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Abstract

Coordination and feedback between monitoring, management and research is essential in achieving healthy Chesapeake waterways. There is a need for a scientifically rigorous,
spatially explicit ecosystem health report card on Chesapeake Bay and its watershed, and so a pilot study was conducted in July 2003 on the Patuxent and Choptank Rivers.
d'°nitrogen signatures in the Choptank River showed elevated sewage nitrogen levels adjacent to and downstream from sewage treatment plants. The Choptank River had generally

et e o S15N temture wiich som o r,:zw'govggfz;;zp;ggf;v(;t;?;;iegg;;grgzgg;zfgg';ng lower ecos_ystem heglth _than the_ Patuxent River although in bo.th rivers there was a gradient from poorer to betjter ecosystem healt.h from upstream to the mogth._ The Cape Charles e e e D e - Cepiovedn fhe tpper
detected by analyzing organisms incubated in the area. periods of hypoxia/anoxia. region had significantly higher ecosystem health than either the Patuxent or Choptank River. Incorporating seasonal sampling and a broader range of indicators from
different ecosystem elements would produce a complete and more robust report card. This study indicates the potential for a Bay-wide ecosystem health
report card to provide rapid, effective, and spatially and temporally explicit monitoring feedback to managers, scientists and the broader community.
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Figure 2. Management objectives for Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries together with ecosystem health indicators and reference values to determine the status of the objectives.
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