Content aspects of species banks
What is/are species bank(s)?

The label SpeciesBank as such was considered problematic and could equally be applied to the agglomeration of unitary databases providing information on a species as to any of the individual components. There was no consensus as to the definition of a SpeciesBank, although there was some feeling by some of the group that bare checklists were not species banks by themselves. Each user community will have different views/requirements on what a SpeciesBank is.
The three kinds of participation that were considered needed to comprise a SpeciesBank-type access to data were viewed as being:

Data Providers supplying information to the network (Source)

‘Glue’ or ‘Plumbing’ that joins these together (Conduit)

Applications that provide context-specific access to those data (Sink)
The role of GBIF regarding SpeciesBanks: GBIF should provide the ‘plumbing’ or the ‘glue’ that brings databases providing primary data together. Some portal level application could be provided by GBIF but other user communities should be able to link into these databases using GBIF infrastructure and provide their own user interface. Some considered the applications that were built ontop of the infrastructure (the ‘sinks’) to be the SpeciesBanks.
Minimal data for a single data provider: 

species scientific name (ideally drawn from ECAT with a GUID)

some biological attribute

45% of those presence view that country data is essential.

Which categories of data can be conceived for SpeciesBanks 
· Scientific name (nomenclature) - Linked to ECAT with GSIDs

· Reference to a taxon concept * € - Linked to ECAT with GSIDs
· Classification data

· Vernacular names

· Taxon occurrence *€
· Conservation status *€
· Distribution (compiled from occurrence or static maps)*€
· Native/Introduced status *€
· References*  

· Experts

· Pictures*
· other biological/natural history information
· functional types

· id tools/keys
· description (size) Life form (SDD)€*
· management needs
· human use
· Habitat *
· Chemical properties

· Genetic/DNA Sequence info

· Cultural info

ALL are/need metadata. Further work is needed on how to atomise the data where standards are not in place
Categories were assigned with availability of standards, ability to index in a central index (individual access points should be able to build their own specialized indices)
Some categories are more atomized than others. There is a need to present raw data rather than assertions. Some users may however prefer the assertions to the raw data. The users needing the raw data may eventually be mainly machines
A need recognise different catagories and agree on standards for them. Standards are only standards if they can be applied in a standard way (e.g. a bare list of countries is not a standard).
Georeferencing is vital for many of the data. All observations can be georeferenced, with appropriate error designation.

Quality control
Need to differentiate between raw data and assertions: linked to fitness for use
Caveat emptor (‘buyer beware’)
Commenting system

Provider’s quality indicator

Source recognition/attribution
Access point designer should decide which sources to query

Heterogeneity may exist within databases
Automated quality checking: e.g. – finding geographic outliers 

Peer review
GUIDs linking referred material
Who do we perceive as users of species banks and what are their needs
Suggestion to use Rainer’s FishBase presentation as starting point

Users depend on the content – the better the content, the more users/different content leads to different users

SpB network needs to be as inclusive as possible  - can’t anticipate future user needs
SpB will have to address the lay community
Could classify users by their behaviour on the site
Web taxonomy is one instance of SpB – other kinds of high level thematic portals could be envisioned.

User groups should be able to easily build interfaces that reflect their particular needs.

User feedback are essential – they are implemented a number of places and do work well.

Funding restrictions often define the look and content of a SpB – they become very user specific

Tools that can help providers 
Broad application of GUIDs to promote interoperability
Standards where they are missing (e.g. image description tools)
Tools to link (cross-walk) between or to standards

Georeferencing/Mapping tools 

Wrappers, web services
Range of open source tools for collection management

GBIF to provide links to packages that could be used to build SpB
A list of funding sources likely to fund SpB like endeavours. Many funders are moving towards funding consortia and coordinating mechanisms rather than singular digitizing efforts.
Data management should be a core activity of institutions rather than something for which funds are repeatedly sought.

GBIF could provide portal tool kits to make SpB creation easier
Indexing tools

Needed mechanisms

Professional credit - change of accrediting culture. At the moment, web publishing is not considered publication work. GBIF could issue pings back to data providers to enhance their statistics.

Digitized literature (especially historic publications)
Digitized archive data (e.g. field notes, itineraries, diaries, personal records)

Culture change to share (and using shared) data - work together as a community
Translation, script models
Business model; Lumping data, decreasing quality, outdating data will let organisations dependent on selling data share low quality data for free.
Fund raising

Bandwidth

In 5 to 10 years

As SpB will be accessed through mobile devises (which can be localised by GSM/GPS), more localized info should be emphasized and outputs tailored to local regions (e.g. ID tools for organisms in immediate area).
Prospective data capture

Other comments

Discussion of success criteria – is SpB success different from GBIF success?

GBIF is successful if the majority of data holders choose to share their data through the GBIF network 

Facilitating feedback is very important, but enforcing registration of users is not desirable as it will deter users.

3rd year review asks for a full demonstration project to show the power of GBIF – SpB could be it.

