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Introduction

 Have a complete overview of all hibernating species
 Free-living adults in diapause (5%)

 Up to date taxonomy

 Evaluation (dubious historical records)

 Incorrect, Unverified, Correct

 Country-specific 

 Hibernaculum-specific classification

 Open access paper and dataset





I. The observation – the observer



I. The observation – the observer

 Uses a citizen science portal to
 Post evidence (photographs)

 Register location

 Note down anything relevant, just like in a notebook

 Our example: 1 specimen of Lymantrichneumon disparis

 In the catalogue, 7443 records of 27567 specimens were integrated



II. The valorised observation –
the validator/identifier
 Uses the citizen science portal to

 Validate the evidence 

 Adjust metadata

 Amount: not 1 but 9

 Gender: Female

 Stage: Adult

 Activity: Hibernating

 Find new distributional patterns (faunistics) and see population tendencies (ecology)

 In the catalogue, 2525 records of the 7443 records consisted of valorised 
observations from citizen science portals (on a total of > 300,000 validated recs.)



III. Compiling observations –
the scientist
 Does not care at all about the origin of the data…



III. Compiling observations –
the scientist
 Does not care at all about the origin of the data

 Unpublished records from original fieldwork (19%)

 Unpublished records from public/private collections (3%)

 Unpublished records from citizen science portals (34%)

 Published records from literature (44%)



III. Compiling observations –
the scientist
 Wants to publish as quick and open as possible

 Wonders about data when everything is already finalised..



IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
 Very much cares about the origin of data

 Adjusts and ‘maps’ the validated observations to fit certain metadata fields

 Makes one or more consistent dataset(s)

 Interconnects with other datasets online (‘linked data’)

 Many questions for the scientists depending on the source



IV. The dataset – the data scientist 

 Original fieldwork (19%) 
 Belgium (2018-2025)

 Czechia (2010-2011, 2024)

 France (2004-2022)

 Norway (2010-2021)

 Netherlands (2021-2025)

 Russia (1983-2013)

 United Kingdom (2018-2025)

 Ukraine (2020-2025)

 Unpublished, well curated, not an issue at all



IV. The dataset – the 
data scientist 
 Literature (44%) 

 Bibliographic reference (259 refs.)

 (Fons: Is this specimen really found in 
hibernation?)

 (Fons: Is this plausible?)

 (Fons: Is this a bulk record?)

 Published, but only one field to map 
(‘source’): no problem at all



IV. The dataset – the data scientist 

 Public/private collections (3%): Slightly more worrying, but still fine
 Is there an unique identifier for specimens?

 Are GPS coordinates known?

 Are the specimens published on GBIF (see below?)

 (Fons: Was this specimen really found in hibernation?)



IV. The dataset – the data scientist 

 Citizen science portals (34%): All hell breaks lose
 Is there an unique identifier we can use?

 Is it already published (on GBIF?), if so, in which dataset (‘dataset keys’)

 What about copyrights? Data usages? GDPR?

 Can we publish coordinates in detail?



IV. The dataset – the data scientist 



IV. The dataset – the data scientist 

 The solution – an approach in layers
 Occurrence dataset: 4774 records



IV. The dataset – the data scientist 

 The solution – an approach in layers
 Derived dataset: 1966 records (+ Zenodo/Researchgate)



IV. The dataset – the data scientist 

 The solution – an approach in layers
 ‘Species Distribution Extension’ (+- 600 records)



IV. The dataset – the data scientist 

 Bonus
 ‘Taxon Description Extension’ (+- 340 records) -> trait ‘overwintering’



V. Scientific outreach – the journalist



VI. Lessons learned

 For the observer: 
 Context is important, try to register how the specimen was found. Count numbers

 For some species, detailed pictures are needed; sometimes a ‘complex’ is the 
best you can get when you don’t collect

 For the validator/identifier:
 Ask for details if needed, documented evidence is much more useful

 For the scientist:
 Citizen science data is not as open as it pretends to be (mostly due to the data 

owners), even when you contributed significantly 

 It’s not bad thinking (in detail) about your data at an early phase



Ichneumon amphibolus

Leg. Koenraad Bracke
© Bart Minnebo



BioBlitz – Ieper, Poperinge, Heuvelland
20-21/06/2026
 ‘Shortlist’ of 72 invited entomologists, incl. some international experts

 15 Surveys in group (Aculea, FON, Zoogdierenwerkgroep, ANEKO, 
Mycologia ZWVL, …)

 3 Malaise traps, 3 Pitfall traps (sets), 40+ pan traps, at least 32 light traps

 Two deadlines (time to sort and identify for experts)

 https://www.rlwesthoek.be/1000soortenweekend/ 

https://www.rlwesthoek.be/1000soortenweekend/
https://www.rlwesthoek.be/1000soortenweekend/

	Hibernating ichneumonids in Western Europe
	Diapositive numéro 2
	Introduction
	Diapositive numéro 4
	I. The observation – the observer
	I. The observation – the observer
	II. The valorised observation – �the validator/identifier
	III. Compiling observations – �the scientist
	III. Compiling observations – �the scientist
	III. Compiling observations – �the scientist
	IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
	IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
	IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
	IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
	IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
	IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
	IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
	IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
	IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
	IV. The dataset – the data scientist 
	V. Scientific outreach – the journalist
	VI. Lessons learned
	Diapositive numéro 23
	BioBlitz – Ieper, Poperinge, Heuvelland�20-21/06/2026

