Proposed Plan for Assessments, Accountability and Outreach in 2012 
(draft version 09/08/2011)

WHAT IS BEING PROPOSED?
A plan addressing two major purposes:

· Improve Chesapeake Bay Program (CBP) communication with public and media
· Enable effective adaptive management by the CBP
This plan attempts to address two major challenges for the upcoming year (2012):

· How will the CBP be accountable and communicate assessment information to the public?
· How will CBP implement stage 1 of a 4-stage process to coordinate CBP and Federal Leadership Committee (FLC) goals outcomes and actions, consistent with expectations outlined by the Principles’ Staff Committee (PSC) for the Chesapeake Executive Council (EC) in 2011?

· During Stage 1, CBP Goal Implementation Teams (GITs) are expected to identify and align their interests, priorities, and efforts using the ChesapeakeStat decision-making framework.  
· Stages 2, 3, and 4 of the 4-stage process, not outlined here, may or may not lead to the adoption of a new Bay agreement, but in the interim, the work proposed here for Stage 1 will contribute significantly to improved program management.  
BACKGROUND 
In the six years since the CBP Indicators Framework, the Strategy for Communicating the State of the Bay and the State of Bay Restoration, and the Annual Communication Cycle was developed and subsequently approved by the CBP Implementation Committee (now the Management Board), the CBP has been changing.  These original documents were developed in consideration of the Chesapeake 2000 agreement, which has become obsolete in measuring and communicating progress of the work of most GITs.     Currently GITs are being influenced by a new regulatory process to restore Bay water quality (Bay TMDL), outcomes included in the Executive Order 13508 Strategy for Protecting and Restoring the Chesapeake Bay Watershed and an E.O. Action Plan, a few remaining commitments from Chesapeake 2000  or subsequent EC directives  which extend beyond by 2010,  and some goals and objectives not related to any of the above. The six-year-old Indicators Framework, Strategy for Communicating the State of the Bay and State of Bay Restoration and the Annual Communication Cycle no longer serve the needs of the GITs or the CBP Communications Office.  

At this point in time, in the absence of a guiding Bay agreement, the CBP has agreed to an iterative process that will guide the program through the next few years.  This four-stage process is described in Coordinating Chesapeake Bay Program and Federal Leadership Committee Goals, Outcomes and Action.  During the first stage of this process GITs identify and align their interests, priorities, and efforts using the ChesapeakeStat decision-making framework, further described in Enabling Effective Adaptive Management in the Chesapeake Bay Program.    The proposed plan for the CBP will build off of the work of the Alignment Team and the GITs’ current adaptive management planning efforts.
GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR STAGE 1 
· This process must:
· Be iterative (i.e. adaptable and flexible)
· Meet the needs of the GITs to adaptively manage utilizing the ChesapeakeStat decision-making framework:
· Articulate program goals/targets
· Describe factors influencing goal/target attainment
· Assess current management efforts (and gaps)
· Develop management strategy
· Develop monitoring program
· Assess performance
· Manage adaptively
· Be able to change based on adaptive management process
· GITs’ goals should be “evergreen,” meaning they are broad, encompassing goals that will not change, while the targets will be adaptively managed and updated as necessary.
· All GITs should consider including social and economic goals/strategic objectives/measures.

· All GITs need to be aware that their work will continue to support CBP public communications, regardless of whether it's a specifically stated goal of any given GIT.
· GITs and Management Board (MB) should take advantage of ChesapeakeStat decision-making processes to assist in adaptive management.
· ChesapeakeStat should be a tool GITs can utilize to 
· share data and information
· manage data and information
· analyze data and information
· access a wide range of data and info
· Updated data will be uploaded throughout the year on the ChesapeakeStat website. 
· Key information and data related to assessments and accountability will be communicated appropriately for key audiences throughout the year. There will be no more embargoes associated with a once-a-year release of data.
PROCESS: STAGE 1
Role and Guidance for GITs
· GITs are expected to use the ChesapeakeStat decision-making framework and processes to assist in adaptive management.
· Populate ChesapeakeStat tool with overarching goals for each GIT (goals need to be evergreen)
· Include strategic objectives related to overarching GIT goal 
· Strategic objectives need to be measurable 

· needed to help us be accountable to ourselves, each other and the public

· consider geographic, not just baywide strategic objectives and measures

· consider short term, not just long term strategic objectives and measures

· consider more realistic targets

· strategic objectives and measures can be narrative or quantitative

· GITs should be able to take advantage of data and info being generated for:
· Periodic releases of data/info throughout the year by the CBP Communications Office (via press releases/websites/social media/other mechanisms)
· State of the Program Reports (provided to EC)
· E.O. Annual Progress Reports (provided to FLC)
· Bay Report Card (EcoCheck)
· CBP Watershed Model Annual Progress Runs
· 2-year Milestone Assessments
· River and Watershed Report Cards
· NOAA Blue Crab Reports, etc.
· Where the behavior of certain people must be changed in order for an objective to be achieved (e.g., stop poaching oyster sanctuaries), then the GIT's strategy should be explicit about that in the strategy, and, for both adaptive management and public communications purposes, the GIT should determine how to collect, interpret, and communicate the information necessary to assess progress toward that strategic objective and to support public understanding.
· GITs are responsible for retiring, revising and developing measures for the ChesapeakeStat decision framework.

· If a measure previously reported in Bay Barometer is no longer relevant or is being revised, GITs need to communicate this to the Scientific and Technical Analysis and Reporting (STAR) and MB (there is no expectation that STAR or MB need to approve; this is an FYI).
· If a new measure is being developed and will be made available to the public via ChesapeakeStat, they need to communicate this to the STAR and MB (there is no expectation that STAR or MB need to approve; this is an FYI).

· If a new measure needs to be developed and the GIT needs support from the STAR, they need to communicate this to the STAR and MB.  The STAR and the MB need to weigh needs of the collective CBP and determine if/when resources of STAR will be utilized to support the needs of the GIT (esp. if new monitoring, modeling, data analysis is required).

· GITs need to support the update/revision of measures and information included in the CBP State of the Program Report provided annually to the EC.

Role of ChesapeakeStat Implementation Workgroup

· ChesapeakeStat should be a tool GITs and MB can utilize to 
· share data and information
· manage data and information
· analyze data and information
· access a wide range of data and info (including from products mentioned above)
· ChesapeakeStat needs to serve the needs of the GITs and be populated with measures that support the decision framework for each GIT.

· If a GIT is utilizing measures that are being developed for non-CBP products (e.g. E.O. Annual Progress Report, EcoCheck’s Bay Report Card, River Report Cards, etc.) there needs to be way to populate the data and information in ChesapeakeStat.  
· In cases where outcomes and measures tracked by others are not directly related to the goals or strategic objectives of a GIT, easy access needs to be provided (as opposed to “population”).  Although these measures may not be directly related to the goals or strategic objectives of a GIT, they may help to inform GIT and MB decision-making.
· ChesapeakeStat needs to support the update/revision of measures and information included in the State of the Program Report provided annually to the Chesapeake Executive Council.
· Work with Communications Workgroup to determine how to categorize data geographically, across the GITs to represent info by subwatersheds.

· It would be a huge challenge for us to align our work this way however, it could make us infinitely more relevant to stakeholders and the public.
Role of Communication Workgroup

· Communications Workgroup (CWG) needs to assess the needs of our key audiences and develop products that meet their needs and meet CBP needs for communicating with them.  

· Consider the release data and information via press releases/websites/social media/other mechanisms throughout the year (as opposed to a spring-time only, all encompassing Bay Barometer).

· Consider other reports being made available to the public and the value CBP assessments can add.

· Consider geographically targeting the provision/release of geographically specific data/information. 
· Work with ChesapeakeStat Implementation Workgroup to determine how to categorize data geographically, across the GITs to represent info by subwatersheds.
Role of STAR and/or GIT 6 (perhaps Action Team(s) composed of both)
· Develop a “master timeline” that crosswalks the deadlines and reporting periods associated with data used in various reports and products:

· data/information submissions for State of the Program Reports
· NEIEN submissions CBP Watershed Model Annual Progress Runs
· data/information submissions for 2-year Milestone Assessments
· data/information submissions for E.O. Annual Progress Reports
· data/information submissions for Bay Report Card (EcoCheck)
· data/information submissions for NOAA Blue Crab Reports
· data/information submissions to support internal GIT decision-making

· data/information submissions for periodic releases by the CBP Communications Office
· etc.
· Develop a “master workflow” document/system that crosswalks the critical paths (from purpose/audience decisions, through information collection/analysis/approval, to public dissemination) associated with various reports and products.

· Consider how ChesapeakeStat data can be used by others (e.g. “Chesapeake Commons”, River and Watershed organizations, etc.)
Role of STAR
· Consider how to utilize and exchange data from non-traditional partners (e.g. river and watershed organizations).  There may be a role for LGAC and CAC in this process.
· Finalize the establishment of liaisons between GITs and STAR.
Role of Federal Office Directors Group 

· FOD is responsible for tracking progress related to EO Strategy outcomes and report in the Annual Progress Reports (required under the EO).

· If GITs aren’t measuring an outcome, it becomes FOD’s responsibility.

· If GITs are utilizing EO Strategy outcomes, FOD needs to work with the GIT and ChesapeakeStat Implementation Workgroup to figure out how to populate the data and information in ChesapeakeStat.
Role of GIT Chairs Group
· Convene a follow-up meeting to the September 22nd STAR Topical Meeting, and continue planning for how to implement stage 1 of a 4-stage process to coordinate CBP and FLC goals outcomes and actions, consistent with expectations outlined by the PSC for the EC in 2011
QUESTIONS TO BE CLARIFIED/DISCUSSED AT STAR TOPICAL MEETING
1. What are the various communications products that will be used in the face of lack of goals and measures agreed upon by partnership, but taking into account that GITs are working toward directional goals and priorities based on Chesapeake 2000 and Executive Order?

2. How can we build a collective understanding of how will be communicating our progress.

3. Because alignment document confirms that GITs are responsible for priority setting, how could we begin to introduce indicators and measures consistent with agreement that GITs are responsible for setting goals and responsibilities?

4. How in interim do we report progress and move forward in a way that makes sense, is efficient, and that address governance issues?

5. How do we acknowledge differences between GIT goals and EO goals and incorporate adaptive management?  For example, as a result of EO and new level of invigoration, increased attention has been given to these priorities, and revised goals may be identified. 

6. How can we identify options that would transition us between old bay barometer and new reporting process?  Outline needs and identify commonality of needs and then aspire to produce what will accommodate largest needs.    

7. Can STAR take different views and come up with an approach that can help us move forward?

8. Do goals/targets need to be time bound?
9. Do goals/targets have to be based on a “restored bay” or can they be based on something more practical?
10. Do goals/targets need to be static or can they be updated/adjusted (adaptively managed) year-to-year in order to reflect the current status and BMPs being implemented
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