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Sussex has a large and active biological recording community which operates fairly 
independently of the record centre. This was a significant factor in deciding which 
online recording system to go with. 
 
We needed something which was appealing to recorders and recognised the 
authority of the national schemes to which many of our county recorders are 
affiliated. iRecord seemed like a good fit. 
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iRecord makes us all actors on the same stage, sharing a single database. 
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By putting recorders and verifiers in direct contact, iRecord acts as an extension to 
the social networks that exist in local biological recording communities.  
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From the record centre’s point of view, iRecord has put us in a far better place with 
respect to managing moth records. And we are extremely grateful to Colin for 
engaging with it. 
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iRecord can expose County Recorders to a far greater volume of records than they’re 
used to dealing with, many of which may be submitted by people who are not 
familiar with the norms of botanical recording. This presents significant challenges to 
local recording groups, schemes and societies in dealing with the data –  challenges 
which are still being worked through. 
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Overlapping verifier roles is inevitable given iRecord’s set up. This is something which 
needs to be managed through dialogue between local experts and national experts, 
and within recording schemes. 
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The British Mycological Society will soon be launching their own Indicia 
implementation, designed specifically for recording fungi. More on other Indicia 
implementations later. 
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The ARC app is a novel and innovative third party Indicia implementation developed 
in Sussex. For more information, see: http://arcexplorer.org.uk/  
 
The app has been an interesting case study in relation to the nature of biological 
recording, managing biological recording data, and managing the impacts that data 
has on people – particularly volunteer verifiers – further down the ‘data flow 
pathway’. The data feed to iRecord is currently de-activated, following a review by 
SxBRC of the data coming out of the app where it was found that the information 
people were capturing, e.g. photos and locations, were not providing sufficient 
information to constitute a valid biological record. 
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This goes back to what I was saying earlier about the iRecord experience. Whether 
you’re a recorder, a verifier, or a data manager, your actions can impact on other 
people; because we’re all sharing the same data warehouse.  
 
In this example, SxBRC is really just a data user – accessing local data through the LRC 
download facility. But we’re also the public face of iRecord locally so it’s often us that 
people come to, to talk about their iRecord experience. Even with an apparently easy-
to-use online system like iRecord, there’s an important role for us as a LERC in 
managing people’s expectations and explaining the complexities that sit behind the 
simple interface that people see – so that people stick with it. We have invested, and 
continue to invest, significant amounts of staff time in this iRecord local support role. 
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The data that comes out of iRecord requires a significant amount of manual 
processing before it can be incorporated into a standard LERC database. Just because 
data has been entered online, doesn’t mean data flow is straight forward! 
 
BRC have said they’d welcome feedback from LERCs on how the LRC download facility 
could be improved. 
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We’re definitely seeing the fruits of our efforts in Sussex, with regard to increasing 
numbers of records submitted through iRecord. The number of records we’re seeing 
coming through in each download is ramping up. 
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