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I. Welcome/Opening Remarks 
 
The sixth meeting of the Ocean Research Advisory Panel (ORAP) of the National 
Oceanographic Partnership Program (NOPP) was opened at 9:00 a.m. on 26 April 2001. Dr. Ken 
Brink, Chair of the Ocean Studies Board of the National Academy of Science, was welcomed as 
the National Academies representative. Members present and representatives from the public and 
private sector are listed below.  
 
Attendees 
 
Name     Organization 
 
Members 
John Knauss (Chair)   University of Rhode Island 
Robert Frosch (Vice Chair)  Harvard University 
Vera Alexander   University of Alaska, Fairbanks 
Rick Anthes    University Corporation for Atmospheric Research 
Al Beeton    University of Michigan 
Otis Brown    University of Miami 
Ken Brink    Ocean Studies Board 
Lawrence Dickerson   Diamond Offshore Drilling, Inc. 
Robert Gagosian   Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution 
David Keeley    State of Maine Coastal Zone Mgmt Program 
Marcia McNutt   Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute 
Denise Stephenson-Hawk  The Stephenson Group/Spelman College 
Patrick K. Sullivan   Oceanit Laboratories, Inc. 
Steve Ramberg ORAP Designated Federal Official/ Office of Naval 

Research 
 
Others 
Jon Berkson    United States Coast Guard 
Philip Bogden    Gulf of Maine Ocean Observing System 
Mel Briscoe    Office of Naval Research 
Muriel Cole    Nat’l Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration 
Penny Dalton    Consort. for Oceanographic Research & Education 



Cynthia Decker   Consort. for Oceanographic Research & Education 
Morgan Gopnik   National Academy of Sciences 
 
David Hilmer    Consort. for Oceanographic Research & Education 
Conrad Lautenbacher   Consort. for Oceanographic Research & Education 
Dave Martin    Ocean.US Office 
Thomas Nelson   Office of Naval Research 
Roxanne Nikolaus   Consort. for Oceanographic Research & Education 
Robin O’Malley   H. John Heinz III Center 
Paul Pan    Environmental Protection Agency 
Steve Piotrowicz   Ocean.US Office 
Michael Reeve   National Science Foundation 
Kathy Shield    Office of the Oceanographer of the Navy 
Rick Spinrad    Office of the Oceanographer of the Navy 
Stan Wilson    Nat’l Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration 
 
 
II. Review of Agenda 
 
Panel Chair Dr. John Knauss and the Panel Designated Federal Official, Dr. Steve Ramberg of 
the Office of Naval Research, reviewed the agenda.  The minutes of the October 3, 2000 Panel 
meeting were approved. 
 
III. NOPP Program Update 
 
The Chair of the NOPP Interagency Working Group (IWG), S. Ramberg, updated the Panel on 
Program activities. An overview of NOPP research was presented with an assessment of the 
NOPP portfolio to date. The FY 2001 NOPP investment opportunities were also discussed, 
including a review of the highlights of the past year.  S. Ramberg advised the Panel that awards 
are based on  peer reviews and decisions on funding sources for each proposal are made once the 
pool of accepted proposals is finalized. 
 
The Panel noted the lower number of proposals received for the FY00 NOPP Broad Agency 
Announcement (BAA). S. Ramberg commented this is likely the result of the more specific BAA 
topics, but noted it could also be due in part to the low proposal acceptance rate.   
The solicitation to fund the next phase of the U.S. contribution to Argo, which NOAA released 
on behalf of NOPP, was discussed.  A discussion of NOPP Investment Area A, 
Operational/Routine Observations, and its connection with Argo ensued. Some panelists 
commented that NOPP is ramping up to have a full-fledged operational open ocean observing 
system, but others were concerned that  NOPP  funding for such efforts may not be available.  
The Panel commented that there is still much work to be done, and coordination between all 
concerned will be key.  
 
Based on the discussion, the Panel asked what the expectation is for growth of the NOPP budget; 
Could it be doubled or tripled? S. Ramberg replied in the positive, noting that good proposals are 
being turned away.  The Panel asked if  some diversity in respondents, especially from industry, 



was being eliminated when the topics of the NOPP BAAs are changed year to year.  The Panel 
noted that it is difficult  to track the NOPP research  philosophy based on available information.  
J. Knauss commented that the open ocean community knows where it is going in the area of 
developing an observing system. In 5-10 years, the community will know if it is on track. He 
noted, however, that the coastal community is still asking the basic, preliminary questions when 
it comes to observations. Other panel members commented that the coastal system has good 
instruments and equipment, but it is a diverse set of objectives and will take longer to develop a 
system. M. McNutt also noted that the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) will 
argue for needs to address marine biological resources and ask what NOPP can do to assist. She 
suggested that an appropriate NOPP response  highlight Program focus on the global ocean and 
explain how Program activities are relevant to marine biological resources.. Panel members 
noted that the two systems need to be brought together. S. Ramberg reminded the Panel that the 
OSTP request to ORAP was in two parts: prepare a strategic vision for a U.S. research program 
to study marine biological resources within the 200-nautical mile US exclusive economic zone 
and work with the Ocean.US Office to determine appropriate observational strategies in support 
of this research program and sustainability goals. 
 
In reviewing the Program highlights from the past year, S. Ramberg noted that two individuals 
are being considered two fill the vacancies on the ORAP. He also discussed the very successful 
National Ocean Sciences Bowl (NOSB) final competition was held in conjunction with 
Oceanology International Americas 2001 in Miami, FL. The participating students had the 
opportunity to have breakfast with Dr. Walter Munk. 
 
IV. OCEAN.US/Integrated Ocean Observing System 
 
Dr. David Martin, Director of  Ocean.US,  updated the Panel on  Ocean.US Office actions to 
establish a national  integrated ocean observing system.. He reviewed the goal of Ocean.US to 
establish a program to conduct ocean observations in a coordinated, cohesive way.  
 
In response to a question on how the Ocean.US Office is plugged into Congress, Captain Martin 
stated that there is strong bipartisan support. Congressmen Jim Saxton (R-N.J) and Curt Weldon 
(R-Pa.) requested that NOPP undertake development of an integrated ocean observing system. 
The Panel expressed concerns about support within Congressional committees and among the 
committee chairs. It was suggested that the Congressional Ocean Caucus could be of assistance 
when dealing with the committees. It was also noted that there is some confusion among 
appropriation committee staff with respect to ocean observations. The Panel commented that the 
Ocean.US Office will have to develop an appropriate strategy to address this issue. 
 
It was noted that Ocean.US is the governmental counterpart to the U.S. Global Ocean Observing 
System (GOOS), which is non-governmental.  It was noted that any connection between GOOS 
and Ocean.US must be an interactive process. He commented that it must be more than just a list 
of projects; Ocean.US must address the missions of the mission agencies. 
 
In response to a question regarding a framework definition for Ocean.US, Captain Martin 
responded that the Ocean.US Office is preparing a requirements and capabilities document to 
specifically address this issue. It was noted that the Ocean.US Memorandum of Agreement calls 
for a review of the Office every few years; the ORAP offered to coordinate this process.   



 
The Panel raised the question of what happens is a NOPP-coordinated activity is withdrawn for 
lack of funding. Captain Martin responded that when an agency decides to add an item to the 
NOPP-coordinated category, they must agree to support that item. S. Ramberg added that the 
concept involves notice to Congress that the items listed as NOPP-coordinated are part of a 
larger whole and that there is agreement between the National Ocean Research Leadership 
Council (NORLC) agencies to support the items listed. The Panel noted that this will require 
educating Congress on NOPP-coordinated activities and Ocean.US. Questions were raised as to 
what has been done and what is planned to educate Congress. It was agreed that appropriate  
presentations must be offered to Members of Congress and staff. 
 
The Panel noted that “integrated” can mean many things.  The Ocean.US goals need specificity. 
The question of whether the community is getting useful products  otherwise not available must 
be addressed. Additional questions include: Who are the users, what do the users want, and is 
there a unique user community. The ORAP pointed to a need to measure the results. The value 
added by Ocean.US versus what agencies are already doing was raised. It was noted that the 
Congress will demand quantitative metrics prior to providing additional resources and  the need 
for public-private partnership involvement is critical.  
 
Gulf of Maine Ocean Observing System (GoMOOS) 
 
Dr. Philip Bogden, Director of the Gulf of Maine Ocean Observing System (GoMOOS), 
provided an overview of the System. The  GoMOOS goal is to provide data and data products 
that serve public and private sector needs for solving practical problems, predicting events, and 
further understanding natural systems in the Gulf of Maine. GoMOOS is proposed as  one 
element of a national federation of linked and coordinated regional coastal ocean observing 
systems, with federal funding necessary for the core variables. 
 
In response to a question of recurring versus one-time expenses, Dr. Bogden commented that 
maintaining the system will be as costly as initially developing it. The Panel also questioned the 
line item funding described in the presentation. Dr. Bogden responded that the funding is 
currently coming from plus-ups, but legislation is being drafted to get line items that are new 
dollars to support GoMOOS and other efforts In response to a Panel comment, Dr. Bogden stated 
that GoMOOS is not intended to be an earmark. The funding needs to be new dollars, and 
GoMOOS is looking to the NORLC to assist with coordination issues. He also noted that 
GoMOOS is not competition for research institutions; it is being developed to provide 
information and acknowledged the need to address protocols and fit with extant agency 
programs. The question was raised whether GoMOOS is the first system of its kind, and it was 
noted that GoMOOS is the first system being developed in a systematic way. 
 
The Panel also questioned how data are delivered to the user. Dr. Bogden commented that there 
is a GoMOOS web site at www.gomoos.org. Panel members noted, however, that this data needs 
to be converted into information useful to the user. It was noted that this is a role for the private 
sector.  
 
V. FOFC Fleet Review Discussion Paper 
 



Dr. Mike Reeve, NSF, provided an overview of development of a long-range national academic 
fleet plan. The draft discussion paper, “Charting the Future for the National Academic Research 
Fleet,” is the result of several months of discussion of an informal working group of staff within 
federal agencies most concerned with the administration and funding of the national academic 
fleet. It is the first step to address the issue of fleet renewal by the Federal Oceanographic 
Facilities Committee (FOFC) and it designed to be reviewed and updated at least every five 
years. The National Science Board called for the plan and addresses ships over 40 meters in 
length. Over the next 20 years, the plan calls for a fleet that is more capable than at present, but 
consisting of fewer vessels. The plan is based mostly on the assumption of stable to slightly 
increased funding for academic oceanographic research in the coming years. There appears to be 
a trend toward larger, interdisciplinary sea-going science teams. 
 
The plan defines three basic vessel classes for the fleet of ships over 40 meters: 1) Global Class 
with high endurance and ability to operate worldwide in ice-free water; 2) Ocean Class to 
replace aging Intermediate ships with increased endurance, technology, and number of science 
berths; and 3) Regional Class that will work in and near the continental margin and coastal zone, 
but with improved technology and increased number of science berths. 
 
Dr. Reeve noted that the Plan was posted on the University-National Oceanographic Laboratory 
System (UNOLS) web site for public comment and that approximately 120 responses were 
received. The goal over the next few months is to produce a document that will reflect a 
workable agreement in the community.  
 
The Panel commented that there is a sense of urgency in the community regarding fleet renewal 
and asked whether that sense of urgency carried through to FOFC. Dr. Reeve responded that the 
UNOLS working group  share this sense of urgency. He noted that a new ship is being 
constructed for the University of Hawaii, with the next priority being a new ship for the 
University of Alaska. 
 
The Panel also noted the need for the ability to operate more automated ships at lower day rates 
and asked whether this was considered. Dr. Reeve acknowledged that this issue was not 
considered.  
 
It was suggested that ship life seemed to be a driving factor in forming the report and in the 
UNOLS response.  It was not clear to the Panel how decisions are made on ship life and whether 
a ship will be retired or refurbished. Dr. Reeve replied that the cost of keeping the older ships 
operating is considered, and the 30-year standard for retirement is based on an earlier FOFC 
study.  
 
Panel members asked what is driving the need for ships and how this is contrasted to the 
proliferation of sensors. Other panel members agreed there is an issue of increased number of 
AUVs, ROVs, and sensors, but noted that researchers still have to get out to sea to deploy these 
vehicles and sensors.   Dr. Reeve noted that ships in the current Intermediate Class are all over 
20 years of age and that it takes 8 to 10 years to deliver a new ship.  
 
There was concern that the primary way to get a new ship is through Congressional plus-ups. It 
was noted that observatory costs are high relative to ship costs and  competition between the two 



could be counterproductive.  In response to a question regarding his opinion of the trade off, Dr. 
Reeve responded that this is a question NSF usually asks the community.  
 
Panel members noted that the role of ships is changing, with serving as research platforms being 
an emerging role. The interdisciplinary nature of oceanography calls for ships to be deployed to 
do process studies in a broader context permitting many types of science can be done 
concurrently. The panel agreed a strong case could be made for the  ocean research vessels.  
It was noted that there is a Major Research Equipment (MRE) process at NSF for building 
facilities, but the community has not been able to collectively influence the process toward ships. 
Dr. Reeve commented that 5 years ago, ship replacement was not as critical as other issues and 
lost out to division competition at NSF. He noted that an Ocean Sciences Division MRE is in the 
works at NSF.   
 
The Panel considered whether they  could develop a replacement strategy, as a responsible 
increment to the MRE ship budget. Some members commented that it could be  market driven. 
Others noted that it is difficult to develop a 10 to 20 year perspective of needs, but it was agreed 
the needs will not decrease.  
 
J. Knauss noted that the Panel was asked for comments on the discussion paper. It was noted that 
the paper does not include an implementation plan or  strategy, and this could be a place for the 
ORAP to make a contribution. Other Panel members noted that the plan could clarify the use of 
and need for ships. It was agreed this is an issue in which the Panel should have input, and it was 
suggested that the ORAP develop a one-page document to provide guidance and 
recommendations. This document would outline the issues raised by the Panel in an effort to 
strengthen support for the fleet, and make it clear that the need for ships is not decreased by an 
autonomous ocean observing system. V. Alexander, P. Sullivan, and O. Brown agreed to draft a 
one page ORAP response, with input from B. Gagosian.  
 
VI. Comments of ORAP Members on the Five NOPP Investment Areas 
 
S. Ramberg reminded the Panel that during the October 3, 2001 ORAP meeting, members were 
asked to sign up to “track” one or two of the five NOPP investment areas:  

 
Topic A: Operational/Routine Observations;  
Topic B: Research “Observatories”;  
Topic C: Observational Technique Development;  
Topic D: “Commons” for Ocean Information; and  
Topic E: Education/Outreach.  
 
Dr Ramberg reviewed current NOPP investment profile and anticipated future investment 
distribution among the five areas for both NOPP-funded and NOPP-coordinated efforts. 
Operational/Routine Observations is expected to be the greatest growth area, especially in the 
NOPP-coordinated category.  
 
The funding process for NOPP-funded and NOPP-coordinated was questioned. S. Ramberg 
explained that  NOPP-funded elements are the result of a NOPP solicitation and selection 



process while NOPP-coordinated elements are ongoing or new activities that agencies and 
partners voluntarily request to be included. 
 
The ORAP questioned what can be said about NOPP in 20 years, whether it consists only of 
good, individual projects or is a cohesive program. S. Ramberg replied that if in 20 years the 
only thing that can be said about NOPP is that it funded interesting projects, then the Program 
has failed.  
 
The Panel also wanted to know if there is a strategic view for how NOPP will move from being a 
series of good projects to being a cohesive program, i.e., can NOPP reach its goal through a 
series of solicitations. There was concern that the process currently employed does not address 
the design of an ocean observing system. The Panel asked who is the system designer, the 
system coordinator, and the system operator. It was noted that this is not quite clear for 
GoMOOS, either. ORAP members raised the question of what is the strategy in making tradeoffs 
in research and development in developing a system and in enhancing the state of the art in 
improving the system. The Panel agreed the next step is to compare what exists to what is 
needed and determine where NOPP fits in. Some ORAP members commented that flexibility is 
necessary for NOPP to reach its goal of a cohesive program, but it was noted that such flexibility 
must be built in. 
 
Discussion on Investment Area B:  Research Observatories 
 
Robert Gagosian led a discussion on Investment Area B: Research “Observatories.” He noted 
that  NOPP funded researchers  have discovered  common themes and issues, but indicated  
several  NOPP researchers  are not sure how they fit into the overall NOPP strategy. The concept 
of a workshop for  NOPP PI’s  in this investment area was discussed to include  with researchers 
funded under  Investment Area A: Operational/Routine Observations.  ORAP members agreed 
with the workshop idea for cross-communication, adding it is key to identifying and addressing 
common goals. It was suggested that NOPP/ORAP consider serving as a facilitator for such a 
workshop. 
 
It was noted that NOPP-funded PIs expressed concern over continuity of funds. The idea that 
NOPP would get projects started and agencies would pick up the long-term funding is  good, but 
it is not realistic with the stalled budget. A common comment was the feeling that the federal 
budget is stalled, though some pieces such as Argo are moving.  
 
The Panel commented that the community needs to consider large-scale science problems. R. 
Gagosian noted that regional efforts are organized, but there is a question of how to cross-
fertilize these efforts.   J. Knauss  questioned the process to deliver  this information  to the 
public an private sector  It was suggested the NOPP Interagency Working Group (IWG) is an 
approach to be explored, and  the proposed workshop of NOPP PIs could be used as a 
springboard for informing the community. 
 
It was noted that  NOPP should identify gaps, especially in the ocean observations area.  The 
Ocean.US office was proposed as a vehicle to  prepare a system architecture. It was noted that 
such systems will not self-assemble, and a Request for Proposals may be a good way to generate 
ideas.  
 



The ORAP suggested that  “pilot” efforts, currently listed under Investment Area A: 
Operational/Routine Observations, should be categorized under Investment Area B: Research 
“Observatories.” Once they move beyond the pilot phase, they could then be moved to Area A. 
 
Discussion on Investment Area A: Operational/Routine Observations 
 
D. Keeley led the discussion on Investment Area A: Operational/Routine Observations. The 
question of whether NOPP has a responsibility in the NOPP-funded category to support routine 
observations was discussed. It was noted that the amount of support in this area may indeed 
change relative to the overall NOPP funding. Some Panel members expressed concern that 
individual investment areas could not be considered when the entire system is not yet 
understood. It was noted, however, that there seems to be a good idea of what is wanted in the 
end – a national system that included regional and international elements when appropriate. 
NOPP is crucial to this process because it allows agencies to work together to accomplish goals 
they cannot accomplish on their own. 
 
Discussion on Investment Area D: “Commons” for Ocean Information 
 
P. Sullivan led the discussion on Investment Area D: “Commons” for Ocean Information. It was 
noted that this area could drive the entire process, but there is concern that  NOPP-funded 
projects do not address the key issue – architecture interface, including functionality and 
navigational schema.   Considerable discussion followed and it was argued that  a logical, 
functional integration with appropriate data standards must be constructed.  M. McNutt 
suggested for the next meeting that system architecture, including what system blueprints may be 
available, be discussed.   P. Sullivan suggested that a coordinated information system is a 
method to generate national interest and commitment to oceanography.  
 
J. Knauss commented that the ocean observing system could be divided into two parts: 1) open 
ocean, which is on track and maturing and 2) coastal ocean, which is more complicated and not 
as far along. He asked whether the problems being discussed referred to the open ocean, and if 
so, what exactly the problems are. M. McNutt noted that the there should be as much concern 
about the open ocean system in as many dimensions as the coastal ocean. 
 
Discussion on Investment Area E: Education and Outreach 
 
D. Stephenson-Hawk led the discussion for this investment a. The Panel expressed concern that 
the NOPP education program appears unfocused.   Considerable discussion regarding a long-
range plan for NOPP Education and Outreach   S. Ramberg acknowledged a lack of a NOPP 
education strategy, but commented that the projects funded were successful.  
 
The funded projects are referred to at “pilots,” but there is no mechanism for sustained effort 
after the NOPP-funding. The Panel noted that a standard protocol and a way to follow through 
with the community must be developed and NOPP is a mechanism to achieve this. 
 
The following recommendations summarize Panel recommendations: 
 
1) Clarify and tighten the investment area definitions 
 



2) Be explicit about the system design/architecture and comment on the system blueprint at the  
next meeting 
 
3) Facilitate and ensure communications between NOPP PIs within each investment area and 
among areas A and B  
 
4) Gather information from the stakeholder community on education and outreach. D. 
Stephenson-Hawk agreed to develop a short list of objectives for the NOPP strategy 
 
VII. President’s Ocean Commission Update  
 
Nominees for the President’s Ocean Commission have not yet been announced. The nomination 
package has been prepared and is waiting for approval by President Bush. J. Knauss commented 
that the ORAP relationship with the Commission will be at the discretion of the Commission. S. 
Ramberg commented that a NOPP information packet has been prepared.  
 
VIII.  ORAP Tasking from NORLC/OSTP 
  
J. Knauss provided background information on the tasking to ORAP from NORLC/OSTP. At its 
22 May 2000 meeting, the NORLC tasked the ORAP to: 

a) prepare a strategic vision for a U.S. research program to study marine biological 
resources within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), and  

b) work with NOPP’s OCEAN.US Office to determine appropriate observational 
strategies in support of the research program.  

 
The response to Part A was submitted to OSTP in January 2001. M. McNutt reported that Dr. 
Rosina Bierbaum, OTSP, understands the ORAP did not have the opportunity to officially 
discuss the initial response as a group. That response is, however, exactly what OSTP wanted. 
The ORAP report was used to argue for new fisheries resources, and OSTP plans to send copies 
to the President’s Ocean Commission. M. McNutt indicated that OSTP does want the ORAP to 
continue to respond to Part B of the tasking statement and make recommendations as to the most 
important observations for marine biological resources as well as mechanisms to address coastal 
and open ocean concerns. OSTP also requested ORAP suggestions on how to use the report to 
influence Congress and how NOPP could fill the gaps in the report.  Dr. Bierbaum recommended 
that the response to Part B also include activities that NOPP is undertaking. 
 
Further discussion ensued and it was noted that some NOPP activities do overlap with the four 
recommendations made in the report. It was suggested that NOPP perform an inventory of 
related activities in an effort to identify what is covered and where the gaps are.  
 
IX. Selection of Chair and Vice Chair 
 
The ORAP unanimously elected M. McNutt as Panel Chair and O. Brown as Vice Chair. If M. 
McNutt is nominated to the President’s Ocean Commission, O. Brown will serve as Chair and 
M. McNutt will serve as Vice Chair. 
 
X. Public Comment Period 



 
There were no public comments. 
 
XI. Other Business 
 
Dr. Robin O’Malley, Program Manager with The H. John Heinz III Center for Science, 
Economics and the Environment (Heinz Center), presented the Panel with information on the 
Heinz Center’s The State of the Nation’s Ecosystems Project. The goal of the project is to 
identify a suite of core indicators of the use and condition of U.S. ecosystems to form the basis 
for periodic, high quality, non-partisan reporting to decision-makers. The basic framework for 
discussing ecosystems and comparing them within an indicator framework has been developed. 
The project will also identify information gaps. For coastal and marine ecosystems, major 
information gaps have been found in the areas of habitat extent, water clarity, hypoxia, marine 
debris, shoreline status, non-native species, harmful algal blooms, seafood contaminants, and 
bathing water quality/beach closures.  
 
More than one hundred representatives from business, environmental organizations, academia, 
and government have been involved in preparing the report. The project was undertaken at the 
request of OSTP, and the goal is to produce a full report on the State of the Nation’s Ecosystems 
for release in early 2002.  
 
M. McNutt commented that it may be useful for ORAP to have the section of the report covering 
coastal and marine ecosystems. Dr. O’Malley agreed to send the Panel the review draft in June 
2002 and the final version in February 2002.  
 
The next ORAP meeting will be held in October 2001. Members will be polled to determine the 
most suitable date. The ORAP agreed that at least one meeting per year would be held in 
Washington, D.C., but meetings could also be held in other locations. A possible location for the 
October 2001 meeting is Monterey, CA.  
 
XII.  Adjourn 
 
The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.  
 


