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30 October 

Introduction 
E. Prager called the meeting to order at 0900. Welcome and introductions were given 
around the room, especially to the new ORRAP members, who introduced themselves 
and described their backgrounds.  The Minutes of the 5-6 June 2006 ORRAP meeting 
were approved with one minor change. An action item was generated to post the new 
ORRAP membership on the website.  
 
The action items from the June meeting were reviewed by K. Turgeon. The report to the 
Interagency Committee on Ocean Science and Resource Management Integration 
(ICOSRMI) on Research to Applications was put on hold until after discussion of the 
results of the Research to Applications Task Force (RATF). It was noted that the draft of 
the Conference on Ocean Literacy (CoOL) Report has been issued, but not made official, 
so the ORRAP Education Sub-panel has not yet reviewed it.  

Research to Applications Task Force – Introduction and Charge 

S. Weisberg reviewed the history of the ORRAP’s interest in the Research to 
Applications (R to A) topic, which heightened when the ORRAP became involved in 
review of the Ocean Research Priorities Plan (ORPP) being prepared by the Joint 
Subcommittee on Ocean Science and Technology (JSOST). He said that a Research-to-
Applications Task Force (RATF), composed of representatives with experience and/or 
expertise in R to A issues, was created. Members were drawn from small and large 
industry, academia, and state resource agencies. The charge to the RATF is to write a 
report to the ORRAP assessing the strengths and limitations of several existing R to A 
models, including lessons learned and applications. The ORRAP will consider the 
findings of the report when developing R to A recommendations to the ICOSRMI.  

Research to Applications – Presentations, Federal Agencies 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

M. Glackin discussed the NOAA’s process for transforming research to applications and, 
in that context, gave a breakdown of the NOAA’s Research & Development budget. She 
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explained that the NOAA has developed a policy on R to A and put in place appropriate 
procedures, including establishing a transition board. Currently there are 45 transition 
projects, most of which are on the topic of Weather & Water. The NOAA’s goal was not 
to change programs already in progress, but to add to the programs.  She went on to give 
several examples of successful projects and discussed the lessons learned. She expressed 
concerns about there being insufficient science involved in the decisions and about the 
length of the transition timelines.  
 
NOAA Fisheries 
 
J. Boreman presented on the R to A process within the NOAA Fisheries. The process is 
somewhat different from the rest of NOAA because the Fisheries process is 100% 
applications-driven as a result of the need to address litigation and mitigation. He 
discussed many of the successful innovations that have occurred because of R to A, 
including improving or inventing apparatuses that reduce turtle and seabird by-catch. He 
cited the need to get the NOAA’s methods peer-reviewed and incorporated into 
regulations quickly, so as to improve public opinion, thereby avoiding litigation and 
fisheries closures. He noted the importance of increasing community buy-in by involving 
user groups throughout the entire R to A process.  
 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  
 
B. Benson presented on the methods used by the EPA to address R to A issues. He 
discussed the structure of the EPA and emphasized that state and regional policy holders 
must be involved in the process. He explained the problem-driven research approach used 
by the EPA: a problem leads to questions, which are followed by brainstorming of 
potential approaches; research products are then introduced and strategic products are 
developed for end users. He emphasized the interface between science and policy; once 
the science questions are defined, developing the policy is made easy. He elaborated on 
the Harmful Algal Bloom and Hypoxia Research and Control Act and on coral reef 
management strategies as successful examples.  
 
Army Corps of Engineers 
 
J. Davis presented for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), emphasizing the 
importance of communication between field workers and Research and Development 
personnel. He gave detailed guidelines for communication, including who the primary 
communicators are, the topics they should be reporting on and with whom. He explained 
the order for transitioning research to applications: 1) obtain requirements; 2) prioritize 
the requirements as resources taking into account limited resources; 3) guide technology 
development; and 4) transition the technology to the field, which should be a smooth 
transition if the first three steps occur successfully. In closing, he discussed some of the 
types of products that come out of R&D and gave examples of vehicles for the transfers 
(formal documents, technology transfer workshops, etc.)  
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Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)/Department of the Interior (DOI) 
 
D. Ashe presented on behalf of the FWS and the DOI. He explained that the FWS is a 
resource management agency and does not have an in-house research capacity. Therefore 
it must depend on outsourcing to meet its research needs, much of which is done through 
its sister service, the U.S. Geological Survey. He discussed the transition after World War 
II of scientists as conservationists to a customer/client relationship for conservation, 
where researchers were separated from conservationists.  Thus, a process was required to 
get science to conservationists and then feedback returned to the scientists. This requires 
a lot of procedure for which there is not enough time and money. He advocated for a 
future of participatory science, for there to be more of an open dialogue, and for science 
and management to be integrated.  
 
He called attention to the current reward structure for conducting research, in which the 
measure of success is number of publications; scientists are pressured to do research that 
will get published rather than research that will be applied in management. He stated that 
scientists need to be made to engage for other reasons. He also said that the regulation of 
science and information quality is a barrier to the flow and utilization of information in 
management. 
 
A discussion ensued about the need for a third party to reach scientists and managers. D. 
Ashe emphasized the need for integration and left open the question as to whether there 
needs to be a third party, but commented that leadership is more important than a third 
party.  
 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) 
 
L. Friedl discussed the NASA’s role in the research to applications process. He explained 
the architecture of the Research and Development program at the NASA, identifying its 
partners and program applications and noting the importance of benchmark reports and 
Decision Support Systems. The NASA is mostly research-based and takes its research 
cues from the national academies. The NASA, he said, discovered that proposals written 
for applications-based research are quite different and they had to train the community to 
write for management issues as well as for basic research. He noted that focused projects 
are desired, and involving non-federal organizations is important. He also pointed out that 
operational personnel at the NASA Centers expedite applications by articulating 
operational agency needs. 
 
Navy  
 
B. Winokur described the two methods the Navy uses in transitioning research to 
applications, both of which follow very structured processes. He covered the use of 
several transition mechanisms like the Rapid Transition Process. A common theme was 
the importance of collocation of developers and operational workers. He gave as one 
example of a success story the development of sea gliders from research and 
development to operational use.  
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Panel Discussion – Research to Applications 

S. Weisberg led an open panel discussion on the topic, stressing the ORRAP’s interest in 
new reward methods for creating incentives for researchers other than publications. S. 
Weisberg asked the participants to respond to the following questions: What has your 
agency done to move away from this system? Are there any case studies to highlight?   

J. Boreman said that the NOAA Fisheries looks at the impact of an employee’s science 
on the community, on the agency and on management. He stressed the continued 
importance of publications by noting that any information that is to be used for 
management must be peer-reviewed. B. Benson added that because so many people gain 
their credibility through publications, it would be unhealthy to remove publications from 
the employee evaluation process. B. Winokur suggested altering the employee 
performance evaluation metrics. 
 
D. Ashe clarified that submission to a journal is not the only way to be peer reviewed. He 
suggested encouraging people from management to join with researchers on publications 
as junior authors. This will force research scientists to build a relationship and familiarity 
with those involved in resource management.  

J. Davis said that people can be very successful in government up to the GS-12, 13, 14 
level without publishing heavily in peer-reviewed publications. At the very upper levels, 
though, federal performance evaluators view public records and consider the national and 
international recognition of government scientists.  

S. Weisberg asked the panel to expand the discussion beyond internal processes to 
include interagency collaboration. He asked about factors that lead to cross-agency 
cooperation. 

J. Davis suggested that the lack of collaboration might be personality-driven, the 
philosophy being that there is more power in leveraging another’s efforts than by doing it 
alone. M. Glackin mentioned that mechanisms need to be added to bring players together, 
especially at the regional level. C. Chesnutt said that the mere process of trying to get the 
Integrated Ocean Observing System (IOOS) off the ground forced players to see where 
their common opportunities existed.  

B. Winokur highlighted the differences between top-down management (for example, 
meetings of agency heads or executive branch officials) versus a bottom-up approach. In 
the latter, managers realize that they are working on a common problem and the fact that 
there are varying agency approaches is positive. He added that because managers often 
are evaluated based on the amount of money they manage, they are motivated to bring 
new capabilities and programs to their agencies. Therefore, showing that they have 
transitioned something from research to applications is a very important benchmark.  
 
A. Clark asked if Small Business Innovative Research (SBIR) or Small Business 
Technology Transfer Program (STTR) enterprises, which are specifically aimed at 
transitioning research to applications, present a good model. He gave an example of an 
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ONR-solicited SBIR RFP. L. Friedl and M. Dix explained that the NASA uses SBIR to 
bring new technological developments into Earth Science programs, but that the process 
tends to be more about technology development than research to applications. M. Briscoe 
added that the same is true about SBIR use at the ONR. J. Eckman praised the SBIR 
program and spoke to the value of expanding it to encompass research to applications 
activities. K. Matso mentioned that Irwin Feller recently completed an analysis of SBIRs 
across agencies and that this analysis could be available for the ORRAP to review.  
 
D. Hernandez asked the panel members to address how their agencies are getting research 
products to extramural end users. J. Davis said that the USACE sponsors workshops that 
are attended mainly by non-USACE people, and that these workshops often end up acting 
as training sessions to show products to users. M. McCammon asked if the action of 
bringing research products to end users was unique to the EPA because of its ability and 
success in cooperating with the states, to which B. Benson responded that the exchange is 
driven by statutes. M. Glackin added that the Sea Grant Association is an example of 
state users driving the needs that are met through federal-state collaboration.  
 
E. Prager asked how agencies, when soliciting research from outside the agency, ensure 
that there is researcher involvement all the way through to applications. B. Winokur said 
that sometimes it is unclear as to whether the research is going to be successful and that it 
is up to program managers in the Navy to decide how involved researchers will be. K. 
Matso said that the CICEET has started asking proposers to include end users on their 
investigation teams; this ensures end user feedback from the beginning.  
 
S. Weisberg asked if any of the agencies use this approach as part of their procedures. M 
Glackin offered as an example the NOPP program, which encourages and requires 
collaboration between sectors. M. Briscoe commented that trying to predict the 
application of multi-year research is impossible. The agency view and the end user view 
are oftentimes at odds, which is why a “translator” skilled in federal processes and end 
user applications might be the answer to facilitating the transition from research to 
applications.  
 
L. Friedl commented that the NASA tried the translator approach but found the 
translators to be too generalist and without the technical specificity to facilitate well, so 
the NASA started encouraging researchers to become more involved in the transition. J. 
Reutter commented that when he identifies a future application for some research results, 
he immediately notifies Sea Grant extension agents because they have applicable 
experience and connections to the community. It was commented that one challenge is 
making the outreach people aware of all the new research that is being carried out; a new 
mechanism is needed to inform them of new research, lots of potential applications.  
 
C. Smith mentioned that the University of Hawaii addresses the translation gap through 
its graduate students, who facilitate lines of communication between science and 
management. She lauded the benefits of a graduate program to train students in the 
languages of both research and applications.  
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D. Ashe stated that our current level of translating is poor, and this failure comes at the 
expense of a lot of process. He said that more “border people” are needed with broad 
expertise, and suggested that it would be worthwhile to consider a specialized expert 
track in graduate programs to invest in those with technical experience and make them 
translators instead of program managers.  
 
M. Glackin stated her concern that having to go through a third party translator will cost 
more money and possibly create more obstacles. M. Briscoe said that what is needed is 
not necessarily more money, but rather a re-evaluation of how the current money is 
distributed. He noted that there are many graduate students who would be interested in 
“translating,” but that is not a valued career path.  
 
There was a discussion on metrics, particularly how to communicate results, values and 
success to Congress. R. Toll mentioned that the ORPP can be an enterprise to identify 
those common areas of interest and needs to society in general.  
 
J. Davis added that development of algorithms that can be used in modeling is something 
that the RATF should focus on. He said that there is confusion that “translators” mean 
liaisons between agencies, whereas it would be better if the position involves someone 
whose job it is to ensure that agencies are getting the products that they need.  
 
A. Clark briefly updated the ORRAP on discussions during the ORRAP Industry Sub-
panel meeting of 18 October 2006, which touched on the ORPP, the IOOS, and the 
research to applications issue. He noted that there was not much opportunity for the Sub-
panel to provide feedback on these issues at the meeting but that Sub-panel members will 
be providing feedback to him electronically.  
 
S. Weisberg led a session designed to scope what topics the RATF will address, namely 
1) what types of “products” will be transitioned, and 2) how specific the ORRAP’s 
eventual input to the ICOSRMI should be. M. Glackin told the group that the RATF and 
the ORRAP input topic is important to the SIMOR as it strives to ensure that the best 
science and technology guide resource management decisions.  
 
It was said that one major challenge of the ORPP Implementation Strategy (ORPPIS) is 
translating national priorities down to the state and regional levels, and therefore the 
ORRAP and the RATF should look at the connections between national and regional 
programs and how they could be addressed in the ORPP. A. Clark asked if the ORPPIS 
addresses research to applications and remarked that the ORPP ends where the research 
to applications discussion begins.   
 
P. Betzer commented that improving communication is vital to raising the profile of this 
issue. B. Cowen mentioned that inviting all researchers to be communicators will not be 
completely effective because not all scientists are capable of translating outside the 
scientific community. It was suggested that a certain percentage of the research program 
budget go to translation.  
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Significant discussion ensued about funding for education, outreach and the importance 
of communicating science to the public. Members made suggestions for areas of the 
RATF focus. D. Hernandez suggested that the RATF focus in part on how to provide 
federal agency decision makers with better access to useful science. W. Covell suggested 
looking at who the target audiences of the products are and how to make them aware of 
what is available and useful. This would enhance the “pull” of the system instead of 
trying to push the research results through the system. G. Lapointe commented that the 
community needs a communications strategy in order to infuse the application of research 
results across a multitude of organizations and sectors.  
 
M. Briscoe informed everyone about the Naval Science Advisor program. Whereby and 
NRL tech person is detailed out to an operational command center and provides answers 
on a full range of science questions. Perhaps a similar clearinghouse of answers on the 
federal system and others would be useful. M. Glackin pointed out that the ORRAP 
advises the ICOSRMI, which exists specifically to address interagency issues; thus, the 
ORRAP should not offer recommendations on how to improve a single agency. M. 
Briscoe suggested that one helpful recommendation could be how a multi-agency effort 
like the Sea Grant program could be enhanced within individual agencies.  
 
S. Weisberg reported that RATF will meet in January 2007 in Denver and report back to 
the ORRAP. If the ORRAP concurs, it will incorporate that input into a report to the 
ICOSRMI.  
 
Day 1 adjourned at 1700.  
 
31 October  
 
The meeting reconvened at 0900. It was noted that there will be a RATF meeting 23-25 
January 2007 in Denver, after which the RATF will report its results at the February 
ORRAP meeting.  
 
D. Hernandez gave an update on the ORRAP-SIMOR conference call in January, which 
helped to identify topics of interest to the ORRAP in the SIMOR Work Plan. She relayed 
the message that the SIMOR would find it valuable for the ORRAP to engage on those 
topics. 
 
Presentation on the Ocean Observatories Initiative (OOI) 
 
K. Daly gave an overview of OOI and Ocean Research Interactive Observatory Networks 
(ORION) activities from the past year.  She explained the differences between the OOI, 
the ORION and the IOOS and explained that the ORION is the overarching program for 
these three programs and the OOI is the National Science Foundation (NSF) contribution 
to the IOOS. She said that the types and locations of ocean observing infrastructure have 
been driven by high-priority scientific themes such as climate variability, ocean food 
webs, and coastal dynamics and ecosystems.  
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J. Ausubel asked if there is any particular group that feels as though its interests are not 
being represented by these programs. K. Daly said yes, in particular the microbial and 
intertidal research communities are left out, due in part to a lack of chemical and 
biological sensors on observing platforms. 
 
M. Briscoe asked what the data policy was for the data collected on this infrastructure. 
She responded that any data returned from sensors that are part of the observatory 
facilities will be opened near real-time, and she added that the ORION/OOI components 
are all integrated through cyber-infrastructure. This led to a discussion about de-scoping. 
Because of budget constraints, NSF has asked that the components be de-scoped during 
the prioritization process. Potential core sensors are being considered and K. Turgeon 
added that collaboration protocol, metadata and portal accuracy are all very important. 
Concern was expressed that support will diminish in Congress for these programs as the 
scope is reduced. K. Daly responded by saying that she did not feel that this would be the 
case since the ocean observing enterprise is a part of NSF’s budget and not a 
congressional earmark.  
 
E. Prager asked how the community is planning to address filling a workforce qualified 
for this work. L. Rom answered that the Department of Labor has programs to help with 
this, and Rutgers and Texas A&M Universities each have masters programs for this field. 
Two Requests for Proposals (RFPs) have been issued for implementing organizations 
relating to this topic, and the organizations are encouraged to incorporate elements of this 
future workforce.  
 
There was some general discussion of the relationship between the OOI and the IOOS, 
including ways in which the two programs can help each other achieve their societal 
missions. Concern was expressed about confusion about the missions of these two 
programs; not only is it not clear to those outside the community how these programs 
work together, but Congress actually sees the two as competing. 
 
J. Ausubel suggested the importance of the ORRAP in addressing the national security 
implications of ocean observing, because defense capabilities will be diminished as ocean 
observations make the oceans more transparent. M. Briscoe assured him that an ocean 
observing interagency working group of the JSOST is already addressing this issue.  
 
S. Weisberg briefly discussed the results of the California World Ocean Conference, 
noting that three west coast governors announced a pact to establish a collaborative 
enterprise for management of the oceans. He also reported that an ocean education 
program called ThankYouOcean.org has been launched. 
 
Interagency Working Group on Ocean Education (IWG-OE) 
 
L. Rom gave a history of the creation and tasking of the IWG-OE. She explained that 
with the reporting structure, the group reports directly to the co-chairs of the JSOST and 
the SIMOR. She went over the IWG-OE’s five tasks for implementation, as directed by 
the ICOSRMI. Currently, the group is coordinating the review process for the National 
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Ocean Sciences Bowl (NOSB) and is focused on coordinating its efforts with regional 
organizations. L. Rom commented that it would be beneficial to coordinate with the 
ORRAP and its Industry Sub-panel to promote workforce and education issues in 
general. She said that the main challenge for the IOOS is making its huge amount of data 
available and make sense to teachers. There was discussion on this topic, with particular 
interest in areas of the country without ocean education facilities. L. Rom said that the 
IOOS Regional Associations help in making education programs available and accessible 
in such areas. 
 
Conference on Ocean Literacy Update  
 
M. Kaplan presented on the Conference on Ocean Literacy (CoOL). She spoke about the 
desire for a high-level conference and the development of the idea. The goals of the 
conference were to engage high-level speakers, to extend the conference beyond 
Washington, DC, and to generate recommendations to inform future ocean education 
efforts under the Ocean Action Plan. She welcomed suggestions from the ORRAP on 
next steps, limited resources. C. Smith asked about a need for an overarching structure 
for teaching students from disparate geographies about the diversity of habitats. It was 
determined that the CoOL report should be distributed widely and with high recognition.  
 
Education Sub-panel Update  
M. Gilligan gave an update and led discussion about the future direction of the ORRAP 
Education Sub-panel. He explained that education began as a cross-cutting theme for the 
ORRAP, but so far it has been somewhat peripheral. He discussed that research and 
education are integrated because research arises as part of the education process. He said 
that the ORRAP must now decide what issues the Sub-panel should take on. E. Prager 
suggested that the Sub-panel review the CoOL report and give concrete actions for how 
to implement the report’s recommendations.  
 
A lengthy discussion ensued about ideas to improve ocean education. It was mentioned 
that in the ORPP, the topic of education has minimal visibility. J. Ausubel pointed out 
that community colleges educate just as many students as research institutions, but since 
no research is conducted there, these students are often overlooked for the ocean 
education workforce. He suggested that efforts be made by institutions of higher learning 
to re-think how instruction is delivered to students, and that non-traditional credentialing 
(e.g., through certificate programs or distance learning) be considered by educational 
institutions. He recommended conducting a survey of what ocean-related online 
education is being offered. 
 
M. Gilligan summarized possible next steps for the Sub-panel, which include the 
suggestion to join with the IWG-OE in a workshop-like setting some time in early 2007.  
 
Legislative Update 
 
N. Young presented on the current state of ocean-related legislative affairs. The external 
affairs department expects a lame duck session after the current Continuing Resolution 
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(CR) expires on 17 November 2006, although the CR will likely continue if the 
Democrats regain control of Congress.  
 
She reported that the budget outlook for the NOAA is not good. CORE has set a funding 
goal for the NOAA of $4.5 billion for FY07, and to that end, a “Friends of NOAA” 
coalition has been established to encourage Congress to provide the appropriate support 
for the NOAA. She reported that the NOAA’s Oceans and Human Health Initiative 
(OHHI) is not funded in the FY07 budget request nor in the House/Senate bills. She 
mentioned that the NASA shuttle and space missions are taking priority over science 
programs.  
 
N. Young spoke about CORE’s critique of the current draft ORPP, which in its present 
form seems unlikely to get much attention in Congress. She said that the NOAA Organic 
Act, which passed in the House, likely will not make it through either the Senate or the 
full Congress. She explained that the NOAA Organic Act eliminates stovepipes and puts 
more emphasis on research. N. Young told the group that the Magnuson-Stevens Act is 
likely to be re-authorized, and explained the ramifications if it is not.  

 
S. Weisberg asked about the genesis of The Friends of NOAA. N. Young explained that 
other agencies had coalitions which created joint advocacies, but the NOAA did not. R. 
West warned that the ocean side of the NOAA is disappearing and that the visibility of 
the agency must be raised.  
 
There was a discussion on emerging ocean champions on the Hill. R. West listed 
Senators Mikulski, Dodd, Inouye and Stevens as potential candidates, but said that there 
appears to be no single great advocate. He said the Oceans Caucus needs to have “new 
life breathed into it” and that a professional staff to track legislation and issues would be 
a great development. E. Prager suggested that industry might be able to help with the 
funding of this, since Industry tends to have more power and clout on the Hill than does 
academia. R. West agreed, but said that Industry must see the benefit for them in order to 
join. 
 
Subcommittee on Integrated Management of Ocean Resources (SIMOR) Update  
 
M. Glackin gave the ORRAP an update on the activities of the SIMOR. The group has 
been meeting monthly and trying to focus more on active outreach and communications. 
They have been hosting focus group sessions to ask a variety of groups what the federal 
government can do better for them.  
 
M. Glackin said that the SIMOR has been working with the JSOST on developing the 
ORPP. She highlighted that the Federal-State Task Team, which is comprised of 
representatives that will be affected by the ORPP, is contributing input to the ORPP 
research priorities. She spoke about the four priority areas of the SIMOR Work Plan and 
how it is to be implemented. She listed areas of joint SIMOR-ORRAP opportunity, such 
as transitioning research to applications, Executive technical qualifications for ecosystem 
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science, and community workshops on ecosystem approaches to management. She noted 
that the SIMOR has established workgroups to focus on all three of these areas. 
 
It was mentioned that there is no link between the SIMOR community workshops and the 
California ecosystem-based management workshop, but that the SIMOR would be able to 
attend a California workshop on a topic of join interest. An action item was generated for 
the ORRAP members to help involve the SIMOR in events focused on resource 
management and ecosystem approaches to management.  
 
Joint Subcommittee on Ocean Science and Technology (JSOST) Update 
 
R. Spinrad gave an update on the JSOST, noting that the ORPP public comment period 
had just ended and that the National Research Council’s comments are expected in mid-
November. He outlined the ORPP, which is focused around a set of societal themes. He 
said that the need for fundamental science as a foundation for all the research priorities is 
stated early in the plan. He also said that four near-term priorities were developed after 
the ICOSRMI tasked the JSOST with prioritizing the ORPP’s themes into the most 
exciting, pressing research topics.  
 
R. Spinrad provided an overview of the ORPP’s accompanying Implementation Strategy 
(IS). He stressed that it is a federal strategy – not a plan – because different practitioners 
will tailor how they implement the priorities according to their regions and specific 
needs. K. Turgeon asked if the JSOST’s presentation of the ORPP is altered according to 
the audience, to which R. Spinrad replied that the presentation is not altered well enough, 
especially when brought before Capitol Hill. He said that the JSOST is eager to hear 
comments from the ORRAP on the IS and that the ORPP and the IS are slated for early 
January delivery. The ORRAP agreed to give comments on the IS to K. Turgeon as soon 
as possible.  
 
E. Prager asked how the ORPP and the IS are ultimately going to be used. R. Spinrad said 
the hope is that the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) and the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) will use the documents in their guidance to agencies 
and in measuring agency accountability. In other words, the agencies would be held 
accountable for areas where the ORPP is built into their strategic plans. There was a brief 
discussion about the why the IS is not going out for public comment, and R. Spinrad said 
that this was because its primary use will be federal agency guidance.  
 
S. Weisberg commented that the messages of the ORPP are getting lost within the 
breadth of the document and strongly suggested that a good Executive Summary be 
produced. He also commented that, with regards to the IS, he is doubtful of the agencies’ 
willingness to change their operations. It was added that because there are no budgets or 
timelines in the document, it could end up as largely ceremonial and the business of the 
next Administration, without pressure for the agencies to actually do anything with it.  
R. Spinrad replied that they are attempting to tighten the message of the ORPP and 
increase its relevance to the budgeting authorities. 
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M. Briscoe echoed the CORE critique that the ORPP could be made more exciting and 
speak more appropriately to the right audiences. R. Spinrad responded by saying that he 
would like to see several versions of the document, as well as a series of hearings, so that 
the lay audience would be more engaged. S. Weisberg again raised the issue of an 
executive summary, which can step away from the science and focus more on the societal 
need. It could also list the priorities that are the most important.  
 
ORRAP Business Session 
 
A. Clark reported on a productive Industry Sub-panel meeting of 18 October, saying that 
Sub-panel members, who represent broad sectors of industry, discussed the ORPP, the 
IOOS and the Research to Applications challenge. He said that future Sub-panel meetings 
are likely to happen at least one month before the ORRAP meeting so that the results of 
the meeting can be compiled and presented to the ORRAP. Another option was posed to 
host a joint session of the ORRAP and the Sub-panel at the beginning of an ORRAP 
meeting, after which the Sub-panel would be invited to attend and participate in the 
ORRAP meeting. 
 
Membership and Nominations Update 
 
M. Briscoe, as the designated Federal Official, explained the nominations and new 
member process. The nominations committee consists of the ORRAP executive 
committee plus Gerhard Kuska (CEQ) and Susan Roberts (Ocean Studies Board). For the 
June 2007 meeting, the ORRAP will have a chance to invite the newly selected members, 
as six current members’ terms will expire at the end of June 2007.  
 
Recommendations for the ICOSRMI  
 
ORRAP recommendations to the ICOSRMI were discussed. It was agreed that comments 
about the ORPP should first be presented to the JSOST. The cooperation of the IOOS and 
the OOI was decided to be a serious concern to the ORRAP, and wording of a 
recommendation to the ICOSRMI was discussed.  Another concern from the ORRAP 
was the zeroing out of the OHHI program’s budget. 
 
Discussion on the next ORRAP meeting 
 
It was decided that S. Weisberg’s organization will host the next ORRAP meeting in 
February 2007 in southern California, in part because of the successes California has 
been having. Possible dates include 13-14 or 21-22 February 2007. Members agreed to 
inform K. Turgeon of their preferences.  
 
The meeting’s action items were reviewed.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 1545.  
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Meeting Attendees 

ORRAP Members Organization 

Mr. Jesse Ausubel Alfred P. Sloan Foundation 
Dr. Peter Betzer University of South Florida 
Dr. Andrew Clark Harris Maritime Communications, Inc. 
Dr. James Coleman Louisiana State University 
Dr. Robert Cowen University of Miami 
Dr. Matthew Gilligan Savannah State University 
Ms. Debra Hernandez, Vice-Chair Hernandez and Company 
Mr. George Lapointe Maine Department of Marine Resources 
Ms. Molly McCammon National Federation of Regional 

Associations 
Dr. Ellen Prager, Chair Earth2Ocean, Inc. 
Dr. Jeffrey Reutter Ohio State University 
Dr. Celia Smith University of Hawaii 
Mr. Raymond Toll Science Applications International 

Corporation 
Dr. Robert Wayland Environmental Protection Agency (retired) 
Dr. Stephen Weisberg, Vice-Chair Southern California Coastal Water Research 

Project Authority 
 
Invitees 

 

Dr. Melbourne Briscoe, FACA Designated 
Federal Official 

Office of Naval Research 

Dr. James Eckman, FACA Designated 
Federal Official (Alternate) 

Office of Naval Research 

Mr. Dan Ashe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Dr. William Benson Environmental Protection Agency 
Dr. Don Boesch University of Maryland 
Mr. Wes Covell Harris Corporation 
Dr. Molly Dix RTI International 
Dr. Kendra Daly ORION Office 
Dr. Jack Davis U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Dr. Lawrence Friedl National Aeronautics and Space 

Administration 
Ms. Mary Glackin, SIMOR Co-Chair National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 
Dr. Gerhard Kuska Council on Environmental Quality 
Mr. Robert Winokur Office of the Oceanographer of the Navy 
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Dr. Marlene Kaplan National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

Dr. Richard Langan Cooperative Institute for Coastal and 
Estuarine Environmental Technology 

Mr. Kalle Matso Cooperative Institute for Coastal and 
Estuarine Environmental Technology 

Dr. Casey Moore WET Labs, Inc. 
Dr. Lisa Rom National Science Foundation 
Dr. Richard Spinrad National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 
Dr. Dan Walker Office of Science and Technology Policy 

Ms. Nina Young Consortium for Oceanographic Research 
and Education 

Others Attending at times 
 

Mr. Benjamin Chicoski NOPP Office 

Ms. Heather Mannix NOPP Office 

Mr. Colin Reed NOPP Office 

Dr. Ken Turgeon, ORRAP Executive Director NOPP Office 

LCDR Cory Huyssoon Office of Naval Research 

Dr. Steve Ackleson Office of Naval Research 

Dr. Paula Bontempi National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration 

Mr. Charley Chesnutt U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Dr. Cynthia Decker National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

Mr. Michael Feldman NOPP Office 

Mr. Peter Fippinger Consortium for Oceanographic Research and 
Education 

Ms. Hazel Groman Environmental Protection Agency 

Ms. Sheridan Macauley National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration 

Ms. Roxanne Nikolaus National Science Foundation 

Ms. Kenli Schaaf Office of the Oceanographer of the Navy 

Dr. Shelby Walker U.S. Global Change Research 
Program/JSOST 

RADM Richard West NOPP Office  

 

 14


	30 October
	Introduction

	Meeting Attendees
	ORRAP Members
	Others Attending at times



