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Other Partner Comment Consider 

Stakeholder/Public Comment Consider 

 



Outcomes vs. Measuring Progress 
The Coalition is concerned that some of the “outcomes” under the “goals” 
are more a mechanism for measuring current progress, rather than 
aggressive targets that could be pursued to leverage additional partners 
and resources to accelerate progress. An example is the commitment “to 
apply new conservation practices on 4 million acres of agricultural working 
lands in high priority watersheds by 2025...” Will this lead to specific 
reductions in nutrient or sediment runoff? Are these practices that would 
not have occurred without this new agreement? It may instead be wise to 
include language related to accountability, transparency and verification. 

Choose 
Clean Water 
Coalition 7-
10-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Comittee 

 

 

Water Quality Goal 
Under 2017 Watershed WIP outcome:   Data Management: 
Improve practice data collection, verification and 
transparency by 2015 for the most commonly applied 
agricultur4al and urban best management practices in 
order to provide necessary reasonable assurance of practice 
implementation and strengthen accuracy and public 
confidence in reported pollution reductions.   
 
Change “while” to “and” in the goal.  Changing it from 
“and” from the 2000 Bay agreement calls into question why 
we chose to elevate (using “while”) the living resources 
above human health.  No need to cause this unintentional 
commotion.  
 

Include an initiative to examine how land conservation could be factored 
into the TMDL (not sure if this was killed or sent to the issue resolution 
team). 

CBC June 28 Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

 



Water Quality Goal:  
● Comment:  The toxic contaminant goals and outcomes 

regarding toxics need to be kept separate from the other goals.  
Clear separation will help the jurisdictions pick and choose the 
items they want to commit to.   

 
● Edits to outcome:  2025 Watershed Implementation Plans 

(WIP) Outcome: Have all controls installed by 2025 to 
ultimately achieve the Bay’s DO, water clarity/SAV, and 
chlorophyll a criteria, ensuring that fish can breathe and SAV 
can grow. 

 
● New Outcome: (suggested by Toxics Contaminants workgroup;  

prefer to insert after 2017 WIP Outcome; The desire is to have 
the outcome be more specific and time bound as it is 
developed for the new Agreement.)   

 Toxic Contaminants  
(a) Implement practices to reduce loadings of persistent, 
bioaccumulative and toxic (PBT) contaminants and non-PBT 
contaminants that have likely effect on the ecosystem 
resources. 
 

(b) Improve knowledge of the effects of contaminants of emerging concern 
on the health of fish and wildlife so future strategies can be considered. 

GIT Chairs Toxics Ad 
hoc 
committee 
followed by 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

 

 

Water Quality Goal - Human Health  
We are glad that recent drafts added some mention of the impacts on 
human health from toxic contaminants and other emerging contaminant 
issues, such as endocrine disrupters. The new Bay Agreement should go 
further than the current general language that contains a couple of vague 

Choose 
Clean Water 
Coalition 7-
10-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee  

 



commitments. 

 

2017 Outcome 
      
Add data management under 2017 outcome: Improve practice data 
collection, verification and transparency by 2015 for the most commonly 
applied agricultural and urban best management practices in order to 
provide necessary reasonable assurance of practice implementation and 
strengthen accuracy and public confidence in reported pollution reductions 
determine if and how to include data management in the agreement - also 
suggested to be in Operational Commitments 
 

MB 7-12-13 
review of 
PSC 6-27-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

 

Toxic Contaminant Outcome - Loadings outcome 
PA, WV, VA - voiced objections to this outcome 

MB  
7-12-13 
review of 
PSC 6-27-13 

Adhoc Toxics 
group - 
respond to 
jurisdictions’ 
concerns.  
 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee - 
consider 
Adhoc group 
response. 

 

 

Toxic Contaminants 
The new agreement should go further in addressing human health concerns 

Choose 
Clean Water 

Adhoc Toxics 
group / 

 



related to toxic contaminants, endocrine disruptors, etc. 
 

Coalition, 7-
11-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

Toxic Contaminants 
An agreement without a toxics goal doesn’t sit well. 

CBF, 7-11-
13 

Adhoc Toxics 
group / 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

Toxic Contaminants Outcome 
A modern Bay agreement must include a toxics outcome. One of the 
valuable aspects of the Bay Program partnership is the collective knowledge 
and information sharing among scientists and managers. Implementation of 
a toxic contaminants reduction strategy is an issue that can benefit from 
the jurisdictions’ collective knowledge and successes on toxics that are 
severe and widespread. 
      
Toxic pollution that causes fish advisories could have long‐term impacts on 
human health, particularly in communities at risk due to subsistence fishing. 
We believe it would be appropriate for future strategies to focus on 
reduction of persistent bio‐accumulative and toxic (PBT) contaminants and 
non‐PBT contaminants that have an effect on the ecosystem and human 
health. Strategies should also improve our knowledge of the effects of 
contaminants of emerging concern on human health and the health of fish 
and wildlife. This issue could rally public support and potentially engage 
more diverse communities. 
 

Alliance for 
the 
Chesapeake 
Bay, 7-10-
13 

Toxics Adhoc 
group / 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

Toxic Contaminants 
MDA and USDA continue to promote atrazine and Round-Up as textbook 
farming practices. As we pay more to clean up the Bay, these practices are 
being promoted by government agencies. There needs to be some 
acknowledgement and effort to recognize these areas of contradiction and 

Alyce 
Ortuzar, 
representin
g herself, 7-
11-13 

Adhoc Toxics 
group / 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 



to close those loops 

 

Conowingo Dam Outcome 
The MB decided that this outcome, suggested by CAC, was not suitable for 
the agreement and to no longer consider it.  

MB 7-12-13 
review of 
PSC 6-27-13 

none Language about the Conowingo will 
not be included as an outcome in the 
agreement. 

Conowingo Dam 
If we’re silent on that, the public is going to ask us why 

Alliance for 
the 
Chesapeake 
Bay, 7-11-
13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

Conowingo Dam Outcome  
The sediment behind the Conowingo Dam is an issue that needs to be 
addressed. An outcome in the agreement provides an opportunity to show 
the public that the Bay Program is serious about fully engaging the states of 
Maryland and Pennsylvania and private partners in solutions for the 
increasing sediment storage capacity behind the dam. This issue has major 
implications on downstream water quality and the health of habitats that 
are required for SAV and oyster populations. Additionally, a Bay Program 
collaborative solution for the dam may prove to be a positive response to 
concerns expressed by coalitions and local governments this past year. An 
appropriate outcome would identify a timeline for development of a plan 
and for beginning its implementation. 
 

Alliance for 
the 
Chesapeake 
Bay, 7-10-
13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

 

Sound Land Use Goal 
MD suggested a new goal for sound land use. No specific language provided 
at this point. Concerned that a lack of such a goal would be perceived 
backing away from a significant commitment in Chesapeake 2000 and that 
without sound land use practices we can not meet our other goals 

MB 7-12-13 
review of 
PSC 6-27-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 
in 
consultation 

MB determined land use should not 
be included in the agreement as a 
goal, but should be considered for 
other parts of the agreement. 



LGAC does not support it as a goal but agrees that it should be addressed in 
the Agreement. If addressed, it should reflect that land use planning is a 
local responsibility 
VA, PA, WV, NY do not support this goal 
CBC suggests that if it can’t go forward as a goal, it should be included as a 
separate outcome under goals that are impacted by land use decisions 
(habitat, water quality, healthy watersheds) 
 
MD would like there to be outcomes under various goals related to land use 
planning. 
Should be considered for other areas of the agreement as well.  

with GIT 
Chairs and 
Advisory 
Committees 

 

Sound Land Use Outcome 
We support the inclusion of a land use outcome that could be placed under 
the Vital Habitats Goal or a goal unto itself. For example, the outcome could 
be: “Reduce the average annual forest to urban land conversion rate of XX 
acres to YY acres by 2025 through state and local policies, incentives and 
disincentives.” We do not have specific rates to recommend, but would be 
willing to work with the CBP on developing them. 

CBF June 26 Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

Sound Land Use Planning and Local Government 
Sound land Use Planning is the purview of local government. I recognize 
that goal implementation teams don’t have any direct influence in that 
race, but I appreciate that the GIT1 Chair sent a letter to Charles County 
about the issue. We need to establish metrics for success; we know what 
we can do and we understand the penalties for inaction. The people in this 
room might not have influence over local governments, but the signatories 
of the new agreement do 

Mason 
Springs 
Conservanc
y, 7-11-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

 

Sound Land Use CBC June 28 Issues  



As LGAC has suggested, if Land Use cannot be its own goal with outcomes, 
include specific outcomes under Habitat, Water Quality and Watersheds 
that address some of the problems caused by improper growth – 
impervious surface, stormwater financing, etc. 

Resolution 
Committee 

 

Sound Land Use 
It is imperative that farmland in the watershed be protected from 
development. The Chesapeake watershed’s surrounding lands are crucial 
and need to be included in any agreements. 

Doris 
Adebanjo, 
7-21-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

 

Local Leadership Goal 
The agreement refers to the importance of supporting local 
implementation efforts, yet no outcomes explicitly address this issue. One 
major concern expressed by local governments is how to pay for the 
pollution reduction activities, e.g., stormwater practices, needed to achieve 
clean water. To address this concern, the CBP has discussed forming a 
Finance Advisory Committee that could serve as an expert resource for local 
governments as well as assist in developing financing strategies to achieve 
broader conservation goals, magnifying the expertise that the region 
already has in the Environmental Finance Center; it might be modeled on 
the Program’s Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee. An outcome 
focused on creating a Finance Advisory Committee would be a tangible 
outcome with multiple benefits to Bay restoration efforts. 

CBF June 26 LGAC / 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 
to consider 
LGAC’s 
refined goal 
and 
outcomes. 

 

Local Leadership Goal 
Goal: Engage, empower, and facilitate leadership by local governments and 
other stakeholders. 
Outcomes: 
Build capacity of local governments by supporting annual leadership 
training for local elected officials and senior staff. 

MB 7-12-13 
review of 
PSC 6-27-13 

LGAC / 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 
to consider 
LGAC’s 

 



Increase communication between state and local governments understand 
the role they can play in achieving the goals outlined in the Agreement 
 
Refine the goal and outcome language. 

refined goal 
and 
outcomes. 

Local Government Leadership 
In reviewing the post-abridged draft, the vital role of local government in 
accomplishing those goals or outcomes is not addressed. If local 
governments are not intimately involved in determining how to solve these 
problems, the probability of success is diminished.  
 
As the Mayor of Lancaster, I suggest that the inclusion of the “Local 
Leadership Goal” proposed by LGAC at the June 27, 2013 Principals’ Staff 
Committee meeting would engage, empower and facilitate leadership at 
the local level. In doing so, it would enhance the achievement of those 
goals to which we all aspire.  

Gray July 10 LGAC / 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 
to consider 
LGAC’s 
refined goal 
and 
outcomes. 

 

Local Leadership Goal: 
      
The Alliance strongly endorses the importance of highlighting local 
government engagement as a critical element of a next generation Bay 
Agreement. There is no question that increasing the capacity of local 
governments to take action and local elected officials to support initiatives 
that are vital to the Bay restoration effort will be critical to success. Yet this 
is not clearly reflected in the new agreement. We support the 
recommendation made by the Local Government Advisory Committee 
(LGAC) to include a specific goal related to the role of local government, 
such as: 
      
Engage, empower and facilitate leadership by local governments for 
implementation of actions that restore and protect the Chesapeake Bay 
watershed. 
     
Measurable outcomes for this goal still require development by the LGAC 

Alliance for 
the 
Chesapeake 
Bay, 7-10-
13 

LGAC / 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 
to consider 
LGAC’s 
refined goal 
and 
outcomes. 

 



but could include building the capacity of local governments through 
leadership and other training, increasing communications between states 
and local governments, removing barriers to implementation, increasing 
the number of local governments that have developed new financing 
strategies (such as stormwater utilities) or those who actively participate in 
management strategies. 

 
 

 
 

VACo July 8 LGAC / 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 
to consider 
LGAC’s 
refined goal 
and 
outcomes. 

 

Local Leadership Goal 
Local governments are critical to this effort, as the primary implementers of 
a number of strategies. The relationship of the Bay Program to local 
governments is essential. 

Wash COG, 
7-11-13 

LGAC / 
Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 
to consider 
LGAC’s 
refined goal 
and 
outcomes. 

 



 

Elements of Management Strategies -     

Accountability 
The Coalition is very concerned that there will be a lot of fanfare over the 
“signing” of a new Bay Agreement and the lofty goals that it contains, but 
then a lack of implementation and follow through by some jurisdictions. 
There appears to be no mechanism to require jurisdictions to develop or 
participate in a meaningful way in the “management strategies” that are to 
be the primary implementation tool meant to meet the overarching goals. 
There needs to be accountability and assurance that all signatories to any 
new Bay greement follow through on commitments. We have questions 
about how the public will be informed of the jurisdictions’ progress in 
meeting their commitments in a way that ensures transparency and 
promotes public confidence. We do not expect NY, PA, and WV to develop 
management strategies for an oyster restoration goal, however we would 
expect MD, NY, PA, VA, and WV to all develop management strategies for a 
brook trout restoration goal. What happens if one of them does not 
develop and implement such a management strategy? Right now, it 
appears that the answer is “nothing”. 

Choose 
Clean Water 
Coalition 7-
10-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

Ensuring Partner Participation 
Of greater concern is the process outlined for Partner Participation as 
follows:  "After the Agreement is signed, each jurisdiction, agency and 
partner will indicate its level of commitment to each of the outcomes by 
working with the partnership to each of the outcomes as the management 
strategies are developed."  This makes it very unclear as to the expectations 
for signing on to the Agreement and presents an unsatisfactory means for 
ensuring commitment of the partners to the collective goals and outcomes 
they have agreed on - that is, it currently presents as "we all agree on what 
we need to do but we're not willing to commit to specific outcomes until 
we fully understand what's entailed."  This lack of clarity about expectations 
seems to be creating much of the tension and conflict in the current 

NOAA, 7-8-
13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee  

 



process of negotiating the new agreement.  We propose a simple 
"scorecard" or other polling mechanism to simply ascertain (from the 
signatories) who's in, who's out and who is still thinking about it. 

Ensuring Partner Participation 
Needs robust implementation strategy in particular we’re concerned there 
is no mechanism to require jurisdictions to development management 
strategies  

Choose 
Clean Water 
Coalition, 7-
11-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee  

 

Ensuring Partner Participation 
There appears to be no mechanism to require jurisdictions to participate in 
a meaningful way in the management strategies that will move us forward. 
There needs to be accountability and assurance that all signatories will 
follow through on their commitments 

Virginia 
Conservatio
n Network, 
7-11-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

Ensuring Partner Participation 
Current discussions at the Management Board meetings about jurisdictions 
“opting in or out” of particular management strategies do not give us 
confidence that the outcomes will be achieved. By signing the agreement, 
each jurisdiction should commit to achieving all the goals and outcomes 
that are applicable, as well as to the management strategies that will be 
developed. The agreement needs to clearly state that the management 
strategies will be developed within six months of the signing of the new 
agreement and will thereupon become a part of the agreement itself. 

CBF June 26 Issue 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

Regarding Management Strategies to Achieve Water Quality: 
Feel there are omissions in federal, state, and local stormwater 
management regulations. Maryland nutrient management plans treat all 
farmers with the same broad brush without distinguishing individual farm 
practices. So farmers who use cover crops and riparian buffers or whose 
practices are organic/ecological are treated the same as conventional 
farmers without those practices and who use synthetic chemicals and apply 
raw liquid manure. Concern over illegal agricultural practices including 
illegal animal waste discharge near or into the Chesapeake Bay. There 

Alyce 
Ortuzar 7-
18-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 



seems to be apathy or lack of enforcement and penalties to farmers who 
engage in such practices. The TMDL paradigm is itself seriously flawed for 
two reasons: it does not include toxic chemical limits, and it claims that 
there are safe levels of substances that harm the bay. Chesapeake Bay 
Program communications should discourage fertilizer use and use of other 
lawn management techniques such as mowers and leaf blows which 
destabilize the soil and increase erosion. Alternative lawn management 
techniques and best practices should be communicated and encouraged. I 
want the lawn code to be updated to allow residents the option of 
replacing turfgrass and not using chemicals to remove “unwanted” plants. I 
am asking the the Montgomery County Council to insert into the lawn and 
yard code the right of every resident to replace gruf grass with bay friendly 
yards. 

 

Management Strategy Elements: 
The Alliance recommends the following revised language for this section. 
Section 5 outlines key elements of strategies to be developed for each of 
the outcomes in the Agreement. 
 
Management Strategies’ development will be led by Goal Implementation 
Teams with input and involvement of partners and local stakeholders. 
Strategies will identify those signatories, federal agencies and stakeholders 
committed to achievement of each Outcome and outline related actions and 
resources for doing so. They will identify factors influencing accomplishment 
of the Outcomes including climate change adaptation and regulatory or 
land use barriers. Strategies will be updated every 2 years or on an interval 
specified in the original Strategy. 
 
To encourage greater participation by local groups and to expand 
partnerships, existing state, federal, or foundation funding criteria or 
priorities or other incentives could be offered for partner participation in 
implementing management strategies prepared as part of this agreement. 

Alliance for 
the 
Chesapeake 
Bay, 7-10-
13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 



 
We further understand that management strategies for each outcome will 
be developed in the 6‐12 months following the signing of the agreement 
and will identify roles and responsibilities as well as supportive actions that 
will be taken by the partners to accomplish them. We support this process, 
as long as it is clearly defined and transparent, and not overly burdensome. 
The strategy development process should be flexible enough to capture 
new ideas as they emerge and accessible enough to build public support, 
engagement, and momentum.  We understand that strategies may change 
over time, but they still must be clear and accountable.  We encourage the 
partners to design and use the strategy development process not just to 
finalize internal plans already in the works, but as a vehicle for expanding 
partnership support and informing and involving the public. 
 
Signatories should have the ability to set priorities in their commitments to 
and investments in each management strategy as part of the process but 
not to “opt in or out” of support for the core goals and outcomes that are 
identified in the agreement. We further expect that this agreement will 
reinforce the requirements of the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) or 
Clean Water Blueprint as well as incorporate the Watershed 
Implementation Plans as strategies for their achievement. 

 

Climate Change 
Goals that relate to climate change should be included in the agreement. 
The language that I’ve seen so far seemed weak to me, and we feel that 
increasing the Bay’s resilience in the face of climate change should not be 
marginally mentioned but prominently featured with explicit and concrete 
goals and outcomes attached 

MD Sierra 
Club, 7-11-
13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

 



Operational Commitments    

 

Accelerating Restoration 
The process to date has focused far too much on internal alignment issues 
and redefinition of existing federal, state, and Bay Program goals and 
outcomes and far too little on building the consensus among the partners 
and stakeholders needed to accelerate the restoration effort and build a 
strong foundation on which the partnership must depend in the future and 
to 2025. 
This new voluntary agreement has the potential to continue to stimulate 
innovative programs and ideas and motivate local groups to act. For the 
agreement and its goals and outcomes to be successful in this endeavor, a 
broader base of support by those who are not signatories is essential. 

Alliance for 
the 
Chesapeake 
Bay, 7-10-
13 

Issue 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

Accountability 
How can we guarantee that this will be implemented by the signatories? 
That this will go forward? 
 

MD League 
of 
Conservatio
n Voters, 7-
11-13 

Issue 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

Accountability 

I would like to suggest we emphasize, perhaps even in writing in the draft 
document, a chain of accountability that carries through the various bay 
program structures and layers.  Currently, the signatories assign key 
leadership staff to the PSC, and PSC to MB, but the chain stops there.  The 
GITS are comprised mostly of individuals who participate voluntarily, not 
because they are assigned by their bosses, members of the PSC or MB.  I’d 
suggest instead a system in which the PSC/MB (whichever is most 
appropriate) assigns through its members’ home institutions staff to each 
GIT whose job it is to carry out the goals/outcomes agreed to as part of the 
new bay agreement.  GITS could also have members who are “volunteers,” 

Jana Davis, 
7-2-13 

Issues 
Resolution 
Committee 

 



like me and other members of non-profit organizations or federal agencies, 
but if they are not predominantly occupied by people whose job it is to 
make sure the goals are accomplished, because they report to a PSC 
member either directly or indirectly, the GITs cannot be guaranteed to 
serve the role they are intended to serve – accomplishing the bay program 
goals.  Instead, it’s simply a hope that they do, and their members work on 
these topics voluntarily; i.e., they aren’t accountable to anyone to do so. So 
to sum up: a quick fix: In the governance doc, require every PSC or MB 
member to assign at least one staff person, maybe even two, to each GIT.  

Accountability 

Our first priority for a new Bay Agreement is ensuring accountability and 
transparency. Past Chesapeake Bay agreements have had limited success 
because they were not always clear who had the responsibility for 
implementing particular commitments. As we understand it, the new 
agreement will contain a series of goals and outcomes. Subsequent to the 
signing of the agreement, management strategies will be developed that 
outline the specific roles and responsibilities of federal, state and other 
partners, as well as timeframes and deadlines, for achieving the outcomes. 
We support this approach as long as it is clear that signatories to the 
agreement are committing to all of the goals and the outcomes, and will 
participate in the development and implementation of the management 
strategies. 

CBF June 26 
 
restated 
orally 7-11-
13 
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Resolution 
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#1 Comment: [“Accountability framework”], it is not conducive to building 
partnerships. Further, it is impractical given the sovereign missions of the 
vast array of organizations and agencies who we need to accomplish the 
goals set out. It is off-putting to potential partners. It is also not necessary – 
tracking and progress reporting gets at the issue. 

GIT Chairs Issue 
Resolution 
Committee 

 



New:  Conduct systematic independent as well as internal evaluations on an 
as needed basis to assess the integrity of strategy implementation, the root 
causes concerning any incomplete progress in achieving key goals and 
outcomes, and to improve program effectiveness and efficiency.   

GIT Chairs Issue 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

Adaptive Management 
We support the concept of “adaptive management” as a component of 
these strategies, but note that along with the flexibility to change course, 
comes the responsibility to specify and document the reasons for the 
change, so that the decision-making process is transparent. Lastly, any 
changes to the agreement goals or outcomes should be decided by the 
Executive Council, the signatories to the agreement. 

CBF June 26 Issue 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

 

#2 “Develop management strategies for each outcome, approved by the 
Management Board that identifies jurisdictions, federal agencies and other 
partners committed to providing leadership toward the achievement of 
that outcome.” Comment: Not all outcomes are applicable to every state. 

 

USDA July 8 
(Morgart) 

Issue 
Resolution 
Committee 

 

 

Climate Change (Issue Resolution Committee for all in this section) 
William Stiles 7-11-13: Any new agreement MUST include climate change. The Chesapeake Bay 2000 Agreement had a climate change goal that 
was never addressed: “Evaluate the potential impact of climate change on the Chesapeake Bay watershed, particularly with respect to its 
wetlands, and consider potential management options.” We need to include this goal again and actually do something about it this time. Over 
the timeline of this agreement (2025), sea level will have risen over a foot since the original formal agreement in 1983, yet we have never 
addressed the impacts on tidal wetlands. Increasing storm intensity has stormwater runoff and best management practices ramifications, yet is 
not addressed. The Chesapeake Bay is warming and spring spawn has shifted forward three weeks over the last 30 years. We will see more 
warming and probably more spawning date shifts by 2025. A warmer Chesapeake Bay is compromising SAV growth in the lower Bay. These and 
other impacts are well described in the literature and need to be integrated into the Bay’s plan. Restoring the Bay to the halcyon days of the 
1960’s is not possible, since those conditions no longer apply due to climate change. To implement this agreement without a climate change 
component is unrealistic and will not result in a sustainable solution. Response: 



 
Fracking (Issue Resolution Committee for all in this section) 
West Virginia Rivers Coalition, 7-11-13:  We are concerned there is currently no acknowledgement in the abridged draft of the Agreement of 
the impact of natural gas development on water quality in the Bay watershed. This new generation of gas development employs a water 
intensive, land intensive hydraulic fracturing process which tends to involve much more land clearing, grading, and site development than 
previous gas well development projects. The implications for downstream aquatic resources are profound and we hold serious concerns about 
increased erosion and stormwater runoff of nutrients and sediment from drilling operations, including the construction of pipelines, roads, and 
drill pads; as well as increased water withdrawals from local streams and high volumes of wastewater to be managed. The issue will be 
exacerbated as gas exploration and development continues across the Marcellus region within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. A 2012 
Chesapeake Bay Program Workshop estimated that the total number of potential well sites located within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed is 
50,000. Each site has an estimated total disturbance area of 6.5 acres, including the pad site and road development. This equates to a total 
disturbance of 325,000 acres in the Bay Watershed, not to mention disturbances from pipeline construction - gathering lines and interstate 
transmission lines. Not addressing this growing source of nutrient and sediment pollution in the watershed seems to be a glaring omission from 
the draft Agreement, and we recommend consideration of its inclusion as a forward looking opportunity to minimize the risk of increased 
pollution within the Bay Watershed.  Response: 
 

Choose Clean Water Coalition, 7-10-13: The Chesapeake Bay watershed is already home to rapid natural gas development through the use of 
hydraulic fracturing, and that only includes Pennsylvania and West Virginia at this time. The Coalition has a policy priority that expresses our 
concern about “increased erosion and stormwater runoff of nutrients and sediment from drilling operations, including pipelines, roads, and drill 
pads; and increased water withdrawals from local streams. The Coalition supports adoption of plans and implementation of effective protections 
governing deep natural gas drilling to avoid water quality and quantity impacts as well as impacts to our public lands.” Not addressing this 
growing source of nutrient and sediment pollution in the watershed seems to be a glaring omission. Response: 
 

 

Communications / Outreach (Issues Resolution Committee for all in this section) 
Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, 7-10-13: We believe the purpose of the new Agreement is not clear to stakeholders and the public. In order for 
the Agreement to be successful in guiding the Bay restoration efforts for the next decade or more, jurisdictions, stakeholders and the public 
must share similar expectations related to its goals and outcomes. Everyone must clearly understand the purpose of this plan and what it means 
for them. It is our understanding that the new Bay Agreement will describe a set of goals and outcomes that collectively represent the 
achievements necessary to restore and sustain the Bay and that all signatories to the agreement will endorse and support the accomplishment 
of this set of goals. We are not sure that everyone shares in that interpretation. 
Although it may seem intuitive, we also note that no sections of the Agreement establish or outline any expectation for the Program to share its 
work with the public. As mentioned earlier, in order to engage citizens in the watershed in our watershed restoration efforts, ongoing and 
consistent outreach and communications will be required. We suggest the participatory language include recognition of the importance of 



continually improving channels for public dissemination of the Program’s wealth of information, results, and findings and maintaining a process 
for sharing progress. Language related to CBP’s responsibility to communicate with the public should also be included in the operational 
commitments when those are established.Response: 
 

 

Issues listed under “additional issues for consideration” have been assigned to organizational units for resolution except Social/Economic 
indicators which is assigned to the Issues Resolution Committee for response. 

Issues Resolution Committee Response: 
 


