the future. It was suggested that the ERFP may take responsibility. A Georgoudis said that Interbull was supporting a similar situation and that this issue needed to be explored further.

· K.-U- Sprenger (EU-COM) asked if the system would link breed data across countries. E Groeneveld confirmed that, because different breeds may be defined differently in a number of countries, this may be difficult. However, the software should be capable of manipulating the data if the data is there. The FAO recognise the problem of differential definitions and are working on this issue.

· L Byrne expressed concern about the timeframe for entering data on DAD-IS. The FAO stated that this data should continue to be updated. 

These additional points from the discussion will need further resolution:

· The continuation of EFAB-IS and the use of Regulation 870/2004

· The relationship between EFAB-IS and the EAAP

· The need for technical support beyond the completion of the EFAB-IS project.


9. Other ERFP Projects in Progress - Kristaq Kume and Sandor Kukovics (see copy annexed)
 
9.1.  A presentation on the on-going project ‘Conservation of multipurpose Tsigai sheep and others in Central and Eastern Europe and the Balkan Countries’ was given, with overview, participation, objectives and implementation of strategy.
9.2. In the first workshop a questionnaire was created and was the first step to create the Country Report. From the workshop, a decision on the target breeds was reached and the key underlying issues were identified.
9.3. The possible use of polymorphisms within indigenous breeds will be looked at and how different countries use these traits.
9.4. It has been reported and widely accepted in the past that most Tsigai sheep are closely related. However, a genetic study into Scrapie susceptible breeds has shown that these animals are not closely related as previously thought. This demonstrates the potential problems when using only phenotypic traits when wishing to categorise breeds.
9.5. The project partners are considering other areas of possible co-operation:

· Studying the relations between other breed groups

· Other cross-border co-operation in CEE


9.6. There is an identified need to publish the summarised information that has been collected, and the methods of preservation that have been applied.
10.  Actions in Collaboration with Central and Eastern European Countries - A Svitojus  - (see copy annexed)
10.1. The participant countries are the Baltic States and Eastern Europe and the Central Asia & Caucus Region (CAC). There has been development of an AnGR Network and establishment of an AnGR panel, linked into the Agroweb internet portal.
10.2. Some of the work included fieldwork and on-farm visits. Some countries have weaker infrastructures such as AI centres etc. However, they managed to create a Memorandum of Understanding between Georgian, Azerbaijani and Armenian farmers to establish AI centres and set up an AnGR forum.
10.3. A description of the functionality between the ERFP and the sub-regional forum was given. The sub-regional network was reported to be an excellent way to include other countries on the Eastern perimeter of Europe.
10.4. A Regional meeting was last held in Belarus on 31 March 2005 and a ‘Baltic’ meeting was held last week in Lithuania. 
10.5. In addition, a photograph contest was held and was very successful, with many participating countries. Moldova came first, UK second and Italy third. Certificates were handed to the NCs from UK and Italy to present to those who entered the competition.


11.  The new European Genetic Resource Regulation 870/2004 – Mike Roper NC – UK - (see copy annexed)

11.1. The new Regulation represents a good opportunity for co-financing prospective European projects. The Regulation replaces 1467/94 which saw only 4 projects on AnGR being funded.
11.2. The new Regulation was published in the Official Journal of the EU on 30 April 2004 and complements provisions in 1257/99 – Rural Development Regulation which also offers specific support for AnGR.
11.3. The application process has been delayed by complex Commission procedures and staff shortages. Fred Steinhof, who previously led on the subject has now retired and Olivier Diana has  succeeded him.
11.4. The aims of the Regulation are to help conserve, characterise, collect and utilise biological and genetic diversity in agriculture and to help contribute to our obligations to the Convention for Biological Diversity. Delivering these aims will promote sustainable production in agriculture and development in rural areas.
11.5. Either the Regulation focuses on conservation, by in or ex-situ means and encourages European, cross border co-operation and information flow between bodies. Projects that have 2 or more partner countries shall be encouraged.
11.6. The scope of the Regulation covers all Genetic Resources, including plants and microbes. The Regulation will only facilitate projects submitted between 2004-6 but projects may cover a 4-year term, starting within this period and will be open to EFTA and associated countries.
11.7. Projects may be submitted under three types of action: Targeted, Concerted and Accompanying.
11.8. Up to 10m Euros are available for co-financing projects and the 2004 budget will carry over into 2006. There will be two calls, the first will have a budget of 3.5m Euro 
11.9. The Commission wish to have one organisation to take the project lead and to be responsible for financial aspects of the application and project. Therefore, it will be the responsibility of the applicant to draw together funding from partner countries/organisations.
11.10. The Commission expect to agree the draft application pack with Members by 27 June and to draw together a panel of experts from an established list and from a restricted call for tender to assess the applications during the summer. Proposals are expected to be approved from November onwards.
Question for Discussion: Should the ERFP act as a sponsor for suitable projects?

· Christos Papachristoforou (NC – Cyprus): If the total budget for the first call is only Euro 3.5m, then the ERFP could wait for the second call

· It was established that the EU could fund a maximum of 50% for projects with a budget total for Commission contributions of Euro 10m. Although there is not a maximum project size written into the Regulation the Commission indicated that in the previous Regulation projects had not exceeded a Commission contribution of 500,000 Euro.

· Each project should be classified into one of the three actions; separate actions may not be combined into one project.

· H Schulte-Coerne confirmed that the participation of third countries will depend on existing bilateral agreements.

12.  Programmes proposed in the frame of 870/2004 - Sam Jones (UK Sheep Trust) & Sipke Hiemstra (NC – NL) - (see copy annexed)


12.1. Sam Jones gave an overview of the Heritage Sheep Breeds project. This project examines heritage sheep breeds in a number of European countries and studies the threats posed to them . The almost completed ERFP funded scoping study forms the basis for an application for funding under the Genetic Resources Regulation 870/2004.
12.2. One aspect of the scoping study looked at the possibility of cross-border co-operation for practical gene banking and the last part of the project is to prepare an application for funding under 870/2004 to implement such a programme.


Action


· The scoping study is near completion but NCs are asked to complete a questionnaire within a month of receipt to allow the data to be included in the report. Additional countries are also welcome to join the project but there is limited time to do so.

12.3. There is the possibility of publishing a book based on the ERFP report, given the quality and quantity of information collected so far. A decision on additional ERFP funding on this will be taken in due course.
Discussion


· Ela Martyniuk (NC – Poland) suggested that the assessment of threats should expanded to include ‘drivers’ for change, such as accession to the EU where market forces could incentivise farmers to use alternatives to their native sheep breeds.

· L Byrne suggested that a small chapter on opportunities might give balance to the project.

12.4. A presentation on the proposed project ‘EPO-Sheep’ was given with a description of the proposed work packages (attached).
12.5. Sipke Hiemstra presented his proposed project on Heritage Cattle Breeds, which is analogous to the heritage sheep breed project as it studies autochtonous, multipurpose, regional breeds of cattle.
12.6. The project will look at cattle breeds that are defined as ‘rare’ under 1257/99, and Annexe 1 of 445/2002.
12.7. A description of the work packages was delivered, which included preliminary analysis, an EU wide survey and detailed analysis of 5 national cryopreservation programmes.

Action

· A request was put forward for proposals for ‘interesting’ breeds for study, together with a request for assistance with the project. The scope of which is not intended to include intensively selected (mainstream) breeds.

13. ERFP Collaboration with the EU - Hermann Schulte-Coerne NC – Germany - (see copy annexed)


13.1.  H Sculte-Coerne gave a synopsis of the Genetic Resource Regulation and the draft Rural Development Regulation to establish the differences between them and how they relate for potential future funding for FAnGR.
13.2. A quick summary of some aspects of 870/2004 was given:

13.2.1. Need to be trans-national projects.

13.2.2. Restricted timetable offers limited scope and it is not known if there will be a successor
13.2.3. This funding stream may be useful to help kick-start projects but cannot offer a long term solution

13.3. The EAFRD Regulation will regulate the EU-funded development of rural areas between 2007-13. It will follow 1257/99, which gives a basis for headage payments and provides support for farmers who keep ‘rare breeds’ and for other conservation activities. This Regulation could also offer more money than 870/2004.
13.4. The initial drafts of the EAFRD did not mention genetic resources and was restriced to payments for keeping animals and restricted to making payments to farmers until ERFP NCs intervened.
13.5. The new draft outlines measures on conservation and sustainable use of AnGR and Genetic Resources are now specifically mentioned in the text under the Agri-environment measures and is more flexible. These measures will have to be expressed in national plans.
13.5.1. payment provisions.
13.5.2. The draft could be adopted by 20 June 2005, which will be followed by a Commission Regulation that will give technical details.
· Proposal for the ERFP: To write to the Commission, underlining the importance of the Regulation and to offer advice on the detail of the Commission Regulation.

13.6.  There is potential for other future activities for the ERFP to engage with the EU Commission in the development of the SoW AnGR process and the question of access and benefit sharing  will raise more legal discussions. In addition, there may be more involvement required in the development of Zootechnical legislation in the EU.


· An ERFP vote is needed to start discussions with the EU on links between AnGR and EC zootechnical legislation.

14. CODE-EFABAR - A M Neetson

14.1. This presentation was cancelled
15. Information on SBSTA – CBD news - Ela Martyniuk - (see copy annexed)
15.1. The SBSTA is the Subsidiary Body for Scientific Technical and Technological Advice to the Convention on Biological Diversity which last 10th session was held in Bangkok in February 2005. In that meeting, 4 areas of activities of the CBD related to agricultural biological diversity were discussed and the recommendations were made to the Conference of the Parties to the CBD regarding these area:
15.1.1. Recommendation X/9 – Options for cross cutting initiative on biodiversity for food and nutrition
15.1.2. Recommendation X/10 - Agricultural Biodiversity: further development of the International Initiative for the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Soil Biodiversity
15.1.3. Recommendation X/11 – Advice on report of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Genetic Use Restriction Technologies (eg  sterile seeds) 
15.1.4. Recommendation x/8 - Incentive measures: further refinement and consideration of the proposals for the application of ways and means to remove or mitigate perverse incentives.

Discussion

· M Roper asked about the continuing confusion over the definition of ‘agricultural biodiversity’. Many understand this term to mean biodiversity on farmed land, rather than biodiversity within farmed species. E Martyniuk said that the Conference of the Parties to the CBD through decision V/V adopted definition of agricultural biological diversity that includes four components: genetic resources for food and agriculture, biological diversity that provides ecological services, abiotic factors and cultural and social aspects. She also noted that attitudes are changing through concerted actions and interventions. There is strong support for the SoW report and that results in support for the preservation of AnGR and associated actions. However, there is still a need for communicating the different roles that animals play in supporting biodiversity in the rural environment.

16. Announcements


16.1. The ECONOGENE (6th framework) project is nearing completion and a link will be made from the ERFP website when it is published.
16.2. Beate Scherf - FAO Rome reinforced the need to spread the EFAB-IS network and that the Regulation 870/2004 represents a good opportunity to do this.
17. Future Actions of the ERFP at Regional and National Level - Chair: M Roper

17.1. Format of the Workshop – Currently, there is one workshop with project meetings bolted on and there have been problems with managing the increasing number of project meetings. Therefore, one option would be to have a technical workshop in the spring followed by the annual workshop in September, co-inciding with the EAAP conference.

· S Jones expressed concern that the split may reduce the attendance of the technical conference due to commitments of some members. The EAAP attracts some key players and there is the potential to lose this important input.

· H Schlute-Coerne suggested that the technical workshops could start 2 days beforehand

· B Scherf suggested that there is some justification for two meetings and A Georgoudis suggested that the funding is in place to do this

· L Byrne expressed concerns about the additional costs of another meeting.


· M Roper proposed that ERFP funded project leaders convene a co-ordinated technical seminar in the spring but maintain the classical workshop in the autumn. This motion was agreed

17.2. To organise a new call for action – 60k Euro is available for new projects, representing potential opportunity for around 3 projects. The 2005/06 Call for Action guidelines for projects  were circulated with 5 areas of interest for funding for 2004/5. The question was whether the guidelines should be amended in line with developments, particularly for co-funding under 870/2004. In other words should the ERFP act as a co-funding sponsor of projects and should this be specified in the guidelines?

· E Martyniuk asked if the ERFP can be involved in all actions under 870/2004 – M Roper confirmed that it could and that the Commission wanted ‘hands-on’ work.
· S Hiemstra asked if the additional workshop would subtract from the 60k.  M. Roper indicated that there may be additional funds not allocated for other work (e.g. website development) that could be used for the workshop.

· L Byrne supports the principle of the ERFP co-funding projects but some seem to be eligible under the existing terms of reference, and up to 80% can be funded by the EU. The involvement of the ERFP in these projects would raise the political awareness of the ERFP.

· M Roper suggested writing in match funding in paragraphs 1 & 2 with the deletion of paragraph 3. H Schulte-Coerne disagreed with deleting 3 stating that there was little need to alter the existing rules as they can accommodate co-funding by making an exception.
· A further proposal was made to add to paragraph 2 “priority is for funding preparation of projects but does not preclude co-financing projects”. This motion was agreed.
17.3. ERFP Website – Current budget is 20k Euro, where 5k is allocated to the secretariat for managing the site through ZADI and 15k is ear-marked for development. There is a clear need to expand the usage of the ERFP website and it was recognised that if the website is not continually developed, its usage will be increasingly limited. 

· D Jimenez Krauze suggested that automatic emails can be sent whenever the site is updated. 

· M Roper suggested that all NCs attach a link to the ERFP website on all email communications to help raise awareness. 

· S Hiemstra stated that the Secretariat should be empowered to update and manage the content of the website. D Jimenez Krauze said that this would only be time-demanding once a year.

· B Scherf asked what the long term goal is for the website and its relation to EFAB-IS.

· E Groeneveld said that the ERFP site will be kept as a discrete unit and will provide a bulletin board for the ERFP. He also went on to say that it is questionable whether 15k Euros is needed for future development.


· There was a proposal to reallocate the 15k to the ERFP budget for this year but this would not restrict website development funding in the future. In addition, the 5k admin budget would remain for routine administration. This proposal was agreed.
17.4. EFAB-IS. E Groeneveldr said that resources are needed to introduce databases in other countries where they are not established. The 870/2004 Regulation represents a good opportunity to make a start on this. This Regulation provides for genebanking and the software is available to integrate this data.
· A proposal was made to organise the development of an application for funding under 870/2004. This motion was agreed and E Groeneveld will organise a specific meeting and link into the ERFP project meetings lead by A Georgoudis.

17.5. Election of a new Member of the Steering Committee – S Hiemstra will stand down from the SC as his ‘term’ has now come to an end. One nomination was put forward for his replacement – Vera Matlova (NC Czech Republic) 


· This nomination was unanimously agreed and all National Co-ordinators extended their thanks to Sipke for his work on the Committee
17.6. ERFP Secretariat. The Secretariat will be provided by France until September 2006. NCs were invited to submit bids to host the secretariat beyond 2006 and the deadline has now passed for submissions. Greece is the only country to have submitted a completed bid. However, Norway has expressed an interest but has had difficulty in co-ordinating their bid with the other Nordic countries because of the administrative processed they must undertake (such as obtaining approval from the Nordic Council of Ministers). Norway expects to have a completed bid by 15 September. A motion was proposed from the Chair that the ERFP members should decide whether to extend the deadline to allow Norway to complete their bid before a vote on Greece’s application to host the secretariat was held. The NCs from Norway and Greece were invited to take the floor and make a case for their respective bids. There was considerable discussion over this matter. Some NCs were of the opinion that because Greece was the only country to submit a full application on time  it should be accepted as the only candidate and voted on at the workshop. Others believed that the Norwegian expression of interest could not be overlooked – especially as there had been insufficient time for them, in their particular political circumstances in the Nordic region, to submit a full application. 

· A vote was taken and NCs favoured by a substantial majority of 12 votes to 6 with 3 abstentions giving Norway until 15 September to complete their application and to vote after that date by email. This extension would not permit the submission of new applications. 

· Andreas Georgoudis stated that Greece may reconsider withdrawing its application. In this case, NCs will be asked to vote by email on the Greek and Norwegian bids in September. The Secretariat will organise this vote.  

17.7. ERFP Budget – It was first agreed that the ERFP budget for the 2005/06 Call would now include the 15k that had been re-allocated from the ERFP website development pot. S Hiemstra gave a presentation on a possible new funding mechanism as used in the PGR world which could give a broader donor funding system for encouraging more countries to contribute to the work of the ERFP in line with their capacity to pay. At present, funds are allocated on a fairly ad-hoc voluntary basis by 10 or more donor countries with a good deal of in-kind contributions from France. The new proposed system would allocate contribution levels according to GDP of each country and would put the financing of the ERFP on a more secure basis with commitment from member Governments. P Hambling explained that this could have implications for voting rights in the future.


· A vote was taken and the NCs passed the revised budget and  agreed that S Hiemstra should look into the funding mechanism in more depth and develop a more detailed proposal for consideration at the next Workshop.

17.8. ERFP/FAO workshop. The FAO said that they have a budget of 40k Euro to host an ERFP/FAO workshop for the regional consultation exercise for SoW. The FAO would like to invite interested countries to host this and contribute to the ‘editing exercise’. Each NC will have an opportunity to check and edit the report.


· It was agreed that the Secretariat would liase with the FAO and that H Schulte Coerne would prepare a funding application for the 2005 Call under 870/2004 to the EU which, if successful, would contribute 80% of the costs.


17.9. Rural Development Regulation – a vote was taken to support a mandate for H Schulte-Coerne to proceed and input to the development of the regulation as much as possible. 


· This motion was agreed.

18. Meeting closed. M. Roper closed the meeting thanking Eva-Marie Stalhammer for the excellent organisation of the Workshop in Uppsala and for the active participation of NCs throughout the event 

Rapporteur: Philip Hambling, UK
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