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December 3 Minutes 

 

Attendance: 

 

Members:  Charlie Abdalla, Donna Bilkovic, Kathy Boomer, Charlie Bott, Russ Brinsfield (T), Bill 

Dennison, Alix D. Dowling Fink, Michael Ford, Marjy Friedrichs, Kurt Gottschalk, Kirk Havens, Carl 

Hershner, Bob Hirsch, Tom Ihde, Susan Julius, Poornima Madhavan, Jack Meisinger, Andy Miller, 

Vikram Pattarkine, Chris Pyke, Marc Ribaudo, David Sample (T), Adel Shirmohammadi, Lisa Wainger, 

Denice Wardrop, Gene Yagow 

 

Guests:  Mary Andrews, Rich Batiuk, Jessica Blackburn (T), Karl Blankenship, Chris Brosch (T), Lara 

Fowler, Mary Gattis, Rebecca Hanmer, Taura Huxley, Bruce Michael, Tuana Phillips, Gary Shenk, 

Quentin Stubbs, Jennifer Volk (T), James Wheeler, Dana York  

 

Administration:  Matt Ellis, Natalie Gardner, Kevin Sellner  

 

Call to Order – Kirk Havens (VIMS) 

 

STAC Chair Kirk Havens provided introductory remarks in his first STAC quarterly meeting as Chair, 

and asked for a motion to approve the September 2013 quarterly meeting minutes.  The minutes were 

approved.  New STAC members Alix Fink (Longwood University) and Adel Shirmohammadi (UMD) 

formally introduced themselves.  New STAC Executive Board (EB) nominees Brian Benham (Virginia 

Tech), Kurt Gottschalk (USDA Forest Service), Bob Hirsch (USGS), and Gene Yagow (Virginia Tech) 

provided brief remarks to support their candidacy.  STAC members were asked to vote for one EB 

nominee to replace Denice Wardrop (PSU), who completed her two-year, non-renewable EB term in the 

STAC Past Chair position.      

 

VOTE:  Havens asked members for a motion to approve the September 2013 quarterly meeting minutes. 

Result: Motion carried – September 2013 quarterly meeting minutes approved.  

 

VOTE:  STAC members elected Gene Yagow as the newest EB member.   

 

Chesapeake Bay Program (CBP) Best Management Practice (BMP) Verification Review Panel and 

Advisory Committee Discussion:  BMP Verification Review  

 Dana York (CBP BMP Verification Review Panel) 

 Rebecca Hanmer (Citizen’s Advisory Committee - CAC) 

 James Wheeler (Local Government Advisory Committee - LGAC) 

 Gene Yagow (Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee - STAC) 

 

CAC, LGAC, and STAC leaders joined CBP BMP Verification Review Panel Chair Dana York in a 

discussion of STAC and CAC recommendations (submitted separately to the CBP in 2013) regarding the 

current state of BMP Verification and Evaluation processes and potential for improvement.  York 

discussed CBP Verification principles (practice reporting, scientific rigor, public confidence, adaptive 

management, and sector equity), and panel recommendations to improve transparency, ensure full credit, 



 

 

and address data credibility, in addition to expectations of CBP workgroups, the jurisdictions, and 

advisory committees.  A basin-wide BMP Verification Framework is currently being developed and will 

be finalized in March-April 2014.  That framework should help to provide partners with functional 

equivalent guidance, and access to statistical design expertise, while treating cost shared and non-cost 

shared practices the same in terms of applying privacy restrictions.  The panel will work with STAC to 

develop and implement a long-term process of collections, analysis, and use of scientific evidence to 

assist in quantification of BMP performance.  STAC members mentioned that documentation is needed to 

show that BMPs are actually on the ground, but STAC did not support giving every single BMP credit 

because some of these past practices are no longer viable.  STAC members suggested conducting a post-

implementation audit to evaluate the actual operational efficiency of questionable BMPs.  

 

Rebecca Hanmer (CAC) spoke for the CAC and discussed CAC’s recommendations to the CBP regarding 

BMP verification, stating that public credibility is a major issue, and relies heavily on the very question 

that the BMP Verification Review Panel and advisory committees are trying to answer:  “Are the 

practices we’re relying on for restoration actually going into effect, and are they or aren’t they performing 

as expected?” 

 

CAC wants to see fundamental improvements to jurisdictional protocols and Hanmer stressed that 

jurisdictions must be provided the best, professional, technical workgroup guidance available to form the 

benchmark for improvement of BMP verification.  CAC and STAC both support statistical sampling 

regimes, but CAC is more concerned about improvements in the agricultural sector.  The states are 

counting on a massive amount of agricultural BMPs to achieve nutrient and sediment reductions in their 

Watershed Implementation Plans (WIPs) and agricultural practices are generally the most cost-effective.  

CAC supports the creation of a workgroup focusing on improvement of verification protocols specifically 

for nutrient management plans, and Hanmer added that an independent body of experts should be 

involved in the assessment of agricultural workgroup guidance and protocols, with the protocols left open 

for third party review and comparison of aggregate and real world data.   

 

James Wheeler (LGAC) said the local governments LGAC supports are in need of assurances that the 

BMPs being put in place are working because the local governments are the permit holding entities for 

these practices.  Wheeler questioned how often monitoring will be required to improve verification, 

specifically how often spot checks and inspections will be required, stressing that reliance on individual 

people to verify implementation will create chaos.  The ability to modify BMPs will be crucial because 

each BMP can’t be implemented the same at every scale or location.  Wheeler brought up the idea of 

installing more green infrastructure to mitigate the need for BMP revisions or replacements.  LGAC needs 

more guidance on what counts as a BMP currently, which practices to count and maintain from the past, 

and how to manage retrofits of current infrastructure.   

 

STAC members do not believe the states should examine BMP performance alone.  That process should 

be supported by all partners, and both the jurisdictions and the CBP need to take responsibility for 

assessing performance and addressing implementation, yet the states operate under the assumption that 

the efficiencies of BMPs have been researched and accurately set by the CBP.  Any expert panels that 

show zero efficiency for a BMP with incomplete research should not be implemented until research is 

complete.  Other STAC members questioned whether or not the partnership is setting itself up for future 

frustration by assessing the efficiency of a single BMP, when the questions that should probably be asked 

are how and why these BMPs vary over space and time.  

 

ACTION - Any STAC members interested in assisting the CBP BMP Verification Review Panel with 

implementation of long-term data collection and placing practices on the ground, please contact BMP 

Verification Review Panel Chair Dana York (dyork818@yahoo.com) directly.  

mailto:dyork818@yahoo.com


 

 

How the STAC Phosphorous (P) Review will Influence the CBP Phase 6 Chesapeake Bay 

Watershed Model (CBWM) – Gary Shenk (EPA-CBPO) 

 

Shenk introduced the preliminary findings from the P Review:  (1) soil concentrations and how we 

manage P applications are the major drivers for P losses that can be controlled, and (2) the simulation 

process needs to capture the impact of management on key drivers of P transport which will drive 

collection of essential data.  The bottom line is that the Phase 6 model needs to collect or estimate soil P 

levels and make export a function of application method.  In Phase 5, each land use was simulated with 

nitrogen (N), P, and sediment inputs with runoff going through a “management filter” (informed by 

management practices), and into the river.  In the Phase 6 scenario, the management filter uses multiple 

lines of evidence (e.g., multiple models) based on nutrient sub-models.  The CBP Water Quality GIT 

(GIT 3), with input from the Agriculture, Forestry, Urban Land Use, and Modeling Workgroups, has 

ultimate responsibility for how the watershed model is altered and adapted.  Current priorities are focused 

on inputting data required for the models to operate properly and not necessarily on STAC’s 

recommendation to change the way P is simulated in these models.   

 

Request for a STAC Technical Review of the Lower Susquehanna River Watershed Assessment 

(LSRWA) and Proposal for STAC Workshop or Review on Conowingo – Kathy Boomer (TNC) 

 

The Conowingo Dam has been in operation for approximately 100 years and is almost at sediment 

capacity.  The LSRWA focuses on how sediment moves through the system, how sediment influences 

Chesapeake Bay water quality, and how human actions affect how sediment moves.  The different 

scenarios for the assessment include:  baseline – no action, short-term dredging, long-term dredging, WIP 

implementation, and WIP implementation with long-term dredging.  Two different model frameworks are 

being used:  the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Model (incorporating Community Multi-Scale Air Quality 

Model [CMAQ], Chesapeake Bay Watershed Model [WSM], and Community-Based Environmental 

Education [CBEE] Models) and River-Reservoir-Estuary Community Model (incorporating Hydrologic 

Engineering Centers River Analysis System [HEC-RAS 1D], Adaptive Hydraulic [ADH 2d], and CBE 

Models).  The report will also feature sediment disposal and management options, with assessments of 

viability.  Boomer explained that the main report will include existing conditions, past and current 

sediment management in the Susquehanna River, sediment strategy development, findings and 

recommendations, as well as supporting materials with individual reports for each of the modeling 

systems above.  The final report is tentatively scheduled for a June 2014 distribution date with a proposed 

STAC Review set for April 2014.  STAC members expressed concern over the timeline, and mentioned 

that engaging STAC so late in the report production process may not allow for STAC recommendations 

to be fully incorporated in the final product.  STAC members suggested that, in lieu of a technical review 

with one-month turnaround, Boomer re-submit the proposal as a workshop request for consideration at 

the March 2014 STAC quarterly meeting.    

 

ACTION – Bob Hirsch, Andy Miller (UMBC), Adel Shirmohammadi, and Kathy Boomer will discuss 

next steps following Boomer’s request for a STAC technical review of an upcoming LSRWA report on 

the Conowingo Dam.  Boomer will come back to STAC with a revised proposal. 

 

Chesapeake Bay Science Education for New Civic Engagements and Responsibilities (CB 

SENCER) – Alix Fink (Longwood University) 

 

SENCER Leadership Fellow and new STAC member, Alix Fink, discussed the SENCER program.  

SENCER’s ideals are based on connecting science and civic engagement by teaching basic science 

through discussion and incorporation of unresolved public issues.  SENCER invites students to put the 

scientific method into practice with everyday issues, but the program also shows the limitations of science 



 

 

while explaining how and where science can, and should, be applied to solve real world dilemmas.  In 

typical non-advanced, non-specialized courses, education is largely based on memorizing facts stuck in a 

syllabus format, rather than starting with a problem and applying it to everything learned in the course.  

One example of an alternative approach is SENCER’s incorporation of biomedical issues related to HIV 

and AIDS into student coursework, and expansion of that education into critical dialogue outside of the 

classroom, leading to engagement with the community through outreach projects.  SENCER’s 

organizational scales include a national and international community of scholars, nine regional centers for 

innovation, college and university teams, and SENCER courses, with model courses published online for 

public use.  The SENCER Center for Innovation-Chesapeake Bay is the newest regional center, chosen 

for depth and importance of scientific lessons that can be tied into Chesapeake Bay functions and 

restoration efforts.  Fink believes STAC and SENCER should work together to connect interested faculty 

with Chesapeake Bay resources and engage students in real work pertaining to the new Chesapeake Bay 

Watershed Agreement, volunteer monitoring, work with local decision makers, and community outreach.  

STAC members can reach out to educational peers and encourage them to attend regional SENCER 

Center meetings to build up a long-term network.   

 

ACTION – STAC will convene an ad-hoc group to discuss potential applications for Alix Fink’s 

SENCER work within STAC activities. 

   

GIT Chair Updates Session – Jennifer Volk (GIT 3), Amy Handen (GIT 5) 

 

STAC invited GIT leaders to provide updates at all STAC meetings in an effort to improve cross 

communication and highlight priority tasks that may benefit from collaboration between GITs and STAC.  

Jennifer Volk (University of Delaware/CBPO) serves as GIT 3 Vice Chair.  Volk said GIT 3 is 

developing verification goals and outcomes with management strategies to be implemented at a later date.  

October 2012 stormwater performance standards and retrofits were added to the Chesapeake Bay 

Watershed Model.  Volk explained that nutrient management BMPs will be handled as an efficiency 

within the model, rather than a land-use categorization, in the 2013 progress run.  Findings from an 

upcoming report from the Poultry Litter Subcommittee will be incorporated into model runs for 2014.  

STAC members were skeptical about how the GIT plans to make the two model runs comparable if 

nutrient management BMPs are removed as land-uses.  GIT 3 will continue to coordinate with STAC as 

the committee completes its BMP Verification Review.   

 

Amy Handen (National Park Service/CBPO) is the GIT 5 Coordinator.  Handen detailed GIT 5 focus 

areas, which include protecting 2 million acres of land within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed, and 

measuring coverage with Landscope to aggregate land conservation, land prioritization, and recreation 

data.  The Center for Large Landscape Conservation is working with GIT 5 on those activities.  GIT 5 has 

a goal to increase public access sites by 300 locations by 2025.  GIT 5 will be implementing a Public 

Access Strategy, which sets a baseline for public access sites, identifies potential locations, assesses 

demand for public access sites, and examines challenges to developing additional sites.  GIT 5 is also 

working to develop a new metric and/or indicator for their Environmental Literacy goal (the current 

metric is defined by the Meaningful Watershed Educational Experience [MWEE]).   

 

ACTION – STAC will formally request that GIT Chairs participate (in-person or remotely) at future 

quarterly meetings. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Update on STAC’s Assessment of CBP State of Science/New Bay Agreement Goals and Outcomes – 

Carl Hershner (VIMS) 

 

The goal of STAC’s assessment is to ensure that the goals and outcomes in the CBP New Bay Agreement 

allow for adaptive management.  The second phase of the assessment is to consider the monitoring needs 

required to achieve these goals and outcomes.  Hershner and STAC have re-engaged the CBP after seeing 

the last iteration of goals and outcomes.  STAC determined that if a goal of the New Bay Agreement is to 

be accountable and allow for implementation of effective adaptive management strategies, then there are 

issues with the current agreement and current goals.  The tools being developed now (such as LandScope) 

are to facilitate the achievement of the goals to reach the ultimate outcome, but the conceptual models 

used by the CBP need to be updated and modified over time, and the expectations for accomplishment 

feed into that process.  Some STAC members argued that the GITs are only accepting models and 

language the CBP has been vetting for decades, and now STAC is responding and asking them to change 

these statements further.  The GITs should receive credit for acknowledging these topics and ideas in the 

Agreement.  Other STAC members felt the issues with the goals and outcomes were semantic 

discrepancies, not problems with the overall content and concept.   

 

ACTION – STAC Staff will send Carl Hershner’s initial goal and outcome comments, along with the 

newest document to STAC members for comparison and comment.  Hershner will provide supporting 

documents including basic decision framework, SMART goals definition, etc.  

 

ACTION – All STAC members will comment on Hershner’s document to assess the New Bay 

Agreement goals and outcomes.  After comments are received, an ad-hoc group will start discussing how 

to couple adaptive management and STAR’s monitoring network optimization efforts. 

 

Discussion of the MD Cabinet Meeting and STAC’s Perspective of New Bay Agreement – Bill 

Dennison (UMCES), Russ Brinsfield (UMD Wye Center), Lisa Wainger (UMCES) 

 

Brinsfield and Wainger will attend the Maryland Bay Cabinet meeting on December 16
th
.  STAC 

discussed the New Bay Agreement and members brought up issues that are specifically important to 

STAC.  STAC is concerned about the structure of the Agreement, as outlined in Hershner’s presentation, 

as well as the actual legitimacy of some of the goals, and the absence of toxic contaminant and climate 

change goals and outcomes.  The CBP made a commitment to adaptive management, and STAC’s 

recommended changes are constructed to keep the CBP on track with TMDL goals, while allowing for 

adaptive management.  STAC stressed that this is not a criticism of the CBP’s efforts to structure the New 

Bay Agreement, but rather to serve as a checklist for the creation of a “good goal.” 

 

ACTION – Lisa Wainger, Russ Brinsfield, and Bill Dennison will put together a presentation of talking 

points for the December 16
th
 Maryland Bay Cabinet meeting. 

 

 

December 4 Minutes 

 

Members:  Charlie Abdalla, Brian Benham, Donna Bilkovic, Kathy Boomer, Charlie Bott, Bill Dennison 

(T), Alix Fink, Michael Ford, Marjy Friedrichs, Kurt Gottschalk, Kirk Havens, Carl Hershner, Tom Ihde, 

Susan Julius, Poornima Madhavan, Jack Meisinger, Vikram Pattarkine, Chris Pyke, Marc Ribaudo, Adel 

Shirmohammadi, Lisa Wainger, Denice Wardrop, Gene Yagow 

 

Guests:  Mark Bennett, Jeff Brainard (T), Chris Brosch, Kevin DeBell (T), Lewis Linker, Bruce Michael, 

Scott Phillips, Timothy Roberts, Beth Stauffer (T), Nita Sylvester (T), Marissa Tricas (T) 



 

 

Administration:  Matt Ellis, Natalie Gardner, Kevin Sellner  

 

CBP Monitoring Update and BASIN Progress – Bill Dennison (UMCES) and Mark Bennett 

(USGS) – Bill Dennison (UMCES) and Mark Bennett (USGS)  

 

BASIN (Building and Sustaining Integrated Networks) consists of three main components or phases.  

Phase II is currently ongoing.  During Phase II, the CBP Scientific, Technical and Reporting (STAR) 

team will conduct an assessment of sustainable business models to support CBP monitoring networks, 

look into the use of citizen monitoring and a number of other options to expand current networks, re-

assess the primary products that the monitoring networks are expected to deliver to customers, and 

optimize all networks to meet funding realities and partnership management needs through 2025.  The 

BASIN group will be working with the CBP Communications Workgroup, GIT 3, and both non-tidal and 

tidal workgroups to ensure the full range of perspectives are taken into account throughout all BASIN 

phases.  STAC members argued that the BASIN process seems to be focusing too much on a final product 

or attainment rather than adaptively managing the monitoring networks from here on out.  BASIN will be 

different from previous efforts by the CBP Monitoring Realignment Action Team in that national groups 

will be consulted to provide a lexicon of outside models for monitoring networks, and allow for 

recalibration of the entire monitoring system and scales.  STAC members remained concerned that 

adaptive management will not be included in this process and a suggestion was made to embed adaptive 

management into the finance/business models for these monitoring networks.  Others agreed that STAC’s 

role in this process is advantageous and that STAC should take note of the management activities going 

on, and think of the best ways to monitor these activities and monitor the most necessary components.  

STAR thought it needed a third party other than STAC to examine the progress of the BASIN program.  

STAC members agreed that senior CBP and state managers should be involved in these discussions, and 

STAC tentatively scheduled a panel discussion for the March 2014 STAC quarterly meeting that would 

include state secretaries and other leaders.   

 

ACTION – Denice Wardrop and Kirk Havens will assist with a synthesis of monitoring comments from 

STAC members with input from Scott Phillips (USGS), Mark Bennett (USGS), Bill Dennison (UMCES), 

and Hershner. 

 

ACTION – Hershner and Dennison will work to align the New Bay Agreement goal and outcome 

monitoring needs with the monitoring network needs described in the BASIN program.  

 

ACTION – STAC Staff will invite senior CBP managers to the March 2014 quarterly meeting to engage 

CBP managers in a panel type discussion of monitoring, and work with STAR to identify priorities for 

monitoring in the New Bay Agreement.  

 

LGAC Meeting on Monitoring and STAC’s Perspective - Bill Dennison (UMCES) 

 

STAC went over the talking points that Dennison planned to present at the Local Government Advisory 

Committee (LGAC) meeting on December 5-6
th
.  It will be important for LGAC to consider alternate 

funding options for watershed monitoring programs supported by CBP.  In the past, the jurisdictions have 

looked to the federal government for monitoring funds, but as BASIN discussions continue, it is clear the 

CBP will rely on the local governments more  to supply the remaining funds in the future.  STAC thinks it 

is important to convey this message to LGAC and encourage them to become engaged in the latest 

monitoring assessment as it will directly influence their budgets.   

 

 



 

 

Wrap-Up of Recent CBP Response to STAC Multiple Management Models (M3.1) Report – Lewis 

Linker (EPA-CBPO) 

 

The CBP recognizes and understands the potential value of multiple models and supports the 

development of multiple models for the Chesapeake Bay watershed as it provides opportunities for 

greater collaboration and cross examination between different models.  Phase 6 of the Chesapeake Bay 

Watershed Model (CBWM) is oriented for incorporation of multiple nutrient loading models.  The 

recommendation to develop a two-year Shallow Water Multiple Model pilot project, proposed by STAC 

in the 2012 M3.1 Report, received a formal proposal.  The need for this project is directly aligned with the 

CBP’s interest in refining simulation of shallow water dissolved oxygen (DO) and water clarity for the 

2017 Midpoint Assessment (MPA).  In addition to this project, shallow water monitoring will be 

necessary to provide the basis for base models to inform the next shallow water multiple model project 

(with shallow water being defined in the M3.1 report as 2 meters deep, tidal/brackish waters only).  This 

project will also take into account boundary conditions such as atmospheric deposition, wave dynamics, 

etc.  

 

ACTION – Matt Ellis (CRC) will continue working with Gary Shenk and Dave Jasinski (CRC) to 

develop the STAC recommendations database and publish it on the web.  This is an ongoing action item 

from the March 2012 STAC quarterly meeting, when CBP Associate Director of Science Rich Batiuk 

(EPA-CBPO) proposed the creation of a STAC database to track past and future STAC recommendations 

to the CBP as a means of improving accountability and transparency.  

 

The Efficiencies of Alternative Policy Approaches for Reducing Agricultural Nonpoint Source 

Pollution under the Chesapeake Bay TMDL – Marc Ribaudo (USDA-ERS) 

 

The purpose of this study was to look at different policy approaches and determine which perform the 

best, and where research could be focused to help states design improved policies, but the study did not 

assess the cost of achieving the TMDL reduction goals (that study is being done by the EPA with help 

from Jim Shortle [PSU]).  The study evaluated performance based policies (optimal regulation – achieve 

TMDL at least cost; emission tax, fair distribution of abatement) and practice based policies (with and 

without targeting, and with enhanced targeting).  This analysis was conducted using the CEAP database, 

and was designed to quantify effects of conservation practices on cultivated cropland in the watershed.  

The analysis established baseline measures using field level emission and watershed loading data from 

771 National Resources Inventory (NRI) cropland survey points over a period of four years (2003-2006) 

and across various models.  In addition to the baseline, the study looked at options for reducing pollutant 

losses including cover crops, nutrient management, and water erosion controls.  Yield changes were 

modeled with Agricultural Policy/Environmental eXtender (APEX), as well as changes in pollutant 

emissions modeled with APEX, the Hydrologic Unit Model for the United States (HUMUS), Soil Water 

Assessment Tool (SWAT), and assessment of cost management from state, WIPs, EPA, and other source 

data.  More than half of base cropland had none of the three best management systems in place (cover 

crops, nutrient management, and/or water erosion controls).  If all watershed farms are expected to make 

the necessary reductions in N, P, and sediment, cost of abatement will increase greatly, and since efforts 

are focused at the field level, farms who are not contributing much to the nutrient and sediment loading to 

the Chesapeake Bay are now doing more than needed without as much effectiveness at the watershed 

scale.  This study looked at a practice based vulnerability approach in which farms choose targeted 

practices to counteract their areas of greatest vulnerability.  But vulnerability only takes into account the 

condition of soil without taking into account surface practices, whereas this study looks at the most 

vulnerable fields based on actual land use activity.  The study suggests that:  TMDL agriculture goals can 

be met by treating a relatively small percentage of cropland, if it is perfectly targeted; performance based 

approaches worked much better than practice based approaches and serve to improve overall efficiency; 



 

 

incorporating equity goals greatly increases overall costs; targeting can greatly reduce the cost of meeting 

TMDL goals under a practice based policy; and allowing farmers to choose management systems under 

practice based approaches (similar to the voluntary conservation program) did not achieve TMDL goals.   

 

Nutrient Trading Workshop Update – Marc Ribaudo (USDA-ERS) 

 

Ribaudo discussed the main recommendations from the STAC Workshop report, “Critical Issues in 

Implementing Nutrient Trading Programs in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed,” and stressed that baselines 

and verification are key to the functionality of watershed nutrient trading programs.  Trading partners 

must also ensure a close working relationship with the agricultural community.  

 

Proactive Workgroup Discussion 
 

Two main workgroup discussions took place.  A number of STAC members met to form the State of 

Science (SOS) subcommittee.  The STAC SOS workgroup met to discuss next steps for developing SOS 

criteria for evaluating the scientific credibility of CBP management and restoration approaches, and 

delivering those criteria to the CBP.  This ad-hoc group will discuss methods to ensure that future CBP 

management strategies and commitments are based on relevant science.  These methods will be 

developed into a list of criteria and submitted to the CBP in the near future.  

 

Charlie Abdalla (PSU) met with Marc Ribaudo (USDA-ERS), Susan Julius (EPA), and Poornima 

Madhavan to discuss plans for a Behavioral Economics workshop proposal to be considered for funding 

in FY2014.  The workshop will examine potential applications of behavioral economics and behavioral 

decision research to policy-making in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. 

 

ACTION – The STAC State of Science ad-hoc group [Havens, Wardrop, Fink, Shirmohammadi, 

Wainger, Boomer, Kurt Gottschalk, Mike Ford (NOAA), Gene Yagow (VT), Vikram Pattarkine 

(PEACE), Jack Meisinger (UMD), Donna Bilkovic (VIMS), Tom Ihde (NOAA), and Chris Pyke 

(USGBC)] will develop a document detailing ten criteria for a robust, scientifically credible approach to 

management and restoration and necessary caveats to ensure the effective use of science in any future 

agreement.  The subcommittee will submit the criteria to the CBP before the next CBP New Bay 

Agreement public comment period, in concurrence with Carl’s goal and outcome comments. 

 

ACTION – Charlie Abdalla will schedule a conference call with Julius, Madhavan, and Ribaudo to 

discuss the behavioral economics workshop proposal.  

 

CBP Indicators Update – Nita Sylvester (EPA-CBPO) 

 

Sylvester presented the latest indicator additions and status changes on the CBP website, using the 

American Shad abundance and Water Quality Standard (WQS) achievement indicators as examples to 

show how indicators are developed, revised, measured and calculated, before being sent to the CBP 

Management Board (MB) for approval.  Each indicator has its own webpage including charts, maps, links 

to data, and relevant analysis/documentation links.  Indicators are used to provide information to the 

public and ensure accountability, but they cease to be tracked when deemed irrelevant to current CBP 

needs.  Some Chesapeake 2000 Agreement indicators still remain active while others have been taken 

offline or remain online with a note that they are no longer being tracked.  Sylvester explained that new 

indicators are being developed for oysters, brook trout, black ducks, and environmental literacy, but that 

creation process and the process to align both new and existing indictors with New Bay Agreement goals, 

outcomes, and management strategies is on hold until approval of the final Agreement.  Then, the MB 

will give directions on how to communicate and track progress on new indicators.   


