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Monday, December 6, 2010 – Eastland Park Hotel, Portland Maine 
7:30 am  Committee Meetings 

8:30 am  Welcome, introductions, and overview of objectives for the meeting 
Theresa Torrent‐Ellis – Maine Coastal Program / Maine State Planning Office – Working Group Chair 

8:40 am 
pp. 1‐21 

Accept consent agenda 
• Working Group October 2010 meeting summary 
• Committee and Subcommittee reports 
• Contractor report 
• Indirect and budgets 
• US/CA Collaboration consent agenda 
• Other Reports as needed 

9:00 am 
pp. 22‐37 

Guest Presentation: Public Beliefs About Climate Change in the Gulf of Maine Region 
Lawrence Hamilton, PhD – Department of Sociology, University of New Hampshire 

9:30 am 
pp. 38‐50 

Guest Presentation: Combining observing and modeling to understand climate change 
influences on the subarctic copepod, Calanus finmarchicus and the links to GOM fisheries 
Jeffrey Runge, PhD – School of Marine Sciences, Gulf of Maine Research Institute, University of 
Maine, Portland 

10:00 am  Break 

10:15 am  TAPAS Update and Review 
Cindy Krum, U.S. Gulf of Maine Association 

10:25  am 
pp. 51‐58 

Committee Updates with Work Plans for the Next Twelve Months:  Wrapping up the Current 
Action Plan 

Background:  Committees are entering the final twelve months of the current Action Plan.  They 
will share with the WG their status and what they plan to achieve in the next year and what 
resources are needed to move forward. 

Outcome/Desired Action:  Better understanding of Committee status and activities. 

11:00 am 
pp. 59‐72 

Moving Forward Our Actions – Steps for Building Fundable Project Ideas: Part 2 
David Keeley‐Development Coordinator, Theresa Torrent‐Ellis and Guest Presenter 

12:00 am  Lunch on our Own – Menu will be provided in the morning with in‐house lunch options 

1:00 pm 
pp. 73‐85 

Action Planning for the next five years and developing the Gulf of Maine twenty‐year vision 
statement: Part 1 
Theresa Torrent‐Ellis, Michele Tremblay, Council Coordinator; and David Keeley, Development 
Coordinator 

Background:  In December 2009, the Council decided to document 2007‐2010 Action Plan 
accomplishments and revise the current Action Plan. The revision will be reflective of the GOMC 
current capacity and unique qualities that we bring to these goals. It was also decided that we 
frame this five‐year Action Plan within a twenty‐year vision statement that reflects our goals for 
the future sustainability of the GOM. 
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  Working Group Meeting 
  December 6‐7, 2010 
  Eastland Park Hotel, Portland ME 
  Agenda 
 
 
 
 

• Refine rationale for participating in the GOMC 
• Review and Comment on 20‐year vision statement 
• Finalize 2012‐2017 Action Plan Priorities by Goal Area – The Logic Model and Revisit Our 

Critieria 

Outcome/Desired Action:  Adopt a twenty‐year vision statement for Council approval and 
prepare Action Plan recommendations for tasks/activities for Council review. 

3:00 pm  Break 

3:15 pm  Action Planning for the next five years and developing the Gulf of Maine twenty‐year vision 
statement: Part 2 
• Cross‐cutting and Emerging Issues 
• GOMC Watch List 

5:00 pm  Adjourn 

6:00 pm  Meet in the hotel lobby for group dinner in Portland 

 
 
Tuesday, December 7, 2010 – Eastland Park Hotel, Portland Maine 
 

8:00 am 
 
 

8:30 am 

Updates: 

Northeast Regional Ocean Council ‐ Gulf of Maine Council Memorandum of Understanding: 
Discussion of  WG recommendations for GOMC in implementing the MOU 
Betsy Nicholson, NOAA 

State of the Gulf of Maine Report – Recommedations from the Steering Committee to WG 
Tim Hall, Department of Fisheries and Oceans 

9:00 am  Action Planning for the next five years and developing the Gulf of Maine twenty‐year vision 
statement: Part 3 
• Recommendations and Questions for Council 
• Finalize January to June,2011 Schedule 

11:30 am  lunch on your own – Committee Meetings 

1:00‐5:00pm 
pp. 86‐95 

Working Group and Council 
Gulf of Maine Council Forum on Transboundary Marine Spatial Planning 

6:00‐8:00pm  Working Group and Council 
Reception and Annual Gulf of Maine Council Awards Ceremony – Eastland Ballroom 
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Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment Working Group 
Meeting DRAFT Summary 

Portsmouth, NH 
October 4-5, 2010 

 
 
Working Group Members Present 
Debbie Buott-Matheson, Environment Canada; Robert Capozi, NB Department of Environment; Ted 
Diers, NH Department of Environmental Services; Jennifer Hackett, DFO Maritimes (via conference call), 
Tim Hall, Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Gary Lines, Environment Canada; Betsy Nicholson, 
NOAA; Ann Rodney, US EPA; Jackie Olsen, Environment Canada; Susan Russell-Robinson, USGS; 
Theresa Torrent- Ellis, Maine State Planning Office; and Peter Wells, Dalhousie University. 
 
 
Others Present 
Adrianne Harrison, NOAA; David Keeley, The Keeley Group; Cindy Krum, Krum Steele Consulting (via 
conference call); Peter Lamb, GOM Councilor; Carolyne Marshall, Environment Canada; Ru Morrison, 
NERACOOS; Matt Nixon, GOMC Administrative Assistant from the Maine State Planning Office; Kathryn 
Parlee, Environment Canada; Judith Pederson, MIT Seagrant College; and Michele Tremblay, 
naturesource communications. 
 
 
Consent Agenda 
The Subcommittee reports should be removed (items 2 and 3 will be moved for further discussion for later 
today). 
 
Decision:  The Working Group accepted the consent agenda. 
Action:  The Working Group will review its decisions and actions at the end of each meeting day via a 
PowerPoint presentation and then they will be provided with a list of participants via the Working Group 
listserve. 
 
Theresa Torrent-Ellis suggested that there may be a funding need for future Gulf of Maine Times editions.  
Michele Tremblay distributed a sign-up sheet indicating each member’s organization’s funding source to 
use as match to leverage additional funding.  The total needed is approximately $5,000. 
 
 
MONDAY, OCTOBER 4th, 2010 
 
Possible Reasons to Participate In The Gulf of Maine Council 
Theresa Torrent-Ellis began discussion on trying to understand the nature of each organization’s 
involvement in the Council.  Theresa highlighted reasons that participating may be difficult (time 
constraints, travel and budget issues, etc) and then suggested a few possible reasons to start the 
conversation: 
• Members have new access to new people and resources that enable them to enhance their day job 
• Facilitates trans-boundary issue discussion  
• Knowledge of new and innovative approaches to particular issues 
• Support for Cross Boundary Initiatives 
• Other Reasons (Working Group Member Suggestions): 

* Networking capacity and nature facilitates a response to new issues that may arise.  
Theresa suggested that there is an Emerging Issues Document that would be useful for 
this particular reason.  
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* International communication and coordination 
* The Council Is not just focused on habitat.  It’s a comprehensive package for many 

organizations  
* Friendly, collaborative, bilateral collaboration 

 
One issue that was raised was the usefulness of specific products and documents developed by the 
Council.  The State of the Gulf of Maine report was used as an example. 
 
Another issue that came up was the seeming inability for the Group to accomplish anything regionally 
outside of process.  Funding and national issues are frequently discussed, though regional problem 
solving and actions seldom occur.  What should develop is some type of focus group to identify the gap 
between members who are “on the edge”, so to speak, in terms of council usefulness, and from members 
who are content with the Council’s current function. 
 
Following the break, Theresa reviewed next steps interpreted from the previous session: 
 
Decision:  The Working Group will evaluate Outputs and Outcomes  
Action:  Working Group members will make more specific their earlier identification of jurisdictional 
priorities 
 
Decision:  Communication must be better coordinated. 
Action:  Management and Finance will re-visit committee communications (e.g., gaps in 2007-10 
activities, what actions they would like to continue, soliciting full membership for ideas) 
 
Decision:  Establishment of a “Hot Topics” list by Working Group Members 
Action:  The Working Group will work with their members to prepare narratives on their 6-10 suggested 
Hot Topics 
 
 
Subcommittee Reports and Accomplishments 
David Keeley reviewed subcommittee updates specifically focusing on outcomes: 
• GOMMI – Hired a coordinator, prepared a brochure, identified mapping priorities, conducted 

Cashes Ledge project, held two workshops; 
• Habitat Restoration – Funded 94 Projects: Reopened 144 miles of rivers and streams for herring, 

salmon, etc, rehabilitated 500 salt marsh acres, maintained web portal, promoted use of stream 
barrier; 

• Restoration Monitoring – supported habitat monitoring beta-website, produced Salt Marshes in the 
State of Maine; 

• Habitat Conservation – completed documentation of coastal and marine managed areas in the CA 
portion of the GOM, disseminated info on American Eels, organized and produced workshop 
proceedings about sub-tidal habitat classification methodologies; 

* Dissemination and distribution of materials was identified as an issue.  Much time and work 
is spent on specific problems and then no distribution followup (or plan) 

• Gulfwatch – data reconciliation, data collection for 2007, 2008, and 2009 
• Sustainable Industries and Communities – Prepared Industry Engagement with the GOMC report 

with recommendations, Organized and awarded Sustainable Industry Awards 
• Climate Change – organized kick off event in NB, produced an invasive species report 
• ESIP fact sheet on 22 indicators, communications plan, improvements to ESIP Monitoring,  
• Other – State of the Gulf web site, Awarded 10 Action Plan Grants, evaluation methodology 

creation 
• Outreach – supported the GOM times, coordinator provided a wide range of in-house support 
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• IT Management Committee – Supported IT needs of the Committees and Council 
• Next Steps – Continue to work with committees on tasks for 2011, and for 2012 to 2017, and 

prepare for the December Council Meeting 
 
Discussion then focused on how to communicate these accomplishments.  Accomplishments need to be 
discussed, not just in quantitative terms, but exactly why these terms are important, and how they were 
accomplished.  Are measurement protocols thought of before the project is funded and undertaken – 
because a process laid down prior to implementation with measurable goals can be compared to the final 
outcome and what did get accomplished from the initial goal statement.  It was decided that it was 
important for Slade Moore to relay these outcomes and methods to the Working Group and the Council. 
 
Betsy Nicholson spoke to considerable efforts and work accomplished by the GOMMI Subcommittee and 
how much of it is in the form of un-captured effort by subcommittee members. 
 
Conversation then focused on how many blanks could possibly be filled in today as there was not ample 
enough opportunity for members to comment on Subcommittee Reports and outputs.  Theresa said that 
the next step for the outcome documentation was to take it to the entire respective subcommittee as 
opposed to just the Subcommittee Chair. 
 
To wrap up, Theresa said that some information is missing and some members indicated that it would be 
useful to identify what type of information would be needed for complete information.  Theresa indicated 
that it would be good to have a follow-up conversation within the Management and Finance Committee. 
 
David Keeley asked the Group how to communicate what has been accomplished to the Council.  Jackie 
Olsen indicated that project PI should be the presenters as they possess the most excitement and 
knowledge on their particular topics. 
 
One way to facilitate communication would be to bring the entire Working Group together.  Theresa 
indicated that it would be important to conduct an assessment of why people cannot make it to meetings.  
Theresa will make a commitment to talk to members who were unable to attend today’s meeting and find 
out why they could not attend and to make a push for their attendance at the December Council Meeting. 
 
One last piece that is missing is the storyline that binds the work and accomplishments of the Working 
Group and the Council.  Key messages and documents must be developed for distribution to Councilors 
and Working Group members so everyone is working from the same page. 
 
Decision:  The Gulf of Maine website is confusing at times and difficult to navigate. 
Action:  Jennifer Hackett, Jim Cradock, Theresa Torrent-Ellis, Susan Russell-Robinson, Debbie Buott-
Matheson, Tim Hall, Carolyne Marshall, and Michele Tremblay will offer recommendations to de-clutter 
www.GulfofMaine.org (particularly the home page) and explore other site architectural options 
 
Decision:  The reason for non-participation by some Working Group members must be determined. 
Action:  The M and F Committee will work with the OC to draft a survey and focus group process for 
those who are no longer involved with the Council and those whose participation has been reduced. 
 
 
Twenty Year Vision Statement Discussion 
The Action Plan Working group has been looking at sample vision statements from similar organizations.  
Using these statements, the Action Plan Working Group highlighted sections of each of these statements 
that might be applicable to the Gulf of Maine.  David Keeley then reviewed those highlighted words and 



  Working Group Meeting 
  December 6‐7, 2010 
  Eastland Park Hotel, Portland ME 
 
 
 
 
 

GOMC Working Group Briefing Packet   December 6‐7, 2010   Portland, Maine   page 6 

terms with the group.  In addition to these, some members have provided new mission and vision 
statements for the Council. 
 
Questions ensued on the format and setup of a vision statement.  The Vision Statement, as defined by 
Susan Russell-Robinson, is an outcome.  Should the vision statement be about the Council or about the 
Gulf of Maine?  The Council should probably start with what is its own vision, which will eventually lead to 
a Gulf vision.  Tim Hall mentioned that it might be useful to weave both together.  Susan Russell-
Robinson identified Gardiner’s Principles of Education as a source for vision statement wording. 
 
 
How Do We Assess and Evaluate 
One of the issues that the Group must now grapple with is to assess goals laid out in the current Action 
Plan – which was developed with a much larger appropriations amount in mind – and how to adapt these 
goals to the current funding level. 
 
David Keeley covered the improbability of the Council accomplishing all of its goals as currently 
constituted.  This was the premise behind the Subcommittee reports and outcomes.  The Action Plan 
Working Group tried to identify specific themes in the reports and outcomes.  The Group needs to figure 
out what are some hard-hitting statements that meet the criteria (funding, etc) that can be incorporated 
into the next five year plan. 
 
Betsy Nicholson asked: “What are we actually tweaking here?  Are we allowing the Council’s actual 
activities to drive the workplans?  Or is it the theme or problem statement that’s driving the issue?” 
 
Theresa summarized by saying that we need the subcommittees to develop two to three sentence 
problem statements from each theme with subsequent options for each of the actions. 
 
David suggested that Working Group Members need to develop statements to engage and excite their 
respective agencies and agency leads.  At the next Council Meeting, we need to talk about the short and 
medium term issues – something that will slow things down as the Council will have to review. 
 
Theresa suggested we bring a list for discussion to the Group meeting tomorrow which may help us 
develop a process that will inform the steps for the next couple of months leading up to the full Council 
Meeting in December. 
 
This morning, the Group has identified some key gaps in terms of communication with the 
subcommittees, and that there is probably a role that the chair has to take in revisiting communication 
with members who are not at the table, develop a list of actions centered on new hot topics, develop a 
retrospective on short term outputs and groundtruthing.  The Group will “test drive” this tomorrow. 
 
Peter Wells highlighted the issue of identifying emerging issues and how we deal with them.  He used 
invasive species as a particular example and how the Council can only do so much in terms of these 
broad, generalized issue. 
 
Theresa then provided an overview of the rest of the afternoon’s proceedings.  A suggestion was made 
that the Group should bypass the boat ride and work on pressing issues identified today.  As there is 
already a commitment to the boat provider, the schedule will stay as is. 
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Review of Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning 
Betsy Nicholson reviewed the planning process for a Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning Forum in 
December: 
 
Outcomes 
• Encourage and advance transboundary thinking by considering GOM as a bioregion in our spatial 

planning efforts 
• Identify lessons learned and recommendations for success at a regional scale based on 

experience at smaller scales 
• Determine some first steps on how to advance our work to be compatible and comparable 

 
Critical Considerations 
• Participants will view MSP with a transboundary lens considering GOM as a bioregion 
• Participants will think beyond the GOMC to broader collaborative approach between countries, with 

the GOMC playing some role in that 
• Make sure fisheries interests (i.e., US-CA Transboundary Steering Committee members) are 

represented on panels and in audience to ensure fisheries is part of our discussion 
• Premature in our discussions (both individually and transboundary) to extend invitation to industry 

sectors at this time 
 
Outline 
I.  Status of US and CA Efforts in Marine Spatial Planning  

a) Major policies/mandates on MSP 
b) Planning processes underway 
c) Funding appropriated to support MSP 

 
Session intent: this brief session will put the forum in context of current initiatives to ground our 
discussions and take advantage of momentum built around recent policy developments, particularly in the 
US. 
Format: Brief Presentations 
 
II.  What have we learned to date that can guide us toward bioregional approach to MSP? 

a) Lessons learned, gaps and challenges, what have we done well (successes) 
b) Recommendations on how to stitch together smaller scale efforts, and expand those efforts to 

benefit a regional scale 
 
Session intent: Experts in ocean planning will reflect on their experiences (e.g., MA, RI, ESSIM) and 
based on those lessons learned, comment on what managers in the GOM should be considering when 
trying to advance MSP at a regional scale (both as separate countries i.e., U.S. New England waters, and 
on transboundary scale). Could ask speakers to address more specific aspects of MSP (e.g, identifying 
uses and mitigating conflict, identifying ecologically sensitive areas, jurisdictional boundary issues, how to 
incorporate fishing interests). 
Format: Panel 
 
III.  How can the GOMC, U.S. and CA work together to advance true ecosystem-based management 
through marine spatial planning? 

a) What should be the considerations for the US and CA as we move forward with MSP on either 
side of the border? 

b) Where can our separate work be synced so methodologies and results can be comparable and 
tell transboundary story? 
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c) What real input should each country have on management in waters adjacent to them? Are there 
real collaborations that would make a difference? 

 
Session intent: Investigate how we would advance cooperative CMSP across the bioregion? 
Format: Panel? Facilitated discussion?  
 
IV.  What actions should we take and what questions should we consider as each country moves forward 
with MSP? 

a) What are we missing? What do we want this forum to do? 
b) How can GOMC, NROC and RCCOM play a role in better coordinating our regional efforts? 
c) Joint statement to advance compatible approaches to marine spatial planning in shared 

bioregion? 
 
Session intent: Set up agenda for subsequent discussions on different aspects of transboundary MSP 
(e.g., legal, uses, ecological, fisheries) 
Format: Facilitated discussion, concluding remarks 
 

_________________________________________ 
 
Comments focused on making sure the Census on Marine Life forum was not conflicting with the 
proposed date of December 7th.  Forum attendance due to travel restrictions was also an issue that was 
flagged.  Jackie Olsen suggested that the agenda may be a bit ambitious for the time frame allotted.  One 
suggestion to counter this issue was to break the forum into two separate meetings. 
 
David Keeley asked Betsy’s opinion on the scope of invitation.  He suggested that Theresa ask all 
Committee Chairs to suggest three NGO members who should be invited and made aware of this event. 
 
Susan Russell-Robinson asked if the Council was prepared to include CMSP in their upcoming work plan.  
While not specifically endorsing CMSP currently, the Council identifies it as a significant issue with the 
need for additional dialogue. 
 
 
FFO Review 
Betsy Nicholson then reviewed the most recent FFO delivered by NOAA on developing and funding 
regional ocean partnerships.  Questions focused on whether or not Canadians could apply for the funds 
(probably yes, through the Council though).  The Management and Finance Committee will potentially be 
working on a response to an RFQ for fiscal agent selection for the FFO.  This will be an upcoming task for 
the Committee. 
 
Something to also consider is that the money for this FFO has not been included in a Senate 
Appropriations Bill as of yet (though efforts are underway to reintroduce the funding). 
 
 
Northeast Great Waters Initiative 
Peter Alexander then covered several models for ecosystem-based management including the Great 
Lakes Model which incorporated Multiple Stakeholder Involvements, State and Federal Agency 
cooperation, and shared investment in success.  2010 - $475M is authorized. 
 
He identified the name of the Great Waters Initiative for the Gulf which is The U.S. Gulf of Maine Habitat 
Restoration and Conservation Plan: A Needs Assessment for Maine, New Hampshire, and 
Massachusetts.  This plan quantifies the needs for water quality, science communications, monitoring, 
etc.  The plan development has also involved state/federal agencies, NGO’s, and businesses. 
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The target release date of the report would tentatively be around Thanksgiving (U.S.).  Promoting the 
release of this report is key.  A considerable amount of work has been done on this project and the 
opportunity should not be wasted. 
 
It would seem that the broader audience of the Gulf of Maine Times would not need convincing of this 
initiative, it would be the legislators and the Governors.  This almost seems like a planned campaign. 
 
Acting Chair Robert Capozi adjourned the First Day’s Meeting proceedings in preparation for the boat trip. 
 
 
 
 
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 5th, 2010 
 
Opening Remarks 
Theresa Torrent-Ellis began the second day’s proceedings with a quick overview of the agenda.  David 
Keeley suggested each Working Group Member vote for their top two choices relevant to the New 
England-Canadian Maritime Collaboration and Planning Initiative. 
 
 
State of the Gulf of Maine 
Tim Hall provided an update to the State of the Gulf Report and distributed a document indicating 
projected funding needs for future report drafts and products.  DFO Maritimes has committed to 
continuing in the State of the Gulf’s coordination role for at least the next year and a half.  Theresa asked 
if the numbers provided in the “indicative funding” section reflected the complete development of the 
State of the Gulf report. 
 
David Keeley asked if there was a communications plan to distribute the report outside of the usual 
channels.  Tim Hall agreed that a different strategy was need for dissemination and monitoring.  
Discussion then focused on how to capture comments and monitor the report’s use.  Tim Hall was curious 
as to how we see the State of the Gulf website being used.  Allowing comments and blog-style discussion 
on the website is useful and important, however, if there is not an initial “push” to advertise the report’s 
presence and utility, the website features will not be put to good use. 
 
Theresa Torrent-Ellis asked about the architecture of the website and who was involved.  Tim Hall 
suggested that the working Group develop a “canned email” highlighting the presence of this report.  The 
Group agreed that this was a good idea. To summarize final actions, Ted and Theresa will develop 
posters and advertisements for the report.  The Group wants to be able to capture comments, add 
updates, and that there will be a communication method developed. 
 
The Working Group should be looking at the State of the Gulf reports and use them to a degree as a 
means for Action Plan Items.  Susan Russell-Robinson suggested that Jay Walmsley submit an abstract 
for Coastal Zone 11.  Would it be worth developing an entire session at CZ11 on the State of the Gulf?  A 
café format might be a good method for discussing the report.  The Working Group seemed very 
interested in a Transboundary Café. 
 
Tim Hall then asked a question about the review process.  He has not heard any negative feedback about 
the process and the final product to this point, and if anyone has any concerns about the process, etc, 
Tim Asked that they raise these issues as soon as they can to either himself of Jay Walmsley.  Ted Diers 
suggested that the report’s theme papers may not necessarily line up with the Gulf’s needs assessment.  
He took full responsibility for this issue and suggested that there has to be a higher level of review to try 
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to bring all the moving pieces of the Council into alignment with the report text.  Theresa suggested that a 
possible means to circumvent this extra level of review is to inform the authors of the theme papers of the 
“50 thousand foot view” prior to the “pen to paper moment”. 
 
 
Cross Cutting and Service Committees 
Theresa began discussion.  Debbie suggested that there should be some money devoted to website 
architecture and possibly changing the layout and design of the Gulf of Maine Council Website.  David 
Keeley suggested that two or three volunteers step forward to assist the IT Committee.  Tim Hall 
suggested that the website redesign be part of the overall communications strategy theme that has 
purveyed this afternoon’s discussion. 
 
Jennifer Hackett suggested that a usability study needs to be conducted to determine who the audience 
is.  If the audience is the Council and its immediate satellites, there is not much too much of a need to 
revamp the layout.  If the audience is the general public, the site could benefit from additional work.  
Debbie, Theresa, Susan, Carolyne, and Michele all volunteered to assist in the website redesign.   
 
 
Steps For Building Fundable Project Ideas for the Private Foundation Sector 
David Keeley and Peter Lamb began a presentation on how to potentially raise funds from the private 
sector and how to interpret foundation personalities.  David also highlighted the fact that proposals are 
becoming more and more numerous to these foundations so anything submitted on behalf of the Council 
must be very competitive. 
 
Nearly half of the funds raised today com from Government Grants.  The types of proposals for these 
grants are not necessarily applicable to private foundation grants.  Peter Lamb then reviewed non-profit 
trends over the last year.  Foundations frequently like to see streamlining, alliances, or mergers in 
applying non-profits. 
 
Peter Lamb discussed small grants and the actual utility of these smaller funds.  This, he said, is where 
funders begin to look at alliances and where it may be prudent for grantees to consider sharing resources 
on a particular initiative.  Funders are starting to change the way they operate as well.  Some of these 
shifts come from a decrease in assets.  Others are a narrowing of mission to a very specific topic.  It’s 
also important to consider the back stories of some of these foundations. 
 
There are two perspectives when writing a proposal:  the applicants perspective (creating a clear and 
compelling case, who else is working on this issue, what is the level of collaboration, how will you know if 
you succeeded, and how is the work connected to a larger issue), and the funder’s perspective (funders 
want to be engaged, is the proposed work geographically and mission-oriented, is there the possibility for 
seed money, is the format correct). 
 
The grantee should discuss the funder’s interests in the proposed work and what challenges the funder’s 
organization has faced.  Also ask if there are other funding sources that may be conducive to your 
proposal. 
 
David Keeley suggested that the Group should begin to discuss targeting different foundations.  Peter 
Lamb said that there are approximately 15 different foundations that the Council could possibly target to 
obtain funding.  Peter said that the transboundary nature of the council is a positive for the Council. 
 
Cindy Krum raised the issue of a significant web presence at helping an applicant in the funding process. 
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Judy Pederson asked if the Council leadership would be taking a role in relationship-building with these 
funders.  Theresa seemed to think that there would be.  Peter also suggested that it was critical for 
funding applications that were rejected to follow-up with the funder to see why the application was 
rejected.  Olsen wants the Working Group to look at successes and failures in the past in terms of funding 
applications. 
 
The communication issue was again brought up in terms of briefing materials.  Jackie Olsen suggested 
that if the next agenda was approved, Working Group members should each take responsibility for one 
agenda item and continue to follow-up with the person who’s job it is to provide the requisite materials 
and briefing notes. 
 
Decision:  Followup is needed for Briefing Materials 
Action:  Working Group members will individually take responsibility for specific agenda items so that 
briefing notes and other updates are submitted on time and the subsequent briefing book will be delivered 
at least two weeks in advance of each meeting 
 
 
Climate Change Initiative 
Gary Lines began reviewing Climate Change network initiatives.  Gary Lines considers the current 
resolves of the most recent Network events are not up to par.  He suggests that the Action Plan, in terms 
of climate change, is to stay with what is currently included and not change the current approach (no 
coordinator, etc).  He said that currently the network is stagnated at the status quo, and for any significant 
change to occur, funding will have to be provided.  Where Gary does see actual movement is in terms of 
coastal resiliency.   
 
Susan suggested that Ellen MaCray is very interested in growing the Climate Change Network, and that 
she would like to serve as U.S. Co-Chair of the Climate Change Network.  Ellen is currently the NOAA 
Climate Change coordinator for the northeast region. 
 
Theresa asked if the “additional funding” suggestion brought up by Gary would be funding for a 
coordinator.  Gary said that part of the funding would go towards paying for actual projects and also to 
project support (coordination).  The Network mission is articulated in the TAPAS, though as Gary has 
said, it must have some type of financial support in order to work. 
 
Gary’s closing thoughts were: “what would you like the network to do”.  And plan accordingly. 
 
Decision:  A US Co-Chair of the Climate Change Committee is needed 
Action:  Ellen Mecrary, NOAA Regional Climate Services Director is willing to serve as the US Co-chair 
of the Council’s Climate Change Committee. Gary Lines, Carolyne Marshall, and Michele Tremblay will 
work with her to help her with your new responsibilities 
Decision:  A CA Co-Chair of the Climate Change Committee is needed 
Action:  Michele will work with Carolyne Marshall to help her determine her willingness to serve as the 
CA Co-chair of the Climate Change Committee 
 
 
Update On the Gulf of Maine Regional Ocean Science Initiative 
Judy Peterson provided an overview of the background and envisioned role of the initiative.  Please see 
Ms. Pederson’s presentation here http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/presentations/201010/ 
 
Theresa asked if NEOSEC had been involved in this process.  Judy said no. 
 
 

http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/presentations/201010/
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Proposed Action Items 
Michele Tremblay gave a brief update of jurisdictional priorities that are aligned with the Action Plan.  
Please click here for Michele’s summary: www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/presentations/201010/ 
 
Theresa suggested that the Task at hand now is to bring personal or agency perspective to what an 
action item would be based on Michele’s new topics.  The Group will choose a couple of the topics and 
then discuss for the afternoon session. 
 
 
NERACOOS Update 
Ru Morrison, who is also the new NH Counselor, provided an overview of the Northeast Regional 
Association of Coastal and Ocean Observing System and its many components.  After providing a quick 
summarization, Ru began discussion on the New England- Canadian Maritime Collaboration and 
Planning Initiative.  Please click here for Dr. Morrison’s presentation 
http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/presentations/201010/   
 
 
Committee Updates 
 

 ESIP – Susan Russell-Robinson provided an update for ESIP: Please see the corresponding 
documents here: http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/presentations/201010/.  Susan wants 
ESIP to be the definitive source for information regarding the Gulf in the Northeast.  She proposed 
several vehicles for the advertisement of ESIP including prominent magazines throughout the 
Northeast.  ESIP’s funding goals are to engage governmental organizations to provide a broader 
funding base. 

 
 Outreach – Debbie Buott-Matheson gave an overview of the how the Outreach Committee hopes 
to use the 2012 action plan as a chance to take a step back and take stock of what the group has 
accomplished and how to “breath life” into the group which is really the senior on the circuit, so to 
speak.  The Committee will also be reviewing the Council website to try and comment on its 
current setup.  The Committee will also provide a survey to all Working Group members asking 
them how they view the Gulf of Maine.  A suggestion was made to send this to council members 
as well.  Tim Hall wants to know if we should be describing to the Council what we are doing 
within the Working Group and make more of an effort to communicate these efforts.  Theresa 
provided a list of Outreach and Communication Subcommittee Members. 

* One issue that was brought up was whether or not it was necessary to continue with three 
habitat subcommittees.  Theresa was hoping that the three subcommittees would sort 
things out amongst themselves. 

* Susan suggested that after this, Theresa sent out an email to the council about the current 
plans to assess committee redundancy, etc. 

 
 Monitoring Subcommittee – The Committee is continuing to do presentations on the Gulfwatch 
program, samples for the 2010 season have been collected, there is a significant push for papers 
from members from the committee on both sides of the border, and the Committee is keeping an 
eye out to see how relevant their work is to the Gulf of Mexico oil spill. 

 
 NROC Update – Ted Diers provided a restatement of the FFO that Betsy had covered yesterday.  
Adrianne then brought up the recent release of NROC’s work plan and suggested it be compared 
to the developing GoMC Action Plan. 

 

http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/presentations/201010/
http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/presentations/201010/
http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/presentations/201010/
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Councilors and Priorities 
Jackie Olsen reviewed a copy of the sheet previously distributed by Michele Tremblay showing councilor 
priorities and guidance on issues which Jackie and Debbie had filled in by adding Action Plan Priority 
Goals.  Please see both Action Plan Goals and the Counselor Priorities sheets here: 
www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/presentations/201010/ 

• Susan asked if Fisheries Management also included aquaculture.  This had been identified by 
councilors but was not in the Version 5 Document. 

• Tim Hall asked what the intention was to use the edited document.  Was it going to be accepted as 
a new document or as qualified edits to the old one. 

• Ted Diers suggested cutting everything below the number “1” on the Counselor Priority sheet.  
Susan agreed and suggested that Theresa’s committee go back and look at what “1” topics can be 
absorbed by higher numbers. 

 
 
Overview of Winnowing 
Theresa began the session overview by identifying coastal cleanup/trash in the oceans as an example 
issue (Marine Debris).  She then asked what would be some compelling action statements related to the 
issue. 
 1.  Identify the Problem – Impact on Wildlife of plastic debris (scope and the scale of the problem) 
 a. ACTION: Characterize the scope and scale of the impact of plastic on wildlife in the Gulf 

of Maine and Bay of Fundy including 
 
David Keeley then provided an explanation of the proposed criteria to determine the contents of the new 
action plan.  David suggested a scenario examining what the Group thought regarding several 
possibilities: each state conducting their own marine debris mitigation or conducting a region-wide 
response.  The Criteria Order is: 
 

Regional Response  Council Capacity  Council Role  Resources 
 
• Debbie asked if it was the Council’s role to advocate against marine debris practices or to illustrate 

the causal links to between cause and effect.  It is not the Council’s job to advocate locally (marine 
debris is a local issue, not a regional issue).  The Council is in a good position to illustrate regional 
impacts of what we do. 

• Susan wanted to verify that Marine Debris was a regional, local, or state issue.  Theresa suggested 
that it could be framed differently but it was primarily a regional issue. 

 
Ted Diers suggested that after this process, if our Action Plan is 100 pages long, the planning process will 
have failed.  If it’s 10 pages long, there may be a possibility that the group might be able to succeed.  Tim 
Hall said that just because something is not necessarily in the Action Plan, does not mean we cannot 
acknowledge the issue, we can simply acknowledge that it exists and then point to who was currently 
working on the issue in question.  Discussion then centered on the final two criteria: “Council Role” and 
“Resources Available”.  Gary Lines suggested a fifth criteria – can the Council measure its success on 
the issue? 
 
 
Process Review 
Matt will have the minutes distributed to all working group members within five days.  The Secretariat will 
be accepting comments for two days and then will not accept any further comments.  Jackie suggested 
that all Subcommittees distribute minutes to the Council and Working Group Members. 

http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/presentations/201010/
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Additional Process Actions 
 
Action:  Cindy Krum will provide to Michele agenda items and supporting documents for the October 13, 
2010 Management and Finance conference call including codifying the USGOMA fiscal agent/indirect 
rate for the NROC fiscal agent proposal, drafting a letter from the GOMC that contains comments on the 
draft NROC work plans, and a draft of suggested edits on the CMSP and governance work plan from the 
GOMC—including roles the Council play in a proposal. 
 
Action:  Working Group members will email to Michele the documents that they referenced along with 
other resources before the end of this week so that she can post them on the Council’s meeting website. 
Michele will email to the Working Group a notification when the resources are posted. 
 
Action:  Marine Spatial Planning will be added to the December Council Meeting. 
 
 
Action Items Overview 
Michele then covered action items that had been decided upon during the meeting.  Please see the 
Action Item at the end of each previous header.  The Group also had some discussion about how the 
record-taker should portray decisions from each header.  Matt should place a “Result” bullet or bullets 
under each of the headers. 
 
 
Census on Marine Life 
Theresa gave a brief update on the Census on Marine Life and how they feel the Gulf of Maine Council is 
a very important audience member.  They would like to brief the Council on December 9th at the 
Abromson Center after the next Council Meeting.  David Keeley suggested it be considered part of the 
Council meeting.  Tim Hall suggested that the presentation be moved into the actual proceedings.  It’s 
important to have the CoML make the link between their program and the GoMC Action Plan. 
 
Decision:  Additional information from the CoML should be included in the upcoming Council Meeting. 
Action:  The Council meeting agenda will include time for a Census of Marine Life on Thursday, 
December 9 in Portland, ME with John Annala and Rob Stephenson to provide a briefing for the Council 
on the importance of being there—notification will be sent now for travel arrangement purposes. 
 
 
 
Prepared by Matthew Nixon, Maine State Planning Office, Gulf of Maine Council Administrative Aid 
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Habitat Restoration Subcommittee 
 
 
Update 
 
Activity has focused primarily on supporting key goals of the GOMC-NOAA Habitat Restoration Grant 
Partnership.  Activities included: 
 
1.  GOMC-NOAA Partnership Coordination 
Partnership members continue to engage in monthly conference calls on the first Tuesday (1:00-2:00 pm) 
of each month to discuss gulf-wide restoration activities, issues associated with restoration grant 
management, and other topics of relevance to restoration in the GOM.  The Partnership includes NOAA 
Restoration Center staff (John Catena, Matt Bernier, Mat Collins, Eric Hutchins, and Jack Terrell), U.S. 
Gulf of Maine Association contractors (Cindy Krum and Lori Hallett) and Liz Hertz of the Maine State 
Planning Office.  The Partnership’s Jurisdictional Representatives are: 
• Canada: Anita Hamilton – GOMC Habitat Restoration Subcommittee Co-Chair, Habitat 

Assessment Biologist, Department of Fisheries and Oceans  
• Maine: Slade Moore – Habitat Restoration Coordinator, Maine Coastal Program  
• Massachusetts: Hunt Durey – Acting Deputy Director, Division of Ecological Restoration, 

Massachusetts Department of Fish & Game 
• New Hampshire: Ted Diers – Director, New Hampshire Coastal Program 

 
2.  Contracting of 2010 RFP habitat restoration projects 
Six of the eight projects selected from the 2010 GOMC-NOAA Habitat Restoration Partnership RFP round 
have undergone contracting.  A summary of 2010 project information is included in the table below: 
 
 

 
 

GOMC- State/ Applicant Amount  Non-Fed
NOAA # Prov Project Name Organization Requested $ Award $ Match Amt $

10-01 MA Broad Cove Restoration Project 
Feasibility Analysis, Hingham, MA

Town of Hingham in 
partnership with Derby 
Academy

45,000 45,000 45,000

10-02 MA Clark Pond Tidal Restoration The Trustees of 
Reservations

22,775 22,775 100,000

10-03 ME Thomas Bay Marsh Culvert
Replacement

University of Southern 
Maine, Casco Bay Estuary 
Partnership

40,463 40,463 44,000

10-04 ME Montsweag Brook Dam Removal Chewonki Foundation 100,000 59,651 95,056

10-05 ME Muscongus Brook Culvert Replacements: 
Pre-construction

Kennebec County Soil
& W ater Conservation
District (KCSWCD)

100,000 23,000 23,000

10-06 ME Kennebec Barrier Survey Kennebec County Soil
& W ater Conservation
District (KCSWCD)

20,000 23,000 23,000

10-07 NH Exeter River Great Dam Removal 
Feasibility Study

Town of Exeter, NH 40,000 40,000 45,000

10-08 NS Clementsport Dam Restoration
Planning

Clean Annapolis River 
Project (CARP)

34,974 34,982 52,643

Totals 403,212 288,871 427,699



  Working Group Meeting 
  December 6‐7, 2010 
  Eastland Park Hotel, Portland ME 
 
 
 
 
 

GOMC Working Group Briefing Packet   December 6‐7, 2010   Portland, Maine   page 16 

3.  Administration/Oversight of Ongoing Habitat Restoration Projects 
Since its inception, the GOMC-NOAA Habitat Restoration Partnership has awarded 94 projects (totaling 
$3.25 million) across all jurisdictions of the Gulf, including Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New 
Brunswick and Nova Scotia.  Together, these projects re-opened access to 144 miles of rivers and 
streams for river herring, Atlantic salmon and American eel, re-established access to 2,400 acres of 
alewife spawning habitat, and rehabilitated over 500 salt marsh acres. 
 
As of the drafting of this document, 18 active projects are being administered by USGOMA and the 
Partnership.  Active projects occur within all five jurisdictions of the Gulf of Maine (MA, NH, ME, NB, and 
NS).  Technical support is provided to these projects through a team approach.  A NOAA Lead, a 
jurisdictional Technical Lead and the Jurisdictional Representative for each of the jurisdictions provide 
technical and administrative oversight for each project.  The Habitat Restoration Coordinator and 
USGOMA provide additional, cross-jurisdictional administrative support to grant recipients. 
 
4.  Development and release of the 2011 GOMC-NOAA Habitat Restoration Grants Program RFP 
The Partnership revised and released the RFP for 2011 habitat restoration projects in early October.  The 
announcement was distributed via multiple outlets, including the GOMC web page, GOMC distribution 
lists, and other restoration-focused networks.  The deadline for Letters of Intent is November 29, 2010.  
The period for uploading Full Applications to the website is February 2 – March 16, 2011. 
 
5.  Refinement of a web-based grant tracking system 
The web-based grant tracking system continues to be refined.  This system is intended to enhance 
efficiency and accountability of grant management by integrating functionality and data capture of three 
distinct web screens, namely: 

a) The Grantee’s GOMC-NOAA Project Webpage, which is the clearinghouse for grant 
administration information, reporting and invoice templates, and project documentation for each 
individual subaward.  It is where grantees and Partnership staff upload relevant documents such 
as contracts, reporting materials, invoices and other files of interest.  Both grantees and 
Partnership members have access to each of these pages. 

b) The Grant Tracking At-A-Glance page, which is a tool for Partnership members to rapidly assess 
the status of all grants on one screen.  This page provides functionality to flag recent uploads (a 
new function), tardy reporting by grantees, late response on the part of Partnership members to 
review reporting/invoices, and other situations warranting action.  It also provides links to relevant 
files. 

c) The Grant Tracking Sheets, which provide for each grant detailed information and fields for 
Partnership staff to indicate approval of submitted materials. It too, provides links to relevant files. 

 
6.  Refinement of grantee compliance measures and Partnership protocols 
Guidance materials for promoting enhanced grant administration and grantee compliance continue to be 
updated.  These included the Grantee’s Primer for Grant Administration and the Partnership Protocols.  
Automated email notifications of grantee uploads, which are sent to key Partnership members assigned 
to each restoration subaward project, now have attached instructions for review of GOMC subaward 
reports and invoices.  Grantees are also sent automated notifications alerting them of upcoming or past-
due project reporting dates. 
 
7.  The Gulf of Maine Restoration and Conservation Initiative 
GOMC-NOAA Partnership members have been key participants in providing technical information, 
developing assessments of need and other functions in support of this initiative’s “Plan”.  It’s anticipated 
that the Partnership will continue to provide support to this initiative.  Information on this initiative and a 
draft of the Plan are available at  http://www.gulfofmaine.org/documents/gom-restoration-plan/ 

http://www.gulfofmaine.org/documents/gom-restoration-plan/
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8.  Support of the GOMC action planning process 
The Partnership has participated in this process by reviewing and revising the “Committee Rapid 
Assessment and Recommendations” language as it pertained to HRSC tasking for the next Action Plan 
and by attending GOMC sessions and conference calls on the Action Plan.  The Partnership’s review was 
distributed to the entire HRSC email list (which has been updated annually since 2009) for response.  Of 
the 40-odd recipients, only one responded with comments.  That person was actually a member of the 
Habitat Restoration Partnership. 
 
 
Possible activities and/or next steps 
 
1.  Continue GOMC-NOAA Habitat Restoration Partnership coordination 
With renewed NOAA funding for this program, developing and administering new Partnership subaward 
projects will remain the primary focus of the Habitat Restoration subcommittee over the next 3-4 years.  
Likewise, coordination of the Partnership will remain the primary responsibility of the Habitat Restoration 
Coordinator.   
 
2.  Support GOMC Action Plan development 
The Partnership will continue to support HRSC-focused Action Planning activities as needed. 
 
3.  Increase Maine’s restoration capacity and coordination 
With recent progress made in refining the Partnership’s operations for maximum efficiency and grantee 
compliance, there is now an opportunity to better support the Maine jurisdiction’s restoration potential, 
which has suffered from a persistent lack of capacity and coordination.  Efforts to reverse this trend have 
recently been reinvigorated by development of the Maine Stream Connectivity Work Group, which is co-
chaired by the Partnership’s Habitat Restoration Coordinator (Slade Moore).  Through the efforts of state, 
federal and NGO participants, this Work Group seeks to dramatically improve coordination of aquatic 
restoration activities and the rate of restoration within Maine.  To date, the Work Group’s progress 
includes: 
• embarking on the design a statewide restoration database populated by rigorously-obtained 

watershed-scale barrier inventories 
• initiating the design of restoration prioritization and decision-making tools 
• exploring funding options and organizational structure alternatives for a formalized and functional 

state habitat restoration program 
• Release of the “Year-One Report and Recommendations” – contact Slade Moore for additional 

information.  
 
The work of this group represents a long overdue milestone in the evolution of Maine’s restorative 
potential.  Given the state’s historical and evolving capacity to re-establish some of the GOM’s most 
abundant diadromous fish runs, ongoing development and progress of the Work Group should figure 
prominently in the Habitat Restoration Subcommittee’s efforts of regional importance. 
 
4.  Coordinate development of a “Restoration Summit” 
Ecologically-meaningful habitat restoration, both at the local and ecosystem scales, requires adaptation to 
address advances in methodologies and restoration science.  In the latest application to NOAA for habitat 
restoration funding, the Partnership committed to organizing a “restoration summit” that is intended to 
provide a forum for restoration practitioners to exchange the latest in methods and theory.     
 
5.  Continue to support development of the Gulf of Maine Restoration and Conservation Initiative 
Implementation of the “Plan” is a high priority and will likely remain a focus of Habitat Restoration 
Subcommittee activities. 
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6.  Frame GOMC’s habitat restoration activities in the context of climate change projections 
We intend to begin addressing the implications of climate change by assessing how they are likely to 
influence target habitats and habitat restoration policy and priorities. 
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Contractors for the Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment as included 
in July 1, 2010-June 30, 2011 Budgets 
 

Contractor Contract 
End Date  Title Funds 

Krum Steele Consulting 
(Cindy Krum) 06/30/2011 U.S. Association Executive Director Indirect/Reserve 

Lori Hallett 06/30/2011 U.S. Association Finance Assistant Indirect/Reserve  

The Keeley Group 
(David Keeley) 

12/31/2010 
New contract 
planned for 
01/01/11-- 
6/30/11 

Core Services 

Fund Development/Support for Action Plan/Additional 
projects  

Dues 
ME SPO 

JB Cox Fund 

The Keeley Group 
(Michele Tremblay) 

12/31/2010 
New contract 
planned for 
01/01/11--
6/30/11 

Core Services 
Council Coordinator/Support for Action Plan  

Dues 
Reserve/Indirect 

ME SPO 

The Keeley Group 
(Jim Craddock) 

12/31/2010 
New contract 
planned for 
01/01/11–
6/30/11 

Core Services 

Information Technology/Additional projects 

NMFS 
Dues 

JB Cox Fund 

The Keeley Group 
(Nancy Griffin) 

12/31/2010 
New contract 
planned for 
01/01/11–
6/30/11 

Core Services 
Gulf of Maine Times 

JB Cox Fund 
Donations 

USGS 
DFO 

NH Charitable 
Fund 

Biological Conservation 
(Slade Moore) 06/30/2011 Habitat Restoration Project Coordinator 

NMFS 
ME DOT 

Dues 
JB Cox Fund 

UNH (Steve Jones) 03/31/2011 Gulfwatch Program Coordination EC 
Steve Jones 
 04/30/2011 Gulf of Maine Report - Microbial Pathogens and Toxins 

Theme paper       NH DES 

Lawrence LeBlanc 03/31/2011 Gulfwatch 2009 Data Report            EC 

Christine Tilburg 01/31/2011 ESIP Program Manager 
USGS 

EC 
DFO 

Talking Conservation 
(Peter Alexander) 12/15/2010 

Coordination and Product Production -New England 
Cross-border Conservation Initiative 
 

JB Cox Fund 
 

Waterview Consulting 
(Peter Taylor) 12/15/2010 Conservation and Restoration Strategy-writing and 

design 
JB Cox Fund 

 
 
 
Submitted by Cynthia Krum, US Gulf of Maine Association 
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Adopting a Indirect Rate for 2011  
 
 
ISSUE:  The Council needs to accept a new annual Indirect Rate that would be used by the Association 
of US Delegates to the Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment (USGOMA). 
 
Background:  The July1, 2009 through June 30, 2010 USGOMA audit is complete. The auditor has 
recommended a new administrative rate of 20.61%. The new administrative rate would go into effect for 
new proposals and or contracts as of December 9, 2010 and remain in effect until the 2011 December 
Council meeting. In December 2009 the Council approved a 19.24% administrative rate for all funds 
flowing through the USGOMA. In December 2008 the Council approved a 16.59 % rate. These rates were 
recommended by the auditor using the “look back” method which is set by reviewing the prior fiscal year. 
Our auditors have used this method for the past seven years. Following is text explaining the method 
from the “Indirect Cost Letter” from Marshall and Libby, LLC, the auditors for the USGOMA. 
 

“There are various acceptable alternatives to calculating and negotiating indirect costs under 
federal regulations. We have set up your allocation using a simplified method, which separates 
direct costs of programs from indirect costs, then divides the total allowable indirect costs by 
direct costs. This means for every dollar of direct expense the Association incurs, it needs to raise 
an additional 20 cents to cover the indirect costs.” 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend Council approval of the new 20.61% rate to go into effect December 
9, 2010 through the December Council meeting, 2011.  
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
 
 
Final Budgets for July 1, 2010 – June 30, 2011 (Fiscal Year 2011) 
 
Background:  The July1, 2009 through June 30, 2010 USGOMA budgets and summary have been sent 
as separate documents, attached to the email alerting Councilor’s to the availability of the December, 
2010 Council meeting briefing packet. These budgets have been updated to reflect additional funding 
since the Council’s approval of the provisional Fiscal Year 2011 budgets at their June, 2010 meeting. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend Council approval of the Fiscal Year 2011 budgets. 
 
 
 
Submitted by Cynthia Krum, US Gulf of Maine Association 
 
 



  Working Group Meeting 
  December 6‐7, 2010 
  Eastland Park Hotel, Portland ME 
 
 
 
 
 

GOMC Working Group Briefing Packet   December 6‐7, 2010   Portland, Maine   page 21 

Report on Discussions between the Gulf of Maine Council’s US and Canadian 
Associations  
 
Background:  To date, two conference calls have been held to discuss the Association of US Delegates 
to the Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment (US Association) and the Association of 
Canadian Delegates to the Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment (CA Association) 
collaboration, efficient management and support of the Gulf of Maine Council. After drafting problem 
statements the ad-hoc group will draft recommendations to address the most prominent issues. The ad-
hoc group is comprised of: Don Hudson (President, US Association), Justin Huston (Secretariat to the CA 
Association), Theresa Torrent-Ellis (current Working Group Chair), Robert Capozi (upcoming Working 
Group Chair), and Ted Diers (US Association Executive Director Contract Manager). Cynthia Krum (US 
Association Executive Director) provides contractor support. 
 
Actions: 
• Discussions will be held at the US Association and CA Association meetings 
• Additional conference calls of the ad-hoc group will be held as needed  
• Draft recommendations will be provided to the Working Group in March 2011 
• Final recommendations will be provided to Working Group and Council in June 2011 

 
 
 
Submitted by Cynthia Krum, US Gulf of Maine Association 
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ESIP and the Delivery of Ecosystem Indicators 
 
ESIP continues our thorough work on ecosystem indicators with meetings in the past year at RARGOM (New 
Brunswick, 2010), Maine Coastal Waters (Maine, October 2010), ACZISC (New Brunswick, February 2010),  

Fishermen and 
Scientists Research 
Society (Nova Scotia, 
February 2010), 
National Monitoring 
Conference (Colorad
April 2010), Coastal 
Zone Canada (PEI, Ju
2010) and RARGO
(New Hampshire, 
October 2010). ESIP's
annual Steering 
Committee meeting in 
June was also succe
and focused on our 
workplan and efforts
for the next 18 m
Along with these 

discussions, committee chairs from other Council efforts were invited to participate in the morning as we worked 
on ways to strengthe

o, 

ly 
M 

 

ssful 

 
onths. 

n our collective work. 

er 
9. 

 the 

 
Aside from the important work of extending 
ESIP's presence in the Gulf of Maine and 
beyond, ESIP has continued to revise and 
improve upon our general webpages and, in 
particular, the Indicator Reporting Tool 
(www2.gulfofmaine.org/esip/reporting) 
with almost three times as many webhits for 
all of the ESIP pages between May ‐ Octob
of 2010 than the same months of 200
 
Work has continued in all of the ESIP 
Subcommittees with fact sheets out  for 
both Aquaculture and Climate Change in
coming months (Aquaculture December 
2010 and Climate Change January 2011). 
 
ESIP has secured the assistance of two 

graduate student interns to work on some data analysis for the aquatic habitat subcommittee and the 
eutrophication subcommittee. One student from Dalhousie is looking at tidal restrictions in the Gulf of Maine. A 
separate student from the University of Southern Maine is working on locating samples for chlorophyll a and water 
clarity.  
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Workshop Prospectus 
 
Ecosystem Health Indicator:  Strengthening Regional Collaboration & Effectiveness 
 
Background 
The Northeast Regional Ocean Council, the Massachusetts Ocean Partnership, COMPASS, 
NERACOOS and the Gulf of Maine Council, with support from a workshop steering 
committee, are finalizing plans for a regional indicator workshop. 
 
Date 
Mid-March 2011 (TBD) – 2 days in Worcester 
 
Audience 
Representatives from nearly 20 regional indicator programs 
 
Needs Assessment 
In 2010 the Massachusetts Ocean Partnership, through the Urban Harbors Institute of the 
University of Massachusetts Boston, conducted interviews with indicator programs.  Program 
selection was guided by the workshop steering committee and heavily weighted to include 
programs from within the region in order to gather regionally relevant information and 
engage potential workshop participants.  The information gained through these interviews is 
being used to inform the goals, outcomes and agenda for the conference. 
 
Goals and Outcomes 
Over fifteen organizations in the northeast are working collaboratively to enhance region-
wide indicator capacity and coordination with the objective of advancing integrated and 
adaptive management while maximizing the provision of critical ecosystem services for 
ecological and human well-being.  
 
Workshop Goal 1: To strengthen coordination and integration of regional indicator initiatives 
to better meet users’ needs by finding efficiencies of scale and refining processes that benefit 
all. 
 
Example Outcomes (not prioritized): 
• Improved understanding of the indicator initiatives and their data 
• Coordination of data acquisition 
• Identification of shared end-user management needs and collaboration methods to better 

inform and meet those needs 
• Understand/record processes for indicator selection 
• Leverage financial/staffing resources 
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• Define projects to work on collaboratively  
• Enhance credibility and authority for all initiatives 
• Develop data series to measure socio-economic aspects of coastal areas and ocean 

dependent industries in New England 
 
Workshop Goal 2: Strengthen regional indicator communication methods, products, and 
evaluative techniques. Convey consistent messages and visualizations to key audiences and 
better understand how indicators are being used, their effectiveness and create and/or enhance 
user-driven indicator processes, products, and tools. 
 
Example Outcomes (not prioritized): 
• Communication methods and tools based on available research about how people learn 

and make decisions. Use indicators as a learning tool. 
• Frame messages to more explicitly link indicators and ecosystem services and ecosystem 

health 
• Develop best practices for creating use-inspired reporting products and visuals for more 

effectively communicating data  
• Develop regional formative and summative evaluation protocol and techniques for 

better understanding the evolving needs of users and behaviors and communication 
products’ ability to adapt to evolving values, attitudes, and perceptions. 

• Create/compile examples and case studies of indicator successes and failures 
 
Research Goals (Clark University and Brown University):  Use one indicator program (such as 
the NEPs) as a case study to learn what messages they want to get across and to which 
audiences. Use a concept mapping approach to identify inconsistencies in mental models 
among NEPs and misperceptions and gaps in understanding among audiences to ultimately 
refine and reframe messages to be more consistent among programs and more relevant and 
clear to users. 
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Collaboration Opportunities: Foundations with shared interests of the Council 
 
Background – During the “development work session” at the October 2010 Working Group 
meeting there was some discussion about Council project priorities, the preparation of 
competitive proposals, and possible foundations the Council might seek to work with. The 
following is a compilation of New England and national foundations. 
 
Jane’s Trust 
Area of giving: meaningful and innovative contributions to the protection of critical or 
historically significant rural or urban natural resources AND efforts that have a beneficial 
impact on the quality of life of underserved populations; annual grants total $9M with range 
from $50,000 to $1,000,000. Average size is $130,000; spend-down trust; makes multiple year-
awards; geographical focus is Florida, Massachusetts and northern New England; Jane’s Trust 
cover sheet, concept papers, proof of federal exemption and budget due January 25 and July 
15. 
www.hembar.com/selectsrv/janes/ 
 
Davis Conservation 
Areas of giving: wise use, protection and advancement of our physical environment and the 
different natural forms of life – projects related to wildlife, wildlife habitat, environmental 
protection and outdoor recreation, projects that strengthen volunteer activity and 
outreach/community involvement; Highest geographic priority is northern New England, 
particularly projects involving the northern forest and the Gulf of Maine; April 10 and 
October 10; 1-year grants; $5,000 to $50,000/award and $875,000 awarded in 2008 for 50+ 
projects. 
www.davisfoundations.org 
 
Elmina Sewall Foundation 
Areas of giving: conservation of the natural environment and the well-being of animals and 
humans in Maine, support issues and priorities that cut across areas of interest, support 
capacity building of grantees, seek to leverage other resources; operating, project and capital 
grants; no multi-year awards; environment – encourage local/regional land conservation, 
support habitat protection, restoration and related public education, provide opportunities for 
people to remain connected to the land, protect Maine’s working lands and waters; Letters of 
Inquiry – February 1st; in 2009 grants ranged from $3500 to $1M for a total of $7.5M. 
 
Merck Family Fund 
Areas of giving: The program “Protecting the Natural Environment” recognizes the need for 
and practice of sustainable forestry; supports the participation of people living in or near the 

http://www.hembar.com/selectsrv/janes/
http://www.davisfoundations.org/
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impacted area; and the protection and preservation of ecologically valuable land in the 
northern forests of New Hampshire and Maine. Letters of interest may be submitted. 
http://www.merckff.org 
 

http://www.merckff.org/
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John Merck Fund 
Areas of giving: Promoting adoption of clean, renewable energy options in New England; and  
Implementing New England’s strong climate policies, such as the Regional Greenhouse Gas 
Initiative. 
www.jmfund.org 
 
Sudbury Foundation 
Areas of giving: The Environmental Program makes grants to nonprofit organizations with 
headquarters or branch offices located in the Northern Forest and the Gulf of Maine who are 
working at the nexus of ecosystem protection and community economic sustainability. 
Because solutions developed with local input are often the most effective and enduring, the 
Foundation favors community-based efforts to conserve resources and enhance quality of life. 
The heart of our approach is to support groups who give voice to local stakeholders seeking 
to balance marine and forest resource management with community sustainability. (The 
fisheries and coastal communities of the Gulf of Maine, which encompasses 36,000-square 
miles of ocean and connects the New England states of Massachusetts, New Hampshire and 
Maine with adjoining Canadian provinces.) 
http://sudburyfoundation.org/environmental.html 
 
Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust 
Areas of giving: education, environment (preservation of fresh and marine waters through 
natural habitat conservation, protect terrestrial and marine habitats and wildlife crucial for 
biodiversity, support eco-regional planning, habitat assessment, smart growth, strengthen 
citizen-based networks and alliances, science-based tools to support conservation) and health; 
focus on six New England states; concept papers due March 15 and September 15; average 
award of $50K/year. 
www.jbcoxtrust.org 
 
Northeast Utilities Foundation 
Areas of giving: the emphasis of the Environmental Leadership & Stewardship is on 
protecting, preserving, or improving the environment; natural habitats and biological 
diversity, and renewable energy in their service area. 
http://northeastutilitiesfoundation.org/what/index.html 
 
Irving Oil Foundation 
Area of focus: Environmental programs in Atlantic Canada and New England 
www.irvingoil.com/community/charity.asp 
 
Community Foundations 

http://www.jmfund.org/
http://sudburyfoundation.org/environmental.html
http://www.jbcoxtrust.org/
http://northeastutilitiesfoundation.org/what/index.html
http://www.irvingoil.com/community/charity.asp
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The Maine Community Foundation, the NH Charitable Foundation, the Fundy Community 
Foundation and the Cape Cod Foundation all support environmental/conservation and 
education programming through existing programs or donor-advised funds. 
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State/Provincial Foundations 
The Maine Outdoor Heritage Program, the Massachusetts Environmental Trust and the New 
Brunswick Environmental Trust all support environmental/conservation and education 
programming. 
 
Island Foundation  
RNAV Foundation 
Thaxter Foundation 
Kendall Foundation (in transition) 
 
Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation 
Areas of giving: environmental conservation, science and San Francisco Bay; in 2008 awarded 
134 grants totaling $261M; no unsolicited proposals. 
www.moore.org 
 
Ittleson Foundation 
Areas of giving: innovative pilot, model and demonstration projects that will help move 
individuals, communities, and organizations from environmental awareness to environmental 
activism by changing attitudes and behaviors. They particularly seek to encourage and nurture 
environmental action through: 
• Supporting the present generation of environmental activists, whether professionals or 

volunteers through education, training and other activities 
• Educating and engaging the next generation of environmentalists with a special interest 

in supporting the training of those who are teaching that generation 
• Strengthening the infrastructure of the environmental movement with a particular focus 

on efforts at the grassroots and statewide levels 
• Activating new constituencies, particularly those focused on environmental equity issues 

www.ittlesonfoundation.org 
 
Pew Charitable Trust Environmental Program 
Areas of giving: reduce the generation of greenhouse gases that contribute to global warming, 
conserve living marine resources with a particular emphasis on fisheries and protect critical 
forest habitat and wilderness on public lands in North America. The Trust accepts letters of 
inquiry on an open basis.  If the proposed project appears to be eligible for Trust 
consideration, a full proposal will be requested. Average - $300,000. 
www.pewtrusts.com 
 
Rockefeller Brothers Fund 

http://www.moore.org/
http://www.ittlesonfoundation.org/
http://www.pewtrusts.com/
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Areas of giving: The Sustainable Development program supports environmental stewardship 
that is ecologically based, economically sound, socially just, culturally appropriate and 
consistent with intergenerational equity. The program has two components: Combating 
Global Warming, which supports strategies to combat global warming, and Protecting 
Ecosystems and Conserving Biodiversity, which seeks to conserve terrestrial and marine 
biodiversity by protecting and restoring ecosystems and by fostering sustainable communities 
that pursue locally appropriate development strategies. Letters of inquiry are accepted on an 
ongoing basis. Invitations for full proposals are issued by the Fund. Average $75,000. 
www.rbf.org 
 
Surdna Foundation 
Areas of giving: The Environment Program's goals are to prevent irreversible damage to the 
environment and to promote more efficient, economically sound, environmentally beneficial 
and equitable use of land and natural resources. 
The program has four principal areas of interest: biological diversity and the human 
communities that depend on it, realigning human and natural systems, transportation and 
urban/suburban land use and energy. Letters of inquiry are reviewed year round. Grants are 
approved three times per year: in February, May and September. Requests must be received 
three to four months ahead of time for staff review. 
www.surdna.org/grants 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.rbf.org/
http://www.surdna.org/grants
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Gulf of Maine Council Proposals – factors for success 

This informal assessment provides some insights into the Council’s 2010 fund development efforts. It is intended 
to support discussions about ways to strengthen fund development by improving Council, Working Group, and 
Committee engagement and preparing more competitive proposals. (This table reflects proposals prepared for 
GOMC priorities that the Council participated in preparing. Some funds have or will flow through other 
organizations.) 

Purpose  Funding Source  Amount  Funded 
Yes/No 

Comments 

NB Environmental Trust 
Fund 

$28,000  No  Huntsman Marine Science Center & 
GOMC developed joint proposal; $15K 
for GOMT; NB Environment encouraged 
proposal; Favorable reviews but not 
funded. 

Gulf of Maine 
Times 

CLF, DOI/NPS, 
DOI/USGS, EC, DFO, 
Chewonki, UMass 
Boston, Census for 
Marine Life, New 
England Aquarium, 
NERACOOS, Northeast 
Consortium, MSPO, 
Mass Ocean 
Partnership, NH 
Charitable Foundation,  

$17,500  Yes  Three levels of donations and benefits 
from $500 to greater than $2,000; 
expectation these are ongoing annual 
contributions; one‐on‐one solicitation; 
time consuming (securing commitments, 
obtaining sponsor materials for posting 
to GOMT site) 

Restoration 
Grants/ 
Coordinator 
Match 

NOAA/NMFS 
 
MA DER, CWRP, ME 
SPO 

$450,000 
 
35,000 

Yes 
 
Yes 

Year one of fourth 3‐year partnership 

NERACOOS  $15,000  Yes  Documented alignment between 
NERACOOS/GOMC data and information 
management objectives;  

NERACOOS  $82,000  Pending  Build on current regional effort; ESIP to 
collaborate with other indicator efforts in 
New England; present region‐wide 
information 

Agency contributions 
EPA, EC, DFO, USGS, 
MSPO, NHDES 

$14,700  Yes  Substantial in‐kind support 

DFO/HOTO,   NA  Yes  DFO demonstrated exemplary leadership 
with strong advisors; 

Ecosystem 
Indicator 
Partnership/SOE 

EPA/GEOSS Program  $170,000  No  Highly competitive program; incomplete 
EPA guidance 

Climate Change  NOAA/CSI Coasts   $280,000  Pending  Highly collaborative proposal engaging 
five state agencies, three non‐profits and 
a university that will perform the work; 
secured in excess of $500K in cash and 
in‐kind match 
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Restoration & 
Conservation 
Plan 

NH Charitable 
Foundation, Maine 
Community Foundation 
and Cox Charitable 
Trust,  DFO 

$110,000  Yes  Able to prepare compelling narratives. 
DFO provided $10,000 to support 
Canadian contractor working on 
Canadian programs. 

Council priorities  US Congress 
 

NA  Pending  Prepared GOM Program Office 
authorization and appropriation 
language for DC Hill staff in the fall.  

Gulfwatch  EC  16,720  Yes   
Total Requested  $1,248,920     

Total Funded  $658,920     
Total Declined for  Funding  $198,000    EPA/GEOSS & NBETF 

Total Pending  $362,000    $30,000 NWF funds not included in 
pending total 
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Reasons to be involved 
 
Background 
During the past twenty years agency representatives 
on the Gulf of Maine Council, in the face of 
competing requests for time and resources, have 
needed to make choices (and respond to inquiries) 
about why they participate in this transboundary 
organization.  
 
Given the slow but steady growth of regional 
coordination mechanisms in Canada and the US over the past 10‐years there is an ongoing need 
to be really clear about the benefits of participation in the GOMC. In October 2010 the WG 
discussed and created the following list of rationale for participation. 
 
Reasons to participate 
1. Easier to do daily tasks within the agency 

• Participation in the GOMC is a mechanism to get things done. The Working Group, 
Councilors and committee members have access to people, networking and new 
resources. This transboundary work makes agency work more productive and 
interesting. These resources can be used to address agency priorities.  

2. Address transboundary issues  
• Each state, province and federal agency can use the GOMC to address issues of regional 
concern that are not dealt with through other regional collaboration mechanisms.  

• The Council allows each country to engage the other in issues of common concern. 
3. Learn of innovative approaches  

• Council/WG meetings provide a forum  to exchange information 
• In‐person, friendly and electronic professional networking opportunities  

4. Support cross boundary initiatives 
• Determine important activities (and projects) that require cross boundary approaches 
such as indicators and state of the Gulf reporting, restoration, Gulf of Maine mapping, 
monitoring, climate change, communications and outreach 

• Leverage resources that would not be available to individual organizations 
 
 
 

As  the  scope  and  content  of  the 
2012 – 2017 Action Plan  is defined 
it  is  very  important  to  articulate 
what  the  participating  agencies 
(and  individuals  representing  the 
agencies)  need  from  the  Council 
and the value they place in it. 
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Assessing and evaluating the effect of Council activities 
 
Background 
In October, 2010 the Working Group reviewed a compilation of 2007‐2010 accomplishments of the Gulf 
of Maine Council and its committees in implementing the current Action Plan. In the ensuing discussion 
the following questions were raised: 

• How effective was the Council in disseminating the products (and marketed) to the end‐users; 
• What data and information does the Council have on user satisfaction and/or concerns;  
• How do these products align with the short and mid‐term objectives in the current Action Plan;  
• Did any of the products contribute to attaining the respective mid‐term and long‐term objectives; 
• How would the Council’s experience in creating and using these products guide development of 
the new five‐year Plan;  

• What is the experience of the Council agencies in using these products and services; 
• How might the Council promote the use of these products in the next 12‐months;  

 
The Working Group concluded that it was important to pursue these evaluation and assessment 
questions (and others) and to develop some recommendations for Council consideration in December. 
 
2007‐2010 Products 
GOMMI 

• Seafloor mapping brochure 
• Seafloor mapping priorities 
• Cashes Ledge mapping 
• Integrating seafloor mapping and benthic ecology into fisheries management in the GOM; and 
• Survey Methods for Shallow Water Habitat Mapping in Northeast National Parks, Wildlife 
Refuges, & Estuarine Research Reserves 

Habitat Restoration 
• 65 projects ‐ January 1, 2006 through June 30, 2010 = $ 1,914,784 & $2M in non‐federal matching 
funds  

• Maintained web portal operation  
• Released and promoted use of the stream barrier removal guidelines by awardees and 
organizations/agencies 

• Contributed to US GOM Habitat Restoration and Conservation Plan 
Habitat Monitoring 

• Supported habitat monitoring beta‐web site; 
• Produced Salt Marshes in the Gulf of Maine: Human Impacts, Habitat Restoration and Long‐term 
Change Analysis 

Habitat Conservation 
• Completed documentation of coastal/marine managed areas in the CA portion of the GOM, 
created user portal and uploaded data to GOM site; 

• Organized and produced workshop proceedings about sub‐tidal habitat classification 
methodologies 

• Disseminated info on American Eels 
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Gulfwatch 
• Supported 12‐year program peer‐review by RARGOM & report; 
• Collected and analyzed 2007, 2008 and 2009 samples; 
• Reconciled past data &1993‐2006 now on the server 
• Produced data reports (07 & 08) 

Sustainable Communities 
• Prepared Industry Engagement with the GOMC report with recommendations  
• Organized and awarded Sustainable Industry, Longard, Snow‐Cotter and Visionary Awards 
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Action Plan Considerations: Factors to Determine Contents of New Plan 
 
Background: The Working Group and Council have identified issues 
that are important to their respective agencies (e.g., within their 
mandates) as well as being important to them as individuals. (These 
materials reflected jurisdictional priorities, hot topics and emerging 
issues.) Collectively these issues are within “the Council’s sphere of 
concern”.  In preparation for the December 2010 Council meeting 
these issues were refined to focus on those that align with the 
Council’s mission and roles. These are the Council’s “sphere of 
influence”.  
 
Possible Criteria 
The determination of what items will be included in the new Plan will 
be guided by a host of considerations such as: what was the Council 
able to accomplish in the past four years; what are its lesson‐learned 
from previous Action Plans; what resources/capacity might the 
Council plausibly have to implement the Plan; how might it partner 
with others; etc. Based on this situation the following criteria are 
proposed: 
1. Regional Response ‐‐ Does the issue require or substantially 

benefit from a regional response? 
For successful resolution of the issue in the Gulf of Maine 
region must the provinces, states and federal agencies work 
cooperatively? (It is more than just the issue occurring in 
some or all of the states/provinces. Rather it requires a 
coordinated response to effectively address the issue.) 

2. Council Capacity ‐‐ Is the Council uniquely positioned (given its 
members, geography, mission, Terms of Reference, etc.) to 
address the issue? 

As a transboundary entity does the Council have special 
capabilities to address an issue?  Is it organized appropriately (or could we put a mechanism in 
place)? 

3. Council Role – Can the Council narrow the wide range of possible transboundary issues so as to 
focus its attention successfully on a few? 

Can the Council choose a few issue? Can it be agile in responding to new issues? 
4. Resources – Does the Council have (or can it get) the people and money to address the issue? Is it 

important enough to collectively marshal the resources required? 
 
Next Steps/Needs  
Finalize the criteria, apply them to the issues, and begin the shape the contents of the Plan. 
 

Council’s Terms of Reference articulates
what it does: 

a. Facilitators of integrated 
watershed, coastal and ocean 
management – The Council fosters 
an ecosystem‐based management 
approach. It works to ensure 
decision‐makers possess the 
necessary information to manage 
human effects on the ecosystem, to 
preserve ecological integrity and to 
sustain economically and socially 
healthy human communities.  

b. Enable the region’s governments be 
more effective stewards – By 
working together in a regional 
forum the states, provinces and 
federal agencies learn from each 
other, try new approaches and as a 
result are better stewards of the 
resources they are legally 
responsible for. 

c. Sustain strong partnerships – The 
Council works to be an effective 
partner and build the capacity of 
local and regional organizations 
that are addressing issues of 
regional concern. 
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2012 – 2017 Priorities 
 
 
Sources of information: 2007‐2012 Action Plan; jurisdictional priorities; GOMC “hot topics 
brainstorm”; SOG Emerging Issues paper; October 4th Working Group meeting products; 2010 
climate change needs assessment; NE/Maritime Partner Collaboration;  
 
 
Goal 1: Protect and Restore Habitats – Coastal and marine habitats are in a healthy, productive 
and resilient condition 

2007 – 2012 Activities 
Proposed 2012 – 2017 

Activities 
Possible Tasks  Outcomes/Results 

Invasive Species 
 Assessing risks 

posed by invasive 
species in the Gulf 
of Maine. 

 Setting priorities 
and supporting 
efforts to minimize 
and/or prevent 
harmful marine 
invasions. 

NA  NA  NA 

Land‐based Activities 
 Disseminating 

materials that 
increase awareness 
about effects of 
land‐based 
activities on the 
coastal 
environment. 

 Identifying and 
assessing the long‐
term economic, 
social, and 
ecological 
implications of 
projected coastal 
development 
patterns in the 
region. 

 

NA  NA  NA 
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Habitat Restoration 
 Disseminating 

information on the 
need for coastal 
habitat restoration. 

 Funding restoration 
activities. 

 Creating tools that 
managers need to 
accelerate habitat 
restoration. 

 
 Disseminating 

information on the 
need for coastal 
habitat restoration. 

 Funding restoration 
activities. 

 
 Creating tools that 

managers need to 
accelerate habitat 
restoration. 

 
 Produce articles 

in GOMT 
 
 
 Offer restoration 

grants (fish 
passage, salt 
marshes, etc.) 

 TBD 

 
 Implementation of 

US GOM Rest/Con 
Plan 

 
 Restore habitat 

functions and 
values 

Marine Habitat 
Conservation 
 Communicating 

how ecosystem‐
based management 
can be accelerated 
in the Gulf of 
Maine. 

 Developing the 
ecosystem‐based 
tools that managers 
need. 

 Building the 
capacity of 
managers for 
integrated 
approaches to 
management. 

 
 Communicating how 

ecosystem‐based 
management can be 
accelerated in the 
Gulf of Maine. 

 
 

 Developing the 
ecosystem‐based 
tools that managers 
need. 

 
 Building the capacity 

of managers for 
integrated 
approaches to 
management. 

 
 Produce articles 

in GOMT 
 
 
 
 Promote the 

need for high‐
resolution 
seafloor maps 
for highest 
priority areas 

 Support 
documentation 
of the spatial 
extent and 
intensity of 
human uses of 
the ocean 

 Collaborate in 
preparation and 
implementation 
of ecosystem 
health 
communication 
strategy  

 Support marine 
spatial planning 

 
 Enhanced 

awareness; 
materials 
exchanged; 

 
 
 Seafloor maps 

produced 
 
 
 Better 

management 
decisions 

 
 
 Enhanced 

awareness 
 
 
 
 Better 

management 
decisions 
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Creating a Vision Statement for the Gulf of Maine 
 
Background: In June 2010 the Council agreed that the 2012 – 2017 Action Plan should be based 
on a 20‐year vision for the Gulf of Maine. With a vision in place the Council can then determine 
what actions it can pursue to attain it. 
 
A vision statement is a vivid idealized description of a 
desired outcome that inspires, energizes and helps to 
create a mental picture of your target. It defines the 
desired or intended future state and provides a strategic 
direction.  
 
Proposed Vision Statements for the Gulf of Maine 
 
Option #1 ‐‐ A healthy, thriving, and resilient Gulf of Maine ecosystem that supports a range of human 
activities.  
 
Option #2 – A prosperous and healthy Gulf of Maine where conservation, productivity and resource use 
are sustainable. 

Current Council Mission: maintain 
and enhance environmental quality in 
the Gulf of Maine and to allow for 
sustainable resource use by existing 
and future generations 
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Appendix ‐‐ Research to inform Council deliberations 
 
The following vision statements may help to identify “words, phrases and concepts” that the 
Council may want to have in its 20‐year vision statement for the Gulf of Maine. (Items 
highlighted are suggested priority words from the AP Work Group.) 
 
Maya Mountain Marine Corridor Conservation Goal [LINK] 
The MMMC will continue to be a place of national importance to Belize and international 
importance to the greater Gulf of Honduras because of its economic, environmental and 
geopolitical significance. 
 
Puget Sound Partnership (Vision in progress?) [LINK] 
Despite its size, Puget Sound is ecologically delicate; and while its symptoms of trouble are not 
easily visible, they are undeniable and getting worse. Our goal is to make Puget Sound healthy 
again, and create a roadmap for how to get it done. If we work together, we can have both a 
thriving Puget Sound economy and a clean and healthy Puget Sound ecosystem.  
 
Chesapeake Bay Foundation [LINK] 
Our vision is that the Chesapeake Bay and its tributary rivers, broadly recognized as a national 
treasure, will be highly productive and in good health as measured by established water quality 
standards. The result will be clear water, free of impacts from toxic contaminants, and with 
healthy oxygen levels. Natural filters on both the land and in the water will provide resilience to 
the entire Chesapeake Bay system and serve as valuable habitat for both terrestrial and aquatic 
life. 
 
Chesapeake Bay Program – Executive  Order DRAFT Vision [LINK] 
We work toward a Chesapeake Bay watershed with clean water that is swimmable and fishable 
in streams, rivers and the Chesapeake Bay; with sustainable, healthy populations of blue crabs, 
oysters, fish and other wildlife; and with a broad network of land and water habitats that 
support fish and wildlife and are resilient to the impacts of development and climate change. 
We work toward a Chesapeake Bay watershed with abundant forests and thriving farms that 
benefit both the economy and environment; with extensive areas of conserved lands that 
protect nature and the region’s heritage; with ample access to provide for public enjoyment; 
and with cities, towns and neighborhoods where citizens are stewards of nature. 
 
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (No vision statement?) [LINK] 
This Great Lakes Restoration Action Plan (Action Plan) outlines methods and actions to advance 
implementation of the Initiative through FY 2014 and will help protect and restore the 
chemical, physical and biological integrity of the Great Lakes Basin ecosystem. 
 

http://www.nature.org/wherewework/centralamerica/belize/work/art8603.html
http://www.psp.wa.gov/aboutthepartnership.php
http://www.cbf.org/Page.aspx?pid=1000
http://executiveorder.chesapeakebay.net/post/Draft-Environmental-Goals-and-Outcomes-Released.aspx
http://greatlakesrestoration.us/
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Five principal focus areas have been identified which encompass the most significant 
environmental problems in the Great Lakes (other than water infrastructure) for which urgent 
action is required. These include: 

• Toxic Substances and Areas of Concern  
• Invasive Species  
• Nearshore Health and Nonpoint Source Pollution  
• Habitat and Wildlife Protection and Restoration  
• Accountability, Education, Monitoring, Evaluation, Communication and Partnerships 

 
Florida Coastal Wildlife Conservation Initiative [LINK] 
Vision: Ensure the long‐term conservation of native wildlife in coastal ecosystems throughout 
Florida in balance with human activities. 
 
Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership [LINK] 
Mission: To preserve and enhance the water quality of the estuary to support its biological and 
human communities. Guiding Principle: The health of the river will not significantly improve if 
new problems continually emerge even as old ones are addressed and solved. 
 
Colombia River Basin – Columbia River Inter‐Tribal Fish Commission [LINK] 
The tribal vision for the future is one where people, fish, wildlife, plants and other natural and 
cultural resources are once again biologically healthy and self‐sustaining. 
 
United Nations Environment Programme [LINK] 
Vision: Prosperous and healthy oceans and coasts where conservation, productivity and 
resource use are sustainable. 
 
Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative [LINK] 
Y2Y's vision is that the entire Yellowstone to Yukon region will be managed so that this world‐
renowned mountain ecosystem and its inhabitants (both wild and human) remain healthy and 
connected for centuries to come. 
 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Authority, Keppel Bay [LINK] 
The broad objective and vision of the GBRMPA is to provide for the protection, wise use, 
understanding and enjoyment of the Great Barrier Reef in perpetuity, through the care and 
development of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. 
 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Authority (#2) [LINK] 
In the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area in 25 years there will be: 

• A healthy environment: an area which maintains its diversity of species and habitats, and 
its ecological integrity and resilience, parts of which are in pristine condition.  

• Sustainable multiple use  

http://myfwc.com/
http://www.lcrep.org/
http://www.critfc.org/
http://www.unep.org/ecosystemmanagement/UNEPsWork/MarineandCoastalEcosystems/tabid/513/language/en-US/Default.aspx
http://www.y2y.net/home.aspx
http://www.reefresilience.org/Toolkit_Coral/C8_GBR.html
http://www.gbrmpa.gov.au/corp_site/management/the_25_year_strategic_plan
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• Maintenance and enhancement of values  
• Integrated management  
• Knowledge‐based but cautious decision making in the absence of information  
• An informed, involved, committed community.  

 
Florida Reef Resilience Program [LINK] 
The FRRP seeks to improve ecological conditions of Florida’s reefs, economic sustainability of 
reef‐dependent commercial enterprises, and continued recreational use of reef resources. 
 
Florida Everglades Coalition [LINK] 
Our Vision for 2020 includes ten specific Visions, which capture those objectives we feel are 
critical to successful restoration. These ten Visions are summarized below: 
 

1. By 2020, lands that are necessary for restoration are brought into public ownership to expand 
the spatial extent of wetlands and prevent development that undermines the greater Everglades 
ecosystem. 

2. By 2020, abundant and diverse native plant and animal life in the greater south Florida 
ecosystem meets or exceeds the 10 year recovery goals of federal and state conservation plans 
for listed species and their habitats. 

3. Assure sufficient clean freshwater for the Everglades and the Estuaries.  
4. Adequate storage exists in the Everglades Agricultural Area and North of Lake Okeechobee to 

provide clean water to the Everglades and its estuaries during dry periods and sufficient 
conveyance capacity exists in the Everglades Agricultural Area to facilitate a natural response to 
wet events.  

5. By 2020, the ecological decline of Lake Okeechobee will be measurably reversed and 
infrastructure improvements to eliminate destructive discharges to the estuaries and to enable 
water to flow south into the Northern Everglades will be in significant stages of design, bid or 
construction.  

6. The Southern Everglades is on its way towards full restoration of sheetflow and wildlife recovery 
as initial key projects are completed.  

7. In the Western Everglades, maintain and recreate the connectivity of water and wildlife 
movement, and the greater ecosystem, while promoting wise growth management.  

8. Science remains the driving force for decision support in CERP and related project 
implementation, as well as the basis of CERP policy, including all steps in the scientific method, 
peer review, and incremental adaptive management.  

9. Florida’s energy choices do not compromise land and water supply critical to Everglades’ 
restoration efforts.  

10. Everglades restoration sees substantial progress with support and full commitment at the 
highest levels of the federal and state governments. 

 
Gulf of Mexico Governors Alliance [LINK] 
The Alliance is committed to a Gulf of Mexico region that includes healthy beaches and 

http://www.reefresilience.org/Toolkit_Coral/C8_Florida.html
http://www.evergladescoalition.org/PDF/EvCo2020VisionEvergladesJan10.pdf
http://gulfofmexicoalliance.org/pdfs/ap2_final2.pdf
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seafood, sustainable natural communities, productive marine ecosystems, and resilient coastal 
communities. 
 
Irish Sea (Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs) [LINK] 
Our vision for the marine environment is clean, healthy, safe, productive and biologically 
diverse oceans and seas. Within one generation we want to have made a real difference. 
 
West Coast Governors Agreement [LINK] 

• Priority area 1: Ensure Clean Coastal Waters and Beaches 
o Vision: Clean coastal waters and beaches where marine life thrives and where people 

can safely enjoy swimming, fishing, and other activities without the detrimental effects 
of pollution and marine debris. 

 
• Priority area 2: Protect and Restore Ocean and Coastal Habitats 

o Vision: Estuarine, marine, and coastal habitats are ecologically healthy and allow for 
public enjoyment and sustainable use. 

 
• Priority area 3: Promote the Effective Implementation of Ecosystem‐Based Management 

o Vision: A healthy, thriving, and resilient marine and coastal ecosystem along the 
entire West Coast that supports a range of human activities. 

 
• Priority area 4: Reduce Adverse Impacts of Offshore Energy Development 

o Vision: No new offshore oil and gas leasing and development shall occur in state 
tidelands or within the federal Outer Continental Shelf. The energy potential of wind, 
wave, and tidal currents is appropriately and safely considered along the West Coast. 

 
• Priority area 5: Increase Ocean Awareness and Literacy Among Citizens 

o Vision: The West Coast has an informed citizenry that understands the value of ocean 
and coastal resources, processes, and ecosystems and acts consistently to conserve and 
enhance them. 

 
• Priority area 6: Expand Ocean and Coastal Scientific Information, Research, and Monitoring. 

o Vision: A sustained research and monitoring program for the entire West Coast that 
provides timely and relevant information to support coastal and ocean management 
programs. 

 
• Priority area 7: Foster Sustainable Economic Development in Coastal Communities 

o Vision: Coastal communities are economically and environmentally sustainable over 
the long term. 

 
Other suggestions 

• Accountability, Education, Monitoring, Evaluation, Communication and Partnerships 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/marine/documents/marine_stewardship.pdf
http://westcoastoceans.gov/documents/
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Mission statement 
"The council will nurture strong partnerships among, local, regional, and national organizations and will 
foster innovative approaches to sharing information and enhancing collaboration." 
 
Vision statement  
"The Gulf of Maine Council will partner, collaborate and communicate in order to enhance the region's 
quality of life in the Gulf of Maine marine, coastal and watershed environment though integrating 
economic, social and ecological values into the conservation." 
 
• compared to other great waters, the GoM may appears pristine, but to the people living and 

working within the GoM and its watershed, evidence of degradation is becoming apparent 
• two countries, # levels of government and stakeholders working together in the spirit of 

sustainability 
• better understand the GoM and its watersheds and ensure a healthy ecosystem and thriving 

economy through wise use, conservation and restoration of this natural wonder of North America 
(Bay of Fundy has been identified as one of the natural wonders of North America) 
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Finalizing the Action Plan: January to December 2011 schedule 

Background – The Council’s intent is to release the 2012‐2017 Action Plan at its December 2011 meeting 
in New Brunswick. To meet this deadline the following needs to occur. 
 
Months  Activity  Comments 
January – 
February 

Conduct internal agency engagement/securing 
buy‐in; begin collaboration discussions with 
regional partners (e.g., this is what we want to 
work on, how do you want to be involved, what 
can you contribute, etc.) 

 

March  Complete AP priorities, tasks, activities; describe 
logic model approach; finalize public consultation 
approaches including internal agency participation; 
produce draft 2007‐2012 “accomplishments” 
report‐out;   

 

April  Commence initial public consultation (30‐comment 
period – broad strokes) via Constant Contact 

 

May  Tabulate and assess results for June meetings   
June  Approve content and initial presentation/design 

ideas; approve layout and production; review draft 
roll‐out strategy 

 

Fall  Provide final materials to writing and layout team; 
create “elevator speech” about the plan, relevance 
to agency objectives, etc.; grow capacity of 
committees (e.g., secure co‐chairs, recruit new 
members, etc.) 

 

December   Release 2012‐2017 AP in New Brunswick & in each 
jurisdiction 
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DRAFT AGENDA 
 

Gulf of Maine Council Forum on Transboundary Marine Spatial Planning 
December 7, 2010     Portland, Maine 

 
1:00 pm  Welcome and Introductions – Mel Cote (EPA) & Jackie Olson (EC) 

1:15 pm  Current Policy and Governance Backdrop for Marine Spatial Planning (Session Chair – Susan 
Russell‐Robinson) 
Betsy Nicholson (NOAA) and Ted Diers (NH) 
Tim Hall (DFO) and Russ Henry (NB) 

Brief presentation and discussion of current policy and operational initiatives in the US and 
Canada that support coastal and marine spatial planning. 

1:35 pm  Lessons Learned to Guide Future Bioregional Efforts (Session Chair – Priscilla Brooks) 
John Weber (MA) 
Grover Fugate (RI) 
Glen Hebert (DFO) 
Kathleen Leyden (ME) 

A series of 15 minute presentations followed by a plenary discussion. The panelists will 
summarize their key lessons learned through experience and provide thoughts on how individual 
initiatives might be linked through a regional process. 

3:00 pm  Health Break 

3:15 pm  Working Together to Advance Marine Spatial Planning (Session Chair – Betsy Nicholson) 
Transboundary Organization Perspective: 
Linda Mercer (GOMMI) 
John Annala and/or Rob Stephenson (RARGOM) 
Ru Morrison (NERACOOS) 

Manager Perspective: 
Pete Colosi (NOAA NMFS) 
George LaPointe (ME DMR) 
Odette Murphy (DFO) 

The panelists will provide their perspectives on how science and fisheries interests can best be 
considered and integrated in a bioregional spatial planning process. 

4:15 pm  Advancing Marine Spatial Planning in a Transboundary Bioregional Setting (Session Chair – Tim 
Hall) 

This will be a facilitated plenary discussion in which the participants will be asked to consider the 
transboundary aspects of marine spatial planning in the Gulf of Maine bioregion from a policy 
and technical perspective. They will then be asked to consider what would be an appropriate 
role for the Gulf of Maine Council. An anticipated outcome would be the development of a 
statement on this issue for Council approval. 

5:00 pm  Adjourn 
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