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Responses by the numbers

• ~70 sets of on-line comments
• Several organizations provided comments on multiple 

workplans: CBF, Ducks Unlimited, Trout Unlimited commented 

on many workplans.

• 16 individual letters (including seven form letters)

• 6 funding comments

~1-6 comments per work plan



How would you use funding 

information?

- Target grant opportunities

- Support local initiatives

- Accountability 

- Compare investments 

between states



How useful to show each partner’s funding toward 

each key action v. rolled up funding info by partner?

Funding Summaries 

- Very useful no matter how presented

Proposed deadline of reporting funding:  

best available by April or more detailed 

by Fall 2016
- 50/50 

PSC decision:  

Best available in April or more detailed in Fall 2016? 



Responses by the numbers:16 Letters

• 7 watershed residents – support for diversity/environmental justice issues 

• Chesapeake Bay Foundation – Environmental Literacy, WIPs, Toxics, Healthy Watersheds

• NOAA - Environmental Literacy and Citizen stewardship; increased outreach and engagement to 

local communities

• Virginia No Child Left Inside Coalition – concern that workplans are not comprehensive or 

far reaching

• Maryland Blue Crab Design Team - allocation methodologies

• Carroll County Land & Resource Management - support for local government control over 

land use decisions and increased funding for local government efforts related to land use issues

• Maryland State Water Quality Advisory Committee - recommendations for cross-outcome 

coordination and a funding analysis for implementing the workplans

• Sierra Club – general support for CBP work on multiple outcomes

• Trout Unlimited – general support for CBP work on multiple outcomes



Highlights

Chesapeake Bay Foundation: 

“…include more commitments to engage local partners in 

the two-year milestones…and describe how you will involve 

local entities in Phase III WIP development, and to develop 

local area targets.”

(dovetails with the communication/outreach action in 

the Stakeholder Assessment Action Plan).

Water Quality



Highlights

“Expand low level monitoring of PCBs”…it does not appear that 

[most states] are committed to using low level detection methods”

Toxic Contaminants 
Policy and Prevention



Highlights

“…recommend that all states identify specific courses that qualify 

for MWEEs…and assign a full time environmental literacy 

coordinator to liaison with LEA’s and natural resource agencies.”

Environmental Literacy



Highlights

“Under the section pertaining to inventorying healthy watersheds, there appears 

to be work pledged, and in some instances deadlines identified, [by several 

partners. However], there is no work pledged or evident on the work plan by 

[other partners] toward this objective.” 

…For the development of various vulnerability information under the 

strategy…there is only one state participating in data gathering and analysis…

How can such a plan represent the combined best efforts to attain Blueprint 

objectives by 2025 if several states apparently are playing no role?   More detail 

about timelines should be included in sections noted above.

Healthy Watersheds



- Many commitments aren’t captured in 

workplans

- Some workplans do not reflect the work that 

will happen at signatory level

- Some workplans cover more actions that the 

partnership can actually accomplish in the 

next two years (e.g. climate resiliency)

Challenges



Comment Resolution

March 8-25 - GIT Review

March 25 – GITs send to MB for review and edits

April 14 – MB meeting

April 22 – MB comments to GITs; GITs incorporate edits

April 30 – Workplans final; post to CBP website












