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" 'Programme

fThe Convener‘é'draft agenda,, s follows, was adopted and worked through

TS Convener s’ 1ntroduct10n and rev1ew.-
2. The need for acomputer 'system. iie E

3. Extension of the Index system using key words. e R

b, Appllcatlon of standards in data storage and ana1y81s, in the equlpment

“" used for data-logging, for' researcn methods sed in -fishing gear

technology and the selection“of-a- progect for data exchange.:
5.mFuture arrangements.

1 O Rev1ew of data Index.»E

1.1 The Convener outllned for the beneflt of new members, the purpose of
the Working Group and the reasons for the decision made at its first .:
meeting whereby the use of forms as a means of providing- scientists with
information on, the Tesearch work~be1ng undertaken by scientists in other
institutions &s’ well as forming the basis ©f a’ data exchange scheme was
accepted. Succeeding meetings of the Working Group had developed proposals



for the system, to be run through the ICES Secretariat, and for a form to
summarise each experiment in- reasonsble détail,” together ‘with four additionzl
forms each of which was designed to give fairly full details of the experiment.
Trials of the scheme had shown that the Summary Form took about 30 minutes

to complete, longer of course for one of the additional, detailed forms;

it was intended that the latter would be completed optionally. There were
still complaints that the forms did not contain this or that item but there
could not now be a re-de51gr

‘1 2 The Convener reported that the scheme (descrlbed in CM 1974/3 2) had

been criticised at the 1974 Meeting on account of the additional optional
forms but that, in any case, the. Worklng Group's: recommendatlons for the
various ICES Committees to standardise on codes required by this scheme had
caused a deferment of the introduction of the scheme. In fact; the whole
question:of codes.within ICES is to be dealt with by a special meeting at

the Montreal meeting of ICES when the code requlrements of all commlttees will
be con51dered. S S

Te 3 Mr de Wlt remlnded the meetlng of: the time spent- at the previous meeting
on selecting the coding systems. The Convener agreed that the Working -
Group had made every effort to use standard codes but ICES Council had
decided that codes’ must be standard w1th1n ICES Committees. - ki

1.4 Mr Olsen mentioned the discussion of the Report (CM 1974/B:2) at the
197k meeting and he asked that the WOrklng Group should consider a point
that was made that the scheme called  for more information to be provided
than was justified by the objectives stated by the Convener (paraoraph 1e1)e
The Convener replied that the Report had been accepted by the Gear -and -
Behaviour Committee and that the scheme seems to be the best method avallable.
He then asked each delegate for their opinion of using this scheme compared
with 211 the other methods, chiefly published papers or those presented

at ICES meetings. Each agreed that the scheme was correct in principle

and should be given a fair trial but.one or two delegates felt that the
Administrative report should serve a more useful function by fully
descrlblng future work -

1.4.1 The Convener indicated that the additional detailed forms would be
~useful in & future computer appllcatlon but should not-now be included _in
the scheme except where interested members are prepared to provide this
rlnformatlon separately,.;g,'

1.5 The Convener then proposed that the Summary Form, only, snould be
introduced for use in all member countries on a trial basis and that the
use of the information be monitored as carefully as possible in order to
vrovide justification or otherwise for continuation and poss1b1y A computer
appllcatlon, ThlS was agreed

1.6 It was further agreed that this scheme could proceed by adoptlng both
the standard ICES region code and the Statistics committee Gear code .
which follows the clas31f1catlon of the FAQ code prev1ously selected by the
,Worklng Group° . A , , S ;

1.7 It was also agreed that the FAO Gear code, 1n partlcular, should be
supported- at fe meeting in Montreal on. codes. : .

1.8 Mr Carrothers pointed out that the liaison officers propOSedilnTthe
Report (CM 1974/B:2) were not to be appointed as recommended and it was
agreed that the scheme would have to be run by Worklng Group delegates°

2°O The need for a: computer system. - ,;;, .

~2°1 It was agreed that’ there was no\need at this tlme to con51der thls
matter further in: v1ew of the resolutlon at paragraph 1.5. R



3.0 Key WOrGs

3 1 The Convener rev1ewed the dlscus51on of the prev1ous WOrklng Group
meetlng on the 1ntended use. of Key words in. the computer system as an ‘aid
in servicing enquiries efficiently but’ ‘went on”to say that as’ the- computer
application was being postponed the matter was not essential at this time
--but 'should be noted as a.future equlrement of the scheme, ‘

3 2 Mr Olsen gave brlef detalls of the use of key words in’ Norway and -
- Mr: Nedelec, of the-Arlal system in FAO. It was agreed that the Worklng
: ’Group should deflneolts own deflnltlve key words 1n due course° o

' 4 o Standardlsatlon N i'f; "

4 1 The Convener suggested ‘that the initial approach to this subaect would
be for each delegate to describe the instrumentation in use in their
country, the medium in which it was recorded and the method of analysing
this data. . From this Treview it would perhaps be poss1b1y to 1dent1fy areas
where standardlsatlon already ex1sted'bf at any rate areds where -~
 standardisation was. des1rable and worthy,of further dlscu551en by the
Worklng Group.. - - ' : E

;h 2 Each member, in turn, descrlbed thelr research systems ‘and” proces51ng
methods.. . The Convener p01nted out. that , in the absence of the Norway
member, Norway was also developlng their expertise in ‘this ‘field and he
then summarised the review by noting that four countries, Canada, i
Netherlands, Germany and Scotland were at a comparable level of expertise
and suggested that these members should form the nucleus of the standardisation
team. Other countries with an interest in developlng ‘research in this
field would of course be. ableto partlclnate..:q

L, 2 The Convener suggested that as the’ result of 1nforma1 dlscu581on ‘there
_were good poss1b111t1es for collaboratlon at a’ practlcal level ‘between
Canada;. Germany, Netherlands and Scotland’ but that the standardlsatlon of
instruments should now.be con81dered., Mr de Boer said that the 1deal s
of course: for all .to work _using, common equlpment but in practlce the*
instrumentation systems are 11ke1y to be soméwhat dlfferent from country o
country and that accordingly he felt that it would be helpful if -~
descriptions of instrumentation systems could be exchanged between
countries. In this way it should be possible to identify the best or most
suitable solution to a technical problem. It was agreed that nominated.

- delegates would provide the Convener by the end of May 1975 with a llst
crof 1nstrumentatlon systems g1v1ng also thelr accuracy, type of output

and appllcatlon. - . :

Lok The Convener then returned the dlscu581on to- the data transfer aspect
of the proposed collaboration scheme saying that perhaps the only way to
clarify the. problems associated with compatlblllty of format would be to

o agree. in: the first: place to, exchanging raw datd. Mr de Boer concurred adding,
however, that he felt that in line with his view on_instrumentation it was
likely thot the data was being processed slightly differently in: each: country

s0 that for 1nstance comnuter programs mignt be incompatible.

k.5 The Convener-summarlsed the dlscuss1on so far by saylng ‘that it seemed
likely that a common project for collaboration could be based on a type

~of fishing gear on which all or most countries are working so that some
benefits would accrue to the part1c1pants 1n'add1tlon to definition of
the"problems of- standardlsatlon of 1nstrumentat10n and‘output~format

He then suggested that the format of the output need not perhsaps be

fixed although agreement might be reached by the Working Group in some areas.



Describing the standard procedure followed by Aberdeen sclentlsts the

- Convener stated that this practlce was essent1al and that- furthermore 1t

lenabled persons not nreV1ously acqualnted w1th the system to use 1t
w1thout delay. s ) » ‘

4.6 In the discussion on standard procedures’ which followéd,;- the Netherlands
delegates pointed to the problem of using a procedure manual on commercial
vessels’ and,the Norway delegate felt that “though sympathetlc to- standard
forms it mlght be. qnlcker Just to exchange data. ~The" Convener'replled that
standard procedures were just as important where there’were no scientists on
the vessel and that on non-standard data it was always difficult to identify
useful data. Mr Seydlitz felt that a specific experiment should be agreed
~at thls.meetlng and thls was accepted by Messrs Carrothers, de Boer, and
Ferro, T i = =

,ﬁﬂ,7_The"Convenerrﬁheﬁfreferr to Mr Prado S'offer of ‘his fa0111t1es for
testing models &nd in the d1scuss1on on.thls matter lt_was agreed that--
procedures,shonld b iStandardisediE; ween England (WPA) ‘and France ‘and’ that,
if possible, Mr Prado should be sént datz in conméction with the ‘collaboration
project. Mr Prado would be free to select any one topic but even if it

- proved . impracticable to complete or even commence a topic, the Convener

" asked.that Mr- Prado repor“'back in due course. My Seydlltz "said “that it
would be usefulelf a list of models’ that were availablé could be- prov1ded

and the Convener asked Mr Prado 1f 1t would be p0551ble to do so 1n due
-course. : - S

5 O-Future arrangements

5.1 It was agreed that collaboratlon should be condiicted on an 1nforma1
- basis initially but. that a .meeting of participants would certainly be
needed at a later, stage’ to dlscuss problems ‘and decide future actions.

- -The chlef partlclpants would attend such a meetlng but-it should be: open
_to-all.interested. members of the Gear and Behav1our Commlttee ‘and that-
because .of thls it was 1 “ommended that the progect should be afforded~
~the status of .a. Worklng‘G oup whlch should 1deally cover all data '
nroces31ng aspectso. ' " o .

Recommendafionss f”_“i R f:ﬁ,;; ?iif,i.;:

1 1 The Worklng Group recof
the scheme proposed in the previous report (paras 3. 4 and - 3.2 CM‘1974/B 2)
be amended so that the only requirement will be the completion-of the’

- Summary Form. It is considered des1rable that the ICES Secretarlat should
admlnlster the scheme as agreed. , - o “Z

111“"

“will: be admlnlstered bywthe Convener.~w )

e

- 1.2 That,durlng the trlal perlod of the amended scheme, the llalson
offlcens.ln‘each country should be members of the WOrklng Group°~—:‘?*‘

1. 3 The,WOrklng Group recommends ‘to. the Gear and Behav1our Commlttee that
the codes selected after carefulidellberat'on at the’ previous meeilng,
should be presented for serlous con51derat =t the 1975 meetlng at
Montreal : e -




1.4 The Gear and Behaviour Committee is requested to note that though it

is not considered necessary at this time to pursue the matter of a computer
application for the scheme, the possible requirements of such an application
may follow the trial period. It is therefore desirable that this point should
be considered by ICES Council in the allocation of fature computer resources.

1.5 Following paragraph 1.4 above, it is also desirable that ICES Council
should be acquainted with the Working Group's proposal to use a key word
system for computer retrieval, noting that the Working Group intends to
define keywords specific to the requirements of their scheme.

1.6 The Working Group recommends to the Gear and Behaviour Committee that
the practical collaboration to establish standard procedures and data
formats, in those parts of research identified at this meeting viz - by
co-operation between interested members of the Working Group but principally
Canada, Netherlands, Germany and Scotland should continue. It is intended
that the initial stages will be conducted on an informal basis administered
by the Convener but it should be noted that a formal meeting to formulate
proposals may be necessary in the future.

1.7 The Working Group recommends to the Gear and Behaviour Committee that
arising from recommendations 1.1 and 1.6 there is a need to consider how to
monitor these two projects. In the view of this Working Group a separate
Working Group on Data Processing is essentizl as a means of providing
specialist support and continuity of developments in this field.



