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Content 

●  The view of the world (biodiversity data in 
a nutshell) 

●  Examples of earlier workarounds  
●  Event-core and eMoF examples and 

experiences 
●  Some recommendations  
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Also,	hierarchical	structure	within	different	classes	of	data 



Biodiversity data squeezed the data into a DwC-A 
	

Well	known	issues:	
	
●  GBIF	only	supports	

“taxon”,	“event”	and	
“occurrence”	core		

●  MoFs	from	other	
than	core	not	
supported		



Earlier	workarounds	to	get	both		
occurrence	MoF	and	events	
published 



	
●  Requires	the	use	of	GUIDs	

(we’r	using	urn:uuid)	
●  Awkward	for	data	user	-	

data	not	linked	by	
aggregator	(GBIF)		

Example:	events	and	occurrences	as	separate	datasets 



Separate	datasets	needed	when	material	and	result	
from	one	event	are	curated	independently 

Specimens Sampling	events 



Specimens Sampling	events 

Events	and	occurrences	as	separate	datasets	needed	
when	sampling	results	and	material	are	distributed 



Interconnected	data	published	in	different	datasets	is	
a	generic	situation	for	many	datatypes 



Information	linked	together	by	persistent	GUIDs:	can	be	
stored	and	distributed	independently 
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A call for development of the data model and 
how it’s handled by data-aggregators 



In the meantime; eMoF may provide solutions  
 
●  Preliminary user 

experience good from 
data-publishing side 

●  Flexible - handles most 
traditional ecological 
data-types 

●  However, required data 
wrangling yield elevated 
user-threshold 



Current drawbacks with eMoF  
●  Data not returned by GBIF! 

User need to go back to the 
original DwC-A 

●  More focus on user driven 
controlled vocabularies/
ontologies needed (not unique 
for eMoF) 

●  Could be made more generic  
-  i.e. covering other 
extensions  



Recommendations	

Short term (eMoF and DwC-A) 
●  Urgent need for better handling of 

event data and MoF/eMoF data in 
GBIF dataproducts  

●  Low user-threshold data publisher 
tools (data-wrangling) 

●  Stimulate usage of controlled 
vocabularies / ontologies; e.g. 
revitalize terms.tdwg.org 

●  Documentation and good usage 
examples lacking 

 
 

Long term 
●  Need for a more flexible data-

model (see previous slide) 
replacing or building on the DwC-A 

●  Data aggregators such as GBIF 
must pull data together from 
several datasets (use of GUIDs 
should be obligatory for core 
terms) 

●  Usage of controlled vocabularies / 
ontologies (as for short term) 

 


