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Columbia River Basin 

• Endangered 

Species Act 

 

• Northwest 

Power Act 
 



In the CRB there are- 

• 5 listed species  

• 13 ESU/DPSs 

• ~ 250 listed populations  

    (another ~150 non-listed) 



Overlapping Jurisdictions 

3 States 

    ODFW 

    IDFG 

    WDFW 

6 Tribes 

    Colville  

    Nez Perce 

    Sho-Ban 

    Umatilla 

    Warm Springs 

    Yakama 

  



Problem:  
Local Data Does Not Support Basin-wide Demands 

 Data management often overlooked component of 

monitoring and evaluation. 

 Data used at a scale beyond original intent. 

 Key need is upcoming reporting under ESA 

 Data are requested from multiple sources and reported 

through various reports. 

 Current flow of data un-reliable and inefficient. 



Solution: Coordinated Assessments 

 Series of workshops to define monitoring 

strategies 

 Included all states and tribes 

 Agreed on need to share data 

 Initiated the Coordinated Assessments 

project to evaluate data sharing capabilities 

 



Coordinated Assessments Project 

Phase I 

 Developed initial work plan 

 Limited the scope 

 Developed proof-of-concept materials 

 Received basin wide buy-in from agencies and tribes 

 Developed draft Data Exchange Template 

 Three VSP Indicators  

 Supporting Metrics 

 Metadata 

 Developed Data Analysis Flow Diagram template 



Coordinated Assessments Project 

Phase II 

 Hired 10 temporary technicians to assist with 

 assessment of gaps, needs, and priorities 

 Located data in agencies 

 Diagrammed how data flow in agency (DAFD) 

 Snapshot capture of data (DET) 

 Assisted agency with gaps & needs, agency strategies 

 Developed Individual Data Management Strategies 

 based on assessments 

 Draft Basin-wide Data Sharing Strategy  

 

 



Coordinated Assessments Project 

Phase III 

 Completing agency data management plans 

 Finalize the Basin-wide data sharing strategy 

 Finalize Data Exchange Template 

 Begin providing Indicator data as part of routine 

      business practice 

 Begin improving agency data systems 

 Develop data hosting capabilities 

 

 



Lessons Learned 

 Data are scattered 

 Need for IT staffing, infrastructure 

 Data not always collected at the population 

scale 

 Inconsistent definition of populations 

 DAFDs were eye openers! 



 

Monitoring Methods Project: Origins 



Lessons Learned 

 Data are scattered 

 Need for IT staffing, infrastructure 

 Data not always collected at the population 

scale 

 Inconsistent definition of populations 

 DAFDs were eye openers! 

 Inconsistent terminology 

 Need for an agreed on glossary of terms 

 Include biological terms, IT terms 

 We created problems 



Confusion over “DET” 

 EPA definition: 

    A standardized format that identifies the 

types of information required or allowed in a 

particular document or exchange. 



Confusion over “DET” 

 EPA definition: 

    A standardized format that identifies the 

types of information required or allowed in a 

particular document or exchange. Data 

exchange templates contain no data but 

instead define the format for exchange 

according to data standards and trading 

partner agreements. 



Confusion over “DET” 

 We combined two concepts: 

 DET to define what data to share 

 Spreadsheet to capture a data snapshot 

 Combined spreadsheet was called a DET 

 Now everyone thinks it is the spreadsheet we 

are talking about and that is how data will be 

shared. 





Lessons Learned 

 Data are scattered 

 Need for IT staffing, infrastructure 

 Data not always collected at the population 

scale 

 Inconsistent definition of populations 

 DAFDs were eye openers! 

 Inconsistent terminology 

 Need agreement on data to share 



Goal: Data Exchange Network 
Model is the EPA Water Quality Exchange Network 

 Basin-wide approach:  Consistent data 

sharing protocols for all co-managers 

 Distributed network:  Agencies post data as 

web services in DET format 

 Agencies own their data and release it via 

data sharing agreements 

 Automated:  Where appropriate according to 

agreed upon formats 

Will require incremental steps over time. 

 



Steps 

 Organize data within agencies 

 Develop  agency-wide database systems 

 Adjust agency culture 

 Finalize the DET 

 Build tools 

 Initiate data sharing 

 Expand DET to additional Indicators 

 



Questions? 

 

www.rmpc.org 


