A few comments on ETC's Biodiversity Data Centre paper (version of 10/02/09)
The general principles and objectives described in the BDC paper are very relevant. The existing biodiversity datasets are dispersed and heterogeneous. In the cases where aggregation of different data sources has been attempted, as with EUNIS, the used structures and organisation have become obsolete - this is testified by the important costs of maintaining and updating them. More flexible structures are necessary that integrate the different datasets transparently while leaving space for independent evolution and change. 
The BDC's data is fuelled by several data flows (Natura 2000, Art 17, CDDA, etc.), each of which is subject to revision and improvement. Guiding principles affect the data and the flow alike: better quality data, increase of usability though data refinement, emphasis on quantifiable data, reduction of ambiguity and redundancy, increased automation, migration towards online solutions, importance of interoperability between data from different sources, importance of standardized ways of describing and locating the data (metadata), minimisation of maintenance costs, etc. Most of these principles are embodied by the two major EU initiatives addressing data sharing and interoperability: INSPIRE and SEIS. 

What's expected from the BDC by DG ENV is the ongoing implementation of these principles, guided by practical requirements and offering working, profitable outputs. The BDC, if anything, should make our lives easier when having to query, analyse and report data from our different data-flows and beyond. 
1. A point we'd like to see clarified is how will BDC be "a building block for SEIS" and INSPIRE? Is there already a vision on how this will be achieved? 
2. The specificity of the BDC is still unclear to us, despite being an aggregation of existing datasets and applications. How will the BDC, in this respect, differ from EUNIS or the Data Service? It seems that the action points could be addressed without the BDC. The technical specifications of the BDC as such should be developed. 
3. Actions for 2009 and 2010 should be developed, and indications provided as to next steps:

a. The action for 2009 to "update EUNIS database, enhance data management" should be developed. We consider EUNIS as a potentially very useful tool and would like to see it extended: inclusion of Art 17 data, updating Natura 2000, improving the interface, inclusion of information on invasive species etc. EUNIS is mentioned both for 2009 and 2010. 
b. Indicator production procedure.  
c. Ideas on streamlining CDDA and Natura 2000.

d. Standardized taxonomic database. 

e. Production of country profiles. 

f. Datasets needed for the production of indicators at European level. 

g. Integrate LIFE information to EUNIS/BDC.

Following the adoption of the SEIS Communication in 2008, the BDC will also need to adapt to further development of the SEIS Implementation Plan. As agreed within the Biodiversity Group of Four (Go4) meeting of 1 July, the BDC will be a core element of a future Biodiversity information system for Europe (BISE). More generic questions will also need to be raised, such as:
4. How will the BDC interact with other data sources and other Data Centres?  Will it provide a common interface to query data from other Data Centres? Who will define these interfaces? Has an assessment been made on the data that will be made available from other data sources? Is a discovery service planned, like for INSPIRE? Will data access be based on web services? The documentation of available datasets and the protocols to access them is important to DG ENV with regard to several existing projects that often require periodic assessment of available information and subsequent harvesting (see the BAP).
There is a need to discuss how the different modules of BISE could be operationalised (by whom, which timeframe, what additional resources, etc.). To support this discussion, a draft note on BISE has been prepared by DG ENV (see attached). 
