Meeting Report

of the 

FIFTH Meeting of Directors of the Network of Aquaculture Centres in Central-Eastern Europe (NACEE)

Lviv, Ukraine, 14-17 October 2008
1. The Research Institute for Fisheries, Aquaculture and Irrigation (HAKI), Szarvas, Hungary, as Coordinating Institution of the Network of Aquaculture Centres in Central-Eastern Europe, held the Fifth Meeting of NACEE Directors in Lviv, Ukraine, between 14-17 October 2008. The meeting was hosted by the Institute for Fisheries of the Ukrainian Academy of Agrarian Sciences (IF UAAS). The meeting was partly supported by the FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia, Budapest, Hungary and the Inland Water Resources and Aquaculture Service, FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Department, Rome. The main objectives of the Meeting were to review the last year's progress of NACEE in general and its Working Groups in particular, to decide on relevant organizational, technical and financial issues, and to find ways to improve collaboration, with special regard to joint project activities. Particular emphasis was given to the development of project proposals and related fund raising opportunities, organisation of joint training events, conferences and workshops and improvement of collaboration with the neighbouring countries. The detailed programme and prospectus of the Meeting are included in Annex 1.

2. The Meeting was attended by 55 participants representing 32 institutions and organizations from 12 CEE countries, as well as by representatives of FAO, EFARO and EUROFISH. (Annex 2 provides the list of participants). 

3. The Meeting was opened by Mr Ihor Hrytsynyak, director of the host organization, the Institute of Fisheries of the Ukrainian Academy of Agrarian Sciences. After welcoming the participants and introducing the distinguished guests at the head table, he gave the floor to Mr Anatoliy Holovko, vice-president of the Ukrainian Academy of Agrarian Sciences. Mr Holovko praised the development NACEE had gone through since its official establishment in 2004. He stressed the importance of the exchange of ideas and results which ultimately can lead to the disappearance of borders in research. Finally, on behalf of the Board and the President of UAAS, he wished the participants a successful meeting for the benefit of Europe and all the world community.
4. The floor was then given to Mr Viktor Kazimirchuk, deputy head of the State Committee of Fisheries of Ukraine, who gave an overview of the recent history of the fisheries and aquaculture sector in Ukraine. He highlighted the positive changes that occurred after the establishment of the State Committee of Fisheries of Ukraine in 2002. Previously, the sector was characterized by scarce financing and a high degree of instability due to frequent changes in leadership. The situation has significantly improved in the recent years and the financing has also increased, especially in the areas of stock enhancement and selective breeding. 

5. Mr Laszlo Varadi, director general of HAKI, expressed his satisfaction with the fact that the meeting was organized in Ukraine, a country with well-known richness in fisheries and aquaculture resources. He pointed out the successes of NACEE in integrating the scientific institutions of Central and Eastern Europe into the European Research Area, noting, however, the still-existing gaps between Eastern and Western European institutions. He stressed the importance of launching specific actions, establishing closer ties, developing collaboration and discussing the common issues in the integration of our region into the European aquaculture scene. Finally, he thanked the hosts and organizers for their work and wished the participants a successful conference.
Progress Report and Financial Report bY the NACEE Coordinating Institution

6. During the session, Mr Varadi presented the Progress Report and the Financial Report for 2007 and 2008 of HAKI, the Coordinating Institution of NACEE. The outline of the presentation included the following points: (1) NACEE in the European aquaculture scene; (2) Projects; (3) Networking and exchange of information; (4) Cooperation with neighbouring countries; (5) Preparation of a Regional Review on Aquaculture Development; (6) Promoting NACEE; and (7) Conferences. 

7. As the fiscal year 2008 is not over yet, the presented Financial Report was only preliminary; the final one will be sent to NACEE Directors in the beginning of 2009. Mr Varadi showed that the income from the membership fees would have approximately covered the costs related to the coordination, correspondence, translations and web site development. However, due to non-payment of membership fees by some members, only the support received from the Hungarian Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FVM) allowed ro reach a slighly positive balance.
8. The expected balance of 2008 is also slightly positive, although only on the condition that all the members pay their dues as required. The Coordinating Institution determined the end of the current meeting as the last payment deadline for the institutions that had not yet paid the membership fees. It was suggested to have a vote on the sanctions against institutions that do not comply with this requirement on the last day of the meeting. The Progress Report and the Financial Report (without the detailed budget tables) are attached in Annex 3.
9. The Progress Report and the Financial Report were discussed and adopted by the Meeting.

Accession by New Members

10. Three institutions had applied for membership in NACEE:

· Russian Federal Research Institute of Irrigation Fish Farming, Vorovskogo, Moscow Province, Russian Federation;

· Northern Branch of the Knipovich Polar Research Institute of Marine Fisheries and Oceanography, Arkhangelsk, Russian Federation; 

· Southern Scientific Research Institute of Marine Fisheries and Oceanography, Kerch, Ukraine.

11. Directors/representatives of these institutions gave brief presentations of their mandate and activities. Summary information on them is included in Annex 4. NACEE Directors approved their accession and welcomed their participation in the network. NACEE herewith increased its membership to 44 institutions.

REPORTS ON THE PROGRESS OF NACEE WORKING GROUPS

12. The discussion on the first two Working Group progress reports was chaired by Mr Konstantin Tylik (Kaliningrad State Technical University, Kaliningrad, Russian Federation) and Mr Zdenek Adamek (University of South Bohemia, Research Institute of Fish Culture and Hydrobiology, Vodnany, Czech Republic). Mme Lidiya Vasilyeva from the Caspian Fisheries Research Institute, the Lead Institution of the „Sturgeon Culture” Working Group gave a detailed overview of the membership, research activities, joint projects, material and human resources, conferences and publications by members, as well as exchange of genetic material between them. Priority research areas were determined for the future. Mme Vasilyeva also presented a new report on the status and development perspectives of artificial reproduction of sturgeons for conservation and rehabilitation of natural populations, which was divided into three sections: (1) Status and development perspectives of artificial reproduction of sturgeons in the Volga-Caspian basin; (2) Overview of the status of artificial reproduction of sturgeons in Central and Eastern Europe; and (3) Recommendations for improving the efficiency of the artificial reproduction of sturgeons. Mme Vasilyeva stressed that if a large-scale programme of establishing sturgeon broodstocks were started now, there would be no need in wild-caught breeders by 2020s. The reports are available in Annex 5.1.

13. Mr Andrey Bogeruk (Federal Centre of Fish Genetics and Selection, the Lead Institution of the „Fish Genetics” Working Group) presented a report on the research and science management activities performed by the WG members last year, as well as their publications and conferences. The full report is available in Annex 6.1.

REPORTS ON THE PROGRESS OF NACEE WORKING GROUPS II.

14. The session on the next three WG reports was chaired by Mr Ihor Hrytsynyak. Mr Varadi (Research Institute for Fisheries, Aquaculture and Irrigation, the Lead Institution of the „New Species” Working Group) described the potential and the problems of this field and summarized the activities of each of the four subgroups: (1) predatory species; (2) culture of coregonids; (3) culture of cyprinids; and (4) crayfish culture. The execution of actions decided on during the Fourth Meeting of Directors was reviewed and the compiled matrix of activities of the WG members was presented. European trends were analyzed and it was pointed out that species diversification remained an important issue of sustainable development of European aquaculture. The full report is attached in Annex 7.1. 

15. Mr Konstantin Tylik (Kaliningrad State Technical University, one of the two Lead Institutions of the „Aquaculture Education” Working Group) presented a report on the progress done by the northern members of the WG in the past year. He stressed that regional cooperation had been developing, highlighting the already well-established collaboration between Kaliningrad (Russia), Lithuania and Poland. He made an overview of the recent projects (development of an MSc programme in aquaculture management for the Baltic region within the framework of the AQUAFIMA project, joint projects with Lithuania on artificial reproduction of eel and recreational fishing, training programmes). He also informed the participants about the virtual aquaculture institute established within the framework of the Open University. New-generation educational standards are being developed, involving competent approaches and higher independence of universities in choosing disciplines. Finally, he drew the attention to the fact that by September 2009, all Russian universities will have changed to a two-level (BSc+MSc) education system compliant with the Bologna Convention.
16. Branko Glamuzina (University of Dubrovnik, the other Lead Institution of the Working Group), reviewed the progress done by the southern institutions of the WG. The most important were the cooperation established between Croatia, Montenegro and Hungary, mainly involving exchange of experiences and mobility of students and the teaching staff. Special attention is given to training of farmers, where institutes and universities play an increasing role. It is particularly worth to note the importance of the upgraded Mariculture Education, Technology and Business Innovation Center (MARIBIC) in Ston, Croatia, in providing practical training to farmers.

17. By request of Mr Glamuzina, Mr Jurica Jug Dujakovic, the director of MARIBIC, made a presentation on MARIBIC and its demonstration and production facilities, its cooperation with the University of Dubrovnik (the University giving theoretical knowledge, while MARIBIC providing practical training) and its role in technology development. He stressed that the traditional aquaculture methods could not produce quantities necessary to fill the gap between the increasing demand for fish and the declining fishing yields without investing in more efficient technologies and management methods, such as the recirculated aquaculture technologies developed by MARIBIC. The full material of the „Aquaculture Education” Working Group is available in Annex 8.1.
18. Mme Marina Mikhaylova (All-Russian Research Institute of Freshwater Fish Farming) presented the first material compiled by the recently formed „Aquaculture Technologies” Working Group. The presentation contained information on innovative technologies by NACEE members that could be of interest to other partners. It was proposed to develop a common position by NACEE members regarding the commercialization of the existing technologies and to publish a list of such innovative technologies on the NACEE webpage. The presented report is available in Annex 9.1.

19. Due to the shortness of available time, only a short discussion was allowed by the section chair, who suggested that further discussions of the raised issues be continued later, during the individual meetings of the Working Groups. The newly formed „Aquaculture Technologies” Working Group received the most comments. The members suggested the Working Group to proceed with caution and involve independent experts in the evaluation of the proposed technologies before posting them to the Internet, in order to ensure that they are really innovative and useful. Mr Sergey Alymov (National Agricultural University, Kiev, Ukraine) made some suggestions regarding educational issues. These included: (1) establishment of a working party on integration of university curricula in order to ensure mutual acceptance of each others’ diplomas; (2) establishment of a working party on joint writing of coursebooks and methodological materials; and (3) accepting students from other countries at the Ukrainian student competitions organized in fisheries and aquaculture. For the latter purpose, he is ready to send the requirements to all NACEE universities so that their students can prepare. 
NEWS OF THE PARTNER ORGANIZATIONS

20. The session was chaired by Laszlo Varadi, who also presented the status of contacts in case of the organizations whose representatives could not attend the Meeting.
21. AquaTT: Possibilities of cooperation were discussed by Laszlo Varadi and David Murphy at the EIFAC Conference in Antalya, Turkey, in May 2008. Mr Murphy highly supported the idea of the planned NACEE Young Researchers’ Conferences and confirmed his interest in further discussions on this issue. There is also scope for better interaction between the new AquaTnet network and NACEE member institutions.
22. EAS: Currently, 15 NACEE member institutions from 8 countries (Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Romania and Russia) are represented in EAS. At the Aquaculture Europe 2008 Conference and Exhibition in Krakow, Poland, held on 15-19 September 2008, NACEE was provided a stand at the exhibition area free of charge. Unfortunately, participation by NACEE members was quite low. During the AE2008, Laszlo Varadi gave over the EAS presidency to Dr Selina Stead and continues his work in the EAS Board as Past President with observer status. Mr Varadi also underlined the possibility of publishing papers in the magazine of EAS, which is still used by very few NACEE members.
23. EATP: Laszlo Varadi became involved in the European Aquaculture Technology Platform as Facilitator of the “Technology and Systems” Thematic Area. The representation of the CEE Region in this thematic field is important, as it allows drawing the attention to pond aquaculture systems. However, even so, the specific issues and problems of the Central and Eastern European аquaculture have so far been mostly neglected within the EATP. This is why the idea of establishing a similar organization for the CEE Region emerged. A detailed discussion of this issue was scheduled for the second day of the meeting.
24. EFARO: Mr Varadi announced that Mr Antoine Dosdat from EFARO would make a presentation on EFARO later, on the second day of the meeting.
25. EUROFISH: Mr Victor Hjort, president of EUROFISH, made a short presentation on Eurofish and its activities aiming at the development of fisheries in Central and Eastern Europe. Eurofish continues its focus on food safety, trade and markets as well as aquaculture. Its activities include informational and advisory activities, organization of conferences, workshops and training courses, involvement in EU and non-EU projects, studies of market aspects of aquaculture. It is the ambition of the organization to increase its efforts in the field of aquaculture through its publication and project activities. Mr Hjort also presented the EUROFISH magazine, where information from NACEE could also be published. 
26. EIFAC: Mr Varadi informed the participants on the suggestion to change the name of EIFAC from European Inland Fisheries Advisory Commission to European Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture Commission. Some members of NACEE (e.g., from Bulgaria, Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary), actively collaborate with EIFAC. The next EIFAC Symposium will take place in Croatia in 2010, and its key topic will be multifunctional inland aquaculture.
27. NACA: Mr Pedro Bueno, former Director General of NACA presented a short overview of the history, activities and latest news of NACA. He mentioned the cooperation of NACEE and NACA in common carp genetics, in particular, the joint NACA-NACEE Consortium on Carp Genetics that is currently being established. An Expert Consultation that should elaborate the framework for the planned carp consortium will take place in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam, on 3-4 December 2008, with participants from Bangladesh, China, Indonesia, Vietnam and India from NACA; and the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Russia and Ukraine from NACEE. Mr Bueno also pointed out that the experience gained by NACA during its transformation into an intergovernmental organization could be of much use to NACEE.

28. WSCS: A representative of the World Sturgeon Conservation Society attended the Sturgeon Workshop held in HAKI on May 2008. WSCS is very interested in cooperation with the Sturgeon Working Group of NACEE. 

SESSION ON DEVELOPMENT OF COLLABORATION WITH COUNTRIES BORDERING ON THE NACEE REGION
29. Mr Varadi proposed to move this session forward to the first day, and move the session on further development of NACEE to a later time in order to allow Mr Uwe Barg (FAO) and Mr Antoine Dosdat (EFARO), who were late due to plane connection problems, to participate in the latter. The proposed prospectus of the FAO-NACEE Conference on Aquaculture in the Caucasus/Caspian countries (Annex 10) was presented for discussion and approval by the participants. After discussing the available options, the Meeting supported the proposed venue (Yerevan, Armenia) and date of the meeting (April 2009, the exact date to be coordinated with FAO and the local host). The proposed agenda of the Meeting was also approved, including:

· Overview of aquaculture development in the NACEE region;

· Overview of aquaculture development in the Caucasus/Caspian region;

· Presentations on cooperation possibilities in different areas (EU projects where Caucasus/Caspian countries can be involved; other funding possibilities; possible cooperation in education and training; mobility of students and researchers; mutual visits of farmers; business opportunities; NACEE as a framework for cooperation);

· Discussion on cooperation arrangements on different level (governmental, interregional, inter-institutional); possible formulation and signing of agreements;

· Adoption of the report of the conference.

A significant discussion followed on whether the scope of the conference should be limited to the three Caucasus countries or widened to the Caspian countries as well. It was pointed out that Caspian countries do not belong to Europe but to Asia; therefore, the meeting should rather concentrate on Caucasus countries. Several members, however, favoured participation of Caspian countries as well, on the basis that they are bordering on the NACEE region; in addition, they are very interested in collaboration with NACEE. Finally, after having extensively discussed the issue, the Meeting agreed to propose FAO to invite Caspian countries, but leave the final decision to FAO.
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP
30. Recommended time schedule of inter-sessional activities by NACEE members: An action plan for the inter-sessional period was presented by Mr Varadi (Annex 11). The material was divided in three sections: (1) Specific tasks for all members; (2) Specific tasks for the Coordinating Institution; and (3) Commitments by individual members. Deadlines were determined for provision of information by the members (educational and training courses, workshops, conferences and other events; intergovernmental scientific and technical cooperation agreements; training possibilities; scientific and technical results, innovative projects) and for processing and dissemination of the collected information through the webpage by the Coordinating Institution.
31. The venue of the proposed NACEE Young Scientists’ Conferences was briefly touched upon, leaving the detailed discussion to the next day. The offer of the State Scientific and Production Center for Fisheries, Tyumen’, Russian Federation, to host the Conference in 2009 and the proposal of Kherson State Agricultural University, Kherson, Ukraine, to be the host in 2010 were acknowledged.
32. Time and venue of the Sixth and Seventh NACEE Meeting: The NACEE Meeting participants welcomed and unanimously accepted the generous offer by the Polish institutions to host the Sixth Meeting of NACEE Directors in Poland in 2009. The Meeting also warmly welcomed and accepted the offer by the Institute of Fisheries and Aquaculture, Plovdiv, Bulgaria, to host the Seventh Meeting in 2010 in Plovdiv. Mme Liliana Hadjinikolova, director of IFA, confirmed the offer and stated that it had been coordinated with the Bulgarian government and approved by it.
DISCUSSION OF THE FURTHER EVOLUTION POSSIBILITIES OF NACEE
33. The session was chaired by Mr Varadi. He reminded the participants that the issue of transforming NACEE into an intergovernmental organization (IGO) had been raised several times during NACEE meetings and identified as a long-term objective of NACEE. In consultation with the Coordinating Institution, FAO invited experts to prepare the following resource materials to facilitate an informed discussion on this process:
· NACEE: towards an intergovernmental network organization. A discussion and reference paper (by Mr Pedro Bueno, FAO consultant);

· NACEE: towards an intergovernmental network organization. A short discussion guide (by Mr Pedro Bueno, FAO consultant);

· Network of Aquaculture Centres in Central and Eastern Europe (NACEE): Legal and institutional options (by Mme Marta Pardo, FAO Legal Office).
The latter two key documents were translated by the Coordinating Institution and distributed to the members in advance of the Meeting (Annex 12).

34. Mr Bueno made a presentation based on the above documents where he evaluated in detail the reasons and benefits of the transformation of NACEE into an IGO and outlined a detailed agenda including strategies, work phases, key success factors and proposed immediate actions. He suggested three transformation options for NACEE, namely: (1) immediate transformation into an IGO; (2) Operating, in the interim, as a regional project embedded into a regional structure; or (3) Start working as a project funded by one or more donors with transformation into an IGO at a later stage (the way followed by NACA). He pointed out, however, that the first option required strong political will and government support, while the second two options needed significant donor support.
35. Mr Uwe Barg (FAO) thanked Mr Bueno for preparing the report. He briefly commented on how the idea of the transformation of NACEE evolved. In particular, he referred to the decisions of the Fourth Meeting of NACEE Directors, (Galati, 2007), when NACEE confirmed its long-term interest in the transformation of NACEE into an IGO network.  Following the Galati meeting, FAO and the Coordinating Institution had consultations on the possibilities of providing information resource materials for reference and discussion by NACEE Directors on the opportunities and requirements of such an IGO transformation process. As discussed, this documentation should serve discussions at the Lviv meeting, for decision on launching the proposed process of transformation into an IGO network. Following the discussions and decision in Lviv, an informal think-tank meeting on the future transformation of NACEE would be held in Budapest at the FAO Office, in early 2009, and partly supported by FAO. Such an informal think-tank meeting should be attended by interested government representatives in charge of aquaculture sector management in their countries.
36. Mr Barg also commemorated the World Food Day, celebrated on this day, 16 October. He briefly spoke about the significance of this day in drawing the attention of the people and the governments on world hunger. It is now recognized by the world’s governments that agriculture problems have been overlooked for a long time, which has led to the weakness of the sector. He also drew attention to present very serious issues like the growing food prices worldwide, affecting food security in many countries. Mr Barg emphasized the importance of aquaculture in helping to solving food problems of the world. He stressed that 48% of the fish consumed in the world now comes from aquaculture. Even FAO had underestimated the growth rate of aquaculture. The recognition of the importance of aquaculture is also shown by the fact that FAO has renamed its Department of Fisheries into Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture.
DISCUSSION OF THE FURTHER EVOLUTION POSSIBILITIES OF NACEE II.
37. The second part of the discussion on NACEE’s transformation was chaired by Mr Glamuzina. He first gave the floor to Mr Antoine Dosdat (EFARO), who showed another development model by presenting a detailed overview of the European Fisheries and Aquaculture Research Organization and its role in the European fisheries and aquaculture research. EFARO started as a „club” of institutions supported by the EU, which was subsequently transformed into a registered international non-governmental, non-profit organization. EFARO’s objectives are to prepare and publish prospective analyses, optimise the research resources in Europe, and to link with other institutions in order to promote and support the Common Fisheries Policy approaches to sustainability through science. Mr Dosdat reviewed the research priorities of EFARO and presented a SWOT analysis of the European research scene. He suggested the participants to visit the site of EFARO (http://www.efaro.eu) where they could find more detailed information, as well as download the document „Trends in European Fisheries and Aquaculture Research” published by EFARO in 2006.
38. Mr Dosdat talked in special detail about the structure and financing of EFARO, as issues especially interesting to NACEE in its current transformation process. The structure of EFARO includes the President, the Vice-President, the Secretariat and the 26 members. The membership fee ranges from 300 to 3000 EUR depending on the economic situation of the given country. Regardless of the financial contribution, each member has one vote. Meetings of directors are held once a year. In addition, one or two working groups are established annually for adressing specific issues.
39. By request of Mr Alymov, Mr Bueno clarified the structure and financing of NACA. The bodies involved in NACA’s operation include: the Governing Council, Technical Advisory Committee, Secretariat, Regional Lead Centres, Regional and National Collaborating Centres, National Aquaculture Centres and Focal Agencies. The core fund of NACA comes from contributions by the member governments ranging from 10,000 to 60,000 USD. The remaining part of the financing comes from services provided to member governments and other partners. The Government of Thailand. provides the Office of NACA’s Secretariat and covers the salaries of local administrative and support staff.
40. Responding to a request by Mme Vasilyeva, Mr Varadi expressed his own views on the issue of transformation. He stated that he agreed with the long-term objective of transforming NACEE into an IGO, but underlined that, in his opinion, this objective should indeed be a long-term one. He voiced his concerns regarding the transformation, including the difficulties of handing over the ownership of NACEE to governments, and mentioned his doubts regarding the involvement of the present members after this transition. There are also questions regarding the engagement of governments in aquaculture. While some governments show strong commitment, others do not, and thus, there are reasons for scepticism about getting financing from governments. The low interest of the governments in NACEE is shown also by the fact that only one ministry responded to the invitation to the current meeting. Much is to be done to motivate governments to a better involvement. Mr Varadi pointed out that while he saw the advantages of a NACA-type development, he thought that NACEE was closer to EFARO in its structure and the way of its development. The first step, however, should be the tightening of the – still somewhat loose – structure of NACEE.
41. In the following discussion, the representatives of each country were requested to state their views on the issue. The general opinions are summarized in the following:
· Arguments in favour of and against each organizational scheme should be carefully evaluated.

· There is general scepticism regarding the involvement of governments. Many members are concerned about the commitment of government officials and have doubts about future involvement of the research institutions if NACEE became an IGO. On the other hand, it was pointed out that most of the present members were public organizations controlled and funded by governments, i.e. there was already high government involvement in NACEE. Provisions for continuing involvement of scientific institutions could be made while elaborating the framework of a new intergovernmental structure (e.g. they could continue operating in their present form as a Technical Advisory Committee to an IGO).

· The current structure of NACEE seems optimal for reaching its set objectives. Whichever route of transformation is selected, efforts should be made for preservation of the present form of direct communication between research institutions of the region.

· Most of the governments are not aware of the existence and potential of NACEE. Members should work better with their respective governments, informing them on NACEE’s results and involving them in NACEE activities.

· In some countries there is no separate body dealing with fisheries and aquaculture in the structure of the respective Ministry. Financing of this sector is also scarce, and therefore, significant state support can hardly be expected.
· EFARO’s way of development is generally perceived as more suitable for NACEE. Operational principles of neither NACA, nor EFARO cannot be fit automatically to NACEE, they need significant adaptation to the local conditions. The elaboration of a specific scheme for NACEE based upon the experience of both organizations can also be considered.

· NACEE members are not against transformation of the network into a legal body, however, they support a more gradual approach.

· A detailed market analysis of the consumption and value of aquaculture products from CEE countries showing the value and benefits of NACEE’s activities and their financial advantages should be conducted before contacting governments. No government will provide financing to NACEE if it cannot demonstrate the financial returns on this investment.
42. Mr Glamuzina also requested the opinion of Mr Hjort, as a representative of another intergovernmental organization. Mr Hjort explained that EUROFISH, together with its partner organizations all over the world, was created from a project similar to NACA’s model. However, he pointed out that, in his opinion, governments were currently not ready to finance another IGO. There are no bilateral funds available any more, as all have been redirected to the EU. It is a general tendency that governments do not support specific actions if they belong to areas considered to be EU’s competence, like fisheries and aquaculture. For this reason, Mr Hjort expressed his doubts regarding financing of NACEE by governments. 
43. Summarizing the results of the discussion, Mr Barg thanked all participants for their clear and straightforward opinions that he considered a sign of confidence and trust among the participants. He pointed out that NACEE, indeed, needed to start a serious discussion on its future, in which, the current discussion could be considered a very important first step. He said that he noticed a certain hesitance by NACEE Directors to change and also noticed problems in the interaction of NACEE members with government authorities. The wish of NACEE to focus on research issues is a decision to be respected, even if this gives less importance to sectoral management and development, including production by the sector, and to related relevant regional networking collaboration at intergovernmental levels. However, he suggested to consider the present session only a first discussion in a series of many more. NACEE members should study the development and structure of both EFARO and NACA in detail and find their own way building upon the experience of their partners. He stressed that NACEE legally did not exist. Assuming legal personality is a crucial element of the further development of NACEE and its evolving into an independent and self-sustaining organization. Establishment of a task force working on this issue would be important. In addition, Mr Barg suggested that NACEE should make efforts toward strengthening its Secretariat, which is currently very weak in institutional terms.
44. Mr Varadi agreed with Mr Barg that NACEE, at the moment, lacked legal personality. However, he pointed out that this informal operation was the easiest way to start the activities and bring the aquaculture institutions of Central and Eastern Europe together. NACEE in its current form is a product of this informal cooperation. However, the development into a legal organization is now becoming necessary, and this discussion should be the first step toward this.

DISCUSSION OF CURRENT ISSUES OF RELEVANCE TO THE WHOLE NETWORK
45. The session was chaired by Mr Glamuzina, who reviewed the suggestions of the participants regarding improvement of cooperation, information exchange, mobility, education and joint project activities. Most suggestions were of general character, stating that improvement was needed, but lacking specific suggestions. Elaboration of specific measures and joint projects should be done in the framework of the individual Working Groups.
46. The idea of organizing annual young researchers conferences was discussed. Mr Aleksandr Litvinenko (State Research and Production Center for Fisheries, Tyumen, Russian Federation) offered to host the conference in 2009. He said that his institution would financially support the participation, so that the participants from NACEE members would need to pay only for their travel, all the other costs would be covered by the hosts. The Meeting welcomed and unanimously approved this generous offer. The Kherson State Agricultural University (Kherson, Ukraine) had indicated its willingness to host the conference in 2010, but because the representatives of KSAU had already left, voting on this offer was postponed to the next Meeting.
47. Organization details were briefly discussed. Selection of good PhD students and young researchers was encouraged. It was also proposed to establish an Organizing Committee, including Mr Vitaliy Bekh (Ukraine), Mr Peter Lengyel (Hungary) and a representative of the host institution. Mr Litvinenko suggested that this issue should not be discussed in the plenary. He agreed with the proposed persons but pointed out that the discussion on the organizational issues would be more efficient and productive in the framework of the Education WG or in direct communication between the members of the Organizing Committee.
48. Mr Alymov repeated his offer to receive students from NACEE countries at the Student Olympiads in Fisheries and Aquaculture to be held in April 2009. He is ready to send relevant materials so that interested students can get prepared to the competition.
49. An intensive discussion followed on education-related issues. The members agreed that:

·  educational and training offers by NACEE members should be posted to the NACEE webpage;
· adapting educational curricula is necessary so that differences in each discipline do not exceed 30%;

· bilateral agreements are needed between universities for creating the legal framework for mutual recognition of diplomas;

· education and training should be industry-oriented.
50. More focus of NACEE meetings to professional issues was proposed by some members. Several possibilities for this were discussed, from establishing new working groups to presenting news of the R&D activities of members at a separate session. Several topics were proposed for discussion as well. Finally, it was decided that before the Sixth Meeting of Directors in Poland, a one-day workshop will be held with the participation of technical experts. The topic of the workshop will be market issues, focusing on freshwater aquaculture.
51. The establishment of two new Working Groups were proposed, one on marketing, the other on marine aquaculture. After a short discussion and vote, the Mariculture WG has been established by the Meeting of Directors.
52. The establishment of the proposed Task Force on NACEE Transformation was delegated to the Coordinating Institution. 
SESSION ON THE CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPEAN AQUACULTURE TECHNOLOGY PLATFORM
53. The session was chaired by Mr Bogeruk. After a short introduction on the European Aquaculture Technology Platform, he gave the floor to Mr Varadi, who presented an overview of EATP’s history, structure, plans for the future and the proposed Working Groups. He emphasized that European aquaculture was a world leader in terms of technology and know-how; however, this is not reflected in the competitiveness of the sector. One of the underlying principles of EATP is that research needs not support, but investment; the industry needs to determine its research needs and invest in it.
54. Central and Eastern Europe is spectacularly underrepresented in EATP. Mr Varadi is the facilitator of the thematic area on Technology and Systems. Mr Adamek also represents NACEE in EATP, as facilitator of the Inland Aquaculture WG within the Technology & Systems thematic area.

55. Mr Varadi informed the participants on the technical meeting to be held in Brussels in December. The representatives of the Eastern European technology platforms, established in Hungary and Russia, may also be invited to the meeting of the EATP in February.
56. An EU project call is to be published that is specifically suited for the financing of the operation of EATP.

57. By request of the members, Mr Varadi explained also how the national platform was established in Hungary. Stakeholders were brought together and the money was received for the operation from the National Office for Technology and Development. The platform currently operates as a three-year project. The main objectives of the platform are to elaborate a Vision Document and a Research Strategy.
58. Mr Bogeruk informed the members on the establishment of the Russian national platform, which is currently in progress. One of the problems in this work is the poor cooperation with the industry. A meeting was held in May when it was decided that the thematic areas should follow those of EATP to be compatible. He talked in detail on these areas and the main issues related to each area. The representatives of the industry were requested to evaluate the importance of the proposals.
59. Possibilities of linking EATP and the Russian Aquaculture Technology Platform were discussed. The importance of the Specific International Cooperation Actions (SICA) was recognized in involving Central and Eastern Europe in European actions. 

60. Some scepticism was voiced by Mr Glamuzina regarding competition with strong European organizations for European funds. However, small steps should be made toward improvement of competitiveness, one of which steps could be the participation of NACEE representatives in EATP and other European forums, representing the interests of CEE.

61. Mr Varadi recognized that integration of Central and Eastern Europe into the European Research Area is a slow process. NACEE is increasingly recognized in Europe, however, much work should be done yet. Results of NACEE activities are obvious, extensive pond aquaculture is slowly recognized in the EU as an important element of European aquaculture. It is a pleasure to hear that NACEE members start to participate in FP7 project, especially considering that five years ago, when NACEE started, most of the members were little aware on how EU projects worked. 

62. Finally, emphasizing that NACEE members should do their best toward being including issues important for the region into the Vision Document and Research Strategy to be elaborated by EATP, Mr Bogeruk closed the discussion.
63. Following the last plenary session, the five NACEE Working Groups organized ad-hoc meetings to determine the specific steps for collaboration in the next year. Summaries of the discussions and the produced documents are attached in Annexes 5.2, 6.2, 7.2, 8.2 and 9.2. 

64. Following the WG Meetings, but before the adoption of the Report, a plenary discussion of the issue of the non-paying members was held. Three members were mentioned specifically that had not paid their fees since 2006. As all these members were absent, the Meeting decided that the Coordinating Institution should send them a last notice setting a deadline for payment, and if they do not comply, start the procedure of their exclusion from NACEE.

DISCUSSION AND ADOPTION OF THE REPORT OF THE DIRECTORS’ MEETING

65. The Report of the Fifth Meeting of NACEE Directors was revised, discussed and adopted by the participants on 17 October 2008. The final version of the report together with its Annexes will be published by HAKI and circulated among all interested parties.

