Coastal Community Development
Regional Conference Calls

Summary of Findings
Disclaimer
This information is a reflection of discussions facilitated by the consultant concerning Coastal Community Development as it relates to the Great Lakes Needs Assessment conducted by the Great Lakes Commission and NOAA Coastal Services Center. Three conference calls were conducted by region (Lake Superior (WI, MN, MI), Lake Michigan and Huron (MI, WI, IL, IN), and Lake Erie and Ontario (PA, OH, NY was not present). Representatives on the conference calls included State Coastal Management Programs, Regional Planning Agencies, Sea Grant, and other councils and networks. It was our goal to hear from professionals working with local units of government from the state and/or multi-jurisdictional perspective. 19 people provide insights through the conference calls and 2 others offered input individually.

The intent of this summary is to include as much of what was heard regardless of what is deemed the best solution. This in no way represents the consultant’s recommendations, but rather it is our perception of needs and barriers with possible solutions based on the information compiled to date. We are depending on the planning team to help sort through the recommendations and determine what is best for this particular needs assessment.

Regional Level Needs
There is overall agreement that Great Lakes Coastal Community Development (CCD) issues cross jurisdictional boundaries requiring collaboration among organizations and jurisdictions. In addition, the theme “Coordinate Regionally/Lead Locally” stresses the need to make the connection between local decisions and their impact on a regional level and recognizes that all the states around the Great Lakes are “Home Rule” based, meaning that most land use decisions are made at the local level.

The needs related to the regional level discussed in this section deal with leadership, communication, data and information sharing and capacity building.  The needs discussed involve both efforts relating to the Great Lakes Basin regional level as well as efforts taking place on the state and multi-jurisdictional level.
NEED: LEADERSHIP
Improved communication and coordination among state and regional entities regarding coastal community development issues

Why is this a need?

The Great Lakes regional framework is made up of a large number of groups including the EPA’s Great Lakes National Program Office (GLNPO), International Joint Commission (IJC), Great Lakes Commission (GLC), Great Lakes Council of Governors, Great Lakes Fishery, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), Army Corps of Engineers (COE), Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS).  All work on Great Lakes issues basin wide. 
There is consensus that these entities are currently poorly coordinated (an observation also made by the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) report titled Great Lakes - An Overall Strategy and Indicators for Measuring Progress are Needed to Better Achieve Restoration Goals (April 2003), see report excerpts below*) and that a regional framework is needed to help knit together the various entities working on great Lakes Efforts. There is a lack of leadership and a need for better communication and efficiency of use of resources regionally. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is identified by many as a missing link from the Great Lakes region; although they have not had a specific Great Lakes focus.  Some participants suggested that NOAA may be in a better position to coordinate federal efforts in the Great Lakes than EPA-GLNPO, since NOAA is not a regulatory agency.
There were mixed feelings expressed by the Lake Superior states about the Great Lakes Regional Collaboration. Some states (Minnesota) were very visible on all levels at these meetings where other states (Wisconsin, Michigan) were not particularly involved. Furthermore, there is continued frustration that all the planning and assessment of needs are not being implemented. Lack of funding and capacity seems to be the biggest barrier toward implementation. A suggested solution on the regional level is to provide leadership through coordination and facilitation among the states, regional planning commissions (RPCs), and local governmental units (LGUs). This would provide a great leap toward connection just by sharing success stories.

Barriers:
· Great Lakes National Program Office (GLNPO) has been delegated the authority to coordinate federal actions to improve the Great Lakes Water Quality. According to the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) report titled Great Lakes - An Overall Strategy and Indicators for Measuring Progress are Needed to Better Achieve Restoration Goals (April 2003), GLNPO has this authority, but has not fully exercised it to this point.

· NOAA and EPA are currently not effectively coordinating their efforts.
· The sheer number of entities working on Great Lakes issues (private, public, tribal, nonprofit), and the geography of the Great Lakes Basin make coordination a challenge.
· One size does not fit all and issues differ somewhat locally within the Great Lakes region.

· State and multi-jurisdictional entities expressed that there is no clear leadership in place with the authority and resources to come up with a regional vision and the ability to follow through on its implementation.

Solutions:
Provide clear leadership and roles for implementation of regional CCD efforts.

· Improved coordination between EPA-GLNPO, NOAA and Great Lakes organizations. Roles are very unclear; some suggestions include:
· EPA-GLNPO’s has a staff of 46 and a budget of almost $15 million and a role as summarized below. GLNPO brings together Federal, state, tribal, local, and industry partners in an integrated, ecosystem approach to protect, maintain, and restore the chemical, biological, and physical integrity of the Great Lakes. The program monitors Lake ecosystem indicators; manages and provides public access to Great Lakes data; helps communities address contaminated sediments in their harbors; supports local protection and restoration of important habitats; promotes pollution prevention through activities and projects such as the Canada-U.S. Binational Toxics Strategy (BNS); and provides assistance for community-based Remedial Action Plans for Areas of Concern and for Lakewide Management Plans. Each year, GLNPO uses its funding to assist Great Lakes partners in these areas through grants, interagency agreements, and contracts.
GLNPO would best serve as the regional authority requiring specified actions to be coordinated by NOAA and GLC for implementation. This role can be compared to the Wisconsin Smart Growth Initiative where the state acts as the authority to drive the counties to lead locally for the implement portion.

· NOAA-CSC has a vision to preserve opportunities to live, work, and play on the coast. Their mission is to build capacity for informed decision-making about our coasts.
NOAA-CSC would best serve as the regional implementation of GLNPOs authority by working closely with their programs (Coastal Zone Management (CZM) and Sea Grant) to provide the education, tools, and regional awareness on the local level.
· The Great Lakes Commission (GLC) is a binational public agency dedicated to the use, management and protection of the water, land and other natural resources of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence system. In partnership with the eight Great Lakes states and provinces of Ontario and Québec, the Commission applies sustainable development principles in addressing issues of resource management, environmental protection, transportation and sustainable development. The Commission provides accurate and objective information on public policy issues; an effective forum for developing and coordinating public policy; and a unified, systemwide voice to advocate member interests.

GLC would best serve the region as a collaborator by helping the states to communicate on a Great Lakes regional level of awareness.
Provide a communication network among organizations working on Great Lakes CCD issues with a bottom-up approach
· Leverage NOAA’s linkages in the region through CZM and Sea Grant programs. Strengthen the linkages between the state CZM programs. Consider using designated CZM funds for CCD issues as an incentive for local groups to partner and collaborate both on a regional and local level.
· Develop capacity (stable funding for regional cooperative efforts, education and information sharing) to get local support and buy in at the state level.

· Identify ways to partner in order to build upon strengths and provide more efficient use of funding through conferences and web-based communication.
· Bring workshops to the local areas to enhance communication, network, and provide for greater regional awareness.

Establish mechanisms for more effective use of scarce resources

· Establish coordination network or chain of responsibility across the appropriate levels (which may differ depending on the issue) for implementation of region-wide goals.
· Establish funding mechanisms that can build longer term stability in addressing CCD issues. Example, watershed planning effort typically takes 4 years before it becomes effective.
NEED: TOOLS AND DATA
Improve and coordinated access to information and research tools relevant for the Great Lakes.

Why is this a need?

Currently there is a lack of good CCD planning examples and case studies as it relates to local climate, soils, culture, etc and examples from outside the region are easily dismissed. There was an expressed need to improve access to tools such as best management practices relevant to the local level, development of user-friendly models, improved data sharing, and educational outreach, etc. Furthermore, there is a lack of knowledge as it relates to the economic value of natural resources. Restored resources as well as the protection of quality resources provide services and valuing these may provide incentives to work toward such things as delisting Areas of Concern (AOC) by actually implementing the Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) and promoting tourism, a growing industry that should be integrated into CCD efforts. These efforts are needed to enhance the ability to make good decisions on the local level by providing decision-makers with a better understanding of the benefits of CCD sustainable practices.
Barriers
· Local staff vary in abilities and strengths associated with this need. 

· There is a multitude of efforts and no clear single source of coordinated information for decision-makers. There is information overload.

· Funding and apathy. Some projects have been going on so long, people become disenfranchised with the process and believe there is more talk than implementation.

· Areas of Concern (AOC) were at first promoted well and the public was aware. Now dwindling funds and lack of action has led to local groups struggling to keep these sites on the radar.
Solutions

Education linking research to the state level (CZM, RPCs)
· Develop an inventory of regional examples of best management practices and experts that can be called upon for assistance.
· NOAA-CSC should work closely with GLERL to coordinate research needs and provide educational information to Sea Grant, RPCs, and CZMs.
Distribution of information and BMP examples

· Sea Grant and RPCs could train local staff from the state level to prepare and provide information and education on local development issues.

· GLNPO could work with states to promote development of good plans that can serve as examples and models for other communities. (Note, Wisconsin’s experience is that plans have improved along with better communication with a top down approach. More examples are now available with their statewide smart growth requirements for planning. Have yet to see how the implementation will work.).
· Work to generate the economy by protecting the resources and still inviting people to visit. This could be done by working with LGUs and their associated Chamber of Commerce to deliver economic concepts about coastal tourism, AOC clean-up, restoration, etc.

Data collection tools to determine regional trends

· NOAA – CSC, GLC, or a combination of the two could be a clearinghouse of information regarding current projects that the various regional entities are undertaking, as well as the provider of up-to-date information on key issues facing the Great Lakes (e.g. shoreline stabilization structures, social science and economic issues, land use permits, etc). An inventory of the grants available to local communities in the Great Lakes would be helpful as well. NOAA-CSC is seen as the service-oriented group, while GLC has the contacts within the Great Lakes. That way CZM programs and other entities working on a watershed level can get the big picture of what is happening beyond local borders.
· It was suggested that NOAA might be a link to information that is being developed at the national level. They have been disconnected from basin type issues, but a regional presence may help provide a more user-friendly means to obtain and share data, information and tools. They could help facilitate the poorly linked connections between Great Lakes Environmental Research Lab (GLERL), EPA, Sea Grant, etc.

Local Level Needs
This section discusses needs related to establishing the linkage between the regional and local levels.  Since much of the decision-making affecting the system takes place at the local level it is important to build capacity that supports local leadership and decision-making on CCD issues.  This section discusses needs associated with linking the local and regional perspective together and enhancing the mutual understanding of interests.  Part of these needs could be fulfilled by developing a toolbox for the local level to assist in the management of CCD issues.
NEED – AWARENESS

Promotion of Great Lakes regional awareness from a watershed perspective at the local level
Why is this a need?

The concept of watershed-based planning is not new, but it is still just catching on in many areas as not everyone is familiar or experienced with the concepts. LGUs do not always think in terms of watersheds especially those that go beyond political boundaries in their day to day decision making. However, these decisions have a cumulative effect on the regional system.

LGUs have different needs and one size does not fit all. In order for communities to buy into a regional framework there has to be alignment with the community’s interests. Target outcomes from federal programs may not resonate with high priority concerns at the local level. However, there may be other outcomes as a result of addressing CCD issues that do align with LGU priorities. The language of the programs has to reflect this. There have to be people that can work directly with communities to communicate the benefits and make the connection at the local level.

Barriers
· Lack of recognition of why watershed-based planning is important. 
· Generally, LGUs want control (bottom-up approach). Policies need to recognize this in order to be effective and accepted at the local level.
· Staff capacity, staff needs to stay long enough with a project to take locals beyond the education.
· Continuity in leadership (political and project management) considering typical watershed based planning effort takes 4 years to establish a watershed framework.
Solutions

Education and outreach regarding a regional CCD perspective
· NOAA-CSC through Sea Grant, CZMs, and RPCs could provide education and incentives to LGUs to help them understand and support a Great Lakes regional vision approach. Any tools to help locals do their jobs better would be useful.

· GLNPO could provide better data to LGU’s, regarding how their area fits in the region.  For example, if a community has important and unique resources from a basin wide perspective, how can they be made aware of this?

· NOAA-CSC in coordination with GLNPO could develop a Great Lakes Regional tool box. It is not necessary to bill it as Coastal Community Development only as the issues being dealt with under Smart Growth initiatives are similar. Provide good examples of case studies (plans, ordinances, BMPs, development projects, stormwater utility programs, coastal wetland restorations, etc.).

· GLC could coordinate how the toolbox could be shared throughout the region through conferences and workshops and from the state groups who connect with LGU’s (i.e., RPCs, Sea Grant, CZMs).
· GLC could further work with stakeholders along the five lake basins to discuss issues, network, educate, and distribute information (i.e., BMPs, ecological economics research, success stories, etc.). This would promote efficient use of regional staff and funding if they can further ensure that these stakeholders will act as a node and bring the information to their grass roots organizations.
Create incentives to promote a regional perspective at the local level:

· Develop a funding mechanism (NOAA) through the state CZMs to fund cooperative CCD projects. This may help the various players figure out what types of CCD projects have value to cooperate on and thereby create an incentive for cooperation/partnerships. This might lead toward better communication and coordination since it is promoting partnerships rather than adding NOAA staff as additional players. 

· The CZMs, Sea Grant, and RPCs are already a common thread throughout the coastal regions. This could be a framework for coordinating/steering CCD efforts. 

· Grant dollars through GLNPO or NOAA could be directed to funding state level staff at a capacity that can support on-going effective technical assistance to LGU’s.
· Although top down approaches seem unacceptable to many LGUs, the Wisconsin planning model that mandated comprehensive plans for counties did develop elements of consistency and facilitated multi-jurisdictional communication. After some resistance to the idea, communities now see its value. This may be a good approach for a Great Lakes regional framework by starting with a top down approach from GLNPO, but allowing local leadership to implement the process with flexibility.
NEED – COMMUNICATION

Improved communication between the States and from the States to the Local Level (bottom-up approach, locally driven)

Why is this a need?

Region wide Great Lakes issues do not show up high on the hierarchy of needs for most LGUs. A disconnect exists between the regional groups and local groups. Regional groups are creating the policies, but they’re not translating them into a format that might be useful or even understandable to local decision makers.

CZM programs have the ability to get funding out to the local level and influence coastal zone management from a CCD perspective. The state programs, however, do not effectively coordinate together or exchange experiences. A Great Lakes regional framework exists, however, there are many players working involved in CCD issues and there is no clear entity leading the charge. (e.g., 80 organizations are involved in the Lake Michigan project). Projecting this number of entities upward to try to come to a Great Lakes regional vision produces a great deal of complexity. 

Barriers

· Capacity is a big issue from a staffing perspective on all levels. 

· There is not a common definition of terms between the local and regional level.

· Adding more players, in the case of a NOAA-CSC presence will not necessarily improve leadership or coordination.
· There is not a common framework in place to pull efforts together.

· Goals expressed by federal organizations can be different than LGU’s.  Federal goals may require rephrasing in order to resonate with LGU’s and align with their interests.
Solutions

Invest in coordination of federal efforts and strengthen linkages with local efforts:

· Use current GLNPO efforts for data coordination as a model for Coastal Community Development efforts.
· Utilize groups such as Sea Grant to translate information into a usable format that people can understand and relate to. Look at how federal goals align with local interests.  Information should be tailored to the needs of the locals. Then provide an awareness of how local decisions affect the region.

· Network organizations working on CCD issues by providing workshops and conferences at locations convenient for LGUs so they can exchange information and examples.
NEED: DATA SHARING AND ACCESS

Provide better LGU access to quality data and tools for local communities; encourage better data sharing and consistency from LGUs
Why is this a need?

This need is closely linked with the data information and integration distribution issue area. Much of the data collected for regional level planning and management efforts is too coarse to be effective for local level planning application. However, the cumulative impacts of decisions made at the local level determine the state of the regional system. Access to adequate information is therefore critical for local decision makers to help them understand how they fit into the larger system. For example, a community may be more willing to protect a resource if it understands its regional significance within the Great Lakes Basin.
Access to data for local communities is difficult. There is increased pressure on coastal resources and quality data is in bits and pieces. The data is also difficult to track. At the local level data is collected inconsistently (if collected at all) which makes analysis of regional CCD trends or modeling of cumulative impacts for example on a watershed level difficult. 
Barriers
· The local level does not always have the staff or expertise available to develop and implement data tools. 
· Agreements and partnerships are not consistent when it comes to data consistency and data sharing.
· Data and tools are currently are scattered among agencies. The local level may either not be aware of their existence or have difficulty tracking resources down.

· Cost of providing detailed information necessary for decision-making and technical assistance are high or not a priority.

Solutions
· Develop a repository of consistent information among states. The data could be assessed for natural features related to their functions and values to assist locals with prioritizing what lands to try to permanently protect through acquisition, private land owner incentives, etc.
· See solutions under the needs related to the regional level.
Reference
* - From the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) report (GAO-03-515) titled Great Lakes - An Overall Strategy and Indicators for Measuring Progress are Needed to Better Achieve Restoration Goals (April 2003), see report excerpts below
The numerous restoration programs currently underway in the Great Lakes Basin employ a variety of environmental strategies at the binational, federal, and state levels to address specific environmental problems, but there is no overarching plan for coordinating and tying together the strategies and program activities into a coherent approach to attain overall basin restoration.

Without such a plan for the basin, it is difficult to determine overall progress and ensure that limited resources are being effectively utilized. Although federal and state officials recently developed and published a report, Great Lakes Strategy 2002, to fill this void, the document, largely a description of existing and planned program activities, did not provide a basis or mechanisms to prioritize or make funding commitments to implement the various activities. 
GLNPO, the office within EPA charged with fulfilling U.S. responsibilities under the agreement and for coordinating federal actions for improving Great Lakes’ water quality, has not fully exercised this authority because it has not entered into agreements with other agency organizations regarding their restoration responsibilities as required by the Clean Water Act. 
GAO is recommending that EPA ensure that GLNPO fulfills its coordination responsibilities and, in consultation with the governors of the Great Lakes states, federal agencies, and other organizations, develop an overarching strategy that clearly defines the roles and responsibilities for coordinating and prioritizing funding for Great Lakes projects, and submit a proposal to the Congress detailing the time-phased funding requirements necessary to implement the strategy. A comprehensive assessment of restoration progress in the Great Lakes Basin cannot be determined with the piecemeal information currently available. The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement called for the development and implementation of a monitoring system, but this requirement has not yet been met. The environmental indicators currently being used to determine overall progress are inadequate because they rely on limited quantitative data and subjective judgments to determine whether conditions are improving.

CCD Regional Conference Call Summary
May 1, 2006
Page 1 of 10

