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Columbia R. 

Basin

 Large!

 Diverse

 7 States

 1 Province

 Continental 

Divide to Pacific 

Ocean





All kinds of sampling and data



So, what happens to the data?

 Local analysis and use / reports / recommendations

 Agency reports / decision making

 Population assessment for ESA, but only after 
extensive efforts to locate and obtain the data

 Regional “high level” reporting efforts, but again only 
with difficulty in locating and obtaining the data.

Bottom line:  No coordinated management or sharing



There have been attempts at 

regional scale data sharing:

 SAIC study

 Northwest Environmental Data Network (NED) 

– the Columbia Basin Cooperative Information 

System

 The NED Portal

 Collaborative Systemwide Management and 

Evaluation Project

 CBFWA Data Management Framework Sub-

committee

 Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring 

Partnership (PNAMP) - Data Management 

Leadership Team



So, why did they fail?

 Agencies lack database systems to „feed‟ any 

regional scale data sharing effort

 Lack of funding, support

 Low priority for agencies

Bottom line:  It is for someone else’s benefit!



The next attempt:

Coordinated 

Assessments



Collaborative Approach

 Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority

 Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring 

Partnership

 Bonneville Power Administration 

 NOAA Fisheries

Bottom line:  All perspectives are represented



What is different this time?

1. Involvement of both data providers and data 

consumers

 Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority

 State fish and wildlife agencies

 Tribal fish managers

 Pacific NW Aquatic Monitoring Partnership

 Federal agencies

 Land managers

 Environmental agencies



What is different this time?

1. Involvement of both data providers and data 

consumers

2. A common need to report progress on ESA 

status, Biological Opinion actions, etc.

 NOAA Status reviews every 5 yr

 BPA annual BiOp reporting

 Recovery reporting every 3 yr

 Status of the Resource report, annual



What is different this time?

1. Involvement of both data providers and data 

consumers

2. A common need to report progress on ESA 

status, Biological Opinion actions, etc.

3. Developing a common strategy for 

monitoring populations



Anadromous Salmonid Monitoring 

Strategy (ASMS)

1. Coordinated and 

Prioritized Monitoring 

across the CRB

2. Identified monitoring 

projects for BPA funding

3. Identified other priority 

monitoring projects



What is different this time?

1. Involvement of both data providers and data 

consumers

2. A common need to report progress on ESA 

status, Biological Opinion actions, etc.

3. Developing a common strategy for 

monitoring populations

4. Funding

 Bonneville Power Administration

 NOAA Fisheries



Coordinated Assessments

 Consistent approach to assessing population 
health, evaluate progress toward recovery 
under ESA

 Focused on Viable Salmonid Population 
parameters

 Since ESU/DPS cross jurisdictions, developing 
a data sharing strategy

 Short term: Begin by sharing a few basic 
parameters to the mandated ESA reports

 Long term:  Develop capacity to manage and 
share data among all agencies

 Target:  Something like EPA Exchange Network



Regional Data Sharing Principles

We want to improve data sharing to enable access to timely data, improve data 

quality, and reduce the data management burden in order to support better 

regional assessments and management decisions. 

In order to achieve this, the agencies and tribes will:

1. Support local control and management of key primary data consistent with 

regional assessment and reporting needs.

2. Exchange indicators in common format regardless of original format or 

coding, and regardless of sampling methodologies. 

3. Prioritize sharing the data necessary to support regional assessments and 

reporting.

4. Provide enough information about the data to support understanding and 

replication of the derivation of indicators for secondary applications and 

assessment needs.

5. Work towards automated exchange to increase speed and efficiency of 

data sharing and to reduce individual workload.



Coordinated Assessments Work Plan

1. CBFWA Members redefined CBFWA work plan to focus 

on Coordinated Assessments

2. PNAMP is developing data management road map

3. NW Power and Conservation Council developed the 

MERR Plan

From these three activities, a sub-group of CBFWA 

members and BPA/Council/NOAA/StreamNet staff 

developed a path towards data sharing standards for the 

Columbia River Basin



High Level Indicators

1. Viable Salmonid Population (VSP) Parameters

 Abundance

 Productivity

 Spatial Structure

 Diversity

2. Habitat Effectiveness

3. Hatchery Effectiveness



Initial data sharing effort

 Focus on three specific Indicators for VSP



Initial data sharing effort

 Focus on three specific Indicators for VSP

 Natural spawner abundance

 Smolt to Adult Ratio (SAR)

 Recruits per Spawner ratio

These are key indicators that provide insight into 

all three areas: VSP, Hatchery effectiveness, and 

Habitat effectiveness



Initial data sharing effort

 Focus on three specific Indicators for VSP

 Develop a Data Exchange Template

 Pilot test the DET

 Deploy the DET for all populations

 Finalize and adopt the DET for all future 

exchange of these data

 Identify gaps, needed infrastructure.

 Use annual project solicitations to address gaps 

and needs



The DET draft approach



Longer term data plan

 Develop DET for additional Indicators

 Develop internal data management 

infrastructure within agencies

 Build common IT approach, framework

 Work toward consensus for a regional data 

sharing strategy

 Like EPA Exchange Network:

 Based on common data standards (DET)

 Owner control of data

 Data shared as web services to the network



Why would this approach work?

1. All parties involved

2. Funding support is available

3. Common need and objectives

Bottom line:  It is now for them!



The most important question to 

address when developing a system:
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