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Executive Summary
What is the purpose of this research report?
This research project is part of a broader research project on water governance and public engagement in the Great
Lakes region. The purpose of this project was to collect and inventory government-led efforts and initiatives related to public
engagement in the Great Lakes region using publicly available documents and internet sources collected and analyzed from
October 2018-September 2019. This report includes summaries and findings from the review, some best practices evident from
publicly available sources, and 30 recommendations for improving government-initiated and supported public engagement
efforts in the Great Lakes region.

Why does public engagement in the Great Lakes region matter?
The subject of public engagement is important given that meaningful and sustainable planning for the long-term
protection of the Great Lakes requires a concerted effort by a wide range of individuals, groups, users, stakeholders and
organizations in a complex multi-level governance regime. For some time, policy makers, implementers, practitioners, advocacy
organizations and scholars have realized that governance in the requires the engagement of various ‘publics’ who hold
important stakes in ensuring the ecosystem health of the Great Lakes Basin.
There are many different definitions of public engagement in the scholarly and practitioner literature. For purposes of
this report, public engagement is defined a general set of government-initiated opportunities for those outside government
to be involved in policy making and implementation processes (Longo 2017, 519). As detailed in the introduction section of this
report, this definition includes engagement of ‘organized publics as users and stakeholders’ and ‘general engagement of
citizens’ (Longo 2017) and focuses on government-led public engagement initiatives and efforts. This definition also allows for
some distinctions between the engaged, less-engaged, and unengaged publics for purposes of analysis.
Historically, governance in the Great Lakes region has engaged a wide range of publics, particularly related to addressing
environmental problems and restoration efforts. It is clear from scholarly research and the community of practice in the region
there are a wide array of interests across the basin and many stakeholders are represented in the Great Lakes governance
institutions and forums. The International Joint Commission (IJC) and the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA)
explicitly include a focus on public engagement. However, many publics have been less engaged or left out such as Indigenous
peoples and other marginalized communities and citizens. While public engagement has been an important value in the Great
Lakes governance for some time, it has been dominated by policy-makers at the varying levels of government, scientists, various
water users, industry, commercial, and navigation interests.

3

However, there are a diverse range of water users, stakeholders and members of the public that need to be more aware
and engaged in order for the Great Lakes community to strengthen our respect for the lakes, and improve the ways in which we
govern and care for these vast bodies of water and the ecosystems and human populations which depend on the health of the
lakes. Public engagement is now widely viewed as a critical component of adaptive water governance (OECD 2015, 2018;
Akhmouch and Clavreul 2016).

Key Highlights from the Report
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

There is a fairly strong emphasis on public engagement by all levels of government, particularly related to key
commitments and strategies such as the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and its associated Annexes. The IJCs
basin-wide public opinion polls also indicate some level of public awareness and engagement. However, there is not a lot
of evidence indicating major users of water, important stakeholders, and basin residents are actually engaged.
Efforts by the IJC, Canadian and US Federal governments (the Parties that are signatories to the GLWQA and lead
agencies through the Great Lakes Executive Committee), through Great Lakes Public Forums, conferences and events
have been helpful in providing opportunities for the public to help shape priorities, projects and implementation.
This review indicates there are issues related to who is and is not attending public forums and engaged in Great Lakes
governance (e.g. Indigenous communities, communities of colour, and youth are lacking in presence while more affluent
stakeholders, scientists, academics and some interest groups are dominant).
Financial support for public engagement under the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative and Great Lakes Protection
Initiative have been essential for public engagement efforts and stimulating engagement at the basin, lake, and
community scales.
There is institutionalized public engagement at the Annex, lake and Area of Concern levels. Each Annex Sub-Committee
of GLEC under the GLWQA has an engagement committee. Each Lakewide Action Management Plan has an Outreach and
Engagement Subcommittee. However, this review reveals that it is difficult to find any public information about the
activities and impact of these committees.
States and provinces also have many engagement mandates and initiatives but have found it challenging to move
beyond sporadic consultations to build meaningful engagement. Some have innovative models and best practices that
could be better shared.
Many organizations are good at documenting their engagement efforts but not evaluating or reporting on the impact of
engagement initiatives, progress, or barriers, using a set of criteria.
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Summary of Recommendations (see detailed recommendations at the end of this report)
§
§
§
§

§

§

§
§
§

§
§
§

There is a need for more transparency about engagement committees, efforts and actions; and strategic priorities
related to public engagement across the broad range of government organizations covered in this report.
Governments with engagement mandates need to collaborate on strategic engagement priorities and invest in
innovative initiatives to reach and engage a variety of target audiences and less-engaged publics.
In order to see a greater diversity of ‘publics’ represented at events such as the Great Lakes Public Forum, it is important
to identify constraints that act as barriers and think critically and strategically about public engagement.
Public engagement in the Great Lakes region requires new thinking and perspectives outside of the mainstream Great
Lakes community. Individuals and organizations need to critically reflect on internal/external factors and biases that are
contributing to a lack of diversity in engagement throughout the Basin.
There is a need for the IJC and the Parties to establish an Indigenous engagement framework throughout the Great
Lakes basin that is relevant to each regional context. This should be led and developed with Indigenous
communities/leaders/peoples and, in the case of Canada and Ontario, this should be in accordance with the Truth and
Reconciliation Calls to Action. One starting point would be for the IJC or Parties to generate a list of all Indigenous
communities in the region and contact information for each community.
Innovations related to public engagement need to be supported and shared. If there are best practices (such as those
documented in this report) these should be shared. If there is a lack of innovation, that should also be shared so a more
productive dialogue and more strategic public engagement can occur.
Adequate and sustainable resources need to be prioritized for public engagement. Engagement and outreach
teams/roles should be given equal importance as a scientific/technical team in Annexes, LAMPs, and AOCs.
Organizations with public engagement mandates should develop engagement criteria/indicators; require projects to
report on their engagement indicators; and make these reports publicly available.
The Ontario Public Engagement Framework could be used as a reference when implementing Great Lakes specific public
engagement efforts in Ontario and beyond. The Environmental Registry in Ontario could be a model for the IJC or other
jurisdictions and the notification system connected to major media and social media outlets.
Government efforts related to public engagement must recognize and support grassroots level community building and
support those who are actively engaging in this kind of work.
Innovation, best practices, progress and the value of public engagement should be celebrated and communicated
regularly to decision makers.
All organizations covered in this report should make a commitment to investing in short, medium and long-term public
engagement strategies as an essential foundation for protection and governance of the Great Lakes at all scales.
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Introduction
Public engagement is widely recognized as a fundamental principle for sound water governance (OECD 2015a, 2015b, 2018).
Engagement of water users, stakeholders and citizens is fundamental to water protection and management in the Great Lakes
region. Throughout the Great Lakes basin there is a wide network of Indigenous communities and organizations, government
and non-government organizations, communities, groups and individuals working on a variety of issues related to water quality
and quantity governance. These issues cross environmental, ecological, geographical, political, social, economic, historical, and
cultural spheres of society. Together these issues comprise the complex fabric of the Great Lakes and each are important to
understand and address, while we work towards protecting and conserving the ecosystem health of the Great Lakes region for
today and for the future. There are numerous users of waters and ecosystems in the region and a range of issues impact a
variety of stakeholders. Actions and efforts involving government and non-government organizations and actors are occurring
daily in a dynamic, complex, multi-scale and multi-actor governance system. The diversity of action and actors is complex.
The institutions, agreements, and policies in this complex region are well-documented and studied. The water governance
regime is well-developed, mature, and functioning through a network of organizations and actors at the transboundary,
national, subnational, state, provincial, watershed, and community scales. Environmental governance in the region is
government-led and dependent on government and non-government action and resources to engage the vast number of users
of water and ecosystems in the region. In the face of increasingly complex and interrelated challenges throughout the basin, it
is critical that we move towards a model of governance that better engages the broader public and reflects the broad social,
historical, economic, and cultural fabric of residents throughout the basin. In the past decade there has been growing
recognition that governments alone cannot address the significant challenges facing the Great Lakes region. This has been
reflected in the discourse related to shared water governance. Human behaviour and public engagement are recognized as
being very important challenges in the region.
The International Joint Commission (IJC) and governments at all levels have mandates to engage the public in efforts related to
the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) and numerous other transboundary and domestic policy efforts. There have
also been recent efforts to focus on citizen awareness and engagement in the region using basin-wide public opinion surveys
(CLOSUP-GLPRN 2014, IJC 2016, 2018). These surveys have yielded some very interesting findings (IJC 2018). Scholarly literature
has also revealed that public engagement remains a challenge, particularly engaging key water users and the ‘less engaged
public’. However, it is important to recognize the diversity of the ‘public’ in the region and not to group ‘the public’ into one
category as this vast ecological, social, and economic region is home to a very diverse range of citizens and ‘publics’ who inhabit
the Great Lakes basin.
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Defining Public Engagement
For purposes of this report, public engagement is defined a general set of government-initiated opportunities for those
outside government to be involved in policy making and implementation processes (Longo 2017, 519). This definition includes
engagement of ‘organized publics as users and stakeholders’ and ‘general engagement of citizens’. While citizens can indeed be
stakeholders, the distinction is meant to conceptualize engagement of citizens as individuals distinct from organized interests
and stakeholders (Longo 2017, 519). Citizens are conceptualized as being part of the ‘general public’. The ‘general’ public are
the individual citizens who live and reside in the basin, are regular users of water and ecosystem services provided in the region.
The definition of public engagement adopted for this report is viewed as appropriate, as the scope of this review focuses on
government-led public engagement initiatives and efforts. This definition of public engagement also allows for some
distinctions to be made between the ‘engaged’; ‘less engaged’; and ‘unengaged public’. Interdisciplinary scholarship on
democratic engagement and public engagement tell us these distinctions are important. The engaged public are those
organizations and individuals who are regularly and actively engaged in Great Lakes efforts and forums. The ‘less engaged
public’ are those groups of water users who are significant users of water and ecosystems, may be part of groups or
organizations, but who are engaged less regularly or only related to specific issues. The unengaged are those stakeholders and
citizens who are rarely or never engaged in Great Lakes issues or governance.

Purpose and Scope
The purpose of this research project is to inventory and analyze government-initiated or government-led public engagement
initiatives, efforts and tools in the Great Lakes region. It focuses on government-led, sponsored or funded efforts and initiatives
while at the same time recognizing that there is a lot of community action and engagement throughout the region, some in
partnership with governments, and some without government support or involvement.
The scope of the research focused on three basic questions:
1) What are governments doing in terms of efforts, programs, initiatives, funding and tools, to engage communities and the
public in Great Lakes issues, governance and policy?
2) Are there any best practices that could serve as the foundations of recommendations for governments to better engage
communities and different publics in Great Lakes governance efforts?
3) Are there any criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of engagement efforts related to public engagement that may be
useful for ongoing assessment of public engagement in the region?
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Methods
For the purposes of this report, the scope focuses on government-led and government sponsored initiatives related to public
engagement in the Great Lakes basin. The first phase of the study included the collection of secondary sources and web-based
information on engagement efforts and initiatives at multiple scales in the Great Lakes region. The focus was on an inventory of
public engagement initiatives and activities occurring throughout basin, mainly within the last decade. This began with a
binational overview, followed by federal (Canada and U.S.), followed by a focus on several US states (Michigan, New York, and
Wisconsin), as well as the Canadian province of Ontario. The review also includes some subnational intergovernmental
initiatives. Due to time constraints not all US States and Canadian provinces in the Great Lakes-St.Lawrence region were
reviewed.
The scope also did not include municipal governments and Indigenous communities. There are thousands of municipalities in the
region. In Ontario alone, there are 444 municipalities and 105 First Nations communities. Given the large number of
municipalities and Indigenous communities throughout the Great Lakes basin, limited time and resources, further research is
required for reviewing and documenting a broader range of municipalities and non-government organizations operating across
the Great Lakes basin and their public engagement efforts. This is a critical frontier of future research as significant public
engagement occurs at the watershed and local levels involving government and non-government organizations and actors.
To conduct the review and analysis a template was developed:
For various public engagement initiatives, programs, and projects that were identified during the inventory phase of the
research, each initiative was reviewed according to the following components:
§ Description/goals of engagement
§ Scope of the engagement project/initiative
§ Type (e.g. who is providing the funding and for what initiatives is it being provided)
§ Target (e.g. which public? stakeholders? citizens? experts? Indigenous communities?)
§ Activities (e.g. what are they doing? Who is doing it?)
§ Tools (e.g. What tools are being used: forums, workshops, conferences, surveys/polls, email, webinars, social media, etc.)
§ Desired Products/Outcomes (e.g. clear goals/objectives to help measure success of programs and initiatives)
§ Other (e.g. other important and notable aspects of the initiative)
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Engagement Efforts and Initiatives at the Binational Level
The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) which was updated in 2012, placed increased importance on engaging the
broadest range of governments and organizations to meet the General and Specific Objectives of the agreement. As defined in
the agreement public engagement is, “incorporating public opinion and advice, as appropriate, and providing information and
opportunities for the public to participate in activities that contribute to the achievement of the objectives of this Agreement”
(GLWQA, 2012). The GLWQA also has made specific commitments to cooperate and consult with state and provincial
governments, tribal governments, First Nations, Métis, municipal governments, watershed management agencies, and the
public. Additionally, public engagement is one of several key principles that guide implementation of the GLWQA overall and
related to each of the 10 issue-focused Annexes. Indeed, the priority of public engagement is part of the implementation work
related to each annex.
The International Joint Commission (IJC) places a high priority on engaging the public in various initiatives related to the
GLWQA and Boundary Waters Treaty more broadly. Some of its engagement efforts relate to its accountability and reporting
requirements under the GLWQA which have evolved significantly over the past three decades (VanNijnatten and Johns 2019).
Opportunities for public engagement under the 2012 GLWQA include the Great Lakes Public Forum which allows for all
interested stakeholders to provide comments on the state of the Lakes and binational priorities for science and action. It also
provides the IJC an opportunity to discuss and receive public comments on its own Triennial Assessment of Progress (TAP)
Report and the State of the Great Lakes Report, the Progress Report of the Parties (produced by the Parties and discussed below).
The Great Lakes Public Forum is held every three years. There has been some analysis of public engagement related to these
reports and forums (IJC 2018). The IJC also holds public forums across the basin and a current research project is underway to
learn more about who is engaging in community-level events held by the IJC in 2019 (Johns and Setoodeh 2019).
The IJC also began conducting Binational Great Lakes Polls every three years to collect data on citizen’s perceptions, awareness,
attitudes, and support for various Great Lakes protections issues (IJC 2015, 2018). Combined with a university-based basin-wide
poll in 2014 (GLPRN 2014), these public opinion surveys provide decision makers, the media, NGOs, and the public with
information to understand what issues require more attention for communication and engagement efforts with the public (e.g.
microplastics, critical water infrastructure). However, findings from these surveys have not been broadly covered by the media
and it is unclear if and how the findings have been used by the IJC and Parties related to the GLWQA generally, and specifically
related to public engagement.
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Federal Governments and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement
The two federal governments are the signatories (Parties) responsible for implementation of the GLWQA and public
engagement related to implementation. As required by Article 5 of the 2012 Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, Canada and
the United States have invited representatives of federal governments, state and provincial governments, tribal governments,
First Nations, Metis, municipal governments, watershed management agencies, and other local public agencies to be members
of the Great Lakes Executive Committee (GLEC). The two leading federal organizations are Environment Canada and Climate
Change and the United States Environmental Protection Agency. The Parties lead the implementation of the GLWQA as co-leads
through the Great Lakes Executive Committee (GLEC) and Annex Sub-committees. GLEC meets twice per year (once in Canada
and once in the US) and stakeholders can attend as formal ‘observers’ of organized interests or members of the public.
The Great Lakes Executive Committee (GLEC), efforts of the Parties, and information on implementation of the 10 Annexes in
the GLWQA is disseminated via the Binational.net website, which has a section dedicated to engagement. This website has
made some information accessible for some stakeholders to stay up-to-date and get involved, particularly for those
stakeholders and organizations that are already engaged in various Annex Sub-committees. In the public engagement section of
the website the public can find opportunities for engagement such as providing input on draft strategies (e.g. LAMPs, Annexes,
AOCs etc.) but the information on the website is often dated and is not an effective portal for public engagement. Overall,
binational.net could be improved significantly related to public engagement.

GLWQA Annexes and Engagement
In addition, to public engagement public engagement efforts by the Parties who have responsibility for implementing the
GLWQA, are aligned with the ten Annexes in the GLWQA. Binational.net states that ‘Annex-specific sub-committees to the Great
Lakes Executive Committee (GLEC) have been established to assist in the implementation of the Agreement. Further, a subcommittee may establish a focused task team to involve key federal, state/provincial, or local partners on specific projects or
activities.’ Each Annex section listed on the Binational.net website provides a list of organizations that are involved in the
implementation (e.g. Annex 9 on Climate Change includes: Environment Canada and Climate Change, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. National Park
Service, various representation from US States; Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, Ontario Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change,; Conservation Ontario, Oneida Tribe of Indians of Wisconsin). Each Annex also has committed
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to engaging in a multi-stakeholder collaborative processes with stakeholders and the public. Most Annexes have public
engagement sub-committees.
On reviewing Annex committees, it is clear that they are dominated by government representatives and some organized
stakeholders, but there is a lack of presence of some stakeholders and general citizen engagement on the Annex Subcommittee
Membership lists. Some of the Annex webpages were reviewed for information on their engagement committees and
engagement activities. However, at the time of this review, detailed information regarding engagement efforts for each Annex
is not provided on the binational.net website. On Binational.net the only Annex which indicated a sub-committee task team that
had been identified specifically for engagement related purposes is Annex 2 on Lakewide Action Management Plans (LAMPs).
For this reason, there was a particular focus on Annex 2 for the purposes of this report.

Annex 2 Lakewide Action Management Plans
Lakewide Action Management Plans (LAMPs) have received additional emphasis in the 2012 GLWQA. The Lakewide
Management Annex 2 is being implemented by a subcommittee to the Great Lakes Executive Committee, co-led by Environment
and Climate Change Canada and the United States Environmental Protection Agency.
Annex 2 Member organizations include:
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

Chippewa Ottawa Resource Authority
Conservation Ontario
Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission
Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative
Illinois Department of Natural Resources
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
Métis Nation of Ontario
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
(Environment and Climate Change prior to 2018)
Parks Canada
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
United States Army Corps of Engineers
United States Geological Survey
Walpole Island First Nation
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
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The Annex 2 Subcommittee has a task team which focuses on education and outreach and ensuring outreach and engagement
commitments under Annex 2 are met. Each LAMP also involves opportunities for multi-stakeholder input, giving the public some
input on goals, targets, and desired outcomes for the plans. Each LAMP has an engagement subcommittee to help implement
outreach and engagement efforts and goals. A detailed review of Annex 2 engagement initiatives thus follows.
Lakewide Management Annex 2
Description

Scope
Type
Target
Activities

Tools

Through the Lakewide Management Annex of the 2012 Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, Canada and the United States have
committed to: “… contribute to the achievement of the General and Specific Objective of this Agreement by assessing the status of
each Great Lake, and by addressing environmental stressors that adversely affect the Waters of the Great Lakes which are best
addressed on a lakewide scale through an ecosystem approach.”
Ø Binationally led (Environment and Climate Change Canada & the United States Environmental Protection Agency)
Ø Great Lakes basin-wide
Ø Ongoing
Ø Funding provided by governments for projects that contribute to the goals and objectives of the Lakewide Management Annex
2
Ø The Parties, in cooperation and consultation with State and Provincial Governments, Tribal Governments, First Nations, Métis,
Municipal Governments, watershed management agencies, other local public agencies, and the Public
Ø establish Lake Ecosystem Objectives as a benchmark against which to assess status and trends in water quality and lake
ecosystem health;
Ø assemble, assess and report on existing scientific information concerning the state of the waters of each Great Lake including
current and future potential threats to water quality;
Ø identify research, monitoring and other science priorities for the assessment of current and future potential threats to water
quality, and for the identification of priorities to support management actions;
Ø conduct surveys, inventories, studies and outreach activities as required to support the above assessments;
Ø identify the need for further action by governments and the Public to address priority threats to water quality and the
achievement of Lake Ecosystem Objectives;
Ø develop and implement lake specific binational strategies to address Substance Objectives, such as nutrient objectives
developed pursuant to Annex 4, and any other current and future potential threats to water quality that are judged to be best
addressed on a lake by lake basis; and
Ø develop, within three years of entry into force of this Agreement, an integrated nearshore framework to be implemented
collaboratively through the lakewide management process for each Great Lake.; and
Ø Issue a Lakewide Action and Management Plan (LAMP) for each Great Lake once every five years as well as brief annual
updates.
Ø Task Teams:
Ø Lakewide management- Providing recommendations for updating and implementing Lakewide Action and Management Plans
(LAMPs) for each Great Lake.
Ø Lake ecosystem objectives - Establishing draft Lake Ecosystem Objectives. These will be a benchmark to assess status and
trends in water quality and lake ecosystem health.

12

Product/Outcomes
Other

Ø Nearshore- Developing an integrated nearshore framework by 2016.
Ø Education and outreach - Ensuring that the outreach and engagement commitments under Annex 2 are met.
Ø LAMPs
Ø Education, outreach, and collaboration on Lakewide ecosystem objectives and LAMPs
Nearshore framework:
Ø developed, within three years of entry into force of the 2012 Agreement, an integrated nearshore framework is to be
implemented collaboratively through the lake-wide management process for each Great Lake. The nearshore framework shall:
(a) provide an overall assessment of the state of the nearshore Waters of the Great Lakes;
(b) identify nearshore areas that are or may become subject to high stress due to individual or cumulative impact on the
chemical, physical or biological integrity of those areas;
(c) identify areas within the nearshore which, due to their nature, are of high ecological value;
(d) determine factors and cumulative effects that are causing stress or that are threatening areas of high ecological value;
(e) establish priorities for nearshore prevention, restoration and protection measures based on consideration of nearshore and
whole-lake factors;
(f) identify and engage appropriate agencies and entities that are developing and implementing prevention, restoration and
protection strategies;
(g) include consideration of non-point source runoff, shoreline hardening, climate change impacts, habitat loss, invasive
species, dredging and contaminated sediment issues, bacterial contamination, contaminated groundwater, and other factors
where they are identified as a source of stress to the nearshore environment;
(h) take into account the impact on human health and the environment;
(i) include monitoring of the nearshore to support this framework, which shall be conducted on a frequency to be determined
by the Parties, to assess changes in the nearshore over time; and
(j) be regularly assessed and revised as appropriate.
There are no specific stated objectives or evaluation criteria related to community or public engagement related to the nearshore
framework.

Sources

Binational.net. United State Environmental Protection Agency and Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2015. “Lakewide
Management: Annex 2”. Retrieved from https://binational.net/annexes/a2/

Lake Superior LAMP 2015-2019 – Outreach and Engagement

(this table only references content related to outreach and engagement)
Description
The 2015 Lake Superior LAMP is a binational action plan for restoring and protecting the ecosystem. The LAMP documents the
following: Current environmental conditions; Threats to the ecosystem; akewide objectives; Priorities for future scientific
investigations; and Actions and projects to address threats and to achieve lakewide objectives.
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Historically, outreach and engagement activities were undertaken by two entities: 1. The Lake Superior Partnership Communications
Committee; and 2. The Lake Superior Binational Forum.

Scope
Type
Target
Activities

The Lake Superior Binational Forum, a binational group of stakeholders from a wide array of sectors, helped establish an effective multisector stakeholder process. Purpose of Outreach and Engagement:
Ø Provide information on GLWQA, particularly Annex 2
Ø Provide opportunity for stakeholder input on GLWQA Annex 2 products
Ø Tech transfer of information on the Lake Superior ecosystem
Ø Create a direct link between Lake Superior stakeholders and the Partnership
Ø Disseminate information on LAMP implementation, and how to be involved
Ø Identify opportunities for projects related to LAMP goals and priorities
Ø Promote LAMP to the public— help people take ownership of issues within their watershed
Ø Help identify emerging issues of concern about Lake Superior.
Ø Binationally led (Environment and Climate Change Canada & the United States Environmental Protection Agency)
Ø Great Lakes basin-wide
Ø Ongoing
Ø Funding provided by governments for projects and initiatives that contribute to the goals and objectives of the Lake Superior
Lakewide Action Management Plan in accordance with the objectives of Annex 2
Ø The Parties, in cooperation and consultation with State and Provincial Governments, Tribal Governments, First Nations, Métis,
Municipal Governments, watershed management agencies, other local public agencies, and the Public
Ø The Lake Superior Partnership’s Outreach and Engagement Committee helps plan, deliver and support communication and
outreach activities and products. Examples of outreach activities which are proposed to continue into the future include:
Outreach on AIS
Ø A significant project related to public outreach is the lakewide effort to raise awareness about aquatic invasive species. In
Ontario, this effort has been led by the Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters with funding from the Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). Other organizations, including state governments, tribal organizations and
nongovernment organizations such as Minnesota Sea Grant, are also leading AIS outreach and education programs. In 2014,
the Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters published The Lake Superior Aquatic Invasive Species Guide as an informational
resource for recreational lake users to be aware of potential invaders and how to report a sighting.
Burn Barrel Outreach
Ø Open burning of household wastes continues to be a basin wide problem that contributes to air quality and human health
issues by releasing particulates, specifically dioxin, and other contaminants. The “Bernie the Burn Barrel” program is based on
a cartoon character who teaches children about the problems associated with open burning. Bernie has been used throughout
the Lake Superior basin over the last 15 years to instill in school children the idea of reducing trash burning.
Emerging contaminants
Ø Outreach activities will continue on educating basin stakeholders about the environmental health issues associated with
personal care products. Although the Lake Superior Partnership has focused past efforts on legacy pollutants through the Zero
Discharge Demonstration Program, the Lake Superior Partnership also conducts research and outreach on emerging chemicals
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Tools

Product/Outcomes

such as those found in cleaning products, personal care products and pharmaceuticals. Outreach efforts have ranged from
establishing pharmaceutical “take back” programs and promoting medicine cabinet clean-ups to supporting hands-on
workshops where participants learn how to make household cleansers or bath products. These workshops help teach
stakeholders that simple, natural products are effective and safer for humans and the environment.
Other potential public outreach and engagement activities
Ø Going forward, proposed outreach and engagement activities for the public conducted by the Lake Superior Partnership
include the following: • Publish Lake Superior annual updates; • Develop Lake Superior ecosystem objectives; • Develop a
nearshore framework; • Prepare Lake Superior LAMP 2020; • Assess science priorities, i.e., workshops, publications; • Develop
binational strategies; • Conduct Outreach and Engagement Committee activities; • Host Lake Superior State of the Lake
Conferences; and • Organize subject matter webinars.
Ø Actions include addressing AIS, climate change, dams and barriers, chemical contaminants, additional substances of concern,
and other threats (e.g. mining impacts and energy sector activities)
Ø Actions needed to address threats to water quality and achieve lakewide objectives have been identified by the Lake Superior
Partnership in consultation with Lake Superior stakeholders and the public.
Ø The primary sources of the identified actions are: A Biodiversity Conservation Strategy for Lake Superior (LSBP, 2015), Lake
Superior Climate Change Impacts and Adaptation Report (Huff and Thomas, 2014), the Lake Superior Aquatic Invasive Species
Complete Prevention Plan (LSBP, 2014), the Zero Discharge Demonstration Program (ongoing) and 1990- 2010 Critical
Chemical Reduction Milestones report (LSBP, 2012).
AIS Actions
Ø Undertake outreach, education, enforcement and research on preventing and managing AIS
AIS Partnership project
Ø Undertake additional aquatic invasive species prevention outreach and education, including discussions with recreational
boaters, and installation of lake access site signage. (this is one of four listed)
Climate change Actions
Ø Undertake climate change education and outreach activities, with a focus on disseminating materials and information available
from domestic climate change programs;
Climate Change Partnership Projects
Ø Undertake or support outreach and education to stakeholders on the impacts of climate change in the Lake Superior
ecosystem, including potential changes to habitat ranges, stormwater management, and nutrient/chemical cycling.
Ø Support local climate change initiatives to help communities and/or natural resource managers develop adaptation plans.
Dams and Barriers Actions and Partnerships
Ø The actions were developed in consultation with other stakeholders, but no specific actions or projects made specific mention
of public engagement or participation initiatives
Chemical Contaminants Actions
Ø Support efforts that increase the level of public education on mercury, PCBs and dioxin toxicity and pathways into fish, wildlife,
and humans.
Ø Educate the public on reduction and/or elimination actions and projects;
Chemical Contaminants Partnership Projects
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Other

Sources

Ø Continue outreach and education to the public on mercury toxicity; pathways into fish, wildlife and humans; and actions that
can be taken to help remove mercury from the basin.
Additional Substances of Concern Actions
Ø Seek opportunities to support, coordinate or expand the various pharmaceutical collection initiatives taking place in the Lake
Superior basin
Additional Substances of Concern Partnership Projects
Ø Increase efforts to educate the public on new and emerging chemicals; their potential toxicity; pathways into fish, wildlife and
humans; and how the public can help remove these chemicals from the basin. Put special emphasis on the topics of
microplastics and safer alternatives for personal care, household cleaning products, and pesticides/herbicides.
Other Existing and Emerging Threats That May Impact Habitat or Native Plant and Animal Communities Actions
Ø Outreach and engage with communities at the local scale on the value of water and best water use practices and policies.
Restore High Quality Habitats Actions
Ø Educate and engage people about restoring or protecting important habitat and related ecosystem services
Restore High Quality Habitats Partnership Projects
Ø Promote and support local and regional implementation of A Biodiversity Conservation Strategy for Lake Superior, 2015 and
corresponding Regional Plans.
Diverse, Healthy and Self-sustaining Native Species Populations Actions
Ø Educate citizens about the importance and appropriate use of local native plants in restoration and landscaping projects
Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) in Lake Superior LAMP:
Ø RAPs and LAMPs are similar in that they both use an ecosystem approach to assess and remediate environmental degradation.
It is essential that the AOC partners and Lake Superior Partnership members continue to work collaboratively to achieve
common goals, especially since much of the restoration expertise, as well as land use control and watershed planning, resides
at the local level. Cooperation between the two efforts is essential to removing both lakewide and site-specific impairments.
Implementation and Accountability:
Ø Coordination – actions will be coordinated across jurisdictions and stakeholder agencies, where possible
Ø Public engagement – incorporating public opinion and advice, as appropriate, and providing information and opportunities for
the public to participate in activities that contribute to the achievement of the objectives of the GLWQA;
Ø Science-based management – implementing management decisions, policies, and programs that are based on best available
science, research and knowledge, as well as traditional ecological knowledge
Binational.net. United State Environmental Protection Agency and Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2015. “Lake Superior
LAMP 2015-2019”. Retrieved from: https://binational.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Lake%20Superior%20LAMP%202015-2019.pdf
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Lake Huron LAMP 2017-2021 – Outreach and Engagement (this table only references content related to outreach and engagement)
Description

Scope
Type
Target
Activities

Ø The Lake Huron LAMP fulfills a United States (U.S.) and Canadian commitment of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement
(the Agreement) to assess ecosystem conditions, identify environmental threats, and set priorities for research and
monitoring. The Agreement recognizes that the best approach to restore the Lake Huron ecosystem and improve water quality
is for the two countries to adopt common objectives, implement cooperative programs, and collaborate to address
environmental threats
Ø The Lake Huron Partnership established an Outreach and Engagement Subcommittee to enhance opportunities for the public
to engage in lakewide management and to foster actions that sustain the health of Lake Huron.
The Subcommittee works with the Lake Huron Partnership agencies to:
Ø Report annually on Lake Huron management successes, challenges, and next steps;
Ø Advertise opportunities for public input and participation in Lake Huron activities on binational.net, the Great Lakes
Information Network, and other online venues;
Ø Promote and encourage restoration and protection initiatives that can be adopted and implemented by individuals, groups,
and communities to support the stewardship of Lake Huron; and
Ø Develop and implement new outreach and engagement activities.
Ø Binationally led (Environment and Climate Change Canada & the United States Environmental Protection Agency)
Ø Great Lakes basin-wide
Ø Ongoing
Ø Funding provided by the governments for projects and initiatives that contribute to the goals and objectives of the Lake Huron
LAMP in accordance with the objectives of Annex 2
Ø The Parties, in cooperation and consultation with State and Provincial Governments, Tribal Governments, First Nations, Métis,
Municipal Governments, watershed management agencies, other local public agencies, and the Public
Nutrient and bacterial pollution:
Ø Improve engagement, communication and coordination to build awareness and improve understanding
Ø Communication: Undertake outreach and education on local and regional scales to increase the understanding of water quality
condition and management challenges, nearshore and beach health, and best management practices and policies.
Ø Nonpoint source pollution: Voluntary farm assistance programs support farms of all sizes to engage in agricultural pollution
prevention practices that comply with state, provincial, and federal environmental regulations. The programs are implemented
by the Michigan Agricultural Environmental Awareness Assurance Program http://www.michigan.gov/mdard and the CanadaOntario Environmental Farm Plan. http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca
Ø Address nuisance and harmful algae and promote safe and clean beaches in priority watersheds in Ontario’s southeast shore
(Pine River, Garvey Glenn, North Bayfield, Main Bayfield, Lambton Shores) through the following actions:
Ø Targeted agricultural BMP and edge-of-field monitoring;
Ø Continuous flow and event-based water quality monitoring and reporting;
Ø Identification of additional priority watersheds in the Lake Huron watershed;
Ø Outreach and engagement with landowners and the public. (Agencies involved - Conservation Authorities, OMNRF, DFO, PC,
OMOECC, ECCC, USEPA, USFWS, MDEQ, MDNR)
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Tools

Loss of habitat and native species
Ø Conservation – Build on “The Sweetwater Sea: An International Biodiversity Conservation Strategy for Lake Huron” through
integrated conservation planning to identify areas of ecological significance and areas facing environmental threats and
stressors: • Update and share Canadian geospatial information on ecosystem classification (Lead - OMNRF); • Engage
stakeholders and the public (Agencies involved - Conservation Authorities, OMNRF, DFO, PC, OMOECC, ECCC, USEPA, USFWS,
MDEQ, MDNR); • Facilitate information sharing; • Develop regional conservation and stewardship plans (Ontario); and •
Promote community-based conservation and stewardship
Invasive Species
Ø Communication: Undertake additional aquatic invasive species prevention outreach and education, including discussions with
recreational boaters and lake access site signage
Ø Outreach and Engagement efforts are implemented domestically in Michigan and Ontario to increase public awareness and
involvement in the control of aquatic invasive species. Experts are also working across jurisdictions to support the work of the
Great Lakes Panel on Aquatic Nuisance Species, a binational body comprised of representatives from government (State,
Provincial, Federal, and Tribal), business and industry, universities, citizen environmental groups, and the public
Climate Change Actions
Ø Communications: Undertake and support outreach and education to stakeholders and the public on the impacts of climate
change to the Great Lakes and Lake Huron through fact sheets, newsletters and other means.
Ø Watershed Resilience - Continue efforts that engage landowners and the public to protect and enhance the function and
resilience of watershed headwater features, streams, forests, and wetlands to maintain and enhance resilience to climate
change impacts, including:
Ø Conservation Authority Climate Change Strategies and Actions;
Ø Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (Agencies involved: Conservation Authorities, MDNR, OMOECC)
Ø Adaptation Planning at the Community Level
Ø Public information on climate adaptation is provided through Great Lakes Climate: A collection of Great Lakes climate change
resources to help educators, government officials, community planners, and the public (http://climategreatlakes.com/) and
Ontario Centre for Climate Impacts and Adaptation Resources (OCCIAR): A university-based resource hub for researchers and
stakeholders (http://www.climateontario.ca/);
Ø Incorporation of more climate change information into the communications, management, technical assistance, science,
research, and development programs of parks and protected areas;
Ø Undertake climate change education and outreach activities, with a focus on disseminating materials and information available
from climate change programs; and
Ø Use parks or sentinel sites as long-term integrated monitoring sites for climate change impacts (e.g., monitoring of species,
especially those at-risk or extinction-prone)
Ø The development of this LAMP was informed by research, monitoring, and consultation with partnering agencies, academia
scientists, non-governmental environmental organizations, and the public at a State of Lake Huron Meeting in Alpena,
Michigan in 2015.
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Ø The Lake Huron Partnership also informed the general public that the Lake Huron LAMP was under development and invited
public comment in the spring of 2016 via the Great Lakes Information Network (http://www.great-lakes.net/) and during the
triennial Great Lakes Public Forum in Toronto, Ontario in the fall of 2016
Ø Lake partners, stakeholders, and the general public were also consulted on a Draft Lake Huron LAMP in the winter/spring of
2017 and by accessing Annual LAMP Reports via https://binational.net
Ø Other engagement included: Attending State of the Lake Huron meetings and learn about new initiatives, monitoring results,
and recent science; attend meetings or summits hosted by the multi-agency domestic initiatives
Ø Lake Huron-Georgian Bay Watershed: A Canadian Framework for Community Action
Ø The Framework promotes community-based actions that address environmental threats to Lake Huron. It is based on the
belief that individuals, communities and organizations in the watershed operate independently, yet are united by a common
cause of maintaining, restoring, and protecting the health of Lake Huron. The Framework connects the actions of government,
non-government organizations, and the public, and raises awareness, builds capacity, and supports community involvement.
The Framework sets out to do the following:
Ø Encourage active public participation;
Ø Promote environmentally responsible decisions and activities;
Ø Establish a shared network of contacts and environmental information;
Ø Promote local restoration and protection initiatives that can be adopted and implemented.
Ø Member agencies and community groups are involved through collaboration on domestic projects, attending think tanks and
information sharing sessions, and sharing information at: http://www.lakehuroncommunityaction.ca/
Ø Healthy Lake Huron: Clean Water, Clean Beaches Initiative – Communication Efforts
Ø The Healthy Lake Huron Initiative engages landowners, increases awareness, and promotes science, monitoring, and
restoration activities to manage nutrient and sediment pollution for safe and clean beaches and shorelines from Sarnia to
Tobermory.
Ø As a result of this initiative, community-based groups and landowners are informed through newsletters, beach education and
outreach tours, and a website that invites dialogue and questions from the public about:
Ø The problems related to beach closures and nuisance algae on Lake Huron’s Southeast Shore
Ø The actions needed to improve water quality to reduce beach closures and nuisance algae;
Ø Project implementation, achievements, and findings from science and monitoring;
Ø How they can participate in or support the actions being taken. http://www.healthylakehuron.ca/index.php
Lake Huron’s Student Stewards and Citizen Science: Northeast Michigan Great Lakes Stewardship Initiative
Ø Place-based education is a proven method of bringing students closer to their communities and developing knowledgeable and
active stewards of the environment. Citizen science enlists members of the public in the collection of valuable scientific data.
Combining the two, the Northeast Michigan Great Lakes Stewardship Initiative (NEMIGLSI) sponsors a suite of programs that
promotes place-based stewardship education experiences for K-12 students that live along the shores of Lake Huron.
Alongside Great Lakes scientists and natural resource professionals, youth help to conserve Lake Huron’s biodiversity, map
threatened and endangered species habitat, restore native fisheries, investigate marine debris, monitor vernal pool wetlands,
and preserve our Great Lakes maritime heritage. These research projects are sponsored by the partnership and facilitated by
Michigan Sea Grant, Michigan State University Extension, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Thunder Bay
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Product/Outcomes

Other
Sources

National Marine Sanctuary, and other partners. During the 2015- 2016 school year, support was provided to 94 educators in 32
schools across eight northern Lake Huron counties, involving more than 4,100 youth (approximately 20% of the region’s total
student population) in stewardship projects. For more information, see www.nemiglsi.org
Stated purposes of outreach and engagement in Lake Huron LAMP:
Ø Improve appreciation and understanding of Lake Huron
Ø Share information on issues, threats, management needs, and achievements
Ø Broaden involvement in the restoration and protection of Lake Huron
Ø n/a
Binational.net. United State Environmental Protection Agency and Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2017. “Lake Huron LAMP
2017-2021”. Retrieved from: https://binational.net//wp-content/uploads/2017/06/EN_LAMP-July_21_2017.pdf

Areas of Concern
Annex 1 of the GLWQA focuses on Areas of Concern (AOCs). This Annex is one where non-government organizations are not
included in the Annex Subcommittee. However, the most well-documented efforts related to public engagement is at the Area
of Concern (AOC) scale. After the designation of 43 AOCs in 1987, communities mobilized around a two-stage engagement
process to first identify impairments (Stage 1) and then to implement Remedial Action Plans (Stage 2) through remediation of
Beneficial Use Impairments (BUIs). Efforts included an AOC and RAP lead agency and Coordinators. For many years, AOCs were
an important focus of public engagement and the successes and challenges are well-documented in the scholarly literature.
There is also some good research on engagement deficits (Krantzberg et.al. 2015) and research indicating that engagement in all
AOCs was government-led and stimulated (Sproule-Jones 2002; Greitens 2013). In the past few decades these designated areas
have been the basis of generating community engagement and public awareness. Public engagement efforts in the remaining
36 AOCs is focused around remediation of BUIs. However, emphasis on public engagement that was associated with Stage 1 in
many AOCs has not been evident in Stage 2.
It was not until the renewed GLWQA and a concerted effort under the US GLRI that AOCs became a focus again for cleanup
efforts, but not as much effort has been placed on public engagement as in the past. Although AOCs remain an important focal
point for academic science, citizen science, and some community engagement this is variable across AOCs. Some AOCs have
been the focus of municipal efforts, community engagement at the watershed scale and Conservation Authorities in Ontario.
An example of an AOC that has had consistent efforts related to public engagement in delisting the AOC is within the
municipality of Hamilton. The City of Hamilton established the Bay Area Restoration Council (BARC) in 1991 to help deal with
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challenges being faced in the Hamilton Harbour and its watershed. BARC is responsible for community engagement and
educational activities in the implementation of the Hamilton Harbour Remedial Action Plan. BARC encourages public
understanding and citizen action through school programs, volunteer participation, public workshops, evaluative reporting on
current issues, and opportunities for digital communications (BARC, 2019). One of their initiatives BARC teamed up with a group
called Civicplan to launch PlanLocal: Let’s Talk Water which is an engagement process to ask residents across the watershed to
share their thoughts, experiences, and photographs with the community. Civicplan is a professional service which offers tailored
public engagement and urban participatory planning solutions to help communities better understand and plan for future
opportunities. The organization works with civic leaders including municipalities, institutions, community organizations, citizens
and the private sector (BARC, 2019). BARC also facilitates the Marsh Volunteer Planting Program, as well as the Bay Area
Ambassadors Program which encourages schools, community organizations, and citizens to engage with their communities by
helping to educate each other about the issues affected the Harbour. Additionally, BARC facilitates educational curriculum and
leadership programs for K-12, including the Youth Water Leaders program (BARC, 2019).
Overall, more research is needed on public engagement efforts at the AOC level. Although funding under the Great Lakes
Restoration Initiative (GLRI) in the United States and the Great Lakes Protection Initiative (GLPI) in Canada has stimulated
renewed efforts and engagement in AOCs, there is a need to update previous research on AOCs and public engagement,
particularly those that have been delisted.
The next section reviews public engagement efforts and initiatives in the United States under GLRI and several State initiatives.

Federal Level – United States
The United States federal government has a long-standing commitment to public engagement in Great Lakes efforts. It has
made public engagement one of its commitments under the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI). Five-year Actions Plans
are developed for the GLRI with input from states, tribes, local governments, universities, businesses, and other members of the
public. The most recent third Action Plan involved a series of public engagement sessions prior to the development of the Draft.
This is the primary federal program that funds engagement.
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Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI)
Description

Scope
Type
Target
Activities

Tools

Ø Built upon the foundation of the Great Lakes Regional Collaboration Strategy, GLRI answered a challenge of the governors of
the Great Lakes states. Since 2010 the multi-agency GLRI has provided funding to 16 federal organizations to strategically
target the biggest threats to the Great Lakes ecosystem and to accelerate progress toward achieving long term goals:
Ø Fish safe to eat
Ø Water safe for recreation
Ø Safe source of drinking water
Ø All Areas of Concern delisted
Ø Harmful/nuisance algal blooms eliminated
Ø No new self-sustaining invasive species
Ø Existing invasive species controlled
Ø Native habitat protected and restored to sustain native species
Ø GLRI Action Plan: Federal agencies do the work of the GLRI guided by five-year Action Plans, developed with input from states,
tribes, local governments, universities, business and others. As of summer 2018, a third Action Plan was under development.
Amended Clean Water Act Section 118(c)(7)(G) requires the Action Plan to be reviewed and revised not less often than once
every five years. Action Plan III outlines priorities and goals for the GLRI for 2020-2024. Following engagement with
stakeholders throughout the Great Lakes Basin and consultation with Great Lakes states and tribes, EPA and its federal
partners are now considering the input provided by over 1,300 individuals and organizations. EPA and its federal partners plan
to use this input to influence development of a final GLRI Action Plan III by Oct. 1, 2019. A draft action plan from April 2019 can
be found on the EPA website.
Ø U.S basin-wide
Ø Federal led
Ø Ongoing
Ø Government funding program incentivizing funding at other levels of government, in AOCs and other communities
Ø Developed with input from states, tribes, local governments, universities, business and others
Ø Action Plan III identifies five focus areas for environmental progress:
Ø 1) toxic substances and areas of concern
Ø 2) invasive species
Ø 3) nonpoint source pollution impacts on nearshore health
Ø 4) habitat and species
Ø 5) future restoration actions
Ø States visited during GLRI review and public outreach: Ohio, N.Y., Minnesota, Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin
Ø A series of public engagement sessions were help during the summer of 2018 to update the public on the GLRI and to seek
their input on future priorities
Ø Over 550 people participated in the sessions and additional feedback was received through more than 250 cards and
messages. Stakeholder input was received from agriculture, industry, tribes, states, academia, local government, non-profits,
metropolitan planning organizations, and the general public.
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Product/Outcomes
Other
Sources

Ø EPA expects to request additional public input when it releases a draft Action Plan.
Ø To identify local issues, hear from local perspectives, and identify basin-wide locally shared concerns
Ø To identify ways in which to engage the public to make progress on the five focus areas which were identified during public
engagement sessions
Ø n/a
United State Environmental Protection Agency. 2018. “GLRI Action Plan III”. Retrieved from: https://www.glri.us/node/122

State Level
Examples of engagement can be found across the eight states that border the Great Lakes: New York, Ohio, Michigan, Indiana,
Minnesota, Pennsylvania, and Illinois. It is important to also review the efforts of Sea Grant organizations operating across all
Great Lakes states whose mandate is in part to carry out education, outreach, and engagement efforts. For purposes of this
report, the public engagement initiatives of three states were reviewed: New York, Michigan and Wisconsin and their respective
Sea Grant organizations and initiatives.

New York State
In the state of New York, the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI) is helping to support various engagement initiatives
through funding provided by the GLRI. Some of the major leading organizations include the Department of Environmental
Conservation and Sea Grant New York. After the GLRI was launched, New York invested in a variety of education, outreach, and
engagement initiatives to target the five core areas of the GLRI, particularly targeting: toxic substances and areas of concern;
invasive species; and accountability, education, monitoring, evaluation, communication, and partnerships.
New York state has also developed the Interim Great Lakes Action Agenda as a guide to promote successful ecosystem-based
management through existing programs and partnerships involving state and federal agencies, municipalities, academic
institutions, non-profits, and other stakeholders in New York's Great Lakes basin. It is a tool that agencies, communities and
organizations can use to help plan, fund and track projects that help achieve our shared vision for the conservation, restoration
and protection of New York's Great Lakes basin. The document is a “living document that will be updated on a regular basis
through a participatory public review process” (Interim Great Lakes Action Agenda, 2014). The development of the document
involved public engagement “sessions” at the regional, interstate, and bi-national level. Outreach, education, stewardship, and
engagement are embedded in its goals and objectives. Active stakeholder engagement will ensure the agenda evolves and
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adapts to new information, opportunities, and challenges and will contribute to identification of additional priority actions. As
highlighted in the Coordination Approach section of the Great Lakes Action Agenda, work plans will be developed by regionally
focused workgroups to guide implementation of the action agenda at the local level. Outreach, education, stewardship, and
engagement are embedded in it goals and objectives. It has four sub basin work groups which will help connect, coordinate, and
collaborate with other groups and agencies working locally and basin-wide – the Lake Erie Work Group, South West Lake
Ontario Work Group, North East Lake Ontario Work Group, South East Lake Ontario Work Group. It also includes a partnership
with New York Sea Grant to help bring Great Lakes environmental curriculum into the classroom through educator training,
resources, and mentoring.
The New York State Coastal Management Program was also established in 1982, is implemented under the Coastal Zone
Management Act, and has been updated on an ongoing basis (the most recent Coastal Management Program Statement was
updated in 2017). Localities are encouraged to prepare and adopt local waterfront revitalization programs. The core of the
State’s public involvement is the New York State Citizen’s Advisory Committee. The advisory body is made up of representatives
from the five coastal regions of the State. The Committee met regularly during the development of the Program to review
technical reports, make recommendations on its content and legislative proposals and assist in public participation activities.
The Coastal Management Program has also been shaped by comments and suggestions from a wide variety of interest groups.
This was a deliberate attempt to involve people and groups who are interested in and potentially affected by the Program. In all,
over one thousand meetings were held during the Program’s development (which started back in 1979).
An important coordinating body for Great Lakes issues in New York state is its Sea Grant organization. Available on the website
is an extensive library of resources to direct the public to educational materials (e.g. school curriculum, brochures, webinars,
workshops), programs, and other initiatives. Some examples include the Great Lakes Literacy website, the New York State
Outdoor Educator’s Association, The Great Lakes Bay Watershed Education and Training Program, NOAA Coastal Projects.
Recreation and tourism resources are also provided to increase connection to the Great Lakes. Additionally, a “Funding
Opportunities” section is provided to list all grants and funding sources for Great Lakes projects. This includes grants under the
GLRI such as the Coastal Management Program (e.g. Local Waterfront Revitalization Program), and Sustainable Development
and Collaborative Governance. Examples of GLRI funding opportunities include:
The Coastal Management Program
o e.g. Local Waterfront Revitalization Program as part of the Coastal Management Plan. Coastal communities
are encouraged to participate under the Waterfront Revitalization of Coastal Areas and Inland Waterways law
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which provides the means and incentives for municipalities to prepare and implement local waterfront
revitalization programs. The US Federal Department of State will provide financial and technical assistance, as
well as guidelines for developing local programs. A community may receive one twelve-month grant of up to
50% of its costs to develop a local program
Sustainable Development and Collaborative Governance funding opportunities
o The Handbook for New Yorkers Sustainable Development & Collaborative Governance is an overview of grant
and funding opportunities for municipalities, businesses, and community organizations statewide to
undertake projects that support a region’s sustainable development goals.
o NYS Water Grants; State Water Revolving Funds; The Drinking Water State Revolving Fund; Water Quality
Planning and Implementation Grants; Brownfield Cleanup Program; Coastal Erosion Management Projects;
Conservation Partnership Program; Environmental Justice Community Impact Grants ; Flood Control Projects;
Forest Stewardship Program; Green Purchasing Resources (e.g. for agencies, municipalities, and schools to
purchase sustainable products and services); Household Hazardous Waste State Assistance Grant Program;
Hudson River Estuary Program; Municipal Sewage System Asset Management Pilot; Municipal Waste
Reduction and Recycling Grants; New York Environmental Leaders; Smart Growth Grant; Climate Smart
Communities.
New York – GLRI, LAMP and Areas of Concern
Description
Scope

Type
Target
Activities

Ø The state of New York has invested GLRI funding into several initiatives targeting education, outreach, and engagement related
initiatives to address toxic substances and areas of concern, one of the five core areas of the GLRI
Ø New York State portion of the basin
Ø Federal led
Ø Funding Agencies involved: Environmental Protection Agency and U.S. Forest Services
Ø Recipients involved: Department of Conservation, Buffalo Niagara Riverkeeper, Niagara County Soil & Water Conservation District,
Health Research Inc., Rochester Institute of Technology, Great Lakes United, Clean and Healthy New York Inc.,
Ø One-time funding
Ø Funding years 2010-2012
Ø Government funding provided to programs and initiatives that contribute to the goals of addressing toxic substances and Areas of
Concern under the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative within the state of New York
Ø General public, local communities, shoreline communities, fish consumers, refugee and immigrant communities (e.g. under the
Enhanced Fish Consumption Advisory in Buffalo Niagara Region), Indigenous communities (e.g. St. Regis Mohawk Tribe Fish Advisory
Communication), industry, academic, agency, and non-governmental sectors, child care providers.
Initiatives and Budgets ($18 million):
Ø Be Green in the Great Lakes; $315,223
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Tools

Product/
Outcomes
Other
Sources

Buffalo River Remedial Action Plan; $600,000
Eighteenmile Creek Remedial Action Plan; $497,085
Enhanced Fish Consumption Advisory in Buffalo Niagara Region; $224,997
Enhancing St. Regis Mohawk Tribe Fish Advisory Communication; $581,851
Household Toxics Reduction through Consumer Education Pilot; $104,192
Innovative Strategies for Pollution Reduction; $14,935
State Capacity for LAMP/AOC Priorities; $1.25 million
Toxic Reduction Through Day Care Providers; $291,078
Training sessions
Workshops
Educational brochures
Web content
Revising advisories
Translated materials to improve accessibility to refugee and immigrant communities
In the case of St. Regis the community was engaged in the design and development of new fish advisory communications
In some cases, tools were not specified, and it was simply stated that there would be public education and outreach efforts occurring
To reduce toxic substances in the New York portion of the Great Lakes basin, to reduce exposure to toxic substances, and to improve
public and stakeholder awareness and understanding of toxics of concern in the Great Lakes
Ø To achieve state level goals related to delisting AOCs
Ø n/a
New York Department of Environmental Conservation. 2012. “Great Lakes Projects.” Retrieved from http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/79592.html
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø

New York – Invasive Species
Description
Ø The state of New York has invested GLRI funding into several initiatives targeting education, outreach, and engagement related
initiatives to address invasive species, one of the five core areas of the GLRI
Scope
Ø New York State portion of the basin
Ø Federal led
Ø Funding Agencies involved: Environmental Protection Agency and U.S. Forest Services
Ø Recipients involved Paul Smith’s College of Arts and Science, Cornell University, and the Town of Greece
Ø One-time funding
Ø Funding years 2010-2012
Type
Ø Government funding provided to programs and initiatives that contribute to the goals of addressing invasive species under the
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative within the state of New York
Target
Ø Recreational boaters, anglers, municipal actors
Activities
Initiatives and Budgets: ($7,484,582)
Ø Eastern Lake Ontario Headwaters Watercraft Inspector Program; $732,760
Ø Working with Recreational Anglers and Boaters to Prevent the Spread of Invasive Species; $227,484
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Tools
Product/Outcomes
Other
Sources

Ø Emerald Ash Borer Mitigation Project; $77,958
Ø Face to face outreach and educational materials
Ø Tree planting
Ø To reduce the spread of aquatic and terrestrial invasive species in New York state lands and waters
Ø To increase awareness among boaters and anglers
Ø To restore ecosystems harmed by invasive species
Ø n/a
New York Department of Environmental Conservation. 2012. “Great Lakes Projects.” Retrieved from
http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/79592.html

Accountability, Education, Monitoring, Evaluation, Communication and Partnerships
Description
Ø The state of New York has invested GLRI funding into several initiatives targeting education, outreach, and engagement related
initiatives to address Accountability, Education, Monitoring, Evaluation, Communication and Partnerships, one of the five core
GLRI areas
Scope
Ø New York State portion of the basin
Ø Federal led
Ø Funding Agencies involved: Environmental Protection Agency
Ø Recipients involved Niagara County Soil & Water Conservation District, Buffalo Niagara Riverkeeper, St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
Ø One-time funding
Ø Funding years 2010-2012
Type
Ø Government funding provided to programs and initiatives that contribute to the goals of addressing accountability, education,
monitoring, evaluation, communication, and partnerships under the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative within the state of New
York
Target
Ø Residents, schools, communities, teachers (with a focus on underserved schools), St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
Activities
Initiatives and Budgets: ($3,442,567)
Ø Lake Ontario Education and Outreach – Engaging the Public; $129,175
Ø New York Teachers Get WET for the Great Lakes; $168,982
Ø St. Regis Mohawk Tribe Involvement in LaMPs/RAPs; $150,000
Tools
Ø Community-based public involvement program which residents, schools, and community helping to develop the Lake Ontario
LaMP and AOC RAPs
Ø Two five-day academies providing training targeting watershed education content and teaching methods
Ø Promoting direct stewardship activities to teachers, providing support to integrate Great Lakes information into curricula
Ø Tribal coordinator and LaMP/RAP coordinators collaborated on project planning, public outreach, and monitoring
Product/Outcomes
Ø To reduce the spread of aquatic and terrestrial invasive species in New York state lands and waters
Ø To increase awareness among boaters and anglers
Ø To restore ecosystems harmed by invasive species
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Sources

New York Department of Environmental Conservation. 2012. “Great Lakes Projects.” Retrieved from
http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/79592.html

New York Great Lakes Action Agenda – Engagement, Education, and Outreach Related Goals and Initiatives
Description
The interim Great Lakes Action Agenda is a guide to promote successful ecosystem-based management through existing programs and
partnerships involving state and federal agencies, municipalities, academic institutions, non-profits, and other stakeholders in New
York's Great Lakes basin. The action agenda identifies pressing problems and actions needed to protect natural resources,
environmental quality and resilient communities. It helps focus federal and state programs on key challenges faced by this region of the
state. This action agenda is not a new planning exercise but rather is a synthesis of numerous existing plans, developed over many
years, that established a range of important restoration, protection, and sustainable development goals for New York’s Great Lakes –
St. Lawrence River region. The ten priority goals, and many of the identified actions, are drawn from those plans, and are aligned with
the priorities in the GLRI.
Goals:
1) Virtually Eliminate Discharges of Persistent Toxic Substances
2) Control Sediment, Nutrient and Pathogen Loadings
3) Accelerate Delisting of New York’s Areas of Concern
4) Combat Invasive Species
5) Conserve and Restore Native Fish and Wildlife Biodiversity and Habitats
6) Conserve Great Lakes Water Supplies
7) Enhance Coastal Resiliency and Ecosystem Integrity
8) Promote Smart Growth, Redevelopment and Adaptive Reuse
9) Enhance Recreation and Tourism Opportunities
10) Plan for Energy Development
Ø Cross-Cutting Priorities
Ø Partnerships and Coordinated Action Coordinated Science, Monitoring and Information Management
Ø Environmental Education and Outreach
Ø Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation
Scope
Ø New York State portion of the basin
Ø Federal led
Type
Ø A combination of state and federal funding programs, existing organizational resources, and public-private partnerships
Target
Ø All of the region’s stakeholders, including federal and state agencies, local government, not-for-profit organizations, academia,
business and citizens
Activities
Goal 1:
Ø Provide outreach and education to the community, schools and other institutions on green chemistry, green engineering,
other pollution-prevention practices, and the impact of pollution on our health and ecosystems.
Ø Enhance NYSDOH Consumption Advisory communication and outreach
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Ø Ensure safe disposal of e-waste and household hazardous waste through community education and collection programs and
promotion of product stewardship initiatives.
Ø Prevent the discharge of pharmaceuticals from major sources through community education and collection programs and by
promoting best management practices and process changes at health care institutions, livestock and food industries, and other
manufacturers
Goal 2:
Ø Enhance and publicize incentives for farmer participation in agriculture environmental management (AEM) and conservation
programs (e.g., CREP, CSP
Ø Implement educational programs to encourage homeowners and land care providers to adopt organic land care practices
through the “Be Green in the Great Lakes” project and other similar efforts
Ø Develop a web-based GIS application that lets the public query local water bodies for data, including summarizing information
on water quality and threats, fish contaminants, pollution sources, and emerging issues requiring research and surveillance.
Goal 3:
Ø Promote collaboration and public outreach to achieve strategic approach, consensus and beneficial result
Goal 4:
Ø Provide technical and financial assistance to Great Lakes basin communities impacted by invasive species.
Ø Secure sustainable funding for boat steward programs in the Great Lakes watershed
Ø Increase knowledge of and compliance with existing and proposed laws and regulations (e.g., ballast water management, live
bait, firewood import/movement restrictions and EAB quarantine regulations).
Ø Support bi-national, federal, multi-state, and regional invasive species outreach, education, and collaboration initiatives
Ø Improve invasive species data management efforts (e.g., document the distribution of existing invasive species, conduct forest
and water body inventories, survey for invasive species and diseases in Great Lakes watersheds).
Ø Develop and implement collaborative social marketing campaigns to reduce introduction of invasive species by live bait.
Goal 5:
Ø Engage sportfishing stakeholders to enlist public support for the restoration of native species
Goal 6:
Ø Establish and promote incentives for business, residential, and agricultural water users to increase water use efficiency and
conservation through leak detection programs, low-flow devices, rainwater harvesting, and equitable water-pricing programs.
Ø Increase understanding of water conservation practices and policy among NYS GL basin water users
Ø Work with New York manufacturers and other large water users to reduce their water “footprint” in production processes
beyond regulation requirements.
Goal 7:
Ø Enhance shoreline community access to financial resources that support coastal restoration and resiliency efforts.
Ø Encourage municipalities and (agricultural) landowners to implement flood mitigation actions (e.g., soil health practices,
natural infrastructure, wetland restoration/protection, etc.) to reduce peak flows in high-risk streams
Ø Undertake community-based stewardship and education activities (e.g., coastal debris prevention, habitat restoration, etc).
Ø Promote living shorelines and coastal/riparian stewardship on public and private lands to improve aquatic habitat and enhance
coastal resiliency.
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Tools

Product/Outcomes

Goal 8:
Ø Encourage municipalities to undertake climate-smart resiliency planning and participate in the Climate Smart Communities
Program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and save taxpayer dollars through climate-smart actions that also promote
community goals of health and safety, affordability, economic vitality and quality of life.
Encourage businesses to adopt sustainable facility designs and practices that reduce pollution, enhance worker safety, and
support urban greening efforts.
Goal 9:
Ø Identify opportunities to expand public fishing, wildlife viewing, swimming, hiking, biking, boating/kayaking/canoeing, and
skiing/snowshoeing/snowmobiling access along waterfronts and riparian corridors consistent with natural resource protection
and that enhances access for underserved communities.
Ø Provide educational resources and interpretation opportunities at tourism/recreation destinations.
Ø Promote “branding” of the Great Lakes - St. Lawrence region as a domestic and international tourism and recreational
destination through regional marketing efforts
Ø Outreach and educational events
Ø Partnerships
Ø Educational programs
Ø Information management tools (e.g. web-based GIS)
Ø Meetings
Ø AOC-specific outreach plan
Ø Technical and financial assistance to communities
Ø Information brochures
Ø Social-marketing campaigns
Ø Develop and disseminate guidance on shoreline erosion-control options.
Ø Develop a public guide to state and federal resources for coastal restoration
Ø Climate Smart Communities Program
Ø Conduct surveys to identify best mechanisms for public outreach.
Ø Develop and distribute marketing materials (e.g., website, brochures, kiosks, etc.) to promote Great Lakes branding
Goal 1:
Ø Pollution prevention practices are implemented by target groups.
Ø Inform all anglers and everyone who eats sport fish about NYSDOH fish consumption advisories; increase understanding of
advisories; increase the number of people who follow advisory guidance
Ø Increased trends in proper waste disposal.
Ø Reduced pharmaceutical discharges
Goal 2:
Ø Increased participation in and implementation of Agricultural Environmental Management and conservation programs.
Ø Reduced nutrient loads from residential sources
Ø Increase awareness of water quality and related issues.
Goal 3:
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Sources

Ø Collaborative process leverages capacity and resources to achieve delisting(AOCs) criteria
Goal 4:
Ø Communities have increased capacity to address invasive species
Ø Expansion of boat steward programs in GL watershed.
Ø Increased compliance with laws and regulations.
Ø Improved data management supports control efforts
Ø Reduced introductions and enhanced response capacity
Ø Reduced introductions by live bait.
Goal 5:
Ø Increased public support
Goal 6:
Ø Increased water conservation incentives.
Ø Enhanced understanding promotes greater conservation of water resources.
Ø Increase water use efficiency and conservation among large water users
Goal 7:
Ø Increased implementation among coastal communities of coastal restoration and resiliency efforts
Ø Reduce stormwater runoff, sedimentation, and flood risk among municipalities and agricultural landowners
Ø Enhanced public stewardship of coastal resources
Ø Enhanced coastal resiliency for natural and human communities
Goal 8:
Ø Increased adaptation and mitigation implementation by communities
Ø Great Lakes-friendly sustainable business design and operations
Goal 9:
Ø Increased access to recreational amenities
Ø Increase public appreciation and stewardship of GL natural resources.
Ø Branding and marketing of GL region support increased tourism and recreational use
New York Department of Environmental Conservation. 2014. “New York’s Great Lakes Basin Interim Action Agenda.” Retrieved from
http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/regions_pdf/glaai.pdf

Michigan
The State of Michigan established the Office of the Great Lakes in 1985 under the Michigan Great Lakes Protection Act. This
office presently oversees the Areas of Concern Program, Coastal Management Program, and the Great Lakes
Coordination Program.
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For the Areas of Concern Program, each AOC has a Public Advisory Council (PAC) of a group of community members which
provide local expertise and participate in volunteer activities. The Public Advisory Council act as important vehicles for engaging
communities at the citizen and grassroots level. There is also a Statewide Public Advisory Council which is made up of members
representing each of Michigan’s 14 AOCs. This Statewide PAC shares information and ideas with other AOC communities. The
Statewide PAC helps to act as a coordinating body, thus strengthening the coordinated actions and collaboration across the
state. PACs are provided funding under the GLRI which is anticipated to continue through to 2021.
Under the Coastal Management Program, the program objectives are: Provide increased assistance at the state and local level for
creative solutions to coastal issues and problems; Minimize program duplication and conflict (e.g., via federal consistency);
Improve enforcement and streamline permit processes; and Provide opportunity for citizens and other public and private
interests to become involved in coastal management. The Strategic Direction goals for 2019-2024 includes public funding grants
awarded by the state level funding such as the Office of the Great Lakes to coastal partners and federal level funding from
sources such as the GLRI. The strategy also includes securing additional sustainable sources of private funding (Office of the
Great Lakes, 2019) and several goals related to public engagement including:
1) Enhance public access for the use and enjoyment of Michigan’s coast that fosters appreciation of coastal resources
and creates tourism opportunities.
i. Increase and improve universal public access to the Great Lakes with the use of low-impact development
and sustainable materials.
ii. Engage with local, state, and regional efforts to advance coastal water trails networks.
iii. Promote maritime and cultural preservation unique to Michigan’s coastline.
iv. Create a Public Access Enhancement (309) Strategy for the MCMP that focuses on coastal tourism
opportunities along with creating safe access for all people, including underserved communities
2) Develop outreach materials to communicate and increase understanding of the Coastal Program.
3) Communicate and collaborate; supplement and complement with local, regional, state, and federal partners.
a. Create opportunities for improved understanding of the MCMP with our local, regional, and inter-state
partners.
i. Seek opportunities to network and expand the MCMP Coastal Resiliency Network with local
community leaders and local/regional planning organizations.
ii. Seek opportunities to provide on-site presentations on the MCMP.
iii. Seek opportunities to participate on vested-interest workgroups and committees.
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b. Create opportunities for improved understanding of the MCMP with our intrastate partners.
i. Seek opportunities to network with the MDEQ, Water Resources Division staff by hosting brownbags,
conducting district visits and on-site cross trainings, and participate on vested-interest
workgroups/committees.
ii. Seek opportunities to network with MDNR, Fisheries, Wildlife, and Parks Division staff by hosting
brownbags, conduct on-site cross trainings, and participate on vested-interest
workgroups/committees.
c. Create opportunities to improve the understanding of the MCMP with our federal partners.
i. Seek opportunities to network with the NOAA, USEPA, USACE, TNC, USGS, and USFWS.
d. Provide updates to partners on MCMP accomplishments utilizing improved website, coastal notes, and
social media.
4) Develop a Michigan Coastal Program Marketing/Communications Plan a. Develop a communications plan that includes a
marketing strategy that effectively communicates the purpose of the MCMP and its focus areas. Deliverables such as
templates for newsletters, informational alerts, social media bits, print media, and an analysis of needs assessments and
market analysis.
The Coastal Management Program in the Michigan Office of the Great Lakes also awarded in 2018 $841,244 in grant funds to
coastal partners for 15 projects and statewide initiatives (Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy, 2019)
including:
Development of a Coastal Management Program Marketing and Communication Plan: collaborate with Michigan State
University to develop a targeted communications plan and framed messages that effectively communicate the purpose
of the Coastal Program and the value of Michigan’s coastal resources, promoting a culture of stewardship
Coastal Hazards Assistantship: research will inform community-based engagement strategies for the conservation and
management of the Great Lakes coast
Coastal Clean Marina Initiative: collaborate with the Michigan Boating Industries Association to support Clean Marina
Specialists who will strategically conduct site visits at new and renewing marina facilities, recruit new facilities for the
Clean Marina Program, promote coastal stewardship, and provide the Clean Marina Operations Committee with technical
assistance.
Coastal Clean Marina Initiative: collaborate with the Michigan Sea Grant at the University of Michigan to investigate
engagement methods to increase recertification and new certification rates for the Clean Marina Initiative.
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Coastal Communities Scenario-Based Planning, Coastal Hazard-Ready Strategy: collaborate with the LIAA to assist in the
development of master plans to support vibrant and resilient communities.
Learning to Live in Dynamic Dunes : protect coastal ecosystems and promote community stewardship, the Coastal
Management Program will collaborate with the Michigan Environmental Council to gain a better understanding of
specific impacts of human development on dunes since European settlement and assess how these activities have
altered natural dune processes. The Michigan Environmental Council will engage dunes stakeholders, identified through
previous outreach efforts, (e.g., #HowYouDune Survey), as citizen-scientists to help assemble imagery and contribute to
a participatory modeling “dunes literacy” effort. Using small gatherings and software tools, the Michigan Environmental
Council will guide dune stakeholders in community-level decision-making processes focused on discovering shared
concerns, perspectives, and priorities related to development in sand dunes and other dynamic coastal landscapes
Galvanizing Michigan’s Coastal Outdoor Recreation Industry: partner with Heart of the Lakes to build a network of
stakeholders that support the coastal outdoor recreation industry in Michigan, support the growth of eco-tourism
businesses, and foster conservation ethic. Heart of the Lakes will create an education package that connects the outdoor
industry to coastal conservation. A primary audience will be key opinion leaders and decision-makers. The campaign will
also be used for collaboration and outreach to help establish support for Michigan’s already robust, but largely
unrecognized, coastal recreation industry
Best Practices Guide for Sustainable Tourism: collaborate with the Michigan Association of Planning to increase the
understanding of local government leaders, professional planners, and local tourism offices about how coastal tourism
planning can be both an economic development tool and a way to protect and preserve natural features. With ecotourism increasing in Michigan, it is imperative that coastal communities understand how to integrate coastal and
environmental protection into a tourism plan. A tourism plan can increase environmental awareness, protect and
preserve the environment, and improve environmental management while supporting local and regional economic
development interests
Sunrise Coastal Trail Planning: establish initial trail planning for approximately 45 miles of trail linking communities to
each other, regional trail systems, and parks and forestlands, linking people to community and to nature.
Connecting Coastal Communities to Improve Storm Water Management: partner with Huron Pines to work with
community leaders in Au Gres, Tawas City, and East Tawas to raise awareness about water quality and storm water
management issues and develop tools to guide storm water management work
Point Betsie Lighthouse Beach Access: support vibrant and resilient communities and collaborate with Benzie County to
create a safe, barrier-free access to the Point Betsie Lake Michigan beach and enhance public access to Lake Michigan,
improve visitor safety, protect critical dunes, and grow appreciation of natural resources.
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Michigan also has developed the Michigan Water Strategy which has nine strategic actions included in the document (Michigan
Water Strategy. Each strategic action includes an emphasis on various stakeholder and public engagement related goals and
activities. Some actions have a heavier emphasis on engagement than others. The nine actions include: inspire stewardship for
clean water; protect and restore aquatic ecosystems; create vibrant waterfronts; support water-based recreation; promote
water-based economies; ensure clean and safe waters; invest in water infrastructure; monitor water systems; and build
governance tools.
The Michigan Office of the Great Lakes has compiled a draft implementation progress document that identifies each goal (e.g.
Inspire stewardship for clean water), the accompanying recommendations (e.g. Work with existing volunteer organizations and
conservation community-based and statewide organizations to promote and expand opportunities to engage citizen volunteers
to achieve the Water Strategy goals and outcomes, such as the Michigan Clean Water Corps program), the implementation
metric (e.g. By 2017, develop a list of participants and define engagement levels; track progress toward increasing engagement
levels; by 2018, secure long-term funding for the MiCorps program and evaluate opportunities to expand the scope of
monitoring activities), the leading agency/organizations (e.g. MDEQ, MDNR, NGOs), the status (e.g. ongoing), a dashboard
metric (e.g. on track), and additional comments (e.g. Various groups and programs around the state work to engage citizen
volunteers, such as the Adopt-A-Beach program, the Huron River Watershed council, Huron Pines, etc; additional funding has
not been identified).
The Michigan Clean Water Corps also helps with implementing the state’s engagement efforts through its network of volunteer
water quality monitoring programs throughout Michigan. It was created through Michigan Executive Order #2003-15 to assist
the DEQ in collecting and sharing water quality data for use in water resources management and protection programs. Some
initiatives include citizen science volunteering, Cooperative Lakes Monitoring Program Trainings, Stream Monitoring Trainings,
and Webinars.
Additionally, like each of the bordering Great Lakes states, Michigan has its own Sea Grant organization helping to implement
engagement and outreach activities. Michigan Sea Grant helps facilitate connecting government agencies, NGOs, educators,
business owners, and citizens by supporting programs such as the Michigan Clean Marina Program, annual fisheries workshops,
and the Sustainable Small Harbours project. The Michigan Sea Grant Extension is part of the National Sea Grant College program
and provides funds for various initiatives. Michigan Sea Grant’s Extension educators apply research, conduct educational
activities, and unite stakeholder groups in communities across Michigan’s coasts. They share scientific knowledge with decision-
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makers, public officials, community leaders, businesses, and industries. They publish resources for a variety of audiences,
develop free classroom lessons online, and offer hands-on camps and workshops. For K-12 teachers they offer: the Great Lakes
Education Program; the Great Lakes Natural Resources Camp; and the Great Lakes Bowl. For all ages they offer: fisheries
workshops; Great Lakes Stewardship Initiative; Teaching Great Lakes Science workshop; the Great Lakes FieldScope GIS
Collaboration Tool; and the Centre for Great Lakes Literacy. The Great Lakes Stewardship Initiative has nine regional hubs
located around Michigan and offers professional development about content and pedagogy for K-12th grade teachers and
community partners, helps organize and sustain school-community partnerships, and provide leadership for place-based
education and environmental stewardship.
Michigan Office of the Great Lakes Public Advisory Council Support for AOC Restoration
Description

Scope

Type
Target
Activities

Public involvement is essential to cleaning up Michigan's Areas of Concern, which are waters recovering from environmental impacts.
Each AOC has a Public Advisory Council, a group of community members that provide local expertise and participate in volunteer
activities. A Statewide Public Advisory Council is made up of members representing each of Michigan's 14 Area's of Concern and anyone
can join.
Ø Michigan state portion of the basin
Ø Federal led
Ø Funding Agencies involved: GLRI
Ø Up to $220,000 through to 2021
Ø Funding not guaranteed for each PAC but each grant is expected to range around $30,000
Ø Project grant period of 11 months
Ø Funding provided by federal government for projects and initiatives which contribute to the goals and objectives of public
involvement in cleaning up the Michigan portion of the Great Lakes under the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative
Ø Eligible Applicants: Nonprofit organizations, units of government, and colleges or universities working with PACs in one of
Michigan’s 12 AOCs are eligible to receive grants.
Ø Convene partners/committees, hold meetings/workshops, and perform other associated logistical tasks for PAC operations,
such as:
o Prepare and distribute meeting agendas and summaries;
o Post meeting and event notifications through print or electronic media;
o Maintain PAC member list serves;
o Arrange meeting logistics;
o Recruit suitable membership consistent with PAC bylaws;
o Review, revise, or produce updated educational materials for PAC members;
o Retain records of PAC operations including meeting minutes, grant agreements, reports and receipts;
o Prepare grant proposals to pursue funding opportunities in support of BUI removals and AOC delisting.
o Assess BUIs (including technical support such as GIS mapping and analysis, survey work, research, or other expert
consultation);
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o
o
o
o
o
Tools
Product/Outcomes
Other
Sources

Implement actions or projects to remove BUIs;
Prepare documentation justifying BUI removals;
Conduct public outreach and education;
Facilitate AOC delisting once all BUIs have been removed;
Plan transition for organizations desiring a role post AOC delisting.

Ø n/a
Ø Advance projects included in the Delisting Strategy or identified by the AOC Coordinator; prepare documentation in support of
BUI removal or AOC delisting; or develop proposals to remove BUIs or delist an AOC.
Ø n/a
Office of the Great Lakes. 2019. “MICHIGAN AREAS OF CONCERN PROGRAM REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR PUBLIC ADVISORY COUNCIL
SUPPORT GRANTS.” Retrieved from https://www.michigan.gov/documents/deq/2018-2019_PAC_Support_RFP_w_Attachment_A__FINAL_617386_7.pdf

Michigan Office of the Great Lakes, Coastal Management Program –

Objective 4 Provide Opportunities for Citizens and Other Public and Private Interests
Description
The Coastal Program strives to grow environmental stewardship, encourage innovative methods for understanding and communicating
coastal challenges, and partner in sustainable economic development.
Scope
Ø Michigan state portion of the basin
Ø Funding Agencies involved: Michigan DNR Office of the Great Lakes; NOAA
Ø $841,244 in 2019 for CMP Statewide initiatives (15-month project completion time frame)
Ø $700,000 - $1,000,000 in 2020 for CMP Statewide Initiatives (
Ø $250,000 in 2020 for Special Healthy Coast Grant Funding Opportunity (12-month project completion time frame)
Type
Ø State-Federal partnership to provide funding for projects and initiatives that contribute to enhancing public participation in
coastal management within the state of Michigan
Target
Ø Eligible Applicants coastal communities (e.g., local units of government, cities, counties, villages, and townships), regional
planning agencies, educational institutions, and tribal governments located within the approved programmatic boundary.
Activities
Ø Enhance public access for the use and enjoyment of Michigan’s coast
Ø Communicate and collaborate with local, regional, state, and federal partners
Ø Develop outreach materials to increase understanding of Coastal Program
Ø Develop a Michigan Coastal Program Marketing/Communications Plan
Tools
Ø Projects and Initiatives under Grants released for the Coastal Management Strategy in 2019
o Development of a Coastal Management Program Marketing and Communication Plan to collaborate with Michigan
State University to develop a targeted communications plan and framed messages that effectively communicate the
purpose of the Coastal Program and the value of Michigan’s coastal resources, promoting a culture of stewardship
o Coastal Hazards Assistantship research will inform community-based engagement strategies for the conservation and
management of the Great Lakes coast
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o

o
o
o

o

o

o

o
o

Coastal Clean Marina Initiative: collaborate with the Michigan Boating Industries Association to support Clean Marina
Specialists who will strategically conduct site visits at new and renewing marina facilities, recruit new facilities for the
Clean Marina Program, promote coastal stewardship, and provide the Clean Marina Operations Committee with
technical assistance.
Coastal Clean Marina Initiative: collaborate with the Michigan Sea Grant at the University of Michigan to investigate
engagement methods to increase recertification and new certification rates for the Clean Marina Initiative.
Coastal Communities Scenario-Based Planning, Coastal Hazard-Ready Strategy: collaborate with the LIAA to assist in
the development of master plans to support vibrant and resilient communities.
Learning to Live in Dynamic Dunes: protect coastal ecosystems and promote community stewardship and collaborate
with the Michigan Environmental Council to gain a better understanding of specific impacts of human development
on dunes since European settlement and assess how these activities have altered natural dune processes. The
Michigan Environmental Council will engage dunes stakeholders, identified through previous outreach efforts, (e.g.,
#HowYouDune Survey), as citizen-scientists to help assemble imagery and contribute to a participatory modeling
“dunes literacy” effort. Using small gatherings and software tools, the Michigan Environmental Council will guide
dune stakeholders in community-level decision-making processes focused on discovering shared concerns,
perspectives, and priorities related to development in sand dunes and other dynamic coastal landscapes
Galvanizing Michigan’s Coastal Outdoor Recreation Industry: partner with Heart of the Lakes to build a network of
stakeholders that support the coastal outdoor recreation industry in Michigan, support the growth of eco-tourism
businesses, and foster conservation ethic. Heart of the Lakes will create an education package that connects the
outdoor industry to coastal conservation. A primary audience will be key opinion leaders and decision-makers. The
campaign will also be used for collaboration and outreach to help establish support for Michigan’s already robust, but
largely unrecognized, coastal recreation industry
Best Practices Guide for Sustainable Tourism: collaborate with the Michigan Association of Planning to increase the
understanding of local government leaders, professional planners, and local tourism offices about how coastal
tourism planning can be both an economic development tool and a way to protect and preserve natural features.
With eco-tourism increasing in Michigan, it is imperative that coastal communities understand how to integrate
coastal and environmental protection into a tourism plan. A tourism plan can increase environmental awareness,
protect and preserve the environment, and improve environmental management while supporting local and regional
economic development interests
Sunrise Coastal Trail Planning: project will establish initial trail planning for approximately 45 miles of trail linking
communities to each other, regional trail systems, and parks and forestlands, linking people to community and to
nature.
Connecting Coastal Communities to Improve Storm Water Management: partner with Huron Pines to work with
community leaders in Au Gres, Tawas City, and East Tawas to raise awareness about water quality and storm water
management issues and develop tools to guide storm water management work
Point Betsie Lighthouse Beach Access To support vibrant and resilient communities: collaborate with Benzie County to
create a safe, barrier-free access to the Point Betsie Lake Michigan beach and enhance public access to Lake Michigan,
improve visitor safety, protect critical dunes, and grow appreciation of natural resources.
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Product/Outcomes

Other
Sources

Ø Grants for Special Healthy Coast GFO 2020
o Consideration will only be given to planning projects that lead to implementation of onthe-ground activities focused
on enhancing coastal habitats and water quality and utilizing nature-based solutions while creating and improving
safe access for the public.
o Must incorporate community engagement and outreach, including design and installation of interpretative
signage/display
o • Indicate local support for the project and identification of agencies or
o organizations partnering on the project. Letters of support from the
o public and letters of commitment from project partners may be included
o in the application submittal as hardcopies or PDF files
Ø By 2020 create a Public Access Enhancement Strategy for the CMP that works to increase the stewardship of universal access
to the Great Lakes for all citizens
Ø By 2024 two coastal communities have incorporated coastal ecotourism aspects into their economic plans with the assistance
of CMP funding or staff
Ø By 2024 provide four training events to coastal decision-makers to comprehensively plan for and manage public access
Ø Create opportunities for improved understanding of the MCMP with our local, regional, and inter-state partners.
o i. Seek opportunities to network and expand the MCMP Coastal Resiliency Network with local community leaders and
local/regional planning organizations.
o ii. Seek opportunities to provide on-site presentations on the MCMP.
o iii. Seek opportunities to participate on vested-interest workgroups and committees.
Ø Create opportunities for improved understanding of the MCMP with our intrastate partners.
o i. Seek opportunities to network with the MDEQ, Water Resources Division staff by hosting brownbags, conducting
district visits and on-site cross trainings, and participate on vested-interest workgroups/committees.
o ii. Seek opportunities to network with MDNR, Fisheries, Wildlife, and Parks Division staff by hosting brownbags,
conduct on-site cross trainings, and participate on vested-interest workgroups/committees.
Ø Create opportunities to improve the understanding of the MCMP with our federal partners.
o i. Seek opportunities to network with the NOAA, USEPA, USACE, TNC, USGS, and USFWS.
Ø Provide updates to partners on MCMP accomplishments utilizing improved website, coastal notes, and social media.
Ø Develop a communications plan that includes a marketing strategy that effectively communicates the purpose of the MCMP
and its focus areas. Deliverables such as templates for newsletters, informational alerts, social media bits, print media, and an
analysis of needs assessments and market analysis.
Ø n/a

Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy. (2019). Coastal Management Program. Retrieved from
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/0,9429,7-135-3313_3677_3696---,00.html
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Michigan Water Strategy – Engagement Related
Description
Scope

Type
Target
Activities

Tools
Product/Outcomes

Other
Sources

Goal: Michigan Citizens are Stewards of Clean Water and Healthy Aquatic Ecosystems
- Michigan state portion of the basin
- State led
- Funding providers include the OGL; the Coastal Management Program; crowdsourcing; Michigan Invasive Species Grant
Program; Revolving Loan Fund Program
- Funding provided by the state of Michigan to projects and initiatives that contribute to citizen stewardship of Michigan water
bodies and watersheds
- local residents
- community organizations/individuals who could be potential donors
- Develop strategy to integrate freshwater literacy principles into place-based education, state curriculum standards and
professional development for K-12 educators
- Develop and implement a communication strategy focused on connecting economic, environmental, social, and cultural values
to Water Strategy outcomes. Utilize survey tools and data collected to assess behaviours and attitudes towards Michigan’s
water resources to assess changes over time to measure:
o resident’s willingness to fund water quality infrastructure;
o community’s connection to local water assets;
o resident’s knowledge of and affinity for local waters;
o volunteerism and local philanthropy that support a community’s vision for water and water-related assets
- Work with existing volunteer, community-based and statewide conservation organizations to promote and expand
opportunities to engage citizen volunteers to achieve the Water Strategy goals and outcomes, such as the Michigan Clean
Water Corps program.
o Develop list of participants and define engagement levels; track progress toward increasing engagement levels
o Secure long term funding for the MiCorps program and evaluate opportunities to expand the scope of monitoring
activities
- Local and individual philanthropy can have a direct impact on a community’s ability to achieve Water Strategy goals. Further
alignment is needed amongst private foundations and community based philanthropy to support key elements of the Strategy.
o Convene a funder’s summit for Community Foundations and Donor Advised Fund Managers to support Great Lakes
restoration and management through philanthropy
- n/a
- Individuals and communities understand their responsibility for and make informed and responsible decisions regarding water
resources
- Increase the number of citizens with knowledge and understanding of water literacy principles; Michigan citizens support
funding for water and implementation of the Water Strategy
- n/a
Office of the Great Lakes. 2016. “Sustaining Michigan’s Water Heritage: A Strategy for the Next Generation.” Retrieved from
https://www.michigan.gov/documents/deq/deq-ogl-waterstrategy_538161_7.pdf
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Wisconsin
Wisconsin established the Wisconsin Great Lakes Strategy which has eight core issues that are accompanied by recommended
actions. These include aquatic invasive species (AIS), habitat and species, coastal health, areas of concern (AOCs), nonpoint
source pollution, persistent bioaccumulative toxins, sustainable development, and information and indicators. AIS, AOCs,
nonpoint source management, persistent bioaccumulative toxins, and sustainable development each mention education,
outreach, and engagement related actions within their objectives (Office of the Great Lakes Wisconsin DNR, 2009).
For AIS outreach and education, actions include: developing an Education Materials program targeted towards Great Lakes
issues in collaboration with the Governor’s Council on Invasive Species; developing interactive displays for events such as State
Fairs to increase public awareness of AIS; develop and implement a Lake Superior vector prevention, control, and management
plan, working in partnership with the Lake Superior Binational Program and other state and federal agencies; and support the
Lake Superior Binational Program’s Total Prevention Plan for AIS, and support Wisconsin’s endorsement of the final prevention
plan.
For AOC outreach and education, actions include: engaging local communities in each AOC in development of implementation
priorities for the actions listed in the AOC delisting targets; and use outreach and education activities to maintain a wellinformed and motivated network of citizens that understand the benefits of “taking back” their river with the goal of having
these citizens moving agencies and responsibly parties to action.
Under nonpoint source management outreach and education, actions include: considering approaches working with
municipalities not required to obtain a permit, through education/outreach and voluntary grant or incentive programs
(Municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4) serving a population over 10,000 that are located outside of an urbanized area
are required to obtain a WDNR storm water discharge permit); promote public outreach and the capacity for local governments
to address nonpoint sources issues in the Lake Superior Basin and work with the Lake Superior Partner Team; and promote
public outreach and the capacity for local governments to address nonpoint source issues in the Lake Michigan Basin.
For Persistent Bioaccumulative Toxins outreach and education, actions include working with the EPA, the Binational Toxins
Strategy22, the Great Lakes Binational Program Executive Committee, and the Lake Superior Binational Program to further
develop a strategy to reduce nonpoint pollution, with a focus on pesticides and outreach on alternatives to pesticides.
Under sustainable development outreach and education, actions include supporting long-term sustainable planning for and
implementation of shoreline protection, conservation, economic development, and outreach/education.
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Great Lakes protections in the state of Wisconsin are also supported by the Wisconsin Lakes Partnership which is comprised of
three groups that form the core of the Partnership and include the University of Wisconsin Extension Lakes, the Wisconsin DNR,
and local lake people who make up a third of the group and are represented by the statewide non-profit Wisconsin Lakes
(University of Wisconsin, 2019). Under the University of Wisconsin Extension Lakes exists the Citizen Lake Monitoring Network
over a thousand citizen volunteers to collect high quality data, educate and empower volunteers, and share the information.
The Extension Lakes also leads the Clean Boats Clean Waters effort which trains inspectors to organize and conduct a boater
education program in their community. Adults and youth teams educate boaters on how and where invasive species are most
likely to enter water bodies. Since 2004 when the CBCW program was initiated, hundreds of workshops have been held and
thousands of folks in over fifty counties have been trained as watercraft inspectors. Lake residents, county board members,
tribal community members, representatives from county park and forest programs, boat marina operators and realtors have
attended the workshops to learn how AIS threaten Wisconsin waters. They also received instructions on how to organize a
watercraft inspection program, how to approach boaters, perform boat/trailer checks, record pertinent data and report suspect
specimens. With the guidance of a CBCW handbook and a resource kit full of aquatic invasive species information, trained
inspectors are the frontline defense against AIS. On weekends and busy holidays, teams of watercraft inspectors across the
state educate boaters on how and where AIS are most likely to hitch a ride and how to perform a watercraft inspection. During
watercraft inspections, inspectors engage boaters in conversation about the AIS prevention steps and keep a record of how
many people they talk with. They report this information to a statewide database that tabulates both paid and volunteer
watercraft inspector data.
The Lake Leaders Institute was also established under the Extension Lakes to help citizens hone in on leadership skills through
training and civic engagement. Members who get involved pay $350 which allows them to attend three two-day sessions. The
core curriculum is delivered every other year and includes three focused seminars: Society and Environment; Aquatic Ecology
and Watershed Management; and Organizations, People, and Politics. Additionally, the Wisconsin Lakes Partnership hosts a
convention every year that is coupled with a Water Action Volunteers Symposium. Lastly, the Lake Leaders Institute was also
established under the Extension Lakes to help citizens hone in on leadership skills through training and civic engagement
(University of Wisconsin, 2019b).
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Wisconsin has also established the Citizen-Based Monitoring Network which is comprehensive stakeholder collaboration
designed to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of monitoring efforts by providing coordination, communications,
technical and financial resources, and recognition to members of the Wisconsin citizen-based monitoring community.
Lake Michigan Stakeholders is another organization which citizens felt that Lake Michigan was suffering from the effects of a
lack of coordination across interested groups. These discussions took place over a year before they decided to bring together
stakeholders to form a combined “voice for Lake Michigan.” The first meeting was held in 2005 at Concordia College. There
were over 40 participants representing a range of interests including federal, state and local units of government, universities,
non-governmental organizations, tribal nations, and property owners. The meeting objective was to discuss opportunities for
improving coordination of restoration efforts on a Lake Michigan Basin scale and consider how we might work more effectively
together. As the group organized itself, a steering committee was created and a vision and mission statement were drafted. Bylaws were eventually adopted and a membership survey is sent annually to the almost 200 diverse members.
The Lake Michigan Stakeholders group has continued to hold membership meetings on a regular basis since 2005. Currently,
membership meetings are held in the spring and fall each year to discuss LMS business, provide presentations and outreach on
Lake Michigan topics, and offer networking and information sharing opportunities to members. Much of the group’s recent
activity has centered around the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative. Funding for grants is provided to applicants from the
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resource. An events calendar is also provided on upcoming citizen-based monitoring events
(e.g. webinars, monitoring activities, workshops). The website also has a directory of citizen-based monitoring organizations
throughout Wisconsin (University of Wisconsin, 2019b).
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US Great Lakes Sea Grant Network
Great Lakes Sea Grant Network
Description

Scope
Type
Target

Activities

Tools

Product/Outcomes
Sources

In addition to addressing local challenges and opportunities, each Sea Grant program concentrates on four major focus areas:
1) Healthy coastal ecosystems
2) Sustainable fisheries and aquaculture
3) Resilient communities and economies
4) Environmental literacy and workforce development
Ø Sea Grant programs accomplish these goals through collaborative research, education, and outreach efforts designed to apply
science to real-world environmental and socioeconomic needs.
Great Lakes Sea Grant Network includes the following eight programs:
Ø Illinois-Indiana, Lake Champlain, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin
Ø U.S. portion of the basin
Ø Funding provided by federal government through the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration for projects and
initiatives that contribute to the four major focus areas of the Sea Grant Network
Ø Citizens
Ø Private land owners
Ø Youth, schools
Ø community organizations/individuals who could be potential donors
Ø agricultural sector
Ø industrial sector
Ø commercial/businesses sector
Ø All programs provide education programs that engage students in experiential practices
Ø The Center for Great Lakes Literacy (CGLL) is a collaborative effort led by Sea Grant educators throughout the Great Lakes
watershed. CGLL fosters informed and responsible decisions that advance basin-wide stewardship by providing hands-on
experiences, educational resources, and networking opportunities that promote Great Lakes literacy among an engaged
community of educators, scientists, and citizens.
Ø Angler outreach for AIS prevention
Ø New York Coastal Community Development Program
Ø Workshops & Educational materials
Ø Landowner Stewardship Programs
Ø Training courses for community leaders and residents
Ø Web notices posted for when public comments are needed
Ø Community newsletters
Ø engage participants with local environmental agencies and community groups to promote community participation in local
water quality and fish and wildlife enhancement through volunteering efforts.
Great Lakes Sea Grant Network. 2019. “Great Lakes Sea Grant Network.” Retrieved from https://greatlakesseagrant.com/
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Federal Level – Canada
The Canadian federal government, primarily through Environment Canada and Climate Change, is the lead agency on the
GLWQA and many other fronts related to the Great Lakes. The federal government leads many efforts to engage the public
particularly through Annex work, work and collaboration with the IJC, with the province of Ontario through the Canada-Ontario
Agreement, with First Nations communities and peoples and with non-government organizations and communities.
To support public engagement, including community and stakeholder engagement the Canadian Federal Government has two
major programs: the EcoAction Community Funding Program and the Great Lakes Protection Initiative. Reviewing and
understanding how these programs are being executed and implemented to support public engagement is the focus of this
section of the report.

EcoAction Community Funding Program
The EcoAction Community Funding Program is provided by Environment and Climate Change Canada to financially support
community groups for projects that have measurable, positive impacts on the environment. Projects must address one of
Environment Canada and Climate Change Canada’s environmental priorities: climate change, clean air, clean water, and nature.
The maximum funding available per project is $100,00 and the maximum length of a project is 36 consecutive months. Funding
support may also be requested for projects that have an action focus to improve the environment and increase environmental
awareness and capacity in the community. The program requirements are as follows:
Core requirements
- must include at least one key environmental indicator as per the list of performance indicators listed in the Annex
- actions that will lead to tangible environmental results within the timeframe of the project
- an indication of the potential for self-sustaining continuity after the termination of EcoAction support
- alignment with provincial, territorial and/or municipal by-laws
Funding requirements
- at least 50% of total value of project must come from sources other than the Government of Canada
Community support and involvement requirements
- Project proposals need to demonstrate support and involvement of community members
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For example, a community project aiming to improve watershed health and water quality by engaging landowners and
volunteers needs to submit, along with its application, letters demonstrating cash and/or in-kind support from the
community and its project partners.

Environmental groups, community groups, youth and senior groups, community-based associations, service clubs, and
Indigenous organizations may apply. Businesses, educational institutions, individuals, and municipal, provincial, territorial and
federal governments may not apply, but are encouraged to partner with non-profit organizations to support a project proposal.
EcoAction projects are expected to:
- Protect, stabilize, or improve over 5,000 hectares of shoreline.
- Reduce or divert close to 50,000 kilograms of harmful waste.
- Reduce water consumption by close to 10 million litres—the equivalent of what over 100 Canadians consume in a year.
Since 1995, EcoAction has approved close to $118 million in funding for 3,184 projects that engage Canadians in direct
environmental activities. Since 2006, EcoAction has helped engage over 2.7 million Canadians in environmental activities. For
every dollar received through EcoAction, approximately $2.41 is contributed by other funding partners.1

Great Lakes Protection Initiative
Since 2017, the Canadian federal government has been working to increase public engagement efforts throughout the Canadian
portion of the Great Lakes basin through the Great Lakes Protection Initiative (GLPI). One of the main goals of the initiative aims
to enhance public awareness and knowledge of Great Lakes issues to engage Canadians in making personal choices and taking
individual actions that help restore and protect Great Lakes water quality and ecosystem health. Funding has been made
available to support initiatives that engage citizens through participation in citizen science and other educational and outreach
efforts targeted at the community level.

1

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/news/2019/08/the-government-of-canada-supports-community-action-to-protect-and-conservefreshwater-resources.html
https://www.ec.gc.ca/ecoaction/EF4E94E3-BA2D-47F5-BEF1-77E31F48030C/Applicant'sGUIDE_e_2017%20%20%20Final.pdf#targetText=The%20EcoAction%20Community%20Funding%20Program,projects%20that%20yield%20measurable%20results
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During the fiscal year 2018 to 2019 four projects for increasing Indigenous engagement in the Great Lakes were carried out, with
each project being awarded $100,000 in funding and the time span of the projects ranged from 2-4 years. Also, for the fiscal year
2018-2019 one major project for increasing public engagement through citizen science was funded with $1.8 million dollars and
the time span of the project is 4 years. Between the fiscal years 2018-2019 and 2019-2020, 18 projects to help restore Great Lakes
AOCs through community engagement were awarded just over $2.1 million in total for projects that span between 1-3 years.
Additionally, 6 projects between 2018-2019 and 2019-2020 to prevent toxic and nuisance algae were awarded just over $2.3
million in total for projects that span 2-4 years.
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Great Lakes Protection Initiative (GLPI)
Description/Goals
of engagement
Scope
Type
Target

Activities

Tools

Desired
Product/Outcomes

Ø Enhance public awareness and knowledge of Great Lakes issues to engage Canadians in making personal choices and taking
individual actions that help restore and protect Great Lakes water quality and ecosystem health.
Ø engage Indigenous Peoples in addressing Great Lakes issues: enhancing Indigenous capacity to address Great Lakes issues
through projects that engage Indigenous Peoples at the community level
Ø Canadian basin-wide
Ø Federal support
Ø April 1, 2018 – March 31, 2022
Ø Federal funding provided to partner-led projects that contribute to actions which restore and protect the Great Lakes
ecosystem and water quality
Ø Public/citizen – no mention of engagement being targeted to individuals
Ø Other levels of government – no mention of provincial or municipal governments and their agencies
Ø Stakeholder/organized interests – is available non-governmental organizations, not-for-profit organizations, and for-profit
organizations
Ø Experts – funding is available to research, academic, and educational institutions; conservation authorities
Ø Communities – is available to indigenous communities and their governments; indigenous organizations or associations
Ø The Government of Canada is providing funding for initiatives that enhance Canadians’ knowledge of and engagement in
addressing Great Lakes issues through participation in citizen science
Ø The minimum amount available for any one project is $40,000
Ø The maximum amount available for any one project is $1,800,000
Ø Projects may be multiyear in nature (e.g. completed within the timeline that the funding has been released between 2018 –
2022.
Ø Total engagement funding is not specified
Ø No tools are specified outside of funding being provided and guidelines to assess the extent to which proposal meet the
following evaluation criteria: environmental and scientific relevance, community engagement, extended engagement,
likelihood of project success, and value for money
Project proposals/projects must:
Ø increase the number of people participating in Great Lakes citizen science activities
Ø engage citizens in a manner that increases their knowledge of Great Lakes issues
Ø collect and make available useful scientific information
Ø focus on the Canadian Great Lakes waters (shorelines, nearshore, offshore areas)
Project evaluation includes:
Ø likelihood of project success:
Ø measurable goals and objectives are clearly stated and there is a well-developed plan to track project success
Ø work plan (including timeline) is realistic and achievable and will lead to the stated outcomes
Ø proponent has demonstrated the capacity to carry out the project
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Other

Sources

Engagement criteria:
Community engagement:
Ø proposed project has a well-developed approach to engaging a large number of people in citizen science activities
Ø proposed project has a well-developed plan for training and/or supporting citizen scientists
Ø proposed project has a well-developed plan to communicate with participants and the community
Extended engagement:
Ø proposed project has a well-developed strategy for encouraging or motivating action of participants beyond citizen science
Ø proposed project has a well-developed strategy to engage other citizens in action based on the information gathered through
citizen science activities
Government of Canada. 2018. “Great Lakes Protection Initiative.” Retrieved from https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/great-lakes-protection/funding/increasing-public-engagement-citizen-science.html

Intergovernmental Canada: Federal-Ontario
The Canada-Ontario Agreement Respecting the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem (2014-19) includes an intergovernmental
commitment to enhance community engagement as one of its five main priorities. This includes engaging with First Nations and
Métis communities by meeting with provincial and federal governments annually to discuss Great Lakes issues, share
knowledge, and provide input on action plans. The governments outline what type of projects they are working on and will fund
and communities can apply for funding through programs like the EcoAction Community Fund, the Great Lakes Sustainability
Fund for Areas of Concern, and the Lake Simcoe/South-eastern Georgina Bay Clean-Up Fund. Other grants that are provided
include the Great Lakes Guardian Community Fund, the Ontario Community Environment Fund, the Species at Risk Stewardship
Fund, and the Land Stewardship and Habitat Restoration Program.
Public engagement is part of the development of the COA where stakeholder and public input was requested. The focus on
public engagement is evident by examining public engagement in the last few COAs.
The Draft 2007 CAO Respecting the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem was subject to a public engagement process which included:
§ Publication of the Final Report of the Review of the 2002 Canada-Ontario Agreement Respecting the Great Lakes
Basin Ecosystem, June 2006;
§ Public consultation and meetings in five Ontario cities (November 2006 to January 2007) hosted by the
Environmental Commissioner of Ontario and Pollution Probe;
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§ A workshop with Great Lakes municipalities in December 2006;
§ Public consultation and meetings co-hosted by Ontario with Environment Canada in three Ontario cities in April, 2007;
and

§ Consultation with the public through an Environmental Registry previous posting in January, 2007 and through this
posting in March 2007, updated in June, 2007
Public Consultation on the proposal for this decision was provided on the Environmental Registry for 58 Days, from March 19,
2007 to May 16, 2007. As a result of public consultation on the proposal, the Ministry received a total of 33 comments: 27
comments were received in writing and 6 were received online. An additional three comments which were not submitted on the
Environmental Registry, but were sent to the Government of Canada through their concurrent Canada Gazette posting, were
also considered. Comments on the draft 2007 COA came from restoration, protection and conservation groups, conservation
authorities, municipalities, municipal, industrial and agricultural associations, environmental groups, citizen’s groups and
individuals. Comments received were analyzed and as a result, some changes were made to the draft 2007 COA to improve
clarity.
Overall there was support for Ontario moving ahead with Canada to execute a 2007 COA. Comments unanimously supported
protection of the Great Lakes and the continuity of programming under a Canada-Ontario Agreement Respecting the Great
Lakes Basin Ecosystem. There was general support for the content of the Framework and four Annexes, including the expanded
focus on sustainable living and the addition of two new areas of special focus on climate change and on drinking water source
protection. Common priorities across many submissions included: that Great Lakes protection requires resources, good
governance, accountability, sound science, and broad public and partner involvement. In response to the comments received,
Ontario reaffirmed its commitment to the protection of the Great Lakes by signing the 2007 COA and committing $32.4-million
to its implementation. Comments also expressed the need for increased accountability in the implementation of the 2007 COA
and enhanced Great Lakes community engagement.
An extension of the COA was also posted pertaining to the Lake Superior AIS Complete Prevention Plan, the Lake Huon
Southeast Shores Project, the Lake Erie Binational Nutrient Management Strategy, and the Lake Ontario Binational Biodiversity
Conservation Strategy. Public consultation was held for 30 days during February 9, 2010 to March 11, 2010. 24 comments were
received. Comments pertained to a desire for more public input to the renewable process, recognition that the extension is
acceptable only if Ontario follows through on its long-term Great Lakes vision as part of the Healthy Great Lakes, Strong Ontario
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engagement process, and support for the COA extension with the understanding that there will be ongoing funding for local
implementation.
An additional posting for the Second Extension of the 2007 COA was made and updates were made as a result pertaining to
harmful pollutants, a nearshore framework, stewardship activities, binational cooperative monitoring programs
implementation, AIS complete prevention plan implementation, and spill prevention and responses. The consultation period
was open for 47 days from January 12, 2011 to February 28, 2011. 16 comments were received in total. In addition to the
Environmental Registry posting, Ontario consulted on this policy proposal by undertaking targeted consultations via telephone
with key stakeholders and meetings with First Nations and Métis representatives. Comments received during these discussions
were considered by the Ministries of the Environment, Natural Resources, and Agriculture, Food, and Rural Affairs in addition to
the 16 responses received through the Environmental Registry. the comments received indicated that stakeholders and
Aboriginal community representatives felt the proposed extension of COA to June 24, 2012 was reasonable given the ongoing
process to amend the GLWQA. There was also a keen interest from many quarters for engagement in the development of a
“Nearshore Framework”. The Parties also decided to incorporate “stakeholders and Aboriginal communities” into the wording
of the “Nearshore Framework” commitment to address the interest expressed by stakeholders and Aboriginal community
representatives to be engaged it its development.
The 8th COA was also posted for public input and came after a provincial process of negotiating an agreement with the
Government of Canada and engagement with the public, First Nations, Métis, and the broader Great Lakes community. This
process included specific engagement sessions during the development of the 8th COA: The Great Lakes community (November
19, 2012, December 18, 2012, and April 3, 2013); The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Cities Initiative (December 3, 2012); Conservation
Authorities (April 3, 2013); Chiefs of Ontario (February 22, 2013, March 21, 2013, June 13, 2013 and January 31, 2014); and the Métis
Nation of Ontario (February 10, 2014). First Nations communities and organizations (including Provincial Territorial Organizations
and Independents) were kept up-to-date on negotiations through on-going monthly teleconferences. Input obtained through
engagement on the proposed Great Lakes Protection Act, Ontario’s Great Lakes Strategy, the second extension of the 2007
COA, and feedback Canada received as it amended the Canada-U.S. Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA), also
informed Ontario’s negotiating position.
Another posting pertained to COA Action Plan for Lake Erie. This public consultation period was open for 75 days from March 10,
2017 to May 24, 2017. As a result of public consultation on the proposal, the Ministry received a total of 2227 comments. In
addition to the public comments received in response to the March 10, 2017 Policy Proposal Notice, verbal comments and input
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were received through the Lake Erie Nutrients Working Group and engagement sessions with municipalities, Indigenous
communities, agricultural sector, conservation authorities, non-governmental organizations, and the public in spring 2017.
In November 2017, Ontario and Canada further engaged with the Lake Erie Nutrients Working Group, key sectors, Indigenous
communities and the general public, through focussed engagement sessions with partners, and public webinars to discuss
changes made to the March 2017 draft action plan. As a result of this engagement, over 5,000 additional written submissions
were received - largely in the form of identical emails - expressing support for the draft Action Plan, and for the protection of
Lake Erie.
After careful consideration of all comments and input received by federal and provincial agencies through public consultation
and partner engagement on the proposal, changes were made to the draft Action Plan, including:
5) Addition of new actions, including many partner actions demonstrating the collective commitments of many sectors
(e.g., agricultural organizations, conservation authorities, municipalities and non-governmental organizations);
6) Revision of existing actions for clarity;
7) Editorial re-writing for improved flow and readability, including improved linking of the introductory content to the
actions;
8) Additional content to describe efforts of the agricultural sector;
9) Inclusion of timelines and accountability for actions, where feasible;
10) New and clearer commitments for improved Lake Erie monitoring and research; and
11) Strengthening of the governance section, and addition of a new commitment to develop an implementation plan.
The Healthy Great Lakes 2009 Discussion Paper developed by the province of Ontario also helped to inform the COA among
other important pieces of legislation and policy, was posted on the Environmental Registry for public comment and will be
discussed under the Provincial level subsection below.
The latest COA 2014-19, provides an emphasis on public engagement, outreach, and education and support citizen and
community-based engagement activities. funding from federal programs such as the EcoAction Community Fund, Great Lakes
Sustainability Fund for Areas of Concern, and the Lake Simcoe/South-eastern Georgian Bay Clean-Up Fund are helping to foster
initiatives and projects that will enhance engagement. Provincial funding is also being provided in the form of the Great Lakes
Guardian Community Fund, Ontario Community Environment Fund, Species at Risk Stewardship Fund, and the Land Stewardship
and Habitat Restoration Program. The Ontario Community Environmental Fund is also an important investment targeting
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engagement. More recently, the COA has gone under a review and the governments of Canada and Ontario have negotiated a
draft Canada-Ontario Agreement on Great Lakes Water Quality and Ecosystem Health for 2020. A consultation period for public
review and comment from Canadians living in the Great Lakes basin was open July 5, 2019 and September 4, 2019. The public can
contribute comments through email or mail to the Government of Canada.
Canada-Ontario Agreement 2014-19
Description/Goals
of engagement
Scope
Type
Target
Activities

Tools
Desired
Product/Outcomes

Other

A plan that helps the Federal Government of Canada meet its commitments under the Canada-U.S. Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement and collaborate with the Province of Ontario to implement actions under the GLWQA.
Ø Canadian basin-wide
Ø Federal and provincial support
Ø Ongoing, every 5 years
Ø Funding provided by federal and provincial levels of government for projects which contribute to the goals and objectives of
the COA and enhancing water protections including those related to the Great Lakes
Ø Stakeholder/organized interests – industry/companies; incorporated not-for-profit organizations; municipalities
Ø Experts – colleges/universities; conservation authorities;
Ø Communities – First Nations/ Métis communities; public schools; incorporated community-based groups;
Federal Programs
Ø Eco Action Community Fund
Ø Great Lakes Sustainability Fund for Areas of Concern
Ø Lake Simcoe/South-eastern Georgian Bay Clean-Up Fund
Provincial Programs
Ø Great Lakes Guardian Community Fund
Ø Ontario Community Environment Fund
Ø Land Stewardship and Habitat Restoration Program
Ø Community based projects; research, education, outreach projects
The 2014 Canada-Ontario agreement (COA) has 5 main priorities:
Ø protect waters
Ø improve wetlands, beaches and coastal areas
Ø protect habitats and species
Ø enhance understanding and adaptation
Ø promote innovation and engage communities
Community based projects
Ø planting trees, shrubs or plants to help mitigate climate change
Ø rebuilding fish habitat and creating fish spawning beds
Ø stabilizing stream banks and creating buffer strips to reduce nutrient run-off
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Sources

Ø restoring streams to improve habitat and water quality
Research, education, outreach projects
Ø holding a workshop or creating public education materials to build awareness about how to prevent spills and pollution
Ø researching long-term effects of pollution on the environment
Ø gathering baseline information about the health of an ecosystem
Government of Canada. 2014. “Canada-Ontario Agreement”. Retrieved from https://www.ontario.ca/page/canada-ontario-great-lakesagreement#section-5

Waterfront Toronto
Waterfront Toronto is an intergovernmental organization funded by the federal government, Ontario and City of Toronto. It has
a Public Consultation Strategy which informs public engagement regarding waterfront development. They state they are
committed to consultation and engagement which promotes a two-way dialogue. The principles they abide by are that public
consultation is a necessary part of the decision-making process; that it needs to happen early on in the decision-making process;
diversity of viewpoints is encouraged and respected; and consultation is coordinated with the three levels of government to
avoid duplication and allow for legislation requirements compliance (Waterfront Toronto, 2002).
Stakeholder Advisory Committees (SAC) have been established to provide an ongoing forum for advice, feedback and guidance
at key points during the planning and urban design process. While the composition of each SAC is unique to each project, in
general SACs are comprised of representatives from interested and affected stakeholders and organizations as well as those
with specific expertise related to the project. We make every effort to ensure that SAC’s are inclusive and represent the full
range of interest and perspectives. Typically, membership includes community representatives through neighbourhood
associations, condominium boards and/or residents at large; representatives for business through business improvement
associations, area businesses or land owners, and/or trade associations; and representatives from advocacy groups such as
cycling associations, environmental groups, and heritage and cultural associations (Waterfront Toronto, 2019).
SAC’s provide a valuable role by:
12) Acting as a sounding board for the Project Team to share and discuss ideas and findings
13) Providing guidance, critiques and suggestions on proposed approaches, concepts and materials
14) Proving a sense of the broader community’s reactions and concerns and how they might be addressed
15) Providing a forum for two-way communications between member’s organizations and the project team
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Construction Liaison Committees (CLC) are also used to continue engaging with the public during the construction phase of a
project. This is done for major construction projects. Construction Information Sessions are used for smaller scale construction
projects. The CLC offers a structured opportunity for residents, businesses, land owners and other special sector groups in the
vicinity of the project area to discuss issues related to construction. The mandate of the CLC is to: liaise with the Project Team
and the Construction Manager during construction; monitor and report on the impacts of construction during the project; and
bring forward any issues (e.g. noise, traffic management, debris, debris disposal, etc.) that may arise. The CLC is designed to be
a small, focused committee and members are selected based on their ability to liaise with their communities/constituencies and
the Project Team. The CLC meet regularly, on either a 4- or 6-week basis, for the duration of construction (Waterfront Toronto,
2019).
Recent public consultation has involved the Sidewalk Toronto Public Roundtables. The fourth public roundtable meeting was
held December 2018. Participants had the opportunity to attend a morning session and/or an afternoon session (both with the
same agenda) to learn about and discuss key details being considered for the draft Master Innovation and Development Plan for
Quayside. There were four break-out sessions focused on: site plans and transportation, affordable housing and social
infrastructure, digital governance, and sustainability. Those who couldn't join in person could also watch our livestream of the
morning’s main presentation on the Sidewalk Toronto Facebook or YouTube pages, and catch-up online with recordings
(presentation slides and audio only) of breakout sessions following the event (Waterfront, 2019).
Waterfront Toronto has also involved public input into plans for Waterfront development for projects such as the Quayside
Project. Their Waterfront Revitalization Corporation Public Consultation and Participation Strategy sets a framework for fair and
meaningful engagement to take place. Community consultations have been undertaken on a variety of waterfront-based
projects, including the work of the Waterfront Revitalization Task Force, the Toronto 2008 Olympic Bid, Port lands revitalization,
Gardiner East dismantling, Wet Weather Flow Management Master Plan, Toronto AOC Remedial Action Plan, Part II Plan for the
Central Waterfront, the Front Street Extension and Interchange, and more recently the Sidewalk Labs and Quayside Project.
Comments from each meeting are provided on the website. The Waterfront Toronto website also provides links to upcoming
and past events where the public is invited to provide comments and learn about projects that are happening. Additionally, the
Stakeholder Advisory Committees act as a vehicle for inclusive and varied perspectives from community representatives
(Waterfront Toronto, 2019).
Civic Labs were also created to foster public engagement for Toronto Waterfront development. The Civic Labs are invite-only
consultations where Waterfront Toronto, project team members, tech experts, and leaders from governments, academic
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institutions, the private, and non-profit sectors share thoughts and provide feedback on the Quayside project. The Civic Lab
discussions are livestreamed and archived on the Waterfront Toronto YouTube channel for the wider public to watch.
It is not clear how previous engagement has impacted different plans or outcomes however, having a combination of a public
engagement policy strategy in addition to multiple opportunities for the public to engage, including with Stakeholder Advisory
Committees provides a good framework for meaningful public engagement to take place (Waterfront Toronto, 2019).

Provincial Level – Ontario
General Public Engagement Frameworks
Ontario has several province-wide policies and documents to guide a public engagement framework for the province and has
had public consultation guidelines for some time. For example, the document: Public Consultation: A Resource Kit for Ministry
Staff was developed in 1989 but it is not clear if, or how, this guidance has evolved to guide public engagement across the
Ontario government or in specific ministries. There is no publicly available evidence that this guide had been updated but
Ontario did develop a public engagement framework in 2016.
In the past several years there has been a renewed emphasis on public engagement in the context of digital government and
open government. The previous Liberal Ontario Government worked on an initiative for Open Government Engagement between
2012-2014 where the importance of Open Dialogue was discussed and the Open Government Engagement Team came up with
Open dialogue recommendations (Government of Ontario 2014):
Doing policy differently Recommendation 1-1
a.
Establish Ontario as Canada's leader in public engagement.
b. Launch a series of demonstration projects across the government to build the skills and capacity to deliver effective deliberation and collaboration processes.
c.
Develop a cross-government engagement framework to assist ministries in designing effective engagement processes and popularizing more deliberative and
collaborative approaches to public engagement.
d. Make the use of digital tools an integral part of this agenda.
e.
Develop an option for people to consent to sharing their contact information with ministries and agencies so the government can directly notify them of public
engagement opportunities.
Participating in government Recommendation 1-2
f.
Increase opportunities for Ontarians to participate directly in government business and to develop good citizenship skills.
g. Go beyond conventional feedback tools, such as surveys and focus groups, and use design labs and other participatory methods that invite users to contribute directly
in the reform of public policy and services.
h. Designate an appointee between the ages of 18 to 34 to agencies, boards and commissions as a best practice.
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i.

Explore the creation of a centre for research and education in Ontario, based in a college or university, similar to Simon Fraser University's Centre for Dialogue.

Public engagement in the Legislature Recommendation 1-3
j.
Foster a spirit of collaboration in the Legislative Assembly between Members of Provincial Parliament (MPPs) and the public.
k.
Strike special committees of MPPs, with equal representation from each party, to work on multi-party issues; the size of any committee would be dependent on the
issue and could vary from one representative from each party to several representatives.
l.
Review the role of MPPs in the context of Open Government to identify opportunities to engage the public and organizations in new ways—especially through the use
of digital tools—both in the legislature and constituency offices.
m. Develop a new annual initiative, modelled on the Government of Canada's Miscellaneous Statute Law Amendment Program, allowing members of the public, the public
service and MPPs to propose amendments to existing statutes to ensure that laws are responsive and remain up-to-date.
n. Create an online forum to enable people to have their say about bills, particularly those referred to a standing committee after first reading when there is flexibility to
change the bills.
Online engagement Recommendation 1-4
o. Launch a 'one-stop' Open Government platform and app that consolidates information for all public engagement initiatives across government.
p. Ensure accurate, up-to-date information on all engagement processes with options for providing input into these processes.
q. Provide public notices about all regulatory changes under consideration and options for public input.
r.
Establish a platform seeking crowd-sourced solutions to problems identified by government and its agencies, modelled after the United States' Challenge.gov site.
s.
Develop a process for the public to browse, sign or create e-petitions, modelled on the United States' and United Kingdom's e-petition programs.

In 2016 the Ontario Government released the Ontario Public Engagement Framework which provides a general framework for
meaningful engagement and evaluation of engagement methods for public engagement for Ontario ministries and agencies.
Ontario’s Public Engagement Framework lays out the key approaches to public engagement for government organizations and
practitioners to use based on four pillars: share, consult, deliberate and collaborate. To develop and design this framework, the
province:
§
§
§

§
§

started with a draft framework based on international standards and best practices
used feedback received from the public during the Open Government Engagement Team’s consultations
adopted the Open Government Engagement Team’s recommendation to develop a framework to “assist ministries in
designing effective engagement processes and popularizing more deliberative and collaborative approaches to public
engagement”
consulted with leading public engagement experts
conducted several public engagement case studies to illustrate the framework in action
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Figure 1: Ontario’s Public Engagement Framework

Source: Ontario’s Public Engagement Framework, 2018
https://www.ontario.ca/page/public-engagement

Share: Ontarians receive information about a government program or decision in an accessible way. Communication
is one-way from the government to the public.
Consultation: This traditional approach invites public feedback on questions, issues, analysis, alternatives or
proposals. Officials consider this feedback, behind closed doors, when they are making decisions. This is perhaps the
most common form of engagement.
Deliberation: In this approach, government asks the public to participate more fully in the process by working
through an issue together—for example, balancing claims, setting priorities and considering trade-offs. Deliberative
processes invite people to join an evidence-based, measured conversation about the range of policy options that
exist. These processes have been shown to bring people's views on issues closer together. Done well, deliberation
can lead to better, more durable decisions. But executing this approach effectively requires time, resources and distinct
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skill sets from those leading deliberative initiatives. Government is only beginning to explore the use of deliberative
processes.
Collaboration: This approach goes beyond deliberation and asks participants to identify the roles they should play,
and to assume a measure of responsibility for implementing solutions. A shared action plan is created that assigns
roles and responsibilities for participants. This approach is relatively new to government, but early case studies have
demonstrated that it is especially effective when goals exceed the government's authority and/or resources. Like
deliberation, this approach requires sufficient time and resources to execute as well as skill sets that are not typical of
public servants.
This framework is a good foundation for public engagement across a range of policy and governance areas. The framework can
also be used as the basis of evaluation for engagement efforts and initiatives happening across the province and for other
jurisdictions.
However, from a review of the documentation available, it is not evident to what extent the framework is being followed in the
Government of Ontario, or specifically related to the Great Lakes. It is also not evident if this framework is still a priority of the
new government elected in 2018.
Best practice might also involve an independent body or consultant to periodically assess the extent to which Ontario’s
engagement framework is being implemented related to the Great Lakes and make recommendations for improvement.

Consultation and Engagement in Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Process
Another important public engagement document for the province of Ontario and related to the Great Lakes which lays out a
framework for meaningful engagement and evaluation of engagement methods is the Consultation in Ontario’s Environmental
Assessment Process 2014. The document provides a framework for engagement from an environmental context and is thus also
helpful to refer to as a guide to engagement in respect to water management and the Great Lakes. The document identifies:
“One element of responsible environmental decision-making is ensuring that those with a potential interest in a proposal – such
as a new highway, a transmission corridor or a landfill site – are provided with opportunities to contribute to decision-making
and to influence decisions where possible. Public consultation protects the public interest and helps ensure that concerns are
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identified early and addressed where possible” (Government of Ontario, 2016a). This document is valuable for potential
application and evaluation of engagement in Great Lakes efforts.
The document does not define public engagement, but does provide definitions to differentiate between consultation and
notification:
Consultation
t. two-way exchange of information between proponents and persons who may be affected by a proposed
undertaking e.g. arranging site visits, one-on-one meetings, workshops, telephone calls. *Note that their
definition of consultation involves a two-way exchange of information.
Notification
u. providing written information about a proposed activity e.g. placing ads in local newspapers, sending an
information letter to interested and potentially affected persons. Notification may lead to consultation if a person
identifies a concern or interest that might be affected by the proponent’s proposal.
The document also outlines the purpose of public consultation and states that using a consultation process to consider the
views of all interested persons into project decision-making is a key principle in environmental assessment.
The purpose of consultation is:
16) To provide information to the public;
17) To identify persons and Aboriginal peoples and communities who may be affected by or have an interest in the
undertaking;
18) To ensure that government agencies and ministries are notified and consulted early in the environmental assessment
process;
19) To identify concerns that might arise from the undertaking;
20) To create an opportunity to develop proponent commitments in response to local input;
21) To focus on and address real public concerns rather than regulatory procedures and administration;
22) To provide appropriate information to the ministry to enable a fair and balanced decision;
23) To expedite decision-making.
Some characteristics of a strong consultation plan are:
24) Goals and objectives are jointly developed by the community and the proponent
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25) There is a clear process for identifying interested persons
26) The consultation plan is tailored to the local context
27) There is government involvement
28) Concerns raised by the public are incorporated into the documentation (and show how policy makers responded to
public engagement)
29) Where appropriate, Aboriginal communities are involved.
Benefits of early and ongoing identification of interested persons and government agencies include:
30) Assisting the proponent in determining participants’ interests and needs.
31) Ensuring that the proponent derives the full benefit of community knowledge in arriving at certain choices.
32) Enhancing the potential for garnering community support.
33) Minimizing the possibility of persons coming in at the end of a process and objecting to the outcome of the process.
34) Reducing the potential for hearing and/or mediation requests.
Involving interested persons may occur in several ways:
35) Information gathering. Involves a systematic identification and analysis of existing natural, social, cultural and economic
conditions from interested and directly affected persons.
36) Information dissemination. Refers to distributing information about a project to the public and interested persons.
Requires no engagement and is strictly a notification tool. Interested persons cannot genuinely be consulted or
participate if they are not fully informed about the objectives of a project.
37) Consultation. Where decision- makers listen to the views of other interested persons in order to improve project design
before implementation, or to make necessary changes during implementation. Used to identify or learn about concerns
interested persons may have with the proposed undertaking.
38) Participation. An extension of consultation where directly affected persons become joint partners in the design and
implementation of projects. They participate in helping proponents “make” choices. Ground rules and simple
agreements specifying concerns may be made between the proponent and directly affected persons, which will require
joint planning and necessitate public input.
39) Negotiation. A voluntary process where the proponent and interested persons participate as co-equals. Establish
agreement and identify and accommodate mutual interests derived from the project.
Examples of Meaningful Consultation
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40) Create opportunities for participants to provide input in early stages
41) Information base used to conduct the analysis of alternatives
42) Selection of criteria for the evaluation of alternatives
43) Visual design of a project
44) Identification of potential effects of a proposed undertaking
45) Identification of appropriate impact management measures
46) Environmental assessment is an iterative process and so is consultation
How the Ministry2 Uses Information Gathered from Consultation (1.4)
47) The ministry uses the information gathered from consultation processes carried out both by the proponent and the
ministry itself, to evaluate and assess the proponent’s application for approval under the Environmental Assessment Act.
The proponent’s documentation of its consultation process is a key evaluative component in determining the adequacy
of the planning process followed by the proponent.
The Ministry’s assessment may include, but is not limited to the following factors:
48) Did the proponent provide for interested persons to participate in a reasonable and meaningful way?
49) Will the proponent’s consultation plan for the environmental assessment, as presented in the terms of reference,
adequately address concerns during the preparation of the environmental assessment?
50) Was the input (received through the consultation) taken into account in the overall study process? Did the proponent
attempt to address comments and concerns?
51) Were a mix of consultation methods used?
52) Does the consultation plan provide for identification of participant interests, concerns and matters of potential dispute?
53) Were efforts to identify interested persons continually made and were opportunities provided for them to be involved?
54) Are explanations provided where the proponent decided not to respond to concerns raised in the manner proposed by
the participant?
55) How are concerns and conflicts addressed? Were efforts made to manage the risks and uncertainties posed by the
undertaking?
56) Is the documentation of the consultation process clear and concise? Does it report on the results of consultation? Does it
include commitments made and agreements reached?
57) Did the proponent provide adequate notification (that is, were the requirements in this Code followed)?
2

Ministry herein refers to the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (since 2018) for this section of the report.
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58) Do terms of reference or environmental assessment submissions received by the ministry identify any deficiency in the
proponent’s consultations?
59) Are the outstanding concerns clearly documented?
60)Did the proponent identify and consult with potentially affected Aboriginal peoples?
61) Did the Crown have a duty to consult with potentially affected Aboriginal peoples on the proposed undertaking?
62) Was the Crown’s duty to consult fulfilled?
Inadequate Consultation
63) Inadequate consultation may result in the ministry asking proponents to “return to the drawing board” after their initial
submission.
64) Consultation is a legislated requirement. The ministry expects the summary of the consultation in terms of reference
(known as the Record of Consultation) and environmental assessment submissions to show how information provided
by interested persons has been incorporated into the proposal and how the input received has influenced decisionmaking. Decisions not to respond to or not to address input should be explained.

The Ontario Environmental Registry
In Ontario the province has also had a long-standing, formalized, public engagement process, the Ontario Environmental Registry
established under the Environmental Bill of Rights in 1993. The purpose of the registry is to provide the public with information
about environmental policy, project, and regulatory actions by requiring that Ontario ministries post/register actions for public
engagement. This registry provides groups and individuals in Ontario with the opportunity to provide comments on proposed
environmental projects, policies, legislation, and instruments.
The Environmental Registry has been an important tool which helps make Ontario a model for tools and mechanism that can be
used (if used to their potential) to facilitate meaningful engagement. It not only keeps the public informed and provides
opportunity for public input but it also helps provide a reference for measurement of how effective engagement efforts have
been. Typically, the public is the professional, organized public. Interest members of the public and organizations can receive
automatic notification of items posted to the registry.
However, the registry does not always have a consistent degree of information provided regarding each registry and when
decisions are posted there is not a consistent standard of information provided regarded how public input shaped outcomes
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and who was involved in shaping outcomes. Furthermore, when postings are made that do provide information about how
public input shaped outcomes, there is not always a detailed explanation of what methods of engagement were used (e.g.
workshops? Newsletters? Public meetings? What methods of outreach were used?) With that said, there have been several draft
legislations and strategies related to the Great Lakes which have been posted on the registry in respect to involving the public in
helping to develop goals and outcomes of these documents.
Ontario Environmental Registry – Related to Great Lakes 2006-Present
Description
Public input period
Types of registries
posted
Level of Engagement

Appropriate and
Sufficient Information
Accompanying Post to
Provide Context and
Background for Public?
Clearly explained who
was engaged?
Impact of Consultation
Clearly Explained?
Other forms of public
engagement used?

Ø provide description of type of policies and instruments being posted (e.g. endangered species, GLPA, forestry)
Ø Generally, between 30 days – 90 days
Ø Significant decisions saw longer input periods (E.g. - Proposed amendment to the Greenbelt Area boundary regulation
open for 174 days)
Ø Information Notices (voluntary; not required)
Ø Policy Proposal (required)
Ø Policy Decisions (required)
Ø Varied. Certain cases saw low to low-medium engagement (e.g. <10 to <200)
Ø Significant policy decisions saw thousands (e.g. Renewable Energy Approval Requirements for Off-shore Wind Facilities An Overview of the Proposed Approach saw over 1400 comments; Proposed amendment to the Greenbelt Area boundary
regulation saw over 23,000 comments, however this was an outlier)
Ø Purpose of posting generally stated
Ø No consistent standard
Ø A mix of bare-minimum information/context provided to ample information/context provided
Ø In some cases, it is clearly stated which stakeholders were engaged during the process (e.g. agricultural sector, industrial
sector, tourism sector, conservation authorities, source protection authorities, municipal working groups, Indigenous
groups)
Ø Generally, yes, but varied from minimal explanation of how input effected decisions/outcomes to detailed explanation of
how input effected decisions/outcomes
Ø In some cases, registry postings involving certain proposals and decisions included an explanation of other consultation
mechanisms or tools used (e.g. open houses, technical briefings, Indigenous-specific engagement sessions)
Ø Various ways to comment on posting (email, webform, mail, fax)

Great Lakes Public Engagement
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Ontario is an active participant in numerous Great Lakes forums. The Ontario Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
has a Great Lakes office with several staff actively working on Great Lakes issues, programs and implementation of a wide range
of related policies in partnership with a wide range of government agencies and non-government partners. As outlined in the
section above, after the renegotiation of the GLWQA in 2012 the province signed a new Canada-Ontario agreement in 2014 and
began to focus on the Great Lakes after nearly a decade of focusing internally on water policies in the aftermath of the
Walkerton Inquiry. The following information was obtained from archived postings on the Ontario Environmental Registry using
the advanced search function and the phrase “Great Lakes”.
The 2009 discussion paper, Healthy Great Lakes, Strong Ontario posting on the Environmental Registry was open for 59 days to
public comment between March 18, 2009 to May 16, 2009. A total of 128 Comments were received. Half were from members of
the public and the others were from various non-governmental organizations. In addition to comments on the discussion paper
posted on the Environmental Registry, stakeholder engagement sessions were held in April and May of 2009 in each lake basin,
with a basin-wide meeting held in Toronto. Meetings were held with invited representatives of a broad range of organizations
and other interested individuals. Feedback on the proposed Goals and Strategies was elicited through plenary discussions and
breakout group work as well as written comments. Stakeholders were generally supportive of the goals and strategies as a
broad foundation for future action and suggested that their strength lay in the fact that the province incorporated
environmental, social and economic concerns; acknowledged the interface between land and water; and recognized that
multiple jurisdictions have responsibility for the lakes. There was a strong emphasis on Great Lakes education and reconnecting
people with the lakes – the need to build awareness among all Ontarians, the importance of Great Lakes tourism, strong
support for lake-based and watershed planning, and strengthened Great Lakes governance. Local concerns with the state of the
Great Lakes beaches due to excessive algae growth were also emphasized.
The province established the Great Lakes Strategy in 2013. Feedback was provided on the 2012 Draft Strategy as well as on the
2009 discussion paper, Healthy Great Lakes, Strong Ontario. The Great Lakes Strategy posting was open to public comment for
62 days. 86 comments were received. Feedback on the Strategy was also supported by input gathered through 10 lake-based
engagement sessions in 2012 with interested stakeholders and with First Nations and Métis communities and organizations in
various locations around Lakes Superior, Huron, Erie and Ontario. The Ministry also attended a series of meetings by request
where additional input was gathered. Of the 86 comments received by the Ministry, comments were received from the Great
Lakes community, including the general public, environmental groups, conservation authorities and watershed groups, First
Nations and Métis communities and organizations, municipalities and municipal organisations, industry associations, and other
interest groups. The province put an emphasis on the strategy as a living document where Ontarians will continue to be
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provided with opportunities to participate in action. A multi-stakeholder process was carried out with a variety of Great Lakes
experts, First Nations and Métis communities, and other stakeholders.
Overall, there was general and broad support for the Great Lakes Strategy and the Vision and Goals of the Strategy. There are
six core principles of the Ontario Great Lakes Strategy, one of which is empowering and engaging communities. There was also
support for science-based analysis and opportunities for contribution and integration of Traditional Ecological Knowledge into
decisions and actions moving forward. Among the key comments provided, there were some who felt that the Strategy should
include principles, performance measures, timeframes for the completion of actions and provincial financial commitments to
support implementation. In response, the Strategy has been updated to include performance measures and principles. Where
appropriate, actions include a general indication of timing. Many also raised the need for a strong emphasis on the protection of
beaches, shorelines, wetlands, and other key features and functions, with a focus on priority areas and priority issues, including
the need to deal with phosphorus and algae and the need to incorporate watershed approaches. In response, actions in the
Strategy have been enhanced to better reflect provincial direction and commitment to encouraging watershed approaches in
Great Lakes protection efforts. Another common theme from input provided was the need to engage Great Lakes partners on
Strategy implementation – including First Nations and Métis communities and organizations, municipalities and other interested
stakeholders. In response, actions to support this goal have been enhanced and new actions have been added to describe the
province’s future actions to foster engagement in Great Lakes protection efforts.
The Ontario Great Lakes Protection Act 2015, is another important foundation of public engagement which includes an emphasis
on improving public consultation and engagement requirements, enhancing incorporation and consideration of traditional
ecological knowledge, as well as creating more opportunities for Ontarians to become involved in the protection and
restoration of the ecological health of the Great Lakes St. Lawrence River Basin. The Great Lakes Protection Act 2015 also was
posted on the Environmental Registry for public input. It was open for 60 days from February 25, 2013 to April 26, 2013 and 71 comments
were received. Members of the public asked for coordination of efforts and stressed the need to work with existing partners.
Environmental groups requested a stronger commitment to science-based targets, enhanced opportunities for public participation and for
clear and transparent reporting of progress and the need to address specific issues, like toxics reduction and climate change. Municipalities
asked for a greater role in reviewing and approving initiatives and for an improved process to establishing initiatives. First Nation
communities asked for clearer engagement opportunities and were supportive of the use of traditional ecological knowledge and asked for
a stronger commitment to consider it in decision making. Industry was supportive of science-based decision making and target setting. The
agricultural sector stressed the need to avoid duplication of existing legislation and the need to consider costs. Conservation Authorities
requested an invitation to Great Lakes Guardian Council meetings.
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A Registry Posting was made in 2015 once the GLPA 2015 was passed and indicated how comments impacted the decision. The final version
of legislation responded to comments including:
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

Strengthening provisions for First Nations and Metis engagement and including traditional knowledge
The need to address significant Great Lakes stressors, issues, and solutions
The importance of science-based solutions
The need for strong accountability and transparent reporting on progress
The importance of setting targets and acting on them
The need to make the process for geographically-focused initiatives more streamlined
The need for broad consultation on proposed actions
The value of local involvement
The need to coordinate efforts, share data, and avoid duplication
The value of a lake-specific or regional forum for some issues
The importance of considering costs and benefits

Great Lakes Guardian Community Fund
The Great Lakes Guardian Community Fund is one of the key mechanisms through which community engagement efforts has been
supported since 2012. As part of Ontario’s Great Lakes Strategy and to support the Great Lakes Protection Act, the Great Lakes Guardian
Community Fund was set up to help people take action to protect and restore their corner of the Great Lakes. The Fund helps grassroots
community groups, non-profit organizations and First Nations and Métis communities restore the lakes through local projects. Since it
launched, the Great Lakes Guardian Community Fund has awarded $7.5 million to 375 community-based projects, which supported more
than 37,000 volunteers to plant over 285,000 trees and shrubs, release over 800,000 fish, create or enhance 760 kilometres of trail and
collect over 2,800 bags of garbage (Government of Ontario, 2019).

Great Lakes Strategy Progress Report
In 2016 a Progress Report was provided to outline key accomplishments and new scientific findings during the first three years of the Great
Lakes Strategy of 2013 (Government of Ontario, 2016c).
For Goal 1: Engaging and Empowering Communities, the Progress Report identified that through the Great Lakes Guardian Community Fund
$4.5 million was awarded to 221 projects, with partners contributing over $15.8 million in support. Project achievements included engaging
over 11,000 volunteers, planting 85,125 trees, released 2,133 fish, and collecting 586 bags of garbage. The province measures this as a high
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level of participation. The Progress Report highlight success stories from local action community programs, participation in outdoors
programs (2.8 million park visitors taking part in Ontario Parks education programs and 2000 teachers engaged in programs), participation
in Children’s Water Festivals (e.g. 60,000 participants across 28 festivals in 2015), EcoSchools, education conferences for Grade 11-12
students and teachers (over 500 students), investment in the Great Lakes ($15 million annually in projects that directly benefit the Great
Lakes), and steps taken to strengthen relationships with First Nations and Metis communities.
Additionally, the new COA 2014 includes new annexes on Engaging First Nations, Engaging Métis, Engaging Communities, and Climate
Change Impacts.
The Progress Report identifies future actions to include supporting Great Lakes workshops and learning guides for the EcoSchools program,
continuing to strengthen relationships with First Nations and Métis communities, and including traditional ecological knowledge when
offered. When the Progress Report was compared to what was laid out in the Strategy for public engagement, steps towards engaging
youth, teachers, recreational users, and First Nations and Métis communities have been taken which is in alignment. However, what the
Progress Report does, is often provide statements that they are carrying out activities but without being too specific besides a few
examples. Another issue is that outside of the mentioned public, many members of the public are missing such as private land owners and
home owners, wealthy donors, and communities which tend to not be very engaged (e.g. marginalized communities). More emphasis
needs to be put on private land and home owners, as well as the historically less engaged in order to have a more accurate measure of
public engagement and participation.

Ontario Great Lakes Strategy 2016
Description

Scope
Type
Target

To help ensure Great Lakes that are drinkable, swimmable and fishable. The Strategy focuses on empowering action by all partners on
Great Lakes – from provincial ministries to local service clubs – and on restoring Great Lakes water, beaches and coastal areas. It aims
to conserve biodiversity and deal with invasive species. The Strategy supports science to guide our Great Lakes work and addresses the
need for climate change adaptation.
Ø Ontario led
Ø Ontario basin-wide
Ø Ongoing
Ø Ontario government provides funding to programs and initiatives that contribute to the goals and objectives of the strategy
Ø Local citizens on committees, involved in plans, involved in voluntary watershed organizations, and involved in fighting issues
such as invasive species and climate change
Ø Municipalities involved in committees, plans
Ø Stakeholder/organized interests - local sectors such as agriculture and business are involved in plans, as well as involved in
plans alongside industry, developers, tourism, recreation operators
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Activities

Tools

Desired
Product/Outcomes

Other

Ø experts - such as watershed scientists, conservation authorities are involved in committees, plans, invasive species, wetlands
management
Ø communities – First Nations are involved in committees, plans, collaboration with watershed organizations, and fighting issues
such as invasive species and climate change
Ø Source protection committees
Ø Lake Simcoe Protection Plan
Ø Climate change (under previous gov’t significant strides were made to engage stakeholders and the public on climate change,
however new gov’t scrapped developed strategies)
Ø Watershed Plans
Ø Invasive species management
Ø Great Lakes Guardian Community Fund (launched in July 2012, ongoing)
Ø Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative partnerships
Ø Local community action program (to fund local community actions)
Ø Develop coastal and riverside trails to connect to Great Lakes
Ø Connect youth, old, families, teachers, and schools with the Great Lakes and build more awareness
Ø Engage the Great Lakes community, including First Nations and Métis communities and organizations, municipalities,
environmental organizations, conservation authorities, the scientific community, the industrial, agricultural, recreational and
tourism sectors, and other interested groups, on Great Lakes matters
Ø Continue to strengthen and build relationships with First Nations and Métis communities
Ø Citizen science and students (e.g. monitoring for invasive species and reporting sightings), citizen volunteering (e.g. tree and
shrub planting, creating trails, collecting garbage, shoreline cleanups, local naturalization projects), committees, a userfriendly, interactive web-enabled municipal climate change risk assessment guide and workbook, designed for use by small and
medium-sized municipalities to help them develop climate adaptation strategies (still applicable?), connecting teachers with
opportunities to use Great Lakes for education, partnerships with colleges/universities and conservation authorities for natural
heritage programs, utilizing Indigenous knowledge/Traditional Ecological Knowledge
Ø There are many actions suggested to citizens on how to get involved but no direct links to further information to take action
Six main principles
Ø Collaboration and Engagement:
Ø Protect water for human and ecological health
Ø Improve wetlands, coastal shorelines, beaches
Ø Protecting habitats and species
Ø Enhancing understanding and adaptation
Ø Ensuring environmental sustainable economic opportunities and social innovation
Collaboration and engagement
Ø provide the Great Lakes community, including First Nations and Métis communities, municipalities, conservation authorities,
environmental organizations, the scientific community and the industrial, agricultural, recreational and tourism sectors and the
general public, with opportunities to discuss, to advise and to participate directly in Great Lakes activities
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Ø Engage the Great Lakes community, including First Nations and Métis communities and organizations, municipalities,
environmental organizations, conservation authorities, the scientific community, the industrial, agricultural, recreational and
tourism sectors, and other interested groups, on Great Lakes matters, including:
• facilitating information sharing
• identifying priorities for targeted action
• discussing and developing targets
• identifying potential partnerships
• sharing updates on actions taken under the Strategy and progress towards achieving Great Lakes Goals
• discussing Great Lakes issues such as renewal of the Canada-Ontario Agreement for the Great Lakes (COA)
• collaborating in Ontario’s participation in binational Great Lakes work
• engaging on the updating and review of Ontario’s Great Lakes Strategy.
Sources

Government of Ontario. Ministry of the Environment. 2016b. “Ontario’s Great Lakes Strategy.” Retrieved from
https://www.ontario.ca/page/ontarios-great-lakes-strategy#section-13

Great Lakes Guardians Council
Under the Great Lakes Protection Act 2015, the Minister of the Environment has authority to establish the Great Lakes Guardian
Council to ensure ongoing public and stakeholder engagement related to the implementation of the statute. The Minister
invites other Ministers with Great Lakes responsibilities and representation from other Ontario ministries, municipalities; First
Nations and Métis communities; environmental organizations, the scientific community and the industrial, agricultural,
recreational and tourism sectors in the Great Lakes- St. Lawrence River Basin and of conservation authorities that have
jurisdiction under the Conservation Authorities Act over areas located in whole or in part in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River
Basin; and representatives of any other interests that the Minister considers should be represented at the meeting (Government
of Ontario, 2019b). A unique feature of this public engagement council when it was established was the Indigenous leadership
co-chair with the Ontario Minister of Environment (and Climate Change at the time).
Some of the key roles played by members of the Council that relate to public engagement include promoting healthy soils and
agricultural stewardship, partnering on projects in priority watersheds, funding or delivering community action and research,
engaging communities on the importance of nature, advocating on key Great Lakes issues, building new relationships and
fostering youth engagement, raising awareness of issues, and researching/reaching out to members/organizations wo
specifically target engagement (Government of Ontario, 2019b).
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At the time of this review, there was very little information about the Council other than some indication that it met four times
in 2016 and 2017 (March 22, 2016, August 21-23, 2016, October 4, 2016, and May 15, 2017). The agenda of each meeting included
discussion focused on improving Great Lakes knowledge and engagement however there are no specific public engagement
priorities or regular reporting on public engagement.
An article by one of the Council members indicates the Council was established and had some productive early meetings but
that there was limited participation by Ontario ministries other than Ministry of Environment and a lack of engagement of some
sectors (Krantzberg 2017). As of 2018 when conducting this review, the new provincial government in Ontario had not convened
a meeting of the Council.

Great Lakes Guide
The Great Lakes Guide is also an online tool developed in 2018 and under development at the time of this review.
The Province of Ontario funded and contracted to Swim Drink Fish to develop an online portal (greatlakes.guide) with the first
phase targeting enhancing the connection that residents of the Great Lakes basin have toward the Great Lakes and our
collective value and water ethic we share for the Great Lakes. As of 2019, the website provides a significant library of resources
and information related to connecting Ontarians with the lakes and promotes access and exploration of the Great Lakes basin.
Great Lakes Guide aims to grow the community of people actively participating in outdoor activities in the Great Lakes region. Learn
about the region’s ecology, history, and culture from the Great Lakes Guide community as we bring together personal stories,
Indigenous knowledge, local history, and scientific discoveries. Connecting with this ecologically diverse and economically
important area fosters a deeper love and appreciation for it, and helps ensure a swimmable, drinkable, and fishable future.

Future efforts and phases will involve providing citizens with information and opportunities for how they can get involved in
protecting the Great Lakes (e.g. citizen science, activism, volunteering, community organizing).
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Sub-national Level - Municipal/Local Level
Great Lakes St. Lawrence Cities Initiative (Binational)
The GLSLCI is a membership-based organization consisting of Canadian and US cities across the region whose Mayors are
committed to a bi-national coalition that actively works with federal, state and provincial governments to advance the
protection and restoration of the Great Lakes ecosystem.
GLSLCI hosts an annual meeting and conference every year to discuss themea concerning municipalities. They also host
webinars for member mayors and municipal staff with responsibilities in water management, planning, sustainability,
environment, engineering, and policy. The GLSLCI also provides resources to municipalities on a variety of initiatives such as
climate change adaption, climate change mitigation, nutrients and algal blooms, the Green Cities Transforming Towards
Sustainability Program, microplastics, and invasive species. The resources library also provides a best practices library, webinars
and presentations, and fact sheets for municipalities to use.
The Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative, in partnership with the Great Lakes Fishery Commission, the Council of the
Great Lakes Region, Freshwater Future, and Stratégies Saint-Laurent also advocated for an inclusive, stakeholder-led process to
arrive at a common vision and an action plan to amplify and accelerate collective actions and investments to protect and restore
the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence waters and ecosystems in Canada in 2017 to establish the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence
Collaborative Strategy.

Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative & Regional Collaborative Strategy
This proposal, called the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Collaborative Strategy, was inspired by the U.S. Great Lakes Restoration
Initiative and to focus on the nexus of water, economy, and climate resiliency in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence region, with
special consideration to First Nations and Metis needs. Stakeholder consultations were held to inform the Collaborative Strategy
process. The six main takeaways from stakeholder consultations identified: 1) the value in a regional approach; 2) bottom up,
not top down approach; 3) breaking down silos, building trust, and creating a strong united voice; 4) the water-economy-climate
change nexus; 5) building on existing priorities and assessing gaps; and 6) engaging First Nations and Métis organizations in the
Region (GLSLCI, 2017).
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Great Lakes – St Lawrence Cities Initiative & Regional Collaborative Strategy
Description
Scope

Type
Target
Activities

Tools

The Regional Collaborative Strategy was developed to build on priorities in existing Great Lakes and St. Lawrence agreements and plans,
and develop an action plan to secure increased investment for existing programs and create new programs where gaps will be
identified, along with better coordination and integration of efforts from the local through to the federal level
Ø Canada Basin-wide
Ø Environment Canada determine priorities in consultation with collaborative partners
Ø March 2019 Ø The GLSLCS Partners requested that the Canadian Federal Government fund the Independent Panel of Stakeholders and the
process of stakeholder engagement.
Ø Funding was provided by the federal government of Canada ($400,000) to help with the development of this strategy
Ø Municipalities
Ø First Nations and Metis
Phase one focus on a strategic review of Great Lakes and St. Lawrence priorities, federal programs, activities and investments, and how
these may be better integrated with investments, programs and activities managed by provincial governments and non-governmental
organizations in order to identify existing priorities, critical gaps as well as opportunities to align and leveraged existing investments,
strengthen existing programs and other efforts.
Phase two focus on the results of the strategic review and the development of consensus recommendations with respect to supporting
existing structural programs, addressing identified gaps and securing sufficient funding to make progress on strategic priorities.
Ø During the process and design of the Collaborative Strategy a discussion paper was circulated to key stakeholders in the Region
Ø Two key stakeholder roundtables in Quebec and Toronto were held and 50 organizations participated in the roundtables and
provided written comments
Ø A stakeholder scan was conducted to identify main organizations working on the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence
Ø Feedback was used to re-scope and strengthen the proposed Collaborative process
Stakeholder participation will be solicited throughout the process in a number of ways:
Ø i. preliminary roundtables and consultation to seek input into the Collaborative’s scope and process (underway)
Ø ii. membership on the Independent Stakeholder panel
Ø iii. stakeholder roundtables to solicit input into the strategic review and terms of reference
Ø iv. A stakeholder summit to present and seek feedback on the strategic review
Ø v. Membership on the Phase two multi-stakeholder committee to develop recommendations to address priorities and gaps
identified in the strategic review
Ø vi. Roundtables to seek input into recommendations from a broader range of stakeholders
Ø vii. A summit to present draft recommendations from stakeholders and seek feedback.
Ø First Nations and Metis organisations like the Institute de Development Durable du Quebec et du Labrador, Chiefs of Ontario,
Union of Ontario Indians, and Métis Nation of Ontario will be invited to participate in the Collaborative process. As these
organisations have limited resources to participate in a year long process, the Collaborative will seek funding to support their
participation.
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Product/Outcomes

Other
Sources

Ø In terms of concrete outcomes, it is anticipated that this process will result in a shared vision and action plan for Great Lakes
and St. Lawrence protection. Recommendations in the action plan will range from increased strategic federal investments, to
more integrated programming and dialogue amongst governments and key sectors, to specific projects in communities, for
example to address legacy pollution, naturalize shorelines and re-establish habitat areas, and reduce or treat runoff.
Ø n/a
Great Lakes – St. Lawrence Cities Initiative. 2017. “Great Lakes – St. Lawrence Collaborative Strategy Proposal.” Retrieved from
https://glslcities.org/initiatives/collaborative/

Watershed Level & Conservation Authorities in Ontario
Conservation Ontario
Conservation Ontario acts as the umbrella authority for all 36 Conservation Authorities (CAs) throughout Ontario. Conservation Authorities
are community-based watershed management agencies, whose mandate under the Conservation Authorities Act (1990) is to undertake
watershed-based programs to protect people and property from flooding, and other natural hazards, and to conserve natural resources for
economic, social and environmental benefits (Conservation Ontario, 2019). Conservation Ontario’s main source of funding is secured from
its membership through levies and supplemented by project funding and contracts. This organization participates in several public
engagement forums and initiatives related to the Great Lakes and GLWQA and with member Conservation Authorities on a range of public
engagement efforts and initiatives.

Conservation Authorities
As noted in the summary table below, funding for Conservation Authorities comes from several sources. In addition to the mandate of Cas,
many have active public education and engagement programs at the watershed scale. The public engagement efforts and initiatives vary
depending on the CA and is dependent on funding and partnerships with other community and local organizations. For purposes of this
review, the public engagement efforts and initiatives of Conservation Authorities in general are reviewed as well as examples from two
selected CAs.
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Conservation Authorities - Ontario
Description

Scope
Type

Target

Activities

Conservation Authorities use an Integrated Watershed Management Approach which requires:
Ø Learn about local watersheds, their physical characteristics, how they function and what kind of land uses are currently
underway, and the current state of local water and land resources
Ø Identify critical issues such as drought, flooding, poor water quality, climate change impacts and rapid urbanization
Ø Collaboratively develop interrelated strategies and plans such as source protection plans, natural heritage strategies and
climate change strategies
Ø Collaboratively implement local actions such as water conservation, stewardship, rural water quality programs and green
infrastructure/low impact development
Ø Monitor and report on progress
Ø Update plans and strategies as required
Ø 36 watersheds across mainly Southern Ontario where CAs operate
Typical breakdown of funding sources for Conservation Authorities:
Ø Municipal levies – 53%
Ø Self-generated revenue – 35%
Ø Provincial grants & Special Projects – 8%
Ø Federal Grants or Contracts – 4%
Ø Citizens
Ø Municipalities
Ø Private land owners and developers
Ø Youth, schools
Ø community organizations/individuals who could be potential donors
Ø agricultural sector
Ø industrial sector
Ø commercial/businesses sector
Conservation Authorities may offer:
Ø Expert technical advice, design services and financial incentives to landowners.
Ø Review and input into some development proposals
Ø Agricultural Best/Beneficial Management Practices –nutrient storage, buffer strip establishment, erosion prevention,
shelterbelt planting, fencing of livestock from streams
Ø Reforestation, Tree & Shrub Planting/Woodlot Management - tree/shrub planting, tree/shrub sales, site planning, site
assessment, monitoring
Ø Rehabilitation, Restoration and Enhancement Projects – stream & wetland rehabilitation, wildlife habitat enhancement,
species at risk protection and restoration
Ø Water Supply and Septic Management
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Tools
Product/Outcomes

Other
Sources

Ø Conservation Authority Education Programs - meet provincial curriculum standards and focus on environmental issues that are
important today
Ø Water Festivals - outdoor events teach children about the science of water and how to protect it for future use.
Ø Low Impact Development Training for businesses and professionals (Credit Valley and Toronto Region Conservation
Authorities)
Ø Volunteering
Ø Conservation Youth Corps
Ø Workshops
Ø Educational materials
Ø Landowner Stewardship Programs
2016 Conservation Authority Water Quality Improvement Projects:
Ø 1,398 landowners engaged resulting in 634 projects
Ø $2.4 million in grant dollars given out (total value of $5.4 million)
Ø 53% of grant dollars come from municipalities
Ø 88% of projects are agricultural
2016 Tree Planting Programs
Ø 2.3 million trees planted
Ø Over 1,200 hectares of land planted
Ø 2,206 landowners engaged resulting in 1,584 projects
Ø $4.6 million in grant dollars given out (total value of $5.1 million)
Ø 39% of projects are agricultural
Ø 2016 Habitat Rehabilitation/Restoration Projects
Ø 630 landowners engaged resulting in 964 projects
Ø 414 hectares and 258 km of stream restored or rehabilitated
Ø $9.9 million in grant dollars given out (total value $10.5 million)
Ø 20% of projects with agricultural producers; 80% with rural non-farm landowners
Ø 119 projects aimed at invasive species; 105 targeted at species at risk
2016 Water Supply and Septic Management Projects
Ø 510 projects were completed, including decommissioning unused wells, private septics, and wellhead protection.
Ø $803,402 in grant dollars generated total project costs of $4.5 million
Ø 6% of grants were provincial, 53% municipal, 37% federal, and 4% other
Ø n/a
Conservation Ontario. (2019). Conservation Ontario. Retrieved from https://conservationontario.ca/
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Toronto Regional Conservation Authority
The TRCA offers a range of programs and engagement initiatives for stakeholders and citizens to participate in and collaborate
on. This includes Sustainability Training such as professional development for teachers, nature workshops and courses for
adults, education programs for new Canadians, and training for sustainability professionals. They also offer nature camps for
youth, community clean ups, workshops (e.g. gardening), nature walks, bird watching, among other activities to increase
community connection to the natural world. The Conservation Youth Corps is another program offered by all Conservation
Authorities and teaches environmental skills to youth such as building and maintaining trails, building bird boxes, and creating
habitat structures. Healthy Yards is another program which provides residents with information and tools required to make their
lawns and gardens beautiful. Education centres are also located across the watershed throughout the GTA and staffed by
Ontario Certified Teachers, that offer a variety of learning experiences including half-day and full-day school programs,
overnight visits, camps, rentals, and weekend programming. The TRCA also has regular volunteer opportunities posted on its
website (e.g. tree and shrub plantings, wildflower plantings, litter clean up, planting site monitoring and care, and invasive
species management).
In order to engage land users who are private land owners the TRCA offers multiple programs such as Programs for Rural
Landowners including the Rural Clean Water Program which works with landowners to implement projects to construct new
structures, upgrade or repair existing structures, and enhance land resources. Grants are available for this program. Examples of
projects included are barnyard runoff control and clean water diversion, cover crops, education and training, erosion control
structures, irrigation management, livestock fencing from environmentally sensitive features, natural area enhancement and
creation, nutrient management strategy, private septic system upgrades, private well decommissioning, and tree planting. For
farm projects, priority consideration is given to farms who have completed a Canada-Ontario Environmental Farm Plan.
The TRCA also offers the Private Land Tree Planting Program and provides technical and financial support to restore and
improve properties through planting of native trees, shrubs, and seedlings. They also offer the Management Forest Tax
Incentive Program which is a voluntary program where landowners can save 75% of property taxes on eligible portion of the
property.
Another community-based program offered by the TRCA is the Sustainable Neighbourhoods Action Program (SNAP). The
program draws local community support and builds trust for long-term engagement to implement a broad range of climate
change-related urban renewal initiatives in the public and private realms. They work with local stakeholders, including residents,
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businesses, local groups, and institutions, to develop action plans at the neighbourhood scale that green local infrastructure and
encourage positive behaviour changes among residents.
In order to build relationships and trust at the community level SNAP has used different methods to engage the unengaged
such as creating Neighbourhood Action teams to help nurture local champions and build capacity for community participation,
as well as using coffee nights and resident-led environmentally themed movie nights as an informal space for residents to get to
know SNAP coordinators as well as other residents.
The Toronto Regional Conservation Authority has implemented several efforts through its Sustainable Neighbourhood Action
Plans (SNAP) to help do this. This includes going into these communities and carrying out that relationship building at the
grassroots level. Facilitators of SNAP understand that it takes authentic efforts and time to build sustainable relationships with
community members and to establish trust, particularly in communities that have been marginalized. SNAP has also used door
step meetings with residents and market research to identify local motivators for behaviour change. Other innovative
engagement methods used were recognition yard signage designed by local students to reinforce social norms and prompt
participation.

Credit Valley Conservation Authority (CVCA)
The CVCA is another good example of the important role that Conservation Authorities play in public engagement throughout
watersheds found within the Great Lakes Basin. Under the mandate of CAs, they also offer a range of programs and
engagement initiatives for stakeholders and citizens to participate in and collaborate on. This includes their Outdoor Education
Programs at Terra Cotta where teachers and students can explore the forests, fields, and wetlands of Terra Cotta Conservation
Area with hands-on school programs. The Specialist High Skills Major is also offered as a way to add certificates to a participant’s
portfolio. Courses across all sectors are taught that increase real-world environmental knowledge and skills (e.g. species
identification, leadership skills via experiential learning, navigation skills). They also offer school visits through the In School Wild
workshops to present watershed education teachings via hands-on workshops that are curriculum-linked and present local
watershed science in fun interactive ways. Other programs offered includes Climate Change education for classrooms, treeplanting coupled with climate change education, field trips which explore local rovers, the multi-cultural outreach and education
program which brings ESL/LINC classes to the Terra Cotta CA to experience nature, and family focused outdoors workshops.
Expert speakers can also be requested for Speaker Series at local events. The CVCA also offers the Conservation Youth Corps
program along with all other CAs.
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Fletcher Creek SNAP is an innovative example of public engagement with the CVCA. Credit Valley Conservation, City of
Brampton and Region of Peel are working with local residents and businesses to develop a Sustainable Neighbourhood Action
Plan for Brampton’s Fletchers Creek neighbourhood. This action-oriented plan will help the community become more
sustainable and resilient to the impacts of climate change. The Green Cities Program is another innovative program which
concentrates on actions each of us can take to help protect and restore the natural environment on all urban lands in the Credit
Valley Watershed, including residential, corporate/business, institutional and public lands. CVCA specific focus is environmental
landscaping. Through the Green Cities Program CVCA works with partner agencies, organizations, businesses and residents to
provide education, and hands-on assistance with select sites. Low Impact Development Training is also offered through CVCA
for businesses and professionals.
Stewardship opportunities for land owners include the Countryside Stewardship program which helps landowners care for
aspects of country living such as septic systems, wells, wildlife, forests, streams and ponds. Tree planting, habitat restoration
services, wetlands, streams and ponds restoration services, and agriculture and equine stewardship services. CVCA offers
funding programs to help rural landowners take on these environmental stewardship projects on their land.
Some of the programs and funding sources offered include: Landowner Action Fund, Tree Planting Program, Rural Water
Quality Programs, and Well Funding.
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Key Findings
Binational Level
Binationally, government, scientists, policy-makers, academics, industry, and NGOs have been involved in engagement efforts
and initiatives for some time. There is a fairly strong emphasis on engagement between key agreement, documents and
strategies (e.g. Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, Annex 2/LAMPs, AOCs), and there are mechanisms (e.g. engagement
committees) in place to implement a variety of tools and methods for a multi-stakeholder and public engagement process.
The IJC itself leads and implements several engagement efforts and reports on these efforts (Binational public opinion poll,
Great Lakes Public Forum, Board meetings; public engagement on various issues).
The IJC has conducted binational polls that examine resident’s knowledge, awareness, support, perceptions, attitudes, beliefs,
and use of the Great Lakes and Great Lakes issues. These polls are useful for helping to inform decision-makers and practitioners
or where increased education efforts are needed and increased engagement efforts (e.g. use of emerging chemicals of concern,
plastics, pharmaceuticals, invasive species behavioural management and awareness). However, the findings from these polls are
not broadly disseminated and it is not clear how the information from the polls is used to improve public awareness and
engagement generally, or specifically related to the GLWQA.
The Canadian and US federal government’s as parties to the GLWQA also lead, fund, and self-report on public engagement
efforts and initiatives, through the Progress Report of the Parties. The IJC also reviews and reports on the public engagement
efforts of the Parties in their Triennial Assessment of Progress Report, every three years. Although the IJC does review and
provide recommendations related to the public engagement efforts of the Parties under the GLWQA, there is no independent
evaluation of public engagement efforts by the Parties or the IJC.
Similarly, transparency and accountability for evaluation criteria for engagement activities that are occurring related to Annexes,
LAMPs and AOCs is lacking. In order to understand how public engagement efforts and measures are being implemented on the
ground, additional information and research is required.
Binational.net has a section on this website for the public and citizens to get information on current and upcoming and
engagement opportunities under this section of the website, but there is no automatic notification feature or regular channel.
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This serves to allow the public to engage via a one-way communication flow of information from the sponsor to the public with
the public encouraged to provide comments on documents which have already been written without public involvement. There
is not enough evidence to say that this website is the main point of public engagement related to implementation by the
Parties.
There is also no evidence on binational.net of where the public has been involved in meaningful deliberation and a two-way
information flow as most public input is on drafts of documents. Once one round of public input is provided, how the input
influences the content of different documents and outcomes is made by decision-makers is not evident on binational.net
The Great Lakes Public Forums have provided an opportunity once every three years for the public to review and provide input
on goals, priorities, and outcomes (e.g. the Triennial Assessment of Progress Report by the IJC and the Progress Report of the
Parties). The agenda of the June 2019 Great Lakes Public Forum indicates the event is presentation heavy, similar to GLEC
meetings, with limited public engagement. It is also not clear who is leading and responsible for public engagement, the IJC or
the Parties. There is very limited evaluation of the public engagement at these events, although the IJC is undertaking some
evaluation of the public engagement sessions it led at the June 2019 Great Lakes Public Forum.
Finally, there are also issues with who is and is not attending Great Lakes Public Forums (e.g. communities of colour, students,
and youth are lacking in presence while more affluent decision-makers, policy makers, scientists, academic professors, and key
interest groups such as those from the agricultural sector are dominant).

Annexes, Lake-level, and Areas of Concern
Annexes
Although the Annexes have committed to engaging in a multi-stakeholder collaborative process, there is a lack of presence of
public/citizen engagement on the Annex Subcommittee Membership lists (E.g. public advisory committees). There is a lack of
information regarding specific public engagement mechanisms, initiatives, criteria, who is implementing engagement activities,
and ways of getting involved from a public perspective. It is not clear from publicly available information exactly how Annex
Public Engagement committees are working, the membership on these task teams, what exactly they are doing, or how
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stakeholders and the public can get involved. It would be beneficial to the rest of the Great Lakes community to know how
engagement is being carried out and what type of criteria is being used to guide efforts as well as measure success.
Annex 2 provided the most information regarding public engagement activities (e.g. Annex 2 has a Task Team that is specifically
geared towards education and outreach).

Lake Superior Lakewide Action Management Plans (LAMP)
The Lake Superior LAMP can be used as an example of how Lakewide Action Management Plans are being developed with input
from the public and that incorporates strong components of engagement, outreach, and education. However, this review
indicates that public engagement has been reduced over the past decade.
The Lake Superior Binational Forum (previous entity organized by a multi-stakeholder group and funded by the federal
governments) used a variety of methods to implement multisectoral stakeholder engagement (e.g. public meetings, webinars,
workshops, radio shows, publications, newspaper inserts, social media, and websites). Previous engagement activities under
the Lake Superior Binational Forum included: Annual Lake Superior Day celebrations; Annual Lake Superior stewardship awards;
Hazardous, e-waste, and pesticides disposal days; outreach on reduction of backyard trash burning (the largest source of
dioxins to Lake Superior); public meetings and webinars around the basin on mining, forums on aquatic invasive species and
other issues; and contribution to establishment of chemical reduction targets and timeframes.
A Lake Superior Partnership Outreach and Engagement Committee replaced the Forum to continue some of these types of
activities in accordance with Annex 2 of the GLWQA 2012 but funding was reduced. Examples of activities that will continue are
collaboration between Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters, NGOs such as Minnesota Sea Grant, state governments, and
tribal organizations on conducting AIS outreach. Outreach and education efforts for emerging contaminants such as
establishing pharmaceutical “take back” programs promoting medicine cabinet clean-ups to supporting hands-on workshops
where participants learn how to make household cleansers or bath products. Further engagement and outreach related
activities are to include:
65) Publishing Lake Superior annual updates;
66)Developing Lake Superior ecosystem objectives;
67) Developing a nearshore framework;
68)Preparing Lake Superior LAMP 2020;
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69) Assessing science priorities (e.g. workshops and publications);
70) Developing binational strategies
71) Conducting outreach and engagement committee activities
72) Hosting Lake Superior State of the Lakes conferences
73) Organizing subject matter for webinars
Overall, the engagement efforts for Lake Superior have been good. The Lake Superior Partnership Outreach and Engagement
Committee can be used as an effective mechanism for continuing to improve and strengthen public engagement in the Lake
Superior basin if supported with resources.
The Lake Huron LAMP has a similar emphasis on outreach and engagement and also has an engagement subcommittee as a
mechanism of implementing engagement activities. In the Lake Huron LAMP for example, it states that the Outreach and
Engagement Subcommittee will: report annually on Lake Huron management successes, challenges, and next steps; advertise
opportunities for public input and participation in Lake Huron activities on binational.net, the Great Lakes Information Network,
and other online venues; promote and encourage restoration and protection initiatives that can be adopted and implemented
by individuals, groups, and communities to support the stewardship of Lake Huron; and develop and implement new outreach
and engagement activities. This review found this information very hard to find on Binational.net and the other channels
mentioned.
Each LAMP has an Outreach and Engagement Subcommittee however it is difficult to find anything out about these
subcommittees. Who are they? What are they doing? How can relevant stakeholders and the public get involved?
Further research and collecting information from committee members on they methods and tools they are using, and what they
have found to be the most successful, will be important for sharing best practices across the LAMP engagement committees. It
is anticipated that the remaining LAMPs will continue to have an emphasis on enhancing engagement and outreach activities
but further research is required to determine how much public engagement is focused and occurring at the lake level.

Areas of Concern (AOCs)
In respect to Areas of Concern and Remedial Action Plans there is a consistent mention and emphasis put on public engagement
within these documents and strategies. On the various AOC websites reviewed for this report, each AOC emphasizes public
engagement, outreach, and education to varying degrees. However, it is not clear how the public is being involved. For example,
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public advisory committees are only listed for some AOC strategies as being a “partner”. When they are listed it is not clear who
is represented on the committee, how they are formed, where to find information about meetings/updates so that it easy to
track how engagement is being carried out and to keep the rest of the public informed about ongoing activity.
Some AOCs are more transparent about their engagement efforts and impacts. As noted BARC in the Hamilton Harbour AOC is
a good example. However, there is no consistent reporting across AOCs on public engagement.

Federal Level – United States
With support from the US EPA, the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative did carry out public engagement sessions to inform its
development of Action Plan III 2020-2024. With 550 in attendance and an additional 250 written messages input was able to be
collected from agriculture, industry, tribes, states, academia, local government, non-profits, metropolitan planning
organizations, and the general public.
However, it is difficult to measure how successful these sessions were given that it is difficult to know which members of the
public attended and what percentage of attendees they represented. If it was only a small cohort of public citizens attending
and these citizens were not reflective of communities who have traditionally been left out of the process such as marginalized
communities, then public engagement for these sessions may not be reflective of meaningful dialogue that is representative of
the range of residents living across the basin.
The review indicates the US federal government will be seeking additional input once the draft is complete and it will be
important for sponsors of the GLRI to communicate how public input impacted the Action Plan.
Overall, these engagement sessions reflect relatively low levels of public engagement on what is a major Great Lakes program
that has far-reaching impacts on all residents of the Great Lakes. However, engagement at other scales such as LAMPS, AOC and
GLRI funded projects is likely higher and an important area that requires future research to assess public engagement related to
the GLRI.
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State Level
New York
After the GLRI was launched, New York invested in a variety of education, outreach, and engagement initiatives to target the
five core areas of the GLRI, particularly targeting: toxic substances and areas of concern; invasive species; and accountability,
education, monitoring, evaluation, communication, and partnerships. A variety of tools and methods were used such as training
workshops, educational brochures, web content, advisories, community involvement in the design and development of new fish
advisory communications, targeted outreach (e.g. recreational boaters and anglers), public involvement in the process of the
development of the Lake Ontario LAMP and AOC RAPs, environmental education training for teachers, and Indigenous
involvement of Lake Ontario LAMP and AOCs. It is clear that the support from the GLRI was essential in helping New York to
carry out important public engagement activities.
New York Sea Grant is also a key organization that supports engagement activities in the state. An extensive library of resources
for educational materials (e.g. school curriculum, brochures, webinars, workshops), programs and other initiatives is posted on
the website providing a comprehensive and accessible place for citizens to learn what is being done and how they can get
involved. Some examples include the Great Lakes Literacy website, the New York State Outdoor Educator’s Association, The
Great Lakes Bay Watershed Education and Training Program, and NOAA Coastal Projects. However, it is noted that many of the
education outreach programs, initiatives, resources and links that are posted are dated and many have links that no longer exist
or links that show no signs of current activity. Recreation and tourism resources are also provided on the website to foster
increasing the connection to the Great Lakes. A Funding Opportunities section is also provided to list all grants and funding
sources available for Great Lakes Projects.

Michigan
Michigan is another state which is leading on public engagement activities related to the Great Lakes. The Office of the Great
Lakes plays a large role along with Michigan Sea Grants. For each AOC there is a Public Advisory Council, a group of community
members who provide local expertise and participate in volunteer activities. The Public Advisory Council act as important
vehicles for engaging communities at the citizen and grassroots level. The PACs also are strengthened in effectiveness due to
the funding they receive under the GLRI. Additionally, the Statewide PAC which includes representatives from PACs across 14 of
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the state’s AOCs help to act as a coordinating body, thus strengthening the coordinated actions and collaboration across the
state. One point that was noted during this evaluation was that funding provided to PACs for projects need to be carried out
within 11 months. This is not very long to carry out a sustainable engagement plan and relationship building that is necessary for
grassroots capacity building, especially when trying to engage the unengaged.
The state of Michigan developed the Michigan Water Strategy which includes a significant emphasis on public engagement. The
strategy was developed via an extensive public process and included tapping input from individuals, communities,
organizations, tribal and local governments, businesses, industries and academia. Public input on the Draft Strategy was invited
and meetings and roundtables discussions were held across the State by the Office of the Great Lakes.
Michigan produced a draft Progress Report that is very useful in measuring not only progress but identifying what kind of
engagement related funding and activities are being led, and who has been leading them (E.g. state organizations, NGOs). This
kind of progress reporting with an explicit emphasis on public engagement is important to continue to learn the most effective
means of engaging the public and what needs to be improved upon or change.

Wisconsin
The state of Wisconsin also developed the Wisconsin’s Great Lakes Strategy in 2006 which includes an emphasis on public
engagement, education, and outreach and the Strategy states that it was developed through a public process of comments and
feedback. However, it is not clear how this public engagement process took place and information has not been updated on the
Department of Natural Resources website since the 2009 update.

Federal Level – Canada
The Canadian Federal government’s Great Lakes Protection Initiative, its accompanying mechanisms for funding, as well as
engagement criteria for grant approval, have resulted in a reinvestment in public engagement and restoration projects. At the
time of this review, there was very little information on the impact of these projects and public engagement aspects of funded
projects. Understanding how these activities are being executed and implemented is important information, in order to
understand what kind of tools and methods are being used and how they are measuring engagement success.
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Intergovernmental: Federal-Ontario
Overall, the documents reviewed for this report indicate that there was relatively low engagement in terms of public input on
the development of the COA and the GLPA, with the exception of the COA Action Plan for Lake Erie. Although Environment and
Climate Change Canada does have a news release requesting public input on COA, new releases of this nature do not generally
result in media coverage or have very far reach. Engagement information and efforts seems to target stakeholders who are
already engaged, rather than reaching less engaged water users, stakeholders, and the general public.

Waterfront Toronto
Waterfront Toronto is an example of an intergovernmental organization with a Public Consultation Strategy which has the
potential to evolve into a progressive engagement model. Their commitment on paper to a two-way dialogue is a progressive
stance to take. The Stakeholder Advisory Committees are also a key mechanism and function for implementing this kind of
locally-led engagement efforts.
Additionally, the Construction Liaison Committees (CLC) is an innovative approach to facilitate a structured opportunity for
residents, businesses, land owners and other special sector groups in the vicinity of the project area to discuss issues related to
projects. Meeting regularly, for the duration of projects seems to be an important contributor to maintaining a sound
relationship and dialogue between all parties.
Civic Labs are also an additional innovative approach that should be studied further for their effectiveness and capacity to
improve. Civic Labs were created to foster public engagement for Toronto Waterfront development. The Civic Lab discussions
are livestreamed and archived on the Waterfront Toronto YouTube channel for the wider public to watch. There seem to be
some best practices here that may be relevant for Great Lakes public engagement, particularly at the local, AOC, or lake-levels.
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Ontario
Ontario has a general engagement framework developed under the Ontario Open Dialogue initiative that has useful content
related to the Great Lakes. Particularly the focus on clearly defining and differentiating what public engagement in an open data
and open dialogue context means and the four broad types of engagement in Ontario.
Using these definitions, public engagement in the Great Lakes seems to fall in the more traditional category of public
consultation. Recalling that ‘Consultation’ in this framework invites public feedback on questions, issues, analysis, alternatives
or proposals. Officials consider this feedback, behind closed doors, when they are making decisions. This is perhaps the most
common form of engagement in general and related to Great Lakes engagement. ‘Deliberation’, where government
organizations and actors ask the public to participate more fully in the process by working through an issue together is not
evident in this review related to the Great Lakes. It would be helpful to highlight examples of where deliberation has occurred
throughout the Great Lakes Basin. Finally, ‘Collaboration’ goes beyond deliberation and asks participants to identify the roles
they should play, and to assume a measure of responsibility for implementing solutions. This review indicates there are very few
examples of this level of engagement in government-led efforts and initiatives in the Great Lakes region.
Within the Ontario Great Lakes Strategy there is significant focus on public education, engagement, and outreach. There is also
emphasis on leadership and efforts across several government departments. “Ontario’s Strategy is designed to focus provincial
resources across ministries, and to enhance collaboration and engagement with other governments and the broader Great
Lakes community. Ontario’s Great Lakes partners include First Nations and Métis communities, municipalities, conservation
authorities and watershed groups, environmental organizations, the scientific community and academia, the industrial,
agricultural, recreational and tourism sectors, and the general public.” It is also stated that the actions in this Strategy will be led
by the Ministries of: Environment, Natural Resources, Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, Municipal Affairs and Housing,
Infrastructure, Aboriginal Affairs, Economic Development and Innovation, Tourism, Culture and Sport, Health and Long-Term
Care, Transportation and Intergovernmental Affairs. Input to this Strategy was also provided by Ministries of Education,
Northern Development and Mines, Energy. From this review it is not clear exactly what these specific ministries are doing in
terms of public engagement.
In 2016 the first and only Progress Report on the Great Lakes Strategy was released outlining key accomplishments during the
first three years of the Strategy. For Goal 1: Engaging and Empowering Communities, the Progress Report identified that
through the Great Lakes Guardian Community Fund $4.5 million was awarded to 221 projects, with partners contributing over
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$15.8 million in support. Project achievements included engaging over 11,000 volunteers, planting 85,125 trees, released 2,133
fish, and collecting 586 bags of garbage (Government of Ontario 2016). The Progress Report highlight success stories from local
action community programs, participation in outdoors programs (2.8 million park visitors taking part in Ontario Parks education
programs and 2000 teachers engaged in programs), participation in Children’s Water Festivals (e.g. 60,000 participants across
28 festivals in 2015), EcoSchools, education conferences for Grade 11-12 students and teachers (over 500 students), investment in
the Great Lakes ($15 million annually in projects that directly benefit the Great Lakes), and steps taken to strengthen
relationships with First Nations and Metis communities.
When the Progress Report was compared to what was laid out in the Strategy for public engagement, steps towards engaging
youth, teachers, recreational users, and First Nations and Métis communities have been taken which is in alignment with the
Strategy’s goals. However, although the Progress Report often provides statements which communicate to readers that the
government is carrying out activities, the report fails to be specific with how this is being done besides providing a few
examples. Another issue is that outside of the mentioned public, many members of the public are missing such as private land
owners and home owners, water users, and communities which tend to not be very engaged (e.g. marginalized communities).
More emphasis needs to be put on private land and home owners, water users, as well as important stakeholders and publics
that are less engaged in order to have a more accurate measure of public engagement and participation.
The Great Lakes Guardian Council is another example of where the Ontario Great Lakes community came together to champion
engagement efforts. It had the potential to be meaningful and work on improving stakeholder and public engagement, but the
last two years it has lost momentum. At the time of this report, the Council does not seem to be active, holding its last meeting
in May 2017. It is a body that was established with notable and important intentions but it remains to be seen if this Council will
have any impact on public engagement in the Great Lakes region or if it will withstand the test of time and be supported by
political will, investments, and resources.
Overall, during, the 2009 discussion paper Healthy Great Lakes, Strong Ontario, the Great Lakes Protection Act, and the
development of the Great Lakes Strategy there was some evidence of improvements in public engagement but engagement
overall was low engagement in respect to public input on developing these pieces of legislation and policy. In terms of the Great
Lakes Guardian Community Fund investments, leadership and representation on the Great Lakes Guardian Council, and
investments in the Great Lakes Guide, there have been some measures of success related to public engagement, however, there
is room for improvement, particularly for engaging a wider range of citizens.
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It is clear that funding provided through the government through the Great Lakes Guardian Community Fund resulted in
engagement of NGOs on a wide range of projects and that some of these projects were intended to increase Great Lakes public
education, engagement, and protection. However, from reviewing available documents, it is difficult to measure the success of
enhancing public education, engagement, and outreach. This is particularly the case since there has not been a Progress Report
since 2016 and since the change in government in 2018.
The Province does not currently have a set of criteria to measure success of public engagement efforts related to Great Lakes
agreements, legislation or commitments. It is unclear at the time of this review if Progress Reports related to the Great Lakes
Protection Act and COA are going to be continued in the future, if the Great Lakes Guardian Community Fund is continuing, if
the Great Lakes Guardian Council is still in existence.
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Best Practices and Recommendations
As highlighted in this inventory using publicly available secondary sources, there is considerable government-led and
government initiated public engagement at various scales in the Great Lakes region. It is also clear that these efforts and
initiatives ebb and flow over time and under the leadership of various governments. This is clearly the case, despite explicit
commitments in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and relevant federal and state/provincial legislation.
This review, while not comprehensive and exhaustive, indicates that governments are critical initiators, funders, and leaders of
engagement initiatives, programs, and communications related to the Great Lakes. The review of documents and websites for
this study revealed that there has been a growing significance placed upon the importance of public engagement in the Great
Lakes region led by various levels of government. Some organizations such as the IJC have specific mandates related to public
engagement. There is also a general practice of sharing success stories as part of the broader accountability and reporting
regime related to the GLWQA. However, public engagement remains a significant challenge in the region, particularly broadbased stakeholder and citizen engagement. While sharing some best practices and success stories is evident, acknowledging
engagement problems remains a challenge in itself. This review indicates there is something to be learned from both successful
engagement efforts and challenges.
From this review, some best practices are evident and some recommendations are possible. Given the focus of the review
focused on only some jurisdictions, and had a particular focus on Ontario, the focus in this section is on insights and
recommendations that have applicability beyond specific jurisdictions and organizations.

Transboundary
Despite multiple forums initiatives that have been held binationally to engage the public such as the Great Lakes Public Forum
and opportunities for public comment on draft strategies and reports, there is little evidence of diverse engagement and
meaningful deliberation.
The IJC is currently undertaking an evaluation of its sessions at the 2019 Great Lakes Public Forum and subsequent public
meetings in Canada and the US and this indicates some awareness of engagement challenges at the community level. However,
engagement beyond one-time events will remain challenging without sufficient political will, changing long-standing
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approaches, and investing in public engagement. Additionally, there are many barriers to public engagement, and it is important
to find ways to achieve engagement and deliberation that can accommodate a variety of different publics and circumstances.
There is very little evidence in the documentation reviewed of strategic priorities or efforts to focus engagement on the less
engaged or traditionally unengaged, marginalized communities, groups and citizens in the region. This includes newcomers,
industry and key water users, youth, Indigenous communities, communities of colour, and other publics. It is important to
understand that the same tactics will not work when trying to engage the less engaged. Especially where issues of trust are
present or when communities feel that in the past their time and efforts to engage did not lead to more meaningful outcomes
for them. Often certain demographics and communities have been less represented or not represented at all, due to a legacy of
systemic exclusion. Little is being done outside of traditional engagement forums, meetings/workshops, public input on draft
reports etc. to build relationships and trust with less engaged and marginalized communities.
Governments sponsors of engagement must understand the importance of asking those working within these communities,
better ways of engaging them and making engagement more accessible (e.g. time, location, culturally relevant to their
community). Authentic relationship-building is required with those who have historically been left out of Great Lakes
governance and engagement efforts. There is a particular need to foster a more inclusive space and opportunities for youth,
Indigenous, People of Colour, new Canadians and Americans.
In order to see a greater diversity of ‘publics’ and stakeholders represented at events such as the Great Lakes Public Forum, it
will be important to identify constraints that act as barriers to a wider demographic being in attendance. Once barriers are
identified, tangible actions such as providing some assistance to those who may have financial constraints but would like to
attend, could help in improving greater diversity of attendees. Given the need to reach those who have been historically less
unengaged, this kind of effort will require new thinking and perspectives outside of the mainstream Great Lakes community.
This could be carried out by actors and organizations who have already been engaging in community-level alliance and coalition
building work on the grassroots level.
Recommendation 1: Individuals, organizations, and institutions working throughout the Great Lakes Basin on Great Lakes
issues need to prioritize engagement of diverse stakeholders and ‘publics’ and identify barriers and constraints to
engagement by more diverse publics.
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Critical work at the individual, organizational, and institutional level thus requires education and training (e.g. anti-racism
education and training; Indigenous cultural competency education and training) in order for actors who have historically
dominated spaces, narratives, and decision-making to unpack the blinders they have up which have played a hand in
contributing to this lack of diversity of voices being heard in mainstream spaces across the Great Lakes basin and the
environmental community.
An additional step that can be taken, is for organizations such as the IJC and other government-led organizations working
throughout the Basin, to ensure they work with specialists who have knowledge and experience with public engagement in
social science in order to establish a better understanding of the systemic issues which contribute to a lack of diverse voices and
perspectives being engaged in Great Lakes forums and implementation tables.
Recommendation 2: The IJC and all jurisdictions should make a strategic commitment and priority in the next 3 years to
initiate and review their public engagement priorities, strategies and efforts under the GLWQA. Part of this should be a
commitment to strategically focus on less engaged and unengaged publics including Indigenous communities/peoples;
business, industry sectors and agriculture; newcomers; and youth.
Although there are formal statements and priorities to engage Indigenous communities/peoples, First Nations and Tribes at
various scales of governance in the Great Lakes region, formal commitments to this in the 2012 GLWQA, and efforts by the IJC
and various governments, there is no specific Indigenous engagement policy framework. The IJC has a strategic document to
more fully engage Indigenous communities and peoples; the Canadian federal government has appointed the first Indigenous
Commissioner to the IJC; and Canada and Ontario have an explicit commitment to this in the Canada-Ontario Agreement. These
are excellent recent steps.
Recommendation 3: There is a need for the IJC and the Parties to establish an Indigenous engagement policy framework
throughout the Great Lakes basin that is relevant to each regional context (e.g. provincial level, state level, Canada/US).
This should be developed by Indigenous communities/leaders/peoples and, in the case of Canada and Ontario, this should
be in accordance with the Truth and Reconciliation Calls to Action. One starting point would be for the IJC or Parties to
generate a list of all Indigenous communities in the region and contact information for each community.
There is little in the documentation reviewed for this study that highlights the strategic priority of building capacity at the
community level for community leaders, opinion leaders, self-advocacy, and general public/citizen engagement. The IJC, Great
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Lakes Public Forums, Great Lakes Commission, and Great Lakes Restoration Conference are examples of where community and
group leaders meet annually to share best practices.
Recommendation 4: The IJC and each jurisdiction include an explicit priority in their public engagement strategies to
build capacity of community leaders, groups and organizations.
Often engagement efforts are provided funding and resources dependent upon short-term time periods or events. This can act
as a barrier for engagement efforts that require a medium to long term commitment. Projects related to engagement that were
looked at during the inventory phase of research for this report were often given time periods in which they needed to be
completed by (e.g. 12 months or less). As policy makers, it is important to think realistically about the investment and long-term
relationship building and capacity building that is needed to carry out meaningful on the ground engagement with communities.
This will often require more than one-time opportunities.
Recommendation 5: It is critical for governments and engagement sponsors to understand the value of investing in long
term engagement strategies that move beyond typical efforts as this is an essential piece of the relationship-building that
is needed, particularly between existing institutions and those who have traditionally been left out of the dialogue and
governance process.
Recommendation 6: GLWQA Triennial cycle and State of the Great Lakes reporting cycle presents opportunity for
strategic 3-year public engagement priorities and reporting basin wide by the IJC, Parties, by Annex, for Annex 2/LAMPs
for AOCs and for all jurisdictions.
While overall efforts for community and public engagement must continue, this presents an opportunity for collective focus on
improving engagement of less engaged or unengaged publics which requires more long-term planning and commitment. For
example, the 2019-2022 cycle could focus on prioritizing improving engagement of Indigenous communities/peoples, business,
agriculture or youth.
Binational.net provides the public with a portal with some limited information on engagement opportunities, however
binational.net could be used more extensively related to public engagement. For example, documentation related to GLEC
should be easier to access and information on the Annex SubCommittees, their members and activities, and information on the
public engagement committees for each Annex.
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Recommendation 7: Binational.net should have a section under the ‘Engagement’ tab listing all members of Annex
Engagement Committees and providing their contact information. This tab should also have a page outlining best
practices and sharing methods that have effective in engaging stakeholders and citizens who are less engaged or
unengaged.
Recommendation 8: Binational.net should have a public notification feature to allow stakeholders and the public to
receive automatic notifications related to GLEC, Annex Sub-Committee work, and for public engagement opportunities.
With respect to Annexes, LAMPs, AOCs/RAPs, it is not clear how engagement committees are working to increase and
strengthen public engagement. It should be clear who is responsible for working on engaging the public (e.g. for Annexes,
LAMPs, AOCs etc.). If there is innovation that has been occurring and showing positive results these should be shared. When
things have not been successful this should also be made clear. Transparency about successes and failures will be important in
order to learn from both. Information on resources and support for public engagement need to be included in all reporting.
Recommendation 9: There is a need for transparency about engagement committees and the actions and effectiveness
of current engagement efforts. Engagement and outreach teams/roles should be given equal importance as a scientific/
technical teams in Annexes, LAMPs, and AOCs.
Recommendation 10: for each strategy (e.g. Annexes, LAMPs, AOCs, other jurisdictions) annual Engagement Progress
Reports should be produced which provide criteria and metrics for measuring progress, success and challenges related
to engagement efforts.
Annex 2 has designated a task team to focus on outreach and engagement. Each LAMP also has a Partnership Outreach and
Engagement Committee. Having these task teams and committees is essential and they should be consistently prioritized.
Having each outreach and engagement committee or task team meet on a quarterly to biannual basis to discuss progress, what
is working, and what is not working will be important to ensure continued growth and improvement for engagement efforts.
Recommendation 11: Annex public engagement committees should exchange best practices and learn from Annex 2 and
LAMPs with well-developed engagement initiatives.
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United States: Federal & State Level
The U.S. EPA’s public engagement sessions provide a best practice example in respect to developing the GLRI Action Plan III.
Public and stakeholder involvement early on the process for developing the Draft Action Plan and providing additional
opportunity to comment on the Draft after it was released reflects a higher level of deliberation between the Public and
decision-makers. Continued funding and support for this kind of engagement is necessary.
Recommendation 12: Practitioners involved in public engagement should continue to advocate for improved practices
and researchers should continue to analyse what is working well at this level of engagement and where there is room for
improvement, growth and learning.
US Sea Grants and extension programs between various levels of government in the US and universities/research centres have
provide the foundation for many best practices in terms of research, citizen science and public engagement. Sea Grants and
extension programs provide the foundation for ongoing public engagement in each state and for sharing best practices across
Sea Grant and extension programs. Since Ontario borders with four of the five Great Lakes and has numerous universities in
close proximity to various Great Lakes, Sea Grants and extension programs provide excellent models that could be modelled on
a lake level in the province of Ontario.
Recommendation 13: US Sea Grants and extension programs should continue to be a platform for public engagement.
These extension programs could be enhanced by placing more emphasis on citizen science, engagement of youth,
unengaged and marginalized publics, and be the focus of community and economic development efforts focused on
various lakes/LAMPs/AOCs in strategic partnership projects.
Having a designated Great Lakes Office in the US EPA and similar Great Lakes offices acting as coordinating units in some states
(e.g. the Office of the Great Lakes in Michigan) helps to ensure that Great Lakes issues and public engagement is a priority
within a state/province. The documentation reviewed indicates this is best practice and allows for jurisdictions to place a
strategic priority on public engagement. In the case of the Michigan Office of the Great Lakes and AOC efforts, the PACs and the
Statewide PAC for AOCs are a good example of a model to follow to ensure public representation across the state/province, as
well as a way of coordinating local public engagement that is happening at each local PAC level. In addition, having a designated
body that helps to facilitate and empower citizen engagement for issues specifically related to the Wisconsin Lakes has been
useful for coordination, collaboration, and ensuring Great Lakes issues are given the appropriate value and importance they
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deserve. This is reflected through the three roles that are shared within the Wisconsin Lakes Partnership with the example of
the Wisconsin Extension Lakes that represents a third of the Partnership and is comprised of solely public representation.
Recommendation 14: Each state and province should have a Great Lakes Office with an explicit mandate for public
engagement and annual report on engagement actions and efforts.
Lake Michigan Stakeholders in Wisconsin is similar in purpose to the Great Lakes Guardian Council in Ontario and meets on a
regular basis to discuss and act as a unified voice for Lake Michigan within the state.
Recommendation 15: The Great Lakes Guardian Council and Lake Michigan Stakeholders hold a workshop or online
conference to discuss public engagement and what lessons have been learned by the Lake Michigan Stakeholders
related to public engagement, organizational capacity, and how they have maintained momentum and action on public
engagement over the last 14 years.

Canada – Federal GLWQA & Great Lakes Protection Initiative
The Great Lakes Protection Initiative and its accompanying mechanisms for funding as well as engagement criteria for grant
approval have been an important investment. Funding has been made available to support initiatives that engage citizens
through participation in citizen science and other educational and outreach efforts targeted at the community level.
Understanding how these activities are being executed and implemented by those projects which have been approved will be
important in finding out, in order to understand what kind of tools and methods are being used and how they are measuring
engagement success.
Recommendation 16: Research on the ground actions and outcomes by speaking to organizations who are leading
community engagement efforts and document engagement efforts and actions; clearly define engagement goals and
priorities; develop engagement criteria/indicators; require projects to report on their engagement indicators; and make
these reports publicly available.
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Ontario
The MOECP leadership on the Great Lakes Guardian Council is an excellent innovation related to developing and enhancing
public engagement in Ontario. However, the Council needs to have a clear and resourced mandate to become a champion of
Great Lakes engagement efforts in the province and region.
Recommendation 17: The Province support the Council to develop a public engagement strategy with short, medium,
and long-term priorities; encourage investments in community organizations and public engagement in projects funded
through the Great Lakes Guardians Fund; meet regularly/quarterly; report on engagement efforts and behavioural
change in an annual report.
The review of the Ontario Public Engagement Framework 2016 and the Consultation in Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Process
2014 indicates these documents have a lot of valuable approaches and strategies for public engagement that could be used by
the MOECP and Great Lakes Guardian Council.
Recommendation 18: The MOECP and the Great Lakes Guardian Council explicitly use Ontario’s Public Engagement
Framework related to Recommendation 17 above to develop a Great Lakes Guardian Council public engagement
strategy.
Cross ministry efforts (MOECP, MNR, and OMAFRA, MEd, MCTU etc.) in the Ontario government related to Great Lakes efforts
and engagement are not evident in the documents reviewed. Embedding an emphasis on improving engagement with the
public throughout cross-ministry strategies and policies is essential.
Recommendation 19: Have a Great Lakes lead in each relevant ministry and a Great Lakes Community of Practice; with
explicit mandates to foster community and public engagement and report on engagement efforts in the next Great
Lakes Strategy progress report. The Great Lakes Strategy Report should be produced regularly (perhaps every three
years to align with COA and GLWQA) and include a section on public engagement and cross-ministry efforts.
Recommendation 20: The Ontario Public Engagement Framework should be used as a reference when implementing
Great Lakes specific public engagement efforts that involve including the public’s input on developing engagement
goals, strategies, indicators and outcomes.
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In Ontario, postings to the Environmental Registry are important, as is the period of time for public engagement and comment.
Recognizing that the current government in Ontario has moved the Office of the Environmental Commissioner into the Office of
the Auditor General removing some of its independence, maintaining and enhancing the Environmental Registry is very
important. The Registry serves as a way to keep the public informed, allowing the public to provide input, and also allows
practitioners to reflect and measure effectiveness/ineffectiveness of how the Ontario government is engaging the public. Public
notification is key and the engagement period needs to be long enough for the public to consider and research the issue, reflect
and articulate constructive input. An example can be seen with the COA Action Plan for Lake Erie which solicited a higher level
of engagement compared to other postings (Comment period – 75 days; Comments received – 2227). In this case, the Lake Erie
Nutrients Working group held engagement sessions with municipalities, Indigenous communities, the agricultural sector,
conservation authorities, NGOs, and the public. Further focused engagement sessions were had by Ontario and Canada with the
Lake Erie Nutrients working group, key sectors, Indigenous communities, and the general public. Public webinars were also held
to discuss changes being made to the draft action plan. This solicited over 5000 additional comments. This is a good example of
best practice to follow.
Recommendation 21: Maintain the Environmental Registry as a critical notification and channel for public comment; add
major media and social media outlets to the notification system.
Recommendation 22: Use a variety of traditional and social media communication outlets to communicate
Environmental Registry opportunities for public engagement related to the Great Lakes.
Recommendation 23: Incorporating a similar Registry mechanism across other jurisdictions across the basin, perhaps a
similar registry and public/media notification system developed and managed by the IJC.
Unlike the US States, Ontario does not have university-based extension programs (Sea-Grants) focused on the Great Lakes
generally, or Lake Ontario specifically.
Recommendation 24: Ontario should invest in “Lake Grant” efforts modeled on US Sea Grants and extension programs.
This could take the form of a pilot programs with various Ontario post-secondary institutions (universities and colleges)
and secondary schools to focus on the Lake Ontario LAMP, AOCs, Annexes and/or issues to more fully engage partners,
citizen science, youth and other community groups in Great Lakes issues.
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Other General Recommendations
This section highlights some general observations and recommendations that are evident from the review and not related to
specific jurisdictions.
All jurisdictions are using a range of public engagement channels and tools. However, the tools used are predominantly
traditional forums and communication channels. While most jurisdictions are using websites, newsletters, email notifications
and social media, they are primarily used by registered groups and individuals and not the general public. Email lists,
newsletters, and environmental registries require citizens to register in order to receive information. This reinforces the focus
on those actively engaged in Great Lakes issues and actions, and not the less engaged or un-engaged water users and publics.
Recommendation 25: Invest in public engagement research that highlights innovative ways to reach a variety of target
audiences.
Recommendation 26: Jurisdictions need to prioritize keeping online content and links up to date, especially regarding
engagement opportunities.
Regular Progress Reports are a key part of Great Lakes governance and accountability (e.g. Ontario Great Lakes Strategy
Progress Report and Michigan Water Strategy Progress Report). These reports generally include some content and reporting
on public engagement practitioners and the public to reflect on progress, what has worked and what requires ongoing effort.
Generally, these reports focus on successes and accomplishments. However, it is important to highlight successes as well as
failures in order to learn from both. This is particularly important related to public engagement, allowing policy makers,
practitioners, community organizations, groups and the public to understand where increased investment and efforts are
required. This requires clearly developing and stating what objectives and evaluation criteria are being used to assess and
strengthen engagement.
Recommendation 27: Jurisdictions at all levels continue to use annual progress reports that have specific sections on
public engagement, develop engagement indicators, and report on engagement efforts, actions, accomplishments, and
required improvements.
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A review of the documentation for this study reveals that often engagement initiatives and projects are time-bound and
commonly over set periods of 12 months or less. Less common are ongoing, strategic, long-term relationship building and
capacity building that prioritizes engagement with less engaged communities or publics to build engagement with communities
over the medium and longer term.
Recommendation 28: Recognize the importance of grassroots level community building and support those who are
actively engaging in this kind of work. It is important to acknowledge that success is going to be dependent upon
investing in long term engagement strategies as this is an essential piece of the relationship-building process.
The review for this study also reveals that the region relies heavily on government-led and government-funded public
engagement resources and investments. This is critical and should not be underestimated. The leveraging of public investment
for community engagement, project and action is required to enhance community and public engagement. However, there are
also other instruments that jurisdictions should explore.
Recommendation 29: policy makers and practitioners should support research on the idea of a Great Lakes Impact Bond,
modelled on environmental impact bonds that might allow a wide range of water users, business and citizens to invest in
Great Lakes clean up, restoration, access and protection projects.
This review also reveals that most jurisdictions do not formally assess or evaluate their public engagement initiatives and efforts
and actions. The IJCs longitudinal public opinion survey is an excellent example of gaging public awareness, priorities and
engagement over time. The current reporting regime has a well-developed reporting on science-based ecosystem and human
health indicators. There are no current engagement indicators as part of the Great Lakes governance regime.
Recommendation 30: Jurisdictions are encouraged to consider developing or using existing engagement indicators in
their regular public reporting. For example, the Progress Reports of the Parties, Annex reports, LAMPs and AOC reports
should include engagement indicators and reporting.
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