
 

Oceanographic Research Advisory Panel (ORAP) 
Fall Meeting 2001 
October 23, 2001 

Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute 
Moss Landing, California 

 
ORAP Members Present in Moss Landing 
Marcia McNutt, MBARI, Chair 
Vera Alexander, University of Alaska, Fairbanks. 
Lee Alverson, Natural Resources Consultants, Inc. (pending) 
Lawrence Dickerson, Diamond Offshore Drilling, Inc 
Paul Kelly, Rowan Companies, Inc. (pending) 
Steve Ramberg, Office of Naval Research (Federal Official) 
Patrick Sullivan, Oceanit Laboratories, Inc. 
 
ORAP Members present via video conferencing in Woods Hole, Massachusetts 
Ken Brink, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute 
John Knauss, University of Rhode Island/Scripps Institute of Oceanography 
Robert Frosch, Harvard University 
 
ORAP Members absent 
Richard Anthes, UCAR 
Robert Gagosian, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution 
David Keeley, Coastal States Organization  
Joel Reynolds, Natural Resources Defense Council 
Alfred Beeton, University of Michigan 
Denise Stephenson-Hawk, The Stephenson Group/Spellman College 
 
Also present in Moss Landing or via video conferencing from Woods Hole, Massachusetts 
and Washington, DC. 
Larry Atkinson, Ocean.US Office 
Mel Briscoe, ONR 
Jay Charland, NOPPO 
Larry Clark, NSF 
Vicki Clark, VIMS (The Bridge) 
Muriel Cole, NOAA  
Penny Dalton, CORE 
Bill Fornes, CORE 
Judson Gatch, Naval Surface Warfare Center (SABSOON) 
Lee Larkin, VIMS (The Bridge) 
Eric Lindstrom, NASA  
Captain David Martin, Ocean.US Office 
Roxanne Nikolaus, NOPPO 
Paul Pan, EPA  
Harvey Seim, University of North Carolina (SABSOON) 
Stan Wilson, NOAA 

1 



 

 
Welcome and Introductions 
 
Dr. Marcia McNutt, ORAP Chair, welcomed everyone to MBARI.  Participants around the room 
introduced themselves. 
 
National Oceanographic Partnership Program (NOPP) 
 
Dr. Steve Ramberg, chair of the IWG and the designated federal official for the meeting, 
reviewed the NOPP committee structure, and ORAP’s place in it.  Following the December 4, 
2001 NORLC meeting, there will be a change in the leadership of the National Oceanographic 
Research Leadership Council (NORLC), the governing body of the NOPP.  The National 
Science Foundation will assume the chair of NORLC from the Navy, and there will be two vice-
chairs, the Navy as outgoing chair, and NOAA as incoming chair.   
 
Other committees within the NOPP structure are the Interagency Working Group (IWG), The 
Federal Oceanographic Facilities Committee (FOFC), and this group, the Oceanographic 
Research Advisory Panel (ORAP).  In addition, the Ocean.US office is part of the NOPP 
structure.  The contract for the National Oceanographic Partnership Program Office (NOPPO), 
currently housed at CORE, is due to be re-competed early in 2002.   
 
A subcommittee of the NORLC, called the ExComm, provides oversight to the Ocean.US office.  
Membership on the Ocean.US ExComm is limited to agencies that sign the Ocean.US 
interagency Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and contribute funds to the Ocean.US program.  
Six agencies have signed the MOA for the Ocean.US office and have contributed funds (NOAA, 
ONR, the Oceanographer of the Navy, NSF, NASA, the Minerals Management Service, and the 
US Geologic Survey).  Two others, the Coast Guard and the Department of Energy, have signed 
the MOA but have not contributed funds.   
 
To date, NOPP has issued five Broad Agency Announcements (BAA), solicitations for research 
proposals.  The five solicitations have resulted in the funding of $79 million in research projects, 
and an additional $28.5 million for operational surveys.  The most recent solicitations in FY 
2001 were for Operational/Routine Observations; Observational Technique Development; 
“Commons” for Oceanographic Information; and Renewal of Existing NOPP Projects.  Dr. 
Ramberg reviewed the five NOPP investment areas, noting that NOPP is still searching for a 
unique role in Outreach and Education.   
 
The number of proposals received has been declining, possibly as a result of PIs learning what 
types of projects NOPP is looking for.  The number of funded proposals has remained fairly 
constant.  Total funding has increased slightly.  This year, the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation will 
again be a partner in the solicitation.  Dr. Ramberg noted that the industry component of funded 
projects is smaller than desired.  However, the list of partners for FY 01 projects is impressive, as 
usual.  A copy of Dr. Ramberg’s presentation is available through the NOPPO.   
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Ocean.US Office 
 
Captain David Martin, Ocean.US Director, gave the presentation on Ocean.US activities.  A 
copy of Capt. Martin's presentation is available through the NOPPO. 
 
The Ocean.US office has been physically located at 2300 Clarendon Blvd, Ste 1350, Arlington, 
VA  22021-3667.  This location is very near the Courthouse stop on the Orange Line of the 
Washington, DC, Metro subway system.  Currently, the staff at Ocean.US consists of Captain 
Martin, Dr. Steve Piotrowicz, Dr. Larry Atkinson, Ms. Muriel Cole, and Mr. Patrick Dennis.   
 
The Ocean.US program was created to develop an Integrated Sustained Ocean Observing System 
(ISOOS), which is a “Notional Federation of Regional and Oceanic Systems” to monitor the 
oceans.  The objective for ISOOS is to be both sustained and integrated.  Currently, the 
Ocean.US office is working to answer four questions related to ocean observing systems: what 
do we need?; what do we have?; what are the gaps?; and what are the resource implications in 
filling the gaps?   
 
To address some or all of these questions, Ocean.US is planning a workshop March 10-15, 2002 
at Airlie House, Warrenton, Virginia.  Warrenton is approximately 45 miles west of Washington, 
DC.  The workshop participants, approximately100 in all, will be asked to design an implemen-
tation plan for an ISOOS.  A steering committee for the workshop will meet in November to 
review and finalize the methodology for the March event.   
 
Captain Martin discussed the slightly contradictory language in two Senate committee reports on 
FY 2002 appropriations bills affecting development of ocean observing systems.  One report 
directs the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), working through the 
National Science and Technology Council (NSTC) and with the external oceans community, to 
develop an interagency plan for the implementation of an ocean observing system, and to submit 
this report at the time of the President’s FY 2003 budget.  Another committee report directs 
relevant agencies to work through the NSTC and NOPP to develop an interagency plan for an 
ocean observing system, and to submit this report at the time of the President’s FY ‘03 budget.  
The Ocean.US office is awaiting final passage of the FY 2002 budget before deciding on an 
approach to the development of the ISOOS.  The total cost of an ocean observing system is 
expected to top $100 million per year.   
 
Captain Martin next reviewed the technical data management issues Ocean.US is working on.  
The Ocean.US office is developing “Rules of the Road” for participation in the ISOOS by 
independent ocean observing programs.  The current list of rules, which is by no means 
comprehensive or final, includes: 
 
• Free, open, and timely data availability and exchange 
• Adherence to data standards promulgated by Ocean.US 
• Initial/exploratory cost/benefit studies for the proposed coverage areas 
• Participation in national coordinating groups for ISOOS activities 
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Captain Martin emphasized that the Rules of the Road for the ISOOS must be the consensus of 
the ocean community.   
 
Discussion 
 
Marcia McNutt noted that for research-oriented observing systems, a cost-benefit analysis might 
be problematic, and suggested that either a cost/benefit analysis or a merit review approach be 
accepted.  Captain Martin agreed with this suggestion.   
 
Patrick Sullivan asked Paul Pan about EPA participation in the Ocean.US ExComm.  Mr. Pan’s 
view was that EPA would sign the MOA and contribute funds to Ocean.US, and therefore join 
the ExComm.  EPA is awaiting determination of who will represent it on ExComm before 
signing the MOA.   
 
It was also noted that the numerous small programs that monitor water quality parameters, for 
example Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) monitoring by states, are integrated into a 
national observing system.  A quality control protocol has been promulgated in the CFR, and that 
protocol should be integrated into the ISOOS.  In coastal areas large enough to require National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) monitoring, that monitoring also should be 
incorporated. 
 
Paul Kelly commented on national security.  The threat of terrorism has impacted priorities, and 
accelerated funding for some activities.  In New Orleans two weeks ago, a meeting with 
industries in the Gulf of Mexico noted critical infrastructure (natural gas and crude oil 
production) and the importation of crude oil through the region as assets and activities vulnerable 
to terrorism.  There is great concern over the vulnerability of the area.  Some 30,000 people 
move to and from off-shore facilities every day.   
 
A question was posed to the group, how could the need to protect shore-based and off-shore 
facilities impact or be helped by ocean observing systems?  Captain Martin responded that in 
Washington, this has received a great deal of attention.  Security of the oceans is not only the 
responsibility of the Navy, but also the Coast Guard and NOAA.  The question has been 
explored in great detail.  The list of national security issues is different now than it was before 
September 11.  Contact should be established with the Office of Homeland Security to let them 
know about the ocean observing system.  One option might be the creation of an ocean advisory 
group for the Office of Homeland Defense.  Paul Kelly noted that the US Coast Guard’s Eighth 
District would assemble an advisory body or committee to work the security issue on a 
continuing basis.  Captain Martin responded that he had met with Coast Guard headquarters just 
last week.  Paul Kelly asked if the ORAP should make a formal recommendation that the 
observing system be examined with respect to Homeland Defense?  Paul Pan noted that the issue 
is not only the safety of people, but also the safety of the environment.  There remains the 
potential for eco-terrorism.  It was suggested that an offer of assistance could be made by ORAP.  
Captain Martin reiterated that there is a major effort to have a strawman proposal for the ISOOS 
for the March 2002 workshop to address.  Once that plan has been formulated, it will be possible 
to approach other agencies with offers of assistance.   
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Bob Frosch commented that, with respect to data sharing requirements to become a member of 
ISOOS, the rule should not require a program to put in all the data it collects, but just that portion 
which is significant and continuing.  The key is continuity of significant data, not getting all 
collected data into the system.  Marcia McNutt reiterated that, whatever the rules, they must be 
agreed to by a consensus of the national oceanographic community.   
 
Marcia McNutt discussed the draft white paper circulated at the meeting regarding ocean 
observing systems.  The paper responds to concerns expressed among congressional staff about 
confusion concerning all the proposed monitoring and observation programs.  The intent of the 
white paper is to show that they will all fit together within one program as a federation.  It also 
articulates principles to guide membership, how data is managed, etc.  The authors would like to 
present this white paper to NORLC in December, and are showing it to ORAP here first.  
Approval from ORAP was not sought during this meeting.  All that was asked during the 
meeting was consent that the position in the white paper is consistent with ORAP feelings about 
the ocean observing system.  The document was emailed to meeting participants at Woods Hole 
for their inspection.  A copy of the white paper and appendices is available through the NOPPO.  
Further discussion of the white paper took place at the end of the meeting.   
 
Discussion of NOPP Program Areas 
 
Topic A, Operational/Routine Observations 
Led by Bob Frosch 
 
Key Issue: Data must serve operational and research communities. 
 
Dr. Frosch objects to the use of the word routine to describe ongoing ocean observation 
programs.  He feels routine is a politically cool word.  Overhead or normal mission funds are 
where such activities should come from, so continuing is a better choice than routine.   
 
Two issues regarding systems which Captain Martin said little about during his briefing on 
Ocean.US, but which bear some thought, are non-US ISOOS federation contacts, and who can be 
contacted regarding overseas monitoring programs.  With respect to the first issue, who 
negotiates with the rest of the world, Ocean.US, the State Department, or someone else?  That 
decision needs to be made so that foreign programs can begin to be incorporated.  On the second 
question, to whom are we talking?  With whom is the discussion?  ICO, IUCN, WMO, UNEP?  
Who is in charge out there?  Dr. Frosch is not sure who would be the agent of choice.  The world 
weather watch, which is coordinated by the WMO, a UN Agency, might be a good choice 
because they have operational experience.  On the other hand, the WMO might also absorb the 
function without doing anything.   
 
Captain Martin addressed the first of Dr. Frosch’s questions.  Regarding overseas organizations, 
there is a body called the Joint Technical Committee on Oceanography and Marine Meteorology 
(JCOMM), which is under WMO and IOC.  Stan Wilson of NOAA is the U.S. Delegate to the 
IOC.  That group is working on a common approach to the collection, archiving, and exchange 
of marine data - whether oceanographic or atmospheric. JCOMM is set up around observations, 
services, data management, and capacity building.  Stan Wilson is the overall coordinator for 
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observations.  They will be starting their work soon.  Captain Martin is optimistic now that the 
process is underway.  He agrees that the UN is not the best system, but it is what there is for 
international work.   
 
Dr. Ramberg asked how closely tied the WMO/JCOMM effort is with the Integrated Global 
Ocean Observing System (IGOOS).  Stan Wilson replied that the Global Ocean Observing 
System’s (GOOS) approach to the collection of oceanographic observations is being used by 
JCOMM.  The IOC staffs the GOOS Project , which is in Paris.  Dr. Frosch was pleased to hear 
that Ocean.US is aware of and discussing the JCOMM activity.  The international effort is in 
better shape than he thought it was.  Stan Wilson reported that he is trying to harmonize the 
various programs and activities, and to use the NOPP IWG to link the WMO, IOC, JCOMM, 
GOOS, and Ocean.US.  It was also noted that there is a non-governmental aspect to international 
monitoring efforts.  USGOOS (led by Worth Nowlin of Texas A&M University and Tom 
Malone of the University of Maryland) will be the points of contact for non-federal 
governmental organizations , while Ocean.US will be the point of contact for US Government 
programs.   
 
Discussion of long-term funding of observation programs. 
 
Dr. Ramberg noted that the current NOPP funding mechanism works well for research projects, 
but not for operational projects.  Dr. Vera Alexander asked if the long record of funded projects 
for observations has been examined to look for examples that could be used nationally.  She feels 
that the current approach to operational funding is discombobulated.  Dr. Ramberg noted that 
funding for operational projects does not emerge from a normal research solicitation process.  
Stan Wilson noted the need to coordinate with existing regional systems.  That informal network 
of experience will feed into the Ocean.US workshop next March and provide help with funding 
mechanisms.  With respect to a formal examination of funding processes, Dr. Frosch suggested 
asking the National Research Council (NRC) to do that analysis.  It would, he noted, be a long 
and expensive process.  Marcia McNutt suggested that, if a cost/benefit analysis is used in the 
future to evaluate proposed observation programs, that analysis standards will be required to 
ensure objectivity.  A study of the costs and benefits of the Gulf of Maine Ocean Observing 
System (GoMOOS) was distributed at the meeting.  That analysis indicated that the benefits far 
outweigh the costs for that program.  Dr. McNutt also emphasized the value of customer 
feedback, and the degree to which data is utilized in determining the value of a system.  This 
topic was revisited later in the meeting.   
 
Topic B.  Research Observatories.   
Led by Vera Alexander 
 
The initial financial investment in the area of research observatories was heavy.  A number of 
projects had been completed.  The intent now is not to increase the amount of money invested, 
but rather to have other agencies and the private sector pick up this work.   
 
Steve Ramberg commented that it is hard to find a unique role for NOPP in research 
observatories.  He thinks that in the future such projects are more likely to be NOPP-coordinated 
than NOPP-funded.  Marcia McNutt stated that NOPP involvement is important, whether in a 
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coordinating or funding capacity.  If NOPP were to fund such projects, a large increase in 
NOPP’s level of funding would be required.   
 
Dr. Alexander commented that while many observatory projects were funded early in the NOPP 
process, she is not sure of the fate of some of them.  Dr. McNutt added that ORAP feedback to 
NORLC on the success of NOPP funding efforts is not possible as ORAP rarely gets reports on 
how projects are doing.  Dr. Alexander agreed, asking how they can address the future if they do 
not know the past.  Dr. McNutt suggested asking funded PIs for a paragraph on their projects as 
ORAP meetings approach.  Bob Frosch urged that someone must take responsibility for keeping 
up with NOPP projects, and to arrange for ORAP to get copies of reports to other funding 
agencies.  Dr. McNutt added that this should be done without creating another bureaucracy for 
PIs and others to deal with.  Dr. Ramberg noted that, in the past, NOPP has relied on the funding 
agencies to track funded projects.  Dr. McNutt pointed out that NOPP is interested in different 
issues in terms of the performance of the project, the role of the partners, and the coordination of 
federal investment.  ORAP should be evaluating projects in part by looking to see if the whole of 
the cooperative venture is indeed greater than the sum of its parts.  Conventional agency funding 
reports are not going to provide those insights.  The suggestion was made that ORAP members 
contact PIs prior to ORAP meetings to ascertain how the projects are proceeding from a NOPP 
perspective.  Penny Dalton stated that NOPPO is generating one-page summaries of NOPP 
projects.  These may be of assistance to ORAP members.  Lawrence Dickerson suggested that 
ORAP members convene a conference off-line to discuss how best to do this.   
 
Dr. McNutt noted that there is no objective measure for determining how projects fit into a 
broader NOPP perspective.  Dr. Ramberg suggested getting project PIs together to discuss this 
question, but worried that that would make for too many meetings.  The question was posed, is 
NOPP an interagency NSF, or is NOPP a multi-agency “mission agency?”  Does a PI write a 
proposal based on the best science, as one would to NSF, or to solve a particular problem, as one 
would to a “mission agency?”  The answer offered by Dr. Ramberg is that NOPP is both.  Dr. 
McNutt pointed out that a random peer review to identify the best science would not fill in gaps 
in knowledge.  It would be better to focus Broad Agency Announcements (BAA), or let PIs see 
the big picture of what NOPP is trying to accomplish.  She also points out that if ORAP cannot 
decide what mode it is working in, then PIs are not likely to be able to answer this question, and 
act accordingly, either.   
 
Topic C.  Technology Development. 
Led by Marcia McNutt 
 
This area has not received a substantial financial investment, but it has had a large number of 
small projects funded.  A key question at this point is how can NOPP make a contribution to this 
area.  Dr. McNutt made three points with respect to NOPP involvement with the development of 
sensors:  
 
1.  NOPP’s value is seen most clearly when new sensors become part of a platform.   
 
2.  Deciding what standard suite of measurements will be included on research dives, and with 
what standard set of sensors.   
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3.  NOPP projects in this category should be overflowing with industry involvement.  She is 
disappointed there is not more private industry involvement.  NOPP could reduce the 
development risk borne by private companies.   
 
Dr. Ramberg noted that the use of the Iridium satellite phone system for the ARGO project is a 
good example of partnerships with industry.  Paul Kelly stated that partnerships are under 
development for the use of offshore oil drilling platforms as research stations.  Such facilities 
already have ROVs, beacons, power, communications, etc.  He also notes that new industry 
technology for seismic imaging, which is used to look for fossil fuels under salt deposits, could 
be used by researchers as well.   
 
Topic D.  “Commons” for Ocean Information 
Patrick Sullivan led the discussion of this topic. 
 
Dr. Sullivan opened the discussion with a question, is there a deliverable from the Ocean.US 
March Workshop?  Captain Martin responded that there was.  Dr. Ramberg stated that the three 
issues to be resolved were: what assets will be placed where?; what will be measured?; and at 
what cost?  Dr. Sullivan noted that a consensus was needed on data delivery mechanisms, and 
that a data engine to service users might be required.  Captain Martin stated that the intent of the 
March workshop was to integrate and crosscut.  Telemetry standards and protocols would be 
discussed.  This one workshop may not, however, resolve all the outstanding issues with respect 
to data management.  Dr. Sullivan stated that a decision should be made on protocols and 
procedures for data handling without regard to what has gone on in the past.  Just picking 
something and moving forward with it would be a huge contribution.  The definition of a default 
data management scheme to be adopted if the conference fails to reach a decision was suggested.   
 
In data management models, it is often helpful to conceptualize nodes and hubs.  Nodes are 
projects that either create or use data.  Hubs are distribution points where data is shared.  To date, 
most NOPP funding has gone to nodal points.  The technology to smoothly run hubs is complex 
and difficult, but once complete and operating allows data to be widely shared, empowering 
researchers to do more with existing and new data and models.  More hub capability is 
necessary, resulting in a “Google-type” search engine.   
 
Topic E.  Outreach/Education 
 
Denise Stephenson-Hawk was to have led this discussion, but she was not present.  Discussion of 
outreach and education took place after the presentation on “The Bridge,” a recipient of an 
Excellence in Partnering award. 
 
Excellence in Partnering 
 
Two representatives from THE BRIDGE project, Lee Larkin and Vicki Clark, made a 
presentation to the ORAP on their work, which has been selected as a recipient of the NOPP 
“Excellence in Partnering” award for this year.   
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The Bridge, whose title connotes the bridge of a ship rather than a bridge over an obstacle, is 
meant to be a filter for high quality web sites on marine science education.  The Bridge is a 
collection of high quality on-line educational tools for science teachers at the K-12 level.  
Criteria used to select sites to appear on the bridge’s web site are usefulness, content, level of 
web technology, and ease of use.   
 
The second recipient of an Excellence in Partnering award is SABSOON, the South Atlantic 
Bight Synoptic Ocean Observing Network.  Dr. Harvey Seim gave a presentation on SABSOON.  
The network uses navy towers off the coast of Georgia.  The towers are there for military 
training purposes.  The towers provide power and high-speed data access to SABSOON’s 
oceanographic sensors.  The objectives of the project are basic interdisciplinary research, coastal 
ocean monitoring, sensor testing, and outreach and education.  Areas of interest for research 
include cross-shelf exchange of water masses, optics, air-sea interaction, and fisheries.   
 
COSEE – Centers for Ocean Science Excellence 
 
Larry Clark from NSF delivered a presentation and led a discussion on the Centers for Ocean 
Science Excellence (COSEE) project.  This project addresses the communication gap between 
educators and researchers.   
 
Dr. Clark reported there are currently funds in hand to create two or three COSEE offices.  
Following a grant review process, other agencies may want to pick up funding for additional 
centers.  COSEE would allow scientists and educators to be co-located where they could focus 
on transitioning new research into education materials at the K-12 level.  Each center would have 
a research institute affiliated, plus an educational institution, such as a school, aquarium, college, 
etc.  An announcement for proposals is out; the deadline is mid-January.   
 
Marcia McNutt asked if this program would be expanded to other agencies through NOPP.  Dr. 
Clark indicated that this was the model they were following.  Dr. McNutt commented that NOPP 
is looking for an educational role, something Dr. Ramberg noted NOPP has “struggled with 
mightily.”  Dr. McNutt noted that the COSEE project could look for gaps in the connection 
between research and education, or it could look at education and outreach specifically in the 
four other NOPP areas of emphasis.  Mel Briscoe noted that one gap is “in reach,” getting the 
message to scientists and funding agencies about what the public want to know.   
 
Long-term Strategy 
 
Picking up on a discussion from the previous ORAP meeting, the panel discussed the long-term 
strategy for NOPP’s role in oceanographic research.  Marcia McNutt asked why an agency or 
program would want to be coordinated by NOPP if NOPP were not part of the funding 
mechanism.  Dr. Ramberg replied that a program would gain an endorsement that would be 
meaningful during appropriations debates in Congress.  Stan Wilson noted that the PORTS 
network of regional observation systems would be aided by a link to other programs through 
NOPP.  Patrick Sullivan asked if NOPP represents any unique constituency, and if not, what 
happens to a program without any owners.  Dr. Ramberg responded that such a situation is not 
congruent with how funding decisions are made in Congress, but that NOPP, by encouraging 
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coordinated projects, reflects how one might like the system to work.  Dr. McNutt asked if 
ORAP should provide feedback on reasonable funding levels for the various NOPP focus areas.  
Dr. Ramberg responded that, as agencies are now making their pledges to NOPP for FY 02, 
input from ORAP would be well received.   
 
Dr. Ramberg raised the issue of mechanisms for providing continuing funding for ongoing 
projects, and for transforming research programs into operational capabilities.  He suggested that 
a mechanism other than open solicitation is required to fund operational proposals.  One 
possibility is a cost/benefit analysis on the operational phase of the program.  Dr. Seim 
commented that he is facing this problem with SABSOON.  He is finding it necessary to 
compete for operating funds every three years under the current system.  Dr. McNutt noted that 
there is no clear agency at which to house operational programs.  NOPP has encouraged 
interagency developments, but there is no interagency maintenance or operational capability.  
Bob Frosch suggested that ORAP make a recommendation to NORLC that a mechanism for the 
operational housing of inter-agency programs be developed.  Dr. McNutt agreed, stating that the 
lack of a home for operational programs creates a disincentive for agencies to participate in 
cooperative NOPP ventures.   
 
Update on FOFC report 
 
Larry Clark from the National Science Foundation delivered a presentation on the FOFC Fleet 
Renewal Plan, and led the discussion.  A copy of Dr. Clark’s presentation is available from the 
NOPPO.   
 
ORAP had previously considered a draft of the Fleet Renewal Plan at the April meeting.  Many 
ships of the academic fleet are nearing the age of 30, the expected life span of a research vessel.  
Over the next 20 years, the total need for new ships is expected to cost between $455 and $600 
million.   
 
Specific revisions made to the FOFC Fleet Renewal Plan since the April draft include: 
• Accept UNOLS 30-year life span as a guide to ship replacement 
• Highlight science changes driving the need for this plan and its components 
• Emphasize flexibility through frequent plan update 
• Include cost estimates 
• Make more reference to smaller, non-UNOLS vessels. 
• Design the plan to be attractive and persuasive. 
 
ONR and NSF have met to discuss funding and ownership of new ships.  Operation by contract 
with research institutions is likely to continue. 
 
Bob Frosch commented that the size of the construction budget would appear less daunting if a 
small contribution, perhaps $25 million, were made to a construction fund on an annual basis.  
He noted that funding new ships is typically less of a financial problem than a political problem, 
with Congressmen and Senators vying to get ships built in their districts.  Marcia McNutt 
suggested that ORAP should recommend the creation of a “sinking fund” to collect money for 
ship construction.  Larry Clark noted that NSF is hoping to begin a revolving fund for coastal-

10 



 

class ship construction.  ORAP accepts the current draft of the Fleet Renewal Plan, and 
commends NSF on their efforts.   
 
Ocean Commission Update – Paul Kelly and Larry Dickerson 
 
Authorized by the Oceans Act of 2000, the Oceans Commission, which met for the first time in 
September 2001, will generate a National Oceans Report, which will recommend a National 
Oceans Policy to Congress.  Through this report and policy, the Commission will address 
sustainable economic benefits from the oceans, protection of marine resources, global security, 
and oceanic exploration.  The timeline for the Commission is 18 months from the first meeting, 
so the Commission should conclude its business by March 2003.  The Commission’s next 
meeting will be November 13-14, 2001 in Washington, DC.  After that, a series of regional 
meetings will take place throughout the country.   
 
Marcia McNutt asked how ORAP could help the Commission with its work.  Larry Dickerson 
replied that the exposure to issues he has received as a result of his work with ORAP has been a 
tremendous help, and that he will be looking for more information and input in the future.  Dr. 
McNutt stated that ORAP would be happy to generate a formal report, or respond to specific 
questions that the Commission might have.  Bob Frosch suggested that ORAP formally propose 
agenda items to the Commission.  For example, the problem of the transition from a research to 
an operational program could be addressed under organizational changes in the ocean 
community.  Steve Ramberg noted that, on behalf of NOPP, some materials were sent to 
Commission members, including the FOFC Fleet Renewal Plan.   
 
Task B.  Tasking from OSTP from March meeting.   
 
ORAP agreed to send a letter to the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy 
(OSTP) explaining progress made in addressing OSTP’s question regarding ocean observing 
systems.  The letter will also detail how ORAP intends to complete its response to the question, 
through such mechanisms as the Ocean.US workshop in March 2002.   
 
Public Comment Period  
 
There were no comments from the general public. 
 
Other Business 
 
Next ORAP Meeting 
 
The next meeting of ORAP will be in the spring of 2002 in Washington, DC.  No date was set, 
but the meeting will likely take place after April 26, perhaps in early May.  Members will be 
polled by email after the November Oceans Commission meeting to begin a discussion of a 
meeting date.   
 
Changes in Committee Membership and Leadership 
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Steve Ramberg is becoming Acting Director of the Office of Naval Research.  Jim Yoder of NSF 
will replace Dr. Ramberg as chair of the Interagency Working Group (IWG) following the 
NORLC meeting in December.  The new designated federal official for ORAP will likely be Mel 
Briscoe.  ORAP will continue to be a Navy FACA panel, however.   
 
Ocean Observation White Paper 
 
The current version of a white paper on ocean observing systems, designated version 1.6 and 
discussed earlier in the meeting, was distributed.  The paper’s authors include Ken Johnson, an 
NSF-funded researcher, and Tom Malone, an architect of GOOS.  Marcia McNutt asked ORAP 
members to review the paper and send comments to her via email.  A discussion among leaders 
of USGOOS, DEOS, and Neptune prompted the drafting of this white paper to describe 
coordination among these efforts.  Dr. McNutt asked ORAP members to consider whether the 
white paper reflects ORAP’s view on how the ocean observing network should evolve.   
 
Larry Clark noted that NSF has $120 million with which to build architecture for an ocean 
observing system.  They need to know how the research community intends to spend money on 
the system.  This paper should explain the relative positions of the research and observation 
components of the observation system.  The paper also needs to show how the two components 
are complimentary to one another.   
 
Marcia McNutt commented that Congress may be confused by the paper because the various 
ocean observing programs appear to be competing with each other.  She thinks the paper may not 
make clear how the pieces fit together.  Mel Briscoe agreed, saying that the paper appears to set 
up a third observing system, a research-oriented system, separate from the USGOOS and DEOS 
systems.  He feels the paper should start out by stating that there is one system, but with different 
components.  Dave Martin agreed, stating that Congress should not be led to think there are three 
or more systems.   
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