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Convenor: SANBI
Sponsor: JRS Biodiversity Foundation
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Participants: See annex I
Objectives:
1. Acquaint African partners to the institutions, networks, tools, infrastructure, opportunities and
rationale for biodiversity informatics in Africa;
2. Review the draft toolkit to determine policy and decision-making relevant biodiversity data;
3. Decide what biodiversity data is required for making evidence-based policies and decisions in
Africa;
4. Map institutional landscapes to determine the significant sources and repositories of required
biodiversity data;
5. Determine the current availability and accessibility of required biodiversity data;
6. Set priorities for the mobilization (collection, digitization and publication) of required
biodiversity data;
7. Identify regional capacity constraints in biodiversity informatics and, accordingly, agree on the
type of training to be provided at subsequent workshops;
8. Strengthen the internal working relations of the community.
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1. Introduction
The 2nd JRS project workshop took place in Pretoria National Botanic Garden, over the period 25-27
March 2014. The workshop was attended by 23 delegates representing 14 African countries, as well as
regional and international organisations such as the Endangered Wildlife Trust (EWT), ICLEI – Local
Governments for Sustainability and the Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF).
The stated workshop objectives were allocated between days and addressed sequentially in the
programme. This report summarizes the methodologies employed, activities conducted, and results
achieved through the workshop. It evaluates the technical and logistical aspects of the workshop and
proposes a number of recommendations concerning the attainment of the project’s goals and the
organisation and execution of future workshops.
The structure of this report reflects the workshop programme (see Annex II), such that the sessions are
reported in chronological order.
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2. Day 1: Setting the scene and determining the data
Upon their arrival, participants were presented with a USB memory stick containing all of the
documentation required for the purposes of the workshop. This gesture was intended both as a
welcome gift and a means to reducing paper waste.
Although most of the workshop participants have been actively engaged in the African biodiversity
informatics community for several years not least through membership of GBIF, a number of attendees
were joining the community for the first time. Thus considerable variation was anticipated between the
workshop participants in terms of their level of sophistication in managing biodiversity data, their
degree of familiarity with regional and international biodiversity informatics initiatives, and their prior
strength of cooperation with relevant actors in the field. The workshop programme was designed to
accommodate for this variation by commencing with a scene-setting session providing a ‘crash course’
on key initiatives.

2.1.

Introductions, ground rules, aims and expectations

Mr Selwyn Willoughby welcomed delegates to the workshop and facilitated a ‘tour de table’ of
introductions. He invited the delegates to propose a set of ground rules for the duration of the
workshop. These rules related primarily to matters of attentiveness (e.g. limit mobile phone use and
email activity), participation (e.g. contribute proactively to discussions), and inclusiveness (e.g. give
everyone the opportunity to speak). Mr Willoughby also invited delegates to share their expected
achievements for the coming three days. Common expectations were to learn new skills, expand
professional networks, and support the attainment of the project goals.

2.2.

Biodiversity informatics: a global overview

Dr Olaf Bánki of the GBIF Secretariat gave a broad global overview of how biodiversity information
supports international science and policy initiatives. He introduced GBIF and demonstrated how to
publish biodiversity data through an online portal. He outlined the membership base of GBIF and
explained the pertaining joining procedure, benefits, fees and obligations. He presented graphical
displays depicting the increase in biodiversity data records published through GBIF and the increasing
prevalence of GBIF data citations in academic literature. A number of ‘use cases’ were outlined to
exemplify how data published through GBIF can help to inform scientific research and evidence-based
policymaking: for example, the spatial delineation of marine protected areas in Madagascar. Finally, Dr
Bánki described the relationships held between GBIF and other organisations and initiatives such as the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the Group on Earth Observations - Biodiversity Observation
Network (GEO-BON) and the Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
(IPBES).

2.3.

Global Biodiversity Informatics Outlook

Mr Selwyn Willoughby introduced the Global Biodiversity Informatics Outlook (GBIO) which he had coauthored. The GBIO was presented as a framework for better understanding, conserving and sustainably
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using the world’s biodiversity. Mr Willoughby continued by elaborating on four ‘focus areas’ of the
GBIO, namely, culture, data, evidence and understanding. The focus area of culture was described as the
context for sharing digital knowledge with implications for standards, policies, and practices. The focus
area of data is geared towards ensuring that the streams of primary biodiversity data (e.g. literature,
journals, natural history collections, field observations, molecular sequencing and remote sensing)
provide credible foundations for analysis and understanding. The focus area of evidence is geared
towards providing comprehensive organised views of relevant biodiversity data, with implications for
data quality and fitness-for-use, nomenclature and taxonomy, and data access. The focus area of
understanding, concerns the application of data to address questions by way of modelling, analysis and
the integration of biodiversity data with other research domains. Mr Willoughby concluded by
highlighting the relevance of GBIO to a broad spectrum of stakeholders and asserting the need for such
stakeholders to be actively engaged in the process.

2.4.

Regional progress and roadmap

Ms Hulda Gideon of TanBIF, who also serves as the nominated representative of GBIF Africa, gave a
presentation in which she introduced the GBIF Africa Group, provided a progress update and articulated
the group’s priorities going forward. Picking up on a thread of Mr. Banki’s earlier presentation, Ms
Gideon explained the different types of membership available to countries and organizations (voting
country participants, associate country participants and associate organization participants). She
specified three “key strategic areas” of work for the GBIF Africa Group and provided progress updates
for each.
With respect to the first strategic area, namely, ‘Advance the Engagement’, notable achievements
included the establishment of the GBIF Africa Coordinating Mechanism and the African Science
Committee, as well as the organization of a series of regional meetings and capacity-building events.
However, it was acknowledged that slow progress has been made in recruiting new members to the
GBIF community: there have been no more voting participants recruited since Uganda joined in 2009
and no more associate members since the Republic of Congo joined in 2011.
With respect to the second strategic area, ‘Advance the Digital Content’, Ms Gideon recapped on a set
of broad priorities for biodiversity data mobilization agreed by participants at the 1st project workshop in
Berlin. These priorities included invasive alien species, endangered species, agro-biodiversity, forests,
native and endemic species, medicinal plants, freshwater and wetland biodiversity, marine data and
crop wild relatives. The act of priority-setting was deemed to be a useful exercise in helping the
community to think more strategically in focusing its energy. However the set of agreed priorities were
acknowledged as a starting point only, in anticipation of developing more refined sets of countryspecific priorities.
With respect to the third strategic area, ‘Advance the Informatics Infrastructure’, notable achievements
were also reported. An increasing proportion of the countries have established national data portals and
begun using the Integrated Publishing Toolkit prescribed by the GBIF Secretariat. Furthermore GBIF
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Secretariat has now established homepages for each participating country, providing helpful overviews,
profiles, links and contacts.
Ms Gideon then turned the community’s attention to the future. She noted an amount of EUR 20,000
that has been allocated from the GBIF core budget to support the GBIF Africa Regional Meeting in Benin
in July 2014. She highlighted GBIF’s recent capacity enhancement support call (deadline for proposal
submissions is in June) which could fund new mentoring, training and advocacy activities in the region.
Additionally, Ms Gideon mentioned a collaborative project proposal submitted to the JRS Biodiversity
Foundation by US-based VertNet in partnership with several African institutions.
As for immediate next steps, Ms Gideon stressed that the community must prepare for the GBIF Africa
Regional Meeting in Benin, and endeavour to submit collaborative proposals in response to donors’
recent calls.

2.5.

Update on JRS project and review of the draft toolkit

Russell Galt of SANBI reminded participants of the aims, objectives, methodology, expected outputs and
desired outcomes of the JRS project. He updated participants on the progress made in implementing the
project. Such progress included the execution of the 1st project workshop held in Berlin, Germany, over
2-3 October, the establishment of a functioning website for the project, and the composition of a draft
toolkit to determine policy-relevant biodiversity data.
Mr Galt then facilitated a session to review the draft toolkit to determine policy and decision-making
relevant biodiversity data.1 The draft toolkit constitutes the first major material product of the project. It
is designed to assist African biodiversity informaticians in identifying and prioritizing biodiversity data for
mobilization, focusing on policy-relevance, strategic value, and optimal end-use. The toolkit is regarded
as a draft because it is work in progress which, throughout the course of the project, will be periodically
updated and consolidated in light of test-bedding, feedback and the emergence of new materials and
best practices.
Several weeks prior to the workshop, the draft toolkit was circulated among the African partners by
email. At the workshop, Mr Galt presented an abridged version before inviting participants to form four
breakout groups and address the following questions aimed at stimulating an in-depth critique of its
content, relevance and style:
1.
2.
3.

Are there any important omissions in the proposed structure, contents and activities
pertaining to this toolkit?
To what extent does the description of the relationship between data, science and policy
concur with your practical experiences?
Should the data-science interface be elaborated and if so, how?

1

This draft toolkit is available for downloading from the project website:
http://biodiversityadvisor.sanbi.org/?2nd_level_items=mobilising-africas-biodiversitydata&parent=projects&home_items=projects
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4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

Is the distinction made between scientists and policymakers sufficient, or should these
categories be further subdivided (e.g. into groups such as field scientists, data curators,
researchers, civil servants and politicians)?
Is the definition of policy relevance appropriate?
How practical are each of the four different “approaches” to determine priority policyrelevant biodiversity data?
Which of the four approaches would you be most likely to adopt?
Are there any alternative approaches that ought to be included?

To each of these questions, the breakout groups provided detailed responses which were distilled and
recorded using participatory appraisal techniques (see figure 1). More elaborate responses were
received electronically. The following subsection seeks to summarize and thematically cluster the
feedback received.

Figure 1: Feedback from breakout groups on the draft toolkit to determine policy-relevant biodiversity data (credit: SANBI).
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2.5.1. Target audience
A number of workshop participants asked for greater clarity regarding the target audience or intended
user-base of the toolkit. The draft toolkit was noted as being primarily geared towards data managers,
scientists and researchers, as evidenced by the substantial guidance on how to understand and relate to
policymaking, with comparatively little guidance being offered to help policymakers relate to science
and data management. The implicit target audience of the toolkit was deemed to neglect policymakers.
Workshop participants recommended expanding the toolkit to cater for a greater variety of stakeholders
and their varying degrees of competence. This, it was said, would help to strengthen the impact and
utility of the toolkit.
2.5.2. Structure and contents
Workshop participants were referred to figure 2 in the draft toolkit which presents a diagrammatic
overview of the proposed structure, contents and activities. Participants recommended that this
diagram be modified into a more linear format: a stepwise flow diagram with feedback loops. One
participant suggested that the toolkit should be presented as a “menu of options” from which different
users can quickly ascertain and access whichever components meet their respective needs.
Participants made several recommendations for consolidating the proposed structure and contents of
the draft toolkit. These included:








Stating clearly why the toolkit is necessary and expounding its aims, scope and purpose;
Highlighting the importance of biodiversity data for evidence-based policymaking;
Inserting African case studies to demonstrate the value of biodiversity data (focusing on crosscutting and cross-boundary issues);
Providing additional guidance on how to prioritize national data requirements and address
identified data gaps;
Placing biodiversity data mobilization in the context of national and international policy
frameworks for sustainable development, not least by drawing links to relevant institutions,
projects, initiatives, directives, agreements and processes; and
Describing GBIF and the opportunities and benefits it presents.

Section C of the draft toolkit, which concerns the development and dissemination of academic curricular
materials, received several comments. It was suggested that an open partnership be established to
connect with and draw expertise from other academic disciplines. There was strong agreement among
participants that biodiversity informatics modules should be integrated into existing science degrees and
that efforts be made to establish entirely new degrees dedicated to the subject. To this end, the
establishment of the International Master of Biodiversity and Tropical Plant Environments through the
‘Sud Expert Plantes’ programme was cited as an exemplary model. Additionally, it was suggested that
‘logistics and IT training’ be provided as part of section C.
2.5.3. Policy-relevance
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It was noted that various definitions of ‘policy-relevance’ are offered in the draft toolkit, without clearly
stipulating a final working definition. Furthermore, some of the criteria used to define policy-relevance
were deemed to be ambiguous e.g. the criterion to result in “discernible improvements in policy and
decision-making”. Participants requested that these shortcomings be remedied.
2.5.4. Policy tracking
One breakout group suggested that a mechanism be developed for tracking policies to determine the
extent to which they are improved by the provision of relevant data. The group recommended the
inclusion of a section in the toolkit to explain how this could be achieved in practice.
2.5.5. Data-science-policy model
The description of the relationship between data, science and policy was deemed to be similar to the
personal notions and practical experiences of workshop participants. However, not all workshop
participants spoke in unison.
Some participants argued that the data-science-policy model would suffice and that any further detail
would render the concerned section of the toolkit excessively complicated and case-specific. Others
recommended expounding the “push and pull” factors driving biodiversity data mobilization with special
attention to the data-science interface and roles of different actors.
Participants recommended devising a checklist of potential stakeholders comprising people and
institutions. They requested that a “more granular approach” be taken, such that the categories are
further subdivided to include a broader range of actors including data managers, conservationists, civil
servants, lobbyists and policymakers.
Participants also recommended elaborating on the data needs of policymakers, and how they typically
make use of biodiversity data. Additionally, greater detail was requested on the links between
policymakers and data managers including their mutual dependence.
2.5.6. Communication
Participants requested that communication guidelines be developed for both policymakers and
scientists. Specifically, for scientists, guidance should be provided on how to communicate the
importance of data mobilization activities and ascertain data needs from policymakers; whereas for
policymakers, guidance should be provided on how to interpret science and articulate demands for data
to scientists.
It was requested that more case studies be incorporated into the toolkit to assist users in understanding
its concepts, and in communicating their own messages regarding biodiversity informatics. Workshop
participants suggested that preference be given to case studies that are cross-cutting and crossboundary in nature, and demonstrate how data is used in practice to support policymaking.

10

It was also recommended that a number of simple messages be devised and incorporated into the
toolkit. These simple messages should be tailored to inform and equip different users.
2.5.7. Style
With respect to the style of the toolkit, participants suggested that it is currently too technical and
lengthy, and ought to be simplified and reduced. They proposed splitting the toolkit into two separate
parts: the first being theoretical, comprising an academic literature review and background research;
and the second being more practical comprising stepwise instructions to determine policy-relevant
biodiversity data. The latter component would provide an explanation of who should be responsible for
doing what and how they can do it.
Reinforcing comments made under the subsection on communication, it was also suggested that simple
messages be developed for different users of the toolkit.
On the matter of presentation, one participant noted that some of the references were not properly
dated.
2.5.8. Approaches to determine policy-relevant biodiversity data
It was remarked that donor priorities do not always reflect the national priorities of African countries
and that caution should therefore be exercised when extrapolating data mobilization priorities from the
priorities of donors. This point has special relevance to figure 1 in the toolkit.
With respect to the four approaches to determine policy-relevant biodiversity data, participants made
substantial comments which are collated and summarized as follows:
Approach 1: Refer to explicit stipulations of data needs
This approach was regarded by participants as “fast”, “practical” and “academic”. However, one group
noted that the approach would only be as accurate as the sources used which may themselves be
compromised by strong bias and significant error margins that are not readily visible.
Approach 2: Infer implicit, non-stipulated data needs
Owing to its reliance on inference, this approach was criticized as being “risky and not evidence-based”
as well as impractical “due to the specificity” entailed. Additional criticism was levelled at it for being
technically demanding, requiring a deep understanding of issues in a country and policies across sectors.
It was also suggested that the approach be revised and reworded to enhance its clarity.
Approach 3: Engage and consult stakeholders to determine and verify policy-relevance
This approach was deemed to be rather academic but “very practical” and perhaps “the most reliable
approach”. One participant remarked that the choice of policy-relevant biodiversity data to be mobilized
“must originate from the needs, demands, and priorities expressed by policymakers” and that such
information is best obtained through direct consultation. To this end, appropriate structures should be
put in place to allow for fluid communication between policymakers and scientists. This approach was
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noted to be “strongly related” to the fourth approach which concerns metadata and it was suggested
that the two be taken in conjunction. Indeed, it was also suggested that the third approach be taken as a
“support process” for the all three other approaches. Some participants also suggested re-numbering
the approaches in order of their effectiveness, with the third approach being amended as the first.
Some drawbacks of the third approach were also identified. Some participants requested that greater
attention be paid to the explanatory language used. It was also noted that meaningful stakeholder
consultation must be “across the board and inclusive” which can be very expensive, sometimes
prohibitively so. Contrary to the predominantly positive feedback on the practicality and scientific
robustness of the third approach, one of the breakout groups criticized it as being “theoretical and
difficult to implement”.
Approach 4: Mobilize metadata and interpret demand signals
This approach was described as “academic and very practical” with the caveat that appropriate tools
must be put in place to track and analyse data usage. It was suggested that a set of guidelines for
preparing meta-data papers be developed and incorporated into the toolkit. The GBIF Secretariat has
apparently produced such guidelines which are freely available online and can be tweaked towards to
the African context if need be.
General comments on the four approaches
Participants regarded the approaches as complementary and best taken together. Indeed, they
suggested that in any given situation a hybrid of approaches be taken in a holistic manner i.e. the user
should choose the best mix of approaches for their specific local/national situation taking into account
the resources available and the accuracy required. To this end, participants requested that the four
approaches be depicted in a comparative table indicating their respective advantages and disadvantages
(e.g. concerning practicality) as well as the circumstances in which they should be employed.
Additionally, a request was made for a set of guidelines to inform users of the implications of their
choices.
Participants suggested that all four approaches be undertaken in collaboration with the relevant GBIF
Heads of Delegations (HoDs) who should also be called upon to assist with connecting to policymakers
as well as lobbying and fundraising to support data mobilization activities.
One participant proposed a fifth approach to determine policy-relevant biodiversity data. Specifically, it
was suggested that a mechanism be developed to track the search queries for data on particular
species. This could be achieved on a variety of search facilities from dedicated biodiversity informatics
websites like that of GBIF to more general websites such as Google and Yahoo.
When asked which of the approaches they would be most likely to adopt, most participants indicated
that the third approach would be most desirable, followed by the fourth approach. Conversely, one
group suggested that the first two approaches would be most convenient given that they would be
easier to measure and evaluate.
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3. Day 2: Institutional maps and data gaps
3.1.

Welcome remarks of the CEO

On the second day of the workshop, SANBI’s Chief Executive Officer (CEO), Dr Tanya Abrahamse, made
some welcoming remarks to the workshop participants. She spoke of the international community’s
growing recognition of the essential role that data will play in the post-2015 development framework.
She reminded participants that human wellbeing and prosperity depend on flows of ecosystem services
generated and mediated by biodiversity. She stressed the importance of the delegates’ efforts to
capture, digitize and share biodiversity data; to ensure that researchers can conduct credible research to
better understand the status and trends of biodiversity; and allow policymakers to make informed
policies based on robust evidence rather than unfounded convictions. Finally, Dr Abrahamse stressed
the need for strengthening regional collaboration to enhance collective capacity and accelerate strategic
biodiversity data mobilization.

3.2.

Experiences, case studies and intentions

Mr Selwyn Willoughby thanked Dr Abrahamse for her remarks before guiding the workshop participants
into another interactive session. The participants were once again split into breakout groups and asked
to reflect on their greatest successes in mobilizing biodiversity data to date, identify the drivers that
stimulated such mobilization, and elaborate on the involvement (if any) of policymakers in the process.
They were also encouraged to share their national priorities for biodiversity data mobilization over the
next 3-5 years. To guide the discussion, three questions were posed to the group.
1. What biodiversity data have you been most successful in mobilizing so far?
2. How did you decide which biodiversity data to mobilize? (Low-hanging fruit, responding to a
demand, intuition, etc.)
3. What biodiversity data will you prioritize to mobilize in the next few years and why? Please give
3 examples.

By reflecting on achievements rather than constraints, it was hoped that a positive energy would be
instilled among the group. By considering how their achievements came about, it was hoped that
participants would identify key drivers and processes influencing biodiversity data mobilization. By
proposing priorities going forward, participants would commence applying the four approaches posited
in the draft toolkit to determine policy-relevant biodiversity data. Given the time constraints in the
workshop and indeed the considerable feedback received on the four approaches during the first day of
the workshop, a decision was taken to grant participants an artistic license for this task of setting
national priorities so that they could do so in an expedient manner, drawing from the toolkit as
necessary.
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3.3.

Field trip

In the afternoon of the second day, participants were taken on a field excursion to the Apartheid
Museum in Johannesburg followed by the Union Buildings in Pretoria where they visited the recently
unveiled statue of the late President, Nelson Mandela. Although these activities have no special link to
biodiversity data, they served important purposes. The activities provided delegates with an opportunity
to connect and deliberate over the previous two days proceedings in an informal setting and –
importantly for the newcomers – to meet and interact with each other on a personal basis, which is
critical for network building. Certainly, the establishment of good personal relations can render working
relations stronger and more productive. Additionally, the activities provided a space for participants to
raise concerns, make suggestions and pose questions in smaller groups or bilaterally. Perhaps most
importantly, the field trip gave participants a much needed break from the technical proceedings and
made the workshop fun and appealing, possibly serving to increase participation.

nd

Figure 2. Some delegates to the 2 JRS project workshop gathered at Union Buildings in Pretoria (credit: SANBI).
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4. Day 3: Paving a way forward
4.1.

Setting national priorities for biodiversity data mobilization

Participants were invited to report back on the three questions which they addressed in the group
exercise of the previous day. Their results are compiled and summarized in annex III. One group
unilaterally opted to address a fourth question on engaging with policymakers, specifically asking what
has worked in practice. Hence the inclusion of an additional column, headed, engaging with
policymakers, in the table.
From the annex III table it can be discerned that various regional, national and international factors help
to drive the mobilization of biodiversity data. Among the many reasons participants cited for having
mobilized biodiversity, the most common related to the availability of data and funding to support such
activities (i.e. low-hanging fruit). Reporting obligations at the national and international level (e.g. State
of Environment Reports, National Assessments, and NBSAPs) were also commonly cited, as were several
projects and programmes (e.g. SEPCEP-DEC programme and certain JRS projects). Other drivers cited by
participants included ministerial directives, the results of stakeholder consultations, expert opinion,
private research agendas, energy sector requests (e.g. EWT’s partnership with Eskom), and economic
necessity (e.g. fisheries data).
The types of data that participants put forward as priorities for future mobilization varied considerably.
Dr Olaf Bánki aggregated the priorities into distinct categories as expressed in table 1. The priorities
ranged from very broad (e.g. ecosystem service data) to highly specific (e.g. GMO cotton). There were
approximately 15 instances of zoological data being prioritised, 7 of plant data and 13 other types of
data. The most commonly prioritized type of data was that of ‘threatened species’ (6 countries) seemingly driven by the need for countries to complete Red Lists – closely followed by bird data (5
countries), regarded as important for, inter alia, ecotourism.
Table 1. The left column indicates the type of data proposed by country representatives as national priorities for mobilization.
The right column indicates the number of participants who prioritised each type of data.

Type of data
Threatened (Red Lists)
Birds
Ecosystem service data
Plants
Fish
Human-wildlife conflict
Invasive alien species
Medicinal plants
Protected area
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Number of
countries
prioritizing data
6
5
3
3
2
2
2
2
2

Aquatic biodiversity
Bush meat
Crop pests
Edible insects
Endemic
Geological data
GMO cotton
Insects
LBSAP data
Mountain biodiversity
NBA data
Poached species
Pollinators
Raptor data
Road kill data
Water-relevant species
Wetland species

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Although the participants used their expertise and country-level insights to propose national priorities
for biodiversity data mobilization, it is clear that personal bias and knowledge limitations affected their
choices. The fact that the two representatives of Zimbabwe independently devised very different sets of
national data priorities confirms the subjectivity of this exercise.
It was agreed that in setting national priorities for data mobilization, some degree of subjectivity was
inevitable. To ensure that national priorities reflect a broader consensus, it was deemed necessary to
conduct meaningful country-level stakeholder consultations. With greater time and resources at hand,
participants would be encouraged undertake such consultation akin to the third approach posited in the
draft toolkit.
In any case, the subjectivity that pervaded the concerned exercise did not impede attainment of its
primary aims which were to induce participants to think strategically about biodiversity data
mobilization and better understand how to set priorities in practice.

4.2.

Sources, repositories and accessibility of priority data

Dr Olaf Bánki of GBIF then facilitated an interactive session to consider the key sources, repositories and
current accessibility of the identified national priority data. This exercise was intended to help illuminate
the institutional landscape for biodiversity data curation in Africa, whilst also giving indications of the
barriers to data-sharing.
Participants were provided with a number of supporting materials. These included a table template with
prescribed column headings which participants later collectively critiqued and modified (see table 2).
Other materials included two large maps of Africa on which participants were invited to denote at least
16

three national biodiversity data mobilization priorities as well as significant data-holding institutions, in
each of their respective countries.
Table 2. The table template comprising collectively agreed column headings.
Country

Host
institution

Priority
data (e.g.
taxonomic
groups,
specific
area…)

Timeline

Condition
(e.g. written,
digitized,
published)

Accessibility (e.g.
publicly
accessible, on
special request,
inaccessible)

Completeness
of data

Data
owner

Data
curator

Participants were allocated a set amount of time to individually complete the table and write on the
maps. Participants submitted their completed tables which were then compiled together into a single
table, as shown in annex IV. However, this consolidated table is currently incomplete as at the time of
writing this report, the submissions of a number of participants had not yet been received. However,
most participants did write their results on the maps (relayed in figures 3 and 4), which insofar as
possible have been transferred to the annex IV table.
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Figure 3. A wall map of Africa comprising annotations indicating the national priorities for biodiversity data mobilization set by
participants.
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Figure 4. A wall map of Africa comprising annotations indicating key sources of priority data and the current accessibility of that
data. The key in the bottom left corner indicates that ‘A’ denotes ‘accessible’, ‘PA’ denotes ‘partially accessible’, and ‘NA’
denotes ‘not accessible’.

Collectively, the participants cited over 70 institutions thought to hold priority data. To evaluate the
accessibility of priority data held in these institutions, Dr Olaf Bánki tallied the results and expressed
them in a table (see table 3). Insofar as data accessibility is concerned, there is considerable variation
between countries. For example, in the case of Madagascar, all five of the institutions identified were
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deemed to make priority data freely accessible. However, in the case of Angola, priority data was
deemed to be inaccessible in all three of the institutions identified. Overall, in 46 out of 72 institutions
(i.e. 64 %), priority data was deemed to be only partially accessible.
Table 3. Accessibility of priority biodiversity data held in various institutions.

No. of
Partial
Not
Country/participant institutes Accessible Accessible Accessible
Mauritania
3
3
Guinea
3
1
1
1
Ghana
4
1
1
2
Benin
5
4
1
Togo
6
3
2
1
Tanzania
15
15
Angola
3
3
Botswana
5
1
2
2
South Africa
4
3
1
Swaziland
3
3
Madagascar
5
5
Zimbabwe
5
5
Malawi
4
4
Uganda
4
1
3
EWT
3
3
TOTAL
72
15
46
11

Dr Olaf Bánki invited the participants to elaborate further on their country-level experiences.
Dr Jaona Ranaivo of Madagascar explained that data is freely accessible in all 5 of the institutions
identified in his country. This, he explained, is a result of train-the-trainer workshops held across the
country. In return for such training and as a condition of participation, attendees agreed to publish their
data through GBIF. The workshops proved so effective that just one month later, significant increases
were detected in the volume of data being published. According to Dr Ranaivo, the greatest challenge
for biodiversity information management in Madagascar pertains to a lack of funding, as the training
workshops consumed substantial resources. He stressed the need for those who publish data to be
better connected to those who use the data.
In Mauritania, the data held in three institutions was deemed to be partially accessible. This, Mr. Baba
Anina Mohamed explained, was largely due to a lack of infrastructure and poor communication, with
the latter being a symptom of the former. It is necessary to have human resources and technological
infrastructure in place to enable proper communication with data holding institutions, especially in the
case of Mauritania, where several of such institutions are abroad (e.g. in France). Repatriating data
requires ongoing negotiation and is not always successful. There is only one institution in Mauritania
which has the capacity to digitize data. In other institutions there is ample data but it is often trapped in
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written form by a lack of infrastructure and human resources. It would take a team of students and
technicians a considerable amount of time to digitize the data.
In Angola, virtually all priority biodiversity data is inaccessible. According to Dr Domingos Neto, this is
primarily due to the weakness of incentives. Dr Neto suggested that capacity building could help to
motivate and stimulate institutions to digitize and publish their data.
In the case of Malawi, Ms Monipher Musasa explained that there is currently a lack of biodiversity data
in existence and that which does exist is not readily accessible.
In Swaziland, the incentives for data publishing are still too weak, Ms Calisile Mhlanga explained. Most
data on Swaziland’s biodiversity has been collected by private researchers who have incurred
considerable costs in doing so. Ms Mhlanga explained that before sharing their data, the private
researchers expect some form of compensation or at least a convincing rationale for why their data is
needed.
From the perspective of ICLEI, Ms Georgina Avlonitis explained that many of the challenges mentioned
as being prevalent at the national level are exacerbated at the local level owing to tighter resources. Ms
Avlonitis remarked that the list of incentives for sharing data, touted by GBIF, is still rather dry and “fails
to turn people on”.
In the case of South Africa, Ms Brenda Daly explained that data is accessible in three of the four
institutions identified. She stressed the importance of conducting follow up training to reinforce learning
and ensure maximum sustained impact. Additionally, she suggested that training be diversified and
specialized to better meet the needs of specific target communities.
Drawing from his experiences in Benin, Professor Jean Ganglo spoke of the need for stratified training in
biodiversity informatics. Such training should provide a basic introduction to biodiversity data
management as well as more in-depth training, perhaps through MSc and PhD programmes. Professor
Ganglo reflected on an occasion when he requested the National Herbarium of Benin to digitize certain
data. The herbarium staff questioned the rationale for doing so and expected clear answers before
taking any action to meet his request. Thus, there are difficulties relating to ownership and reluctance to
share. Professor Ganglo explained that persuading such institutions to mobilize their data requires
effective communication and ongoing negotiation.
In the case of Botswana, Dr Michael Flyman indicated that priority data is partially accessible because it
is predominantly in written form. Thus, in Botswana, there is a need for training on data digitization.
There are issues around data ownership as certain institutions are reluctant to share the data that they
generate. Thirdly, Dr Flyman noted challenges with data standards. Often data exists but cannot be fully
utilized because of incompatible or unclear standards.
Dr Alex Asase of Ghana indicated that in his country, the rewards and incentives for data publishing are
currently inadequate. He suggested that when data is published, greater credit be afforded to the data
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provider, just as a scientist would be credited for publishing work in a high impact journal. He also
suggested that a distinction be made between basic and in-depth training.
Dr Chipangura Chirara of Zimbabwe encouraged that any future training events should be
multidimensional. For example, a workshop on how to collect data on a particular species should also
consider data on other species or indeed an entire ecosystem.
According to Ms Hulda Gideon, in the case of Tanzania, data holding institutions are usually willing to
share information. However, major obstacles including financial and human capacity constraints
continue to impede data mobilization. Ms Gideon suggested that legislation is needed to ensure that
data publishing becomes an obligation associated with any publicly funded research.
Lizanne Roxburgh of EWT spoke of the need to provide basic training on data standards, metadata and
the Integrated Publishing Toolkit (IPT). These are basic necessities for data publishing.
Dr Pierre Radji of Togo also spoke on the subject of training. He highlighted the important role that GBIF
Heads of Delegation can play in generating political support for biodiversity data mobilisation. He
suggested that they be invited to join GBIF Africa Regional meetings or perhaps meet separately, in their
own parallel meetings. This could also lead to greater funding for GBIF Africa activities. Dr Olaf Bánki of
GBIF Secretariat responded to Dr Radji’s comments by suggesting that Heads of Delegations may need
to be reminded of their roles.
Mr Saïdou Doimbouya of Guinea agreed that training is required within each country. To this end he
suggested that templates and training materials be made available.
Finally, Dr Harriet Davies-Mostert of EWT reiterated the importance of basic skills training. She said “we
are trying to fly before we can walk!” She suggested that before any in-depth training is provided,
participants of the GBIF Africa community must acquire a solid grounding in the fundamentals of
biodiversity informatics.

4.3.

Global Biodiversity Information Outlook

During the course of the workshop, Mr Selwyn Willoughby had been listening to the proceedings and
trying to plot participants’ comments in the GBIO framework (see figure 5). Mr Willoughby presented
the results of his analysis to the group. He noted that of the many data management issues that
participants’ were grappling with, issues of culture – deemed as essential underpinnings for all other
activity – were particularly obstructive. Mr Willoughby noted that biodiversity informatics shares
cultural challenges common to virtually all other areas of data-driven research: stable and persistent
storage, a culture of open reuse, appropriate data standards, engagement with the whole expert
community and support from national and institutional policies. He remarked that if the culture is not
conducive to data publishing, then data will not be published.
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Figure 5. The framework of the Global Biodiversity Informatics Outlook (source: www.biodiversityinformatics.org).

4.4.

Capacity enhancement and training requirements

Ms Fatima Parker of SANBI then facilitated a session to identify capacity constraints and prioritize
training requirements. To initiate the discussion, she gave a presentation on the data-science-policy
value chain (figure 6) and explained how each link in the chain must remain unbroken for data to inform
policymaking.

Figure 6. The data-science-policy value chain as presented by Fatima Parker of SANBI.
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4.4.1. Capacity constraints and challenges
She noted that there are many different capacity constraints that impede the data-science-policy value
chain and she categorised them into three distinct groups: sociological; technical and infrastructural;
and sociocultural. These are presented in table 4.
Table 4. Categories of common challenges and capacity constraints for biodiversity information management.

Sociological
Cultural attitudes towards
sharing
Unclear rationale
Poor communication
Need clarity of purpose
Government commitment
lacking

Technical & infrastructural
Lack of financial and human
resources
Insufficient government budgets
Lack of data management skills
Faulty systems
Data still in analogue form

Sociocultural
Ownership concerns
Payment for data
Lack of compensation

Ms Parker then invited the participants to reflect on the various types of capacity constraints before
sharing their own experiences.
Professor Jean Ganglo of Benin noted that mobilizing data is a daily challenge for African informaticians.
In Benin, there are many institutions holding data, many of which are possessive and reluctant to share
it. Professor Ganglo spoke of his ongoing negotiation and efforts to convince the data holding
institutions that sharing data is actually valuable for science.
Dr Chipangura Chirara of Zimbabwe noted several challenges in his county. When requested to make
data available, Zimbabwean institutions invariably respond by asking why the data is required. One must
motivate institutions to share data by emphasizing clear rationale, specifying the purpose it will serve.
Dr Chirara suggested that this question of purpose should be addressed before attempting to mobilize
or procure data. The second challenge commonly encountered pertains to the considerable resources
that some institutions have invested in capturing data and their frequent expectation of remunerative
compensation for sharing the fruits of their investment. Providing such compensation is not always
feasible.
In the case of Tanzania, Ms Hulda Gideon noted that resource constraints – particularly human and
financial – pose severe challenges for data mobilization. Regardless of financial constraints, recruiting
staff with appropriate skill sets can be extremely challenging.
Dr Michael Flyman of Botswana spoke of his country’s success in bringing different stakeholders
together to decide what type of data should be mobilized. However, the country faces considerable
challenges with managing data that resonate with Mr Willoughby’s earlier analysis of cultural
impediments in the GBIO framework. Dr Flyman said, “Our overriding challenge has been with data
management and data access which pertains to the culture.” He noted that many data producers are
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willing to share but that their data is usually in analogue format and not necessarily collated properly. In
Botswana an online platform for making data accessible has been established: the Botswana
Environmental Information System. However, Dr Flyman admitted his hesitance to refer people to the
system in light of technical problems which had resulted in a temporary collapse of the system and the
loss of substantial amounts of data. Nevertheless, the system has being reactivated and will hopefully
improve.
Mr Innocent Akampurira of Uganda stressed the problem of communication. He expressed concern that
much of the data that has already been mobilized is not being used. He suggested that greater attention
should be paid to ensuring that data mobilization activities are more strategic and policy-relevant, and
to encourage researchers and policymakers to make better use of any data that is published.
Ms Georgina Avlonitis of ICLEI reiterated that many data management challenges prevalent at the
national level are exacerbated at the local level owing to tighter capacity constraints. She suggested that
the GBIF Africa community should seek to be more practical when generating biodiversity data and cited
the City of Cape Town’s Biodiversity Database as a practical example in this regard. The concerned
database serves as a conservation management tool providing important signals to inform fire
management, invasive alien species control, water management, and anti-poaching activities. Ms
Avlonitis argued that such pragmatism should underpin the GBIF Africa community’s efforts to mobilise
data.
Ms Parker-Allie summarised the capacity constraints and challenges that participants cited. Foremost of
these were:






Communication - rationale for mobilizing data must be clearly expressed
Resources – technical, human and financial
Human capacity – a shortage of skilled staff
Technical constraints – faulty systems
Ownership issues – unwillingness to share, weak incentives, etc.

4.4.2. Opportunities and solutions for enhancing capacity
Ms Parker-Allie invited participants to brainstorm for solutions and opportunities for alleviating
identified capacity constraints, thereby informing the content of future training materials, workshops
and webinars provided through the project. Most suggestions that were posited by the participants can
be placed in either of two categories, namely, technical and social. They are relayed below.
Technical
In order for participants to publish biodiversity data, they must understand how to capture, digitize and
manage biodiversity data in accordance with clear standards. Thus technical training was requested in
the following areas:


Data capture
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Data digitization
Data quality
Geo-referencing
Data publishing
Data modelling
Data project management

Social
It has become increasingly clear that communication is critical for biodiversity data mobilization. In
seeking to leverage enabling resources, it is necessary to articulate the broader socio-economic
relevance of the activities as well as the business case in clear and compelling terms. Communication
skills are also critical when writing proposals, engaging with stakeholders, lobbying for data-sharing, and
negotiating data-sharing agreements. Thus participants requested training in the following areas:







Effective Stakeholder engagement
Communicating biodiversity
Scientific writing
Proposal writing
Negotiation & diplomacy
Lobbying for data sharing

Other considerations
In designing and executing a training programme to meet the specified needs of participants, it was
suggested that certain considerations be taken into account:






Tailor the training to different groups (including policy-makers), based on their respective needs
and capabilities;
Provide training to the Heads of Delegations and capitalize on their political connections;
Make the provision of training conditional on the disclosure of biodiversity data that is held and
generated by those being trained;
Utilize existing training opportunities (e.g. through GBIF, VertNet and Biodiversity Informatics
Training); and
Link and align training with other international processes and initiatives (e.g. Eye on Biodiversity
Special Interest Group, IPBES, African-activities of UNEP-WCMC).

4.5.

Biodiversity Heritage Library

Ms Anne-Lise Fourie of SANBI who also serves as Chair of the Biodiversity Heritage Library (BHL) Africa,
joined the group to give a presentation on the BHL-Africa. She explained the vision, mission and benefits
of BHL-Africa which was launched in April 2013 in Pretoria. BHL-Africa aims to provide open access to
the information held in Africa’s biodiversity institutions. To this end, BHL-Africa works closely with the
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international taxonomic community, rights holders, and other interested parties to ensure that this
biodiversity heritage is made available to a global audience through open access principles. Ms Fourie
examined the history and rationale of the initiative. She explained SANBI’s role in the BHL and
encouraged other countries to join. BHL-Africa will be offering extensive training at the Biodiversity
Information Standards (TDWG) conference in Nairobi, in November 2014. BHL-Africa is seeking to build
strategic partnerships, secure additional funding, and initiate new collaborative projects.
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5. Evaluation
Before exiting the workshop, participants were asked to complete an evaluation form. This form is
shown in annex V with the results of the 17 respondents summarized as red text. Generally the feedback
was very positive with all participants indicating that they were happy to have attended the workshop.
On the logistical side, there were some minor complaints about the room temperature, the quality of
coffee and the sufficiency of food. However, with respect to the workshop’s technical content, feedback
was entirely positive with only two small exceptions. One participant opined that greater emphasis
should have been placed on bringing the newcomers up to speed by way of “bridging presentations” to
introduce biodiversity informatics and GBIF. Another suggested that there should have been more
interactive sessions throughout the conference. Of the many positive remarks, the participants seemed
to enjoy reviewing the draft toolkit and setting national priorities the most. They also expressed
appreciation of the opportunity to network with African peers and learn about progress in African
biodiversity informatics. The facilitators were also praised.
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6. Progress in achieving objectives
The workshop was successful in achieving the stated objectives of the workshop. The community
welcomed several new country representatives into the fold, including those of Botswana, Malawi,
Swaziland and Zimbabwe. The attendance of newcomers is certainly a positive development, but it must
be noted that not all SADC countries were represented and several GBIF node managers were also
absent (for reasons elaborated in 6.1.2. below).
The draft toolkit to determine policy-relevant biodiversity data was subjected to a rigorous review,
generating considerable feedback which once implemented will greatly improve the quality of the end
product. The participants made considerable progress is deciding what biodiversity data is required for
making evidence-based policies and decisions in their respective countries. Additionally, participants
were able to initiate the mapping of institutional landscapes to determine the significant sources and
repositories of biodiversity data and to assess its current availability and accessibility. Drawing from the
approaches outlined in the draft toolkit, participants commenced the setting of national priorities for
biodiversity data mobilization. So too, they identified regional capacity constraints in biodiversity
informatics and, accordingly, agreed on the types of training, tools and technology to be provided
through the project.

6.1.

Lessons learned

Organising such a large international workshop was not without challenges, whether in the preparation,
execution or follow-up.
6.1.1. Identifying appropriate workshop invitees
When seeking to entice novel countries and institutions into the GBIF Africa community, it is not always
obvious who to approach first i.e. who are the key individuals standing to make the greatest
contribution to the network and/or derive the greatest benefit from it? For novel countries, contacts
were identified by sifting through participants lists of other conferences, by referring to national CBD
focal points, and by asking the advice of colleagues. Some lessons were quickly learnt in this process:
senior officials (e.g. Heads of Departments) should be contacted first, stating the purpose and target
audience of the workshop, and denoting the invitation as transferrable. Perhaps owing to the high-level
oversight and power to designate held by such senior officials, this method emerged as the most
effective means to identify suitable workshop invitees.
6.1.2. Overcoming logistical challenges
Given that Africa’s aviation network is relatively limited and some African partners must travel to
neighbouring countries to collect their South African visas, arranging travel for workshop invitees was
complicated. Such challenges were often exacerbated by ambitious special requests of certain invitees
with respect to flight routes, airlines and dates. This can impose a heavy administrative burden on SANBI
staff, diverting focus from the project’s technical deliverables. To address this matter, SANBI’s travel
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policy was communicated to relevant invitees. Any future invitations will be accompanied with an
overview of SANBI’s travel policy clarifying matters relating to per diems, travel class and flight routes.
There were other logistical challenges that could not be dealt with by SANBI. For example, Mr Faustin
Gashakamba of ARCOS was unable to acquire a South African visa in his native Rwanda due to an
ongoing diplomatic row between the governments of the two countries. So too, Mr Serge Boulevane of
the Central African Republic was unable to attend owing to the political crisis in his country. Other
participants cancelled their participation at short notice citing, inter alia, medical reasons and failure to
obtain travel authorisation.
6.1.3. Toolkit review
Given that the toolkit to determine policy-relevant biodiversity data is intended to meet the needs of
the GBIF Africa community, the document was subjected to a thorough review. Whilst this proved to be
a highly productive exercise generating a wealth of suggestions, it was difficult to process so much
information and implement it accordingly. In future exercises, the facilitator should request participants
to prioritise their suggestions so that they can be addressed in a sequential manner. This would make
their implementation far more feasible and timely.
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7. Next steps
Over the following months, the priorities and next steps for implementing the project are as follows:










Update toolkit in light of feedback;
Report on national data priorities and key sources and repositories (institutional landscape);
Meet with GBIF Science Committee in Benin;
Fashion online tools for African context;
Implement a training programme to alleviate identified capacity constraints;
Create an online hub of useful materials;
Forge strategic partnerships with relevant institutions;
Organize data-science-policy conference in March 2015; and
Fundraise additional enabling resources.
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Annex I: Participants
Title

First name

Surname

Country

Position
National Director of Scientific
Research
Vice-Chair of GBIF Science Committee
and GBIF Node Manager for Benin
Chief Wildlife Officer (Research and
Statistics)
Senior Programme Officer for
Participation
GBIF Node Manager for Ghana and
Lecturer

Mr

Domingos

Neto

Angola

Prof.

Jean

Ganglo

Benin

Dr

Michael

Flyman

Botswana

Dr

Olaf

Bánki

Denmark

Dr

Alex

Asase

Ghana

Mr

Saïdou

Doimbouya

Guinea

Dr

Jaona

Ranaivo

Madagascar

Mr

Monipher

Musasa- Jenda

Malawi

Mr

Baba Anina

Mohamed

Mauritania

Ms

Georgina

Avlonitis

South Africa

Environment Officer
GBIF Node Manager for Mauritania
and Chef Service Informatique
Internet
GBIF Node Manager for Local
Governments and Project Officer

Dr

Harriet

Davies-Mostert

South Africa

Head of Science & Research

Endangered Wildlife Trust

Mr

Russell

Galt

South Africa

Project Coordinator

SANBI

Ms

Fatima

Parker-Allie

South Africa

GBIF Node Manager for South Africa

SANBI

Dr

Lizanne

Roxburgh

South Africa

Biodiversity Information Specialist

Endangered Wildlife Trust

Ms

Brenda

Daly

South Africa

Information Systems Manager

SANBI

Mr

Selwyn

Willoughby

South Africa

Director: BIM Directorate

Ms

Calisile

Mhlanga

Swaziland

Biodiversity Officer

SANBI
Swaziland Environment
Authority

Ms

Hulda

Gideon

Tanzania

GBIF Node Manager for Tanzania

COSTECH

Dr

Pierre

Radji

Togo

Mr

Innocent

Akampurira

Uganda

GBIF Node Manager for Togo
GBIF Node Manager for Uganda and
Science Officer

Dr

Chipangura

Chirara

Zimbabwe

Biodiversity Project Coordinator

University of Lomé
Uganda National Council for
Science and Technology
Ministry of Environment
Water and Climate

Ms

Kudzai

Mafuwe

Zimbabwe

Curator of Entomology

The Natural History Museum

GBIF Node Manager for Guinea
GBIF Node Manager for Madagascar
and Researcher
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Organization
Ministry of Science and
Technology
University of Abomey-Calavi
Department of Wildlife and
National Parks
GBIF Secretariat
University of Ghana
Centre d'Observation, de
Surveillance et d'Information
Environnementales
Centre National de Recherches
sur l'Environnement
Department of Environmental
Affairs
Ecole Normale Supérieure de
Nouakchott
ICLEI - Local Governments for
Sustainability

Annex II: Programme
DAY 1: Setting the scene and determining the data
Tuesday 25 March 2014, Biodiversity Centre, Pretoria NBG
Until 12h00

Arrival of delegates

12h00 – 13h00

Lunch at Pretoria NBG

13h00 – 13h30

Introductions, ground rules, aims and

Biodiversity informatics: a global overview

13h45 – 14h00

Global Biodiversity Information Outlook

14h00 – 14h15

Regional progress and roadmap

14h15 – 15h00

Update on progress implementing the JRS project

15h00 – 15h20

Tea and coffee

16h00 – 17h30

Selwyn Willoughby, SANBI

-

Olaf Bánki, GBIF

-

Selwyn Willoughby, SANBI

-

Hulda Gideon, TanBIF

-

Russell Galt, SANBI

-

Russell Galt, SANBI

-

All delegates

expectations

13h30 – 13h45

15h20 – 16h00

-

Review of draft toolkit to determine policyrelevant biodiversity data
Determining and verifying policy-relevant
biodiversity data per country

17h30 – 17h45

Bus to Protea Hotel

19h00 – 20h00

Supper at the Protea Hotel Restaurant in Hatfield
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DAY 2: Institutional maps and data gaps
Wednesday 26 March 2014, Biodiversity Centre, Pretoria NBG
07h00 – 08h30

Breakfast in Protea Hotel Restaurant

08h30 – 09h00

Bus to Pretoria NBG

09h00 – 09h15

Welcome remarks of the CEO

09h15 – 10h00

Mapping institutional landscapes

10h00 – 10h30

Gap analysis: availability and accessibility of

-

Tanya Abrahamse, SANBI

-

Olaf Bánki, GBIF

-

Brenda Daly & Russell Galt,
SANBI

policy-relevant data

10h30 – 10h50

Tea and coffee

10h50 – 12h00

Focusing on the gaps and setting priorities

12h00 – 12h45

Lunch

12h45 – 18h00

Field trip to Apartheid Museum in Johannesburg

19h00 – 20h00

Supper at the Protea Hotel Restaurant
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-

Selwyn Willoughby, SANBI

DAY 3: Paving a way forward
Thursday 27 March 2014, Biodiversity Centre, Pretoria NBG
07h00 – 08h30

Breakfast in Protea Hotel Restaurant

08h30 – 09h00

Bus to Pretoria NBG

09h00 – 09h15

Recap on previous two days

09h15 – 10h00

Capacity constraints

10h00 – 10h30

Training requirements

10h30 – 10h50

Tea and coffee

10h50 – 12h00

12h00 – 13h00
13h00 – 13h15

-

Russell Galt, SANBI

-

Fatima Parker-Allie, SANBI

-

Fatima Parker-Allie, SANBI

-

Prof. Jean Ganglo, GBIF
Science Committee

Regional planning including workshop in Benin
-

Hulda Gideon, TanBIF

-

Anne-Lise Fourie, SANBI

-

Russell Galt, SANBI

-

Selwyn Willoughby, SANBI

-

Russell Galt, SANBI

Lunch
Biodiversity Heritage Library: scope for
collaboration

13h15 – 14h00

Next steps for the project

14h00 – 16h30

Any other business

16h30 – 17h00

Summary of proceedings

17h00 onwards

Departure of delegates
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Annex III: Experiences, case studies and intentions
Country
Benin

Data successfully
mobilized
Herbarium and
observational plant
data

Reasons for mobilizing
that data
Based on availability;
lots of existing plant
data, including from
permanent plots that
are regularly
monitored.

Madagascar

Herbarium data

Demand of GBIF
through the SEPCEPDEC programme

Tanzania

Herbarium data with a
focus on East African
Mountains and coastal
forests as well as
checklists and
medicinal plants

The data on biodiversity
hotspots and medicinal
plants were demanddriven. Priorities are set
by the TanBIF
Committee taking into
account the results of
data provider surveys.
Stakeholders also play a
role by creating a
demand for checklists.
National experts induce
demand for data on
specific taxa.
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Future priorities
and reasons
Need to concretize
the conservation of
biodiversity by
setting effective
conservation
measures.
This requires an
understanding of
the impacts of
global change on
species across
different land uses.
Thus, future
priorities include
target plants and
animals across
different land uses.
Need to understand
the threats to
species. Thus,
mountain
biodiversity
products and
invasive species.
Will continue with
plant species in
general.
Need to develop a
catalogue on
medicinal plants so
will continue
collecting data on
such plants.
Conservation
planning must be
better informed so
data on threatened
and endemic species
will be collected.
Concerns over
climate change and
food security must
be addressed with
data on pests and
invasive alien
species.

Engaging with
policymakers
Workshops including
policymakers e.g. the
Minister of Tertiary
Education.
Personal contact is also
important e.g. with the
Dean of Faculty,
Chancellor and
Minister.

Meetings with local
government.

TanBIF comprises
representatives of
government.
Government officials
are also invited to
technical meetings.

Malawi

Herbarium; FAO –
forestry data; Economic
report on biodiversity
(which accounts for 12
% of GDP); Malawi’s
Growth and
Development Strategy;
NBSAP (monitoring).

Demand-driven e.g.
making the cased for
biodiversity data needs
to inform national
reports, etc.

GMO cotton is being
farmed across
Malawi, so data on
this crop must be
gathered.
Must update the
Red Lists so need
data on all taxa.

EWT

Mammal Red List
revision for SA, Lesotho
and Swaziland
Trust, single-purpose
request
Multiple institutions/
individual
Bird species data
(Important Bird Areas)
Plant species data
Fish species data

Demand-driven e.g.
Red List, Eskomsponsored data on
power line mortality
Ad hoc – by-products of
conservation activities

Business as usual

Medicinal plants;
pollinators; and
birds

Mobilize ecosystem
service data,
especially
pollinators and
edible insects.
To mobilize plant
species data held in

Uganda

South
Africa

Threatened butterflies
and plants.
Ongoing initiative to
mobilize marine data
(specimens, barcodes,
species checklists,
images, etc.) in
partnership with 15
organisations. Fisheries
data.

Demand-driven;
presidential directives
(e.g. Shea Nut tree);
economic reasons
(especially for fishing
and tourism); scientific
evidence.
Demand drive for
certain conservation
assessments and for
the development
policies.
Demand may come
from national
institutions and
stakeholders or
international actors
such as the JRS
biodiversity foundation.
Scientific relevance is
also very important.
Data is also taken
systematically from
priority areas.

Zimbabwe

Bird species data; plant
species data; SABONET
Programme.

Availability of funding;
demand-driven;
researchers’ interests.

Ghana

Plant species data; data
needed to revise the

Availability of expertise;
and demand-driven
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Mobilizing marine
data; data that
responds to global
change, climate
change and the ‘bioeconomy’. Data
required for
compiling the
National Biodiversity
Assessment.

In Malawi there are
technical committee
and a national
committee on
environment. All issues
pass through these
bodies before going to
parliament. Lobbying
of the cabinet and
parliamentary
committees is also
undertaken to foster
high-level ownership.
Technical inputs into
planning and legislative
processes. Focus on
development of norms
and standards.
In some cases, drive
policy development.

Togo

Angola

Zimbabwe

Swaziland

Mauritania

NBSAP including
occurrence data from
herbarium specimens
and locality data.
Herbarium data (no
indication of its
contribution to
policymaking but
medicinal plant data
has been flagged as
important);
Generally difficult to
gather data. Once
success story: data
collected from the
Kwanza river system.
Aquatic biodiversity
collected. BP-funded
study on inter-tidal and
coastal species.
Endemic plant data;
forestry data; flora.

So far, relatively little
data has been collected
in Swaziland but
studies have been
undertaken which
focused on approaches
to mitigating impacts
on biodiversity and
restoring ecological
functioning. These
studies generated
some limited data.
Botanical data such as
that produced to help
establish the National
Herbarium.
Repatriation of data
from Senegal and
France.

mobilization in
response to the
Clearing House
Mechanism.
Low hanging fruit

other herbariums as
well as data on
insects and birds.

It was important to
understand the
biodiversity before
development could
take place around the
river.
Aquatic biodiversity to
inform the setting of
TAC in river.
Responding to NBSAP
needs; low hanging
fruits e.g. endemic
plant data.
Demand-driven by
project and initiatives;
individuals conducting
private research;

Data on species of
relevance to climate
change such as
tropical forest data.

Opportunity presented
through the
establishment of a
National Herbarium.

Fish data because
not yet digitized but
very important for
economy of the
country.
Bird species data
because of links to
ecotourism.
Wetland species
data because of the
important role they
play in such a waterscarce country (e.g.
for irrigation,
renewable energy,
and potable water)
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Zoological and
geological data of
relevance to
national parks and
protected areas

Aquatic biodiversity;
Bird species;
Red List data.
Biodiversity data
required to inform
the government’s
assessment of
ecosystem services
and response to
their degradation.

Guinea

Success in bringing the
mining companies on
board to help fund an
assessment of national
biodiversity.
Herbarium has
collected a lot of data
on plants but is
seemingly unwilling to
publish the data.
A geology institute has
also acquired lots of
data which is still in
written format.

Botswana

Fragmented array of
data held in several
different institutions.
The Dep. of National
Parks collects data on
wildlife and large
animals. The Dep. of
Forests collects plant
data, especially tree
data. The National
History Museum
collects everything
except animals. The
Ministry of Agriculture
collects crop species
data.
Data on species of
cranes and on bird
mortality caused by
electricity power-lines.

EWT

ICLEI

It has been challenging
to persuade local
governments to share
data. The City of Cape
Town is a notable
exception which has
agreed to install an
Integrated Publishing
Toolkit.

Private sector
engagement which
gives rise to funding for
data mobilization.
Directive from the
Ministry of
Environment that all
EIAs must be filed with
the national node at
the University of
Conakry.
The SEPCEP-DEC
programme has also
helped to stimulate
demand for plant data.
Primarily for monitoring
the status and trends of
biodiversity.
International
commitments like the
2002 State of
Environment Report.
Management plans for
the conservation areas.
Review of the NBSAP is
also stimulating
demand for data.

Complete the Red
List.
Assess the
biodiversity in two
national parks.
Species of relevance
to water given the
potential impact of
proposed dams and
the need to sustain
irrigation to support
agriculture and
strengthen food
security.

Availability of a data
manager to study
cranes i.e. a fortuitous
opportunity.
Eskom interested to
improve environmental
track record.

Carnivores,
particularly on
human-wildlife
conflicts.
Raptor data bank – a
continent wide
initiative.
Road kill data to
understand the
impacts of roads
and cars on wildlife.
Depends on what
local governments
choose to include in
their Local
Biodiversity
Strategies and
Action Plans.

Project funding.
Lobbying executives.
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Owing to a gap in
the mandates of
institutions, fish
data has not been
collected to data
and will thus be a
priority going
forward.
Focus also on
species in decline:
e.g. those that are
threatened,
declining, poached,
bush-meat, humanwildlife conflicts.

The managementoriented monitoring
system (MOMS) is a
programme that aims
to increase the
efficiency of data
collection, to ensure
data directly informs
decision making.

Annex IV: Table of national data priorities
As per the national priority-setting activity on Day 2 of the workshop, the following table synthesizes the
results received from the participants. As of 6 May 2014, not all of the workshop participants had
submitted their completed tables and hence information from some countries is still missing.
Country

Institution

Priority data
(e.g.
taxonomic
group and
specific
area)
State of
conservatio
n of areas of
diamond
exploitation
(2007)

Condition/acces
sibility of data
(e.g. analogue,
digitized,
published)

Completeness
of data

Data owner

Angola

Ministry of
Mining

Angola

Analogue

Complete

Ministry of
Mining

National
Institute for
Fisheries
(INIP) and BP

Check list of
species of
oil
exploitation
areas

Digitalized,
analogue

Complete

INIP

Director
General

Angola

INIP/Angola,
SAIAB/SA,
Rhode
University

Check list of
Kwanza
River Fish
Biodiversity
Project
(2007 –
2009)

Analogue

Not Complete
for fish DNA
analysis

INIP

Angola

ISCEDLubango,
UAN, SANBI

- Check list
of terrestrial
biodiversity
of provinces
of Huila and
Namibe/Ang
ola) (2009)

Analogue

Not complete

ISCEDLubango

Director
General of
INIP,
Director of
SAIAB
(Co-PI`s:
Ernst
Swartz/SAIA
B&
Domingos
Neto/INIP
Fernanda
Lages/ ISCED
Lubango,
Prof.
Huntley/SA

Angola

MINAMB/An
gola and SA

- Check list
of terrestrial
biodiversity
of northerneast of
Angola
(2010);

Analogue

Complete

MINAMB
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Data curator

Institute of
Biodiversity/
MINAM

Angola

Ministry of
Environment
(MINAMB)/A
ngola and SA
institutions

Angola

University
Agostinho
Neto (UAN),
ISCED
Lubango

Angola

INIP/Angola,
IPA/Angola,
MCM/SA??’
and
NatMIRC/Na
mibia

Angola

INIP,
MCM/SA,
NMM
University/SA
and
NatMIRC/Na
mibia,
Skeleton
Park/Namibia
, Iona
Park/Angola

Botswana

BirdLife
Botswana

Botswana

Department
of Forestry
and Range
Resources
(DFRR)

- Check list
of terrestrial
and aquatic
species
Evaluation
of
environmen
t state in
areas of
diamond
exploitation
) (2007);
Check list of
Okavango
biodiversity/
Angolan side
( from 2010)

Analogue

Not complete

MINAMB

Institute of
Biodiversity/
MINAMB

Analogue

Complete

UAN

Carmen
Santos, UAN

Check list
and threats
of coastal
and
Intertidal
biodiversity
(Angola,
Namibia and
SA) (2006);
Check list of
estuaries
biodiversity,
threats vs
status of
conservatio
n in Angola
(2005 –
2008)

Analogue

Not Complete
for intertidal
species

INIP

Director
General and
Nsiangango
Silvi/INIP

Analogue

Not Complete
for fish

INIP

Director
General, PI:
Domingos
Neto

Bird species;
distribution,
abundance
and trends
Plant
species;
distribution,
abundance
and trends

Accessible:
Mostly digital;
some published

Comprehensive

BirdLife
Botswana

BirdLife
Botswana

Not accessible:
Mostly
analogue;
unpublished

Incomplete

Government/
DFRR

DFRR
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Botswana

Department
of National
Museum and
Monuments
(DNMM)

Insects,
amphibians,
reptiles,
plant
species

Not accessible:
All analogue

Incomplete

Government/
DNMM

DNMM

Botswana

Department
of Wildlife
and National
Parks
(DWNP)

Wildlife
species;
distribution,
abundance
and trends

Partially
accessible:
Analogue and
digital; some
published

Incomplete:
Some years are
missing

Government/
DWNP

DWNP

Botswana

DWNP

Not accessible:
Mostly analogue

Incomplete

Government/
DWNP

DWNP

Botswana

Independent
Researchers

Wildlife
mortality –
poaching,
problem
animal
control,
illegal bushmeat
Wildlife
species

Partially
accessible: lack
of compliance
with reporting
requirements

Comprehensive

Independent
Researchers

DWNP and
Independent
Researchers

Guinea

IRBAG

Insects

Analogue

Incomplete

Department

Guniea

HNG

Plants

Analogue and
digitized

Incomplete

Department

Kaman

Guinea

Herbier
National de
Guinée
SérédouMacenta
HNG

Plants

Analogue

Incomplete

Department

Mousset
Diabaté

Red List of
Plants

In print

Incomplete

Department

Kaman

ICLEI

ICLEI’s
baseline local
government
assessment

Baseline
assessments
including
Red List
species

Digitized and
published

Research
institutions
and local
government
environment
al
management
departments

Biodiversity
managers

Mauritania

E.N.S

Wetlands

Analogue,
digitized/Partial
accessibility

Not complete

N.H.M

Ahmed Ould
Aliyenne

Mauritania

IMROP

Fish

Analogue,
digitized/Partial
accessibility

Not complete

IMROP

Guinea
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Mauritania

Nationals
Parks
Forestry
department

Birds

Analogue/Partial
accessibility
Accessible and
digitised

Not complete

Swaziland

Forestry
department

Forest data

Partially
accessible and
analogue

incomplete

Ministry of
environment

Swaziland

National
Plant
Protection
Research
centre

Wild Crop
relatives

Inaccessible and
analogue

incomplete

Ministry of
Agriculture

Zimbabwe

Forestry
Commission

Mostly
digitised/partiall
y accessible

Outdated

Forestry
Commission

Forestry
Commission

Zimbabwe

Ministry of
Agriculture/N
atural History
Museum

Forestry
data (trees
and
associated
invasive
spp)
Entomology
/Insects

Analogue/partial
ly accessible

Ministry of
Agriculture/Nat
ural History
Museum

Ministry of
Agriculture/N
atural History
Museum

Ministry of
Agriculture/
Natural
History
Museum

Zimbabwe

National
Parks/Univers
ity of
Zimbabwe

Fisheries/aq
uatic
resources

Analogue/Publis
hed/partially
accessible

Incomplete

National
Parks/Individ
ual
researchers

Swaziland

Invasive
alien plant
species
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complete

National
Parks
Ministry of
Environment
al affairs

Annex V: Workshop evaluation form
2nd JRS Project Workshop (25-27 March 2014)
Participant Feedback Form
We ask that you take a moment to provide your feedback. Your responses are anonymous and will be
used to improve future training methods. Your feedback is important to us and helps us understand how
future JRS project workshop may need to be adjusted to best respond to participants’ needs.
On a scale of 1-4 where 1 is strongly disagree and 4 is strongly agree, please circle the most appropriate answer:

1. The workshop venue was:
a) Comfortable
b) Well located
c) Food and refreshments were adequate

1
1
1

2
3 (27%) 4 (73%)
2
3 (36%) 4 (64%)
2 (31%) 3 (25%) 4 (44%)

Comments (optional): “Room was hot and stuffy.” “Needed good coffee!”
2. The workshop content was:
a) Relevant
b) Comprehensive
c) Easy to understand

1
1
1

2 (6%) 3 (19%) 4 (75%)
2
3 (14%) 4 (86%)
2 (13%) 3 (20%) 4 (67%)

Comments (optional): “Being my first meeting it took me some time to understand.”
3. Workshop materials (provided on memory stick):
a) Supported presentation material
b) Provided useful additional information
c) Were clear and well-organized

1
1
1

2
2
2

3 (31%)
3 (27%)
3 (31%)

4 (69%)
4 (73%)
4 (69%)

1
1
1

2 (7%)
2 (12%)
2 (7%)

3 (20%)
3 (12%)
3 (7%)

4 (73%)
4 (76%)
4 (86%)

2 (6%)

3 (25%)

4 (69%)

Comments (optional): “All good”
4. The workshop was:
a) Well paced
b) Breaks were sufficient
c) A good mix between listening and activities

Comments (optional): “Perhaps more interactive sessions.”
5. The activities were useful learning experiences.

1

Comments (optional): “Some redundant, some excellent.”
6. The facilitators were:
a) Knowledgeable
b) Well-prepared
c) Responsive to participants’ questions

1
1
1
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2
2
2

3 (12%)
3 (25%)
3 (6%)

4 (88%)
4 (75%)
4 (94%)

Comments (optional): “All good!”
7. What did you like best about this workshop?
“Review of the toolkit.” “The workshop content.” “The toolkit concerns.” “Toolkit.” “The
participatory approach was very good.” “Setting priorities” “Priority setting” “Wonderful
facilitation” “It is ok” “It introduced me to GBIF and GBIO, as well as opportunity to network”
“Discussion of the toolkit draft” “Opportunity to engage with the network.”
8. What did you like least about this workshop?
“Plan for Benin workshop” “N/A” “nothing” “Lack of outside time” “Nothing” “Nothing, well
organized – thanks” “N/A” “Lack of air conditioning”
9. How could this workshop be improved?
“Yes. For new members kindly give a bridging presentation to bring us to the same level of
understanding as the rest of the members.” “N/A” “Being even more targeted and explicit about
topics, but in general we are on the right track.” “Including basic introduction to GBIF
especially for new members (prospective members).” “I liked it” “Very well” “N/A” “Need good
coffee”
10. Are you happy to have attended this workshop?
Yes:  x 15 No: _____
Why/why not: “I am now aware of what is happening globally in biodiversity informatics.”
“Because the content and the opportunities to meet with colleagues.” “Great topics and issues
discussed.” “Very important to start tackling policy-relevant biodiversity data.” “I learned new
things and increased networking.” “A good opportunity to go forward with defining policyrelevant biodiversity data and prioritizing training needs.” “Lots of lessons learnt on biodiversity
informatics” “N/A”

Thank you for participating, we appreciate your feedback.
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