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Executive Summary 
Preliminary research has been performed to determine if a non-project specific database for 
comprehensive use within the Bureau of Reclamation’s web-based GIS system (BORGIS or Tessel) will 
be of value to Reclamation.  This centralized database will allow for transparent dissemination of data 
across regional, local and area offices, congruent with the goals of the Reclamation Data Council (RDC).   
This preliminary or scoping research was accomplished by polling Reclamation’s regional offices and 
select Technical Service Center (TSC) employees to find out: 

1. If a comprehensive site investigation database is of value? 
2. What types of databases are currently in use and how are they managed? 
3. What types of data are being utilized and what format is the data is reported in? 
4. What is Reclamation’s propensity to support (fund) maintenance of database(s)? 

Answers to these questions will assist Reclamation in determining if a comprehensive database is a 
worthy venture, while also obtaining feedback from Reclamation employees on the major 
challenges/considerations in creating such a database. The results of this scoping research effort will 
assist the RDC, BORGIS Technical Team, and Reclamation Geospatial Coordination Council in 
developing good practices and procedures in creating and maintaining site investigation database(s) with 
a GIS component. 

The results of the questionnaire are summarized as follows: 

 Approximately 77% of respondents believed a comprehensive database would be valuable to 
Reclamation. 

 About 69% of respondents were not aware of or did not use any databases; however, the 
remaining respondents used a combination of internal, private and public databases to improve 
their decision making.  Databases were generally managed by one or two individuals and were 
often out of date. 

 Approximately 65% of the respondents indicated multiple formats used to report site 
investigation data and only 10% reported adhering to an unchanging standard reporting format. 

 60% of the respondents who had authority to approve funding were not willing to finance efforts 
associated with data stewardship (gather, organize and manage data for use in a database). 

The critical components of creating and maintaining such a comprehensive database are standardization 
of data collection and reporting, database maintenance, and funding once initial project funding is gone.  
The following recommendations are suggested: 

1. Develop a support group for database stewards and managers by creating a sub-group under the 
RDC and mandating membership. 

2. Promote database awareness and utilization through this RDC sub-group. 
3. Use hydrology databases (Reclamation Hydrologic Data Base (HDB),  Montana water database 

(GWRAT) and Texas water database (TWDB) to name a few) as “role models” 
4. Design methodology for standardizing metadata and incorporating data into Tessel. 
5. Use information provided by respondents to begin developing a database steward contact list and 

database inventory list. 
6. Use results of this questionnaire to justify non-project funds (i.e. research funding) to finance 

database management efforts within regional and area offices. 
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Background 
Preliminary research has been performed to determine if a non-project specific database(s) for 
comprehensive use within the Bureau of Reclamation’s (Reclamation) web-based GIS system 
(BORGIS or Tessel) would be of value to Reclamation database users.  This centralized database 
will allow for transparent dissemination of investigation information across regional, local and 
area offices, as well as the capability to perform detailed query searches and geospatial statistical 
analysis.  The intent is to provide general site investigation data to design engineers and 
stakeholders to quickly assess the level of site investigation information available. 

The success of such a system would be congruent with the goals of the Reclamation Data 
Council (RDC) to reduce redundancy and create efficiency in streamlining geospatial data and 
the accessibility of data [1].  In addition, a successful system would bring Reclamation closer to 
satisfying the OMB M-13-13 Federal Open Data Policy, particularly in regards to groundwater 
data which is most commonly gathered from site investigation data such as, monitoring wells, 
piezometers and boring logs. 

Proposal Development 
Currently there are many databases used by regional offices, stakeholders, and the TSC.  These 
databases are compartmentalized (accessible to a small population such as a specific region), 
non-standardized, region or project specific, and have limited search capabilities.  This scoping 
research was accomplished by polling Reclamation’s regional offices and select TSC employees 
to find out if a comprehensive site investigation database would be valuable.  The researcher also 
sought to identify the types of databases currently in use, as well as the types of data being 
utilized and what format the data is typically reported in.  Feedback from Reclamation 
employees on the major challenges with and considerations for creating a comprehensive 
database will assist the RDC, BORGIS Technical Team, and Reclamation Geospatial 
Coordination Council in their mission to develop and support Reclamation GIS data. 

Results 
A total of eight questions were posed to staff in the Great Plains (GP), Lower Colorado (LC), Mid-Pacific 
(MP), and Pacific Northwest (PN) regional and area offices, as well as a select number of TSC 
representatives.  The majority of the responses were collected from Reclamation Regional staff, because 
the majority of Reclamation site investigation data is gathered and managed by regional offices. 
The questionnaire consisted of three ‘yes’ or ‘no’, three multiple choice, and two brief statement 
questions, totaling eight questions that could be answered in less than five minutes.  The questionnaire 
was limited in scope to minimize the time required to complete it, thus potentially increasing the number 
of responses.  The questionnaire was created using Google Forms, integrated with Bison, allowing for 
distribution by email.  The respondents were able to answer the questions, edit their responses and view a 
synopsis of all responses given.  Respondents were not required to answer all question.  Therefore the 
total number of people who responded to question one is different than the total responding to question 2.  
Respondents were kept anonymous, but were able to provide additional information, to include contact 
information, if desired. 
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The questionnaire, included herein as Figure 1, was available on Wednesday, September 7th through 
Wednesday, September 14th, 2016.  Google Forms recorded a total of 365 responses which are 
summarized in Appendix A.  The results are discussed in the following sections. 

Grouping of Survey Respondents 
The first question asked respondents about their direct involvement in data collection, analysis and/or use.  
The respondents were able to make multiple selections to answer this question.  The results are displayed 
in Figure A.: 

 
Figure A - Result of Question No. 1 

Approximately 78% (283/365) of respondents checked at least one box for Question 1 indicating that they 
have some involvement in planning investigations, data collection, analysis and/or use.  This question 
provided an opportunity to segregate respondents into several categories for the remaining questions to 
discern whether there was a trend between data planners, collectors, analyzers and users.  In addition, 
those who answered the survey, but did not respond to Question 1 were assumed to have no involvement 
with Reclamation site investigation data, and were segregated into another category. 

In order to group the respondents into categories based on their involvement with Reclamation 
investigation data, the number of responses to question 1 were tallied.  A total of 82 respondents did not 
respond to the question and are therefore assumed to have no involvement with investigation data.  A total 
of 112 respondents checked only one box, of which 9 only plan site investigations, 17 only gather field 
data, 9 only analyze field data and 77 only utilize field data.  The large number of respondents who 
answered the question as only utilizing field data comprise the second grouping.  The remaining 
respondents comprise the third and final group, the majority of which (171/206) checked more than one 
box to answer Question 1.  The grouping is as shown in Table A: 

Table A - Grouping of Respondents 

Group Investigation Data Use No. of 
Respondents

Percentage of 
Respondents

A plan/gather/analyze/utilize 171 46.6
B utilize 77 21.1
C no use 82 22.5  
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The remaining responses to the questionnaire will be discussed based on the overall group and the above 
subsets.  Note that Group A is largely responsible for creating site investigation data, while Group B 
utilizes the data.  Both groups are considered to be direct benefactors of a comprehensive database.  
Group C does not have any dealings with site investigation data, but may have some knowledge or ideas 
on current Reclamation databases. 

Value of a Comprehensive Database 
A total of 338 respondents answered Question 2, of which 261 (77.2%) saw benefit in creating a 
Reclamation-wide site investigation database while 77 (22.8%) did not.  Group A and B had similar 
responses, both largely valuing a comprehensive database, with Group A having a total of 86.1% positive 
responses and Group B with 66 (66/77) positive responses.  Group C was not as supportive with 27 “yes” 
responses, 32 “no” responses and 23 respondents did not answer the question. 

A number of responders provided brief feedback as to why they valued a comprehensive database. 

• “I think that having Geo-Referenced design data collections would be a huge benefit, and 
eliminate duplication of costs/efforts to collect the same data twice…I really like this idea…and 
think it could save significant costs.” – Respondent #1 [Group A] 

• “If a site existed: various geological, geotechnical, and geophysical data is used in the design of 
structural features…Target audience would be designers…Great Idea! Proactive.” – Respondent 
# 5 [Group A] 

• “There is so much data that could be utilized and is not currently being managed or utilized 
properly.  This would be a great thing.” – Respondent #43 [Group A] 

• “Each region has a geology-geotech library that contain numerous historical reports, logs and 
maps.  Currently, Reclamation is dismantling all libraries in an effort to be ‘paperless’.  The 
libraries are used extensively by geologist, geotechs, designers and project planners.  
Management of the current libraries are collateral duties that fall to the work group or branch in 
which they reside.” – Respondent #57 [Group A] 

• “We document graphically with Auto Cad Drawings so in many ways a database would double 
the workload.  However, Geo-referencing our drawings within GIS seems both worthwhile and 
reachable goal.” - Respondent # 73 [Group A] 

•  “Biology information is not catalogued well within Reclamation.  So much so that institutional 
knowledge is used to spread word for ESA reviews on species within project areas.” – 
Respondent # 83 [Group A] 

• “The Provo Area Office has discussed this very issue of developing a database of survey 
information, infrastructure, geology and drilling information.  We are looking at getting the 
information into a GIS format, but would be interested in seeing what else is being considered.” – 
Respondent # 121 [Group A] 

• “We need a GIS database that gives information on the sites NEPA has been completed.” – 
Respondent # 191 [Group A] 

• “I think this is a great idea, much overdue and needed, and please include environmental data 
such as endangered species, habitat restoration projects, cultural resources, etc.” – Respondent # 
243 [Group A]  

• “Enterprise GIS is used by all other DOI offices and I cannot communicate our data with them.  It 
is critical for data collection in all aspects of the USBR from lands and realty to engineering for 
us to have this capability.  “ – Respondent # 246 [Group A] 
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• “…a Reclamation-wide site investigation database that has a GIS component would be highly 
beneficial.  Centralizing this information could provide a comprehensive resource across 
Reclamation that has potential to enhance business decisions.” Respondent # 260 [GIS specialist 
with the LC Region – Phoenix Area Office, Group A] 

• “The ability to automate, or at the very least streamline the acquisition and maintenance 
(probably the more important of the two) of data would: significantly increase productivity of 
those that use it by making us more efficient in accessing reliable data and generate more creative 
and thorough solutions to situational problems.” – Respondent # 276 [Group A] 

• “Because there are so few Land Surveyors in Reclamation, other than certain reports to TSC in 
Denver, each individual, or group, appears to have their own database for their own use.  I am an 
‘individual’ one person survey group, and my data is stored for my own use, and for historic 
records.” – Respondent # 304 [Group A] 

• “The UC Drill Crew reports through me.  I have been planning to do something like this with all 
of the new (and old) data we collect/have collected.  I would be very interested in being part of 
the conversation related to this development. - Manager, Field Engineering Division, Provo Area 
Office, Upper Colorado Region.” – Respondent # 308 [Group A] 

• “Interested in a system to manage geotagged photos.” – Respondent # 348 [Group A] 

A few respondents provided feedback on why they did not think a comprehensive database was valuable 
to Reclamation. 

• “We have been placing our data in EPA STORET for multiple decades (at least early 1970’s).  It 
seems disingenuous to reinvent the wheel for something that is already available.  A plethora of 
different databases only leads to investigators not having access to data that has been paid for by 
public funds at their disposal.  I believe the last time Denver tried this approach was late 1990’s, 
after USGS came up with their own database.” – Respondent # 205 [Group A] 

• “I do not believe Reclamation needs a complete one shop data base location.  When Denver helps 
us on field work we provide them with the appropriate data sources for each effort.  Our main 
concern would be the cost of setting up, populating and maintaining such a data base.  We do not 
need to incur additional charges for a service we may use only once or twice a year…Maybe the 
effort should be to encourage regional offices to set up or organize a site investigation data base 
for their area of operation.  The information across regions is more consistent than information 
across Reclamation.  Each region has unique characteristics not found in other regions.” – 
Respondent # 273 [California, Group A] 

A number of responders provided comments on creating or maintaining a comprehensive database: 

•  “I think it is a great idea, and something that is needed Reclamation wide.  There is a vast 
amount of information in general in digital and hard-copy formats stored in various locations.  
The usefulness of all of this information would be greatly improved if consolidated into a GIS 
Database that can then be used to easily locate and analyze the information.  The challenge is 
making it a priority, and obtaining the funding to complete such an effort.” – Respondent # 128 
[Phoenix Area Office GIS Branch, Group A] 

•  “Many online databases exist that are valuable in collecting data before a site visit.  Ensure this 
one is not redundant and also keeps sensitive information safe.  TWDB keeps well log records 
currently on their site in a sensitive, but open information way that is worth using as a template.” 
– Respondent # 168 [Group A] 

• “While I feel a database is useful, there is a significant effort involved in creating the database, 
but I feel the most difficult is in maintaining the database.  An easy to use database – both for 
querying and for uploading is necessary.” – Respondent # 200 [UC Region, Group A] 
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• “This proposed database would be very complicated and most likely not always reflect the effort 
or documentation required to provide the data.  Simple explorations would be documented, but 
often explorations are dynamic and sometimes data collected does not fit the method used.  
Geology does not fit well into boxes.” – Respondent # 207 [Group A] 

•  “Gathering existing data into one place has some benefit, but there is no substitute for site-
specific data related to a particular activity.  As an agency, we have largely abandoned our 
traditional design data efforts and we pay for it over and over in contract modifications and 
delays.  Also, assembling data obtained by different individuals over many years introduces the 
possibility of geospatial reference confusion – which datum was used, which coordinate system 
was used, etc.  Database site data is only of value in final design if it is properly reference by 
qualified surveying personnel.” – Respondent # 266 [Group B]  

• “This sort of thing has been attempted in the past and failed due to lack of long-term support and 
training of individuals responsible for field data collection.  A wise strategy might be to embrace 
the use of a commercial software tool region-wide avoiding the risk of losing expertise and the 
entire enterprise.” – Respondent # 340 (examples provided) [Group A] 

• “…see the need for standardization in the measurement and collection processes.  Also standards 
in the data format to be inclusive for observed field notes and other forms of metadata….Sooner 
or later some standards will have to be discussed.” – Respondent # 353 [Group A] 

The majority of respondents valued the idea of a comprehensive database.  Overall, respondents believed 
a comprehensive database would provide a more transparent data collection process and a more 
streamlined dissemination process, allowing for more efficient and effective decision making.  Many 
respondents also talked about the challenges of creating and maintaining a comprehensive database to 
include high variability in data measurement, collection, reporting, and data maintenance efforts. 

Current Databases 
The respondents were asked if they were aware of any current database(s) used by their group or region.  
Alarmingly, 68.8% of the 349 that responded to the question (240) were not aware of any databases.  
Over half 57.6% of Group A respondents were unaware of existing site investigation databases, along 
with 62 Group B respondents and 60 Group C respondents. 

Despite the lack of database knowledge displayed by the overall questionnaire pool, 92 respondents from 
Group A, 18 from Group B, and 8 from Group C were able to provide some information about the 
databases used by themselves or their group. The most prevalent and simplistic form of database used 
consisted of a structured file system on a server or sharepoint site, as mentioned by several respondents 
where final reports, documented investigations and analysis were stored and archived.  Some respondents 
mentioned having or being aware of a departmental Access or Oracle database used to store and query 
final reports or testing information.  Respondents also mentioned internal relational databases used for 
tracking projects, reports, or data for analysis.  Examples shared by respondents include: 

o PCQAS Earth and Concrete – Concrete compressive strength and field tests database 
o SEL – Software for electrical protection devices and 
o Solinst/In-situ – water data logger proprietary data storage system 

These databases were generally used by a group of people.  The data management system is proprietary 
and potentially shareable. 

Respondents also mentioned interagency collaborative program databases, which are typically project 
specific, such as: 
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• Arkansas-Valley Conduit (AVC), Colorado water pipeline project GIS database 
• Central Valley Project, San Joaquin River Restoration Program (SJRRP), California GIS database 

These databases were funded by a project or stakeholder and managed by regional or GIS office 
personnel. 

Several respondents mentioned state, government or organizational/municipal databases used to perform 
their functions such as: 

o ArcGIS – online GIS software, Geodatabase and resource, manufactured by ESRI 
o ArcSDE – An ArcGIS product suite, Spatial Database Engine, for geo-spatial query  
o USGS – U.S. Geological Survey, national geologic map database 
o CDEC – California Data Exchange Center, water data 
o FRPP MS – Federal Real Property Profile Management System 
o SHPO – State Historic Preservation Office, each state has their own data management 
o Geothermal NEPA – National Environmental Policy Act, geothermal database 
o GWRAT – Montana DNRC Water Resource Division water rights query system 
o TWDB – Texas water database, “…keeps [records] in a sensitive, but open information way … 

worth using as a template.” – Respondent # 168 

The following Reclamation managed databases were mentioned by respondents: 

• Tessel – Reclamation’s GIS database or BORGIS 
• DSDams – Reclamation Dams database 
• HDB (LC, UC, YAO) – Hydrologic database, Lower Colorado, Upper Colorado, Yuma Area 

Office: Colorado Basin/River, reservoir and gaging database 
• HDB-poet – Hydrologic database visualizing, analyzing and editing tool 
• HyMoP – hydrologic monitoring program, GP Region, Eastern Colorado Area Office 

When speaking specifically about Reclamation’s GIS database(s), to include BORGIS and/or Tessel, 
respondents had the following comments: 

• “Recommend that the GIS database be Arc query capable.” – Respondent # 8 [Group A]  
• “I currently use our TESSEL site to look up land use data.  I work as a realty technician and 

frequently respond to land use queries.” – Respondent # 76 [Group B] 
• “It would also be nice to integrate the CNDDB (CDFW), NWI (USFWS), local land info, and 

Corps mitigation site information.” – Respondent # 112 [MP Region,  Environmental Compliance 
and Conservation, Group A] 

• “We have various GIS databases that are managed primarily by myself (the GIS Data Manager). 
However the databases seem to be incomplete, as there are many hard-copy records that have not 
been converted into GIS, and updates are not always pushed to the GIS Branch.” – Respondent # 
128 [Group A] 

• “We work with a myriad of independent databases - and consolidation into a centralized system 
could be very helpful.  We use operational data that is stored in our operational models, as well as 
in spreadsheets…. and data stored in various locations by various agencies.” – Respondent # 136 
[Group A] 

• “The Provo Area Office has discuss[ed] this very issue of developing a database of survey 
information, infrastructure, geology and drilling information.  We are looking at getting the 
information into a GIS format, but would be interested in seeing what else is being considered.” – 
Respondent # 121 [Group A] 
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• “I am also working on development of a comprehensive database in SQL format for the Rio 
Grande Project.  UC Region, Albuquerque Area Office, Water Management Division.” – 
Respondent # 136 [Group A] 

• “My database is all on Indian lands, and you would need the permission of the tribes to include it 
in a database.  They're not likely to provide it.” – Respondent # 89 [Group A] 

Site Investigation Data and Reporting Format 
The study included an introductory statement which briefly defined site investigation data as any data 
obtained in the field for Reclamation use, to include survey data, soil boring and/or test pit logs, well logs, 
and geophysical data.  Many respondents listed additional types of data that they believed should be 
included in a comprehensive database: 

1. Survey data (topographic) 
2. Groundwater data 
3. Reservoir gauging data 
4. Photos 
5. Environmental data (endangered species, habitat restoration projects, cultural resources, fuel 

storage tanks, hazardous/contaminated sites) 
6. Water quality data 
7. Biological data (fish, habitat) 
8. Weather/climate 
9. Air quality 
10. Construction testing 
11. Agricultural data (vegetation cover, USDA soil textures) 
12. Archeological data 

The respondents were asked what format their site investigation data was reported in.  The following 
results were obtained: 

 
Figure B - Results of Question No. 5 

The majority of the respondents indicated multiple formats used to report site investigation data. When 
asked if the data was presented in a standard reporting format 33.8% (99/293) of respondents said no, 
30.7% (90/293) reported using a standard reporting format that was subject to change, 25.3% (74/293) 
had no knowledge of a standard reporting format, and 10.2% (30/293) reported having rigorously adhered 
to a standard reporting format. 
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Respondents that listed proprietary software or ‘other’ listed the following software was used to 
create/report data: 

1. ArcGIS, ArcMAP  
2. Google Earth Pro 
3. gINT  
4. AutoCAD to include Civil 3D, Recap 
5. *.csv files 
6. Adobe Captivate 
7. Surfer 
8. PCQAS Earth and Concrete 
9. RockWorks  
10. ESRI 
11. Shape files (GIS) 
12. LiDAR 
13. Pisces, Pisces2 
14. TNP 
15. RiverWare 
16. InspecTech 
17. Trimble - Pathfinder Office, TerraSync, Geomatics Office, Business Center 
18. Crystal Reports 
19. HEC-DSSVue 
20. HDB-Poet 
21. Aquatic Infomatics 

Data collected by some of the proprietary/other software listed above such as ArcGIS, gINT, HDB-Poet 
can be easily integrated into a database using programming controls and standardized metadata.  Others 
will need to be queried using SQL programming tools to identify and collect standardized metadata.  The 
level of programming will be based on the variation in the data and data reporting formats. 

Funding a Comprehensive Database 
The respondents were asked if they were willing to fund the effort to gather, organize, and manage a 
database.  The majority (276/336, 82.1%) of the respondents who answered the question indicated that 
they do not have the authority to approve funding, approximately 10.7% (36/336) said no, and 7.1% 
(24/336) said yes.  Within Group A, 19 respondents with the ability to approve funding answered 
favorably, while 22 did not; within Group B, 4 of 75 responses were positive and 9 were not; within 
Group C, only 1 respondent out of 57 said yes, while 5 said no. 

The respondents had the following to say about funding a comprehensive database with GIS component: 

• “Funding provided/issued would be project funds for initial gathering of data but not to manage a 
Reclamation-wide system.  My understanding in the future eDerms (spelling) would be such a 
database system, but would require some sort of historical means to populate the system.” – 
Respondent # 5 [Group A – non funding authority] 

• “I would be willing to provide a small amount of funding as part of the close out of site 
investigations to fund this work.  However, providing funding for past site investigations will be 
very difficult due to funding limitations.” – Respondent # 50 [MP Region, Planning Division,  
Group A] 
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• “Because our group is direct funded by those programs or projects we work on, we do not have 
additional funding that could be used to support development of this tool.” – Respondent # 120 
[Group A] 

• “My database is all on Indian lands....As far as funding it, since my funding is not guaranteed 
from year to year, I probably couldn't help with it.” – Respondent # 89 [Group A] 

• “I am an advocate of relevant, standardized data collection and reporting. I can suggest funding 
be provided to accomplish this goal.” – Respondent # 158 [UC Region Geology Group,  Group 
A] 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
A total of 365 responses were recorded for the Reclamation-wide Site Investigation Data questionnaire, of 
which: 

 283 (78%) had direct dealings with site investigation data, 
 118 were able to provide some information on the databases used, 
 332 were able to provide some information as to the format their data is reported in, and 
 60 funding authorizers stated their disposition to fund the effort to gather, organize, and manage a 

database. 

Approximately 77% of respondents believed a comprehensive database would be valuable to 
Reclamation.  Many of the responders cited reasons such as minimizing redundancy, providing data 
transparency, and streamlining and improving effective decision making as the benefits of a 
comprehensive database.  The critical components of creating and maintaining such a database were 
standardization of data collection and reporting (particularly survey data), maintaining the database (data 
stewardship), and funding maintenance efforts once project funding is gone. 

About 69% of respondents were not aware of or did not use any databases; however, the remaining 
respondents used a combination of internal, private and public databases to improve their decision 
making.  Many hydrological databases exist, while there are very few biological and archeological 
databases available to Reclamation users.  Databases were generally managed by one or two individuals 
and were often out of date.  A few respondents commented on having a database but losing the data 
steward or data management expertise.  Some respondents expressed a desire for support in creating 
and/or maintaining databases and some respondents asked to be included in any comprehensive database 
project.  Contact information was provided within the survey results presented in Appendix A. 

The majority of the respondents indicated multiple formats used to report site investigation data and only 
10% reported adhering to a unchanging standard reporting format.  Often respondents used proprietary 
software and/or excel to produce and analyze data and then presented the final report of data using Word 
document and Adobe Acrobat pdf.   The variability of reporting formats and software will make it 
difficult to standardize database building procedures and techniques. 

The majority (36/60) of the respondents who had authority to approve funding were not willing to finance 
efforts associated with data stewardship (gather, organize and manage data for use in a database) because 
of limited funds and resources specifically needed for current project work. 

Based on results of the questionnaire, Reclamation would value a comprehensive site investigation GIS 
database however, there are significant efforts required to develop such a database.  The following 
recommendations are suggested: 
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1. Develop a support group for database stewards and managers by creating a sub-group under the 
RDC and mandating membership. 

2. Promote database awareness and utilization through RDC sub-group. 
3. Use hydrology databases (HDB, GWRAT, TWDB) as “role models” 
4. Design methodology for standardizing metadata and incorporating data into Tessel.  
5. Use information provided by respondents to begin developing contact list and database inventory 

list. 
6. Use results of this questionnaire to justify non-project funds (i.e. research funding) to finance 

database management efforts within regional and area offices. 

  



Reclamation-Wide Site Investigation Data on Tessel 

11 
 

References 
[1]”Charter for Reclamation Data Council,” Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior, 

March 25, 2016. 

  

Figure 1 could not be made completely accessible. Brief description includes: Reclamation-
Wide Site Investigation Questionnaire which consisted of a total of 8 questions: 

1. What role do you play in planning, gathering, analyzing or using site investigation 
data? 

2. Do you see a benefit in creating a Reclamation-wide site investigation database? 
3. Are you aware of any current database(s) used by your group/region? 
4. If you answered yes to the above question, can you provide a brief statement about 

the type of database used, who the target audience is, and whether the database is 
managed by a group or individual. 

5. If you are responsible for gathering or analyzing field data, what format is the data 
reported in? 

6. If you are responsible for gathering or analyzing field data, do you use a standard 
reporting format? 

7. As a planner of site investigation data, would you be willing to fund the effort to 
gather, organize, and manage a database? 

8. Additional comments: Please provide your region and/or work group information 
here.  Feel free to add any additional comments you may have. 
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Appendix A Reclamation-Wide Site Investigation Data 
Questionnaire and Results 

 

Appendix A could not be made 
completely accessible. Brief 
description includes: Summary of 
responses to the Reclamation-Wide 
Site Investigation Questionnaire as 
discussed in the report text. 
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