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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

GBIF AFRICA REGIONAL MEETING
The participation of African countries and associations in the Global Biodiversity
information Facility (GBIF) now stands at 18 members. The growth in membership has
resulted in greater awareness for the need to proactively manage biodiversity data in
support of the research-planning-decision-making-monitoring cycle.
The increase in membership has had many positive developments for participating
countries or organizations and these include: improved coordination in the mobilization
of data, the development of web data portals, easier access to biodiversity data and
capacity building initiatives at a country level.
To date the combined data made available through the African nodes exceeds 12 million
records with five data participants actively sharing data. Training initiatives are taking
place in Kenya, Tanzania and South Africa and the SEP-CEPDEC programme is
assisting Franco-phone countries through training and mentorship opportunities.

The growth in African participation in GBIF has created the need for African participants
to improve continental collaboration with the aim of capitalising on available resources. It
is agreed that a collaborative approach amongst African participant nodes will contribute
towards unison in the interaction with the GBIF structures. Furthermore, this collaborative approach
will strengthen the mobilization of resources from donors, regional and national government
agencies.
This collaborative approach is supported by the GBIF secretariat which is seeking new ways of
working with all participant nodes as a means of streamlining the interaction between the secretariat
and between country nodes. At the GBIF 16 Governing Board meeting in 2009 it was agreed that a
series of regional meetings will be held as a means to interrogate the regional differences to better
inform the GBIF work 2012 -2016 programme in relation to country requirements.
An Africa-wide GBIF nodes meeting was held as per the approved recommendation from the GBIF
16 Governing Board meeting. This report outlines the process that was followed to coordinate the
meeting and importantly details the outcomes which will have to be implemented if we wish to
strengthen the development of the African nodes. This report will therefore serve the following
purposes:
1.
2.
3.
4.

as a formal record of the regional meeting processes and outcomes,
as strategic input into the GBIF 2012 – 2016 workplan,
as the framework for an Africa GBIF fundraising plan, and
as the basis for establishing a formal African coordinating mechanism.

Africa meeting process
GBIF 16 Nodes meeting
At the GBIF 16 Nodes meeting in Copenhagen in 2009 the need for a „regional‟ approach to liaising
with the participant nodes was identified. The GBIF Governing endorsed a recommendation to have
a series of „regional‟ meetings with the aim of improving the coordination of activities between the
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country nodes and the secretariat as well as to support collaboration amongst nodes at a regional
level.
An African Nodes workshop was held as part of the GBIF 16 Nodes meeting. A number of areas for
action were identified and it was agreed that African „regional‟ meeting must be held to address the
following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the need to review and agree on the concept of Africa as a region,
how to improve „regional‟ coordination, communication and training activities,
how to growing the GBIF community in Africa,
how to deal with trans-boundary data management issues,
how best to build on past initiatives,
to identify the most suitable sustainable models for African BIFs, and
to assist participating countries in identifying priority data sets for collection.

The participants at the African Nodes workshop agreed that the outcome of the Africa „regional‟
meeting must be reported to at the GBIF Governing Board meeting in Korea 2010. South Africa as
nominated to lead the process and consequently a meeting was held in Nairobi in June 2010 to plan
the first full Africa-wide GBIF meeting.

Planning Meeting
The planning meeting was attended by 10 participants from 6 countries and was chaired by Dr.
Tanya Abrahamse, the CEO of SANBI and the Second Vice Chair of the GBIF Science Committee.
The purpose of this meeting was to draft an agenda for the Africa „regional‟ meeting. It was further
resolved that the concept of the Africa region will pertain to all African participant GBIF nodes only.
This will be applicable to the first meeting only as it would be easier for participating participants to
grapple with the common issues without having to orientate non-GBIF countries or organizations.
The list of participants can be expanded to include non-participating GBIF African countries at a
later stage.
The outcome of the planning meeting resulted in three main agenda points for the „regional meeting:
1. The African nodes must develop a regional strategy/plan as input into the GBIF 2012 – 2016
workplan.
2. An African coordinating mechanism must be established to facilitate the development and
implementing strategy/plan.
3. There needs to be agreement on how Africa will be represented at the 2010 GBIF 17 Nodes
meeting in Korea.
It was agreed that the first Africa-wide Nodes meeting would be held in Uganda, with the outcome
feeding into the GBIF 17 Governing Board process.
First Africa ‘Regional’ Meeting
The first Africa-wide GBIF Nodes meeting took place in Entebbe, Uganda from 30 August – 1
September 2010. It was attended by 28 participants from 13 countries and 3 international
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organizations. The meeting was chaired by ma Carmel Mbizvo, Deputy Director-General, SANBI.
The Heads of Delegation joined the proceedings on the last day.
The following major areas for improvement were identified:
1. Institutional capacity must be improved.
This can be achieved by ensuring:
a. optimal human resource capacity
b. improving institutional capacity
c. improving data management, storage and web portals development
2. Institutional policies must be enhanced.
This can be achieved by ensuring:
a. the development of relevant policies, and
b. incentivize data sharing.
3. Developing and strengthening partnerships.
This can be achieved by ensuring:
a. access to government and donor funding,
b. improving collaboration and communication, and
c. implementing a coordinated approach to training.
It was acknowledged that the above areas for improvement will not be adequately addressed if
there is no Africa-wide coordinating mechanism in place to facilitate the continental interaction. A
task team was established to investigate the most appropriate mechanism for regional collaboration.
The team will convene in February 2011 in South Africa to discuss a possible mechanism.
Alignment with the GBIF 2010 Forward Look Report
Each of the major areas, as stipulated above, has sub-areas of intervention where the specific
action is required. Each of these areas of intervention is in line with the GBIF 2010 Forward Look
Report to ensure synergy with the GBIF 2012 – 2016 strategic outlook.
Nodes Questionnaire Report
In preparation for the GBIF Africa „Regional‟ meeting, nodes were requested to complete a
questionnaire to identify areas within the nodes that are working well and areas where
improvements are required.
The outcome indicated that the main areas for intervention at node level are on capacity
development and infrastructure development. The capacity development would have to focus on
training in data mobilization, data capturing, technical portal development and portal maintenance.
The infrastructure development would have to focus on implementing a node and the relevant tools
supplied by GBIF.
The feedback from the nodes also indicated that GBIF and GBIF related programmes are the main
sources of financial support for Node activities. The funding from GBIF and related programmes
account for 47% of total funding operations for all participant nodes. Host institution financial support
accounts for 21% and Government support accounts for 16% of total funding. This is a continentalwide summary and there are differences amongst the nodes as the funding sources are not equally
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spread. What this analysis does illuminate is the need for more stable sources of income. 63% of
income is derived from donors for Node operations in Africa. The ideal would be to shift the bulk of
funding sources from donors to national governments.
Agreements reached at the First Africa ‘Regional’ meeting:
•
•
•
•

The establishment of a planning team to investigate the best possible mechanism for
collaboration amongst African nodes and with the secretariat.
The three major areas of intervention is the basis for strategic input into the GBIF strategic
workplan.
Ms Fatima Parker-Allie , the South African Node Manager, will represent the African nodes
at the GBIF 17 Nodes meeting.
The next Africa „Regional‟ meeting will be held in Togo in 2011.
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Strategic Regional Action Plan
Many of the African nodes are at different stages of development. Some have
been operational for a number of years, while others have very recently joined
the GBIF network. Thus, a review of the status, achievements and challenges
of the nodes were conducted and this formed the basis for an action plan. A
number of very important areas were identified that would improve regional
activities. These include:

1)

Improving institutional capacity
a. Optimal human resource capacity
b. Lack of institutional capacity
c. Improving data management, storage and web portals development

2)

Enhancing institutional policies
a. Policy development
b. Incentivize data sharing

3)

Developing and strengthening partnerships
a. Improving the financial base
b. Improving collaboration and communication
c. Coordinated training amongst nodes

The purpose of this report is to provide strategic input into the GBIF 2012 -2016
workplan and to act as the framework around which the African participants
will collectively mobilize their resources to build a strong network of GBIF
Nodes across the continent.

GBIF – refers to the network of GBIF nodes
GBIF Secretariat – refers to the secretariat based in Copenhagen
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1. IMPROVING INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY
Optimal Human Resource Capacity
Current situation

Nodes in the region are barely operational due to insufficient dedicated
personnel, which is the responsibility of individual countries and
institutions.

Related initiatives

Use of volunteers and interns.
Examples of node institutional set up.

Desired outcome

Ensure that each country has a dedicated node manager, technical support
officer and a training and outreach officer.

Action required

a. Attendance of Heads of Delegation (HoD) in regional meetings.
b. Ensure the examples and experiences in other countries are shared
in the African Region.
c. Capacitate node managers to train interns and volunteers.
d. Recruit/engage additional staff and identify training needs

Resources (GBIF, country
nodes, funding required,
regional coordinating
mechanism)

a. Countries to incur the cost of participation for the HoD‟s for the
regional meetings.
b. Nodes hosting institutions to contribute to addressing the training
needs.

Lead agency

GBIF Secretariat to provide a template for optimal institutional set up and
the individual nodes will implement as relevant. countries to take it up.

When

By November 2010

Alignment with GBIF forward
look report (FLR)

Recommendation:

Major theme : Participation

While we have recommended that countries incur the cost of participation
by the HoD for attending regional meetings, the FLR also indicates (pg 27)
that GBIF secretariat should ensure that the expense of attending meetings
does not come to constitute a permanent barrier to fuller participation by
developing countries in leadership roles in GBIF.
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Lack of Institutional Capacity
Current situation

a. General lack of skills in various areas in biodiversity informatics.
b. Lack of institutional capacity to coordinate national/regional
activities in biodiversity informatics.

Related initiatives

Several training initiatives are ongoing such as niche modeling, GIS
and other upcoming training events such as the Biodiversity
Informatics training in Nairobi, South Africa and Tanzania. Other
training includes the courses as part of the SEP-CEPDEC programme.

Desired outcome

a. A database of trained expertise in biodiversity informatics in
Africa.
b. Mechanisms to coordinate training activities/programs.
c. Training provided in the language preference of the target
group.

Action required

a. Consolidation of institutional needs assessment to bridge the
skills gaps.
b. Coordinating a regional plan of existing initiatives.
c. Develop a coordinated plan for the region.
d. Annual report at all regional meetings on the trainings.

Resources (GBIF, country
nodes, funding required,
regional coordinating
mechanism)

a.
b.
c.
d.

Mobilize internal institutional resources.
GBIF Support for structured training.
Other funding agencies such as JRS.
Existing GBIF training needs questionnaire.

Lead agency

Regional coordinating mechanism.

When

Next regional meeting 2011
Ongoing training.

Alignment with GBIF FLR

Recommendations:

Major theme :Participation

In the forward look report, it has been identified that GBIF needs to
evolve a governance system that is efficient, effective and widely
supported, that makes appropriate provision for the diverse but
interacting roles of data publishers, data users and country
representatives (pg 4).
Within the participation work area, there is also an indication that there
are many collections in Europe and North America and GBIF places
emphasis on increasing participation and capacity building here (pg
27). However emphasis should also be focused on increasing GBIF
participation in Africa.
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a. Within our action plan we indicated that there is a need to
capacitate node managers to train interns and volunteers. This
is also relevant to the point above.
b. Training should also be simplified, relevant and tailored towards
the biodiversity informatics needs of African nodes.
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Data Management, Storage and Portal Development
Current situation

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

National data sets not centrally accessible.
Not all data has been digitized.
Lack of data quality control.
Portal not available in some cases.
Data not in standard or compatible formats.
Intermittent internet connectivity.
Power outage.

Related initiatives

Available portals for biodiversity informatics activities.

Desired outcome

Centrally accessible (database/portal) and easily retrievable quality
digitized data.

Action required

a. Develop a functional national/institutional portal.
b. Consult the GBIF website for information on data quality control
techniques, IPT Tools etc.
c. Create a mechanism to host various data sets from partners.
d. Sharing best practices on managing data.
e. Explore possibilities for data recovery mechanisms.

Resources (GBIF, country
nodes, funding required,
regional coordinating
mechanism)

a. Mobilize internal institutional resources such as data storage
facilities.
b. GBIF secretariat.
c. Other funding agencies such as JRS.

Lead agency

a. GBIF secretariat.
b. Individual countries to do their own needs assessments.
c. Data management of the nodes.

When

By next regional meeting 2011

Alignment with GBIF FLR

Recommendations:

Major theme : Data served
and tools developed

a. GBIF secretariat should facilitate the development of portals for
African nodes. This needs to be timely and take into
consideration Africa‟s needs. However, this should be a
consultative process with the African nodes, and designed with
needed specifications. GBIF should not have a blanket
approach to the development of a portal, with the expectation
that a GBIF model be adopted.
b. Technologies and tools to capture data should be simple and
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easy. It was felt that high end tools were not always required.
It was also felt that data providers should be enabled to capture
their own information.
The FLR also recommends that technology development
should be fostered through community efforts and partnerships
(pg 5).
Sub-theme: Fitness for use of
data.

c. While the capture of biodiversity data is important, data quality
is also an important factor, and should be improved in future
endeavors. This is in line with the FLR which indicated that the
GBIF secretariat must focus future efforts on understanding,
documenting and improving the quality if data. Quality control of
data should also be put in place. Expanding and improving
fitness for use of data has been identified in the FLR as a toplevel priority for GBIF in the next decade.

Major theme: Major trends
and drivers
Sub-theme: Taxonomic
balance in biodiversity
information

d.

In countries, with large data collections, it is difficult to identify
the taxonomic focus for data capture. Thus there is a strong
need for prioritization. GBIF secretariat can assist with a
regional focus on prioritization. This is in line with indications in
the FLR that clearly states that the early success of GBIF in
assembling large quantities of data was thanks to the
harvesting of low hanging fruit, of information rich groups (pg
16). The next phase will require effective strategies for
prioritization of digital capture of existing data and the effective
development of new data.
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2. ENHANCING INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES
Policy Development
Current situation

Related initiatives
Desired outcome

Action required

Resources (GBIF, country
nodes, funding required,
regional coordinating
mechanism)
Lead agency

Institutional Data Sharing Policy
At the international level, there was a recommendation from the
Convention and Biodiversity (CBD) to share data and GBIF is enabling
this.
At the institutional level, the importance of data sharing has been
recognized. There may also be institutions that are not aware of this
requirement, however if the CBD has been ratified by the country, then
institutions are obligated to make data available.
Data repatriation
There is no institutional policy on data repatriation. However there is a
GBIF statement on repatriation with respect to country of origin.
GBIF data sharing policy, Conservation commons, Biodiversity
Information Policy Framework (South Africa)
a. Increased access and data sharing
b. Appropriate data policies developed at institutional level that
recognizes IPR and protects sensitive data.
Develop and implement policy through a number of mechanisms
including:
a. Lobbying within country,
b. Awareness raising,
c. Learning exchanges with nodes that have already established
data sharing policies.
National Biodiversity Information Facilities,
GBIF (as a source of information)

When

a. National Biodiversity Information Facilities
b. GBIF secretariat (to enable discussion around cases/instances
where countries have established their own national policy).
With immediate effect

Alignment with GBIF FLR

Comments and Recommendations:

Major theme : Participation

a. GBIF should assist in the development of an African policy
around data ownership, repatriation and intellectual property
rights (IPR) issues.
b. Further to this, the GBIF secretariat should facilitate the
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development of an African repatriation policy. This policy
should take into account joint ownership of the specimen data,
and preferential access to this data. Other aspects to be
considered include how sensitive data will be dealt with, when
data is repatriated from other international / global nodes, as
there is a risk that geographic precision data of sensitive
species, might becoming available through the repatriation
mechanism.
c. The issue of citation will also be an important component of the
data repatriation policy
Major theme: Major trends
and drivers
Sub-theme: Open source
initiatives and data democracy

The FLR indicates that information is increasingly being seen as a
global commons, with attendant rights to open access (pg 14). Thus
information rich countries and institutions can no longer consider
biodiversity information as their exclusive property, but must recognize
some rights of countries of origin of information and/or countries of
impact.

Sub-theme: Geographic
balance in biodiversity
information.

It is a well know phenomenon that there is a disparity in the distribution
of global biodiversity amongst countries and the distribution of
biodiversity information amongst countries (pg 16). This distinction
reflects the north-south divide in economic development, and a parallel
divide in the development of systematic and scientific collections. Thus
in line with the FLR, data repatriation is important and provides
biodiversity rich countries with information regarding their own natural
heritage. Repatriation would also encourage data capture and data
exchange between institutions holding large collections of data which
are essentially biodiversity poor as well as leading to a need to
prioritize the data capture.
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Incentivizing Data Sharing
Current situation

Lack of citation and acknowledgement of institutional data providers‟ data.

Related initiatives

a. GBIF initiatives within the DIGIT work programme eg. data usage
index
b. ZOOKEYS: Better citations mechanism by journals, where
authorship is derived from data publishing.
Recognition of data internationally via GBIF (of publisher and institution)

Desired outcome
Action required

Resources (GBIF, country
nodes, funding required,
regional coordinating
mechanism)
Lead agency

a. Implement DIGIT initiative at node level.
b. GBIF secretariat to improve data logs, which is a mechanism that
indicates who the user of the data is. This can then be used for
reporting purposes by nodes as well as by scientists.
c. GBIF secretariat to approach scientific journals to publish metadata
of existing datasets.
d. GBIF secretariat to explore the possibility of publishing data papers
where there are difficulties for scientist to publish.
e. Empowering data providers through training and technical support.
f. Influence donors to include in contracts, requirements for sharing
primary biodiversity data.
a. GBIF secretariat (DIGIT)
b. Donors
c. Nodes
d. World Intellectual Property Rights Organization (WIPO).
a. GBIF secretariat (DIGIT),
b. Donors
c. Nodes

When

With immediate effect

Alignment with GBIF FLR
Major theme :Measures of
Success

Recommendations:

Sub-theme: Feedback rates,
and their balance globally

Where GBIF secretariat is improving its data log on the portal, they should
assist at the country level. GBIF secretariat should indicate what country
data is being accessed on the GBIF portal. Ideally, nodes should be
provided with a report that indicates these statistics.

Sub-theme: Citation rates, and
their balance globally

Data publishers should be incentivized by providing authorship for
published data.
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3. DEVELOPING AND STRENGTHENING PARTNERSHIPS
Lack of Collaboration and Communication
Current situation

Area of intervention

Desired outcome

Action required

a.

There is a lack of communication among nodes within Africa
because there is no direct communication.
b.
There is lack of collaboration because the nodes do not know one
another.
c.
There is lack of money to facilitate outreach for the different
nodes.
d.
There is no forum for networking African nodes.
a.
There is a need for Africa to organize annual meetings
(symposiums/forums) to communicate among ourselves, share
information and this should be facilitated by GBIF
b.
Improve online mechanisms for sharing/ exchanging information
among African nodes( example: website, e-learning, create chat
forums like the TANBIF chat forum)
Effective collaboration and communication among African nodes and with
GBIF secretariat. Areas of collaboration should be determined by African
nodes themselves
a.
Develop an African communication strategy for the African
network of nodes (example, having annual meetings to
disseminate what we have done, regional meetings to develop
communication strategies with inputs from different nodes, biannual meetings to discuss challenges in our work).
b.

Promote the use of all tools of communication among African
nodes. This should be an African initiative and not led by the
GBIF secretariat (example: creating a list of communication using
yahoo, community site being led by one of our nodes based on
the African continent).

c.

Create a communication platform that is open for nodes to lead
and implement.

d.

Establish a mechanism to ensure translation of reports,
documents and various communications.

e.

Establish an African mechanism to facilitate these annual, biannual meetings of discussions, exchange and share of
information and challenges in our work. These forums will gather
information from different nodes to develop an action plan for
African communication strategy.
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Resources (GBIF, country
nodes, funding required,
regional coordinating
mechanism)
Related initiatives

a. GBIF secretariat: financial, technical support, software.
b. Country nodes: human, financial, to support country nodes.
c. Establish regional African mechanism.
Past and present functional networks (nodes) and initiatives that need to
be strengthened to provide learning and building blocks for the African
network:

Lead agency

a. TANBIF chat forum,
b. ARCOS networking database center program
c. UGABIF
d. African plant initiative
e. JRS-Bioinformatics for East Africa
f. SABONET
g. BOZONET
h. UNEP-WCMC
Africa regional mechanism

When

With immediate effect

Alignment with GBIF FLR

Recommendations:

Major theme :Participation

GBIF should leverage support and motivate government to enable nodes
to mobilize data.
To encourage effective communication amongst nodes, a
recommendation is made to offer English, French and Spanish language
courses.
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Coordinated Training
Current situation
Area of intervention

Desired outcome

Action required

a. Some regional training programs are taking place.
b. Most Informatics training organized and funded through GBIF.
a. Training needs analyses should be carried out to identify the areas
of training.
b. Coordination of training programme.
a. Training should be organized and coordinated centrally.
b. Mechanism should be put in place to analyse training needs and
decide on the most appropriate training required by participating
nodes.

Resources (GBIF, country
nodes, funding required,
regional coordinating
mechanism)
Related initiatives

a. Training provided in the language preference of the target group
b. Establish a mechanism to coordinate training, to undertake training
needs analyses and prioritize training.
a. GBIF secretariat: human, technical and financial.
b. Country nodes: Human, needs identification.
c. Regional coordinating mechanism: Coordination, funding, needs
analyses, collaboration.
SEP-CEPDEC.

Lead agency

Regional mechanism.

When

With immediate effect.

Alignment with GBIF FLR

Recommendation:

Major theme :Participation

Training needs to be aligned with the requirements of node participants.
This was not always the case as indicated in the FLR, where it was stated
that training did not consider what the participants desired (pg 26). In the
FLR, it was recommended that a user needs assessment be conducted to
look at the more specific training needs of participants. It was
recommended that this assessment could extend beyond the focal point to
get a clear direction as to the training requirements of the participant
countries. The regional coordinating mechanism must take this into
consideration when developing its strategy for training needs.
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Insufficient Finances
Current situation

Area of intervention
Desired outcome

Action required

Resources (GBIF, country
nodes, funding required,
regional coordinating
mechanism)
Related initiatives

Lead agency

a. Primary support for Biodiversity Information Facility activities
mainly sourced from GBIF, supplemented by government, host
institution and donor agencies.
b. Lack of information on call for proposals.
c. Limited joint proposals.
d. Competition for scarce resources.
e. Non-formalized government commitment.
a. Joint proposal development.
b. Enhance government commitment.
a. Sustainable funding for regional collaboration.
b. Successfully funded collaborative proposals.
c. Formalized government commitment.
a. Engage government to contribute to the implementation to regional
nodes activities.
b. Develop an effective funding strategy.
c. Compile a list of donor agencies with pre-proposal deadlines.
d. Provide training in proposal development and fund raising.
e. Develop joint proposals.
f. Formal government mandate with appropriate resourcing.
a. CBD Donor list.
b. GBIF training in proposal development.
c. Regional mechanisms to explore linkages with other organizations.
a.
b.
c.
a.

NEPAD
AU Eco-informatics
JRS Foundation
African Regional mechanism

When

With immediate effect

Alignment with GBIF FLR

Recommendations:

Major theme : Participation

a. GBIF secretariat should leverage support and motivate
government to enable nodes to mobilize data. Appendix 3 of the
FLR indicates that GBIF should leverage its position as an
intergovernmental organization and engage with governments to
deposit data. It further indicates that the ministries of education,
culture and/or science is mostly controlled by government, thus
this in the African context, this may be an area for intervention by
GBIF secretariat.
b. We need to ensure that GBIF secretariat provides funding for the
node managers and HoD‟s for attendance of GBIF events. The
FLR also indicates that GBIF should ensure that the expense of
18

attending meetings does not come to constitute a permanent
barrier to fuller participation by developing countries in leadership
roles in GBIF.
c. With regards to the action plan, GBIF can facilitate a fundraising
mechanism for African nodes.
d. Encourage donors to participate in biodiversity informatics events
and know about the field of work so that funds can be awarded.
e. GBIF needs to increase intervention in particular areas of
operations.
f. The FLR indicates that over the next 5 years GBIF targets and
goals include: “successful enabling by means of digitization.…..
herbarium collections across North America and Europe” that are
not presently accessible (pg 6).
The GBIF focus over the coming years should not be so North
centric, but also look at the African perspective and enable the
digitization of biodiversity data in Africa.
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GBIF Africa Regional Meeting
Imperial Resort Beach Hotel, Entebbe, Uganda
30th Aug – 1st Sep 2010
Meeting Participants

Country

Organisation

Name

Surname

E-mail

1

Albertine rift

Albertine Rift Conservation Society

Theodore

Munyuli

tmunyuli@yahoo.com,
tmunyuli@gmail.com

2

Benin

Université d'Abomey-Calavi

Jean

Cossi Ganglo

ganglocj@gmail.com

3

Burkina Faso

CONEDD

Norbert

Sidibe

norbertsidibe@yahoo.fr

4

Cameroon

National Herbarium Cameroon

Gaston

Achoundong

gachoundong@yahoo.fr

5

Equatorial
Guinea

Directror de Formacion Y Desarrollo De Recursos
Humanos

Jose

Nguema Oyana

jose3015@hotmail.com

6

Ghana

University of Ghana

Alex

Asase

aasase@ug.edu.gh

7

Guinea

Ministère de l'Environnement et du Développement
Durable

Saïdou

Doumbouya

doumbouyasaidou@yahoo.fr

8

Guinea

Ministère de l'Environnement et du Développement
Durable

Sédibinet

Sidibe

sidibesedibinet@yahoo.fr

9

Kenya

ICIPE

Fabian

Haas

fhaas@icipe.org

10

Kenya

National Museums of Kenya

Francis

Oguya

foguya@gmail.com

11

Kenya

National Museums of Kenya

Lawrence

Monda

lmonda@museums.or.ke

12

Madagascar

Centre National de Recherches sur l'Environnement

Jaona

Ranaivo

ranaivo_jaona@yahoo.fr

13

Mauritania

Mauritanian Biodiversity Information Facility

Baba Anina Ould
Moulaye

Mohamed

ainina_3@hotmail.com
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14

South Africa

Department of Science & Technology

Marjorie

Pyoos

Marjorie.Pyoos@dst.gov.za

15

South Africa

Department of Science & Technology

Leluma

Matooane

Leluma.Matooane@dst.gov.za

16

South Africa

Endangered Wildlife Trust

Brenda

Daly

brendad@ewt.org.za

17

South Africa

South African National Biodiversity Institute

Carmel

Mbizvo

C.Mbizvo@sanbi.org.za

18

South Africa

South African National Biodiversity Institute

Selwyn

Willoughby

S.Willoughby@sanbi.org.za

19

South Africa

South African National Biodiversity Institute

Fatima

Parker‐Allie

F.Parker@sanbi.org.za

20

South Africa

South African National Biodiversity Institute

Hyleen

Ferguson

H.Ferguson@sanbi.org.za

21

Tanzania

Tanzania Commission for Science and Technology

Hulda

Gideon

hgideon@costech.or.tz

22

Tanzania

Tanzania Commission for Science and Technology

Hassan

Mshinda

hmshinda@costech.or.tz

23

Togo, Lomé

Université de Lomé
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1.

Introduction

The Objective of the survey exercise was to take stock of existing efforts to build capacity on Biodiversity
Informatics among African nodes and help to identify gaps on where improvements can be made. The
survey was carried out as a mail based questionnaire which was sent electronically to all nodes in Africa.
The institutions ranged from Government based institutions to non-governmental institutions.

The questionnaire addressed the following objectives:
i. Establish, manage or consolidate a national Biodiversity Information Facility
ii. Undertake surveys of data providers and data holdings; how to strategise around the mobilisation
of biodiversity data, and how to implement a Data Publishing Framework
iii. Assess data gaps and perform user needs analyses
iv. Promote active participation and foster collaboration around the publication and use of
biodiversity data
v. Formulate and implement policies/legislation on open access to biodiversity data
vi. Develop and maintain Database
vii. Develop and maintain Web Portal for sharing and accessing remote databases and data
repository
viii. Digitisation of primary biodiversity data
ix. Geo-referencing techniques
x. Data validation and cleaning
xi. Handling sensitive data (e.g. occurrence records for threatened species)
xii. Synthesis and predictive modelling
xiii. Develop and use web based biodiversity support decision systems
xiv. Conduct basic inventories and systematic research
xv. Fundraising, including preparation of successful grant proposals

The questionnaire sought to find out how nodes can achieve the following milestones:

i. Training
ii. Stakeholders‟ Seminar/workshop/meeting
iii. Technical support
24

iv. Hardware (servers, desktops, local networks)
v. Software (operating systems, data transfer protocols, firewalls, statistical and analytical software)
vi. Infrastructure (Office space, furniture)
vii. Personnel / Time
viii. High bandwidth
ix. Reliable power supply (electricity)

It was envisaged that the responses to the questionnaires would serve as a reference document to
support GBIF Africa nodes to develop recommendations for Capacity Building during the African
Regional Nodes meeting to be held in Entebbe, Uganda from 30th August – 1st September 2010. The
recommendations would also be submitted GBIF Secretariat for incorporation to the GBIF Strategic Plan
2012 -2014.
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2.

Biodiversity Informatics Needs

2.1

Responses

For each of the questions of the questionnaire, nodes were supposed to state whether there was no
need, limited need or strong need support in each of the areas.

The following nodes responded to the questionnaire:

i. Cameroon Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF CAMEROON)
ii. Uganda Biodiversity Information Facility (UGABIF)
iii. International Centre Insect Physiology and Ecology (ICIPE)
iv. Endangered Wildlife Trust (EWT)
v. Guinea (GUIBIF)
vi. South African Biodiversity Information Facility (SABIF)
vii. Togo (TOGOBIF)
viii. Mauritanian Biodiversity Information Facility (MRBIF)
ix. Benin Biodiversity Information Facility (BENINBIF)
x. Ghana Biodiversity Information Facility (GHABIF)
xi. Madagascar Biodiversity Information Facility (MADBIF)
xii. Albertine Rift Conservation Society (ARCOS)
xiii. Burkina Faso Biodiversity Information Facility (FASOBIF)
xiv. Equatorial Guinea Biodiversity Information Facility (GEBIF)
xv. Tanzania Biodiversity Information Facility (TANBIF)
xvi. Kenya Biodiversity Information Facility (KENBIF)

2.2

Results

The responses were entered and analysed on Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and the analyses have been
presented as bar charts indicating the percentage of nodes who responded with “no need”, “limited
need” and “strong need” in each of the areas the questionnaire as follows:
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2.2.1

Question 1 on Establishment and maintenance of National Biodiversity Information

Facility:
The question sought to find out the needs for establishing, managing or consolidating a national
Biodiversity Information Facility. Bandwidth, software, stable electrical power supply, technical and
training were expressed as the strongest needs by the nodes in order of preference. Personnel,
infrastructure and hardware were also expressed as needs by over 30% of nodes.

Q1: ESTABLISHMENT AND MAINTANANCE OF A NATIONAL BIODIVERSITY
FACILITY
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2.2.2

Question 2: Data Providers Survey

The question sought to find out whether the node has carried out survey of data providers and data
holdings in order to strategise around the mobilisation of biodiversity data, and how to implement a Data
Publishing Framework. Training, workshop, technical support and personnel were indicated as strong
needs.

Q2: BIODIVERSITY DATA PROVIDERS SURVEY
70%
60%

40%
30%
20%
10%

Electricity

Bandwidth

Personnel

Infrastructure

Software

Hardware

Technical support

Workshop

0%
Training

RESPONSE

50%

MILESTONE
No need

Limited need

Strong need

28

2.2.3

Question 3: Biodiversity Data Gaps

The question sought to assess data gaps and perform user needs analyses. Most nodes did not show
strong need in this area except in the areas training, bandwidth and stable electricity.

Q3: BIODIVERSITY INFORMATION NEEDS ANALYSIS
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2.2.4

Question 4: Participation and collaboration

The question sought to identify needs in promoting active participation and fostering collaboration
around the publication and use of biodiversity data.
Workshop, bandwidth, training and personnel were indicated as the strongest needs.

Q4: PARTICIPATION AND COLLABORATION
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2.2.5

Question 5:

Policies and legislation

Formulate and implement policies/legislation on open access to biodiversity data
Training, personnel, technical support and workshops were the strong needs.

Q5: FORMULATION AND IMPLIMENTATION OF BIODIVERSITY DATA SHARING POLICY
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2.2.6

Question 6:

Develop and maintain Database

IN the areas of database development and maintenance, personnel, training, stable electricity and
software were shown to be strong needs. Additionally technical support, hardware, bandwidth
were also required.

Q6: DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTANACE OF BIODIVERSITY DATABASES
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2.2.7

Question 7: Portal development and maintenance

Develop and maintain Web Portal for sharing and accessing remote databases and data
repository. Training, technical support, bandwidth, personnel, workshop, hardware, stable
electricity and software were shown to be the strongest needs. Infrastructure was also a need.

Q7: DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTANANCE OF WEB PORTAL
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2.2.8

Question 8: Digitisation of primary biodiversity data

Personnel, hardware, software, training and technical support were identified as the strongest
needs. Electricity, bandwidth and workshop were also needed.

Q8: DIGITISATION OF PRIMARY BIODIVERSITY DATA
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2.2.9

Question 9:

Geo-referencing techniques

Personnel, technical support, training, hardware, software, bandwidth and workshop were identified
as the strongest needs.

Q9: GEO-REFERENCING TECHNIQUES
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2.2.10

Question 10: Data validation and cleaning

Training, personnel, technical support, workshops, bandwidth, software and hardware were
identified as the strongest needs.

Q10: DATA VALIDATION AND CLEARNING
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2.2.11

Question 11: Handling sensitive data

The question sought information on the nodes ability to handle sensitive data such occurrence
records for threatened species. Training, workshops, technical support, personnel and hardware
were identified as the strongest needs.

Q11: SENSTIVE DATA
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2.2.12

Question 12: Synthesis and predictive modeling

Training, technical support, workshop, software and personnel were identified as the strongest
needs.

Q12: SYNTHESIS AND PREDICTIVE MODELS
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2.2.13

Question 13: Develop and use web based biodiversity support decision systems

Technical support, training, hardware, software, bandwidth, personnel, workshop and stable
electricity were indicated as strong needs.

Q13: WEB BASED BIODIVERSITY DECISION TOOL
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2.2.14

Question 14: Conduct basic inventories and systematic research

Technical support personnel, training and workshop were shown to be strong needs.

Q14: INVENTORIES AND SYSTEMATIC RESEARCHES
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2.2.15 Question 15: Fundraising, including preparation of successful grant proposals
Training, workshop, technical support and personnel were indicated as strong needs.

A15: FUNDRAISING STRATEGY
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2.3

Summary of Information on Capacity Building Needs

The chart below shows a summary of responses for all the questions and indicates that in general
training, technical support, personnel, workshop, software, bandwidth and hardware are the strongly
needed by most African nodes.

BIODIVERSITY INFORMATICS NEEEDS IN AFRICA
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3.

Source of funding for nodes activities

Primary source of funding for node activities
The primary source of funding for node activities were identified as GBIF and GBIF related programs
(47%), Governments (16%), host institutions (21%), JRS foundation (11%) and Mac-Arthur foundation
(5%).

PRIMARY FUNDING

MAC-ARTHUR
FOUNDATION, 5%
JRS -FOUNDATION, 11%
GBIF-SEP-CEPDEC, 21%

GBIF-CEPDEC, 5%

GOVERNMENT, 16%
GBIF, 21%
INSTITUTION, 21%
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4. Engagement of CBD Secretariat
56% of nodes reported that the national CBD Secretariat is fully engaged in their node activities, 22%
partially and 22% not engaged.

ENGAGEMENT OF CBD SECRETARIAT

PARTIALLY, 22%

YES, 56%
NO, 22%
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5.

Conclusion and recommendation

Training, technical support, workshop, personnel, software, hardware and bandwidth were found to be
cross-cutting needs in all nodes. Addressing of these needs in the various nodes will go a long way in
contributing to development in the nodes.

Currently GBIF has been the core funder for the node activities. However, governments and node
hosting institution participates in the node activities. Since nodes contribute to the national economy,
conservation and education, it is recommended that Government continue to support and increase their
support to the nodes activities. As a condition to funding biodiversity research projects, funding agencies
should insist and finance data sharing mechanism as part of the project.

Although the engagement between nodes and the national CBD was reasonable at 56%, nodes and the
national CBD Secretariat should seek each out and engage in activities together.
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Regional planning meeting 14th June 2010, Nairobi, Kenya
Venue: National Museum of Kenya

Implemented by the South African Biodiversity Information Facility and
Hosted by the National Museums of Kenya

Minutes compiled and written by
Ms. Fatima Parker-Allie
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List of participants to the meeting
GBIF Participant
South Africa
Kenya
Mauritania
South Africa
South Africa
Tanzania
Uganda
Equatorial Guinea
Kenya
Kenya

Node Manager
Tania Abrahamse (meeting Chairperson)
Francis Oguya
Baba Anina Ould Moulaye Mohamed
Fatima Parker‐Allie
Selwyn Willoughby
Hulda Gideon
Innocent Akampurira
Ramon Ndong Esono
Nickson Otieno
Titus Adhola

Email Address
T.Abrahamse@sanbi.org.za
foguya@gmail.com
ainina_3@hotmail.com
F.Parker@sanbi.org.za
S. Willoughby@sanbi.org.za
hgideon@costech.or.tz
iakampurira@gmail.com
alogos60@hotmail.com
neotieno@yahoo.com
adholatitus@yahoo.com

Apologies were received from Mervyn Mansell, George Owusu‐Afriye, Brenda Daly and Louise Blanc Traore.
Ramon Ndong Esono attended on behalf of Jose Nguema Oyana and Sam Kanyamibwa was intended to replace
Charles Kahindo from ARCOS, but unfortunately there was a logistical problem with his ticket. Ms. Parker-Allie

will send around the invitation list, and include an indication of the apologies and non responses. This
should be circulated to the meeting participants.
The Kenyan node and Mr. Oguya were thanked for hosting the meeting.
The draft agenda was reviewed and Mr. Willoughby requested an item be added after point three in
which node managers provided a status update or overview of what is happening in the Nodes.
The aim of the workshop:
To organize and agree on an Africa wide regional workshop and discuss what this means.
The regional agenda should focus on the following three points:
1. The development of a regional strategy to drive the workplan forward
2. Suggestion of priorities and technical development to 2017
3. Streamline the functioning of the nodes committee
Mr. Willoughby indicated that the group should come up with concrete suggestions in the report that
can be taken up in the governing board meeting this year, so that GBIF takes cognizance of the African
needs in the workplan, in a more explicit way. Currently, all nodes are treated as equal in the
implementation of the workplan, although as African Nodes we do have different needs. If we don’t
articulate this, and ensure that GBIF delivers on this, it is never going to happen. The responsibility is up
to us to identify what GBIF is going to be doing and how it should engage with us.
The 10th of September has been identified as the final date for submitting the Africa region
position/document to GBIF for inclusion into the governing board. The group of Node managers present
at the meeting has been identified to develop a draft position for the regional meeting.
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A question was posed to the Node managers by Dr. Abrahamse “Why does GBIF not have an African
perspective?”
Baba: Africa is still very new to GBIF, many nodes have joined recently.
Innocent: Technology constraints exist for African nodes and it seems more input should be given to
GBIF on African Node requirements.
Hulda: email communication is an obstacle and also understaffing of the Nodes. This leads to an
inability to access opportunities such as proposal submissions to GBIF. Thus nodes are not putting
enough input into GBIF.
Francis: African agenda was never strongly put forward in the GBIF WP. Thus, African needs which are
different, has never been elaborated. GBIF treats us differently but they don’t know what our needs are,
and Africa is vastly different to the other nodes. Aspects such as broadband, is not a constraint in many
of the northern hemisphere countries. This agenda should help us to deal with issues such as
infrastructure, broadband, capacity (in terms of human and technology) and taxonomic constraint.
The general feeling was that the needs of the Nodes should be brought forward more strongly to GBIF.
Dr. Abrahamse suggested that a questionnaire be drawn up as part of the pre-preparation for the
workshop, which lists the constraints and that this gets circulated to each member country for their
evaluation and input. Node managers can tick off what they feel the constraints are. This will give a
better statistical mechanism of what the constraints are as there as both aspects that are within our
control but also aspects that are out of our control. One of the aspects to add to the questionnaire is
also whether there is any legislation that covers biodiversity information.
A suggestion was that GBIF could work with the CBD secretariat to address issues to the nodes. If GBIF
works with the CBD secretariat the message at the national level will be more powerful. This
mechanism will make it easier for the node managers to deal with important aspects such as digitization
priorities.
Chair summarized: As Africa, we must look at what we can do ourselves, what we can do with
colleagues on the continent, what GBIF can do for us, what is out of our control and we must wait for
ICT improvement and then we can do an analysis.
It was further indicated that the people represented on the current nodes committee executive are
North American and European. They don’t have an African insight into our requirements to provide
input into the workplan. Thus there is no one giving input or lobbying for developing countries
requirements. GBIF has a challenge of needing to show progress, and this can be done quicker with the
developing countries and the technology and infrastructure where they can make an impact. With
Africa they need to still invest in data capturing and data mobilization which does not have as high an
impact factor as developing a big “HIT /IPT system”.
Dr. Abrahamse asked if anyone read the backward look report, or the forward look report. There was a
lot of talk about the key indicator of success. Was it more and more clever technology or was it training
and development. The key indicator should be how GBIF brings everyone along including Africa.
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Another indication was that there was no representation on the Nodes Executive Committee, because
there are so few African Nodes in GBIF.
Chair indicated that in this case perhaps we should look at a marketing strategy to bring more African
Nodes on board such as Namibia and Angola. Should we as Nodes not be bringing our compatriots into
GBIF. As a solution, why don’t we commit to doing some marketing on the continent, but then we must
be clear about the roles and responsibilities and the paying of those countries and what they are going
to get out of it.
Going forward into the 2012-2017 workplan, we need to give strong input into the GBIF workplan, and
with regards to the 2011 plan, we can use this as a vehicle to get onto the same page with one another.
2. Priorities questions for content and technical development will be addressed in the questionnaire and will be
drawn up and circulated.

3. Nodes Committee
Node managers felt that one of the GBIF weak points is their mode of communication. There seems to be no
appropriate protocol on how they communicate. There needs to be a protocol on who communicates with
whom, and on what. We need to know what to strategically engage on but we are not doing this because we
don’t know who is engaging on what in the Nodes, due to this communication problem from GBIF. Thus we may
be losing out on good opportunities.

Within Africa there are few nodes and thus few African Node Managers on the Node Managers Committee.
Because the technologies are so different in Africa, there was a feeling that managers were less outspoken
because we were not at the same stage of development. There was an indication from Node Managers that they
did not have the sense from the Northern hemisphere that they experience the same kinds of constraints as in
the African region. When conducting training courses in collaboration with GBIF in the country, the level of the
training courses are quite high and not all the stakeholders can engage on the topics being presented. Thus
appropriate training is very key here.
A further example was discussed from South Africa in which museums are severely constrained, in that most
museums do not have information managers. Thus the tools that are being promoted are of a high level and the
institutes themselves don’t have the personal to roll out these tools locally. While we as node managers want to
make the most out of an organization such as GBIF, and want to be at the cutting edge, the stakeholders also
need to be able to identify with the work we are doing.

It was further suggested that at regional level, within the cycle of planning we must go through the workplan
before it is finalized and include our needs before it is endorsed for publication.
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Many of the museums of Europe have South African biodiversity specimens in them. We may want the
digitization of these specimens to be reflected in Africa’s numbers rather than European numbers. The need for
this repatriation of data is important, and in the event of other institutions that own African specimens, we
should look at joint ownership of this data with preferential access to this data. Node managers reported that
there were a number of repatriation projects that were taking place which have been driven by GBIF including
TanBIF and Mauritania. Another view on the idea of repatriation was that instead of just the repatriation of data,
a long term plan may be to look at raising funds to build museums to house our country specimens and
collections, which currently reside outside our countries and the Africa region.
We are also talking about 2 components here
1. Those collections already deposited in institutions outside of Africa
2. Those collections to be collected going forward
Thus we should have a national or regional policy which looks at how to undertake research, which deals with
material transfer agreement, issues of access and benefit sharing.
It was recommended that we also need to look at our user community. Ultimately, information must be
accessible and must help conserve biodiversity better, but it would also be beneficial to include and improve the
lives of people in the country. Thus it was proposed that we should have a developmental and poverty agenda.

Institutional arrangements and best practice models
Tanzania: TanBIF started in 2007, and is funded by the CEPDEC programme. It was started through a
participatory approach, whereby a call was sent to stakeholders on biodiversity, to attend a meeting. A national
committee was created to oversee the activities. A communiqué was developed by the pre-TanBIF project team
for signing by the stakeholders, in order to determine if the establishment of a national facility was useful and
what would it look like. This communiqué had 4 components
1. To accept that a national facility was needed i.e. TanBIF
2. National Committee to oversee the activities of TanBIF
3. Secretariate host which is the Commission for Science and Technology
4. TanBIF secretariat – the implementer of the decisions of the National Committee.
TanBIF has a Governing Board which constitutes all members that have signed the MoU of TanBIF, who have
agreed to share data with TanBIF and have agreed to contribute to TanBIF. Stakeholders include major national
universities, research institutions, national university for health sciences, fisheries research institute. In total
there are 30 institutes this year and they contribute at least $750 per year).
Ministry: Science and Technology
Uganda: UgaBIF is following the same TanBIF model however, establishment is still in the preliminary stages.
Various institutions have agreed that a facility needs to be established. The Committee is in place but the actual
portal development has not yet happened. Uganda is an associate member but has put measures in place to
become a voting member by next year.
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Ministry: Finance and Economic Planning, parent ministry for Uganda National Council for Science and
Technology, the UgaBIF Host.

Mauritania: A GBIF workshop was held in May 2010, and institutions were invited. Mauritania is in the process of
creating a national biodiversity organization. Baba is based at the High Training School in Mauritania and will lead
the establishment of the Mauritania-GBIF node. There is a relationship with fisheries research institutions,
universities, conservation institutions but establishment is still in the initial stages. Government buy-in has been
achieved and Mauritania is a voting node of GBIF.
Ministry: Environment affairs
Kenya: Kenya is still an associate member, and is also at initial stages of development. The National Museum of
Kenya is the host of the GBIF Kenya Node, and has in fact received funding for the establishment of a Centre of
Excellence in Biodiversity Informatics for the East Africa region. Kenya has also received mentoring support from
GBIF. Stakeholder meetings have been held and there is a general interest in bioinformatics and GBIF. National
Committees still needs to be established. Funding support for research and informatics is mainly derived through
project funds
Ministry: Home affairs and Culture
South Africa: Government identified the need for having a Biodiversity Information Facility, and funds this facility.
SANBI hosts the GBIF node, with SABIF forming a part of the Biodiversity Information Management Directorate at
SANBI. SABIF has a Steering Committee that provides strategic direction to the programme. The ToR was drawn
up by the DST. It was determined that this Committee would have representatives from a number of
communities including museums, academic institutions such as universities and government departments such as
Environmental Affairs and the Department of Minerals and Energy. The Steering Committee is chaired by the
Department of Science and Technology. SABIF also has a Project Advisory Committee that looks at the project
proposals, before digitization is funded.
Ministry: Science and Technology
Comment from Chair: Institutional arrangement should be put onto the regional agenda, so that we can look at
best practice models, and at which elements works well and which elements doesn’t work. This can provide
advice to new nodes coming on board to GBIF. It was further suggested that each node produce a one pager on
their institutional arrangement.

Scope of the Regional Workshop: All African GBIF countries on the continent
Who do we invite to the regional workshop?
It was indicated that it would be good to invite all country members of GBIF on the African continent, as well as
associate members. A further recommendation was made that we should not only invite members of GBIF, but
also other African countries that have potential to become GBIF nodes, so that we can drive our agenda forward.
For East Africa, these include countries such as Ruwanda, Burundi and Congo who is one of the lead countries in
terms of biodiversity. This suggestion would also depend on available resources.
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Chair: If we do this, we may want to allocate a day for GBIF members only in discussion and another day to
include everyone. If the agenda is for existing members and participants on the African continent to have more
strength, unity and clarify of thought then this meeting should be open to the African GBIF members and
partipants only. However, if we want to expand our base then we can go ahead, and we might want to ask GBIF
to fund this. Other countries that would be good to include in this marketing campaign are Namibia, Angola,
Zimbabwe and Mozambique.

Mr. Willoughby: If we bring everyone on board, we will need to bring them up to speed, and we will need to get
everyone to understand what the issues are. If we focus, for this round on the GBIF members only, we could be
more focused and strategic on our input into the GBIF WP and what we want to present in Korea. We may want
to bring more nodes on board next year, at the next regional meeting.
Ms. Parker-Allie: Are we then expanding the mandate of the nodes? If we are we should get more funding for
this from GBIF.
Decision: At this meeting, we invite all members of GBIF; country members, associate countries and associate
participants such as ICIPE and EWT. However, as part of the regional meeting report to be drawn up, we can
propose to expand African participation in Africa, and as African Node Managers, we would like to drive this
process. This proposal can also include a request for GBIF financial support and/or make use of current GBIF
mechanisms such as the call for mentoring proposals. This proposal will need to be submitted, as part of the
report and will need to be approved by the GBIF board. It was further discussed that as part of the proposal, we
can invite some members as observers to the regional meeting, and in this way slowly increase participation.
Final decision: All node managers will be invited, as well as countries with voting rights will have their Heads of
Delegation invited, for strategic and political support. Also, countries that are intending to become voting
members such as Kenya and Uganda will also have HoD’s invited. For this meeting 2 members (node manager ad
HoD) will be funded, and any additional people will be at the members own expense. Associate partners like EWT
and ARCOS will have only the Node Managers invited.
3 day meeting, 2 day discussion and last day will be discussions with HoD.
Scope: All African GBIF countries on the continent
Translation: We will set-up English and French translation and the regional report will be converted into French.
We can get a service provider, who could give us head-phones and someone to do the translation.
Suggestion: When developing the Regional portal, this should also be translated into 2 languages i.e. English and
French.
What are the regional networks in Africa? Are we talking about a biodiversity network or Biodiversity
Information Network?
Discussion at GBIF16 looked at what the past experiences in biodiversity information in the region was. What
skills, capacity, initiatives and past experiences exist in the region? Thus when we look at strengthening the
capacity in Africa, we are not reinventing the wheel. Thus, how do we draw these people back into the fold?
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Ms. Monica Magdevet from WCMC has made herself available to assist with identifying regional networks. She
has moved to Nairobi and her job is regional collaborator for Africa. She may be a key person to be involved, due
to her history and know-how of the networks.
BIONET: A network of networks. EAfriNET, SAFRINET,
BOZONET – also a network that died
SABONET: had a biodiversity information management component. Here information for 10 countries was
captured into the PRECIS system. In most instances, data was captured into a stand-alone ACCESS-based PRECIS
system. This project however died due to no funds being available for further data capture.
In terms of sustainability, it would be good to look at other funding organizations besides GBIF to fund the
Biodiversity Information Management work of the region. Also, we can identify partners that have funded
research activities on biodiversity. If we engage them, they may contribute to the issue of Biodiversity
Information Management since they have already funded research activities that have generated data. In this
way the data becomes relevant.
Decision: Potential funders can also be invited to the regional meeting. They will also be invited to the same
session as the HOD

Review of email from GBIF, sent by the Senior Programme Officer Juan Bello. The feedback from the members
of the meeting was sent to GBIF by Mr. Selwyn Willoughby and is indicated in red type.
Additional comments made by chair, or meeting participants in blue, and not included in email to GBIF
Dear Node Managers attending the planning meeting in Nairobi,
The GBIF Secretariat is working intensely at the moment on the drafting of the Strategic Plan for 2012-2016. Because of this,
it was impossible for us to attend this planning meeting. We would like therefore to share with you some suggestions and
ideas towards the preparation of the agenda (and other arrangements) for the African Regional Meeting 2010.

First, we would like to propose you 3 main points to be addressed at the meeting:
1. Analysis of the situation of GBIF Participant Nodes in Africa
What’s the situation of individual Participant Nodes?
Examples of successful implementation of biodiversity informatics activities in the region (e.g., national networks,
support to policy making, etc.)
Overview to GBIF-related initiatives in Africa – would include CEPDEC, EIA-SA project – status report of these can be
pulled together
Overview to other relevant initiatives and opportunities – JRS, perhaps this should be included in the questionnaire
Node-to-Node collaboration within the region and with Nodes / partners from other regions - should be included in
the questionnaire
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Identification of regional strengths, barriers, current needs and priorities regarding the publication, discovery and
access to biodiversity data (including also the implementation of national, regional or thematic BIFs) – has been
discussed today, and we can begin to draft input on this. Noting that different countries have differing strengths and
weaknesses.

Agreed, the above was identified as important input into defining the regional priorities.
2. Regional perspectives on the GBIF Work Programme for 2011
Discussion and feedback on the draft GBIF WP2011 recently circulated - Appropriate input will be provided before
the deadline. This document assumes or treats all BIF’s as equal in its approach and does not indicate where it
will focus its strengths or support for the BIF’s and it will be difficult to change the focus in this WP. On the
whole, on the African continent, there needs to be a bigger focus on capacity building and training. High end
technologies such as the IPT and HIT are difficult for the end users to implement in Africa, due to a lack of skills
and capacity. A lack of taxonomists for verification of data, are also a problem. It was suggested that Selwyn
would draw up comments on the WP and the rest of the Node Managers would input and this can then be
endorsed and sent to GBIF as input from this planning committee. Deadline – 2 July 2010.
Discussion and feedback on the reports from the Review and Forward Look reports – None of the Node Managers
received these reports. Please circulate these reports, with enough time for Node managers to review and to
comment, if applicable. Chair indicated that Node Managers need to read the forward look report in time for the
regional meeting.

3. Working together to increase the benefits from and facilitate engagement in GBIF related activities in Africa:
Regional action plan (2yr perspective, focused on the next 6-12 months): Goals, outputs, activities and roles – Our
view is that we will provide regional input into the GBIF 2012 -2016 workplan and not develop a separate regional
action plan. We do not have the resources to implement a separate action plan in addition to our country
business plans. This regional approach will need much further discussion at the Governing Board as an
appropriate regional implementation mechanism must be developed.
How the region would like to organise and work together? Recommendations to GBIF’s regionalisation process from
the African perspective – Agreed, the regional workshop will make firm recommendations. Item to be placed on
the regional agenda
Selection of a regional representative to represent the African Nodes at the extended Nodes Executive Committee
to be held in October in Korea (back to back the Governing Board meeting) – The recommendation to select a
representative is premature. The concept of the regional approach must first be discussed at our regional
workshop and agreement reached on the method of regional engagement. Thereafter, it would be best for all
Node managers to attend this year’s meeting where the entire approach to regionalisation, across all regions, are
presented and finalised. As a principle, it must be accepted that the regional approach might not be the same
across all regions, and therefore all node managers need to have an opportunity to engage on this issue to ensure
that the mechanism of engagement between GBIF and the representatives, if elected, are acceptable to ALL. This
will promote support and transparency. Furthermore, the Head of Delegations must have the opportunity to
discuss the new approach and the implications of potentially not having their respective countries at the annual
nodes meeting. I am aware that the regional approach was discussed at last year’s meeting, but it was never
agreed that a representative will be selected for this year’s meeting.
Summary of recommendations and agreements to be presented to the Nodes Committee and the Governing Board
– Agreed.

In terms of methodology, it would be very useful to have break out groups for subregional discussions in English and French
followed by plenary sessions. – We managed our entire meeting in plenary. Our regional workshop will not be guided by
linguistic regions, but rather thematic issues. Translators will be made available.
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___
We have reviewed your request below. This is a very interesting and important project which we all would like to be
engaged with. However, given that this will be the first time we are having an Africa-wide meeting, it was felt that the
focus should be kept on the strategic issues and not on content. This workshop would be best placed at the annual
Biodiversity Information Management Forum from 20 – 24 September 2010 in Cape Town. We are not minimizing the
importance of this project, but would prefer to keep the workshop focussed, especially since we have very tight time
frames and as we have agreed that the report will be drafted immediately after the workshop.
Please let me know if you would like to have a workshop slot as the Forum.
Last but not least, at the Nodes Committee Meeting in October last year, my colleague David Remsen (Senior Programme
Officer for ECAT), discussed with some of the African Nodes about the possibility of holding a workshop on building national
checklists. There was a lot of interest on this topic, so it was suggested to link this workshop to the regional meeting. The
intention would be to identify:
1. Scope and requirements - What is the composition of a national or regional species inventory? Do current or emerging
data standards support these requirements?
2. Current approaches - What approaches have been undertaken? The current work of Michelle Hamer and other GBIFS
approaches will be explored. Also, a review of the methods used by Gideon Smith and Estrela Figueredo to create a
provisional plant inventory for Angola would be particularly useful.
3. Supporting tools, services, applications that may contribute to a refined national checklist building process. David would
like to present the rationale and use of taxonomic name services and client applications which could support this process.
David would like to review with the African Nodes the current approaches to supporting the spreadsheet-based system of
SATOL. Also, to identify other ideas and existing tools that might be relevant.
In summary, the objective of the meeting would be to 1) Consolidate our findings into a set of possible practices and 2) use
the outcomes to help drive GBIF work in these areas.
Could you please discuss this with the other Nodes and consider the possibility of holding a two-day workshop on this backto-back the regional meeting? There could be funds available to support this extra activity as required.
We send you all our special regards, and wish you a very productive meeting. Please feel free to contact me in case there are
some urgent questions arising at the meeting. We look forward to hearing back from you,
Juan

Some Final items were discussed:
Mr. Willoughby indicated that he was informed by Dr. Nick King that the position of the Chair of the Nodes
Committee would become available and that he would be a good candidate. It was decided that the Regional
Committee would make a nomination for the Chair of the Nodes Committee as well as other relevant
Committees.
Final date for the regional meeting: 30th August –3rd September 2010.
The questionnaire on constraints will be circulated before the meeting.
Recommendations to host the regional meeting: Kenya and South Africa indicated that they could host the
meeting. Uganda and Tanzania needed to confirm. An evaluation of the cost, travel connectivity and
accommodation would also need to be looked at.
It was also further suggested that the regional workshop should take place annually and that funding for the
meeting should be sought. Other avenues besides GBIF would be looked at as well.
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Important discussion points from meeting

GBIF

Important discussion points from meeting / Recommendations:
Questionnaire: Questionnaire to be drawn up as part of the regional workshop pre-preparation which list the
constraints experienced by nodes
Worplan: A recommendation was made that the Node Managers should come together as a group and go through the
workplan before the Governing Board
Training needs: Appropriate training should be conducted – the level needs to be relevant to the country and
X
stakeholders need to be able to identify with the topic covered.
Repatriation of data: We could potentially look at joint ownership of data and preferential access to Africa’s data from
institutions that currently own African specimens. We should put some country level data sharing agreements in place.
National/ Regional Policy Framework: we should look at putting a policy in place that deals with access and benefit
sharing, material transfer etc. SA has developed a Biodiversity Information Policy Framework and this document will be
distributed to the nodes
Institutional arrangement: All country nodes have different institutional arrangements. In the event of the TanBIF
governing Board, it has been identified that this is an outstanding mechanism due to the fact that the Governing Board
is made up of the user community for the data. Thus, the buy-in is achieved at an early stage from users. Instead of
needing to do road show type of activities to attain the buy-in.
This item should be placed onto the regional agenda, and each node needs to produce a one pager on their
institutional arrangement for the regional meeting.
GBIF needs to understand institutional arrangements, and provide us with support accordingly.
X
Minutes of the meeting to be used to develop the draft report for the regional meeting.
Funding: Look at other funding organizations to sustain biodiversity information management work for the region.
What is the scope of the Regional meeting: All of Africa
Who will be invited: All African node managers, including voting countries, associate countries and associate
partners/international organizations. HOD’s will also be invited
Questionnaire to be circulated before the meeting and completed by Node Managers. This will be used in the regional
workshop
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Responsible Party
Nodes
Country
Governments
(HOD’s)

X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X

Attendance and Response from Nodes to the Regional Planning Meeting Invitation

Country
Albertine rift London
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

Organisation
ARCOS

Name
Sam

Surname
Kanyamibwa

Present

1
Benin
Burkina Faso
Cameroon
Equatorial Guinea

Jean
Louis
Gaston
Ramon

Cossi Ganglo
Blanc Traore
Achoundong
Ndong Esono

No response
1

Ghana
Guinea
Kenya
Kenya
Madagascar
Mauritania
Morocco
South Africa
South Africa

ICIPE

SANBI
EWT

George
Saïdou
Fabian
Francis
Jaona
Baba Anina Ould
Moulaye
Said
Tania
Brenda

Owusu‐Afriye
Doumbouya
Haas
Oguya
Ranaivo
Mohamed

1

Dr Jose Nguema Oyana could not
attend
Could not attend due to falling sick
No response
No response

1
No response
1

Belcadi
Abrahamse
Daly

South Africa

BioNet‐SAFRINET Mervyn

Mansell

South Africa
South Africa
Tanzania
Uganda

SANBI
SANBI

Willoughby
Parker‐Allie
Gideon
Akampurira

Selwyn
Fatima
Hulda
Innocent

Status
Replaced Charles Kahindo M.Ngabo,
Logistical problem with booking
flight by travel agent, was unable to
attend
No response

1

No response
1

14
15
16
17
18
19

Not
Present

1

Could not attend due to work
commitments

1

Could not attend due to travelling
commitments

1
1
1
1
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