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Minutes 

6 December 

Introduction 
J. Eckman called the meeting to order at 0830, J. Schubel welcomed all attendees to the 
meeting, and introductions were made around the room. The meeting agenda was 
reviewed, highlighting three major themes: 1) the future of coastal zone management, 2) 
federal ocean education programs, and 3) ways that ORRAP can have the greatest impact 
at various injection points of the federal government. Minutes from the 27-28 June 2007 
ORRAP meeting were reviewed and approved with minor changes. Action items from 
the 27-28 June 2007 ORRAP meeting were reviewed and approved without changes. 
 
CSO-NOAA/NOS Initiative: “Envisioning the Future of Coastal Management” 
D. Hernandez introduced the invited speakers and explained the rationale behind holding 
this session, which focused on issues and priorities advocated by both the States and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) as part of their efforts to 
reauthorize the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA). The ORRAP expressed a desire 
to learn about the priorities developed through the Initiative and provide input to the 
Coastal States Organization (CSO) and NOAA regarding the four components of their 
CZMA reauthorization proposals. Kacky Andrews presented on the Initiative, which 
looks at the broader concepts of the CZMA and aims to develop the legislation so that its 
core principles are in line with all stakeholder needs. Core principles fall into three 
categories: 1) improved governance, 2) strategic approaches to implementation and 
funding, and 3) coordination at regional and federal levels. She reviewed the three project 
phases and emphasized that throughout the legislative development process NOAA 
reached out to other agencies and external stakeholders regarding ways to improve 
coastal management. Common themes throughout stakeholder input included the need for 
more: 1) prioritization and strategizing, 2) accountability and program evaluation, and 3) 
coordination. This input led to the cornerstones of an improved CZMA legislation. The 
next iteration of the CZMA will showcase a larger and more formalized role for local 
governments. 
 
Ralph Cantral spoke about NOAA’s role in the Initiative. There has been trouble defining 
the terms “sustainability,” “resilience,” and “ecosystem function” so that they have 
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meaning in the legislation. One question from the ORRAP asked how watershed issues 
are being incorporated, and the response was that NOAA is developing regional planning 
areas which are watershed-based, not ecosystem-based. NOAA is looking to redefine 
coastal watershed boundaries. J. Schubel asked if expansion of boundaries might include 
an offshore expansion of aquaculture, and R. Cantral responded in the affirmative, but he 
noted that different stakeholders are seeking expansion in different directions  
(i.e., offshore versus up the watershed).  
 
Another question asked why the CZMA has not yet been reauthorized, and the response 
included two reasons: 1) there is a desire, particularly within the oil and gas industry, that 
the issue of federal consistency be fixed, and 2) states are resistant to being required to 
expand their regulatory authorities.  
 
R. Cantral covered present and future CZMA priorities and objectives. Currently, the 
CZMA sets a policy to “preserve, protect, develop, and – where possible – restore and 
enhance” resources of the coastal zone. For the future, it will focus on three broad goals: 
1) maintain ecosystem function, 2) strengthen coastal communities, and 3) integrate and 
target science and capacity building. It will also aim to set national measurable objectives 
with the assistance of a national advisory council. The third goal aims to deliver science 
that has been driven by management and that has been useful to managers. All goals are 
related in some way to ecosystem function, coastal communities (including promoting 
public access), and two topics that are ubiquitous in present-day policy discussions: 
climate change and establishing sites for energy facilities.  
 
Mechanisms to integrate and coordinate coastal activities (research, science translation, 
etc) are very important to NOAA right now, so another goal is to facilitate integration of 
NOAA capabilities with those of other federal agencies and the regional ocean observing 
systems. NOAA seeks to establish regional partnerships, and perhaps permanent regional 
interagency structures that would lead to a coastal ocean program akin to the National 
Fish and Wildlife Federation. 
 
Presently, the CZMA does not require state CZM plans to have measurable outcomes, 
and many states continue to show CZM progress only because of federal consistency, but 
NOAA is looking to develop robust new progress evaluations. K. Andrews asserted that 
program evaluations should be conducted every six years and should be a two-way 
process. Interim reviews should also be conducted because performance influences 
funding. Some states have shown resistance to performance-based formulas, but most 
states are supportive. The majority of new money will be distributed via competitive 
funding, largely based on performance.  
 
NOAA will conduct regional assessments in cooperation with the states. These 
assessments will inform interstate ocean and coastal planning projects, and NOAA would 
like to establish regional field offices.  
 
One objective is to establish a Coastal and Ocean Trust Fund, taken from Ocean and 
Coast Survey revenues and not tied to incentives or productivity. J. Schubel asked if there 
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would be varying levels of responsibility for states to generate revenues, and K. Andrews 
replied that only Alaska has objected to the equitability of the proposal. 
 
The presenters sought feedback from the ORRAP on its initial reactions to National and 
State Program concepts as well as its suggestions for improving the CZMA legislative 
package. It was mentioned that the Sea Grant reauthorization is being considered, as is a 
bill on the Integrated Ocean Observing System (IOOS). All agreed that a connection 
between the CZMA legislation and the Sea Grant legislation could help bridge the 
science-to-management gap but that the two should not be merged because Sea Grant 
needs to avoid political pitfalls while retaining somewhat separate priorities.  
 
B. Wayland noted that local governments are integral to pushing the legislation. Closer 
involvement with various local groups (e.g., National Association of Counties, National 
Association of Mayors, and National Association of Conservation Districts) would 
increase support for the legislation.  
 
R. Cantral said that NOAA is grappling with whether or not to establish a regional 
structure, noting that a regional presence is important but an extra layer of federal 
governance might be detrimental. D. Hernandez agreed that an extra layer would not be 
well received, but she stressed the importance of efforts to ensure and fund regional 
collaboration. S. Pomponi noted that regional alliances already exist, so a NOAA 
regional structure could benefit by learning from them. 
 
B. Wayland emphasized the importance of being problem-driven and problem-focused, 
and he suggested taking an elastic approach to regional coordination, noting that 
commonality is recognized not only because two states are neighbors; sometimes 
commonality can be found in a common problem. 
 
D. Hernandez wrapped up the session with questions about next steps and future 
interaction with the ORRAP. Next steps for the CZMA include sending a revised bill to 
the Congress in the spring of 2008 and distributing the final report on the next generation 
of coastal management, which is available online. R. Cantral pointed out the importance 
of partnerships in managing coastal resources, since no single body can handle all the 
associated issues. K. Andrews noted the need for the Interagency Committee on Ocean 
Science and Resource Management Integration (ICOSRMI) to provide guidance on 
engaging other agencies, coordinating across agencies, and bringing science to 
management.  
 
Inventory and Assessment of Federal Ocean Education Programs  
J. Reutter moderated a session about federal ocean education programs and the impetus 
behind the session, which is effectively a joint meeting between the ORRAP and the 
Interagency Working Group on Ocean Education (IWG-OE). In some ways, the IWG-OE 
is trying to implement the ORRAP recommendations from its 2002 report entitled “A 
National Strategy to Improve Ocean Literacy and Strengthen Science Education Through 
an Improved Knowledge of the Oceans and Coasts.” 
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The ORRAP heard presentations by representatives from all the IWG-OE agencies. All 
presentations are available on the ORRAP page of the NOPP website.  
 
ORRAP Discussion of Federal Ocean Education Programs  
There was discussion on whether or not the Ocean Action Plan ocean governance 
structure, which includes the IWG-OE, would survive the change in Administration.  
J. Reutter suggested a formal statement to ICOSRMI affirming the value of the IWG-OE.  
 
M. Gilligan suggested the addition of several agencies to the representatives of IWG-OE, 
including the Departments of Justice, Education and Agriculture. B. Wayland added that 
the U.S. Coast Guard and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers should also be represented.  
 
J. Schubel posed the question of how to settle on key priorities for ocean education and 
literacy. He noted that there is no extant effort to assess how many people are reached by 
the collective outreach and education effort. He wondered how this effort could have the 
greatest impact, and how to know whether or not results were achieved. 
 
There was some discussion of getting ocean science into national teaching standards and 
curricula. All agreed on the need to infiltrate the textbook market and standardized 
question writing market. J. Schubel posed the question of whether more education 
materials or better teachers would produce better results from investments in education. 
There was general agreement that better teachers would elicit better results. 
 
There was shared concern about woeful lack of funding for ocean education in the nation, 
and S. Pomponi asked if NOPP could possibly spearhead a multiagency initiative to 
address this problem. J. Cleveland replied that the NOPP Office does not dispense funds, 
so NOPP money must go through individual agencies with the assistance of Memoranda 
of Understanding; this is a slow process. S. Pomponi posed the idea of including a 
recommendation to facilitate this process in the ORRAP statement to ICOSRMI.  
J. Schubel wondered if there were a few areas within the national ocean education 
investment portfolio in which a focused, selective investment could yield demonstrable 
impact. M. Briscoe noted that there are small but replicable programs that can be selected 
and emulated, such as the Thank You Ocean campaign. All agreed on the value of the 
Thank You Ocean campaign and the goal of expanding it nationally.  
 
 
7 December 

Reconvene 
The meeting reconvened and J. Schubel went over the topics from Day 1 to be revisited 
today. 
 
The ORRAP felt it important to be aware of each agency’s education investment, and 
thus agreed that the IWG-OE should analyze the individual agency and collective 
education investment. Then, upon examining the full federal education portfolio, the 
IWG-OE could decide on an investment strategy. There was some debate over the 
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appropriate pressure points for calling attention to the problem of poor education funding, 
over whether the IWG-OE should take on this task and what the outcome and value 
would be, and over whether or not to point out the investment concerns to ICOSRMI. All 
agreed that the ORRAP should take some action but not be overly prescriptive.  
 
Code of Conduct for Scientific Collections 
S. Pomponi, who is also a member of the U.S. National Committee (USNC) of the 
Census of Marine Life (CoML), presented a code of conduct for taking scientific 
collections that was developed by the USNC. This document was presented at the June 
2007 ORRAP meeting, for ORRAP decision at the current meeting. Discussed were the 
details and merits of the document, as well as whether the ORRAP should officially 
endorse it to ICOSRMI. The USNC will recommend that all organizations conducting 
CoML research adopt the code, and possibly would like to see a recommendation that all 
federal agencies adopt it (understanding that to do so would require legal review). 
Showing that researchers are complying with an established code of conduct would help 
researchers acquire permits. Some concerns with the code include the possibility that it 
does not apply to: 1) all scientific fields, 2) groups collecting for other parties, and  
3) collection of new species. Some benefits include help in: 1) acquiring permits, and  
2) establishing collaborations.  
 
M. McCammon asked about whether the code discusses not just collection but handling 
of animals as well. S. Pomponi replied that handling had not really been discussed, as the 
code is intended to provide general principles while avoiding being prescriptive.  
 
J. Reutter expressed concern about negative ways in which the code might be used. He 
said there was much unevenness of policies across agencies and organizations, so he 
feared that the document could be used to make animal use compliance more 
complicated.  
 
The ORRAP agreed to endorse the code of conduct developed by the USNC and make a 
recommendation to ICOSRMI to consider adoption of this or a similar code at each 
federal agency.  
 
S. Pomponi briefed the ORRAP on the most recent Ocean Studies Board (OSB) meeting, 
which focused largely on the strategy and focus of OSB activities and peer-reviewed 
studies. Funding for their studies has dropped off, although an infusion of funding seems 
likely soon. Several important current issues for OSB attention include climate change 
and infrastructure. The OSB has agency support to study ocean infrastructure, including 
aging ships, ocean observations, drilling systems, etc. The Joint Subcommittee on Ocean 
Science and Technology (JSOST) is supportive of this effort and is currently working on 
a Statement of Task for the OSB. One challenge is focusing the scope of the study to 
address adequately the varying short-, mid- and long-term needs of the Ocean Research 
Priorities Plan (ORPP) and other research important to the nation. The study would 
involve two parts: 1) an infrastructure assessment from which the JSOST would develop 
an infrastructure plan, and 2) a National Research Council review to determine if the 
study has sufficient flexibility and ability to address emerging scientific priorities.   
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S. Pomponi will circulate the Statement of Task to the ORRAP when it becomes 
available. The ORRAP agreed to craft a message to ICOSRMI in support of this study. 
 
ORRAP Sub-panels – Reports and Future Activities  
M. McCammon led the ORRAP in reviewing the Charge and membership of the Ocean 
Observations Sub-panel. B. Chicoski pointed out that the maximum number of members 
must be modified because – procedurally – Sub-panel membership cannot exceed that of 
the ORRAP itself.  
 
Federal representation was eliminated from the membership, and other ideas were 
presented so as to provide as complete a topical and geographical representation as 
possible. It was tentatively decided to have approximately 12-13 members, with roughly 
four members representing state interests, four members from state government, four 
from industry, four from academia, and one from a non-governmental organization.  
 
ORRAP Business Session 

Role of ORRAP within the ocean governance structure  
J. Schubel introduced the prospect of a NOAA 20-year Education Plan, which deals with 
ways to focus the investment of resources and the possible role of ORRAP in developing 
the document. NOAA is asking ORRAP to set up a task force made up of some ORRAP 
members plus others (10-15 total) to advise on development of the plan. NOAA is 
seeking targets of opportunity and specific strategies to seize them. A number of smaller 
working groups would also form and would meet virtually.  
 
The ORRAP discussed possible methods for ORRAP involvement, including establishing 
such a task force and facilitating a workshop. J. Eckman cautioned that the ORRAP is an 
interagency advisory group, not a NOAA one, and the group shared his concern over the 
narrowness of providing input to NOAA exclusively. B. Wayland suggested that the 
ORRAP participate in the workshop solely as an invited guest. The ORRAP concluded 
that it was not comfortable with NOAA’s request as stated, but ORRAP individuals can 
provide assistance as they choose.  
 
The following recommendation emerged from the sessions on education: “The ORRAP 
believes that the IWG-OE plays important roles in facilitating the coordination of ocean 
education across federal agencies.  This can enhance the value of the federal ocean 
education effort by ensuring coverage of all important topical areas and customers, and 
by reducing unnecessary and undesirable duplication of efforts.  Because NOAA is the 
nation’s ocean and atmosphere agency, because it has the greatest investment in ocean 
education of any federal agency and now has an official education mandate as part of its 
mission, and because NOAA has been charged with developing a long-range educational 
plan, NOAA should take the lead with IWG-OE in developing their education plan in the 
context of a comprehensive, coherent, multi-agency integrated federal approach to ocean 
education.” 
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J. Schubel led a discussion on finding ORRAP’s niche to maximize its effectiveness in 
advising the federal government. Topics for future consideration include: 

• Integration of research and resources; 
• Energy sources in the ocean and energy development’s impact on living 

resources; 
• ORRAP’s ability to provide good, timely advice unburdened by peer review; 
• ORRAP’s ability to develop agenda items that it thinks have not received 

enough attention in the upper bodies of the ocean governance structure; and 
• ORRAP’s ability to provide an ongoing evaluation of government program 

performance in implementing the ORPP. 
 
It was decided that topics for the next ORRAP meeting’s agenda will include a discussion 
on ORRAP’s role in evaluating government performance in implementing the ORPP, and 
a session on the state of the ocean energy industry and accounting for the implications of 
siting energy facilities.  
 
ORRAP Membership Issues  
J. Eckman reported that the delay in approving ORRAP nominees will soon come to an 
end. Currently, there are seven nominees in the approval chain to fill eight vacant 
member slots, one more than anticipated because of George Lapointe’s resignation from 
the ORRAP. There was brief discussion on gaps in member expertise, but it was 
acknowledged that the picture will become clearer once new members are approved.  
 
P. Betzer was nominated and selected as the new Chair of the Industry Sub-panel.  
 
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 
Dr. Peter Betzer University of South Florida 
Dr. James Coleman Louisiana State University 
Dr. Robert Cowen University of Miami 
Ms. Debra Hernandez, Vice-Chair Hernandez and Company 
Ms. Molly McCammon Alaska Ocean Observing System / National 

Federation of Regional Associations 
Dr. Shirley Pomponi Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institution 
Dr. Jeffrey Reutter Ohio State University 
Dr. Jerry Schubel, Chair Aquarium of the Pacific 
Mr. Robert Wayland Environmental Protection Agency (retired) 
Invitees and others attending  
Dr. Jim Eckman, FACA Alternate Designated 

Federal Official 
Office of Naval Research 

Ms. Kacky Andrews Coastal States Organization 
Ms. Peg Brady Council on Environmental Quality 
Dr. Melbourne Briscoe OceanGeeks, LLC 
Mr. Ralph Cantral National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 
Dr. Joan Cleveland Office of Naval Research 
Dr. Sue Cook Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
Mr. Michael Feldman Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
Dr. Matt Gilligan Savannah State University 
Ms. Hazel Groman Environmental Protection Agency 
Terri Holman Department of the Interior 
Dr. Marlene Kaplan National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 
Steven Kinberg Coastal America 
Gloria Leff Office of Naval Research 
Sharon LeGrand Department of Transportation 
Stuart Levenbach Office of Management and Budget 
Lynn Murdock National Park Service 
Lucinda Power Environmental Protection Agency 
Robert Ridky U.S. Geological Survey 
Dr. Susan Roberts Ocean Studies Board 
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Dr. Larry Robinson Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University 
Dr. Lisa Rom National Science Foundation 
Dr. Augustus Vogel Office of the Oceanographer of the Navy 
Barbara Wallace Minerals Management Service 
Ming-Ying Wei National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Brad Wiggins Department of Labor 
Ms. Nina Young Consortium for Ocean Leadership 

NOPP Office  
Ms. Melissa Brodeur  
Mr. Benjamin Chicoski  
Ms. Heather Mannix  
Dr. Jerry Miller  
 


