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After more than 5 years of work supported by appropriations exceeding
$25 million, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is completing
preparation of strategies for future improvements in Chesapeake Bay
water quality. These improvements should enhance important natural
resources in the Bay. These strategies are products of an extensive
research program. The research program contracted more than 40 sci
entific studies, most of then concerning one of three research topics:
nutrients, toxics, or submerged aquatic vegetation. This plenary ses
sion was the first presentation by EPA of its research findings and
possible strategies to a national audience.

Public participation Is one key ingredient to the success of such a
large and complex natural resource research and management program.
Extensive communication among all the Interests that will be affected
by the program's findings and recommendations are extremely Important.
Without a strong public participation effort, groups that might be
adversely affected by the recommendations would be more likely to re
ceive them with skepticism or fear. The resulting conflict could doom
the products of the program to merely collecting dust on library
shelves.

The Environmental Protection Agency recognized this potential problem
at the beginning. It has worked closely with the Citizen's Program for
Chesapeake Bay, Inc. to Insure that the public is Informed and has am
ple opportunity to comment. Sometimes these interactions have caused
the program to be delayed, to change directions, or to consider new
factors. But the overall effect of public input is clearly viewed as
positive by everyone associated with the program.

The need for public participation will not end with the completion of
the management strategies. It will be of equal importance In the fu
ture as federal and state agencies Implement recommended strategies.



This plenary session was organized to capture some of the interactions
between the various interests that together comprise the affected pub
lic and the bay program. First, Tudor Davles, EPA Chesapeake Bay pro
gram director presented some background information and summarized some
of the major findings. Next, seven panelists responded with their
views on the program's accomplishments and likely Impacts. Six of the
seven panelists represented the key Interests most likely to be af
fected by implementation of the management strategies. Some of them
served on the Chesapeake Bay Program Citizen's Steering Committee. The
stventh panelist, Tom Horton, is a communicator who is distilling the
copious reports from the bay program and presenting his Interpretations
to the general public. Individuals and Interest represented were the
following:

William Elchbaum — assistant secretary, Maryland Dept. of Health
and Mental Hygiene

Davidson Gill — farmer, Remllck Hall Farms
Jerry Prout ~ external relations, FMC Corp.
Cranston Morgan, Sr. — seafood processor, W.F. Morgam & Sons,

Inc.

Dr. Eugene Cronin — director, Chesapeake Research Consortium
John Gottshalk — president, Citizen's Program for Chesapeake

Bay, Inc.
Tom Horton — reporter, Baltimore Sun

Each panelist was asked to address one or more of three questions in
discussing relationships between the interests they represent and the
bay program. The three questions the panelists were asked to address
were the following:

1. What are the national Implications of the Chesapeake Bay Pro
gram?

2. How will this program contribute to the future management of
the Bay and its resources?

3. How can the proposed changes be implemented?

Matlonal Implications for the Chesapeake Bay Program

The Chesapeake Bay Program provides a number of useful lessons for any
future efforts where results of an extensive research program will be
used to formulate management recommendations on a complex natural sys
tem. Several panelists emphasized the Importance of public involvement
from the beginning and throughout the program. They also said the pub
lic should be broadly defined, bringing In the widest array of Inter
ests. Dan Gill noted that public participation provides useful pres
sure, constantly questioning and seeking additional information or
clarification.

Eugene Cronin thanked EPA for their strong support for research and data
assembly. He believed that future resource management Improvements will
be directly related to this early attention to research. He Indicated
that a strong research element Is Important to the success of a natural
resource management program.

Dan Gill Identified one accomplishment of the program as disproving one
basic concept that has implications in the Bay and in other estuarine
areas. The conventional wisdom had been that declines In one of the



bay's key resources, submerged aquatic vegetation, were related to in
creased introduction of herbicides from adjacent agricultural areas.
However, research under the bay program showed that herbicides were not
the major problem. Rather, nutrient enrichment and bay resource degrad
ation were closely associated.

The Program's Contributions to the Future Management of the Bay and
Its Resources

Panelists Identified a diverse array of contributions, reflecting the
complexity of both the program and the Interests affected by bay man
agement decisions. William Elchbaum discussed a central point—that
the bay program has been an Important stimulus to improved coordina
tion and cooperation among the numerous federal and state agencies in
volved In managing bay resources.

Several panelists commented more specifically on the need to maintain
accumulated data in a coordinated data base, and to use a coordinated
system In future data collection efforts. This information could then
be used to monitor trends in the health of the Bay.

Two panelists, Cranston Morgan, Sr. and Eugene Cronin, stated that the
interest they represented, the commercial fishery and primary research,
would receive greater emphasis in the future. Cronin expressed the be
lief that past expenditures In primary research had been too small,
leaving a number of Important questions to be answered in the future.
John Gottshalk viewed the topic of data in a different way. He ex
pressed the hope that data would be Interpreted in terms of resources
and users, rather than limited to water quality. Jerry Prout cautioned
that results of analysis should not always be taken as a replacement to
sound Judgments.

Implementing the Proposed Changes

The discussion of implementing proposed management strategies centered
on opportunities for Improvements from agriculture. Dan Gill noted
that today's array of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not ade
quate. But he cautioned that costly regulated control options for ag
riculture are not needed. Rather, sound management practices, such as
adoption of conservation tillage and the education of farmers on how to
control fertilizer application, combined with some incentives, should
be most effective in reducing agricultural Inputs into the bay system.

William Elchbaum noted that states will have to become increasingly in
volved in bay resource management. This commitment will include a need
to increase funding levels for numerous bay-related programs. He
identified recent efforts by Maryland to develop a water quality man
agement plan for the Pautuxant River Basin as exemplifying the process
for creating a sound pollution control strategy.

Finally, John Gottshalk discussed the high value of the segmentation
approach. EPA has divided the Bay into 45 more homogeneous subunits for
modeling and planning purposes. He expressed the belief that this sys
tem would enable EPA and the states to fine-tune strategies by addres
sing different problems In various sections of the Bay.



Summary

Panelists were appreciative of the opportunity that the EPA program had
provided, and enthusiastic that the data and research-related accom
plishments could lead to improvements in the bay's resources. They re
peatedly warned against viewing completion of the research program or
presentation of management strategies as the end of a process. Rather,
they believed that EPA's efforts would usher in an Improved, coordi
nated water quality and resource management program based on an ex
panded and coordinated data and information base. With some minor ex
ceptions, panelists viewed the program as a successful activity that
will continue to have value for the Bay and the publics that benefit
from its resources. It may provide components of a model for research,
public participation and management of resources in other complex nat
ural systems.



COMMUNICATING BAY PROGRAM FINDINGS
TO AGRICULTURE

Davidson Gill

Remlick Hall Farm

Remlick, Virginia 23175

In communicating bay program findings to the agricultural community,
tiio primary purpose is to encourage Improvements in management which
will result In decreasing agriculture's contribution to bay problems.
Farmers are businessmen and are Interested in how the bay program find
ings will ultimately affect their business. These concerns do not
necessarily conflict.

In order to appreciate where we are in this relationship, let's see
where we've been. When the bay program started, it was generally be
lieved that herbicides caused the decline In bay grasses. The timing
was highly coincidental, and after all, herbicides are designed to kill
plants! My response was: "You can't destroy an Industry and Incur the
tremendous costs associated with a program of this magnitude on circum-
stanclal evidence! Do credible, objective research and tell us specif
ically what herbicides and practices are creating problems so that we
can address the problem Intelligently."

At that time we were most concerned with soil loss and bacterial con
tamination of shellfish beds. Nutrients were thought to be good! They
make things grow and are essential to productivity on land or In the
water. They were also relatively cheap, as was dlesel fuel. Thus, the
prevailing methodology was to prepare a good seedbed and put on plenty
of nitrogen, phosphorus, and potash.

The first finding to come from the bay program, after extensive herbi
cide research with eelgrass, was that herbicides were not present in
sufficient concentrations to cause the decline In bay grasses. That is
not to say that herbicides are harmless—they are chemicals that don't
belong In the water, and we don't want them in the water. They are ex
pensive and don't do us a bit of good when they get washed away.



Researchers then documented large loadings of nitrogen and phosphorus
coming into the Bay from sewage treatment plants, croplands, and urban
areas, above and below the fall lines. That comes as no surprise to
anyone. There Is a big hole between Cape Charles and Cape Henry, and
all that stuff can flush out into the ocean. (We thought). Unfortu
nately, it doesn't work that way. Due to the shallowness and complex
circulation patterns, whatever comes into the Bay Just bounces around
and causes problems (algal blooms, turbidity, and oxygen starvation)
until It is eventually Incorporated into the sediment.

So once again agriculture Is under the gun. This time as a significant
contributor to the nutrient loading in the Bay, and by Implication to
the decline In aquatic resources. But this time in defining the prob
lem, a great deal of very useful information was generated. In addi
tion, the modeling and characterization studies will be useful In de
termining what areas and what specific practices to focus on, what man
agement options are warranted and what effect various actions will have
on loadings. Preliminary modeling runs indicate (to me at least) that
ambitious and costly governmental control options are not Justified.
But any reduction in nutrient (and toxic) loading from the land will be
an improvement.

Farmers throughout the bay watershed are economically depressed. Six
years of poor markets, erratic (mostly poor) production, and high costs
have dissolved our reserves. There is no room for altruism! We are in

no position to assume additional production expenses or risk for the
sake of the Bay.

Any further stress on agriculture will only increase the already alarm
ing rate of conversion, particularly of waterfront farmland because of
its value and high tax rate, as well as Its generally marginal produc
tivity. It costs us a great deal to own waterfront, but I maintain the
Bay is better off with the land in farms than in homesltes.

If neither government nor agriculture can afford to clean up the Bay,
where does that leave us? There are several environmentally and eco
nomically sound approaches to consider. A great deal of progress can
be made In terms of sound management practices. Since the bay program
started, there has been a dramatic Increase in no-till and reduced til
lage farming methods. Farmers are being far more efficient in fertili
zer and pesticide applications. Fertilizer applications are being
split so that most of the nitrogen is being put on when the plant can
use it. There is more interest In integrated pest management and
scouting, rather than the shotgun approach. None of this is being done
to save the Bay. It is being done to save the farmer! It is a direct
response to economics. We have the opportunity and the information to
encourage existing sound management practices through a farmer-oriented
education effort. The farmer needs to be the key target because he Is
ultimately the one making the management decisions.

The second thing we can do is to work through the existing machinery to
evaluate practices and provide incentives where necessary. For In
stance, nitrogen extenders have been around for several years and theo
retically should retard the loss of soluble nitrogen through ground
water. We need to know if they are effective in this area, on what
soils, and if it is practical. Another example would be possibly beef
ing up the Forestry Incentive Program.



The third approach is more long-range and involves redirecting research
oa the federal, state, and private levels to develop new technologies
and refine existing practices. Again the emphasis should be on econom
ical methods to Improve utilization or retention of Inputs. Example:
no-till is not suited to all crops, soils, or fields. This is a techno
logical problem.

The bay program has made several positive contributions to agriculture.
It has:

(1) put the herbicide issue into perspective
(2) generated useful Information of value to agriculture
(3) resulted in findings which will act as a catalyst to bring

about more efficient farming methods.

The next phase Is in the political and public arena. We have an excel
lent opportunity to be constructive. If we can maintain the positive
air of cooperation and understanding that has characterized the ex
change of viewpoints during the public participation phase of the bay
program, the result will be to the mutual benefit of farmers and bay
users alike.



THE EPA CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM

AND MARINE RESOURCES

W. Cranston Morgan, Sr.

P. 0. Box 193

Whitestone, Virginia 21203

It has been a great Joy to me to have participated in the Inception,
the hectic beginning and administrating of the Chesapeake Bay Program.
I have lobbied for and been a part of the activities of the government
and government agencies, especially concerning fisheries. Once they
obtained their funds and started expending them, all influence with the
execution of the program or the direction thereof, was finished. They
went on their merry way with very few, If any, thoughts as to the out
come, the value, or indeed whether It would help or retard fisheries.
Their main objective, in my humble opinion, was the perpetuation of
their jobs. Of course, there were a few exceptions.

The start of the Chesapeake Bay Program was exactly In that vein—that
philosophy. Thank heaven there was one big difference—the Citizens
Program for the Chesapeake Bay (CPCB, Inc.). In the creation of the
Citizens Steering Committee, CPCB appointed a select group from all its
members, as well as key citizens thought to be of help to the Chesapeake
Bay Program. These very able people made the difference. They made
decisions as to the direction of research, the goals to shoot for, and
the nuts and bolts of ways to obtain management tools. They prodded
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) each step of the way for the
four and a half years of its existence. As chairman of the steering
committee for the first two years, I am very happy with the results of
EPA's Chesapeake Bay Program and the part we played in the outcome.

This brings me to comment on the final outcome of the research and
analysis. This is the greatest accumulation of data—far beyond any
thing done before—and the greatest coordination of previous knowledge
into a single computer to arrive at the condition of the Bay. This is
the first time we, as laymen, can have usable knowledge in map and mo
del form that will enable the users of the Chesapeake Bay to know what
we are talking about when we go to the bay managers, agencies, and leg
islatures. Today we can say with a great deal of scientific backing



that fisheries are deteriorating because we are allowing toxics, heavy
metals, chlorine residuals, pesticides, etc., to be discharged into the
system.

It is imperative that this one million dollar computer with its stored
knowledge not go down the drain with the pollution. The computerized
data base not only must remain viable, but the consortium and other bay
research organizations must continue to add new data to what we have
already collected. Site-specific monitoring (particularly In the known
areas of pollution—upper Chesapeake Bay, Hampton Roads, Potomac, etc.)
should be allocated to proper agencies and Include Industry testing.
It is also vital to involve Pennsylvania in a greater capacity, as the
Susquehanna Basin contributes much in freshwater and pollution to the
Bay. Furthermore, there should be an oversight group comprised of rep
resentatives of the three states, involving federal agencies and the
citizens designated by the Citizens Program for the Chesapeake Bay, Inc.

I would like to make one more suggestion In the field of research. Most
of the Chesapeake Bay Consortium research is concerned with marine or
ganisms. In view of the results of the Chesapeake Bay Program data
base, I recommend the consortium priority in research consider the sur
vival of marine organisms, and use some of their grants for this pur
pose. Most research grants in the future will tend to be economically
oriented. Identifying pollution factors that destroy marine life fits
into that category.
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THE EPA CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM:
THE RESEARCH PERSPECTIVE

L. Eugene Cronin

Chesapeake Research Consortium
4800 Atwell Road

Shady Side, Maryland 20764

In response to the information presently available from the EPA Chesa
peake Bay Program, it seems appropriate to express thanks, some regrets,
and hopes for the future. My perspective Is that of the research accom
plished in the CBP and the research needs of the Chesapeake Bay region.

Research is orderly approach to new understanding. It is directed
toward learning how, in this case, the bay system functions, why things
happen as they do, and development of a reliable basis for predicting
the results of alternative courses of action. The needs for such im
provement in knowledge relating to the Chesapeake Bay system are very
great Indeed. We must respond to problems accumulated over the last
several hundred years and prepare for the conflicts and overloads which
can result from the rapid growth expected in all uses of the Bay. Re
search Is one of the essential tools in achieving wise management, pro
tection of desired benefits and the best possible balance among uses.

Thanks

1. The Chesapeake Bay Program has supported productive and val
uable research by scientists of high ability. While it is impossible to
cite all cases because the technical reports are not available, these
appear to Include:

New comprehension of the mechanics of circulation
Better knowledge of the movements of nutrients and toxic
materials

Improved determination of the permanent retention of chemicals
in the Bay

Useful Illumination of the various roles of submerged aquatic
vegetation In the bay system
Objective evaluation of the limited possible roles of herbi
cides in declines of vegetation
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* Production of fresh and promising hypotheses on the causes of
decline of submerged aquatic vegetation

* Assembly and summary, In an International symposium and the
resulting volume Estuaries and Nutrients, of an Important
synthesis of present knowledge on a topic of exceptional Im
portance

2. The program has achieved unprecedented survey and description
of the sources of nutrients and toxics, of the distributions of these
materials in the bay system, and of the most recent distributions of
submerged aquatic vegetation.

3. The program has brought together and published a valuable
assembly of information and knowledge about nutrients, toxics and
aquatic vegetation from the last forty years of research in Chesapeake
Bay and other estuaries.

4. The program has created a new wave of concern for the long-term
health and best use of the Chesapeake Bay system.

These are the major accomplishments, and the resource managers, scien
tists, and users of the Bay will profit from them.

Regrets

1. It Is regrettable that such a small portion of the $28 million
for this program has been directed into productive original investiga
tion—research. I have reviewed the reported distribution of the pro
gram budgets for FY 1980 and FY 1981, and assigned each item of expend
itures to several categories. As I judged them, the average distribu
tion was:

$ 472,000 per year
1,488,000 per year

403,000 per year
477,000 per year

2,001,000 per year

Some surveys were essential; the public participation program was impor
tant and innovative and some administrative costs are necessary, but
this proportion seems wasteful. The Investment In equipment in the
years when the program was scheduled to close is somewhat mystifying.

Even if we group research and survey costs as the investment in new in
formation, over 60% of the funds was being employed to deal with that
Information. Perhaps it could have been done as well at 25%—while we
have learned at least twice as much.

The Important fact Is that the EPA program may be the last opportunity
to apply comparatively large sums in the true solution of bay problems.
I think far too little went into new learning which would have been use
ful forever.

2. The technical papers, produced by the responsible Investigators
with the advantage of review and comment by peers, are not, we are told,
to be printed and distributed. They will be deposited in the National

Research — 9% or

Surveys — 30X or

Information &

Public Ed. — 8% or

Equipment — 10% or

Administration — 41% or
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Technical Information System and available by purchase at fairly high
costs or on microfiche if a reader is available. This is not, I think,
sufficient. The technical papers are the basis for other interpreta
tions of the data, for proper design of further studies and for under
standing of the strengths and limits of the research. They should,
within the $28,000,000, be printed and placed in every management
agency, the scientific and technical libraries of the region, on the
desk of specialists in the appropriate fields, and in NTIS.

3. Somehow, many of the right questions were not posed at the
right time. The original ten "problems'' are a clumsy, but useful list,
but there was never (at least In public) a well-designed sequential ap
proach to their solution. It could have been done. Another useful ap
proach was suggested by a previous EPA Administrator, who posed the se
quence "What Is coming into the Bay? What damage does it do? What Is
the best way to correct the resulting problems?" This was not ra
tionally followed. Questions were posed after much of the expenditure,
not before.

Hopes

1. I hope, and believe, that this new spurt In learning and in
public attention to the problems of the Bay will result In improvements
In management of its uses.

2. I hope that the many Important research needs remaining will
be met. For Instance:

* How can we adequately predict the effects of a pollutant or
environmental change on the animals and plants of the Bay?
We can obtain laboratory numbers from bioassay, but we can
not transfer them to the Bay because we don't know enough yet.

* Why, exactly, have striped bass, shad, herrings and other
species declined? Coincidence of decline with environmental
change proves nothing; it only points the direction for crit
ical research.

* How can we accurately sample the stocks of Important fish and
shellfish and a host of other species in the Bay? Catch sta
tistics are only useful for gross estimates and can never be
adequate for guidance of good management.

* Exactly how does water exchange between the Bay and its tribu
taries? This affects every decision about waste management,
and we do not now know.

* How is new knowledge best communicated to the managers and to
the public? This Is a field of research, and merits proper
study along with other complex questions.

These are only examples. The Chesapeake Research Consortium Is deve
loping a list of urgent research needs and related requirements. The
EPA program has made Important contributions, but they are only partial
in the need.

3. I hope that a fresh and strong long-term partnership among the
state management agencies, federal agencies, scientists and public of
the bay region will emerge very soon. I hope that Its efforts, most
certainly Including excellent research, will be funded at an effective
level for a long period of time. Tough-minded, sustained, and
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properly-funded local attention will produce more per dollar and solve
the bay's problems sooner than any short-term federal program. This is
the third such infusion, and the evidence Is mounting.

4. I hope that much more effective use will be made of the excep
tional scientific community around the Bay, where we have some of the
best estuarlne scientists in the world. Last year, several of us re
viewed the refereed publications about estuarlne and coastal science.
These contain most of the new learning. Of 1700 publications, 77% were
produced by the academic community. At the same time, only 37% of the
federal investment in estuarlne research was going to that community.
We can, Indeed, gain more bang for our bucks in such research.

Summary

From the research perspective, the EPA program is an Important gain.
There is, however, much more to be done—In research, in management and
in the information field—if we are to achieve and sustain a healthy
Chesapeake Bay system with the best possible balance among its uses.
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MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS OF THE EPA

CHESAPEAKE BAY STUDY

John S. Gottschalk, President

Citizens' Program for the Chesapeake Bay, Inc.
1412 16th St. NW

Washington, D.C. 20036

This discussion has highlighted the results of the EPA Chesapeake Bay
Study, and has illustrated the potential significance of the informa
tion gained, as well as the value of the approach and the data collec
tion and storage system developed for the study. There remains a cru
cial question in the minds of scientists, administrators, "bay users,"
and the public on whether the conclusions and Intimations from the
study can and will be put to practical use.

From the standpoint of a citizen observer, there is reason to be cau
tiously optimistic that this study and its results will lead to mean
ingful Implementation.

The reasons for a spirit of hopefulness reflect a gratifying and exem
plary spirit of interstate and Intergovernmental cooperation among high
officials of the states and the federal government; Involvement of of
ficials and interests ultimately responsible for the application of re
sults in the early planning of the study and its subsequent execution;
diligent support by key members of the Congress representing the bay
constituency; a widespread public concern for the future of the Bay;
and several key concepts embodied In the study design Itself.

Those elements of the study that mean most in terms of future implemen
tation are the Interpretation of the data in terms of bay resources and
uses; segmentation of the Bay into homogeneous units for study purposes
and reporting; and the establishment of an independent computerized
data base.

The integration of the findings of the study with respect to Its water
quality parameters and bay resources and uses has been significant to
implementlon because the approach permits a realization of water quality
measurements in practical terms. While the traditional technical find
ings are available, the public and their elected and appointed officials
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outside the water management field can better understand the potential
impact of deteriorating water quality if It is expressed in terms of
their own particular Interests. That the data are not nearly complete
enough for comprehensive treatment in this manner merely emphasizes the
value of the technique.

A widely perceived problem in dealing with the Chesapeake from a manage
ment viewpoint has been that it is too large and too different in its
various components to permit useful comparisons. By identifying areas
of the Bay with essentially similar physical, chemical, and biological
characteristics, it is possible to compare the parts of the Bay, despite
the fact that they may be separated by many miles. By the use of this
segmentation concept, the findings become relevant In comparisons with
different areas of the Bay—hence, more understandable and more accept
able.

The acquisition and utilization of the bay-related computer capability
permits ready access to available data, so that virtually any and every
relationship between water quality and resources can be explored. More
over, the data can be presented for the guidance of the responsible man
agers in a timely way, often In graphic form, thus enhancing the utility
of the data.

In an earlier paper (Gottschalk, 1981), I have discussed in some detail
political developments related to the Chesapeake Bay. I conclude that
there have been several fundamental and positive developments that augur
well for the future of the Bay, but that continued Improvement in the
outlook for the Bay cannot be taken for granted. More recently, Shabman
and Kerns (Shabman, 1982) have proposed the possibility of an expansion
and amalgamation of the Chesapeake Bay Commission and the Bi-State Work
ing Committee to provide a means of coming to grips more directly with
the problems inherent in and implied by the bay study results. They
suggest a "2 Tier" regulatory body that would act primarily to resolve
disputes without becoming involved in or preempting the authorities of
"vertical" agencies—that is, those with essentially single focus regu
latory responsibility.

A continuing problem will be the means by which the upstream sovereign
ties can be brought into a constructive relationship In bay water qual
ity management. The study has already identified the Susquehanna River
as a primary source of enriching elements to being added to the Bay.
There Is no feasible way of reducing excessive nutrient loadings without
the positive cooperation of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Officials
of that state have shown great sympathy for the problem, but at the very
least it presents a political dilemma of major proportions. To a lesser
degree, the same may be said for the Impact of effluents from the state
of West Virginia and the District of Columbia.

Notwithstanding the difficulties of governmental cooperation, the re
sults of the bay study available so far have at least given those con
cerned with the protection of the Bay as a functional ecosystem, the am
munition needed to erect an effective management regime. It is reason
able to expect that ammunition to be used.

In most cases there will be added costs, but as In the case of the Pen
nsylvania farmers, the coats of retaining fertilizers and other
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chemicals on the land will be largely offset by the value of those chem
icals themselves.

For the reasons given, the results of the Chesapeake Bay Study are in a
favorable position to be implemented. The supporting constituency must
be expanded to Include more of the user groups, especially those from
agriculture and local governments, and the focus of the final reporting
of the study should be on the expansion of the official and public sup
port base through the Issuance of essential documentation and continua
tion of public discussion. The CPCB, Inc. has made the Implementation
of the Chesapeake Bay Study results the highest item on its agenda for
1983, and we look forward to steady progress in the Improvement of the
condition of the Chesapeake Bay.
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