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MINUTES 
ACTION ITEMS 
 

 NEXT MEETING: The June MLAT Meeting will be a FACE-TO-FACE Meeting. 
o Discussion Topic: MLAT Final Report and Presentation. 
o Amanda Pruzinsky will send an email to MLAT Members containing a doodle poll to 

schedule the June MLAT Meeting.   
 

 MLAT REPORT 
o At the March MLAT Meeting, members signed up to write sections of the report. The 

assigned sections should be sent to the group in draft form by COB May 24th, 2013. 
o The purposed functions and governance of the modeling laboratory were discussed at 

the May MLAT Meeting. The jurisdictions, Mark Bennett, and Kevin Sellner are working 
on the draft section, which is due to the group by COB May 24th, 2013.  

 

 Recommendations for Current Modeling Framework 
o After completing the Modeling Laboratory recommendation, MLAT will begin the 

discussion of including the Appendix or Section X “Immediate Actions Independent of 
Modeling Laboratory.”  
 

TIMELINE 
(Note: The timeline is subject to change) 
 

JUNE 2013 
 
DRAFT REPORT AND PRESENTATION – Draft report and presentation will be sent out to 
members for internal review 2 weeks before the June MLAT Meeting, 2013.  
 
The report and presentation will be reviewed at the June meeting in preparation for the July 
11th, 2013 Management Board meeting.  

 
JULY 2013 
 
DRAFT FINAL REPORT – Deliverable before fall 2013 – Draft final report to present to 
Management Board at July 11th, 2013 MB Meeting. 
 

MINUTES 
 
Proposed functions of a Chesapeake Bay Modeling Lab 
 

 Should MLAT propose two options for proposed functions of the Chesapeake Bay Modeling 
Laboratory in the report to the Management Board? 

o Opinions of the group: 
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 Perspective one: Management Board might not have the technical modeling 
expertise to understand the difference between the recommendations. They 
would likely ask for advice from the people that are in the MLAT already, 
therefore MLAT should try to come up with one option.  

 Perspective two: The Management Board would like to have different options to 
choose from. If MLAT is to give multiple options, the implications of each 
decision must be clearly explained.  

 

 Should the Modeling Laboratory be responsible for creating a turn-key model and fulfilling model 
operations and calibration? 

o Research concerns with having operations at the Modeling Laboratory:  
 Academics do not want to run a turn-key product.  
 Instead of using the entire Watershed Model, researchers will more likely want 

to use a small scale model where they can control all of the variables. Then hand 
over the research deliverables to the operations team to assemble the 
Chesapeake Bay model and calibrating the new model. 

 The purpose of the Modeling Laboratory is to take on modeling research, which 
has been lacking due to operational needs. It should be somewhat isolated from 
the operations, but work closely with the modeling team at CBPO. Although 
concerns have been raised within this group that the current modeling 
processes needs to be reevaluated and possibly restructured, the modeling 
laboratory should not be a way to relieve the unhappiness with the current 
modeling process. 

 The CBP is made up of GITs, WGs, Action Teams, and other groups that input 
into the model. The interaction between all of the partners and synthesis of 
information for managers to use for decision making is part of the Chesapeake 
Bay Program’s job. Right now the GITs, WGs, and Action Teams have direct 
access to the modeling team. If the turn key model and operations is part of the 
responsibility of the Modeling Laboratory, the recommendations will have to go 
through the governing body. 

 Operational side could take over the Modeling Laboratory just as it has in the 
current modeling structure. 

 If there is set aside dedicated funding for research, how will that be 
used up by operations? 

o It could be more difficult to set aside research money if the 
GITs, WGs, and Action Teams are coming back to the governing 
body asking for more changes/improvements. Separating the 
research makes it more difficult for “operational creep” to 
occur. 

o Could having operations at the Modeling Laboratory provide more independence? 
 Perspective one: EPA makes decisions that affect the modeling process, such as 

deadlines. 2010 TMDL deadline was court ordered, but they had to use the 
model in the TMDL and some jurisdictional partners believe that more time 
should have been given to testing the model before it was used, since there are 
consequences to not meeting future deadlines. The Modeling Laboratory would 
have more independence from EPA.  

 Perspective two: EPA has not given mandates on the actual modeling. 2010 
TMDL deadline was court ordered. The modeling laboratory cannot change the 



 

 

deadlines, but can facilitate research and academic involvement and improve 
the modeling partnership. These concerns could be addressed in a structuring 
and improved confidence in the governance.  

 Both perspectives: Both sides are trying to create a partnership model. Believe 
there should be a structuring of the current modeling process and governance.  

o Model testing period.  
 All members have agreed in past meeting that there should be a modeling 

testing period. It was agreed upon that the Modeling Laboratory should be 
involved in creating the tests. It was not agreed upon where the actual testing 
would take place (concern that the creation of the tests, test-product, and 
testing should not all be conducted in-house).  

o Structure of CBP modeling if creating a key-turn product and operations are not at the 
modeling laboratory: There will be two modeling teams. The one at the CBPO that will 
operations and the modeling laboratory works on research. Both will be governed by 
the partnership. The partnership issues should be fixed through a restructure of the 
partnership, not through moving the operations to another body of people. Modeling 
Laboratory is a research team. The governing body will incorporate the partners and 
scientific and technical community. 

 Concerns and considerations: 

 What happens if the Modeling Laboratory conducts research and it is 
ignored?  

o The modeling laboratory will be conducting research that is 
assigned to them from the governing body. The modules 
(deliverable) will be reported back to the governing body and 
incorporated into the modeling. The governing body will be the 
partners and the ultimate decision makers on what is being 
incorporated into the models. 

 Perspective one: Whoever funds will have a say in what 
they work on.  

 Perspective two: Since this will likely be a cooperative 
agreement, it will be clear to the funding organizations 
that the governance has the final say on what is 
incorporated and what will be the research focus. 

 Perspective three: The Modeling Laboratory will likely 
be funded through a pool of money from many 
organizations. The governance makes the decisions on 
what will be incorporated into the operational models. 

 

 Verification Discussion 
o Verification is done by every modeler. Why is verification a concern?  

 Not a coding issue since it is specified by the Partnership. The issues point out 
research needs not modeling problems. 

 More analyses like AGCHEM vs. PQUAL should be conducted before 
implementation.  

 That is something that the modeling laboratory could handle. The 
modeling laboratory would make a recommendation to the governing 
body for a decision.  



 

 

 VA has suggested that, for analyses such as these, there should be 
certain tests with expected outcomes.  

o If a priority of the governing body was to have tests and 
expected outcomes formulated by the Modeling Laboratory, it 
would be assigned to them.  

 

 Other Discussion Topics 
o The report should state specific examples in order to clearly define the tasks of the 

Modeling Laboratory and how the governing body would assign these tasks.  
o VA would like more transparency and academic involvement. They would be willing to 

search for state funding for a more independent lab.  
o All MLAT Members want a partnership set of models. The Chesapeake Bay Program may 

have to work on the current modeling process to make sure that takes place. The 
partnership should be a part of the governing body of the Modeling Laboratory.  

 
Governance of a Chesapeake Bay Modeling Lab 
 

 Restructured Modeling Workgroup to include higher level decision makers and technical and 
scientific expertise.  

o Crucial to have technical decision makers for all aspects of the modeling. 
 Higher level decision makers – Appoint technical staff to make decisions. 

 Appointees must have a clear charge –  “They are the technical expert 
with the authority to make the technical modeling decisions related to 
the Modeling at the Chesapeake Bay Program.” 

o Must clearly state in the report that “keeping the modeling laboratory research 
orientated is highly contingent on this governance structure” 

 

 ACTION: Bill Keeling will share his draft governance document with Lee Currey, Ted Tesler, and 
Dave Montali for their input and work with Mark Bennett and Kevin Sellner to write up the 
outcomes of today’s discussion.  

o The draft document will cover the multiple options to the Management Board. The final 
report may include both opinions if one is not agreed upon.  

o The draft document will be sent to MLAT member by COB May 24th, 2013. 
 
Knowledge System for Sustainability (KSS) Meeting 

 Meeting Components:  
o Introducing KSS and the CBP. 
o Modeling Laboratory Discussion. 
o How Social Science Can Affect These Types of Issues. 

 Outcome: Oak Ridge and a group mainly focused in Penn State are writing a large grant to 
research decision sciences on a fine scale.  

o Answer questions such as, “What makes a home owner buy a rain barrel?” “What 
motivates farmers?” 

o The CBP could direct them towards areas that could be incorporated into the model. 
 

  



 

 

DRAFT MLAT REPORT OUTLINE 
 
MLAT members discussed the draft outline for the report at the March meeting. The results of the 
discussion were directly incorporated into the outline during the meeting (shown below). Any comments 
that were not directly incorporated can be found in the “Comments and Discussions” section of the 
March minutes. If a name appears after an outline section, that person volunteered to draft that section 
of the report during the March or May meeting. The outline is still open for comment and discussion. 
 

Draft MLAT Report Outline: 

I.  Executive Summary 

II. Background/Justification 

 Formation of MLAT 

o NAS Report Recommendation – Amanda Pruzinsky 

o Management Board Mandate – Amanda Pruzinsky 

o Member List – Amanda Pruzinsky 

 Justification 

o STAC recommendations – Kevin Sellner and Marjy Friedrichs  

o GIT list of modeling needs – Gary Shenk 

o Components of Existing CBP Modeling Efforts – Gary Shenk  

o Barriers to Implementation within the Current Modeling Structure – Gary Shenk   

III. Mission Statement/Vision – MLAT – DONE  

IV. Guiding Principles – Mark Bennett 

V.  Review of existing modeling laboratories – Lewis Linker and Larry Band 

VI. Modeling Lab Framework 

 Elements of Research, Development, and Operations relative to a proposed Chesapeake Bay 

Modeling Lab – Gary Shenk 

 Proposed functions of a Chesapeake Bay Modeling Lab – TBD 

VII. Governance of a Chesapeake Bay Modeling Lab – TBD  

VIII. Funding a Chesapeake Bay Modeling Lab – Kevin Sellner 

 Existing funding for CBP modeling 

 Proposed additional funding 

IX. Process for Establishing Chesapeake Bay Modeling Lab – Kevin Sellner (Will depend on VI and 

VII, which are still being discussed) 

  



 

 

PARTICIPANTS  

Name Affiliation Email 

Mark Bennett USGS/MLAT Chair mrbennet@usgs.gov 

Amanda Pruzinsky CRC/CBPO/MLAT Staffer apruzinsky@chesapeakebay.net 

Claire Welty UMBC weltyc@umbc.edu 

David Montali WV DEP david.a.montali@wv.gov 

Donald Weller SERC/STAC wellerd@si.edu 

Gary Shenk EPA/CBPO gshenk@chesapeakebay.net 

Howard Townsend NCBO Howard.Townsend@noaa.gov 

Kevin Sellner CRC/SERC/STAC sellnerk@si.edu 

Lewis Linker EPA/CBPO linker.lewis@epa.gov 

Marjy Friedrichs VIMS/STAC marjy@vims.edu 

Mark Bennett USGS/MLAT Chair mrbennet@usgs.gov 

Rick Luettich UNC rick_luettich@unc.edu 

William Keeling VA DCR William.Keeling@dcr.virginia.gov 
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