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SePkUrounadste,the Constitation™

SREEVIEV/ Ol Elieshwaltelr ecology’.

Ssignificant decline in freshwater ecology
’:‘Svﬂf—h puBlications.

o _Jlr {flcant decline in the numbers of freshwater
= Ecologists working in academia and research
= ““Iﬁstltutes

-

~ ® Reduced support for freshwater ecology from
NERC.

® Reduced Influence on science spending.




-G oojr 2 tlve Research PW
(CRP —proposal"-

RECO) mended Py the review.

- _)J= ussed at the FBA symposium In
sfc)ber 20006.

-'I-“"

**_ - Prbposed CRP received support at the
meeting.
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T he_ 0)f sultaug.n preceM —

IMENO September 2008

- J
2 BEIC z_mund document — ‘A UK CRP In
EEsihwater Ecology — turning concept Iinto

rCJLS

o h ty’ :
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:'_"lAvallabIe on the FBA website along with
~ other background documents.
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JEICOI sultatj_Qg process®

RECUE ast for responses to key questions by
m_r.ef» ew OIF IR Wrting are being made.

%ma BIses and comments made through
- th -FBA will accepted.

-l-'"--'._

A 1 responses made are kept in confidence.

--—"'".\_

= ~ A summary of responses will be compliled.

® A report will be produced by mid
September.
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sEIstliation g;{estiong-sz -

- .:h'eCRP nave wide support?

- \/\/ni}r the key science guestions?
- -"'v'vould the scope be?

_.'-“‘f- = ﬁW Would It be resourced?

o What are the main obstacles?

* How would these be overcome?

* Would you join?
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SEIME"Key points so farss

SRIVEESHE CREP have widersuj ort’>
N ESHIOIM=S0Y6 0l tHETCONSUILEE

2 Wriet ef' e key science guestions?
BRWED) Climate change, floods directive

.-I-|

— oecf-'n technlcal solutions and more focused outputs which help
- ._rr 15\ Ver policy guestions

—\ eeds structured research programme

hat would the scope be?
= The focus must be on freshwater ecology
— Not be too prescriptive at this stage
— The boundaries need scoping
— Very broad and include the marine environment
— Must woerk with other disciplines/systems approach
— Why not CRP for Freshwater Science?
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om y pou;ll_s SO fa-rj*“""
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SR BAeUIdNE 19e resourced & structured?
BNERence and resources provided by the partners are key
SENEVAMBREY. may not be essential
T mg,r"' nust be a pay off for the sponsors
=N Cooperation must mean real cooperation
== Need centre of gravity / Central Core to partnership ..& smaller scale
= satellite” partnerships

-:CRP could e strategic body overseeing and coordinating all key water
1{; “science and management guestions

— : J FWhat are the main obstacles?
= — Bamers include IPR and data sharing
— Early agreement on the objectives may prove to be an obstacle
— Agreement on scope or detall
— Problems with moving from “competitive” working to CRP

— Must not become a “club”
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SOfIEkey points SO fa,[;.‘—‘*‘#

= ) tHESEELOVEICOMES - - -
Jpeai Lhe L O [JOWENR

CUE 01 OULCOMES and share vocabulary.

Ml Jr 9e BELter links between science and customers.

Jregn ter focus on| prediction and less on description.

I\Lsr' aifor: this to) deliver quickly

eds streng coordination

e eed t0' engage and work with each other and be as inclusive as

":.-‘-.'T.I_— -:possmle
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=1 = FWouId you join?
-~ _ — — Most say yes but -
— There Is a need for clear definition of the objectives.
— A flexible approach on what it can deliver in the short and long term
— The right people need to be round the table
— Must be high level support




e IR p .L "

NEXTU'Steps .. —
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2 [he re port willldescribe the results of the
f ag @tlon and make recommendations about
ure CRP

|II form: the basis for:
e_ttlng up the CRP.
; future negotiations on what it looks like.
: : how. It will improve support for freshwater ecology.

— how! It will help deliver effective freshwater ecology
science outputs.
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