Annex 1


Minutes of GLIDE meeting
Room F3, Palais des Nations, Geneva, 3 May 2004

1 Summary conclusions
Review of activities

Each participant updated the group on the activities of their respective organization regarding GLIDE. It was recognized that a significant number of initiatives were being built around GLIDE with a view to achieving improved data quality. GLIDE-related activities would be moving to a new phase with the launch of glidenumber.net.

Revision of hazard codes

WMO proposed a revised hazard code system as requested at the previous meeting. The group agreed to implement the proposal without modifications as per annex 1. 

Glidenumber.net

Demonstration of glidenumber.net was accepted with appreciation, and the group agreed to proceed with its immediate operationalisation. The group confirmed that the structure of glidenumber.net should reflect its focus as a linking tool, and should leave the data to the respective databases. ReliefWeb will retroactively generate GLIDEs for disasters under its coverage after week 6 in 2004.

Governance and institutional commitment

The operationalisation of glidenumber.net prompted a debate on the governance of the GLIDE process. It was agreed that as sponsoring organisations, ADRC and ReliefWeb should maintain the lead in the maintenance of glidenumber.net with ADRC playing the administrator role. A stakeholder group with representatives from various user segments e.g. data aggregators, governments, academic/scientific community and reinsurers is envisaged. Initial suggestions for this group included IRI/Columbia Univ, WMO, UNDP, World Bank, CRED, La Red, IFRC, ProVention, Governments (Panama, India, Japan). Maintaining flexibility in participation was considered an important element.

The group agreed that the institutional partners of GLIDE should (1) support GLIDE in the disaster databases and generate GLIDEs using glidenumber.net as appropriate, (2) allow linking to their disaster records via GLIDE, (3) endeavour to establish alert mechanisms to other partners. ISDR confirmed that it would continue to act as the umbrella for the GLIDE process.

Promotion

The group confirmed that the medium-term objective of promoting GLIDE was to increase national government participation. Promotional activities should be geared toward this objective. Efforts will be made in increasing the number of GLIDE-enabled documents as well as databases to enhance the utility of GLIDE.

Action points:

WMO to propose notification mechanisms for new tropical cyclones

ReliefWeb to generate GLIDEs for disasters after week 6.

ReliefWeb to identify appropriate focal point at IFRC

ReliefWeb to propose disclaimer for glidenumber.net

La Red to circulate detailed security model of glidenumber.net, propose automatic notification mechanisms

The group to request endorsement of CRED to convert historical EM-DAT disnos to GLIDEs

CRED to provide list of current email subscribers to ADRC

ADRC to circulate revised draft poster by June

ISDR to propose means to facilitate participation of African governments

2 Participants

Mr. Masahiko Murata, Disaster Reduction and Human Renovation Institution (DRI)

Ms. Regina Below, Center for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED)

Ms. Emily Grover-Kopec, International Research Institute for Climate Prediction, Columbia University (IRI)

Mr. Maxx Dilley, International Research Institute for Climate Prediction, Columbia University (IRI)

Mr. Andrew Maskrey, Bureau for Conflict Prevention and Recovery, UNDP

Ms. Etsuko Tsunozaki, Asian Disaster Reduction Center (ADRC)

Mr. Yuichi Ono, ISDR

Mr. Mohamed Abchir, ISDR

Mr. Julio Serje, La Red

Mr. Masaru Arakida, Asian Disaster Reduction Center (ADRC)

Mr. Eric Ani, Pacific Islands Countries

Mr. Kamal Kishore, UNDP

Ms. Haleh Kootval, WMO

Mr. Katsuhiro Abe, WMO

Mr. Satoru Nishikawa, Asian Disaster Reduction Center (ADRC)

Ms. Aurelia Micko, NOAA

Mr. Craig Duncan, ReliefWeb

Mr. Shuichi Odaka, ReliefWeb

3 Review of activities

The participants updated the group on their GLIDE-related activities:

ReliefWeb: Craig Duncan reported that ReliefWeb had continued adding GLIDEs to its database of disasters subject to its coverage. Since ReliefWeb lowered its coverage threshold, approximately 100 disasters were covered annually by ReliefWeb, of which 30 – 35 were “triggered” by IFRC rather than OCHA. Virtual OSOCC was using GLIDE to link to ReliefWeb documents and maps in its discussion threads. In the near future, linking to financial tracking data would be automated using GLIDE.

ADRC: Satoru Nishikawa reported that ADRC used GLIDE in its database and website, where links via GLIDE to ReliefWeb were available. ADRC particularly valued the possibility to retrieve historical data from a disaster reduction perspective. ADRC would present potential uses of GLIDE later in the meeting.

WMO: Reviewing the minutes of the previous meeting, Katsuhiro Abe indicated that WMO would support the assigning of GLIDEs to tropical cyclones, although specifics of addition of and removal of GLIDE codes that cause no damage merited further discussion. WMO was promoting the GLIDE concepts and links between national meteorological authorities. WMO was more of a provider rather than a user of GLIDE. Revision of hazard codes would be discussed later in the meeting. 

Haleh Kootval added that WMO had recently assisted the development of new websites on global official weather forecasts and severe weather. Links to both sites were available on the WMO home page.

UNDP: Kamal Kishore reviewed the recent developments regarding national disaster databases. A database had been set up in Orissa, India; Nepal would have its database later this year; development was starting in Vietnam with first output expected by the end of year; Bangladesh had also indicated interest in a national database. He also noted that contrary to other development-related subjects, disaster data collected at local level had not been utilised for decision-making at higher level. These developments had led to new facts, e.g. more houses were destroyed by fires and heatwaves than cyclones and floods. 

PICs: Eric Ani noted that awareness of systems such as GLIDE and ReliefWeb was low in the Pacific, and countries had their own approaches. He pointed to the need for awareness-raising in this regard. Disaster databases and GIS are considered essential in the region.
La Red: Julio Serje described his involved in the development of glidenumber.net and the on-line DesInventar. La Red was working to make GLIDE and DesInventar compatible, and a forthcoming version of DesInventar would be used in India and Nepal. Work was also being done to adapt DesInventar data on Latin American disasters. A demo of glidenumber.net would follow.

ISDR: Mohamed Abchir reaffirmed Working Group 3's endorsement of GLIDE in the context of promoting development of national database and information exchange among national, regional and global databases.
UNDP: Andrew Maskrey noted that UNDP had been assisting national capacity building. Two regional projects were currently active: India, Nepal, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Viet Nam, and Caribbean states. 4 national databases had been completed, with the rest to be covered by mid-2005. Integrating national databases with GLIDE was a medium-term objective. WG3, which would meet on Friday, previously reiterated importance of GLIDE as the key to multi-tiered disaster databases.

IRI: Maxx Dilley noted that Working Group 3 had conducted a review of disaster databases as part of a contribution to development of a multi-tiered disaster and loss database with a view to promoting systematic and comprehensive coverage of loss events drawing upon multiple databases. There were different geographic levels of aggregation in a national versus an international system, different manifestations of the hazard event (or interpretations), different temporal references. The GLIDE can be used to cross-reference events. IRI was also maintaining an on-line data library that includes climatic hazards (heavy rainfall, rainfall deficits). He wished to use GLIDE as an index.
Emily Grover said that GLIDE was being used to reference climate impacts in a monthly climate digest. GLIDE was being used whenever possible, e.g. in an internal database on climate impact was using GLIDE.

CRED: Regina Below said that CRED had generated GLIDE for 2 years. Not convinced of its efficacy and due to prioritisation, CRED had shifted its focused to EM-DAT and ceased publication of GLIDEs in February 2004. CRED was now publishing weekly EM-DAT disaster numbers only for those matching EM-DAT criteria. She looked forward to the demo of glidenumber.net, also for clarification on how EM-DAT was being used in the system.
DRI: Masahiko Murata reported that DRI was working on the Japanese national disaster database, which was not yet open to the public. The Japanese government had adopted GLIDE as a standard and would be publishing GLIDEs its next white paper. 
NOAA: Aurelia Micko said that NOAA had been working with CRED to update EM-DAT. The NOAA Climate Information Project no longer produced an impacts database, and was looking for ways to be involved in GLIDE and to involve NOAA more. 

Craig Duncan commented that a lot of activity had been building around GLIDE, and that GLIDE could be central to achieving better data. The GLIDE process was expected to move to a new phase with the launch of glidenumber.net.

4 Revision of hazard codes

Katsuhiro Abe introduced the revised hazard code system, and illustrated its capability to support multiple hazard types and countries per ID. He clarified that the new system would replace the old system, and that a single-level system had been proposed based on agreement at the previous meeting. 

The group was reminded that the hazard code was intended for human readability, and the numerical parts remained the core of GLIDE scheme. 

Views were exchanged on the implementation details of GLIDE, particularly questions regarding the representation of cause-effect relationships of hazards and compatibility of hazard codes with existing disaster databases. 

The group adopted WMO’s proposal as a single-level system to replace the old system.

5 Presentations on GLIDE applications, glidenumber.net

Satoru Nishikawa emphasized the need for reliable data to influence policy, and elaborated on potential uses of GLIDE in this regard. Once GLIDE is adopted by a wide range of organizations, various types of information e.g. scientific data, economic data, response and rehabilitation reports could easily be referenced.

Julio Serje demonstrated the capabilities of glidenumber.net, consisting of public, GLIDE admin and site admin modules. The group welcomed the glide generator as a significant step in the GLIDE project and expressed appreciation for his development efforts.

The scope of glidenumber.net was then discussed, prompted by the existence of estimated loss fields. Although it was explained that loss data were intended solely for filtering functions, the group concluded that glidenumber.net should not contain damage loss data, but rather provide links to databases holding original data. Glidenumber.net was expected to raise questions about discrepancies of data between databases, but reconciling them was not its purpose. The functionality would remain in the glidenumber.net system for possible future use. Craig Duncan would propose text for disclaimer on glidenumber.net to emphasise this point.

The group also discussed the issue of control mechanisms in the generation of GLIDE numbers. This was to be dealt with at the procedural level as a general management issue, as no functionality was built into the glidenumber.net system. In particular, participants debated whether or not peer review would be desirable at the time of GLIDE generation, which authorities would be allowed to delete GLIDEs, and of weighting of data authorities according to their types e.g. data reporters vs. data aggregators. It was recognised that review mechanisms was a gap that needed to be filled. 

6 Governance and institutional commitment

The group reaffirmed that increasing participation of primary data reporters in the GLIDE process was critical, and agreed that facilitating the participation of national data providers was the group's ultimate objective.

Governance structure

In order to drive the process forward, the group agreed on the governance of the GLIDE process as follows:

· As sponsoring organizations of glidenumber.net, ADRC and ReliefWeb should maintain the lead in the maintenance of glidenumber.net with technical support from La Red. ADRC would play the administrator role.

· A stakeholder group with representatives from various user segments e.g. data aggregators, governments, academic/scientific community and reinsurers was envisaged. The group would provide advice and regional expertise, and participate in consensus-building.

· Suggested composition of the stakeholder group: IRI/Columbia Univ., WMO, CRED, UNDP, World Bank, La Red (for technical support), IFRC, ProVention, Govt. of Panama, Govt. of India, Govt. of Japan. ISDR was requested to propose means to facilitate participation of African governments. Maintaining flexibility in participation was considered an important element.

The group agreed to operationalise glidenumber.net with immediate effect. ReliefWeb would retroactively generate GLIDEs for disasters under its coverage after February 2004. WMO would suggest a notification system for tropical cyclones. Craig Duncan would identify an appropriate focal point at IFRC.

Retroactive GLIDE generation

The group discussed the need and possibility of assigning GLIDEs to historical disaster records, specifically those recorded in EM-DAT. Since the GLIDE numbering scheme is based on EM-DAT disaster numbers (disnos), converting disnos to GLIDEs would be a matter of batch conversion. This would enable lookups from other databases and facilitate analyses. 

Regina Below reported that EM-DAT disnos were in the process of review, with a number of records e.g. Hurricane Mitch being consolidated and Famine records being reclassified. Julio Serje noted that glidenumber.net had no explicit provisions for retroactively assigning GLIDEs, and that a mechanism to avoid existing numbers would be needed. GLIDEs would have to be assigned in a reserved area, or disnos be converted to GLIDEs.

CRED was requested by the group to endorse the conversion of disnos to GLIDEs once the normalization of disnos had been completed. Regina Below noted that CRED would review the request, but was not in a position to make promises, particularly in the short term. An iterative approach, starting from EM-DAT, then DesInventar, etc was recommended.

On the issue of automatically linking to new records published in disaster databases, Julio Serje clarified that glidenumber.net had the ability to establish automatic links to data providers as long as the linking interfaces were made available.

Institutional support

Craig Duncan proposed that GLIDE partners adhere to three basic principles:

· Add GLIDE to their disaster databases, and create GLIDEs corresponding to their disaster records;

· Allow linking from external sites to their disaster records via GLIDE;

· Endeavour to establish mechanism to alert others when GLIDE-enabled records are created - for example, CRED assigning a GLIDE to its EM-DAT record could alert ReliefWeb, which would then automatically insert a link to EM-DAT on ReliefWeb.

Julio Serje suggested to propose specifications for an automatic alert mechanism. Craig Duncan also said that ReliefWeb would be willing to help GLIDE partners develop capacities in this regard. 

Addressing the concern on data quality on linked sites, Julio Serje noted that glidenumber.net's spidering was limited to partner websites that provided linking interfaces. Craig Duncan suggested the addition of a descriptor field for each partner to set expectations on what information can be obtained on the partner site linked from glidenumber.net.

Yuichi Ono announced that ISDR would continue to support the GLIDE process under its umbrella. 

Julio Serje was requested to circulate the security model of glidenumber.net to the group, and Craig Duncan suggested that a web review group set up to tune the user interface and use of data standards e.g. country list.

Craig Duncan announced that ReliefWeb would begin assigning GLIDEs to complex emergencies, as this was required for ReliefWeb's internal linking mechanisms. ReliefWeb would ensure that GLIDEs assigned to complex emergencies did not collide with disnos. It was suggested that ReliefWeb follows developments at CRED regarding CE-DAT.

7 Promotion

Bearing in mind that the primary target audience of GLIDE promotion was national data providers, promotional material should be geared toward this group. The group reviewed the potential targets of GLIDE as follows:

· Kamal Kishore noted that India and Nepal would shortly have their respective national databases, and Viet Nam, Sri Lanka and Bangladesh following in the next year.

· Julio Serje listed countries with disaster databases as Argentina, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, Venezuela. Other Caribbean countries would follow by the end of 2005.

· Regina Below noted Cambodia, Mozambique and Philippines as countries with disaster databases.

· Masahiko Murata mentioned that Japan would be incorporating GLIDE in its disaster database.

Discussion ensued regarding the message that needed to be delivered to the national data providers. As sharing of data itself is a challenge in some of the countries, the benefits of GLIDE had to be presented in a convincing manner. Training modules to enhance understanding of GLIDE at various levels was thought to be needed. Complexities should be anticipated and addressed beforehand.

Suggestions to address the above issues included emphasizing the benefits of disaster databases (of which GLIDE would be a part), and positioning GLIDE as a "seal of quality". A "GLIDE-compliant" logo was also suggested.

Aurelia Micko noted that different forms of support should be expected of GLIDE partners. Organizations such as NOAA could not easily put its logo on a document. 

With regard to promotion of GLIDE with libraries and documentation centres, this remained a relatively unexplored territory. Emily Grover noted that a climate monitoring group was interesting in using GLIDE, and Andrew Maskrey suggested that UNDP documents could be GLIDE-enabled as a summer intern project, as the availability of documents as well as databases would help generate interest in GLIDE.

The group agreed on the following points, which would be taken forward by the stakeholder group:

· Regina Below would send the GLIDE notification mailing list to Julio Serje to facilitate transition to mailing list administered on glidenumber.net. It was suggested that each message delivered to the list include a disclaimer the beta nature of the service.

· ADRC would circulate revised draft poster by June.
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