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Preceding the plenary meeting, there had been various workshops and subgroup meetings, starting on 21st October, some in association with GBIF (see web site for details). There was a full day session on Taxonomic Names on 23rd October, and many of the papers and abstracts are available from the TDWG web site

http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/TDWG2003.htm .

The main meeting began in traditional fashion with an evening reception, although with a couple of twists this year! The host, Pedro Fernandes, organised entertainment in the form of a Chamber Music Concert by the Ricercare String Quartet, playing some very spirited music. Pedro had also suggested everyone attending should bring some food or drink representing their country. This, and the traditional spread provided by Pedro, led to a lively evening and a good start to the meeting!

Saturday 25th October
The first full day of the main meeting began with a welcome to the institute from Pedro Fernandes, who outlined their interests in taxonomy. He was followed by Stan Blum, welcoming everyone to the meeting and outlining the programme. Stan also thanked Pedro for hosting the meeting, complimenting him on the good organisation that had led to the workshops and subgroup meetings being very productive sessions. He requested nominations for all the executive committee positions, stating that the current officers were willing to stand again.

The meeting then split into three parallel sessions: general presentations; spatial data workshop; and structure of descriptive data workshop.

The general session began with Tim Sutton, from the Centre for Plant Diversity & Systematics, School of Plant Sciences, University of Reading, UK, talking about the BioDiversityWorld project, a GRID-based distributed environment for studying global biodiversity patterns - see the abstract at http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_T_Sutton_1.htm and the full paper is also available for download from the website. Tim was followed by Professor Frank Bisby, also from the Centre for Plant Diversity & Systematics, School of Plant Sciences, University of Reading, UK, who talked about the Catalogue of Life, a global partnership between Species 2000 and ITIS, with the aim of indexing the world’s known species. Frank told how Species 2000 had originated – from a proposal by TDWG to IUBS CODATA. For his abstract, see 

http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_Frank_Bisby_1.htm .
The general session was concluded with a presentation by Jim Beach, from the University of Kansas, US, detailing the SEEK project – Science Environment for Ecological Knowledge. Jim asked “Where is all the information we have lost in data?” and hoped that the SEEK project would help to find it! The abstract is at
http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_Jim_Beach_1.htm .

The Spatial Data and SDD workshops continued for the rest of the morning and into the afternoon. In the afternoon, there was also an additional breakout session for a KE Emu informal users group; with posters and computer demonstrations available for general viewing – details of these are available from the web site, under meeting summary schedule.

The final event of the day was the TDWG banquet – another tradition. This year it was held in a converted gunpowder factory during a thunderstorm – very atmospheric!

Sunday 26th October

The day began with a TDWG business meeting. No further nominations for committee posts had been received so all the current officers were thanked for their continuing service!

Walter Berendsohn presented the treasurer’s report [link to file?], reporting that the account balance stood at about $29,000, up to 1st October, 2003.

ABCD schema subgroup report:
Walter went on to give the first of the subgroup presentations, reporting on the activities of the ABCD group [link to his Powerpoint slides?]. Notes on the full subgroup session are available from 

http://www.bgbm.org/TDWG/CODATA/OeirasWorkshop.htm .

He said there had been fewer questions on the schema than expected, but that those new to it were still overwhelmed by the complexity. Some of the questions that were asked were about the relation to Darwin Core and the group were trying to make the two schemas truly compatible but that this was not yet the case. The workshop had discussed controlled vocabulary, agreeing to have this for higher taxa for ABCD but not to make it mandatory. They discussed the entire structure of the names section and the separation of the scientific and non-scientific name, agreeing that it made sense (it was unlikely that there would be a query for both, but multiple queries were possible). They were working towards a repository of XML types of biodiversity data.

Walter reported that the group also looked at the process – what to do with the standard etc. It was thought that there should be a printed version, with an introduction, case studies etc all put into a readable format. Currently it is still a draft or proposed standard, and there will be changes in the future, but it is important to have fixed points for people to comment on.

Presentations began with Renato De Giovanni, from Centro de Referência em Informação Ambiental (CRIA), Campinas, São Paulo, Brazil talking about speciesLink – The Brazilian experience on setting up a DiGIR network. His abstract is available at 

http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_Sidnei_de_Souza_1.htm and the downloadable full presentation is available from the meeting website. This project involved 12 collections in Sao Paulo state, with other projects funded by the same agency obliged to send data to the centralised database.  The project supported the data collections by providing help with management structure and networking infrastructure where necessary. An extra layer from a typical DiGIR implementation was introduced because some databases were not always available online, or had slow connections – regional servers were set up using a client server arrangement and SOAP. A simple data migration client was provided to enable data to be synchronized. 

It is hoped that within two years, up to 30 collections will be available for searching. As a prototype, this project has been successful, making data available and triggering collections to improve the quality of their data. And they are looking forward to GBIF enabling more collections to be available for collation. Hannu Saarenmaa from GBIF asked about the availability of the tools used in this project – Renato replied that they would be available through CRIA.

Following on from Renato was Patricia Mergen from the Belgian Biodiversity Information Facility (BeBIF), presenting the Functioning Principles of the Belgian GBIF Node (BeBIF). The abstract is available at 

http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_Patricia_Mergen_2.htm and the downloadable full presentation is available from the meeting website. Patricia reported that there was a lot of activity in Belgium in this area even before GBIF started. The node does store data for some of the collectors who do not have databases of IT support, but it has only one database connected so far as much of the first year has been concentrated on developing IT tools and support.

In a change to the original programme, Bob Morris, from University of Massachusetts, Boston,  followed Patricia and presented Semi-automatic Polyclave Key Generation. The abstract is available at 

http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_Robert_Morris_1.htm .

Bob ventured that trees are not necessarily the best way to represent biological data and that modelling ecosystems needed more complex models. His team gathered data into Excel spreadsheets, translated it to XML, and program writes code to generate query data. Further information is available from http://www.cs.umb.edu/efg/keys/ .

The final presentation in the first morning session was given by Arthur Chapman from Centro de Referência em Informação Ambiental, CRIA, Campinas, Brazil on Data Cleaning Tools and Methodologies. The abstract is available at

http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_Arthur_Chapman_1.htm  and the downloadable full presentation is available from the meeting website. Arthur started by saying that his first talk on data validation was in 1974! He recommended using other databases to help with checking data quality, and statistical analysis to look for data that doesn’t fit the pattern. He reported that software now exists that automatically looks for collection point data that might be worth looking at as a possible data error.

Unfortunately, the author of the first presentation in the second morning session had become ill during the previous day – Andrea Hahn, from Botanic Garden and Botanical Museum Berlin Dahlem, FUB Department of Biodiversity Informatics and Laboratories, so Walter Berendsohn (also from BGBM) presented the talk, GBIFDEABCDCDEFDENHSINBIOCASEENBI... - common approaches to specimen networking with a little help from colleague Anton Güntsch. The abstract is available at http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_Andrea_Hahn_1.htm . 

A number of projects have the aim of providing common web access to distributed biological specimen information, and the acronyms of these (mainly) European initiatives create an alphabet soup! The software components are generic, and publicly available, so could be used to build your own solution.

Following Walter was Sally Hinchcliffe, from Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, UK presenting Advances in IPNI. The abstract can be seen at 

http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_Sally_Hinchcliffe_1.htm with the full document available for download from the meeting website, and the IPNI website available at http://www.ipni.org/ . IPNI was set up in 1999 as a community resource for botanists, and now deals with 18,000 queries a week. There is a contribution mechanism, using a data independent approach, with versioning system and every edit being recorded. The next version of IPNI will involve two peer-to-peer servers, with data changing daily and not so many duplicate records! The original NSF grant is now finished, so they are dependent on small grants and the core organisations. One use of IPNI is as a spell checker to botany, possibly through web services, and it could be possible to slice through data to give groups, but it would be difficult to slice by geographic region.

The final session of the morning was from Ronen Kadmon, Department of Evolution, Systematics and Ecology, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Jerusalem, Israel presenting BioGIS: A Web-Based Environment for Analyzing, Modeling and Visualizing Biodiversity Data. The abstract is available from the meeting website (under computer demonstrations). Ramon demonstrated a web-based, biodiversity information system that provides interactive, user-friendly tools for querying, analysing, modelling and visualizing biodiversity data.

http://www.biogis.huji.ac.il/biogis/static/en/index.html
After another good lunch, Mark Jackson from Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, UK had the task of presenting first in the afternoon session – An Update from Kew, with abstract available at 

http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_Mark_Jackson_1.htm with the document available from the meeting website. Mark gave some details on the digitisation of collections at Kew, helping to database more of these collections. He referred us to ePic, http://www.kew.org/epic/index.htm , which links Kew’s many resources.

Next came Paul Flemons from the Australian Museum, with his presentation Improving the web based data discovery and mapping experience, with abstract available at http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/paperabstracts/TDWG_2003_Papers_Paul_Flemons_1.htm and the full document available from the meeting website. Paul introduced us to OzCam at http://www.ozcam.gov.au , an online distributed network of faunal collections in Australian museums, and talked about BioNET – a project not yet publically available. It is a partially distributed data access and web mapping application, with the approach used ensuring that the data owners retain control of their data.

The final presentation of the early afternoon session had three presenters, all from GBIF – Hannu Saarenmaa, Donald Hobern, and Larry Speers presenting Status of the GBIF network, implementation of the GBIF work programme 2003, and the plan for 2004. The full presentation is available from the meeting website. Hannu began the presentation, saying that TDWG was a member of GBIF, and the GBIF has to build on standards so it needs TDWG, then GBIF can concentrate on facilitating global biodiversity data sharing. He announced that the registry was now operational, using UDDI and web services, and that 12 databases had already registered. One area for TDWG to look into would be a unique identifier for each record – a Life Science Identifier?

Donald said the service was making it easier to find data related to the required species. It wasn’t quite a full web service implementation, since they were trying to keep things simple, but they needed enough information about the higher levels such as collection and organisation to enable users to find a specific data set. The metadata was kept pretty close to the data (as in ABCD, DiGIR etc).

Standards for exchange of name data was not at the same level of agreement, so GBIF would initially be using the Catalogue of Life, but GBIF did want to introduce more web services in this area too.

Donald reported that GBIF were also working on packaging tool sets that could be used at other sites to work with UDDI registry etc. It also seemed that people needed help with some of the specific XML standards, so if software was packaged, the users would not need to know XML. 

He showed the DADI workplan for 2004 – GBIF planned to work with TDWG taxonomic names subgroup, and to integrate the nomenclators into the names architecture.

Larry reported that in 2003, proposals far exceeded the budget, so they had to do some difficult selections based on review criteria, and now needed to determine as a community what works and what doesn’t. Abstracts of the funded projects are available from the GBIF website. In addition to direct funding from GBIF, the request for proposals procedure seemed to have an effect on national funding programmes, which showed increased activity - an added bonus. He reported that the budget for 2004 had been set, and they were once more asking for proposals. He said that since GBIF’s global perspective gave it a unique role, GBIF should support projects that contributed to global biodiversity infrastructure.

The 2003 TDWG meeting closed with a final business session, with subgroups reporting and a summary of the meeting, with details of future meetings:
Stan confirmed that TDWG 2004 would take place in Christchurch, New Zealand, hosted by Landcare New Zealand, possibly starting on 9th or 10th October, after the GBIF meetings 3 – 8 October.

[Dates now confirmed as 11-18 October 2004.] 

The provisional plan for the meeting would be for 2 days of plenary sessions with possible themes being SDD applications, images, or observational data. The duration of subgroup meetings would be flexible. Possible new subgroups would be for imaging, and metadata. 

Stan said that there were great challenges in biodiversity informatics, and TDWG should be able to help make the work of describing life on earth easier.

He thanked Adrian Rissone (NHM, UK) for all his efforts in organising the meeting, taking up the helm at a late stage. This thanks was echoed by everyone attending the meeting, applauding Adrian loudly. Stan said a letter of thanks would be sent to NHM and Richard Lane, for allowing Adrian to organise the meeting, and he asked Adrian to organise the 2004 meeting, which Adrian agreed to do.

Another area of work for 2004 would be to improve the web presence of TDWG. Stan asked subgroup convenors to help him with sketching examples of how the process of subgroups and producing possible standards worked, to give an introduction for new groups.

Provisional venues for future meetings are:

2005 – St Petersburg (early September)

2006 – North America – possibly Mexico

2007 – Europe – possibly Slovak Republic.

ABCD

ABCD Schema: 

See presentation by Walter Berendsohn in Sunday morning session.

ABCD protocol:
Stan then moved on to present a summary of the activities of the ABCD protocol subgroup. He said that documents were available from the GBIF Circa server, in the news group area. The group wanted to engage as wide a community as possible. They were evaluating elements of Darwin Core and would modify the protocol if necessary. When a consensus is reached, the process will be frozen and moved into TDWG draft standard form. There will then be 60 days for comment, followed by a vote on whether it is adopted as a standard.

The BIOCASE protocol developed in the past year has lots of similarity and there is a strong likelihood of the two merging, with GBIF help. Once this is done, there will be a formal protocol specification.

Names:
Stan summarised as Jessie Kennedy (Napier University, Edinburgh) and Martin Pullman (The Royal Botanic Garden, Edinburgh), who had run the day session, had departed earlier. See the meeting website for details of the presentations 

http://www.tdwg.org/2003meet/TDWG_2003_TaxNames_Schedule.htm
with some of the original presentations available for download. Stan reported that a very passionate discussion had been held, evaluating Jessie’s overarching model. Some consensus was reached, in that the names and concept standards should be developed together, not separately. It was hoped to get something published in six months or so, but how to move forward was one area of contention. What was really required was 6 months or so of dedicated work from someone who knows how to develop on the models. But it was possible that the main stakeholders could put up funds – this work was needed for the SEEK project so it would direct the work. It was hoped that enough funding would be found, a contract could be signed in 2 – 4 weeks, and a person employed. Then visits would be made to the organisations with the name resources, with an overall review meeting in Edinburgh in May. It was hoped that there might be a draft standard available by the time of the 2004 meeting.

SDD:
Gregor Hagedorn (Federal Biological Research Centre, Germany) and Kevin Thiele (Centre for Biological Information Technology, Australia) reported on six days of intensive discussion! However, the discussion was still not finished, with some issues remaining open, but already some projects are using the schema in implementations.

See “Federated Description Services and the Library of Life – or – What can we do with SDD anyway?” by Kevin Thiele for details of the presentation:

http://160.45.63.11/Projects/TDWG-SDD/Minutes/2003Lisbon_LibraryLife/Presentation.html .  At this Lisbon meeting, it was decided to produce a stable review version “SDD 0.9” on 1st December 2003. The schema itself and associated documentation can be found at http://160.45.63.11/Projects/TDWG-SDD/Minutes/2003Lisbon_schema/SDD_09_DocuOverview.html 

A discussion had been held about a possible new name for the standard, and they wondered about the possibility for a requirement to standardise the naming procedures within TDWG – this might help with marketing TDWG.

A challenge for the SDD group is to develop a data architecture to link objects from other biodiversity domains like specimens and names. This will require interoperability across standards.

It is very important to get SDD tried and tested so the group are very interested to hear from people developing in this area. There will be a GBIF-sponsored review workshop on 17-18 May 2004 in Berlin, and an additional implementers workshop is planned in Boston later in 2004.

Spatial Data:
Reed Beaman (Yale University, US) reported that there are big challenges facing the spatial data subgroup, integrating geographical and biological standards and protocols. Much discussion with the ABCD subgroup is definitely required.

[link to Reed’s Powerpoint?]

He reported that a Wiki had been set up for the group, and they were working on setting up a meeting early in 2004. There would be a formal attempt to gather georeferencing services for TDWG, and they had been asked to produce best practices documentation for GBIF DIGIT work programme.

Close of meeting:

Stan closed the meeting with further thanks to Adrian and Pedro for their organisation, and a reminder that as a member of GBIF, TDWG can vote for members of the GBIF Science sub-committee, so nominations should be given to Stan.

