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Hamilton Community Foundation’s role in environmental
grantmaking has been increasing in recent years, and when
we were chosen to participate in The J.W. McConnell Family
Foundation’s environmental initiative, we commissioned this
study to help us become as strategic and effective as possible.
We asked the Canadian Environmental Grantmakers’
Network to focus on four areas we believe are critical:
strengthening capacity, collaboration, citizen engagement
(particularly with youth, neighbourhoods, and diverse
groups), and grantmaker leadership. They have done a superb
job of bringing together expert opinion, case studies, best
practices, and thoughtful commentary.

We are very pleased that this new resource will be shared
with our fellow community foundations and other grantmak-
ers, thanks to Community Foundations of Canada, as we all
work toward improving and protecting our environment.

Carolyn A. Milne
President & CEO

Hamilton Community Foundation

As this study shows, most community foundations are just
beginning their work in the complex and challenging area of
environmental grantmaking, but initiatives like the partner-
ship between Community Foundations of Canada (CFC) and
The J.W. McConnell Family Foundation are helping CFC and
our 139 members explore that potential.

This publication represents a major addition to the commu-
nity foundation toolkit as we build our understanding of
how community foundations can support the environmental
sector in this country. We hope that “Toward Best Practices in
Environmental Grantmaking: Strengthening Community
Engagement and Capacity at the Local Level” will also be useful
for private foundations and other grantmakers supporting
environmental action.

Monica Patten
President & CEO

Community Foundations of Canada
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2 Executive Summary

This project was initiated by the Hamilton
Community Foundation and Community
Foundations of Canada to identify best prac-

tices in environmental grantmaking at the local
level, with the goal of increasing the effectiveness of
community foundations and other grantmakers in
building the capacity of the local environment sec-
tor and increasing citizen engagement in community
environmental issues.  The Foundation engaged the
Canadian Environmental Grantmakers’ Network
(CEGN) to develop and coordinate the project.

The analysis and recommendations of this
report are based on a review of literature, interviews
with knowledgeable foundation staff and environ-
mental leaders across Canada, and examination of
nine case studies.  These case studies are grouped
into four key areas: capacity building in the local
environment sector; collaboration and partnership at
the local level; constituency building and citizen
engagement; and grantmakers taking leadership.

This report is not intended to be a definitive
guide, but rather to provide an overview of the cur-
rent state of knowledge and practice in the field and
to serve as a starting point for further discussion and
debate on best practices in environmental grantmak-
ing at the local level.

A.  Overview of Community Foundations and
the Environment

Community Foundations and Environmental
Funding:

There are 139 community foundations currently
active across Canada, but the environment is a rela-
tively new funding area for many of them.  Despite
the public interest in a healthy environment, this
represents a small part of community foundation
grantmaking, estimated at between four to five per-
cent of their total grant dollars in 2002.  In part, this
reflects the overall pattern in foundation and corpo-
rate giving, although community foundation envi-
ronmental grants are smaller than the average for
Canadian environmental grantmakers.  However,
there is considerable variability among community
foundations, and growing recognition that more can
be done.

The general roles and strengths of community
foundations present particular opportunities for

them in the environment sector to partner with
other funders, to work with government agencies, to
provide leadership to local ENGOs (environmental
non-government organizations), and to be a con-
venor on community environmental issues.  

The ability of community foundations to grasp
these opportunities is dependent on their available
human, information and financial resources and,
more importantly, on the willingness of the founda-
tions to take a leadership role on environment issues
in their communities.

Character of the Environment Sector:

Environmental groups at the community level
are typically younger, smaller, and more lacking in
infrastructure, stable revenue streams and public
funding than groups in other sectors.  At least half
lack charitable status, and their Boards tend to be
less strategic and less sophisticated than in other sec-
tors.  Many ENGOs are born in response to a threat
to the local environment, and advocacy to change
government policies is an important focus for some
groups, which may bring them into conflict with
agencies and the business sector.  However, the envi-
ronment sector is far from homogenous, and some
organizations have evolved to a broader focus and
greater permanence.

In general, the environment sector has an image
problem – ENGOs are often perceived as radical and
out of the mainstream, even where that reputation is
clearly not deserved.  While environment groups
perform an essential function in communities and
devote countless volunteer hours to the public good,
they remain vulnerable and in great need of support.

B.  The “Best Practices” Case Studies

For those community foundations and other
funders willing to take up the challenge of environ-
mental grantmaking, the nine case studies summa-
rized below suggest principles for effective local envi-
ronmental grantmaking in four key areas:  capacity
building; fostering collaboration and partnership;
constituency building and citizen engagement; and
grantmakers taking leadership.  The case studies were
not chosen to be perfect examples of 
“best practice” but to present the state of current
practice and to illustrate the issues, successful strate-
gies and challenges inherent in grantmaking in each
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3
of the topic areas.  Recommended best practices
drawn from the case studies, literature review, and
thoughtleader interviews are included within each of
these areas.

Capacity Building:

In recent years, funders have paid increasing
attention to the capacity building needs of nonprofit
organizations in all sectors, and many of the lessons
learned elsewhere apply well to the environment
field.  Two case studies were documented relating to
capacity building:

a) An Ontario Trillium Foundation grant to The
Couchiching Conservancy for organizational develop-
ment within an environmental NGO. This multi-
year grant supports the transition of the organi-
zation from a volunteer-based group to one led
by a professional Executive Director.  Grantmaker
requirements including the early development of
a strategic plan, tracking of clear deliverables
related to the goals of the Foundation, and a
declining grant level over several years were used
to help build capacity rather than foster depend-
ence.

b) A Laidlaw Foundation grant to establish the
Sustainability Network, a training organization
devoted to local environment sector development. In
this case, the Foundation provided not only seed
funding, but also initial office and administrative
support which greatly assisted with credibility
and stability of the new organization.
Environmental organizations were extensively
consulted to help design the capacity building
programs and delivery systems.  The
Sustainability Network is now an independent
organization with a strong base of programs and
support.

Six best practices are recommended relating to
capacity building:

• Get to know your ENGOs and their strengths
and needs, so that you can match grants with
activities appropriate to the organizational stage
and needs of local groups;

• Recognize that capacity building takes time
and investment, especially within the environ-
ment sector where many organizations are rela-
tively immature; watch for organizations that are
ready to make a transition to a higher level of
operations;

• Make use of existing training resources, includ-
ing information-sharing and peer learning
among community organizations; formal training
appears to work best within the context of the
environment sector alone;

• Offer more than money, by taking a direct role
in hosting events or programs, offering services,
or offering endorsement and credibility to select-
ed groups;

• Evaluate and adjust programs continuously,
using feedback from program participants and
advisory councils to review and adjust capacity
building programs on a regular basis;

• Help organizations learn from each other,
through information sharing and peer learning
opportunities.

Collaboration and Partnership:

Collaboration among environmental organiza-
tions and with other sectors can produce significant
and lasting benefits, but collaboration is not always
possible or even desirable, and community founda-
tions should be cautious about forcing it on ENGOs.
A growing trend is collaboration among funders
around issues of common concern.  Two case studies
were examined related to collaboration and partner-
ship:

a) A collaborative program among six community foun-
dations around the Gulf of Maine to address coastal
water quality and fisheries decline issues. This
three-year program, initiated by the foundations
themselves, was very successful in attracting new
resources and in supporting community-based
initiatives.  A network of relationships among
ENGOs and funders has lasted well beyond the
life of the program.

b) A Vancouver Foundation start-up grant to the Labour
Environmental Alliance Society (LEAS), which
brought together labour unions and environmen-
tal organizations to work on issues of common
concern.  A LEAS project on cleaners, toxins and
the ecosystem has reached workers in many
industries to educate them about toxic materials
in some cleaning products.
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4
Five best practices are recommended relating to col-
laboration and partnership:

• Make the process interactive, so that partners in
a collaboration are involved in a meaningful way
in framing its structure and priorities, have
enough flexibility to learn and adjust, and help
define an evaluation framework;

• Ensure clear agreement on the logistics, with
up-front agreement on administrative arrange-
ments, how funding decisions are handled, and
dedicated staff for coordination;

• Recognize the importance of face-to-face net-
working, with funding for travel and facilities to
regularly bring together partners to build rela-
tionships and commitment, foster mentoring,
and iron out differences;

• Look for issues with overlapping interests and
readiness for new approaches, and insist that
potential partners in collaboration are having ini-
tial discussions before applying for funding sup-
port;

• Make sure the right people and the right
organizations are involved: the skills and credi-
bility of the individuals involved, and the track
record and maturity of the organizational part-
ners are vital to success.

Constituency Building and Citizen
Engagement:

Citizen engagement, both in environmental
organizations and in broader causes, is a crucial ele-
ment in long-term environmental change, but the
success of ENGOs in involving citizens is very
uneven.  Most environmental organizations are sup-
ported by a largely white, older adult population,
and initiatives to engage diverse cultural communi-
ties and young people are mostly at an early stage.
Three case studies documented citizen engagement
projects with different target groups:

a) A North American Fund for Environmental
Cooperation (NAFEC) grant to Water Action Chelsea
/ Action-eau Chelsea to support volunteer citizen
monitoring of water quality and quantity within a
small Quebec community.  A strong framework to
store and analyze data from the program through
the municipality and a university, together with
the leadership of a well-respected community
ENGO, helped attract citizen participants in this
project.

b) An EcoAction (Environment Canada) grant to the
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority to assist
in engaging multi-cultural organizations in environ-
mental conservation projects. This project devel-
oped a framework of short, medium, and long-
term objectives, respected and involved cultural
community leaders, provided opportunities for
hands-on involvement in environmental proj-
ects, and responded to specific cultural needs.

c) A Youth in Philanthropy granting program by the
Community Foundation of Portage and District, sup-
ported by the Thomas Sill Foundation, to facilitate
youth involvement in researching and selecting
grants to local organizations.  While this program
has been very successful overall, it has not pro-
duced the expected results in the environmental
area.  This case study illustrates the opportunities
and challenges inherent in the Youth Advisory
Council  model as a vehicle for increased youth
engagement in the community.

Seven best practices are recommended relating to
citizen engagement:

• Environmental projects with citizen volunteers
must be meaningful: the quality of the activity
engaged in must be rewarding to participants,
and result in meaningful results; the involvement
of a strong credible ENGO and a strong plan are
vital;

• Engagement programs must respond to com-
munity needs and concerns, because people
must care about an environmental issue before
they are likely to become engaged;

• Work with cultural groups and leaders willing
to integrate environmental programs; current
organizations and institutions such as ESL pro-
grams provide starting points for involvement;

• Encourage ENGOs seeking to increase diversity
to first look within: organizational changes to
become more sensitive to other cultural norms,
to include diversity in staff and Board composi-
tion, and to become more inclusive are impor-
tant steps in reaching out to diverse communi-
ties;

• Address barriers to greater environmental
involvement in Youth in Philanthropy pro-
grams, including creative ways to make grants to
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5
environmental organizations lacking charitable
status, and consideration of capacity building
and awareness activities related to youth and the
environment;

• Recognize that youth view environmental con-
cerns in a different context, often as part of
broader social justice or quality of life concerns;
engaging youth may require projects with an
integrated outlook, an emphasis on activism, and
opportunities for youth to be in control;

• Be willing to experiment with different
approaches to engage youth, with innovative
projects relating to community collaboration,
leadership training, partnerships with schools,
and effective adult-youth partnerships.

Grantmakers Taking Leadership:

Many foundations are becoming more strategic
in their grantmaking, seeking to direct grants in a
more focused way to achieve greater public benefit.
Some are becoming more directly engaged in identi-
fying environmental issues, priorities and potential
solutions in their communities.  

At the same time, many foundations have main-
tained their traditional discomfort with funding
advocacy activities by ENGOs.  This reluctance is
largely self-imposed, rather than dictated by the lim-
its defined in charitable law.  Public consultation is a
legally-mandated and important element of many
aspects of community and natural resource plan-
ning, and it is often difficult for the community to
engage effectively on complex issues.  Since many
environmental issues are intimately linked with pub-
lic policy, the extent to which community founda-
tions support engagement in advocating policy
change is especially important for this sector.

Two case studies are included to address issues
relating to foundation leadership:

a) An Alberta Ecotrust Foundation initiative to lead a
Calgary Dialogue on Urban Ecosystem Health using
a facilitated process in a workshop with commu-
nity group representatives to identify and discuss
urban environmental issues and potential solu-
tions.  This process has been successful in stimu-
lating environmental project proposals, develop-
ing a network and listserve among city organiza-
tions, and generating public appreciation for the

Foundation.  Several other community dialogues
are planned, based on this model.

b) A George Cedric Metcalf Charitable Foundation grant
to the Sierra Club of Canada for community engage-
ment in Newfoundland forestry, which is oriented
to providing information and mapping on eco-
logical areas with imminent threat, networking
and training with conservation groups and con-
cerned citizens, and community-based visions
and action plans to respond to upcoming consul-
tations on forest licenses.  This project provides
the building blocks to allow effective engagement
to influence future resource management policies
in the province.

Five best practices are recommended relating to
foundations taking leadership:

• Use the convenor role to identify community
needs and opportunities, such as hosting com-
munity discussions about environmental issues
and concerns, and encouraging networking and
future projects to address those concerns;

• Define your comfort level with advocacy proj-
ects, and make that boundary known to appli-
cants; be aware of changing government regula-
tions in this area, and recognize that a founda-
tion’s comfort level may also change with experi-
ence;

• Show leadership in supporting civic engage-
ment, particularly by becoming more courageous
in grantmaking in the environmental sector;

• Support projects that encourage constructive
dialogue on issues by bringing people together,
providing relevant and accurate technical infor-
mation, and focusing on workable solutions; but
funders should be careful not to try to pre-define
outcomes for a process of dialogue;

• Look for an understanding of issues and
process by applicant organizations; proposals
should demonstrate a solid understanding and
realistic assessment of opportunities for influenc-
ing public policy, and of the steps along the way.

Ex
e
cu

tive
 Su

m
m

a
ry

                         



6 Acknowledgements

Sandy Houston George Cedric Metcalf Charitable Foundation

Mauro Vescera Vancouver Foundation

May Wong Toronto Atmospheric Fund (now with Toronto 
Community Foundation)

Paul Bubelis Sustainability Network

Victoria Gagnon Ontario Trillium Foundation

Tracey Robertson Ontario Trillium Foundation - Waterloo

Bruce Lourie Richard Ivey Foundation

Lois DeBacker C.S. Mott Foundation

Pat Letizia Alberta Ecotrust Foundation

Shelley Uytterhagen Carthy Foundation

Hugh Arklie Thomas Sill Foundation

Janice Harvey Conservation Council of New Brunswick

Harvey Locke Tides Canada Foundation

Stephen Huddart J. W. McConnell Family Foundation

Sheila Leahy Consultant to C.S. Mott Foundation

Gisèle Rucker Samuel and Saidye Bronfman Family Foundation

This report was prepared by Ron Reid and Ric
Symmes under contract with the Canadian
Environmental Grantmakers’ Network.

Funding for this project has been provided by the
Hamilton Community Foundation (HCF), which is
part of a nation-wide project to strengthen commu-
nity foundation grantmaking for the environment

sponsored by The J.W. McConnell Family
Foundation, in association with Community
Foundations of Canada.

Invaluable information and perspectives for this
study have been derived from telephone interviews
with the following thoughtleaders:

In addition, valuable input was received from
Kathryn Townshend of the Canadian Environmental
Grantmakers’ Network, Betsy Martin and Barbara
Oates of Community Foundations of Canada and
from an advisory committee of Ruth Richardson,

May Wong, and Mauro Vescera.  The foundation
staff and representatives from grantee organizations
interviewed for specific case studies also added great-
ly to the study with their information and perspec-
tives.

A
ck

n
o

w
le

d
g

e
m

e
n

ts

                                   



7
1.1 Background

This report presents the findings of a project,
initiated by the Hamilton Community
Foundation and Community Foundations of

Canada, to identify best practices in environmental
grantmaking at the local level.  It is intended to help
community foundations and other grantmakers to
increase their effectiveness in building the capacity
of their local environment sector and increasing citi-
zen engagement in community environmental
issues.

The Hamilton Community Foundation (HCF) is
one of several Canadian community foundations
taking part in an initiative, led by Community
Foundations of Canada (CFC) and funded by The
J.W. McConnell Family Foundation, to significantly
expand their focus on the environment within their
respective communities – with the goal of facilitat-
ing and strengthening environmental change at the
local level.

The HCF recognized that, in order to meet this
goal, it needed to build its own understanding of
environmental grantmaking.  As part of this process,
the HCF identified a need for practical information
on “best practices” in local environmental grantmak-
ing based on the experiences of other grantmakers
engaged in supporting environmental initiatives.
Specifically, the Foundation was interested in learn-
ing more about grantmaking practices that:  help to
strengthen the capacity of the local environment
sector; encourage collaboration and relationship
building within the environment sector; and encour-
age citizen engagement broadly, and especially in
neighbourhoods, with youth and with diverse popu-
lations.  The Foundation engaged the Canadian
Environmental Grantmakers’ Network (CEGN) to
develop a project to meet this need.

While the project will assist the Hamilton
Community Foundation in the development of its
own environmental program, it was recognized that
the findings would also be useful for other commu-
nity foundations in the early stages of their environ-
mental work – and indeed for any grantmaker wish-
ing to better understand the particular characteris-
tics, needs and challenges that funders face in sup-
porting environmental initiatives at the local level. 

This study is not intended to be a definitive
guide, but rather to provide an overview of the cur-
rent state of knowledge and practice in the field and
to serve as a starting point for further discussion on
best practices in environmental grantmaking at the
local level.

1.2 Methodology

The project was based on a case study approach.
Case studies provide an effective way to convey gen-
eral principles through real-life examples – facilitat-
ing a process of learning by experience as readers
move from the specific facts, issues and solutions
provided in the case example to the inference of
general principles and learnings that can be applied
in practice across a variety of situations.  Because
they are drawn from real life, case studies provide a
rich mix of actual experience illustrating not just the
successes, but also the issues and challenges faced
along the way.

For this project, the case study approach also
had the advantage of accommodating the range of
specific issues relevant to the broader topic of local
environmental grantmaking.  These issues addressed
by the nine case studies in this report can be
grouped into four key areas and include:

A. Capacity Building in the Local Environment
Sector

• Organizational development of individual local
environment groups (i.e. single organization-
level)

• Local environment sector development (i.e sec-
tor-level)

B. Collaboration and Partnership at the Local
Level

• Fostering collaboration among local environment
organizations

• Fostering cross-sectoral partnerships between
environmental organizations and other sectors
within the community

C. Constituency Building and Citizen 
Engagement

• Effective citizen engagement at the local/neigh-
bourhood level

1.0 Introduction
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8
• Increasing the diversity of participation in local

environmental issues

• Engaging with youth

D. Grantmakers Taking Leadership

• Foundation-led initiatives

• Supporting engagement in environmental public
policy issues

The project was undertaken by the consultants
with input from an Advisory Committee made up of
CEGN staff and members.  The first steps included a
scan of relevant literature and telephone interviews
with sixteen thoughtleaders in the environmental
grantmaking field who were identified by the
Advisory Committee.  The literature scan and
thoughtleader interviews together helped to identify
principles of effective grantmaking practices in each
of the topic areas.  The case studies were selected
based on suggestions from the thoughtleaders and in
consultation with the Advisory Committee.  The
case studies were not chosen to be perfect examples
of “best practice” but to present the state of current
practice and to illustrate the issues, successful strate-
gies and challenges inherent in grantmaking in each
of the topic areas.  Taken together, the case studies
also comprise a range of projects, regions, types of
grantmakers, grant sizes and recipients.  Information
on each of the selected environmental granting case
studies was gathered through telephone interviews
with representatives from both the grantmaker and
recipient plus, where available, review of written
material (such as evaluation reports) on the
grant/project.  

1.3 Organization of Report

Following this introduction, the report begins
with a brief section providing an overview of the
current context of community foundations and the
environment in Canada.  The main body of the
report comprises four sections corresponding to the
key areas listed above:  capacity building in the local
environment sector; fostering collaboration and
partnership; constituency building and citizen
engagement; and grantmakers taking leadership.
Each of these four sections provides background
observations on the general topic area, an introduc-
tion to the case studies selected to illustrate this

topic, the case studies themselves, a summary of rec-
ommended best practices relating to the topic, and
selected resources.

1.4 A Word About the Journey

It is a truism that, while it is good to have a des-
tination, it is the journey that really matters.  All of
those involved in this project would agree that the
process of exploring the concept of “best practice” in
local environmental grantmaking was very much a
learning experience.  Over the course of the review
of the literature, the interviews with the
thoughtleaders and the discussions of the Advisory
Committee it became clear that this field is in its
early stages in terms of articulating a solid body of
theory and research to guide best practice.  We are
clearly at the beginning in terms of a critical exami-
nation of the field.

This report is offered as a starting point for this
journey.  By providing an overview of the current
state of the field, including drawing together some
examples of good work being done, we hope to stim-
ulate further discussion and debate on the many
unanswered questions and uncertainties that remain.
What is certain is the value inherent in learning
from each other as we work toward an understand-
ing of best practices in environmental grantmaking
at the local level.
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This section provides an overview of the cur-
rent context of community foundations and
the environment in Canada based on findings

from the scan of relevant literature and research, and
from general observations of the thoughtleaders.

2.1 Community Foundations and the
Environment

There are 139 community foundations currently
active across Canada, ranging in size from small
organizations completely dependent on volunteer
resources, to large organizations like the Vancouver
Foundation, which has total assets of over $600 mil-
lion.  Together, these Canadian community founda-
tions had $1.8 billion in assets in 2003.

Regardless of size, all community foundations
combine three main roles:  grantmaking; community
convening and leadership; and endowment build-
ing/donor service. Community Foundations of
Canada has created a series of ten principles for
community foundations that reflect these roles.
These principles relate to:

• building community capacity;

• understanding the changing nature of our 
communities;

• creating opportunities for dialogue;

• developing partnerships;

• reflecting diversity and fostering renewal;

• establishing an effective and imaginative grants 
program;

• building community assets and facilitating 
philanthropy;

• evaluating and sharing results;

• implementing responsive and accountable
processes;

• balancing our resources.

Community foundations across Canada are very
familiar with these roles and principles, and they
form an important backdrop for this study, since vir-
tually all of them apply to grantmaking within the
environment sector as well.

For Canadian community foundations overall,
the environment currently represents only a small
fraction of their granting activity and as such repre-
sents an important need and opportunity for sup-
port.  According to CEGN’s Canadian Environmental
Grants Database and figures from Community
Foundations of Canada, grants to the environment
represent between four and five percent of the total
grant dollars made by Canadian community founda-
tions in 2002 – representing almost $5 million in
grants to the environment.  This percentage is typi-
cal of overall patterns of foundation and corporate
giving but very low compared with 25 percent of
total grants by all types of Canadian environmental
grantmakers included in CEGN’s database.  In addi-
tion, environment grants made by community foun-
dations were generally smaller than the average for
grantmakers in the database – with a median envi-
ronment grant of $5,000 for community founda-
tions compared to the overall median of $11,700.  

Over the past few years, there have been several
opportunities for community foundations to
increase their activity in the environment.  Several
Canadian community foundations joined with U.S.
colleagues in the Great Lakes Community
Foundations Environmental Collaborative to address
local watershed issues that affect the overall health
of the Great Lakes.  The Collaborative gave them the
access to training, environmental consultants and
some matching funding to increase their endow-
ment funds and environmental granting.

Community Foundations of Canada (CFC) has
also begun to focus on the environment by identify-
ing opportunities like the Collaborative for commu-
nity foundations, and working with The J.W.
McConnell Family Foundation to develop and man-
age a program to help community foundations sig-
nificantly expand their focus on the environment.
By facilitating partnerships, documenting and shar-
ing the experiences of community foundations, dis-
seminating lessons learned and best practices and
providing opportunities for peer exchange, CFC can
help community foundations become important
supporters of environmental action in Canada.

The thoughtleaders interviewed for this project
identified several of the general roles and strengths
of community foundations that they viewed as hav-
ing particular relevance for the environment sector:

2.0  Overview of Community Foundations and the Environment
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10
• Community foundations can partner with other

funders, including private foundations and other
sources, to create collaboratives around issues of
common concern.  This collaboration can help to
validate projects by the community organizations
being funded, to introduce organizations to other
funders, and to lever additional funding for proj-
ects;

• They can work with various government agencies
and programs to get to know key staff and to
encourage funding of worthy community groups
and projects; 

• They can provide leadership in partnering with
community environmental groups by knowing
their staff, board members, and programs well
enough to know who to bring to the table on
issues of interest;

• They can play a very valuable role in convening
meetings or forums to bring together representa-
tives of various sectors within the community
(environment, social, business, etc.) to discuss
issues, identify priority needs and strategies, and
develop consensus.  Community foundations
have great potential to play this convening role
because they are seen as neutral, they often know
key players in various sectors, and they should
have facilitating skills to guide productive discus-
sions.

The ability of community foundations to grasp
these opportunities in the environment sector is
dependent in part on the resources it has available in
the form of staff and board members, and in part on
the willingness of the foundations to take a leader-
ship role on environmental issues in their communi-
ties.

2.2 Distinctive Characteristics of the
Environment Sector

Granting to environmental organizations and
projects is relatively new to most community foun-
dations.  While there are some similarities to the
other sectors of interest to community foundations
such as the arts, culture, recreation, and health, it is
important to recognize that typical community-level
environmental non-governmental organizations
(ENGOs) are different in several ways.  An important
first step for foundations interested in entering the

field of environmental grantmaking is to understand
these distinctive characteristics of the environment
sector.

There are exceptions, but typical ENGOs have
distinctive challenges related to: financial and orga-
nizational capacity, leadership skills and governance,
funding, and public perception that results from the
reactive, sometimes contentious, nature of their
activities, and a public image that sometimes por-
trays them as eccentric or marginal.

• ENGO volunteers and staff often have exception-
al expertise in their chosen area, whether it be
nature, wildlife, air quality, toxics or environ-
mental education. While they have great volun-
teer energy and talented, passionate leadership,
there are typically many small groups with very
limited resources, and only a few groups with
staff.  Relative to other sectors, ENGOs are signifi-
cantly lacking in infrastructure, stable revenue
streams, and public funding.  (As one observer
noted, there is no Arts Council for the environ-
ment sector, nor are they typically included in
the United Way.)  Many have no staff, but where
staff exists, salary levels are low, resulting in high
staff turnover.  Organizations are often project-
driven, with a lack of stable core or discretionary
funding.  Small community ENGOs are often iso-
lated and vulnerable; half of them lack charitable
status, a characteristic which hampers their foun-
dation and corporate fundraising.

• Community ENGO boards are often comprised of
people who become involved because of their
passion for the environment, rather than their
organizational skills or connections.  As a result,
boards tend to be less strategic and less sophisti-
cated than those in other sectors.  Community
ENGOs may be weak on organizational manage-
ment and governance skills.  In some cases, they
have difficulty working collaboratively with each
other, in part because of strong competition for a
limited funding base, but there have been a
growing number of examples of successful collab-
oration between ENGOs and with other organiza-
tions such as municipalities and universities.  In
general, they have little experience at working
cooperatively with other sectors.
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• Many community ENGOs are born in a defensive

posture, in reaction to a perceived threat to the
local environment.  Some remain as single-issue
groups, some fade away, and a few evolve into
organizations with a broader focus and greater
permanence.  For many of the smaller groups
and some larger ones, advocacy remains an
important focus, but the environment sector is
far from homogenous.  Most environment groups
participate at some level in civic engagement,
often in formal planning processes or in response
to development proposals.  Their interests and
the important questions they raise sometimes
bring them into conflict with developers, other
commercial interests, and government agencies
with development schemes, a situation that
rarely happens with arts or sports and recreation
groups.

• In general, the environment sector has a public
perception problem - ENGOs are often perceived
as radical, marginalized, and out of the main-
stream, even where that reputation is clearly not
deserved.  This image can hamper their ability to
attract board candidates with essential skills.

• Like other sectors, the environment sector has its
own language and networks.  As part of a fairly
new relationship, it should be expected that it
will take some time for community foundations
to become comfortable with the organizations in
this sector and their priorities.

• In general, the environment sector receives a
small share of overall foundation and corporate
giving.  Information sources from Canada and
the United States (including the Conference
Board of Canada, the Canadian Centre for
Philanthropy, and the U.S. Foundation Center)
identify environmental grants as comprising
approximately 4% to 6% of total grant dollars by
corporate and/or foundation funders.  

• Finally, it is important to note that many groups
engaged in environmental work at the local level
are not strictly speaking “environmental organi-
zations”. For example, according to CEGN’s
Canadian Environmental Grants Database, just
under one-third of environment grant dollars in
2002 went to organizations whose primary focus
was not the environment.  These other types of
organizations engaged in environment work

included schools, sports/recreation/tourism
groups, municipal government, First Nations,
community/citizens groups, agriculture, social
services, and others.

Environmental non-governmental groups per-
form an essential function in the community by
working to improve such fundamental needs as
clean air and water, and a healthy environment.
While they contribute energy, expertise and count-
less volunteer hours to protect the civic necessities,
the community level ENGO’s have great difficulty
accessing funds from private foundations or corpora-
tions. They are vulnerable and among the most in
need of support from community foundations.
Engaging in the environment also represents an
important opportunity for community foundations
to fulfill their mission to strengthen their local com-
munities and provide leadership on issues affecting
community and individual well-being.

2.3 Introduction to the “Best Practices” Case
Studies

For those community foundations, and other
funders, willing to take up the challenge of environ-
mental grantmaking the nine case studies that fol-
low suggest principles for effective local environ-
mental grantmaking in four key areas:  capacity
building in the local environment sector; fostering
collaboration and partnership; constituency building
and citizen engagement; and grantmakers taking
leadership.

As noted, the case studies were not chosen to be
perfect examples of “best practice” but to present the
state of current practice and to illustrate the issues,
successful strategies and challenges inherent in
grantmaking in each of the topic areas.  Together,
the case studies present a broad range of projects,
regions, types of grantmakers, grant sizes and recipi-
ents.  They also collectively illustrate examples of
grantmakers engaged in a range of broad strategies:

• reactive or responsive approaches in which the
grantmaker responds to community needs as
expressed by applicants;

• proactive approaches involving foundation-led
instigation of projects, initiatives or outreach on
funder-identified priorities of interest;
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• interactive approaches involving a process com-

bining elements of the first two strategies and
generally including two-way (and often multiple)
discussions between the grantmaker and commu-
nity groups to jointly identify priority needs and
consensus to guide future grantmaking.

It is difficult to identify one of these strategies as
the “best” approach in any given area.  They are
most usefully thought of as a continuum of strate-
gies available to grantmakers depending on the situ-
ation and needs.  Choosing among these strategies
involves a host of factors to be considered at the
local level, and the relative weighting of the three
strategies is likely to change over time as community
foundations grow and mature.  The important thing
is for foundations to be aware of the different
approaches and consciously choose a strategy appro-
priate for their own goals and for the current needs
in their community.

As noted, each of the four sections that follow
provides background observations on the general
topic area, an introduction to the case studies select-
ed to illustrate this topic, the case studies them-
selves; a summary of recommended best practices
relating to the topic; and selected resources.  For
each case study, the following information is provid-
ed:  grant details, the underlying grantmaking strate-
gy, a description of the initiative/project, outcomes,
key learning points, summary comments and case
contacts.
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3.1 Background Observations

In recent years, funders have paid increasing
attention to the capacity building needs of non-
profit organizations in all sectors.  Capacity

building has been defined as strengthening the abili-
ty of nonprofit organizations to fulfill their missions
in an effective manner.  It can occur in many aspects
of an organization, including programs, manage-
ment, fund raising, financial management, and com-
munications.  Capacity building activities can
include staff training, peer exchanges, one-on-one
consulting, new equipment and staff, or even facility
purchase or renovation.  It is also closely related to
the issue of core operating funding, which for many
organizations is the most critical need in establish-
ing effective capacity.

The recent literature is rich in useful approaches
to capacity building for organizations of all kinds,
and many of those approaches are appropriate in the
environmental context as well.  Capacity building is
a particular priority for most community ENGOs,
because as described earlier, they are generally small-
er and less mature than similar organizations in
other sectors.  They have pressing needs to develop a
more stable financial base, greater organizational
skills, and improved community relations and mar-
keting techniques.

The thoughtleader interviews provided observa-
tions in several areas that should receive particular
emphasis by community foundations involved in
the environment sector at the local level:

• As a prerequisite to effective capacity building, it
is essential that community foundations and
their staff understand the nature and needs of
the environment sector in their community.
This means investing in staff expertise and advi-
sory resources, and playing an active outreach
role to establish links with the environmental
organizations at all levels to learn about their
activities and priorities. External or peer review
of project proposals is a useful technique to aug-
ment internal expertise and find ways to improve
a grant proposal.

• The kinds of capacity development sponsored or
provided must match the needs of the ENGOs
involved.  For example, small volunteer-based
groups might benefit most from sessions on vol-

unteer management, or how to structure effective
projects and funding proposals.  Larger groups
might benefit from strategic planning, board
development training, travel and training bur-
saries, or management of trust funds.  

• Many of the concepts relating to capacity build-
ing generally within the nonprofit sector can be
usefully applied to environmental organizations
as well. For example, Tim Brodhead, President of
The J.W. McConnell Family Foundation, noted in
a 1999 paper (see Resources section) that their
approach to building capacity is rooted in three
concepts: 1) focusing on people’s assets, strengths
and capacities rather than their needs, problems
and deficiencies; 2) allowing people who are
engaged in improving themselves to decide what
external resources would be useful to them; and
3) seeking solutions which are sustainable.

• Because of the relatively young nature of many
of the community organizations in the environ-
ment sector, “readiness” is a key factor in the
success of capacity building assistance.  Readiness
may in part be indicated by the organization’s
strategic planning, but may be determined
through knowing the group’s leaders, the support
shown by its board, and the thought and effort
put into funding requests.  Community founda-
tions can play a pivotal role in taking an organi-
zation to a higher level of operations, but should
recognize that this takes time to be successful,
and typically means significant, multi-year fund-
ing commitments.  Capacity building funding
should allow room for the organization to follow
its own priorities.

• Building capacity to manage leadership transition
is a major issue for community ENGOs, especial-
ly since very few environmental organizations
have middle-management staff levels to serve as
a training ground for future leaders.  Encouraging
peer networks, establishing mentoring relation-
ships and creating internship programs may be
more appropriate to ENGOs than formal training
programs.  Identifying promising young people,
preferably from diverse backgrounds, and provid-
ing opportunities for on-the-ground experience
over several years could be an effective strategy
for developing future leaders.

3.0  Capacity Building
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• In some instances, supporting infrastructure at

the community level such as office or meeting
space for ENGO’s can be very helpful.  Funding
to purchase computers and equipment or secure
office space can improve the capacity to find
other funding, do research and connect with
potential allies and resources.  Shared space and
facilities in some cases can encourage sector and
cross-sectoral interaction and support.

3.2. Capacity Building Case Studies: 

This section includes two case studies as exam-
ples of effective grantmaking in support of capacity
building within the environment sector.  Because
capacity building includes a wide range of activities,
these case studies can only illustrate particular
aspects of this subject area.  The cases relate to the
following themes:

a) Environmental NGO organizational develop-
ment: The Couchiching Conservancy
(How can community foundation grantmaking sup-
port or increase the capacity of individual NGO
organizations to improve the environment in the com-
munity?)

This case was selected as particularly good exam-
ple of a key element of capacity-building in individ-
ual organizations:  assisting an environmental
organization in the transition from volunteer-based
to staff-based operations.

b) Local environment sector development: The
Sustainability Network (How can community
foundation grantmaking strengthen the capacity of
the environmental NGO sector, as a whole, in the
community?) 

While there are many examples of support for
various types of capacity building within individual
organizations, examples of sector-wide involvement
are much more limited.  This case was selected as a
good example of sector development through pro-
viding a range of training opportunities to commu-
nity-based ENGOs.  
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Grantmaking Strategy:

The Ontario Trillium Foundation (Trillium)
operates both province-wide and in 16 region-
al catchment areas.  Like most community

foundations, Trillium supports a broad range of com-
munity-centred groups and activities including the
arts, culture, recreation, sports, social services and
the environment.  Trillium recognizes that volunteer
and community effort is of great importance to
healthy communities and to the preservation of the
natural environment that supports those communi-
ties.  

As part of its strategy for the environment sec-
tor, Trillium recognizes that building the capacity of
environmental groups is essential to the vitality and
effectiveness of the sector as a whole.  

One key element in capacity building that
Trillium has identified is the need for professional
staff for some of these groups.  This issue is especial-
ly relevant to the environment sector.  While some
environmental groups emerge in response to a local
issue or threat, and disappear when the issue is
resolved, others carry on at a modest level supported
by a core of dedicated volunteers.  Sooner or later,
those groups are faced with the need for a profes-
sional staff person if they are to continue and grow.  

Many community environmental issues require
expertise, participation in daytime meetings or hear-

ings, continuity in financial or land management, or
more daily coordination than volunteers can sustain.
For example, a local land trust can draw on commu-
nity volunteers for much of its activity, but potential
donors of land or money want continuity in the
relationship in order to be confident that major gifts
will be cared for appropriately.  Other types of
ENGOs face similar challenges in maintaining their
energy and effectiveness.

While a professional staff can generate dona-
tions, grants and added volunteer effectiveness that
far exceed the cost of salary, it takes time and staff
effort to achieve that increased income to pay for
professional staff – leaving environmental groups in
a “Catch 22” situation.  A financial “bridge” to take
groups from purely volunteer to secure initial
staffing is a critical challenge for both the organiza-
tions and the community foundations that support
their goals and objectives.

An important challenge for Trillium is knowing
which groups to support when they apply, since not
all are suitable or ready to make the transition from
volunteer to staffed.  In making these decisions
Trillium emphasizes its strategic goals:

• building capacity, not dependency –  therefore a
credible plan that will be sustainable by the
ENGO after the grant is vital;

3.2.1 Case Study: 

Environmental NGO organizational development

Case Study Name: The Couchiching Conservancy Capacity Grant
Grantmaker: Ontario Trillium Foundation

Grant Recipient: The Couchiching Conservancy

Location: Simcoe County (near Orillia), Ontario

Time Frame: 2002-2006

Grant Amount: $21,000/yr average over 4.5 years (total grant $95,000)
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Contact Information:

John Pugsley 

Program Officer

Ontario Trillium Foundation – 

York-Simcoe Region:

Barrie, Ontario

Telephone: 705 734 1040

Email: jpugsley@trilliumfoundation.org

Web: www.trilliumfoundation.org

Ron Reid

Executive Director

The Couchiching Conservancy

P.O. Box 704 Orillia, Ontario  L3V 6K7

Telephone: 705 326 1620

Email: nature@couchconservancy.ca

Web: www.couchconservancy.ca
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• fostering community engagement— therefore a
pattern of successful partnerships and communi-
ty support is an important part of the applica-
tion; 

• expanding volunteerism in the community, not
simply replacing volunteers with paid staff –
continued volunteer engagement in the board
and executive is therefore another consideration.

Trillium responds to individual applications
after detailed review and discussion by program staff
with applicants, using a comprehensive strategic
framework to evaluate proposals.  This framework
includes:

• environment scans completed for each of
Trillium’s funding sectors that are used to raise
awareness among staff, committees and board
members about community needs, issues, trends
and approaches, and to serve as a general context
for assessing how an application fits with com-
munity priorities;

• a carefully thought out application process that
ensures that an applicant includes a sound strate-
gic plan, deliverables, an evaluation framework,
and a transition to sustainable (post grant) opera-
tion;

• regional staff who can advise groups on how to
make the most effective application, can check
the contents of those applications, and provide
advice after approval as the grant progresses;

• regional volunteer advisory committees who are
familiar with community needs, connections and
provide expertise to the review process;

• regional and provincial staff expertise and infor-
mation systems to see how similar grants or ini-
tiatives have worked out in other regions; and 

• review by the Trillium Board of Directors.

This comprehensive approach is needed because
Trillium often makes relatively large and multi-year
grants, and is sensitive to ensuring that public dol-
lars are invested wisely and carefully.  Trillium proce-
dures deliberately “front-end-load” the project plan-
ning work needed by applicants, with relatively
modest reporting requirements afterwards (typically
once-annually reports required). Trillium is prepared
to make multi-year grants because certain capacity
building objectives cannot be achieved in a single
year or with the uncertainty and effort that is neces-

sary with re-applying annually.  It does also make
smaller grants with shorter duration for other
aspects of capacity building, recognizing that the
type of assistance provided must fit with the current
needs of the applicant organization.

Description of the Project:

In 2002 The Couchiching Conservancy, a com-
munity land trust, requested funding from the
Ontario Trillium Foundation - York/Simcoe Region,
to expand its land protection and fund raising
capacity in the northern portion of Simcoe Country
and western portion of the Kawartha Lakes (Carden
Plain).  

Founded in 1993, the Conservancy operated as a
charitable organization with strong volunteer and
community support. In 2002, the Conservancy
Board decided that the organization could greatly
expand its effectiveness if it could make the transi-
tion to a volunteer driven organization with a pro-
fessional executive director.  While the Conservancy
had an active fund raising program and growing rev-
enues, a full time professional was needed to deliver
the programming and attract the extra funding that
would support that person – a circular problem.  By
applying for a 4.5 year declining grant from the
Ontario Trillium Foundation, the Conservancy Board
sought assistance to make the transition, and take
the organization to the next level.

The multi-year grant provided the Conservancy
with sufficient assurance to hire a quality profession-
al, to have enough stability to attract the right appli-
cants, to undertake multi-year projects and to ramp
up income from projects and fund raising volunteers
based on the growing benefits to the community.
The grant was to provide a declining portion of the
executive director salary.  The approved grant was as
follows:

Year 1 $ 30,000

Year 2 25,000

Year 3 20,000

Year 4 and 5 20,000

Total 95,000 

The project proposal set out how the position
would be funded at the end of the grant period.  As
a condition of this grant, Trillium required a five
year strategic plan to be submitted within the first
year, a condition that ensured that the Conservancy
had thought through and achieved board agreement
for its plan.
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The project proposal included financial commit-
ments from other sources and described specific
community benefits to be achieved within the five-
year period:

• securement through donation or purchase of at
least 1400 hectares of natural lands, involving at
least 5 land or conservation easements;

• at least 100 private landowners personally con-
tacted to encourage good land stewardship;

• at least 10 private land stewardship agreements
completed with landowners;

• at least 800 hectares of land evaluated for ecolog-
ical significance;

• at least 200 new members signed up for the
Conservancy;

• at least 50 new volunteers actively engaged in
property management, ecological monitoring or
project activities.

These concrete deliverables related not only to
the objectives of the Conservancy, but also aligned
closely with the strategic goals of Trillium.  For
example, they targeted an increase in volunteer
activity and community partnerships, rather than
replacing existing volunteer effort with staff.

Outcomes:

The Conservancy has hired its executive director
and volunteer activity and community contributions
have increased since the grant was approved in
2002.  In addition:

• 1219  hectares or nearly 3000 acres of land have
been secured, providing tangible long-term envi-
ronmental benefits to the community;

• member and volunteer activity and fund raising
have increased significantly, including a major
capital campaign for a strategic land purchase;

• community donations have restored a house on
one Conservancy property to provide a conserva-
tion centre for future operations;

• landowner contacts and biological studies on the
Oro Moraine and Carden Plain have comple-
mented and supported positive municipal initia-
tives in these priority landscapes;

• community profile of Conservancy programs and
positive environmental solutions have increased
markedly;

• The Couchiching Conservancy provides its expe-
rience and advice to assist other local land trusts
in Ontario, helping to build capacity elsewhere.

Key Learning Points:
The Trillium capacity grant to The

Couchiching Conservancy illustrates a number
of important elements:

• Capacity building grants that are well-
matched to the needs of the applicant
organization and the community can make
a critical difference in the ability of ENGOs
to produce community benefits.  In this
case, a multi-year grant to support the deli-
cate transition from volunteer-based to
staff-based operations appears likely to pro-
vide long-term positive impacts.

• Knowledge of the environmental commu-
nity as well as the community at large pro-
vide important information about needs,
priorities and who is doing what.  Trillium
achieves this through its voluntary advisory
committees, environmental scans, and its
staff in the regions.  

• Trillium watches trends and patterns
including the success of environmental
grants through internal consultation across
its 16 regions, using contacts and an elec-
tronic information system.  Community
foundations might provide similar mutual
support by setting up links or informal
consultation with foundations in other
regions.

• Multi-year capacity grants are sometimes
necessary to achieve community objectives,
but they should have an evaluation frame-
work, deliverables, declining support or
other measures to foster post grant sustain-
ability.

• Capacity grants should be carefully evaluat-
ed against foundation objectives.  For
example, if increased volunteerism and
community engagement is a foundation
objective, grants that simply replace volun-
teers with paid staff will not prove benefi-
cial in the long term.
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Summary Comments:

This Couchiching Conservancy case study illus-
trates a grant that raised an organization to a higher
level of activity and long term community benefit.
Instead of giving a short-term project grant (analo-
gous to giving “a fish” to feed a man for a day), it is
helping the environmental group fashion a better
“fishing net” so that it can feed the community’s
environmental needs for the long term.  Because of
the relatively large number of volunteer-based ENGOs
and few staffed groups, this transition is particularly
important for the environment sector.

In addition to long term capacity building, there
are other circumstances where expertise is needed for a
defined term, such as a coordinator to bring a variety of
participants to a public planning or community
enhancement project, to manage a mini-grant program
for many small volunteer groups, or where certain
expertise is needed for a community project.  A commu-
nity foundation grant does not have to cover the whole
amount, but can validate the group and help attract
additional money from other funders.
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Grantmaking Strategy:

Compared with most other sectors, the envi-
ronment sector in Canada is relatively
young.  As environmental groups matured

and encountered larger and more complex issues
such as climate change or urban sprawl in the
1990’s, it became apparent to ENGO leaders that
additional organizational skills were needed to meet
these new challenges.  At the time, grants to build
management, governance and other essentials were
uncommon and many foundations and agencies
active in the environment in Canada preferred to
fund projects and field work. The few capacity grants
made by foundations usually went directly to larger
groups, and served to build up one specific organiza-
tion rather than the sector as a whole.  

In the early 90’s, the Laidlaw Foundation funded
a review of the environment.  This review identified
the need for training and capacity building among
environment groups in Ontario. This finding was
reinforced in two subsequent initiatives.  In 1996,
the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation and others
sponsored a conference that included conservation
and environmental groups from United States and a
few from Canada.  Great Lakes region foundations
sponsored the “Great Lakes, Great Stakes” exercise

and related reports.  These discussions confirmed the
sector-wide capacity gap among environmental
groups in Ontario. Many local groups lacked the
organizational skills and fundraising capacity to par-
ticipate effectively in civic planning processes, and
some sort of skill-building service was needed.  

In the United States, the Environmental Support
Center and the Institute for Conservation Leadership
were filling this role.  There was no similar organiza-
tion in Canada dedicated to delivery of programs to
increase the capacity of the environment sector.

Bruce Lourie, who managed the Laidlaw
Foundation’s environmental program at the time,
and like-minded environmentalists brought this idea
back to the Laidlaw Foundation at a time when its
environmental program was under review.  The
result was an initial grant and project support for the
Ontario “Sustainability Network”.

Description of the Project:

The initial seed funding for the Sustainability
Network in 1997 supported the hiring of a part time
staff person.  The Foundation also took a hands-on
role by providing office space, administration, chari-
table status and the credibility and advantages of
being a project of the Laidlaw Foundation.  Three

3.2.2.Case Study: 

Local environment sector development

Case Study Name: Sustainability Network
Grantmaker: Laidlaw Foundation, with a supporting planning and consultation grant  from the 

Toronto Community Foundation,  and contracts from Environment Canada – 
Ontario Region, and the Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy

Grant Recipient: Sustainability Network

Location: Ontario

Time Frame: 1997

Grant Amount: $20,000 initial grant from Laidlaw Foundation, followed by annual grants for 3 years
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Contact Information:

Shona MacLachlan

Program Coordinator

Laidlaw Foundation

365 Bloor Street East Suite 2000  

Toronto, Ontario M4W 3L4

Telephone: 416 964 3614 ext 304

Email: smaclachlan@laidlawfdn.org

Web: www.laidlawfdn.org

Paul Bubelis

Executive Director

Sustainability Network

615 Yonge St, Suite 501

Toronto, Ontario M4Y 1Z5

Telephone: 416 324 2792

Email: paul@sustain.web.ca

Web: http://sustain.web.ca
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other funders, the Toronto Community Foundation,
Environment Canada, and the Ontario Ministry of
Environment and Energy (MOEE) provided $42,000
to fund a six month consultation and planning
phase to ascertain, from the ENGOs themselves, just
what kind of capacity building was needed and
which delivery systems would work best.  This “bot-
tom up” approach was a key characteristic of the
concept.

Environmental groups wanted a program that
was “simple, small, affordable and accessible”.  The
proposed network was intended to identify, organize,
deliver and communicate training and development
opportunities. The groups themselves identified the
need for greater skills including: 

• management of non-governmental organizations;

• leadership;

• fund raising and grant writing;

• marketing and communications;

• governance and board relations; and

• planning and budgeting.

The same groups identified the need for net-
working opportunities to meet other environmental
groups working on similar or related topics, and to
meet potential funders to learn about their priorities.
From these needs emerged the extremely popular
“quarterly breakfast meeting” series. 

At the end of the initial grant period, an inaugu-
ral workshop and seminar on fund raising was
offered at the offices of the Waterfront Regeneration
Trust.  The workshop was packed, and the funders in
attendance left with a very clear concept of the
capacity building program the environmental groups
needed and wanted.  With this mandate and the
high credibility established by the involvement of
the Laidlaw Foundation, funding was secured from
several other sources and the program rolled out on
an ongoing basis.  

The Sustainability Network offered an Internet
network, breakfast meetings, seminars, training
courses and occasional forums. Later, bursaries and
travel allowances were added to assist in leadership
development in other venues.  

The Sustainability Network places considerable
emphasis on evaluation of its programs on an ongo-
ing basis.  Bruce Lourie, the Laidlaw program manag-
er until 2002, and Paul Bubelis, the Sustainability

Network’s Executive Director have been careful to
frame evaluation broadly.  To keep in touch with
their clients, they set up a “Council of Networks” in
Ontario.  The Council included representatives from
such groups as the Ontario Healthy Communities
Coalition, the Toronto Environmental Alliance,
Ontario Environment Network, Green Communities
Association, and Federation of Ontario Naturalists.
This Council provided broad feedback on the effec-
tiveness of Sustainability Network programs from
1998 to 2002, and has now been essentially replaced
by a board structure.

Sustainability Network uses other evaluation
mechanisms that are more quantitative including:

• evaluation forms from participants in workshops
and training;

• tracking numbers and trends in attendance at
training or forum events;

• direct feedback from the website and attendance
at sector events.

In terms of increasing the capacity of environ-
mental organizations to serve the community inter-
est, there are plenty of testimonials as to the value of
the Sustainability Network’s programs.  The sus-
tained and expanding participation is proof of the
value perceived by environmental organizations.  A
precise and objective measurement of sector capacity
is difficult, but the Network is testing a 56-point
measurement tool to establish benchmarks and to
measure progress.

Outcomes:

From the initial funding and support provided
by the Laidlaw Foundation, the Sustainability
Network developed a model and services that have
remained essentially the same and have been
embraced by the environmental community, particu-
larly in the Greater Toronto Area. Participation has
included:

• 4,000 subscribers to the newsletter;

• 30,000 visits per month to the Web page;

• 2,000 attendees at 25 breakfast forums to date;

• 700 workshop attendees.

After a period of administrative and organiza-
tional support from the Laidlaw Foundation, the
Sustainability Network went on to establish other
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funding sources, incorporate separately, establish its
own board, and secure charitable status.  

Accessibility is one of the four “watchwords”
from the initial concept. The Sustainability Network
provided capacity building programs with easy acces-
sibility in the Toronto area, and has delivered pro-
grams in other parts of Canada.  While the seminars
and training modules are widely admired, easy local
accessibility remains an important issue. Currently
the Network is working through partners to arrange
program delivery in other provinces and parts of
Ontario, and some of the courses have been offered
by Internet. 

Summary Comments:

While targeted support to individual organiza-
tions can address specific needs, support that increas-
es environment sector capacity as a whole will bene-
fit the community across a wide range of interests.
Community foundations have a broad view and a
particular stake in having capable and mature envi-
ronmental organizations that can participate in com-
munity planning and civic activity.  Groups in the
local environment sector are smaller and often need
more help than the larger and more established arts,
social and health groups. Consequently there are
great community benefits from capacity building in
the environment sector, and ENGOs respond posi-
tively to opportunities to learn and help each other.
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Key Learning Points:
The Laidlaw Foundation’s support of The

Sustainability Network illustrates a number of
important points:

• Groups in the environment sector recognize
the need to build skills and capacity, and
they enthusiastically support a sector-wide
approach.

• Engaging grass roots environmental groups
in defining their capacity building needs
from the very beginning resulted in a pro-
gram that was “on the mark” – one that has
enjoyed strong, sustained support and par-
ticipation.

• Foundations can offer more than monetary
support. Laidlaw made critical initial contri-
butions by: 

– lending its name and letterhead, a step
that gave instant credibility to the venture
and opened many doors;

– lending space and services, which focused
all startup resources on the program, and
brought early benefits to the community;  

– lending administration, governance and
charitable status to the project, providing
an “incubator” function until the
Network could divert energy to establish
its own governance.

• Outside the Greater Toronto Area in particu-
lar, there is a need for more capacity build-
ing in the environment sector.  There may
be opportunities to pick up on relevant ele-
ments of established programs and recreate
them in these smaller communities.

• The popularity of the Sustainability Network
program underlines the value and impor-
tance of convening and networking groups
working in the environment sector.
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3.3 Recommended Best Practices Relating to Building Capacity 

The following recommended best practices have been distilled from the two case studies, the observa-
tions of Foundation staff and other thoughtleaders, and some of the recent extensive literature on capaci-
ty building:

• Get to know your ENGOs and their strengths and needs:

A capacity building program works best when funders know well the organizations and the people
involved in the sector, and can match grants with appropriate activities to build on their strengths and
address their areas of weakness.  Within the environment sector, this may mean a combination of
multiple small grants to volunteer organizations, a few larger grants to assist staffed organizations with
such issues as training and staff transition, and some strategic grants to help a few organizations make
a significant leap in capacity – for example, from volunteer-driven to staffed-led.  Engaging local
ENGOs in discussions about their capacity building needs and priorities is a positive step to increase a
community foundation’s knowledge of local organizations, and to build commitment to participation
in future programs.

• Recognize that capacity building takes time and investment:

The benefits of capacity building are substantial, but they are not immediate.  This is particularly so
within the environment sector, where many organizations are at a relatively early stage of organiza-
tional maturity.  Community foundations should recognize that progress may appear slow at first, as a
series of small incremental steps may be necessary to effect noticeable changes in organizational
capacity.  Watch for organizations that are on the verge of change to a higher level of operations; they
may be good candidates for multi-year funding to assist them in the transition to higher capacity.

• Make use of existing training resources:

There is no need to re-invent the wheel to develop effective capacity building programs, since existing
organizations provide proven techniques and programs.  However, training in capacity building for
the environment sector appears to generally work best within the context of that sector alone; while
the principles are the same as in other sectors, the nature of the organizations is sufficiently different
that at least some of the training should be environment-specific. 

• Offer more than money:

Community foundations can help environmental organizations build capacity by directly sponsoring
training programs, or offering community foundation endorsement and credibility.  A forum or event
hosted by the community foundation, for example, is likely to attract more participants than a similar
learning opportunity sponsored only by an external, and perhaps unknown, training organization.
Community foundations may also be able to assist in building capacity by offering services such as
office space or shared equipment.

• Evaluate and adjust programs continuously:

While the organizational changes resulting from capacity building programs take time to develop, it is
possible to regularly evaluate such factors as the number of people attending programs and their satis-
faction ratings.  Advisory councils of key people within the environmental community can provide
feedback and informal evaluation.  On the basis of these factors, programs should be reviewed and
adjusted as necessary to ensure they continue to serve the organizations within the community effec-
tively.

• Help organizations learn from each other:

Information sharing and peer learning among organizations already active in the community are valu-
able learning tools.  Community foundations can encourage and facilitate opportunities for interac-
tion, often at a very modest cost.
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3.4 Selected Resource Information on Capacity
Building

(Note:  Most of these publications relate to general capacity building)

• Echoes from the Field: Proven Capacity-Building

Principles for Non-Profits, The Environmental

Support Center and Innovation Network Inc.

(www.envsc.org)

• Effective Capacity Building in Nonprofit
Organizations, McKinsey & Company, 2001,
www.venturephilanthropypartners.org.

• Growing Community Foundations as Environmental
Stewards: Phase One and Phase Two, Council of
Michigan Foundations (www.cmif.org) for six
success factors

• The Community Organizing Toolbox, …pioneering
a national strategy for grassroots funding, The
Charles Stewart Mott Foundation Case Study,
(www.nfg.org)…”building organized communi-
ties”

• Building Capacity in Nonprofit Organizations, edited
by Carol J. De Vita and Cory Fleming, The Urban
Institute (www.urban.com); good overview of
eight core components, five challenges, founda-
tion initiatives

• Governance Do’s and Don’ts: Lessons from Case
Studies on Twenty Canadian Non-profits, Mel Gill,
Institute on Governance; examines factors for
success 

• Evaluation of Capacity Building: Lessons from the
Field, Deborah Linnell, Alliance for Nonprofit
Management

• Pathways to Nonprofit Excellence, Paul C. Light,
Brookings Institution Press; fourth in a series on
changing nature of public service

• Reflections on Sustainability, Tom David, The
California Wellness Foundation (www.tcwf.org);
identifies four dimensions of sustainability - spir-
it, values, niche, and capacity

• The Developing of Capacity; Capacity Building -
Shifting the Paradigms of Practice; and Leadership
and Management, Allan Kaplan, Community
Development Resource Association of South
Africa (www.cdra.org.za); an interesting alternate
view of capacity and its development

• Building to Last: A Grantmaker’s Guide to
Strengthening Nonprofit Organizations, Paul
Connolly, The Conservation Company
(www.consco.com); includes suggested step-by-
step process, review of tools

• Stressed by Steadfast:  Executive Directors of Western
Environmental Organizations, 2002. Training
Resources for the Environmental Community,
2002. (www.trecnw.org/research/trec-report_envi-
ronmental-executive-directors.pdf)

• Capacity Building for Impact: The Future of
Effectiveness for Nonprofits and Foundations
(Grantmakers for Effective Organizations, 2002) 

• Funding Effectiveness: Lessons in Building Nonprofit
Capacity, by Grantmakers for Effective
Organizations. Published by Jossey-Bass, 2004,
150 pages, $30.00

• New Directions in Foundation Giving, excerpts from
a presentation given by Tim Brodhead, President,
J.W. McConnell Foundation, at the Ketchum
Breakfast Forum, Montreal, February 16, 1999
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24 4.0   Collaboration and Partnership

4.1 Background Observations

Because of the complex and inter-connected
nature of many environmental issues, it can
be advantageous for organizations in this sec-

tor to work together on either a short-term or ongo-
ing basis.  Collaborations have been instigated by
ENGOs with common goals, for example the devel-
opment of the Green Budget Coalition. In other
instances, funders have actively encouraged collabo-
ration among applicant groups in the name of effi-
ciency and more robust initiatives.  Community
foundations are often in a unique position to per-
ceive that greater benefits could be produced if
ENGOs developed partnerships both within the
environment sector as well as with organizations in
other sectors, such as health or social services.  

While collaborative approaches have yielded
very favourable outcomes in some cases, several of
the staff of foundations and ENGOs consulted for
this project noted that this is an area that needs to
be approached with care:

• Funders should be cautious about assuming that
increased collaboration or coordination is always
possible or even desirable.  ENGOs spring up for
different reasons, and the people involved may
not feel they fit comfortably with the organiza-
tional culture of another group.  “Shotgun mar-
riages” created to please funders may cause prob-
lems in the future if the partners are not willing
and able to effectively collaborate.  Collaboration
among organizations requires a huge amount of
effort and energy, and the resulting benefits are
not always worth the effort.

• On the other hand, community foundations can
act in their convenor role to create forums
around environmental issues within the commu-
nity where various stakeholders can meet each
other, listen to other viewpoints, and discuss
areas of common ground.  The controversial
nature of some local environmental issues makes
this an especially valuable role.  Community
foundations are uniquely positioned to play this
role, because they are usually perceived as objec-
tive, and they can draw participation from multi-
ple sectors and players on all sides of an issue.  In
some cases, the synergy from these forums will
lead to collaborative efforts developed by the par-
ticipants themselves.  

• Community foundations can consider clusters of
grants around specific issues that bring different
groups together and result in synergy e.g. shore-
line health issues might include grants to envi-
ronmental, recreational and health groups.  The
effectiveness of this clustering can be increased
by bringing participating groups together periodi-
cally to share findings and exchange views.  This
peer learning is a positive strategy that can help
to build capacity in participating groups and
bring environmental groups into a collaborative
relationship with other sectors.

• Many environmental organizations tend to be
receptive to collaboration with other ENGOs, in
part because they understand intuitively the
inter-connected nature of ecosystems and envi-
ronmental issues.  This receptivity may vary
regionally, and in some cases a history of compe-
tition and mistrust among groups may make col-
laboration more difficult.  Community founda-
tions need to know their local ENGOs well
enough to know what to expect in their area.
However, community environmental organiza-
tions often lack the maturity and experience to
forge collaborations with other sectors, and are
likely to be very cautious in this area.

• Collaboration often goes beyond local environ-
mental organizations working together.
Partnerships between community ENGOs and
national or provincial organizations are common.
Cooperative projects with universities, municipal-
ities and other agencies can also be productive.
Since many other types of groups also undertake
environmental projects – service clubs, schools,
sports and recreation groups, ratepayer organiza-
tions, First Nations, etc. – the potential for collab-
orative approaches extends well beyond strictly
“environmental” organizations.

• Community foundations are often well-placed to
encourage informal collaboration, for example,
by suggesting that an appropriate ENGO be invit-
ed to take part in projects or forums in other sec-
tors.  

• More formal collaborative efforts usually follow
four distinct stages, as outlined by Winer and Ray
in The Collaboration Handbook:  1) brainstorming
of ideas, vision, direction; 2) prioritizing and
focus of ideas; 3) developing an implementation
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plan, including techniques such as memorandum
of understandings to clarify roles; and  4) a sun-
set – clarity about closure or at least frequent
benchmarks for evaluation along the way. 

• A growing trend is collaboration among funders
around specific issues as a means of coordinating
project activities and providing more effective
grantmaking.  This could include locally-based
forums among a mix of community and private
foundations to develop information networks
and deliver training to foundation members and
staff, or more formal collaborations to jointly
assess and deliver grants. 

• Collaborative funding of projects can also pro-
vide opportunities for a range of funders and
ENGOs to get to know each other, which can
result in lasting relationships.

4.2 Collaboration Case Studies

This section includes two case studies to add to
the observations gathered from experienced
Foundation staff:

a) Collaboration within the environment sector:
Gulf of Maine Collaboration (How can communi-
ty foundation grantmaking achieve greater communi-
ty benefit by fostering collaboration between organi-
zations in the sector?)

While there are many examples of collaboration
within the environment sector, the Gulf of Maine
collaboration is an example that not only involves
networking and joint actions among grant recipi-
ents, but also a formal and innovative collaborative
approach by a group of community foundations.  It
acknowledges that the issues involved, water quality
and fisheries decline, do not respect political bound-
aries, and provides an appropriate scale to address
these issues.

b) Cross-sectoral partnerships: Cleaners, Toxins
and the Ecosystem (How can community founda-
tion grantmaking increase community benefit by fos-
tering partnerships between environmental NGOs and
other sector organizations?)

The number of existing cross-sectoral partner-
ships is very small. The Cleaners, Toxins and the
Ecosystem case study documents an innovative
alliance between labour and environmental groups,
who had been traditional adversaries.  This case
illustrates ways in which grantmakers can help over-
come long-standing perceptions such as the conflicts
between jobs and the environment.
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Case Study Name: Gulf of Maine Collaboration
Grantmakers: Collaboration of Community Foundations for Gulf of Maine

Grant Recipients: Small grants distributed to 83 local organizations through 
6 community foundations, including the Fundy Community Foundation in 
New Brunswick.

Location: New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts

Time Frame: 1993-97

Grant Amount: Over US$199,000 in total grants over the 3-year life of the program, with 
US$30,000 through the Fundy Community Foundation.  Individual grants 
averaged $500 to $1500 in the Water Quality Monitoring Network Project, and up 
to $5000 in the Community Fisheries Project.

4.2.1. Case Study: 

Fostering collaboration among environmental organizations

Contact Information:

Lissa Widoff

Executive Director

Robert and Patricia Switzer Foundation

PO Box 293

Belfast, ME 04915

E-mail: lissa@switzernetwork.org

Telephone: 207-338-5654

Janice Harvey

Conservation Council of New Brunswick

180 St. John Street

Fredericton, New Brunswick, E3B 4A9

E-mail: ccnbharvey@nb.ainb.com

Telephone: 506-466-4033

Grantmaking Strategy:

Agroup of community foundations in New
England began to discuss their potential role
in addressing environmental issues within

the Gulf of Maine after the governors and premiers
of the states and provinces bordering the Gulf signed
an international agreement to foster joint action and
policies in 1989.  A growing interest in funding envi-
ronmental projects generally, and increasing public
awareness of the East Coast fisheries crisis, were also
important factors in establishing their interest.
Through discussions with other community founda-
tions, led by the Maine and New Hampshire founda-
tions, the concept of a collaborative program gradu-
ally emerged.

The thinking behind the Gulf of Maine initiative
has been spelled out by Lissa Widoff, the former
Project Director, in A Case Study in Ecosystem
Philanthropy: The Collaboration of Community
Foundations for the Gulf of Maine, which was prepared
for the Council on Foundations Community
Foundation Conference, October 1998:

“The Collaboration of Community Foundations
for the Gulf of Maine (CCF) came together as a
means to strengthen working relationships among

neighboring community foundations and to build
their capacity to address a common environmental
concern – the future sustainability of the Gulf of
Maine coastal ecosystem.  

They chose to address how citizens could have
greater impact on two inter-related issues in the Gulf
of Maine: the monitoring and management of
coastal water quality, and the community-level social
and economic effects of the decline in the fisheries
industry.  The Collaboration began its work in 1993
as a partnership between six community founda-
tions: the Maine Community Foundation, Greater
Piscataqua Community Foundation (New
Hampshire), the New Hampshire Charitable
Foundation; the Community Foundation of Cape
Cod, the Fundy Community Foundation (Canada),
and the Boston Foundation.

These foundations joined forces because they
believed that by working together, they could bridge
geographic distances and provide a regional context
at the local community level for the issues affecting
the Gulf of Maine.  They believed that community
foundations, with their ear close to the ground,
could help bring the perspective of the average citi-
zen to the policymaking table.  The foundations saw
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themselves as a vehicle that could give voice to the
community-level social and economic ramifications
of environmental policy, particularly with respect to
issues surrounding the fisheries industry and coastal
communities.  This group of foundations was also
interested in building their individual capacity to
raise funds for environmental purposes, and in
expanding their leadership potential.”

Description of the Project:

This project involved collaboration at two levels:
first, among a group of six community foundations
working jointly on environmental issues of regional
concern; and second, among a larger grouping of
ENGOs who coordinated their efforts as grant recipi-
ents.

Under the initial guidance of the Maine and
New Hampshire Community Foundations, the proj-
ect placed early emphasis on securing representation
from community foundations across the entire Gulf
of Maine region, which included several New
England states and the provinces of New Brunswick
and Nova Scotia.  To strengthen Canadian represen-
tation, the U.S. collaborators worked with several
environmentalists associated with the Conservation
Council of New Brunswick to develop the Fundy
Community Foundation.  

The CCF developed a statement of purpose as a
unifying vision to guide subsequent activities and
solicited an initial grant from the C.S. Mott
Foundation to carry out a series of stakeholder work-
shops that defined a set of priority issues.  With the
assistance of a Switzer Leadership Grant, the
Collaboration hired a staff coordinator to guide their
activities on the project and to assist in securing fur-
ther support from regional and national founda-
tions.

A program strategy developed by the CCF
included five elements: 1) identification of two key
issues – community responses to the fisheries
decline, and community environmental monitoring
of coastal water quality; 2) providing small grants to
community groups working on those key issues; 3)
providing networking and peer learning opportuni-
ties for grantees; 4) capacity-building for the com-
munity foundations; and 5) sunset and evaluation
for the collaboration.

Funding for small grants in the citizen water
quality monitoring program was re-granted directly
to the community foundation partners involved in
the collaboration.  Their local grants committees

granted awards to community ENGOs, and reported
grantee information to the CCF staff.  For the com-
munity fisheries project, funds were distributed to
the community foundations after proposals had
been reviewed and selected collectively.  Many of the
CCF grants were too small to fully support projects,
and CCF developed connections to other funders
such as economic development agencies, state agen-
cies, and regional funders who could provide sec-
ondary funding to the ENGOs involved.

CCF provided annual grantee meetings to offer
new kinds of thinking about community issues and
to promote peer learning.  It also convened one
major conference and supported grantee travel for
other learning experiences.  As a result, many of the
ENGOs met with their counterparts in other com-
munities for the first time, and established ongoing
relationships based on their common concerns.  The
ability to meet and learn from organizations in other
jurisdictions, who were dealing with similar issues
but within a different legal and social context, was
especially valuable.

A formal evaluation was conducted by an exter-
nal consultant at the end of the project, drawing on
interviews with 27 CCF participants to assess the
outcomes of the small grants program, the experi-
ence of the CCF as a collaborative strategy between
foundations, and the changes in capacity of individ-
ual community foundations as a result of the proj-
ect.  The evaluation was very positive, concluding
that the Collaboration made “considerable differ-
ence” to the Gulf of Maine communities over its
three-year life.

Outcomes:

The CCF project was very successful in increas-
ing funding and support for ENGOs working on
community-based initiatives in the Gulf of Maine
over a three-year period.  A key element in this col-
laboration was the leadership provided by the com-
munity foundations themselves, who jointly devel-
oped a strategic framework for the project, and took
the initiative to approach major national and region-
al funders to attract their investment.  One result
was increased capacity among the community foun-
dations, not just during the life of the project, but
through increased endowments and programs that
provided a continuing role in environmental grant-
making.

The impact of the project on community-based
ENGOs was substantial.  Many of the 83 groups that
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received funding were fledgling, entirely voluntary
organizations.  CCF project funding and technical
assistance helped to build their capacity to function
more effectively, gave them credibility and legitima-
cy that helped them secure other funding support,
and often helped provide the momentum to get
groups past the initial start-up crisis into a more sta-
ble structure.  In several cases, CCF investment
helped nurture small projects into statewide and
regionally significant efforts.

One outcome was the creation of a Coastal
Network that is fostering community-based resource
stewardship throughout the Gulf of Maine on an
ongoing basis.  In part, this development is based on
a much broader understanding of the interconnected
nature of the Gulf of Maine ecosystem that flowed
from the CCF project.  It also reflects the ongoing
nature of relationships amongst ENGOs that devel-
oped over the course of the project.

Both the project evaluation and comments from
participants emphasized the significance of the net-
working that characterized the CCF project.  Janice
Harvey from the Conservation Council of New
Brunswick, who was deeply involved in the
Canadian component of the project, noted that
many of the relationships with other ENGOs devel-
oped during this project continue to play an impor-
tant role in the region.  She also commented that
the project provided community ENGOs the oppor-
tunity to establish positive relationships with other
funders, with long-term benefits for the region.

Lissa Widoff noted that collaborations can be
messy – it takes time to build trust, they often stall,
it is important to have clear agreement about money
and administrative matters but remain flexible
enough to benefit from unexpected opportunities.

Summary Comments:

The field of collaboration is still young, with few
good models in practice and evaluation.  Because of
the complex nature of many collaborations, it can
sometimes be difficult for funders to track the effec-
tiveness of individual grants, or to determine their
contribution within a multi-dimensional collabora-
tion that may involve many partners.

This collaboration successfully addressed this
challenge, for it has had the benefit of a thorough
evaluation report (An Evaluation of the Collaboration
of Community Foundations for the Gulf of Maine:
Environmental Issues and Community-Building; New
Paradigms Consulting, West Haven, CT, March

1997), as well as a subsequent paper with thoughtful
reflections prepared by Lissa Widoff, the Program
Officer for the Gulf of Maine project.  This summary
has drawn heavily from these sources, as well as
from interviews with Lissa Widoff and Janice Harvey.

.  

Key Learning Points:
• This project illustrates the four distinct

stages of collaboration – brainstorming,
focusing, implementation, and closure.  One
aspect of this case study that is notable is the
focal point of leadership, which clearly rest-
ed with the six community foundations
involved.  From that leadership position, this
collaborative reached out to other funders to
build an effective pool of resources, and to
community groups to foster collaborative
actions in their projects.  

• The CCF approach goes beyond being proac-
tive to becoming a good example of an inter-
active strategy – the community foundations
were clearly reflecting the priorities
expressed by their communities in choosing
program areas, and placed emphasis on fre-
quent communication and feedback during
the life of the collaboration.

• This case study highlights the benefits of col-
laboration in leveraging new outside funds,
collectively influencing regional priorities,
and providing greater visibility and rich
learning experiences for the participating
community foundations and the participat-
ing ENGOs.  

• The community foundations involved
played an important role on the front line
with communities as funders, information
resources, and facilitators, as well as interme-
diaries and neutral convenors to bring
diverse interests together.

• While there are many ways to structure
administrative support for collaborative
efforts, in this case the centralized staff role
and pooled funds clearly worked well.  A
shared commitment to mutual goals, clear
decision-making processes, and provisions
for mentoring between large and small com-
munity foundations all appear to have been
important factors in its success.
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294.2.2  Case Study: 

Fostering partnerships between ENGOs and other sector organizations

Case Study Name: Cleaners, Toxins and the Ecosystem
Grantmakers: Vancouver Foundation; also Bullitt Foundation, Endswell Foundation, EcoAction, 

and several unions and individuals

Grant Recipient: Labour Environmental Alliance Society

Location: Vancouver, B.C.

Time Frame: 2000-2001

Grant Amount: $17,000 from Vancouver Foundation

Contact Information:

Mauro Vescera

Program Director

The Vancouver Foundation

555 West Hastings Street, Suite 1200

Box 12132, Harbour Centre

Vancouver, B.C.  V6B 4N6

Telephone: 604-688-2204

E-mail: mauro@vancouverfoundation.bc.ca

Web: www.vancouverfoundation.bc.ca

Mae Burrows

Executive Director

Labour Environmental Alliance Society

1203-207 West Hastings Street

Vancouver, B.C.  V6B 1H7

Telephone: 604-669-1921

E-mail: mburrows@telus.net

Web: www.leas.ca

Grantmaking Strategy:

The Vancouver Foundation is a community
foundation established in 1943, which now
administers some 800 funds and provides

grants to projects across British Columbia.  While
much larger than most other community founda-
tions, it shares a similar mandate and many charac-
teristics with them.

Nine Advisory Committees, made up of volun-
teers with expertise in the field, make recommenda-
tions on funding applications to the Foundation
Board.  The stated purpose of the Environment
Advisory Committee is “to encourage and assist in
the resolution of broad environmental issues arising
in British Columbia.” Five specific goals relate to
broad community participation, scientific under-
standing, resource management planning, training
programs for First Nations and other communities,
and projects addressing watershed, marine, and
urban environmental issues.

The Foundation uses a letter of inquiry process
to screen potential applications for their basic eligi-
bility and relationship to Advisory Committee goals.
If a project qualifies for a grant application, program
staff assess its merits before it is considered by the
Advisory Committee and the board.

The Foundation guiding principles support
innovation where there is demonstrated commit-
ment, the likelihood of effectiveness, and strong
potential to serve as a model to others.  Projects that
involve collaboration among different sectors are
often viewed as innovative, especially those involv-
ing the environment sector where such collaboration
is rare. 

Like most jurisdictions, British Columbia has a
long history of antagonism between environmental-
ists and union workers, particularly in resource
industries such as forestry and mining.  However, in
early 1998, activists from the labour and environ-
mental movements came together in a series of
monthly forums sponsored by the Environment
Committee of the Vancouver and District Labour
Council.  These forums led to the founding of a new
organization called Labour Environmental Alliance
Society (LEAS) dedicated to finding solutions to envi-
ronmental problems based on social justice.  LEAS
projects mobilize workers around environmental
issues, often by demonstrating the link between
human health and the environment.

LEAS approached the Vancouver Foundation
and several private foundations for support during
its planning stages.  The Vancouver Foundation was
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quick to respond with positive interest, and actively
encouraged the development of this collaborative
approach.

Description of the Project:

The Vancouver Foundation has provided several
grants to assist this innovative organization in its
development and its projects, including a start-up
grant to help build a strong program base and create
communications systems.  These grants allowed
LEAS to hire Mae Burrows as Executive Director.

Because Burrows has extensive background and per-
sonal credibility in both the labour and environmen-
tal movements, she became a key component in the
success of the organization.

This grant also allowed LEAS to develop an
introductory brochure and several articles for publi-
cation in labour and environmental papers, to create
a newsletter and website, to develop overhead and
PowerPoint presentations, and to set up two interac-
tive email discussion lists.  

Key Learning Points:
Collaborations among organizations in differ-

ent sectors are significantly more difficult to estab-
lish than within the environment sector alone,
and most ENGOs lack experience in reaching out
to groups beyond their traditional allies.  Without
the involvement and support of a funder such as a
community foundation, ENGOs may also feel that
the effort and time involved to create cross-
sectoral partnerships are not sustainable. However,
as the LEAS initiative demonstrates, the pay-off in
community and environmental benefits arising
from cross-sector collaboration can be substantial.

Several key factors which helped to make the
LEAS collaboration a success should be considered
by community foundations in weighing the merits
of potential collaborations:

• The context within which collaboration can
thrive is very important.  Many community
issues or concerns are not amenable to collabo-
rative approaches, because antagonism may be
too ingrained or the issues too adversarial.
Look for issues where there is an overlap of val-
ues and interests among different sectors (such
as the common interests in the effects of toxic
chemicals on human health and the aquatic
environment in the LEAS case).  Timing is
often an important element.  External events
or mounting frustration with adversarial
approaches may provide triggers for groups to
begin talking to each other, and establish a
readiness for collaborative efforts.  In most
cases, the best strategy is to start with collabo-
ration on relatively safe issues, build a track
record of success in cooperative actions, and
then expand into more difficult areas.

• The maturity and track record of the organiza-
tions involved is another key factor.  Look for
evidence of a diversity of views within an
ENGO’s board or membership, a track record of
willingness to listen and respond to other
views, and an awareness of the role they are
playing and the constituency they represent on
environmental issues.  Successful collaboration
requires compromise; some single-issue ENGOs
may lack the ability or inclination to do that.

• When an organization seeks funding support
for collaborative projects, it should be able to
present clear evidence that it has already had
initial discussions with the other organizations
involved.  Foundation members or staff may
certainly be involved in contact prior to that,
and may play a useful role in bringing poten-
tial partners together to see whether any type
of collaboration develops.  But collaborative
efforts are generally too uncertain to warrant
funding support until partners are formally
committed.

• Having the right people involved is vital.  In
the LEAS case, Mae Burrows was already well-
respected in both the labour and environment
sectors, so was an ideal candidate to lead a col-
laborative program.  In general, people
involved in cross-sectoral collaborative projects
must have the authority to make decisions on
behalf of their organizations, be open to gen-
uinely listening to the concerns of others, and
be receptive to new ideas and new approaches.
To a large extent, collaborations are about
building strong relationships which can pro-
vide the benefits of a broader perspective on
issues.
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In addition, the grant contributed to the suc-

cessful development of the Cleaners, Toxins and the
Ecosystem project.  This project recognizes that
many commercial cleaners routinely used by union
workers contain toxic substances that pose a risk
both to human health and to the natural environ-
ment when these are discharged into local waters.
LEAS staff examine the Material Safety Data Sheets
that come with cleaning products, identify ingredi-
ents that cause health problems such as carcinogens,
endocrine disruptors, and liver or kidney sensitizers,
and seek healthier, safer alternatives.  They also work
with union members and others to enlist their coop-
eration and engage them in reducing the use of toxic
materials.

This direct involvement of union members in
addressing environmental and health issues related
to toxins makes this alliance an innovative model
for others to follow.  Through specific projects
geared to areas where their interests overlap, labour
and environmental groups have been effectively
brought together in an ongoing collaboration.

Outcomes:

The project developed a plain-language Cleaners
and Toxins guide and distributed over 4000 copies.
Over 500 people were engaged directly through
workshops, presentations, and onsite programs.  This
included participants from schools, long-term care
homes, bakeries, fish and meat processing plants,
grocery stores, airports, and recycling depots, as well
as employers, cleaning suppliers, building managers,
and scientists and managers from several agencies.
At least 20 organizations have become involved as
partners, including 10 unions and 5 environmental
organizations.  These organizations meet periodically
to share information, provide candidates for board
and committee positions, and discuss other potential
areas of collaboration.

The project also led to a special forum in
January 2002 that brought together 60 unionists,
environmentalists, cleaning product manufacturers
and suppliers.  

LEAS continues to expand its areas of activity,
including projects relating to “right-to-know”
labelling on cleaning products, a Prevent Cancer
Campaign, and a project to expand the number of
jobs from environmentally-friendly resource use by
recovering logs that would otherwise be wasted. 
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4.3 Recommended Best Practices Relating to Fostering Collaboration 

The following recommended best practices for fostering collaboration are drawn from discussions
with experienced foundation staff, from the two case studies presented above, and from the published lit-
erature:  

• Make the process interactive:

Collaborations work best when participants are involved in a meaningful way in all four stages - brain-
storming, focusing, implementing, and closure. A community foundation can define broad outcomes
and provide a framework for discussions, but it should leave considerable flexibility to allow partici-
pants to learn from the unexpected and make adjustments as they go.  This can even extend to a
formative evaluation process, in which participants and funders jointly define an evaluation frame-
work and outcomes as part of the process of focusing the project.

• Ensure clear agreement on the logistics:

Collaborations do need clear up-front agreements on administrative arrangements, how funding deci-
sions will be handled, and staffing.  For any major collaborative project, there should be a dedicated
coordinator of some kind, responsible to the collaboration as a whole rather than any single member
group.

• Recognize the importance of face-to-face networking:

There is no substitute for face-to-face discussions to create and maintain common commitment to a
collaborative project, and to iron out inevitable differences.  These periodic gatherings can broaden
the perspectives of participants, foster mentoring between groups, and build lasting relationships that
have benefits well beyond the immediate project.  Funding support for travel and facilities to bring
collaboration partners together regularly, including both funders and grantees, is costly but vital.  This
networking supports peer learning, and builds strong relationships to overcome antagonism and
resolve problems.

• Look for issues with overlapping interests and readiness for new approaches:

Collaborations between environment and other sectors have the best prospects for success when there
is a clear overlap in interests and values, and when the context around an issue provides a reason for
groups to talk to each other.  Community foundations can usefully bring organizations together to
discuss common issues, in the hope that some form of collaboration may emerge.   Collaboration does
not need to simply involve non-government organizations; universities, municipalities, and other
agencies could also be involved.  But organizations seeking support for a collaborative approach
should already be having initial discussions between themselves before a funding application is con-
sidered.

• Make sure the right people and the right organizations are involved:

Since collaborations are so dependent on relationships, it is essential to consider the skills and credi-
bility of the individuals involved, and the track record and maturity of the participating organizations.
Community foundations likely already know the organizations and people involved in most sectors,
which can be helpful in judging the potential for success in collaborative projects.  But they may need
to spend some time getting to know the ENGOs in their area, since this is a relatively new program
area, before they are ready to consider collaboration in the environment sector.
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4.4 Selected Resource Information on
Collaboration and Partnership

• Leading the Field: Profiles of Community Foundation
Leadership in Smart Growth and Livable
Communities (www.fundersnetwork.org), for some
examples of how community foundations are
addressing social/economic/environment issues
through granting

• Philanthropy Supports Equity and Smart Growth,
Kalima Rose, NFG Reports Summer 2001
(www.nfg.org)

• See also Resources, Community Foundations
Canada, The Funders Network for Smart Growth
and Livable Communities (www.fundersnet-
work.org)

• Community-based Collaboratives: A Study of
Interorganizational Cooperation at the
Neighbourhood Level, Jessica Pitt, The Aspen
Institute (www.nonprofitresearch.org)

• The Collaboration Handbook: Creating, Sustaining,
and Enjoying the Journey, by M. Winer and K. Ray.

• A Case Study in Ecosystem Philanthropy: The
Collaboration of Community Foundations for the
Gulf of Maine, by Lissa Widoff for the Council on
Foundations Community Foundation
Conference, October 1998.

• The Collaboration Challenge: How Nonprofits and
Business Can Succeed Through Strategic Alliances,
James E. Austin, 2003.

• In Search of Strategic Solutions:  A Funders Briefing
on Nonprofit Strategic Restructuring, by D. La Piana
& A. Kohm for Grantmakers for Effective
Organizations, January 2003. (http://www.geo-
funders.org/_uploads/documents/live/InSearchofS
trategicSolutions.pdf)

• Best Practices for Funders:  Providing Practical
Support to Nonprofits Pursuing Strategic
Restructuring, La Piana Associates, June 2003.
(http://www.lapiana.org/resources/tips/fund-
ing/06b_2003.html)

• Reflections from a Funder, La Piana Associates,
September 2003
(http://www.lapiana.org/resources/tips/fund-
ing/09_2003.html)

• The Funder's Role in Strategic Restructuring, La
Piana Associates, June 2003 (http://www.lapi-
ana.org/resources/tips/deciding/06_2003.html)
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34 5.0  Constituency Building and Citizen Engagement

5.1 Background Observations

For foundations interested in supporting a
healthy environment in their communities,
the concept of citizen engagement is crucial.

Most successful nonprofit organizations rely heavily
on their members, volunteers, and donors or other
supporters.  Besides wanting those people to be
actively involved in supporting the organization,
they often also encourage their participation in a
broader set of activities designed to support healthy
communities.  For example, environmental organiza-
tions might ask their supporters to conserve energy
or recycle, to gather ecological data, or to promote
environmental protection in government decisions.
All of these activities fall within the broad category
of citizen engagement.

In many communities, the success of ENGOs in
engaging citizens and maintaining their ongoing
involvement is very uneven.  Short-term participa-
tion tends to be high in hands-on projects such as
tree planting or stream cleanup, and some ENGOs
have built a considerable constituency for citizen sci-
ence programs such as amphibian monitoring or
bird population studies.  But participation in proac-
tive strategies such as municipal land use or eco-
nomic development planning is generally limited
and sporadic.  Many people don’t become engaged
unless their immediate environment is threatened.

There is also a challenge in securing engagement
beyond the traditional population base of largely
white, older adult participants.  In general, environ-
mental organizations have not changed with the cul-
ture of their communities and have not achieved a
broad spectrum of ethno-cultural participation.
Many observers see opportunity for growth in this
area, and in collaboration with First Nations groups.
Young people tend to be involved in environmental
issues through youth organizations, and their youth-
ful enthusiasm is seldom successfully transferred to
environmental groups in the community.

The thoughtleader interviews and literature
review provided several insights and suggestions for
community foundations to consider for effective citi-
zen engagement in the environment:

• Community foundations generally know the
communities they serve; one of their strengths is
their understanding of the people of their com-
munity as well as the environmental challenges.

They should consider whether the breadth of
their own volunteers, staff, and environmental
grantmaking programs reflect the full range of
age and cultural values within their community.

• Several factors have been identified which help
to make citizen engagement more effective and
that could be encouraged by funders: involve-
ment of a range of stakeholders; partnerships;
enlisting prominent local champions; providing a
diversity of opportunities for involvement; face-
to-face interactions; reasoned arguments; and
maintaining a sustained presence and continuity
of organizational involvement. 

• In her report on Theoretical Understandings of
Citizen Engagement prepared for the Hamilton
Community Foundation, Lynda Lukasik points
out that effective citizen engagement necessarily
consists of a learning component coupled with
an action component. While the techniques used
to promote behavioural change may differ, she
concludes that both mainstream and grassroots
efforts can be effective, and that greater coordina-
tion of efforts and communication would be
helpful.

• Defining “the environment” more broadly (e.g.
to incorporate urban environment features such
as streetscapes and community gardens, and con-
cepts such as healthy neighbourhoods) can help
to engage more organizations, particularly ethnic
and economic groups, who may not consider tra-
ditional environmental issues as a leading con-
cern but who do have related interests.  

• Part of the need in encouraging community
engagement in the environment relates closely to
capacity building - looking at ways to equip
ENGOs and their members to participate mean-
ingfully in local decisions.  This could mean
training in how to effectively participate in plan-
ning processes, for example, or greater access to
information and research resources to bring for-
ward constructive options.  It could also mean a
greater emphasis on providing core funding to
allow for organizational continuity, or structural
changes such as gaining charitable status for key
organizations.

• To increase the cultural diversity of participation
in environmental issues, it is necessary to make
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explicit efforts to reach out to groups outside of
the mainstream, to create connections with local
leaders, to understand cultural differences, and to
involve them in the design of effective programs.

• Several foundation programs have effectively
involved youth in targeted grantmaking pro-
grams, or in youth advisory councils.  Youth
internship programs with ENGOs could provide
essential job experience while training future
leaders.

5.2 Citizen Engagement Case Studies

This section includes three case studies relating
to various aspects of grantmaking to support or
encourage effective citizen engagement in the envi-
ronmental field:

a) Effective citizen engagement at the
local/neighbourhood level: Water Action
Chelsea / Action-eau Chelsea (How can commu-
nity foundation environmental grantmaking encour-
age the quantity and quality of grassroots involve-
ment in community improvement?)

While citizen engagement is often a secondary
component in environmental projects, the nature
and extent of that engagement is often unclear and
difficult to measure.  The Water Action Chelsea proj-
ect was selected because it addresses an issue of clear
community concern, and the role of the volunteers
engaged is set within a clear framework.

b) Increasing the diversity of participation:
Engaging Multicultural Communities (How can
community foundation  environmental grantmaking
increase its effectiveness through participation of a
range of social, economic and ethnic groups that is
representative of the community?)

Increasing the cultural diversity of participation
in environmental issues is at an early stage in
Canada, with a limited selection of cases.  However,
the Toronto case study presented here includes many
helpful lessons, and good projects are also underway
in Vancouver and other centres.

c) Engaging with youth: Youth in Philanthropy
(How can community foundation grantmaking
increase the involvement of youth in the development
and delivery of environmental programs and 
projects?)

The case study selected for engaging with youth
is a Manitoba example of a program commonly used
by community foundations, Youth Advisory
Councils or Committees (YACs).  While this project
has been very successful in most ways, it has not
produced the desired results in the environmental
area.  The case study examines why this is so, and
how it and similar projects elsewhere might be
improved.
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36 5.2.1 Case Study: 

Effective citizen engagement at the local/neighbourhood level

Case Study Name: Water Action Chelsea / Action-eau Chelsea
Grantmaker: North American Fund for Environmental Cooperation (NAFEC)

Grant Recipient: Action Chelsea for Respect of the Environment (ACRE)

Location: Quebec

Time Frame: 2003

Grant Amount: $40,000

Contact Information:

Janice Astbury 

Consultant

North American Fund for Environmental Cooperation

393, rue St-Jacques Ouest, Bureau 200

Montreal, Quebec  H2Y 1N9

E-mail: nafec@ccemtl.org

Telephone: 514-350-4357

Scott Findlay

Action Chelsea for Respect of the Environment

C.P. 1775, Chelsea, Quebec  J9B 1A1

E-mail: sfindlay@science.uottawa.ca

Telephone: 819-827-5246

Grantmaking Strategy:

The North American Fund for Environmental
Cooperation (NAFEC) was established in 1995
as a means to fund community-based projects

in Canada, Mexico and the United States.  This Fund
was created under the mandate of the Commission
for Environmental Cooperation (CEC), which
addresses environmental issues from a continental
perspective, particularly those issues related to free
trade.

NAFEC supports projects that:

• are community-based (involve a clearly defined
community of stakeholders who actively partici-
pate in the design and implementation of the
project);

• respond to a specific issue or problem and lead to
concrete results;

• reflect cooperative and equitable partnerships
between or among organizations from different
sectors and/or countries;

• meet the objectives of the North American
Agreement on Environmental Cooperation by
complementing the current program;

• build the capacities of local people, organizations
and institutions;

• emphasize sustainability; link environmental,
social and economic issues; and

• leverage additional support, but that are unlikely
to obtain full funding from other sources.

NAFEC seeks projects with outcomes that can be
shared among communities across North America, as
well as projects that explore the relationship
between government policy and community-based
efforts.  NAFEC actively facilitates interaction among
grantees, as well as with government agencies to dis-
seminate learning from funded projects.

Each year, NAFEC establishes a thematic catego-
ry for its granting program.  In 2003, this category
was environmental monitoring and assessment relat-
ed to human health.  Projects funded had to
strengthen the capacity of citizens and communities
to monitor aspects of their environments that affect
their own health.

Competition for NAFEC grants has been intense.
Approximately 400 proposals are received annually.
An initial staff review screens out proposals that do
not meet the funding guidelines, that clearly do not
have a strong community base, or that are otherwise
weak.  Many of the remaining proposals are circulat-
ed to CEC staff for expert review.  About 100 propos-
als are forwarded to a Selection Committee for seri-
ous consideration, along with a cover sheet with
comments and review observations.  In recent years,
about 15-20 grants were awarded annually.
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Individual projects are evaluated by a staff

review of interim and final reports, with comments
on follow-up needed to disseminate results.  A sim-
ple but effective evaluation tool for projects has been
to ask grantees to identify within their reports: What
worked?  What didn’t work?  What surprised you?
What will happen in five years as a result of this
project? 

One of the project proposals considered and
approved during the 2003 grant cycle was Water
Action Chelsea, relating to a community-based mon-
itoring program in a small Quebec town.

Description of the Project:

Chelsea, Quebec is a community of about 6,000
people in the Gatineau region which has developed
a reputation for innovative environmental policies
in recent years.  However, the town has no munici-
pal water or wastewater infrastructure, and its low-
density housing built directly on the Precambrian
Shield bedrock of the area precludes future develop-
ment of such facilities.  Therefore, the future health
of the community and its residents is closely linked
to the quantity and quality of its vulnerable water
supply.

The Water Action Chelsea project implements a
science-based, community-run surface and ground-
water monitoring and education program, engaging
residents, businesses, community groups and schools
in voluntary monitoring of water quality and quan-
tity.  The project is intended to provide a compre-
hensive assessment of the state of surface and
ground water in the area, encourage stewardship of
the water supply, and create a framework for its
long-term management.  It also proposed to identify
which indicators and sampling intensities are most
efficient and effective, with results that could be
transferable to other communities.

The project was designed and is coordinated by
Action Chelsea for Respect of the Environment
(ACRE), an ENGO that was already well-developed
and highly credible in the community.  ACRE coor-
dinates the community volunteers for sample collec-
tion, and provides the educational and stewardship
aspects of the project.  The municipality, which has
strong working links with ACRE, committed $20,000
to subsidize the costs of laboratory analysis of the
water samples and maintains a database of the
results.  The University of Ottawa, through Dr. Scott
Findlay, provides technical advice and will assist
with analysis of summary data.

At the heart of this project is the participation of
dozens of community volunteers, who actually col-
lect water samples and measure well levels on a regu-
lar, repeated basis.  Their involvement provides the
legwork to make a comprehensive monitoring pro-
gram possible, well beyond a level that the munici-
pality could afford.  As well, these volunteers
become well-informed advocates for the protection
of water quality and quantity within their neigh-
bourhoods.  Through their hands-on involvement,
they become truly “engaged” in ensuring that their
water is protected.

This project appealed to NAFEC because it met
most of their funding criteria and the thematic
approach for the year, because it was seen as a great
example of integration and partnership among local
citizens, the ENGO, the municipality and the univer-
sity, and because it has good potential to act as a
model for other communities.

Outcomes:

The project was assisted by a student hired by
ACRE to coordinate sampling and other activities,
but most of the actual sampling was done by citizens
recruited from ACRE’s supporters and from volun-
teers who identified themselves during the well sur-
vey (see below).  During 2003, the project completed
a series of activities focusing on wells and local lakes,
including:

• a survey of historical information on individual
wells, with about 7-800 responses;

• setting up teams of citizen volunteers for each of
13 sections within the town to regularly monitor
static water levels in wells, using equipment from
the municipal office;

• water quality sampling in about 800 wells (out of
3,200 total in the town);

• initial sampling of lake water quality, with some
preliminary data on stream sites;

• establishment of a geospatial electronic database
by the municipality.

The project has recently received a major grant
from the Quebec Ministry of the Environment to
continue and expand the volunteer monitoring pro-
gram, including looking at water quality problem
locations.  The Province wants to use this as a model
for potential similar programs in other municipali-
ties.
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Key Learning Points:
• A key feature of this project is the partnership

among a community ENGO and its volunteers,
the municipal government, and a university.
This multi-stakeholder approach provided
assurance that the project was technically
sound and would produce concrete outcomes,
while also provided leverage in attracting addi-
tional funding and donated time and expertise.
NAFEC was particularly interested in the
encouragement of people to apply their profes-
sional skills within their home community as
volunteers.

• The history, community profile, and credibility
of ACRE were significant factors in attracting
citizen participation in the project.  Citizens
could see that their involvement would be
meaningful because they trusted ACRE’s reputa-
tion.  It is interesting to note that while ACRE
has had clear differences of opinion from the
municipality on some issues, both organiza-
tions have the maturity to be able to work har-
moniously on projects such as this one.

• Another key element in attracting citizen
engagement is the direct relevance of water
quality to the health of the community and its
residents.  Because of the lack of municipal
infrastructure to provide water and sewage
treatment, people were aware of their vulnera-
bility to water quality impairment, and more
ready to participate.

• This project raises the question of the extent to
which citizen monitoring of water quality and
quantity impinges on activities which govern-
ments would normally be expected to provide.
In Quebec, government water sampling is
mostly in response to problems rather than sys-
tematic, but that is not the case in some other
provinces.  However, the Chelsea volunteer
monitoring is far more intensive and compre-
hensive than most government programs.  It
also reflects the NAFEC philosophy that citizen
participation and awareness are the best safe-
guards for environmental quality, and are likely
to be reflected over time in government pro-
grams and policies.

• The list of funding criteria laid out by NAFEC
provided a useful framework to highlight the
merits of this proposal.  ACRE had done its
homework to make the project technically
sound (e.g. by ensuring that their database was
compatible with federal and provincial stan-
dards) and to build on results from previous
projects.  The nature of the project and the
high environmental profile of Chelsea made
this a project with good potential for showcas-
ing, especially for demonstrating, the value of
preventing water quality degradation rather
than investing large sums in later treatment.

Summary Comments:

The Chelsea example demonstrates that effec-
tive citizen engagement often does not spring up
spontaneously; rather it flourishes within a frame-
work that provides direction and meaning.  The

role of a credible environmental nonprofit, which
often will have much higher public trust than
either government or industry, can be a key factor.
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Grantmaking Strategy:

The diverse “Canadian mosaic” continues to be
a major characteristic of Canadian communi-
ties.  Immigrants totaled 5.4 million or 18.4%

of the population in 2001. The First Nations popula-
tion in Canada has grown as well, and First Nations
people form a majority in some communities.  

Immigrants often concentrate near family and
friends of the same cultural origin and as result these
cultural communities can become a large proportion
of the local population in some centres.  Chinese
speakers represent 26% of the population in
Vancouver, where only 50% designate English as
their mother tongue.  About one-third of Toronto’s
residents speak neither English nor French at home.
Diverse communities are common in the Greater
Toronto Area and in other centres across Canada.  

Traditionally, the environmental movement has
been dominated by the English or French speaking
membership and culture.  Clearly it is very difficult
to make progress in protecting the environment at
the community level when there is very little effec-
tive communication or engagement with large seg-
ments of the community.  This “cultural disconnect”
is a serious problem for ENGOs in many communi-
ties. 

Engaging new immigrants and diverse cultures
presents special challenges for environmental organi-

zations and grantmakers.  Language is an obvious
barrier to information exchange, but there are other
obstacles, both cultural and economic.  For example,
new immigrants have special “settlement” priorities
arising from the urgent need to find employment,
housing, language skills and new friends, and to
maintain links to their country of origin.  There are
additional barriers arising from the lack of estab-
lished association with environmental organizations.
New immigrants and people belonging to diverse
cultural groups are typically under-represented in
environmental organizations.

Environment Canada, through its EcoAction
program, has promoted the belief that to achieve
long term environmental protection, there must be
broad community understanding, support for good
policy and volunteerism to carry out some of the
work. To have impact in communities with a large
multicultural component, it is essential to reach
individuals from those cultures.  There are two basic
strategies to achieve this: 

• encourage mainstream environmental groups
and government agencies to include individuals
from diverse cultures in their projects; or 

• encourage cultural, social service and language
training organizations to include environmental
programming for their members. 

Case Study Name: Engaging Multicultural Communities
Grantmakers: Environment Canada (EcoAction) and Ontario Trillium Foundation

Grant Recipient: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)

Location: Greater Toronto Area (GTA)

Time Frame: 1998-2000

Grant Amount: $100,000 Environment Canada, $150,000 Ontario Trillium Foundation over 2 years

5.2.2 Case Study: 

Increasing the diversity of participation

Contact Information:

Shaffina Kassam

Community Programs Office 

Environment Canada,

4905 Dufferin Street

Downsview, Ontario, M3H 5T4

Telephone: 416-739-4734

Email: ecoaction.on@ec.gc.ca

Internet: www.on.ec.gc.ca/ecoaction

Chandra Sharma

Multicultural Environmental Stewardship Program

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

5 Shoreham Dr., Downsview, Ontario M3N 1S4

Telephone: 416 661 6600

Email: csharma@trca.on.ca 

Internet: www.trca.on.ca/events/stewardshipprograms
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In 1997, the Toronto and Region Conservation

Authority (TRCA) proposed the Community
Development for Multicultural Environmental
Stewardship (CDMES) project that employed the sec-
ond strategy, outreach to cultural organizations. 

CDMES was intended to achieve short, medium
and long term objectives.  The most important
objective of the project was to engage different cul-
tural organizations and develop communications
and working relationships between the participating
organizations and TRCA.  In the long term, the pro-
gram hoped to introduce information about
Canadian ecology to different communities, and to
engage new Canadians and members of diverse cul-
tural groups in support of sound environmental
stewardship.  In addition, and almost incidental to
the relationship building and communication objec-
tives, the project included stewardship work to deliv-
er tangible benefits in the form of stream restoration
and clean up, tree planting and habitat structures for
wildlife.

The CDMES initiative is notable for several rea-
sons.  It placed first priority on building relation-
ships and communication between the environmen-
tal sector and multicultural communities, with
immediate environmental results in a secondary
role.  It avoided the simplistic “just invite them to
the meeting” and “translate the English brochure”
approach that has shown little success in the past.  

Instead, the CDMES initiative recognized that
the environmental groups must learn as well and
change their ways of doing things.  TRCA was
employing the principles of “social marketing” and
persuasion by getting to know the needs of multicul-
tural groups and recent immigrants, identifying bar-
riers, and then testing various ways to remove those
barriers and draw multicultural groups into conser-
vation work   For both the funders and TRCA, ven-
turing into the soft and somewhat mysterious
process of relationship building with unfamiliar cul-
tures was a bold and important step.

The CDMES proposal was subject to an exten-
sive technical review by Environment Canada to
evaluate its technical merit.  Environment Canada
staff reviewed the expected benefits and the capacity
of TRCA to deliver the promised program.  These
evaluations were provided to a Review Committee in
competition with other projects.  In addition, since
EcoAction would provide only part of the funding,
the project was reviewed by the Ontario Trillium

Foundation according to its three level review.
CDMES scored highly with both funders, and was
approved.

Description of the Project:

The CDMES project consisted of outreach initia-
tives, community action to restore the environment
and follow-through to foster the new relations and
share what was learned from the project.  

The outreach activity was directed to establish
contact, build a relationship and greater understand-
ing between TRCA and a range of cultural organiza-
tions with substantial representation in the region
such as the Hispanic community in Toronto and the
South East Asian community in Peel Region.  This
involved TRCA project staff identifying and meeting
with leaders and influencers in many different com-
munities, listening to the leaders and seeking under-
standing of their needs and interests.  Other tasks
included:

• developing multi-lingual, culturally sensitive
communication material (changing more than
the words, changing the approach and message
as well);

• identifying and addressing barriers to 
participation;

• shaping programs to provide “value added” for
different cultural groups and immigrants with
settlement priorities;

• working with Adult ESL (English as a Second
Language) and LINC (Language Instruction for
New Canadians) programs to communicate envi-
ronmental messages.

The community action component was intend-
ed to improve the natural environment in selected
areas within three watersheds in the Greater Toronto
Area (GTA).  Multicultural groups were engaged in
planning for the restoration of each area, an activity
that provided opportunities to convey information
about Canadian ecology and the connection
between the natural environment and every day life.
Once the restoration was planned, projects to restore
the areas were undertaken including youths, school
groups and members of many cultural groups.
Stewardship activities included:

• stream and ravine restoration, including removal
of litter and foreign objects;
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• shoreline restoration and planting;

• native tree planting;

• wildflower and native planting to protect and
enhance wildlife and water quality;

• installing signage to educate visitors;

• conservation workshops and slide presentations.

Finally, the project was designed to share the les-
sons learned from the initiative with other environ-
mental groups, and to provide some measures to
ensure sustained effort to foster the new relation-
ships and community engagement.  A video, Human
Connections: Multiculturalism and The Environment,
was produced to illustrate the experience, and TRCA
made a commitment to a new staff position to foster
multicultural environmental stewardship in the
region.

Outcomes:

Both EcoAction and TRCA staff were very
pleased with the outcome of this initial effort.  They
initiated communication with groups that represent
an important part of the watershed community,
groups where they had little previous contact.
According to TRCA there are 43 identifiable cultural
and language groups in the Greater Toronto Region,
and this initiative had greater success with some
than with others.  However, any significant success
in an area where little had been accomplished before
was considered to be an important breakthrough. 

As a result of this project, TRCA gained insight
on the needs and priorities of these varied communi-
ties and found them receptive to learning about the
Canadian environment and how it affects them.  As
well:

• All parties learned positive lessons from the expe-
rience: the granting agencies, TRCA, the cultural
organizations, and the individuals who partici-
pated;  

• Multi-cultural groups were pleased to participate
in their community in a new way, and proceeded
to propose their own environmental stewardship
projects including:

– two restoration, planting and environmental
education projects in Peel Region sponsored by
southeast Asian groups;

– two urban environment and stewardship proj-
ects sponsored by the downtown (Toronto)
Hispanic Council;

• Some of the trainees within the project found
related employment and went on to do similar
environmental work, and to volunteer.  TRCA
created a multicultural stewardship position that
is staffed by a person from a cultural minority;

• The project met or exceeded most of its tangible
deliverables such as trees planted, streams
restored etc.;

• TRCA is beginning to change how it does things,
how it looks at its employment policies, and its
communications materials to reduce barriers and
be more inclusive in its work, and it is helping
others do the same.

Based on what it learned from this initial experi-
ence, TRCA went on to create and fund a Phase II
program that has engaged many more participants
from different cultures, planted more trees, restored
more streams and protected more natural habitat.

As well, this initiative has spawned other proj-
ects aimed at increasing diversity in the environ-
ment community. A new partnership project,
Environmental Volunteer Network (EVN) has been
initiated with Ontario Council of Agencies Serving
Immigrants (OCASI) with funding from the Ontario
Trillium Foundation. The objective of this project is
to provide volunteer experience, mentorship and
training to new Canadian professionals or people
with environmental backgrounds who are unable to
find work in their field of expertise. 

Summary Comments:

A healthy environment is essential to the entire
community, encompassing all cultural groups.
Efforts to protect or restore the environment need
broad cultural understanding, support and participa-
tion. To achieve this end, initiatives must be more
inclusive and environmental grantmakers should use
strategies to encourage and support broader partici-
pation in the task.  The Community Multicultural
Environmental Stewardship project illustrates the
importance of creative solutions and reaching out to
those groups, working with their leaders, speaking
their language, understanding their cultural norms,
and presenting programs that consider their needs
such as job skills, employment opportunities and
language development.
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Key Learning Points:
The “Engaging Multicultural Communities”

initiative illustrates a number of important ele-
ments:

• The skills and capacity of the program delivery
organization, in this case the TRCA, are very
important to success.  The program proponent
must have people who can reach out to the dif-
ferent communities, be flexible in approach
and provide the role of catalyst, trainer, and
program delivery agent.

• Sustained effort is important. A multi-year pro-
gram and the capacity for follow-up projects
increase the probability that the groups will
continue the environmental stewardship effort
after the initial grant.

• The TRCA program addressed the cultural
group’s needs and priorities.   For immigrants,
programs that provide employment or employ-
able skills to help participants settle are attrac-
tive, and so are activities that develop English
language skills.  The program made leaders in
the cultural community and the participants
feel they were contributing to the larger com-
munity.

• While some issues – food, clean air, clean water
– enjoy universal understanding, the TRCA
approach also adapted to the differing interests
of various cultural groups (e.g. fishing and fish 

safety for Chinese groups, vegetables and plant-
ing for Samoli groups).

• TRCA was consistent in its respect and engage-
ment of community leaders when seeking sup-
port, seeking their advice on the needs and pri-
orities of each group, and incorporating infor-
mation about community attitudes into com-
munication materials.  In some cases these
leaders interpreted the TRCA messages but
sometimes materials were printed in the native
language. 

• This program has not focused solely on trans-
lating written materials, but rather has created
a larger framework encompassing objectives
within different time frames, opportunities for
hands-on involvement in environmental proj-
ects, a range of media including video, games
and volunteer kits, and opportunities for dis-
cussion and feedback throughout the program.

• Grantmakers themselves could engage directly
in many of the actions and principles shown in
this case study in their outreach to diverse
communities – seeking the involvement of
community leaders and organizations, identify-
ing cultural needs and priorities, setting objec-
tives to measure effectiveness in reaching
diverse groups, and committing to internal
organizational change to reflect community
diversity.
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435.2.3 Case Study: 

Engaging with youth

Case Study Name: Youth in Philanthropy
Grantmakers: Community Foundation of Portage and District, funded in part by the Thomas 

Sill Foundation 

Grant Recipient (s): Local charities, as recommended by the Youth Advisory Committees, and 
approved by the Community Foundation

Location: Arthur Meighen High School, Portage Collegiate Institute, 

Portage la Prairie, Manitoba

Time Frame: 2001 – ongoing  (six year program)

Grant Amount: $7,000/yr for six years

Contact Information:

Karen Braden

Executive Director

Community Foundation of Portage and District

P.O. Box 1153, Portage la Prairie, Manitoba, R1N 3J9

Telephone: 204 274 2442

Email: cfpd@mts.net

Web: www.community-fdn.ca/portage

Ruth Mulligan

YIP Staff Advisor,

Arthur Meighen High School

Portage la Prairie, Manitoba

Email: ruthm@plpsd.mb.ca

Megan Tate

YIP Program Manager

The Winnipeg Foundation

1350 - One Lombard Place

Winnipeg, Manitoba, R3B 0X3

Telephone: 204 944 9474

Email: info@wpgfdn.org

Web: www.wpgfdn.org

Grantmaking Strategy: 

Community foundations across Canada iden-
tify increased engagement of local youth as
an important goal.  An increasingly common

approach is to involve youth in the actual process of
community grantmaking through participation on
Youth Advisory Councils or Committees (YACs).  In
Canada, there are currently about 40 YACs in opera-
tion and more soon to be launched.  While the first
Canadian YACs were established about seven years
ago, most are very new initiatives.  The YAC model
varies greatly across the country by community size,
amount of endowment and specific operating
model.

Due to its prevalence as a youth engagement
tool for community foundations, it is useful to con-
sider the YAC model as a vehicle for increased youth
engagement in the environment.  What opportuni-
ties and challenges does the model present for com-
munity foundations interested in increasing the

engagement of youth with local environmental
issues?  This case study provides an excellent context
for exploring these issues.

The Community Foundation of Portage and
District had identified several goals that led to the
establishment of its Youth in Philanthropy (YIP) ini-
tiative, including a desire to involve young people in
the Community Foundation itself, to develop an
appreciation among youth of volunteerism and com-
munity service, and the creation of caring and
involved citizens for the future.  The actual grants
made under the program are intended to benefit the
community under the broad charitable purposes of
the community foundation, including “enhance-
ment of the environment” and “other community
activities or facilities of a charitable nature.”

This initiative originated with an application to
the Community Foundation from one of the local
high schools as a result of initiatives elsewhere in
the province. The Youth in Philanthropy project in
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Portage la Prairie is one of five communities in
Manitoba funded in part by The Thomas Sill
Foundation of Winnipeg.  The Thomas Sill
Foundation grants $7,000 per year for the first three
years and the Community Foundation of Portage
and District will sponsor $7,000 per year for another
three years.  Within Portage, Arthur Meighen High
School and Portage Collegiate Institute each receive
an allocation of $2,500 for grants and $1,000 toward
expenses and the school endowment fund.  Any
additional fund raising or income augments the
endowment fund, and all funds are held by the
Community Foundation.

At the start of the Portage and District YIP initia-
tive there was an expectation that involving youth
in community research, developing options and
making grant recommendations would provide them
personal development and increase their under-
standing of the full range of community needs,
including the environment.

Description of the Project:

YIP is a partnership with the Community
Foundation of Portage and District, two local high
schools and the participating youth.  The high
schools provide coordinators for the Youth Advisory
Committee, meeting places and guidance for the
process. The Community Foundation provides grant
funds and administration of the YIP program.  The
youth provide the energy, ideas, research and decide
which grants to recommend.  The students also
develop and pursue fundraising ideas for the endow-
ment fund.

The youth participants are encouraged to identi-
fy their values and priorities at the beginning of
each year during a workshop presented by the
Community Foundation.  Subsequently the youth
members work in small teams to research communi-
ty issues, gather information and then discuss how
and where they should recommend grants.  

At this stage, discussion of environmental con-
cerns has been a part of the process.  The environ-
ment usually comes up in the initial discussion of
values, typically related to protection of the environ-
ment, environmental education, or animal protec-
tion projects.  Sometimes the environment gets out-
voted at this stage in favour of human and social
service issues, but sometimes the environment
makes it to the next stage of the process, which
involves consideration of related local charities.  At

this point, YAC members have had difficulty identi-
fying any local charities involved in the environ-
ment.

Decisions are made by consensus, typically with
a great deal of discussion on the final recommenda-
tions of grants made by the youth committee to the
Foundation’s Board.  Five to ten projects are funded
each year for each of the two high schools.

Outcomes:

The Youth in Philanthropy initiative in Portage
and District is in the third of six years. Youth inter-
est in the program has grown, with an increase in
the number of students volunteering to participate.
Both the high school and the community founda-
tion have monitored the activities and community
contribution of youth on the committee, and both
are enthusiastic about the general indications so far
including:

• the growing appreciation of volunteerism and a
more positive attitude toward the community as
expressed by the youth participants; 

• the increased number of participants who have
undertaken new volunteer work in the communi-
ty;

• community enhancement and benefit from the
actual grant-supported projects;

• increased incentive and initiative on the part of
youth.

As noted environmental subjects are identified,
explored and discussed by youth participants and
there is interest every year in entertaining environ-
mental proposals.  Despite these positive environ-
mental process outcomes, no environmental projects
have yet been funded through the Portage and
District YIP program.  The Community Foundation
and YIP staff advisor attribute this pattern primarily
to a difficulty in finding any local environment
groups with charitable status – making them ineligi-
ble given the foundation’s granting criteria.  The
staff advisor also notes that while some of the stu-
dents have an interest in the environment, it is a
fairly new area for the YAC members overall.  In
addition, they seem to perceive less of a connection
between the environment as a charitable activity
than for other sectors such as human services.
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Summary Comments:

Community foundations find the YAC model to
be a very positive mechanism to build youth aware-
ness of the community and volunteerism.  However,
if foundations wish to use this approach to enhance
youth involvement in the environment sector, part-
nering and other accommodations will be necessary
because many local groups in the environment sec-
tor are not registered charities, or because other bar-
riers limit participation.

For example, YACs tend to fund youth-led proj-
ects within their communities, yet there are often
very few youth-led environmental groups – especial-
ly within smaller communities.  As a first step YACs
can undertake community assets mapping to identi-
fy the youth groups or individuals currently active in
environmental issues.  YAC members could also play
an active role in community youth-environmental
development by organizing capacity-building work-
shops themselves, or by helping any environmental-
ly-oriented groups or individuals link with other
organizations, and with existing professional devel-
opment opportunities.

An increased focus on the environment can also
be supported by increasing the awareness and under-
standing of environmental issues among YAC partic-
ipants through such activities as:

• connecting the YAC members with some of the
other environmental grantmakers active in their

communities including information-sharing,
partnerships and mentoring;

• ensuring that the YACs include the participation
of some youth with environmental backgrounds
and experiences who can bring this perspective
to the table;

• bringing in environmental groups to talk to the
YAC participants about the environmental issues
facing their communities.  These groups don’t
have to be former or even potential applicants in
order to help inform the youth.

For further ideas and support, there is consider-
able research to support “best practices” and varia-
tions that have increased the effectiveness of the
basic YAC model, youth in philanthropy programs,
and youth engagement in general.  For example, the
W.K. Kellogg Foundation has published information,
as has Karin E. Tice of Formative Evaluation Research
Associates.  These and other general youth-related
references follow this case.  Much of this work equal-
ly applies to engaging youth in the environment sec-
tor.  In addition, Community Foundations of
Canada plays an active role in building understand-
ing of the principles, models and best practices in
youth engagement and would be a valuable resource
to community foundations on this topic.
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Addressing Barriers to Funding
The environment sector is often less developed at the local level, and as consequence few local organ-

izations have charitable registration. Fortunately, there are many simple solutions that are widely used to
overcome the problem, solutions that will help all charitable sectors, but particularly the environment.
These solutions include:

• encouraging local environment groups to seek charitable registration, where this makes sense, and to
be aware of regional, provincial or national environmental organizations who can often provide many
kinds of support, including a charitable partnership;

• encouraging existing local charitable groups (such as service clubs) to partner with non-charitable
groups doing environmental projects, and to accept grants for them to deliver environmental work;

• encouraging provincial or regional environment groups who are registered charities to accept grants
and to work with local chapters or affiliates as their “agents” to deliver the local benefit;

• where the foundation charter and charitable regulations permit, the foundation may contract (rather
than grant) with a non-charitable group to carry out the work; and

• set up a re-granting or “mini-grants” program that will allow making small grants for charitable work
to non-charities.
A more complete discussion and list of measures that a community foundation can take to support

non-charities in the community is included on page 16 of Affecting Environmental Policy in the Great Lakes-
St. Lawrence River Basin: A Primer for Community Foundations, written by John Jackson and Fe De Leon,
Canadian Environmental Law Association, September 2000.
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Key Learning Points:
The experience of the Community

Foundation of Portage and District’s YIP program
highlights a number of key points about the spe-
cific opportunities and challenges inherent in the
YAC model in terms of its potential for engaging
youth with the environment:

• A key feature of The Portage Community
Foundation YIP program is that it is school-
based.  This means that the foundation works
in partnership with local high schools - an
approach that provides access to youth, sup-
port from staff advisors with expertise in work-
ing with youth, and the opportunity to relate
science and environmental education with real
applications in the community.  The process
encourages engagement among the youth
involved in researching environmental con-
cerns and potential projects.

• Not all Youth Advisory Committees are school-
based.  Many community foundations have
established YACs that work effectively with a
variety of delivery partners including local
social service agencies and youth/adult part-
nerships.  The type or range of delivery part-
ners may have an impact on the program’s
environmental focus.  For example, the envi-
ronment does not fall within the specific focus
of most United Ways.  For this reason special
efforts and outreach may be needed to bring
environmental connections into the program. 

• As noted, the Portage Community Foundation
and YIP staff advisor have recognized that
despite a strong interest in the environment by
youth members demonstrated throughout the
process, very few environmental projects have
been recommended.  They have attributed this
pattern primarily to the lack of local environ-
ment groups in their community that meet the
program’s requirement of charitable registra-

tion – a not uncommon situation in smaller
and rural communities across Canada. While a
Youth in Philanthropy grant program can be
effective in engaging youth in the community
and volunteerism, it will not address this and
other barriers to grants to environmental proj-
ects, which may be constraints to foundation
funding to the environment in general (see
box “Addressing Barriers to Funding”).

• Another factor affecting the low level of envi-
ronmental grants through the YIP program
may be a general lack of familiarity with the
sector among the youth participants.   The
Portage YIP staff advisor noted that all it would
take to boost the environment within the pro-
gram is one student who has a passion for the
environment and some awareness of the
organizations involved.

• Some foundations have had greater success in
generating environmental grants through their
YIP programs.  For example, the Winnipeg
Foundation, which has 20 school-based YIP
programs, has made a significant number of
grants to environmental projects including
environmental education, air quality initiatives
and waste reduction.  The Winnipeg
Foundation has the same youth interest in the
environment found in Portage, and the same
requirement for charitable registration, but the
larger centre of Winnipeg has the advantage of
a greater number of local environmental chari-
ties.  In addition, organizers in Winnipeg cite
other possible reasons for their program’s envi-
ronmental successes.  For example, the youth
in Winnipeg seem to be more aware of the
existence of environmental groups active in
the province that provide them with links to a
range of environment issue areas and connec-
tions to many environmental programs.  
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5.3 Recommended Best Practices Relating to Citizen Engagement 

The following recommended best practices are based on information from the three case studies, the
thought leader interviews, and recent literature:

• Environmental projects with citizen volunteers must be meaningful:
Successful projects in this area must not simply provide opportunities for citizen engagement of some
sort; rather they must ensure that the quality of the activity engaged in is meaningful and rewarding
to the participants.  For example, if citizens are being asked to collect data, there must be a well-organ-
ized framework for its storage and analysis; if they are planting trees, there should be assurance that
the species are appropriate and likely to survive.  Otherwise, volunteers are disillusioned and the fun-
der’s money is wasted.  A strong credible ENGO as project leader, together with a well-thought-out
proposal, are essential if citizen engagement is to be successful.

• Engagement programs must respond to community needs and concerns:
People become engaged when the opportunity presented by a project addresses something that con-
cerns them directly – the quality of their drinking water, the chance to develop some employment
skills, the desire for more trees in their neighbourhood.  In some cases, outreach and education pro-
grams can raise awareness and encourage engagement e.g. many naturalists are involved in monitor-
ing frog and bird populations because of information about their declining populations.  But unless
people have a reason to care about an environmental project, their engagement is likely to be mini-
mal.

• Work with cultural groups and leaders willing to integrate environmental programs:
To respond to Canada’s increasingly diverse population, community foundations should be supporting
environmental projects that reach out to involve various cultural groups through a wide variety of
programs.  Seeking out the views and support of community leaders, providing information and
resources in a variety of languages, respecting different community preferences, and working with
existing institutions such as ESL organizations can all be part of an outreach strategy.

• Encourage ENGOs seeking to increase diversity to first look within:
The staff and board of most environmental organizations do not reflect the diverse make-up of the
communities in which they work.  An important step in attracting participation from diverse commu-
nities and age groups is a process of organizational change, using cultural sensitivity training, hiring
policies, and other means to make ENGOs more inclusive and representative.  Community founda-
tions are in a position to point out this need, and to provide support in addressing it.

• Address barriers to greater environmental involvement in Youth in Philanthropy and Youth
Advisory Council programs:
While Youth in Philanthropy programs are widely used by community foundations and are often very
successful, don’t assume that they will automatically attract youth involvement in, or grants for, envi-
ronmental projects. Since many community-based ENGOs lack charitable status, creative ways to fund
environmental projects will likely be needed to overcome this barrier to participation.  Capacity-build-
ing and awareness activities should also be considered to build the success of YACs in environmental
engagement.

• Recognize that youth view environmental concerns in a different context: 
Today’s youth differ from previous generations: they are more mobile, more influenced by technology
and the media, more diverse, more apt to postpone major life decisions.  They expect different forms
of engagement than older Canadians, with an emphasis on supporting projects that provide long-term
solutions and demonstrate results, rather than band-aids.  They tend to see environmental concerns as
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5.4 Selected Resource Information on
Constituency Building / Citizen Engagement

• Sharing the Challenge: A Guide for Community-
Based Environmental Planning including guidance
for the multi-stakeholder approach, Atlantic
Coastal Action Program (ACAP), Environment
Canada , (www.ec.ns.gc.ca)

• Getting Citizens Involved in the Environment:
Lessons Learned & Emerging Opportunities the
Hamilton Area, Lynda M. Lukasik, Hamilton
Community Foundation

• Theoretical Understandings of Citizen Engagement,
by Lynda M. Lukasik, prepared for Hamilton
Community Foundation

• Quick Reference: Community-Based Social
Marketing, Doug McKenzie-Mohr
(www.cbsm.com) for techniques to improve effec-
tiveness of environmental programs and commu-
nication.  Further details in the book Fostering
Sustainable Behaviour: An Introduction to
Community-Based Social Marketing, Doug
Mackenzie-Mohr and William Smith, New Society
Publishers, 1999.

• Research on Barriers and Opportunities for Increasing
Leadership in Immigrant and Refugee Communities:
Public Report, MOSIACA, prepared for the Hyams
Foundation, Neighborhood Funders Group
(NFG), (www.nfg.org)

• “Myths of Diversity”, Alternatives Journal Winter
2003 – particularly reference to Greenpeace BC
success through diversity initiative

• 2001 Ontario Directory: Ethno-cultural
Organizations and the Environment.  Ranjara Mitra,
Sustainability Network (http://sustain.web.net)

• Meeting the Challenge of Diversity, Joan Crystal
Pearlman and Breda Murphy Bova, Nonprofit
World, Vol. 10, No. 4, 1992.

• Youth Grantmakers: …Outcomes and Lessons,
Council of Michigan Grantmakers (CMF), WK
Kellogg Fdn  … How to set up a YAC

• Youth Grantmakers: Best Practices, (www.youth-
grantmakers.org )

• Youth and Community: Engaging Young People in
Philanthropy and Service, WK Kellogg Fdn
(www.wkkf.org)

• Engaging Youth in Philanthropy, Karin E. Tice, New
Directions for Philanthropic Fundraising, No 38,
Winter 2002, Wiley Periodicals Inc.

• Citizen Re:Generation: Understanding Active Citizen
Engagement Among Canada’s Information Age
Generations, by Robert Barnard, Denise Andrea
Campbell, and Shelley Smith (www.d-
code.com/citizenregen.html)

• Youth Philanthropy: A Framework of Best Practice,
by M. Cretsinger, WK Kellogg Foundation, 1999

• Best Practices in Youth Philanthropy, by P. Garza
and P. Stevens, Coalition of Community
Foundations for Youth, 2002.

part of a broader social justice and/or quality of life context, and most are unlikely to be involved in
traditional ENGOs or to be receptive to general appeals about the environment.  To attract the partici-
pation of youth, community foundations will have to support projects with an integrated outlook, an
emphasis on activism, and opportunities for youth to be in control.  In fact, community foundations
and their YACs could lead the way by initiating an integrated approach to community needs that
emphasizes the links or bridges between the full range of issues.  

• Be willing to experiment with different approaches to engage youth:
Engaging the current cohort of young people in programs to address environmental concerns is going
to require innovation and a range of techniques – community collaborations, leadership training, part-
nerships with schools, effective adult-youth partnerships, and other concepts not yet developed.  As
with other volunteers, youth need to know their participation is meaningful, not token.   Community
foundations should recognize that this is an area that needs more research, and particularly more
experimentation to develop a wider range of models that work.

                                      



496.0  Grantmakers Taking Leadership

6.1 Background Observations

Over the past decade, there has been a clear
trend among many private foundations to
become more strategic and specialized in

their environmental grantmaking programs.  As well,
there has been a growing tendency for foundations
to become more directly engaged in environmental
issues, for example by participating with ENGOs in
developing strategy and priorities.  In some cases,
foundations have taken the lead in bringing together
people from all sides of an issue to attempt to nego-
tiate, or at least discuss, potential solutions.

Grantmakers taking leadership is a delicate bal-
ance between the desire to use grants strategically to
influence events and outcomes, and the desire to
respond to the needs and priorities of the communi-
ty.  For community foundations active in the envi-
ronment sector, that balance may also be affected by
the capacity and confidence of the foundation to
take a leadership role.

In many cases, environmental issues are pro-
foundly affected by government policies and actions.
Indeed, public consultations on land use planning
and environmental standards have become a stan-
dard component in the development of public poli-
cy, often mandated by law.  Contributing responsi-
bly to these consultations is a part of civic duty.  At
the same time, the issues and technology involved
have become quite complex.  Citizens need the help
of groups who can do the research, identify best
practices and understand the choices.  

Leadership in addressing environmental con-
cerns tends to bring foundations and their grantees
quickly into the realm of debating the merits of pub-
lic policy.  Despite the legitimacy of citizen engage-
ment in public consultations and advocacy, many
foundations, including most community founda-
tions, have exhibited discomfort with funding advo-
cacy activities by ENGOs.  

For the most part, the issue here is not a legal
one - the great majority of foundations are nowhere
close to the limits on advocacy as set out in federal
charitable policies.  Rather, the prevailing cautious
stance on advocacy is self-imposed, in response to
concerns about community and donor acceptance,
and in some cases because of the relatively small
amount of discretionary grant funds available.  In

response, most ENGOs are conditioned only to ask
for support for conservative, “safe” projects.

Some of the larger and older foundations sur-
veyed noted that their approach to leadership and to
involvement in projects with an advocacy compo-
nent has evolved over time, as their staff and boards
became more comfortable in these areas.  They also
noted that there is a continuum between ENGO
activities that are educational, to those that focus on
supporting or encouraging civic engagement, to
those that clearly advocate changes in public policy.
Most funders are comfortable at the education end
of that spectrum; very few support political kinds of
activities at the extreme advocacy end.  Determining
how far along that spectrum a foundation is willing
to go, and judging how proposed projects fit on the
spectrum, can be difficult judgments.  

Among the suggestions offered by experienced
foundation staff were the following:

• One area where virtually all community founda-
tions can be proactive is in finding out what is
needed within their community.  Convening
workshops or forums on defined topics can be
effective in educating the community founda-
tion, building consensus, and fostering partner-
ships.  Once gaps or needs are identified, the
foundation may choose to focus grants around
defined areas for greater impact.  Attention
should be paid to the capacity of ENGOs to
absorb projects or grants; capacity building may
be necessary first.

• Grantmakers can build their own capacity to serve
a leading role within the environmental commu-
nity.  Local grantmakers’ skills workshops can
provide forums to build skills, share practices,
learn who funds what, and network in ways that
help close funding gaps within local communi-
ties.  A community foundation’s website can be
used to link to reports or organizations that can
provide assistance to their community.

• One way in which grantmakers can take a leader-
ship role in the environment sector is by build-
ing in important elements such as strategic plan-
ning, evaluation, sharing results, etc. into their
application process or grant conditions.
Evaluation can be a helpful learning tool for both
funders and grantees, but the scope of evaluation
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required should be limited to factors that are
practical, relevant, and appropriate to the scale of
the grant and capacity of the recipient group.

• In crafting its own leadership role, a community
foundation needs to decide early on how com-
fortable it is with controversial issues, and be up
front with applicants about where on the spec-
trum of advocacy it will support.  For example, it
might agree to consider activities that promote
positive solutions to problems, but refuse those
that target or impugn any individual or sector in
a negative way.  In general, the organizations
within the environment sector need more coura-
geous grantmaking, but community foundations
may choose to start with “safe” projects and
gradually evolve into more contentious areas as
they become more confident.

• A very useful resource for community founda-
tions considering projects in this area is the
report Affecting Environmental Policy in the Great
Lakes – St. Lawrence River Basin: A Primer for
Community Foundations, which was produced in
2000 for the Toronto Community Foundation by
John Jackson and Fe de Leon.  This report notes
that environmental policy work is aimed at
changing the ways that decisions are made by
government, but it can have several components:

– research;

– proposals for action;

– education of the public;

– education of policy and decision-makers;

– advocacy to get changes put into place;

– watch-dogging to ensure implementation of a
policy.

The report concludes with a set of suggested
ways in which community foundations can best sup-
port environmental policy work.

• An important ingredient in confidence is having
clear specific legal advice as to the current scope
and limits for charitable activities.  Several excel-
lent recent resources are available, including
Advocacy on the Agenda, a discussion on recent
legal changes by Volunteer Canada, and a
September 2003 Political Activities Policy
Statement that is available on the Canada
Customs and Revenue Agency website 

(www.ccra-adrc.gc.ca). Most respondents believe
that community foundations operate far from
the current limits, for reasons that have nothing
to do with charitable law.

• Community foundations should largely focus on
the merits of the projects submitted, even in
cases where the applicant organization may be
involved in advocacy activities in other parts of
its work (except in instances where the nature of
their advocacy conduct is clearly unacceptable).
A wide range of non-advocacy projects could
assist in building capacity for these groups with
minimal risk of controversy - support for facilities
and training, computer support, cross-sectoral
linking, workshops and events, bringing in rep-
utable expertise or resource people to increase
knowledge.

• Community foundations can use the network of
other funders, contacts within the environmental
community, and peer reviews of major proposals
to help ensure that they understand the issues
and risks associated with potentially contentious
projects.

6.2 Grantmakers Taking Leadership Case
Studies

Two case studies are provided in this section to
add to the observations drawn from Foundation staff
and the literature:

a) Foundation-led initiative: Calgary Dialogue on
Urban Ecosystem Health (How can community
foundation grantmaking be made more effective
through a strategic process initiated by the foundation
to direct grants to areas of greatest benefit and/or
through improved evaluation processes?)

The Calgary Dialogue case study is an excellent
example of a foundation using its convening role to
help a community define its own environmental pri-
orities.  It is already serving as a model for similar
programs elsewhere.

b) Supporting engagement in public policy:
Community Engagement in Newfoundland
Forestry (How can community foundation grant-
making support civic engagement on environmental
public policy issues while staying within the legal
requirements for charitable activities?)
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The Newfoundland case study includes several

activities that are common to many environmental
projects – research and analysis, networking, infor-
mation sharing and training.  But these activities are
clearly oriented to influencing future government
decisions on forest land allocation and management.
As such, it provides an effective example of ways in
which a foundation can support constructive citizen
engagement well within the limits set out by policies
on charitable activities.
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52 6.2.1 Case Study: 

Foundation-led Initiative

Case Study Name: Calgary Dialogue on Urban Ecosystem Health

Grantmakers: Calgary pilot funded by Alberta Ecotrust Foundation with in-kind support from 
Environment Canada and Health Canada (Community Animation Program – CAP), 
Alberta Community Development 

Grant Recipient: Alberta Ecotrust Foundation

Location: Calgary

Time Frame: October 2002

Grant Amount: $1000

Contact Information:

Pat Letizia

Executive Director

Alberta Ecotrust Foundation

810, 1202 Centre St. S.

Calgary, Alberta, T2G 5A5

Telephone: 403 209 2245

Email:  pletizia@albertaecotrust.com

Web: www.albertaecotrust.com

Teresa Chilkowich

Program Officer

Community Animation Program (CAP

Environment Canada/Health Canada

Edmonton, Alberta

Telephone: 780 951 8724

Email: teresa.chilkowich@ec.g.c.ca

Grantmaking Strategy:

Some community focused foundations respond
to applications, believing that this is the best
way to let the community set priorities.  This

strategy assumes that groups and individuals in the
community have the overview and maturity to
assess the gaps and establish priorities, and know
where to apply for support.  Experience has shown
that all too often these assumptions are not justified,
and alternative ways to identify and address environ-
mental issues would be beneficial.

One alternative is to increase expertise in the
environmental field of the staff and board members
of the foundation by hiring consultants and com-
missioning studies.  This approach can lead to a set
of environmental priorities and funding guidelines.
While a certain amount of this is beneficial for every
foundation, many lack the internal resources to
establish and maintain a full environmental strategy.
Fortunately, there is a second very affordable
approach.  An excellent example of this middle
approach is the “Community Dialogues on Urban
Ecosystem Health” initiative undertaken by Alberta
Ecotrust Foundation.

The Alberta Ecotrust Foundation defines itself as
“a non-governmental fund raising agency dedicated

to supporting grassroots environmental projects
throughout the province of Alberta.”  Ecotrust
“works through collaborative partnerships of people
and organizations that believe that the environment
is integral to everything we do, everything we have
and everything we need as a community.”   

In the past, most project proposals received by
Ecotrust have been directed to protect wilderness,
nature and rural environments.  All these are worthy
and important, but projects that address urban envi-
ronments have been much less common, and appli-
cants in this area lacked the size and capacity of
nature groups such as Ducks Unlimited or the
Nature Conservancy of Canada.  Given that urban
environments are the ones closest to most citizens
and subject to some of the greatest environmental
stresses, the lack of proposals to address urban envi-
ronments was a significant gap that Ecotrust felt
should be addressed.

Ecotrust was aware that initiatives within the
urban environment must recognize the realities that
affect both environmental groups and potential fun-
ders of their projects.  Foremost are the stereotypes
and misunderstandings that come with the term
“environmentalist”.  The name and topic are com-
monly associated with protest, conflict, a narrow
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focus of interest, and a “doomsday” scenario.
However, many individuals and groups who work on
urban environmental issues such as clean air, safe
water, transportation, urban planning and healthy
communities don’t see themselves as “environmen-
talists”, even though their interest is central to urban
ecology.  Such groups are most interested in positive,
practical solutions. They see the environment not as
“an issue”, but as the broad basis for quality of life
and the kind of community they want.

The Alberta Ecotrust Foundation is not an advo-
cate, but rather an enabler that helps communities
define and achieve the quality of life and kind of
community the citizens desire.  Ecotrust was sup-
ported in this goal by the Community Animation
Program (CAP) of Environment/Health Canada
(Edmonton Office), and by Alberta Community
Development.

In 2002, Ecotrust conceived the concept of
“Community Dialogues on Urban Ecosystem Health”
with the initial pilot project in Calgary in October.
The purpose was to:

• stimulate the submission of more fundable urban
environment projects;

• engage more groups and individuals in projects
that address the urban environment, defined
broadly;

• current activities underway;

• potential future solutions;

• collaborative strategies and partnerships.

Ecotrust chaired the planning process and
recruited volunteers and support from other agencies
and volunteers from community groups.  Alberta
Community Development provided facilitator
Dwayne Van Bavel, and a process to foster discus-
sion, surface ideas and move toward practical solu-
tions.  The event was a single day, daytime event at
the Inglewood Community Centre, a Calgary loca-
tion, with refreshments and mid-day meal provided.

A framework for evaluation was part of the plan-
ning. Evaluation included:

• an evaluation of the event by participants as part
of the day;

• a formal “Results Report” (available from the
Ecotrust web page);

• post-event debrief and evaluation by the plan-
ners; and

• tracking of applications, participant comments
and response from funders and agencies after the
event.

Outcomes:

The Calgary Community Dialogue was evaluated
by participants as part of the program, and by the
planners and Ecotrust following the event.  It was
considered a substantial success as an event and as a
pilot study.  Specific outcomes of the pilot include:

• Alberta Ecotrust received two environmental
project proposals for Calgary as an immediate
consequence of the event;

• Funders present, including Alberta Ecotrust,
learned about environmental priorities in the
community, and as a result can make better
informed grantmaking;

• Participants expressed strong appreciation of
Alberta Ecotrust’s leadership in convening the
session and allowing them an opportunity to net-
work with each other and with other funders;

• Participants have set up a city environmental
network and listserve operated by “Earth Day
Calgary”, to share information and coordinate on
an ongoing basis.  There is also a proposal to
make the Calgary workshop an annual event;

• Some of the participants received facilitation
training that has since been employed on other
projects – there has been capacity building;

• Alberta Ecotrust has committed to three more
Community Dialogues in Lethbridge, Edmonton
and Fort McMurray in January 2004, and the
CAP program is providing funding support for
travel and some other costs.  Requests for partici-
pation are strong, mainly groups and individuals
not traditionally regarded as environment
groups, a pattern that should broaden action for
enhancement of urban environments;

• There is interest in a variation, Urban/rural
Dialogues, to build cooperation in addressing
those environmental issues;

• Alberta Ecotrust is considering development of a
“dialogue toolkit” that would permit other
groups to sponsor and conduct dialogues in their
communities.
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Key Learning Points:
While there are many ways in which a

foundation can provide leadership on environ-
mental issues, this example of hosting a commu-
nity dialogue has worked especially well in an
urban context.  Among the lessons learned:

• Convening a community dialogue to discuss
environmental priorities can be a powerful,
positive, non-controversial way for a founda-
tion to show leadership in supporting groups
who want to improve the quality of life and
environment in the community.  The dia-
logue contributes to that improvement
through encouraging, networking different
groups, helping to establish priorities, mutu-
al support and reducing duplication of effort.

• The presence of potential funders is helpful
not only to the funders (who learn about
issues and community priorities), but also to
groups and individuals who work on issues
who learn about relevant programs and make
personal connections.

• Through mechanisms such as community
dialogues, foundations can provide a meas-
ure of coordination for diverse groups inter-
ested in issues that effect the urban environ-
ment, and encourage a positive and collabo-
rative approach.

• Foundations can employ the community dia-
logue approach to engage a wide spectrum of
groups beyond those who see themselves as
“environmentalists”, and consequently
increase participation and avoid some of the
problems and limitations that come with
that label.

• The pilot project approach in Calgary vali-
dated this approach as a useful model for
funders to provide community leadership.  It
also recruited financial support for additional
dialogues, refined the process for best value.

• The use of skilled facilitators and specialized
facilitation processes were very helpful in
conducting a positive and constructive dia-
logue

Summary Comments:

In a few communities in Canada, groups work-
ing on environmental issues are already well net-
worked and have found ways to tell funders the pri-
orities and needs of the sector.  However, in many
communities these networks could be enhanced, and
program delivery groups and funders need to be
introduced to each other.  In these circumstances,
most community foundations will lack the informa-
tion and the opportunity to make grants for the
greatest environmental benefit.  An initiative such
Community Dialogue on the Urban Environment
can provide an opportunity for foundation leader-
ship to address these needs at very modest cost.

Whether the initiative is achieved through an
“agent” or grant to an organizer, or directly by the
foundation itself, the result can be the same.  The
information gained by the funder may be greater if
the event is conducted in-house, providing that
foundation staffing and resources permit.

The community dialogue approach is an exam-
ple of how the convening function can be one of the
most powerful tools at the disposal of a community
foundation.  Because of the connections to different
organizations in the community, its perceived neu-
trality and its broad interests, the community foun-
dation has particular strengths and opportunities.
At the same time, convening a discussion is a way to
help the effectiveness of existing groups and provide
support without any material risk.  It also helps the
foundation in the environmental field by providing
insight as to the community’s needs and priorities.

G
ra

n
tm

a
k

e
rs

 T
a
k

in
g

 L
e
a
d

e
rs

h
ip

      



556.2.2 Case Study: 

Supporting engagement in public policy

Case Study Name: Community Engagement in Newfoundland Forestry

Grantmaker: George Cedric Metcalf Charitable Foundation

Grant Recipient(s): Sierra Club of Canada

Location: Newfoundland and Labrador

Time Frame: 2003

Grant Amount: $60,000

Contact information:

Ruth Richardson

Environment Program Coordinator

George Cedric Metcalf Charitable Foundation

174 Avenue Road

Toronto, Ontario, M5R 2J1

Telephone: 416-926-0366

E-mail: ruthr@metcalffoundation.com

Web: www.metcalffoundation.com

Catherine Boyd

Forest Campaigner

Sierra Club of Canada

P.O. Box 221, 5 Park Street

Corner Brook, Newfoundland and Labrador, A2H 6C9

Telephone: 709-634-8830

E-mail: catherineb@sierraclub.ca

Grantmaking Strategy:

The Metcalf Foundation’s Environment
Program is focused on the conservation of
biodiversity through preserving habitat in

southern Canada, maintaining healthy northern
forests, and strengthening the capacity and effective-
ness of environmental groups to achieve and main-
tain these goals.  The Foundation supports work that
is rooted in strong science, responds to the needs of
specific ecosystems, engages communities, and
focuses on achieving meaningful, long-term conser-
vation results.  It looks for projects where its funding
can make a significant difference, and where it can
help to create collaborative partnerships.

Within its Northern Forests program theme, the
Foundation has identified as priority areas northern
Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec, and
Newfoundland and Labrador, because these areas
offer significant short-term opportunities for conser-
vation gains and have very limited conservation
capacity at the present time.  

Because nearly all decisions about northern
forestry allocations and practices are made by
provincial governments and industry, concerns
about environmental conservation generally require
access to the public policy process in some way.  In
some cases in the past, contentious issues over the
future of significant forest areas have led to high-

profile advocacy campaigns, which may raise con-
cerns about approaching the limits on “lobbying”
which constrain both foundations and charitable
organizations.  

However, there are many opportunities for
grantmakers to support public engagement in envi-
ronmental issues, while staying within these charita-
ble limits.  For example, increasingly governments
are providing formal mechanisms for public engage-
ment in issues such as forest management, and
actively seeking citizen and community input before
decisions are made.  In Newfoundland and Labrador,
as in most jurisdictions, public consultation is
required by law on forest management plans and
related mechanisms, and helping people participate
in this mandated consultation process is entirely
charitable. As well, as this case study demonstrates,
many projects simply provide background research
and capacity building to allow people to engage
more effectively in constructive dialogue on future
resource use.  

Description of the Project:

The island of Newfoundland (i.e. not including
Labrador) has some of the oldest boreal forests in
North America, providing habitat for several impor-
tant native mammal species.  However, most of that
forest is intensively logged, with only 2% of its area
in protected areas, and rapidly diminishing rem-
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nants of intact forest elsewhere.  While most of the
boreal forest is in long-term timber licenses, a num-
ber of those licenses are coming up for review and
renewal over the next several years.  This presents
opportunities for constructive engagement with the
responsible provincial agencies to explore alternative
tenure arrangements, environmental performance
requirements, and pricing arrangements.

The Sierra Club of Canada has been active on
forestry issues in Newfoundland since 1993, includ-
ing skills training, research projects, and collabora-
tive work on new protected areas.  In 2002, it
worked with other national and provincial conserva-
tion groups to develop a Forest Plan for the
province, which identified six areas requiring
focused attention: land use planning, land tenure,
protected areas, Annual Allowable Cut, the forest
management planning process, and forest resource
utilization.

A major constraint on effective public participa-
tion in improved forestry practices has been the lack
of local organizational capacity.  Nearly all forest-
related conservation work in Newfoundland had
been unpaid, and volunteer burnout was a major
obstacle.  The Sierra Club of Canada came to the
Metcalf Foundation with a proposed approach to
begin to address this constraint, in a province with
limited financial resources available locally.

With the support of the Metcalf Foundation
grant, the Sierra Club project provided a single paid
staff person and associated technical assistance to:

• Provide accurate up-to-date information to local
activists and groups about forest management
plans, including mapping to show areas with
imminent threats to ecological integrity;

• network with conservation groups and concerned
citizens across the province to encourage greater
participation and a more pro-active approach to
forestry issues;

• prepare a series of community-based visions,
maps and action plans to focus attention on
alternative approaches and raise the public pro-
file of forestry issues.

Outcomes:

In association with Global Forest Watch, map-
ping has been prepared to show where areas of
intact and dense boreal forest remain, and where
cutting is scheduled over the next five years.  This

mapping has been shared with local organizations
and communities, and presented at the World
Forestry Congress, and will form a basis for helping
to focus future conservation efforts.  

Networking with ENGOs and concerned citizens
across Newfoundland and Labrador has taken place
over the course of the project.  People from small
communities have been provided opportunities to
understand some of the complexities of forest tenure
arrangements, Annual Allowable Cuts, certification,
and related issues.  The role of existing groups such
as the Main River Coalition and the Protected Areas
Association, which are more focused on establishing
new parks, has been reinforced.  

The project staff person, Catherine Boyd, is from
a rural Newfoundland community, which has been
an important factor in engaging local people.  The
involvement of even a single staff person dedicated
to forestry issues has been a real morale booster for
the volunteers across the province, many of whom
felt isolated and overwhelmed on their own.

A provincial workshop in the autumn of 2003
brought together about 25 people from communities
and organizations across Newfoundland and
Labrador, as well as resource people from elsewhere
in the country, to review this information and devel-
op an action plan for future activities.  The Metcalf
Foundation, whose program officer attended this
workshop, is currently considering a further grant
application in support of ongoing forest conserva-
tion work in Newfoundland, including research on
tenure alternatives such as community-based
forestry.  Future projects will build on the current
work to allow local communities to engage effective-
ly in the upcoming public policy discussions on for-
est allocation and management.

Summary Comments:

The Sierra Club of Canada is a charitable organi-
zation, and as such is subject to the limits on “politi-
cal activity” set out by federal law.  However, these
limits do permit such activities as engaging in public
policy discussions with government, engaging in
public debate by providing information and raising
concerns, and providing an expert opinion on an
issue to government or the media.  All of the activi-
ties within this project would fall within these per-
mitted categories.  In fact, the organizations
involved could almost certainly engage in more
direct advocacy activities, such as presenting briefs
on their findings to the Provincial government,
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Key Learning Points:
Several points emerge from this case study

with relation to foundations supporting the
engagement of people in public policy discussions
without fear of approaching the limits on charita-
ble activities:

• Influencing public policy is often a lengthy
process, requiring sustained involvement over a
period of years.  In this case, the project is
building an information base and capacity
among local people to allow more effective par-
ticipation in re-licensing decisions that will
extend over several years.  

• The research and mapping components of this
project add value by providing technical
resources that would not be available locally,
and that help people to visualize how alterna-
tive concepts might affect their communities in
future and focus areas of discussion to key sites.
Because the mapping techniques link to broad-
er efforts across Canada to address boreal forest
priorities, they are also helpful in providing
context for future issues in Newfoundland.

• A major emphasis of this project has been to
bring people together to talk about common
issues, to learn from each other, and to explore
options and alternatives to the status quo.  The

project clearly does not have a predetermined
agenda or a prescribed outcome; rather it seeks
to engage local communities in a constructive
dialogue about their preferred future, and to
help give them a voice to influence future
resource use decisions.

• In this case and most others, preservation of
biodiversity has to go hand-in-hand with the
economic sustainability of communities, or it
will have no lasting support.  One of the most
significant benefits of civic engagement in pub-
lic policy issues such as forest management is
the search for creative solutions that will
achieve both conservation and economic goals.

• An interesting aspect of this case study is its
emphasis on support and renewal of local com-
munity efforts, but its connection to a national
organization.  In the view of project staff, this
combination brings some advantages not acces-
sible to strictly local organizations – access to
technical and administrative support and train-
ing, awareness of broader issues, and help with
fundraising.  But in Newfoundland and
Labrador as in most resource-based communi-
ties, the local connection of the staff is incredi-
bly important to developing trusting relation-
ships.
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Likewise, grantmakers can fund projects like this one
while staying well within those legal limits.
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6.3 Recommended Best Practices Relating to Foundations Taking Leadership 

• Use the convenor role to identify community needs and opportunities:
Community foundations are ideally placed to lead community discussions about environmental issues
and concerns, and to encourage networking and future projects that will address those concerns.  The
community foundation does not need to be an expert in environmental matters to host such discus-
sions; it simply needs to act as the convenor.  In fact, as the Alberta Ecotrust example demonstrates,
these events can be valuable learning opportunities for the Foundation, as well as forums for progress
within the broader community.

• Define your comfort level with advocacy 
projects: 
Each community foundation can debate and decide on its own comfort level with a range of advocacy
activities, and make that boundary known as clearly as possible to potential applicants.  It is useful for
community foundation board and staff to become familiar with the legal limits on charitable activities
in this area, to examine the practices of other foundations, and to use some of the existing activities of
ENGOs in their communities as points of discussion.  Recognize that the comfort level may change
over time with more experience in grantmaking in this area. 

• Show leadership in supporting civic engagement:
Overwhelmingly, the foundation staff and community leaders interviewed for this project felt that
funders could and should do much more to encourage civic engagement in forming and modifying
public policy.  Government regulations are becoming more inclusive of many aspects of public engage-
ment, recognizing that this role lies at the heart of many charities.  The need for more courageous
grantmaking is especially evident in the environmental field, where public policy plays a major role
and where foundations have traditionally tended to be more cautious than in other sectors.

• Support projects that encourage constructive dialogue on issues:
Look for projects that bring people together to discuss issues, that provide relevant and accurate tech-
nical information, and that focus on workable solutions to broad public issues.  But funders and appli-
cants should be careful not to try to pre-define outcomes at the beginning of a process of dialogue; the
emphasis should be on a solid process for community discussion and debate, not on achieving some
pre-ordained solution.

• Look for an understanding of issues and process by applicant organizations:
The Jackson and de Leon report lists a range of factors identified by private foundation staff that con-
tribute to an effective public policy project by an environmental group.  These key factors include a
focused goal with a solid understanding of the policy issue, a realistic assessment of the issue and
related opportunities, an understanding of timing, the use of a range of tools, contact with appropriate
policy-makers, collaboration with other interested parties, and the ability to compromise when neces-
sary.
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6.4 Selected Resource Information on
Grantmakers Taking Leadership

• Planning and Evaluation at the Pew Charitable
Trusts, contains a model for three to five year
evaluation cycle.  (www.pewtrusts.com)

• Evaluation Resource Center, Innovation Network.
Inc (www.innonet.org)

• Program Evaluation Practice in the Non-profit Sector,
Alison Fine, (www.nonprofitresearch.org/publica-
tions1526)

• Effective Philanthropy: The Importance of Focus,
Richard A. Mittehthal, The Conservation
Company (www.consco.com)

• New Directions in Foundation Giving, Tim
Brodhead, The J.W. McConnell Family
Foundation (www.mcconnellfoundation.org)

• The Convening Organization: A Resource,
Tamarack:  An Institute for Community
Engagement, 2004 (www.tamarackcommunity.ca) 

• EPA’s Framework for Community-Based
Environmental Protection, United States
Environmental Protection Agency, February 1999
(www.epa.gov/ecocommunity/frame40.pdf) 

• Registered Charities and Political Activities, Miller
Thomson LLP, Charities and Not-For Profit
Newsletter, May 2003 for interpretation and ref-
erence to new thinking as set in a Concept Draft
by Canada Customs and Revenue Agency

• Advocacy on the Agenda: Preparing Voluntary Boards
for Public Policy Participation, by Annette Hegel,
Volunteer Canada, 2003 (www.volunteer.ca)

• Political Activities Policy Statement, Canada
Customs and Revenue Agency, 2003 (www.ccra-
adrc.gc.ca)

• Innovation and Problem Solving: A Bolder, More
Active Role for Community Foundations, by Richard
bridge, B.A., LL.B. (IMPACS), Community
Foundations of Canada, January 2004 
(www.community-fdn.ca).

• Affecting Environmental Policy in the Great Lakes –
St. Lawrence River Basin: A Primer for Community
Foundations, by John Jackson and Fe de Leon,
September 2000, Canadian Environmental Law
Association; produced for the Toronto
Community Foundation.

• The Joyce Foundation approach to advocacy
(www.joycefdn.org), and its funding of Alliance
for Justice “worry-free advocacy workshops”
(www.allianceforjustice.org)
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