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Disclaimer

This document has been developed by an Advisory Group in close consultation with the
Association of Agricultural Research Institutions in the Near East and North Africa
(AARINENA). The Bioversity International, Regional Office, Aleppo, Syria, and the
International Center for Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas (ICARDA), have both
provided invaluable technical and logistical support.

The objective of this Strategy is to provide a framework for the efficient and effective ex situ
conservation of the most important crop diversity collections in the WANA region, and to
promote the availability of these plant genetic resources for food and agriculture.

The Global Crop Diversity Trust (the Trust) provided support towards this initiative and
considers the document, particularly those portions pertaining directly to the Trust’s mandated
areas of interest, to be an important input to the Trust’s own planning and work. We expect
the Strategy to continue to evolve, as appropriate, and for the revamped regional plant genetic
resources network in West Asia and North Africa (WANA) to lead this on-going process.

The Regional Strategy is the strategy of the region. The Trust does not take responsibility for

its contents or for the accuracy or completeness of the information contained in the document.
Please direct specific questions and comments to the regional strategy coordinator mentioned

in the document.

Global Crop Diversity Trust
January 2006
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|. Coordination

Facilitator: Mohamed S. Zehni. PhD'
Independent Consultant

Regional Conservation Strategy Task Force:
An Advisory Group (AG) was formed to oversee the development of the
Strategy. It comprises representatives of national PGR programmes and several
observers — see list in Annex 1.

People Consulted in the Process:
Through country visits and correspondence, wide-range contacts were made
involving national Plant Genetic Resources (PGR) programme leaders,
genebank curators and relevant regional and international organizations.

The Development of the WANA Conservation Strategy is sponsored by the Global Crop
Diversity Trust and is supported by CWANA-Bioversity and ICARDA

2. Executive Summary

The Global Crop Biodiversity Trust is supporting the development of regional conservation
strategies that will guide the allocation of resources to the most important and needy crop
diversity collections, assisting them to meet the criteria required for long term conservation
funding. The conservation strategies are identifying the collections and conservation service
providers that will be of highest priority for support by the Trust. The strategies are
identifying appropriate roles for the holders of these collections as well as for other
individuals and institutions concerned with the conservation, regeneration, documentation and
distribution of crop diversity.

The WANA Conservation Strategy was developed in consultation with the Association of
Agricultural Research Institutes of the Near East and North Africa (AAARINENA) and with
input from a wide range of partners and stakeholders. An Advisory Group made of Plant
Genetic Resources (PGR) programme leaders in the region was established to oversee the
development and future implementation of the Strategy. The current version takes account of
the amendments and proposals advanced at the Advisory Group meeting held in Aleppo,
Syria from 29 May to 2 June 2006. It is ready now to be widely circulated among
stakeholders, partners and interested parties in the Region. The Advisory Group, with the
assistance of the Trust Secretariat, CWANA-Bioversity and ICARDA and in close
consultation with AARINENA, would embark on concerted efforts to mobilize interest in and
resources for the implementation of the Strategy.

It should be stressed that while this is an initiative of the Global Crop Diversity Trust, the
Strategy eventually would be owned, further developed and implemented by governments of
the region. Furthermore, the Trust had envisaged, from the beginning, that the WANA

' Dr Zehni, a Libyan national, is a former Director-General of the Libyan Agricultural Research Centre (ARC), from 1984 to
1994 he was appointed Director of FAO Research and Technology Transfer Division and from 1994 to1997 Director of FAO
Plant Production and Protection Division. Currently, he is Advisor/ International Agriculture Development at the Agriculture
Institute, University of Malta. Address: Tel & Fax (+356) 211375479, Mob (+356) 99260 793. Email: mzehni@onvol.net
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Strategy was to be developed and implemented in consultation with the Association of
Agricultural Research Institutes in the Near East and North Africa (AARINENA). As a follow
up, the Strategy was presented to the recently held General Conference of the Association
where it was well received, as can be seen from the following quotation from the meeting
report:

“AARINENA at its 10th General Conference held in Sana’a, Yemen from
25 to 27 June 2006:

Welcomes and supports the initiative of the Global Crop Biodiversity Trust
for the development of a Regional Conservation Strategy for the WANA
Region, with the widest country representation from the region,

Endorses in principle the establishment of the Regional Conservation
Strategy for the WANA Region under the umbrella of AARINENA
allowing it to develop further with the support of AARINENA member
countries,

Includes the further development of the strategy and related networking
capacities in future AARINENA Workplans leading to a plant genetic
resources for food and agriculture (PGRFA) coordinating mechanism for
the WANA Region,

Urges the donors’ community to secure the financial (?) for a successful
implementation of the Strategy.”

Furthermore, the Executive Secretariat of AARINENA has agreed to the use of the
Association’s Logo. It also promised to discuss with GFAR and other donors the possibility
of them earmarking resources for activities relevant to the further development of the Strategy
and the establishment of a regional coordination mechanism. Both CWANA-Bioversity and
ICARDA supported the development of the Strategy and agreed to have their logo on the title

page.

The Strategy envisaged several main outputs; the following is a brief assessment of what has
been achieved to date:

Output 1: An evaluation and assessment, in consultation with representatives of the relevant
networks and other stakeholders, of the collections in the WANA region of crops that are on
Annex 1 of the International Treaty and that are of greatest importance regionally and
globally.

Assessment: This has been achieved to a greater extent using first hand inputs from
twelve countries. Eventually, more information will be added as they become
available, but this is unlikely to alter any of the major conclusions of the Strategy. It
should be noted that in considering crops of key importance to the region, the
Advisory Group went beyond those crops listed in Annex 1 of the treaty.

Output 2: A ranking of the collections of the crops identified above that are ‘most important’
in terms of size, extent of diversity, holdings of wild relatives and other relevant indicators,
carried out in consultation with stakeholders in the region.



Assessment: The Strategy made good progress in identifying the main
indicators/criteria to assign priority for the genetic conservation of crops in the various
WANA sub-regions. A preliminary attempt was made to rank crops in accordance to
their importance in various sub-regions and the region as a whole. Furthermore,
important collections were identified, though basically on limited criteria. This part of
the Strategy will eventually be aligned with the outcome of the global crop strategies.

Output 3: An indication of the upgrading needs of those collections identified as a priority to
the region as well as the needs for building the capacity of the genebanks that house them.

Assessment: A preliminary assessment was made but eventually a more detailed
inventory would be needed in consultation with the concerned governments.

Output 4: A strategy, endorsed by key stakeholders in the region through AARINENA, for
increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of ex situ conservation in the region.

Assessment: As reported above, AARINENA has welcomed and supported the
initiative of the Trust and endorsed the Strategy, it promised to include the further
development of the Strategy and its related activities in its future work plans and it
urged donors to lend support to the Strategy. Above all, it allowed its logo to appear
on the title page of the Strategy.

Output 5: Regional collaborative arrangements for the rationalization of the priority
collections and their management through partnerships and the sharing of responsibilities,
facilities and tasks, and

Output 6: The development of proposals for ways and means of strengthening coordination
within and among the countries of the Region of PGR activities, especially ex situ activities.

Assessment: The Strategy outlined very broadly proposals for regional collaborative
arrangements and means of strengthening coordination within and among the
countries of the Region of PGR activities, especially ex situ activities. Much will
hinge on the implementation of the proposals and mainly the establishment of a
regional coordinating and coordinating mechanism that is firmly endorsed and enabled
by the governments of the region and other stakeholders and interested parties.

Finally, the Strategy is now fairly comprehensive in its coverage and has conceptually
advanced considerably thanks to valuable inputs from many. It, nevertheless, is still evolving
and would benefit from further refinement and additional inputs. Moreover, the finalisation of
certain aspects of it is dependent on the outcome of other relevant initiatives. For these
reasons, the title of the strategy now reads: Towards a Regional Conservation Strategy for
West Asia and North Africa (WANA). This is thought to better reflect the evolving and
dynamic nature of the exercise



3. Introduction

The convening of the Fourth FAO International Conference on Plant Genetic Resources for
Food and Agriculture held in Leipzig, Germany, have generated much interest in the
conservation and sustainable utilization of plant genetic resources (FAO 1996). However, the
high expectations generated by the Global Plan of Action (GPA), emanating from the Leipzig
Conference, were not meaningfully realized.

Though some progress was achieved, it is generally recognized that more efforts, at the
national, regional and international level, were needed to overcome the constraints to the GPA
implementation. Now that the International Treaty for Plant Genetic Resources for Food and
Agriculture (IT-PGRFA) is operational and its essential element of funding: the Global Crop
Diversity Trust (the Trust) is a reality, hopes are revived for promoting an effective and
efficient global arrangement for plant genetic resources in general and for ex situ
conservation, in particular. It is worth mentioning that the first countries to sign its
establishment agreement were from the WANA region (see Annex 2). Countries in the region
welcomed the establishment of the Trust and expressed their readiness to actively collaborate
with it.

Through the Treaty, countries agreed to establish an efficient, effective and transparent
Multilateral System to facilitate access to plant genetic resources for food and agriculture, and
to share the benefits in a fair and equitable way. The Treaty calls on countries to cooperate to
promote the development of an efficient and sustainable system of ex sifu conservation. The
goal of the Global Crop Diversity Trust is to support such a system by providing a secure and
sustainable source of funding for the world’s most important crop diversity collections. To
that end, the Trust has embarked on an important two-pronged initiative:

I) to identify key ex situ collections of globally important crops on a region-by-
region basis, and
2) to prioritize collections for funding on a crop-by-crop basis at the global level.

Together, the two aim at the establishment of a rational global system for the conservation of
important crop diversity. This document is part of the first initiative, and specifically aims at
the development of a regional strategy for the sustainable conservation and utilization of crop
genetic diversity in the West Asia and North Africa Region (WANA).

The Region is alternatively known as the West Asia and North Africa Region (WANA) by the
CGIAR circles, and as the Near East and North Africa Region (RNE) by FAO and some other
UN bodies, each having different country composition. Even within the CGIAR Centres, the
composition of the WANA Region may differ as a result of including or excluding certain
countries for practical or mandate-related reasons. This discrepancy in delineating the Region
could lead to the use of incomparable aggregate data, and while this is not always avoidable,
care must be exercised in quoting aggregate data and it would be helpful to indicate the
countries included in such data. For the purpose of this exercise, the Bioversity definition of
the WANA Region is adopted, which comprises the following countries: Afghanistan,
Algeria, Bahrain, Cyprus, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco,
Pakistan, Palestine Authority, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sultanate of Oman, Syria, Turkey,



Tunisia, United Arab Emirates and Yemen. However, in any future development of a regional
PGR network, Sudan, Malta, Mauritania and Somalia would need to be included?.

The WANA region spreads over two large continents: Africa and Asia, and though
predominantly dry, it is relatively rich in plant diversity. The Region has one of the world’s
three nucleus centres of origin of agricultural crops and three Vavilovian centres of crop
diversity. Two of these centres (the Mediterranean Region and the Near Eastern Region) are
considered the centres of origin of more than 150 grown plant species. Some ten thousand
years ago, the WANA / Near East region was the centre of domestication (origin of
agriculture) for wheat, barley, lentil, forage species and many fruit trees that still support
today’s agriculture. It is estimated that the species, which originated from this area, are
feeding over 38 % of the world’s population. Wheat alone accounts for about one-third of the
global food production.

Plant genetic resources programmes in the Region are at different stages of development,
depending on country size, resources and on government policy. A number of countries in the
region (e.g. Egypt, Iran, Morocco, Pakistan and Turkey) have long history of attention to
genetic resources especially in the more systematic collecting efforts and the establishment of
operational genebanks. Several other countries (e.g. Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco) have
recently embarked on constructing specially equipped buildings to house ex sifu collections of
important crops for their medium and long term storage and safe keep, as well as performing
other related activities of evaluation, regeneration, documentation etc. On the other hand,
several countries including Syria, Jordan and Libya have functional facilities but are aspiring
to upgrade them, especially the long-term storage facilities. Apart from infrastructure and
buildings, what’s remarkable about many of the counties in the region is their richness in
genetic resources which in most cases is not fully tapped particularly genetic resources in the
wild, which need to be secured in the in ex sifu conservation activities®.

Regional collaboration in PGR has not been very successful despite the formation in 1992 of
the West Asia and North Africa Network (WANANET) with membership of thirteen
countries. Initially, the network played an important role in strengthening national
programmes by reinforcing the role of the national plant genetic resources committees and
encouraging coordination between different institutions within each country and among
programmes throughout the region. This was due perhaps to the momentum built by the
preparations for the Leipzig Conference and the development of the GPA. However, the
inability of the network to be self-sustainable and lack of enthusiasm on the part of its
member countries to implement its recommendations led to its failure to achieve its mission
and goals. The poor regional coordination is, in a way, a reflection of lack of adequate
national coordination. In many countries of the Region, the lack of coordination among
different institutions dealing with PGR activities is “a major impediment to programme
development” and in some countries has ‘led to dispersal of resources’ (FAO 1998).

The success of any conservation strategy for the WANA Region hinges on strengthening
coordination within and among countries of the region. Coordination will be discussed in
some detail in a later section with proposals for improving the situation, including the
establishment of a new network with new orientation and mode of operation. A network that
is primarily concerned with plant genetic resources for food and agriculture (PGRFA) and act

’In welcoming and supporting the initiative of the Global Crop Biodiversity Trust for the development of a Regional
Conservation Strategy for the WANA Region, AARINENA General Conference, held in Sana’a, Yemen from 25-27 June
2006, emphasized the need for the “widest country representation from the region” in the Strategy.

? This brief account of the PGR in the region does little justice to national programmes. However, it is beyond the scope of
this report to deal, on country-by-country basis, with the richness of plant genetic resources and the national efforts to
conserve them.



as an instrument in advancing long-term regional strategy and framework for action for ex situ
conservation in accordance with the International Treaty and the Global Plan of Action, with
primary focus on activities and actions that support crops in Annex 1 of the Treaty.

4. The Global Crop Diversity Trust

The Global Crop Diversity Trust (the Trust) aims to support the long-term maintenance of an
efficient and effective arrangement for the ex sifu conservation of the most important crop
collections around the world. A first filter for eligibility is provided by the eligibility
principles of the Trust. Meeting these principles is the minimum requirement for a collection
to be eligible for support:

= The plant genetic resources are of crops included in Annex 1 or referred to in Article 15.1
(b) of the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture
(ITPGRFA)

= The plant genetic resources are accessible under the internationally agreed terms of access
and benefit sharing provided for in the multilateral system as set out in the International
Treaty

= Each holder of plant genetic resources for food and agriculture commits to its long term
conservation and availability

= Each recipient of funds from the Trust shall undertake to work in partnership with the aim
of developing an efficient and effective global conservation system

To achieve this ultimate goal, the Trust is supporting the development of conservation
strategies that will guide the allocation of resources to the most important and needy crop
diversity collections, assisting them to meet the criteria required for long term conservation
funding. The conservation strategies are proposing the collections and conservation services
and providers of priority for support by the Trust. The Trust is supporting two complementary
and mutually reinforcing approaches to identifying and prioritizing eligible collections for
upgrading and long-term conservation funding. One approach is to identify key ex situ
collections of globally important crops (of Annex 1 of the ITPGRFA) on a region-by-region
basis. The other is to prioritize collections on a crop-by-crop basis at the global level. The
strategy should consider the most appropriate approach to managing the key collections, given
their location and available resources, and the standards they should be expected to fulfil in
the management of the given crop. Finally, it will propose a model for sharing responsibilities
for certain activities amongst collection holders and service providers, and identify and
prioritize collections for long-term conservation support. This process brings together the
managers of plant genetic resources and other experts to develop and implement the most cost
efficient and effective strategies for ensuring the long-term conservation and availability of
the crops that are vital to the world’s food security.

5. Process of Developing the Strategy

Due to the fact that there is currently no functioning regional PGR network in WANA, the
Trust opted for a different approach to that followed by other regions, where established
regional and sub-regional networks took the lead in the development of their respective
strategies.



Instead, the Trust appointed a senior consultant as a Facilitator to lead the development of a
strategy for the creation and implementation of an efficient and effective system for
conserving the crop genetic resources of the WANA Region. The Facilitator has conducted
the study in close consultation with the Association of Agricultural Research Institutions in
the Near East and North Africa (AARINENA) and national, regional and international
organizations concerned with PGR conservation in the region as well as other relevant
institutions and stakeholders. The consultation process has involved visits to a number of
national programmes (Egypt, Tunisia, Libya, Syria) as well as discussions with FAO and
Bioversity in Rome and ICARDA and Bioversity Regional Office in Aleppo, Syria.

In addition, the Facilitator contacted, by email and other means, WANA National
Coordinators, Focal Points and Policy Makers in some twenty countries providing them with
background information on the initiative of developing a WANA Conservation Strategy and
inviting their collaboration by providing information on their collections and the status of
their PGR programmes. Twelve countries have kindly provided the required information
mainly using a Form specially prepared for this purpose by the Trust Secretariat (see Annex
4).

In consultation with the Trust Secretariat and AARINENA, an Advisory Group (AG) was
established comprising PGR leaders from nine representative countries, Bioversity and
ICARDA. The task of the Advisory Group is essentially to oversee the development of the
strategy and approve a draft to be presented to the AARINENA General Meeting. The mode
of operation of the Advisory Group is mainly through correspondence culminating in a
meeting to conclude the process.

The preparation of the present document has proceeded as follows:

» February- Early March 2006: First draft to be presented to the Trust Secretariat for their
review and eventual circulation to members and observers of the Advisory Group,

= Mid May 2006: Preparation of a second draft taking into account comments received from
the Trust Secretariat, Advisory Group and others,

= May 29 to June 2, 2006: Meeting of the Advisory Group to discuss the strategy and agree
on follow-up steps,

= 25-27 June 2006: Presentation of the Strategy to AARINENA General Meeting to be held
in Sana’a -Yemen seeking the Association guidance and support,

= Mid July 2006: the current document incorporates the views and proposals made at the
Aleppo meeting of the Advisory Group and the AARINENA General Conference held
from 25-27 June in Sana’a, Yemen.

As an interim measure and until such a time a regional coordinating/collaborating mechanism
is formally established, the Advisory Group (AG) is to continue functioning mainly in a
virtual mode, though it maybe possible for it to meet should the need arises and funds become
available. Dr Tawil (Syria) was elected Convener of the Advisory Group with the Trust
secretariat, Bioversity-CWANA and ICARDA providing technical backstopping and logistic
support. To facilitate communication and exchange of information among the AG members
and stakeholders in the region, a portal website has been developed thanks to Bioversity-
CWANA.

The following are the agreed Terms of Reference (TOR) of the Advisory Group, which would

need to be revisited in light of gained experience and emerging situations:

= To oversee the further development of the strategy and follow up steps in consultation
with the stakeholders in harmony with the relevant global crop conservation strategies,



= To explore with relevant national professionals and policy makers opportunities for the
establishment of a regional coordination mechanism including the definition of national
needs and obligations,

= To establish links with the development of the relevant global crop conservation strategies
and feedback into the regional process,

=  To mobilizes interest in, and as feasible funding for, the Strategy in the various sub-
regions and the Region as a whole.

6. Goal Statement of the Strategy

The ultimate goal of the Regional Strategy is the sustainable conservation and utilization of
crop genetic diversity in the WANA Region.

The goal could be achieved through promoting efficient and effective ex situ conservation of
crop collections of prime importance to the Region and encouraging partnerships and sharing
facilities and tasks, in accordance with the International Treaty and the Global Plan of Action.

To facilitate partnership and sharing facilities and tasks on a sustainable basis, the Strategy
aims at stimulating efforts by national PGR leaders to establish a formal regional coordination
body that serves as an instrument in advancing long-term regional strategy and framework for
action, inter alia, for ex situ conservation and sustainable use. The regional body, if and when
established, is expected to reflect and promote networking at the sub-region level as the need
may arise.

7. Objectives of the Regional Conservation Strategy

The main objective of the WANA Conservation Strategy is to promote the development of an

effective and efficient system for the conservation of the most important crop diversity

collections in the region. Specifically, the Strategy aims to:

= Evaluate and assess the collections in the WANA region of crops that are on Annex 1 of
the International Treaty and that are of greatest importance regionally and globally®;

= [Identify those collections that should be included in such a system and propose priorities
for addressing their most urgent upgrading and capacity building needs;

= Promote a greater rationalization of the collections and their management through, inter
alia, strengthening partnerships and encouraging the sharing of responsibilities, facilities
and tasks.

The overall objective of the strategy is in conformity with the relevant activities of the GPA,
the IT-PGRFA and in line with the Trust’s objectives. However, to achieve this objective, the
strategy needs to address broader issues that go beyond ‘important collections of priority
crops’. This should be done for at least two main reasons; one is based on general
considerations and the other is, to a great extent, specific to the WANA Region.

Most collections are multi-crop collections held collectively in ‘genebanks’ with very few, if
any, crop/species collections. The wellbeing of the ‘identified collections of priority crop/s’ is
dependent on the overall physical, technical and managerial condition of the genebank as a
whole. Ensuring a viable and sustainable ex sifu setup should be part of the objectives of the

* While priority will be given to crops on Annex 1 of the Treaty, other crops of importance to the Region will not be
excluded.
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Strategy. This situation is, of course, not specific to the WANA Region but rather is common
to all genebanks and regions.

Much of the success in achieving the main objectives of the Strategy hinges on having
reasonable functional links between the relevant national institutions, as well as on forming a
suitable mutually accepted arrangement for regional collaboration and exchange of experience
and knowledge among the countries of the region. This makes an important part of the
proposed strategy since collaboration is a key principles and any identified priority collection
would have to have a well-recognized government support and therefore be well linked to
other national institutes.

Though there is no apparent conflict between the two sets of objectives, it is fair to state that
any costs that may result from broadening the objectives of the strategy, in the way described
above, should not necessarily be borne by the Trust. However, it could and should assist in
the efforts of enabling the countries of the region to achieve these objectives.

8. Outputs Expected

The main proposed outputs of the Strategy are:

= An evaluation and assessment, in consultation with representatives of the relevant
networks and other stakeholders, of the collections in the WANA region of crops that are
on Annex 1 of the International Treaty and that are of greatest importance regionally and
globally;

= A ranking of the collections of the crops identified above that are ‘most important’ in
terms of size, extent of diversity, holdings of wild relatives and other relevant indicators,
carried out in consultation with stakeholders in the region;

= Regional collaborative arrangements for the rationalization of the priority collections and
their management through partnerships and the sharing of responsibilities, facilities and
tasks;

* An indication of the upgrading needs of those collections identified as a priority to the
region as well as the needs for building the capacity of the genebanks that house them;

= A strategy, endorsed by key stakeholders in the region through AARINENA, for
increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of ex situ conservation in the region;

= The development of proposals for ways and means of strengthening coordination within
and among the countries of the Region of PGR activities, especially ex situ activities.

9. Crops of Greatest Importance

As stated earlier, the ultimate goal of the WANA Regional Strategy is the sustainable
conservation and utilization of crop genetic diversity in the Region through promoting
efficient and effective ex sifu conservation of crop collections of prime importance to the
Region and encouraging partnerships and sharing facilities and tasks, in accordance with the
International Treaty and the Global Plan of Action.

This requires, inter alia, the identification of priority crops at the regional level as well as
those collections that should be included in such a system and propose priorities for
addressing their most urgent upgrading and capacity building needs. The identification of
crops of priority to the Region, the subject of this section, is based on two main sources: a) an
ICARDA study of agricultural research priorities for the Central and West Asia and North
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Africa Region (ICARDA and UNEP 2002), and b) information provided by relevant
institutions in twelve countries in response to a questionnaire sent to PGR focal points in the
Region.

9.1 Countries Input

An important input to the process of identification of crops of priority to the Region was the
responses kindly provided by relevant institutions in twelve countries (Algeria, Egypt, Iran,
Jordan, Libya, Morocco, Oman, Pakistan, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey and Yemen) to a
Questionnaire (see Annex 4) prepared by the Trust Secretariat.

The questionnaire was sent by the report writer to the PGR focal points in some twenty
countries to solicit their views on what may be crops of most importance for the WANA
Region and to seek information on their collections of the crops on Annex 1 of the Treaty.
Replies received were very helpful regarding important collections in the region and have
provided an indication of the status of the ex situ efforts in the various countries.

Though the data gathered is not inclusive of all countries of the Region or, indeed, the totality
of PGR resources in many of the responding countries, it, nevertheless, revealed an
impressive picture. As it turned out, these twelve countries/institutes are holding among them
some 133 434 accessions of 59 out of the 64 crops listed in Annex 1 of the Treaty with twenty
of those amounting to 94% of the total accessions. The data on crops and their accessions is
reviewed in great details in Section 9.

9.2 The ICARDA Priority Study

The other basis for the identification of crops of priority to the Region was the [ICARDA
study, which took more than two years of bottom-up participatory priority setting throughout
the region, involving the NARS, NGOs, farmer organizations, private sector and the regional
fora, along with scientists from the CGIAR centres active in the region. Throughout the
exercise, [CARDA maintained close collaboration with the Association of Agricultural
Research Institutes in the Near East and North Africa (AARINENA). Regional priorities were
identified for five major clusters; of direct interest to this report is cluster 1: germplasm
management and specifically the sub-cluster, crops.

In view of some inconsistency between figures, the study warns, “caution must be taken
before drawing conclusions on the basis of such results”. If anything, this shows just how
difficult it is to get consensus on prioritizing crops importance in a vast and diverse region as
WANA. However, imperfect as it may, the I[CARDA study is the best available for an in
depth analysis of agricultural research priorities and commodities in the Region.

It should be noted that the ICARDA study was comprehensive in its geographic coverage
since it dealt with the whole region of CWANA, which includes WANA countries as well as
Central Asia and the Caucuses countries. Furthermore, it included crops not listed in Annex 1
of the Treaty: vegetables, industrial crops, Fruit trees (date, olives, nuts), forest species, and
medicinal aromatic and herbal plants. Table 1, modified from the original as to be limited to
WANA and to the crops on Annex 1 of the Treaty, shows the priority crops as identified by
the ICARDA study. As expected, the relative importance of crops varied from one sub-region
to another revealing in some cases ‘interesting and rather unexpected results’. For example,
the rather “high percentage (over 80%), of Arabian Peninsula respondents assigning a low
importance to cereal crops represents further indication of the extreme heterogeneity of the
region”. Another interesting case is of the food legumes where less than one third of
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respondents assign a high importance to food legumes. The survey results are even more
puzzling with respect to the relatively high percentage of respondent assigning low
importance to food legumes. The ranking among food legume crops varied in the various sub-
regions, but overall scoring favoured Chickpea, followed by Lentil and Faba Beans.

Table I: Priority crops ranked according to their importance

Crop AP NA WA NVRS WANA
Wheat | | | 8
Forages
Legumes
10
12
13
5
16

Barley
Maize

Potato

w w v A A~ N UV

Sorghum/Millet

(L BN ¥, B N OV }
w U1 W NN
w NN W NN W NN w

Rice 5

Modified from ICARDA, 2003

Note 1: Low numbers are a high priority (1=highest priority).

Note 2: AP: Arabian Peninsula, NA: North Africa, WA: West Asia, NVRS: Nile Valley and
Red Sea

According to the ICARDA study, forages were given high priority at the regional level equal
in aggregate to that assigned to wheat, but there was no breakdown of the forages within the
study. The information gathered from the responses to the above referred to Questionnaire
shows that the twelve countries held a total of 16099 accessions of 27 out of the 29 forage
crops listed in Annex 1 of the treaty. However, Medicago and Trifolium alone represent over
62% of all holdings of forage crops. Judging from the size and number of collections held by
the various countries, Medicago and Trifolium deemed to be of priority importance to the
region, and were accordingly added to the list of important crops.

Based on ICARDA’s priority setting exercise and as adjusted for forage crops, eleven crops
seem to top the list of priority crops for the region as a whole, not withstanding the sub-
regional differences. To test how this tallies with the importance given to crops by countries
as reflected in the size of accessions they hold, the eleven crops with the largest reported
number of accession were compared with the eleven crops chosen as priority in the [ICARDA
study.

Table 2 shows a very high congruence between the two approaches; nine out the eleven crops
were the same in both lists, though their ranking is slightly different. However, the [CARDA
list has two crops, Potato and Sorghum, which rank very low in the accessions held by the
respondent countries. On the other hand, Beans rank 11th in size of accession, but it is held
almost entirely by two countries, Turkey (2479 accessions) and Iran (2000 accessions, and
may not qualify as regional priority crop, but should not be ruled out at this stage. By
removing these from the list and by averaging the ranking of crops in the two lists, a likely
composition and ranking of priority crops is as follows: Wheat, Chickpea, Medicago, Barley,
Lentil, Trifolium, Faba Beans, Maize, Rice and Oat. Together, these ten crops have some
107,758 out of 135 434 total accessions held by the nine reporting countries (81%).



Table 2: Eleven top priority crops according to ICARDA study and to size of accessions.

Note: crops common to both are bolded.

ICARDA Accessions Size
Wheat Wheat
Medicago Barley
Trifolium Chickpea
Chickpea Lentil
Lentil Rice

Faba Beans Medicago
Barley Maize
Maize Faba Bean
Potato Oat
Sorghum Trifolium
Rice Beans

Obviously the priority crops and their ranking above are subject to debate, especially if more
data on accessions from more countries were received, this is further complicated by the
interplay among national, subregional and regional order of priority as well as global
importance. It is further suggested that ten other crops could be considered as possible
candidates for a secondary priority ranking, these are beans, sorghum, Brassica complex,
sunflower, citrus, pearl millet, Lathyrus, apple, rye and pea. They amount to 17124 accessions
and together with the ten top priority crops make 94% of the total accessions of Annex 1
crops held by the reporting countries. These crops vary in their relative importance to the
various countries and subregions as well as in the factors/indicators decide their importance as
shown in Annex 5.

In further consideration of priority crops in the region, the Advisory Group considered in

great details the criteria/indicators to assign priority for the genetic conservation of crops in

the sub-regions of WANA. It, also, considered crops of key importance based on criteria it

adopted. The Advisory Group reached a preliminary agreement on crops of key important as

shown below (those between two brackets are not part of Annex 1 crops):

= Cereals: barley, wheat, oat, maize

= Fruit trees: citrus, apple, (Date palm), (Figs), (Olive), (Vitis), (Prunus, (Pistachio),
(Pomegranate), (Mango)

= Forage legumes: Medicago, Trifolium, Lathyrus, Vicia

=  Food legumes: Chickpea, Faba bean, lentils, Vigna, Beans, pea

= QOthers: (Onion), (Garlic), (Lettuce), (Cucurbit) (Safflower)

The methodology adopted by the Advisory Group is detailed in Annex 6.

|0. Collections of Key Importance of the Crops of Priority

The following review is based on information and data received from twelve countries in
response to a questionnaire, prepared by the Trust Secretariat, sent by the report writer to the
PGR focal points in twenty countries of the Region. The review is augmented with
information gathered from literature and insight gained during visits to a number of countries.



The questionnaire (see Annex 4) posed 14 questions on three broad areas:

I) national programme structure: seeking basic information on coordination of PGR
activities in the country,

2) PGR collections: providing information on the current status of PGR collections
and documentation, and

3) type of data available: indicating the estimated proportion of the total number of
the accessions for which there is information on passport, characterization/
evaluation, indigenous knowledge and distribution. In addition, the respondents
were asked to provide information on the number of accessions they hold of the 64
crops on Annex | of the Treaty.

Seeking information through the Focal Points was carried out with the expectation of
obtaining information on the collective national ex situ activities in a given country. As it
turned out, the ‘focal points’ in most cases have provided information mainly on their own
institutes activities and holdings of crop collections.

These institutes may well be the main holders of collections of crops on Annex 1 of the
Treaty, but it is important to bear in mind that the figures reported here do not necessarily
represent in all cases the totality of national holdings. As can be seen from Table 5, the
number of institutes with ex situ PGR collections varied from one country to another ranging
from one to ten.

The twelve respondent institutes were: INRAA (Algeria), NGB (Egypt), NPGB (Iran),
NCARTT (Jordan), ARC (Libya), INRA (Morocco), MAF (Oman), NARC (Pakistan),
GCSAR (Syria), MOA (Tunisia), AARI (Turkey) and AREA-NGRC (Yemen). The present
study will no doubt be far more complete if and when data and information are eventually
added from such countries as Iraq, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia and Afghanistan. Countries with
modest ex situ programmes such as Bahrain, Cyprus, Kuwait, Palestine, Qatar and United
Arab Emirates are, at this stage, outside the scope of determining important collections of
priority crops. However, they should be considered in any strategy aiming at strengthening
overall PGR capacity in the Region.

According to the FAO report on the state of the world’s plant genetic resources for food and
agriculture (FAO 1998), germplasm collecting in the Region has been strong since the
beginning of the century. ‘Countries in this region pay great attention to collecting and
conserving indigenous plant genetic resources, especially of crop species.

During the last decade, collecting missions in most countries and territories have been
frequent and are based on serving national genetic resources and breeding programmes’.
Collecting activities have mainly been undertaken by national institutions in collaboration
with international centres and institutes, such as [CARDA, IBPGR/Bioversity, and institutions
from developed countries, e.g. Australia, Canada, France, the United Kingdom, USA, Japan,
Germany, Russia, and others (ICARDA and UNEP 2002). Collections are kept in national
genebanks, agricultural research institutions, and universities and with private breeders, as
well as duplicates kept in regional genebanks and some developed countries genebanks.

Since a regional documentation system on plant genetic resources does not exist, no reliable
figures are available for the total number of accessions of food and forage crops and their wild
relatives held by all the countries in the Region. The number must be considerable judging
from the fact that twelve countries included in this study have reported 201500 total
accessions of which 135 434 are accessions of Annex 1 crops. However, the number of
duplications and accessions originating from the WANA region is mostly unknown. To this
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considerable number of accessions must be added the valuable germplasm holdings of
ICARDA of over 131 000 accessions of cereals, food legumes, forages and rangeland and
their wild relatives (50% originated from the WANA Region). A significant portion of
ICARDA'’s germplasm holdings originating from the WANA region (32 %) is collected by
the Centre itself in joint collecting missions with the national programmes (Table 3), the rest

is a donation from many countries and organizations. It is not clear how much of that

represents backup duplicates kept on behalf of countries of the WANA Region. When the
national programs develop a storage facility for long-term conservation of plant genetic
resources, [CARDA repatriates all germplasm of the country origin to the national genebank
jointly with the passport information and retains a backup duplication.

Table 3: Proportion of germplasm collected by ICARDA

Group Crop Name Global holdings WANA holdings
ICARDA- Crop % ICARDA- Crop %
collections  total Collected collections total Collected

Cereals Aegilops 2333 3851 61 1583 2359 67

Cereals Barley 1396 24301 6 1173 7819 15

Cereals Bread wheat 907 12640 7 462 7653 6

Cereals Durum wheat S 19138 3 475 11912 4

Cereals Primitive wheat 83 833 10 I 392 3

Cereals Wheat hybrids 12 58 21 7 12 58

Cereals Wild Hordeum 497 1836 27 382 1584 24

Cereals Wild Triticum 427 1572 27 393 1470 27

Food legumes Chickpea 1084 12180 9 838 5495 15

Food legumes Faba bean 838 10800 8 356 2462 14

Food legumes Lentil 1041 9997 10 819 3487 23

Food legumes Wild Cicer 45 268 17 43 11 39

Food legumes Wild Lens 280 583 48 262 418 63

Forage & range  Forage and 3555 5590 64 3127 3665 85

range

Forage legumes  Lathyrus 1259 3208 39 967 1462 66

Forage legumes  Medicago annual 4804 8364 57 4618 6902 67

Forage legumes  Pisum 366 6120 6 158 1063 15

Forage legumes  Trifolium 3479 4503 77 3159 3628 87

Forage legumes  Vicia 2747 6109 45 2171 3792 57

Total 25664 131951 19 21004 65686 32

0.1 The Status of National Collections

All countries, with one exception, reported that their PGR activities are coordinated at
national level, but several are yet to formally establish national programmes. The majority of
countries have genebanks with national PGR responsibilities. One half of the countries have
established national inventories (NIs), but few of those are available on the web. The number
of institutes with ex situ PGR collections varies considerably among countries. The estimated
total number of PGR accessions is apparently that held by the reporting institute. The number
of institutes and accessions need clarification. The majority of the countries reported having
some form of national documentation system using standard descriptors for passport data for
documenting accessions. Several countries reported high proportions of existing PGR
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information that are available in electronic format. Several others are just beginning to
establish such a system. Characterization/evaluation represents a serious constraint with
several of the respondents: only two countries reported 80% of the job done, the others had
still much to do. The estimated proportion (%) of the total number of the PGR accessions for

which there is indigenous knowledge is clearly disappointing with the highest 30% (three

countries did not address this point), while figures for distribution are much better at least in
four countries reporting between 80 to 100% of distribution information available/recorded.

Tables 4, 5 and 6 below show detailed tabulation of the responses to the fourteen questions

posed by the questionnaire

Table 4: National Programme Structure

Enquiry DZ
|. PGR activities coordinated at national Yes
level

2. National Programme formally No
established

3. Genebanks with national PGR No
responsibilities exists

4. National Inventory (NI)** exists Yes
5. NI available on the web No

Table 5: Status of Documentation of PGR Collections

Enquiry DZ EG IR

6. Number of institutes with Five One Two

ex situ PGR collections

7. Estimated total number of  n.a. 20K 60K

PGR accessions held by the
institutes

8. National PGR No  Yes Yes
documentation System exists

9. Use of standard Yes Yes  Yes
descriptors for passport data
for documenting accessions

10. Estimated proportion (%) |- 10- 70-

of existing PGR information 10% 30%  90%

available in electronic format

EG IR LY
Yes Yes Yes
Yes No Yes
Yes Yes Yes
Yes No Yes
Yes No No

jo

Two

4.5K

Yes

Yes

70-
9-%

LY
One

0.6K

Yes

0-
10%

jo

Yes

No

No
No

MA

Four

22K

Yes

Yes

100%

MA
Yes

Yes

No

Yes
Yes

OM
One

0.9K

No

0-
10%

OM
Yes

Yes

Yes
No

PK
One

23K

Yes

Yes

70-
90%

PK
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

SY
One

1K

Yes

Yes

70-
90%

SY TN
Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

No No
Yes No

TU
Ten

n.a.

No

0-
10%

Table 6: Type of Data Available in Genebanks (figures in %) of accessions held

Type of data available DZ EG
I'l. Passport 90 80
12. Characterization / Evaluation 70 80
13. Indigenous knowledge 50 20
14. Distribution records * na. 20

IR
60
50
1%
20

JO LY
90 100
50 0
30 10
80 na.

MA OM PK SY TR
100 7% 100 75 100
30 2% 80 30 10
2% 2% 5 10 5
100 na. 100 na. 100

TR
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

TR
2-165

56K

Yes

Yes

100%

TN
na.
25
3

n.a.

YE
Yes

Yes

Yes

No
No

YE

Five

3K

Yes

Yes

50-
70%

YE
100
I5
25
30

* Note: Information/record is available on the distribution of each accession, but respondents
may have misinterpreted this as the availability of material to be distributed.

3 Turkey has one National Genebank for seed and one-genebank facilities for safe duplicates of base collection. Additionally
for vegetatively propagated plant species (like fruits, mint, garlic so on 16 institutes responsible for conservation of
vegetatively propagated species in field gene banks (16 field gene banks).
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10.2 Number of Total PGR and Annex | Crops Accessions

As shown in the Table 7, the total number of PGR accessions held by the reporting institutes
is 201 500 accessions (no data for total accessions is available for Tunisia and Algeria). Iran is
holding the largest total number of PGR accessions followed by Turkey, Pakistan, Morocco,
Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Yemen, Libya and Oman. Of the total number of PGR accessions,
133025 accessions are of crops on Annex 1 representing and average of 61.1% of the total.
Iran is holding the largest number of accessions of Annex 1 crops followed by Turkey,
Pakistan, Morocco, Egypt, Syria, Tunisia, Yemen, Jordan, Algeria, Libya and Oman.

Table 7: Total number of accession held by countries of all crops and those of Annex |

Holders All Crops Annex | Crops %

Iran, NPGB 60000 49079 81.80%
Turkey, NGB-AARI 56000 25620 45.80%
Pakistan, NARC 23000 15835 68.80%
Morocco, INRA 22000 15405 70.00%
Egypt, NGB 20000 12127 60.60%
Syria, GCSAR 11500 8252 71.80%
Jordan, NCARTT 4500 2301 51.10%
Yemen, AREA-NGRC 3000 2571 85.70%
Oman, MAF 900 259 28.80%
Libya, ARC 600 328% 54.70%
Tunisia, MOA n.a. 3132

Algeria, INRAA n.a. 525%

Total 201500 135 434 Average 66.2%

* Some countries have a good part of their holdings deposited for the time being in regional
genebanks for save keep or till they build additional storage capacity. It is reported that
Algeria has some 3000 accessions kept at ICARDA, Libya likewise has some of its holdings
with Bari, Italy Regional Genebank.

10.3 Annex | Crops Maintained by the Reporting Institutes

As mentioned above, the reporting institutes are holding between them some 135 434
accessions of 59 out of the 64 crops listed in Annex 1 of the Treaty. However, the largest
proportion of the total number of accessions (94%) belongs to twenty crops, while the other
39 crops have between them the remaining 6% of the total number of accessions. As can be
seen below of the reported total accessions, three crops have 52%, seven crops have 29%, ten

crops represented 13%, nineteen crops represented 6% and twenty crops represented less than
0.1%.

= 3 crops have between them 70593 accessions representing 52% of the total number of
accessions, these are: Wheat, Barley and Chickpea.

= 7 crops have between them 37192 accessions representing 28% of the total number of
accessions, these are: 28% Lentil, Rice, Medicago spp, Maize, Faba Beans/V, Trifolium
spp. and Oat.

= 10 crops have between them 17124 accessions representing 13% of the total number of
accessions, these are: 14% Beans, Sorghum, Brassica, Sunflower, Citrus spp, Pearl Millet,
Lathyrus spp, Rye, Apple and Pea.

= 19 crops have between them 8152 accessions representing 6% of the total number of
accessions, these are: 06% Onobrychis spp, Astragalus spp, Beet, Cowpea, Grass Pea,
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Lupinus spp, Lolium spp, Eggplants, Potato, Carrot, Hedysarum spp, Dactylis spp.
Festuca spp, Lotus spp, Phalaris spp, Triticale, Melilotus spp, Agropyron spp and
Coronilla spp

= 13 crops have between them 339 accessions representing less than 0.1% of the total
number of accessions, these are: Poa, Atriplex spp, Phleum spp, Alopecurus spp, Salsola
spp, Banana, Eleusine spp, Prosopis spp, sweet potato, Agrostis spp, Ornithopus spp,
coconut and pigeon pea

= 7 crops have between them 33 accessions representing almost 0% of the total number of
accessions, these are: Asparagus spp, Strawberry, Andropogon spp, Canavalia spp,
Arrhenetherum spp, Pueraria spp and Major Aroids

Details of number of accessions per crop can be found in Annex 7

10.4 Food versus Forage Crops of Annex |

Table 8 shows that out of the 59 crops of Annex 1 that are maintained by the reporting
institutes, 32 are of food crops representing 54% of the total number of crops and 27 of forage
crops representing 46% of the total. However, when it comes to total number of accession,
food crops holdings come to 88% of the total number of accessions (119 335 accessions),
while forage crops have 12% (16 099 accessions). The food crops collections are dominated
by three crops (wheat, barley, chickpea) having among them 70 557 accessions representing
over 60% of all accessions of food crops. In the case of forage crops, Medicago and Trifolium
having between them 10 076 accessions representing over 62% of the total number of all
forage crops accessions.

Table 8: Holdings of Food and Forage Crops

Food Crops Accessions Forages Accessions
l. Wheat 41697 l. Medicago 5956
2. Barley 17766 2. Trifolium 4120
3. Chickpea 11094 3. Lathyrus 1261
4. Lentil 7355 4. Onobrychis 826
5. Rice 6905 5. Astragalus 714
6. Maize 4428 6. Lupinus 508
7. Faba Bean/ Vetch 4348 7. Lolium 507
8. Oat 4089 8. Hedysarum 386
9. Beans 4776 9. Dactylis 366
10. Sorghum 2729 10. Festuca 246
I Brassica 2115 I Lotus 243
12. Sunflower 2055 12. Phalaris 225
13. Citrus 1516 13. Melilotus 211
14. Pearl Millet 1403 14. Agropyron 140
15. Apple 1103 15. Coronilla 114
16. Rye 1094 16. Poa 60
17. Pea 1072 17. Atriplex 54
18. Cowpea 663 18. Phleum 37
19. Beet 660 19. Alopecurus 35
20. Eggplant 620 20. Salsola 33
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Food Crops Accessions Forages Accessions

21. Grass pea 618 21. Prosopis 18

22. Potato 482 22. Agrostis 14

23. Carrot 402 23. Ornithopus 10

24. Triticale 249 24. Andropogon 6

25. Banana 22 25. Canavalia 4

26. F. Millet 20 26. Arrhenatherum 3

27. S. Potato 16 27. Pueraria 2

28. Asparagus I

29. Coconut 10

30. Pigeon Pea 10

31 Strawberry 6

32. Maj. aroids |

Total Food Crops 119335 Total Forages 16099
Food crops 88% Forages 12%
Grand Total 135 434

10.5 Wild Relatives of Crops

The wild relatives of crop plants, which include the progenitors of crops, as well as species
more or less closely, related to them, constitute an increasingly important resource for
improving agricultural production and for maintaining sustainable agro-ecosystems. They
have contributed many useful genes to crop plants, and modern varieties of most crops now
contain genes from their wild relatives. The wise conservation and use of crop wild relatives
are essential elements for increasing food security, eliminating poverty, and maintaining the
environment. Several of the respondents to the questionnaire provided some useful, though
incomplete, data crop wild relatives; the subject needs to be further reviewed, however. This
perhaps will be taken up in more details during the global crop conservation strategy
development.

10.6 Factors/criteria for assessing importance of collections

For the time being, the size of the accession was used here, as a preliminary indication of
importance of a collection, which, though important, size is only a single measure among
several to be taken in consideration. Large collection size is the better for capturing the
greatest variability and ensuring having samples from different locations. Obviously, this is an
arbitrary criterion but is helpful for directing the attention to potential collections in the
Region for further evaluation and scrutiny. As shown in Annex 8, it can be preliminarily
surmised that there are collections of Annex 1 crops, which highly deserve to be considered
further to ascertain their importance. These collections are®:
= Crops of Primary Importance: wheat (8 collections), barley (9), Chickpea (5) lentil (6),
rice (5), Medicago (7), maize (7), Faba beans (7), Trifolium (5) and oat (4).
= Crops of Secondary Importance: Beans (2 collections), Sorghum (5), Brassica (3),
sunflower (40), citrus (4), Pearl millet (2), Lathyrus (4), apple (3), rye (4) and pea (3).

®In paragraph 8.11 other crops/group of crops not listed in Annex 1 of the Treaty were identified as of priority importance to
the region. These include: Date palm, Figs, Olive, Vitis, Prunus, Pistachio, Pomegranate, Mango, Onion, Garlic, Lettuce,
Cucurbit and Safflower. However at this stage no information is available on the state of their collections in the Region. In
further development of the strategy, attention should be paid to them.
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Assessing the importance of the collections and ranking them for their value, quality and other

parameters would require further analysis and consultation. As a first step in this direction, the

WANA Strategy Advisory Group at its meeting in Aleppo, Syria (29 May-1 June 20006),

agreed on the following factors/criteria to be taken into consideration in assessing and/or

determine the importance of key collections:

= Size of the collection (number of accessions)

= Geographic coverage

= [Extent and origin of diversity

= Holdings in collection of wild relatives and landraces / Indigenous species to the region
such as landraces and wild relatives

= Status and extent of documentation (minimum required data available)

= Accessibility and availability

= Utilization/usability (actual and potential use) of collection

= Degree and threat of genetic erosion

= Uniqueness of the diversity (such as tolerance to abiotic stresses etc.)

= Viability and quantity of the material (storage conditions and regeneration standards)

To conclude, the preceding review of priority crops and important collections was based on
firsthand information provided by national institutions involved in PGR in general and in ex
situ activities in particular. Only twelve institutions from as many countries have provided
information: in several cases, limited to their own institutes’ activities and holdings. The
review, therefore, remains incomplete, but partial as it may be, it showed a wide ranging ex
situ activities and revealed the existence of rather sizable holdings of key crops in the Region
of global importance. As such it serves the purpose of this stage of the development of the
WANA Conservation Strategy.

| 1. Collections of Priority for Support

The determination of collections of priority for support is an important aspect of the current
strategy. However, the task is demanding and could not dealt with satisfactorily without
detailed information on each specific crop collections, which eventually will be
complemented with the global crop strategies. Therefore, the final determination of
collections of priority for support needs further review and consultation among collection
holders to ensure consensus among countries in the region.

As a guide for further consideration of the subject by the Advisory Group, the approaches
adopted by two regions for setting criteria for identifying collections of greatest importance
and priority for support are summarized below:

* From Eastern Africa: Collections of priority were determined based on the scores received
for ‘threats’ though the analysis of the metadata for the criteria: No. Of accessions
requiring immediate regeneration and safety duplication, age of equipment, power supply
and available resources - human as well as financial.

=  From South, Southeast and East Asia (SSEEA): The Country Coordinators in different
countries from the three networks were consulted. Based on the information provided by
the Country Coordinators of the countries in the region, the collections of greatest
importance and priority for support were identified as ‘most important’ in terms of size,
extent/scope of diversity as defined by the network members and other experts.

Participants in the development of the SSEEA strategy has developed the following useful set
of criteria for identifying collections, which are of high priority for long- term support:
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= Collections in public domain

= Distinct collections (landraces, wild relatives)

= Collections under threat

= Collections with specific traits and from specific ecologies

= Collections that meet all the eligibility criteria

= Collections with sufficient eco-geographical representation/ Size of the collections

= Collections from institutions where regional /international collaborations are on-going

= (Collections representing interdependence for germplasm at regional and global level to
support food and nutritional security

= Collections represented by materials which are readily available for exchange as
determined by plant health and quarantine requirements

= (Collections having at least the minimum passport data

The above criteria were suggested in-group discussions at the SSEEA strategy taking
examples of three crops, namely, rice, Vigna and Citrus. In addition to these generic criteria,
some will be crop specific, for example, in the case of citrus the urgency and need to move
collections from high risk field collections to seed genebanks and cryobanks. For legumes
such as Vigna, the sustainability of collections to environment and agricultural system
conditions can be additional criteria.

It is important to note that it was also agreed that these criteria will not be used in isolation
but in combination with the other sets of criteria in the list and as qualitative information.”

| 2. Collaboration for Effective and Efficient Conservation

Key objective of the newly established Global Crop Diversity Trust is to promote an effective

and efficient global arrangement for ex situ conservation in accordance with the International

Treaty and the Global Plan of Action. The intention is to build towards such an arrangement

gradually, by putting into place rational strategies for conservation at the regional level and

contributing to the conservation of crop genepool at global level. For such a system to work,

the following are deemed critical:

= Credibility and trust amongst the collection holders in the region,

= Willingness to collaborate with partners within and outside of the region,

= Links with existing collaborative frameworks such as networks,

= Adequate funding to support the system,

= Agreed conservation standards and strong links to users,

= Effective mechanisms for monitoring and evaluation of technical and financial indicators

= Sharing of conservation responsibilities amongst partners for activities such as: storage,
documentation, regeneration, characterization and evaluation, strategies and
methodologies to enhance use of ex sifu collections, safety duplication, germplasm health,
germplasm exchange and distribution, training and technology transfer.

With its immense PGR heritage and potential and the many constraints that frustrate the full
realization of such potential, the WANA is perhaps the region that requires most a rational
strategy for conservation at the regional level. As seen earlier (chapters 8 and 9), most
countries in the region have so far made good progress in collecting and conserving PGRFA,
but crop diversity remains at risk making the case for the need for efforts to sustain important
crop collections. This can be achieved through developing a strategy that conserves existing
important crop diversity over the long-term and one that meets agreed standards of
management as well as national, regional and global needs. In addition, such a strategy should
lead to a situation where collections would have minimum unplanned duplication and
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satisfactory safety back-up arrangements. It should also ensure availability and access to the
conserved material through having comprehensive and easily accessible common or linked
information systems.

It is very encouraging, however, to note from country visits and correspondence with leaders
of major PGR programmes, that countries are willing to forge collaborative links with
partners within and outside of the region’. The task of building a rational conservation at the
regional level demands firm commitment backed by political will and readiness to share
responsibilities. Much also hinges on having reasonable functional links between the
concerned national institutions, as well as a suitable mutually accepted regional arrangement
for collaboration and exchange of experience and knowledge. While all agree that the onus is
on the countries themselves for fulfilling maximum cooperation at national and regional level,
the support of regional and international organizations and donors will continue to be crucial
for success.

12.1 Coordination at National Level

Efficient germplasm maintenance and use require active interaction among a multidisciplinary
team of scientists including gene bank curators, plant biologists, plant breeders, socio-
economists and users. In short, successful national PGR programmes require high degree of
coordination at technical and management level. The report on the State of the World Plant
Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (FAO1998) stated that the “lack of coordination
between different institutions dealing with plant genetic resources activities is a major
impediment to programme development” and it has “led to dispersal of resources” in some
countries in the WANA Region. Similar concerns were reiterated in a recent report on
genebanks in the Arab countries (ICARDA and UNEP 2002).

2.2 Measures to Strengthen National Programmes

The alleviation of the constraints such as those mentioned in the above paragraph depends on
countries’ policies and the importance they attach to plant genetic resources conservation and
their sustainable use. There are no easy solutions and each country must decide for itself the
measures and solution most suitable for its specific circumstances. They can also benefit from
the collective wisdom in the region, especially of countries in similar conditions, as in the
case of the regional meeting to promote implementation of the Global Plan of Action (GPA)
for the Conservation and Use of Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture in the
WANA region held in Aleppo, Syria in June 1998 (quoted by ICARDA and UNEP 2002). It
made a number of recommendations for strengthening national programs, most of which are
still valid:

= Each country should formulate a national strategy and /or plan on PGRFA, particularly for
the implementation of the GPA according to the national needs and that this plan should
be in harmony with national biodiversity strategy and action plans,

= National PGRFA plans and strategies should also be integrated in national development
and agricultural sector plans,

= All countries should have National Plant Genetic Resources (PGR) Committees, or similar
coordinating mechanisms involving all concerned parties. The committee should have
clear terms of reference and regular meetings,

TA good example of inter-country collaboration is the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) of Regional Alliance for
promoting conservation and exchange of GR between the Ministers of Agriculture of Jordan, Lebanon, Palestinian Authority
and Syria signed in June 2005 where countries commit themselves to collaborate in research and development of PGR and
exchange of germplasm. ICARDA, Bioversity, ACSAD and others are party to this MoU.
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= PGR units or facilities should be improved where required to meet national needs. They
should have clear responsibilities, and be coordinated with other parts of the national
programs,

= Appropriate legislation on PGR should be developed,

=  Human resources development should be strengthened to improve availability of qualified
staff, through training programs and use of experts from the region,

= National programs require secure and sustainable finance, drawing upon national and
international sources.

2.3 Coordination at the Regional Level

Regional collaboration in PGR has not been very successful despite the formation of the West
Asia and North Africa Network (WANANET) to promote such collaboration among countries
of the region. The West Asia and North Africa Plant Genetic Resources Network
(WANANET) was established in 1992 with an initial membership of thirteen countries and
sponsorship of Bioversity (then IBPGR), ICARDA and FAO.

The main objectives of the network were to assist NARS in developing plant genetic
resources programmes, formulate and prioritize collaborative research and strategies for
collection, conservation, documentation, germplasm exchange and training, and to formulate
recommendations for specific regional cooperative programmes. The Network was made up
of a Plant Genetic Resources Committee (WANA PGRC), Steering Committee and 5 Crop
Working Groups, plus an in situ and Biodiversity Working Group. The Network secretariat
was housed at the Bioversity WANA Office.

Initially, the network played an important role in strengthening national programmes by
reinforcing the role of the national plant genetic resources committees, encouraging
coordination between different institutions within each country and among programmes
throughout the region. WANANET was completely dependent on Bioversity for funding,
which all went into meetings of the various working groups producing reports and
recommendations with little, if any, follow-up on their implementation, with the exception of
establishing new ex sifu facilities.

It is generally accepted that the inability of the network to be self-sustained and the failure of
its member countries to implement its recommendations are among the main reasons for its
ineffectiveness. Other contributing factors are on one hand weak links to breeders at national
level who saw these genebanks as ‘unnecessary’ competitors to their working collections and
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