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OPENING OF THE MEETING
The 43rd Annual Meeting of the Aquatic Sciences and Fisheries Abstracts (ASFA) Advisory Board was hosted by the National Marine Data and Information Service (NMDIS) and took place from 13 to 17 October 2014 at the China People’s Palace Hotel, Beijing, China. The Meeting was attended by 31 participants from: 24 National ASFA Partners, 2 UN ASFA Partners, 1 International ASFA Partner, the ASFA Publishing Partner and 4 observers.  The Agenda is in Annex-1. The names and addresses of the participants are listed in Annex-1b. The documents presented at the Meeting and the abbreviations used in the Report are listed in Annex-1a and 1c, respectively. 
Mr Liang Fengkui, Deputy Director, Department of International Cooperation, State Oceanic Administration of China, delivered the opening speech and welcomed the participants to China. He commented that ASFA has been providing aquatic science information to various institutes and organizations in the world since 1970 and noted that the ASFA database now contained nearly 2 million records. He added that, with the support of FAO, each ASFA Partner is achieving the mission of collecting and sharing aquatic science information, which in turn, helps promote the sustainable utilization of water resources and environmental protection globally. Mr Liang Fengkui expressed his pleasure that NMDIS could host this meeting, noting that 20 years ago NMDIS had hosted the 23rd Annual Meeting of the Aquatic Sciences and Fisheries Abstracts Advisory Board. He said that this was a good opportunity to further strengthen cooperation and extend the influence of ASFA in the area of aquatic science research in China.  He wished everybody a successful meeting and a happy stay in China. 
Ms Wibley, ASFA Editor-in-Chief, Fisheries Information and Statistics Service (FIPS), FAO, addressed the participants on behalf of Mr Marc Taconet, Chief, FIPS, FAO. She welcomed everybody to the meeting and expressed her appreciation to NMDIS for agreeing to host this year's ASFA Advisory Board Meeting, thanking the staff involved in its organization, in particular Ms Xiaoyan Sun.
ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS
Ms Sun (NMDIS) presented this Agenda Item. 
ELECTION OF CHAIRPERSONS AND RAPPORTEURS 
Mr Pettman (FBA) was elected Chairperson of the Board Meeting. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) was appointed Rapporteur and Ms Vicary (FBA) Assistant Rapporteur.
ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA 
The Agenda, as it appears in Annex-1, was adopted by the Board.
ADOPTION OF THE SUMMARY REPORT OF THE 2012 MEETING 
The ASFA Board agreed to adopt the Summary Report of the 2013 ASFA Advisory Board Meeting (Callao, Peru)
Matters Arising from 2013 Meeting
The follow-up taken by Partners on last year’s "action items" is reported under the appropriate Agenda item. 
STATUS OF ASFA PARTNERSHIP
General status of the ASFA Partnership
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to the document ASFA/2014/74 (Annex-.) which provided a list of the ASFA Partners and their Collaborating Centres and asked ASFA Partners to verify that their information was correct. She requested any changes to be reported to the FAO ASFA Secretariat so that the file could be updated.
Report on the Intersessional Activities of ASFA Partners
Each ASFA Partner presented a summary Report of its own intersessional activities. The FAO ASFA Secretariat summarized the major points contained in the Reports of Partners not in attendance. 
Mr Pettman (FBA) reminded ASFA Partners to bring up any important issues they had highlighted in their intersessional reports during the appropriate Agenda Item. 

United Nations Co-sponsors 
FAO - Ms Wibley presented the FAO report (Annex-3)
IOC - Mr Pissierssens presented the IOC report
UN/DOALOS – (Not present, Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat) (Annex-5)
UNEP - (Not present, No Report)
ASFA Partners
ADRIAMED - (Not present) - Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat (Annex-6)
ICCAT - (Not present - No report)  
ICES - (Not present) - Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat (Annex-)
WorldFish Center (Not present - No report)
IOTC - (Not present - No report)  
IUCN - (Not present - No report)
NACA - (Not present - No report) 
NAFO – (Not present) - Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat (Annex-)
PIMRIS - (Not present) – Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat (Annex-) 
SEAFDEC – Mr Superio presented a report of the SEAFDEC Aquaculture Department (Annex-)
SPC - (Not present - No report) 
WCPFC - (Not present - No report)
Argentina (INIDEP) - Ms Cosulich presented the INIDEP report (Annex-)
Australia (CSIRO) - (Not present - No report)
Belgium  (VLIZ)  - (Not present - No report)
Botswana (ORI) – Not present - No report)
Bulgaria (IO) - (Not present - No report)
Brazil (USP) – (Not present) -  Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat (Annex-)
Canada (NRC)  - (Not present - No report)
Chile (IFOP) - Ms Barria presented the IFOP report (Annex-)
China (NMDIS) – Ms Xiaoyan Sun presented the NMDIS report (Annex-)
Cote d’Ivoire (CRO) - (Not present - No report)
Cuba (CIP) – (Not present - No report)
Ecuador (INP) - Mr Gaibor presented the INP report (Annex-)  
Egypt (NIOF) -  (Not present - No report)
Estonia (EMI) - (Not present - No report)
France (IFREMER) - Ms Prod'homme presented the IFREMER report (Annex-)
Germany (VTI) – Mr Bahl presented the VTI report (Annex-)
Ghana (CSIR) - (Not present - No report)  
Greece (HCMR) - (Not present) - Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat (Annex-)
Guinea (CNSHB) - (Not present - No report)
Iceland (MRI) - (Not present - No report) 
India (NIO/NICMAS) - Mr Sahu presented the NIO/NICMAS report (Annex-)
Indonesia (PDII/LIPI) – Ms Sitepu presented the PDII/LIPI report (Annex-)
Iran (IFRO) – Ms Jamili presented the IFRO report (Annex-)
Ireland (MI) – (Not present) -  Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat (Annex-)
Italy (SIBM) – (Not present) - Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat) (Annex-)
Japan (JFRCA) – Mr Hanamura presented the JFRCA report (Annex-)
Kenya (KMFRI) – Mr Macharia presented the KMFRI report (Annex-)
Korea (KIOST) -  (Not present) - Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat) (Annex-) 
LAO (LARRec) - (Not present) - Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat) (Annex-)
Mauritania (IMROP) -  (Not present - No report)
Mexico (UNAM) – Mr Montes presented the UNAM report (Annex-)
Morocco (INRH) - (Not present - No report)
Mozambique (INAHINA) – Ms Alfredo  presented the INAHINA report (Annex-)
Namibia (NatMIRC) - (Not present - No report)
Nigeria (NIFFR) – (Not present - Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat) (Annex-)
Norway (IMR) - Mr Seteras presented the IMR report (Annex-)
Peru (IMARPE) -  Ms Antonietti presented the IMARPE report (Annex-)
Philippines (UPV) – Ms Linaugo presented the UPV report (Annex-)
Poland (NMFRI) – Ms Fey presented the NMFRI report (Annex-)
Portugal (IPIMAR) - (Not present - No report)
Russian Federation (VNIRO) - Ms Levashova presented the VNIRO report (Annex-)
Senegal (DPM)  - Ms Keita presented the DPM report (Annex- )
Spain (IEO) - (Not present - No report)
Tanzania (IMS) - (Not present - No report)
Thailand (PMBC) - (Not present - No report)
Tunisia (INSTM) – Ms Messaoudi  presented the INSTM report (Annex-)
Uganda (NaFIRRI) - Ms Endra presented the NaFIRRI report (Annex-)
Ukraine (YugNIRO) – Ms Kulakova presented the YugNIRO report (Annex-) 
United Kingdom (NMBL) – Ms Vicary presented a joint NBML/FBA report (Annex-)
Uruguay (IIP) - (Not present - Report highlighted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat) (Annex-)
USA (NOAA) - (Not present – No report)
Vietnam (CIS) – Ms Hau presented the CIS report (Annex-) 

During the presentation of the Summary Reports, a number of the ASFA Partners raised issues regarding various different Agenda Items. The related discussions are reported under the appropriate Agenda Item in this report.
To note in particular: mention was made by Ms Prod’homme in the IFREMER intersession report (ASFA/2014/33) that the Director of IFREMER had changed and also that she was now officially retired but would be voluntarily continuing to carry out ASFA input for IFREMER.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to send a Letter of Gratitude to the new Director of IFREMER which would highlight both the importance of IFREMER’s continued participation in ASFA and the need to take action in training a new person at IFREMER in ASFA inputting procedures, to carry on from Ms Prod’homme.
ASFA-Publisher
ProQuest – Ms McCoy presented the ProQuest Report (Annex-)

New ASFA Partners 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat reported that no new ASFA Partners were recruited during this intersessional period. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) noted that Ms Levashova had reported in the VNIRO intersessional report (ASFA/2014/59) that she had recruited an additional Collaborating Centre, and congratulated Ms Levashova’s efforts in bringing the Russian network to include a total of 11 Collaborating Centres. 

Partners dropping out of ASFA  
The FAO ASFA Secretariat reported that no ASFA Partner, or Collaborating Centre, had dropped out of the ASFA Partnership during the intersession.
Partners removed or in danger of being removed from ASFA 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat reminded ASFA Partners that their primary responsibility as an ASFA Partner was the preparation and submission of ASFA input to the ASFA Publisher for inclusion in the ASFA bibliographic database, as indicated in the ASFA Partnership Agreement. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported on the status of those ASFA Partners who were no longer submitting ASFA records to the publisher, referring to the Warning List included under Item 4.3 of the FAO Report (Annex-3) which included the ASFA Partners who were in danger of being removed from the ASFA Partnership for not submitting ASFA input for several years. She referred to the criteria that existed for removing ASFA Partners for not fulfilling their input responsibilities, which were included as a footnote under item 4.1 of the FAO Report. Ms Wibley stressed that it was the primary goal of the FAO ASFA Secretariat to recruit and train ASFA Partners rather than remove them from the Partnership. The major aim of this ‘warning list’ was to call to attention those ASFA Partners not submitting input or who are having difficulties in submitting input. Ms Wibley re-iterated the importance of informing the FAO ASFA Secretariat should any ASFA Partner face difficulties in fulfilling their input responsibilities, and said that the FAO ASFA Secretariat would always do their best to provide support whenever possible. 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat noted that some problematic situations recorded at the 2013 ASFA Board Meeting had been resolved during the Intersessional Period:
Senegal/DPM - DPM has resumed submission of ASFA input, following several Skype sessions between Ms Keita (DPM) and Mr Garnica (FAO ASFA Secretariat) in August 2014. 
PIMRIS – PIMRIS is in the process of resuming submission of ASFA input, following a training session carried out by the FAO ASFA in conjunction with the 2014 IAMSLIC conference in Noumea, New Caledonia. 
SPC - SPC has resumed submission of ASFA input, following a training session carried out by the FAO ASFA in conjunction with the 2014 IAMSLIC conference in Noumea, New Caledonia. ASFA records have already been submitted to ProQuest. 
ASFA Partners called to attention: the Warning List.
Belgium – VLIZ.  Recent correspondence with the FAO ASFA Secretariat suggests that VLIZ is no longer in a position to participate in ASFA. Ms Wibley reported that she had met briefly with the VLIZ representative, Ms Lust, at the 2013 IAMSLIC Conference in October to discuss the status of VLIZ in the ASFA Partnership. Ms Lust had said that she would review the titles on the VLIZ Monitoring List to see which of those were included in their in-house database and investigate the possibility of converting their metadata into ASFA. However, no further communication has been received by the FAO ASFA Secretariat.  
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to contact VLIZ and request final confirmation regarding their intentions, before proceeding with the official removal of VLIZ from the ASFA Partnership.
GHANA – CSIR/WRI.  The last input submitted was in 2009, however the FAO ASFA Secretariat has received some communication from CSIR, indicating that some ASFA input was under preparation. However, no ASFA records have been forthcoming.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to contact CSIR and request final confirmation regarding their intentions, before proceeding with the official removal of CSIR from the ASFA Partnership.
Mauritania – IMROP submitted 1 batch of input in 2009 following a second training, carried out by IFREMER on behalf of the FAO ASFA Secretariat. No further input has followed this submission In May 2012, IMROP requested a study tour at FAO (at their own expense) which would include ASFA related training. This was not possible due to the vicinity of the 2012 ASFA Board Meeting in June. There has been no further communication since then. However, Ms Keita (DPM) had informed the FAO ASFA Secretariat that she had been in contact with Mr Sow, the ASFA contact at IMROP, who had expressed interest in remaining within the ASFA Partnership. Ms Keita reported that she had also met with another person at the IMROP library who could possibly be of assistance in helping IMROP resume their ASFA activities. 
Ms Keita (DPM) agreed to provide the FAO ASFA Secretariat with the contact details of the librarian at IMROP.  
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to follow-up with IMROP regarding their status in ASFA.
[Rapporteur’s note: Ms Keita sent an e-mail to the FAO ASFA Secretariat on 8.08.2015 with the name and e-mail address of  librarian at IMROP]
NACA - The last input submitted by NACA was in 2009. During the Southeast Asian ASFA Training Course (March, 2013) held in Bangkok, Thailand, the FAO ASFA Secretariat took the opportunity of meeting with Mr Wilkinson, to clarify the situation. He explained that his current work load allowed no time to prepare ASFA records and re-iterated his request for ProQuest to harvest, if possible, the metadata necessary to create the ASFA records from the NACA document repository. The FAO ASFA Secretariat informed NACA that this was not possible, but explained that if NACA could provide their metadata in XML format the FAO ASFA Secretariat would examine the possibility of converting the metadata into ASFA records. The FAO ASFA Secretariat did receive a test file from Mr Wilkinson but the file received was not in an appropriate format. 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to contact NACA regarding the provision of their metadata in XML format, and if this file was not forthcoming, the FAO ASFA Secretariat would inform NACA that it would be dropped from the ASFA Partnership unless confirmation of interest in remaining within the ASFA Partnership was received.
UNEP –The last input was submitted in 2008 by KMFRI under contract to UNEP. Arrangements between UNEP and KMFRI have been hampered due to staff changes and re-organization at UNEP, resulting in loss of the ASFA contact. 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to investigate regarding a new contact at UNEP in order to clarify the situation regarding administrative arrangements for preparation/submission of their ASFA input by KMFRI.
Australia - CSIRO submitted its last batch of input in 2007. The FAO ASFA Secretariat has been in communication with several contacts in Australia, through IAMSLIC, but no-one could provide any information regarding the situation in CSIRO.  FAO ASFA Secretariat received a reply from a person who had previously worked at CSIRO who had some institutional memory regarding the historical background to CSIRO’s participation in ASFA, but could not provide a further contact. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that recent events at CSIRO, such as the closure of the Library, suggested that the situation was now even more complicated.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to make one final attempt to follow up with CSIRO before dropping them from the Partnership. 
Bulgaria - The last input from IO was in 2011. The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to contact IO regarding their participation. 
[Rapporteurs note: FAO followed up on IO’s participation in ASFA, by inviting IO to participate in the 2 day ASFA training session which FAO organized back-to-back with the 2015 IAMSLIC Conference in Rome.]
Côte d’Ivoire - CRO has not submitted input since 2005. The FAO ASFA Secretariat had been in contact with CRO in …... CRO reported that they had staff available to work on ASFA input but required training. However, the FAO ASFA Secretariat, for lack of resources, has not yet been able to organize a re-training for CRO. The FAO ASFA Secretariat is investigating the possibility of having the training carried out by one of the French speaking ASFA Partners. CRO Partner will not be dropped from the ASFA Partnership.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to follow up regarding the provision of a training course for CRO to be eventually carried out by one of the French speaking ASFA Partners
EGYPT - NIOF submitted their last batch of input in 2010. There have been difficulties communicating with NIOF, given the country’s current difficult political situation. 
Ms Keita (DPM) agreed to provide the FAO ASFA Secretariat with the details of an ODINAfrica contact person at NIOF.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to contact NIOF regarding their status in ASFA. 
[Rapporteur’s note: Ms Milone (FAO, AdriaMed) informed the FAO ASFA Secretariat in February 2015 that she was in contact with NIOF, who had confirmed their interest in remaining in the ASFA Partnership. There had been staff changes but arrangements were being made for a training course in ASFA input methodology, so that NIOF could resume ASFA input submission. 
GUINEA - CNSHB submitted their last batch of input in 2010. CNSHB reported during the intersession continuing difficulties in carrying out input due to lack of suitable computer equipment and problems with infrastructure (electricity and internet connectivity). Communication was very erratic and further problems existed in the country regarding the Ebola outbreak. 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to make one final attempt to contact CNSHB regarding its participation in ASFA before dropping them from the Partnership.  
ICELAND - MRI last submitted ASFA input  in 2010. The FAO ASFA Secretariat had been in communication with MRI during 2013, who reported a reorganization of the institute, including updating all the computers, and that they would require some time to re-install the software to be able to resume ASFA input preparation. However, no further communication has been received during the intersession.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to follow up with MRI regarding the status of its participation in ASFA.
NAMIBIA – NatMIRC received training by KMFRI on behalf of the FAO ASFA Secretariat in March 2011, but the trainee left shortly afterwards before having submitted any ASFA records. The FAO ASFA Secretariat has been in contact with NatMIRC and was informed that they have a new librarian who would require training in ASFA input preparation. 
Ms Keita (DPM) agreed to provide the FAO ASFA Secretariat with contact details of the new librarian at NatMIRC.  
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to follow up with NatMIRC regarding the status of its participation in ASFA.
TANZANIA - IMS submitted its last batch of input in 2010.  IMS sent some records to the FAO ASFA Secretariat in July 2012, but some technical problems have delayed the final submission of the records. Ms Nyika (IMS) contacted the FAO ASFA Secretariat during the 2013 ASFA Board Meeting, expressing IMS’s commitment in ASFA, but no further communication has been received.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to follow up with IMS regarding their status in ASFA.
[Rapporteur’s note: the FAO ASFA Secretariat sent an e-mail to IMS requesting information regarding their status in ASFA in March 2015. Communication continued through to May 2015 regarding the preparation of ASFA input.]
THAILAND – Chulalongkorn University received training in March 2013 however no input has been submitted by Thailand. Various attempts have been made by the FAO ASFA Secretariat to contact the trainees, but no news has been received.

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to follow up with Chulalongkorn University regarding the status of its participation in ASFA.

[Rapporteur's note: During the meeting, Mr Pissierssens (IOC) contacted Somkiat Khokiattiwong at PMBC (Ex-Thailand ASFA Partner) requesting assistance in contacting the trainees at Chulalongkorn University. Somkiat Khokiattiwong reported having contacted Dr Thaithaworn at Chula University who said he would follow up with the trainees. No further information has been received by the FAO ASFA Secretariat]
WCPFC -  Several changes in the Director of WCPFC have hampered communication. Ms Wibley (FAS) reported that a contact name had been obtained while attending the 2014 IAMSLIC conference.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to follow up with WCPFC regarding the status of their participation in ASFA.
Some discussion followed regarding the continuity of ASFA within ASFA Partner Institutes, highlights of which are reported below.
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) commented on the fact that the inactivity of the above-mentioned ASFA Partners meant that there was missing content on the ASFA database. He stressed the importance for primary journals to appear on the ASFA database as soon as possible. He added that customers and researchers accepted the fact that it was difficult for grey literature material to appear on the database in a timely manner, but expected primary journals to be included in ASFA almost immediately. 
Mr Emerson said that while the majority of the above-mentioned inactive ASFA Partners dealt with grey literature, some of them were responsible for mainly primary journals; he said that this missing content should be dealt with so as to ensure that the primary journal titles continued to be covered while attempts were being made to resolve the problems faced by the inactive ASFA Partners. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) mentioned that ProQuest had in the past taken over the responsibility for monitoring some titles from ASFA partners (temporarily or permanently). She asked whether some of the titles included on the Monitoring list of the inactive ASFA Partners included in the above-mentioned Warning List could be transferred to ProQuest. Mr Emerson replied that this could perhaps be possible, but it would create much effort for ProQuest especially regarding legal aspects in getting additional permissions and rights from the primary publishers, as it was not possible for ProQuest to go to the publishers’ website and simply download the metadata plus abstracts.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that the ASFA Secretariat could extract the Monitoring Lists of the inactive ASFA Partners and circulate the individual lists via ASFA Board L. In this way, other ASFA Partners could examine the lists to see if they had access to any of the titles and could take on their monitoring. Mr Emerson commented that this could be a possible solution to cover some of the missing content, adding that it was important for all ASFA Partners to assist if they could. He commented that the lack of core aquatic journals in the ASFA database was a factor that affected the credibility of the database and therefore was an issue that needed to be resolved quickly. 

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to circulate via ASFA Board L the individual lists of the serial titles that are under the responsibilities of those ASFA Partners listed above who are in danger of being dropped from the Partnership, so that an ASFA Partner could offer to cover any of the listed titles should they have access to them.   
Mr Pissierssens raised the issue of the monitoring responsibilities of the ASFA Partners and whether this was taken seriously when signing the ASFA Partnership Agreement. He also asked what the implications were of an ASFA Partner not carrying out its monitoring responsibilities. Ms Wibley explained that, when a new ASFA Partner signed the agreement, a list of serial titles was agreed upon, for which they would be responsible for preparing records for the ASFA database. She also referred to the list of criteria that existed for removing ASFA Partners for not fulfilling their input responsibilities, adding that in many cases, it was lack of continuity within the ASFA Partner institute which resulted in the cessation of ASFA inputting activities and/or loss of contact. In reply to Mr Pissierssens question as to who signed the database, Ms Wibley replied that it was the Director of the Institute, who then allocated a staff member to carry out the work. When changes occurred with the Directors and/or the staff member preparing ASFA records, this often resulted in lack of continuity or lack of understanding regarding the responsibilities of the ASFA Partner. Ms Wibley stressed how important continuity within the ASFA Partner institute was, adding that the FAO ASFA Secretariat highly recommended that the ASFA contact person endeavored to make visible their ASFA work and show its importance not only to their Director but also to other staff within their institute.
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) suggested that perhaps other criteria/implications be considered when ASFA Partners did not fulfil their monitoring responsibilities, in addition to losing access to the ASFA database. Ms Wibley commented that in some cases when the FAO ASFA Secretariat had been in communication with non-active ASFA Partners, one of the reasons given for not fulfilling ASFA input responsibilities was not only lack of budgetary funds to carry out ASFA input but also the fact that the ASFA Partner institute had a website where its publications were made available freely online, and therefore the need to submit ASFA input for its publications was no longer thought viable.
Mr Pettman (FBA) commented that, given the very many structural changes that had taken place within the original UK National ASFA Partner institute since it joined the ASFA Partnership, he was no longer aware as to who had actually signed the ASFA Partnership Agreement. He added that, although he was looking into this, it was not stopping FBA from going ahead with their ASFA monitoring responsibilities. Mr Pettman suggested that in some cases, such as that of CSIRO in Australia, where the ASFA contact had been totally lost, perhaps steps should be taken to find another institute within the country that would be willing to take on the responsibility of becoming the National ASFA Partner for that country. He admitted that this would be a difficult task, but added that some steps could be taken in this direction, although he himself was not sure as exactly what could be done. 
Mr Pissierssens (IOC) commented on the situation in Australia, where all libraries receiving government assistance were having their budgets cut back drastically. He referred in particular to the Great Barrier Reef research institute and the closure of its library, adding that many libraries within the IAMSLIC community were facing similar problems. He observed that the current trend was for senior management to believe that libraries were not necessary and therefore that it was considered an area where budget cuts could be easily made. This was a serious challenge for the ASFA Partnership and Mr Pissierssens believed that some form of public awareness/management awareness in support of libraries through the ASFA Partnership was necessary. It was also important to stress to management that cutting back on ASFA, and other similar specialist online databases, could be a false saving, since institutions would more than likely have to pay in some way though other sources, in order to obtain information (e.g. journal subscriptions, document delivery).
Ms Messaoudi (INSTM) commented that in her institute, it was the changeover in staff that created difficulties maintaining regular ASFA input, rather than changes in the Director. She had to explain on several occasions to three different directors, the importance of being part of the ASFA Partnership, how it saved the institute money and why INSTM should continue participating in ASFA. 
Mr Gaibor (IMP) supported Ms Messaoudi’s comment and said that it was important to have the right person as the ASFA contact within the ASFA Partner institute, someone who could justify to the Director (old or new) the importance and benefits of participating in ASFA. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) re-iterated how important it was for the ASFA contact within the ASFA Partner institute to highlight the benefits of participating in the ASFA Partnership. She added that it was one of the responsibilities of an ASFA Partner to ensure that suitable staff resources were available to carry out the preparation of ASFA input. Ms Wibley referred to the presentation given by Mr Pepe (FAO consultant) at the 2014 ASFA Board Meeting which covered the topic of how to demonstrate or publicize the value of ASFA to the funding-supervisory bodies within the ASFA Partner institute and to their users. (ASFA_2013_Info-3_ASFA_ does_make_a_difference). 
 Mr Pissierssens (IOC) asked whether there was a PowerPoint Presentation that ASFA Partners could use to demonstrate the value of ASFA to their supervisors. Ms Wibley replied that the above-mentioned presentation by Mr Pepe was available from the reserved ASFA ftp site and added that the ASFA home page contained a lot of information that ASFA Partners could download and use to prepare a PowerPoint presentation for their own use. Mr Pissierssens suggested that it would be useful for ASFA Partners if there was an already prepared standard PowerPoint presentation which they could download and show their director if/when necessary and that perhaps  ProQuest could provide some material to be included.  Mr Sahu (NIO) said that in some circumstances, when libraries have demonstrated their activities to senior management and explained staffing problems, their good work is acknowledged but they are told that nothing can be done to help.
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) commented that most senior managers were not interested in hearing about the technical/scientific advantages of the ASFA database, but rather the ‘value’ of the database. For example, it was important to show what can be found in ASFA that cannot be found elsewhere, i.e. there is a difference in what can be found in ASFA with what can be found in any other database. It was necessary to show a clear value and demonstrate it. He referred to the presentation by Mr Pepe, saying that it did touch upon some of these issues but it needed to go further. 
Mr Pettman said that the topic of Impact Evaluation had been examined at several past ASFA Board Meetings. Further discussion regarding Impact Evaluation is reported under the appropriate Agenda Item.8.5
Strategy for future expansion of ASFA Partnership
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to the FAO Report, ASFA/2015/ 3, Section 4.5.1 which contained an outline of the strategy regarding the recruitment of new ASFA Partners. In particular, she referred to the 2 strategy papers which guided the FAO ASFA Secretariat when considering the recruitment of new ASFA Partners: Strategy for priority setting for future Expansion of the ASFA Partnership, by YongJa Cho (presented at the 2002 ASFA Advisory Board Meeting); and, Criteria for recruitment and approval of new Partners contained in the ASFA Partnership Agreement (Article V) which was presented and approved at the 1998 Meeting. 
Ms Wibley mentioned that out of the 11 listed priority countries in the paper by YongJa Cho, 6 were now ASFA Partners (including the recently joined ASFA Partner in the Philippines). She added that 9 of the top 10 fishing nations and 9 of the top 10 aquaculture producing countries were represented in ASFA. 
Referring to the geographic distribution of the ASFA Participating organizations, Ms Wibley commented that the ASFA Partners, now 69 in number, were located in 59 different countries. In particular, she highlighted the fact that during the past 20 years, there have been more than 40 new ASFA Partners and the participation of economically developing countries in ASFA has significantly improved.
Ms Wibley informed the ASFA Partners that, at the moment, further expansion of the ASFA Partnership was rather limited due to the current lack of human resources currently available at the FAO ASFA Secretariat. She commented that the recruitment of new ASFA Partners involved not only the preliminary contact and discussions with potential partners, but also the organization/carrying out of training and resulting follow-up activities, which required considerable time and effort by the FAO ASFA Secretariat. 
Ms Wibley said that the FAO ASFA Secretariat took into consideration the recommended strategy and also the criteria listed in these 2 papers when recruiting new ASFA Partners, which included being responsible for monitoring of serials and monographs, the preparation of high quality input and the allocation of the necessary staff to carry out such activities. At the time of the signing of the ASFA Partnership Agreement, the FAO ASFA Secretariat always endeavoured to ensure that the new ASFA Partner did fulfil all the recommended criteria. However, Ms Wibley added that over the years the situation could change, due to various reasons already discussed above, which could lead to discontinuity in ASFA input production. 
Mr Pissierssens questioned the fact that the ASFA Partnership Agreement was ‘open-ended’  and suggested that perhaps it could be limited to, for example, a 4-year period. Further discussion regarding this is reported below under the appropriate Agenda Item 6.7. Ms Pissierssens also asked whether a gap analysis had been carried out regarding the monitoring of serials for ASFA, in order to determine which journals included in the ASFA Monitoring List are actually being covered, since the monitoring of literature for ASFA was considered part of the strategy for expansion. Ms Wibley reported that this was an exercise currently being carried out by the FAO ASFA Secretariat. She explained that the serial titles in the ASFA Monitoring List were being examined firstly to ensure that the correct information was contained in the list (e.g. correct title, ISSN, publisher etc, whether the journal was still being published) and secondly to determine whether there were gaps in coverage (e.g. missing issues or missing titles). Ms Wibley added that this was a big exercise, given the fact that there were almost 4000 serial titles included in the Monitoring List. More information regarding the ASFA Monitoring List is reported under the appropriate Agenda Item 11. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
6.1. 
6.2. 
6.3. 
6.4. 
6.5. 
6.6. 
Potential partners
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to section 4.5.2 of the FAO Report, ASFA/2015/ 3 where a summary was provided of recruitment initiatives during the intersessional period. Ms Wibley highlighted the fact that the current situation of lack of staff within the FAO ASFA Secretariat has hampered recruitment activities and thus there has been no follow-up on action items from the 2014 ASFA Board Meeting regarding any further contact with ASFA Partners who had expressed interest in joining the ASFA Partnership, namely Cambodia and Myanmar. Ms Wibley mentioned that there was a pending Action Item from Mr Emerson (ProQuest) regarding the provision of the name of a contact person at Cambodia. Mr Emerson replied that there had been some conversation with Mr Grainger (ex-chief of FIPS), prior to his retirement in 2012, regarding an institute in Cambodia that had expressed interest in joining the ASFA Partnership but no further action had taken place. 

Mr Emerson (ProQuest) agreed to provide the FAO ASFA Secretariat with contact details of the institute in Myanmar.
Another institute which the FAO ASFA Secretariat had listed as a potential new ASFA Partner was the University of Dhaka in Bangladesh, which was an institute participating in the LIFDC project. Ms Wibley reported that no follow-up had been taken by the FAO ASFA Secretariat due to lack of staff and as a consequence, the impossibility to carry out all the appropriate communication that would be necessary.
Ms Wibley reminded ASFA Partners to provide the FAO ASFA Secretariat with contact details should they receive any requests from organizations/institutes regarding participation in the ASFA Partnership. She noted that interest in joining the ASFA Partnership had been shown by an institute in Latvia (Institute of Food Safety, Animal Health and Environment "BIOR", Fish Resources Research Department, Scientific Library) through Ms Kalentsits (FAO) and also through Ms Kulakova (YugNIRO) 
[Rapporteur’s note: some communication between the FAO ASFA Secretariat and Ms Natalya Kondratyeva from BIOR had taken place during the intersessional period, resulting in the drawing up of a draft list of 5 publications produced in Latvia ]
Mr Montes (DGB) reported that INVEMAR (Instituto de Investigaciones Marinas y Costeras) in Colombia had contacted him and asked whether it would be possible for DGB to prepare ASFA records for their publications. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that the Secretariat often received requests from institutes asking how they could have their publications cited in ASFA and asked if Mr Montes had an idea as to how many publications were involved. He replied that he did not know if these documents were actually produced by INVEMAR or whether they were simply documents within their collection, but believed that many of them were theses and/or research reports. He added that INVEMAR had also shown some interest in becoming an ASFA Partner. Ms Wibley said it would be important to evaluate how many documents were involved, and also whether INVEMAR had the appropriate human resources, before considering whether INVEMAR could become an ASFA Partner.
Mr Montes (UNAM) agreed to send the contact details of INVEMAR to the FAO ASFA Secretariat, so that more information could be obtained in order to evaluate the possibility of INVEMAR joining the ASFA Partnership.
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) expressed some concern regarding continuing the expansion of the ASFA Partnership given the staffing situation at the FAO ASFA Secretariat. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that the Secretariat was endeavouring to prioritize its activities, which included development of the www-ISIS-ASFA software and the video tutorials, whereas recruiting new ASFA Partners was currently on hold, although all attempts were being made to include the content of new publications by current ASFA Partners. She explained that currently at FAO all vacant posts were temporarily on hold until the end of the year, while the situation was being evaluated internally by senior management, and she said that the FAO ASFA Secretariat was still comprised of 3 regular programme posts. 
Mr Pettman (FBA) asked whether it would be opportune for the ASFA Board to send a message to FAO, expressing concern regarding the staffing situation within the FAO ASFA Secretariat. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) replied that all vacant posts were on hold at the moment within FAO, not just the FAO ASFA Secretariat posts and did not think it would help at the moment, although perhaps such a message could be re-considered in the future, if the situation were not to improve the following year.  
Mr Gaibor (INP) reported that he had been contacted by a regional organization, the CPPS (Permanent Commission for the South Pacific) regarding their interest in providing support to some of the Ecuadorian Institutes and also other South American ASFA Partners. He said that they had many documents in their collection and although they would not participate as an ASFA Partner they were prepared to provide some financial support. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that more clarification would be required as to what CPPS would be prepared to offer in terms of support. 
Mr Gaibor (INP) agreed to send the contact details of CPPS to the FAO ASFA Secretariat.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to communicate with the contact at CPPS to discuss the possible ways in which CPPS could provide support to the South American ASFA Partners.
ASFA Partnership Agreement 
As of 1 October 2014, the ASFA Partnership Agreement (official title: Partnership Agreement Providing for Co-Operation in the Preparation and Publication of the Aquatic Sciences and Fisheries Abstracts (ASFA) and the Reconstitution of the Advisory Board) has been signed by 69 Partners.
4 UN Co-sponsoring ASFA Partners		52 National ASFA Partners
12 International ASFA Partners		              1 Publishing ASFA Partner


Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to Section 4.1 of the FAO Report (ASFA/2014/3) which provided information regarding the ASFA Partnership Agreement. She explained that the Agreement defines the ‘responsibilities’ of the ASFA Partners and also the functions of the ASFA Advisory Board. All ASFA Partners signed the Partnership when joining the system. The text of the current ASFA Partnership Agreement was drafted in 1995 and has remained the same since, except for one amendment which was passed during the 2008-2009 intersessional period regarding the establishment of criteria for the removal of Partners not fulfilling their responsibilities. Details of this amendment are included in the FAO Report, Section 4.1, footnote 3 (ASFA/2015/3). Minor modification/additions or re-interpretation of points in the Agreement are usually made through discussion and “agreement” at the annual ASFA Advisory Board Meetings and are thus recorded as such in the Report of the Meeting.
Following on from Mr Pisserssens’s suggestion (see previous Agenda Item 6.6) that the ASFA Partnership Agreement should be time-limited, Mr Emerson (PQ) commented that from the view of ProQuest, he believed that there was a lot of value of putting a limit on agreements, and a 2-4 year range was used for the agreements that ProQuest had with publishers. He added that having a fixed-term Partnership Agreement could have the benefit of ensuring dialogue on a regular basis with the Director of the ASFA Partner Institute and could stimulate and/or maintain interest in participating in ASFA, although he realized that having to continually renew fixed-term agreements would put a heavy stress on the FAO ASFA Secretariat. Mr Pissierssens believed that having a fixed-term agreement, rather than an open-ended one, could perhaps encourage commitment by directors; it could also ensure that the agreement would be quite clear as to what was expected. Mr Emerson commented that this could ensure that the ASFA Partner be kept aware as to their responsibilities, especially with respect to monitoring. He suggested a time limit of 2 years. Mr Pissierssens said that 2 years was perhaps not realistic taking into consideration the time that would be needed for a new ASFA Partner to become an active member. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) concurred, saying that the initial 2 year period of a new ASFA Partner was generally not very productive, as during this period the Partner would need training and feedback before becoming autonomous and productive.
Several ASFA Partners commented that should the ASFA Partnership Agreement have to be re-signed each time there was a change in director, or should it be a fixed-term Agreement which would need to be renewed and e-signed by their current or new Director, this would not be feasible within their institute; some added  that this could result in the cessation of the institute’s involvement in ASFA.
Mr Pettman (FBA) summarized the discussions, saying that perhaps the ASFA Partnership Agreement should be time limited for new potential ASFA Partners only and that there was no need for existing ASFA Partners to re-sign the agreement.
Mr Gaibor (INP) referred to letters received by fishing institutes in developing countries from the FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Department requesting regular submission of fishery statistics, to be included in the FAO fisheries statistics reports. He suggested that the FAO ASFA Secretariat could send regular letters of support (annually) to the Director of the ASFA Partner Institute, encouraging them to continue submitting ASFA records to the database and participating in the ASFA Partnership. Receiving such a letter from the FAO ASFA Secretariat would assist ASFA Partners in justifying the importance of being in the ASFA Partnership and also remind the director of the ASFA Partner Institute of their responsibilities as an ASFA Partner. 
Ms Wibley noted that circumstances were different for each ASFA Partner institute and that these factors would have to be taken into consideration before sending out such letters of encouragement. She suggested that the FAO ASFA Secretariat would send out a Letter of support and encouragement to the Directors of ASFA Partner Institutes if and when requested by individual ASFA Partners. 
Mr Pettman (FBA), while noting that not all ASFA Partners were in agreement about receiving regular letters of support from the FAO ASFA Secretariat, commented that it could be very helpful for some in order to maintain continuity within the ASFA Partnership.
Ms Linaugo (UPV) supported the sending of a letter of encouragement by the FAO ASFA Secretariat, saying that this would help her in justifying a request for extra staff or particular equipment which could assist in increasing submission of ASFA input.
 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to send upon request a Letter of Encouragement to ASFA Partners that they could present to their Director. 

In particular, Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) noted the comments made by Ms Kulakova in the YugNIRO Intersessional report (ASFA/2015/66) regarding the difficulties encountered by YugNIRO given the current situation in their country, where many employees were working part-time and paid with great delays.

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to send a Letter of Support to the Director of YugNIRO regarding their continued participation in ASFA.

Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to the comment made by Ms Sado in the NIFFR intersessional report (ASFA/2015/65) that “FAO/ASFA should renew the agreement with national ASFA Partners in developing countries regarding their inputting commitments and encouraging the input officers in their literature access/acquisition”. She said that more information regarding the statement was necessary as it was not clear what was being questioned. 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to contact Ms Sado for additional clarification regarding her request, in particular, as it pertains to her institute.

Ms Keita (DPM) commented that if the ASFA Partnership Agreement were to be limited to a fixed time limit of 4 years, an important factor to take into consideration was training, as this did not always occur immediately after signing the agreement. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) supported this comment, and explained that the FAO ASFA Secretariat always took into consideration when a possible training could be carried out, before it sent out the ASFA Partnership Agreement for signing. She added that this was one of the reasons why the FAO ASFA Secretariat was not actively recruiting new ASFA Partners at the moment, since it currently did not have the human resources to carry out a full ASFA training course for new ASFA Partners.   

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to investigate all of the implications of amending the text of the ASFA Partnership Agreement to make it a 4-year fixed term agreement for new in-coming Partners, including also whether or not it would be necessary for the FAO Legal Office to approve the amended agreement or whether reporting the amendment in the Annual ASFA Advisory Board Meeting Report would be sufficient (for which a 2/3 majority vote of the entire Partnership via ASFA-Board-L would be required).  
A copy of the text of the ASFA Partnership Agreement is available on the FAO ASFA Homepage at: ftp://ftp.fao.org/FI/asfa/Agreement/an690e/an690e00.pdf. 

ASFA Collaborating Centres
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item by referring to an Action Item from the 2013 ASFA Board Meeting.

Follow-up Action Item 13  from the 2013 ASFA Board Meeting: 

13. Regarding ASFA Collaborating Centres and how to ensure they fulfil their responsibilities  ....  Ms Levashova (VNIRO) gave a presentation on her experience in recruiting Collaborating Centres, providing also details of an agreement that had been drawn up by VNIRO which was to be signed by each Collaborating Centre ....

 Mr Montes (UNAM) agreed to prepare an outline for a soft agreement between a National ASFA Partner and its Collaborating Centre(s), together with some guidelines which ASFA Partners could follow to their discretion to assist them in drawing up their own agreement.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to both the ASFA Partnership Agreement, where in Article 2.6, the role of an ASFA Collaborating Centre was clarified, and also the ASFA Publishing Agreement, which provided a definition of an ASFA Partner and an ASFA Collaborating Centre.
The full text of both the ASFA Partnership Agreement and the ASFA Publishing Agreement is available on the FAO ASFA Homepage at: ftp://ftp.fao.org/FI/asfa/Agreement/an690e/an690e00.pdf. 
Mr Montes (UNAM) reported that he had initiated a draft of a soft agreement between a National ASFA Partner and its Collaborating Centre, adding that it was rather complex. He thanked Ms Levashova (VNIRO) who had sent him a copy of the agreement used by the Russian National ASFA Partner when recruiting Collaborating Centres. Mr Montes said that he would appreciate receiving information from other ASFA Partners regarding the different characteristics and policies within their institutes and countries, so that he could take such factors into account when drafting the agreement. He hoped that a final draft would be ready by January/February 2015. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) suggested that Mr Montes sent an e-mail to all ASFA Partners via ASFA-Board-L so that he could get some feedback regarding how the ASFA Partner worked with their Collaborating Centre, should they have one. 
Mr Montes (UNAM) agreed to send a draft outline for a soft law agreement to ASFA Partners via ASFA Board-L by January 2015 asking for comments.
Mr Gaibor (INP) expressed his concern regarding the application of such an agreement to all Collaborating Centres. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented that Mr Montes was preparing only an outline, not a ‘fixed’  agreement, and that it could be used as a guide for a National ASFA Partner should it wish to recruit a Collaborating Centre and have some form of soft agreement. As discussed earlier on, the ASFA Partner institutes had different policies and characteristics that had to be taken into account, so the draft outline being prepared by Mr Montes could be considered flexible and perhaps amended slightly according to each ASFA Partner’s individual characteristics, with assistance by Mr Montes.
Ms Keita (DPM) asked if it was possible for an ASFA Partner to have a Collaborating Centre from another country. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that this was not possible. She clarified that an ASFA Collaborating Centre would have to work/collaborate with the National ASFA Partner in the same country. Should an institute in a country which did not have an ASFA Partner wish to collaborate in ASFA, then they could become the National ASFA Partner for their country. Ms Keita referred in particular to an institute in the Seychelles, saying that KMFRI, the Kenyan National ASFA Partner was monitoring some publications for the Seychelles. She asked if the Seychelles could work together with KMFRI by preparing ASFA records for their publications and then sending them to KMFRI for submission to ProQuest 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to the situation a few years back in South America, when UNAM, Mexico was one of the very few ASFA Partners in the region and covered many publications from the different countries in South America. Mr Montes (UNAM) explained that as the different South American countries joined the ASFA Partnership, they gradually took over the monitoring responsibilities from Mexico for publications from their own countries. He said that it was more appropriate for an institute to become the ASFA Partner for its own country and cover its national literature, rather than cooperate by providing some publications to an ASFA Partner from another country; in this way literature coverage for their own country would be more extensive.  Ms Wibley added that KMFRI could collaborate and work together with the Seychelles under its own initiative, and perhaps later provide them with some training; this could be a means of assessing the potential of the Seychelles as a new ASFA Partner. However, KMFRI would still be responsible for submitting the ASFA input for the Seychelles publications to ProQuest, until a decision would be made by Seychelles whether to become an ASFA Partner or not.
Ms Keita (DPM) said that of the 21 African countries within the ODINAfrica network, only 9 were ASFA Partners; ways of getting the literature from those countries into ASFA were being investigated. Most of the institutes did not have the necessary human resources to carry out ASFA input, and so other ways of collaboration were being examined. Ms Wibley requested that the FAO ASFA Secretariat be kept informed regarding such discussions, either via e-mail during the intersessional period, and that a brief report of progress made by DPM or KMFRI regarding such initiatives be included in their respective reports.

ASFA Publishing Agreement between FAO and ProQuest
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, by referring to the appropriate section in the FAO report (ASFA/2014/3), on page 3.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that the current ASFA Publishing Agreement, signed by both ProQuest and the FAO ASFA Secretariat, covered the period 1 January 2012 to 31 December 2015, and was coming up for renewal for another four-year period, 2016-2019. Therefore, during the upcoming intersessional period, the FAO ASFA Secretariat would welcome comments from ASFA Partners regarding the renewal of the agreement. However, the FAO ASFA Secretariat believed that, after the many years of renegotiation between the ASFA Publisher and FAO, the current terms under the present agreement are quite satisfactory, especially as regards ASFA Partner entitlements. Ms Wibley said that full details of all the ASFA Partner entitlements are included in the FAO Report, Section 8.6 (ASFA/2013/3), and would be discussed later on under the following Agenda Item 6.9. 
An abridged version of the Publishing Agreement is visible on the FAO ASFA Homepage FTP site at: ftp://ftp.fao.org/FI/asfa/Agreement/an690e/an690e00.pdf, and Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) recommended that all ASFA Partners read the agreement and let the FAO ASFA Secretariat know should they have any comments or questions. She added that there were several sections in the agreement that were of particular importance to the ASFA database, such as quality, and that perhaps ProQuest could be requested to ‘enhance/do more’. Mr Emerson (ProQuest) said that it was important for the ASFA Partners to think about what was best for the ASFA Partnership. He added that it was part of ProQuest’s responsibilities to ensure that researchers/customers were adequately served and therefore ProQuest was aware of the fact that they were under scrutiny during negotiation and that there could be requests for improvements. He commented that in past negotiations, amendments made had been beneficial to both sides, and added that he did not foresee any major changes to the agreement. Ms Wibley reminded ASFA Partners that during negotiation with ProQuest the FAO ASFA Secretariat was acting on behalf of the ASFA Partners and therefore it was important for the FAO ASFA Secretariat to be aware of any requests. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) raised the issue of royalty calculations, given the fact that the ASFA database was now being marketed/sold in different ways, e.g. blended products, and asked whether this would affect how the royalties were calculated. Mr Emerson (ProQuest) said that there were around 5/6 products which impacted the royalty figures, one of which was the printed product which would soon be ceased. ASFA was now being added to other products (blended products) each of which had different impacts on the royalty. He noted that over the past years, the Partnership had not spent much of the royalties/ASFA Trust Fund. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented that more ASFA Partners were now carrying out ASFA Trust Fund projects, such as digitization, addition of full-text links and retrospective indexing, all of which were improving the ASFA database, adding value to it by increasing its comparative advantages. As a result the funds were going down, indicating not only that the royalties were important but also that they were being used to the benefit of the ASFA Partnership as a whole.  
Mr Pettman (FBA) commented that now was an important opportunity for all ASFA Partners to get involved in the Publishing Agreement negotiation and that they should send their comments to the FAO ASFA Secretariat. 

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to circulate an e-mail via ASFA Board-L asking ASFA Partners for their comments regarding the renewal of the ASFA Publishing Agreement between FAO and ProQuest.
Entitlements (Partner entitlements to ASFA products as listed in above Agreements)
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to the FAO Report, Section 8.6 (document ASFA/2014/3), which listed the basic entitlements of an ASFA Partner: Internet access to the ProQuest platform, the ASFA CD/DVD and the ASFA printed journals. The improvements regarding Partner entitlements, contained in the previous and current Publishing Agreements, are described in detail in Section 8.6.2 of the FAO Report.
Ms Wibley reminded ASFA Partners that should they have any problems or questions regarding their entitlements they should contact Paula McCoy at ProQuest (paula.mccoy@proquest.com ) and not the FAO ASFA Secretariat.
ASFA Co-operation with other Groups/Initiatives/Systems/Meetings outside or related to ASFA   
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda item, saying that it included activities carried out in collaboration with, for example, IAMSLIC. He referred to the FAO Report, Sections 11 and 12 (ASFA/2014/3).
FAO-OEKC
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that co-operation with the FAO OPCC (ex-AGRIS) group continued during the intersessional period. Some meetings had been held regarding possible developments in ASFA Thesaurus management. Further discussion regarding the ASFA Thesaurus is reported under the appropriate Agenda Item, 11.6.
IAMSLIC  
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that collaboration with IAMSLIC continues through the IAMSLIC membership initiative, whereby currently membership fees for 33 ASFA Partners were being paid for by the ASFA Trust Fund. A table of those ASFA Partners whose IAMSLIC membership fees are currently being paid through the ASFA Trust Fund, and their renewal dates, is included in the FAO Report, Section 12 (See Annex-3). The next group of ASFA Partners whose IAMSLIC membership will come up for renewal, has an expiry date of end of December 2015. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) outlined some of the benefits of joining IAMSLIC, mentioning in particular document delivery, and highly recommended all ASFA Partners and/or their Collaborating Centres to join. She added that on the 4th Workshop Day Mr Superio (SEAFDEC/AQD) would be giving a presentation on resource sharing and how to use the IAMSLIC Z39.50 library.  
During the intersessional period, there were 2 annual IAMSLIC conferences, one held in Fort Lauderdale, USA (October, 2013) and the other in Noumea, New Caledonia (September, 2014). The FAO ASFA Secretariat endeavours to attend the IAMSLIC conferences, since they provide an opportunity not only to participate in discussions relevant to ASFA, but also to meet with existing ASFA Partners also attending the conference and discuss any ASFA-related matters. At the Fort Lauderdale conference in 2013, some partial funding was provided to the ASFA contact at SPC, Ms Mary-Clare Amé, to assist her attend the conference and also receive some brief training sessions in ASFA input methodology. At this year’s IAMSLIC conference in Noumea, Ms Wibley carried out an ASFA training session for two ASFA Partners attending the conference – SPC and PIMRIS. Some partial funding was provided to the PIMRIS ASFA contact, Ms Susana Macanawai, so that she could attend the training. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented that the ASFA database was a topic that often came up during the IAMSLIC conferences and suggested that someone from ProQuest should attend so as to be able to participate in issues related to the ASFA database and the ProQuest platform, given that most of the attendees were librarians in aquatic science institutes and users of the ASFA database. She said that the FAO ASFA Secretariat attended the IAMSLIC conferences in the general interests of the ASFA Partnership. Ms Wibley reported that at the 2015 IAMSLIC conference, she distributed a brief Questionnaire to obtain some information regarding the users and usage of the ASFA database. The questionnaire was composed of a few simple questions such as: If you use ASFA, why do you use it; Who are the main users of your information services  ….
Ms Cosulich (INIDEP) expressed her gratitude to Ms Wibley for her active participation in the 2014 IAMSLIC conference, and also in general for the funding of ASFA Partner IAMSLIC membership fees. She added that, during the conference many members asked questions regarding the ASFA database and Ms Wibley’s contribution was extremely useful. Ms Cosulich supported the FAO ASFA Secretariat’s request for ProQuest to have someone present at future IAMSLIC conferences and also reminded ASFA Partners to take advantage of the ASFA Trust Fund Project and become IAMSLIC members. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) acknowledged that during the conference, the IAMSLIC Committee members always expressed their gratitude to the FAO ASFA Secretariat for the financial support given to ASFA Partners regarding their IAMSLIC membership fees.
IOC-IAMSLIC
Mr Pissierssens (IOC) reported that IOC now had a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with IAMSLIC to promote joint activities, He noted the IODE Group of Experts on Marine Management, was now joined with IAMSLIC and also the fact that the Aquatic Commons repository was hosted by IOC, in addition to OceanDocs. He referred to ODINAfrica, mentioning that the project was coming to a close now, although some smaller scale activities were being considered such as marine information management, an area which could be linked to promoting ASFA. He also mentioned some ODINECET activities, in particular relating to uploading texts in OceanDocs, and noted the difficulties being faced by Ukraine at the current time. Mr Pissierssens suggested a possible collaboration between ASFA and the IODE OceanTeacher Global Academy. He explained that regional training centres were being set up in different continents – one in Colombia (INVEMAR), 4 in Africa (Senegal, Kenya, Mozambique and South Africa), one in India and one in Malaysia. This would facilitate localized training and also share lectures via video links. Mr Pissierssens said that the ASFA Partnership could use the OceanTeacher platform (free of charge) to create training modules and also take advantage of the existing training centres, which are fully equipped. He added that he hoped collaboration between ASFA and OceanDocs would continue. 
Ms Cosulich (INIDEP) expressed her support for this strategy of regional training by OceanTeacher. In her opinion it was an excellent way of moving forward. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) thanked Mr Pissierssens for his offer and said that the FAO ASFA Secretariat would consider this when having to carry out ASFA training sessions in the areas covered by the Ocean Teacher Global Academy. 

Mr Pissierssens (IOC) agreed to send details of the OceanTeacher Global Academy regional training centres to the FAO ASFA Secretariat.

ASFA – QUALITY OF THE ASFA DATABASE (SCOPE, COVERAGE AND MONITORING, TIMELINESS AND ACCURACY) 
ASFA input submitted by Partners and number of records on the database
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item by referring to document ASFA/2014/77. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) explained that this document was the latest ASFA input log spreadsheet, which had been sent to her by Ms Natalie Abram (ProQuest) prior to this meeting. It showed not only the number of ASFA records sent to ProQuest by ASFA Partners but also the number of serial titles contained on the individual monitoring lists of each ASFA Partner. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that the ASFA log spreadsheet would be discussed in more detail on the 4th day of the meeting. She thanked Ms Abram for providing the FAO ASFA Secretariat with updated ASFA log tables each month and reminded ASFA Partners that the latest figures were posted each month on the FAO reserved ASFA ftp site (ftp://ASFA:PWda28b@ext-ftp.fao.org/FI/Reserved/ASFA) in the folder \!!Contributions to the ASFA Database. Ms Wibley commented that the figure for the total number of ASFA records on the database was very near to the 2 million mark. She also noted that for the past 2 years there were no ASFA records registered for the USA ASFA Partner (NOAA) and asked ProQuest, who in the past were carrying out the ASFA input on behalf of NOAA, to clarify the situation. Ms McCoy (ProQuest) replied that a new process was being set up by ProQuest for harvesting the NOAA records, and that it was still being finalized. Once the records were ready, they would be entered most probably all together in one year. Ms Wibley commented that this would mean that the total figures for ASFA Partners would not be truly representative for those years. 

Subject scope
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this agenda item, referring to a background document, ASFA/2014/Info-1. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that the main purpose of the paper was to call attention to 4 particular areas within the ASFA Subject Scope, which are gaining ever increasing importance as time goes on: Aquaculture; Loss of Biodiversity; Climate Change; and Pollution. The document also aimed to stimulate discussion on the possible need to create some information products (one-off or ongoing) which specifically deal with one or more of the above-mentioned topics. Ms Wibley referred to a past dedicated ASFA aquaculture product and asked whether other similar spin-off products could be created.  Mr Emerson (ProQuest) replied that while it would be possible, creating such smaller products were not very valuable, with the exception perhaps of a digitized product, i.e. a database of full text material that was old or hard to find. He referred to the topic of Climate Change, saying that it was a very broad and valued topic, but researchers expect it as part of a larger package database. From the ProQuest point of view, it would be more beneficial to highlight specific areas within a larger more comprehensive database, rather than create smaller databases. He added that small databases on small disciplines did not do well on the market place, no matter the subject. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented that on occasions when specific topics came up, such as for example tsunami events, the Secretariat sent out an e-mail to the FAO Fishery and Aquaculture department, promoting ASFA and explaining how the database could be searched to obtain information on such specific topics of current interest. It was a way of showing your institute what ASFA contained, highlighting particular subject areas of current interest in a manner similar to that previously mentioned by Mr Emerson. 
Mr Pettman (FBA) said that several ASFA Partners had made some comments in their intersessional reports regarding possible subject areas that could be included in the scope of ASFA. He mentioned that FBA would find it useful if the scope of ASFA was increased to include more information on groundwater (fracking, waste water, water resources sewage treatment) although it recognized the difficulties this could create within the ASFA system (increase in subject category codes, descriptors) . 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) mentioned an e-mail on this topic that was circulated by the FAO ASFA Secretariat via ASFA Board L on 13.08.14 asking for opinions and comments by ASFA Partners regarding the possible expansion of the scope of ASFA. 

Follow-up Action Item 14 from the 2013 ASFA Board Meeting: 

14. Regarding revision of the subject scope of ASFA .... Mr Emerson (ProQuest) suggested considering expanding ASFA scope to include areas previously excluded, such as ground water, public water supply, water or sewage treatment ...

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to circulate via ASFA Board-L a list of the areas that had been defined in 2009 as being outside the scope of ASFA, so that ASFA Partners could examine them and provide the FAO ASFA Secretariat with their comments. Suggestions for other areas that could be considered for inclusion in the subject scope of ASFA would be welcome.
Some considerations to be taken into account included: how much literature on groundwater do ASFA Partner institutes hold; how much is covered elsewhere; would ASFA Partners be able to spend the extra time required to increase coverage; how many changes would be required to the ASFA inputting system to accommodate increased coverage. 
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) commented that it was important to think about what it would take to ensure the usefulness of ASFA in the future. He said that if subject scope expansion was thought critical to the survival of ASFA and usefulness to researchers then it would be necessary to think about ways of doing it and overcoming the difficulties involved. He believed that, broadly speaking, perhaps ASFA Partners should ask where they wanted ASFA to be in 5 or 10 years’ time. ProQuest wanted to make things better and also be more useful; they could think about consolidating different information sources together, based on the needs of researchers. For example, he said that Water Resources, Aqualine and ASFA could be combined in a single database, or at least the information from one database could be made available to the other. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) questioned how ProQuest would merge the content and at the same time make such changes in the scope of ASFA visible. Mr Emerson said that researchers wanted comprehensive searches, they expected ASFA to contain everything about ground water and added that ProQuest could make this information available in ASFA. It did not matter if the database was very comprehensive, so long as it was possible, and easy, for the researchers to be able to narrow down their searches. He added that it would then be a marketing issue for ProQuest to make users aware of the changes in the scope of ASFA. 
Mr Gaibor (INP) in reply to Mr Emerson’s comment on where ASFA should be in 5 or 10 years from now, said that he believed that Climate Change was a very important issue and it affected practically everything, researchers in fisheries-related areas required information on all different aspects of climate change. In addition, he believed that Marine policy was another important topic and was an area that researchers required detailed information, especially in Latin American countries.  
Ms McCoy (ProQuest) referred to Ms Wibley’s question regarding how ProQuest made users aware of the subject areas contained in ASFA. She said that the online platform should be the place where ProQuest highlighted the information they had and believed that improvements could be made there in the future to highlight the subjects covered by ASFA, providing more details to researchers thus giving them a better experience there. She gave a brief description of how Ms Abram carried out her indexing work at ProQuest, which involved not only ASFA, but also other databases such as Water Resources, Aqualine and Oceanic Abstracts. Therefore she had the possibility to pull in relevant articles from the different databases into ASFA. Ms Abram attended ocean conferences and listened to what researchers were searching. The research was always moving into new areas all the time, and it was important to be aware of this.
Mr Pettman (FBA) commented that should there be an eventual expansion in the subject scope of ASFA, a majority of the relevant journals were already being covered by ProQuest for their other databases. He added that from the FBA point of view, they had a very large collection of grey literature material, both historic and new, which covered ground water. Mr Emerson said that ProQuest covered around 1000 journal related to ground water, of which only around 30 were selectively relevant to ASFA, whereas it was difficult for ProQuest to access grey literature material. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) expressed some concern regarding the ASFA Partner institutes that were primarily marine and would not have access to any freshwater or ground water literature, asking whether this could affect in any way their participation in ASFA. Mr Montes (UNAM) commented that perhaps it was time for ASFA Partners to review coverage by examining their individual Monitoring Lists and take into consideration the fact many sciences were now becoming multidisciplinary. 
Ms Endra (NaFFIRI) mentioned that her institute had access to a lot of grey literature on climate change and fisheries. 
Ms Kulakova (YugNIRO) referred to the list of subject areas currently defined as outside the subject scope of ASFA, saying that if all of these areas were to be included this would mean a great deal of extra work and also would require an extensive review of their monitoring list. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) clarified that the e-mail circulated by FAO ASFA Secretariat on 13.08.14 identified the areas that were currently outside the scope of ASFA so that consideration could be given as to which if any could be included within the scope of ASFA. It was not the intention of the FAO ASFA Secretariat to suggest the inclusion of all of them.  
Mr Sahu (NIO) noted that not all ASFA Partners would be able to cover new subject areas and that any extra work could be a strain on their staff. Mr Emerson (ProQuest) clarified that, should there be an expansion of subject scope in ASFA it would not be mandatory for all ASFA Partners to do so but it would allow those who had the capability. Ms McCoy (ProQuest) noted that each ASFA Partner had different areas of interest, for some it could be climate change, for others it could be ground water. She said not everybody had to cover the same areas. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that expanding coverage in this way, would mean that coverage would not be comprehensive. Mr Emerson (ProQuest) said that it was important to define the coverage and be clear about the scope. He added that currently ASFA covered around 20% of all aquatic sciences material. 
 Mr Pettman (FBA) noted that during the above discussions, interest had been shown only in 2 topics in particular, ground water and climate change. He suggested that implications of including these 2 areas in the subject scope of ASFA should be explored. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that the implications would mainly concern some technical aspects of ASFA data entry, such as whether the current subject scope categories were sufficient and expanding the ASFA thesaurus.
Ms Vicary and Mr Pettman (FBA) agreed to investigate the implications of expanding the scope of ASFA to cover groundwater (including climate change, water/sewage treatment, public water supply and water as a resource industry and agriculture), liaise with the FAO ASFA Secretariat and ProQuest and then inform the ASFA Partners of their findings by June 2015.
Mr Sahu (NIO) said that should an ASFA Partner come across a journal covering one of the new subject areas, perhaps which they were not very familiar with, they should send it to the FAO ASFA Secretariat to be assessed for addition to the ASFA Monitoring List. 

Pending the findings of FBA’s investigation of the feasibility of expanding the scope of ASFA, the FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to circulate an e-mail via ASFA Board-L to ask ASFA Partners to provide the FAO ASFA Secretariat with details of journals covering additional subject scope areas related to groundwater (including climate change water/sewage treatment, public water supply and water as a resource industry and agriculture). The FAO ASFA Secretariat would then forward the titles to FBA.   
Coverage and Monitoring
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item referring to Section 9 of the FAO report (ASFA/2015/3) which concerned the monitoring of journals by ASFA Partners for inclusion in ASFA.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reminded ASFA Partners that journal coverage in ASFA was the extent to which journals falling within the scope of ASFA were being monitored and entered into the ASFA database. This meant the completeness of the coverage of individual journals, i.e. the regular monitoring of the serial titles included on the Monitoring Lists of individual ASFA Partners, ensuring that there were no gaps in the coverage of all issues/volumes and articles of relevance to the scope of ASFA.  Ms Wibley reported that there was currently a total of 3582 active serial titles on the ASFA Monitoring List and this would be discussed further under the appropriate Agenda Item 11.1.
Review of coverage and monitoring
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that it was still in the process of carrying out a major exercise to review and clean-up the Master ASFA Monitoring List. This work was being carried out by a consultant working for the ASFA Secretariat, Mr Milos Vojar, and involves reviewing the individual lists of ASFA Partners regarding not only the information regarding the serial titles, but also the identification of gaps whereby some titles had not been covered for a long period of time, or certain issue/volume numbers had been missed. This information was being recorded in spreadsheets for each individual ASFA Partner, so that the Partner could follow up regarding the missing information and/or missing issues. It would then be the responsibility of the ASFA Partner to attempt to fill the gaps, perhaps by contacting the publisher of the journal to obtain the missing issues. If an ASFA Partner had difficulty in covering certain publications and/or the gaps, then they should contact the FAO ASFA Secretariat, attention Milos.Vojar@fao.org. Ms Wibley commented that the ‘completeness of coverage’ was one of the major quality aspects to consider in a bibliographic database and therefore was always discussed at every ASFA Board Meeting. The FAO ASFA Secretariat was also working together with ProQuest in a joint exercise to consolidate the ProQuest Journals list and the ASFA Monitoring List.
Timeliness
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) introduced this Agenda Item, explaining that timeliness referred to the time period between the publishing of the document and its appearance on the ASFA database, i.e. the time period between receipt of the document by the ASFA Partner, the preparation of ASFA records and their submission to ProQuest for inclusion on the ASFA database. Timeliness was another important factor when considering the quality of a database, as was often stressed by the publisher, ProQuest. Ms Wibley noted that it was one of the responsibilities of an ASFA Partner to ensure completeness of coverage and also timeliness.
Review of timeliness of ASFA records (by ProQuest) 
ProQuest reported that updates were made to the ProQuest platform every two weeks.
Review of measures taken by ASFA Partners to increase timeliness
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to the FAO Report (ASFA/2014/3), Section 8.5.3, page 22 where a list was given of some of the solutions that were agreed at the 2009 ASFA Board Meeting to increase the timeliness of ASFA (see Annex-57 of the 2009 ASFA Board Meeting Report). 
She said that efforts should be made to send at least one file per month to the publisher, no matter how small.  She mentioned that another solution to increase timeliness was for ASFA Partners to submit their ASFA records to ProQuest to be processed for Automated Indexing, thereby saving time in preparing base ASFA records without any indexing terms. The third solution recommended to improve timeliness was for ASFA Partners to consider transferring some of their Serial titles to ProQuest, so that they could concentrate on processing grey literature material, which meant that ProQuest would be in a better position to cover those titles in a more timely manner.
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) referred to impact factor journals and noted that there were few journals published in 2014 included in the ASFA database. He commented that A&I databases were very valuable, but only under certain circumstances. He was interested in having some information on how ASFA Partners were dealing with some of their impact factor journals 
Ms Wibley said that the FAO ASFA Secretariat in 2013 had managed to clear their backlog of ASFA record input, but during the intersession due to lack of human resources, a backlog was beginning to build up. Attempts were made to cover the most recent publications first, i.e. the current year, and then the publications from the previous years. The FAO ASFA Secretariat had an electronic system, whereby publications received for entering in ASFA were registered and this system was monitored periodically for gaps. She added that an arrangement had been made with the FAO Fisheries Publications group so that the ASFA Secretariat received copies of new publications as soon as they were published, and asked whether any other ASFA Partner had similar arrangements to receive and/or record their publications 
Mr Pettman (FBA) reported that they received the journals to be monitored for ASFA as soon as they were out. He asked if ASFA Partners had any particular system they used to monitor their timeliness or whether any ASFA Partner had made particular efforts to improve timeliness.
Mr Sahu (NIO) explained that his institute had a system in place, using CDS/ISIS, to regularly check the publications. Ms Kulakova, (YugNIRO) said that she prioritized grey literature material not available as opposed to open access material and kept a list of publications sent to ProQuest. Ms Cosulich (INIDEP) mentioned that she kept cards for each title monitored for ASFA, where she registered the issues/volumes done for ASFA. Ms Vicary (FBA) said that she kept an EXCEL spreadsheet to keep track of publications covered for ASFA and records sent to ProQuest. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) re-iterated the importance of keeping some form of registration system, whether a simple EXCEL spreadsheet or a database, regarding the publications covered for ASFA and the batches of records sent to ProQuest. This could then be used to give an idea as to the timeliness of an ASFA record, i.e. from the time when the publication was received to the time the ASFA record was sent to ProQuest.  
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to carry out a survey, via ASFA Board-L, of the different means by which ASFA Partners keep track of the serial titles that they monitor for ASFA.
Ms McCoy (ProQuest) supported this action item, saying that it would be a useful way of sharing information with others.
Mr Sahu (NIO) said that it would be possible to create a PFT file in the www-ISIS-ASFA software, by which a print-out of the fields relating to the serial titles and collation details of the records sent to ProQuest could be obtained. In this way, ASFA Partners could keep a check of what they had submitted to the ASFA database. 
Accuracy of the ASFA records appearing on database
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, asking ASFA Partners to refer to document ASFA/2014/Info-2, ‘Report of various categories of errors and discrepancies found in ASFA using the CD-ROM/DVD records to compare with those on the online platform’. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) explained that this report had been prepared by Ms Hilary Cochrane (FAO consultant), during the intersession in order to highlight inaccuracies and inform ProQuest, so that action could be taken by them if/when possible. She said that the document was large because it contained many examples of the types of errors that were described. 
Ms Wibley referred to the following areas of ‘quality control’ which were identified and investigated, together with some examples: 1) The ICES Council Meeting Documents; 2) Strategies for finding records of websites; 3) Follow-up of errors identified by Milos; 4) ICLARM bibliographies; 5) “Title not available for this record”; 6) “Other numbers” field (also falls into ICES documents problem); 7) Missing initials of author; 8) Not able to search for “update” field on online platform.
Some specific issues were examined in detail and the discussions are highlighted below.
ICES Council Meeting documents
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) mentioned that the issues concerning the ICES Council Meeting documents had been first identified a few years ago (see the 2013 ASFA Board Report, Section 7.5). This year, Ms Cochrane (FAO consultant) spent some time trying to understand the problems and what could have led to them. See Item 1 in the document ASFA/2014/Info-2 for more details and examples
Ms McCoy (ProQuest) commented that most of these issues preceeded her at ProQuest and so it was difficult for her to tell where they came from. She referred to the 2008 ICES documents, which ProQuest had agreed to do, and said that the ASFA records were very inconsistent, with many fields missing. ProQuest did their best to complete the records with the appropriate indexing. Mr Seteras (IMR) reported that he had also noted several inconsistencies, but not only in the 2008 documents. He said that some records were missing identifying numbers or missing authors; other records just had a title of the report and year; often this meant that the ASFA records for the ICES documents were practically irretrievable on the database. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) suggested that these ICES ASFA records could perhaps be corrected through an ASFA Trust Fund, if someone had access to the source documents with all the correct information. Mr Seteras (IMR) commented that there were more than 8000 ICES documents cited in the ASFA database and said that he could discuss further with the FAO ASFA Secretariat outside of the meeting hours. 
Website records
Several records had been found on the ASFA database indicating that they referred to websites, but none of the URL links appeared to point to the website. Mr Emerson (ProQuest) commented that URLs were static, and not sustainable. It was not possible to continually check them, so ProQuest did not recommend indexing websites. 
ICLARM bibliographies
The major issue here concerns the way in which the valid publication title “ICLARM Bibliographies” was erroneously replaced by “Worldfish Center Bibliographies”. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) pointed out that ICLARM changed its name to WorldFish Center (around 2000) and it would appear that some form of automatic correction to the publication name had been made to all of the ASFA records pertaining to this document, not just for the appropriate years. Mr Emerson commented that this could have happened if there was a change to the ISSN. Ms McCoy said that she was in communication with Ms Cochrane regarding the specific details. 
Title not available for this record 
Some 80 ASFA records were found with the phrase “Title not available for this record” in the title field. Ms Cochrane pointed out that a Google search could identify the titles for the document involved. Mr Emerson believed that these records belonged to a historic batch of records from IRL (the publishers of ASFA until 1981) and perhaps something went wrong during the conversion from printed records to machine-readable input.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) concluded by saying that the main idea of this exercise was to bring to ProQuest’s attention some of the errors being found on the ASFA database. Mr Emerson (ProQuest) commented that this was useful information for ProQuest, but before carrying out any form of action it would be necessary to consider first the impact of the errors on the database. 
Status of efforts of Partners to include more grey literature in ASFA, including digitization 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that many ASFA Partners were making efforts to digitize and include full text links in their ASFA records and some were including information in their intersessional reports regarding the percentage of grey literature in their input. Referring to the importance of grey literature in the ASFA database as one of the comparative advantages of ASFA, Ms Wibley asked ProQuest about the quantity of grey literature content in ASFA from North America. She said that when attending the annual IAMSLIC conference, several participants commented on the lack of coverage of grey literature from North America in the ASFA database. Ms Wibley was aware that ProQuest received most of their literature via feeds from publishers, and appreciated the fact that the majority of the grey literature reports did not have abstracts and therefore required some time and effort to prepare ASFA input for them, but asked whether there was some way in which ProQuest could automatically harvest this literature. 
Mr Emerson replied that the quantity of grey literature in North America was very large and it was not possible for ProQuest to cover all of it, however as a company, efforts were being made to prioritize material from digital repositories, theses and dissertations, US government documents. He said that there were so many digital repositories in North America with good grey literature information it was impossible to give a percentage of what was being covered. He added that the value of harvesting open-access material for entry into ASFA was questionable. The major issue was to prioritize the harvesting and considering the impact on the product.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to the mention made by Mr Sahu in the NIO Report regarding increasing the visibility of ASFA in Google. She asked whether ASFA records were retrievable on Google.  Mr Emerson (ProQuest) said that 10 years ago there was an agreement between ProQuest and Google, whereby truncated ASFA records were provided to Google. This was done for several years and then a study of the results showed that the impact was negligible, there was no increase of usage of ASFA (or any of the other ProQuest databases). ProQuest ceased the agreement a couple of years ago, as it was decided that there was no value in incorporating the ProQuest metadata within the Google interface. 
Mr Seteras (IMR) asked whether it would be possible to get Google to send users to the ASFA database if they were subscribers. Mr Emerson (ProQuest) said that many experienced researchers did start their searching using Google, so ProQuest was looking into new possibilities with Google so as to share their customers. He referred to Ex-Libris (a library automation system for the discovery, management, and distribution of materials) saying that ProQuest had an agreement with them, so that if a library has Ex-Libris then they would have access to the ASFA database.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to mention made by Ms Endra (NaFFIRI) in her intersessional report of the deposition of 248 scanned documents in the institutional repository.Ms Wibley commented that these documents were only available locally, but if they were in Aquatic Commons/OceanDocs repositories then ASFA records could have full-text links added to them.
Ms Endra agreed to upload the 248 documents scanned by NaFFIRI onto the Aquatic Commons repository and provide ProQuest with the full-text links to be added to existing ASFA records or prepare ASFA records including the links, as appropriate.
ASFA Inputting Procedures
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item asking ASFA Partners to mention any issues related to the improvement of rules and/or procedures regarding ASFA input methodology.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented that some discussion regarding this topic had already been held under Agenda Item 7.4.2. when discussing timeliness. She referred to the FAO Report (ASFA/2015/3)
 Section 8.5.3, where the FAO ASFA Secretariat outlined some suggestions to improve the timeliness of ASFA input that had been agreed upon at the 2009 ASFA Board Meeting. 
Ms Wibley noted that should ProQuest decide to cease producing the printed ASFA journals, this would simplify some of the ASFA inputting procedures. Further discussion regarding the printed ASFA journals is reported below under Agenda Item 8.1.
 
ASFA PRODUCTS AND SERVICES
ASFA journals
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to discussions that had been held at the past couple of ASFA Board Meetings regarding the possibility of ceasing production of the printed ASFA journals, see FAO Report, Section 8.2 (ASFA/2014/3). She commented that the printed ASFA journals were still being produced. Mr Emerson (ProQuest) said that ProQuest was in the process of ceasing the printed product and a decision would be made before the upcoming renewal of the ASFA Publishing Agreement.
ASFA CD/DVD
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) explained that the ASFA CD/DVD was one of the basic entitlements of the ASFA Partners, but it was not a commercial product sold by ProQuest. The CD/DVDs were produced by ProQuest solely for use by the ASFA Partnership. 
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) commented that he would soon be under a lot of pressure to cease production of the CDs/DVDs, as they were considered old technology. He said that any information received from ASFA Partners regarding the usefulness of the CDs/DVDs would help to justify the continuation of their production by ProQuest
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that the DVDs were of great use to staff and researchers working in the field, where there was no Internet access. In addition she said that the ASFA DVDs were a very important product for many ASFA Partners and Collaborating Centres in countries where there was no strong internet connectivity, and also for those institutes participating in the LIFDC initiative. (See Agenda Item 8.7 for more discussion regarding the LIFDC project). 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to send an e-mail, via ASFA Board-L, to ASFA Partners requesting information on their usage of the CD/DVD and on how important was it to them that the database continues to be published in this format.
Internet Database Service
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that all ASFA Partners should have Internet access to the ProQuest platform. Should any ASFA Partner have difficulties regarding access to the ASFA database via the ProQuest platform, they should contact Ms McCoy at ProQuest (not the FAO ASFA Secretariat). Some discussion regarding the quality of ASFA records on the ProQuest platform is reported above under Agenda Item 7.5.
New Outputs and Services
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda item saying that Mr Emerson would provide an update regarding any new outputs and/or services from ProQuest. 
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) reported on a few areas that ProQuest were working on that could have an impact on ASFA. In particular, he mentioned data mining/text mining (the ability to analyse the content en masse) was an increasing request, either just for ASFA or other databases. It was a rather complex issue, depending on what customers were requesting. Many customers just wanted all the information in a file so that they could carry out their own analyses. He also mentioned data sets, saying that ProQuest had some interest in this area, given the growing interest in data shown by the research community. He mentioned the Data Citation Index of Thompson Reuters which has been integrated with the Web of Science for a few years now. Mr Ermerson noted with interest that Ms Vicary (FBA) was giving a presentation on Data Sets on the 4th Day. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to mention of data mining by Mr Emerson and commented that ASFA Partners were free to use the information contained in their own ASFA records as they wished. She said they could make their individual ASFA database available on their websites (as done by AdriaMed).
Mr Pettman (FBA) referred to some work being carried out at FBA regarding adding XML coding to some of their publications in order to be able to pull out certain areas of the text, such as methodologies, and asked whether this was something that could be of use within the ProQuest Platform. Mr Emerson said that it would be extremely useful if those ASFA Partners involved in the production of primary journals were to tag the content in a granular manner. Such discreet tagging at the primary publication stage helped turning a content set into something that could be made use of, e.g. as a source of new information. 
Mr Emerson mentioned that accessing databases and full text using tablet and mobile phones was another area of interest for ProQuest and they would welcome any ideas or suggestions from ASFA Partners.
Public Relations Activities, Marketing and Future Development of ASFA
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reminded ASFA Partners to actively promote the ASFA database not just within their institute but also when attending external meetings and/or conferences. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that an updated batch of ASFA brochures had been produced, which included information regarding new ASFA Partners. A PDF version of the pamphlet was available for downloading from the FAO reserved ASFA ftp site (ftp://ASFA:PWda28b@ext-ftp.fao.org/FI/Reserved/ASFA) so that ASFA Partners could download and print out the pamphlet for internal use at their institutes. Other information that ASFA Partners could use to promote ASFA could be found on the FAO ASFA home page (http://www.fao.org/fishery/asfa/en ). ASFA Partners should mention any public relation activities that they have carried out during the intersession period in their reports. 
Ms Wibley said that it was ProQuest’s responsibility to market the ASFA product, but it was also the responsibility of an ASFA Partner to promote the ASFA Partnership and the usefulness of the ASFA database within their institute. 
Mr Pettman asked ASFA Partners if they had any comments regarding the future development of ASFA, given that there was an action item from the 2013 regarding impact assessment.

Follow-up Action Item 35 from the 2013 ASFA Board Meeting: 

35 Regarding the future development of ASFA ... it is important to discuss this topic especially in such times of decreasing budgets and competing information products  .... the FAO ASFA Secretariat referred to the current reform being undertaken at FAO .... the need to examine changing context and possible threats and opportunities ..... ASFA Partners could consider taking some steps towards drawing up a vision and strategy to ensure the future of the ASFA database ....the FAO ASFA Secretariat would be carrying out some discussions with ProQuest regarding possible future developments of the ASFA database .... perhaps a Working Group with some ASFA Partners should be formed... Mr Schwamm (FBA) commented that an Impact Evaluation Working Group already existed, composed of: ProQuest, FBA, NMBL, UNAM and FAO ASFA Secretariat.

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to contact the FAO Office of Evaluation for advice and possible assistance in carrying out an impact assessment survey.

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to discuss with the Impact Evaluation Working Group the findings of the survey and if possible come up with some suggestions and Terms of References for the consultant who will eventually carry out an impact assessment of ASFA.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that no action had been carried out regarding this Action Item, however, she mentioned that the FAO Office of Evaluation was carrying out a survey regarding the FAO publications and databases. It could be opportune for the FAO ASFA Secretariat to discuss the survey methodology with the Office of Evaluation as perhaps some aspects or survey questions could be applied to a similar survey for ASFA. 
Mr Pettman (FBA) commented that carrying out a proper impact evaluation study was not an easy task, but stressed that nowadays it was something that managers/directors were interested in and would be more likely to listen to. For example, when examining the impact of the ASFA database, details could be given as to how much money the institute was saving by using the ASFA database. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) stressed that when discussing impact evaluation it was important to determine which aspect of ASFA was being evaluation. As suggested by Mr Pettman, for some managers it was the economic aspect that was of more importance, for example: being an ASFA Partner meant saving on subscription to the ASFA database; money was being saved by the ASFA Partner institute when accessing the information that was available on the ASFA database; or, the financial benefits of using the IAMSLIC document delivery service. Ms Wibley said that other aspects which could be evaluated were the impact of the ASFA work within the ASFA Partner institute, the impact of ASFA as a database, its content and/or the ASFA monitoring list. She stressed that it would only be possible to move forward on an impact evaluation once specific aspects to evaluate were defined.  
Mr Pissierssens (IOC) suggested that a working group met to identify some questions to be asked, such as “If I need a thesis from my country/region and I don’t have ASFA, how much staff time would it cost me to find it, whereas if I do have ASFA how much staff time would it cost me to find the thesis”; “If I have ASFA, can that reduce my bill for e-journals, by knowing what specific journals I should buy”. He believed that such questions could be ones that managers would show interest in and re-iterated the usefulness of having a standard PowerPoint on this topic. Mr Pettman (FBA) commented that an Impact Evaluation Working Group did exist, and that perhaps it could be convened to address this issue. 
Ms Vicary (FBA) agreed to provide the FAO ASFA Secretariat in November with a draft Power Point Presentation which demonstrates the advantages of ASFA.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to circulate this draft presentation via ASFA Board-L so that ASFA Partners could provide eventual comments and suggestions for additional slides. 
Mr Pettman (FBA) commented that impact evaluation was a very important area and that an expert in this field would be necessary. He commented that perhaps the Impact Evaluation Working Group did not have the appropriate expertise to undertake an impact assessment. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that the idea was for the working group to discuss areas to be evaluated and come up with some terms of reference for a consultant to actually carry out the impact assessment.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to investigate a survey currently being carried out by the FAO Office of Evaluation to evaluate the relevance, quality and effectiveness of FAO publications, databases, networks and learning resources/initiatives to see if there is a potential for applying some of the study methodology to ASFA.

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to discuss with the Impact Evaluation Working Group the findings of the survey and if possible come up with some suggestions and Terms of References for the consultant who will eventually carry out an impact assessment of ASFA.
Document Delivery
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reminded ASFA Partners that if they wanted to make a request for a document, the first step was to use the IAMSLIC Z39.50 library to see if the required document  was in one of the library holdings. If not, then an e-mail should be sent to the IAMSLIC list for the document request, indicating in the e-mail that the document had not been found in Z39.50. As a final resort, a request could be sent via the ASFA Board-L list. She emphasized that this was the order to follow when making requests for document delivery, so as not to create unnecessary work for others.
Ms Wibley added that for those ASFA Partners who were not familiar with the IAMSLIC Z39.50 library, Mr Superio (SEAFDEC/AQD) would be giving a demonstration on how to use it on the 4th day. 
Increasing Distribution of ASFA Information Products and Services
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this agenda item referring to section 8.7 of the FAO Report (ASFA/2015/3) which described the initiative to increase the distribution of ASFA products to Low Income Deficit Countries (LIFDCs). A detailed report on this initiative was also available, see ASFA/2015/75. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) highlighted some of the main points included in document ASFA/2013/ 75, "Report of the Project to Distribute ASFA on CD-ROM/DVD and Internet to LIFDCs Worldwide". She reported that this project was fundamental to the FAO information mandate and the FAO ASFA Secretariat intended to continue promoting this initiative. Ms Wibley, referring to discussions held earlier on under Agenda Item 8.2 concerning the continued production by ProQuest of this ASFA product, re-iterated the importance of the ASFA CDs/DVDs as many of the institutes participating in the project did not have a strong/consistent Internet connectivity. She mentioned that 5 updates had been sent out during the intersessional period, the latest being the June 2014 update, sent in September. The DVD update contains ASFA records from 2000 to the present and all participating institutions have received the archive DVD containing records from earliest to 1999.

Follow-up Action Item 24 from the 2013 ASFA Board Meeting: 

24. Regarding the LIFDC project .... Mr Emerson (ProQuest) suggested that metrics should be included so that the success of this project could be evaluate ... Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented that a questionnaire was sent out to participating institutions regarding the usefulness of the DVDs that were distributed. ..Mr Emerson suggested that there should be a goal to work towards and some sort of measuring process put into operation ....

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to liaise with Ms Cochrane (FAO consultant) regarding modifying the questionnaire to include some means of quantifying the actual use of the DVDs.

Ms Wibley reported that Ms Cochrane (FAO consultant) made renewed efforts to encourage more response from participating institutions, targeting in particular those recipients who had not responded for some time. Participation has been reduced by institutes in four African countries and three countries from the rest of the world. At present 24 institutions in African countries receive ASFA either on DVD or CD-ROM while in the rest of the world, the number of participating institutions is now 21. Thus the number of currently active institutions is now 45, compared with 53 last year. A follow-up of institutes that were able to access ASFA via internet was also undertaken. By mid-August three out of the 10 institutions contacted had replied, only one of which was currently able to access ASFA online. The other two both requested access via internet.
Ms Wibley said that the report, document ASFA/2015/75, included details regarding the participating institutes and survey responses. 
Ms McCoy (ProQuest) asked whether there would be a change in number of DVDs that ProQuest should send to the FAO ASFA Secretariat, given that there was a reduction in the number of participating institutes. 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to liaise with Ms Cochrane and then inform Ms McCoy should fewer CD/DVDs be necessary, by 15 Jan 2015.
Progress with machine-readable input
www-ISIS-ASFA
Mr Pettman introduced this Agenda Item, referring to section 7 of the FAO Report (ASFA/2015/3), which provided a brief history of the development of the www-ISIS-ASFA software and current activities towards a new release.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat reported that www-ISIS-ASFA v1.2 was the most current version being used by ASFA Partners for ASFA data entry. Release 1.2 was issued in September 2010 and was available for downloading on the FAO reserved ASFA ftp site (ftp://ASFA:PWda28b@ext-ftp.fao.org/FI/Reserved/ASFA) and the majority of ASFA Partners were using this version of the software to prepare ASFA records. 
Release 2 of www-ISIS-ASFA
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that work on the development of Release 2 of www-ISIS-ASFA had been delayed due to the continuing lack of human resources at the FAO ASFA Secretariat. She said, however, that the FAO ASFA Secretariat was still in contact with Dr Rybinski and she had met with him briefly during a visit to Rome in September. 
Ms Wibley mentioned that it was important for the FAO ASFA Secretariat and ProQuest to liaise regarding such developments so that any changes in requirements could be taken into account when further developing the www-ISIS-ASFA software, its worksheets and fields. Several requirements were related to the printed ASFA products, so once the printed journals were ceased, these changes could be made. Ms Wibley said that the granularity of the www-ISIS-ASFA software was one of its advantages, but there was always the possibility of some form of simplification to facilitate data entry. 
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) commented that perhaps a review should be made of the utility of the www-ISIS-ASFA software, to understand its limitations and usefulness.  
Ms McCoy (ProQuest) reported that they were working on a new programme to consolidate one new editorial platform, which would most probably eliminate some of the requirements. She said that while ProQuest was rationalizing their fields across their different platforms, this could be done with the ASFA requirements in mind. 
Ms Wibley concurred, saying that this was a good time to liaise together to facilitate planning the development of the www-ISIS-ASFA software. She commented that the idea of having the software for the preparation of ASFA input by ASFA Partners was to ensure standardization and consistency in the ASFA records. She referred to the various Authority Files incorporated within the software and mentioned that since using the software, ASFA records were produced in a more consistent manner with fewer errors. 
Mr Emerson said that the objective should be to define those data elements needed by the researcher and then set up the requirements. An examination should be made of what the ideal presentation of the ASFA record on the database should be. 
Mr Pissierssens (IOC) referred to current trends for institutes to develop their own repositories, based on Dublin Core, or a slightly modified version. An examination should be made of the complexity of field structures so as to define minimum requirements, which could then facilitate the exportation the metadata from repositories into ASFA.
Some discussion followed regarding the requirements of ProQuest regarding the display of the ASFA records on their new platform, highlights of which are reported below. 
Mr Emerson said that it would be useful to have a list of requirements from the ASFA partnership regarding how they wanted the ASFA record to appear on the platform. Ms Wibley replied that it was important to have some minimum requirements from ProQuest. Mr Pissierssens commented that a two-way conversation was necessary and that it was important to decide whether to maximize quality or quantity, i.e. having a detailed record, which took time to produce, or having a simpler record, taking less time to produce, enabling a large quantity of input. Mr Emerson said that there was now much behind the scenes work on the interface to facilitate searching by the user.
Mr Pettman re-iterated the importance of keeping as much granularity as possible in preparing the ASFA records, and not dumbing it down too much, as this could affect retrieval performance. However, he said that perhaps a list could be prepared of what was believed to be essential so that ProQuest could examine it and determine what would be possible/not feasible. Mr Pettman suggested that a consultant be hired to prepare a discussion paper examining the pros and cons of the fields which the ASFA Board felt were necessary and why. He added that the consultant could also examine how data sets could be cited in ASFA. Mr Emerson said that it was important also to consider other systems such as AGRIS, Web of Science, Scopus.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to send an e-mail via ASFA Board-L to survey ASFA Partners, in particular those who were librarians, regarding any system or particular function they liked within a system and/or found useful. 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to hire a consultant to examine the findings of the survey, study the utility of the current fields in the www-ISIS-ASFA software and prepare a discussion paper which considered the various advantages/disadvantages of particular fields and also looked at incorporating datasets.
Ms Alfredo (INAHINA) reported that she had difficulties with the www-ISIS-ASFA software, saying that she could not install it on her 64-bit PC working under Windows 8.
Ms Alfredo (INAHINA) agreed to provide the FAO ASFA Secretariat with specific details regarding the problems she was having with the www-ISIS-ASFA software. 
[Rapporteur's note: Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) met with Ms Alfredo (INAHINA) on the evening of Friday 17th October, 2014, to discuss the software issues. Ms Wibley demonstrated installation of the ASFA Virtual Machine and agreed to follow up with Ms Alfredo regarding any eventual further problems.] 

Ms Antonietti (IMARPE) also mentioned problems in using  the www-ISIS-ASFA software, since her institute was now using 64-bit computers. She said that her staff did not know how to install the ASFA Virtual Machine.

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to assist IMARPE in installing the ASFA Virtual Machine software via a Skype Session. 
Ms Levashova (VNIRO) commented that one of her Collaborating Centres had difficulties when using the ASFA Virtual Machine regarding the display of some pick-lists, such as the authors’ names pick-lists. Mr Sahu (NIO) explained that this could be due to either a feature of the Browser or, most likely, due to the fact that the author had not been previously entered. He explained that these lists were cumulative lists, i.e. the names of the authors were added to the list as they were entered. He said that he would discuss with Ms Levashova after the meeting. 

ASFA Training Activities
The FAO ASFA Secretariat reported on the various training activities that had been carried out during the intersession period. Ms Wibley referred to Section 7.2 of the FAO Report (ASFA/2015/3), saying that two full ASFA training sessions were carried out during the intersession. One by the FAO ASFA Secretariat prior to the 2014 IAMSLIC conference for PIMRIS/SPC and one on behalf of the ASFA Secretariat by Marco Montes (UNAM/Mexico ASFA Partner) for Ecuador Collaborating Centres.  
Ms Wibley said that the FAO ASFA Secretariat had also conducted several Skype sessions with different ASFA Partners to assist in some specific areas of ASFA data entry or software troubleshooting. She added that, using Skype has proved to be very successful not only in providing training for ASFA Partners but also in troubleshooting the software and so the FAO ASFA Secretariat planned to continue to do so in the future as and when requested by individual ASFA Partners.
Ms Wibley referred to the offer by Mr Pissierssens for the FAO ASFA Secretariat to possibly use the Ocean Teacher Global Academy for future training sessions. Mr Pissierssens said that training materials could be entered in the Ocean Teacher platform to be available online, or the facilities in the various training centres could be used. He added that the material could be entered in different language versions. Ms Wibley said that there was the possibility of carrying out a training session in Africa in the future, but not before 2016.
Status of ASFIS Reference Series Publications
ASFIS-1, Serials Monitored for the ASFIS Bibliographic Database
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, referring to the FAO Report, Section 5.1. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) explained that ASFIS-1 was a list of the serial publications monitored for the ASFA database by all the ASFA Partners. This list, more commonly called the Monitoring List,  is maintained and updated by the FAO ASFA Secretariat (Mr Vojar) according to changes notified to the FAO ASFA Secretariat by ASFA Partners and is an ongoing process. At the time of the meeting, the Master Monitoring list contained some 3582 active serial titles. Ms Wibley said that the list was now maintained as a database and was available in 3 different formats 1) as a pick-list contained in the Serial titles field in the www-ISIS-ASFA software, used for data entry when preparing an ASFA record; 2) as a text file, which simply listed all the serial titles and relevant information and which could be used for consultation (not to be incorporation in the software); and 3) an Excel Spreadsheet, which is used by the FAO ASFA Secretariat when communicating with ASFA Partners about updating/changing the information regarding the serial titles on their individual lists. 
The latest version of the different formats of the Monitoring List was dated 10 October 2014, and Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that the files were available for downloading from the FAO ASFA Homepage FTP site at:  ftp://ftp.fao.org/FI/asfa/Monitoring_List. They had also been posted on the FAO reserved ASFA ftp site at ftp://ASFA:PWda28b@ext-ftp.fao.org/FI/Reserved/ASFA) in the folder called ASFA_Reference_Series-Guidelines/ASFA_MONLIS.
Ms Wibley reminded ASFA Partners that they should always inform the FAO ASFA Secretariat as soon as possible regarding any additions/deletions/amendments to the Serial titles included in the Monitoring List, such as  changes in the title, ISSN or publisher or whether the Serial had ceased publication (attention Milos.Vojar@fao.org) . Timely communication by ASFA Partners regarding such changes meant that updates of the Serial title pick-list could be sent more frequently by the FAO ASFA Secretariat to ASFA Partners for incorporation within the www-ISIS-ASFA software. This would result in ASFA Partners being able to simply select the correct/updated Serial title from the pick-list in the software, rather than having to physically type in the title, and also facilitated the FAO ASFA Secretariat in keeping the Master Monitoring List as up-to-date as possible.
Mr Pettman commented that there was an Action item from last year’s meeting regarding the list of serial titles.

Follow-up Action Item 26 from the 2013 ASFA Board Meeting: 

26 Regarding the serial titles included in the ProQuest journals database and the titles included in the ASFA monitoring list  ..... Mr Emerson (ProQuest) suggested that the 2 lists could be examined to see if any additional titles could be added to the ASFA monitoring list ....
ProQuest agreed to send their list of aquatic sciences journals from the Ulrichs database to the FAO ASFA Secretariat by the end of October.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to examine the ProQuest list of journals and compare it with the Monitoring List, so as to identify those titles not included in the Monitoring List but of possible relevance to ASFA. This list would be then circulated via ASFA Board-L so that ASFA Partners could provide comments and/or indicate whether they could monitor any of the titles. 

Mr Emerson (ProQuest) agreed to finalize the preparation of the list of aquatic sciences journals and send it to the FAO ASFA Secretariat. 

ASFIS-2, Subject Categories and Scope Descriptions
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, referring to the FAO Report, Section 5.2.
Ms Wibley reported that the publication ASFIS-2 defines the subject scope of the ASFA database by means of 255 subject categories. The categories are also used in indexing as ASFA indexers must allocate one or more of the subject categories to each ASFA record. A "pick list" within the www-ISIS-ASFA software facilitates the entering of the subject categories. She said that there had been no modifications to the subject categories during the intersession.
The present version of ASFIS-2, Subject Categories and Scope Descriptions (rev.2) is the most current version and is available on the FTP site of the FAO ASFA Homepage at: ftp://ftp.fao.org/fi/asfa/Subject_categories/ There is also a Spanish version of this document available in the same folder.
Ms Wibley referred to discussions held earlier on regarding increasing the subject scope of ASFA to include all aspects of water not currently covered in ASFA, such as ground water (see Agenda Item 7.2.). She noted that this would represent a major change to many aspects of the existing ASFA system (e.g. monitoring responsibilities, input software, guidelines, recruitment of future Partners etc.). 
She also mentioned the Information Paper, “ASFA Subject Scope, 4 increasingly important topics” (ASFA/2014/Info-1), which highlighted 4 areas within the subject scope of ASFA that were gaining importance as time goes on: Aquaculture; Loss of biodiversity; Climate change; Pollution. Discussions regarding this paper are reported under Agenda Item 7.2
ASFIS-3, Guidelines for Bibliographic Description 
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, referring to the FAO Report, Section 5.3.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that the publication ASFIS-3 provided instructions on how to input the "bibliographic citation" part of the ASFA reference. It also contained a section (Part 2) on how to use the utilities contained in the input software. She said that a Spanish translation of the Rev-3, by the Mexican ASFA Partner was also available.
The latest edition ASFIS-3, Guidelines for Bibliographic Description and Data Entry (using www-ISIS-ASFA software v1.1), is Revision 4, which had been distributed to ASFA Partners in October 2007. The document is available on the FAO ASFA Homepage http://www.fao.org/docrep/010/k0446e/k0446e00.htm.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented that the current edition of this document required updating, not only to incorporate some changes in data entry following release of version 1.2 of the www-ISIS-ASFA software but also pending any further changes which would follow the eventual cessation of the printed ASFA journals and any decisions taken following the findings of the consultant hired to examine the utility of the fields in the software. (See discussions reported under Agenda Item 9.1).
ASFIS-4, Guidelines for Abstracting
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, referring to the FAO Report, Section 5.4.
There had been no change to this publication during the intersessional period; the document is available on the FTP site of the FAO ASFA Homepage at: ftp://ftp.fao.org/fi/asfa/Abstracting_Guidelines/www-ISIS-ASFA/
ASFIS-5, Guidelines for Indexing
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, referring to the FAO Report, Section 5.5.
There had been no change to this publication during the intersessional period; the document is available on the FTP site of the FAO ASFA Homepage at:  ftp://ftp.fao.org/fi/asfa/Indexing_Guidelines/www-ISIS-ASFA/ . 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that the Guidelines for Indexing required revision regarding the incorporation of a section on Automated Indexing procedures and also updating of the section on indexing procedures for geographic descriptors. 
ASFIS-6, Aquatic Sciences and Fisheries Thesaurus
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, referring to the FAO Report, Section 5.6.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that ASFIS-6, the ASFA Thesaurus contains the "subject descriptors" used during indexing. The most recent version of the ASFA Thesaurus is Revision 3 (which was updated in July 2008), a printed version of which was sent to ASFA Partners in June 2009. The Thesaurus is contained as a "pick list" within the www-ISIS-ASFA software to facilitate data entry.
The printed version of the updated ASFA Thesaurus (Rev. 3) is available at http://www.fao.org/docrep/011/k5032e/k5032e00.htm and the updated ASFA Thesaurus pick-list for incorporation in the www-ISIS-ASFA software is available on the FTP site of the FAO ASFA Homepage at: ftp://ftp.fao.org/fi/asfa/. 

Ms Wibley gave a brief historical background to some of the activities carried out since the last revision of the Thesaurus, details of which are reported in Section 5.6 of the FAO Report (ASFA/2015/3). She said that FBA was currently responsible for the maintenance of the ASFA Thesaurus. She also mentioned that an Information paper had been presented at the 2013 ASFA Board Meeting, which contained a list of some potential additions to the ASFA Thesaurus. (See ASFA/2013/Info-9 New Thesaurus Terms).
During the intersession, Partners were reminded to send comments on the Thesaurus (suggested new terms, errors noted in the Thesaurus, etc) to the FAO ASFA Secretariat (attention Helen Wibley (helen.wibley@fao.org) for eventual forwarding to FBA and the Thesaurus Working Group). Some suggestions have been received and need to be added to the list of potential additions to the ASFA Thesaurus that was compiled by the FAO ASFA Secretariat last year.
Mr Pettman (FBA) reported that no action has been taken regarding the terms included in the Info-9 paper, since it had not been finalized by the Thesaurus Working Group. Taking into account the additional suggested terms received, there was now a total of around 260/300 new or changed terms. 

The FAO ASFA Secretariat and FBA agreed to liaise with Ms Noble regarding the examination of the 260/300 new thesaurus terms and preparation of the final terms for addition.

Mr Pettman referred to the ProQuest Water Resources Thesaurus terms and said that this would be examined by the consultant examining the issue of expansion of the scope of ASFA, which had been discussed earlier under Agenda Item 7.2.
Mr Pettman reported that Mr Schwamm, before leaving FBA, had initiated discussions with the FAO VocBench team to examine whether this software could be used to maintain the ASFA Thesaurus and enable the possibility for ASFA Partners to automatically suggesting new/amended terms via the internet. VocBench also enabled the maintenance of multilingual thesauri. However, no further activity has been taken since Mr Schwamm left FBA. 

Ms Vicary and Mr Pettman (FBA) agreed to prepare the updated thesaurus and provide it to the FAO ASFA Secretariat in 3 different outputs (text, SKOS, XML), so that it could be incorporated into the www-ISIS-ASFA software.

Ms Vicary and Mr Pettman (FBA) agreed to discuss with OEK (FAO) the utility of VocBench and prepare a discussion document for the ASFA Board.

Ms Vicary and Mr Pettman (FBA) agreed to assess the implications of the possible expansion of the scope of ASFA with respect to the need for additional thesaurus terms, taking into consideration the ProQuest Water Resources Thesaurus. 

ASFIS-7, Geographic Authority List
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, referring to the FAO Report, Section 5.7
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that ASFIS-7 was the printed version of the Geographic Authority List (GAL) contained the geographic descriptors used during indexing. There was also a pick-list of geographic terms included in the www-ISIS-ASFA software, although this was not the actual GAL, but rather a ProQuest/CSA download based on 3 years of ASFA Partner input of geographic descriptors. The Board has recognized that this list contains many errors and various ASFA Trust Fund projects have been undertaken to update the GAL and clean up the pick-list. 
Ms Wibley gave a brief historical background to some of the activities carried out up to the present, details of which are reported in Section 5.7 of the FAO Report (ASFA/2015/3).
During the intersession, the FAO ASFA Secretariat hired a consultant to carry out some pending issues regarding inconsistencies between the GAL and the pick-list. 
Mr Pettman (FBA) commented that, given the size of the pick-list which contained some 24 000 terms, it was not an easy task to spot and correct the discrepancies, but said that the work had now been completed. 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat and FBA agreed to discuss the outstanding problems, then FBA will finalize the geographic pick-list and Geographic Authority List and provide it to the FAO ASFA Secretariat so that it could be incorporated into the www-ISIS-ASFA.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to prepare the printed version of the Geographic Authority List and update the Guidelines for indexing, with respect to the Geographic indexing section.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented that it would be important to synchronize the preparation of the GAL pick-list and the ASFA Thesaurus, so that both could be incorporated in the www-ISIS-ASFA software at the same time.
Ms McCoy (ProQuest) agreed to send its list of geographic terms to FBA, who would check to see if they were already included in the updated pick-list. If there were not too many terms, perhaps they could be incorporated during the finalization of the pick-list.
ASFIS-15, ASFIS List of Species for Fishery Statistical Purposes (ex ASFIS-8, Taxonomic Authority List)
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, referring to the FAO Report, Section 5.8
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that ASFIS-15, the ASFIS List of Species for Fishery Statistical Purposes, was contained as a “taxonomic descriptor” pick-list in the www-ISIS-ASFA software to assist in data entry. She explained that the list was not an authority file, in that it did not contain all the species in the world. It was a list which contains species of commercial importance to fisheries and aquaculture, compiled and computerised by the FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Information and Statistics Service, and updated once-a-year, generally in February/March. It is available for viewing on the FAO Fisheries web page at:  http://www.fao.org/fishery/collection/asfis/en. The latest version of the ASFIS List of Species for Fishery Statistical Purposes (dated March 2014) had not changed considerably regarding the taxonomic species names with respect to the version currently incorporated in the www-ISIS-ASFA software.  
Ms McCoy (ProQuest) said that Ms Abram was checking the ASFA Partner records regarding the taxonomic names, and pulling out those that were not included in the list of species names. She suggested that Ms Abram add these taxonomic names to the authority file, after verification with an external authority file. In this way, once the names were incorporated in the list of species names, they would not come up again when checking each month. Ms Wibley commented that the list of taxonomic names included in the software was not a closed authority list and ASFA Partners often had to enter taxonomic names manually. Ms Wibley said that this would be a good way of producing an updated taxonomic pick-list.
Ms McCoy (ProQuest) agreed to liaise with FBA and the FAO ASFA Secretariat so as to send an updated taxonomic pick-list to coincide with the updating of the thesaurus and geographic pick-list.
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) said that he believed it to be a waste of time to try to create an authority file, when there were many more comprehensive authority files freely available. Mr Pettman (FBA) commented that this issue had been examined several years ago (in 2009 when considering the Getty Thesaurus for geographic indexing) but there was a problem regarding license costs.  Mr Emerson said that this would not be a problem if the file was not incorporated within the ASFA product; it could be used as a tool, switching out of the software and going online to use the authority file.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented that this could be an issue for those ASFA Partners preparing ASFA records when offline or not having access to Internet. Although the pick-list was not comprehensive, at least it was usable within the software. Mr Pettman said that although the principle of using externally available authority files rather than preparing one was correct, it was not feasible for many ASFA Partners, who did not have internet access.
 Mr Emerson said that if it was possible to get a taxonomic authority file available for use in the www-ISIS-ASFA software, what were the limitations regarding the inclusion of large files as pick-lists in the current www-ISIS-ASFA.
Ms Wibley said that if referring to development the new Release 2, then incorporating larger pick-lists was not an issue, whereas there were limitations with the current version of the www-ISIS-ASFA software.  
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to obtain figures from the software developer regarding the practical limits of the current version 1.2 of the www-ISIS-ASFA software with respect to the size of the pick-lists it can accommodate.     
There was some further discussion regarding taxonomic species names during the presentation given by Ms McCoy on the 4th day of the meeting, which resulted in the following additional actions items. 
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) and Mr Pettman (FBA) agreed to liaise regarding the development of a more robust system for incorporating taxonomic terms.

Ms Keita (DPM) agreed to provide ProQuest with details of the African Marine Species website, AfReMaS, (African Register of Marine Species - an authoritative list of species occurring along African marine coasts).
ASFIS-10, Authority List for Corporate Names
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this agenda item, referring to Section 5.10 of the FAO Report (ASFA/2015/3). He said that an updated version of the List of corporate names was included in the small upgrade of the www-ISIS-ASFA software version 1.2, when it was released in September 2010. Mr Pettman reminded ASFA Partners that when they came across new Corporate Author names, not included in the pick-list of the www-ISIS-ASFA software, they should notify Ms McCoy at ProQuest so that they could be incorporated in Master list of the Corporate Author names. 
ASFIS-16, Help Notes contained in the www-ISIS-ASFA Software (used for bibliographic description and data entry)
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this agenda item, referring to Section 5.16 of the FAO Report (ASFA/2015/3). Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reminded ASFA Partners that online help notes were contained in the www-ISIS-ASFA software, that could be opened up by clicking on the name of the field. She explained that this document was a printed version of all the online help notes included in the www-ISIS-ASFA software. She added that the online help notes were also available in French and Spanish, although they were in the process of being updated.
ASFA Trust Fund
Status of the Trust Fund
Mr Pettman (FBA) introduced this Agenda Item, referring to the FAO Intersessional Report (ASFA/2014/3), Section 6, and documents ASFA/2014/72, ASFA Trust Fund Status and ASFA/2014/73, ProQuest Calculation of Royalty Payment to ASFA Trust Fund. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that the exact deposits, spending and estimated balance of the ASFA Trust Fund were always indicated as accurately as possible by the FAO ASFA Secretariat at each ASFA Advisory Board Meeting together with all the ASFA Trust Funds Projects. She mentioned that document ASFA/2014/72 also contained a historical account of all ASFA Trust Fund activities since 1995, 
Ms Wibley reported that the 2013 Royalty payment from ProQuest was US$174 751, and said that document ASFA/20143/73, showed the calculation by the ASFA Publisher of the Royalty payment for the year 2013. This payment had been deposited in June 2014 with FAO, who holds the ASFA Trust Fund on behalf of the ASFA Partners. The Balance of the Trust Fund was US$817 472 at the date of this meeting.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat, as always, urged ASFA Partners to come forward with Trust Fund proposals for the benefit of the ASFA system. Ms Wibley commented that the balance of the Trust Fund at the previous year's meeting was US$998 366, which indicated that incoming Royalties for the year had been spent, which was a good sign that ASFA Partners were carrying out Trust Fund Projects. She encouraged ASFA Partners to keep putting forward ASFA Trust Fund Proposals, such as those which increased the uniqueness of the ASFA database (e.g. digitization and/or retrospective indexing projects).
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to the Summary Listing of all ASFA Trust Fund Projects that is given in document ASFA/2014/72, and said that the FAO ASFA Secretariat recorded how the ASFA Trust Fund was spent according to the various Trust Fund Project Proposals. She informed the ASFA Partners that, in the name of transparency, an updated print-out, dated 09.2014, (ASFA_Trust_Fund_May2014.pdf) which listed all the transactions/movements as kept by the FAO Programme Coordination Unit (FIDP), had been posted on the FAO reserved ASFA ftp site, at: ftp://ASFA:PWda28b@ext-ftp.fao.org/FI/Reserved/ASFA, in the following  folder:  ASFA Trust Fund/ ASFA_Trust_Fund_FAO_Programme_Coordination_Unit_FIDP_records.
Ms Wibley explained that some figures in the tables kept by the ASFA Secretariat may not always be up-to-date, and that this was because the amount which had been budgeted or estimated at the time the figures were recorded, sometimes changed when the funds were actually disbursed, such as for the currrent  ASFA Trust Fund Project for providing financial assistance to ASFA Partners attending this meeting. However, she added that the real movements of the account, i.e. all the transactions made, was recorded by the FAO Programme Coordination Unit (FIDP) and were included in the print-out mentioned above.  
 Proposals completed, in progress, or pending further discussion and status of some proposals  
Completed
  Financial support to attend the 2013 ASFA Advisory Board Meeting, IMARPE, Peru
The following 20 ASFA Partners received full or partial assistance to attend the 2013 ASFA Board Meeting: INIDEP (Argentina), IO/USP (Brazil), NMDIS (China), CIP (Cuba), INP (Ecuador), IFREMER (France), NIO (India), KIOST (Korea), UNAM (Mexico), INAHINA (Mozambique), NIFFR (Nigeria), IMR (Norway), UPV (Philippines), VNIRO (Russia), SEAFDEC/AQD, INSTM (Tunisia), NaFFIRI (Uganda), YugNIRO (Ukraine), IIP (Uruguay), CIS (Viet Nam). 
The Funds available for the 2013 Meeting were US$120 507. The total amount disbursed for the 2013 meeting was US$72 000. Thus, the carry-over to add to the 2014 allocation is ($120 507 – $72 000 = US$ 48 507).
Staff Support to the FAO ASFA Secretariat (for 2013) ( $100 000)
This project was to assist the FAO ASFA Secretariat by funding some of the work/initiatives that it carries out for the collective benefit of the ASFA Partnership.
This project covered January – December 2013. US$ 100 000 was allocated at the 2012 Meeting for the 2013 period, plus there was a carry-over of $54 367 from the previous (2012) year’s allocation. Therefore, the TOTAL funds available for 2013 were $154 367. See, Part-3, item-10 below, to get an idea how the FAO Secretariat utilized the 2013 allotment. The carry-over to the 2014 allotment is ($154 367 - $101 224 = US$ 53 143).
 Small Financial Incentive to ASFA Partner Institute hosting 2013 ASFA Board Meeting (US$2500)
This financial incentive was intended to assist IMARPE (Peru) in covering some of the costs associated with hosting the ASFA Board Meeting. The idea for this project was proposed and approved at the 2009 Board Meeting for all successive Meetings. The financial incentive  (US$2 500) is sent from FAO Headquarters in Rome to the FAO Representative's office in the country of the Meeting venue for disbursement to the hosting Institute as per FAO Administrative procedures. The purpose of the funds is, for the most part, to be utilized as follows: transportation of participants to and from airport; provision of paper copying services, computer and computer projector, coffee breaks etc.
IMR/Norway “Identification and indexing in ASFA of ICES CM Documents authored by IMR during the period 1949-1999 (all with full text links)” (US$6 661) 
This project was completed during the 2013-2014 intersession.
ASFA Training Session (yearly if requested/required) (South Pacific Training Session) (partial spending of US$4 000)
ASFA Training for SPC and PIMRIS ASFA Partners in conjunction with IAMSLIC meeting. This training took place 9-12 September 2014 and took advantage of the presence of the ASFA Secretariat at the 2014 IAMSLIC Meeting and the vicinity of the two ASFA Partners to the Meeting venue.  
INP/Ecuador Trust  Fund proposal – Ecuador Collaborating Centres project to enhance the ASFA data system 
This project was completed during the intersession. Mr Marco Montes from UNAM (Mexico), participated in this project as an ASFA trainer. 
Pending
(FAO) “Digitization, Open Access Deposition, and ASFA Record Preparation of Freshwater                                Grey Literature by the FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Branch Library (FBL)” (US$25 640)
Consolidation of the Fisheries and Aquaculture-Branch Library with the FAO main library had temporarily slowed down progress on this project, but at this writing is about to become operative 
KMFRI Trust Fund proposal - Digitization of Kenyan grey literature not yet in ASFA (US$ 21 900)
This proposal (Annex 28 (ASFA/2012/44a) in 2012 ASFA Board Meeting Report) was not approved at the 2012 Board Meeting, as questions were raised regarding the budget and individual costs of the various items. The ASFA Board requested that KMFRI re-formulate the proposal, adjust the costs, and submit it to the FAO ASFA Secretariat for circulation to the ASFA Partners via ASFA-Board-L. This proposal is pending, however KMFRI will re-propose it at this meeting.
INIDEP Trust Fund Proposal Digitization, Open Access deposition and addition of URIs into ASFA Records of marine and aquatic science papers from a historical regional journal, Physis
This proposal (US$ 10 350) was approved in principle at the 2011 Board Meeting pending investigation by the FAO ASFA Secretariat and ProQuest regarding the possibility of carrying out joint Trust Fund proposals.  It is still pending.
Adapting WWW-ISIS-ASFA to the re-engineered www-ISIS-ASFA core program (including modifications to the www-ISIS-ASFA software, making it Release-2)
Agreed in principle at the 2010 ASFA Board Meeting (See Annex 55 in 2010 ASFA Board Meeting Report), the final approval is now awaiting a breakdown of the activities and timescale involved. The FAO ASFA Secretariat has been in contact with the eventual contractee (contact Dr Rybinski, ICIE) regarding the issue, but due to current lack of resources at the Secretariat all further activities have been postponed to next year.
NIOF/Egypt  - Filling the missing gap (US$ 14 160)
The final approval for implementation is still pending until NIOF is able to submit its regular ASFA input without need for checking.
CIS/Vietnam - Scanning of Viet Nam Fisheries technical and scientific results from 2000-2008 
This proposal (Annex 41a in 2009 ASFA Board Meeting Report) was approved in principle at the 2009 Meeting (US$14 690) and was pending CIS becoming autonomous regarding ASFA input preparation. 
UK/FBA “Digitization, open access deposition and ASFA record preparation of freshwater grey literature for UK Environmental Agency documents” (US$27,260)
This proposal was approved at the 2013 Board Meeting (ASFA/2013 67a) but delayed due to change in FBA staff. At this writing it is operative.

In progress
Financial support to attend (this) 2014 ASFA Advisory Board Meeting (NMDIS, China)
This project refers to this year’s meeting and is considered as being ‘in progress’ until the meeting is finished and the last expense claim is filled (this often takes several months). 
At this writing, the following 24 ASFA Partners will receive full or partial assistance to attend this year's ASFA Board Meeting: INIDEP (Argentina),  IFOP (Chile,) INP (Ecuador), IFREMER (France), NIO (India), PDII-LIPI (Indonesia), IFRO (Iran), KMFRI (Kenya),  UNAM (Mexico), INAHINA (Mozambique), NIFFR (Nigeria), IMR (Norway), IMARPE (Peru), UPV (Philippines), MIR (Poland), VNIRO (Russia), SEAFDEC/AQD, DPM (Senegal), INSTM (Tunisia), NaFFIRI (Uganda), FBA (UK), YugNIRO (Ukraine), IIP (Uruguay), CIS (Viet Nam). 
The Funds available for this Meeting were US$ 128 507. That is US$ 80 000 allocated as agreed at the 2013 Board Meeting plus, US$48 507 carried over from the allocation for the 2013 Meeting. 
Staff Support to the FAO ASFA Secretariat for 2014 ($100 000)
This proposal is to assist the FAO ASFA Secretariat by funding some of the work/initiatives that it carries out for the collective benefit of the ASFA Partnership. This proposal covering January – December 2014 remains classified as “in progress” until the end of 2014. US$ 100 000 was allocated at the 2013 Board Meeting for this proposal for Jan-Dec 2014, plus there was a carry-over from the 2013 allocation of US$ 53 143 for a total of US$ 153 143 available funds.
To date for period January to September 2014, $106 526 has been spent/committed. See ASFA/2014/72, Part-3, 
item-1, to see how the FAO Secretariat has so far utilized the  allotment. Under or overspending during 2014 will be carried forward or subtracted from the 2015 allotment.
This is an ongoing proposal; renewal of this proposal for 2015 is presented as ASFA/2014/3a and is discussed and reported below under Agenda Item 12.3.2.
 (YugNIRO/Ukraine) “Digitization, Open Access Deposition, and Providing URLs to the existing ASFA Records of YugNIRO Annual Proceedings (1992-1997)”, $5 864
This project is well underway with two payments made to date. 
Small Financial Incentive to ASFA Partner Institute hosting ASFA Board Meeting (US$2 500) at NMDIS, China
This project proposal was suggested and approved at the 2009 Board Meeting for all successive Meetings. (See 2009 ASFA Board Meeting Report, Section 13.3.8 and also Annex-58)
The purpose of the funds is, for the most part, to be utilized for: transportation of participants to and from airport; provision of paper copying services, computer and computer projector, coffee breaks etc. The funds are sent by FAO Rome to the FAO Representative's office in the country of the Meeting for disbursement to the hosting Institute as per FAO Administrative procedures. 
IFOP Trust Fund Proposal “Scanning of Fisheries catch and Scientific results from 1999-2011” 
This project is well underway with two payments made to date.
New Proposals
Financial support to attend the ASFA Advisory Board Meeting (for year 2015) (US$70 000)
This is an ongoing Trust Fund project proposal (See Document ASFA/2014/76). It is reviewed each year by the Board to maintain or update the amount of allocated funds. 
At the 2011 ASFA Advisory Board Meeting (INP, Guayaquil, Ecuador), the Board agreed that use of the ASFA Trust Fund to partially support attendance at the annual ASFA Advisory Board Meetings could be extended to cover more ASFA partners by increasing the total amount allocated and also amending the criteria to be adopted by the FAO ASFA Secretariat in deciding upon who would be eligible to receive funding. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) referred to the new criteria that were listed in the Trust Fund Proposal, and said that only "active" ASFA Partners would be considered eligible to apply for the funds available under this project i.e. those Partners that have regularly provided their annual intersessional meeting reports and regularly submitted ASFA records to the database during both the year of the ASFA Board meeting and the previous year). She explained that the FAO ASFA Secretariat was requesting a lower sum than that of the previous year (US$70 000) considering  the substantive carry-over from preceding years.
The ASFA Board approved the proposal to fund the attendance of ASFA Partners at the 2015 ASFA Board Meeting. 
Staff Support to the FAO ASFA Secretariat (for year Jan-Dec 2015) (US$100 000)
This is an ongoing proposal (See ASFA/2043/3a) that is reviewed and renewed each year by the Board to update the amount of funds allocated to the FAO ASFA Secretariat. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) reported that the FAO ASFA Secretariat was proposing the same amount allocated as in the previous year, US$100 000 for the one-year period 2014. She referred to document ASFA/2013/3a which listed the proposed activities that the FAO ASFA Secretariat would carry out using the allocated funds, and also to document ASFA/2014/72 which provided a list of the FAO ASFA Secretariat’s activities in the previous years which had been funded by this Trust Fund Proposal.
The ASFA Board approved the proposal to provide support to the ASFA Secretariat for the period January- December 2015.
SEAFDEC/AQD Trust Fund Proposal ‘Digitization, Open Access Deposition and the Provision of URL’s to existing ASFA records of SEAFDEC/AQD Publications’ (US$6 292)
This proposal (see ASFA/2015/16a) aims to make 3 SEAFDEC/AQD publications (SEAFDEC Asian Aquaculture, 1987-2003, Aqua Farm News, 1983-1986, Quarterly Research Reports, 1977-1981) open access through digitization and deposition of full text in the SEAFDEC/AQD institutional repository Mr Superio (SEAFDEC/AQD) explained that 550 documents would be scanned, and for 395 of these ASFA records with full-text links would be prepared and for the other 155 documents for which ASFA records already existed, URL links would be sent to ProQuest. He added that the full texts would also be made available in Aquatic Commons. 

Mr Sahu (NIO) questioned the need to make the full text of the documents available in both the SEAFDEC/AQD repository and also in Aquatic Commons, saying that the information would be harvested from an open access repository by, for example, Google. Mr Pettman (FBA) commented that he supported making the full text available in more than one repository, since it would be a way of ensuring the digital preservation of the documents. He added that if the full-text were held only in one institutional repository, should that institute no longer exist, the full-text documents would no longer be found. Mr Emerson (ProQuest) concurred with Mr Pettman, saying that having the full-text in more than one repository was highly recommended.

The ASFA Board approved the proposal to digitize SEAFDEC/AQD publications, make them open access, prepare ASFA records and/or provide URL links to existing ASFA records.  
KMFRI Trust Fund Proposal ‘Digitization of Kenyan Grey Literature not yet in ASFA’ (US$12 650)
This proposal (see (ASFA/2014/45a) aims to digitize 500 grey literature documents, identified in a previous ASFA Trust Fund Project carried out by KMFRI in 2009 . The full texts would be deposited in OceanDocs and ASFA records prepared for submission to ProQuest with URL links to the full texts. Mr Macharia (KMFRI) explained that most of the grey literature material did not have abstracts and added that most of the tasks would be prepared by interns within KMFRI, not regular staff. 
Ms Cosulich (INIDEP) asked about the type of documents involved, saying that this information should be contained in the proposal. Mr Marcharia (KMFRI) replied that the grey literature material included fisheries reports, technical reports and conference material held in various institutes in Kenya. 
Ms Cosulich (INIDEP) questioned the inclusion of costs for a laptop. Mr Macharia (KMFRI) replied that a new laptop was required since the one he used for his ASFA activities had crashed and KMFRI could not provide a new one. Ms Keita (DPM) commented that the laptop could be used for any future ASFA trainings carried out at KMFRI, since it was a regional training centre for ASFA. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that costs for hardware or other equipment should be justified in the proposal. Several ASFA Partners supported the need for justification of such costs. Mr Pissierssens (IOC) commented that capacity building was an activity supported by the ASFA Trust Fund, and in a developing country this could include equipment. 
The ASFA Board approved the proposal to digitize Kenyan grey literature material, upload to OceanDocs and prepare ASFA records, requesting that mention was made regarding the publications concerned and justification made for the laptop. [Rapporteurs note: an amended version of the KMFRI Trust Fund Project containing the requested changes was tabled to the Board on the last day of the Meeting] 
UPV Trust Fund Proposal ‘Digitization of deteriorating and partially damaged grey literature collections of UPV/CFOS Library’ (US$7 700)
This proposal (see ASFA/2014/56a) aims to scan some of the grey literature collections on fisheries, aquaculture and ocean sciences, available in the UPV/CFOS Library, but in poor condition due to bad storage conditions and/or damaged by insects. Ms Linaugo (UPV) explained that by digitizing the collections, the material is preserved by the creation of digital imaging, thereby facilitating its accessibility to the UPV community. She added that the full-texts would also be deposited in the Aquatic commons repository.
Mr Seteras (IMR) commented that more details were required regarding the proposed activities and costs, for example the number of documents involved/the number of pages to be scanned should be specified.
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat), while acknowledging that this was the first ASFA Trust Fund proposal put forward by Ms Linaugo (UPV), said that some proposal templates were available on the FAO reserved ASFA ftp site and that Ms Linaugo could refer to them and ask assistance from the FAO ASFA Secretariat in re-writing the UPV ASFA Trust Fund proposal. 
Ms McCoy (ProQuest) commented that if the documents were in a very bad condition perhaps they would have to be restored in some way prior to the digitization. Mr Pissierssens (IOC) added that if the documents in questions were originals and unique, then perhaps more conservation work should be considered first. He said that he could provide contact details of a conservation expert, referring to an IOC project conducted in Viet Nam, regarding preserving the original copies. 
Mr Gaibor (INP) noted that the project had a one-year timeframe and questioned whether all the activities could be finished in that time. Ms Linaugo (UPV) replied that if necessary the timeframe could be extended. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) pointed out that there was a time limit of 18 months to the Letter of Agreement that would be drafted for the ASFA Trust Fund project. Mr Montes (UNAM), while giving his support to the contents of the proposal, suggested that when reformulating the Trust Fund proposal, the number of documents and activities involved could be reduced so that a reasonable timeline could be obtained.
Several ASFA Partners questioned the need for the equipment itemized in the budget. Mr Pettman (FBA) expressed his solidarity with Ms Linaugo, saying that he too had come across similar problems with old, historic documents that were falling apart. He recommended that Ms Linaugo worked together with the FAO ASFA Secretariat in order to reformulate the proposal.
The ASFA Board did not approve the proposal but suggested that it be re-written including more details regarding the number of documents involved and providing an itemized list of activities.

The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to assist UPV in the reformulation of the proposal so that it could be put forward during the intersessional period. 

NaFIRRI Trust Fund Proposal ‘Digitization of Ugandan fisheries, aquaculture and water environmental information, 1950-1990, preparation of ASFA records and uploading into Aquatic Commons’ (US$8 600)
This proposal (see ASFA/2014/65a) aims to digitize 800 grey literature documents from various institutions in Uganda, prepare ASFA records for them and upload the full text into Aquatic Commons. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented on the time required for completion of the project, saying that rather than giving an end date, it would be preferable to set a period of time.

The ASFA Board approved the proposal to digitize the Ugandan grey literature material, prepare ASFA records and upload full text into Aquatic Commons.
CIS Trust Fund Proposal ‘Updating of Vietnam grey literature not yet in ASFA’ (US $2 800)
This proposal (see ASFA/2014/70a) refers to 500 Vietnamese documents available to CIS for input into ASFA, which require translation of the bibliographic data elements and the abstract. Once translated, CIS would then be able to proceed with the preparation of ASFA records for these documents. 

The ASFA Board approved the proposal for translation of Vietnamese documents. 
ODINAfrica Discussion paper for an ASFA Trust Fund Proposal to increase contributions of publications from African to the ASFA database (US$16,500) 
Ms Keita (DPM) presented a paper for discussion regarding a draft proposal on behalf of DPM, KMFRI, INAHINA and INSTM to include publications from ODIN African countries in ASFA (see ASFA/2015/ ….. Ms Keita commented that only 9 of the 22 ODINAfrica countries were ASFA Partners. This draft proposal aimed to fill the gap of information from African non-ASFA Partner countries in the ASFA database, by increasing the contribution of publications from 10 African non-ASFA Partners (Angola, Benin, Cameroon Congo (DR) Gabon, Madagascar, Mauritius, Seychelles, Sudan, Togo). She said that approximately 500 ASFA records would be prepared, and PDFs of the documents deposited in the OceanDocs repository. Ms Keita pointed out that this was a draft proposal being put forward to the Board for discussion, so that certain issues could be clarified before putting forward a more detailed proposal. 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) clarified that administratively it was not possible for joint proposals to be put forward, since the Letter of Agreement that would be prepared for the project could only be in the name of one ASFA Partner Institute. However, she added that 4 separate ASFA Trust Fund Proposals could be put forward by the 4 ASFA Partner institute involved in the project. 
Mr Montes (UNAM) commented that if the project was involving series publications from other countries, it could be a means of increasing the monitoring lists for the 4 ASFA Partner institutes involved and therefore would not be appropriate for an ASFA Trust Fund proposal. Ms Keita confirmed that the documents were all grey literature material, Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that perhaps a list of the documents involved could be provided. 
Mr Pettman (FBA) suggested that out of the 4 ASFA Partner institutes involved in the proposal, one could act as the lead institute and put forward the ASFA Trust Fund proposal. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) said that administratively that would be possible but clarified that the institute would then have to ensure that the funds it received would then be appropriately distributed to the other 3 institutes involved. Many ASFA Partners were supportive to the principle behind the proposal.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to discuss further with Ms Keita (DPM) and assist in the formulation of a Trust Fund Proposal that would accommodate the tasks and activities necessary in a manner that would be administratively feasible for FAO.
Discussion on the preparation of ASFA Trust Fund Project Proposals involving digitization and preparation of ASFA records
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) raised the issue of how costs were determined when digitizing documents and/or preparing ASFA records. Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) commented that it very much depended upon not only what was being done (writing also an abstract) but also where (in which country/region). Mr Emerson said that a cost-benefit analysis could be useful for the future, to determine if there could be a cheaper way of doing the scanning, 
Mr Sahu (NIO) noted that some ASFA Trust Fund Proposal indicated scanning costs per document and others per page and suggested that such costs should be standardized according to number of pages. He recognized that the costs could differ from country to country, but re-iterated that some form of standardization was necessary. Mr Pissierssens concurred that it was important to indicate the number of pages and not just the number of documents.
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to examine past ASFA Trust Fund Project Proposals and prepare draft guidelines regarding their preparation, including some information regarding how to formulate the costs for digitization/scanning.
OTHER BUSINESS
None.
PLACE AND DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat reported that an offer had been received by e-mail from Ms Pacey (NAFO) to host the 2015 meeting. The meeting would be held at Dalhousie University, Canada, and most probably would be sometime in October 2015.  The FAO ASFA Secretariat would circulate details of the exact venue and date once final confirmation of the offer had been received from NAFO. [Rapporteur’s note: an e-mail was sent via ASFA-Board-L on 11.02.2015 confirming that the 2015 ASFA Board Meeting would be hosted by NAFO and held at Dalhousie University in Nova Scotia 5-9 October 2015]

Mr Pissierssens (IOC) commented that IOC would be prepared to host the 2015 meeting in Belgium, if necessary, as a back-up venue.
SPECIAL TOPICS, DEMONSTRATIONS, WORKSHOP DAY
Recording data sets in ASFA: where, how and when?
Ms Vicary (FBA) gave a PowerPoint presentation on research data management, the range and availability of data sets and the development of searching/retrieving, with a view to examining ASFA’s role in citing data sets and the next steps forward (See ASFA/2015/Info-5). She examined how data sets were published and how they were identified, and also outlined the different types of digital repositories that contained data sets. There was now an increasing number of journals that also cited data sets. Ms Vicary highlighted the issue of inconsistency in citing data sets, outlining some metadata standards for aquatic data sets and giving some examples. Future possibilities regarding the inclusion of citations to data sets in ASFA were considered and a brief outline given of what was needed to be covered and how it could be done. A key factor in this was ProQuest’s strategy regarding data sets, but it was important for the ASFA Board to ask whether including references to data sets in the ASFA database would make it a more attractive product to the user. 
The presentation was well received by the ASFA Partners and a question/answer session followed, highlights of which are reported below.
Mr Emerson (ProQuest) said that essentially data sets were a publication just like any other, but were considered by researchers as a ‘must-have’ source of information that could be accessed during their cycle of research. However, at the moment ASFA, and most other database do not include data sets. He referred to the Thompson Reuter Data Citation index, which is relatively new with not much usage as yet. Technological improvements, i.e. online available, were now allowing data to be published. 
Ms Endra (NaFFIRI) commented that her institute was a Data Centre but all of their data was just on paper. She said that it would be good to have an online platform so that the data could be shared. 
Mr Pissierssens (IOC) referred to the Woods Hole Library who had created a Data Repository which was based on their paper e-repository and mentioned the Oceandata Publication Cookbook which describes how to set up such a repository so that data sets could be added (the publication could be downloaded from the IODE website).
Mr Pettman asked ProQuest if they were including data sets and if so how they were doing it. Mr Emerson said that ProQuest were looking into the issue, but were still at the early stages. Mr Pettman commented that some work had been done at FBA regarding access to metadata for data sets included in their repository, but he wasn’t too sure how such information could be cited in ASFA. Mr Emerson said that an ASFA record could be used to cite this metadata, but perhaps some more fields would be required. There was further discussion on what specific metadata was required to describe data sets and how to enter that  metadata using the current ASFA worksheets; perhaps new fields were required. Ms Vicary suggested that during the Action Item surveying the worksheets and fields of the www-ISIS-ASFA software an examination was also made of the fields required to bibliographically describe datasets. 
Mr Pissierssens said that data publications offered librarians empowerment, since they were experts in metadata management. He added that librarians should work together with data managers in publishing the data. 
Mr Emerson asked ASFA Partners about their experience in their institutes in being asked to searching for data. Several ASFA Partners reported that scientists/researcher were coming to their libraries or information centres asking for old, historic data (from cruise reports, water parameters, etc) that was only available on paper.
Mr Gaibor raised the issue of ownership of the data, saying that in his country the data belonged to the institute and it could not be shared. Ms Vicary said that this reluctance for scientists to share their data was starting to change, but at the moment it was a problem. Mr Emerson commented that, in the USA, the government was moving towards enforcing open data and said that tracking the data was of great importance.  

Comments on ASFA input 
Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat) gave a PowerPoint presentation on ASFA input (see ASFA/2014/Info-3). Various aspects relating to the submission of ASFA records to ProQuest and also to the preparation of ASFA input using www-ISIS-ASFA software were covered, highlighting areas where ASFA partners should pay particular attention so as to avoid errors and inconsistencies. Particular mention was made 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat reported that this presentation was available also in French and in Spanish and all versions were available for downloading from the FAO reserved ASFA FTP site. 

ProQuest ASFA interface: Editorial & Platform Developments
Ms McCoy (ProQuest) gave a presentation regarding the in–house production of ASFA records (from ProQuest and from ASFA Partners) describing also how the records from ASFA Partners were processed at ProQuest. She stressed that it was important for ASFA Partners to send their records not only to herself and Ms Abram, so that the files can be recorded, but also to Ms Liu (ProQuest) who is the technical person who loads the records and Ms Wibley (FAO ASFA Secretariat). 
Ms McCoy commented that ProQuest and the FAO ASFA Secretariat were working together to synchronize the FAO Monitoring List and the ProQuest Journals database. She provided some information on how ASFA Partners could search for their records on the database, how to search for updates on the ProQuest platform, so that ASFA Partners could see when their records were loaded on the platform, which was generally at the beginning of the month. She explained the type of quality control that was conducted by Ms Abram on the ASFA records, adding that ongoing improvements were being made to the automated indexing software for Taxonomic and Geographic indexing. In addition, Ms Abram was pulling out taxonomic names not included in the authority file and Ms McCoy suggested that these terms were added to the authority file. Discussion regarding this issue is reported under Agenda Item 11.8. 

IAMSLIC ILL tutorial for Z39.50/Union List
Mr Superio gave a PowerPoint Presentation on the IAMSLIC Z39.50 Distributed Library, describing its content and search features (See ASFA.2014/Info-6), He referred to the IAMSLIC Resource Sharing Program and provided detailed information on how to use the Union List of Marine & Aquatic Serials and the IASMLIC Z39.50 Distributed Library (the Z catalog) to identify publications at member libraries in order to request them via interlibrary loan.

REVIEW/APPROVAL OF DRAFT REPORT OF MEETING
The Board reviewed and approved the Draft of the "Action Items and Decisions Agreed" during the Meeting. 
The FAO ASFA Secretariat agreed to circulate the Draft Report of the Meeting to ASFA Partners via ASFA Board-L for comments. 
As is the practice, the Final Report of the Meeting will be approved at the next ASFA Board Meeting. 
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