Meeting Report

of the 

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

Torun, Poland, 16-17 September 2009
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 Sixth Meeting of NACEE Directors in Torun, Poland, between 16-17 September 2009. The meeting was hosted by the Stanislaw Sakowicz Inland Fisheries Institute (IFI). The meeting was partly supported by the FAO Regional Office for Europe and Central Asia, Budapest, Hungary. 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 32 participants representing 24 institutions and organizations from 11 CEE countries, as well as a representative of FAO. (Annex 2 provides the list of participants). 

3. The Meeting was opened and the participants were welcomed by Mr Boguslaw Zdanowski, director of the host organization, the Stanislaw Sakowicz Inland Fisheries Institute. In his opening speech, he highlighted some key issues of aquaculture development in the region, including the need of adressing the issue of river quality. He especially praised the role played by the European Aquaculture Technology and Innovation Platform (EATIP) in the integration of the CEE region into the EU aquaculture. 
4. Laszlo Varadi, the director general of HAKI, said that it was a privilege for him to be able to sit at the head table of the NACEE Directors’ Meetings already for the 6th time. He expressed his gladness to be able to see many familiar faces and new ones as well. He pointed out that the 5-year-old NACEE was still young enough, and, although becoming stronger, was still not strong enough. He stressed that important decisions had to be taken during the meeting and expressed his hope that Torun would be an important milestone in NACEE’s history.

5. The floor was then given to Mr Thomas Moth-Poulsen, fisheries officer of the FAO Sub-Regional Office for Central and Eastern Europe, Budapest, Hungary, who greeted all the participants and the organizers on behalf of FAO. He said that he was glad that FAO was able to support the NACEE Directors’ Meeting once more and explained that Uwe Barg was away from the meeting because the cooperation between FAO and NACEE shifted from the FAO Headquarters in Rome to the Sub-Regional Office in Budapest (SEUR), which also has a long history of cooperation with NACEE. In particular, he highlighted the support provided by SEUR to the Fifth Meeting of Directors in 2008 and to the FAO-NACEE Conference on Aquaculture in the Caucasus Countries in 2009. Mr Moth-Poulsen also stressed that he expected important decisions to be taken during this meeting, which should lead NACEE from child status to adulthood. 
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 2008 and 2009 of HAKI, the Coordinating Institution of NACEE, starting with an overview of the past five years of NACEE. He stressed that during this time NACEE has increased its membership from the initial 23 to 45 members and became visible on the map of European aquaculture, being a partner to all important European aquaculture organizations. However, more „small steps in the right direction” (more joint activities, collaboration with European institutions, better links with producers, better involvement in EU projects and more active inter-regional cooperation) were needed for NACEE to become a competent representative of aquaculture research in CEE. Mr Varadi also paid tribute to two colleagues passed away since the beginning of NACEE’s activities: Mr Povilas Kindurys from Lithuania and Ms Marina Khavtasi from Georgia.

7. After the evaluation of the past five years, Mr. Varadi informed the participants on the progress since the last Directors’ Meeting. The presentation was subdivided into the following sections: (a) Participation in projects; (b) External support; (c) Networking and information exchange; (d) Direct contacts; (e) Conferences.

8. Mr Varadi presented the Final Financial Report for 2008 and the Preliminary Financial Report for 2009 of HAKI, the Coordinating Institution of NACEE. As the fiscal year 2009 is not over yet, the latter Financial Report was only preliminary; the final one will be sent to NACEE Directors in the beginning of 2010. Mr Varadi showed that the income from the membership fees theoretically should have covered the coordination costs. Unfortunately, the real income from membership fees was only 6600 EUR instead of the expected 12300, i.e. 19 members did not pay their dues for 2008 by the end of the year. The expected balance of 2009 was also positive, although only on the condition that all 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 Financial Report was discussed and unanimously accepted by the Board of Directors.
Accession by New Members

10. During the past year, one institution, the Faculty of Biotechnology and Fisheries of the Moscow State University of Technologies and Management, Moscow, Russia, applied for NACEE membership. Their application was circulated among NACEE members following the standard membership described in the NACEE Rules of Procedure. As there was no objection to their accession, they were accepted as a member of NACEE. 

11. Following the adoption of the Progress Report and Financial Report, two more institutions had applied for membership in NACEE:

· State Polar Academy, St. Petersburg, Russian Federation;

· Armenian Fish Farmers’ Union, Yerevan, Armenia. 

12. 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. 

REPORTS ON THE PROGRESS OF NACEE WORKING GROUPS

13. Mme Lidiya Vasilyeva from the newly established Research and Education Centre for Sturgeon Farming, Astrakhan State University, Astrakhan, Russia, gave a detailed overview of the activities of the „Sturgeon Culture” Working Group, as well as an evaluation of the current status of sturgeon stocks and the ways of their rehabilitation. She highlighted the possible role of food caviar production and education in the conservation and rehabilitation of natural populations. In connection with this, she proposed to organize a joint meeting of the Sturgeon and Education WGs to jointly discuss the issues of common interest. The report by Mme Vasilyeva is available in Annex 5.
14. Ms Irina Lukanova read the letter of Mr Andrey Bogeruk (Federal Centre of Fish Genetics and Selection, the Lead Institution of the „Fish Genetics” Working Group), who could not attend the meeting.  Mr Bogeruk gave an overview of the past 5 years and praised the important steps and the progress made towards integration by NACEE. He listed some important results of the WG’s work, including the Catalogue of carp breeds, the NACA-NACEE carp consortium and the active work with EATIP. However, he also pointed out several problems. The cooperation between members needs improving. Many members are inactive, do not take up any activities or responsibilities and do not even answer e-mails, which makes evaluation of the WG activities a difficult task. Mr Bogeruk proposed to have an open discussion of the existing problems and take the necessary decisions to improve NACEE’s functioning. Mr Bogeruk’s letter is attached in Annex 6.

15. Mr Varadi (Research Institute for Fisheries, Aquaculture and Irrigation, the Lead Institution of the „New Species” Working Group) informed the participants on the results of an EU study on emerging species. Only three of the 11 identified emerging species were freshwater species: sturgeons (in particular, for caviar production), African catfish and Tilapia. Unfortunately, Mr Varadi could not provide information on the activities of other WG members, because information was received from only one of them. He suggested three possible future options for the group: (i) abolishing it; (ii) another institution could take over the role of the lead institute (possibly involving young researchers); or (iii) leaving the group as it is and trying to motivate better the members. In the ensuing discussion most participants opposed the abolishing of the group. It was suggested that maybe another institution could take over the group from HAKI, possibly the Institute of Fisheries and Aquaculture (Bulgaria); however, no final decision was taken in the absence of IFA’s representatives.

16. 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 pointed out that the financial crisis had affected universities very badly (especially mobility), this is why most of them were absent from the meeting. In spite of that, in most of the 15 member countries there exists aquaculture education and the number of education institution members of NACEE is increasing. Many countries are in the process of transition to the Bologna system. However, a better cooperation is needed with producers for improving the education, therefore, Mr Tylik supported the proposal by Ms Vasilyeva regarding holding a joint meeting of the Education and Sturgeon Culture WGs. Cooperation between the WG members also needs improving, mainly building upon the existing interregional cooperation. Mobility could be further improved, in this respect, the Marie Curie Programme offers good possibilities, An important step in improving cooperation was the Young Researchers’ Conference held for the first time in 2009. This initiative should be continued, possibly in cooperation with AquaTT. The new NACEE website also offers excellent possibilities for information exchange, if used properly. The report by Mr Tylik is available in Annex 7.
17. The ensuing discussion centred on the status of practical training in the region and the possibilities for improvement. There was a general agreement that training should not be only theoretical, but include practice as well. However, many countries experience problems in this field. Many of the previously existed experimental bases of universities where students could have practice have been closed, so students have to start their work without an adequate practical background. Many previously state-owned enterprises have become private and are reluctant to accept students for practice. The information offered by NACEE could increase the interest of producers. However, financial issues still remain open, it is unclear who should pay the costs of such practical training. On the other hand, there are positive examples as well. The Astrakhan State Technical University (ASTU), for example, has an experimental complex financed by the Russian Academy of Sciences (RAS).
18. Mr Sergey Ponomarev (Astrakhan State Technical University, Lead Institution of the „Innovative Technologies” Working Group) made an overview of the status of innovation in NACEE members that had responded to the distributed questionnaire. He stressed that information on innovation was of vital importance both to increase the interest of the industry and for participation in projects. The establishment of an innovation database was suggested, wherein the participation should not be limited to the WG members, but it should be open to all members. The information to be included into the database could also include technology developed long ago, as long as it can be sold to industry. The report is attached in Annex 8.

19. Mr Anatoliy Makoedov (Russian Federal Research Institute of Fisheries and Oceanography, the Lead Institution of the Mariculture Working Group) reviewed the potential of mariculture in CEE. He pointed out the great differences between WE and CEE. He highlighted countries like Albania, where aquaculture is a strategic sector, Croatia, where marine production without tuna is to be increased to 10000 mt, that of mollusks – to 20000 mt, Montenegro, which has adopted a law on marine fishery and mariculture, and Slovenia, where mariculture production is to be increased by 50% to 2010 and by 70% to 2013. Mariculture is currently limited by the economic crisis, the climate change, the imperfection of the legal framework, the conflicts of interests between resource users, the technological and technical backlag, etc. State support of mariculture is increasing and the production is stimulated by the high demand. However, better cooperation and innovation are still needed. The report is attached in Annex 9.
20. Following discussion, all reports were discussed and accepted by the participants.
NEWS OF THE PARTNER ORGANIZATIONS

21. Laszlo Varadi presented the status of contacts with the partner organizations of NACEE.
22. AquaTT: AquaTT supports the idea of the planned NACEE Young Researchers’ Conferences that could be organised in one of the EU countries in cooperation of NACEE, AquaTT and the Student Group of EAS..
23. EAS: Currently, 15 NACEE member institutions from 8 countries (Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Romania and Russia) are represented in EAS. It was proposed to hold one of the next NACEE Young Researchers’ Conferences in one of the EU countries in cooperation of NACEE, AquaTT and the Student Group of EAS. EAS also welcomes articles from NACEE member institutions in the EAS Magazine.
24. EATIP: EATIP has become a registered non-governmental organization. Laszlo Varadi is involved in the European Aquaculture Technology Platform as Facilitator of the “Technology and Systems” Thematic Area. In addition, HAKI, as the coordinating institution of NACEE, has become a founding member of EATIP. Financial support was received from Hungarian funds for the membership fee in EATIP (2000 EUR). Discussions were held with EATIP representatives on several issues. EATIP supports the organization of national technological platforms. During a workshop held in Godollo, Hungary, a proposal was made on the inclusion of the representatives of such platforms into the EATIP Board. However, it was also suggested that a common Central and Eastern European platform could represent the interests of the region better than several national platforms. EATIP is planning a Thematic Area meeting in Central and Eastern Europe next year (probably in Budapest) when specific issues of aquaculture development in this region could be discussed. This meeting could also offer a good opportunity to bring together scientists and producers from the CEE region.
25. EFARO: The Board of Directors of EFARO confirmed their interest in maintaining contact with NACEE.
26. EUROFISH: EUROFISH is an important partner of NACEE. Collaboration opportunities will be discussed with the new director Ms. Aina Afanasjeva. 
27. FAO (EIFAC, FIMA, REU, SEUR):
· HAKI has cooperated with the specialists of REU and SEUR in improving the website of NACEE. 

· At the invitation of FAO, Peter Lengyel participated in the Informal Consultation on Climate Change, Fisheries and Aquaculture, held in FAO, Rome, on 9-12 March 2009. Representatives of a number of international organizations involved in fisheries and aquaculture attended the consultation, including NACA and World Fish Center. As a follow-up of the meeting, an information leaflet was prepared by the involved organizations highlighting the impact of the climate change on fisheries and aquaculture. In addition, a press release was published before the climate talks in Bonn, where the involved organizations warned that millions of fishers, fish farmers and coastal inhabitants would experience less stable livelihoods, changes in the availability and quality of fish for food, and heightened risks to their health, safety and homes as a result of climate change. A partnership called Global Partnership for Climate, Fisheries and Aquaculture (PaCFA) is being developed for cooperation in the field of climate change.

· The FAO/NACEE Conference on Aquaculture in the Caucasus Region was also organized in collaboration with and with the support of FAO-REU. 

· HAKI assisted FAO in the translation of the 2005 Regional Report on Aquaculture Development in Central and Eastern Europe to Russian.

· A new Regional Report on Aquaculture Development is currently in preparation in cooperation of FAO, HAKI and EAS.

28. NACA: During a discussion held between representatives of NACEE and NACA during the FVM/HAKI-CGIAR/WFC Workshop on Characterization and Conservation of Carp Genetic Resources (HAKI, 4-6 December 2007), it was decided to focus the cooperation of NACEE and NACA to two main areas: aquaculture statistics and common carp genetics. It was proposed to establish a joint NACA-NACEE Consortium on Carp Genetics that would further manage this joint work. The suggestion was agreed on by the NACA Governing Council at its 19th Meeting in Nepal in February 2008 and further endorsed by FAO in April 2008. Further discussions ensued between NACEE and NACA representatives at the International Conference on Carp Genetics held in Moscow, Russia, in April 2008. Finally, in a meeting between representatives of NACEE, NACA and FAO on 29 July 2008 in Bangkok, Thailand, an agreement was reached on organization of an Expert Consultation for the elaboration of the framework for the planned carp consortium. The Expert Consultation took place in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam, in 3-4 December 2008. The proposed consortium would include members from Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia and Vietnam from NACA; and the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Russia and Ukraine from NACEE.

29. WSCS: The establishment of direct contact between NACEE Sturgeon Working Group and WSCS remains an important objective. The International Sturgeon Symposium in Wuhan, China in October 2009 provides an opportunity for discussion between NACEE and WSCS. 
30. Following a general overview of the contacts, Mr Varadi gave the floor to Mr Thomas Moth-Poulsen who provided some additional information on the current fisheries and aquaculture-related activities of SEUR in the region, including different projects on standardization of methods and regulations (e.g. fish diseases, export, etc.); building a recirculated aquaculture system in Bosnia; publication and translation of manuals for farmers; and organization of workshops (e.g. a certification and traceability workshop in Georgia).
31. Mr. Moth-Poulsen especially praised the cooperation with NACEE, which is the single largest receiver of FAO funds in the region. SEUR provided support for both the Fifth Meeting of Directors in Lviv and for the Caucasus Conference in Yerevan. At the same time, Mr. Moth-Poulsen emhasized the need for NACEE to become financially independent. The FAO support was intended to help in the startup and originally was not expected to last longer that the Fifth Meeting. This year FAO have found the resources to support the Torun Meeting as well, but Mr Moth-Poulsen clearly stated that the Torun Meeting was the last Directors’ Meeting supported by FAO. He pointed out, however, that FAO was still ready and willing to provide financial assistance for specific programmes of NACEE (e. g. conferences, workshops, young researchers’ conferences, etc.)
Discussion of current issues of relevance to the whole Network
32. The participants were informed on some current project calls of interest by Mr Varadi, Ms Elena Zubcov (IZASM, Moldova) and Mr Aliaksandr Slukvin (IGC, Belarus). The following calls were highlighted:

· The Black Sea Basin Joint Operational Programme, open to Black Sea countries;
· The FP7 Environment Call (FP7-ENV-2010) with a deadline of 5 January 2010;

· FP7 Research Infrastucture call for integration of an existing structure or establishment of new structures, with a deadline of 3 December 2009. This project can be used for the integration of existing leading research organizations.
· There is also a similar call with a deadline of 24 Dec 2009 concerning electronic infrastructure.
· There are also calls for scientific projects for SMEs with a deadline of 3 December 2009. 
· Mr Slukvin promised to distribute in the near future the information on these and other projects received from the FP7 Office in Belarus.
33. Two changes to the NACEE By-Law were proposed by Mr Varadi. One was to modify the name of NACEE from the current „Network of Aquaculture Centres in Central-Eastern Europe” to „Network of Aquaculture Centres in Central and Eastern Europe”, arguing that the geographical scope of NACEE was not the Central part of Eastern Europe, as the current name implies, but the entire Central and Eastern European region. The proposal was put to a vote and accepted unanimously. 
34. The other proposal concerned the list of countries whose institutions could become full members of NACEE. Mr Varadi informed the participants that institutions from both Armenia and Germany were interested in full membership, but the current list of countries included in the By-Law does not allow them to join as full members, only as associated ones. It was proposed to change the country list to include Germany and Austria in the west and the Caucasus countries and Turkey in the south. In addition, it was suggested to update the country list according to the recent geopolitical changes. 

35. Before deciding on this issue, a discussion was initiated by Mr Makoedov (VNIRO) about the right of the present participants to decide on similar issues. He was on the opinion that, as the Meeting was called Meeting of Directors, only directors of the member institutions or persons having a formal clearance from their directors should be eligible to vote. He also pointed out that none of the participants present had legal education, and therefore, documents of legal character, such as the By-Law, should be modified with the involvement of and in consultation with lawyers. Regarding the specific proposal by Mr Varadi, he was against listing countries that did not even apply for membership yet; he suggested to decide on eligibility of such countries on a case-by-case basis. 
36. After a lengthy discussion of the issues proposed by Mr. Makoedov, the participants concluded that the decisions at the Directors’ Meetings are taken by directors or their representatives according to the NACEE By-Law. However, a formal clearance is not required as all the participants are present at the Meeting officially, with the permission of their respective directors, and thus, it is assumed that they are empowered to vote. 
37. There was a heated discussion on membership issues. The following proposed options put forward by the participants were discussed: 

· Limiting of the admission of new members, as many members have joined NACEE who do not take any active part in the work of NACEE. Improving the network’s functioning is necessary before changing the by-law. 
· No limiting of the membership on the level of by-law, but stricter examination of the new candidates during the vote on their admission. 
· Membership does not need to be limited at all, but the admitted members should work much more actively in NACEE, not only during the annual meetings, but throughout the year. Members that do not participate in NACEE’s activities or do not pay the fees for a certain period (e.g. two years) should be excluded.
38. After discussing the options, it was decided to omit the list of countries in the By-Law and use the wording „...the wider Central and Eastern European region” instead.

39. It was suggested by several participants that the proceedings of NACEE meetings are currently too formal and they should be filled with content. It was proposed to return to the way of organizing previous meetings, with plenary sessions deciding on strategic and policy issues and specific professional subjects discussed in working group meetings. On the other hand, an opinion was also expressed that the current problems of NACEE are associated with its „coming of age” in that the initial information thirst of the members have diminished now with the regular information exchange, and in the future new objectives and activities need to be found for NACEE.

40. The next issue proposed by Mr Varadi was that of the transformation of NACEE into an international non-governmental organization (INGO) in order to obtain legal personality. This would, among others, help NACEE in applying for grants directly. The Coordinating Institution of NACEE drafted a so-called „Torun Declaration”, in which the members stated their intention to start the process of transformation into an INGO and charged the Coordinating Institution with the task of forming an Interim Steering Committee. The Coordinating Institution also distributed a draft statute of an INGO that could be used as a basis for the development of NACEE’s statutes. Both documents are attached as Annex 10.
41. The participants suggested some changes to the text of the Torun Declaration and agreed that, after incorporation of the proposed modifications into the text, the Declaration would be signed the next day, 17 September 2009.

42. Mr. Makoedov repeatedly stated that a legal agreement needed legal formalities. For this reason, he suggested that such a document should be signed only after each absent director provided an official written clearance for his/her representative present at the meeting to sign the Torun Declaration.
43. Most participants were against this proposal stating that the representatives were already empowered to take decisions on behalf of their respective institutions. In addition, most participants considered the Torun Declaration only a declaration of intention and felt that the procedure suggested by Mr. Makoedov would unnecesarily delay the adoption of an important document. Finally, it was decided that participants who felt themselves empowered to sign the paper for their institutions should do so, while those in doubt should send an official clearance signed by their directors to the Coordinating Institution after returning home from Torun. It was also decided to reflect the minority opinion of Mr. Makoedov in the Meeting Report.
44. The issue of non-paying members was raised. The Coordinating Institution proposed the exclusion of three member institutions (Center for Experimental and Applied Biology, Bosnia and Herzegovina; Fishery Research and Design Technological Center „Tekhrybvod”, Ukraine; and State Research Institute on Lake and River Fisheries, Russia) that did not pay their membership fees for more than two years. None of their representatives were present at the Meeting, but the Russian delegates informed the participants that the director of the State Research Institute on Lake and River Fisheries (GosNIORKH) intended to come to Torun and pay the membership fee there, but, in the end, he could not attend the meeting.
45. The Meeting voted to exclude the Center for Experimental and Applied Biology and „Tekhrybvod” from NACEE. Regarding GosNIORKH, it was decided that the Coordinating Institution should set one last payment deadline to it, and exclude it automatically if it did not comply by that date.

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP
46. Time and venue of the Seventh and Eighth NACEE Meetings: The Institute of Fisheries and Aquaculture (IFA), Plovdiv, Bulgaria, had previously offered to host the Seventh Meeting of NACEE Directors in Plovdiv in September or October 2010. Mme Liliana Hadjinikolova, director of IFA, could not attend the Torun Meeting, but had confirmed the offer in advance and stated that it had been coordinated with the Bulgarian government and approved by it. The NACEE Meeting participants welcomed and unanimously accepted this generous offer. The Meeting also warmly welcomed and accepted the offer by the State Scientific and Production Center for Fisheries („Gosrybtsentr”), Tyumen, Russian Federation, to host the Eighth Meeting in 2011 in Tyumen. 

47. Mme Lidiya Vasilyeva asked whether the Bulgarian hosts of the 2010 Meeting were informed that there would be no FAO support for the event. Mr Varadi answered that the gradual withdrawal of FAO from NACEE’s financing had been known for some time already, but the Coordinating Institution would inform the Bulgarian partner on the recent developments in due course. Mr Litvinenko, the director of Gosrybtsentr, said that his institution was ready to serve as a backup to IFA and host the Meeting in 2010 if IFA could not. 

48. Financial issues were further discussed. Mme Vasilyeva requested the Coordinating Institution to present a list of non-paying institutions so that everyone can see who they are. By her request, Mr Peter Lengyel (HAKI) showed a list of members indicating those of them who had not yet paid their dues. However, Mr Varadi warned the participants that the financial difficulties of NACEE were rather a cash-flow problem. Most institutions had a debt of no more than a year, the problem for the Coordinating Institution was that most payments came at the end of the year, during the Directors’ Meeting, and therefore, the Coordinating Institution had to finance all activities in advance from its own resources.
49. Mr Jacek Juchniewicz from the Polish Trout Breeders’ Association informed the participants that the PTBA had had the same cash flow problem before. However, when it started to publish regularly the percentage of its paying members, this number improved from about 50% to 98%.
50. The venues and dates of the Second and Third NACEE Young Scientists’ Conferences were discussed. Mr Lengyel informed the participants that Kherson State Agricultural University, Kherson, Ukraine, had previously offered to host it in 2010, but, as its representatives were absent from the Meeting due to financial reasons, there were doubts whether they were able to fulfill this obligation. No confirmation was received from them by the time of the Meeting. Mr Varadi proposed that, if there were no other proposals, HAKI could organize the Young Scientists’ Conference in Hungary in 2010, possibly in cooperation with the EAS Student Group and AquaTT. Ms Kermen Basangova (State Polar Academy) proposed to host the YSC in 2011 in St. Petersburg, Russia. The Meeting acknowledged both proposals and unanimously accepted them. Mr Moth-Poulsen indicated that FAO could possibly provide financial support for events like the YSC.
51. Upcoming events of special importance: The following events were highlighted by the participants:

· Sixth International Sturgeon Conservation Congress, Wuhan, China, 25-30 October 2009;

· Third International Sturgeon Conference, Warsaw, Poland, 25 November 2005;

· International Symposium on Aquaculture and Fisheries Education (ISAFE), Bangkok, Thailand, 27-30 November 2009;
· Aquaculture Europe 2010, Porto, Portugal, 5-8 October 2010.
52. Mr Zdenek Adamek informed the participants on the annual Conference on Recirculated Aquaculture to be held in Ceské Budejovice. In addition, he explained that the Faculty of Fisheries and Water Protection at the University of South Bohemia has recently been established, including both the Research Institute of Fish Culture and Hydrobiology in Vodňany (USB RIFCH) and the Institute of Aquaculture in České Budějovice (IA).
53. Mr Varadi assured the participants that an annotated list of both the indicated events and others would be prepared in the nearest future and distributed between the members.

54. NACEE website. Mr Lengyel made a short presentation on the changes to the NACEE website. He explained that the members could add information directly to two sections of the website (News of the members and Thematic Groups). Information to the first one can be added by all members, while only WG leaders could add information to the second section. He urged the participants to add information to the website directly and provided the necessary logins and passwords.
Discussion on improving the cooperation between NACEE and producers’ associations
55. The session started with a scene-setting presentation by Mr Varadi on the European Aquaculture Technology and Innovation Platform (EATIP). He made an overview of EATIP’s development, structure, functioning and objectives and stressed that a similar platform could be one mechanism for cooperation with farmers that NACEE could use. Of course, there are many other options as well for improving the cooperation, including specific actions, such as the organization of regular farmer conferences. Mr Varadi expressed his satisfaction that the representatives of two strong farmer organizations, the Armenian Fish Farmers’ Union and the Polish Trout Breeders’ Association, were present at the meeting and asked their opinion on the way forward.
56. Answering a question by Ms Vasilyeva, Mr Varadi elaborated in more detail about the membership and the member admission process in EATIP. He explained that the membership currently consisted of 18 industry members, 22 research institutions and 11 organizations, with HAKI as the only member from the CEE region. Membership is open to any partners ready to pay the membership fee.

57. Mr Armen Mkrtchyan, the representative of the Armenian Fish Farmers’ Union expressed his hope that NACEE would have more producer associations among its members, similarly to EATIP. He also pointed out the difference between the key issues in Europe and the Caucasus region: while developing new technologies was the priority in the former region, the Caucasus countries were interested in introducing existing technologies as they do not exist. He stressed the importance of dialogue and suggested that questionnaires adressing the existing problems were necessary to clarify the needs. 

58. Some participants described the experience of their respective countries in cooperation with the industry. For example, in Moldova a so-called „Innovation Park” exists collecting scientific results that could be introduced into practice. There are projects on implementation of these results, 40% of the budget of which is paid by the interested enterprise. Since the existence of this scheme, the number of introduced technologies has significantly increased. In Russia, there are innovation funds, as well as funds provided by the Russian Academy of Sciences (RAS) for applied and basic research. There is a list about innovative results for the industry, which is accessible online. Inclusion of such an innovation database into the NACEE website was suggested by Mr. Ponomarev (ASTU, Russia).

59. Mr Juchniewicz pointed out that the current discussion itself clearly showed the need for exchange of information. He said that in Poland and many other countries there were many different organizations dealing with aquaculture, but the problem was the lack of communication between them. The establishment of platforms that could serve as a roundtable is a possible solution to this problem.

60. Mr Juchniewicz also supported the idea of transforming NACEE into an INGO or platform. However, he pointed out that if cooperation with farmers was a priority, more focus on species was needed. Either the current working groups should be modified or subgroups on different species groups should be established, as farmers attended specific meetings, not general ones. 

61. Both Mr Juchniewicz and Mr Varadi stressed the importance of searching new ways for traditional CEE pond aquaculture. Western aquaculture moves toward recirculated systems, but carp aquaculture could not and should not follow this way, as it cannot be competitive. It was pointed out that carp farming was not only production of fish protein, it was also about preserving traditions, as well as environmental protection through creating new habitats and providing rural livelihoods due to its relatively high labour intensity. In this respect, the findings of a recent Western European report stating that carp production was going down and should be substituted with cheap marine fish present grave danger, as it can lead to a reduced support to CEE aquaculture. Western Europe does not understand the additional aspects of carp farming and should be educated about them. Business issues, such as the services provided by pond aquaculture, should be emphasized in discussions with Western European policy makers as this is an argument accepted by them. 

62. Mr Varadi expressed his opinion that the regular organization of farmers’ days by NACEE would be difficult as producers usually have their own meetings and may show little interest in NACEE’s initiatives. Instead, the next year’s EATIP thematic meeting could be a good way to get together with industry representatives and improve collaboration. In the future, NACEE could also organize species-specific programmes, but holding annual farmer days might not be feasible.

63. Ms Vasilyeva expressed her satisfaction that now there is a possibility to talk directly to farmers in NACEE. She suggested that not scientific conferences but direct meetings with farmers were needed, such as the one in Armenia. Mr Mktchyan replied that farmers would come on their own money to any meeting if they felt that NACEE could give them something. However, he pointed out that farmers needed not just talk but concrete results.

64. Mr Varadi summarized the results of the discussion. He said that, although there were different mechanisms for improving the cooperation with farmers, for the next year, NACEE should focus on the EATIP meeting. In addition, information should be distributed to farmers. Materials translated into Russian, such as the SustainAqua handbook and the FAO Trout Manual should be circulated among Russian farmers. From now on, NACEE should also include farmers’ meetings into its meeting agenda. Joint meetings, publications, guidelines, etc. should also be considered, but the best way of technology transfer is joint projects. If NACEE members take this task seriously, it has to be successful.

SIGNING THE TORUN DECLARATION
65. The revised Torun Declaration was signed by all the present NACEE members by the participants on 17 September 2009. It was decided that the Meeting Report would be finalized by the Coordinating Institution in the nearest future and circulated among NACEE members for comments.

