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Pikirine science activities and oceanic affairs 
are being conducted by 21 organizations in 6 
depaftmrnts and 5 agencies. Because of the 
vital role the cxeans ptay in the Nation’s wel- 
fsre, ecor4omic self-strfficiency, and national 
security, a concened effort should be under. 
taken to estsblish a comprehensive cation4 
ocean program and plan. 
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To the President of the Senate 
an.I the Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This is our report discussing the need for an ocean 
program and plan for the United States. We made our review 
pursuant to the Buit<:" and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 
53), and the AccounL<ng Auditing Act cf 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

' -, This is our second report in response to a request from 
‘A the Senate Committee on Co,nmerce for information to be used '.a L' " ' 

, in its Naticnal Ocean Policy Study, authorized by the unan- 
imous passage of Senate Resolution 221 on February 19, 1974. 
Our first report, entitled "Federal Agencies Administering 
Programs Related to Marine Scienc? Activities and Oceanic Af- 
fairs" (GGD-75-61), was issued xr February 25# 1975. 

We are 'sending copies of this report to the Director, 
Office of Pianagement and Budget, and to th; 2eads of the ie- 
partments and agencies responsible for administering programs 
related to marine science acti*.rities 2nd oceanic affairs. 

Comptroller General 
of the IJni+td States 
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GLOSSARY 

Calibration Checking, adjusting, or systemically 
standardizing the graduations of a 
quantitative measurir4 instrument. 

Coastal zone The coastal waters (including the 
lands therein and thereunder ) and the 
adjacent shorelands ( including the 
waters therein an4 thereunder), 
strongly influenced by each other and 
in proximity to the shorelines ,f the 
several coastal States. Includes 
tr;frsitional and intertidal areas, 
salt marshes, wetlands, and beaches. 
The zone extends, in Great Laces 
waters, to the international boundary 
between the United States and Canada . 
and, in other areas, steward to the 
outer limit of the U.S. territorial 
sea. The zone extends inland from 
the shorelines only to the exterrt 
necessary to control shorelands, the 
uses of which have a direct and sig- 
nif:cant impact on th? coastal waters. 

Ec9logical 

Ecosystem 

Estuary 

Eutrophication 

Pertaining to .’ e branch of biology 
that deals wit.1 relations between 
living organisms and their environ- 
ments. 

A system made up of a community of 
ani..laLs, plants, and bacteria and the 
physic;-1 and chemical envirc,\ment with 
which it is interrelated. 

Areas where freshwater meets saltwater, 
1.e.t bays, mouths of. rivers, salt 
marshes, and lagoons D Estuaries serve 
as nurseries and spawning and feeding 
grounds fo: larry groups of marine 
life and provide shelter and ir,~? for 
birds and wilrllife, 

The process whereby a lake becomes 
overfertilized from too many nutrients. 
As a result, algae and other plan. !-.Ee 
become overabundant, and t’?e lake may 
evolve into nzrshland. 



Geoid 

Geological 

Geophysical 

Mean sea level (the elevatisn of a 
point on land) --one of the basic sur- 
faces upcn which geodetic quantities 
are measured. 

Dealing with the physical nature and 
history of the Earth, including the 
structure and development of its 
crust, the composit;on of its in- 
ter ior, individual rock types, forms 
of life found as fossils, etc. 

Deals with the physics of the Earth, 
including weather, winds, tides, 
earthquakes, volcanoes, magnetism, 
lrtc., and their effect on the Earth. 

Hanganese nodules Small mineral nodules primarily con- 
sisting of copper, nickel; cobalt, 
and manganese, found on the deep ocean 
floor. 

Oceanography 

Sensor 

The study of the environment in the 
oceans, including the waters, depths, 
beds, animals , plants, etc. 

A device designed to detect, measure, 
or record physical phenomena. 

Sonar A system of determining the distance 
of an underwater object by measuring 
the interval of time bezween trans- 
mission of an underwater signal and 
the return of its echo. 

Upper mantle The layer of the Earth between the 
crust and the co.re which lies above 
a depth of about 1,000 kilometers. 



COMPTROLLER GENERAL’S THE NEED FOR A NATIONAL 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS OCEAN PROGRAM AND PLAN 

DIGEST ------ 

The United States has no comprehensive na- 
tional ocean program. Federal mar ine science 
and other oceanic activities are conducted by 
21 organizations in 6 departments and 5 b?en- 
ties. Necessarily, rnany of the acti!.ities of 
these organizations are closely related. 

For example, 2,685 of the 4,020 projects listed 
in the 1973 Marine Research catalog involved 
u? to 10 Federal departments and agencies in 
5 areas of research, 

Number Number of 
of departments 

Area of work projects and agencies 

Water motion 270 10 
Nonhuma,? 1 iving 

systems 1,451 9 
Public health and 

safety 519 9 
Survey and predic- 

tion 226 9 
Properties of sea 

water 219 9 

In requestin the agencies involved to comment 
on this situation, GAO suggested that their 
many areas of common interest must, axiomati- 
cally, lead to incf fectiveness and ineff icien- 
ties. A r;J;lber of agencies argued persuasively 
tha:: this oid not necessarily follow. (See 
PP I 29 .:t 31. ) 

It is dclubtful that the resources of the 11 
departments and agencies are being a,-plied to 
best serve national purpases. 

Two methods have been used in attempts to ach- 
ieve coordination: 

--The fi at was to create the Irteraqcncy Commit- 
tee on Mar Inf2 Science and Engineer ir.g, pro- 
viding a forum for an int.eragency exchange of 

T&l&hJ?&t. Upon rrn!ovAl. the rtport GGD-75-97 
cover date rhould be noted hcrcort 
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information. The Committee, however c does 
not have respo%ibility or authority to ( 1) 
determine what programs should be undertaken, 
(2) establish priorities, or (3) decide the 
amount of resources. 

--The second provides for bilateral and multi- 
later al agreezen ts among agencies cover ing 
specific areas of mutual interest. 

1 The Rational Advisory Committee on Oceans and : 
..-” Atmosphere is responsi.ble for reporting annually 

to the President and the Congrecr? on its overa’ 
assessment of the ststus of the Nation’; marine 
and atmospheric activities. However, it has no 
autharity to see that its recommendations are 
implemented and plays no role in coordinating 
agency programs or establishing priorities. 

Experts disagree on the effectiveness of pres- 
ent Federal arrangements and the consequent 
need for change. 

The fact tiat there is disagreement emphasizes 
the need for an cffectivz national ocean pro- 
gram and plan and an evaluation of the extent 
that the agencies ;orsiatently and effectively 
promote what national objectives the Gcvernmekit 
does have. 

ii 



CHAPTER 1 _I_- 

INTRODUCTION -- -- 

The importarca of the ocean has become increasingly 
apparent irr recert years as the world becomes more crowded 
and 'ts resource:; scarcer. The ocean's resources include 
those that are (1) mineral, such as oil, gas, sulfur, 
manganese nodules, fresn water, donstruztlon n,z'. :als, 
and other minerals; (2) living, such as food Lish, in- 
uustrial fish, and botanical resources; and (3) nxex- 
tractiv2, such as national security, energy other than 
petroleum, recreation, maritime transport, waste disposal,. 
and communication. 

Because of con.;ressicnal concern about the uses of the 
-xean and its potential contribution to wcrld peace, the 
quality of life, and the fu%uce of mankind, the Senate, 
on ? ebruary 19, 1974, unanimously passed Senate Resolu- 
tion 222, authorizing the Senate Committee on Commerce to 
undertake a National Ccean Policy Study--a comprehensive 
analysis of national ocean policy an+ Federal ocean pro- 
grams. (See p. 16.) 

On Februar'y 28, 3.914, the Chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Co.nmerce requested that we obtain information 
on Federal agencies administering programs related to marine 
science activities and oceanic affairs. Specifically, we 
were requested to (I) identify all Federal FLograms related 
to marine science activities and oceartic affairs, (2j pro- 
vide a brief description of each pi?qrarn or mission, (3) pro- 
vide funding information on these p:oqr;ims for fiscal years 
1972-75, (4) identify those prograrrs w;-ich have the same or 
overlapping missions, and (5) discIrss the present adminiscra- 
tion of marine science activi:ies and oceanic tffsirs ;nd 
recommend alternatives which would provide for better program 
administration. 

On February 25, 1975, he issued to the Congress our 
first report pursu?nt to the Ch;irman's request, entitled 
*Federal Agencies Lialnistering PrcqrarCC; Related to Marine 
. 'cience Activities &ix? Oceanic Affair:" (G;b-75-61). The 
Ii:-art discussed prrqrams related to marine science activities 
anti oceanic affairs, includir.3 a br: et description of the pro- 
grams L\' missions and program fnndir,cj information fo, fiscal 
years 1972-75. 

In this, our seco.iJ r>por t, WC ( 1) discuss problems hind- 
ering effective Federal man?Tement ot marine science activities 
and oceani: affairs, (2) identity m3r Ine science programs al-id 
activities conducted in similar areas, and (3) discuss the 
present Federal administration of marine scif?nce programs. 



The activities discussed in this report were administered 
by the following Federal departments and agencies: 

Department of Commerce: 
Maritime Administration 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

Department of Transportation: 
Coast Guard 
Office of Pipeline Safety 

Department of Defense (DOD): 
Department of the Navy 
Defense Mapping Agency (DMA) 
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DAXPA) 
Department of tk,e Army, Corps of Engineers 

tepartment of the Interior: 
Fish and Wildlife Setvice 
National Park Service 
Geological Survey 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
Office of Saline Water 
Office of Water Resources Research 
Office ol Territorial Affairs 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Reclamation 

National Science Foilndation (NSF) 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Department of State 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW): 

Food and Drug Administration (FDA) 
National Institutes of Health (NIH) 
Office of Education (OE) 

Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) 
Smithsonian Institution 

The following table shows total appropriations and amounts 
allocated each year by the 11 departments and agencies to pro- 
grams related to marine science activities and oceanic affairs. 
The information was furnished to us by the depa:tn,ents and 
agencies and is based on actual appropriations for fiscal years 
1972-74 and appropriations requested for fiscal year 1975. 

l 

2 



Actual (FY) : 
1972 $120,670.4 $1,635.5 
1973 134,669.7 l,Qi1.9 
1974 14Or333.0 1.844.1 1.3 

Total $395,673.9 $5,451.5 1.4 

Requested : 
FY 1975 $13’/,692.1 $2,064.2 1.5 

Appendix I contains a detailed funding breakdown by depart- 
ment and agency. Appendix II shows the yearly perceniage in- 
crease or decrease of funds allocated by the departments and 
Ggencies to marine science activities and oceanic affairs. 

Funds allocated by departments and agencies increased 
$428.7 million in fiscal year 1975 over fiscal year 1972. The 
Department of Labor’s Consumer Price Index averaged 123.3 and 
152.1 for fiscal year 1972 and for the first 6 months of fis- 
cal year 1975, respectively. Applying the change in the index, 
the purchasing power of the $2,064.2 million allocated in fis- 
cal year 1975 was $36.7 million more than that allocated in 
f isca.! year 1972. 

About 90 percent of the $428.7 million tncrease was for 
programs in the Departments of Transportation, Commerce, and 
the Inter ior. The agencies used these increases as follows: 

1. Department of Transportation--increased funding for 
Coast Guard’s search and rescue c aids to navigation, 
and general support programs. 

3 . . . Department of Commerce-- increased ship construction 
subsidies by Maritime and began funding for coastal 
zone management and increased funding the sea grant 
program, marine resources monitoring, and marine 
ecosystem research by NOAA. 

3. Department of the Interior-- increased funding for work 
to be performed by the Bureau of Land Hanaqement and 
Geological Stirvey in connection with offshore drilling 
for oil and gas. 

3 
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CHAPTER 2 -a---- - 

EFFORTS TO DEVELOP A ---------- 

NATIONAL OCEAN PROGRAM --w-p- 

between the late 1950s and mid-1960s, se/era1 Government 
and non-Government groups reviewed the status of the Nation’s 
marine activities, identified national needs, and developed 
suggestions and recommendations for a national program. HOW- 
ever, no Government organizaizion was specifically authorized 
to adopt and implement these suggestions and recommendations. 
by 1965 Federal marine activities were widely disper:;ed 
throughout the GovernGent. Agencies’ programs had been de- 
veloped or expanded in response to specific problems rather 
than according to an overall plan. A discussion of events 
subsequent to 1965 follows. 

MARIf:E RESOURCES ANG ENGINEERING -- 
EEVELOPMENT ACT 0F 1966 -1 

The concern expressed by the Congress and others on the 
ability of the Government to respond to national marine 
needs resulted in passage of the Marine Resources and .Engi- 
neering Development Act of 1966 (33 U.S.C. 1101) on June 17, 
1966. 

The act declared that it was U.S. policy to: 

* * * develop, encourage, and maintain a coordi- 
nated, comprehensive, and long-range national pro- 
gram in marine science for the benefit of mankind 
to assist in the protection of health and property, 
enhancement of commerce, transportation, and nd- 
tionaI security, rehabilitation of our csmrr~rcial 
fisheries, and increased utilization of those and 
other resources.” 

More specifically, the act stated tilat the marine 
science activities of tne United Sta’c.s should contribute 
to the following osjectives. 

--Accelerated development of the resources of the 
marine environment. 

--Increased knowledge of the marine environment. 

--Encouragement of private investment enterprise in 
exploration, technological development, marine 
coiiime r ce , ana econoaic use ot the resources of 
the mf lnf.2 envlr9nment. 

3 



--Preservation of the role of the United States as a 
leader in marine science and resource development. 

--Advance of education and training in marine science. 

--Development and Improvement of the capabilities, per- 
formance, use, and efficiency of vehicles, equipment, 
and instruments for use in exploration, research, sur- 
veys t recovery of resources, and transmission of 
energy in the marine environment. 

--Effective use of the Nation’s scientific and engineer- 
ing resources, with close cooperation among all in- 
terested agencies, public and private, in order to 
avoid waste and duplication of effort, facilities, 
and equipment . 

--Cooperation by the United States with other nations 
and, international ~rganiz;.tions in marine science 
activities when such cooperation is in the national 
interest 0 

To help thz President develop a coordinated, comprehen- 
sive, and long-range national program in marine science, the 
act esLablished the National Council on Marine Resources and 
Engineering Development ard authorized the President to es- 
tablish an advisory Commission on Marine Science, Engineer- 
ing, and Resources. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MARINE RESOURCES 
AND ENGINEERING DmmNT 

The Council, establ ished in the Executive Off ice of the 
President, was composed of the Vice President, who served as 
Chairman, and the Secretar Les of Commerce, the Inter ic t , 
Transportation, HEW, Navy, and State; the Chairman of AEC; 
and the Director of NIF. 

The Council was to a..d the President in planning and 
coordinatiqq the Nation’s marine science activities. ItSi 

specific responsibilities were to: 

--Survey all significant marine science activities, 
including the policies, :.‘.dns, programs, and accomp- 
lishments of Federal depaitments and agencies engaged 
in such activities. 

--Develop a comprehensive program of marine science 
activities, including, but not limited to, cxplora- 
tion, description, and ,Wediction of the ma:ine en- 
v ironment; exploitation and conservation of the re- 
sources of the mariile environment; mar i ne engineering ; 



studies of air-sea interaction, transmission of 
?nergye and communications; and designate responsi- 
bility for the conduct of these activities. 

--Insure cooperation and resolve differences between 
departments and agencies with respect to marine 
science activities. 

--Undertake a comprehensive study of the legal prob- 
lems arising out of the management, use, development, 
recovery, and ccintrol of the resources of the marine 
environment. 

--Establish long-range studies of the potential bene- 
fits to tke U.S. economy, security, health, and wel- 
fare to be gained from marine resourcesp engineering, 
and science ( and the costs involved in obtaining such 
bcnef its. 

--Review the marine science activities conducted by 
departments and agencies in light cf the policies, 
plans, programs, anL! prior ities developed pursuant 
to the act. 

The Council provided some guidance for the Nation’s 
marine science activities thrcuqh (1) identifying national 
needs r (2) establishing goals and designating their priority, 
and (3) assigning responsibilities to clarify agency roles. 
The Marine Resources and Engineering Development Act of 1366 
limited the life of ‘-he Council and it discontinued operations 
in April 1971. 

INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON --- 
HARINE SCIENCE APiD ENGINEERING ---^ 

Recognizing the need for a continuing interagency mech- 
anism for coordinating activities previously carried out by 
tne Council, the Federal Council for Science and Technology 
(FCST)l/ established the Interagency Committee on Marine 
Sc iencg and Engineering (XCMSE) in April 1971. ICln.SE pro- 
vides an interagency forum for consideration of marine af- 
fair issues at the policy level. (See p. 23,) 

------------ 

&‘FCST was established to promcte c.‘.oser cooperation among 
Federal agencies, facilitate resolution of common problems, 
improve planning and man‘jqement in ccience and technology, 
and advise and assist the President regarding Federal pro- 
grams affectiraq more tkan one agency. 

6 
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CONMISSION ON KARINE SCIENCZ, --- 
KZINEERING AND RES~UR&-- - 

The Commission (referred to as the Stratton Commission), 
established by the President in Zanuary 1967, was charged 
with i,laking a comprehensive investigation of all aspects of 
marine science in’ order to recommend an overall plan for a 
national oceanographic program that would meet present and 
future needs. The Commission wd:* asked to: 

--Examine the Nation’s stake in the development, uti- 
lization, and preservation of the marine environment. 

--Review all current and contempla':ed marine activities 
dnd assess their ability to dChkVe the national goals 
set forth in the Marine Resources and Engineering De- 
velopment Act of 1966. 

# 
--Formulate, on the basis of its studies dnd assessment, ’ 

a comprehensive, long-term national program for marine 
affairs designed to meet present and future national 
needs in the most effective way. 

--hecommecd d plan of Government organization best adapted 
to support the progrim and indicate expected c6sts. 

The Commission comprised 4 representatives from Federal 
and State governments and 11 representatives from the pri- 
vate sector, including educational institutions, industry, 
and founddt ions. 

To handle its task, the Commission divided itself into 
seven panels, each concerned with a particular area of 
marine activity: i.e., basic science; marine engineering and 
technology; marine resources; environmental Itionitoring dIId 
management and development of the coastal zone; industry and 
pr ivdte investment; international issues; and manpower, ed- 
ucation, and training. 

- The C&~~mission’s repott, entitled 'Our Nation and the 
Sea," WdS issued to the President a~;? the Congress in January 
1969. The repOr+ contdined 122 reCOmtWnddtiOnS in the area of 

--marine science, 
---mdr ine technol.ogy , 
--mdnpower Jevelopment, 
--scientlf ic and technical information, 
--codstal mdndqement, 
--coastal development, 
--pollution control, 
--1 lv ing resoucces, 
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--mineral resources, 
--Government-industry relaticans, 
--research and exploration, 
--global monitoring and prediction, 
--environmenta; modif ication, 
--international agreements, 
--technical and operating services, and 
--crganization for the national ocean program. 

In its report, the Commission stated that 

“A plan for national action must be based on na- 
tional policy established by the President and 
the Congress and implemented by the exercise of 
Federal leadership and support. The very exist- 
ence of the Commission is an expression of the 
intent of the Congress and the President to de- 
velop a national ocean program worthy of a great 
sea nation. ” 

The Commission concluded that marine activities had expanded 
over the years, largely without plan, to meet specific situa- 
tions and problems and were scattered among the Federal agen- 
cies. The Commission also concluded that (1) within the 
Federal agencies, strong elements existed for carrying out 
marine activities, (2) some of the agencies should maintain 
their identities and be strengthened further as essential 
contributors to the national marine effort, and (3) others 
should be combined with weaker elements to provide a new 
central focus of strength. 

Accordingly, the Commission recommended 

’ * * * the creation of a major new ci,iilian agency, 
which might be called the National O~<~nrc and Atmos- 
pher ic Agency, to be the principal instrumentality 
within the Federal Government for administration of 
the Nation’s civil marine and atmospheric programs.” 

The primary mission of the new agency would be to insure the 
full and wise use of the marine environment in the best in- 
terests of the United States. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF NOAA 

On July 9, 1970, the President transmitted to the 
Congress Reorganization Plan No, 4, providing for the es- 
tablishment of a new civilian ocean agency--NOAA. The 
major differences between the Commission’s recommendation 
for a new agency arid tr,e President’s Reorganization Plan 
were that tne Cornmissron wotild have estao?is&ied NOAA as an 



independent agency and would hav!; inclu*led all of the Coast 
Guard. 

The President rejected inclusion of the Coast Guard in 
NOAA, with the exception of the National Data Buoy Program, 
because the Coast Guard’s basic functions were transportation 
related. With respect to NCAA being an independent agencyl 
the Dresident concluded that it would be preferable to place 
it in an existing agency because of his cbjection in principle 
tc creation of new agencies. Commerce was. selected because 
(1) the Environmentai Science Services Administration, al- 
ready in Commerce. would constitute about 70 perce.nt of the 

, dollars and 80 percent of the personnel of NOAA and (2) NOAA 
programs would be related to Commerce’s economic support 
service programs. 

After its est.ablFshment on October 3, 19?0, the following 
organizations were transferred to NOAA: 

. --Environmental Science Services Administration (Commerce). 

--Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, Marine Game Fish Re- 
search Program, and Marine Minerals Technology Center 
(Interior). 

--National Oceanographic Data Center and National Oceano- 
graphic Instrumentation Center (Navy). 

--National Data Buoy Program (Coast Guard). 

--National Sea Grant Program (NSF). 

--Elements of the U.S. Lake Survey (Corps of Engineersj. 

The mission of NOAA is to: 

--Explore, map, and chart the global ocean and its liv- 
ing resources. 

--Manage, use, and conserve those resources. 

--Describe, monitor, and predict conditions in the 
atmosphere, ocean, sun, and space environment. 

--Issue warnings against impending destructive natural 
events. 

--Develop beneficial methods or environmental modifica- 
titan. 

--Assess the consequences of inadvertent envirrnmontal 
modification over a period of tiqe. 



NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
m=mND AIWOSPHERE 

The Congress established the National Advisory Committee 
on Ocems and Atmosphtre (NACOA) by Public Law 92-125, aated 
August 16, 1971. I , 

NACOA’s responsibilities include undertaking a con’zinu- 
ing review of the progress of U.S. marine and atmospheric 
science and service programs and advising the Secretary of 
Commerce with respect to carrying cut the purposes of NOAA. 
NACOA is required to submit an a. .~a1 report to the President 
and the Congress assessing the status of tne Nation”s marine 
and atmospheric activities and sucn other reports as may be 
requested by the President. (see p. 25.1 

NATIONAL OCEAN POLICY STUDY 

On February 19, 
unanimous vote, 

1974, Senate Resolution 222, passed by 
authorized the Senate Committee on Commerce 

to make a National Ocean Policy Study. The report of this 
committee accampanying the resolution stated that the r-L?- 
solution recognized the importance of an adequate and co- 
ordinated national ocean policy and an effective program to 
implement such a policy. The resolution s,tated that, al- 
though the Marine Resources and Engineering Drvelopment Act 
of 1966 was enacted to develop a comprehensive, long-range 
national ocean policy, the act had been neit’.er fully im- 
plemented nor completely successful in acnie ring that goal. 

The Senate Committee on Commerces under provisions of 
the resolution, was authorized to make a complete investiga- 
tion of national ocean policy for the purpose of 

(2) 

determining current and prospective rational 
capabilities in the oceans, including marine 
sciences and their application, oceanic research, 
advancement of oceanic enterprise and marine tech- 
nology, interdisciplinary education, policy plan- 
ning, professional career and employment needs, 
and overall reqllirements of the United States 
consistent witrl the attainment of long-range na- 
tional goals; 

determining the adequacy of current Federal pro- 
grams relating to the oceans and recommending 
improvements in agency structure and ef feet iveness 
to meet national needs and achieve oceans capa- 
bilities, and assessing existing policies and 
laws afEecting the oceans for the purpose of 
determining what changes might be necessary to 
assure a strong and internationally competrtlve 
ocean Policy and program for the United Stat*s; 



(3) establishing wlicies to achieve the goal of full 
utilization and conservation of living resources 
of the oceans and recommentiing solutions to prob- . 
lems in marine fisheries and their management, 
rehabilitation of United States fisheries, cur- 
rent and future international negotiations on 
fisheries, as well as aquacufture and the estrac- 
tion of drugs from the sea; 

(4) assessing the needs for new policies for the de-t 
velopment and utilization of the nonliving re- 
sources of the oceans I including the mineral re- 
sources of the Ollter Continental Shelf and the 
deep seabed so that the national mineral needs 
can be met in an economically and environmentally 
sound manner; 

(5) encouraging implementation of coastal zone man- 
agement through the Cr,asta: Zone Management Act 
of 1972 by assessing national growth policy needs, 
regional and interstate problems, State functions 
and powers in coastal zone management, information 
sources, recreatiorl needs, pollution problems, 
population trends, and future pressures in the 
coastal zone; 

(6) establishing comprehensive national policy for the 
purpose of understanding and protecting the global 
ocean environment through education, exploration, 
research, and international cooperation; and 

(7) making an assessment of proposals for, and current 
negotiations with respect to* achieving adequate 
national and international jurisdiction wer the 
oceans, developing an understanding of the rela- 
tionship of the oceans to world order, and examin- 
ing United States policy with respect thereto." 



CHAPTER 3 - 

CONDrJCT OF ACTIVITIES AND 

OCLANIC AFFAIRS‘IN SXMTLAR AREAS 

Marine science activities and oceanic affairs are being 
conducted by 11 departments and agencies. In many instances, 
work is performed in similar areas, perhaps to a greater ex- 
tent than noted by the Congress in 1966. The following in- 
formation documents our findings. 

ANNUAL REPORTS TO THE PJIESICZNT AND THE CONGRESS 
ON FEDERAL AGENCIES' PARTICIPATI- THE FIELD OF 
MARINE SCIENCES (1967-73) 

Beginning with the first report, dated March 9, 1967, 
and continuing through 1973, annual reports have been made, 
originally by the National Courcil on Marine Resources and 
Engineering Development and subsequently by the Office of 
Science and TechnologyF to the Fresident and the Congress on 
Federal agencies' participation in the field of marine 
sciences. Each report groups the departments' and agencies' 
marine-related programs and/or activities by major-purpose 
categories, indicating that some activities had been or would 
be conducted in similar areas. 

The April 1973 report projected that for fiscal year 
1974 more than 1 department or agency would be conducting 
programs or otherwise be engaged in 11 of the 12 major-purpose 
categories, as shown in the following table. 
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INTERNATIONAL CfERATION 
AND COLLABCRATIOIQ 

NATIONAL SECURITY 

LIVING RESOURCES 

TRANSPORTATION 

DEVELOPMENT AND CO':SERVATIO! 
OF THE COASTAL ZONE 

NONLIVING RESWRCES 

OCEANOGRAPHIC RESEARCM 

EDUCATION - 
.- 

ENVIRONME!iTAL OBSERVATION 
AND PREDICTION 

OCEAN EXPLORATION, MAPPING, 
CHARTING, AND GEODESY 

GENERBL-PURPOSE 
OCEAN ENGINEERII!G 

NATIONAL CENTERS AND 
FACILITIES 

2 
Ei 
k 
J2 

- 
X 

- 

X 
- 

X 
- 
X 

X 

x 

X 
- 

X 
- 

X 
- 

- 

X 
- 

x 

x 

.- 

iii 
25 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
X 
- 

- 

X 
- 

- 

X 
- 

- 

- 

3 
5 

- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 

- 

- 
X 
-- 

- 

4 

2 

x 5 

--I-- x 3 

As shown zbove, 7 department s or agencies would be involved 
in the development and conservation of the coastal zone, 6 in 
performing oceanographic research, 5 in education, and 5 in gen- 
eral-purpose ocean engineering. 



MARINE RESEARCH-- 19 7 3 

In June 1974, NOAA issued a catalog of unclassified marine 
research activities sponsored by Federal and non-Federal orqan- 
izations. The projects included were those that were either 
continuing or had been completed in 1973. The project resumes 
were grouped by category and subcategory. 

The catalog included resumes ?f 4,020 research projects 
sponsored by 10 of the 11 Federal departments and aqencies dis- 
cussed in 3ur February report. The Department oL State was not 
include5 in the catalog because it did not directly sponsor 
marine research. The following table shows the number of marine 
research projects, grouped by research areas, that were either 
continuing or had been completed in 1973. G 
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Coastal zone management and use 53 
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Legal studres 10 
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Source: MARINE HESEARCH - 1973 (State was not mcluded because it did not directly sponsor marine research.) 
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As shown in the above table, 9 departments and agencies 
sponsored 1,451 research projects in nonhuman living systems; 
10 sponsored 270 projects concerning water motion: and 9 
sponsored 519, 226, and 219 projects in public healtn and 
safety, survey and prediction, and properties of sea water, 
respectively. 

Tire following chart shows the percentages of the 4,020 
research projects by category. 

COASTAL ZONE M4NAGEMENT AND USE 

I 
FACILITIEk 4 

METEOROLOGY _ /&y-&c 

/PROPERTIES \ \ \ I 

WATER MOTION 

MARINE GEOLOGY 

/ 

EDUCATION, TRAINING, AND LEGAL STUDIES 

NONHUMAP LIVING SYSTEMS 

36.1% 

PUBLIC WEALTH 
AND SAFETY 
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GAO REPORT ON FEDERAL AGENCIES ADMINISTERING 
PROGRA%--%mED TO MARINE SCIENCE 
ACTIVITIES AND OCEANIC AFFAIRS (GGD-75-61) 

An analysis of the data in the above report showed that, 
in 114 of the 180 programs, more than 1 department or agency 
was performing work in similar areas. 

Since it is generally difficult to convincingly demon- 
strate duplicative research efforts, we did not attempt to 
identify specific cases of duplication. Xowever, we did 
select the following four areas to illustrate where depart- 
ments and agencies were performing work in similar areas. 

Studying the geological structure 
and comoosztion ot the oceanr . 

Seven departments and agencies administer 15 programs 
relating to eh2 study of the geological structure and composi- 
tion of the ocean floor. 

--AEC studies sediments because a large portion of the 
radioactivity in the ocean becomes attached to particles 
and moves with the sediment. Another AK program con- 
cerned use of neutron activation of ocean sediments to 
determine the composition of the sediments. 

--EPA collects samples of sediments from Great Lakes har- 
bors scheduled for dredging by the Corps of Engineers 
and analyzes the samples for pollution:related sur- 
poses. 

--The Corps of Engineers conducts research and development 
(R&D) on sedimentation to determine the effects of con- 
struction in coastal areas on coastal ecology. Navy 
studies the structure and properties of the sea floor, 
oceanic crust, and upper mantle to improb-:e geological 
and geophysical surveying capabilities, ocean bottom 
engineering and magnetic anomaly detection, inertial 
navigation, and charting; and collects environmental 
data on the compositicn sf the ocean floor and its sub- 
bottom irl relation to performance of operational sonar 
and surveillance systems. 

--NOAA (1) investigates selected estuaries to describe 
circulation, sedimentation, a'nd mixing cycles in order 
to understand pollutant effects on the ocean"s water 
quality; (2) studies the dynamics of sediment move- 
ments and their effect on the transportation of pol- 
lutants in the coastal zone and Outer Continental Shelf 
and margin: (3) provides charts depicting ocean bottom 
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features; (4) analyzes the history and structure of 
ocean basins: and (5) describes the character of 
ocean sediments and mineral deposits. 

--LG;;F supports, through grants, research involving (1) 
studies of continental margins, deep seabeds, and mid- 
oceanic ridges to identify new areas of natural re- 
sources, partl;dlarly petroleum and hard mineral; - 
(2) studies of the historical development and makeup 
of the ocean floor, including analysis of crustal 
structures, minerals and fossil remains, and chemical 
processes and transformation occurring between sediments 
and marine organisms ; (3) collection and analysis of 
sediment corzc to develop knowledge on the constitu- 
tion and history of the deep ocean basins; and (4) 
studies of the Antarctic Ocean area to determine the 
amount of potentiaily exploitable resources, includ- 
ing petroleum deposits and manganese nodules, and to 
increase knowledge of sea floor spreading. 

--Geological Survey determines and assesses geologic 
conditions and mineral resourcti potentials of the 
coastal zcne and offshore areas. 

--The Smithsonian Institution classifies and identi- 
fies marine geological specimens collected from the 
ocean floor. 

Invt?stigating the biological aspects of 
marine organisms 

Six departments and agencies investigate the biological 
aspects of marine organisms under 14 programs. The agencies 
and descriptions of their programs follow. 

--NSF supports research cn the (1) nature and distri- 
bution of life in oceanic and marine ecosystems, in- 
cluding studies of ocean organisms and their distri- 
bution, abundanccz, behavior, interaction, nutrition, 
genetics, and Fcpulation dynamics; (2) Antarctic 
ecosystem, for a better understanding of the biolog- 
ical cycle and distribution of marine organisms and 
the possible effects of pollution and other stresses 
on the food web of the Antarctic ecosystem: and (3) 
the coastal upwelling ecosystem in order to improve 
understanding of the processes and relationships that 
exist between the biological aspects of marine or- 
ganisms and the chemical, physical, and geological 
environment in which they live. 
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--NOAA (1) performs ecological investigations to under- 
stand the impact of natural or man-induced changes in 
the marine environment on commercial fish stocks and 
their food chains, including analysis of the stomach 
contents of fish, identifying and developing concep- 
tual models of food-chain interactions, and cieter- 
mining the effects of petroleum propucts, contaminants, 
and environmental stress on marine organisms; (2) con- 
ducts biological investigations on fish and shellfish 
of commercial and recreational importance in order to 
understand their basic life requirements and to pro- 
vide information in support of proper allocation and 
management, including determining producti.on and 
abundance of fish populations, age and growth, dis- 
tribution, location of spabning areas, and migratory 
paths; (3) reviews the status of marine mszmal species 
classified as endangered and determj.nes t&z potential 
for listing new candidates, including critical aspects 
of their life cycle or habitat requirements, and es- 
tablishes programs for their protection and rehabilita- 
tion; (4) conducts surveys to monitor, assess, and 
predict the abundance and distribution of marine re- 
sources to provide information on the status of ex- 
ploitable stocks of fishery resources for international 
and domestic fishery management: and (5) conducts the 
Sea Grant program supporting studies relating to the 
population dynamics, distribution, life history, dis- 
eases, and sustainable yield of plant and animal 
stocks. 

--Navy investigates the nature of marine organisms-- 
their physiology, seasonal and geographic distribution, 
sound scattering properties, and the means to predict* 
prevent, or minimize their adverse effects on Navy 
operations, such as masking target submarine echoes 
by their sound scatterings, hindering underwater swim- 
mers, and fouling and deteriorating equipment. 

--Bureau of Indian Affairs gathers and analyzes biological 
fish data essential in legal proceedings to protect 
Indian off-reservation treaty fishing rights and surveys 
river systems to assess size altd productivity of spawn- 
ing areas. 

--NIH researches marine organisms to study, for example, 
cell structure and anticancer agentsp development of a 
bonding agent for oral restoration and orthopedic re- 
pair I nerve functions, and anatomy and physiology of 
vital human organs. 
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--Smithsonian performs a systematic biological analysis. 
of the marine organism being studied. Adjuncts of the 
systematic work include, for example, research aimed at 
determining relatiOnShips between organisms and their 
environment and shor t- to long-time monitoring of areas, 
populations , or biotas (plant and animal life of a 
region). 

Developing, testing, and evaluat3 
oceanographic ins tr umen ts 

Five depar tmen ts and agencies develop, test, and evaluate 
oceanographic instruments. Work is being done under at least 
13 programs. 

--NOAA, under several of its programs, is developing (1) 
current meters which can accurately measure in areas 
where speeds approach 12 knots as opposed to available 
meters with a 3.5 knot current speed limitation, (2) 
shipboard sensors interfaced with available data record- 
ing and processing systems, (3) remote instrumentation 
such as bottom-anchored current meters with telemetric 
capability, and (4) in conjunction with the Navy, ovet- 
the-horizon high frequency radar which will be capable 
of providing sea state and current information at ranges 
from 500 to 2,000 nautical miles. In addition, NOAA is 
investigating the use of microwave and laser techniques 
for measuring sea surface roughness and light detection 
techniques for providing data on chemical compounds in 
the top several meters of the ocean. 

Under its Data Buoy Program, NOAA is attempting to 
advance buoy system technology in order to acquire re- 
liable ocean data at the least cost. NOAA’ 8 National 
Oceanographic Instrumentation Center is the national 
focal point for disseminating technology relating to 
testing, evaluating, and calibrating ocean sensing 
sys terns. 

--Navy and DARPA, in pursuit of their national security 
missions, also develop oceanographic instruments. 
Na\?y is developing instruments to measure and assess 
(1) various oceanographic parameters, such as curl-ents, 
waves, temperatures, and densities and (2) the str-ucture 
and properties of the sea fkoor, oceanic crust, and up- 
per mantle as well as variations in the Earth‘s gravita- 
tional and magnetic fields. Navy is also involved rn 
increasing the sensitivity and aerial coverage of optical, 
magnetic, and acoustic sensors. 
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DARPA has been developing (1) techniques to prolride 
stereo-photographs and sequential infrared maps of tkle 
sea ice canopy from aircraft, (2) a sea ice penetroncter 
to determine sea ice thickness; (3) PR unmanned Arctic 
research submersible now being used by the Navy, (4) 
a precision navigation system for deep-diving submer - 
siblcs which permits return to the same spot in the 
ocean to an accuracy of 5 meters, and (5) an automatic 
work package which can perform tasks while unattended, 
such as taking core samples. 

--AEC developed mar ine instruments which used rad ioac- 
tive isotopes for making measurements. 

--NASA’s programs deal primarily with the feasibility 
-01 using remote sensor instrumentation and techniques 
on spacecrafts for obtaining useful information about 
oceanographic parameters, processes, and phenomena 
such as sea ice, sea surface wave geometry, sea rough- 
ness, and the geoid of the ocean surface. In addition, 
NASA is cooperating with NOAA and the Coast Guard to 
demonstrate the operational utility of using an air- 
borne radar system to acquire imagery of ice coverage 
or. the Great Lakes. 

Stud ing the effects c,f 
&nts on marine ecosystems 

Five departments and agencies conduct at least nine pro- 
grams which study the ef fscts of pollutants on marine ecosys- 
tems. 

--NSF supports research that studies (1) to:!zrances and 
responses of marine ecosystems and their r:omponents to 
thermal stresses and toxic substances; ( 2 i sources of 
pollutants, the rate at which they enter \rhe environ- 
ment, and the effect of pollutants on .mar.‘ne organisms 
and communities; (3) pollutant and trace c.ompound con- 
centrations; (4) environmental problems at d man-induced 
radioactive substances; and ( 5) possible a:f fects of 
pollution and other stresses on the food .deb of the 
Antarctic ecosystem: 

--NOAA’s programs involve (1) determininq the effects 
of petroleum products, contaminants, and environmental 
stress on mar ine organisms and how contar,inaiIts are 
cycled in an estuary and (2) studying the source8 
fate, and effects of oil spills, pestici*.:es, thermal 

inc and radioact 
environment; 

ive pollutants, and metals i;l the mat 



--EPA’s programs include developing (1) information to 
assess damage to estuar ine, ccastal zone, Great Lakes, 
and marine ecosystems from acute and chronic exposure to 
pollutants and (2) critcr ia for pollutant disposal at- 
tributed to outfalis and dumping--in the Great Lakes 
this includes eutrophication, thermal pollutant, hczard- 
ous materials research, and dredging spills disposal ; 

--AEC ’ s efforts involved researching the biological up- 
take, concentration, distribution, and tffects of 
radioactive elements to understand the moi-ement of 
radionuclides in man’s food chains to a: iure the pro- 
tection of man and the marine ecosystem: and 

--Fish and Wildlife Service conducts progrsms to protect, 
preserve, and enhance natural ecosystems associated with 
fish and wildlife, including determination of potential 
effects of development activities on fish and wildlife 
resourcesc 
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CHAPTER 4 

REVIEW AND COORDIN'TION OF 

MARINE SCIENCE ACTIVITIES AND OCEANIC AFFAIRS 

BY SCIENTIFIC PANELS, COIYMITTJES, AND COMMISSIONS 

Since 1966, when the Congress enacted the Marine 
Resources and Engineering Development Act of 1966, several 
scientific panels, committees, and commissions have reviewed, 
evaluated, and reported on Government programs lelated to 
marine science activities and oceanic affairs. The principal 
groups were the Panel On Oceanography - President's Science 
Advisory Committee (i966); the Commission on Marine Science, 
Engineering and Resources (1969); the National Academy of 
Engineering (1972); ICHSE; and NACOA. In almost all of their 
reports, the panels, committees, and commissions, except for 
ICMSE, cited the need for a national program with suggested 
or recommended organizational cl,anges. The reports also 
discussed problems in coordinating multiagency activities 
and the lack of progress due to scattered and inadequately 
funded research programs. 

The activities of ICMSE and NACOA, the only two major 
committees concerned with oceanic matters, are discussed 
below. 

ICMSE 

Because 11 departments and agencies conduct marine 
scierlce activities and oceanic affairs, there must be effec- 
tive coordination to insure effective and efficient use of 
Federal resources. Recognizing the need for a continuing 
interagency mechanism for the coordinating marine sciences 
and engineering, the Federal Council for science and Tech- 
nology established ICMSE. 

ICMSE is composed of officials from the 11 Federal de- 
partments and agencies involved in marine science activities 
and oceanic affairs. The Administrator of NGAA has served 
as Chairrnan since ICPGE’s inception in ,Ipril 1971. Represen- 
tatives from Federal organizations having an interest in but 
not actually conducting marine science and engineering pro- 
grams and nongovernmental groups, such as the National 
Academy of Sciences Ocean Affairs Board and the National 
Academy of Engineering Marine Board, may attend ICMSE meet- 
ings as Ob5eiVeLs. 



ICMSE’s charter provides that it will (1) inccre 
planning and coordination of Federal activities j-r. marine 
sciences and engineering and related matters; i 2) Identify 
,.rle need for and foster appropriate studies or inivestiga- 
tions; and (3) annually review the Federal marine science 
and engineering program and bu~;get. ICMSE is r?c a.dT:isory 
bo3y arld does not have direitive authorities. 

Within this framework, ICPISE has had some success. For 
example, it has provided a forum for member departments and 
agencies to exchange information and has focused attention 
on problems in the areas of marine science activities and 
oceanic affairs. However, the framework within which it 
operates limits ICMSE’s ability to insure that Federal re- 
sources are used effectively and efficiently. 

ICMSE does not have the authority to determine which 
programs should be undertaken , what priorities shctild be 
established, which agencies should be involved, or the 
amount of resources which should be used. Although there 
are efforts to achieve voluntary coordinaticn, participating 
agencies must be responsive to their assigned missions and, 
therefornz, .there is no guarantee that resources are effec- 
tively and efficiently used. A comprehensive national ocean 
program with established goals and priorities would improve 
ICMSE’s effectiveness. 

Generally, specific areas have been studied by ICMSE’s 
permanently established subcommittees or by ad hoc groups 
created for particular purposes. We found that, for the 
most pclitr the studies did not result in specific recom- 
mendations to the agencies. When recommendations were made 
they were of a general nature calling for either continuous 
monitoring of the areas by ICMSE or for consideration or 
action by the Federal Council for Science and Technology 
or the Cffice of Management and Budget. 

For example, ICMSE has had marine environmental quality 
and ships’ casts, lay-ups, and construction plans under con- 
tinuous review since September 1971. Because there is no 
national program with esc<blished goals and priorities, 
ICMSE only has been able to point out to the Federal Council 
that (1) there were problems in these areas, (2) the areas 
were being studied, and (3) the agencies’ programs and bud- 
gets in these areas should continue to be supported. . 

Also, based on its review of NOAA’s Data Buoy Program, 
ICMSE wrote to the Chairman of the Federal Council in August i 
1373 that the program warranted discussion within the Federal 
Council and possible communication by the Chairman with ap- 
propriate officials of the Office of Management sad Budget 
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to insure that this important national program, along with 
its concomitant support requirements, was adequately funded. 

ICMSE pointed out that several projects and programs 
had placed increased demands on the data buoy systems for 
oceanic and atmospheric environmental monitoring data. 
The demands for data buoy systems wer? further amplified 
by the need to compensate for the oceanic and atmospheric 
data lost through the discontinuat,ce of the Coast Guard’s 
Ocean Station Vessel Program. Apparently, XCMSE was in- 
forming the Federal Council that the Data Buoy Program 
needed increased funding which is all that ICMSE could do 
since it has no authority to establish program policies and 
priorities. 

NACOA 

NACOA is an advisory committee to the President and‘ the . 
Congress on national marine and atmospheric affairs and to 
the Secretary of Commerce regarding the operation of NOAA. 
NACOA recognized that to review and evaluate every marine 
and atmospheric program and issue would be to treat none of 
them thoroughly, Accordingly, it focused on those areas 
which it believed required priority attention. 

Through fiscal year 1974, NACOA had issued three annual 
reports to the President and the Congress. In its first re- 
pc .r b, r\lACOA emphasized the need for developing long-range 
international approaches to oceanic and atmospheric affairs 
becaurz it felt that no nation could preserve merely its own 
piece of the ocean or atmosphere. NACOA found it necessary 
to distinguish between what could be accomplished on a na- 
tional basis and what could be done only by developing inter- 
national understanding. The theme of NACOA’s second report 
was the need for improving Federal management of oceanic af- 
fairs as part of the comprehensive management of all of the 
Nation’s natural resources, many of which have marine as well 
as land-based components. 

In its third report, NACOA was concerned that natural 
resources, such as food, energy, fresh water, minerals, 
protein from the oceans, and the regenerative capacity- of 
,,n’Lests .2nd plains would not meet future demands. It felt 
that consumption and use of vital resources, such as energy 
and food, were generating new stresses both at home and 
abroad and that the Nation must respond to unprecedented 
demands on its ability to manage natural resources. 

About 10 marine and atmospheric programs and issues 
were discussed in NACOA’s first 3 annual reports. The prin- 
cipal areas concerned fisheries, coastal zone management, 



Law of the Sea Conference, and need for governmental 
reorganization in marine and atmospheric affairs. These 
areas are discussed below. 

Fisheries 

In its first two annual reports, NACOA urged th-\t a 
comprehensive plan be generated for developing and rnarld9LTg 
U.S. fishery efforts. NACQA felt that, because of techno- 
logical improvements and overcapitalizatidn in the fishing 
industry, some fish might become extinct. To deal with this 
problem, agreements were needed to manage the .?cean’s living 
resources, including harvest limitations, which could lead 
to the rehabilitation orf the declining industry. 

NOAA, through its National Marine Fisheries Service, 
undertook development of a national fisheries plan which was 
scheduled for completion by July 1975. 

Coastal zone management 

In its June 1972 report NACOA pointed out that the 
coastal acne was exceedingly complex naturally, socially, and 
economically, and that every aspect of planning, negotiation, 
understanding, agreement, and implementation involved Federal, 
State, and local governments. NACOA also pointed out that 
prompt action on coastal zone management problems was urgently 
needed and expressed concern over the lac& of progress since 
the January 1969 report by the Commission on Marine Science, 
Engineering and Resources. 

In its second annual report, NACOA discussed the con- 
sequences of delaying action in the coastal zone management 
area, which it judged to be costly. In its June 1974 report, 
NACOA acknowledged and was encouraged by the increase in 
coastal zone management activity. Because of a heavy increase 
in offshore activities engendered by the energy crisis and 
the absence of an organized method for providing research, 
development, and advisory services on issues raised at the 
State level, NACOA recommended (1) broadening coastal zone 
manageTent legislation, (2) increased Federal funding, and 
(3) extending the duration of the estuarine sanctuaries 
program. 

l Law of the Sea Conf.erence 

NACOA recognized that it would be impossible to reach 
the oceanic goals set by the Congress or proposed by earlier 
commissions and councils unti.1 an updated and accepted set 
of international rules were developed for international 
oceanic operations. In its first report, NACOA dealt 



primarily with the issues of free passage, fisheries, and 
open research as affected by the oceanic activities of othe? 
nations Its principal recommendation was that the United 
States engage other countries, particularly developing na- 
tions, to ,:take in as many different joint projects with 
the United states as possible.. 

.ACOA's 1974 report was issued befcre the Law of the Sea 
Conference in Caracas, Venezuela, in late summer 1374. Tn 
the report, NACOA emphasized tha need for'international under- 
standings and F2reements. It reiterated the position taken 
in its first annual report that economic and other pressures 
could <etalop to such an extent that individual nations, in- 
cluding the United States, would aL: unilaterally, especially 

' with respect to resource exploitation, if an international 
agreement on the Law of the Sea wasn’t obtained within a short 
time. NACOA advocated patience, especially in the matter of 
fishing rights and jurisdictions, but not beyond 1975 if no 
international agreement was reached by then. 

Need for governmental reorganization 

NACOA, in i;c second report (Liune 29, 1973), stated 
that: 

“There are t@o many actors, too many separate 
chains of command, too many crosscutting poli- 
cies, too many separate budgets, appropriations, 
and programs. In this conf :on, national prior- 
ities have no perspective end neither the Execu- 
tive Branch nor the Congress I- in a position to 
lead effectively, much less en; Jrccx accountabil- 
ity for results.'I 

NACOA stated further that, although coordinating commit- 
tees such as ICMSE had been established to deal with prolif- 
eration, coordination was neller enough because it usually 
meant the exchange of information which rarely involved the 
"table-pounding" establishment of priorities, guidelines, 
and new policies. It recommended that responsibility for 
managing oceanic and atmospheric resources, along with other 
natural resources, be placed in a single Federal agency at 
the departmental level. Jn this connecticn, it generally 
supported the administration's concept for establishing a 
new Department of Natural Resources. 

In its third report (June 28, 1974), NACOA again advo- 
cated establishment of a single agency. It was more con- 
cerned, however, abcut the need to act quickly in establishing 
the agency than its exact makeup. Nevertheless, it did sug- 
gest that the agency be responsible for the following func- 
tions: 



--Marine resource development and conservation. 

--Marine, atmospheric, and coastal zone affairs coordi- 
nation, regulation, and enforcement. 

--Environmental science, engineering, and technical 
support services. 

NACOA felt that reorganization was needed because, although 
pressures had diminished for establishing a Department of 
Energy and Natural Resources, the national need for ocean 
management had not diminished. 

OTHER COMMITTEES 

About 50 special-purpose and multipurpose Federal in- 
teragency committees, in addition to ICMSE, have been estab- 
lished to consider various aspects of marine science activi- . 
ties and oceanic affairs. Some of the committees report to 
one department or agency or the White House and the others 
to two or more departments and agencies. A list sf the con.- 
mittees sponsored by NOAA and other Government agencies is 
presented in appendix III. 
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CHAPTER 5 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 

We presented our draft report to Commerce, 
Transportation, Interior, DOD, and NSF--tne agencies with 
the greatest involvement in marine science activities and 
oceanic affairs--for review and comment, . A copy was 
furnished to State, which had requested tha.t it be allowed 
to comment. (See apps. IV-IX.) The draft report was also 
presented to the Federal Council for Science and Technology 
(FCST), ICMSE, and NAC'IA--organizations responsible for 
coordinating and reviewing marine science activities and 
oceanic affairs. (See apps. X-XII.) 

DOD and Transportation generally agreed that there is 
a need for a national ocean policy and program. FCST and 
NSF expressed some reservations. Commerce, Interior, State, 
ICMSE, and NACOA did not comment on our suggestion. 

FCST stated that while it is both possible and desirable 
to formulate comprehensive policies and goals for efr'ective 
use of the ocean --the Congress did so in the Harine Resources 
and Engineering Development Act of 1966 and the Senate is 
conducting a National r3cean Policy Study with a similar ob- 
jective --it does not necessarily follow that there should 
be a single, comprehensive ocean program to implement the 
policies, especially not a single program under the authority 
of a single agency. FCST stated further that ocean programs 
should be the responsibility of that agency whose missions 
include oceanic activities and that no agency can accept 
responsibility for a mission if it does not control the 
activities essential to that mission. FCST agreed, however, 
that many ocean activities of different agencies are similar, 
do require use of similar facilities and collection and 
analysis of similar data bases, and should be carried out 
in a cooperative and well-coordinated fashion. 

NSF believes that the Marine Resources and Engineering 
Development Act of 1966 established a comprehensive national 
ocean program and plan and that its goals are still in effect. 

We recognize that the Marine Resources and Engineering 
Development Act did provide some beneficial results. Howeverl 
as pointed out in the report G f the Senate Committee on Com- 
merce accompanying Senate Resolution 222, which authorized 
the National Ocean Policy Study, the act had been neither 
fully implemented nor completely successful in developing 
a comprehensive, long-range national ocean policy. This is 



evidenced by t.i:? fact that marine science activities and 
oceanic affair5 are being conducted in similar areas by 
ma’ny agencies, perhaps to a greater extent than noted by 
the Congress in 1966. 

The process of establishing a national ocean program 
and plan will provide an opportunity to de,fine and assess 
the multitude of problems affecting the marine environment 
and to effectively deal with these problems. 

NOAA, NSF, and ICMSE objected to our use of the 
categories presented in chapter 3 as indicators of thz 
similarity of activities undertaken by the agencies. We do 
not believe that our use of these categories was misleading. 
The categories we used were included in annual reports pre- 
pared by ICMSE and were tiso in the NOAA catalog pub1 ica- 
tion of unclassified marine research activities sponsored 
by Federal and non-Federal organizations. We believe that, 
since these categories were used in reports available to 
the public and accepted by the agencies concerned with 
marine science activities and oceanic affairs, they were 
appropriate for us to use. We did not examine the multitude 
of individual oceanic projects to determine actual work under- 
taken. However, we believe that the tables on pages 13 and 
15 and the chart on page 16 clearly show or at least raise - 
questrons on work performed in similar areas in the categories 
used in annual and periodic reports. 

NOAA and ICMSE said that, generally, our anlaysis must 
penetrate actual efforts undertaken by the agencies before 
conclusions could be drawn regarding similar activities. 
NSF stated that (1) occ prcaentation of the similarity of 
agencies I activities weakens rather than strengthens the 
judgment about the diminished effectiveness of the national 
program, (2) the report is ambivalent on tihat similarity of 
effort means but concludes that duplication is generally 
not indicative of management weakness, and (3) the report 
asSertsI but does not demonstrate, that similarity of effort 
is not conducive to effective and efficient utilization of 
resources. We believe that, because the 11 departments and 
agencies conducting programs related to ;r.arine science ac- 
tivities and oceanic affairs do so in response to their mis- 
sions, their efforts are prone to over lap an3 be similar. 
Although ICMSE has tried to achieve voluntary coordination 
among the agencies, it is not authorized, as a collective 
body, to determine whrch programs should be undertaken, 
what priorities should be given, which agencies should be 
involved, and the amount of resources which should be used. 
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NOAA, Transportation, and Interior felt that the report 
should consider existing and planned coordinat ion ar r anqc- 

other than XCMSE, such as bila’ceral coordination . ments, 
between agencies. We recognize that some interagency 
coordination does exist and might be effective; however, 
we emphasized ICMSE’s coordination activities because it 
is the primary vehicle within the Federal establishmenr. for 
effecting interagency coordination. We felt it was not 
necessary to examine and report in detail on the other com- 
mittees referred to on page 28 because they were concerned 
with SpeCifiC areas Gf interest. 

Maritime questioned our inclusion of its appropriations 
for ship construction and ship operating-differentiai sub- 
sidies while excluding the Navy’s shipbuilding proqram. 
Haritime believed that only a small portion of its appro- 
priations for R&D, operations, and training should be con- 
sidered as allocated to marine science and oceanic affairs. 
IGMSE commented that about 38 percent of the $2,064.2 million 
in requested appropriations for fiscal year 1975, or 
$788.4 million, was related to marine science and engineering 
activities. The funding infcrmation presented in our report 
was developed in accordance to guidelines prescribed by the 
Senate Subcommittee on the Oceans and Atmosphere staff 
specifically concerned with the National Ocean Policy Study. 
In accordance with the guidelines, we did not include as 
part of navy’s oceanographic program its fleet resources and 
programs employed in day-to-day naval operations. 

A substantial portion of the agencies’ comment.; expressed 
concern that not enough exposure was given to their involv.ement 
in marine science activities and oceanic affairs. For example, 
Inter ior believed that the report should acknowledge the inter- 
dependence of certain of its land- and marine-related programs. 
State was concerned that the report did not recognize in more 
detail the international aspects of the national ocean program 
or State’s role in this regard. 

Agencies’ involvement in the ocean was presented in some 
detail in our February 1975 report (GGD-75-61). Th- programs 
and activiti*?s mentioned in this report were used t, illustrate 
the need for a national ocean program and plan and were not 
intended to describe all of the agencies’ programs and activi- 
ties in the marine science and oceanic affairs area. 



CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

The need for a national ocean program was recognized by 
the Congress in 1966 with the passage of the Marine Resources 
and Engineering Development Act of 1966 and in February 1974 
with the passage of Senate Resolution 222, authorizing the Sen- 
ate Committee on Commerce to undertake a National Ocean Policy 
Study. 

Although efforts have been made to establish a national 
ocean program as er;visioned in the 1966 act, marine science 
activities are as scattered today as they were in 1966. We 

, agree with the panels, commissions, and committees, referred 
to in chapter 4, which expressed a need for a national program. 
Under such a national program the Nation’s marine science acti- 
vities and oceanic affairs might still be conducted by several 
departments and agencies, but with more effective and efficient 
use of resources. 

Although NOAA’s mission is to insure full and wise use 
of the marine environment, it was not authorized to direct 
the marine activities of other Federal departments or agen- 
cies. 

ICMSE was established to consider policy level issues in 
the field of marine affairs. Its primary role has been to 
provide a forum for member departments and agencies to ex- 
change information on their marine science and oceanic affairs 
programs. 

ICMSE has had some success within its limited framework. 
HOWeVeK, because (1) it lacks specific authority to establish 
policies and priorities, (2) there is no conprehensive national 
program, and (3) its members are committed to working for the 
mission of their own departments and agencies, ICMSE, as a 
collective body, has been unable to determine whether Federal 
resources have been used effectively and efficiently in the 
marine science activities and oceanic affairs area. 

NACOA, in it: role as an advisory committee to the Presi- 
dent and the Congress on national marirz and atmospheric af- 
fairs and to tRe Secretary of Commerce, regarding the operation 
of NOAA, has reviewed, evaluated, and reported on #3reas which 
it believed required priority a:tention. In two of its three 
reports, it strongly recommended that a single Federal agency 
at the departmental level be made responsible for managing 
oceanic and atmospheric resources, along with other ntitural 
resources. A-s an advisory body, NACOA has no authority to 
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see that its recommendations are implamentefi allQ plays no role 
in coordinating agency programs or establishing priorities. 

Because of the vital role the oceans play in the Nation’s 
welfare, economic self-sufficiency, and national security, a 
concerted effort should be undertaken to establish a national 
ocean program and plan. Such a program should (1) identify 
the Nation’s marine-related needs and establish specific na- 
tional objectives, (2) establish prioriti’es to accomplish the 
objectives, (3) evaluate program results, including relevance 
to national needs, (4) periodically update needs, objectives 
and priorities, and (5) provide for adequate funds to effec- 
tively carry out the program and plan. The Senate Committee 
on Commerce, through its National Ocean Policy Study, has 
taken the first major step in this direction. 

As ropor ted by the various panels, commissions, and com- 
mittees which examined the conduct of marine activities and 

* oceanic affairs, the present Government organizational frame- 
work has not been particularly conducive to effective adminis- 
tration of these activities. Flowever, it is necessary to 
develop a comprehensive national ocean program and plan beftire 
organization al changes are made. After such a program is de- 
veloped, a determination can be made as to the organizational 
structure which would best accomplish the goals and objectives 
of the national ocean program and plan. 

As discussed in this report, experts disagree as to the 
effectiveness of the present arrangements and the consequent 
need for change. The information we !lave gathered does not 
provide us with a sufficient basis to take a position on 
either side of the argument. However, the fact that there 
is disagreement emphasizes the need for a naticnal ocean 
policy and program and an evaluation of how well the exist- 
ing practices of the agencies involved are consistent with 
and effectively promote achievement of national objectives. 
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APPENDIX III 

INTERAGENCY COMMITTEES INVOLVED WITH -- 

MARINE SCIENCE AND OCEANIC AFFAIRS 

APPENDIX III 

SPONSORED BY NOIIA: 
Federal Committee for Meteorological 

Services and Supporting Research 

Federal Geodetic Control Committee 

Interagency Committee for Applied 
Meteorological Research 

Interagency Committee for Marine 
Environmental Prediction 

Interagency Committee for Meteor- 
ological Services 

SPONSORED BY OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES: 
Ad Ho? Committee for the Study of 

Environmental Ouality Information 
Programs 

Ad Hoc Committee on Boundaries/Law of 
the Sea 

Ad Hoc Committee on Environmental 
Quality Research and De,?elopment 

Advisory Committee on Undersea 
Features 

Advisory Panel on ReteorolDgical and 
Geoastrophysical Pbstrac;s 

Advisory Subcommittee on Water 
Resources Scientific Information 
Center 

Anadromous Fisheries Coordination 
Committee 

Chesapeake Bay Subcommittee of 
Federal Council for Science and 
Technology Committee on Marine 
Science and Engineering 

Committee on International Ocean 
Affairs 

Committee on Water Resources 
Kesearch 

Coordinating COmmlttee for 
Mississippi Basin Study 

fnvircnmental Resources Committee 

. Interagency Committee for World 
Weather Program 

Interdepartmental Board for the 
Cooperation of the NOAA with 
the DOD 

Meteorological Satellite Program 
Review Board 

National Oceanographic Data Center 
Interagency Committee 

National Oceanographic Instrumenta- 
tion Center Interagency Committee 

Feceral Advisory Committee on 
Water Data 

Federal Field Coordinating Committee 

Geodetic Satellite Policy Board * 

Interagency Air Cartographic 
Committee 

Interagency Arctic Coordinating Group 

Interagency Committee on Antarctica 

Interagency Committee on Fields of 
Science 

Interagency Committee on Radiological 
Assistance 

Interagency Coordination Committee 
Earth Resources Survey Program 

Interagency Decade Planning Group 

Interagency Map Procurement 
Committee 

Interagency ScientiEic Products 
Evaluation Committee 

iI,ierdepartmental Committee for 
Atmospheric Sc.ences 

Meteorological Working Group, 
Inter-Range Instrumental Group. 
Range Conimanders Council 
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SPONSORED BY OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES: 
National Multiagency Oil and Hatard- 

ous Materials Pollution Contingency 
Plan/National Interagency Committee 

Panel on International Programs and 
International Cooperation in 
Ocean Affairs 

Recreation Subcommittee 

Research and Technology Information 
Exchange Working Group 

Subcommittee on Coastal Zone 
Research and Engineering 

Task Force on Earthquake Hazard 
Reduction 

US FAD Interagency Committee-- 
Working Group Fisheries 

Water Resource Council, 
Council of Members 

APPENDIX III 

Water Resources subcommittee 
Councial of Members 

Water Resources Subcommittee 
State Porgrams Committee 

Water Resource Council Federal- 
State Programs Committee 

Water Resource Council Qrganiza- 
tion for Economi: Cooperation 
and Development (tnd Economic 
Commission for Europe 

Water Resource Council Policy 
Development Committee 

Winter Navigation Board (Great 
Lakes-St. Lawrence Seawa, 
Navigation Season Extension 
Demonstration Program) 

Working Committee of the Winter 
Navigation Board (Great Lakes- 
St. Lawrence Seaway Navigation 
Season Extension Demonstration 
Program) 
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UFWED S%A?E§ ‘AWTMEWIV OF CQWIMEWCE 
The 6ksiatawt Secwtary few Administration 
Washmgton, DC. 20230 

I 

t-lay 14, 1975 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director 
General Government Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C-. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

This is in reply to your letter of April 14, 1975, 
requesting ccmments on the draft report entltled 
"Observations 0-i The Need For A Naticnal Ocean 
Program And Plan." 

We have reviewed the attached -omments of the NOAA 
Administrator and Assistant Set;-etary.for Maritime 
Affairs and believe they are responsive to the 
matters discussed in the report. 

SQkcereiy yours, 

hi& ..W. Chcmberlin, Jr. 
Acting Assistant Secretary 

ior Administration 

Attachment 

GAO note 1. The deleted material relates to matters 
omitted from this final report. 

2. Page number references In the appendixes 
may not. correspond to pages of this report . 
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MAY f 1975 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director, General Government Division 
United States General accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

As requested in your letter of April li, 1975, the following are our 
comments on the draft report entitled “Observations on the Need for a 
National Ocean Program and Plan.” 

The report makes specific refrrences to ?he programs of the Maritime 
Administration on page 4a, which refers to increased ship Lonstruction 
subsidies, and on page 45, Appendix I, which lists the FY 1972-75 appro- 
priations. The total amounts listed for the Maritime Administration for 
Fiscal Years 1972 and 1975 should be revised to read $525.0 million and 
$584.9 million, respectivtiy. All other dollar amounts shown for Mari- 
time are correct as listed. 

However, we question the use of the above figures, within the context 
of the report. While tile title of the report ostensibly covers all 
marine related activities, its substance relates more to marine science, 
environment, and resources. These areas are not within the principal 
purview of the Maritime Administration. Yet, Appendix I of the report 
lists the Maritime Administration as the only Federal agency which devotes 
100% of its funds to marine science and oceanic affairs. Included ac 
supporting these activities are Maritime Administration’s subsidy appro- 
priations which we do not believe are kithin the purview of the report. 

More specifically, Appendix I lists the Navy Department as devoting less 
thsn 1% of its total funds for marine science and oceanic affairs. Mari- 
time funds are listed as 100% devoted to these activities. Apparently, 
N:avy’s shipbuilding program has been omitted but Maritime’s subsidy fxmds 
fc.r ship construction and ship operation have been included. These two 
auproaches appear inconsistent. Realistically, we believe that only a 
small portion of Maritime’s appropriations for Research and Development 
and Operations and Training should hu 0 considered as allocated to marine 
science and oceanic affairs. Thus, within the scope of the report as WJS 
understand it, the Maritime Administration has an active but limited role 
in these areas. 
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My staff will be happy to work with you to identify the actual activities 
and funds involved. Please contact Mr. Anthony Ossi on 967-2562 to.clarify 
this matter. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft report. 

Sincerely, 

LL 
Assistant Secretary 
for Maritime Affairs 
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APR 24 1975 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director, General Government Division 
United States General Accounting Office 

' Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

We have reviewed the draft report of the General Accounting Office, 
Observatiorls on the Weed for a National acean Program and Plan. The 
ataking is of impressive zmgni,tude and its objectives are iqortant. 
Our coments respond to your requests to the Secretary of Comnerce, and 
to the Administrator, National Oceanic and Atmspheric Administration. 
You will receive separate ccrsnents from the Assistant Secretary for 
Maritime Affairs. 

The preparation of a national ocean program and plan cannot be a 
one-time affair. We have had occasions when such plans have been 
prepared with remarkable effect. The most comprehensive document 
providing for such a plan for the nation81 ocean activities was the 
Report of the Commission on Marine Science Engineering and Resources, 
"Our Nation and the Sea," issued in 1969. Many of the findings and 
recommendations of that Report have since been put into effect. The 
proposals of that Commission for stronger action in coastal zone manage- 
ment, marine resources, protectfon of the environment, environment81 
monitoring systems, have in part or in whole been adopted. Organizational 
proposals of that Commission have also In part been brought into being. 
We believe that there is a continuing need for revdewing our national 
goals and objectives in the oceans and indeed this is done, not only 
by the Executive Branch, but by the Congress, as witness the large 
number of ocean-related legislation which has been successfully passed 
since 1970. All such legislation represents a view of the Government 
on policies and programs to be followed in carrying out the national 
ocean activities. We believe that progress has been good over thess 
few years. Further, the plans and programs of the Federal agencies in 
ocean and atmospheric affairs are reviewed annually by the National 
Advisory Committee on Oceans and Atmosphere which the Congress has 
charged with carrying out this function. 

We welcome, therefore, reassessments of the ocean efforts of the 
various Federal agencies to ensure that the work being carried out 
does indeed meet current and projected national ocean needs and concerns. 
The GAO report will be useful in these continuing' evaluations. 
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The increasing recognition by the Nation of its need to use and 
safeguard the marine environment, to develop and conserve its Ocean 
resources is evident in many national and international actions. The 
negotiations now taking place at the Law of the Sea Conference in 
Geneva are typical. Domestically there have been a number of signifi- 
cant Administration and Congressional ocean initiatives during the 
past few years which clearly state the concern,s and aspirations of our 
Nation and set forth priorities for action. Among these are Project 
Independence, a major maritime policy, and the several laws directed 
at the conservation of resources and protection of the environment. 
Among the important new legislated responsibilities entrusted to the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, for example, are the 
Coastal Zone Management Act, the Marine Marcanal Protection ACL, the 
Endangered Species Act, and the Larine Protection, Researc?l, and 
Sane tuaries h, t . The foundation remains today, as it has since 1966, 
the farsighted ocean policy enunciated by the Congress in the Marine 
Resources and Engineering Development Act. 

In setting forth national priorities through the legislative process, 
Cor.gress has also recognized and provided significant coordination 
precepts. In some instances, coordination is built into the action 
process by providing all the funding for the required actions through 
a single lead agency. For *ample, the overall management of the 
Federal effort LO provide an environmental baseline assessment of the 
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) in anticipation of leTsing for’ oil and 
gas exploitction has been given to the Bureau of La1 ’ Management within 
the Department of Interior. NOA4 has been requested to assume project 
management for the assessment effort off Alaska. K&4’s program 
plans are reviewed within BLH and through an interagency advrisory 
committee established by Bi2I for these CCS activities. The funds to 
support NOAA’s activities will be provided by BIM. 

Significant resources to support OCS baseline assessment activities 
were provided to NOAA by the Special Energy Research and Development 
Appropriation Act which provided fnnds for re-activation and operation 
of three major vessels = Coordination was also directed by the Congress 
in the Conference Report which accompanied the legislation. Following 
a discussion of the reactivation and use of these three vessels, the 
Conference Report states: I’. . , all government agencies shall give 
preference to the use of government-owned and operated vessels in 
contracting for work in connection with offshore energy activities.” 

Similarly, Federal Project Independence research activities concerning 
the environmental effects of offshore energy developments are being 
coordinated by EPA; 12OccA’s contributing programs ere reviewed and funded 
by that agency. 

A3 
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Other measures to enhance coordination in the accomplishment of 
closely allied activities have been developed among the agencies. 
For example, in view of the inter-relationships of responsibilities 
set forth in the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act, 
NOAA and EPA have formalized an Interagency Agreement setting forth 
the complementary and supportive roles by each with regard to ocean 
du.,bping research and regulation. Also, in consideration of the ZOO- 
mile extended zone of fisheries jurisdiction which is expected to 
emerge from the Law of the Sea Conference, NOAA and the Coast Guard 
have expanded their Inter-agency Agreement on Fisheries Enforcement 
Surveillance to insure close collaboration in the development of 
alternative plans for the management of the increased re:.ources which 
will accrue the nation and for the enforcement and surveillance which 
is critical to effective manai:ement. Finally, NOAA coordination with 
the Navy is accomplished through the establishment of the position of 
Naval Deputy to the Administrator, a post held by the Oceanographer 
of the Navy. 

We believe that it is 3important to note these and other mechanisms of 
coordination in the GAO report. The Lffectiveness of IQlSE coordi- 
nation should be viewed in light of the numerous channels of coordina- 
tion which have been developed. ICMSE provides the forum for multi- 
lateral coordination. Where only two agencies are involved, effective 
coordination can be most effectively accomplished by bilateral arrange- 
zent. While we do not wish to infer that coordination is adequate in 
all areas of marine activity, we do feel that the general approach 
taken by ICKSE is effective within its terms of reference. 

There is a major problem we have with the GAO analysis - the use of 
Major Purpose Categories and Marine Research catalogue areas of 
activity as indicators of similarity - if not duplication - of agencies’ 
efforts. It is our view that such use of these indicators is misleading. 
The report notes, for example, that five agencies are engaged in General 
Purpose Ocean Engineering. If the programs are examined, however, one 
finds data buoy development in NOAA. well-coordinated satellite remote 
sensing activity by 3ASA and NOAA, deep ocean technology conducted by 
the Navy, offshore power plant siting studies by ERDA and manned undersea 
technology efforts by NOAA and the Smithsonian Institution. Similarly, 
under the category Living Resources where three agencies are conducting 
programs, one finds fisheries resource assessment, management and 
developmen :-, and marine mammals and endangered species research for 
NOAA; enforcement of fisheries treaties for the Coast Guard; and marine 
bio-medical research for the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. Similar comments can be made for the assembly of activities 
using the research areas of the Marine Resource Cataiogue. It is our 
view that the analysis must penetrate the actual efforts undertaken by 
the agencies more than appears in the report before conclusions can be 
drawn with respect to similar activities. 
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Finally, we wish to acknowledge the difficulty of the task undertaken 
by the GAO and to note the fine work that has been done in assimilating, 
organizixg and assembling a vast array of information. Our comments 
herein are intended to assist the GAO' in fulfilling its charge by the 
National ocean Policy Study. 

Sincerely, 

Robert M. White 
Administrator 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANS?Ot?TATION 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 690 

ASSISTANT SECRETART 
FOR AD(lllNlSTRATlON ' May 2, 1975 

Mr. Henry Eschwege 
Director 
Resources and Economic Development 

Divis:on 
U. S. Genera9 Accounting Off!ce 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

This is in response to your letter of April 11, 1975, requesting 
the Department's comments on the Genera7 Accounting Office's (GAG) 
report on the need for a national ocean program and plan. The 
GAO concluded that the present Government organizational frame- 
work IS not particularly conducive to effective administration 
of marine science activities and ocean affairs. Because of the 
vita9 role the oceans play in the Nation's welfare, economic 
self-sufficiency, and national security, GAO believes a concerted 
effort should be undertaken to establish a cornprehensive 
national ocean program and plan. 

The Department agrees with GAO that it is essential that a 
national ocean policy be adopted and a national ocean program 
and plan to implement the policy be estahlishe4 prior to any 
reorganization attempt. Ocean policy must be considered over 
the full range of ocean activities, not merely marine science 
and engineering. juch a consideration w'il reveal the often 
nonhomogenous nature of marine activities. 

I have enclosed two copies of the DeparLIn<ilt's reply to the 
GAO report. 

Sincerely, 

F. 

William S. Heffelfinger 

Enclosure 
(two copies) 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRAHSPORTATION REPLY 

M 

APPENDIX V 

GAO DRAFT REPORT (UNDATED) 

OBSERVATIONS ON TEE NEED FOR A NATIONAL OCEAN PROGRAM AND PLAN 

MULTIAGENGY 

SUMMARY OF GAO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The present Government organizational framework is not particularly 
conducive to effective administration of marine science activities 
and oceanic affairs. GAO believes a concerted effort should be 
undertaken to establish a comprehensive national ocean program 
and plan. After the program and plan are developed, a determination 
can then be made as to the best organizational structure which should 
be established 
and plan. 

The Department 
essential that 

to accomplish the goals and objectives of the program 

SDMMARY OF THE DEPARTHFtiT OF TRANSPORTATION POSITION -- 

of Transportation concurs with the GAO that it is 
a national ocean policy be adopted and a national ccean 

program and plan to implement the policy be established prior to any 
reorganization attempt. With or without reorgsnization, it is essential 
to develop a more effective and authoritative coordinating mechanism 
within the federal establishment. Ocean policy must be considered over 
the full range of ocean activities, not essentially marine science and 
engineering oriented, and finally, emphasis is made on the need to 
clearly define the milieu of both "marine science" and "oceanic affairs". 

POSITIO?J STATEHENT 

I concur with, and strongly support, the recommendation included in 
this draft report that only "After the national ocean policy has been 
adopted and a national ocean program and plan to implement the policy 
have been established, the Congress may wish to consider, at that time, 
enacting legislation to establish the Government organizational structure 
best suited to accomplish the goals and objectives of the national ocean 
program ar-l plan". It may develop that such a program and plan would 
reveal that re-organization is not the answer. Even this preliminary 
draft report concludes that duplication of research efforts is a rarit: 
and if found is not indicative of manag$ment weakness. The significant 
thing is getting the job done. Thus, the GAO might report to the Congress 
on the on-going and Planned interagency fix efiortr; which provide for 
"effective coordination between agencies to avoid fragmentation and over- 
lap for more effective use of resources". 
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The draft report speaks of “marine science" and "oceanic affairs" as 
two entities, yet, in support material given with these statements, 
it appe,:rs that only marine science data are used,seemingly to be 
representative of both. In reality, "marine science activities" 
are a specialized branch of "oceanic affairs". Both of these terms 
need to be clearly defined in the glossary. 

This need to define these terms clearly, becomes even more real when 
attempting to read the charts and tables in this study. Because of 
the categorization of marine activities for budget, programming and 
reporting purposes, it is essential that all parties have a ciear 
understanding of the tLrms of reference. Without these common terms 
of reference, the credibility of the study is greatly compromised. 

. Certainly, the definitions are required prior to the development of 
national ocean policy, programs and plans. 

The significance of the matrix on page 20., is not clear. There 
is no indication that "duplication" of research has been identified, 
yet, it appears to have one of two purnoses: (1) To indicate that 
aut;lorized agencies are in fact making an effort to achieve their 
goals through logical research projects, or, (2) To imply that there 
is considerable overlap and lack of coordination of federal ocean 
activities. To conclude the latter is not fully supported, especially 
when, on page 23., it is stated, "Since as a general rule, duplication 
of research efforts is a rarity and, if foun.d, is generally not 
indicative of any management weakness, we did not attempt to identify 
specific cases of duplication". The projects reported are marine 
science projects, but they are never related to the budget figures for 
"marine science and oceanic affairs". - 

It is noted that Appendix III, 8 list of interagency committees, is a 
NOAA report, but nowhere is it indicated that NOAA prepared the list. 

It is incongrous that while Appendix II lists the U.S. Coast Guard 
as the second largest source of funds for Marine Science Activities 
and Oceanic Affairs, the only mention of the Coast Guard in the report 
is a brief reference on page 31, which states that "NASA is cooperating 
with NOA% and the Coast Guard to demonstrate the operational utility 
of using an airborne radar system to acquire imagery of ice coverage 
on the Great Lakes". 

In discussing International Arrangements, it is again noted that the 
Coast Guard is net mentioned. While it is true that the Coast Guard 
has no activities which are reported in the Federal Ocean Program 
Report (R)P) under that category, this FOP does not include all that 
would be described as "oceanic affairs." Coast Guard participation in 
international arrangements, for example, with respect to the 1973 
Marine Pollution Convention developed under the aegis of the International 
Plaritime Consultative Organization (IMCO), is well known to those 
involved in related activities. 
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In conclusion, several points should be emphasized: 

- It is essential that the ocean program and plan be develcpad 
prior to any attempt at reorganization, 

- With or without reorganization, it is essential to develop 
a more effective and authoritative coordinating body or mechanism 
within the federal 3ureauzracjj, 

- Ocean policy must be considered over the full range of ocean 
activities, not merely marine science and engineering. Such a 
consideration will reveal the often non-homogenous nature of marine 
activities. 

Finally, it :R emphasized that there is a need to clearly define the 
milieu of both "marine science" and "oceanic affairs". It is my opinion 
that there is sufficient evidence, through man's present and past 
activities in the oceans, to develop a clear definition of each. 
Once done, policy, programs and plans will be aided in their develop- 
ment. 

0. Vi. SILER 
Admiral, U. S. Coast Guaid 

Commandant 
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DIRE&OR OF DEt-EMSE RESEARCM AND EMGlNEERlffi 
WASHItJGTO#. 0 C. 20301 

4 JUN 1975 

Victor L. Lowe 
Director 
General Government Division 
U. S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

We have reviewed the GAO draft report dated I1 April 1975, entitled 
“Observations on the Need for a National Ocean Program and Plan”. 
The Department of Defense (DOD) concurs in the major recommenda- 
tion to give first priority -to the development of a comprehensive 
national ocean program and plan, leaving for future resolution the . 
determination of tie best organizational structzre to accomplish the 
goals and objectives. 

Inasmuch as the U.S. Navy has the largest effort within the DOD in the 
broad area covered by the GAO Draft Report, we are enc:.osing specific 
Navy comments for your consideration prier to publishing the final 
report. 

Attachment 
Navy Comments 
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The rchpo1.t ,gi\-cs an accurate and dctailtd hisiory of the various organi- 
ZZLtiO!lS, l.lOaTdS, and COinrnittcCp L’ which have becn crgznizcd in the past 
in an attempt to develop a CnmpTehensive ocean policy and nccan program. 
The constraints and failures of each ‘Lre also described. The report rc- 
views :;rtias of overlap in investigations of the various departments and 
agencies bu!. rccopnizes that such ovcrl,:ps are not necessarily bad, 
dcpcntEing upoh th:: specific missions of t!le agencies concerned. II: does 
decry, howcx-cr, the lack of an overall ocean policy and the fragmented 
nature of most of the progr<Fm. 11~ the xcport GAO favors the establish- 
menl- of a compre1~en~ix.e national ocean program and plan prior to the 
c3nsidcratio.l of an org;nixational structure to accomplish the goals and 
obj3:cLives of tile progralll and plan. 

The Nc?.vy agrees in general with the findings of the GAO and supports 
the recommendation that development of a national ocean program and 
plan shoukl IJrcCedC char,ges in organizational structure. Xavy is con- 
cerned, howcvcr, that +hc limitation s of the data bases u”lizcd in de~,clap- 
ing t!le report are not adequately Lx-pressed. 

1. GAO Finding 

The GAO has chosen to conduct this study in accordance with major 
purpose categories as laid out in the annual reports oi L>e F‘cdernl Council * 
of Science and Technology (FCST) on the! Federal Ocean Program. IYhereas 
recent findings of the FCST wilh regard to agency funding lcvcls are in 
general agrocbment t.\-ith CR0 findings for most agencies, the CA0 figures 
for the DOC and DOT arc: respectivc!y zbr)ut 3 and 10 times larger thnn 
those of tllc FL;!;Y’ report. 
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I:1 il.’ s or th<, ;-o:-~~!,..:~it~t~ C:AO r~;;;;rt (GCD-75. Gl ). If this term is to bc 
gencraliactl to the ic>;, ‘r~:i tt:;k? it ~~~icurnpasst2.s tl;e total sh;p construction 
pr(‘g*-.Lln Of l\Tl'if<AIJ, CT: \ ir!,i’ tioll sy;tcm management of DOT, etc., then 
the erdirc mission at:d 1:1e total budget of the Navy would be relevant. This 
was pftrhal:s rcccrguizr.d 1Jy the GAO on page 65 of GGD-75-61 which included 
the follG\$*l?Ig St‘?.t.<'~1ICili: 

i 

“Not includcJ as part of Navy’ P oceanographic program are fleet 
resources and progra1715 employed in day-to-day naval operations. ‘I 

In order to illsure Collgressional understanding that the Navy resources 
described in this draft include only marine science programs, it is suggested 
t-hat a statcmcnt, as absve, be added to the introduction and as a footnote 
to the tables on pago -i5 and 46. The other alternative is to limit the 
report to marine science related resources as discussed in the Federal 
Occsx7 Program for all agencies. 

2. LAO Finding (paze 4)/Navy Statement 

It is rzcommcnded that the folIo\ving more accurate definition of 
GEOID be substituted: 

Geoid - The equi;>otrtntial surfzcc in the gra;*ity field of the earth 
which coincides with the undistuzbed qean sea level extended cozltin- 
uously through the continents, 

3. GAO Finding (page 18)/Navy Statement --- 

GAO presents a synopsis of multi-department and/or agency involve- 
ment in marin.? sicicnce programs based upon a funding information matrix 
presented in the FY i-l FCS?‘, Fcclcral Ocean Program Report. It should 
be pointed out that the matrix is actually more complex than the mn;or 
purpose catep,ory fanc’.lil; by agtz~cy ilr,plics. The matrix actually covers 
only the major players in each catcgary since funds were reported in 
accordance \t-ith the major mission of each department or agency thereby 
omitting rclalcd arcas (f. g., the Xa\,y particip;Ltas in significant inter- 
national cc~opcrC~tivc cff~l-ts ~.+ich arc ;;cncrally reported under National 
Security). 

$1 
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the catalog dots illc~tr;~fc the ovcrl-,;ping inicrc st s of the various dul>a z-t- 
mcnts and 3gencics, it is by no m(::t;-.s conxplcte. The GAO should rccog- 
nize these shortcomings in Ihc prcsc:ttation of their findings. 

[See GAO note 1, p. 55.1 
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United States Depnrtment of the h&r 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

buy 1 4 19?5 

Mr. Henry Eschwege 
Director, Resources and 

Economir Division 
U. S. General Accounting O.fZice 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft report of 
tile General Accounting Office entitled Observations on the Need 
for a National Ocean Program and Plan. Marine-related activizes 
are integral to the program objectives of many components of the 
Department of the Interior. The comments provided herein suggest 
clarifications with respect to the role of the Department of the 
Interior in marine affaiis. We begin with some p,trspectives on 
resource policy cons.lderations that may be useful in interpreting 
the information compiled in the draft report and its companion, 
Federal Agencies Administering Prog-ams Related to Marine Science 
?ctivities and Oceanic Affairs. 

General Comments -- 

1. The need for a national ocean program and plan. 

Our nation is fortunate in having abundnnt access to the 
ocean and to a variety of ocean resources. The way in which we 
utilize the oceans will become part of the national heritage. 
Clearly, t,lere is need for rational and coordinated management of 
ocean uses that will require careful planning within the Federal 
government. But activities in the ocean -- particlplarly those 
aimed at dqveloping non-living resources -- are not ca:ried out in 
isolation rrom land-based activities. To consider marine mineral 
resources as divorced from those obtained on land, in either a 
technical or national policy sense, would be extremely short- 
sighted and illogical. The significance of marine minerals can 
only be assessed in relation to the total minerals availability, 
economics, national requirements, and policy. 

Given these considerations an overall ocean prcgram and 
plan ought not be devised in isolation from other policy areas. 
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Ocean utilization will affect not only broad sectors of domestic 
industry and commerce -- including transportation, recreation, 
energy and raw materials, and food -- but the continued health of 
our land and water environments. There is a danger that the end 
result of separate program planning and policy formulation for 
marine activities could mean less effective coordination in the 
Federal government's overall resource management responsibilities. 
Fragmentation of rzsource policy formulation by geographic area 
could increase the workload without improving our ability to carry 
out responsibilities. If the recommendation for matters to be 
considered by the Congress contained in the draft GAO report that 
"a comprehensive national ocean program and plan should be developed" 
is intended to support separate consideration of plans to develop 
ocean resources and other ocean-related activities, we suggest that 
the effort would be counter-productive. 

On the other hand, the pace of marine-related activities is 
expected to accelerate in the coming years. Presemation of the 
marine environment and protection and cultivation of living resources 
in the face of multiplying ocean uses presents unique problems. 
Co-,-,ccing marine activities could strain the management capability 
of the Federal government unless thme is adequate planning to en- 
sure government ability to meet marine resource management require- 
ments. In this context, a national ocean program and plan could 
be useful. There is a need to analyze the growth that can be pre- 
dicted in marine 2ctivitics and to further define the role of gov- 
ernment in relationship to them. Following that, steps should be 
taken to insure that there will be within government, in the appro- 
priate places, the necessary expertise for executing various govem- 
merit responsibilities. But, most ispa>rtantly, the government role 
in marine affairs should be solidly linked to overall government 
policies and programs. GAO has an excellent opportunity to recom- 
mend to the Congress that it carefully consider the government's 
ability to preserve the marine environment and to manage appropriate 
development of marine resources in a fashion that is responsive to 
the nation's resource needs. We suggest that the necessity to main- 
tain control over national resource development be highlighted in 
the final recommendations co the Congress. Our critical resource 
needs should be a touchstone for Congressional corsideration of 
ocean programs and plans. 

2. Description of Work Ul Similar Areas. 

Without additional information, the significance of examples 
chosen "to illustrate where departments &d agencies were performing 
work in similar areas" is not particularly enlightening. For ex- 
ample, the first category cited is marine geology, The draft refers 
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to seven departments and agencies which administer 15 programs 

relating to the study of the geological structure and composition 
of the ocean bottom. As presented, this example combines two broad 
subject: -- the study of geologic structures and the study of sedi- 
ments -- and mixes without differentiation major in-house programs 
with smaller support programs. For instance, the USGS program that 
is only briefly discussed encompasses approximately the same effort 
as that of the four specific N&At!. programs described in greater detail. 
In this area four organizations have major general and applied roles; 
they can be roughly distinguished as follows: NOA - oceans; USGS - 
resources of the solid earth -- seafloor and land; Navy - National 
security; and COE - shoreline protection. T&o (NSF and NOAA) have 
support and subsidy ro-es and two (ARC and EPA) have specific applied 
roles with most Fctivities conducted through support of work by others. 

This section of the paper could be ir+lroved with the inclusion 
of greater detail concerning the program activities cited. Further- 
more, for purposes of Congressional consideration, the mere listing 
of statistics like those appearing at page (iii) are misleading and 
appear to conflict with the body of the report that describes work 
in similar areas. In that section the draft report notes that "dupli- 
cation of research efforts is a rarity and, if found, is generally 
not indicative of any management weakness". This comment should be 
supported with greater detail. Relevant to this would be the follow- 
ing information: 

(a) purpose or objective of the program; 
(b) description of work actually performed; 
(c) program rele'rance to agency mission or responsibility; 
Cd) indication of coordinating efforts with other agencies. 

3.Evaluation of effectiveness of Federal programs. 

In apparent contrast to the above quoted statements that GAO 
did not identify major duplication of Federal efforts in marine 
activities, the draft report concludes that "The present Government 
organizational framework is not particularly conducive to effective 
administration of marine science activities ani oceanic affairs". 
In support of this conclusion the draft report notes that marine 
science and oceanic activities are conducted by 11 departments and 
agencies in similar areas and that interagency coordination has not 
resulted in significently reducing the number of programs being per- 
formed in SLhildr areas. 

[See GAO note i, p. 55.1 
The apparent solution would be ‘ine creation ok a unified organiza- 
tional structure to carry out aa overall ocean program and plan. We 
have commented above on the utility of such a plan within broader 
policy considera.tions. With respect to the org,anizationaS question, 
we suggest that the Congress should be informed of the specifics of 
the government's failure to carry out its marine responsibilities, 
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In cases where such failure is identified, particular contributing 
problems might be cited such as: lack of proper coordination, poor 
management, insufficient legislative authority, organizational weak- 
ness, and so forth. 

4. Interagency Committees. 

The listing of interagency committees dealing with marine 
affairs serves no useful purpose without (a) identification of 
sponsoring and participating agencies; (b) terms of reference for 
committee work; (c) evaluation of committee performance. This in- 
formation should be supplied for a11 committees. 

Comments on Specific Interior Programs 

1. Among others, the Department of the Interior has given in- 
creasing attention to oceanic affairs and in the past few years has 
initiated a number of marine-related activities in support of its 
responsibilities. The addition of the activities undoubtedly con- 
tributes to the impression of increasing program proliferation. 
From our viewpoint, however, we feel that this impression may actu- 
ally be more illusory than real. Added activities within Interior 
represent growth of programs, of which all but one (Ecologic Ser- 
vices in FWS) were in existence in 1966 and fulfill traditional 
responsibilities relating to management of Federal lands and to the 
appraisal, development, and use of the Nation's mineral and water 
resources, gamefish and wildlife, and recreational opportunities. 
By giving greater reC0gnitiOn to the marine aspects of some pro- 
grams, such as those of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and Office of 
Territories, it might appear that the Department made other addi- 
tions, whereas in reality these aspects are components of some of 
our oldest programs. In fact, with consolidation of effort devoted 
to water desalination and support of water ‘resources research, 
Interior ROW has the same number of marine-related programs as in 
1966. Interior also has lost programs and portions of programs 
through the creation of NOAA, EPA, and ERDA. Consequent treatment 
of the transferred and remaining portions as separate programs may 
add to the impression of an increasing number of "new" programs. 

2. We are pleased that you cite Interior's Bureau of Indian 
Affairs and its support of Indian fisheries, but wonder about 
omission of much more pertinent eC* LIorts of the Department's Fish 
and Wildlife Service. FWS and the National Marine Fisheries Scr- 
vice of NOM conduct many of the activities supported by BIA. More 
importantly, FWS has direct responsibilities for studies of certain 
marine mammals, coastal marine organisms, and anadromous fish. 
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Furthermore, FWS has lead responsibility for Great Lakes fisheries 
research, which does not involve marine organisms technically but 
has been included within the Federal Ocean Program. 

3. The discussion of the Federal Ocean Program fails to note 
that some agencies have reported funds by functional area and 
others by subject area. Interior has chosen the former approach 
because of difficulties in allocatiug the broad range of management 
activities among the subject categories. For exzmp le, the marine- 
related budget of our Fish and Wildlife Service is consigned in 
its entirety to the general subject heading "Development and Con- 
servation of the Coastal Zone," and to the subheading "Conservation 
of marine locales, gamefish ald wildlife," which obviously involves 
living resources and would be expected to include efforts in other 
subject areas. 

4. Within the framework of the report -- particularly in the 
listing of programs in the Federal Ocean Program - major Depart- 
ment of the Interior activities are n% reflected. For instance, 
the Department is not identified as having any programs in mineral 
sampling, extraction, and processing and yet the Bureau of Mines 
carries major Federal responsibilities for metallurgical research. 
Although the physical and chemical characteristics of ocean nodules 
impose some specific restraints, the techniques of processing and 
refining are independent of the source of the mineral and are not 
driven by whether the raw material was obtained from the land or 
undersea. 

The continuing work of the Bureau of Mines runs across the 
entire spectrum of mining research and currently is budgeted at 
approximately $95 million for FY 76. Much of this current work 
is directly applicable to the basic technologic problems affecting 
ocean mining. An important element in this work is the development 
of the basic engineering and physical property data which is re- 
quired for design and development of alternative mining, materials 
handling and waste disposal systems. 

5. We have noted above that the marine geology programs of the 
Geological Survey are given inadequate treatment in the narrative 
section of the report. In addition, no mention is made of the 
USGS/NOAA/BL.M Interagency Committee which operates at a policy 
level and has had considerable success in coordinating program 
objectives and planning for joint programs. 
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6. Many examples of activities that span the shoreline were 
provided in the material supplied by Interior for your report, 
such 2.5 those related to operation of the National Park and Wild- 
life Refuge Systems, to support of recreational development by 
the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, and to exploration and develop- 
ment of mineral resources by the USGS and Bureau af Mines. We 
also note the report omits reference to Bureau of Land Management 
support of certain marine programs. 

Sincerely, 

T 
Secretary - Management 
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r,lATlOriii SCIENCE FOiiVDATlON 

WASHINGTON D C 20550 

April 28, 1975 

OFF!CE OF THE I 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR I 

FOR NATIONAL AN” 

INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe, Director 
General Government Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Kr. Lowe: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the GAO Draft Report, "Obser- 
vations on the Need for a National Ocean Program and Plan." Although it 
is possible to quibble v1th specific points in a report that covers as 
much ground es this one does, the National Science Foundation staff con- 
curs in general cdth the diagnosi s that deficiencfes exist in the conduct 
of the nation's ocean program. 

Unfortunately, the emphasis on the fact that similar agencies support 
research in similar problem areas weakens rather than strengthens the 
judgment about the diminished eflectiveness of the national program. 
First, as indicated by the report itself, there is a lot more to c..eanic 
affairs than research. The report depends too much on the 1973 catalogue 
of Marine Research. Second, the report is ambivalent on what this s-tmi- 
larity of effort means, but concludes that "dupiication is generally not 
indicative of any management weakless . . .'I Finally, it is merely 
asserted, not demonstrated, that this situation is"not conducive to ef- 
fective and efficient utilization of resources." 

It is not clear why the report singles out the National Advisory i'ommi:rec 
on Oceans and Atmosphere (NACOA) and the Irteragency Committee on Marine 
Science and Engineering (ICNSE) for such dxtensive consideration. Both 
are advisory groups without authority to implement their recommendations. 
Hence, botil must be judged according to how they perform as advisors and 
informal coordinators, not with respect to carrying out their recommenda- 
tions. I'm sure these points will be elaborated by Mr. Steven Anastasion, 
the Esecutive Secretary of ICMSE. 

Finally, on the more specific point of the report's recommendations to 
the Ccngressp we have the discomforting sense of deja vu, the feeling that 
we have traveled this route before, and are hearing many of the same themes 
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contained in previous recommendations. The report does a fine job sum- 
marizing these recommendations; from the Stratton Commission, on thrnugh 
NACOA. The questions then become: What can be learned from these -drlier 
efforts and how can they best be taken into account in considering the 
present interests of the National Ocean Policy Study? 

Unfortunately, the report offers little guidance on those points. It is 
hard to disagree with the recommendation that Congress consider establish- 
ment of a comprehensive national ocean program and plan, and once these 
are developed, design the most appropriate organization for achieving 
the objectives of the plan. But didn't the 1966 Marine Reclources and 
Engineering Development Act do this and aren't these goals still in effect? 
The goals outlined in your report are logical and desirable< but are so 
broadly drawn that they do not offer much guidance to the Congress. Our 
suggestion would be to retain this basic structure for addressing a 
national ocean policy plan but provide within this context more specific 
guidance such as a critical review of past efforts and recommendations 
like those from the Stratton Commission; an assessment of needs and oppor- 
tunities in all areas of ocean use; idetttification of needs common to each 
in order to provide the basis for a general ocean policy; recommendation 
of priorities; and evaluation of alternative organizations for carrying 
out the plan. 

On behalf of the Foundation staff, I wish to express our appreciation for 
the opportunity to review this draft. Should you feel that any furtlier 
detail or elaboration would be useful, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Robert E. Hughes ' 
Assistant Director for National 
and International Programs 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Washineton. D.C. 20520 

BUREAU OF OCEANS'AND INTERNATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL AND SCIENTIFIC AFFAIRS 

April 25, 1975 

Mr. Jacob P. Glick 
Supervisory Auditer 
General Accounting Office 
Washington Science Center #l 
Room 214 
6001 Executive Boulevard 
Rockville, Maryland 20852 

Dear Mr. Glick: 

The following comments are made pursuant to our 
telephone conversation with regard to the draft second 
report of the GAO entitled "Observations on the Need 
for a National Ocean Program and Plan", made pursuant 
to the request by the Chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Commerce to assist the Committee in its National 
Ocean Policy Study. 

The Department considers the draft report to be 
deficient in that it does not appear to recognize the 
very major international aspects of a very large part 
of the national ocean program. Nor does it recognize 
the lead role of the Department of State in dealing 
with these international aspects of the national 
ocean program. We would envisage that the international 
aspects and the role of the Department cf State would be 
intensified in the interplay of economic, legal, politi- 
cal, social and scientific issues which will shape the 
national ocean program in the future. This will include 
the major responsibility of the Department for integrating 
this nation's ocean policy with the new international 
order developing for the oceans as a result of the 
United Naticns Law of the Sea Conference. 

[See GAO note 1, p. 55.1 
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[See GAO note 1, p. 55.1 

Acting Deputy 
for Oceans 

Secretary 
ries Affairs 
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FEDERAL COUNCIL FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

WASHINGTOM. DC. 20550 

April 25, 1975 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director, General Government Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. , 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

Dr. H. Guyford Stever has asked me to convey to you his thanks for 
the opportunity to.review and comment upon your proposed draft re- 
port to the Congress titled Observations on the Need for a National 
3cean Program and Plan, and his view in his capacity as Chairman 
of the Federal Council for Science and Technology. He is pleased 
to have this oppo&unity, even though the FCST, and & fortiori ito 
cxmnittas, including the Interagency Committee on Marine Science 
and Engineering, are not among I’. . . those having management re- 
sponsibilities concerning the matters discussed. If TLe FCST, like 
the National Advisory Committee on Oceans and Atmosphere, is 
strictly an advisory body, primarily to the President and the heads 
of Federal Agencies, as speciflxallyspelled out in Executive Order 
10807 of 13 March 1959, which ectatlished the FCST. Nevertheless 
he feels that it is appropriate for him to comment upon your draft 
report insofar as it relates to the coordination of the scientific and 
technologic aspects of the various agency ocean-related programs, 
in particular through ICMSE. 

[See GAO note 1, p. 55.1 
* 
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First, ICMSE, as already noted, is purely an advisory body whose 
function is to serve as a medium of information exchange, to identify 
the need fu:. and foster studies, to promote voluntary coordination 
and cooperation among the Agencies, and to make recommendations 
to Agency Heads and to the Executive Office of the President (includ- 
ing the Office or’ Management and Budget). Its scope is limited by its 
charter to ‘*. . . Federal [not national] scientific and engineering initia- 
tives and programs relating to the marine environmert, I1 (Analogous 
provisions are contained in the charters of other F&T committees). 
There have been many instances where FCST committee recommenda- 
tions have been effectivrly -- if at time6 somewhat informally -- trans- 
mitted to the staff of tl*e OMB, through the staff that supports Dr. Stever, 

, both as Chairman, FCST, and as Science Adviser. These instances 
include NOAA’s D&a Buoy Program, mentioned on page 35 of the draft 
report. It is Dr. Stever’s opinion that ICMSE has carried out its assigned 
functions in an effective manner, and that any perceived lack of effective- 
ness may in large measure result from debatable premises upon which 
such a conclusion is based. 

One of the major premises appears to be that there can and should be 
a single comprehensive and coherent national ocean program. While 
it is both possible and desirable to formulate a comprehensive set of 
policies and goals for the effective use of tLe ocean and its resources -- 
the Congress didso in the Marine Resources and Engineering Develop- 
ment Act of 1966, and the Senate is curr&tly conducticg a National Ocean 
Policy Study with a similar end in view -- it does not necessarily follow 
that there should be a single, comprehensive ocean program to implement 
the set of policies, especially no4 a single program under the authority of 
a single agency. One might just as logically argue that all programs 
should be organized according to the geograptic area where they occur, 
and that there should be a comprehensive solid earth program for ail 
srct’vities that occur on or in the solid earth as for activities on or in 
the ccean. 

Our set of ocean policies and goals should be implemented by a corres- 
ponding set of ocean programs, Insofar as feasible, each of the set of 
ocean programs should be the responsibility--of that agency whose overall 
missions include oceanic activities as a subset. As has been noted in the 
draft report, some eleven agencies have missions which include activities 
in the ocean, some major and some minor. No agency can accept respon- 
sibility for a mission if it does not have control of the activities essential 
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to that mission. To be sure, many of these ocean activities of dif- 
ferent agencies are similar in nature, do require the use of similar 
facilities and the collection and analysis of similar data bases, and 
should be carried out in a cooperative and well coordinated fashion 
in order to make the most effective use of limited resources,+ Many 
examples could be cited of just such cooperative efforts, from the 
sharing of available ship time to the common storage of data bases 
at the National Oceanographic Data Center. Some of this coordination 
is carried out through the medium of ICMSE and its subcommittees, 
some through other interagency committees not under FCST sponsor- 
ship (such as the 1nteragt:ncy Committee for Marine Environmental 
Predictionj, and some through the establishment of a lead agency. 
The lead agency concept has proven to be a very fruitful one, .lot 
only in marine affairs, but in many others as well. The concept is 
a flexible one, adapt able to the circumstances. A lead agency for a 
particular program can be established by voluntary agreement among 
agency heads on the recommendation of the FCST or one of its com- 
mitter s, or it can be established by the Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent. 1 

[See GAO note 1, p. 55.1 

Again let rnL express our thanks for this opportunity to comment upon 
your draft report. We believe that the ocean is indeed a very important 
part of our globe and are gratified that the Congress attaches such im- 
portance to the wise use and conservation of the ocean and its resources. 
Its magnitude is great, and the problem of developing appropriate pol- 
icies and programs is a complex one. We trust that our comments will 
prove useful in the current study. 

Sir.<erely yours, “j f&g~;ra~r-y~ a ecutive Secretary 

65 



APPENDIX XI APPENDIX XI 

FEDLRAL CCU!W!L FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
Interagency Commit%e WI. Marine Science and Engineering 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
6010 Executive t3ouieverd 

Rockville. Maryland 20852 

April 23, 1975 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director 
United States General Accounting 

Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Hr. Lowe: 

I have reviewed the draft report of the General Accounting Office 
entitled Observations on the Need for a National Ocean Program and 
Plan, The scope of the effort undertaken is impressive and its 

objectives important. My commenLs, requested by your letter of 
April 11, 1975, are provided herein to aid the objectives by 
offering some points of clarification and a few suggestions 
where some amplification in the report wc>uld be useful. 

INTERAGExx COHITTEE ON MARINE SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING (ICMSE) 

ICMSE is one of the committees established by the Federal Council 
for Science and Technoloav (FCST). 

[See GAO note 1, p. 55.1 

Interagency Committee on Oceanography which was established about 
1960 as a committee of the FCST and which was terminated in 1967 
after the National Council came into being. 

The Report is correct in stating that, unlike the National Council, 
ICMSE doe.4 not have specific authority to establish policies and 
priorities. It is not a statutory body with directive authority 
no: appropriated funds to undertake marine science studies or 
activities. Its funded coordination activities, some of which 
will be cited later, are sponsored by individual member agencies 
or by the member agencies collectively. The framework of ICMSE 
activity li.es in policy and program guidance from the President, 
in the basic statutory respocsibi&ities of the agencies, and in 
the specific policies and priorities enunciated by the Congress 
in various ocean laws enacted over the past years. This framework, 
in its totality, provides the Federal community engaged in marine 
activities with an ever-changing, dynamic plan of action addressing 
the most critical concerns of the National involvement with the 
oceans as perceived by the President and the Congress. Among the 
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more recent of these aze, for example, Project Independence; the Deep 
Water Ports Act; the Ports and WatcrJays Safety Act; the Coastal Zone 
Et-nagement Act; the tndangered Species Act; the Marine Protection, 
Research, and Sanctuaries Act; the KarZ.;.ti YLammal Protection Act; and 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments. I believe that 
tile Report would be strengthened by an examination of the role of 
these and other items of legislation and policy pronouncements withfn 
the context of the National Plan and Progran.recommended in the Report. 

ICMSE ACTiYITIES 

[See GAQ note 1, p. 55.1 

As for the ICMjE 
members (attachment I), they are indeed representatives of the Federal 
agencies .Lnvo:ved in marine activities. Each is a senior official 
responsible.for the planning and conduct of the marine science and 
engineering programs of his agency. And, each brings to ICMSE a clear 
understanding of the need for consultation, coordination, and infor- 
mation exchange in order to ma;iuize the benefits from the Nation's 
oceanic activities from the resources available to each. Within the 
admittedly limited authority available to ICMSE, the members have 
undertaken a number of useful efforts'to this end. Some of these 
efforts are cited in the following paragraphs. 

In 1972, ICMSE became concerned with the decreasing use of manned 
undersea submersibles and habitats and the resulting deterioriatior. 
of the sizeable assets which had been developed by j.ndustry during 
the 1960s. A study of Federal agency use and potential requirements 
was conducted. On the basis of the study, ICMSE Designated the 
Manned Undersea Science and Technology Office of Nc)LA to provide a 
continuing assessment of the Federal civiLan agency needs for sub- 
mersibles and habitats, and to coordinate the utilizaticn of avail- 
able commercial and Navy assets by the civilian Federal agencies. 

Progress toward the basic objective has heen slow but positive. 

With respect to the magnitude and diversity of oceanographic date 
Seing collected by the several agencies, ICMSE deter-mined that :Ile.re 
was a need for a systematic procedcrc to assure that this valuable 
national resource be properly indexed, Jocumentcd, catalogued, and 
archived for ready accessibility to all users -- government, academic, 
industrial, public, and internaticsal. An Interagency Policy for 
Marine Data and Information Management was developed, endorsed, and 



A?PENDIX XI APPEhrDIX XI 

promulgated, urging member agencies to work actively with NOAA's 
Environmental Data Service and with the Smithsonian Institution to 
establish bilateral agreement: on data and specimens to accomplish 
the objectives cited above. 

ICHSE has been concerned for s-me time with the adequacy of the 
'r'ederal and Federally-funded academic fleet to support the require- 
ments of the agencies and the scientific community. Recently, it 
has tindertaken a major study cn the state of capital assets 
su;porting ocean activities. The stuuy was prompted by the concerns 
expressed by the National AdvLsory Committee on Ocean and Atmosphere 
and subsequently initiated by a request from the Secretary of 
Commerce. This study, The Ocean Science and Technology R.:sources 
Study, whose main emphax is on the Nation's ocean research fleet, 
is now nearing compl,?tion. 

With respect to Groat Lakes research programs, ICMSE has initiated 
measures to enhance coordination zong the agencies. It has con- 
ducted two Great Lakes conferences bring;zg together agency represen- 
tatives from the Great Lakes region as well as pzgram managers from 
the headquarters levels. The first cc~ference was sponso.red by the 
Environmental Protection Agency. The second, conpleted this p&et 
March, was sponsored by the E:lergy Research and Development Agency. 
Proceedings for each conference are published and d?.stributed. In 
addition, ICPISE now has under preparation, a Directory of U.S. ani 
Canadian agencies and activities -- local, Federal, and Intel-national 
-- with responsibilities for Great Lakes activiticj. 

In support of the Senate's Na:i onal Ocean Policy Study (NOPS), the 
IWSE Select Committee on the Ocean Policy Study has provided, at 
the request of Senator Hollings, two information documents. The 
first, Ocean Cata Resources, 
Commercein March, 197.5. 

rias published by the Committee on 
The second, on Ocean Instrumenta=, was 

submitted a few months ago. .?t present, ICHSE is preparing for NOPS 
a survey of Federal agency research programs in the Great Lakes. 

The nature and scope of ICMSE efforts, based on the examples above, 
hre clearly not in the nature of broad policy and priority setting 
envisioned by the GAO Report. ICMSE has, however, had some degree 
of effectiveness in working within its terms of reference through 
the mechanism of a forum for exchange of information and through 
several spe:ific actions and pub1lLaticns -- all to enhance coordina- 
rio- among agenries. 

C~TETORIZYL'ION OF !clRINE SCIi";CE AND ENGISEERIKG ACTTVITIES --.-- - 

The Rqort uses two sets of c2tegcrization in examining ti,e programs 
of the Federal agencies. The first set consists of the !+ajor Pur- 
pose Categories by which ageli;y program budgets are presented in the 

. President's report to the COI-.+.CESS, the lederal Ocean Program. These 
cattlb:ories were dtiveloped to ;jrovide a useful c,)rrelation between 
r -1 .~~.~z:.il or?an activities JnJ :,ujor national ocean concerns. Thu.; , 
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there are such categories as Non-Living Resources, Liviag Resources, 
Development and Conservation of the Coastal Zone, General Purpose 
Ocean Engineering, and the like. 

The second set appears in the Catalog of Marine Research assembled 
for ICMSE by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 
In this catalog, scientific areas of research were used to provide 
correlation among projects within broad disciplines of research and 
to facilitate the use of the catalog as a reference document. 

The categorizations are used $A the Report as iodicators of the 
similariry of activity undertaken by the Federal agencies and are a 
mafor basis for an assessmeni: of diffusion and fragmentation. It is 
true that there are many Federal agencies contributing to the 
totality of the Nation's ocean enterprise. Although the Report states 
that, as a general rule, duplication of efforts is a rarity, as now 
writtell it may be somewhat misleading in its simplification of a very 
difficult consolidation effort by Sts use of these categorizations. 
For example, the Report lists three agencies engaged in Living 
Res.>urces activities. An examination of these efrorts shows that 
(1) the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration is carrying 
out programs related to the assessment, managemeEt, and conservatior 
of ocean fisheries; marine mammals research; and endangered species 
research, (2) the Coast Guard effort involves enforcement 
and surveillance activities which are crit-lcal to fisheries manage- 
ment programs, and (3) the Department of Health, Education a'nd Welfare 
conducts progr.ams in shellfish sznftation and in the use of ocean 
organisms to study the diseases of man. 

Thus, the activities cited within the Haior Purpcse Categories and 
research areas used fn the Marice Research Catalog need to be care- 
fully examined in light of the actual work undertaken and with due 
consideration to the driving force of mission YeSpOASibility which 
motivates the -work of the agencies. While some of this can be 
derived from the first GAO Report, Federal Agencies Administering 
Programs Related to Marine Science Activities and Ocean Affairs, --- 
the program descriptions and relationships are incompl,te. This 
second Report should examine these aspects of similarity in proqam 
activity. The resulting clarification would be most useful in 
assessing the degree of like activity among the agencies. 

f' 
MARINE SCIENCE ACTIVITIES AND OCEANIC AFFAIRS 

One final area of ciarification should be made In the Report r;ith 
respect to ICMSE. The total F&era1 program as indicated by the 
report in its budget tables amounts tc $2,064.2 million in Fiscal 
Year 19,75. Federal activities in marine science and engineering 
amounted to $788.4M, zbout 38 percent of the activities summarized 
in the report. 



’ \ 

APPENDIX Xl APPENDIX XI 

The opportunity to comment on this important GAO imdertaking is 
appreciated. 1 trust that the foregoing till be useful in assisting . 
the GAO in its response to the National Ocean Po%icy Study. 

Yours truly* 

Steven N. Anastasion 
Executive Secretary 
ICMSE 

Enclosure 

. 

70 



APPENDIX XI APPENDIX XI 

INTERAGENCY COMXITTEE CN MARINE SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING 

27 THE FEDERAL COUNCIL FOR SCIENCE AND TECHXOLOGY 

CHAIRMAN: Robert M. White, Adminisrrator, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 

MEMBERS : DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE: 
David H. Wallace, Associate Administrator for 

Marine Resources, NOAA 

ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS: 
Maj. Gen. .I. W. Morris, Director of Civil Works 

DEPARKNT OF THE NAVY: 
H. Tyler Qrcy, Assistant Secretary of the Navy 

Zor Research and Development 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, ZLKTCATION, AND KEX!?ARE: 
Ian Burgess, Director, Facilities and Planning Staff 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR: 
V.E. McKelvey, Director, Geological Survey 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE: 
Thomas A. Clingan, Jr., Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oceans 

and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: 
Adm. Owen W. Siler, Commandant, Coast Guard 

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION: 
James L. Liverman, Assistant General Manager for Biomedical 

and Environmental Research and Safety Programs 

EWIROERfEhPfAL PROTECTION AGENCY: 
Herbert L. Wiser, Deputy Assistant Administrator for 

Environmental Sciences 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND S?.L:CE ADMINISTUTION: 
Leonard Jaffe, Deputy Associate Administrator for Applications 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOIJ~~ATION: l 

Robert E. Hughes, Assistant Director for l:ai.'onal and 
International Programs 

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION: 
David Challinor, Assistant Secretary (Science) 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY: Steven N. Anastasion 
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Aprii 23, 1975 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director, General Government Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

Thank you for your letter of April ll, 1975, and for the opportunity 
t-3 review and comment on behalf of NtiCOA on your draft report to the 
Congress on ths need for a national ocean program and plan. 

I do have a number of editorial suggestions for the portions of the 
report that refer to FACOA. These apply to page v of the Digest 
section and to pages 36-40 cf the body of the report draft. I am 
attaching a Xerox copy of these pages with the suggestions entered 
directly as the simplest way of communicating them to you, recog- 
nizing that you may not agree with all of them. 

Perhaps a few words of explanation for these suggestions would help. 
On page v, it seems to me your draft omits three items of signifi- 
cant I.nformation about KACOA which have contributed to its effective- 
ness. First, it fs a continuing body with a statutory basis set up 
by Congress in response to one of the two major organizational recom- 
mendations of the Stratton Commission, the other being fuOAA. Second, 
its annual reports have received full and thoughtful attention from 
the Executive Branch in part because the statute requires the Secre- 
tary of Commerce to forward with each report his comments on behalf 
of the Adtinistration. Third, rt has been asked by both branches of 
government to undertake a number of special analyses, two major ones 
appearing in the form of formal reports whose subjects we suggest be 
mentioned. Two other special reports of a major character are in 
preparation now in response to formal requests from the Secretary of 
Commerce and the Director of the &tLonal Science Fvundation. 

The other suggested insert on page v merely adds two iq>ortant topics 
to the four out of ten from the annual reports which you list. 

Host of the suggestions for pages 36-45 follow up these points. You 
will note we have drafted short descriptions of the subjects treated 
in the two special reports for insertion on page 40 should you care 
to include rention of these as we suggest. 
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The editorial suggestion at the bottom of page 36 merely restores 
the meaning intended by NACOAwhich is garbled in the d,paft state- 
ment as it stands. 

If you have any questions or comments, I suggest you direct them 
to Dr. Douglas L. Brooks, Executive Director ,of RACOA, who is ready 
to help you further in any way. 

Sincerely, 

William J. Hargis, Jr. 
Chairman 

Enclosuree 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE DEPARTMENTS 

AND AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE S'OR ADMINISTERING - 

ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure of office 
From To 

'JAIRMAN OF THE ATOMIC 
ENERGY COMMISSION: (note a) 

Dixy Lee Ray 
James R. Schlesinger 
Glenn T. Seaborg 

SECRETARY OF COMMERCE: 
Rogers C. B. Morton 
Jokn K. Tabor (acting) 
Frederick B. Dent 
Peter G. Peterson 
Maurice H. Stans 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 
James R. Schlesinger 
Wilfim P. Clements, Jr. 

(acting) 
Elliot L. Richardson 
Melvin R. Laird 

SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE: 

Caspar W. Weinberger 
Frank C. Carlucci (acting) 
Elliot L. Richardson 

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: 
Stanley K. Eathaway 
Kent Frizzell (acting) 
Rogers C. B. Morton 

SECRETARY OF STATE: 
Henry A. Kissinger 
William P. Rogers 

SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION: 
William T. Colemen, Jr. 
John W. Barnum (acting) 
Claude S. Brinegar 
John k'. Volpe 

Feb. 1973 
Aug. 1971 
Mar. 1961 

May 1975 
Har . 1975 
Feb c 1973 
Feb. 1972 
Jan. 1969 

July 1973 

Apr. 1973 
Jan. A973 
Jan. 1969 

Feb. 1973 
Jan. 1973 
June 1970 

June 1975 
May 1975 
Jan. 1971 

Sept. 1973 
Jan a 1969 

Mar. 1975 
Feb. 1975 
Feb. 1973 
Jan. 1969 

Jan. 1975 
Feb. 1973 
Aug. 1971 

Present 
May 1975 . 
Mar. 1975 
Feb. 1973 
Feb. 1972 

Present 

July 1973 
Apr, 1973 
Jan. 1973 

Present 
Feb. 1973 
Jan. 1973 

Present 
June 1975 
May 1975 

Present 
Sept. 1973 

Present 
Mar. 1975 
Feb. 1975 
Feb. 1973 



APPENDIX XIII APPENDIX XIII 

Tenure of office 
From To 

ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECT.ION AGENCY: 

Russell L. Train 
John R. Quarles, Jr. (acting) 
Robert W. Fri (acting) 
William D. Ruckelshaus 

ADMINISTRATOR OF THE NATIONAL 
AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMIN- . ISTRATLON: 

James C. Fletcher 

DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL 
SCIENCE FOUNDATION: 

H. Guyford Stever 
Raymond L. Bisplinghoft (acting) 
Wil1iam.D. McElroy 

THE SECRETARY OF THE SMITHSONIAN 
INSTITUTION: 

S. Diilon Ripley 

Sept. 1973 
Aag. 1973 
Apr. 1973 
Dec. 1970 

Apr. 1971 

Feb. 1972 
Jan. 1972 
July 1969 

Feb. 1964 

Present 
Sept. 1973 
Aug. 1973 
Apr. 1973 

Present 

Present 
Feb. 1972 
Jan. 1972 

Present 

a/ The Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-438) 
discontinued AEC and created the Nuclear Regulatory Commis- 
sion and the Energy Research.and Development Administration, 
effective Januarrr 19, 1975. Robert C. Seamans, Jr., was 
appointed Ad,ninistrator of the Energy Research and Develop- 
ment Administration, which- will be responsible for the 
marine-related activities formeri) conducted by AEC. 




