SUMMARY OF SENIOR MANAGERS’ SESSION
SOLEC 2002
This document summarizes the outcomes of a special session for senior level managers held on October
16, 200 2 as part of the 200 2 State o f the Lake s Ec osystem Con ferenc e in Clevela nd, O hio. This
document is was prepared by the Great Lakes Comm ission, which served as co-organizer of and
facilitator for the session.
Two questions were presented to the participants. All participants were invited to respond to each
question. Section I includes the specific questions and the responses/commentary associated with each.
Section II lists the general themes identified through the participants’ comments. Section III document
include s rec om me nde d ac tion ite ms to be p ursued by S OL EC orga nizers, as appro priate, in follow -up to
the comments made by the managers. Section IV is a list of those who attended the session.

I. Questions Presented to Managers
A. Question One: To what extent do you rely on ecological indicators in pursuing your management
responsibilities?
1) In the Lake Erie Basin, the reliance is significant as demonstrated by the use of indicators in the Lake
Erie Protection and Restoration Plan.
2) All managers need some form of indicators to guide their decision making efforts.
3) The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, in partnership with the Great Lakes Fishery Commission, is in the
process of developing and using indicators to guide their initiatives.
4) In developing indicators, it is important to focus first on the question that needs to be answered by the
indicator.
5) Indicators are used in First Nations/ Tribal management and decisionmaking efforts. In some cases,
these indicators already exist thanks to the work of other agencies and organizations. In other instances,
the indicators are developed internally.
6) The International Joint Commission is charged with evaluating progress under the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement. Indicators of chemical, physical and biological integrity are relevant for that
purpose.
7) The s elec tion o f indic ators sho uld fo cus on adva ncing our ab ility to d eterm ine d rinkability, fish ability
and swimmability within the Great Lakes ecosystem.
8) Ongoing environmental protection and resource management programs at the state, provincial and
federal levels also feed the development of ecological indicators.
9) Indicators are fundamentally important for managers in priority-setting exercises.
10) Indicators are important in assessing progress in achieving the stated ecosystem objectives for
Lakewide Management Plans.
11) Indicators are also important is assessing progress with Areas of Concern cleanup, and can be used
in conjunction with benchmarks along the way, as well as with cleanup end points.
12) It is presently unclear as to the extent that indicators are employed in decisionmaking at the senior
manager levels.

13) Indicators have utility in informing risk-based to prioritization of protection, prevention and response
activities.
14) A number of SOLEC indicators have been employed in the Lake Ontario Lakewide Management Plan
development process. They have been found to be reliable, with some revisions needed to address
lake-specific needs. Also, the suite of indicators used may need to be augmented by
additional indicators.
15) C riteria for the dev elop me nt and us e of indicators should in clude the follo win g: they sh ould iden tify
em erging is sue s; help se t priorities am ong exis ting p rogram s; and help m onito r eco logical resp ons es to
human activities, including remediation, mitigation and related environmental management efforts. The
current suite of SOLEC indicators offers a considerable amount of information that is useful in this regard.
16) Indicators provide a particularly critical role in helping managers understand the ecological
implications of their decisions; and in helping them to select and apply the most appropriate management
tools.
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B. Question Two: What needs to be done to maximize the use of ecological indicators in your
management. responsibilities?
1.

The broader goals of indicator implementation–to determine whether we can eat the fish, drink the
water and swim in the water need to reflect the variety of issues facing Great Lakes managers,
suc h as inva sive sp ecies.

2.

Ma nag ers need a greate r und erstand ing o f the linkag es b etween indic ators and exis ting (e .g.,
ma nda ted and funde d) progra m a reas .

3.

There needs to be a way to prioritize the SOLEC indicators for implementation.

4.

It is im porta nt to rema in co gniz ant of the full p oten tial of G reat L ake s ec olog ical hea lth (e.g .,
historical health) and not develop complacency around low-thresholds as a result of current
eco logical con dition s (e.g ., “mix ed-imp roving”).

5.

A post-SOLEC forum for mangers to discuss SOLEC findings would be valuable.

6.

There is a need for more monitoring programs to assess the ecological condition of the Great
Lakes.

7.

Indicators should be easily understood by managers as well as the general public and should be
easily measurable.

8.

Findings from implementing indicators should be used to change performance partnerships and
redirect federal and state funds where they are most needed.

9.

Mo st m ana gem ent in stitutio ns re pres ent ju risdictions o r hav e m and ates that do not correspo nd to
the Great Lakes basin; stronger partnerships and improved institutional arrangements among
agencies and organizations are needed to develop and implement indicators on a basinwide
sca le.

10.

Ecological indicators need to be understood and supported by the public.

11.

A well-defined trajectory endpoint for each indicator will facilitate implementation.

12.

The significance of indicators needs to be elevated to the management level where associated
directives can ensure their implementation. Having indicators at multiple scales that are agreed
upo n by all G reat L ake s sta tes and provinces a re im porta nt first steps .

13.

Gaming (i.e., ____________________) the use of indicators concurrent with their development
could be an important mechanism for advancing indicator implementation. (game = operations
research)
Having high level managers on the SOLEC steering committee can ensure the effective
development and implementation of ecological indicators.

14.

15.

Comm unicating the significance of indicators at the Lake or State/Provincial level will help garner
greater public and political support

16.

Indicators only as good as programs that support them; they need to be part of mandated/funded
programs and their significance must be communicated to legislators.

17.

The significance of ecological indicators might best be communicated to legislators and the press
in the form of a sto ry tha t prov ides a contex t.
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18.

There needs to be a systematic communications/outreach plan to inform and educate elected
officials about ecological indicators.

19.

It is important to demonstrate to the public and elected officials how indicators allow for the
me asu rem ent of redu ction and/or elim inatio n of ha rmful ch em icals.

20.

Conveying the link between ecological indicators and human health will help broaden the
und erstand ing of and garn er su ppo rt for ind icators.

21.

Indicators should be quantitative.

22.

The existing suite of indicators may need expanding to address the many scales of ecological
health, from community structure metrics to specific species in need of rehabilitation.

23.

To avoid duplication, SOLEC should be the central clearinghouse for all Great Lakes indicator
informa tion.

24.

It is important to be able to refine indicators based on a better understanding of management
decisionmaking processes.

25.

Managers’ need a process to evaluate existing priorities in order to adapt to emerging Great
Lakes needs and issues, including indicator development and implementation.

26.

“Fishable, swimmable, drinkable” are easy concepts to help rally public support for ecological
indicators, but may be different from what decisionmakers need.

27.

Institutional barriers present a significant obstacle to ecological indicator development and
implementation; there needs to be agreement among jurisdictions and agencies for common
sampling/data collection and analytical methods across jurisdictions.

28.

Ecological indicators could be better “packaged” for public use/understanding around the issues
of “drinka ble,” “fisha ble,” and swimma ble.”

29.

Indicator development and implementation process should be a dynamic one that allows for and
encourages innovation.

30.

Managers need to be cautious of becoming adapting to “poor” or otherwise less than optimum
eco logical con dition s; the des ired state of the G reat L ake s ec osy stem or its v arious c om pon ents
must be carefully considered

31.

A long-te rm pers pec tive is imp ortan t in developin g and im plem entin g ec olog ical indicato rs.
Ma nge rs sh ould be carefu l not to drop som e ind icators that don not have obvious o r imme diate
benefit or applicability.

32.

Ecological indicators can be implemented within existing monitoring programs such as the Lake
Ontario Cooperative monitoring program.

33.

Ecological indicator development in the Great Lakes can benefit from integration with other
indicator development activities in Norht America.

34.

The sc ientific findings from SOL EC m ust be presen ted to senior ma nagers (e.g., via BEC ).
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II. General Themes

1.

Outreac h and com mun ication on SO LEC ecologica l indicators
a.
To the public
b.
To legislators

2.

The Im portance an d Relev ance of Ec ological Indicators

3.

Processes for incorporating indicators into management responsibilities
a.
Funding
b.
Mandates
c.
Prioritization/ranking
d.
Review and evaluation

4.

Exa mp les of Indic ators at W ork Around the Bas in
a.
Indicator development among individual agencies/organizations
b.
Indicator implementation among individual agencies and organizations

5.

Ove rcom ing institutional barriers to developm ent and im pleme ntation of basinwide indicators
a.
Within existing agencies and organizations (e.g., management, prioritization, funding)
b.
Coordination among agencies and organizations
c.
Bas inwid e lead ership

6.

Developing indicators that are:
a.
Easily understood
b.
Eas ily com mu nicated to the pu blic
c.
Easily co mm unicated to legislators/policy mak ers
d.
Me asura ble
e.
Can be implemented within existing programs/mandates
f.
Responsive to short, medium and long-range ecosystem objectives
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III.

Recomm endations

1.

SO LEC organ izers sh ould dev elop a coordinate d outreac h and co mm unic ation strategy to
legislators and the public. This strategy should include web-based and hard-copy publication of
SOLEC materials (e.g., indicator background papers, workshop proceedings, etc.), press releases
and executive summary materials. Materials may have to be tailored to the specific audience
(e.g., gene ral pu blic, legis lators).

2.

A comprehensive SOLEC web site is needed that includes information on status and progress on
all of the SOLE C indicators (inc luding draft materials).

3.

There needs to be a process for sharing experiences with indicator development and
implementation among Great Lakes agencies and organizations and for learning from and
improving programs and practices based on those experiences.

4.

Processes are needed to incorporate SOLEC ecological indicators into existing policies and
programs. Some form of prioritization may be needed to assist managers with this, such as a
method for organizing indicators by ecological scale or organizational implementation.

5.

Leadership and funding is needed to overcome institutional and financial barriers to developing
and implementing basinwide ecological indicators. Although indicators may be developed and/or
imp lem ented within in dividu al jurisd ictions , there nee ds to be a wa y to eva luate their
implementation in the basin as a whole.

6.

There is als o need for a proce ss to evaluate indic ators to ensure that they are
a.
Re spo nsive to sho rt, me dium and long -range ecos yste m o bjec tives ;
b.
Easily understood
c.
Eas ily com mu nicated to legis lators, m anag ers an d the pu blic
d.
Me asura ble
e.
Are being or can be implemented within existing programs
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IV. List of Attendees SOLEC 2002 Senior Managers’ Session

U.S. Coast Guard, Ninth Coast Guard District

Ms. Lori Boughton
Pennsylvania Dept. of Environment Protection
Office of the Great Lakes

Mr. Mic hae l Ho ff
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Fisheries Division

Mme. Mimi Breton
Environnement Canada
Direc tion gén érale ré giona le

Rick Huress
Transport Canada

Mr. Kelly Burch
Pennsylvania Dept. of Environment Protection
Northwest Regional Office

Mr. David Ladd
Michigan Departm ent of Env ironme ntal Q uality
Office of the Great Lakes

Mr. Bill Carr
Ministry of Economic Development and Trade
Office of International Relations and Protocol

Ms. Lou ise Lapierre
Ministère de l'Environnement du Québec
Direction des Affaires intergouvernementales

Dr. John Cooley
Department of Fisheries and Oceans
Central and Arctic Region

Mr. Hen ry Lickers
Mohawk Council of Akwesasne
Mr. Simon Llewellyn
Environment Canada
Environmental Conservation

Mr. Ken C ullis
Ontario MNR
Mr. M ario D elVic ario
U.S. EPA Region 2

Ms. Lori Kaplan
Indiana Dept. of Environmental Management

Mr. D anny Epstein
Environment Canada
Environmental Protection

Mr. Jo hn M ills
Environment Canada
Mr. Dennis Schornack
International Joint Comm ission

Mr. M ichae l Goffin
Environment Canada
Grea t Lakes C orporate Affairs

Mr. Bill Meads
Natural Resources Canada, Canadian Forest Service
Grea t Lakes Fo restry Centre

Mr. John Goss
Indiana Department of Natural Resources

Ms . Patty O ’Donn ell
Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa & Chippewa Indians

The Rt. Honorable Herb Gray
International Joint Comm ission
Canadian Section

Mr. Thomas Skinner
US EPA Region 5
Mr. Gary Gulezian
US EPA Region 5
Great Lakes Nat'l Program Office

Mr. Sam Speck
Ohio DNR

Mr. Nick Heisler
International Joint Comm ission
Canadian Section

Mr. Don Zelazny
New York DEC

Mr. Randy Helland

------------------------------------------------------------------
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Mike Donahue
Great Lakes Commission
Victoria Pebbles
Great Lakes Commission
Pau l Horv atin
U.S. EPA GLNPO
Harvey Shear
Environment Canada
Sally Lepa rd
LURA Consulting
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