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Riparian Forest Buffers Planted ..o 20
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For more information on the start date, progress, and data, refer fo:
www.chesapeakebay.net/status_forestbuffers.aspx

Background

In 2003?CBP set a goal to restore 10,000 miles of riparian forest buffers along shorelines and streams in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. Currently 5,720 miles or
57% of the 10,000 miles goal has been achieved. Using the current rate of restoration, by 2010 the predicted miles of riparian forest buffers restored should reach
6,837 miles. This represents 68% of the 2010 goal. The accomplishment of this goal will lead to improved water quality for the Chesapeake Bay.

Strategy

Barriers to achievement of the 2010 goal are being addressed through: )

= Educating technical service providers, landowners and state and local governments about forest buffer values and benefits.

= Targeting restoration for nutrient reduction effectiveness on local landscapes in high nutrient source watersheds. ‘

= Improving the quality and quantity of buffer restoration in the Bay watershed through collaboration with key partners (NRCS, FSA, state forestry agencies).
= Increasing third party partnerships with non-profit organizations, particularly watershed groups and land frusts.

Challenges

Some of the challenges to increasing and improving riparian forest buffer implementation rest with state government due to the current state of the economy and oil
prices. The challenges will not be reversible in the near future. Challenges that can be addressed are:

= Lack of technical service providers.

= Landowner resistance to crop conversion to forests. }

= State cost share program inequity for agriculture versus forestry cost share practices.

Action Needed

= Provide forest buffer educational opportunities and materials for land frusts and watershed groups in MD, PA and VA at annual meetings of the groups and
arganizations in an effort to increase technical service providers. ‘ ‘

= Take part in Bay-wide meelin?s with NRCS, FSA and State forestry representatives to affect downward trends in forest buffer implementation by presenting
individual state contributions fo the 2010 Bay l51;oal and create an environment for buildin caEacity between the states for improvement of these contributions.

= Create improved forest buffer targeting tools that USFS, USGS, and CBP have initiated, the RBMapper and the hydrologic targeting template, each for improving
forest buffer restoration effectiveness particularly in high source watersheds.

= Utilize MD, PA and VA planning and monitoring guides for landowners to improve forest buffer restoration longevity, providing these publications to farm bureaus,
and soil and water conservation districts as a means of dissemination.

- %reatieba 1g_r1ew riparian forest buffer publication to demonstrate for land owners and local government the values and benefits of restoring and retaining riparian
orest buffers.

Current Funding (Millions) * 2007 Funding
3 CET 39K Informalion Managemant 10K
o Program Managsment 38K NGO E
ONGD
O State. Ny 25k
= W Fader:l bl
5 Stae 225K
0 -3
1
] (7]
] Restoration 705K
° 2008-09 Data 0
a 5 Under Development 5 USFS 482K
—
[-]
a
Federd 441K
anr 208 2009 by Partner by Activity towards Performance Goal **

*NOTE: Data on activities and funding for 2007 are more complete than for later years
because acfivities funded in 2007 have been implemented. Data on activities
and funding for 2008 and 2009 are incomplete due to several factors (e.g.,
angoing planning and budgeting and the inability, in some cases, to project
future budgets) and are not summarized here. These data will be improved in
future iterations of the CBP dashboards. Funding data as of April 25, 2008.
Reporting organizations include FWS, USFS, NY, and CBT.

** Included Activities: Restoraion
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Forest Land Protection PR oy 15,2008
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www.chesapeakebay.net/status_landpreserved.aspx
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Background
Chesapeake forests prevent millions of pounds of nitrogen and other pollutants from reaching the Bay each year. While trends vary locally, the watershed has

lost, on average, 100 acres of forest land per day since the mid-1980s. If this forest loss continues, nitrogen loads alone will increase by 1,300 pounds per day
}o the Bay. In 2007, CBP established a Forest Land Protection goal of 695,000 acres by 2020, in addition 1o taking steps that help landowners conserve their
orests.

Strategy

The goal to protect priority forest land is new. There is a set of collective goals (applicable watershed-wide) and by 2008, each state, Washington DC, and the
federal government will have an implementation plan for achieving this goal. Tracking toward the goal will be coordinated at CBP. Overall progress in
maintaining tree cover will be intensively fracked on the local watershed scale using high-resolution imagery and an automated mapping tool. This will allow
local governments to better assess and plan for the conservation of their forests.

Challenges
= The ability to acquire easements.

Action Needed

» Support and assess progress of jurisdictions with their Implementation Plans.

= Work with the Trust for Public Land to realize the potential for local funding for land protection.

» Conduct the Chesapeake Forest Land Conservation Summit (May 28-30, 2008) to identify itemized steps for working more effectively with forest landowners,
land trusts, and local governments,

» Develap the self-service package that enables local governments and interested parties to assess the change in their forested landscape over time.

Strategic Analysis

Current Funding (Millions) * 2007 Funding
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ShOTE: E:é::;éﬁmf::{ﬁg? gg;iﬂ%’;?%e ﬁggﬁ thggé’;ﬁ%g: ** Other includes: Other, Engage Partners, Information Management, Technical Assistance, and Technical
and funding for 2008 and 2009 are incomplete due to several factors (e.g., Support
ongoing planning and budgeting and the inability, in some cases, to project future
budgets) and are not summarized here. These data will be improved in future *** |ncluded Activities: Land Preservation

iterations of the CBP dashboards. Funding data as of April 25, 2008. Reporting
organizations include EPA, FHWA, FWS, USFS, and MD. Funding information
provided pertains fo land preservation not forest land protection per se.
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Oyster Reef Restoration oo o

2007 2007 2008 2009 GOAL*
M Progress for
: . | 2007
] ]
: : i ‘I:ealistig]:_
100% nnual Target
e T2t 130 aves 1183 s 2465 s T e vty
GOAL cm;n‘;‘llsrrrnuomse;lm%
onl iming,
Implement oyster restoration practices on 2,466 acres of oyster bar and reef habitat B AR
between 2007 and 2010.

Note: Some acres will be double counted due to multiple treatments. Also, the unit of
analysis is not a restored acre but rather an acre of restoration practice, hence total restored * Goalis proposed and derived from pariner consensus
acres will be lower than 2,466.

For more information on the start date, progress, and data, refer fo:
www.chesapeakebay.net/status_oysterrecovery.aspx

Background

The CBP goal is to “By 2010, achieve, at a minimum, a tenfold increase in native oysters." Since 2000, achieving this baywide goal has not shown marked
progress, but some local measurable increases in oyster abundance have been observed. Substantial efforts have been focused in sub-estuaries. By 2010, if
restoration commitments continue, some increase in oyster abundance can be expected on a sub-estuary scale. Shifts in strategies may occur after three
comprehensive reviews are completed in 2008,

Strategy

= Establish a network of permanent sanctuaries throughout the Bay.

* Increase hatchery production.

» |dentify, establish, enhance, and seed oyster reefs.

= Expand efforts to achieve natural disease resistance.

= Support aquaculture — address regulatory impediments, provide technical assistance.

» Enforce oyster management laws and regulations — protect all managed areas from poaching.

» Implement adaptive management — adjust strategies based on new Information.

= Monitor the status of the stock — develop improved metrics, data, and analysis tools for evaluating progress.

Challenges
Disease, paor water quality, along with continued harvest pressure (including overharvesting when it occurs), and limited habitat challenge oyster restoration
efforts. Another challenge is the allocation of limited resources between restoration for ecological benefits and management for economic benefits.

Strategic Analysis

Action Needed

» Continued, sustained, long-term investment in oyster restoration and a network of sanctuaries.

= Completion of oyster restoration evaluations currently underway and modification of effort in light of evaluation findings.
= Training, technical assistance, and hatchery establishment o support oyster aquaculture.

= =ams * =
Current Funding (Millions) 2007 Funding
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Q
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*NOTE: Data on activities and funding for 2007 are more complete than for later years
because activities funded in 2007 have been implemented. Data on activities
and fundmlg for ZBDEdagddZBOQ are ?egmp\etl)el due to several factors (e.g.,
ongoing planning and budgeting and the inability, in some cases, to project . - .
future budgets) and are not summarized here. These data will be improved Included Activities: Restoration
in future iterations of the CBP dashbeards. Funding data as of April 25,

2008. Reporting organizations include USACE, EPA, NOAA, MD, and VA,

** Other includes: Research, Program Management, Information Management, and Communication
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Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Planting . ...l 0
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For more information on the start date, progress, and data, refer to:
www.chesapeakebay.net/status_baygrassesplanted.aspx
- N

Background
CBP partners have set a goal to plant 1,000 acres of Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV). As of 2007, 14% of the goal has been achieved with 139.5
acres planted. Partners have committed to planting 27 acres of SAV between 2008 and 2010 (FY2008 — 13 acres; FY2009 - 7 acres; FY2010 -7 acres).

Based on photographic evidence of the historic abundance of SAV in the Bay, CBP has established an SAV recovery goal of 185,000 acres by 2010. By
1984, SAV had shrunk to a low of about 38,000 acres, and by 2007 there were still only 64,911 acres of Bay grasses Bay-wide.

Strategy

To increase SAV abundance:

= Protect and restore water quality.

= Protect existing SAV beds.

= Accelerate restoration of SAV through planting and transplanting of SAV beds.
= Improve coordination of protection and restoration activities.

Challenges

= SAV has not demonstrated significant recovery toward the 185,000-acre goal. Achieving this goal relies overwhelmingly on the natural expansion of beds
that is highly dependent on adequate water quality.

= Planting has, as expected, contributed little to SAV recovery, but has demonstrated that new techniques can accelerate its recovery in areas where water
quality is suitable.

Strategic Analysis

Action Needed

= Continue water quality improvement programs Bay-wide.
= Research and improve site selection criteria.

= Research and develop new SAV propagation techniques.

Current Funding (Millions) * 2007 Funding
1.56
USACE 107K Assassment 107K
L
B st .E Jﬁ’f | i 116K —
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* NOTE: Data on activities and funding for 2007 are more complete than for later years
because aclivities funded in 2007 have been implemented. Data on activities
and funding for 2008 and 2008 are incomplete due to several factors (e.g.,
ongoing planning and budgeting and the inability, in some cases, to project
future budgets) and are not summarized here. These data will be improved in
fulure ilerations of the CBP dashboards. Funding data as of April 25, 2008,
Reporting organizations include USACE, EPA, NOAA, MD, and VA,

** Included Activities: Monitoring, Research, Restoration, and Targeting
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Mea“ i nngI waterShed CAP version 1.0
Educational Experience Produced on May 19, 2008
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For more information on the start date, progress, and data, refer to:
www.chesapeakebay.net/status_education.aspx

Background

In school year 2006-2007, 80% of the Meaningful Watershed Educational Experience (MWEE) goal was achieved. This number is different from that reported in
the 2007 Assessment due to an improved data gathering protocol and the reporting of more reliable numbers by Pennsylvania (which were lower than previously
reported). By 2010, CBP partners anticipate reaching 84% of the MWEE commitment. These numbers assume continued funding of federal and state MWEE
programming. In 2007, an independent evaluation showed a significant increase in student environmental stewardship characteristics after completing MWEEs
funded by NOAA B-WET.

Strategy

CBP partners have successfully incorporated the elements of a MWEE into state learning standards; they now must work to have MWEE well-represented in
testing protocols. To achieve long-term sustainability, CBP partners must also work with local school systems to systemically incorporate MWEES into their local
curricula and operating procedures. The nature of the commitment will also necessitate ongoing financial support.

Challenges

The success of this effort is influenced by external factors such as federal and state legislation and school system/local buy-in. Student matriculation and teacher
turnover means that this commitment will require ongoing support to maintain the impressive levels that have been attained. While 100% implementation remains
the spirit of the MWEE commitment, it is not practical to expect perfection to be reached and maintained in perpetuity.

Strategic Analysis

Action Needed

= Work with school divisions to ensure systemic implementation, including alignment with curriculum and identification of funding.
* Ensure hands-on field experiences are part of full MWEESs for students.

= Provide fraining and support for environmental education providers.

= Secure participation of leadership of state departments of education in CBP to garner high-level support for MWEE commitment.
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Wetlands Restoration Efforts ..o s
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Background
Together, MD, VA, PA, DC, DE, and NY can realistically restore 1,172 acres of wetlands per year in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. This is less than
half (47%) of the 2,500 acres per year committed to by just three states (MD, VA, and PA) in the Chesapeake 2000 agreement.

Strategy

To address this shortfall, the partnership must act strategically to:

= Accelerate restoration in areas with high potential for success.

= Protect existing high-quality wetlands through both voluntary and regulatory actions.

= Improve function of existing degraded wetlands.

= Strengthen avoidance of wetland impacts through effective and flexible compensatory mitigation.
= Strengthen permitting and enforcement under section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Challenges
= Increased land values and demand for land make permanent conservation measures less financially attractive for landowners.

= Increased demand for biofuel makes it hard for publicly-funded incentive programs to compete with crop prices.

Action Needed

= Increase economic incentives for private landowners by eliminating out-of-pocket costs for conservation.

= Implement National Mitigation Rule in a way that promotes flexible and effective mitigation for regulated wetland impacts.

= Streamline Federal and State programmatic authorities, appraisals, and application processes for funding and technical assistance.

Strategic Analysis

o R * e
Current Funding (Millions) 2007 Funding
Other 1.72M * 2] Oter 1.07M ™
24.25 PA 1.43M Regulaton 1.43M
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8
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* NOTE: Data on activities and funding for 2007 are more complete than for later years - . - .
because activiies funded in 2007 have been implemented. Data on activities Other includes: Ducks Unlimited, EPA/Region 3, NY, USGS, ARS, CBT, and FHWA
and funding for 2008 and 2009 are incomplete due lo several factors (e.g.,
ongeing planning and budgeting and the inability, in some cases, to project
future budgets) and are not summarized here. These data will be improved in e L .
fulure iterations of the CBP dashboards. Funding data as of April 25, 2008. Included Activities: Restoration
Reporting organizations include ARS, USACE, EPA, FHWA, FWS, NRCS,
USGS, NY, PA, VA, CBT, and Ducks Unlimited.

*** Other includes: Assessment, Research, Habitat, Funding/Finance, Enforcement, Technical Support, and Mitigation
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Quality Assurance Activities for the Chesapeake Action Plan

APPENDIX F

Overview

The Chesapeake Action Plan (CAP) serves
many critical functions to enhance the coor-
dination, management and accountability of
CBP partner’s actions to protect and restore
the Chesapeake Bay and watershed. The
CAP includes a comprehensive data system
that captures extensive information about
partners’ efforts (e.g., implementation activi-
ties, resources, type of activity, location). In
order to ensure accurate and reliable infor-
mation, the design and development of the
CAP contained extensive procedures, proto-
cols, training and data security.

For example, to ensure quality of the data
output, significant measures were taken to
make data input both accurate and consis-
tent across the partnership, including: de-
tailed reporting guidance, development and
communication of data entry conventions, a
network of quality assurance experts at vari-
ous levels of the partnership, data entry
workshops for various reporting communi-
ties, and a Quality Assurance Report System
(QARS) and data "freezing" process. The sys-
tem includes many features to ensure the
integrity of the data, including: password pro
tected access, validation controls, selected
domain values, a record cloning feature, au-
thentication requirements, maintenance of
auditing tables, and automated database
backups.

This appendix highlights the quality assur-
ance efforts that were integral in the design
of the CAP.

Reporting System Design

The Chesapeake Action Plan Reporting Sys-
tem is a web-based application that allows
CBP partners to enter information on imple-
mentation activities conducted for restora-
tion and conservation of the Chesapeake Bay
watershed. The system includes many fea-
tures to ensure the integrity of the data en-
tered into the application. Each organization
receives a specific user name and password
that allows access to the system. These user
names and passwords are centrally managed
by staff at the Chesapeake Bay Program Of-
fice.

In all possible cases, specific data domains
are used that allow the reporting community
to select the appropriate choice from within
the domain values, typically through a drop-
down control. Additional control validation is
added to numeric fields to ensure the en-
tered information matches the expected data
type. Lastly, the latitude and longitude fields
include additional validation that flag entries
deemed to be outside the Chesapeake Bay
watershed. The following table summarizes
the data fields, control type, domain values
and validation rules.

The reporting system also includes a record
“cloning” feature that allows the reporting
community to view and copy existing records.
This feature is used to copy multi-year activi-
ties from one fiscal year to the next. Addi-
tionally, organizations that collaborate on
projects can simply copy the activity record
and add information specific to their organi-
zation. This feature allows the reporting
community to quickly populate multiple years
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Reporting System Design Elements
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Data Field ‘ Control Type Domain Values Valgdatlon
ules
Pillar/Goal Dropdown Restoring Healthy Waters; Restoring Healthy Habitats;
Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management; Chesapeake
Stewardship; Partnership, Leadership & Management
Topic Area Dropdown Wastewater Treatment; Agriculture; Stormwater; Atmos-
pheric Deposition; Riverine/Shore Erosion; Chemical
Contaminants; Acid Mine Drainage; On-Sites & Septics;
SAV; Wetlands; Fish Passage; Oysters; Striped Bass;
Alosa Species; Menhaden; Blue Crab; Land Conserva-
tion; Development; Land Preservation; Public Access;
Community & Citizen Engagement; Watershed Educa-
tion; Place-Based Interpretation; Support; Other
Activity Category Dropdown Monitoring; Regulation; Program Management; Informa-
tion Management; Technical Support; Research; Fund-
ing/Finance; Mitigation; Trading/Credit; Remediation;
Management Tool Development; Targeting; TMDL De-
velopment; Habitat; Communication; Restoration; Aqua-
culture; Land Preservation; Engage Partners; Protection;
Enhancement; Education; Technical Assistance; Land
Conservation; Enforcement; Assessment; Other
C2K Commitment Dropdown 102 C2K Commitments
Activity Description Free Text
Lead Organization Dropdown Domain of reporting community organizations
Point of Contact Free Text
Collaborating Orgs Free Text
Funding Status Dropdown Completed; Current; Planned
Funding Year Dropdown 2007; 2008; 2009
Dollars Free Text Integer
FTEs Free Text Decimal (2)
State Dropdown Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New York,
Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia
Longijtude Free Text Decimal (6)
Latitude Free Text Decimal (6)
Measure Free Text
Unit Dropdown Various
Milestone Date Date Picker
Milestone Description | Free Text

of funding for multi-year activities without
loss of data integrity. As the reporting com-
munity enters data into the system, the
credentials used to authenticate to the sys-

tem are captured with each individual record.

In order to edit or delete a record, the user

must authenticate with the same credentials
under which the record was originally
entered.

The system maintains a detailed set of audit-
ing tables that includes the authenticated
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user information, date/time stamps for each
new record, and an audit trail for each de-
leted record or edited record. This allows for
the retrieval of any previous state of the da-
tabase should the need arise. Additionally,
incremental database backups are con-
ducted hourly during the reporting period
with full database backups nightly. With this
backup scheme, the maximum amount of
data that could theoretically be lost would be
that which was entered within a single hour.

Reporting Guidance

A detailed reporting guidance (“Reporting
Guidance for the CAP Application Reporting
System”, March 17, 2008) was created to
assist CBP partners with entering data. The
full reporting guidance is available directly
from the reporting system and will be avail-
able on the CBP CAP website. In addition, a
context sensitive version of the reporting
guidance is linked to the reporting system so
that the reporting community can access
specific sections of the guidance depending
on their physical location within the reporting
system form.

The reporting guidance provides background
information on the CAP, a list of organiza-
tions that were invited to report, the report-
ing schedule, and a description of how the
activity data will be used to support the part-
nership.

In addition to providing detailed instructions
on entering activities into the reporting sys-
tem, the reporting guidance contains a com-
prehensive list of system acronyms and de-
tailed data element definitions. The defini-
tions are critical to standardizing the use of
the reporting elements across the reporting
community.

The reporting guidance includes a detailed
table of all the reporting elements which in-
cludes the element name, description, pur-
pose, rules and guidance, and clear exam-
ples of the element’s use. The appendices of
the reporting guidance include community
specific conventions that govern the stan-
dardized entry of activities across particular
thematic communities.

Quality Assurance Roles and Re-
sponsibilities

CBP identified subject matter experts (SMESs)
for each of the pillar/goal areas and topic
areas to assist the various CBP partners. The
SMEs were responsible for reviewing all ac-
tivities entered into the reporting system.
Their particular focus is ensuring the consis-
tent and standard entry of activities across
all partners. In addition, they are responsible
for identifying any double counting of activi-
ties. The SMEs remained in close contact
with the CBP partners throughout the report-
ing and Quality Assurance (QA) periods.

Each reporting organization has a corre-
sponding organizational liaison (OL) at CBP.
The role of the OL is to provide assistance to
the reporting organization during the report-
ing period, conduct workshops with the or-
ganization as necessary, ensure entry of ac-
tivities are completed per the schedule, vali-
date the completeness of entries with the
organization, and assist in the confirmation
of the data entries.

The Chesapeake Bay Program’s Data Center
(CBPDC) is responsible for ensuring that the
system was operational twenty-four hours
per day, seven days per week. Additionally,
the CBPDC is responsible for monitoring sys-
tem performance, technical support, issuing
credentials, system authentication and au-
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thorization, providing user assistance and
ensuring the system is backed up according
to a robust and backup schedule.

Workshops

Throughout the reporting process, the CAP
Team conducted reporting community work-
shops for CBP partners to demonstrate the
reporting system and train the reporting com-
munity on the appropriate use of the system.
Two types of workshops were conducted:
thematic workshops and organizational work-
shops.

Thematic workshops focused on subject ag-
gregations of CBP partners who focus on a
specific effort such as partners within the
oyster community During these thematic
workshops, partners adopted a specific re-
porting convention to standardize the report-
ing of activities across the community. The
SMEs led these workshops and are the leads
for documenting conventions agreed upon
for data entry, which in turn facilitate consis-
tency in reporting.

Organizational workshops focused on assist-
ing CBP partners from a particular agency or
organization. For example, specific work-
shops were conducted for Pennsylvania,
Maryland, Virginia and also various partner
agencies and organizations such as the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and Ducks Unlim-
ited. These workshops were led by the OLs.

Reporting and Quality Assurance
Schedule

Cross-functional quality assurance and
analysis runs concurrently with the reporting
period and is extending for a period of time
beyond the data call closing date. For exam-
ple, in 2008, the data call opened on March

17, 2008 and ran for five weeks, closing on
April 18t with quality assurance and analysis
extended to April 25, 2008.

Reporting Period

In addition to the reporting guidance, a CAP
reporting system help desk is staffed during
regular business hours during the reporting
period. The help desk is responsible for
fielding and responding to inbound calls for
assistance. The CBP help desk staff handles
calls for technical assistance for the system
immediately. Questions related to commu-
nity specific standards are forwarded to the
appropriate SME.

Quality Assurance Report System

The CBPDC utilizes a web-based Quality As-
surance Report System (QARS) that allows
authorized users to view their data entries
using a number of pre-determined QA re-
ports. For example, the QARS allows author-
ized users to view their organizational data
entries by year, by pillar/goal, by topic areas,
and by activity category. While the reporting
community can view their data entries, no
changes can be made to the underlying data.
Access to the system is tightly controlled by
the CBPDC using the same credential, au-
thorization and authentication scheme used
by the CAP Reporting System.

Quality Assurance Procedures

At the end of each reporting period, the data
is “frozen” by revoking the reporting commu-
nity’s access to the system. Revoking access
to the system is critical to managing QA ac-
tivities - it is impossible to QA data while the
reporting system is still open for new entries
or modification to existing entries. The
CBPDC is responsible for freezing the data
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and strictly controlling access during the QA
period.

Each organization within the reporting com-
munity is responsible for “confirming” their
data entries. The OL is responsible for coor-
dinating this activity with their corresponding
organizations. The reporting community is
instructed to use the QARS to view and re-
view their entries to ensure the system cap-
tured their activities as entered.

If an organization identifies issues with the
data that prohibited them from confirming
their entries, their access to the reporting
system may be restored for a predetermined
amount of time to make necessary changes.
The process is closely monitored by the
CBPDC. After making the necessary
changes, the access is again revoked and
the organization is responsible for confirming
their data entries.

Once all the organizations confirm their data
entries, a robust set of SME-led QA proce-
dures are instituted. The SMEs received sev-
eral hard copy reports from the QARS for
their review. The pillar/goal area SMEs re-
ceived two hard copy reports: one that identi-
fies all activities that are characterized with
“Other” for the topic area and one that iden-
tifies all activities that are included in the
“Support” topic area for their respective pil-
lar/goal areas. The pillar/goal SMEs are
then instructed to closely review these en-
tries to see if the activity was captured in the
correct topic area. The SMEs work closely
with the organization that entered the data to
identify any necessary changes. These
changes are marked up on the hard copy
and delivered to the CBPDC for correction in
the CAP reporting system.

The topic area SMEs received reports that
include all activities for their respective topic
area. The instruction to the topic area SMEs
was to review all activities to ensure they
were accurately captured and categorized.
The SMEs work closely with the reporting or-
ganization when issues are identified. Any
necessary changes are marked up on the
hard copy and delivered to the CBPDC for
correction in the CAP reporting system.

Organizational leads for the District of Co-
lumbia, Pennsylvania, Maryland and Virginia
and the headwater states of Delaware, New
York and West Virginia have the additional
QA task of ensuring the states entered any
necessary match to EPA implementation
grants.

Necessary changes to the data are then de-
livered to the CBPDC on the hard copy
spreadsheets. The CBPDC is responsible for
making the necessary changes to the data
system. These changes are captured in a
detailed QA log that documents specific
changes to the data as identified by the
SMEs.

Once the SME reviews are complete, the QA
activities are deemed complete. The frozen
data is updated with all necessary changes
by the CBPDC and documented in the QA log.
The frozen data then becomes the authorita-
tive source of funding information for the
Chesapeake Bay Program and its partners.

First Version - Special Issues

Dashboards were developed for 11 key the-
matic areas. In most cases, the dashboards
mapped directly to a topic area. This was not
the case for the riparian forest buffer (RFB)
and basinwide loads dashboards. In the
case of riparian forest buffers, the SME was
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required to review entries in the healthy wa-
tersheds pillar to identify activities that would
be included on the RFB dashboard. The SME
manually reviewed all data entries and
flagged the appropriate activities for inclu-
sion on the dashboard. The CBPDC inserted
a special flag into the database to identify
these activities as RFB activities and ensure
they would not be counted on other
dashboards.

Summing the activities across many topics of
the healthy waters pillar created the nutrient
loads dashboard. These included agricul-
ture, wastewater treatment, stormwater, at-
mospheric deposition, on-sites and septics,
riverine/shore erosion and support.

Activities documented in the CAP system
were summarized by the fiscal year the funds
were allocated. Fiscal years vary by organi-

zation and the CAP system does not recon-
cile the variations among state and federal
fiscal years. For the purposes of reporting,
this approach was agreed to be acceptable
to the partnership.

Completeness

All CBP partners included in the first version
of the CAP were able to enter detailed data
for 2007. The fiscal year 2007 entries rep-
resent the most complete, comprehensive
data for CAP activities. For 2008 and 2009,
many of the organizations were unable to en-
ter data for various reasons. In some cases,
organizations were able to report an incom-
plete set of activities for 2008 and 2009. In
other cases, the documented activities do
not represent a comprehensive accounting of
all program areas of the organization.
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