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Overview
Great Lakes Fisheries and Ecosystem Education Networking Conference

Conference Participants

The committee developed an invitee list that included more
than 177 education stakeholders from throughout the Great
Lakes basin.  Sixty-two conference participants attended
during the two days. Among these attendees,
• 15 represented formal K-12 education systems,
• 24 were from nonformal education programs (e.g.,

youth groups, scouts, after-school programs, etc.),
• 13 were from state and federal resource management

agencies,
• 26 were from non-governmental organizations (private,

non-profit; e.g., MUCC, National Wildlife Federation,
Inland Seas Education Association, Clinton River
Watershed Council, Wege Foundation, National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation, etc.),

• 5 were from tribal/treaty fisheries organizations,
• 4 were from private (for-profit) retail organizations or

consulting groups,
• 22 were affiliated with various universities (EMU,

CMU, MSU, U of M, OSU, University of Wisconsin -
Madison, University of Windsor, and Michigan Sea
Grant College Program), and

• 11 were from out-of-state (whereas 51 were from
Michigan).

About the Conference

The Great Lakes Fishery Trust sponsored the Great Lakes
Fisheries and Ecosystem Education Networking Confer-
ence from May 5-6, 2003 in East Lansing, Michigan.  The
overall purpose of the networking conference was to assist
the GLFT Board in developing and focusing its efforts in
support of Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem education
throughout the region.

In order to conduct the meeting, the trust worked with the
Department of Fisheries and Wildlife at Michigan State
University to convene a conference steering committee
composed of diverse fisheries education and Great Lakes
stakeholders, such as tribal fisheries biologists, non-govern-
mental conservation organizations, educational organiza-
tions, universities, and others.  This steering committee
worked together from December 2002 through August
2003 to:
• Define specific conference objectives;
• Define the geographic scope of the conference as

representing the Great Lakes basin;
• Develop a list of invitees representative of the broadest

possible array of fisheries and Great Lakes education
stakeholders;

• Develop the conference agenda and identify speakers;
• Decide upon critical questions and discussion processes

for small group dialogue at the conference;
• Identify or serve as facilitators for the discussion

groups; and
• Review conference findings and prepare the confer-

ence proceedings.

Conference Objectives

The steering committee identified the following objectives
as important to achieve during the face-to-face learning
and dialogue at the conference:
• Create a collaborative vision for the future of Great

Lakes fisheries and ecosystem education.
• Identify and prioritize recommendations for sustaining,

modifying and creating needed networks, educational
efforts and educational research for Great Lakes
fisheries and ecosystem education.

• To provide guidance to funders for sustaining fisheries
and ecosystem education into the future.

Spearheading the conference, from left to right: Shari
Dann, Michaela Zint and Rosanne Fortner.
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Program Organization

Committee members designed a conference format that
included presentations on the status of Great Lakes
fisheries, as well as the GLFT-sponsored needs assess-
ment regarding fisheries education.  Panelists discussed
aiming for excellence in education with examples of
existing GLFT-funded and other model programs, and
panel presentations from varied fisheries education
stakeholders described perspectives regarding needs, gaps
and opportunities.  After these presentations, attendees
participated in small group discussions focused around the
three conference objectives.  (See Appendix A for the
conference agenda.)

Conference Results

These small group discussions started by examining
indicators of fisheries education excellence, based on the
series of conference presentations.  Participants coined
these phrases to represent their understanding of program
excellence:
• Programs should focus on experiential (hands-on), or

“feet-in,” “real-water” learning (similar to “real-
world” learning).

• Programs should be comprehensive in terms of
relating not only to science, but to all subjects and life
skills, potentially calling such efforts “marinated
education.”

• Programs should not “reinvent the keel.”  Instead,
programs that are well-evaluated and well-designed
should be sustained, and local programs should be
flexible in nature to draw from other programs’
existing successes.

• Programs for youth should result in “motivated
kidizens,” with the aim of empowering learners with
the skills and motivation needed to foster sustainability
of fisheries for future generations.

Small group facilitators invited the participants to discuss
and create a vision for Great Lakes fisheries and ecosys-
tem education into the future.  Participants decided
whether they wished to discuss education for K-12 youth
at various levels (elementary, middle and high school),
adults, or mixed-age community groups.  A summary of
the group visions for each set of learners is as follows:

Elementary:
The development of life skills for long-term
responsible citizenship is important, as well as
fostering an awareness and lifelong appreciation
and interest in learning. Elementary youth can
develop attitudes of ownership as stakeholders
playing important roles in Great Lakes ecosystem
stewardship.  Positive, outdoor (and in-class)
experiential learning is essential for this age.
Educators need the opportunity for
multidisciplinary networking and to obtain practi-
cal, cost-effective, accessible, and easy-to use
teaching tools.

Middle and  high school:
For these learners, fisheries sustainability as a
concept is important.  For educators working
with this age group, the
sustainability of educa-
tion programs and an
infrastructure connecting
these programs are
essential to foster their
continued involvement in
Great Lakes fisheries
and ecosystem educa-
tion.  Many of the same
visions for elementary
education apply to
middle and high school
levels, but older youth are capable developmen-
tally of more complex reasoning and involvement
in fisheries issues.

Adults:
The vision is that every adult in the region will
become Great Lakes aware and literate, will
understand his/her relationships with the Great
Lakes, and will actively take part in some way.

Programs and diverse
educational content

should be accessible to all,
and thus should

“Leave No Child on Shore!”
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Communities and mixed age groups:
The educational vision for diverse learners from
mixed-age and community groups is that their
learning will lead them “to protect, preserve,
promote and present a healthy and sustainable
ecosystem within the Great Lakes for future
generations.” Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem
education should view communities as inclusive of
groups – with varied ages, nations and stakehold-
ers coming together as stewards.  To achieve this
vision, the education community needs organiza-
tional leadership with a regional scope, but yet an
infrastructure that offers local flexibility in program
design and delivery.

In Closing

Conference evaluation results were favorable.  Confer-
ence objectives were met, and participants showed high
levels of satisfaction with discussion processes and having
their opinions heard.  In addition, attendees reported that
the conference impacted positively on their knowledge and
attitudes, and they expressed strong intentions to remain
involved in future Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem
education networking initiatives.  (See Appendix C for
conference evaluation details.)

In general this conference was well-received and
achieved essential goals in creating opportunities for
future excellence in Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem
education.  Clearly, the most important outcome of this
conference and of the steering committee’s work was the
recognition that tremendous individual and organizational
assets exist to achieve this excellence.  And, most impor-
tantly, participants in this process agreed that these
organizational assets are beyond, but catalyzed in mean-
ingful ways, by the Great Lakes Fishery Trust.

Holly Madill, GLFT, responds to conference
recommendations.

Networking conference participants
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Conference Recommendations

Needed Work in Great Lakes Fisheries and Ecosystem Education

• An organizational infrastructure is needed, providing stronger networks, opportunities for partnerships, and commu-
nications.  This network should broadly include both formal (K-12) and nonformal educators, representing various
regions, states and local areas. In addition, this network should foster greater access to human resources and agency
personnel for educators.

• Education regarding specific topics is needed, especially in the areas of treaty fisheries, risk, and biodiversity.
• Programs are needed that are developed with state and national standards in mind.
• Education programs (even if only a part of other GLFT-funded projects) should be research-based and include

evaluation.
• Enhanced education program delivery systems and educator training networks are needed.

Finally, conference participants considered priorities and “next steps” for funding, collaborating and achieving a vision
of excellence for Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem education.

Short-term Priorities:
• Continue communications among conference participants.
• Develop and maintain a clearinghouse (e.g., Web site) for Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem education throughout

the region.
•      Continue networking through sponsorship of another conference within one year.
• Sustain and build on existing programs and foster/grow/recognize model programs using an education research base;

foster efforts to fill needed Great Lakes fishieres education gaps: treaty fisheries education, careers, specific topics.
• Foster internships to facilitate program development, marketing and training, as well as career development.

Longer-term Priorities:
• Foster partnerships, organizational capacity and stable funding for Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem education.
• Ensure all projects/programs funded have a significant evaluation component.
• Ensure alignment with state and national curriculum standards in those programs working with K-12 audiences.
• Increase commitment to education programs outside of K-12 (nonformal education systems, riparians, and other adult

audiences).

To address these priorities, the conference steering committee recommends that the GLFT:
1) Develop an Education Advisory Team (EAT) composed of teachers, ISD representatives, Department of Education,

scientists, researchers, nonformal and adult education community members.  Charge the EAT:
A) to plan and implement a longer-term RFP process for education projects;
B) to plan and conduct networking workshops and to assist potential grantees in project development and

collaboration; and
C) to explore options for longer-term organizational capacity-building for Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem

education (including exploring the formation of a new organization and/or affiliation with existing organiza-
tions, such as the National Marine Educators’ Association).

2) Develop an RFP for projects directed at two short-term priority needs:
A) Establish a Web-based clearinghouse for Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem education.  The clearinghouse

should be developed in clear relationship with existing Web sites that have broad Great Lakes, marine or
aquatic education emphases (e.g., www.great-lakes.net/teach, www.greatlakesed.org, www.rbff.org, and
www.vims.edu/bridge).

B) Sustain model programs. Projects selected for funding should meet these criteria:  project has a long-term
vision related to the findings of this conference and of the GLFT Education Needs Assessment; projects are
sustainable, and clearly feature coordination/collaboration of stakeholders; projects demonstrate a synergis-
tic relationship between teachers and scientists; and projects clearly use research-based delivery and evalua-
tion strategies.
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Presentations
Introduction to the Great Lakes Fishery Trust and Education Networking
Conference Goals
K.L. Cool, Chair, Great Lakes Fishery Trust, & Director, Michigan Department of Natural Resources

As chairman of the Great Lakes Fishery Trust and
director of the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources, welcome to East Lansing – home of the
Michigan State Spartans!

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Great Lakes
Fishery Trust, I commend you for your commitment to
“create a collaborative vision for the future of Great
Lakes fisheries and ecosystem education.”

The Great Lakes Fishery Trust was created in 1996 as a
result of a court settlement associated with fish losses at
the Ludington Pumped Storage Hydroelectric Facility on
the shore of Lake Michigan.

The settlement involved a number of mitigation measures,
including improved fish barrier nets at the hydroelectric
site, recreational property transfers to the state, and
fishing access improvements along the Great Lakes
shoreline on properties owned by Consumers Energy and
Detroit Edison.  However, the most unique aspect of the
settlement agreement was the creation and funding of the
Great Lakes Fishery Trust.

The Trust has over $25 million dollars in assets and
receives over $2 ½ million dollars a year in fish damage
payments from utilities operating the Ludington facility.
The Trust has awarded over $21 million dollars in grants
since its inception to non-profit organizations, universities,
and state, federal and tribal agencies.

As currently envisioned in our strategic management plan
the Trust will manage its grant program such that all its
assets will be depleted by 2020 – one year after the
current operating license for the Ludington hydroelectric
facility expires in 2019.

Grant projects are screened by the Trust’s Scientific
Advisory Team, then reviewed and voted upon by the
board.  Grants are then awarded by the Trust Board of
Directors, which is composed of the director of the
Michigan DNR, and representatives from the Michigan
Attorney General’s Office, Department of the Interior,
Michigan United Conservation Clubs, National Wildlife
Federation, and Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and

Chippewa Indians.  The Little Traverse Bay Bands of
Odawa Indians and the Little River Band of Ottawa
Indians are participating non-voting board members.

The legal settlement creating the Trust limits our grant
making to projects that mitigate for fish damages in five
categories related to Great Lakes fisheries: fisheries
research; fish population rehabilitation; habitat
enhancement  and protection; fishing access, and public
education.

Nearly $3.6 million dollars have been granted for
educational projects, including:
• A $30,000 grant to MSU to conduct this conference;
• A $30,000 grant to Michigan United Conservation

Clubs to educate the public on the Great Lakes
Fishery Trust;

• A $46,000 grant to MSU to extend Great Lakes
fisheries education and Project F.I.S.H, a targeted
program in the Muskegon River Watershed;

• A $200,000 grant to Western Michigan University for
its “Fish for All” program;

• An $80,000 grant to the University of Michigan for a
Great Lakes Fisheries Education Assessment and
Summary of Needs;

• Another $210,000 grant to MSU for design of Project
F.I.S.H. and,

• A $3 million grant to MSU for development of a
statewide Great Lakes ecological information system
at Michigan’s fish hatcheries;

GLFT Chair and DNR Director K. L. Cool
addresses participants.
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As a member of the Great Lakes Fishery Trust and as an
organization deeply committed to maintaining healthy
fisheries and enhancing education, the MDNR has directly
experienced evidence of the tremendous need for and
interest in Great Lakes education, as we rolled out our new
Great Lakes unit as a component of our Michigan-specific
history conservation curriculum for 4th graders called
“LAPs.”  LAPs is an acronym for Learn from the past,
Appreciate the present, and Preserve Michigan’s outdoor
heritage.

Within 60 days of the Great Lakes curriculum unit being
rolled out, the DNR received some 4,000 orders from
Michigan’s 5,400 fourth grade teachers for these materials.
Independent surveys show that LAPs materials are being
used in 64% of Michigan fourth grade classrooms an
average of one day a week.  Many of these are what are
called “LAPs days” in which all lessons taught on that day
– math, social studies, language arts and science – have an
outdoor theme imbedded into the lesson content.

We all know the vital importance of reaching out to future
conservationists with innovative youth education initiatives,
which is why I’m so pleased that “education” is the
common theme in each of the three goals for this
conference:

• To create a collaborative vision for the future of Great
Lakes fisheries and ecosystem education,

• To identify and prioritize recommendations for
sustaining, modifying and creating needed networks,
educational efforts and educational research for Great
Lakes fisheries and ecosystem education, and,

• To provide guidance to funders for sustaining fisheries
and ecosystem education into the future.

A state where Great Lakes, forests and rivers…

Nurture fish, wildlife and parks…

Conserved by generations of peninsula dwellers.

Where white pines whisper in the wind…

Where white-tails flag in shadowed timber, and,

Where lake trout cruise our abundant, fresh waters,

Because people like you care.

It is the challenge and charge of everyone here to
determine how these goals will be accomplished and how
to proceed from here.  I want to challenge you to identify
critical areas where the Trust can help achieve Great
Lakes educational goals – and I leave you with this verbal
image of Michigan:
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In 2000, the Great Lakes Fishery Trust board began an
effort to identify Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem
education needs and opportunities.  From 2000 through
2001, we worked to carry out needs assessment work
aimed at four objectives:
• Development of Great Lakes ecosystem and fisheries

education literacy goals;
• Literature review of opinion surveys relevant to the

Great Lakes fisheries;
• Review of leading Great lakes ecosystem and fisheries

education materials and other education/communication
efforts; and

• Identification, validation and prioritization of gaps and
identification of potential funding partners.

We developed a set of Great Lakes ecosystem and fisher-
ies education literacy goals, validated by the Great Lakes
Fishery Trust.  These goals consist of 11 issues and 143
related concepts, including the topics of: habitat, pollution,
ecosystem, biodiversity, treaty rights, stewardship, non-
native nuisance species, building fisheries, managing
fisheries, fishing, and careers.  These literacy goals then
provided guidance for our literature review of opinion
surveys and our examination of education resources and
efforts.

Great Lakes Fisheries Education Assessment and Summary of Needs
Michaela Zint, Ph.D., University of Michigan School of Natural Resources and Environment and
Rosanne Fortner, Ph.D., The Ohio State University School of Natural Resources and Ohio Sea
Grant

Michaela Zint presents the results of the
comprehensive needs assessment for Great Lakes
ecosystem and fisheries education she conducted
with Rosanne Fortner.

Our literature review of opinion surveys was designed to
address the question “What do people believe about the
Great Lakes and its fisheries?”  We identified over 70
surveys of individuals’ cognitive, affective and behavioral
status with implications for Great Lakes fisheries.  To the
best of our knowledge, no single comprehensive survey has
focused on the Great Lakes or its fisheries.  Instead,
surveys have focused mostly on aquatic resource opinions
and knowledge, and not on other aspects (such as motiva-
tions, empowerment) needed to promote stewardship.

Some overall results of existing surveys include the follow-
ing:
• Residents are concerned about the Great Lakes, but

know little about them.
• Anglers tend to know more than other audiences about

the Great Lakes.
• Great Lakes fish consumers vary in awareness/

knowledge of, and responses to fish consumption
advisories.  Much is known in this area.

• Adults get most Great Lakes information from mass
media; youth get most information from their teachers.
Educators receive much of their information through
training workshops.

• Education efforts are able to change individuals’
knowledge, attitudes and behaviors.

• Teachers have different knowledge of, and preferences
for, the various Great Lakes topics they could be
including in their instruction.

When we conducted our review of leading K-12 Great
Lakes ecosystem and fisheries education materials, we
wanted to address this question: “What resources and
opportunities are available for reaching the Great Lakes
fisheries education literacy goals?” We conducted a review
of 30 materials for both content and pedagogical ap-
proaches used.

In reviewing the content of existing education materials, we
observed the following:
• Pollution and exotic species have good coverage in

materials available.
• The topics of habitat, ecosystems, building fisheries,

and stewardship have adequate coverage.
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• Managing fisheries and biodiversity are subjects
covered to mixed degrees across materials.

• Treaty rights, fishing and careers have little coverage
among existing materials.

In terms of pedagogy, existing materials scored moderately
well across the six characteristics recommended by the
North American Association for Environmental Education’s
Environmental Education Materials: Guidelines for Excel-
lence.  We found that:
• Materials were strongest in terms of their depth of

coverage of information.
• Materials were weakest in terms of providing an action

orientation for learners.
• Existing materials were mixed in regards to their

fairness/accuracy, skill building, instructional soundness,
and usability.

Results of this review were compiled into an Internet-based
guide to Great Lakes fisheries education resources (see
References).

To learn about Great Lakes fishery education efforts in
addition to the leading K-12 education materials, we
conducted an examination of other Great Lakes ecosystem
and fisheries education efforts.  We consulted with GLFT
education representatives and members of the Michigan
Alliance for Environmental and Outdoor Education for this
analysis.  These education community representatives
corroborated our list of existing materials and programs
throughout the Great Lakes region.  In particular, many of
these representatives were aware of the GLFT-sponsored
Project F.I.S.H. program.  Finally, individuals generally
agreed on gaps and needs for future educational efforts to
address in relation to Great Lakes ecosystems and fisher-
ies.

Another of our tasks was to review the education projects
funded by the GLFT since its inception.  The GLFT had
funded (prior to this needs assessment) three education
efforts: Fish for All, Project F.I.S.H., and the Great
Lakes Ecological Information System – a fish hatcheries
interpretation project. Each project has some significant
strengths.  Fish for All has a strong and unique focus on
Great Lakes fisheries stakeholders and conflicts.  Project
F.I.S.H. focuses on Michigan fishing education, and the
Great Lakes Ecological Information System has the
ability to address issues related to stocking.  Each of these
projects has the potential to fill identified fisheries education
gaps and needs (in the topics of stakeholders/conflicts,
fishing, and stocking/management of Great Lakes fisher-
ies).  All have the potential to raise individuals’ awareness
of Great Lakes fisheries issues, and, if enhanced, to
promote stewardship behavior.

We identified a variety of potential partners to provide
funding and/or other resources to support education efforts.
From the government sector, examples of potential funders
include Great Lakes region Sea Grant programs.  Founda-
tions such as the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and
the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, as well as the
Recreational Boating and Fishing Foundation (RBFF) all
might be potential future funders for Great Lakes fisheries
education efforts in partnership with GLFT.  Finally,
corporate sponsors exist from industry groups such as the
American Sportfishing Association.

As a result of our needs assessment, we provided several
recommendations, the first of which was to host this
networking conference.

Recommendations:

Fund networking opportunities, since individuals do not
know about existing resources.
• Fund an annual conference on Great Lakes ecosystem

and fisheries education.
• Support meeting of interested funding organizations to

develop a joint funding strategy and/or opportunities for
collaboration.

• Provide on-going support for the public Web page
created as part of this project.
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Fund relevant education research, since few funding
sources currently support work in this area to inform and
thus, improve education efforts.
• Contribute to funding a regional survey related to Great

Lakes fisheries.
• Fund outcome evaluations of existing education efforts.
• Fund research that can lead to increased involvement

of individuals in the protection of Great Lakes fisheries
resources.

• We do NOT recommend funding research related to
fish consumption advisories.

Sustain existing quality efforts and support efforts to fill
gaps, since many existing resources are in need of im-
provements and/or revisions as well as increased promo-
tion.
• Fund revisions/improvements and fill identified gaps in:

fisheries and biodiversity; fisheries and critical habitats;
ecosystem (including fisheries) management, treaty
fishing rights, and fisheries and sustainability.

• Fund the dissemination of resources through various
means, for various audiences.

• Fund education efforts involving and assisting tribes.
• Fund collaborative efforts between the three GLFT-

funded projects.

Implement these recommendations through a variety of
innovative measures.
• Fund internships and fellowships for Native American

and other minority students.
• Fund an endowed chair to conduct Great Lakes

education research
• Fund a consortium of universities and organizations to

work toward implementing the overall recommenda-
tions.

Establish and use guidelines for the funding of future
education projects.
• Establish an Education Advisory Group
• Fund efforts explicitly focusing on literacy goals.
• Require “best practices” based on professional guide-

lines established by the NAAEE and RBFF, and require
programs to conduct thorough, sound evaluation.

• Consider requiring projects to have an education
component, in addition to the practice of funding
education projects separately.

References

Guide to Great Lakes Fisheries Education Resources
can be found at http://www.glft.org/EdAssessment/
index.html  This Guide was prepared by Zint and Fortner as
a result of this GLFT-funded Needs Assessment project.

North American Association for Environmental Education.
Guidelines for Excellence project publications can be found
at http://www.naaee.org

Recreational Boating and Fishing Foundation’s publication
Defining Best Practices in Boating, Fishing and Stew-
ardship Education can be found at http://www.rbff.org (in
the Education and Research sections of the RBFF Web
site).  In addition, RBFF maintains a comprehensive,
searchable database of aquatic resource education materi-
als from across the U.S.
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• 94,000 square miles
• 6 quadrillion gallons of water
• 20% of the world’s surface
   fresh water
• 90% of the U.S. supply
• 3,288 miles of shoreline

The Great Lakes

“The central problem of
our age is how to act

decisively in the absence
of certainty.”

Great Lakes Fisheries Diversity and Sustainability
William W. Taylor, Ph.D., Chair, and Patricia L. Stewart, Director of Communications,
Department of Fisheries and Wildlife, Michigan State University

Sustaining, protecting and improving the Great Lakes are
huge responsibilities.  These lakes are international
treasures that we hold close to our hearts, and our
children—and our children’s children—are depending on us
to ensure their natural heritage.  This conference is a
springboard to do just that.

It’s important to understand not only the traditional and
aesthetic values our Great Lakes offer, it is also important
to understand what they contribute to our economy.
According to the 2001 National Survey of Hunting, Fishing
and Wildlife-Related Recreation, completed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, 34 million anglers spent $35.6
billion and supported 1.1 million jobs over the last 10 years.
A report from the Great Lakes Environmental Research
Laboratory states that the commercial and sport fishery on
the Great Lakes is valued at about $5 billion annually.

We also need to understand the threats to the Great Lakes
fishery, which are many—overfishing, global warming,
pollution, invasive species, water security—to name a few.
We live in a globalized and evolving society amidst shifting
demographic patterns, competing land use agendas,
changing family and community structures and an ever-
increasing presence of technology.  To be effective in our
approach to education and communication, we must
therefore understand that learning communities are
grounded in sometimes conflicting and diverse belief
systems.  We must remain cognizant that our education and
communication strategies need to be collaborative, inclusive
and understanding of individual experiences, language,
culture and community values.

Given these challenges, how do we ensure and promote
sustainability, which is the maintenance of social and
economic benefits or ecosystem services indefinitely?  In
other words, how do we sustain the balance between the
productive capacity of the environment and our use of this
production?  Essentially, what we are really talking about is
a business—the business of ecosystem goods and
services—and nature’s ROI (return on investment), which,
as with many investments, may result in a profit. To ensure
sustainability and to foster a climate for “profit”— that
being a legacy of clean air, clean water, productive land and
a high quality of life — we must:
• Expand public education and dialogue.
• Continue working with our partners and stakeholders in

developing a strategic “business plan” to protect and
improve our ROI.

• Recognize the interconnectedness of social, sometimes
conflicting, belief systems.

• Encourage inclusive, adaptive and transparent decision-
making at all levels of governance.

• Seek and receive grants for research in environmental
education.

• Incorporate technology in planning and implementing
environmental educational programs.

The dialogue and networking we develop at this conference
are a move forward in creating a vision for the future of
Great Lakes ecosystem education.  I would like to close
quoting that great British philosopher, logician and social
essayist, Bertrand Russell,

These are, indeed, uncertain times, but out of chaos comes
order and great accomplishments.  I know we are ready
for the challenge, and I trust that the networking at this
conference and in future collaborations will advance our
Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystems understanding and
education in providing for tomorrow’s stewards of these
great aquatic resources.
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The Inland Seas Education Association (ISEA) is a
Michigan non-profit organization founded in 1989 to
teach young people about the science and heritage of the
Great Lakes. ISEA’s award-winning shipboard educa-
tional programs are designed for students in grades 5 –
12 and can be modified for learners of all ages. ISEA
holds steadfast to its dual mission: to encourage young
people to pursue academic interests related to the Great
Lakes, particularly the sciences; and, to provide en-
hanced public understanding and stewardship of the
Great Lakes ecosystem.

In its early years, instruction was carried out on char-
tered sailing vessels operating out of Suttons Bay and
Traverse City, Michigan.  In 1994, ISEA raised $750,000
to build the schooner Inland Seas, a custom-designed
77 foot sailing vessel equipped with the latest technology
to conduct hands-on educational programs for learners
of all ages.

Since 1989, more than 54,000 learners have experienced
ISEA’s programs taught aboard Inland Seas and the
chartered 77 foot schooner Manitou.  Students from
more than 140 Michigan communities – from inner city
neighborhoods to rural farm districts – have participated
in the “schoolship” experience.  They have raised the
sails, steered and navigated the ship, learned of the
history of the Great Lakes, and studied weather, water
chemistry, plankton, benthos, fish, and their interrelations
within the aquatic ecosystem.

For many of these young citizens, this is their first experi-
ence on the water, and through this experience they have
begun to understand the complexity and importance of the
Great Lakes ecosys-
tem. The schoolship
experience was
captured best by a
teacher from Grand
Blanc Michigan who
said: “The excitement
that Inland Seas
creates for my
students is more
powerful by far than
any of our classroom
work or technology.”

The heart of the
schoolship program is
the work of more
than 200 dedicated
volunteers. Many
volunteers are retired
educators or other professionals, each with a wealth of
experience and education.  When combined with the
rigorous training program provided by ISEA, the result is a
remarkable instructional staff.  Volunteer instructors
donate some 8,000 hours annually.  Volunteers in various
other capacities provide an additional 1,000 hours each
year.

In 2001 ISEA’s Great Lakes Schoolship Program was
named “Sea Education Program of the Year” by the
American Sail Training Association among 50 such
programs in the United States and Canada.  In 2003, ISEA
began renovation of a former waterfront lumber yard that
will soon become the Inland Seas Education Center. The
Center will provide year-around Great Lakes educational
programs and exhibits beginning in 2004.  For more
information, see http:/www.schoolship.org

The Inland Seas Education Program: Excellence in Community-Based
Shipboard Great Lakes Education
Tom Kelly, Executive Director
Inland Seas Education Association
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Project F.I.S.H. (Friends Involved in Sportfishing
Heritage) is an aquatic resource education program
designed to enhance the quality of life of kids. Fishing is
a great tool to attract children to the water, watersheds,
and the Great Lakes and all of their complexities. In
order to get someone to care for something passionately,
they must have direct experience with it. Project
F.I.S.H. is a program designed to accomplish just this.

Based on the 4-H National Sportfishing Program, Project
F.I.S.H. was established after 10 volunteers attended the
very first national workshop. Project F.I.S.H. is coordi-
nated through MSU’s Department of Fisheries and
Wildlife, in collaboration with MSU Extension, Michigan
4-H Youth Development Programs, and a multitude of
state-level partners.

Project F.I.S.H. has
been very successful
utilizing the model of
creating community
partnerships with
anyone who could
help start a success-
ful aquatic education
program.  Local level
partners include
schools, after-school
and non-formal
programs,
sportfishing groups,
other outdoor-related

organizations, local businesses and civic organizations
from bait shops and restaurants to Lions and Elks clubs.
The goal of creating these partnerships is to facilitate
long-term fishing participation and appreciation of our
aquatic resources in these local communities where
these partners have a share of the effort.

Local volunteers are trained in five subject areas that
include aquatic ecology, tackle crafting, people and fish
management, angling skills and coordination. With skills
and relationships gained in a 12-15 hour workshop, these
mentors feel more confident taking on the challenge of
starting a long-term program in their community.

For example, a Muskegon watershed community partner-
ship started with five teachers and administrators from
Muskegon schools attending a workshop in Lowell, Michi-
gan.  This team then coordinated with Muskegon County
MSU Extension to host its own workshop a few months
later.  This team identified community partners from
various schools, the Annis Water Resources Center of
Grand Valley State University, the Muskegon Conservation
Association, the Muskegon Conservation District and many
others. Since this workshop, the Muskegon area volunteers
have partnered in fisheries education programming as well
as the enhancement of aquatic habitats in local Great
Lakes tributaries.

With nearly 520 trained mentors now found in 58 of
Michigan’s 83 counties, many partnerships like these are
popping up across the state. Since 1997, approximately
30,000 kids have been involved in short-term, on-going
mentor-based, and intensive Great Lakes fisheries educa-
tion programming. Evaluation of impacts on mentors and of
mentors’ activities in youth education is achieved through a
pre- and post-workshop survey and three month/one year
follow-up phone surveys.  Mentors believe the community-
based program model works, and say that it is very helpful
to have additional resources available to them after their
training.

Project F.I.S.H. taps into a unique variety of resources that
are willing to provide support for statewide coordination of
the program and for local, on-going fishing and aquatic
resource education programs. Research and development
funding came from the Great Lakes Fishery Trust and the
Hal and Jean Glassen Memorial Foundation, and numerous
other funding sources. For more information go to
www.projectfish.org

Aiming for Excellence in Great Lakes Fisheries Education through Project F.I.S.H.
(Friends Involved in Sportfishing Heritage): An Example of a GLFT-Funded Project
Mark Stephens, Education Program Coordinator
Department of Fisheries and Wildlife, Michigan State University
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Making Great Lakes Aquatic Education Work: A School-Based Perspective
Rosanne W. Fortner, Ph.D.
The Ohio State University and Ohio Sea Grant

The goal for aquatic education is to assist learners of all
ages in becoming motivated citizens, motivated to protect
aquatic resources and the watersheds that surround them,
motivated to use the resources in sustainable ways. School
education can assist in reaching that goal.

Imagine a bridge that consists of the knowledge it will take
to move the learner to the role of the motivated citizen.
Education research tells us that the underpinnings of school
education required to support knowledge building are:
• Relevance to the learner. If a person believes the

information will be useful, it can be incorporated into
the conceptual base of knowledge and used as needed.
If only global examples are used, and the learner has no
local point of reference, the information may appear
useless. People learn in different ways, so teaching
should accommodate those styles.

• Teachers must be well trained and highly motivated to
provide guidance for the learning. Sustained teacher
education programs are needed, as is involvement in
the best teaching practices. The teachers must be
convinced that the information is within their subject
matter and meets standards that are in place for the
curriculum. The aquatic education must fit.

• Materials for teaching and learning must be prepared
with both content and pedagogy in mind, and must be
attractive and diverse enough for learning in a media-
rich age. They should be constructed with active

involvement of teachers, and tested in classrooms.
Most importantly, they should demonstrate a systems
approach to thinking, to demonstrate the important
connections between people and environment.

• Aquatic education should be grounded in research,
both in the accuracy of the science subject matter and
in the educational processes for delivery of learning
experiences. There is a rich body of research upon
which to base effective teaching, yet few practitioners
encounter it.

The bridge needs superstructure as well if we are to apply
models of how motivation and behavior are generated. We
must assist learners with the development of positive
attitudes, and feelings of personal effectiveness, if we are
to hope for behavioral outcomes from learning. This can
be done through close encounters with the environment, or
with classroom simulations of environmental processes
and interactions. The experiences should offer opportuni-
ties for learners to see that their own actions have an
effect.

Finally, there must be deliberate instruction in what
courses of action are available. The types of environmen-
tal behavior recognized in the literature of the field include
persuasion, legal action, consumer behavior, political
action, ecomanagement and education (of self and/or
others). Simply giving the list to learners will not be the

© Rosanne W. Fortner
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motivation needed to act. There must be opportunities to
do the actions and take the responsibilities.
It is important to consider how much of aquatic education
belongs in classrooms and what aspects are best left to
nonformal education. Many would argue that it is not the
place of the school to teach values, but to help students
learn how to find information upon which values can be
based. We also need to recognize that even if we provide
information and students add that to their knowledge
base, the translation of knowledge into positive attitudes
and appropriate behavior is not guaranteed. Educators
need to work on all parts of the knowledge – attitude –
behavior sequence that they wish to impact.

So how are we doing on reaching the goal, getting the
bridge built? Research indicates that students in the Great
Lakes region know more about the oceans than about the
Great Lakes, so knowledge about the local (relevant)
ecosystem is the reasonable place to start. Research
among teachers shows that they identify many water
topics as priorities for their students to know, but they
themselves report low levels of knowledge on the topics.
Strong teacher education programs are needed, first to
assist with knowledge gain and then to immerse the
teachers in how the best teaching is done. Materials are
available in abundance from many sources in the region,
particularly from the Sea Grant colleges in each state and
the many NGOs of the area. Teachers often are unaware
of these resources. Each state has educational research-
ers who can assist with the development and evaluation
of education programs, so they should be involved in
implementing any aquatic education effort.

There is much to do, and those who have been involved
with Great Lakes education over the years are very
willing to contribute to new efforts. We all see the need,
and the need includes more involvement by more people.
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The job of building Great Lakes education bridges is much
too large to be accomplished alone.
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The Chippewa Ottawa Resource Authority (CORA) has its
roots in the Chippewa Ottawa Treaty Fishery Management
Authority (COFTMA) that was established in 1984 to
regulate the 1836 Treaty Fishery.  Founding member tribes
were Bay Mills Indian Community, Grand Traverse Band of
Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, and the Sault Ste. Marie
Tribe of Chippewa Indians. The Little River Band of
Ottawa Indians and the Little Traverse Bay Bands of
Odawa Indians were federally recognized in 1994, and
Little River Band joined COTFMA a few years later.

Recently, the tribes, Michigan and the United States signed
an allocation agreement for fish in the 1836 Treaty-Ceded
Territory; this agreement is called the Consent Decree of
2000.  COTFMA became CORA, and the Little Traverse
Bay Bands joined the new CORA.  CORA oversees the
tribal commercial, subsistence and recreational fishery in
the 1836 Treaty-Ceded area, a large chunk of northern
Michigan and lakes Superior, Huron and Michigan.

The commercial market for our fishers is not in good
shape. Prices are in the “basement,” and although retail
prices have risen right along with other food products, the
price fishers can obtain from wholesalers has steadily
declined. Three major reasons for the decline are (in no
particular order):

1  competition from subsidized Canadian fish mar-
kets;

2  competition from fish farms, especially salmon;
and,

3 the effort to clean up the Great Lakes, though a
noble and necessary effort, has had the unfortunate
byproduct of giving the impression that Great
Lakes fishes are full of contaminants.

The fishes do contain contaminants, all foods do now, but
without a contextual framework to assess that risk, con-
sumers can’t make the best choice for the healthiest food.
Actually, much of the tribe’s catch is very low in contami-
nants, a fact we have trouble getting to the public, for some
reason.

This leads to why we are here today. The most outstanding
need in treaty fishery education is information. There is
simply a lack of educational materials about the tribes as
modern stakeholders, and the regulation, management,
enhancement and products of the Great Lakes 1836 Treaty
Fishery.  Educational materials are needed for every level

of citizen, from schoolchildren to members of Congress.
Professionals are in need of treaty fishery educational
materials, from educators writing curricula, to nutritionists
advising pregnant women, to corporate buyers looking for
fish — they all need more information.

I agree with the assessment by Drs. Zint and Fortner. This
lack of treaty fishery education materials has conse-
quences. To name a few:
• We have professionals and elected officials unaware of

matters under their purview.
• We have future stewards without complete information

under which to participate or help make decisions.
• We have stakeholders who do not understand one

another’s nature or contributions.
The Michigan Sea Grant publication, The Life of the Lakes
does deal with the treaty fishery but only generally, as it
should, considering the amount of material it covers. There
is so much more to know. But it¹s a good starting point for
schoolchildren.

More treaty fishery-specific materials need to be generated
for our use. Two examples of essential topics for education
materials are understanding treaty rights and treaty re-
source management.  What exists needs to be pulled
together and made accessible.  For example, there are
GLIFWC materials, CORA materials, Web sites, projects

Tribal, Treaty and Commercial Fisheries Educational Needs
Jennifer Dale, Bay Mills Indian Community and CORA

Jennifer Dale from the Bay Mills Indian
Community describes the tribal communities’
commitment to fisheries education and manage-
ment throughout the Great Lakes region.
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What It’s Really Like in Education: A Teacher’s Perspective
Susan Bloom, Teacher Consultant, Ypsilanti High School

I’ve chosen my attire to make important points about
today’s learner.  I represent all of the multiple influences on
students today – influences which teachers must encounter
and cope with in order to be effective in fostering the
learning we so need to resolve society’s dilemmas.

Influences on students are many.  The mass media pumps
our youth full of many negative images.  MTV, rap music,
movies and television promote violence against humankind,
property and our resources.  Young peoples’ homes may be
chaotic, violent or immersed in poverty.  Peers emphasize
with each other immediate gratification, and many of
today’s youth experience low self-esteem and high frustra-
tion.  Finally, as I show with my attire, teens are fascinated
with and tethered to their technology -– cell phones, CD
and MP3 players, pagers and hand-held computer games.

So, how do we educate the student of today?  I have
several suggestions that are supported by the best minds in
educational research and practice:
• Present curriculum that is relevant to learners’ lives.
• Connect with youth, and create a “real” personal

relationship.
• Offer instruction which utilizes the individual students’

strengths.
• Make learning fun.

Sounds easy?  Well, I must emphasize the importance of
curriculum, curriculum, curriculum!  Within the public
education system, curriculum should meet these criteria:
• Any new program must have relevance to the existing

curriculum.
• Curricula must fill a need in the accepted curriculum

frameworks.
• A curriculum should be easy to integrate seamlessly,

and should be supported by the state Department of
Education.

• Any curriculum must be accompanied by professional
staff development.

• The curriculum should be supported through partner-
ships with professional teachers’ organizations.

In closing, let me share these thoughts about evaluating a
curriculum to determine if it really meets the needs of
today’s educators and students.
• Why does the curriculum exist?  Does it serve a

purpose?
• How does it meet the students’ needs?
• What is the cost?

like Fish for All, Protectors of the Earth Youth Camp,
library collections, studies, and other materials that could
make a good starting point.

One of the reasons for the lack of materials is a lack of
funding for treaty fishery public information and education.
There is only one part-time position to cover this need and
it is funded at only $29,000 per year. Even if funds were
granted, someone would have to write the grants, imple-
ment the grants, and administer the grants, and generate
the products funded by the grants.

Another reason, that is beginning to change for the better, is
distrust. The tribes and individual tribal fishers have had
negative experiences that have led them to distrust the
efforts of others. Even I, in my tribal position and tribal
background, have had to work to gain their trust.

In general, I also agree that awareness and knowledge do
not necessarily lead to stewardship behavior. I would like to
suggest, from my own upbringing, that individuals who
realize that they are a part of the ecosystem are more likely
to help care for it. And perhaps that is another contribution
that the tribes could make through their connections with
the Great Lakes fisheries resources we share.

Ypsilanti Public School Teacher Sue Bloom gives her
insights about social influences on today’s students and
what it’s really like to teach in the K-12 arena.
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Educational Needs as Identified in the Private Sector
Chris Temple, Gander Mountain Stores

I grew up hunting and fishing
around the famed “Holy
Waters” of the Au Sable River
and on the St. Clair Flats of
Lake St. Clair.  My grandfa-
ther taught me very early the
value of a solid work ethic and
the importance of mentoring
others and passing on the
passion I have for the experi-
ences and relationships I have
developed through angling.

Through my business relationships, I have become an
active member and supporter of most outdoor organiza-
tions.

As a store manager for Gander Mountain, I get to work
directly with a wide variety of organizations that support
the mentoring of young people into outdoor appreciation
and recreation.  From the perspective of a private retail
industry, I have observed several critical trends and have
some recommendations as we consider how to move
forward with new initiatives in Great Lakes fisheries and
ecosystem education.

First, it is notable that the median age of our outdoor
enthusiasts – the ones who actively support the work we
want to do for Great Lakes stewardship – is increasing; we

• How much of my time is required?
• After I am trained, will I feel comfortable teaching the

materials?
• What resources will I have available to me?
• Does it align with the state’s content standards and

benchmarks?

are not attracting enough youth and young adults into our
stewardship populations.  Yes, we in the retail industry are
interested in attracting customers, but we view these
customers as motivated citizens, vitally important in sustain-
ing our region’s work in conservation.  We view these
customers as vital partners with a vested interested in long
term conservation of our aquatic resources.

The education community would do well to use this idea of
developing stronger customer relationships as we work
together to develop and sustain new programs.  We need to
avoid “one-shot” programs that do little to sustain the
customer relationship.  We need to identify programs that
are self-perpetuating and that sustain on-going mentoring
relationships that introduce our youth to the Great Lakes.

Finally, as the retail and non-profit organizations work with
the education community, we need to strive to have our
institutions act at the speed of business.  In the business
sector, we are always networking, pooling resources and
developing a team approach, but we do so quickly.  We are
always positioned to move to meet our customers’ needs
rapidly and efficiently.

This networking conference is our first step in terms of
starting to form our strategy together for Great Lakes
fisheries and ecosystem education.  Let’s not let the energy
of this conference stall – let’s move forward at the speed
of business with new partnerships and new opportunities to
foster broader Great Lakes fisheries stewardship!

Great Lakes ecosystem and fisheries education sure holds
the interest of and is relevant to students and educators,
alike.  What teachers need, however, in this age of soci-
etally distracted and unsupported youth, is more time – time
to plan, develop, and implement quality education in the
schools.

Chris Temple discusses the
importance of partnerships
and educational strategies.
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A Brief Description of the Process

The steering committee designed an in-depth discussion
process asking conference participants for their responses
to three questions. Each of these questions related directly
to our three overarching conference goals.

• What is a desired future vision for Great Lakes fisher-
ies and ecosystem education?

• What are the gaps and needs in Great Lakes fisheries
and ecosystem education and our knowledge in this
area?

• What are our priorities and next steps for funding,
collaborating and achieving our vision of excellence?

The steering committee and conference staff worked to
design discussion group processes that allowed for intense
participant interactions and critical thinking about the future
for fisheries and ecosystem education.  For the question
related to a desired future vision, the steering committee
decided to have participants self-select one of four areas of
education:
• Early childhood
• Middle and high school
• Adult education, and
• Mixed-age groups in out-of-school settings
When participants arrived at the conference they signed up
for a discussion group of interest.

For questions two and three (gaps/needs, and priorities/next
steps), the steering committee assigned participants to
discussion groups, ensuring that each group had a mix of
various education stakeholders.

The steering committee selected group facilitators and
recorders from the committee and from Michigan State
University’s Department of Fisheries and Wildlife.  The
committee provided input to a common, detailed facilitators’
outline describing steps to discuss each question.  Then,
facilitators and recorders received a background orientation
and had additional input to the outline, via a two-hour
conference call training session in the week prior to the
conference.

Participants actively engaged in each discussion session.
Participants heard summary reports of small group
discussions at the end of both conference days, and they
had the opportunity to comment on each small group’s
deliberations.  Because of this high level of participant
engagement in the discussion processes, energy re-
mained high throughout the conference and participants
indicated on their evaluation forms their strong desires to
stay networked in working toward Great Lakes fisheries
education in the future.

Facilitated Group Discussions
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What is a desired future vision for Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem
education?
Group #1 – Focused on mixed-age groups, mainly in out-of-school settings
Facilitator: Heather Van Den Berg
Recorder: Shari Dann

“Final” Whole Group statement and main points:
• North Star Vision:  To protect, preserve, promote

and present a healthy and sustainable ecosystem
within the Great Lakes basin for future genera-
tions.

• Organizational/communications mechanisms
needed:
o Great Lakes watershed level to communities
o Clearinghouse

• Define specific roles and responsibilities such as
manage a website, provide funding, target non-
participants, and emphasize responsibility

• Great Lakes regional programming with the
flexibility of a local touch

• Cross-jurisdictional collaboration (e.g., an overall
lesson plan that can be used by all)

Small Group reports out:

Small Group A — Chris Temple reporting
Major theme: Communications Hub

1.  Public programs with private industry
2.  Develop general database for information hub (6-12

months) — all partners
3.  Better connection to formal education (2 years)
4.  Communication (right away)
5.  Localization for curriculum and programming
6.  Pre- and post-programming with educators
7.  Retention (in angling population, in programs)

8.  Public working at the speed of business (instead of on
2-3 year cycles, on 2-3 month cycles)

9.  Inner city outreach (within 5 years)
10.  Identifying career opportunities viable through EE
11.  Better targeting of demographic/nonparticipants

Small Group B — Andrea Grix reporting

1.   Local resources linked to education programs.
(resources = people, natural resources)
pre-service, businesses, n.r. personnel, teachers and
educators, non-formal educators

2.   Organizational leadership
Great Lakes watershed ... state... regions... local
communities

3.   Coordination of existing educational materials
4.  Biennial conference on aquatic education research
5.   Funding clearinghouse for supplies, habitat improve-

ment, service projects, programs
6.   Non-formal educators working with formal educators

effectively

Small Group C — Bucko Teeple reporting
Vision: To protect, preserve, promote and present a healthy,
sustainable indigenous ecosystem within the GL basin for
future generations.

• Create mentor programs
• Creative community involvement
• Community = all groups, ages, nations, all stewards.
• Establish hands-on programs
• Equal access for all
• One lesson plan shared by all states by 5th grade

Whole Group Discussion:

Communication Hub
• Compile information, data
• Localize
• What’s going right/wrong in various areas
• Assess
• Better targeting of demographics of nonparticipants
• Formal and nonformal, better integration
• Inner city outreach
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Building Blocks for a Vision:
• Local resources
• Organizational leadership — regional to state to

local
• Coordinate existing programs
• Biennial conference of aquatic education re-

search
• Funding clearinghouse
• Nonformal and formal

Group C created a vision statement (see above)
• Key words: mentor, community = all groups, ages,

nations, all stewards, hands-on, equal access for
all

General discussion points made:
• Group likes the North Star statement of Group C
• Also like better targeting and demographics of

nonparticipants.  Done at every level?  Done on
state or regional basis and then assistance
provided to local levels?

• Key is to have good leadership to build foundation,
AND need flexibility at local level to use what’s
going on to touch people at local level.

• Statewide programming with local touch.
• Benefit for those from farther away is to see

what others have done, and want to take that
learning home.  Needs to be a strong international
connection.  If each is doing their own thing in
isolation, then we aren’t taking advantage of
collaborating.  Cross-jurisdictional collaboration
was mentioned in the morning.  Great Lakes
watershed includes Ontario!  In organizational
leadership, bring people together every other year,
or every 3-5 years.

• Organizational leadership is important from Great
lakes community down through local communities
define specific roles and responsibilities.

Group #2 – Focused on early childhood education
Facilitator: Brandon Schroeder
Recorder: Andrea Feldpausch

Conclusion List for Question #1:
• Motivated Kidizens (Responsible citizens and

lifeskills)
• Awareness… something to build a lifelong learning

process on (outdoors and/or in class)
• Outdoor experiences – positive experiences/suc-

cesses/experiential
• Multidisciplinary/Networking
• Practical Tools/evaluation (cost effective, accessible,

easy…)
• Ownership… kids as stakeholders/role in ecosystem

(Stewardship/citizenship)
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Retired and current educators, along with
representatives from sportsmen’s groups, discuss
future opportunities and challenges for Great Lakes
fisheries education.

Personal Visions for Great Lakes Fisheries Education
• Hands-on, practical: local, close, affordable, repeat,

ownership
• Kids as stakeholders:  Kids will have the experiences,

knowledge and willingness to take an active part in
establishing and creating the type of environment that
will enhance their quality of life for themselves and
their children.  “Motivated Kidizens”

• Actual in-class curriculum (a multi-spanning environ-
mental curriculum), use of outside sources that can be
injected to any situation to help stimulate and encour-
age that curriculum, funding to make above possible,
environmental curriculum that can take the place of or
enhance current student curriculum.

• Change, collaborate, integrate, interconnectedness,
relevance, intergenerational, multigenerational, life-
long, nurture, standards methods, hands-on,
multidisciplinary

• Stewards, enjoyment in environment, intergenerational,
Great Lakes Ecosystem Education integrated into
standards, reinforce that we are part of the ecosys-
tem, lifelong, start young, nurturing

Group Visions for Great Lakes Fisheries Education
• Kids as stakeholders
• Bring outdoors to classroom or classroom to outdoors
• Hands-on
• Repeated participation opportunities
• Ownership
• Stewardship and outdoor ethics
• Use the outdoors as a laboratory – make a connection

between a subject and something in outdoors

• LAPs day (Learn, Appreciate, Preserve)
• Teachers need to network among each other –

teachers shouldn’t isolate themselves
o Share their strengths and attitudes
o Share themes among classes

• Relate ideas throughout the grades (re-inforcement)
• Every young person (all 4th graders)

o Participate in meaningful fisheries education
experience

• Stewardship
• Enjoyment of the environment
• Intergenerational
• Great Lakes ecosystem ed. integrated into standards
• People = part of ecosystem
• Lifelong learning is starting young
• Nurturing
• Multidisciplinary
• Experiential
• In the field
• “Marinated Education”
• Long-term evaluation
• Treaty education – need to include messages on why

people should care
• Relevance
• Personal experience – e.g., Protectors of the Earth

Youth Camp

Key things to look at:
• Motivated “Kidizens” = “Responsible Citizens”
• Bring outdoors to classroom or classroom to outdoors
• Evaluation
• Every young person participates in Great Lakes

experience(s)
• Practical tools
• Networking
• Multidisciplinary
• Kids as stewards/role in ecosystem
• Lifelong learning/introduce young and build
• Stewardship/ ethics and life-skills
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Group #3 – Focused on Middle and High Schools
Facilitator: Tom Kelley
Recorder: Jennifer VanderLaan

The bottom line:

• Sustainability of programs and infrastructure is impor-
tant for Great Lakes fisheries education.  Sustainability
as a concept also came up a great deal.

• Political support for Environmental Education and as a
funding source is very important.

• Need to make reliable connections to resources (in
terms of teaching resources, human resources and
community resources).

Future vision for Great Lakes fisheries and ecosys-
tem education:

• Money is needed
• Free supplies
• Promotion of materials and resources on a Web site
• Community resources available to educators
• Community needs linked to goals and objectives of

education
• Pay attention to underserved people such as vulnerable

youth
• Focus on sustainability of programs
• Let’s get an environmental education course into high/

middle schools
• Need to have positive reports in the news
• Education vs. advocacy (need to have opportunities to

research both sides of the issue)
• Need resources for teachers to cover controversial

topics
• Emphasis on the human experience
• Energy flows, matter cycles, life webs
• DEQ —  DNR – MDE connection is necessary to be

successful
• Need true evaluation (not just numbers)
• Need to be keyed into the political scene and get buy-in

from the public

• Need to develop a state task force
• Need to have a clear purpose -  How does fishing fit

into formal education?
• Integrate sciences with art
• Provide positive role models for youth

• Emphasis on systems thinking such as the material
cycle

• Focus on the present and the future values and deci-
sions that affect them.

• Need to highlight success stories
• Emphasis on environmental literacy
• Need a clearinghouse of resources and training for

how to use them
• Permanent state-funded environmental education
• State level curriculum at two different grade levels
• Link knowledge to action
• Contribute to the field of education
• Provide outdoor experiences tied to student research
• Get agency people into the classroom
• Train the trainers (necessary for sustainability)
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Group #4 – Focused on adult education
Facilitator: Susan Holmes
Recorder: Carol Swinehart

Desired vision for adult learning:

Every adult in region is Great Lakes aware/literate
• basic facts
• knows watershed they live in
• knows ‘their’ lake
Every adult in region understands their relationship to the
Great Lakes
• career/occupation
• personal lifestyle
• volunteer
• political
Every adult in the Great Lakes region is actively taking
responsibility in some way
• consumer
• work
• recreation
• teaching
• networking

General Discussion Points:

• Educating adult population to understand ecosystems
• Using what’s already available
• Government and corporate participation
• Functional process to educate decision makers
• Integrate historical value of the Great Lakes to differ-

ent cultures of this and other countries
• Conflict resolution between sport and commercial

fishery
• Healthier fish/ecosystem
• Connecting people to resources – personal connection

to lakes/rivers/local waters
• Broader watershed connections
• Larger population w/better understanding of Great

Lakes ecosystem
• Identifying desired behaviors
• Identifying characteristics of ideal user population
• Accommodate regional differences – identify what

constitutes a successful program (educational theory/
social science theory)

• Recognize that needs of audiences are variable
• More funds available for planning and evaluation
• Great Lakes curricula/resources can be used to

achieve standards and science curricula objectives –
not an “add on” to existing curricula

• Easier access/better dissemination of resources
• We need a Jacques Cousteau of the Great Lakes –

social marketing
• Identify and fill gaps in information/education
• More funding is needed
• Greater recognition by agencies of importance of

education to meet water management goals
• Efforts to educate future leaders in important aspects

of the fishery and equip them with skills so that they
can educate peers and others and interact with one
another and with management agencies

• Facilitate communication of science to consumers

Participants interact during the small group sessions with
others from varied backgrounds and locations
throughout the Great Lakes basin.
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What are the gaps and needs in Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystem
education and our knowledge in this area?
Group #1
Facilitator: Heather Van Den Berg
Recorder: Shari Dann

Core Values:
• money, diversity of membership and leadership
• draws critical mass and diverse audience (six votes)
• personalize, mentoring, small #, hands-on (five votes)
• cooperation that crosses traditional boundaries (busi-

ness/education/age) (seven votes)
• experiential education, mentors (volunteers) (eight

votes)
• volunteer monitors understand lake issues
• fun  (one vote)
• “real water” classroom (two votes)
• what gets measured gets done (two votes)
• education matters (nine votes)
• meeting with common interest participants

What works best:
• acceptance of GL Fishery Trust to lead (one vote)
• hatchery education (one vote)
• Project F.I.S.H. (seven votes)
• curriculum content abounds
• passionate and creative people working on this project

(five votes)
• combining adults and children together (mentors) (one

vote)
• schooner/shipbased program with mentors (volunteers)

(four votes)
• Envirothon and Lake Association programs (two votes)
• MI Lakes and Streams Association and lake associa-

tion monitoring project (one vote)
• workshops like this one re: programs found out about

(three votes)
• Active volunteers — collaborative, networking (three

votes)

• encourage research (two votes)
• talent pool — education level, genuinely interested

(four votes)
• maximizing experiential learning (five votes)
• peer outreach (one vote)
• encouragement of GLFT to support aquatic ed.
• literature review — took time to look backward and

forward
• communication

What Needs Improvement:

• Infrastructure that supports good/effective  communi-
cation (11 votes)

• Evaluation to demonstrate success (8 votes)
• Functional process for connecting curricula/information

that has been developed to specific teacher disciplines,
even identifying which unit to infuse the material into (8
votes)

• Better delivery: we have high content, but low use (3
votes)

• Better access to materials that are easy to obtain and
free (2 votes)

• More after-school education (2 votes)
• Coordination of various projects (1 vote)
• Communication between networks (1 vote)
• Greater awareness of what curriculum projects exist (1

vote)
• Greater availability of peer reviewed materials (1 vote)
• Jacques Cousteau of the Great Lakes! (1 vote)
• Teachers don’t know how to teach outdoors
• Connectivity: building block structure and grid of

learning
• More environmental education, overall
• Expand definition of what constitutes EE
• More media coverage of environmental threats
• Career education information
• Need to make the case that our water = $
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Group Ideas:
Strengths:
• Great to share goals with so many people
• A number of positive projects with grant funding

(Thank you, funding groups)
• Great variety of programs available for motivated

educator
• Universities involved in research area great resource
• Web makes info more readily available
• We’re a great place for place-based learning (The

Great Lakes, the site/orgs. like Inland Seas, GVSU,
Stone Lab, Pier Wisconsin, etc)

• GLIN (Great Lakes Info. Network)
• Teacher education responsive to professional (teacher)

needs
• Systems based curriculum (Earth Systems Education)
• Scholarship programs (Class in field) working  -

creating hands-on experiences
• Bridge – website listing resources that are teacher/

scientist reviewed
• Youth camps – hands-on on opportunities mixed with

science messages
• Biologists/resource people – willingness to cooperate
• Using job fairs to promote NR careers
• Good, science based info to share (Sea Grant)
• Dedicated, enthusiastic people in NR education/

outreach programs
• Multiple, diverse ideas – many ideas/opportunities/

examples of quality ed. programs
• Generally, similar goals toward ed./youth/public

Gaps:
• Programs developed with state and national curriculum

standards in mind
• DNR, DEQ, MDE, educators to address common

approaches
• Need professional development plan
• Education of general public about invasive species
• Education of general public about water security
• Awareness of loss and/or degradation of habitat
• Need shared information mechanisms within this group/

email list/Web site
• Broaden network of educators
• Increase profile at national level with funding
• Don’t reinvent the “wheel”

Group #2
Facilitator: Brandon Schroeder
Recorder: Andrea Feldpausch

• Willingness to adopt/incorporate info./resources into
school curriculum, tribal programs, sport/commercial
programs

• Adequate delivery systems
• Stronger career messages
• Stronger networks/partnerships

Overall Values:
• Science-based programming/resources (both science:

biology and teaching)
• Strong education network
• Contact with environment (hands-on, feet-in)
• Healthy G.L. ecosystems
• Ind./Learner Growth/Benefits
• Based in national/state standards
• Education: sharing of info, culture, etc.
• Partnership/collaborative efforts
• Lifelong opportunities
• Broad, equitable access
• Appreciation and connection to Great Lakes
• Access to info and services for “have nots” – teachers,

clubs, place-based learning experiences
• True evaluation plans, not based on how many kids go

through the class or what their test scores are, but a
change in attitude!! (Random sampling)

Overall Strengths:
• Great to share goals with so many people (similar,

general, broad goals toward aquatic ed.) (one vote)
• A number of positive projects with grant funding (great

variety of programs/ideas/ opportunities/programs (nine
votes)

• System based education
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• Youth camps
• Curriculum
• Great variety of programs available for the motivated

educator (teacher ed. responsive to professional
teacher needs) (three votes)

• Web makes info more readily available (GLIN,
BRIDGE) (three votes)

• We’re a great place for place-based learning (the Great
Lakes, scholarship programs, etc.) (six votes)

• Biologist/resource people – willingness to cooperate
(three votes)

• Using job fairs to promote Natural Resources careers
• Good science based info to share (Sea Grant) –

University involved in research and sharing (seven
votes)

• Dedicated, enthusiastic people in NR education/
outreach programs (three votes)

Overall Needs:
• Broaden network of non-formal and formal educators

(four votes)
• Increase profile at national level $$
• Don’t reinvent the wheel (two votes)
• Willingness to adopt/incorporate (two votes)
• Adequate delivery systems (three votes)
• Stronger career messages (one vote)

• Stronger networks/partnerships (agencies, educators,
non-profits around a common goal) (six votes)

• Programs developed with state and national curriculum
standards in mind (four votes)

• Need professional development (two votes)
• Ed. of general public about invasive species, water

security, awareness  of loss and/or degradation of
habitat (two votes)

• Need shared information mechanisms within this group/
email list/Web site (three votes)

• Access to info and services for “have nots” – teachers,
clubs, place-based learning experiences, youth based
(two votes)
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Group #4
Facilitator: Susan Holmes
Recorder: Carol Swinehart

What is working best at this point in time? (individual
responses)
• Programs w/$$$
• Lots of good materials; don’t need to develop much

more
• Some good online sources – separate, but scattered, not

connected
• Some sources for real time data
• Many professionals that care about GL fisheries and

ecosystems
• Current networking is good
• Willingness of formal educators to work with nonformal
• Good experiential programs exist
• A number of the important groups are involved
• Strength in the number of grassroots community-based

‘on the water’ programs
• MUCC’s Michigan Out of Doors

Group #3
Facilitator: Tom Kelly
Recorder: Jennifer VanderLaan

What is working best?
• Real experiences
• Using the best practices for EE and fisheries education
• Transportable programs (are they age specific?)
• Having a Great Lakes focus
• The interest level among stakeholders
• Immediate goals and future goals (need to find a

balance)
• Consider economics and the special spaces
• Democratic values such as environmental stewardship
• Strong, diverse disciples and programs
• We have data that suggests that we have a problem, a

needs assessment isn’t necessary

What needs most improvement?
• Knowledge of how decisions are made
• Understanding biodiversity as a concept
• Access to human resources, particularly agency person-

nel

• Quality treaty fishery education
• Risk assessment, a fish is not a fish is not a fish (i.e.

bottom feeders, old fish)
• Geographic areas – loss of wild places to fish
• Connection to MDE and state curriculum
• Political pressure
• Teacher training
• Formal to nonformal education connection
• Attracting and keeping nontraditional groups involved
• We have no game plan
• Developing working groups for action
• We don’t have enough risk-takers
• Teaching to the MEAP, no flexibility

And what values guide our work?
• Stewardship as a guiding value
• The diversity and strength of our educators and

stakeholders
• Having a game plan

• Lots of organizations dedicated to GL fisheries and
ecosystems education

• Lots of good materials
• Call in outdoor radio shows to share info and perspec-

tives
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• Some very good experiential education programs
• Lots of dedicated people
• NPR GL Radio Consortium
• GLF&E materials in programs that target ages 6-12
• Early education efforts are making inroads
• Definite beginning to linking the materials to state

standards
• Information on exotics education
• DEQ citizen monitoring program
• Boat based programs – Inland Seas
• Some excellent educational video presentations
• Networking
• Business-educational partnerships
• Hands on-experiential learning and experiences

What is working best at this point in time?  (Group
summary responses)
• Hands on experiential learning and experiences
• Networking
• Strong grass roots, community-based (on the water)

programs
• Dedicated people

Values related to what is working best (individual
responses)
• People with a passion or an agenda … are involved
• Education should focus on what is really needed;

adapted or targeted for needs of specific audience(s)
• Educators need to be lifelong learners
• Inquiry is important in the education process, having the

data important to inquiry-based learning
• Best work comes from passionate people
• Good integration between formal and informal educa-

tion reinforces learning
• Good communication is essential to building good

relationships
• Good materials and programs will help educators do

their jobs better
• Experiential education is particularly effective
• Begin with ‘place based’ local efforts before thinking

globally
• Environment-based hands on activities do engage

learners’ and impact acquisition of new knowledge,
skills and attitudes

• Informed citizens lead to better decisions and improves
credibility of those researching various issues

• Sustained education efforts encourage long-term
solutions and adaptive management solutions

GROUP VALUES related to things that are working
best
• To protect, preserve, promote and present and healthy,

sustainable ecosystem within the GL Basin
• Environment-based, hands-on activities engage learners

and impact acquisition of new knowledge, skills and
attitudes

• Informed citizens lead to better decisions and improves
credibility of those researching various issues

• Sustained education efforts encourage long-term
solutions and adaptive managemen solutions

• Need diverse involvement
• Need to use inquiry-based approach to learning

GAPS – What is in need of greatest improvement?
(Individual responses)
• Education of young people about career opportunities

within GL fisheries and ecosystems
• Awareness about traditional values as they relate to

fisheries and ecosystems
• Adapting existing materials/programs to individual

needs
• Lack of central clearinghouse for resources

(programs, materials and data)
• Some groups may not be well represented
• $$$ for integration of nonformal education w/formal

education
• Communication among partners at all levels
• Research on non-participating populations (in educa-

tion)
• Consensus on issues to be addressed
• Consensus on priorities
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• Understanding what works best w/which audiences
• Not all key groups are at the table
• Improving mentoring
• Regional focus for education
• Quality of hands-on experience
• Successful programs connected
• Targeted focus on certain demographics
• Understanding of historical aspect of the fishery

focusing on sustainable activities
• Impact of short-term practices
• Need an action component
• Secure stable $$$ for exemplary GLF&EE programs

What is a gap or in greatest need of improvement
(group responses)
• Instilling values
• Evaluation – research on non-participation
• Mentoring - More train the trainers
• Career education
• Quantity of hands-on experiences
• Central clearinghouse
• Reach broader audience and segment of citizens
• Stable $$$
• More dependable mechanism to communicate, coordi-

nate and disseminate GLF&E resources
• Instilling the fire

Values related to gaps and needs (individual and
group responses)
• It’s important to have role models
• Ethnic minorities have been alienated from most

successful career areas
• Time is a major factor in whether resources will be

used or not
• It’s important to invest resources in priorities to get

the most ‘bang’ for the buck
• Methods aren’t one size fits all; need to tailor methods

to audiences
• This will work best if all participate
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What are our priorities and next steps for funding, collaborating, and
achieving our vision of excellence?
Group #1
Facilitator: Brandon Schroeder
Recorder: Andrea Feldpausch

Grouped Action Statements:
Formal Education Opportunities
• Expand existing curriculums to include assessment

materials (rubrics) possibly performance-based
Curriculum Standards (Building Programs Around
Standards, Tweaking Standards to Aquatic Education)
**Long Term**
• Align existing curriculums to national and state

standards
• Action item: Getting “Environmental Stewardship”

listed as a “democratic value” for curriculum stan-
dards - formal process?

• Greater emphasis on Great Lakes literacy in our state
standards.  Only through this will all schools take
note.

Teacher Training/Support Networks (Preservice,
Inservice, Out-of-School Support of In-School Pro-
grams) **Short Term**
• Train the teachers to be able to teach their students

about the Great Lakes Ecosystem.  Do NOT just
send a teacher manual.

• If we are to affect an overall change in behavior
relating to protection of the ecosystem and we focus
on youth to make changes we must go beyond
programs like Project F.I.S.H..

• Core curriculum standards - use ISDs, M/S centers to
emphasize fisheries education materials, get materials
to ISDs and M/S centers, list of PF facilities.

Nonformal Education Opportunities/Out-of-School
**Short Term**
• Target volunteers with passion and NR professionals,

consider offering/providing more after school and
summer programs for youth and families, Non formal
outreach.

• Experience vs. spreadsheets, focus on experience for
teachers and students

Mentors
• Funding, support for young peoples’ education pro-

grams, camps, hands-on experience and role model-
ing.

G.L. Regional Clearinghouse (Education Advisory
Team, Web site/list serve) **Short Term**
• Integration with community resources (SNR centers,

stores, community centers, enhancment programs,
clubs, after school programs, 4-H)

• Action Items: Biodiversity, Web site or other visual
product for species of the Great Lakes region.

• Sustain key information/training/networking “hubs”
(i.e. Project F.I.S.H.)

• Expand/advertise website to inform educators of
existing curriculums.

• Establish a communications network and clearing
house for information to flow.

• Create a clearinghouse of information programs and
trainers for fisheries and ecosystems education
staffed by permanent fulltime people who will market
and promote existing and new programs.

• A jointly funded information hub (clearinghouse) run
through the Web.  Possibly administered by the GLFT
or DNR.

Legislative
• Create a lobby group/org. that coordinates activities

within the state to help highlight and sustain our issues
and concerns at our legislative assembly.  This group
would lobby on ecosystem/environmental, fisheries
education needs.

• We need to go beyond private environmental, educa-
tional, experimental, groups and get environmental
education in the public school system.



31

Partnerships/Collaborations **Long Term**
• Put together a coordination unit to facilitate partner-

ships to accomplish objectives.
• G.L. Fisheries and Ecosystems Education Coalition

Group.  Establish organized leadership with roles and
responsibilities from Great Lakes basin - local com-
munities.

• Identify/support community/regional models that
promote diverse, broad partnerships/opportunities
toward aquatic education (i.e. across formal, non-
formal, in-school, out-of-school with diverse partners
including agency, nonprofits, universities, business,
etc.)

• Bringing together user groups (i.e. tribes, businesses,
sportsfishers, commerical fishers, etc.) to provide a
long term program to protect the fishery for future
generations.

Program Development (Involve Fishery Stakeholders,
Out of School, Teacher/School/ISD Involvement/Buy-
In, Tribal Treaty, Science/Biology) **Long Term**
• Make a connection between different state agencies

(education, DNR, informal and formal educators and
universities)

• Funding: support for treaty education activities,
integrate into existing study plans.

• Units developed synergistically with scientist, geogra-
phers and teachers working together.

• Rethink - write to standards, integrate lessons into
math, science, language arts, social studies.

• Grants for school-based programs require design by
teachers.  If designed by teachers, greater potential of
use, better integration opportunities for progressive
lessons from K-5, 6-8, etc.

• Fund standards based programs for schools, that allow
students to become both scientific and Great Lakes
literate.

• Connect conference expertise directly to classrooms.
Target specific grades at elementary, middle school and
high school.

Learner Relevant
• Great Lakes Watershed “connection in your backyard,”

habitat improvement service projects.
Multidisciplinary/Themetic Units and Projects
• Action Items: Inserting GL issues into math education.

Create a worksheet series of story problems relating to
Great Lakes which can be used as a portion of math
curriculum at various levels.

• Task force to highlight fisheries/G.L. ecosystem
concepts within Michigan curriculum framework with
performance tasks/projects connect with MSTA
building a presense points of contacts.

Grant $$ Opportunities (trade associations, agencies
(trusts/funds)
• Make grant funds available for classroom projects

related to G.L. ecosystems, strong connection with
techical assistance.

• Generate funding incentives (and/or partnerships) for
networked/coordinated/collaborative partnerships,
particularly where they intergrate existing and quality
programs/resources into community based efforts.

• Establish a plan for long-term funding that results in a
stable set of sources in the future.

Adult/Public Education **Long Term**
• Education of the

general public on
issues facing the
Great Lakes ecosys-
tem (fisheries, habitat
degredation, etc.).
Huge public relations
project.

• Funding for education
materials (mixing,
distribution, facilita-
tion, correlation)



32

Build on Existing Programs **Short Term**
• Career development
• Short Term: 1. career development and 2. Internships

designed to facilitate program development/training/
marketing/lobbying

Recognize/Support/Grow Good Models
• Identify core programs/resources that are quality; work

to improve, expand, intergrate to meet our needs (i.e.
teachers, non-profit programs)

• Create a new collaborative organization under the
Great Lakes Fishery Trust which brings all the stake-
holders together to ensure continued development of
programs and additional funding.  A state organization
of some type that will oversee all our efforts.

• Award a teacher of the year award in ecosystems/
environmental education.  Highlight successful pro-
grams.

Great Lakes Fishery Trust (Leadership and Direction
through $$, Standards for Quality, Evaluations/Mea-
sures, Recipient of $$ from Outside Distribution, RFP
Consideration)
• Do we have the right goal and objectives?, If so,

sounds like we’re talking about prioritizing the best
tactics... preservice training, adapting state standards
and tests, secure continued $$, short term: measure
delivery and evaluation, strategy (impact and
sustainability), create a clearinghouse.

• “He who has the gold makes the rules.”  GLFT grant
funding... measure delivery strategies, evaluation
strategies, coordination with others - building blocks,
critical mass, sustainability completion vs. ongoing
dependence, hands-on,etc., GLFT take leadership.

G.L. Evaluation **Short Term**
• Survey public districts that border the Great Lakes to

see that Great Lakes are infused within the district’s
curriculum.

Stewardship Goals (Responsible Citizens, Action Service
Related, Tools to Affect Change) **Long Term**
• Action Items: How the system really works.  Case

studies, individual stories (aka the double helix) within
civics?

• Community, volunteerism, youth through adult learned
behavior

• Develop a way to instill a sense of belonging to the
ecosystem at each age level (adopt a site, adopt an
animal)

• Educate our young people (future leaders) in the
enormous responsibility they will have in perpetuating
the Great Lakes ecosystem and it’s fisheries.

Community
• Uniform core curriculum for grade school age children

throughout the region of state with flexibility at the local
level.  Need to get teachers and school staff and
boards to buy info.  Need be consistant with standard-
ized test.

Overall Summary of Group Discussion
Future GLFT RFP should include
• Some sense of sustainability or long-term vision
• Coordination/collaboration of all stakeholders
• Synergistic relationship between teachers and scientists
• Measurement of delivery strategies and evaluation

design
• Education Advisory Team (EAT) - Teachers, ISD,

MDE, Scientists, Researchers
Priorities for new GLFT RFPs
• Short-term

o Clearinghouse idea - website
o Existing programs (school, non-school, train

teachers, Treaty issues)
o Award positive models
o Research Internships

Long-term
o Partnerships (org., stable source of funding)
o Curriculum
o Standards
o Educate general public (riparians, exotics)
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Group #2
Facilitator: Tom Kelly
Recorder: Jennifer VanderLaan

Funding
• GL education and information publication
• Development of Great Lakes education network of

aquariums, hatcheries, museums, camps, etc. – com-
mon map/brochure

• Develop a proposal to fund design and development of
biennial conference – GLFT

• Develop a proposal to be fueled by multi-state grant –
Fed. aid to pay for identified research or needs of
organization (e.g. website)

• Funding:  create a listing of present and potential
funding sources friendly towards our “vision.”

• Category: funding – fund more diverse types of educa-
tional methods

• Add a funding requirement that funded products include
an education component. (Even evaluation or research)

• Category: funding – fund research-based projects (i.e.
needs assessment, prototype testing, remodel evalua-
tion)

• Category: collaboration funding – fund team efforts,
especially if cross-disciplinary, cross-border

Achieving the Vision
• Send GL Web sites to the BRIDGE for marine/aquatic

education (www.marine-ed.org)
• Develop (revive) GLEAMS chapter (now headquar-

tered at Shedd Aquarium) (Great Lakes Educators of
Aquatic and Marine Science)

• Establish a singular “mission” for this group
• Develop environmental resource (G.L.) education

objectives for GL basin states.
• Provide to GL agencies a list or guidelines of types of

programming materials, curricula, activities that can
easily be incorporated into the classroom.

• Work team assigned to develop next conference.
Make sure all states are rep./invited (formal and
informal, international).

• Develop strategies to inform political leadership of
issues related to Great Lakes fisheries and aquatic
ecosystems.

• Conference “proceedings” presented to Michigan
Department of Education and appropriate legislative
committees to advance the vision.

Evaluation
• Work Group: Rosanne, Michaela, Shari, Steve Stewart

(Sea Grant)
• Conduct baseline research on student knowledge and

attitudes about the G.L. (same test, all states)
• Develop a longitudinal study to assess impacts of

experiential place-based education (2, 5, 10 years after
experiences, or once for cohorts available now)

• Do core curriculum evaluation.  Identify two or three
middle school curriculum “collectors” and evaluate their
effectiveness, this would help us show the strength or
know more about what is needed.

• Emphasis on evaluation of programs – clearinghouse
for results/findings of GL programs

• Fund long-term evaluation and evaluation research
• Teacher professional development targeted to the

curriculum standards.  Establish a teacher professional
development program aimed at helping teachers use
hands-on materials in fisheries and aquatic science to
meet MEAP Michigan curriculum framework require-
ments (or other states, or multi-state)

Collaborating (Network and Curriculum Clearing-
House)

• Research the needs for material – target specific age
groups

• Research how similar groups are organized.
• Drop fisheries from the title to draw a wider audience
• Establish additional opportunities for biologists and

teaching professionals to interact
• Advocate for establishment of a central clearinghouse

for G.L. fishery-related education materials
o Web-based
o Maintained

• Use history to broaden the base of interest in the Great
Lakes

• Develop materials on the history of the Great Lakes
that draw on books and museum artifacts and long-
term data and motivate students to visit place-based
learning sites (boats, museums, other sites), to draw
students into the history and cycle of development.

• Develop Web site that focuses on collecting project
descriptions from region.
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• Coordinate a program for schools to collaborate on GL
learning projects (email or web uploads of school
pages)

• Invite teachers to get involved in the creating of hands
on learning stations and other educational material.

• Work towards one lesson plan for all the surrounding
states to target a certain grade (5th)

• Identify and organize education materials and get Web
presence set up with Michigan environmental education
org. Web site.

• Curriculum alignment and prof. development for pre-
service, in-service, and non-formal education.

• Examine:
o GLEAMS (NMEA)
o Include Canadian Tribal
o GLIN Formal vs. Informal
o Work Group: GLEAMS, AREA (State DNRs)

• Organize a Great Lakes Aquatic Education Association
– Non-profit

• Set up an education consortium group (under GLFT)
• Annual or biennal conference for the Great Lakes

region for GLF and EE
• Develop a basin-wide program modeled after the GL

Natural Resources Camp and GL Fisheries Leadership
Institute to engage and train students from middle
through high school as GL resource stewards and
leaders

• Using contacts from the meeting, develop partnerships
for project proposals

• Develop/ improve/ expand the network of GL educa-
tors – many, but not all were represented here

• Utilizing participant evaluation data, combined with
steering committee input, consider the creation of a
standing commitee to address a follow-up conference
in 2004. (Do not want to slow momentum created those
past two days.)

• This collaboration should institute a biennial networking
conference like this one.

• Develop a Web site to communicate any needs,  oppor-
tunities, etc., to keep groups informal and connected.

• Develop a “professional” communication network on
system for continued communication among interested
organizations.

• Add groups to expand the network:
o Michigan Department of Education
o Wastewater Treatment?

• Expand the linkage with Canada.  e.g. Conversation
Authority, Education, Fishing Organizations (both
commercial and sports)

• On-line discussion and information exchange.  Estab-
lish an email discussion list for this group and others
interested in these topics for the Great Lakes.  Link
with a place to share resources (documents, refer-
ences, event information)

• Resource Clearinghouse – Develop a clearinghouse of
Web-based and paper/video based learning resources
in all aspects of the Great Lakes ecosystem.  Move
resources to the Web where feasible.  Target A)
teachers B) students, see Michigan Teacher Network
on the Web

• Coordinate efforts with other EE entities in the state.
• Link us with other EE groups so we don’t work in a

vacuum.  Network this group with others within the
Great Lakes area who have similar visions. (Still
missing “players” from MI, WI, MN, IL, OH,
Canada)
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Group #3
Facilitator: Susan Holmes
Recorder: Carol Swinehart

Notes:
Standards/Testing
• Develop consensus about the core issues that need to

be included in GLFEE
• Develop – EE to relate to the MEAP
• Identify existing content standards and benchmarks

which could be met with “fisheries/G.L. curricula” and
promote those to ISD

• Require environmental education to be part of the
MEAP/standardized testing process

• “What gets tested gets taught” – We need to develop
with educational assessment groups “hand on” environ-
ment test procedure that measure skills our students
need.

Curriculum Infusion
• Point organization/person creates pack of information

to be given at colleges/universities to professors
teaching, understand the pieces to the whole.  Each
program fills special needs.  Don’t try to do it all, do
what you do best and link to others for further carry
through and education.

• Increase links with tribal outreach and understanding of
multiple uses on the Great Lakes (Careers)

• Encourage multi/transdisciplinary involvement with G.L.
issues – lit, music, drama, history, journalism.

• Get a group of professionals to review textbooks, Web
sites, resources, etc, for accuracy.

• Infiltrate development of textbooks
• Support periodic reviews/updates of existing materials
• Consolidate and highlight peer-reviewed resources.

Flag free and easy to get resources curricula should
include correlations to standards and a “how do I
incorporate this program into my classroom work”
section.

• Align existing and new curricula with national and state
standards.  Follow best practices.

• Partner with a home school group to help them value
and appreciate world around them!

• Take students outside their classroom to explore more
closely the world around them and how it relates to
their everyday decisions.

• Actions:
o Choose one agency/person/group to administrate

the collection of available ecology curriculum,
appropriate to use in the Midwest by teachers,
youth agencies, ecology education groups, home-
school educations, teacher trainers, etc.

o Survey these curricula and form a structure to
divide up what units within each curriculum/
materials should be taught by each teacher disci-
pline (math, science, biology, etc.) and at what
grade level.

o Repeat previous step for agencies working with
youth and adults (In steps 2 and 3 use textbook
adaptations for the state of Michigan to form these
spread sheets or grids)

o Present the result of this work at the state meet-
ings/conferences of:
• Curriculum directors
• Superintendents
• Science teachers

o Send out “finished grid” to curriculum directory
along with information on how to distribute the
information to their teachers and how to infuse into
five chosen disciplines of teaching.

o Fund a project site (a chosen school or schools
within one district perhaps at three levels; elemen-
tary, junior high, and high school) to work with each
level – their teachers and textbooks as to who will
teach each specific unit.

o Export this “infusion model” of ecology education
into 10 districts within the state.

o Evaluate the effectiveness of this strategy.
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Evaluation
• Design a five-year evaluation study to track the

efficacy of hands-on experiential GLF and E Education
programs.

• Identify best education for specific Great Lakes
audiences – boaters, anglers, commercial fisherman,
etc.

• A need to: assess where teachers are at, personally, so
we can design a vehicle to model with teachers  “hands
on activities” that are “do”able with kids.

Expand Funding Base
• Get seed funds to put together collaborative proposals,

worth with funders interested in GL Environmental
education to buy into common vision, develop “best
practice” guidelines/vision and disseminate so it can be
applied.

• Identify - $$$ - for EE programs – for development and
on going support of.

• Develop a money-maker to fund these activities.
• Develop a way to get EE dollars from manufacturers,

retailers
• Promote grants/write grants which could be applied for

by teachers to make science “experiential”
• Environmental literacy “Toolbox” – funders
• Funding for educators of all kind to continue their

education of the natural sciences (training courses)
• Increase funding for planning and evaluation
• Create partnership website for needs/wants with a

connection to state DOE
Expanding Programs
• Establish more GL natural resources camps to educate

future leaders
• Expand GL vessel based experiential education pro-

grams – multi-generational involvement.
Scientific Information Conversion and Transfer to the

populace
• Provide GLFT funding to develop inexpensive ap-

proaches to mass-market aquatic/GL environmental
information to our citizens.

• Make an electronic GIS for Fisheries and Ecosystems
(Global Information System) for real time DATA

• Make all resource agency data available online and
make GIS education a required environmental educa-
tion component.

• Require all federal and state grants for aquatic re-
search to have an aquatic education component,
develop and implement a functional process that
converts the mass of scientific data into usable infor-
mation for decision makers.  Require resource agencies
to use it.

Adult Education/involvement
• Develop programs for parents – so that they or voters

can pressure EE programming for their communities.
• Work with adult education programs to establish GL

classes
• Conduct train the trainer – Master Gardener type – GL

classes through MSU Extension
• Conduct GL awareness literacy campaign with adults

Outreach Partnerships (formal, classrooms, teachers
and school)

• Pre-service
o Environmental groups need to analyze textbooks

for a comprehensive environmental focus, that can
be shared with adoption committees.

o We need to assess “local” environmental issues
that can be a focus of local educational institutions
for experiences with kids.
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o Create links in college/university realm for getting
information out to pre-certified teachers

o Provide funding for resource agency mentorship
programs (young scientist) in environmental fields
(aquatic resource).

o Outreach for students to teach them what natural
resources positions are available to them

o Pre-service environmental literacy “toolbox” –
educators

o Train the trainers of pre-service teachers!  Work
with university to make pre-service teachers aware
of programs and resources

o Target the pre-service teacher trainers in all the GL
states with a “how and why should I incorporate
GL fisheries and ecosystem education into my
earth science curricula piece.”

• In-service (teachers, in-classroom)
o Continue annual networking conferences, create a

guest speaker list to provide to DOE/other Web
sites (Re: Fisheries education categorized by
location/topics for teachers who are uncomfortable/
inexperienced in this curriculum

o We need to solicit environmental classroom men-
tors that can be a resource for schools

o At in-service (required for teachers) have DNR/
DEQ speak to science departments (others) – the
topics/environmental issues within a district or area
(i.e. watershed)

o Provide funding and organization for regional
environmental education training opportunities for
educators of all types.  Include new materials,
approaches and opportunities.

o Develop low-cost experiential opportunities in all
areas of the state

o Utilize speakers in the classroom on relevant topics
that children will accept as part of their world.

o Form a partnership with another classroom – older
or younger to mentor youngsters for activities in the
out-of-doors!

o We need to develop a comprehensive “speakers
bureau” accessible to teachers to provide the
support in their efforts to plan environmental
experiences.

Partnerships
• Conduct conferences annually – between non-formal

and formal educators statewide so we can all know
who to reach out to – and what opportunities are there.

• Emphasize youth stewardship, citizenship opportunities.
• We need to link our public broadcasting programming

with real life quality experiences to capture TV time.
• Foster long-term relations with the retail industry.  Use

promotional ideas to increase participation.
(WaterWorksWonders.org, RBFF.com)

• Create buy-in at these meetings by including classroom
teachers, youth-serving agencies, and the scientific
community.

• Develop partnership opportunities with boat/sporting
goods to promote ecosystem/aquatic education (i.e.
with canoeing/kayaking facilities.)

• Facilitate partnerships between industry/business and
schools with regard to G.L./fisheries education.

• Involve Girl Scouts and Boy Scouts in our activities,
create a partnership with a nearby business to help
students utilize what they learned in the classroom help
make a positive decision when they shop for an item.

• Academic-service learning - Connect community’s
needs with educational outcomes. (Example: water
quality, monitoring for bodies of water and have schools
do monitoring.)
o Partners

• Trout Unlimited, DNR, DEQ, Tribal Fisheries,
Fish Watchers, wetland monitoring. (come up
with projects)

• Local schools to help (make projects fundable.
District pays half, partners other half.)
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Political (Campaign to change)
• We need to work with statewide educational associa-

tions and get their support in valuing our environmental
efforts.

• Lobby politicians for environmental education as
mandatory part of curricula – Run for office yourself

• Council of GL governments lobby state boards of
education or appropriate authorities to include GL
literacy in basic requirements/objectives

• Create buy-in at the political level by inviting elected
representatives and department of education officials
to participate in the conference proceedings.

• Pressure elected officials to include EE into education
systems.

• Environmental literacy toolbox for policy makers
• Make sure all elected public officials are GL literate
• Develop – 1 large advocate for EE to include repre-

sentative from all areas.
• Develop relationship that presents EE with non-formal

state and national teacher associations.

Promote (advertise) Great Lakes and fisheries
education core values

• Promote (advertise, lobby, “everyone here buy into
core belief”) the value of experience; Great Lakes
users have a valuable asset, it’s worth paying for
(clear water, abundant fisheries)

Communication
• Communication Hub

o Set up information super hub – based on Ford-
GM-Daimler Chrysler model for communication
which incorporates vendor partnerships and
education.

o Concerns into/under one umbrella.  The hub would
utilize existing data – had as well as E-file to
“Mine” membership and communication opportuni-
ties to coordinate local formal and informal educa-
tional efforts as well as quantify.

o Those efforts for future educational/event opportu-
nities.  The information super hub would be funded
by partnerships – both government and industry –
personal information protection applying

o Industry has a vested interest in the trends/educa-
tional as well as demographic data available based
on geographic breakdown by state.

o Reduce/coordinate programs to have manageable,
friendly educational programs consistent across the
state.

o Infrastructure/Implementation
• Develop a partnership with Department of

Education for increased links to teachers and
their outcome needs.

• Use existing infrastructure to fulfill needs
(MSU Web site, Extension information/
outreach, GLFT Web site, RBFF Web site,
Water Works Wonders Web site)

• Find an agency who can put together and
manage a database of Great Lakes educators
and resources

• Develop – 1 document on site with all EE
programs and curriculum description with
contact person(s)

• Have electronic database of conference
outcomes and materials.

• A database of all grants out there which public
and private industry can apply to (without
having to search the Web)

• A list (database) of all the elementary schools,
statewide (per county) (include location, # of
children, # of teachers, etc.)

• List serve
o Set up list serve for all interested in

GLFEE
o Create email/listserve for teachers to

provide information/web address for the
product(s) of this conference.

o Information
• Curriculum Clearinghouse

o Put materials online (PDF files)
o Put addresses online for trainers and

resources (Project FISH, Project WET,
etc.)
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o Put links to individuals who can provide
quality information for teachers/public
(experts in field and guest speakers)

• Several mandatory outdoor educational classes
for students of elementary age.

• Environmental literacy toolbox
• Develop and maintain a simple accessible

database of all existing environmental educa-
tion destinations and programs that provide
hands-on experimental opportunities.

• Make an electronic clearinghouse for:
o Presenters’ powerpoints
o List of organization
o All curricula material

o Funding
• Tie together private industry funds, organiza-

tional funds and public funds
• Develop and provide financial support for a

statewide environmental education center
• Priorities for funding:  mandatory state

fieldtrips for all grammar school children by 4th

grade and once again during 8th grade (manda-
tory experiences)

• Governmental state budget should supply each
grammar school – and home school statewide
with funding for fieldtrips.

Electronic Communication Networks
• Develop a comprehensive plan – with goals and

timetables.
• Must have an identified “go-to” person or organization

to send things to.
• Set up on-going opportunities to network (e.g. another

conference and/or workshop around specific ideas)
• Align more MUCC clubs with computers for interac-

tion with other groups.
• Hook up a global Web site for students to research

what their same age groups are doing somewhere in
the world.

• Conduct periodic meeting networking sessions involving
all sectors including students.

• Develop resources and relationships with those compa-
nies that schools and educational programming depend
on to reduce the cost of services and equipment – to
formulate the participation in EE (eg., companies)

Research
• Summarize research findings to send to teachers in

pamphlet form to highlight needs along with link to see
how fisheries/environmental education would meet
existing state standards.

• On GLFT Web site/or other promote environmental
education research

• Look to social science research (social marketing) to
learn more about changing behavior.
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Monday Morning, May 5

  9:00 Conference check-in and informal networking

10:00 Welcome and introduction to workshop goals and objectives : Shari Dann, MSU

10:15  Introduction to the Great Lakes Fishery Trust (GLFT): K.L.Cool, DNR Director

10:30 Great Lakes Fisheries and Ecosystem Education: Needs and Opportunities
Michaela Zint, University of Michigan
Rosanne Fortner, The Ohio State University

11:00 BREAK

11:15 Panel discussion: Aiming for Excellence in Great Lakes Fisheries and Ecosystem Education
�   Fisheries Diversity and Sustainability: William W. Taylor, Michigan Sea Grant and MSU Fisheries

and Wildlife
�    Providing Quality Programs:

Mark Stephens (a GLFT-funded program)
Tom Kelly (a community-based program)

�   What We Know and Gaps in Our Understanding of Effective Fisheries and Great Lakes Education:
Rosanne Fortner

11:45 Table discussions: What are some of the features and characteristics we would like to see in future fisheries
    education?

12:30p.m.    LUNCH

Monday Afternoon, May 5

1:00 Panel discussion continued: Aiming for Excellence in Great Lakes Fisheries and Ecosystem Education
� Tribal, Treaty and Commercial Fisheries Educational  Needs: Jennifer Dale, Bay Mills Indian

Community
� What It’s Really Like in Education! A  Teacher's Perspective:  Susan Bloom, Ypsilanti Public

Schools
� Educational Needs from the Sportfishing Community Perspective: Chris Temple, Gander Mountain

Stores

Conference Agenda

Appendix A
Great Lakes Fisheries & Ecosystems Education Networking Conference

May 5-6, 2003
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2:45 BREAK

3:00 Facilitated breakout/group discussion
Goal: What are the gaps/needs in Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystems education and our knowledge

     of this area?

4:30 Breakout session reports (whole group)

5:30 Social – hors d’oeuvres and beverages provided
Informal sharing, posters, handouts, materials by participants
Participants meet Great Lakes Fishery Trust Board members,
Scientific Advisory Team members, staff

Tuesday Morning, May 6

7:00 CONTINENTAL BREAKFAST

8:00 Introduction to the day (whole group)  Shari Dann

8:15 Facilitated breakout/group discussion
Goal: What are our priorities and next steps for funding, collaborating and achieving our vision of

     excellence?

Breakout groups:
Educators in K-12 and nonformal organizations
Tribal fisheries organizations
Recreational and commercial fisheries enthusiasts
University/agency representatives and all other participants

10:15 – NOON Conference synopsis – Where do we go from here?
Shari Dann

 If a child is to keep his inborn sense of wonder, he needs the companionship of at least one adult who can share it, rediscovering
with him the joy, excitement and mystery of the world we live in.--Rachel Carson

1:30 Facilitated breakout/group discussion
Goal: What is a desired future vision for Great Lakes fisheries and  ecosystem education?

 Breakout groups:
 School-based: early childhood
 School-based: middle and high school
 Outside-of-school programs: youth of a variety of age groups
Adult citizens

Appendix A
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Douglas Denison ~ Great Lakes Fishery
Trust- Scientific Advisory Team, and
SmithGroup JJR
110 Miller Ave 
Ann Arbor MI 48118 
734-669-2662  work
Doug.Denison@Smithgroup.com 

Amy DeWys-VanHecke ~ Detroit
Historical Museums
5401 Woodward Ave
Detroit, MI  48202
313-833-9720 work
313-833-5342 fax
vanheckea@HIST.ci.detroit.mi.us

Jason Dinsmore ~ Michigan United
Conservation Clubs (MUCC)
PO BOX 30235
Lansing MI 48909
517-371-1041 work
517-371-1505 fax
jdinsmore@mucc.org

Nancy and Art Dittmar ~ MUCC and
Project F.I.S.H. Volunteers
22167 W. Brandon
Farmington Hills MI 48336
248-476-6268 home
foxmoore13@aol.com

Lynn A. Dominguez ~ Central Michigan
University
Finch 103 
Mt. Pleasant MI 48859 
989-772-1777   home
989-774-7305 work
989-774-2161 fax
domin1LA@cmich.edu

Jim Ekdahl ~ Michigan Department of
Natural Resources
1990 US Highway 41 South
Marquette MI 49855
906-228-6561 work
906-228-9441 fax
ekdahlj@michigan.gov

Marti Alston ~ Detroit Recreation
Department
65 Cadillac Sq., Suite 4000
Detroit, MI  48226
313-823-8318 home
313-224-1103 work
313-224-1860 fax
malston@cadtwr.ci.detroit.mi.us

Juan S. Alvarez ~ MSU Museum
West Circle Drive
EastLansing  MI 48824
517-355-7678 work
jalvarez@msu.edu

Henry Amick ~ Detroit Historical
Museums
5401 Woodward Ave.
Detroit, MI  48202                          
313-833-1419 work
313-833-5342 fax
amickh@HIST.ci.detroit.mi.us

Bonnie Arthur ~ MDNR Office of
Information and Outreach
8348 Stout
Grosse Isle MI48138
734-675-4347 office
734-675-4361 fax
313-319-6188 cell
arthurb@michigan.gov

Ron Bacon ~ Project F.I.S.H. Volunteer
81 Agate Way
Williamston MI 48895
517-655-3209  home
bacon.susan@ACD.net

Susan Bloom ~ Ypsilanti Public Schools
Ypsilanti High School
2095 Packard Road
Ypsilanti: MI 48197
810-227-4340 home
734-714-1073work
734-714-1055 fax
sbloom2@ypsd.org

Contact List

Margaret A. Coffman ~ Eastern Michigan
University
Biology Department
316 Mark Jefferson
Ypsilanti MI  48197
734-480-8269 home
734-487-3139 work
734-487-9235 fax
mcoffman@emich.edu 

K. L. Cool ~ Michigan Department of
Natural Resources
Director
PO Box 30028
Lansing MI 48909
517-373-2329 work
coolkl@mi.gov

Doug Craven ~ Little Traverse Bay Band
of Odawa Indians
7500 Odawa Circle
Harbor Springs MI 49740
231-439-3856 work
ltbdirector@chartermi.net

Jennifer M. Dale ~ Chippewa Ottawa
Resource Authority/Bay Mills Indian
Community
12140 W. Lakeshore Dr.
Brimley MI  49715  
906-248-2258 work
906-248-2257 fax
newspaper@bmic.net

Shari Dann ~ Department of Fisheries and
Wildlife, MSU
Rm. 13, Natural Resources Bldg.
E. Lansing MI 48824
517-353-0675
517-432-1699
sldann@msu.edu

Kris DeAngelo ~ Novi High School
24062 Taft Rd.
Novi, MI 48375
734-426-7835 home
248-449-1500 work
kdeangelo@novi.k12.mi.us

Appendix B
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Dale Elshoff ~ MSU Project WILD
409 Agriculture Hall
East Lansing MI 48824
517-355-1712 work
mipwild@msue.msu.edu

Douglas Finley ~ Michigan Department of
Natural Resources
Office of Information and Outreach
P.O. Box 30745
Lansing   MI  48909-8190
517 -372-0587  home
517 -241-2328 work
517 -373-1547 fax
finleydp@michigan.gov

Emily Finnell ~ Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality, Office of the Great
Lakes
525 W. Allegan St.
Lansing MI 48933
517-241-7927 work
517-335-4053 fax
finnelle@michigan.gov

Rosanne Fortner ~ The Ohio State
University
School of Natural Resources
210 Kottman Hall, 2021 Coffey Rd.
Columbus OH 43210
614-888-4258  home
614-292-9826 work
614-292-7432 fax
fortner.2@osu.edu

Jesse Gabbard ~ Michigan United
Conservation Clubs
2101 Wood Street
Lansing MI 48909
517-575-0036  home
517-346-6482 work
517-371-1505 fax
jgabbard@mucc.org

Appendix B

William “Tom” Green ~ Hillsdale,
Lenawee & Monroe (HLM) Mathematics,
Science and Technology Center
2345 N. Adrian Hwy
Adrian  MI   49221
517-547-7809 home
517-265-1668 work
517-263-9433 fax
wtgreen@voyager.net

Andrea Grix ~ Michigan 4-H Foundation
Kettunen Center
14901 4H Drive
Tustin MI  49688
231-829-3613  home
231-829-3421 work
231-829-3633 fax
agrix@kettunencenter.org

Casey Harris ~ Pierce Cedar Creek
Institute
701 W. Cloverdale Rd.
Hastings  MI 49058
269-721- 4473 work
269-721-4474 fax
harrisc@cedarcreekinstitute.org

Walter Hoagman ~ Michigan Sea Grant
MSUE P.O. Box 599
Tawas City, MI
989-984-1056 work
hoagman@msue.msu.edu

Susan Holmes ~ National Wildlife
Federation
213 W. Liberty, Suite 200
Ann Arbor MI 48105-1322
734-769-3351 work
holmes@nwf.org

Jerry L. Inman ~ Inland Seas Education
Association
1343 Sparling Rd.
Kingsley MI  49649
231-263-5905 home
jcinman@gtii.com

Maureen Jacobs ~ Michigan Department
of Natural Resources, Office of Education
and Outreach, Oden State Fish Hatchery
8258 South Ayr
Alanson, MI  49706
989-705-7231 home
231-347-4689 work  
231-347-8421 fax
JACOBSME@michigan.gov

Thomas M. Kelly ~ Inland Seas Education
Association
101 Dame
Suttons Bay MI 49682 
231-271-6637  home
231-271-3077 work
231-271-3088 fax
tkelly@schoolship.org

Marie Kulick ~ National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation
1 Federal Drive
Fort Snelling: MN 55111
651-699-5246 home
612-713-5185 work
612-713-5308 fax
marie.kulick@nfwf.org

Steve Lenart ~ Little Traverse Bay Bands
of Odawa Indians
7500 Odawa Circle
Harbor Springs MI 49740
231-439-3861 work
ltbbfish@freeway.net

Peggy Liggit ~ Eastern Michigan
University
Dept. of Biology
316 Mark Jefferson
Ypsilanti  MI 48197
734-433-1083 home
734-487-0118 work
734-487-9235 fax
Peggy.Liggit@emich.edu
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William J. Nimke ~ Pier Wisconsin
500 N. Harbor Dr.
Milwaukee WI  53202
414-362-9930 home
414-276-7700 work
414-276-8838 fax
bnimke@pierwisconsin.org

Thomas M. Occhipinti ~ Michigan
Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 30473
Lansing, Michigan 48909-7973
Constitution Hall, 525 West Allegan, 6
South, Lansing 48933
517-373-2379 work
517-241-7401 fax
occhipit@michigan.gov

Margaret O’Dell ~ Joyce Foundation
70 W. Madison Suite 2750
Chicago IL 60602
312-782-2464 work
312-782-4160 fax
modell@joycefdn.org

Tom Omstead ~ Project H.M.S. Detroit 
P.O. Box 1812
Amherstburg  Ontario, Canada
N9V 2Z2
519-733-3823  home
519-736-1133,
or Toll free 1-877-260-SHIP work
519-736-0640  or  519- 733-3823 fax 
omstead@attcanada.ca 

Jeff Poet ~ Jay’s Sporting Goods
8800 South Clare Ave
Clare, MI  48617
989-386-2927 home
989-386-3475(x509) work
989-386-3496 fax
jeffpoet@JaysSportingGoods.com

Daniel Poort ~ Muskegon Public Schools
(retired)
604 Farr Rd
Muskegon MI 49444
231-720-2093 home
dpoort@muskegon.k12.mi.us

Mike and Sarah Litch ~ Inland Seas
Education Association
8282 S. Dunns Farm Road
Maple City  MI 49664
231-334-3612  home
ewl9@aol.com

Angela M. Lo Vasco ~ Our Lady of
Guadalupe Middle School for Girls
 4330 Central Ave.
Detroit, MI  48201
313-831-7283 home
313-849-2965 (x27) work
313-849-3144 fax
alovasco@OLGdetroit.org

Holly Madill ~ Great Lakes Fishery Trust 
600 W. St. Joseph, Ste. 10 
Lansing MI 48933 
517-371-7468  work
517-484-6549 fax
glft@glft.org

Gregory A. Marks ~ Merit Network
4251 Plymouth Rd., Bldg. 1
Suite 2000
Ann Arbor, MI   48105
734-761-1458 home
734-615-9758 work
gmarks@merit.edu

Colleen Masterson ~ Inland Seas
Education Association
101 Dame St., PO Box 218
Suttons Bay MI 49682
231-922-0536 home
231-271-3077 work
231-271-3088 fax
cmasterson@GreatLakesEducation.org

Jenifer Matthees ~ Minnesota DNR
Fisheries – MinnAqua
500 Lafayette Road
St Paul, MN  55155
651-297-4919 work
651-297-4916 fax
jenifer.matthees@dnr.state.mn.us

Terri McCarthy ~ Wege Foundation
PO Box 6388
Grand Rapids MI 49516-6388
616-957-0480 x202 work
mccarthywf@aol.com

Shana McMillan ~ Department of Natural
Resources, Wolf Lake Fish Hatchery
Visitor Center
34270 County Road 652
Mattawan, MI  49071
517-267-3665 home
269-668-2876 work
269-668-4487 fax
mcmillsk@michigan.gov

Christine Mitchell ~ Grand Traverse
Band of Indians
2605 NW Bay Shore Drive
Peshawbestown MI 49682
231-271-7363 work
Cmitchell@gtbindians.com

Gary Money ~ Grand Traverse Math
Science and Tech. Center
880 Parsons Rd.
Traverse City MI  49686
231-275-6512 home
231-922-7875 work
231-922-7878  fax
gmoney@gtmathsci.org

Julie Morin ~ U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Federal Aid Coordinator for
Aquatic Resource Education Programs
Division of Federal Aid
1 Federal Drive, BHW Federal Building
Fort Snelling MN 55111
612- 713-5156 work
612- 713-5290 fax
Julie_Morin@fws.gov

Phil Moy ~ Wisconsin Sea Grant Fisheries
Specialist
705 Viebahn Street 
Manitowoc, WI  54220 
920- 683-4697 work
920- 683-4776 fax
pmoy@uwc.edu

Appendix B
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Daniel Poux ~ Earth Force
Watershed Education Progam
400 Kellogg St. #3
Ann Arbor, MI  48105
734-302-3359 home
734-476-8384 work
dpoux@earthforce.org

Kate Reilly ~ Environmental Resource
Center, University of Wisconsin-Madison
210 Hiram Smith Hall, 1545 Observatory
Drive
Madison WI 53706
608 - 245-9941 home
608 - 265-5496 work
608 - 262-2031 fax
klreilly@wisc.edu

Jill Ryan ~ Great Lakes Aquatic Habitat
Network and Fund, Tip of the Mitt
Watershed Council
426 Bay Street
Petoskey MI  49770
231-347-1181, ext. 106 work
231-525-8972 fax
jill@watershedcouncil.org

Brandon Schroeder ~ MSU Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife
13 Natural Resources Bldg
East Lansing MI 48824
517- 256-8495 home
517-432-5037
517-432-1699
schroe45@msu.edu

John Schwartz ~ Michigan Sea Grant
Extension, MSU
Room 334 Natural Resources
East Lansing MI 48824-1222
517-355-9637 work
schwartj@msue.msu.edu
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Ashley Scott ~ Executive Director, Great
Lakes Institute for Environmental
Research, University of Windsor
401 Sunset Avenue
Windsor
Ontario, Canada
N9B 3P4
519-564-9395 home
519-253-3000 Ext 2732 (secretary)
519-971-3616 fax
jascott@uwindsor.ca

Jenny Scullon ~ Michigan United
Conservation Clubs
2101 Wood Street
Lansing MI 48909
517-575-0036  home
517-346-6482 work
517-371-1505 fax
jscullon@mucc.org

Mark Stephens ~ MSU Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife, Project F.I.S.H.
Room 13 Natural Resources Building
East Lansing MI 48824
517-339-0159 home
517-432-2700 work
517-432-1699
steph143@msu.edu

Patricia Stewart ~ MSU Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife and Michigan Sea
Grant
13 Natural Resources Bldg., MSU
East Lansing  MI 48824
517-355-1821 work
517-432-1699 fax
stewartp@msu.edu

Steve Stewart ~ Michigan Sea Grant
Extension
21885 Dunham Rd. Suite 12
Clinton Twsp. MI 48036
810-469-6948 work
stewart@msue.msu.edu

Tammy Stone-Gordon ~ MSU Museum
103 Museum/ West Circle Drive
East Lansing MI 48824-1045
517-887-9363 home
517-353-9081 work
517-432-2846 fax
stonetam@msu.edu

Rochelle Sturtevant ~ Great Lakes Sea
Grant at GLERL 
2205 Commonwealth Blvd
Ann Arbor MI 48105
517-596-2598 home
734-741-2287 work
fax 724-741-2055
Rochelle.sturtevant@noaa.gov

Carol Y. Swinehart ~ Michigan Sea Grant
334 Natural Resources Building -
Michigan State University  
East Lansing MI 48824-1222
517-881-3537 home
517-353-9723 work
517-353-6496 fax
swinehar@msue.msu.edu

Bill Taylor ~ MSU Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife and Michigan Sea
Grant
Chair and Professor
Room 7 Natural Resources
East. Lansing MI 48823
517-353-3048 work
taylorw@msu.edu

Dwight “Bucko”  Teeple ~ Chippewa
Ottawa Resource Authority 
179 W. Three Mile Road
Sault Ste. Marie, MI 49783
906-632-8015 home
906-440-4548 cell
906-632-0043 work
906-632-1141 fax
dteeple@up.net
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Chris Temple ~ Gander Mountain Stores,
Pontiac Store Manager
3302 Talbot
Troy MI 48083
248-738-9600 work
248-689-6149 home
gm177mgr@gandermountain.com

Lynne Thoma ~ Michigan Department of
Natural Resources Fisheries Division
P.O. Box 30446
Lansing MI 48909
517-373-1280 work
thomal@michigan.gov

Janet Vail, Ph.D. ~ Annis Water
Resources Institute and State Director for
Project WET
Grand Valley State University
740 W. Shoreline Drive
Muskegon, MI 49441
616-331-3048 work
616-331-3864 fax
vailj@gvsu.edu

Heather Van Den Berg ~ Clinton River
Watershed Council 
101 Main Street, Suite 100 
Rochester MI 48307 
248-693-9011 home
248-601-0606  work
248-601-1280 fax
heather@crwc.org

Gary E. Whelan ~ Michigan Department
of Natural Resources
Fisheries Division
P.O. Box 30446
Lansing, MI 48909
517-373-6948 work
517-373-0381 fax
whelang@michigan.gov

Gary L. Williams ~ Michigan State
University Extension - Wayne County
640 Temple 6th Floor
Detroit MI 48201
313-865-0386  home
313-833-3299 work
313-833-3298 fax
williamg@msue.msu.edu

Guy Williams ~ National Wildlife
Federation
213 W. Liberty, Suite 200
Ann Arbor MI 48105-1322
734-769-3351 work
williamsg@nwf.org

Amanda Wuestefeld ~ Indiana Department
of Natural Resources Go FishIN program. 
Natural Resources Education Center
5785 Glenn Rd.
Indianapolis IN 46216
765-533-6409 home
317-549-0206 work
317-562-0790 fax
awuestefeld@dnr.state.in.us

Michaela Zint ~ University of Michigan
430 E. University
Ann Arbor MI 48109
734-763-6961
zintmich@umich.edu
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Appendix C

Evaluation Summary

About the Evaluation Process
About 60% of the 62 conference attendees completed an
evaluation form.  The evaluation survey response rate was
fair, but could have been improved by offering incentive
prizes to those participants who completed their surveys.
Conference attendees represented K-12 education (15
individuals), nonformal education programs (24), state and
federal resource agencies (13), non-governmental (non-
profit) organizations (26), tribal fisheries organizations (5),
private (for-profit) organizations (4), universities (22), and
out-of-state agencies/organizations (11).  (NOTE: Some
individuals represented more than one category of organi-
zation.)

Conference Communications
Nearly all conference attendees reported either personal
contacts or the email correspondence as essential in
gaining their participation.

Did the conference achieve its goals?
Participants rated the conference very highly in meeting
the three main conference objectives of creating a collabo-
rative vision, identifying/prioritizing recommendations, and
providing guidance to funders for future Great Lakes
education.  Of the three goals, participants were least sure
whether they agreed that the conference resulted in
guidance to funders, but their comments to these questions
indicated participants are hopeful that post-conference
follow-through will achieve this goal.

The Conference as a Learning and Dialogue Process
Nearly all (89-91%) stakeholders participating agreed that
speakers were informative and that their comments and
ideas were valued by other participants.

Impacts of the Conference on Knowledge and
Attitudes of Stakeholders
Overall, 74% of attendees agreed that they learned a
great deal of new information and perspectives at the
conference.  This is especially notable, since as one
participant observed, there was a tremendous amount of
expertise and knowledge among the attendees.  Self-
ratings of knowledge and positive attitude change were
highest for the topics of K-12 education systems, research
on Great Lakes education, status of Great Lakes fisheries,
and overview of Great Lakes education needs.

Impacts of the Conference on Stakeholders’ Inten-
tions to Participate in Future Networking
Nearly all (89-91%) participants agreed that they will
make use of information and contacts from the confer-
ence and would like to stay involved in future networking
activities.

Overall Conference Outcomes and Comments
Participants’ comments indicated that they believed the
conference was well-organized, and they appreciated the
facilitated break-out discussion sessions and the opportu-
nity to network with diverse stakeholders sharing their
interests in Great Lakes Fisheries and Ecosystem Educa-
tion.  Most attendees expressed specific interests in
staying involved in this network in the future.  Many
offered suggestions on other stakeholders to include in
future dialogue, including more teachers, more tribal
fisheries stakeholders, state Departments of Education,
public aquaria staff, and others.  Several participants
offered comments that they highly support holding a
similar  networking conference at least every two years.

*Where 5=strongly agree, and 1=strongly disagree.

Conference impacts on participants
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Conference impacts on participants

Appendix C

Participants’ ratings of extent to they believe the conference helped to achieve main goals

*Where 5=strongly agree, and 1=strongly disagree.    **Conference session title (and presenter)
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Appendix C

Participants’ post-conference intentions
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The mission of the Great Lakes Fishery Trust is to provide
funding to enhance, protect and rehabilitate Great Lakes
fishery resources. The trust will manage its resources to
compensate for lost use and enjoyment of the Lake
Michigan fishery resulting from operation of the Ludington
Pumped Storage Plant.

The Department of Fisheries and Wildlife was
established in 1950 at Michigan State University. The
mission of the department is to provide the education,
research and outreach needed by society for the
conservation and rehabilitation of fish and wildlife resources
and their ecosystems.

MSU is an affirmative-action, equal-opportunity institution.
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