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In the fast-paced environment of the 21st century, a new 
paradox has emerged between the need to position an 
organization for the future and the difficulty of finding 

the planning time to do so. If not prioritized, strategic 
planning will not happen—leaving an organization unpre-
pared for the future. The institutions and environment in 
which Sea Grant functions are rapidly changing. To adapt to 
and stay ahead of this change will require focusing the 
tremendous intellectual talent found within the Sea Grant 
network on developing new organizational paradigms for the 
business of Sea Grant. 

In the Spring of 2000, five of us from the Sea Grant net-
work—Judy Lemus (California), Bob Malouf (Oregon), Brian 
Miller (Illinois/Indiana), Jay Rasmussen (Oregon), and I—met 
for two days in Portland, Oregon, in order to develop a 
“think piece” on regional and national Sea Grant extension 
programming.  From my perspective, this publication is a 
seminal work on how the Sea Grant network should organize 
regional and national extension programming in the future. 
The National Sea Grant Extension Review Panel’s 2000 
report, A Mandate to Engage Coastal Users, relied on ideas in 
this report for its findings. The National Sea Grant Office has 
already used this report to shape several new programs, 
including the Coastal Community Development Program, 
the Fisheries Extension Enhancement Program, and the 
National Ports Specialist position. 

For this report, special thanks go to the Assembly of Sea 
Grant Extension Program Leaders for providing talent and 
leadership, the requisite ingredients. I would also like to 
thank the Sea Grant Association and, in particular, Bob 
Malouf and Anders Andren for their intellectual contribu-
tions to the report. Oregon Sea Grant deserves special recog-
nition for the report’s publication. The publication of Re-
gional and National Sea Grant Extension Programming:  Issues, 
Opportunities, and Conceptual Mechanisms for Improving Sea 
Grant’s Capabilities will ensure proper archiving of the ideas 
contained within. I am convinced these ideas will be of 
interest to the next generation of Sea Grant extension profes-
sionals. 

James D. Murray 
Program Leader for Extension National Sea Grant College Program 
Silver Spring, MD 
January, 2002 

Foreword 
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Report of the Assembly 
of Sea Grant Extension 
Program Leaders to 
the Byrne 
Implementation Team 
Regarding the 
Assembly’s Report, 
“Regional and National 
Programming” 
Compiled by Brian Miller and Jay Rasmussen, 
Sea Grant Week 2001 

There are many similarities between the Byrne Report 
and the report developed by the Assembly of Program 
Leaders titled Regional and National Programming: Some 

Issues, Opportunities, and Conceptual Mechanisms for Improving 
Sea Grant’s Capabilities. This document highlights the simi-
larities between the two reports and offers additional recom-
mendations to the Implementation Committee on how the 
recommendations of the Byrne Report, relative to regional and 
national programming, can best be achieved. 

The relationship between the two reports is best articu-
lated by the following statement from the Byrne Report: 

Through NSGO, Sea Grant Extension should develop 
principles to guide the response to pressing issues and 
new program opportunities. These principles can be 
based on the report “Regional and National Sea Grant 
Extension Programming” developed by an ad hoc 
committee of the Assembly of SGEP leaders. This report 
addresses new approaches and guidelines for national 
and regional extension programming. The Panel en-
dorses several of the ideas in the report. 

The Assembly encourages the implementation team to 
consult the Assembly report for implementation strategies 
recommended in the report. The Assembly hopes recommen-
dations on issues including “Framework for the Coordination 
and Administration of Regional and National Programming” 
and “Framework for the Coordination and Administration of 
Regional and National Specialists” will be useful to the 
committee as they work toward implementation strategies. 
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There are four topical areas where the two reports specifi-
cally coincide: (1) national partnerships, (2) regional and 
national programming, (3) state partnerships, and (4) re-
gional and national networks. A summary follows. 

I. National Partnerships 
Byrne Report 

The need for engagement with citizens exists for several 
agencies within the federal government. NSGO has the 
opportunity to work with other federal agencies in engage-
ment with citizens of the United States. By combining or 
coordinating efforts in partnerships, all can benefit. The Panel 
recommends that appropriate partnership opportunities be explored 
and pursued by the NSGO. Further, it recommends that the NSGO 
add one additional staff person with responsibility for developing 
and administering such external partnerships. 

We would like to emphasize the partnership criteria of 
the assembly’s report. These criteria address the following: 
• The mission of the partnering agency is compatible with 

Sea Grant and that agency provides access to quality 
scientific information that can be extended to Sea Grant 
clients. 

• There must be widespread interest in doing state-level 
programming on the selected topics. If the issue is na-
tional, a significant number of programs must have inter-
est in working on the program at the local level. Regional 
projects require interest from a majority of the programs in 
the region. 

• The topic or issue selected should be in response to a need, 
not done opportunistically because funds are available. 
The process should be driven by traditional extension 
techniques. Needs and values of users should be the first 
consideration. In cases of nonconsensus, a body (such as 
the Leadership Council) should be empowered to make a 
final decision regarding Sea Grant’s involvement in this 
topic or issue. Once a decision is reached, it is important 
for the entire network to support the leadership, stand by 
the decision, and speak with one voice. 

• Any partnering agency involved must be willing to abide 
by the extension principle of program delivery that does 
not advocate a single solution, but presents a range of 
science-based alternatives from which users select a solu-
tion. 
The Assembly wishes to add the following issues for 

further discussion by the implementation team regarding 
partnerships: 
• There needs to be a commitment to funding support by 

the partnering agency. 

• The specific purpose, duration, and exit strategy should be 
well understood. 
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• Evaluation of program delivery by both Sea Grant and 
their partners is essential to good programming. 
The Assembly concurs with the recommendation of 

adding a full FTE in the NSGO to facilitate regional and 
national programming. This responsibility includes under-
standing the interests of federal agencies, communicating 
that interest and the interest of the NSGO to the network, 
assisting in developing and disseminating effective models, 
and otherwise ensuring that Sea Grant extension is capable of 
responding effectively at multiple levels to the many needs 
and opportunities that exist. 

II. Regional and National 
Extension Programming 
Byrne Report 

The Panel recommends the establishment of regional extension 
programs. Such programs should be multistate in nature and, 
where possible, should be competitively funded by the NSGO 
in partnership with other agencies in response to proposals 
developed to address grassroots needs. The regional programs 
selected for funding should be focused on issues that truly 
reflect regional or multistate needs. 

The Assembly fully agrees with the Byrne panel recom-
mendation; however, we would like to clarify the role of the 
national office and emphasize the importance of adding 
funds allocated for regional and national programming to the 
core budgets of state programs. We would like to highlight 
six specific recommendations made in the Assembly report 
and in our deliberations yesterday: 
1. Emphasize adding funds for regional and national program-

ming to the core budgets of state programs as opposed to 
funding through temporary competitions. 

• New SG dollars, obtained through funding initiatives or 
other means, should with time be folded into network- 
wide core funding. 

• Core funding of individual Sea Grant College Programs 
(SGCP) should have a transparent and competitive 
means of growing. 

• Any increases in core funding through a modified NSI 
process should be better integrated into individual 
SGCPs omnibus plans so as to maximize involvement of 
communications, extension, and education. 

• NSIs in the field relating to ocean, coastal, and Great 
Lakes resources should be developed cooperatively by 
the Panel, the National Sea Grant College Program 
Office, and the Sea Grant Institutes. 

2. Evaluation of a state program’s performance on regional 
and national programming with core funds should be 
conducted through the PAT process. 

Evaluation of program 
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3. The role of the NSGO should be to encourage, reward, and 
facilitate regional and national programming, not man-
date or control it. 

4. Regional programming could be enhanced by the NSGO’s 
providing funds for regional programming activities to 
each regional network that could be spent on activities 
agreed upon by the regional Sea Grant Network (for 
example, travel to work together and product develop-
ment). 

5. Regional and national programming should be an inte-
gral part of strategies and activities conducted by Sea 
Grant’s theme teams. 

6. Funds available to facilitate regional and national pro-
gramming should recognize and mitigate limitations 
posed by matching-fund requirements on participating 
programs and their partners. 

III. State Partnerships 
Byrne Report 

During the past two decades, the decreasing proportion of 
federal Sea Grant funds that support the salaries of extension 
staff in the field, and the need to maintain staff levels, have 
caused SG program directors to obtain substantial shares of 
staff salaries from non-Sea Grant funds (state, private, or local 
agencies, for example). While this “buy-in” is viewed as 
testimony to the excellent work of SGEP, such external 
funding creates the potential for a dilution of allegiance to 
the core Sea Grant extension program. The Panel recommends 
that formal principles be developed to guide the use of outside 
funds in the support of program priorities and needs at the strate-
gic planning level. 

We concur with this recommendation and would like to 
emphasize the partnership selection criteria detailed in the 
Assembly report. 

IV. Regional and National 
Networks 
Byrne Report 

One of the strengths of NSGCP lies in its ability to plan, 
organize, and deliver programs as a coordinated network, 
especially by its extension program. Regional programs, 
subject-based programs, and the sharing of talent and infor-
mation across programs and between people all make the 
extension program more than the sum of its parts. It is not 
uncommon for the results of a Sea Grant research project at 
one university to be applied throughout the nation because 
the extension program works in concert with other organiza-
tions and agencies. The Panel recommends that NSGCP encour-
age and fund more regional and national networks. Talent 
sharing and professional development in and among pro-
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grams should also be encouraged and supported through 
peer-group meetings and through continuing education on a 
regular basis. 

The Assembly concurs with this recommendation and 
would like to emphasize the role and importance of intellec-
tual and issue-based networks needed for programming in 
the 21st century. This concept is illustrated by approaches 
such as Sea Grant’s theme-team concept. Additional recom-
mendations for intellectual programming are detailed in the 
Assembly’s report and include recommendations for network-
ing in three primary ways: 
• Regional or geography-based networking 

• Issue-based networking or intellectual regions 

• Networking of field staff 
The Assembly greatly appreciates the opportunity to 

participate as a member of the Sea Grant community in 
working toward implementation of new strategies that will 
improve Sea Grant’s extension programs in this century. 


