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TUESDAY, JULY 23, 2002

Welcome

The Chair called the meeting to order at 12:30 p.m. and introduced the first panel, including Mr.
Bob Durand, Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs from Massachusetts,
Mr. Evan D. Richert, Director of the Maine State Planning Office, Mr. David E. Hartman,
Manager of the New Hampshire Coastal Program in the New Hampshire Office of State
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Planning, and Ms. Jane Stahl, Deputy Commissioner of Environmental Protection from
Connecticut.

State Representatives Panel

Mr. Bob Durand — Secretary of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, State of
Massachusetts

Mr. Evan D. Richert — Director, Maine State Planning Office

Mr. David E. Hartman — Manager, New Hampshire Coastal Program, New Hampshire Office
of State Planning

Ms. Jane K. Stahl — Deputy Commissioner of Environmental Protection, State of Connecticut

Following their presentations, the panelists commented on a number of issues raised by the
Commission. The Commission expressed interest in Mr. Durand’s comments about biomapping
and asked whether there is a model of data sharing with other coastal states. He responded that
right now management is species by species and not looking at habitat, however, ecosystem
management is important. He commented that for ecosystem management, it is useful to have
all the data in one place and develop a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database. He
described a biomap of Massachusetts land areas that has been created using 22 years of data. He
stated that they worked with academia and NGOs to develop a GIS. The map identified space
that is critical which they have put on a list for land acquisition. He also described a coastal
biomap that they are working on now and will be done sometime next year. He noted that this
will help implement an ecosystem approach. He expressed that there has been success in
Massachusetts because five state agencies work together. But he stated that there are too many
federal agencies involved in managing the oceans, resulting in some confusion. Mr. Durand
commented that the Coastal America model is one approach. He suggested that an ecosystem
approach makes a lot of sense and the State is starting to do that much more now. He added that
Massachusetts is working together with Connecticut, and recognizes that natural resources
transcend political boundaries and that states need to start managing resources as an ecosystem.
He recommended that there needs to be one agency to look at the Exclusive Economic Zone
(EEZ). He added that public trust is key and that there needs to be a benefit in return for
resources. Commissioners requested that other panelists provide any comments on data sharing
between coastal states in writing to the Commission.

In response to a question about the purpose of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), Mr. Durand
replied that the purpose of MPAs is to provide a coordinated approach to ecosystem
management. He noted that the Ocean Sanctuaries Act allows the State to protect not only the
fish species, but the ecosystem as a whole. He expressed that it is significant from an ecological
perspective to be able to use GIS data, find significant environmental areas and designate them
as MPAs to have long-term protection of a whole ecosystem.

In his testimony, Mr. Richert recommended an ecosystem management approach. Admiral
Watkins asked him to give an example of his vision of ecosystem management in the Gulf of
Maine and how this approach would work. Mr. Richert responded that an ecosystem approach is
a system in which there is predictive capacity due to an understanding of the linkages between
the physical and biological systems and habitat. He added that with this type of approach,
managers can say that if a certain percent of habitat is disturbed, there will be a certain percent of



decline in a species. Mr. Richert stated that this type of approach also must include fishermen
and others in gathering information. He added that the Maine State Planning Office does not
now have knowledge of all the interactions in an ecosystem in the Gulf of Maine, and this makes
management difficult. He emphasized that there is a need to have predictive capacity so that
regulations can be made within the context of a much larger environment. Admiral Watkins
requested that Mr. Richert provide the Commission, in writing, more specifics on his vision of
ecosystem management. Admiral Watkins expressed that the Commission needs specific
scientific research requirements to give the Commission the kind of information needed to make
investment decisions. Mr. Richert responded that he would provide the Commission with more
information in writing, and also added that sea floor characterization will be a priority.

A number of Commissioners asked questions for the panelists to address in writing.
Commissioners requested that the panelists provide more detail about a coordinating structure,
and the relationship this federal structure would have with the states. The Commission noted
that the panelists commented on strengthening the role of the federal consistency provision of the
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), and asked what they meant by this. Commissioners
stated that in the Governance Working Group, there has been discussion about regional
mechanisms. Panelists were requested to describe what they would envision for the relationship
between the states and some kind of regional entity. The Commission commented that Mr.
Durand had pointed out important gaps in the management regime of the EEZ. It was stated that
in the area of marine bioprospecting, questions will arise as to who has authority over this, and
that open water aquaculture is a growing industry. Panelists were requested to comment on how
they see the potential of their states in the development of these two new industries.
Commissioners expressed that the Commission has not had a panel of four states at one time and
that this panel represented for the Commission the state-side of ocean governance. The
Commission noted that looking to the state governments would be very helpful to the
Commission and asked panelists to provide one recommendation for a national ocean policy
from a state perspective.

Dr. Rita R. Colwell, Director, National Science Foundation and Chair, National Ocean Research
Leadership Council
The Honorable William K. Reilly — Chairman, Board of Directors, World Wildlife Fund

Following their presentations, Dr. Rita Colwell and The Honorable William Reilly addressed
follow-up questions asked by the Commission. The Commission commented that the Internet is
having a large impact on the American people and that the National Science Foundation (NSF)
and the academic community have played a role in this. Commissioners stated that Internet2 will
be a much more difficult and expensive technology for schools and communities than Internetl.
Dr. Colwell was asked to address how this might be implemented, and replied that NSF is
working on this kind of connectivity because it is important to accelerate the diffusion of
advanced Internet technology; investments in information technology have paid off with great
value to the nation.

The Commission noted that the Research Education and Marine Operations Working Group
discussed that a higher percentage of those pursuing science degrees pursue biology or marine
biology degrees rather than engineering, physics, or chemistry degrees. Commissioners asked
Dr. Colwell what she thought the Commission could do about this. Dr. Colwell responded that



more people are pursuing biology degrees than other types of sciences because the excitement of
living things gives biology a natural appeal. But she added that questions such as the types of
toxins produced by bacteria associated with marine plants and animals can only be answered by
understanding the connectedness of systems. She suggested that enhancing predictions will get
youngsters excited; if people start thinking about the predictions they can make with the other
sciences, they might broaden their interests. She observed that biology is built on physics,
chemistry, and mathematics and that interdisciplinary research and education is important in this
century.

It was noted that Dr. Colwell discussed three specific roles for the National Oceanographic
Partnership Program (NOPP) in her statement. Commissioners highlighted the last role that Dr.
Colwell described, which is to provide a mechanism for identifying and developing
oceanographic research directions that cut across agency missions. The Commission commented
that the ability to organize research dollars to target research areas that need to be looked at is
something that is not effectively done now. Commissioners described a situation in the West
Coast where Washington has spent a lot of money restoring habitat for salmon. The State has
created an independent science panel and they have recently issued a report saying that there is
no proof that habitat restoration has any benefit for salmon. It was stated that these are all
researchable questions and yet research has lagged money spent on habitat restoration.
Commissioners commented that it seems clear that in any research program, research issues
should be identified before money is spent in order to ensure efficiency.

Dr. Colwell responded that every time you tug on something in nature, you find it is connected
with everything else. She stated that managers and scientists have not been dealing with the
“everything else.” She expressed the need to look at the totality of the system and have a holistic
view in research, which requires bringing together the social scientists, engineers, physicists,
chemists, biologists, etc. She commented that with the new developments in information
technology the capacity exists to handle very large sets of data. For example, she indicated that
21* century science must not look solely at whether to limit catch per se, but consider how the
whole ecosystem is affected. Dr. Colwell emphasized the need for a holistic approach to
understanding the complexity of the environment.

Commissioners commented that Dr. Colwell described what it is possible to do, but the question
of the Commission is really why policy development goes forward without having the scientific
research to back it up. Dr. Colwell replied that systematic knowledge is needed for policy
decisions and scientists now are beginning to understand that they have to collaborate. She
added that scientists of many disciplines have not worked together; they have worked according
to their own subset of disciplines. She emphasized that environmental systems are
interdisciplinary in nature and work must therefore cross disciplines. Dr. Colwell commented
that if scientists go to a funding source and harp about their own discipline, then they get what
they ask for, which is small amounts of money to solve small problems, leaving the larger issues
unresolved.

A number of Commissioners asked questions for the panelists to address in writing. In response
to a question regarding the connection of the oceans to human health, Dr. Colwell responded that
NSF is becoming more involved in efforts to understand the major role that climate plays in
infectious diseases. She added that sea surface temperature has a direct relationship with



epidemics of disease, affecting human health, and that a better understanding the ocean
environment would improve understanding of such effects on human health. Commissioners
requested additional information in writing regarding the connection of the oceans to human
health and whether NSF will be developing a strategy for addressing the issue, as well as
suggestions on what the Commission should do concerning that issue.

Dr. Colwell was asked if more authority is needed to make decisions about who should do
research. Dr. Colwell responded that NSF can play a role but recommended that there be closer
cooperation between the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) and the National
Ocean Research Leadership Council (NORLC). She commented that OSTP has a mandate to
coordinate efforts and that could reduce delays and second-guessing. The Commission asked Dr.
Colwell to provide additional information in writing. Admiral Watkins commented to Dr.
Colwell that the Integrated Ocean Observing System is an opportunity for OSTP to take more of
a role with coordinating and that there has been much discussion about how coordination does
not exist today. Dr. Colwell replied affirmatively that this is an opportunity to work closely with
the White House.

It was requested that The Honorable William Reilly provide the Commission with additional
information on an approach for marine zoning. Commissioners asked him to provide further
ideas about the 1997 report he mentioned and to update this report about marine zoning and
provide his views about what has changed.

It was noted that managing the capacity reduction program with fisheries is an important issue.
Commissioners requested that Mr. Reilly provide additional information regarding managing
harvest capacity long-term.

It was noted that there has been much discussion about Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) at the
regional meetings. Commissioners asked Mr. Reilly to discuss whether MPAs should be
established in a bottom-up or top-down fashion and whether there should be a sunset clause for
fish recovery. Mr. Reilly responded that the Dry Tortugas was very much of a bottom-up effort
and was very successful. The Commission asked that further information be provided in writing.

It was also discussed that one of the Commission’s mandates is to look for ways the U.S. can be
a leader in ocean issues. Commissioners commented that World Wildlife Fund is a global
organization and asked Mr. Reilly for any recommendations from a policy perspective on how
the U.S. might improve its international activity.

Ocean Observing and Prediction

Dr. J. Frederick Grassle, Director, Institute of Marine and Coastal Sciences, Rutgers, The State
University of New Jersey
Dr. Philip Bogden, Chief Executive Officer, Gulf of Maine Ocean Observing System



Dr. David Keeley, State Planner, Maine State Planning Office

Once the panelists had provided their formal statements, they addressed specific issues raised by
the Commission. It was noted that all of the panelists commented on the issue of how to govern
an observing system. Commissioners asked panelists how to govern an observing system and
how they envision the relationship between different partners (federal, state, industry). Dr.
Grassle replied that there should be a national academic partnership and a funding mechanism
for phasing in regional programs. He added that the system cannot be one-size-fits-all and this
system should be coordinated by Ocean.US. He noted that there needs to be strong links to
science programs that will emerge regarding the development of the system. Dr. Bogden
commented that regional systems need federal funding, both for start-up and for sustained
operations. Individual states and industries should contribute, but it is unlikely that regional
contributions will ever support the entire system. Rather, we should look to regions to enhance a
core federally supported activity. Dr. Bogden also suggested that the system should be modeled
as an oceanic version of the National Weather Service, which cannot exist without federal funds.
In response to a question regarding whether one agency should be responsible for all of this, Dr.
Bogden responded that he supported NOPP at a national level to coordinate multi-agency
contributions to the national system. He added that GoMOOS is trying to be a regional version
of NOPP in fostering regional partnerships. He discussed the notion of regional systems to look
to NOPP and Ocean.US to coordinate at the national level.

In response to a question about whether sensors could be put on sea lions, Dr. Grassle responded
that they can. Mr. Rasmuson commented about a dead orca that was found about ten years ago
with sea lion tags in the stomach contents. Dr. Grassle replied that researchers at Stanford
University are doing experiments to avoid potential impacts of tags.

The Commission expressed interest in Dr. Grassle’s description of the need for a prioritized,
coordinated, well-financed research program that deals with science and operational issues and
commented about the fact that he chaired the Census of Marine Life group. Dr. Grassle was
asked to discuss getting academic and business communities and others to work together. In
response, he commented that Census of Marine Life is a model and that business partners are
important for regional needs. He expressed that the idea is to take dollar value forecasts and look
at individual business plans and see how they are affected. He emphasized that the only way to
convince people of the value added is to show it in the bottom line. In response to a question
about funding, Dr. Bogden noted that GoMOOS members pay dues which support a very small
fraction of the total cost of the observing system; GoMOOS relies on federal funding as a
primary source. Dr. Bogden commented that many users do not realize the potential pay-offs of
ocean observing unless a substantial effort is made to convert data into useful information. He
added that they spend a lot of time converting data to useful products for the members. In
response to a question about how much money a sustained ocean observing system would
require, Dr. Grassle stated that it would cost about $6 million a year for their system and about
$500 million for a national system.

Commissioners asked Dr. Bogden to further discuss the potential for industry partnerships in an
observing system. Commissioners gave an example of providing data to tankers, which could
enable them to change their routes and have cost savings in terms of fuel and time.
Commissioners commented that if industry had these kinds of pay-offs, it could be significant,



especially in the Gulf of Mexico where most of our oil imports occur. Dr. Bogden added that
there are other benefits for shippers as well such as measuring and predicting sea level rise in
order to move ships in and out of a port. He noted that there is a company that depends on ship
routing in the Atlantic that did a study that says there is a $500,000 annual benefit. Dr. Bogden
added that predicting the actual water levels (such as storm surge, which can differ substantially
from tide height) could indeed save money.

It was noted that GoMOOS started as a federally funded activity operating within the region.
Commissioners commented that it seems like the system started with the state and local entities
and asked Dr. Bogden if it could work if it was guided by the federal level or if federal agency
interests would prevail. Dr. Bogden responded that coastal systems must serve regional user
needs while they contribute to national needs. We work like this right now. Thanks to NOAA’s
National Data Buoy Center, GoMOOS data are incorporated into the National Weather Service
forecast system. Once a national oceanic backbone is defined, GoMOOS would look to operate
under contract to deliver a regional component of that backbone. The national system would be
a federation of linked regional systems. It is hard to imagine the converse, where a federal
agency with a national mission responds to user needs that vary from region to region.

The Commission commented that the evolution for state capacity raises a question for how
management should occur and whether to get the capacity across at the state level. Dr. Keeley
replied that there is a need to build capacity at the state level and there has to be a balance.

Science Panel

Dr. Robert B. Gagosian, President and Director, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution

Dr. Steven Murawski, Chief, Population Dynamics Branch, Northeast Fisheries Science Center,
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA

Dr. Donald M. Anderson, Senior Scientist, Biology Department, Woods Hole Oceanographic
Institution

Dr. Thomas C. Malone, Professor, University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science
and Co-Chair, U.S. GOOS Steering Committee

Following their formal presentations, panelists addressed questions raised by the Commission.
Admiral Watkins expressed the need to appeal to Capitol Hill and the Administration for long-
term funding for a long range plan all science groups, including social scientists and economists,
can agree on as a reasonable approach given resource constraints. He asked Dr. Gagosian if
there is there a mechanism he could recommend to the Commission on how to set priorities or a
long range set of scientific objectives and if this type of science plan can be built for the next 5-
10 years. Dr. Gagosian replied in the affirmative, noting that a number of people have given this
a lot of thought. He commented that ocean science is really cross-disciplinary and, so far,
scientists have only focused on individual science pieces and have had difficulty setting priorities
across disciplines. Dr. Gagosian recommended convening a group of scientists to come up with
the most important priorities that need to be solved. He suggested setting three or four priorities
from each discipline and then making another list of priorities to include all of the science
disciplines. He added that by prioritizing science, he meant to ask the questions: what do
scientists know, what do scientists need to know, and how should they go about it.



Admiral Watkins noted that the Commission has a document entitled, “Toward a National Ocean
Policy” on the Ocean Commission web site. He added that this document includes nine topics
that the Commission will focus on and that scientists should look at this document to see if these
are the important issues.

In response to a question regarding the federal structures that would be needed to implement an
ocean exploration initiative, Dr. Gagosian responded that he was not aware of an ocean
exploration program except for the NOAA program and he was not aware of an interagency
group that has looked at priorities. He added that unless that is done, there will not be a
compelling reason to move forward. He suggested a NOPP type of structure. Dr. Gagosian
commented that ocean exploration could be placed as one of the science initiatives under another
structure so that if someone goes to see a Congressman and mentions a component of a larger
system, it is a coordinated system and there is an intellectual draw.

The panelists were asked how to take the entity or coordinating mechanism and move it to have
enough authority to accomplish the coordination that is essential. Dr. Gagosian responded that
NOPP is a mechanism by which to coordinate. He commented that NOPP is made up of federal
agencies and agencies should be able to do better under NOPP than alone. He stated that some
new money is needed. He discussed two ways that the money could flow. First, if the agencies
involved decide this is a good mechanism and they want to participate, money could flow from
the agencies and go to NOPP. He discussed that another option could be for resources to go
directly to NOPP, but he argued that this might be more difficult and if money went to the
agencies, they could fund other things in association, which would probably work better. Dr.
Malone commented that authority and funding are needed. He recommended that the governing
body for a sustained and integrated observing system should function outside the confines of any
given federal agency.

The Commission noted that there has been much discussion regarding the lack of coordination
across government agencies in dealing with ocean issues. Commissioners commented that they
have begun to think about what kind of structure to recommend for improving coordination. It
was expressed that often, science and research have little interaction with the policy.
Commissioners asked if an institution could do both the coordination of the research and the
policy. Dr. Gagosian suggested two possibilities. The first option he outlined is to have one
major organization deal with science but have members of that organization be on another
organization that has policy makers. Dr. Gagosian expressed his concern with having scientists
and policy makers together is that scientists are poor communicators and talk to themselves in a
different language. The other option that he discussed was to have scientists engage in frequent
meetings with the board of the policy group to get policy inputs from the beginning. He
emphasized that there has to be an early dialogue on the issue between scientists and policy
makers. Dr. Murawski commented that there is a need for policy coordination when looking at a
common set of objectives. He commented that most of the research scientists do is too practical
and it is always short-term research. He added that they have problems coordinating long-term
research. Commissioners commented that for an issue like ecosystem management there are still
so many questions so it would be better if a research strategy was first developed.

The panelists were asked if it is time for a shift in sharing data or if there should be a different
policy where people protect their data. Dr. Gagosian responded that if one compares the ocean



science field to others they still have a way to go. He stated that they are already sharing their
data but have a way to go when compared with the bio-medical field. Dr. Malone replied that
access to data depends on whether it is generated by research or by an operational observing
system and commented that there is good reason to limit access to research data until researchers
are sure of the data. For operational oceanography, an open data policy should be mandatory.
Dr. Murawski commented that they are trying to work around confidentiality issues with
fisheries.

It was noted that the Commission has heard at least three concerns about fisheries: 1) there is
uncertainty with fisheries science; 2) there is a need to go to ecosystem-based management; and
3) there is a need for protected or closed areas. The Commission asked Dr. Murawski to
comment on these three issues. In response to the issue of ecosystem-based management, Dr.
Murawski commented that the first step is to save all the parts. He stated that the theory is to
move to an ecosystem-based approach, but it is unclear what that is if it does not include
monitoring mortality of species within it. He commented that there are a number of issues that
are not addressed by fisheries management plans, such as predator-prey relationship, the effects
of physical alterations (fishing gear impacts), management of the overall capacity to fish in a
region, and the issue of bycatch. He added that there should be good quality species
management across the board now, and that is the best ecosystem management. Regarding the
issue of MPAs, Dr. Murawski commented that protected areas are good tools in fisheries
management. He noted that New England is leading the U.S. and the world in protected areas
with 20,000 square kilometers of protected areas and more temporarily protected areas. He
commented that there are likely other benefits than just fisheries. He added that research has
indicated that there are unique biological communities that need to be protected. Regarding the
issue of the uncertainty with fisheries science, Dr. Murawski commented that the science is
lagging behind, but the problem is more due to the history of overfishing. He expressed that the
quality of science is not always relevant to the quality of the management.

Commissioners noted that Dr. Murawski made a strong point about the need for good science,
especially fisheries science, but that even with that science there are problems in stock declines.
Dr. Murawski was asked to discuss mechanisms to ensure good science is used in the right way.
He replied that one way to ensure that the science is used in the right way is to separate the
science and fishery management process. He added that problems with overcapitilization have
masked good science in many cases.

In response to a question regarding whether there are incentives needed for fishermen to be
engaged in science, Dr. Murawski responded that a lot of the push to do this has come from the
fishermen themselves. He commented that fishermen do better when they have more
information, and cited an example of lobster temperature devices. On the issue of mandatory
filings, Dr. Murawski stated that fishermen know they are disguising the truth in some cases, and
now realize that serious management decisions are being made based on that data. As a result,
there is more interest from fishermen to take filing more seriously.

In response to a question regarding how to develop a research agenda and get people and
agencies together, Dr. Anderson responded that to deal with harmful algal blooms, he and his
colleagues convened a meeting of scientists, managers and shellfish industry officials. They
identified key impediments to progress (e.g., a lack of toxin standards, or a method to rapidly



count toxic cells) and the actions needed to remove those impediments. Those actions
constituted a science agenda. Prioritization was attempted, but was abandoned in favor of a list
of top priorities with equal weighting. He expressed that not much happened thereafter until
Congress stepped in and encouraged federal agencies to pool resources and work together on
common marine issues. Harmful algal blooms requires multidisciplinary research, so it was a
good candidate for a partnership among NSF, NOAA, EPA, NASA and ONR. He stated that the
leaders of the HAB field convened an ad hoc interagency task force that met periodically so
program managers from these and other agencies could address the needs and recommnedations
of the national science plan together. The ECOHAB program is one of several programs that
have resulted from the science agenda. Dr. Anderson emphasized the need to come up with a
rigorous and coordinated science plan that can be sold, even if the agencies needed to support it
have not been identified. It is much easier to convince agencies to buy into a program if the
details are worked out and the pathway to implementation is clear, even if those agencies were
not part of the initial program formulation.

Commissioners asked Dr. Malone how to best run an integrated and sustained ocean observing
system, whether it be through an interagency organization or some other form; he was also asked
to, if possible, think of a model that exists. Dr. Malone suggested that no single government
agency has the resources (funding, infrastructure and expertise) to design and implement such a
system by itself. He commented that successful implementation will require a strong
commitment by NOPP agencies to develop mechanisms that ensure coordinated development of
the national backbone and a federation of regional observing systems. Dr. Malone emphasized
that a program will be most effective if regional systems are developed in the context of a
national backbone of observations because user needs vary to some extent from region to region.
Dr. Malone expressed that a body such as Ocean.US that operates outside of the agencies is
needed to coordinate this program.

The first day of the meeting was adjourned at 6:00 p.m.

WEDNESDAY JULY 24, 2002

Welcome

The Chair called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m. and introduced Mr. Mark Forest, a staff
member for Congressman Bill Delahunt (MA) to read a short statement on behalf of the
Congressman.

Mr. Forest commented on the importance of the ocean to New England’s economy. He noted

that cargo, fishing, whale watching and coastal tourism have been important for New England’s
economy. He also stated that they have benefited from institutions such as Woods Hole
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Oceanographic Institution. Mr. Forest also expressed that Congressman Delahunt was an early
supporter of the Ocean Act and pledges his continuing support. He discussed new technologies
and marine activities and commented that often these are exciting opportunities, but too often
officials lack regulatory tools and resources. He commented that there may be a hearing
regarding the Interior Bill H.R. 5156 for new energy projects on the outer continental shelf. Mr.
Forest noted that the President has proposed increased use of offshore resources as part of his
national energy policy, but commented that there is a lack of clear policy to guide individual
projects. He discussed the proposed wind farm project in Nantucket Sound that is now under
review. Mr. Forest expressed his concern about his project and requested that the Commission
review these activities and make recommendations on achieving a balance.

The Chair then introduced the first panel.
Regional Coordination of Ocean Policy

Mr. Robert Ostrom, Chief Counsel, Maritime Administration, U.S. Department of
Transportation

Colonel Thomas L. Koning, USA, District Engineer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New
England and William A. Hubbard, Marine Ecologist, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New
England

Ms. Patricia A. Kurkul, Regional Administrator, National Marine Fisheries Service, Northeast
Region

Dr. Jamie Geiger, Assistant Regional Director, Northeast Region, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service

Mr. Thomas W. Skinner, Director, Office of Coastal Zone Management, Executive Office of
Environmental Affairs, State of Massachusetts

Following their presentations, the panelists addressed follow-up questions asked by the
Commission. Mr. Ostrom was asked if the Marine Transportation System is going to take on
political issues to plan for the future growth of ports. In response he commented that the
planning aspect and creating intermodal transportation are key because otherwise interstates,
such as I-95 and I-5, will not be able to take the load in the near future. He commented that at
the Merchant Marine Academy they stress that their career is not limited to operating a ship and
dealing with a port; instead, they are part of a seamless Marine Transportation System. He added
that marine transportation must deal with trucking and highway construction. He stated that they
need to coordinate and coordination requires planning which in turn requires political will. Mr.
Ostrom expressed that it is clear that cooperation with every sector (municipalities, state and
federal government) is required but he is not sure there is the political will. Colonel Koning
commented that currently states compete and there needs to be a national policy to encourage
cooperation.

The Commission commented that they were interested in the port statistics Mr. Ostrom cited in
his statement and requested that he send a report from the Mineta Transportation Institute on
transportation issues to the Commission. Commissioners also requested that the Maritime
Administration comment, in writing, about how much national guidance is needed to deal with
port competition.

11



It was noted that the Commission has been thinking about government mechanisms and
structures to coordinate ocean policy. The question was raised about how to achieve and
integrate the Gulf of Maine and other regional approaches. Commissioners asked the panelists to
first offer their views from a regional perspective and then look at the issue from a national
perspective. It was asked if this will take legislative changes and if there are overlapping
mandates from various legislation. Mr. Ostrom replied that he would be pleased to respond in
full to those questions in writing. Colonel Koning responded that the opportunity for federal
agencies to cooperate must be created.

Commissioners commented that Mr. Ostrom and Colonel Koning referred to a national
transportation strategy and port and harbor vision. They were asked if these two efforts fit
together and if the Department of Transportation (DOT) and ACOE are working together.
Colonel Koning responded that he was not sure there is a comprehensive strategy, but they
probably need a comprehensive transportation strategy that goes beyond ports and harbors. He
added that the question of how to get there is not something he can answer but is something the
Ocean Commission will need to look at. Mr. Ostrom commented that he agreed that the need for
coordination is something that has been brought to the floor. He noted that the issue of a
seamless transportation system and making sure cargo and personnel are moving across the sea
safely is an important one. He emphasized that DOT is intermodal and commented that they are
looking at a seamless transportation system that goes way inland and involves trucking and rail.
Mr. Ostrom added that this effort requires a commitment to work across government to make
necessary plans. Commissioners commented that Mr. Ostrom made a compelling case that
transportation starts at the waterfront but must go inland.

The point was made that the Commission’s discussion of ports, harbors and waterways has gone
beyond region to a national basis. It was noted that looking at the statistics that Mr. Ostrom is
predicting raises a question about potential growth in the intercoastal waterway (ICW). The
panelists were asked if they see an increased role for the ICW and asked about the physical
condition of it. Colonel Koning responded that it is the responsibility of ACOE to keep the
nation’s waterways navigable and they work with the ICW. He added that some parts of the
ICW are in better condition than others and if there is an expansion of use of the ICW,
improvements and more funding may be necessary. Mr. Ostrom commented that the ICW is part
of the seamless transportation system. He noted that there has been an increase in ferry systems
moving people across the country and that the prospect of increased traffic on the ICW, both
moving goods and people, should not be ignored. He emphasized the need for an intermodal
view of how the U.S. moves goods and people.

It was noted that during Colonel Koning’s testimony, he discussed ecological restoration
programs and recommended that a partnership is required. He was asked how he would see
requiring a partnership and why this is a better policy than having one central agency. Mr.
Hubbard responded that Coastal America helped ACOE understand the role of other agencies.
He stressed that it is important to know if your agency cannot do a project what other federal
agency can. He added that this is a good way to deliver federal services and there are a lot of
overlapping programs in government.

The question was raised that since the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) is a public works
agency, how do they reconcile that with being a permitting agency looking at the impacts of their
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own public works. In response to whether it is appropriate to have these two functions within the
same agency, Colonel Koning responded that there are appropriate levels of review to ensure that
there is no conflict. Mr. William Hubbard, a marine ecologist with the ACOE added that it is
important that ACOE have both of these functions within the same organization. He also
commented that ACOE has to use the NEPA process and that most permit (non-ACOE civil
works) projects are small with few environmental impacts. Large civil works projects of the
Corps allow the in-house staff to develop expertise in water resource development and impact
assessment. He also noted that the regulatory staff has the ability to get expertise from onsite
people who are environmental or engineering specialists. Since they have in-house expertise to
make decisions, they do not have to rely on consultants.

Commissioners noted that in his statement, Colonel Koning mentioned some inconsistencies and
conflicts in various ocean-related laws for dredged material disposal and asked him to identify
these in writing for the Commission.

It was noted that Ms. Kurkul stressed the need for ocean planning but not more bureaucracy.
Commissioners asked Ms. Kurkul to describe what a structure to deal with planning in our
oceans would look like and to give examples of models. She responded that her vision for it was
that the policy work would be at the national level, being fed by regional level systems that allow
for differences at the regional level, and would be implemented at the regional level. She added
that this does require some sort of authority to make sure that it is followed through.

The Commission commented that many of the panelists expressed the need for an Organic Act
and having common goals that all of the other legislation needs to refer to in order to utilize
resources and manage ocean use. Commissioners commented that Ms. Kurkul made a
compelling case that this needs to be specific and that it should have no additional layering. The
question was raised as to whether anything has been done besides adding another step. Also, if it
were to be kept regional the question was asked if there could be a regional strategy with the
existing structure or if an overarching body or act was needed. In response, Ms. Kurkul noted
that there is a need for some kind of regional struct