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NOTE FROM THE CHAIR AND COORDINATOR
We would like to extend our sincere gratitude to all of the participants for making the
Technical Workshop a success. In particular, thanks are due to Samy Gaiji, Piero Genovesi,
John Mauremootoo, Martin Parr, Shyama Pagad, and Silvia Ziller for serving on the Planning
Team and as Working Group facilitators. Behind the scenes, Jason Peacock and Joana
Pequito played instrumental roles in organizing sponsored participant travel and on-site
logistics. Their assistance was invaluable.
We are also thankful for the financial support provided to the Natural History Museum by
the European Union through a small grant of the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological
Diversity. This workshop report also serves as a report for that project.
Despite having been organised in a very short time frame, this workshop met – and in many
ways exceeded – expectations. This is largely a reflection of what each participant brought to
the meeting in terms of technical expertise, enthusiasm, team-oriented attitude, and
commitment. Every member of the group was focused, constructive, and took on
challenging discussions with substantial insight, creativity, and respect.
The Work Plans in Annex III emerged out of a co-creative process and will continue to evolve
in this manner under the umbrella of the GIASIPartnership Working Groups. Work Plan
‘ownership’ and the responsibility for Work Plan implementation are to be shared. The
benefits arising from outputs will, of course, also be shared – we hope with substantial
global impact.
We reiterate the invitation for Technical Workshop participants and all other interested
individuals to join the GIASIPartnership Working Groups, and participate in the social
networking forums: Facebook – GIASIPartnership and Twitter – GIASIP.
We will look forward to continuing our work together, and hope to see you at
GIASIPartnership Technical Workshop II in 2014.

Chris Lyal, Chair, interim Steering Committee
Jamie K. Reaser, Partnership Coordinator/Consultant
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INTRODUCTION
The Partnership
Invasive alien species (IAS) are those alien species which threaten ecosystems, habitats or
species (Article 8(h) of the Convention on Biological Diversity; CBD). In some ecosystems –
islands for example – invasive alien species are the leading cause of biodiversity loss. A lack
of reliable, readily accessible information has been identified as a barrier in CBD Parties’
efforts to effectively address this problem.
Recognizing the urgent need to strengthen information capacity, the CBD and collaborating
organizations launched the Global Invasive Alien Species Partnership (GIASIPartnership) on
10 October 2012, during the 11th Conference of Parties to the CBD held in Hyderabad, India.
The mission of the GIASIPartnership is to “support Parties to the CBD in their efforts to
prevent, control, and eradicate invasive alien species, including actions to address priority
pathways, by enabling timely access to reliable information1 and informatics tools.” The
GIASIPartnership thus builds capacity for implementation of Article 8(h), Aichi Biodiversity
Target 9, and associated decisions under the CBD.
In addition to the CBD, Partner organizations currently include: The Global Biodiversity
Information Facility (GBIF), CAB International (CABI), IUCN/Invasive Species Specialist Group
(ISSG), The Horus Institute, FishBase, the Natural History Museum (UK), Muséum national
d'Histoire naturelle, and Anatrack Ltd.
An Operational Plan for the GIASIPartnership was released in September 2012 (see Annex I
for an excerpt). Within it, five Working Groups are identified as mechanisms for
implementing an evolving Work Plan: The Information Gateway Working Group, Database
Interoperability and Quality Improvement Working Group, Information Synthesis and
Assessment Working Group, Taxonomic Information Services Working Group, and the Best
Practices for Non-web-based Information Access and Exchange Working Group.

The Workshop
In order to advance the efforts of these Working Groups, the GIASIPartnership held a small
technical workshop on 14-16 May 2013 at the Natural History Museum (UK). The broad
objectives of the meeting were to: 1) discuss and agree on cross-cutting technical issues
(e.g., design of an information gateway [portal]), 2) co-create Work Plans for the Working
Groups, and 3) identify individuals/organizations to lead Work Plan implementation.
The meeting agenda is included in Annex II.
Meeting outputs include: 1) this workshop report, 2) detailed Work Plans (strategic plans)
for each Working Group (Annex III), and 3) revision and expansion of the GIASIPartnership’s
Information Gateway (see http://www.giaspartnership.myspecies.info).

1

In the context of the mission statement, “information” also includes “data and knowledge” and relevant
technologies.
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Financial support for this workshop was generously provided by the European Union
through a project agreement between the CBD Secretariat and the Natural History Museum
(UK).
Working Group Chairs and the Partnership Coordinator identified a small number of
individuals to participate in the workshop. Each person had technical expertise in
biodiversity information management and/or invasive alien species from a ‘user needs’
perspective. In most cases, the invitees had already been engaged in the GIASIPartnership
through CBD processes and Working Group activities.
Nineteen individuals participated in the workshop. An additional nineteen people indicated
interest in the meeting, but were unable to attend due to logistical constraints. The latter
were invited to provide written contributions. These were taken into consideration by the
Working Groups. Annex VI contains the list of participants and additional contributors.
All of the participants and additional contributors have been invited to become active
members of one or more of the GIASIPartnership Working Groups.
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DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS
Plenary
Chris Lyal, Chair the GIASIPartnership interim Steering Committee (iSC) and workshop host,
opened the meeting by welcoming the participants and thanking the Workshop Planning
Team for all the effort they put into pulling the workshop together with very short notice. He
noted that funding for the Technical Workshop has been provided by the European Union
through a grant of the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) to the
Natural History Museum (UK).
He charged the participants with co-creatively producing Work Plans that will serve as ‘road
maps’ for the GIASIPartnership Working Groups from 2013-2014, underscoring the need for
these Work Plans to serve Parties to the CBD in their efforts to implement Article 8(h) - with
particular emphasis on Aichi Biodiversity Target 9.
Jamie K. Reaser, Partnership Coordinator/Consultant, provided an overview of the
GIASIPartnership, objectives for workshop, and the Workshop Toolkit. The most important
points regarding the Partnership were:
 The GIASIPartnership is intended to better enable Parties to the CBD to implement
Article 8 (h) and the associated Aichi Biodiversity Targets, particularly Target 9. The
Partnership will achieve this by increasing access to and improving the quality of
invasive alien species information and informatics tools.
 The Partnership was formally established on 10 October 2012, during the 11th
Conference of Parties to the CBD held in Hyderabad, India. At this time, the
Operational Plan for the GIASIPartnership was released by the Secretariat of the CBD
(SCBD) as an Information Document.2 See Annex I for the vision and scope of the
Partnership as described in the Operational Plan.
 Organizations that have a role in invasive alien species information management
and/or informatics tools can join the GIASIPartnership through a Memorandum of
Cooperation (MoC) with the SCBD. There are currently seven Partner organisations:
The Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF), CAB International (CABI),
IUCN/Invasive Species Specialist Group (ISSG), The Horus Institute, FishBase, the
Natural History Museum (UK), Muséum national d'Histoire naturelle, and Anatrack
Ltd.
 Individuals with appropriate technical expertise are welcome to participate in one or
more of the five Working Groups: Information Gateway, Database Interoperability
and Quality Improvement, Information Synthesis and Assessment, Taxonomic
Information Services, and Best Practices for Non-web-based Information Access and
Exchange.
She reviewed the Workshop Toolkit3 including the agenda (Annex II), emphasizing the
Technical Workshop’s three major objectives – all intended to shift the GIASIPartnership
from its initial conceptual/planning phase into implementation:
 Discussion and agreement on cross-cutting technical issues (e.g., design of the
Information Gateway [portal]);
 Collaboration in the production of Work Plans for the Working Groups4; and the

2 http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/cop/cop-11/information/cop-11-inf-34-en.pdf
3 http://giasipartnership.myspecies.info/sites/giasipartnership.myspecies.info/files/WorkshopToolkit_0.pdf
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Identification of individuals/organizations to lead Work Plan implementation.

She concluded by inviting the participants to engage in and help promote the
GIASIPartnership through its new social networking sites:
 Facebook: GIASIPartnership
 Twitter: @GIASIP
After the participants had a brief opportunity to introduce themselves and their institutional
affiliations (see Annex VI), Jamie K. Reaser continued her presentation with a focus on
stakeholder needs and use cases. The use cases she described can be found in Annex IV.
Key points included:
 Since the Partnership is designed to meet the needs of CBD Parties, we need to have
an adequate understanding of what those needs are, which are priorities, and how
the needs/priorities are going to change over time.
 One approach to a needs assessment is to review reports submitted to the CBD
Secretariat for stated or implied information needs in the invasive alien species
context. Over the last couple of months the revised National Biodiversity Strategies
and Action Plans (NBSAPs), Fourth National Reports, and ‘In-depth Reviews’ of
progress on the implementation of invasive alien species decisions in the CBD
context have been assessed for this purpose. Although more than 200 documents
were included in the study, the review provided relatively little relevant information
to advance our current understanding of user needs. In part, this was the result of
information being outdated and/or stated in very general terms.
 Another approach to consider the CBD Conference of Parties decisions as ‘need
statements’ and identify those particularly relevant to the GIASIPartnership’s
mission. The process has been completed, and the decisions have been grouped
according the function of each Working Group (see Annex V).
 There is some duplication among the decisions, and some of the decisions are
subsets of other decisions. When developing the Work Plans, Working Groups will
need to identify ‘critical/priority needs’ reflected by the decisions.
 Targeted needs assessments can be more effective then ‘gleaning’ information
needs from reports written for a wide-variety of purposes - if the needs assessments
are strategically written for and delivered to the target audience. In 2012, the CBD
invited Parties to respond to a short list of questions about invasive alien species
information needs. Relatively few countries responded and, in general, the
responses were insufficient in detail. They were, however, more useful in identifying
invasive alien species information needs than was the process of ‘gleaning’
information from the aforementioned reports.
 At this time, the most useful resource that the GIASIPartership has for an invasive
alien species information needs assessment exists in the direct experience of people
participating in the Partnership. Workshops such as this one help us to ‘capture’ and
capitalize on what we already know.
 The three use cases to be considered by the Working Groups (Annex IV) reflect what
we already know to be true – Parties are in urgent need of information that will help
them conduct critical situation analysis, as well as risk analysis for species and
pathways.
 We invite you to review these use cases by ‘stepping into the shoes’ of the Parties
and asking what are the work flows require to discover and synthesize the required
4 The Taxonomic Information Working Group was not included – at the time of the workshop a Chair had not yet been
identified
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information. Ideally, the Information Gateway will be designed according to these
work flows.
Chris Lyal then provided an overview of some of the cross-cutting technical issues facing the
GIASIPartnership and provided a demonstration of the Information Gateway (beta version).
Main points included:
 Communication is a two-way process that needs to be targeted to the specific
audience. In the case of the GIASIPartnership, the target audience is the CBD Parties
and those who help Parties implement Article 8(h) – with particular emphasis on
Aichi Biodiversity Target 9.
 Simply stated, the GIASIPartnership’s task is to facilitate the discovery of relevant
information and information tools, identify information gaps and opportunities to fill
them (including repurposing information), and improve data quality to enable better
decision making.
 It is important to remember in the context of our work that not all the relevant
information users have ready access to the internet. We need to think creatively
about how to reach such individuals/communities, especially in the ‘developing
world’ where the impact of invasive alien species is often an urgent matter for both
biodiversity and human livelihoods.
 The Information Gateway is a web-based approach to making information more
readily accessible through the internet. It is a ‘discovery system’ not merely a
database. It is one project of the GIASIPartnership, not the Partnership itself.
 The Gateway Working Group and development have generated the following
questions:
o Could/should the Information Gateway be used for depositing information
that can’t be posted on the web otherwise (e.g., due to limited country
budgets)?
o How extensive do the search capacities need to be?
o To what extent do we need to make information accessible in its entirety
and to what extent would information synthesis add value (and be costeffective)?
o What is the ‘chunk size’ of the information that we should provide (e.g., in
the context of descriptions – include everything and/or break it down into
categories such as habitat, diet, etc.?
o How far do we go with the depth of discovery? At some level the
Information Gateway searches may start duplicating other systems.
o How can we encourage quality control etc. by the data providers?
o How much effort should be put into making things more accessible vs.
developing new information resources collectively?
o How do we balance sharing all resource information versus ‘scientific
consensus’ in a more synthetic format?
o How do we identify/prioritize work flows?
 Participants responded to these questions and the Information Gateway
demonstration by making the following suggestions for further development:
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o

o

Add i-frames (a means of displaying web content from a different source
within the Gateway)
Build in feedback/reporting mechanisms for both quality control and
information expansion purposes. These feedback mechanisms need to reach
the original information providers.
Explore adding CABI literature via an API (‘Application Programming
Interface’) – in this case a means for automatically searching the CABI
literature database from the Gateway when the Gateway user selects a
term. The Gateway already makes use of APIs on the Encyclopedia of Life,
Biodiversity Heritage Library and IUCN (Red List) sites.
Give information providers guidance for making information available so
that it feeds into a synthesis for ease of determining “scientific consensus”
Create ‘advice for information users’ (e.g., being aware of potential errors in
datasets) tab
Add climate matching tool(s)
Build in ‘forced searches’ (e.g., species and genus; other countries), including
the steps by which searches take place
Reorganize home page based on a small number of ‘use case themes’
Ability to search by regions/countries, not just taxonomy
Find means to give credit to information providers ‘up front’ – in part, to
underscore the value of the contributions and avoid the impression of
duplication (This is important from a donor perspective – funding primarily
needs to be directed to the information providers)
Look at other sites as models for organizing the home page conceptually –
e.g., Travelocity, purchasing insurance policies (i.e. sites designed to be used
by people with little to no technical knowledge about the information details
behind their information needs)

Samy Gaiji of the Global Biodiversity Facility Secretariat (GBIF), Co-Chair of the
Interoperability and Quality Improvement Working Group, provided an overview of interoperability issues that needed to be taken into consideration in order to enable the
Information Gateway to function as discovery ‘portal’ to distributed information systems. A
shared vision of the overall information architecture is required among the Partners and
Working Groups. The main points presented were as follows:
 At the core of the information architecture design exercise are the ‘high-level use
cases’ and requirements from the end-users (Parties and those supporting Party in
CBD implementation). The design of the information architecture needs to be
adapted to meet the identified user needs.
 Inter-operability needs to be designed with the end users in mind – Parties and
those supporting Parties to achieve Article 8(h) – with an emphasis on Aichi
Biodiversity Target 9. The identification of high-level use cases should therefore be a
priority. The Gateway is one of the main entry-points that will enable users to find
responses to the identified use cases.
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This group, therefore, needs to consider what functionalities are needed for the
Information Gateway and what functionalities are not needed – at least not at this
point time but possibly within a six-month to two-year timeframe.
Success will be achieved when users can fulfil all steps of a use case workflow
through the Gateway.
We also need to consider the roles of the Information Gateway versus the roles of
the data aggregators and in particular the role of a global discovery system or
registry.
Four options for the Information Gateway for participants consider are:
o Option 1 – A collection of hyperlinks (potentially heavy workload for
aggregators; limited functionality);
o Option 2 – A collection of hyperlinks and metadata (implying increased
workload for aggregators but with increased functionality and more
complex/useful searches);
o Option 3 – A collection of hyperlinks, metadata, and core information
(potentially increasing workload for aggregators in registering their
information in a central registry; but with greater functionality – more
advanced searches, across a variety and richer information shared among
the partners) – requires information providers to agree on sets of
information (e.g., terms) to be shared and registered within a central
registry; or
o Option 4 - A collection of hyperlinks, metadata, and all information to
address Target 9 (high work load for contributors; potentially creates
resource duplication and therefore competition between the gateway and
information providers).
In response, suggestions by the participants included:
o Develop a dynamic framework – e.g., www.biodiversityknowledge.eu
(passive and active information transfer).
o Design the Gateway so that it can retrieve most of the interoperable
information through a central registry.
o Consider how the Information Gateway can provide information out but also
bring information in. The development of a central registry would be an
option in which all relevant information can be automatically collected and
made available to both the Gateway and the Partners.
o Let’s all learn from the past mistakes made by other system organizers. The
Option 4 model representing a system that will be a full aggregation of all
existing information is not feasible. An intermediate approach is required
that builds on existing Partner’s experience and capacity.
o Take a gradual approach to building the system, for example through the
development of simple central registry that will collate metadata
information from data providers.
o The shared information registered within a central registry would imply
addressing issues associated with IPR and access rights. This would be
further discussed in a working group discussion the following day.
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All three presentations are available at:
http://giasipartnership.myspecies.info/content/partnership-workshop-2013

Working Groups
The second day of the workshop (15 May) was dedicated to Working Group sessions focused
on Work Plan development. The 1) Information Gateway and 2) Best Practices for Non-webbased Information Exchange and Sharing Working Groups met in the morning, while the 3)
Database Interoperability and Quality Improvement Working Group and 4) Information
Synthesis and Assessment Working Groups met in the afternoon. An additional three hours
was provided to all of the working groups on the final morning (16 May). The resultant Work
Plans are contained in Annex III. The main points of discussion follow below:
1) Information Gateway














Translation
o The Gateway is currently available in English only. This may be a problem
for users for whom English is not a native or commonly-understood
language, and will limit the utility of the Gateway for some Parties. Having
a version in each of the UN languages was proposed.
Language
o It was noted that the language and terminology used on the tabs and the
pages should not be too specific to the CBD (this relates to language not
focus on CBD issues such as the Aichi Targets). The rationale is that if the
structure and language is too sectoral it would be difficult for other bodies
such as the IPPC to become sufficiently engaged.
News page
o The News page is incomplete, receiving an RSS feed from only one partner
and somewhat duplicating pages on partner sites. The meeting
recommended it be removed for now.
o There could be a ‘Partnership News’ page that would be populated either
manually or through RSS feds; in the former case population would probably
be a task for the Coordinator to undertake, in the next phase of Coordinator
activities.
Events Module
o Currently only CL is putting events on the Events page. Some Partners
maintain an Events page, and it may be appropriate to remove the Events
page from the Gateway and simply link to Partner and other pages.
Blog
o Currently this is not used, although there was some interest in writing for it.
It was suggested that it be moved to the Partnership page.
Partnership page modification
o Links to the Partnership Facebook page and twitter on the Partnership page
were requested to be made more prominent.
o Contact details for a person for each Partner were requested to be put up.
Orphans
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The questions of whether the Gateway could host orphan sites or data was
raised. This is part of a wider discussion about to what degree the site can
host information that is unavailable elsewhere.
o Partners generally felt that if there are alternative places where data could
be held those should be used, noting that there are resource implications in
this. The issue will have to be discussed by the Gateway WG.
o There is the potential on the Gateway for Private areas, so projects that
otherwise lack a document storage or project area on the internet could be
facilitated.
Measuring success
o Formal monitoring and evaluation of Partnership will be required to assess
how successful it is in meeting Parties’ needs. This might be in the form of
evaluation from identified users, or through the use of indicators.
o For the Gateway, there is a need for feedback links, both to the
administrator and to information providers, including what the user found of
value, what they failed to find, and any corrections or additions to the
information presented. Such links would ideally be on each page.
o It would also be helpful to use Google Analytics to track use of different
pages in the Gateway.
Iterative, reactive, evolutionary
o The workshop felt that the Gateway should be iterative and interactive.
o In order to ensure that any degree of interactivity can be maintained there
will have to be support ensuring staffing at some level.
o The Forum and the Comments / feedback systems are examples of this
functionality.
Forums
o The Gateway Forum page is currently unused. This might change once the
Gateway is restructured and more populated with resources. It is both a
potential benefit for users and the partnership and a potential risk; if users
post messages which are not answered they will form a poor impression of
the Partnership
o Managing Forum posts may be a task for the Coordinator, once funding is
secured to retain this post. In the meantime all Partners should be prepared
to take a role in responding to posts.
URL
o The current URL might not be the best, and some participants suggested we
change this
o The following URLs are available:
 giasip.info £1.99 a year £7.12 for 10 years/yr
 giasip.net £6.99 a year £9.51 for 10 years/yr
 giasip.org £4.79 a year £10.46 for 10 years/yr
o We could buy them all, advertise one, but have the others should people
guess wrong.
As a result of the Technical Workshop discussions, the Information Gateway Working
Group has recommended that the Gateway structure be further advanced from the
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information content categorization emerging from the July 2012 GIASIPartnership
Organizational Workshop to one more closely aligned to Parties’ workflows.
o The overarching model will be based on a workflow consistent with
implementing Article 8(h)/Aichi Biodiversity Target 9 (see Diagrams 1 and 2).
Use cases (such as those presented at the Technical Workshop on critical
situation analysis and risk analysis) will be used to help determined the
‘directionality and nestedness’ of information (e.g., species checklists are a
component of critical situation analyses and risk analyses).
o Each webpage will provide ‘links’ (hyperlinks, lookup fields, search facilities)
to resources most helpful to that stage of the workflow.
o Developing the system will take time, resources and joint work with the
Interoperability Working Group and Partners. A phased-in process will be
required. The first phase (prior to SBSTTA 16) will include applying
appropriate key words to hyperlinks served through the Gateway, matching
steps in the workflows (including risk analysis) and building a search system.
o In the longer term, this will be facilitated by development of an information
registry – to be created in consultation with the Interoperability and Quality
Improvement Working Group.
Actvities for 2013-2014
 Restructuring the Gateway
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Diagram 1. Conceptual Gateway Information Flows
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Diagram 2. Revised Gateway Structure Based on Target 9 Workflow Concept













Translation
o Following restructuring the opportunities for translating the Gateway text to
other languages will be investigated. In one other Scratchpad text is
provided both in French and English; there may also be programmatic ways
of toggling between the languages, which will be investigated.
News page
o The News page will be removed from the site, but the potential of adding a
page with links to pages elsewhere with news items will be considered in the
restructuring.
Events page
o The utility of the Events page will be reviewed after the Gateway has been
publicized and user numbers increased. In the meantime it can be moved to
under the Partnership Page.
Orphans
o The Gateway working group will consider this potential area of use of the
Gateway and make recommendations. It is unlikely to be developed until
after the restructuring and users’ needs can be more effectively gauged.
Measuring success
o Google Analytics is already used on the Gateway, and comments facilities
are in place and being used. The WG will discuss how to manage an
assessment process, given the resource implications of this.
URL
o Identify funding for purchasing additional URLs and adding forwarding links.
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2) Best Practices for Non-web-based Information Access and Exchange








Need to consider changing the name so that it is more reflective of the group focus.
Use of the term "good practices" rather than "best practices" to reflect the fact that
practice is dynamic and context-dependent. Good practices change as circumstances
change and it is easier to agree on which practices are good than on which practices
are best. "Non-Web Communication" is snappy but misleading and potentially
confusing. The activities under this group’s umbrella may use ICT but are going
beyond strictly web-based communications.
There is shared interest in developing an invasive alien species Smartphone app for
use in the developing world. This is the only project that the Working Group has had
any detailed discussion on thus far. Concepts to consider include:
o Why, Where, How?
o Gather what data?
o Do what with it?
o What incentives are built into the project? – personal and community
o How do you help ensure that people aren’t put at risk for having
Smartphones?
o How do you reduce the likelihood of ‘fake’ or ‘incorrect’ data?
o Plants – timing of flowering etc. for monitoring (e.g., flowering Lantana;
Parthenium)
o Measure presence and impacts
o Make it a ‘full circle’ project (need to be able to show a management
response to collected information)
Monitoring and evaluation need to be considered important aspects of all
GIASIPartnership projects, as feasible. It would be advantageous for the Information
Gateway to have a “How did this help?” button on each page of the Gateway so that
success could be monitored and case studies of outcomes and impact collected.
Activities for 2013-2014 will include:
o Undertaking a needs assessment to understand the information and
communication needs for different users in locations where internet access is
unreliable;
o Generating an inventory of invasive alien species-focused mobile apps for this
Working Group’s reference and eventual access through the Information
Gateway. (All; Ongoing);
o Generating an inventory of citizen science projects for addressing invasive alien
species for this Working Group’s reference and eventual access through the
Information Gateway. (All; Ongoing);
o Inventorying invasive alien species video material for this Working Group’s
reference and eventual access through the Information Gateway. (All; Ongoing);
o Exploring the possibility of an invasive alien species photos/poster competition
at a future SBSTTA with the intent of using high impact images to create
effective case studies; (Lead to be identified, but might be CABI or ISSG; target
date to be decided but should be by end of August 2013 to enable it to take
place at SBSTTA 17);
o Developing a concept note and begin to create a ‘good practices’ toolkit for
communicating invasive alien species issues in non-web formats (Lead to be
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identified; participants: J. Mauremootoo and others to be identified. Tentative
target date end of August 2013.);
o Developing a concept note for a short high impact invasive alien species
advocacy video and associated advocacy materials (Arne Witt and John
Mauremootoo to lead; concept note to be developed by end of July 2013)
o Creating a task group to work on a proposed GEF project to use non-web
approaches to disseminate and promote exchanges of invasive species-related
information (Shyama Pagad to lead, task group constituted by end August 2013);
and
o Developing an invasive alien weeds application for Smartphone and pilot it in
one country in Africa. The specific goals/targets will be determined as more
information becomes available on existing invasive alien species apps and
opportunities for associated the app with existing on-the-ground projects are
explored. (lead to be identified (CABI?); Many potential key partners within
GIASIP are likely to be involved, especially SANBI, CEH, NHM. Concept note by
end July).
 Possibly link to Africa’s worst weeds – Maybe 30 weeds maximum,
might link to Cybertracker5 Or PlantTracker6. However, development
costs for just an identification-based system might be fairly high and
generating robust monitoring and evaluation findings for such a system
would be require a considerable investment.
 Another option is to develop a “citizen science app,” based on one
significant weed (e.g., Parthenium) and pilot it on one country (e.g.,
South Africa), but with explicit plans to expand into other countries (e.g.,
Kenya, Ethiopia). In order to be effective it will need to be integrated
into existing control initiatives.
 The app could include an SMS or other notification element.
 To maximize effectiveness the SMS/notification element ought to be
part of an awareness-raising campaign (using posters, leaflets, radio
broadcasts, etc.).
 Although the focus would be on a Smartphone app, the app team will
investigate platforms which may have a featurephone version for
expansion phase.
 The project needs to have an explicit monitoring, evaluation, and survey
element.
Next steps to be undertaken include:
o Recommend that the Information Gateway include a “How did this help”
button when the system is re-designed. (Done);
o Add new participants to the Working Group forum on Basecamp. (Done);
o Consult with Working Group Chair, Arne Witt, on meeting outcomes and
changes to Working Group leadership. (Done). Arne Witt will now Co-Chair
the Working Group with Martin Parr and John Mauremootoo;
o Revise the Work Plan to meet 31 May 2013 deadline to the Secretariat of
the CBD. (Done);
o Constitute an invasive alien weed phone app task group (by end of June
2013).
o Develop a concept note for the information toolkit and make it available for
distribution and feedback at the upcoming conference on invasive alien
species communication to be held in Portugal (October 8-10) by IUCN

5 e.g., http://cybertracker.org/uses/protected-areas/24-kruger-national-park
6 http://planttracker.naturelocator.org/
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Invasive Species Specialist Group, the European Plant Pest Organization
(EPPO), and others7 (JM to participate; lead and others to be identified.
Target date to be agreed, but probably August 2013)
Develop a concept note for an invasive alien species advocacy video and
associated advocacy materials and make it available at the above meeting
(Arne Witt and John Mauremootoo to lead; concept note to be developed
by end of July 2013)
Constitute a cross-cutting task group to work on a proposed GEF project to
use non-web approaches to disseminate and promote exchanges of invasive
species-related information (Shyama Pagad to lead, task group constituted
by end August 2013)
Encourage Working Group members to attend the aforementioned
workshop and explore opportunities to use the meeting to identify/engage
additional Working Group members and learn about funding opportunities
(WG Chairs; Now through workshop)

3) Database Interoperability and Quality Improvement










The group agreed that from the model presented, a combination of metadata and
more detailed information would be required in a central place.
The information centralized would be provided by the various Partner’s information
systems, consolidated and consumed by both the Gateway (to support discovery
functions) and by Partners (to support gap assessment, analysis, discovery and data
quality improvements).
The information centralized should only be intended to support discovery activities
and avoid entering in competition with the various Partner’s information systems.
The information provided should in a first phase be made available to the GIASIP
Partners including the Information Gateway. Access to such centralized information
will be restricted during a first phase. A review of the content mobilized for
discovery purposes, its added value, and application will be reviewed by the
partnership within a year from its establishment. Decisions on a less restricted
access will be explored and decided collegially by all the involved partners. The
group recognized that the overall aim would be to deliver a fully open-source
content but during this intermediate phase, a careful evaluation is required.
The centralized information should be determined only based on the needs
expressed though the identified use cases and workflows identified for the Gateway
and other products. The group agreed that careful attention should be given to not
aggregate unnecessary information, as it has been the case in other initiatives.
A central Registry model was agreed as the most immediate product. Diagram 3
provides an outline of the proposed Gateway information architecture. It is
envisioned that a set of core data domains will be agreed and form the core
structure of the Registry database. The identified data dimensions are for examples
species, measures, pathways, location etc.

7 http://archives.eppo.int/MEETINGS/2013_conferences/communication_pt.htm
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For each for the identified data dimensions, a set of data standards will be agreed
with all partners. For some, the group strongly recommended to take a ‘minimalistic’
approach (e.g. using country as the lowest precision for location information).

Diagram 3: General information architecture of the GIASIPartnership









The group recognized that efforts would be required by each of the information
publishers (e.g. CABI, ISSG, GBIF, DAISIE, etc.) to summarize the information they
hold for each IAS in a form that can be easily consumed by the Registry. This would
imply in many cases the development of software scripts to generate JSON export
files.
The group also discussed the manner in which the Registry could handle the
information provided. Ideally the information could be represented in RDF form and
the core database of the Registry in a form of a triple store. Further investigation
would be required.
Use of web services for the publication of information to the Registry is
recommended. In some cases a manual web based form could be envisioned for
publishers having some technical limitations. This would be further
explored/investigated at a later stage.
Publishing and access to the Registry would be through authentication and access
will be logged for further reporting/analysis. This applies to all access including from
the Gateway.

20

Diagram 4: Description of data domains in the Registry

Diagram 5: Example of data domain for taxonomic terms.
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The Registry database schema will be further developed following the meeting. The
original specification included more complex schema (richer list of concepts) and
would be simplified to meet the short-term needs of the project (SSFA with SCBD).
(See Diagram 4 & 5).

4) Information Synthesis and Assessment





Within the context of the GIASIPartnership mission, this Working Group will focus on
data and knowledge gathering and the synthesizing of relevant information. Parties
will be enabled to analyze these data, use them to set priorities, develop
management plans, conduct risk analysis/assessments, measure patterns and
trends, develop indicators, and monitor process toward implementing Article 8(h)
and Aichi Biodiversity Target 9.
Two topics of particular interest to the Working Group participants include: a)
invasive alien species and protected areas and b) biocontrol as an important, but
often misunderstood, management tool.
Initial general priorities for the Working Group include: a) assessment of the major
data gaps in existing information systems and identify/support the most critical data
mobilization activities in the short-medium term and b) development8 and electronic
publishing (through the Information Gateway) of:
(i) Global registries of:
a. Introduced and invasive alien species, which can serve as a
resources for risk analyses and an early warning system;
b. Best management practices (for addressing species and
pathways);
c. Risk analyses; and
d. Economic evaluations (cost-benefit analyses and impact
studies).
(ii) A global index of the alien species primary biodiversity data9
integrated with GBIF. This should include occurrence “absence”
(non-detection) data;
a. Use cases relevant to Aichi Biodiversity Target 9; and
b. An information system which can be used for identifying,
mapping, ranking, and conducting risk analyses of biological
invasion pathways.



8

Activities current planned for implementation in 2013-2014 are to:
o Develop and populate GRIIS – Global Registry of Introduced and Invasive
Species;
o Develop a tool for pathway management and establish a task force of
experts on a global scale;
o Develop and compile case studies of successful invasive alien species
management, with a focus on protected areas and biological control,

Some of these products are already under development; updating and/or quality improvement is warranted.

9

Primary biodiversity data are the digital text or multimedia data records that detail the instance of an organism
– the “what, where, when, how and by whom” of the organism’s occurrence and documentation
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o

o





including a tool to support managers in establishing priorities for control
work;
Develop a global registry of risk assessments/analyses at the species level as
well as risk analysis tools and make information available to support new
analyses; and
Develop a global index of invasive alien species primary biodiversity data
integrated with GBIF, including occurrence “absence” (non-detection) data.

Recommendations for future work include:
o Build resources of methods and techniques used in the management of
freshwater invasive species;
o Identify species with high potential to become IAS and prepare information
for border control;
o Develop guidance and materials to support and improve border control;
o Make data available on best practices for public awareness and guidance to
web-based traders (of alien species introduced as pets, aquarium and
terrarium species); and
o Develop global registries of economic evaluations (cost-benefit analyses and
impact studies), building a resource of cost-benefit analyses conducted for
invasive species management and a resource of all literature, reports etc.
published on economic impacts of invasive alien species.
Immediate next steps are to:
o Invite Silva Ziller to replace Samy Gaiji as Co-Chair with Shyama Pagad.
(Done);
o Add new Working Group members to the forum on Basecamp. (Done);
o Complete the draft Work Plan in order to meet the 31 May 2012 deadline
for the Secretariat of the CBD. (Done)

Participant Contributions
Each afternoon, participants were given the opportunity to express their personal
and institutional interests in the GIASIPartnership, as well as to share information on
their relevant activities. These contributions are summarized below. In addition, six
demonstrations of information systems and informatics projects were presented.
These are marked with ‘*’ below. The presentations are available at
http://giasipartnership.myspecies.info/content/partnership-workshop-2013
Name

Particular Interests

Contributions

Katherine Bouton; Natural
History Museum - UK

Building the Information
Gateway, Scratchpad
applications
Marine invasive alien species
issues, invasive alien species in
Southeast Asia – esp. in marine
protected areas, creating
informatics tools

Further advancement of the
Information Gateway

Christine Casal; Fishbase

Provide information on marine
and aquatic invasive alien
species, especially data and
tools associated with
10
Fishbase *; provide a
leadership role in a project to

10 http://www.fishbase.org/
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Mathew Dias; Secretariat of the
Convention on Biological
Diversity (SCBD)
Samy Gaiji; Global Biodiversity
Information Facility (GBIF)
Secretariat

Piero Genovesi; IUCN – Invasive
Species Specialist Group (ISSG)

Human dimensions of
conservation, information and
planning capacity building
Advancing GBIF’s work on
invasive alien species – which is
an institutional priority,
information system
architecture, mobilizing
information
Invasive alien species in Europe,
building networks of scientists,
mobilizing information,
pathways prioritization,
protected areas issues

digitize biodiversity data in
Southeast Asia; contribute to
work involving marine
protected areas
Linkages to activities within the
11
SCBD, particularly the CHM
12
and NBSAP Forum
Development of the
GIASIPartnership registry; help
in the development of a crosscutting GIASIPartnership
business plan and securing core
funding
Contributions linkages to/from
13
the ISSG *, including the
14
GISD ; integrating knowledge
products (e.g., red list,
protected areas, etc.), Global
Register of Invasive Species
(GRIS), island databases (e.g.,
15
16
IBIS , TIBD ); collaboration
17
18
with the CMS , WoRMS

Colin Harrower; National
Environmental Research Centre
(NERC) Centre for Ecology &
Hydrology
Philip Ivey; South African
National Biodiversity Institute
(SANBI)

Biodiversity informatics

Work to harmonize key
terminology used between
information systems

Biocontrol, job creation
19
programmes , building
taxonomic capacity, DNA
barcoding, citizen/community
science

Stelios Katsanevakis; Joint
Research Center (JRC),
European Alien Species
Information Network (EASIN)

Invasive alien species in the
marine context, building the
European information
capacities

Robert Kenward; Anatrack, Ltd.

Citizen science, local
community issues

Experience working with
various field-based programmes
using apps to collect data on
invasive alien species, e.g.,
20
21
iSpot and Cybertracker ;
advancement of the Gateway;
engaging additional SANBI staff
at the Working Group level
Creating linkages between the
22
GIASIPartnership and EASIN *,
including the transfer of
information, tools, and
experience
Lessons learned and outputs
23
from Naturalliance *,

11 https://www.cbd.int/chm/
12 http://www.cbd.int/nbsap/
13 http://www.issg.org/
14 http://www.issg.org/database/welcome/
15 http://ibis.fos.auckland.ac.nz/
16 http://tib.islandconservation.org/
17 http://www.cms.int/
18 http://www.marinespecies.org/
19 http://www.dwaf.gov.za/wfw/
20 http://www.ispot.org.za/
21 http://cybertracker.org/
22 http://easin.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
23 http://www.naturalliance.eu/habitats_and_species_bqxopxf_yrxcqwp.aspx?nocookies=true; http://www.naturalliance.eu

24

Chris Lyal; Natural History
Museum - UK

Taxonomy, creating information
systems, citizen science

John Mauremootoo;
Independent consultant

Human dimensions of
addressing invasive alien
species, creating informatics
tools for use in developing
countries, development of
communication strategies and
tools; participatory planning,
monitoring and evaluation,
facilitation and training

Shyama Pagad; IUCN- Invasive
Species Specialist Group (ISSG)

Improving upon and creating
new contributions from the
ISSG

Martin Parr; CAB International
(CABI)

Exporting information services,
mobile apps, advancing the
24
Invasive Species Compendium

Corin Pratt; CAB International
(CABI)

Invasive alien species
information synthesis and
assessment

Jamie K. Reaser; Congruence
LLC

Human dimensions of
conservation, entrepreneurial
leadership for environmental
and social chance,
communication psychology,
voluntary partnership
development, UN policy
engagement
Building the Information
Gateway, Scratchpad
applications
Citizen science, invasive alien
species information
management for the UK

Simon Rycroft; Natural History
Museum - UK
Helen Roy; National
Environmental Research Center
(NERC) Centre for Ecology &
Hydrology

contributing to new citizen
science initiatives, potentially
helping secure language
translation
Serving as Chair of the interim
Steering Committee, leading
development of the Information
Gateway, contributing to the
Taxonomic Information Services
Working Group
Understanding of user needs
based on on-the-ground work in
Africa (e.g., Cameroon, Cape
Verde islands), social science
perspectives, making linkages
with users in developing
countries, contributing
information to the Gateway,
providing consultancy services
as appropriate
ISSG products (see list for Piero
Genovesi), networking, and coadministering the
GIASPartnership Facebook Page
Linkages to/from relevant
25
CABI activities; serving on the
interim Steering Committee;
contributing to non-web
information projects
Engaging in information
synthesis and assessment
projects, especially those
focused in the island context
All aspects of coordinating the
GIASIPartnership, contributing
expertise in communications
and human capacity building

Further advancement of the
Information Gateway
26

Guide to Citizen Science and
lessons learned; linkages to and
inputs from UK projects*,
including the GB Non-native
27
Species Information Portal ,

24 http://www.cabi.org/isc
25 http://www.cabi.org/
26 http://www.ukeof.org.uk/documents/guide-to-citizen-science.pdf
27 http://www.nonnativespecies.org
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Chris Shire; CAB International
(CABI)
Silvia Ziller; Horus Institute

Informatics capacity building
Invasive alien species in
protected areas, applying
pathway measures/tools

29

iSpot-UK , iRecord ,
30
PlantTracker
Contributing to the develop of
invasive species apps
31
Lessons and tools from IABIN ;
help with identifying funding
sources; contributing to
Gateway development, as well
as projects under the
Information Synthesis and
Assessment Working Group

Next Steps
Participants concluded the workshop with a discussion of next steps for the interim Steering
Committee (iSC) and Working Groups, as well as planning for the upcoming meeting of the
CBD’s Subsidiary Body on Science, Technology, and Technical Advice (SBSTTA 17) – to be
held in Montreal, Canada on 14-18 October 2013.
Six topics were identified for discussion during the next iSC meeting, scheduled for 13 June
2013:
 Making the Memorandum of Cooperation (MoC) readily available to potential
Partners;
 Expansion of the iSC to include additional representatives willing to serve on this
‘coordinating body;’
 Securing the Partnership Coordinator position beyond August 31st in accordance
with the functional needs of the GIASIPartnership;
 Using the new Work Plans to develop a cross-cutting ‘business plan’ and funding
strategy;
 Developing a monitoring and evaluation plan in order to track success and lessons
learned; and
 Creating a means of gathering and posting National Invasive (Alien) Species
Strategies and Action Plans (NI(A)SPs).
The immediate next steps for each of the Working Groups were incorporated into the Work
Plans. See Annex III.
With regard to SBSTTA 17, the decision was to focus activities around the ‘interactive kiosk,’
including:
 Distribution of relevant hard-copy materials and electronic media on CDs/thumb
drives etc.;
 Opportunities for meeting delegates to consult with technical experts;
 Interactive educational games/exercises that teach participants how to use the
Information Gateway and Partner databases;
 Scheduled demonstrations and mini-courses at a small classroom (12 seats) next to
the kiosk tables; and
 Needs assessments/surveys as relevant to Working Group needs.

28 http://www.ispot.org.uk/
29 http://www.brc.ac.uk/iRecord/
30 http://planttracker.naturelocator.org/
31 http://i3n.iabin.net/
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Workshop participants who indicated an interest in attending SBSTTA 17 will be contacted
about becoming part of the ‘SBSTTA 17 Planning and Implementation Team.’
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ANNEX I
THE GIASIPartnership
VISION
Biodiversity and human well-being are protected from the adverse impacts of invasive alien
species.

MISSION
To support Parties to the CBD in their efforts to prevent, control, and eradicate invasive alien
species, including actions to address priority pathways, by enabling timely access to reliable
information32 and informatics tools.” The GIASIPartnership thus builds capacity for
implementation of Article 8(h), Aichi Biodiversity Target 9, and associated decisions under
the CBD.

VALUES
The Partnership’s core values are intended to enable the network’s diverse partners to
pursue its mission collectively in a constructive manner, from a common foundation. These
values support meaningful dialogue among people/organizations with different interests,
expertise, and cultural norms. They also strengthen the Partnership’s ability to maintain a
neutral stance and credibility.
Partnership members agree to strive for:
(a)

Accountability;

(b)

Global collaboration;

(c)

Scientific relevance/accountability;

(d)

Cultural, gender, and geographic sensitivity;

(e)

Inclusiveness;

(f)

Free and open access to information;33

(g)

Openness;

(h)

Mutual respect; and

(i)

Transparency

DISTINCT CAPACITIES
The Partnership achieves its mission by providing a collective vision and by catalyzing
invasive alien species information initiatives at national, regional, and global scales. The
Partnership operates through a "Partnership Network" comprised of invasive alien species
32

In the context of the mission statement, “information” also includes “data and knowledge” and relevant
technologies.
33

With proper attribution/citation of the original data publishers, when feasible.
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information users and providers from around the world. The Partnership stakeholders are its
partners – Government institutions, intergovernmental organizations, non-governmental
organizations, donor agencies, academic/research institutions, indigenous peoples and local
communities, and the private sector.
Although Partnership partners have diverse missions, the Partnership’s services are primarily
intended to support Parties to the CBD who are committed to the effective implementation
of Article 8(h), Aichi Biodiversity Target 9 (invasive alien species), and the various decisions
under the CBD pertaining to the prevention, eradication, and control of invasive alien
species. The improvement of availability, quality, and application of scientifically relevant
information on invasive alien species is the underlying theme for all Partnership activities.
The Partnership has the ability to achieve outcomes that no single organization or
Government could achieve on its own. Importantly, it also has the ability to enable a more
timely delivery of invasive alien species information for policymaking needs.
Examples of services provided by the Partnership include:
(a)
Advisory service to Parties to the CBD on matters relevant to invasive alien
species information systems, data, and analytical tools;
(b)
A forum for collaboration and information exchange among invasive alien
species information providers and users;
(c)
Creation and management of a web-based Information Gateway for access
to and the exchange of information on invasive alien species in a timely and accurate
manner;
(d)
Designing and implementing activities to facilitate the development of new
and better information systems and analytical tools to address the issues related to invasive
alien species; and
(e)
Facilitating the provision of targeted grants and in-kind services to build the
capacity of invasive alien species information systems and analytical tools.
The collaborative nature of the Partnership encourages countries to recognize that they face
difficulties in solving the invasive alien species issue by solely working within their borders.
Invasive alien species are largely an international problem. The data and other information
resources that one country needs to address invasive alien species can often be found in
another country. The Partnership helps countries to access the information resources
worldwide, and to become a resource for others.
The Partnership works in a similar manner with international organizations to prevent the
isolated, sector-focused approaches to invasive alien species issue that can lead to
duplicative efforts and ineffective policies. The Partnership enables Governments,
environmental groups, trade industries and other stakeholders to share information and
engage in positive, constructive dialogue, as well as implement projects with tangible, highimpact outcomes.
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ANNEX II
WORKSHOP AGENDA
Day 1, 14 MAY
In Plenary
Time
08:30am
09:00am

09:10am
09:35am
10:05am
10:30am
10:50am

12:30pm
01:30pm

03:30pm
03:50pm

05:00pm
05:45pm

Activity
Registration; Coffee, tea, water, and
pastries available
Welcome/Opening

Meeting Overview/Background on the
GIASIPartnership
Introductions
Overview of User Needs/Use Cases
Break – refreshments available
Cross-cutting Technical Issues for the
Partnership
A. Provision of Information by the
Partnership – including integration of
web and non-web-based information,
current delivery and future plans (will
include a demonstration of the
GIASIPartnership Information Gateway)
Group Discussion
Lunch - Provided
B. Issues for Web-based Info Provision –
including quality control, IPR and
licenses, data model options and
interoperability, work flows
Group Discussion
Break – refreshments available
Participants provide brief overview of
potential individual, information system,
and/or organizational interests in and
contributions to the Partnership
IAS Information System/Tools Demos (5)
Closing Remarks

Presenter/Facilitator

Chris Lyal, NHM and Chair of the
GIASIPartnership Interim
Steering Committee (iSC)
Jamie K. Reaser,
GIASIPartnership Coordinator
All (Names/Affiliations)
Jamie K. Reaser

Chris Lyal, Chair of Gateway WG

Samy Gaiji, Co-chair of the
Interoperability and Quality
Control WG

All – 3 min max. No Powerpoints
due to time constraints.

Optional – 8 min w/Powerpoints
Chris Lyal/Jamie K. Reaser

Day 2, 15 May
In Working Groups
Time
09:00am
09:10am

Activity
Welcome/Review of Day 1 and Plan for
Day 2
Break into Working Groups
1. Gateway WG

Presenter/Facilitator
Jamie K. Reaser

Chris Lyal
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2. Best Practices for Non-web-based
Information Access and Exchange WG
Break – refreshments available
Working Groups continued
Lunch - Provided
Working Groups continued
1. Interoperability and Quality Control
WG
2. Information Synthesis & Assessment
WG
Break – refreshments provided
Working Groups continued
General remarks from WGs
IAS Information System/Tools Demos (5)
Closing Remarks

11:00pm
11:20pm
12:30pm
01:30pm

03:30pm
03:50pm
04:30pm
04:50pm
05:30pm

Martin Parr & John
Mauremootoo

Samy Gaiji & Piero Genovesi
Shyama Pagad & Silvia Ziller

WG Facilitators
Optional – 8 min w/Powerpoints
Chris Lyal/Jamie K. Reaser

Day 3, 16 May
In Working Groups/Plenary
Time
09:00am
09:10am
11:00
12:30pm
01:30pm

03:00pm
03:20pm
03:50pm
04:00pm

Activity
Welcome/Review of Day 2 and Plan for Day
3
WG Progress Reports and Questions
Group Discussion
Break – refreshments available
Working Groups from Day 2 continued
Lunch - Provided
Group Discussion – emerging
challenges/opportunities/next steps;
responsibilities and timelines.
Break – Refreshments available
Final Observations/Remarks
Closing Remarks
Tour of the Museum

Presenter/Facilitator
Jamie K. Reaser
WG Facilitators

All

WG Faciliators
Chris Lyal & Jamie K. Reaser
Chris Lyal
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ANNEX III
WORK PLANS
I. INFORMATION GATEWAY WORKING GROUP
Overall GIASIPartnership Mission: Support Parties to the CBD in their efforts to prevent,
control, and eradicate invasive alien species, including actions to address priority pathways,
by enabling timely access to reliable information34 and informatics tools.
The GIASIPartnership thus builds capacity for implementation of Article 8(h), Aichi
Biodiversity Target 9, and associated decisions under the CBD.
Strategic Focus: Information Gateway Working Group
Improve the capacity of Parties to access web-based invasive alien species information and
informatics tools.
Statement of goals
Establish and manage a web-based site (portal) for access to and the exchange of the
information and informatics tools Parties require to prevent, eradicate, and control invasive
alien species.
Rationale
As the work outlined is core to making information available to Parties across a wide
spectrum if IAS-related activities, it responds to calls made in a number of CBD COP
Decisions:
(1) CBD Decision VI/23 (para 10d) - Enhance coordination between sectors to improve the
prevention and early detection of IAS; (2) CBD Decision VI/23 (paras 25, 25a, 25b, 28e) share expertise, contribute information on the pathways and effective risk analysis, and
develop databases and facilitate access to such information for all countries including
repatriation of information to source countries; (3) CBD decision VI/8 - Make information
available on IAS; (4) CBD Decision VI/25 provide support on management and control efforts;
(5) CBD Decision VII/2 para 7 and CBD Decision VII/2, Annex - Increase information and
information exchange on IAS; (6) CBD Decision VII/13 (para 6g) - Engage with stakeholders
and indigenous and local communities in the prevention of IAS; (7) CBD Decision VII/29 para
3) and CBD Decision VII/29 (Annex) - Develop or strengthen appropriate information systems
to allow exchange of information and technologies; (8) CBD Decision X/2 (para 3g) - Promote
the generation and use of scientific information, develop methodologies and initiatives to
monitor status and trends of biodiversity and ecosystem services, share data, develop
indicators and measures, and undertake regular and timely assessments; (9) CBD Decision
X/15 (para 5c) - Explore ways to promote free and open access to data and information for
conservation purposes; (10) CBD Decision X/38 (para 9a) - Compile and distribute existing
information (including guidelines on invasive alien species, possible examples of their
management and related management responses) and provide to Parties through the
clearing-house mechanism and other means; (11) CBD Decision XI/15 (para 1d) - Maintain
and support key databases and information portals, to enable effective invasive species
monitoring and eradication prioritization.
34 In the context of the mission statement, “information” also includes “data and knowledge” and
relevant technologies.
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General Strategy (Objectives) as set out in GIASIPartnership Operational Plan, September
2012 (http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/cop/cop-11/information/cop-11-inf-34-en.pdf)
Current status given in italics.
(a) Obtain a URL address through which Parties and other stakeholders can access and
exchange relevant invasive alien species information
(b) Develop a Partnership Gateway design and implementation plan, using a phased-in
approach. The plan should identify the institution/agency which will host the site
(c) Identify/create an informatics platform that will readily deliver the information services
that Parties and other stakeholders have identified as needed in order to achieve Article
8(h) and Aichi Biodiversity Target 9 (invasive alien species)
(d) Link various existing, relevant information sources and informatics tools into the
“Information Gateway”. This will help improve access to existing information systems.
Examples of resources to link into the Gateway include databases, analytical tools, best
practice guidance, training modules, and education/outreach materials
(e) Add new invasive alien species information and informatics resources to the Partnership
Gateway as they become available – especially products from other Partnership Working
Groups
(f) Create and moderate mechanisms (e.g., chat rooms, forums, list-serves) for the active
exchange of relevant information within the Partnership Gateway
(g) Direct and attract Parties to the CBD and other relevant stakeholders to the Information
Gateway
(h) Review and improve the Information Gateway in an ongoing manner so as to best meet
Parties’ needs
(i) Promote the Information Gateway and the Partnership to Parties to increase usage and
elicit feedback
Specific 2012 Activities Between COP 11 & COP 12
1. (Objective a) URL address obtained and in use
a) completed October 2012 http://giasipartnership.myspecies.info/
b) Acquire new URLs to avoid confusion
2. (Objective b) Establish/manage Information Gateway Working Group. [in place]
3. (Objective b) Partnership Gateway design and implementation plan in place as living
document. Plan identifies institution/agency which will host the site; [Plan in place
September 2012; Site hosted by NHM (UK)]
4. (Objective c) Identify/create an informatics platform
a) Informatics platform adopted and implemented: In place September 2012
b) (Objectives b,d) In concert with Database Interoperability WG, develop
components of an interoperable system to facilitate Gateway users’ access to
relevant information from Partners’ sites. Gateway will require development to
accommodate development of Registry. Agreements on IPR, licenses etc for use
with Partners will also be required. [Initial planning at Partnership Workshop
2013; DIWG developing concept]
5. (Objective d) Improve match of species lists to Partner content lists to facilitate
automatic lookup (to be fully implemented once Registry is in place).
6. (Objectives d and e) Link relevant information sources and informatics tools into the
“Information Gateway”
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7.

8.

9.

10.
11.

12.

a) Pilot version of Gateway in place and many sources made available in October
2012; further resources added since and task ongoing
b) (Objectives d, e and h) Improve content by increasing number of annotated
hyperlinks to external sites, prioritizing for widest utility and to provide coverage
across spectrum of IAS-related issues
c) (objectives d, e, h, i) Consider developing Gateway elements to meet nonspecialist workflows and compliment app development.
(objective f) Create and moderate mechanisms for the active exchange of relevant
information within the Partnership Gateway; [Forum in place on Gateway October 2012;
needs action to develop use]
(Objective c) Improve search functionality of Gateway through development and
application of agreed standard terms to describe resources and developing and
implementing new search functionality
(Objectives b, h) Change design of the Information Gateway to make it easier to address
key questions, particularly as phrased in the Aichi Target 9 [Model outlined in
Partnership Workshop 2013]
(Objectives e, i) Produce training materials for Gateway
(Objective h) Review and improve the Information Gateway in an ongoing manner so as
to best meet Parties’ needs
a) Develop Gateway delivery in several languages
b) Develop facility of housing orphan data and information as required
(Objectives h, i) Develop and implement strategy for monitoring and evaluating value of
Gateway to meet Parties’ needs, though feedback, e-metrics and externally funded
project

ACTIVITY IMPLEMENTATION TABLE (2013) (update per above changes)
Activity
1b Additional URLs

4b. Develop
components of
interoperable
system

Inst/Indiv
Lead(s)
NHM: Lyal

NHM: Lyal
/ GBIF:
Gaiji

Outputs
URLs giasip.info,
giasip.net and
giasip.org
purchased and
active with
redirects
Gateway
accommodates
content delivery
from Registry and
additional sources
in rapid and userfriendly manner.

Timeline
December
2013

Needs
£270

May 2013:
Partnership
workshop.

Autumn 2013:
Develop and
cost
requirements
following
delivery of
Concept
document
from DIWG

Status

Funding support
for workshop in
place and
workshop
delivered.
Development of
concept by DIWG
team (in
progress);

Funding for
concept note
obtained by DIWG
and project
commenced;

Autumn 2013:
develop
proposal for
funding with
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Activity

Inst/Indiv
Lead(s)

5. Improve match
& functionality of
species lists

NHM: Lyal

6b. Improve
content

NHM: Lyal

IUCN-ISSG:
Pagad

IUCN-ISSG:
Pagad

Outputs

Species lists on
Gateway match
names used by
Partners.
As Partners
introduce APIs
Gateway Users
can access
Partner
information easily
and rapidly.
Number and
range of web
resources
available through
Gateway at least
doubled.

6c. Additional
workflows in
Gateway to assist
non-specialist
users

NHM: Lyal

Gateway useful to
word range of
Stakeholders

8. Improve search
functionality

NHM: Lyal

9. Redesign
Gateway

NHM: Lyal

10. Produce
training materials

NHM: Lyal

Scalable search
system so users
can locate desired
resources more
effectively;
Simpler system
for entering links
to web resources.
Gateway Design
modified to
facilitate Users’
workflows
1: Instructions for
use of Gateway
on Gateway;

2: Training pack
for use at
meetings, with
supporting
documents

Timeline
DIWG and
Partners.
August 2013
Revised list in
place

April-May
2013: List of
sites created,
with keywords
(IUCN-ISSG)
May-June
2013: Sites
added to
Gateway
(NHM)
January 2014:
Gateway WG
to consider in
light of
feedback from
SBSTTA and
elsewhere.
April-June
2013

Needs

Status

Funding support $4,400

Funding obtained
from EU / SCBD;
project in
progress.

Funding support $14,400

Funding in place;
in-kind support
from Partners
(NHM, IUCN-ISSG)
secured; project
commenced

Assess when
requirements
understood.

In-kind support
from developers

In-kind support
secured (NHM);
project
commenced

August 2013

Outline design
proposed.

August 2013
Instructions
for
Contributors
and Editors on
Gateway.
March 2014
Draft training
materials
developed
from
Instructions.

Instructions for
use: first draft on
Gateway
.
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Activity
11a. Deliver
Gateway in
multiple languages

12. Develop and
implement
monitoring and
evaluation strategy

Inst/Indiv
Lead(s)
NHM: Lyal

NHM: Lyal

Outputs
Gateway text and
instructions
translated into at
least UN
languages
1: Google
Analytics reports
configured and
provided;
2: Workflow
report from at
least one country
and one project;
3: Feedback
system for
Gateway users
and for use at
meetings.

Timeline

Needs

Status

• External funds
to work with IAS
project and
Parties to address
workflow
question and
needs;
• Time to develop
understanding
and build
responses.

Funding needs to
be calculated in
context of larger
project.

June 2014
Feasibility
study and
project
proposal
developed

FUNDING NEEDS TABLE
Activity
1b. additional
URLs
4b. Develop
components of
interoperable
system
5. Improve match
& functionality of
species lists

$ Required
$415

6b. Improve
content

6c. Additional
workflows
2. Improve search
functionality
9. Redesign
Gateway

10. Produce
training materials

Assess when
requirements
understood.
$3,000

$ Deadline
December
2013

Potential $ Sources
EU funds through SCBD

Revised lists
in place by
August 2013

EU funds through SCBD;
in-kind support from
NHM

For work
completed by
August 2013

EU funds through SCBD;
in-kind support from
NHM & IUCN

October 2014

Assess when
requirements
understood.
In-kind support from
NHM
In-kind support from
NHM.

August 2013
August 2013

In kind support from
NHM, using volunteers.

Notes

To be costed once
Concept document
available from
DIWG.
Funding obtained
for Lists ($4,400); Inkind support from
NHM (ca $1,000)
and IUCN-ISSG.
Next steps will
depend on Registry
and Partners
Funding obtained
($14,400) plus inkind support (ca
$3,000)

In-kind support
obtained
CL time will be
available. Will be
facilitated with
greater involvement
from others.
Some material
available which can
be repurposed.
Help and training
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Activity

11a. Deliver
Gateway in
multiple
languages
12. Develop and
implement
monitoring and
evaluation
strategy

$ Required

$ Deadline

October 2014

Potential $ Sources

Notes
material will be
changed as the
structure of the
Gateway changes.
To be assessed once
Gateway redesigned
and understanding
of utilisation
available.
Feedback system
will be developed to
integrate with other
relevant projects.
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II. INTEROPERABILITY AND QUALITY IMPROVEMENT
Overall GIASIPartnership Mission: Support Parties to the CBD in their efforts to prevent,
control, and eradicate invasive alien species, including actions to address priority pathways,
by enabling timely access to reliable information35 and informatics tools.
The GIASIPartnership thus builds capacity for implementation of Article 8(h), Aichi
Biodiversity Target 9, and associated decisions under the CBD.
Strategic Focus: Database Interoperability and Quality Improvement Working Group
Improve the quality and accessibility of relevant data
Statement of goals
Facilitate linkages among and the reliability of information contained in information systems
which can provide Parties with the data and tools they need to prevent, eradicate, and
control invasive alien species.
Rationale
















Increase information and information exchange on IAS (CBD Decision VII/2, 7 and
CBD Decision VII/2, Annex (Programme of work for dry and sub-humid lands))
Develop or strengthen appropriate information systems to allow exchange of
information and technologies (CBD Decision VII/29, 3 and CBD Decision VII/29,
Annex (Programme of work on technology transfer and cooperation; Also listed
under WG2)
Convene workshops to exchange information and experience on technology transfer
(CBD Decision VII/29, 5)
Increase communication and coordination between national agencies responsible
for the CBD and the International Maritime Organisation (CBD Decision VIII/27, 27)
Compile and prepare of anthologies of existing terminology (CBD Decision VI/23,
28b)
Develop databases and facilitate access to such information for all countries
including repatriation of information to source countries (CBD Decision VI/23, 28e;
Also under Inter-operability and Quality Control WG)
Develop or strengthen appropriate information systems to allow exchange of
information and technologies (CBD Decision VII/29, 3 and CBD Decision VII/29,
Annex (Programme of work on technology transfer and cooperation; Also listed
under WG1)
Promote/facilitate clarification and a common understanding of terminology for IAS,
and compile a glossary of terms used in various forums in relation to invasive alien
species (CBD Decision VIII/27, 67-69)
Increase the interoperability of existing information resources, including databases
and networks, of use in conducting risk and/or impact assessments and in
developing early warning systems (CBD Decision X/38, 7)
Maintain and support key databases and information portals, such as the Global
Island Database, the Threatened Island Biodiversity Database, the Database of Island

35 In the context of the mission statement, “information” also includes “data and knowledge” and relevant
technologies.

38



Invasive Species Eradications, the Global Invasive Species Database, the Island
Biodiversity and Invasive Species Database and Small Islands Developing States
Network (SIDSNet), to enable effective invasive species monitoring and eradication
prioritization (CBD Decision XI/15, 1d; also under Information Sharing)
Participate in developing interoperable information systems that can be used in
developing early-detection and rapid-response systems (CBD Decision XI/28, 20)

General Strategy (Objectives) as set out in GIASIPartnership Operational Plan, September
2012 (http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/cop/cop-11/information/cop-11-inf-34-en.pdf)
Current status given in italics.
1. Implementation of a central Registry
a. Agree on core services and data domains required by the central Registry
(e.g. for Gateway, partners etc.)
b. Agree on central data vocabularies and relevant data standards required for
the design of the central registry databases
c. Agree on common services and protocols for data exchange/access
d. Design central Registry data models and services
e. Design API to upload and retrieve information to/from the central Registry
f.

Develop/Test scripts to map local partners databases to agreed data models
(e.g. including documentation etc.)

g. Develop/Test scripts for the Gateway and other tools (e.g. widgets) to
retrieve information from the central Registry
h. Provide Held-Desk support to Gateway and Partners
2. Indexing of IAS information into the central Registry
a. Design quality control procedures for data and information capture,
including metadata, related terminology, vocabularies used in data and
information capture, and taxonomic services;
b. Import information from GRIIS – Global Registry of Introduced and Invasive
Species - into the central Registry reference tables
c. Import core information from other relevant information systems (e.g.
Taxonomy, Pathways, Management etc.) into the central Registry reference
tables
d. Import/Map/Reconcile indexed information from partner’s information
systems
e. Develop integrity check scripts to ensure coherency and interoperability
between existing data domains (e.g. Taxonomy, Location, Status, Pathways
etc.)
f.

Establish and/or promote mechanisms for assessing data quality in relevant
information systems and providing feedback to the data managers (e.g.,
peer review committees, on-line feedback forms, small grants for data
quality improvement).

g. Provide Held-Desk support to Gateway and Partners
3. Assess gaps and future data mobilization strategies
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a. Develop methodology to assess data quality and gaps in content mobilized
b. Assess for each taxa the availability of information in the central Registry
c. Assess for each taxa the data quality of information provided by partners
and report on possible errors/inaccuracy/precision
d. Assess for each taxa the potential gaps in content indexed
e. Develop data mobilization baselines and indicators for the GIASIP to support
future investments
Specific 2012 Activities Between COP 11 & COP 12
1.a, 1.b, 1.c, 1.d, 1.e (1.f, 1.g and 1.h depending on funding availability)
2.b, 2.c (2.a, 2.d, 2.e, 2.f and 2.g depending on funding availability)
(3.a, 3.b. 3.c, 3.d and 3.e depending on funding availability)
ACTIVITY IMPLEMENTATION TABLE (2013) (update per above changes)
Activity
Inst/Indiv
Outputs
Timeline
Needs
Lead(s)

Status

Assess
existing
requirements
(e.g.
vocabulary,
services)
(1.a, 1.b)
Design of a
central
Registry
(1.c, 1.d)

GBIF & al

A list of core API
services identified
and underlying
‘minimum’ common
vocabularies agreed

May-June
2013

WG-1 & 2 meetings (i.e.
London).
Involvement/Engagement of
key information systems
incl. CABI, IUCN/ISSG, SCBD,
DAISIE, NOBANIS, FISHBASE)

Starting

GBIF & al

Key terms to be used
by the GIASIP in its
st
1 phase is agreed
and populated to
the GIASIP central
Registry.

June 2013

Starting

Evaluate and
recommend
an
information
exchange
protocol
(1.e)

GBIF, NHML,
IUCN-ISSG,
CABI,
NOBANIS,
DAISIE,
FISHBASE

June-July
2013

Test API and
exchange
protocol
(Partly 1.f &
1.g)

GBIF, IUCNISSG, CABI

July 2013

At least 3 key information
systems are engaged in
testing scripts to upload
their core information to
the central Registry.

Pending

Evaluate
content
(Partly 2.b,

GBIF & al

A report evaluating
the most critical
search API required
for the Gateway
(e.g. based on use
cases analysis) as
well as API for data
upload from
Participants.
Evaluate the
installation of
upload scripts in 3
locations and test
central harvesting
and indexing to a
central Registry.
Assess for at least 20
key selected taxa the
information

Agreement on core data
domains, essential services
and principles of a central
Registry. Provision of
comments/endorsement
from key information
systems (incl. CABI,
IUCN/ISSG, SCBD, DAISIE,
NOBANIS, FISHBASE) at WG1 & 2 meeting on London.
At least 3 key information
system testing 1-3
information exchange
protocols.

JulyAugust
2013

20 taxa are agreed and
information mapped in
IUCN-ISSG (for GISD) and

Pending
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Starting

2.c)
Develop a
demo central
Registry
functionalities

GBIF

available in
Develop central
index data store for
the key vocabularies
agreed and develop
a demo gateway
portal to
demonstrate the
cross-searching
functionalities.

August
2013

CABI
Inputs from partners

Pending

FUNDING NEEDS TABLE (2013-2014)
Activity
All above listed
activities

$ Required
$ 10,000
from SCBD
SSFA
$ 30,000

$ Deadline

Potential $ Sources

Notes

May 2014

SCBD SSFA funded the
first phase of this activity.
Additional funding will be
required in end 2013 to
ensure that the Registry
holds the key information
required for the effective
operation of the Gateway
and other services.

(1.d & 1.e)
Upgrade the
central Registry to
a triple store
backend.

$20,000

OctoberDecember
2014

SCBD SSFA funded the
first phase of
implementation of the
central Registry based on
a relational database
model. An upgrade to a
triple store backend will
potentially reduce the
future maintenance costs
of the central Registry.

(1.f & 1.g) Ensure
that all relevant
information IAS
information
systems are
indexed by the
central Registry

$35,000

January 2014

SCBD SSFA is partly
funding an upload test
from selected
information systems to
the central Registry. The
full operation of the
GIASIP Gateway would
urgently require that all
relevant information
systems are capable to
upload/register their
information to the
central Registry. We

We expect after a
first phase of
evaluation that a set
of additional data
standards be
added/reviewed to
increase the
functionalities of the
central Registry. This
applies in particular
if more complex use
cases are developed
over time.
The upgrade of the
central Registry to a
triple store will be
required to enable
the handling of more
complex data
schemas. This will
ensure that the
central Registry
becomes RDF and
SPARQL compliant, a
priority set at the
May meeting in
London.
This activity is
considered as the
most urgent activity
to be undertaken for
the successful
implementation of a
truly interoperable
network.

(1.a, 1.b, 1.c)
Review core
services and data
domains following
the first phase of
evaluation
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(1.h) Help-Desk

$ 20,000

January 2014

(2.a) Quality
control

$ 25,000

January 2014

(2.b & 2.c) Core
data imports and
updates

$15,000

May 2014

(2.d)
Reconciliation

$15,000

June 2014

(2.e & 2.f)
Integrity check
and data
assessment

$50,000

January 2014

(2.g) Help Desk

$ 15,000

March 2014

estimated a small grant
allocation of 2,500 to
5,000 $ per information
system. Funding will be
provided to each GIASIP
Partners expressing
interest/willingness to
index their information
into the central Registry.
No funding yet identified.
Existing SSFA is not
funding this activity. The
sustainability of the
central Registry and the
full commitments of
Participants will strongly
depend on this activity.

No funding yet identified.
Existing SSFA is not
funding this activity. The
provision of
quality/reliable data from
the central Registry will
strongly depend on this
activity to be funded.
Funding from the SCBD
SSFA is partly funding this
activity. We expect that
in this first phase the
developed automated
scripts will reduce future
costs to migrate
new/updated
information from GRIIS
and other systems into
the central Registry.
Funding from the SCBD
SSFA is partly funding this
activity. However, we
would require additional
support taking into
consideration that the
volume of data indexed
by the central Registry
will increase over time.
No funding is yet
allocated to this activity.

No funding yet identified.
Existing SSFA is not

A central help-desk
support is required
to support the
maintenance and
upgrade of the
central Registry.
Such service is
essential to ensure a
24/7 operation of
the central Registry.
Access to quality and
reliable information
will be critical for the
GIASIP Gateway.

Costs may be reevaluated at the end
of 2013. It is
expected that the
indicated costs be
reduced
substantially.

This will be an ongoing activity similar
to help-desk
support. Such
activity is essential
for the proper
functioning of the
central Registry.
This activity is critical
since it will involve
the review of the
content indexed by
relevant experts in
the field (e.g. cloud
tagging).
A central help-desk
support is required
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funding this activity.

(3.a) Data quality

$ 10,000

March 2014

No funding yet identified.
Existing SSFA is not
funding this activity.

(3.b & 3.c)
Content
assessment

$ 30,000

May 2014

No funding yet identified.
Existing SSFA is not
funding this activity.

(3.d & 3.e) Data
gaps, baselines
and indicators

$30,000

May 2014

No funding yet identified.
Existing SSFA is not
funding this activity.

to ensure that the
information
published in the
central Registry is
accurate and
meeting the
requirements of the
Gateway and other
services.
We estimate that a
set of scripts could
routinely evaluate
the content indexed
in the central
Registry (e.g. errors
in country codes
etc.) with automatic
reporting
mechanisms to the
data publishers.
In conjunction with
other Working
Groups and in
particular the
‘Information
Synthesis and
Assessment Working
Group’. The central
Registry would
require that
information used by
other Working
Groups are accurate,
verified and
persistent (e.g.
through the use of
DOI)
In close
collaboration with
the other Working
Groups, a set of
scripts should be
developed to
automatically assess
gaps in the content
indexed. Priorities on
future data
mobilization and
therefore funding
allocation could be
derived from such
analysis.
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III. INFORMATION SYNTHESIS AND ASSESSMENT WORKING GROUP
Overall GIASIPartnership Mission: Support Parties to the CBD in their efforts to prevent,
control, and eradicate invasive alien species, including actions to address priority pathways,
by enabling timely access to reliable information36 and informatics tools.
The GIASIPartnership thus builds capacity for implementation of Article 8(h), Aichi
Biodiversity Target 9, and associated decisions under the CBD.
Strategic Focus: Information Synthesis and Assessment Working Group
Support CBD Parties in their Invasive alien species data and information needs.
Statement of goals
Facilitate and support the development of information resources and informatics tools
needed by Parties to implement CBD decisions in the context of invasive alien species
prevention, eradication, and control.
Rationale
This working group focuses on data and knowledge gathering and the synthesizing of this
information so stakeholders can analyze these data, use it to set priorities, develop
management plans, conduct risk analysis/assessments, measure trends, develop indicators,
measure success etc.
Relevant COP Decisions
 Maintain an incident list of IAS for marine and coastal ecosystems (CBD Decision
VII/5, 5 and CBD
 Develop capacity to use risk assessment/analysis to address threats of invasive alien
species and incorporate such methodologies in environmental impact assessments,
and strategic environmental assessments (CBD Decision VI/23, 12a)
 Research the characteristics of IAS and the vulnerability of ecosystems and habitats
to their invasion in relation to the impacts of climate change (CBD Decision VI/23,
24a)
 Research and assess the impact of IAS of biological diversity (CBD Decision VI/23,
24b)
 Research the socio-economic impacts of IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 24d)
 Research criteria for assessing the risk from IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 24i)
 Compile and make available lists of procedures for risk assessment/analysis and
pathway analysis which may be relevant in assessing the risks of invasive alien
species to biodiversity, habitats and ecosystems (CBD Decision VI/23, 28c)
 Support and develop risk analysis including environment risk assessment, alert lists,
diagnostic tool and capacity development for national and regional decision-making
and rapid response (CBD Decision VII/13, 6b)
 Share national experiences in dealing with invasive alien species, in particular
animals and their parasites, introduced or spread through various conveyances,
including any risk assessments or risk management measures that have been carried
out for particular species or pathways (CBD Decision VIII/27, 16; Also under
Assessment/Pathways)

36 In the context of the mission statement, “information” also includes “data and knowledge” and
relevant technologies.
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Identify species with high potential to become IAS and prepare customs information
(CBD Decision IX/22, 4(b), Annex, Output 5.16.3)
Develop tools to strengthen the capacity of border control authorities and other
competent authorities to identify invasive alien species or potentially invasive alien
species, to assess risks and take steps to manage or minimize those risks and to
control and eradicate prioritized invasive alien species (CBD Decision XI/28, 19; Also
under Taxonomic Information Services WG)
Prepare a preliminary list of the most common pathways for the introduction of
invasive alien species, propose criteria for use at regional and sub-regional levels or
other ways by which they may be prioritized, and identify a range of tools that may
be used to manage or minimize the risks associated with these pathways; and to
report thereon to a meeting of the SBSTTA prior to COP 12 (CBD Decision XI/28, 26b;
Also under Assessment WG/Pathways)
Develop biodiversity indicators as part of their national strategies and action plans,
taking into account the targets of the GSPC and the 2010 target (CBD Decision VII/8,
8 and CBD Decision VI/9, Annex (GSPC))
Evaluate known and potential pathways for the introduction of invasive alien species
and identify opportunities to minimize incursions and manage risks (CBD Decision
VI/23, 14)
Research the importance of various pathways for IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 24c)
Share best practices regarding the movement of alien animal species for ex situ
breeding (CBD Decision VIII/28, 56)
Compile and disseminate methodologies and instruments in use by law
enforcement, customs and inspection agencies to monitor and control movements
of alien species introduced as pets, aquarium and terrarium species, and as live bait
and live food (CBD Decision XI/28, 6a)
Collect information on best practices in order to raise public awareness and
disseminate guidance to web-based traders (of alien species introduced as pets,
aquarium and terrarium species, and as live bait and live food) (CBD Decision XI/28,
6b; also under Gateway WG/Public Awareness)
Prepare a preliminary list of the most common pathways for the introduction of
invasive alien species, propose criteria for use at regional and subregional levels or
other ways by which they may be prioritized, and identify a range of tools that may
be used to manage or minimize the risks associated with these pathways; and to
report thereon to a meeting of the SBSTTA prior to COP 12 (CBD Decision XI/28, 26b;
Target 9:By 2020, invasive alien species and pathways are identified and prioritized,
priority species are controlled or eradicated and measures are in place to manage
pathways to prevent their introduction and establishment

General Strategy (Objectives) as set out in GIASIPartnership Operational Plan, September
2012 (http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/cop/cop-11/information/cop-11-inf-34-en.pdf)
Current status given in italics.
Assess the major data gaps in existing information systems and identify/support the most
critical data mobilization activities in the short-medium term; Develop37 and make available
through the Information Gateway, as appropriate:
(iii) Global registries of:

37 Some of these products are already under development; updating and/or quality improvement is
warranted.
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e. Introduced and invasive alien species, which can serve as a
resources for risk analyses and an early warning system
f.

Best management practices (for addressing species and
pathways)

g. Risk analyses
h. Economic evaluations (cost-benefit analyses and impact
studies)
(iv) A global index of the alien species primary biodiversity data38
integrated with GBIF; This should include occurrence “absence”
(non-detection) data
c. Use cases relevant to Aichi Biodiversity Target 9
d. An information system which can be used for identifying,
mapping, ranking, and conducting risk analyses of biological
invasion pathways
Specific 2012 Activities between COP 11 & COP 12
1. Objective (i a) Develop and populate GRIIS – Global Registry of Introduced and Invasive
Species
2. Objective (i b and ii a) Develop a tool for pathway management and establish a task force
of experts on a global scale
3. Objective (i b) Develop and compile case studies of successful invasive alien species
management, with a focus on protected areas and biological control, including a tool to
support managers in establishing priorities for control work
4. Objective (i c) Develop a global registry of risk assessments/analyses at the species level as
well as risk analysis tools and make information available to support new analyses
5. Objective (ii) Develop a global index of invasive alien species primary biodiversity data
integrated with GBIF, including occurrence “absence” (non-detection) data
ACTIVITY IMPLEMENTATION TABLE (2013)
Activity

Inst / Indiv.
Outputs
Lead(s)
1 Invasive Alien Species Pathway Management Tool
Establish a Task
IUCN/ISSG
WellForce with
Shyama Pagad represented
experts to review
team of experts
the development
for input to the
of the tool
tool
Further
IUCN/ISSG
Mapping of
development of
Shyama Pagad terms so a
the Invasive Alien Partners
comprehensive
Species Pathway
DAISIE (Helen
schema is
Management
Roy)
developed;
Tool including
CABI ISC
conversion of
mapping of
(Gareth
prototype to
pathway related
Richards)
beta version
terms
GBIF (Samy
and population
Gaiji)
2 Global Registry of Introduced and Invasive Species

Timeline

Needs

Status

<May 2013 –
October 2013

In-kind
support from
ISSG and
experts

On-going

May 2013August 2013

Funded

On-going

38 Primary biodiversity data are the digital text or multimedia data records that detail the instance of an
organism – the “what, where, when, how and by whom” of the organism’s occurrence and documentation.

46

Development of
Global Register of
Introduced and
Invasive Species
(GRIIS)

IUCN/ISSG
Piero
Genovesi/
Shyama Pagad

Developing a
matrix of sites
and links related
to invasive alien
species for
Gateway
enhancement

NHM Chris
Lyal
With ISSG
Shyama Pagad

Population of
the GRIIS - an
integrated tool
within the GISD,
coverage of at
least 120
countries
including
evidence of
impacts
Development of
matrix based on
keywords and
other tags

May 2013August 2013

Partially
Funded

On-going

May 2013

Funded

On-going

FUNDING NEEDS TABLE (2013-2014)
Activity

$ Required
(USD)
Estimate
40,000

$Deadline

Potential $ Sources

Notes

October 2014
COP 12

EU funds through CBD
as listed in Required $ +
in-kind support from
IUCN/ISSG
Funding support
required for ISSG and
The Horus Institute –
I3N

On-going
population of
Pathway Toolbox
Lead IUCN/ISSG
Resource of risk
assessments at
species level
Lead Horus
Institute/FishBase

10,000

October 2014
COP 12

10,000

October 2014
COP 12

In-kind support from
IUCN/ISSG + external
funds e.g. EU funds as
listed in Required $
In-kind support from
FishBase + The Horus
Institute + External
funds e.g. EU funds as
listed in Required $

The goal is to
include at least 120
countries in Phase 1;
Phase 2 is intended
to complete global
coverage and
update any new
information for the
Phase 1 countries;
Enable I3N
Databases
throughout Latin
America and the
Caribbean, bringing
in new data
Population of
species names, legal
information and
bibliography
Compiling links to
risk assessments at
the global level

Make information
available for risk
assessments
through existing
databases + GIASIP
Gateway
Lead FishBase/
Horus Institute

20,000

GRIIS Phase 2:
populating the
database
Lead: IUCN/ISSG

Compile and make
available
information for risk
assessments of
fishes (FishBase),
with a directory of
risk assessments for
fishes (pilot project);
complete I3N Brazil
data for risk
assessment in
database
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Compile invasive
species
management
information with a
focus on protected
areas

20,000

October 2014
–
COP 12

In-kind support from
The Horus Institute and
IUCN/ISSG + External
funds e.g. EU funds as
listed in Required $

25,000

October 2014
–
COP 12

In-kind support from
IUCN/ISSG, The Horus
Institute, FishBase +
external funds e.g. EU
funds as listed in
Required $

Establish a task
force for reviewing
the toolbox

Develop at least 50
case studies of best
practices with
detailed
information on
management
techniques,
focusing on
biocontrol and
protected areas,
making sure that
there is a good
geographic and
taxonomic
representation

Develop a tool to
help protected area
managers set
priorities for the
control and
management of
invasive alien plants;
basic cost would be
US $ 12,000 in a
simple excel version,
but more funds
would provide a
more secure tool
using some
programming
Prepare brief case
studies for
dissemination and
reference to
promote the
positive aspects of
invasive species
management

Search for funds to
publish case studies
for non-web
dissemination

Recommendations for future work
 Build resources of methods and techniques used in the management of freshwater
invasive species
 Identify species with high potential to become IAS and prepare information for
border control
 Develop guidance and materials to support and improve border control
 Make data available on best practices for public awareness and guidance to webbased traders (of alien species introduced as pets, aquarium and terrarium species)


Develop global registries of economic evaluations (cost-benefit analyses and impact
studies), building a resource of cost-benefit analyses conducted for invasive species
management and a resource of all literature, reports etc. published on economic
impacts of invasive alien species
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IV. BEST PRACTICES FOR NON-WEB COMMUNICATION
Overall GIASIPartnership Mission: Support Parties to the CBD in their efforts to prevent,
control, and eradicate invasive alien species, including actions to address priority pathways,
by enabling timely access to reliable information39 and informatics tools.
The GIASIPartnership thus builds capacity for implementation of Article 8(h), Aichi
Biodiversity Target 9, and associated decisions under the CBD.
Strategic Focus : Best Practices for Non-web-based Information and Communications
Make relevant information and communications tools more accessible to CBD Parties
Statement of goals
Develop means to make invasive species information including information on prevention of
introduction and spread and management of existing invasions (including Gateway content,
links and facilities) available to Parties through systems other than the internet.
Rationale
The following COP decisions will be taken into consideration in the non-web context:
Information Sharing
 Develop technical tools to support the early detection, prevention and monitoring of
IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 27)
 Identify and inventory of existing expertise relevant to the prevention, early
detection and warning, eradication and/or control of invasive alien species, and
restoration of invaded ecosystems and habitats (CBD Decision VI/23, 28d)
 Development of systems for reporting new invasions of alien species and the spread
of alien species into new areas (CBD Decision VI/23, 28e)
 Increase awareness on issues related to the prevention and management of risks
from invasive alien species (CBD Decision VII/13, 5e)
 Promote the generation and use of scientific information, develop methodologies
and initiatives to monitor status and trends of biodiversity and ecosystem services,
share data, develop indicators and measures, and undertake regular and
timely assessments, to underpin the proposed new intergovernmental sciencepolicy platform on biodiversity and ecosystem services (IPBES) and an effective
Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice in order to
strengthen the science policy interface, thereby enhancing the implementation of
the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 (CBD Decision X/2, 3g)
 Explore ways to promote free and open access to data and information for
conservation purposes (CBD Decision X/15, 5c)
Public Awareness
 Collect information on best practices in order to raise public awareness and
disseminate guidance to web-based traders (of alien species introduced as pets,
aquarium and terrarium species, and as live bait and live food) (CBD Decision XI/28,
6b; also under Assessment/Pathways)

39 In the context of the mission statement, “information” also includes “data and knowledge” and
relevant technologies.
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Explore methodologies for fostering awareness, promoting education and
generating information on invasive alien species for a broad audience, including
indigenous and local communities, the public and other stakeholders (CBD Decision
XI/28, 18)

Information Exchange/Collaboration
 Engage with stakeholders and indigenous and local communities in the prevention
of IAS (CBD Decision VII/13, 6g)
 Develop or strengthen appropriate information systems to allow exchange of
information and technologies (CBD Decision VII/29, 3 and CBD Decision VII/29,
Annex (Programme of work on technology transfer and cooperation; Also listed
under WG2)
 Ensure full and effective participation and of indigenous and local communities in
addressing issues of invasive alien species for the purpose of utilizing the traditional
knowledge (CBD Decision X/38, 9d)
 Increase national and regional information networking capacity to facilitate broader
access to and transfer of technology of benefit to island biodiversity... (COP 8
Decision VIII/1 Island Biodiversity priority actions 11.2.1).
General Strategy
(a) Develop a Work plan for the working group containing priority activities clear
roles, responsibilities and timelines for initial tasks and key milestones
(b) For each priority activity constitute task teams with clear objectives, roles and
responsibilities
(c) Hold regular working group and task team Skype calls and exchange information
by email/basecamp to implement the work plan and adapt it as necessary
(d) Exchange information with the GIASIP Interim Steering Committee and other
working groups by Skype, email/basecamp as necessary
(e) Conduct a needs assessment to identify what means of information provision,
means of exchange and communication tools can best be utilized by those who
do not have reliable internet access
(f) Identify and foster approaches to disseminating information to Parties who will
not be able to access the Partnership Gateway in a timely or reliable manner
(g) Encourage and facilitate non-internet feedback and contribution systems that
support the Parties in implementing Article 8(h) and Aichi Biodiversity Target 9
Specific 2012 Activities between COP 11 & COP 12
1. Conduct a needs assessment to understand the information and communication needs for
different users in locations where internet access is unreliable through
questionnaires/interviews conducted at relevant international meetings and through
existing networks
2. Directory of resources for communication on invasive species. Produce an inventory of
non-web information and communication products/approaches (posters, videos, manuals,
citizen science initiatives, apps, etc.) to help identified user groups to access relevant
information which can be used or adapted according to their needs
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3. Good practices communications toolkit that restructures and updates the GISP toolkit
with a focus on case studies with clear outcomes and/or impacts (to answer the “so what?”
question)
4. In light of the review of available mobile phones apps (carried out in 2. above), develop a
new or modify an existing app to help users (e.g. agricultural extension workers &
conservation managers) - The initial approach, which is being explored more in detail, is to
design an app that would enable users to: a) identify a priority invasive plant species; b)
receive advice about its impact and management; and c) report locality and distribution
information of populations. It may be feasible to pilot the use of this app in South Africa with
a view to scaling up (to multiple species) and out (to other countries)
5. Produce an advocacy video targeted at the hearts and minds of those working in the
multi-lateral community who: a) know little-to-nothing about invasive species and the
implications for sustainable development; b) don’t currently consider invasive alien species
an issue of concern; c) feel disempowered to act on invasive alien species; and/or d) know
and care about invasives but have thus far been unable to convey their message effectively.
6. Tentative - These might be co-implemented with a cross-cutting Task Team drawing from
multiple working groups – a) Develop a project to integrate invasive alien species expertise
and management practice within extension services in a pilot country and/or b) Develop a
GEF-type project to support the development and sustainability of invasive alien species
learning networks on island groups such as the Pacific, Caribbean, and Indian Ocean Islands
through a participatory extension approach
ACTIVITY IMPLEMENTATION TABLE (2013)
Activity

Inst/Indiv
Lead(s)
ISSG, CABI,
Horus
Institute,
etc.

Outputs

Timeline

Needs

Status

Non-web
information &
communication
needs
assessment

Questionnaires &
interviews to be
administered at:
a) relevant meetings
– e.g.
EPPO/CoE/EEA/IUCN
ISSG meeting (Oct
2013, SBSTTA (Oct
2013), etc.
Report compiled by
April 2014
b) Through personal
networks e.g. of WG
members/champions

Funding
support of
$10,000 for
survey tools,
meetings,
analysis, etc.

To be
developed

2. Inventory of nonweb information &
communication
products/approaches

All, call for
links ISSG

Ongoing

In-kind support
from partners
and other
users

Project
commenced

3. Good comms/inf
practice toolkit

ISSG?
CABI?

Links from
gateway to nonweb info/comm
products:
posters,
manuals,
training courses,
id guides, apps,
etc.
 Good practice
examples that
show clear
outcomes (to
answer the

Good practice
examples requested
by July 2013

$10,000 for
review and
standardization
of good
practice stories

To be
developed
together
with the
assessment

1. Non-web
information &
communications
needs assessment

Toolkit concept note
produced by August
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4. Africa invasives
phone app pilot
phase

CABI/SANBI

5. Invasive species
advocacy video

ISSG

6.
Create a task group to
work on the
proposed GEF project
to use non-web
approaches to
disseminate and
promote exchanges
of invasive species
related information

tbd

“so what?”
question)
 Competition
for best case
study
 Good practice
toolkit
 Review of
existing apps
 Prototype app
 Training &
mentoring
support for
field
operations
 Distribution
maps
 Learning
evaluation
 Dissemination
plan
 Key facts
(what are
invasives?,
what are their
impacts?, how
can we help?)
summarized in
a way that
makes people
understand
and care.
 Short video
 Associated
advocacy
materials.
 A draft
proposal idea

Funding needs
for toolkit to
be determined

& synthesis
WG

$50,000

To be
developed

Review of existing
video content
Concept note
developed by August
2013
Video to be
produced in time for
COP 12 (Oct 2014)

To be
determined

To be
developed

Project concept note
in time for COP 12
(Oct 2014)

Concept note
to be
developed
using in-kind
resources

To be
developed

2013
Toolkit produced by
October 2014

Review of existing
apps (June)
Concept note
developed by July
2013
Proposal developed
by August 2013

FUNDING NEEDS TABLE
Activity
1. Non-web
information &
communications
needs assessment
2. Inventory of
non-web
information &

$ Required
20,000

$ Deadline
August 2013

Potential $ Sources
EU funds through SCBD

In-kind

N/A

N/A

Notes
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communication
products
3. Good practice
toolkit

$10,000
(initially)

Aug 2013

4. Africa invasives
phone app

$50,000

SANBI, in-kind from
CABI. Foundations e.g.
Google Foundation …

5. Invasive species
advocacy video
6. Create a task
group to work on
the proposed GEF
project to use nonweb approaches to
disseminate and
promote
exchanges of
invasive species
related
information

tbd

Dec 2013

tbd

December
2013

World Bank

To be developed
with the assessment
& synthesis WG
For developing the
app, piloting it in SA
& evaluating its
effectiveness prior
to scaling up (more
species) and out
(more countries).

Shyama has had
some positive
discussions about
this idea. Perhaps a
GEF-type project
with a project
development phase.
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ANNEX IV
USE CASES
Use Case #1: Critical Situation Analysis
Scenario: You have been hired as the National Invasive Alien Species Coordinator for the UK
and need to conduct the first Critical Situation Analysis (CSA) on IAS for the country. The
information generated by the CSA will eventually be used in the development of a National
Invasive Species Strategy and Action Plan (NISSAP), as well as the IAS component of the
revised NBSAP.
In general, the CSA is to be a systematic collection and evaluation of relevant past and
present biological and socio-political data, aimed at the identification of internal and
external forces that may influence the country’s success at reaching its goals and choice of
strategies in the context of addressing IAS. Ideally, the CSA will include an assessment of the
country' strengths, capacity building needs, and gaps in IAS policy and practice.
Although there is no single approach to conducting a CSA, the following questions are
particularly important in the context of IAS.
Scientific Assessment
Information Capacity
 What credible biodiversity information sources exist for the country?
 How can they be accessed?
 Which particular information sources provided the data necessary to address the
following questions?
 What are the information gaps and potential challenges to filling these gaps?
Biodiversity Inventories



What biodiversity inventories/assessments have been conducted for the country
and how reliable (quality/date/tax id) is the resultant information?
What non-native (alien) species have already been detected in the country and what
is their known occurrence in terms of ecosystem(s) and locality?

Impact Assessment



Which of the previously detected species fall into the following categories:
managed/beneficial, harmful to biodiversity, impact unknown?
For those species considered harmful, what impacts (biological, as well as economic
as relevant to biological impacts) have been documented and by what means? How
reliable/current are these findings?

Pathway Assessment



What invasion pathway assessments/studies have already taken place and what
were the findings?
To what extent can these pathways be linked to specific trade routes, conveyances,
vectors, non-native species, and/or ecosystems?

Risk Assessment


To what extent have risks of new introductions and their potential impact been
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assessed?
Is there a current, prioritized list of “least wanted/most feared” IAS – if so, include.

Policy and Practice
Authority/Coordination






Which ministries/agencies have authorities relevant to IAS, invasion pathways, and
recipient ecosystems?
What are their specific roles and responsibilities with regard to IAS?
What is their current state of knowledge of and engagement in the IAS issue?
What relevant cross-ministerial coordinating mechanism(s) already exist with regard
to IAS?
What are the capacity building needs and/or gaps in authorities and coordination
regarding IAS and potential challenges to filling them?

Species




What are the species-level prevention, eradication, and control goals for the
country?
Which of the species of concern are already regulated/managed in some way,
through what means, and how successfully? What challenges exist?
What are the capacity building needs and/or gaps in prevention, eradication, and
control measures with regard to these species and what are the potential challenges
to addressing them?

Ecosystems




What are the ecosystem-level protection and management goals for the country?
Which ecosystems (types and specific sites) are already protected/managed in some
way with regard to IAS, through what means, and how successfully? What
challenges exist?
What capacity building needs and/or gaps in ecosystem protection and management
in the context of IAS and what are the potential challenges to addressing them?

Pathways





What are the pathway intervention goals for the country?
What sector/stakeholders(s) are associated with each of the known invasion
pathways?
What pathway regulations and other management opportunities are already in place
and how successful have they been?
What are the capacity building and/or gaps in pathway regulation/management and
what challenges exist to addressing them?

Education and Outreach







What are the country’s goals for education and outreach in the context of IAS?
What is the current state of awareness of IAS issues among the public and the key
sectors/stakeholders identified above?
Which of the country’s IAS are already well-known by the public and key
sectors/stakeholders, if any?
What public IAS education/outreach programs have been undertaken in the past
and how successful were they? What were the lessons learned?
What public IAS awareness and educations programs are currently in place and how
successful are they? What lessons are being learned?
What are the capacity building needs and/or gaps in public awareness and education

55

programs and the potential challenges to addressing them?

Research and Analysis





What are the country’s goals with regard to the research and assessment of IAS?
What are the major institutions and scientists conducting research relevant to the
country’s IAS issues? How do they make their findings available to the government?
What are the major institutions funding research/analysis of the country’s IAS
issues?
What are the capacity building needs and/or gaps in IAS research/analysis programs
and the potential challenges to addressing them?

International Engagement




What are the country’s goals for international engagement with regard to IAS (esp.
consider ‘neighbours’ and trading partners)
By what mechanisms (e.g., conventions, treaties, projects) does the country already
engage internationally with regard to IAS? How effective are these mechanisms?
What are the capacity building needs and/or gaps in international engagement with
regard to IAS and the potential challenges to addressing them?
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Use Case #2: Species-Level Risk Assessment
Scenario: You work for Jamaica’s National Environmental Protection Agency and need to
conduct a risk assessment on Litoria caerulea (commonly known as Australian green tree
frog, White’s tree frog, dumpy tree frog) – a species that has been proposed for importation
by the pet industry. You need to implement the standardize risk assessment protocol
included below40.
For each question answer:
a) Yes, No, or Unknown
b) Very Uncertain, Mostly uncertain, Mostly Certain, Very Certain
c) Provide references/evidence
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

Is the species popular for research or ornamental (aquarium/terrarium purposes)?
Has the species become naturalised where introduced?
Does the species have invasive races or subspecies?
Is the species’ reproductive tolerance suited to climates in the risk assessment area?
(0-low; 1-intermediate; 2-high)
What is the quality of the climate match? (0-low; 1-intermediate; 2-high)
Does the species have broad climatic suitability (environmental versatility)?
Is the species native or naturalized in regions with equable climates?
Does the species have a history of introduction outside its natural range?
Has the species naturalized (established viable populations) outside of its native
range?
In the species natural range, are their impacts to aquarium/terrarium or ornamental
species?
In the species natural range, are their impacts to aquacultural (cultured) species?
Does the species have invasive congeners?
Is the species poisonous or pose other risks to human health?
Does the species outcompete native species?
Is the species parasitic of other species?
Is the species unpalatable to predators?
Does the species prey on native species (e.g., previous subjected to low or no
predation)?
Does the species host, and/or is it a vector, for recognised pests or pathogens,
especially non-native?
Does the species achieve a large ultimate body size (e.g., > 10 cm body length
excluding the tail)?
Does the species have a wide salinity tolerance or is it euryhaline at some point in its
life?
Is the species desiccation tolerant at some stage in its lifecycle?
Is the species tolerate of a range of water velocity conditions?
Does the species tolerate a wide range of terrestrial habitats?

40 http://www.cefas.co.uk/media/410780/decisiontools_description.pdf
http://www.cefas.co.uk/media/118009/fisk_guide_v2.pdf
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24. Does the species require a minimum population size to maintain a viable
population?
25. Is the species a voracious predator (e.g., of native species not adapted to a top
predator?
26. Is the species omnivorous?
27. Is the species planktivorous?
28. Does feeding or other behaviours of the species reduce habitat quality for native
species?
29. Does the species exhibit parental care of eggs and/or young or known to reduce ageat-maturity in response to the environment?
30. Does the species produce viable gametes?
31. Does the species hybridize naturally with other species?
32. Is the species hermaphroditic?
33. Is the species dependent on the presence of other species or specific habitat
features to complete its life cycle?
34. Is the species highly fecund (> 10,000 eggs/kg), iteropatric or have an extended
spawning season?
35. What is the species known minimum generation time (in years)? Select options 1-9
or > 10
36. Are life stages likely to be dispersed unintentionally?
37. Are life stages likely to be dispersed intentionally by humans (and suitable habitats
abundant near human settlements)?
38. Are life stages likely to be dispersed as a contaminant of commodities?
39. Does natural dispersal occur as a function of dispersal of eggs?
40. Does natural dispersal occur as a function of larval dispersal (along linear or
‘stepping stone’ habitats)?
41. Are juveniles or adults known to migrate (spawning, foraging, hibernation)?
42. Are the eggs of the species known to be dispersed by other animals?
43. Is dispersal of the species density dependent?
44. Does the species have a wide temperature tolerance range?
45. Does the species tolerate a wide range of water quality conditions, especially oxygen
depletion and high temperature?
46. Is the species susceptible to amphibicides?
47. Does the species tolerate or benefit from environmental disturbance?
48. Are there effective natural enemies of the species present in the risk assessment
area?
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Use Case #3: Pathway Risk Analysis
Scenario: You work for South Africa’s Environment Ministry and have been asked to conduct
a risk analysis for species moving unintentionally through the horticulture (ornamental
plant) industry. You need to implement the standardize pathway/vector risk analysis
protocol included below41. Provide supporting information from an authoritative source
(e.g., peer reviewed journals) for each response.
Summary Information





Name/description of the vector:
Species or group of species potentially associated:
Description of the pathway:
Name of the person who performed the analysis:

Supporting Information
For each question enter number 1 (one) into the box of your choice. You must not select
more than one answer for each question or leave any questions without answers
A - ABUNDANCE OF THE SPECIES OR GROUP OF SPECIES AT PLACE OF ORIGIN OR ALONG THE
PATHWAY TRAVELLED BY THE VECTOR - MANAGEMENT MEASURES
A1- How abundant is the species or group of species in the area of origin?
 The species or group of species is present and abundant
 The species or group of species is present but not very common
 The presence of the species is not confined to the area, but there is a high
probability that it occurs there
 The presence of the species is not confined to the area, but there is a very low
probability that it occurs there
 The species is absent from the area of origin
A2- How abundant is the species or group of species along the pathway that the vector
follows once it has left the point of origin?
 Very abundant at multiple points along the pathway
 Not locally abundant, but present at multiple points along the pathway
 Very abundant locally, but only at one or two points along the pathway
 The presence of the species is not confirmed, but there is a high probability that it
occurs at one or more points along the pathway
 The presence of the species is not confirmed, and there is a low probability that it
occurs at one or more points along the pathway
 The species is absent along the pathway
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
A3- Are there any monitoring or detection measures at the point of origin? If so, what is the
probability that the species or group of species will be detected and eradicated?


There are no control measures at the point of origin or the probability that this
group of species will be detected is very low

41 Developed by the IABIN I3N project
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There are control measures at the point of origin, but the probability that this group
of species will be detected is relatively low
There are control measures at the point of origin and the probability of detection for
this group of species is relatively high
There is a trustable monitoring system and the probability of detection for this
group of species is very high
Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)

A4- Are there any circumstances that increase the risk of contamination of the vector along
the pathway? (e.g. temporary storage of cargo in contact with other materials)
 Yes
 No
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
A5- Are there any management policies for the vector that would reduce the possibilities of
incorporating the species or group of species or that are for detecting and controlling the
species along the pathway?
 There are no measures of control along the pathway or the probability for detection
and/or control of this is very low
 There are control measures, but the probability for detection and/or control of this
group of species is relatively low
 There are control measures, but the probability for detection and/or control of this
group of species is relatively high
 There is a trustable system of monitoring along the pathway and the probability for
detection and/or control for this group is very high
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
B – TRANSPORT INTENSITY
B1- What volume is transported by the vector in each transportation event?
 The volume transported is very large
 The volume transported is of medium size
 The volume transported is small
 The volume transported is very small
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
B2- What is the frequency of displacement of the vector along the pathway?
 The frequency is very high
 The frequency is medium
 The frequency is low
 The frequency is very low
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
C – TRANSPORT CONDITIONS
C1 - Are the conditions of transport appropriate for the survival of propagules and/or the
organism or group of organisms have life forms, such as cysts, seed or spores, that tolerate
conditions of environmental stress?
 The transport conditions are appropriate and the organisms are resistant
 The transport conditions are appropriate or the organisms are resistant
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The transport conditions are not very appropriate and the organisms are not
resistant
Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)

C2 - How much time does the vector spend along the pathway?
 The transport time is very short
 The transport time is of medium length
 The transport time is long
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
D - RISK OF ESTABLISHMENT AT THE SITE OF ARRIVAL
D1 – Previously known as invasive
 The species is cited as “invasive” in two or more authoritative information sources
 The species is cited as “invasive” or as “established” in two or more authoritative
information sources
 The species is cited as “found in the wild” in two or more authoritative information
sources
 The species has been extensively introduced without any records of establishment
or invasion
 There are no records of the species having been introduced in other countries
D2 - What is the degree of climate matching between the area of origin and regions where
the species is invasive, and the area where it may be introduced?
 Very high
 High
 Moderate
 Nil
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
D3 - What is the degree of specialization of the organisms that might be transported in
terms of their habitat requirements? What is the degree of opportunism in respect to
human modifications of the environment?
 It is a generalist capable of prospering spontaneously in disturbed habitats
 It is a specialist species that tolerates or is favoured by human disturbances of the
environment
 It is a specialist species that is sensitive to human disturbances of the environment
 It is a specialist that depends on cultivation or breeding facilities for its survival, but
occasionally may grow outside of human management
 It is a specialist that depends on cultivation or breeding facilities in a strict sense
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
D4 - What is the capacity of the species for establishing populations from one or a few
individuals?
 Very high
 High
 Moderate
 Low or nil
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
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D5 - What is the probability that the species will be found at the site of arrival, even in small
numbers?
 The probability of detection is very low
 The probability of detection is relatively low
 The probability of detection is relatively high
 The probability of detection is very high
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
D6 - What is the probability that the species can be controlled or eradicated before it
becomes established at the site of arrival, if it is detected at an early stage in the invasion
process?
 The probability of control and eradication is very low
 The probability of control and eradication is relatively low
 The probability of control and eradication is relatively high
 The probability of control and eradication is very high
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
E- CAPACITY OF DISPERSAL FROM THE SITE OF ARRIVAL
E1 - What is the natural dispersal capacity of the species?
 Very high
 Moderate
 Low
 Very Low
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
E2 - What is the natural dispersal capacity by human means?
 Very high
 Moderate
 Low
 Very Low
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
F- POTENTIAL IMPACT
F1 – What is the potential impact of the species on habitat values?






The species is capable of causing significant modifications in the frequency and/or
intensity of disturbances and/or to other processes the ecosystem
The species threatens an important percentage of native biodiversity, including
endemic and threatened species and/or others of high conservation value
The species represents a moderate threat to biodiversity
The species only represents a small threat to native biodiversity
Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)

F2 – What is the potential impact of the species on the economy?
 Very high
 High
 Moderate
 Low or nil
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Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)

F3 – What is the potential impact of the species on human health?
 Very high
 High
 Moderate
 Low or nil
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
F4 – What is the potential impact of the species on cultural values and traditional land-use?
 Very high
 High
 Moderate
 Low or nil
 Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)
G- FEASIBILITY OF CONTROL
G1 – What are the real probabilities of controlling the species in case it becomes invasive?






The feasibility of effective control (contention) is very low or practically nil
The feasibility of effective control (contention) is relatively low
The feasibility of effective control (contention) is relatively high
There are real possibilities of eradicating the species
Insufficient information for any of the above options (no information)

RISK RATING =
UNCERTAINTY RATING (percentage of questions without answer) =
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ANNEX V
RELEVANT CBD DECISIONS
IAS = Invasive alien species

1. Gateway Working Group
Information Sharing
 Make information available on IAS through the clearing-house mechanism (CBD
Decision V/8, 12)
 Promote and implement the IAS Guiding Principles (CBD Decision VI/23, 5 and CBD
Decision VI/23, Annex (IAS Guiding Principles))
 Ensure that the technical information developed within the CBD is readily available
to Parties (CBD Decision VI/23, 13)
 Promote awareness of the threats to biological diversity and related ecosystem
goods and services posed by IAS to various stakeholder groups (CBD Decision VI/23,
10e)
 Through GISP, share expertise (CBD Decision VI/23, 25a), provide information on
effective risk analysis (CBD Decision VI/23, 25b), contribute information on the
pathways (CBD Decision VI/23, 25) and provide support on management and control
efforts (CBD Decision VI/25)
 Develop technical tools to support the early detection, prevention and monitoring of
IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 27)
 Identify and inventory of existing expertise relevant to the prevention, early
detection and warning, eradication and/or control of invasive alien species, and
restoration of invaded ecosystems and habitats (CBD Decision VI/23, 28d)
 Development of systems for reporting new invasions of alien species and the spread
of alien species into new areas (CBD Decision VI/23, 28e)
 Develop databases and facilitate access to such information for all countries
including repatriation of information to source countries (CBD Decision VI/23, 28e;
Also under Inter-operability and Quality Control WG)
 Increase awareness on issues related to the prevention and management of risks
from invasive alien species (CBD Decision VII/13, 5e)
 Make information on IAS status and trends available through the clearing-house
mechanism and other relevant regional information systems (CBD Decision VII/13,
6c)
 Share information on responses to IAS, including their spread through various
conveyances and any risk assessments carried out for particular pathways (CBD
Decision VIII/27, 16)
 Share experiences in the development and use of indicators and monitoring (CBD
Decision VII/8, 13 and CBD Decision VII/30, Annex (Indicators))
 Organise training and promote education to raise awareness of the issues of IAS to
border control officials (CBD Decision VIII/27, 17)
 Share experiences of applying the voluntary guidelines on biodiversity-inclusive
environmental impact assessment through the clearinghouse mechanism (CBD
Decision VIII/28, 10 and CBD Decision VIII/28, Annex (Guidelines for impact
assessment))
 Promote the generation and use of scientific information, develop methodologies
and initiatives to monitor status and trends of biodiversity and ecosystem services,
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share data, develop indicators and measures, and undertake regular and
timely assessments, to underpin the proposed new intergovernmental sciencepolicy platform on biodiversity and ecosystem services (IPBES) and an effective
Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice in order to
strengthen the science policy interface, thereby enhancing the implementation of
the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 (CBD Decision X/2, 3g)
Maintain and actively make use of the TEMATEA issue-based modules to enhance
coherent implementation of biodiversity-related conventions and agreements (CBD
Decision X/2,16c)
Contribute, whenever possible, to cooperation initiatives aiming at developing
regional, subregional, thematic, or national clearing-house mechanisms (CBD
Decision X/15, 3g)
Explore ways to promote free and open access to data and information for
conservation purposes (CBD Decision X/15, 5c)
Compile and distribute existing information (including guidelines on invasive alien
species, possible examples of their management and related management
responses) and provide to Parties through the clearing-house mechanism and other
means (CBD Decision X/38, 9a)
Maintain and support key databases and information portals, such as the Global
Island Database, the Threatened Island Biodiversity Database, the Database of Island
Invasive Species Eradications, the Global Invasive Species Database, the Island
Biodiversity and Invasive Species Database and Small Islands Developing States
Network (SIDSNet), to enable effective invasive species monitoring and eradication
prioritization (CBD Decision XI/15, 1d; also under Inter-operability and Quality
Improvement WG)
Share information on domestic occurrences of alien species that may be invasive
elsewhere, through appropriate information-sharing mechanisms (CBD Decision
XIII/27, 61)

Public Awareness
 Develop effective education, training and public-awareness measures for the
different aspects of the IAS issue (CBD Decision V/8, 9)
 Promote awareness of the threats to biological diversity and related ecosystem
goods and services posed by IAS to the general public (CBD Decision VI/23, 10e)
 Increase communication and public awareness about the environmental, economic
and social impacts of IAS (CBD Decision VIII/27, 13)
 Raise awareness among scientific research organisations of existing measures to
control the spread of IAS (CBD Decision VIII/27, 45)
 Raise awareness with consumers, including the use of internet sites that facilitate
transactions or are visited by consumers (CBD Decisions VIII/27, 52)
 Collect information on best practices in order to raise public awareness and
disseminate guidance to web-based traders (of alien species introduced as pets,
aquarium and terrarium species, and as live bait and live food) (CBD Decision XI/28,
6b; also under Assessment/Pathways)
 Explore methodologies for fostering awareness, promoting education and
generating information on invasive alien species for a broad audience, including
indigenous and local communities, the public and other stakeholders (CBD Decision
XI/28, 18)
Information Exchange/Collaboration
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Enhance coordination between sectors to improve the prevention and early
detection of IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 10d)
Work cooperatively to actively support the development and implementation of
invasive alien species strategies and action plans (CBD Decision VI/23, 11)
Increase information and information exchange on IAS (CBD Decision VII/2, 7 and
CBD Decision VII/2, Annex (Programme of work for dry and sub-humid lands))
Engage with stakeholders and indigenous and local communities in the prevention
of IAS (CBD Decision VII/13, 6g)
Develop or strengthen appropriate information systems to allow exchange of
information and technologies (CBD Decision VII/29, 3 and CBD Decision VII/29,
Annex (Programme of work on technology transfer and cooperation; Also listed
under WG2)
Convene workshops to exchange information and experience on technology transfer
(CBD Decision VII/29, 5)
Increase communication and coordination between national agencies responsible
for the CBD and the International Maritime Organisation (CBD Decision VIII/27, 27)
Promote collaboration among relevant agencies responsible for IAS and civil air
transport (CBD Decision VIII/27, 37)
Assist neighbouring States in applying a proactive approach in preventing the
introduction and spread of IAS (CBD Decision VIII/27, 62)
Ensure full and effective participation and of indigenous and local communities in
addressing issues of invasive alien species for the purpose of utilizing the traditional
knowledge (CBD Decision X/38, 9d)
Develop and strengthen collaboration to manage invasive alien species within and
across jurisdictions, including approaches to prevention, eradication and control,
and a biosecurity approach that addresses the full range of invasive threats (CBD
Decision XI/15, 2a)

2. Inter-operability and Quality Improvement Working Group











Compile and prepare of anthologies of existing terminology (CBD Decision VI/23,
28b)
Develop databases and facilitate access to such information for all countries
including repatriation of information to source countries (CBD Decision VI/23, 28e;
Also under Inter-operability and Quality Control WG)
Develop or strengthen appropriate information systems to allow exchange of
information and technologies (CBD Decision VII/29, 3 and CBD Decision VII/29,
Annex (Programme of work on technology transfer and cooperation; Also listed
under WG1)
Promote/facilitate clarification and a common understanding of terminology for IAS,
and compile a glossary of terms used in various forums in relation to invasive alien
species (CBD Decision VIII/27, 67-69)
Increase the interoperability of existing information resources, including databases
and networks, of use in conducting risk and/or impact assessments and in
developing early warning systems (CBD Decision X/38, 7)
Maintain and support key databases and information portals, such as the Global
Island Database, the Threatened Island Biodiversity Database, the Database of Island
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Invasive Species Eradications, the Global Invasive Species Database, the Island
Biodiversity and Invasive Species Database and Small Islands Developing States
Network (SIDSNet), to enable effective invasive species monitoring and eradication
prioritization (CBD Decision XI/15, 1d; also under Information Sharing)
Participate in developing interoperable information systems that can be used in
developing early-detection and rapid-response systems (CBD Decision XI/28, 20)

3. Assessment Working Group
NBSAPs/NISSAPs
 Address IAS issues for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity in
national strategies and action plans (CBD Decision IV/1, 4)
 Develop IAS strategies and action plans (CBD Decision V/8, 6)
 Identify national needs and priorities for IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 10a)
 Incorporate IAS considerations into national strategies and policies on the basis of
an ecosystem approach (CBD Decision VI/23, 10d)
 Incorporate invasive alien species considerations into national biodiversity strategies
and action plans and into sectoral and cross-sectoral policies, strategies and plans,
taking into account the ecosystem approach (CBD Decision VI/23, 12d; Also under
Assessment WG/Ecosystem Approach)
 Introduce positive incentive measures in land and water management and other
programmes to prevent, eradicate and control IAS (CBD Decision VII/13, 6f)
 Ensure that cross-border impacts of potentially invasive alien species are considered
as part of national and regional decision-making processes, taking into account
already existing procedures and controls under the IPPC (CBD Decision XIII/27, 60)
 Develop national and, as appropriate, regional policies, strategies and/or
programmes for addressing IAS and their threats to biodiversity (CBD Decision IX/4,
(B) 2)
 Include the involvement and participation of farmers and indigenous and local
communities in the implementation of the national strategies and action plans on
IAS (CBD, Decision IX/4,(B) 8)
 Review, revise, update, and monitor NBSAPs in keeping with the Strategic Plan and
Aichi Biodiversity Targets (CBD Decision X/3(c-f))
Ecosystem Approach
 Give priority attention to geographically and evolutionarily isolated ecosystems
when assessing the impact of IAS (CBD Decision V/8, 8)
 Incorporate invasive alien species considerations into national biodiversity strategies
and action plans and into sectoral and cross-sectoral policies, strategies and plans,
taking into account the ecosystem approach (CBD Decision VI/23, 12d; Also under
Assessment WG/NBSAPs)
 Research means to enhance capacity of ecosystems to resist or recover from alien
species invasions (CBD Decision VI/23, 24g)
 Maintain an incident list of IAS for marine and coastal ecosystems (CBD Decision
VII/5, 5 and CBD Decision VII/5, Annex (Elaborated programme of work on marine
and coastal biodiversity))
 Develop national and/or regional targets for the assessment and monitoring of
protected areas (CBD Decision VII/28, 7 and CBD Decision VII/28, Annex:
(Programme of work on protected areas))
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Provide mechanisms to prevent the spread of IAS within transboundary catchments,
watershed and river-basin management and inter-basin water transfers (CBD
Decision VIII/27, 59)
Promote and support integrated national, regional and subglobal ecosystem
assessment including response scenarios build on the framework of the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (CBD Decision IX/15, 1)
Establish an inventory of species with economic and ecological values for forest
biological diversity (CBD Decision IX/22, 4 (b), Annex, Output 4.8.1)
Establish an inventory of species with economic and ecological values for dry and
sub-humid lands biodiversity (CBD Decision IX/22, 4(b), Annex, Output 4.10.1)
Establish conservation corridors and connectivity while avoiding the spread of
invasive alien species (CBD Decision 10/30, 3c)
Consider the role of invasive alien species management as a cost effective tool for
the restoration and maintenance of protected areas and the ecosystem services
they provide, and thus to include management of invasive alien species in the action
plans for implementation of the programme of work on protected areas, taking into
account decision X/38, on invasive alien species (CBD Decision X/31, 20; Also under
Control/Management)
When designing, implementing and monitoring afforestation, reforestation and
forest restoration activities for climate-change mitigation avoid invasive alien
species (CBD Decision X/33, 8piii)
Promote transboundary cooperation on the management of invasive alien species,
in particular in river basins (CBD Decision X/38, 9b)
Incorporate the progress and lessons learned on regional island collaboration to
manage the threat of invasive alien species (CBD Decision X/38, 9c)

Risk Analysis/Impact Assessment
 Integrate environment impact assessments into the programme of work for IAS (CBD
Decision V/18, 1a)
 Develop capacity to use risk assessment/analysis to address threats of invasive alien
species and incorporate such methodologies in environmental impact assessments,
and strategic environmental assessments (CBD Decision VI/23, 12a)
 Develop recommendations and strategies to take into account the effects of IAS on
populations and naturally occurring genetic diversity (CBD Decision VI/23, 12c)
 Consider the potential effects of global change on the risk of IAS to biodiversity and
related ecosystem goods and services (CBD Decision VI/23, 15)
 Research the characteristics of IAS and the vulnerability of ecosystems and habitats
to their invasion in relation to the impacts of climate change (CBD Decision VI/23,
24a)
 Research and assess the impact of IAS of biological diversity (CBD Decision VI/23,
24b)
 Research the socio-economic impacts of IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 24d)
 Research criteria for assessing the risk from IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 24i)
 Compile and make available lists of procedures for risk assessment/analysis and
pathway analysis which may be relevant in assessing the risks of invasive alien
species to biodiversity, habitats and ecosystems (CBD Decision VI/23, 28c)
 Consider the risks associated with the introduction, use and spread of IAS during the
development, expansion and review of trade arrangements (CBD Decision VII/13,
5d)
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Strengthen cooperation between biodiversity, agriculture, forestry, land and water
management agencies in the application of risk analysis standards and guidance for
IAS (CBD Decision VII/13, 6)
Implement regional standards, regional support for risk analysis and regional
cooperation mechanisms (CBD Decision VII/13, 6a)
Support and develop risk analysis including environment risk assessment, alert lists,
diagnostic tool and capacity development for national and regional decision-making
and rapid response (CBD Decision VII/13, 6b)
Carry out technology needs assessments, impact and risk assessments and ensure
this information is widely available (CBD Decision VII/29, 3 and CBD Decision VII/29,
Annex (Programme of work on technology transfer and cooperation))
Share national experiences in dealing with invasive alien species, in particular
animals and their parasites, introduced or spread through various conveyances,
including any risk assessments or risk management measures that have been carried
out for particular species or pathways (CBD Decision VIII/27, 16; Also under
Assessment/Pathways)
Study the impact of land use change, climate change adaptation and mitigation
activities on the introduction, establishment and spread of IAS (CBD Decision IX/4,
(B) 24)
Identify species with high potential to become IAS and prepare customs information
(CBD Decision IX/22, 4(b), Annex, Output 5.16.3)
Prepare proposals for more detailed guidance on national measures on the
introduction of alien species as pets, aquarium and terrarium species, and as live
bait and live food (per X/38 Annex) and submit it for consideration by SBSTTA prior
to COP 12 (CBD XI/28, 5; Also under Assessment WG/Pathways)
Compile information and work with experts to avoid and/or minimize the risks
particular to animals that escape or are released from commercial zoos, safari parks,
or breeding and trade centres, or those animals used as live food (CBD Decision
XI/28, 7; Also under Assessment WG/Pathways)
Further address, including by developing and improving international standards,
guidelines and recommendations, the risks associated with the introduction of alien
species that are a potential threat to biodiversity but are not considered pests to
plants, pathogens or parasites that affect domestic animals, or are harmful to
human health, taking note that the risks associated with the introduction of alien
species may include impacts on ecosystem functioning and biodiversity at the
ecosystem, species and gene levels (CBD Decision XI/28,9)
Make use of these guidelines (Guidelines for Assessing the Risk of Non-native
Animals Becoming Invasive, published by the World Organisation for Animal Health
(OIE)), in addressing the risks of invasive alien animal species (CBD Decision XI/28,
11).
Develop tools to strengthen the capacity of border control authorities and other
competent authorities to identify invasive alien species or potentially invasive alien
species, to assess risks and take steps to manage or minimize those risks and to
control and eradicate prioritized invasive alien species (CBD Decision XI/28, 19; Also
under Taxonomic Information Services WG)
Prepare a preliminary list of the most common pathways for the introduction of
invasive alien species, propose criteria for use at regional and subregional levels or
other ways by which they may be prioritized, and identify a range of tools that may
be used to manage or minimize the risks associated with these pathways; and to
report thereon to a meeting of the SBSTTA prior to COP 12 (CBD Decision XI/28, 26b;
Also under Assessment WG/Pathways)

69

Indicators
 Develop and use indicators to measure the impacts of tourism activities (CBD
Decision V/25, 4c and CBD Decision V/25, Annex (Assessment of the interlinkages
between tourism and biological diversity))
 Develop biodiversity indicators as part of their national strategies and action plans,
taking into account the targets of the GSPC and the 2010 target (CBD Decision VII/8,
8 and CBD Decision VI/9, Annex (GSPC))
 Increase collaboration to facilitate the development of national level and global
indicators (CBD Decision VII/8, 5 and CBD Decision VII/30, Annex (Indicators))
 Develop projects for assessment and monitoring of indicator species for island
biodiversity (CBD Decision IX/22, 4 (b), Annex, Output 4.14.2)
 Note the indicators for Target 9 (CBD Decision XI/3, Annex p. 7): Trends in the
impact of invasive alien species on extinction risk trends; economic impacts of
selected invasive alien species; number of invasive alien species (decision VII/30 and
VIII/15); incidence of wildlife diseases caused by invasive alien species; policy
responses, legislation and management plans to control and prevent spread of
invasive alien species; and invasive alien species pathways management
Pathways
 Evaluate known and potential pathways for the introduction of invasive alien species
and identify opportunities to minimize incursions and manage risks (CBD Decision
VI/23, 14)
 Research the importance of various pathways for IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 24c)
 Share national experiences in dealing with invasive alien species, in particular
animals and their parasites, introduced or spread through various conveyances,
including any risk assessments or risk management measures that have been carried
out for particular species or pathways (CBD Decision VIII/27, 16; Also under
Assessment/Risk Analysis)
 Develop regional guidance for particular pathways to prevent the introduction and
spread of IAS (CBD Decision VIII/27, 18)
 Prevent the introduction and spread of IAS as part of emergency relief, aid and any
other efforts (CBD Decision VIII/27, 42)
 Consider relevant controls or codes of practice to address IAS in development
assistance efforts (CBD Decision VIII/27, 44)
 Prevent or minimise the risks of the introduction and spread of IAS associated with
scientific research activities (CBD Decision VIII/27, 50)
 Promote good practice regarding IAS issues in any military-aid or joint exercises, and
develop procedures for national military forces to assist them in avoiding the
introduction of IAS into new areas (CBD Decision VIII/27, 39)
 Take measures to address tourism as a pathway for the introduction and spread of
IAS using the Guidelines on Biodiversity and Tourism Development (CBD Decision
VIII/28, 50 and CBD Decision VII/14, Annex (Guidelines on Biodiversity and Tourism
Development))
 Evaluate and take appropriate measures at national, regional and global levels to
address the potential risks of biocontrol agents as invasive alien species (CBD
Decision VIII/28, 55)
 Share best practices regarding the movement of alien animal species for ex situ
breeding (CBD Decision VIII/28, 56)
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Make full use of existing standards in addressing the risks associated with the
introduction of alien species as pets, aquarium and terrarium species, and as live
bait and live food (CBD Decision XI/28, 4iii)
Prepare proposals for more detailed guidance on national measures on the
introduction of alien species as pets, aquarium and terrarium species, and as live
bait and live food (per X/38 Annex) and submit it for consideration by SBSTTA prior
to COP 12 (CBD XI/28, 5; Also under Assessment WG/Risk Analysis)
Compile and disseminate methodologies and instruments in use by
law-enforcement, customs and inspection agencies to monitor and control
movements of alien species introduced as pets, aquarium and terrarium species, and
as live bait and live food (CBD Decision XI/28, 6a)
Collect information on best practices in order to raise public awareness and
disseminate guidance to web-based traders (of alien species introduced as pets,
aquarium and terrarium species, and as live bait and live food) (CBD Decision XI/28,
6b; also under Gateway WG/Public Awareness)
Compile information and work with experts to avoid and/or minimize the risks
particular to animals that escape or are released from commercial zoos, safari parks,
or breeding and trade centres, or those animals used as live food (CBD Decision
XI/28, 7; Also under Assessment WG/Risk Analysis)
Prepare a preliminary list of the most common pathways for the introduction of
invasive alien species, propose criteria for use at regional and subregional levels or
other ways by which they may be prioritized, and identify a range of tools that may
be used to manage or minimize the risks associated with these pathways; and to
report thereon to a meeting of the SBSTTA prior to COP 12 (CBD Decision XI/28, 26b;
Also under Assessment WG/Risk Analysis)

Early Detection/Rapid Response
 Support national and regional decision-making and rapid response to IAS (CBD
Decision VII/13, 6b)
 Collaborate on the development and use of early warning systems and of rapid
response mechanisms (CBD Decision IX/4, B7)
Control/Management
 Research the development of environmentally benign methods to control and
eradicate invasive alien species (VI/23, 24e)
 Research and assess the costs and benefits of using biocontrol agents to manage IAS
(CBD Decision VI/23, 24f)
 Research the use of traditional knowledge in the management of IAS (CBD Decision
VI/23, 24j)
 Consider the role of invasive alien species management as a cost effective tool for
the restoration and maintenance of protected areas and the ecosystem services
they provide, and thus to include management of invasive alien species in the action
plans for implementation of the programme of work on protected areas, taking into
account decision X/38, on invasive alien species (CBD Decision X/31, 20; Also under
Ecosystem Approach)
 Reduce non-climatic stresses, such as pollution, over-exploitation, habitat loss and
fragmentation and invasive alien species (CBD Decision X/33, 8i)
 When designing, implementing and monitoring afforestation, reforestation and
forest restoration activities for climate change mitigation, consider conservation of
biodiversity and ecosystem services through, for example: avoiding invasive alien
species (CBD Decision XI/19, 17 (d)(iii))
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4. Taxonomic Information Services Working Group















Research priorities for taxonomic work on IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 24h)
Develop protocols for IAS identifications building on relevant standards under the
International Plant Protection Convention (CBD Decision IX/22, 4(b), Annex, Output
5.16.9)
Generate information on IAS as well as promoting the programme of work for the
global taxonomy initiative (CBD Decision VI/8, 2 and CBD Decision VI/8, Annex)
Set priorities for taxonomic work on IAS (CBD Decision VI/23, 24h)
Adopt the databases of IAS, the working identification keys for known IAS and the
working lists of organisms to be utilised by local monitoring authorities (CBD
Decision VIII/3, 8)
Provide support for the development of a checklist of known species (CBD Decision
IX/22, 6)
Manage updated taxonomy for all known invasive species (CBD Decision IX/22, 4,
(b), Annex, output 5.16.8)
Communicate a common understanding of IAS terminology through training and
operational materials (CBD Decision VIII/27, 68)
Make taxonomic and other necessary data and metadata easily accessible and their
collections available in response to the information needs identified as national and
regional priorities (e.g., information and expertise to manage invasive alien species)
(CBD Decision X/39, 4)
Develop tools to strengthen the capacity of border control authorities and other
competent authorities to identify invasive alien species or potentially invasive alien
species, to assess risks and take steps to manage or minimize those risks and to
control and eradicate prioritized invasive alien species (CBD Decision XI/28, 19; Also
under Risk Analysis)
Produce and continue to share taxonomic tools (e.g., field guides, online tools such
as virtual herbaria, genetic and DNA sequence-based identification tools such as
barcoding) and risk-analysis tools in the context of invasive alien species and
biosafety (CBD Decision XI/29; Annex, Action 4)

5. Best Practices for Non-Web-Based Information Access and Exchange
Working Group


Consider the decisions listed under “Information Sharing” and “Information
Exchange” in non-web formats
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