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Introduction 
L. Vincent called the meeting to order at 0900 and introductions were made around the 
room. J. Schubel welcomed all attendees to the meeting, called for ORRAP members to 
keep in mind ways in which the ORRAP can advise the federal government on the topics 
of this meeting. He added a discussion of the Integrated Ocean Observing System (IOOS) 
program office to the meeting agenda. The minutes of the 6-7 December 2007 ORRAP 
meeting were approved without changes. The group reviewed the 6-7 December action 
items, all of which had been acted upon. Sarah Cooksey from the state of Delaware 
Coastal Programs pointed out that Delaware began its own version of the Thank You 
Ocean Campaign. More information can be found at www.TYDB.org. L. Vincent 
mentioned that ORRAP members are required to complete ethics training, which should 
take place before the end of 2008. One option is for the Office of Naval Research 
personnel to brief the ORRAP on ethics at the next meeting.  
 
Follow-up on: “Envisioning the Future of Coastal Management” 
D. Hernandez introduced the topic, which is a follow-up to presentations and discussion 
held at the December 2007 ORRAP meeting. She said that the Coastal Zone Management 
Act (CZMA) is intended to inspire collaboration between the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the coastal states. The objectives of this day’s 
discussion were to update the ORRAP on CZMA reauthorization progress and explore 
ORRAP’s role in partnering in these efforts.  
 
R. Cantral presented on CZMA status. He said that a series of CZMA-related workshops 
with the community resulted in a set of shared cornerstones and principles for the Act. He 
asked the ORRAP to consider how the CZM Initiative conducted jointly by NOAA and 
the Coastal States Organization (CSO) could better partner with states and local 
communities and build capacity on the local level. He also asked how better to bring 
science to bear on management. He noted that the Initiative aims to establish a national 
coastal planning boundary because there is a great deal of inconsistency in states’ 
definitions. It also aims to use the CZMA to improve state-federal partnerships by 
establishing a uniform set of goals and priorities. He posed the question of how to 
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incorporate the right elements into a national coastal management program such that it 
receives funding from the Congress and its information is useful to both managers 
(suppliers of information) as well as decision-making stakeholders (elected officials). 
 
P. Kelly pointed out that states have responded differently to the U.S. Commission on 
Ocean Policy report’s recommendation for ecosystem-based management and wondered 
how state, regional, and national ecosystem-wide interests would be balanced. P. Gaffney 
inquired as to whether the CZMA reauthorization efforts were entirely dependent on new 
funding. R. Cantral replied in the negative, noting that there can be some budget 
rearranging but adding that new funding is still very important.  
 
K. Fletcher presented on key principles for revitalizing CZM in the U.S. She noted that 
involving and educating coastal communities is very important to the reinvigoration of 
CZM and the reauthorization of the CZMA. She said that the ORRAP could have a 
significant impact on the development of performance measures for evaluating the impact 
of regional coordination along the nation’s coasts. She asked the ORRAP to suggest 
representatives to sit on a coalition whose goals are to raise awareness of coastal 
management and to push the reauthorization of the CZMA. L. Robinson reinforced the 
importance of investing in educating members of the public who make important 
decisions on use and stewardship of the coasts and also elect policy makers.  
K. Fletcher agreed but noted the funding challenge of bringing data and other useful 
information to end users. 
 
P. Kelly noted that the oil and gas industry will be providing a good deal of funding to 
coastal states and that our community must encourage some of it to be diverted toward 
good uses for the community. He encouraged CSO to consider this opportunity in its 
long-range planning. S. Cooksey added that – at least in Delaware – budgetary dollars 
will be spent on communities that have demonstrated a desire to work with state coastal 
management programs.  
 
D. Hernandez guided the discussion toward ways in which ORRAP could assist in the 
process. J. Schubel urged everyone to keep in mind the ORRAP’s cross-agency mandate, 
which requires the ORRAP to advise agencies besides just NOAA. He said that the 
principles laid out in the ORRAP’s Research to Applications Task Force (RATF) report 
could be used to examine the CSO-NOAA Initiative. D. Hernandez added that there is 
overlap between the Initiative and the coastal hazards Near-Term Priority (NTP) of the 
Ocean Research Priorities Plan (ORPP) produced by the Joint Subcommittee on Ocean 
Science and Technology (JSOST). Both efforts have momentum, are receiving 
widespread attention, and are multi-agency in nature. Members of the ORRAP 
contributed other ideas for case studies that could be used to test the RATF report’s 
principles, including the Sea Grant program, IOOS Regional Associations (RAs), and the 
Virginia and Maryland coastal zone programs, which operate within multi-agency and 
ecosystem-based management frameworks. B. Cowen added that alternative energy 
development will hinge somewhat on the future of the CZMA, so it is wise to consider 
the energy industry as partners and a source of funding in the future.  
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M. McCammon raised the issue of performance metrics and said that program outcomes 
(not outputs) and benefits to society are difficult to quantify. J. Reutter said that it would 
be valuable to evaluate existing collaborations for their effectiveness of agency 
partnerships and reward structures. He added that there is much opportunity to form 
productive partnerships with tangible benefits but that agencies are not doing this well.  
J. Schubel suggested forming a working group to examine case studies of programs that 
have been successful in this area. Members Hernandez, Smith, Wayland, and 
McCammon volunteered to form the working group. 
 
State of the Ocean Energy Industry  
P. Betzer moderated a session focused on the state of the ocean energy industry (power 
generated by wind, wave, current and tidal energy). The ORRAP heard presentations by 
representatives from various energy initiatives and federal/state/county regulatory 
agencies. Speakers shared their perspectives on: A) the current state of the ocean energy 
industry, B) opportunities and challenges (technological and logistical) their 
organizations face, and C) ways the ORRAP can provide the best possible guidance in its 
recommendations to the agency heads of the Interagency Committee on Ocean Science 
and Resource Management Integration (ICOSRMI).  
 
Some needs that were expressed by the speakers include: 
• The need for a better baseline of data. The programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) developed by the Minerals Management Service (MMS) for the 
CapeWind project is an initial step that can be built upon for other projects. 

• The need for agencies to formally express their support for developing an ocean 
renewable energy portfolio. 

• The need for a faster approval process once the site of the facility is selected. If 
renewable energy sources are to be adopted, this process must be accelerated. At the 
end of the process, a project needs to be able to begin commercial operations. 
Presently, a project must take great risks in developing a renewable energy facility 
before the project even gets to a commercially viable stage. 

• The need for better communication among and between federal and community 
participants, in particular between the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) and MMS, and between FERC and the community. 

• Among coastal states, the need for standardized resource management guidelines 
regarding monitoring, mitigation and restoration. Coastal states need advice to move 
forward on policy development. 

• The need for arbitrating the conflicting uses of the ocean caused by jurisdictional 
ambiguities, which are becoming more complex and which presently are only 
addressed through the EIS and permitting processes. 

• The need for a federal supply of applied research funds – akin to the supply of basic 
research funds – to address research questions common to states, localities and other 
stakeholders, across multiple sectors. 

 
The ORRAP discussed areas in which it could provide advice and/or guidance to the 
federal government. It could look beyond the issue of siting facilities and toward the 
facilities’ benefit to the nation’s ocean science and management enterprise. The ORRAP 
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could also advise government on allocation of resources. Three national needs include a 
baseline environmental assessment, a higher level allocation of ocean space (e.g., 
defining the ideal concentration of wind turbines per unit of space), and monitoring 
performance to make better decisions in the future. 
 
All presentations are available on the ORRAP page of the NOPP website 
(http://www.nopp.org/Dev2Go.web?id=207773).   
 
Preparation for Day 2 joint session with JSOST  
The group discussed the topics to be covered in the joint session with JSOST, including:  

• Mechanisms for ORRAP to advise on strategic issues, including the ORPP 
• Discussion of how the ORPP is being addressed via budget processes 
• Obstacles to Interagency Funds Transfers 
• Response to Best Practices for Increasing the Impact of Research Investments 

 
D. Hernandez suggested comparing how ORRAP and JSOST establish strategic 
priorities. M. McCammon added that ORRAP could help lay out the priorities for the 
incoming Administration and help evaluate the effectiveness of the ORPP at the national, 
regional and local levels. B. Cowen echoed the importance of involving states and 
localities throughout the policy development process since it builds public support and 
the process fails in its absence. B. Chicoski pointed out that the JSOST considers the 
ORPP to be the national guide for ocean research for the coming decade; ORRAP 
comments might thus be most helpful in the context of modifying or strengthening the 
ORPP and its NTPs to meet emerging and evolving national needs. 
 
P. Gaffney highlighted the nation’s need to increase our understanding and measurement 
of the ocean, and thus said that the science priorities of IOOS should be stressed.  
J. Schubel raised the possibility of ORRAP developing a white paper to describe the 
interagency mechanisms needed through and beyond the change in Administration.  
M. Briscoe noted that the two most important bodies that ORRAP addresses (ICOSRMI 
and JSOST) will still exist in the new Administration, even if their names change. He 
thus suggested that ORRAP put together a list of items that the ICOSRMI absolutely 
must address through the change in Administration. 
 
On the topic of the ORPP in the federal budget, the ORRAP agreed that the ORPP should 
feature prominently in the FY2010 budget.  
 
On the topic of obstacles to the transfer of funds between agencies, the ORRAP agreed 
that these impediments to interagency collaboration are serious enough to bring to the 
attention of ICOSRMI. The group agreed that the NOPP process of sharing funds among 
agencies and from Industry is a great approach and considered recommending to 
ICOSRMI that agencies work far more closely together. R. Fisher added that a significant 
problem within federal agencies is the lack of transparency in the budgeting process, 
which limits the community’s insight into priority areas and available funds. He 
suggested the possibility of including a comment to ICOSRMI about changing the 
budgeting process to resolve this problem. 
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In discussions of the responses to the RATF report, D. Hernandez explained that the 
RATF report evolved from the ORRAP’s review of the ORPP. J. Schubel said that the 
most important follow-up for the report was to test its guiding principles via a pilot study. 
NOAA and the U.S. Geological Survey, sponsors of the research to support the coastal 
hazards NTP, have agreed to the use of this NTP as the pilot study. B. Chicoski informed 
the group of the extent to which the RATF report has been distributed among the 
community, which includes posting on the NOPP and ORRAP web pages, as well as 
distribution at meetings of various professional societies, at the February meeting of the 
coastal zone managers, and at various NOPP and Ocean Action Plan (OAP) committee 
meetings. L. Robinson reinforced the point that program managers constitute a very 
important audience for the report because they are most actively involved in integrating 
research with applications. B. Chicoski asked that ORRAP members inform him of other 
possible avenues for distribution of the report. 
 
ORRAP Business Session 

ORRAP Membership Issues  
B. Chicoski presented a revised membership plan that included dates when members’ 
terms end and the need for new members to rotate on to the ORRAP. He agreed to create 
a list of members’ expertise so that members can analyze gaps and needs. The ORRAP 
currently consists of 17 members, and L. Vincent said that the Nominations Committee 
needs to submit two nominees to the Department of Defense so that one can be accepted, 
thereby rounding out the full complement of members.  
 
P. Gaffney was nominated as second Vice-Chair of ORRAP, and all approved.  
 
General ORRAP Discussion 
D. Hernandez updated the ORRAP on activities and core funding of the Ocean Studies 
Board (OSB). The presentation is available on the ORRAP page of the NOPP website. 
She reported that, for 2008, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration doubled 
its funding support (to $100,000) from the 2007 level, so the OSB budgetary picture 
looks better than it did at the time of the last ORRAP meeting. She said that the ORRAP 
can partly be credited because of its endorsement of increased support for the OSB. She 
covered ongoing studies with OSB involvement, as well as pending proposals and 
projects under development. She asked if the ORRAP would like to endorse the projects 
under development and recommend to the ICOSRMI that they continue, and she offered 
to provide the draft Statements of Task for these projects to the ORRAP.  
 
J. Schubel opened discussion about whether ORRAP should be endorsing specific studies 
and recommending their continued funding to the ICOSRMI. B. Cowen added that such a 
recommendation would be too specific and would favor individual studies conducted by a 
single group. The group agreed not to make a recommendation to the ICOSRMI but, 
because the studies are multiagency in character and emerge from the principles of the 
ORPP, the ORRAP should tell the JSOST on Day 2 that it has been briefed on OSB 
projects and endorses their funding.  
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J. Reutter introduced a discussion on ORRAP’s role in ocean education and suggested 
receiving regular updates at ORRAP meetings from the Interagency Working Group on 
Ocean Education (IWG-OE), especially considering the wide-ranging and multiagency 
character of ocean education. The group agreed. 
 
M. Kaplan and L. Rom presented on the ongoing topic of creating the federal ocean 
education investment portfolio to maximize return on investment. L. Rom gave an 
overview on the federal ocean education investment, which is broad and diffuse among 
many agencies. M. Kaplan informed the ORRAP of NOAA’s revisions to its Education 
Plan and suggested ways in which the ORRAP could be of assistance, including: 

• Reviewing the Education Plan through the ORRAP Education Sub-
panel and providing review comments to the IWG-OE by the next 
ORRAP meeting (4-5 August). 

• Collaborating with the Department of Labor (DOL) through the 
ORRAP Industry Sub-panel. If DOL identifies ocean education as a 
high-growth industry, DOL will provide substantial funding to 
promote the ocean education workforce. M. Kaplan stressed the need 
to convince DOL that there are jobs waiting for people educated in the 
ocean sciences. 

 
J. Reutter asked how the IWG-OE organizes its education activities across agencies and 
whether or not the group has been effective in doing so. M. Kaplan replied that the group 
has been effective but its productivity is hampered by limited resources. J. Coleman 
asked how the IWG-OE is addressing teacher training in federal education programs.  
M. Kaplan answered that there are many professional development pieces and the issue is 
identified as critical in NOAA’s Education Plan. However, she added that coordination 
among groups could be improved.  
 
J. Reutter raised a few issues, including how to give education a higher priority within 
agencies and how to allay fears that the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) will 
eliminate education money from agency budgets, which deters agencies from dedicating 
money to education in their budgets. J. Schubel suggested recommending to ICOSRMI 
that education be more heavily invested in because of its interagency value, the 
significant progress by the IWG-OE, and the value of ocean education to the future 
workforce.  
 
Discussion shifted to the coordination and future status of ocean observations in the 
nation, and whether the ORRAP should address these issues. J. Schubel relayed concern 
within the community that Ocean.US (the federal integration office for ocean 
observations) is in a vulnerable position and that a strong new structure is needed.  
M. McCammon gave a background of Ocean.US, which was originally established 
through Memoranda of Agreement between nine agencies. Currently, the IOOS Program 
Office resides at NOAA and is funded through a line item added by OMB to the 
President’s budget. The JSOST Interagency Working Group on Ocean Observations 
(IWGOO) has been overseeing Ocean.US. There is a possibility that Ocean.US activities 
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will be scaled back as the JSOST considers establishing a program office dedicated to 
supporting all of its interagency working groups.  
 
M. McCammon said that the National Federation of Regional Associations (NFRA) 
relayed to the JSOST that it strongly supports the interagency coordination function of 
Ocean.US, and she suggested holding a joint meeting between ORRAP and its Ocean 
Observing Sub-panel to discuss the future of interagency coordination of ocean observing 
efforts. P. Gaffney noted the importance of community-wide solidarity so that NOAA is 
successful in coordinating IOOS and so that IOOS efforts do not cease during the change 
in Administration. J. Schubel suggested the ORRAP form a task force to develop 
recommendations on this topic. The task force would organize workshops and learn from 
the community to identify effective models for handling an interagency coordination 
function.  
 
J. Schubel said that there is precedent for ORRAP involvement because Ocean.US was 
established through NOPP. He put forth ORRAP’s options, which included doing 
nothing, crafting a statement to the ICOSRMI, or creating a task force to conduct a study. 
P. Gaffney recommended drafting a statement on the priority of IOOS because of its 
importance to the nation. He said it should be institutionalized in NOAA and bolstered by 
much greater interagency collaboration and greater collaboration with end users. He 
added that the IWGOO does not have the necessary resources and should be supported at 
a higher level.  
 
Action items generated during Day 1 were reviewed. 
 
 
16 April 
Reconvene 
L. Vincent called the meeting to order and reminded the group of the importance of the 
inaugural joint meeting between the ORRAP and JSOST. J. Schubel went over the 
presentations from Day 1 and topics to be revisited on Day 2. The group worked on 
language to be included in ORRAP opinions relating to the future of IOOS, offshore 
renewable energy, and obstacles to interagency funds transfers and partnering.  
 
D. Hernandez revisited the issue of coastal zone management, specifically the challenge 
of coordinating federal agencies at the local level. One possible remedy is forming an 
interagency group on a local scale that mimics the role that ICOSRMI plays on a national 
level. She noted the importance of finding a good case study on CZM, and J. Schubel 
suggested monitoring the work done by the Heinz Center on resilient coastal 
communities. It was suggested that a representative from Heinz present to the ORRAP at 
its August meeting on the possibility for joining the efforts of Heinz and the CSO-NOAA 
Initiative. 
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ORRAP Sub-panels  
Ocean Observing 
M. McCammon gave an update on the status of the Ocean Observing Sub-panel. She said 
membership will be capped at 12 and will represent state and local interests in addition to 
national interests. Membership will span the private sector, academia and non-
governmental organizations. She said that the Sub-panel will hold its inaugural meeting 
in June and will eventually hold a joint meeting with the ORRAP Industry Sub-panel. All 
ORRAP members will be invited to the Sub-panel meeting(s). 
 
Industry 
P. Betzer gave an update on the status of the Industry Sub-panel. He will reflect on the 
ocean energy session conducted on Day 1 and consider how to use the Sub-panel to 
advance the issue.  J. Schubel suggested working with the individuals operating the wave 
center at Oregon State University in order to keep ocean energy and CZM issues at the 
ORRAP forefront. P. Kelly noted that MMS has a FACA committee dealing with science 
and policy, and he recommended that ORRAP collaborate with that committee to 
examine the future of ocean renewable energy. P. Betzer and B. Chicoski will look into 
coordination between the ORRAP and the MMS FACA committee. 
 
P. Gaffney recommended hearing from a large systems integrator (like Boeing or 
Northrop Grumman) about their ocean observing activities and the challenges they face. 
J. Schubel will pursue acquiring a representative from Boeing to speak at the August 
ORRAP meeting.  
 
Education 
J. Reutter reported that he had been participating in IWG-OE meetings via conference 
call and identified a collaborative role for the ORRAP Education Sub-panel: helping the 
IWG-OE decide how ocean education should be organized within and across agencies to 
maximize the impact of the federal investment. He also raised the issue of involving 
Industry in ocean education and looked to the ORRAP for direction in these areas. He 
said that the ORRAP has a chance to influence the development of a new IWG-OE 
Implementation Plan. D. Hernandez asked if it would be valuable for the Education Sub-
panel to review NOAA’s Education Plan before the full ORRAP reviews it. J. Schubel 
noted that the Sub-panel should examine the Plan in a multiagency IWG-OE context, and 
J. Reutter agreed to lead a discussion on this topic at the August ORRAP meeting. 
 
P. Gaffney initiated a discussion on the No Child Left Behind initiative and concluded 
that ocean examples need to be part of national teaching standards. S. Walker thought 
that this was best done at the state level, and J. Schubel added that it could be 
accomplished by influencing the textbook industry. P. Kelly pointed out that one of the 
primary goals of the Gulf of Mexico Alliance is ocean education, so he encouraged 
ORRAP and the Sub-panel to join forces with that group.  
 
J. Schubel asked S. Walker what role ORRAP could play in advancing ocean education. 
S. Walker replied that ORRAP could try to elevate the visibility of ocean education on 

National Oceanographic Partnership Program Office 8
At the Consortium for Ocean Leadership 

1201 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 400, Washington, DC 20005 
Phone: 202.332.0063 Fax: 202.332.9751 Email: noppo@OceanLeadership.org 



FINAL FINAL FINAL 

the interagency ocean science and technology priorities memo that JSOST sends via 
ICOSRMI to OMB and the Office of Science and Technology Policy. She also noted that 
ocean education appears in the Ocean Action Plan annual update but not in its summary 
document, so higher visibility in both documents would help ocean education sustain its 
funding.  
 
J. Davis asked about limitations to membership on the Education Sub-panel.  
J. Schubel encouraged all ORRAP members to get involved in Sub-panels and/or task 
forces.  
 
The conversation shifted to ocean awareness, and J. Schubel called attention to the 
education kiosks that will be part of both the Smithsonian Ocean Hall and the Coastal 
Ecosystem Learning Centers. It was agreed that the Education Sub-panel should explore 
mechanisms to facilitate distribution of these kiosks throughout the country.  
 
Joint ORRAP-JSOST Session 
J. Schubel called the joint session to order and explained the rationale behind the session. 
Introductions were made around the room. R. Spinrad gave brief introductory remarks 
and laid out the objectives of the session, which included figuring out ways in which 
JSOST and ORRAP can work together and ways in which JSOST and the Subcommittee 
on Integrated Management of Ocean Resources (SIMOR) can collaborate.  He also noted 
that the future of IOOS is a concern; ORRAP would like to see it continue to grow and 
become stronger as a program. 
 
R. Spinrad explained that federal employees are developing transition plans to help 
inform the new administration and that JSOST would be discussing transition issues at 
their meeting immediately following the joint session.   
 
D. Walker noted that the current ocean governance structure is a major improvement over 
past structures and expressed his concern that the current structure would be altered for 
the worse. J. Morris stated that with the increasing awareness of the role of oceans in 
climate change, it is a critical time to think about strategic ways to collaborate with the 
new administration to maintain the oceans’ prominence. 
 
J. Schubel suggested that one topic to start with was the role of ORRAP related to the 
ORPP. One suggestion coming out of the National Research Council (NRC) review of 
the ORPP was to have a regular external review process. R. Spinrad noted that ORRAP is 
an external body that can be used to monitor, review, and assess progress and evaluate 
the effectiveness of the ORPP.  
 
D. Walker explained that JSOST is creating a priorities memo that will inform the 
FY2010 budget process; the concept is to create a priorities memo every year that will 
reflect agency priorities. He said that ORRAP advice at this level would be helpful. In 
future years, JSOST will also need help in refocusing on new topics such as ocean 
acidification.  He stated that this is a good opportunity for ORRAP to advise when 
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change is needed.  He noted that the value of these efforts is in demonstrating that 
priorities have been set as a community.   
 
J. Schubel asked how the NRC responded to the suggestion that ORRAP serve as a 
review body for the ORPP. S. Roberts responded that NRC would like to see JSOST get 
more community input on the ORPP NTPs, have external review of the Interagency 
Priorities Memo, and have another level of oversight that would revisit the plan in a 5-10 
year period. 
 
J. Schubel asked when the FY2010 Interagency Priorities Memo will be released.  D. 
Walker described the review process for the Interagency Priorities Memo.  He stated that 
the memo will be released in the next few weeks and that the focus should be on FY2011 
as the next arena for ORRAP’s advice.  R. Spinrad explained that the timing of budgets is 
different among the agencies and that it is important to complete the priorities memos 
early. He added that the ORRAP could suggest what is missing in or could be improved 
about the ORPP, NTPs or the direction the federal government is heading. J. Schubel 
asked how ORRAP can be involved early enough to participate in the crafting of the 
FY2011 priorities memo. He stated that there needs to be some separation so that 
ORRAP can be seen as an impartial outside voice. 
 
P. Gaffney asked if a comment endorsing the FY2010 memo would be a valuable signal 
to those outside the Administration, such as Congress or the community, that the ORRAP 
(i.e., community representatives) are behind the memo.  
 
M. McCammon noted that any new Administration will make process changes and asked 
if it would be helpful for ORRAP to have a discussion about modifications to the ocean 
governance structure.  R. Spinrad noted that it would be helpful because the agencies will 
likely be asked about possible changes to the structure. It was noted that 
recommendations for changing the ocean governance process may have more weight if 
they come from an external body.  D. Walker explained that the same legislation that 
created ORRAP also created the National Ocean Research Leadership Council 
(NORLC).  NORLC and ICOSRMI have essentially merged and regardless of what 
happens with the Administration transition, that body will continue to meet regardless of 
its name.  
 
J. Morris noted that it would be helpful to receive assessments of how the NTPs are being 
received and acted upon by the research community. ORRAP could also advise on how 
and when to bring in new NTPs.   
 
J. Schubel noted that the ORRAP has the responsibility to respond to requests from 
ICOSRMI and JSOST but also the responsibility and authority to raise issues it deems 
necessary. He and R. Spinrad discussed the respective schedules of ORRAP and JSOST 
meetings and agreed that it would be beneficial for the ORRAP and JSOST co-chairs to 
conduct regular teleconference calls.  
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J. Schubel stated that ORRAP would be interested in participating in some of the big 
issues such as iron fertilization, ocean acidification and marine mammals.  All agreed that 
these topics are examples of where the groups can collaborate to provide policy guidance 
before the science is totally firm. 
 
J. Schubel noted that ORRAP has concerns over planned changes to Ocean.US that put 
the interagency coordination function of ocean observations in jeopardy. J. Morris said 
that JSOST would be discussing the Ocean.US issue at the JSOST meeting following the 
joint session. R. Spinrad noted that JSOST recognizes the value of interagency 
coordination, regardless of how the structure ends up.  Advice from ORRAP on this topic 
is welcome, especially sooner rather than later. R. Spinrad also said that the JSOST meets 
bi-monthly and will provide ORRAP with meeting agendas; ORRAP is welcome to 
comment on whichever topics it chooses. 
 
P. Kelly asked who is working on the extended continental shelf (ECS) issue and if this is 
a topic ORRAP should address.  J. Haines noted that this is a major issue and that there is 
an ICOSRMI task force trying to figure out how best to receive advice on the topic.  
J. Eckman noted that the ORRAP has been updated on the ECS in the past and should 
probably receive an update at a future meeting. 
 
R. Spinrad commented that there will always be new members rotating onto ORRAP and 
asked what the best method would be to inform new members about ongoing issues.  D. 
Hernandez reiterated that sharing the JSOST agenda with ORRAP members is a way to 
keep both bodies informed of current activities. 
 
J. Schubel asked if there were any ways that ORRAP and JSOST can work to apply the 
concepts from the ORRAP Research to Applications Task Force (RATF) report Best 
Practices for Increasing the Impact of Research Investments.  D. Walker noted that 
ICOSRMI has cleared the formal response to this report and ORRAP will receive it 
shortly. JSOST found the report very useful and plans to use the NTP entitled 
“Forecasting the Response of Coastal Ecosystems to Persistent Forcing and Extreme 
Events” as a pilot study to test the report’s concepts.  A JSOST member noted that it is 
important to conduct coastal ecosystem science in a collaborative fashion and the Coastal 
Hazards NTP will use the report to guide the process.  D. Hernandez noted that it would 
be helpful for ORRAP to receive a briefing on what the Coastal Hazards team has 
planned and the timeline for implementation. 
 
J. Schubel opened the floor for member comments. 
 
P. Gaffney asked when the FY2010 Interagency Priorities Memo will be available and if 
there was an FY2009 memo.  D. Walker answered that there was no FY2009 memo and 
that the FY2010 memo would likely be made public in a few weeks.  J. Schubel said that 
the ORRAP will work to finalize a response by the end of their next meeting and will 
work with the JSOST co-chairs on a mechanism for getting involved early in the FY2011 
memo process. 
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J. Schubel asked about JSOST’s attention to ocean education.  R. Spinrad noted that 
JSOST has the IWG-OE to address this topic and that it has developed a solid 
Implementation Plan. He added that ocean education is an overarching priority of the 
ORPP and that we need to add more structure to its support and challenge agencies to 
weave it further into their portfolios. J. Reutter added that the interagency priorities 
memo presents a chance to add ocean education to the national agenda. J. Schubel noted 
that ORRAP had a discussion with IWG-OE the previous day and were impressed with 
the progress that is being made on education efforts.  D. Walker noted that JSOST and 
SIMOR are in the process of creating a formal charter for IWG-OE, which would codify 
IWG-OE as a body of the National Science and Technology Council.  
 
The co-chairs from both committees commented that it was a productive meeting and 
look forward to future communications and interactions.  
 
ORRAP Executive Session 
L. Vincent applauded the collaboration between the ORRAP and the JSOST but 
cautioned against making any formal recommendations to ICOSRMI that came out of 
non-public interaction between the two groups.  
 
Public Comment Period 
M. Briscoe reminded the ORRAP of its opportunities to provide important advice at the 
highest levels of government and urged the ORRAP not to get mired down in small-
picture issues.  
 
Conclusion 
J. Schubel adjourned the meeting at 1210. 
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Meeting Attendees 

ORRAP Members Organization 
Peter Betzer University of South Florida 
James Coleman Louisiana State University 
Max Coon NorthWest Research Associates 
Robert Cowen University of Miami 
Jane Davis Walt Disney World Animal Programs 
Randy Fisher Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission 
Paul Gaffney, Vice-Chair Monmouth University 
Debra Hernandez, Vice-Chair Hernandez and Company 
Paul Kelly Energy & Ocean Policy Consultant 
Molly McCammon Alaska Ocean Observing System / National 

Federation of Regional Associations 
Jeffrey Reutter Ohio State University 
Larry Robinson Florida A&M University 
Jerry Schubel, Chair Aquarium of the Pacific 
Celia Smith University of Hawaii 
Kerry St. Pé Barataria-Terrebonne National Estuary Program 
Robert Wayland Environmental Protection Agency (retired) 
Invitees and others attending  
Linwood Vincent, FACA Designated Federal 

Official 
Office of Naval Research  

Jim Eckman, Alternate Designated Federal 
Official 

Office of Naval Research 

John Beadling Office of Naval Research 
Peg Brady Council on Environmental Quality 
Melbourne Briscoe OceanGeeks, LLC 
Ralph Cantral National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 
Elisa Chae National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 
Joan Cleveland Office of Naval Research 
Nancy Colleton Institute for Global Environmental Strategies  
Sue Cook Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
Sarah Cooksey State of Delaware Coastal Programs 
Dennis Duffy CapeWind Associates 
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Michael Feldman Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
Kristen Fletcher Coastal States Organization 
Matt Gilligan Savannah State University 
Morgan Gopnik The Ocean Conservancy 
Hazel Groman Environmental Protection Agency 
Peter Hill Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
Mina Innes Marine Mammal Commission 
JSOST membership http://ocean.ceq.gov/about/jsost.html  
Marlene Kaplan National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 
Jim Kendall Minerals Management Service 
Charna Meth Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
Susan Roberts Ocean Studies Board 
Lisa Rom National Science Foundation 
Chris Sauer Ocean Renewable Power Company  
Cordel Stillman Sonoma County Water Agency 
Ian Voparil Shell Corporation 
Sharon Walker University of Southern Mississippi, J.L. Scott 

Marine Education Center & Aquarium 
Nina Young Consortium for Ocean Leadership 

NOPP Office  
Melissa Brodeur Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
Ben Chicoski Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
Heather Mannix Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
Cathy O’Riordan Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
Leigh Zimmermann Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
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