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A P P E N D I X  F  

Quality Assurance Activities for the Chesapeake Action Plan 

 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 

Data Field Control Type Domain Values Validation 
Rules 

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 
 

Longitude 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 (SMEs) 
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 18th 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.




