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Summary / Highlights

On Community Engagement Strategies









The level of community engagement that should be achieved at the visioning stage
of the CEP process, in order to mitigate against political risk and provide the best
chance for successful implementation, falls somewhere between ‘consultation’ and
‘involvement’, which are described in Figure 2. It is important to think about how
all of the engagement activities that might be deployed at this stage (see Table 2)
work together to ensure effective messaging and to collection useful / actionable /
well-scoped community input
To achieve meaningful consultation, best practice suggests that we must go to the
community rather than expecting the community to come to us. The Task Force
should take inventory of upcoming community events and support the development
of an ‘information campaign’ (see Table 1 and Appendix B for details), perhaps
modeled after the Town of Caledon’s ‘roadshow’ approach. City Staff could resource
this effort with personnel (staff) to take the messages from the TF to the
community.
Mobilizing general public support for the CEP process is best achieved when the
goals of the CEP are framed along two dimensions:
1. Local economic development and resilience. These goals are most often
expressed without an explicit target: e.g., developing CEP initiatives that will
achieve cost savings on energy, increase local revenue, increase local
employment opportunities. In some cases, however, specific targets related
to reductions in energy use, and increasing local energy generation, are
considered proxies for these economic development targets.
2. Local contributions to global issues, such as resource scarcity and
anthropogenic climate change. These goals are most often expressed with an
explicit target
Analytics and infographics are crucial to effective communication and community
engagement, but need to be well-considered as they are resource intensive and can
often confuse more than clarify.
Bringing in noted experts that are distanced from the politics of the community can
inject unbiased clarity as to the long-term direction and objectives that the CEP
should focus on.

On Targets and Target Setting:




The most commonly quantified targets that guide CEPs across Canada, in order to
relative prevalence, are: greenhouse gas reductions, followed by reductions in
overall energy use, followed by increases in local (renewable) energy generation.
Ideally, when setting targets, communities would clearly state both absolute and per
capita goals.
The year 2050 is significant in provincial, national, and international conversations
about greenhouse gas emissions reductions. All provincial level governments have
used this date to establish targets. Communities who sought to align their targets
with their provincial counterparts tended to engage the community with the
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question: “should we be more or less aggressive?” This approach enabled a clear
directive from the community. It can also serve as an entry point into a broader
conversation about the value propositions and benefits that are most important to
the community.
Sector-specific goals and intermediate targets are important at later stages of the
planning process, since different sectors pose challenges that need to be approach.
Community engagement should figure strongly in the implementation plan. Through
regular consultations and progress updates to the public, awareness, literacy and a
motivated constituency is developed. Most CEPs focus on key stakeholder
engagement, with limited public engagement on an ongoing basis which weakens
accountability and legitimacy of the CEP process.

Suggested Next Steps Based on the Report


In the light of this research and opportunities available to us, the most pragmatic
approach to developing the community engagement process for the CEI Update
seems as follows:
1. Task Force discusses the kind of information we are seeking from the public
at this stage – what’s the question?
2. Discuss the different activities through which this input can be received – i.e.,
the engagement strategies and information campaign (see Table 2).
3. Discuss the objectives for the first community wide-event
4. City of Guelph and SVS, along with a TF sub-committee, translate input from
1-3 into a formal community engagement strategy. This will combine the
City’s well-established principles of community engagement principles with
expertise at SVS.
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Figure 1: A strategic approach to community energy planning, including the activities and outputs that might be expected of
the Task Force. Levels of community engagement that we should expect at each stage are indicated in the black arrow, and
described in Figure 2 below. This report is focused on the ‘Visioning’ Stage, which represents a set of core activities in Phase 1
of the Guelph CEI Update Process that we intend to complete at or near the end of Q1 2017 (April-May). For more details on
the levels of community engagement, refer to Figure 2, Table 1, and Appendix B within this report (Report #2). For more
details on the phases of CEP, refer back to Report #1.
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Background
The purpose of this report is to support the Task Force as it undergoes the visioning phase
of the CEP process (see Figure 1). The report is broken down into two parts:
Part 1. Community Engagement Strategies.
We identify a set of principles and procedures (tools/methods) upon which the Task Force
might consider structuring its community engagement strategy, based on lessons learned
from ‘peer communities’ across Ontario (London, Burlington, Kingston, Sault Ste. Marie,
and Caledon) combined with a scan of academic and non-academic literature.
Part 2. Target Setting.
We provide insights into the range of targets that have been set by provincial and
municipal governments across Canada and into the processes by which those targets were
established, based on a documentary analysis and a set of semi-structured interviews with
peer communities across Ontario.
Conclusions of the report are summarized above, in the Summary/Highlight section.
Further details can be found in the appendices.

Part 1: Community Engagement Strategies
This report is predicated on a distinction between ‘community engagement’ and
‘stakeholder engagement’. Stakeholder engagement is a targeted form of community
engagement used to formulate actionable agendas and implementation plans that align
with the interests and concerns of key constituents and change agents: e.g., social housing
providers, urban developers, active transport interests, and/or major institutions. These
objectives are typically met with one-on-one or small focus group meetings, workshops, or
enrolling representatives from specific communities within planning sub-committees. The
topic of ‘stakeholder engagement’ will be covered in Report 3, which is intended to support
the transition from visioning to agenda setting and implementation planning (refer back to
Figure 1).
This report will focus on the role of community engagement activities that support the
visioning stage of CEPs. Community engagement refers to an open and collaborative
process by which the community, defined broadly as ‘the public’, is incorporated in the CEP
process. As illustrated in Figure 2, community engagement can take a variety of forms,
depending on desired outcomes and expectations of the community in the planning
process. Figure 2 is based on best practice as summarized by the International Association
for Public Participation in Canada (http://iap2canada.ca/page-1020549) with some
modifications for the CEI Task Force.
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What level of community engagement is appropriate at the visioning stage?
The Figure below provides an overview of the levels of community engagement that might
be achieved, depending on stated objectives and timing. At the visioning stage of a
community energy planning process, community engagement typically moves through to
the ‘Consult’ stage – Involvement, Collaboration, and Empowerment are typically reserved
for later phases of the CEP process, such as ‘Agenda Setting’ and ‘Implementation Planning’
(refer back to Figure 1).

Figure 2: Levels of community engagement that might be achieved in energy planning projects. At the visioning stage,
community engagement typically moves through to the level of ‘Coordinate’. For specific activities that can be deployed at
each level, see Table 1 and Appendix B.

Why consult with the community so early in the CEP process?





If wider community debates and concerns are not engaged immediately, at the visioning
stage, then the plan is likely to lack the legitimacy it requires to be supported and
implemented (Garforth, 2009; Pitt & Bassett, 2013; Moss et al., 2015; GTI, 2016a).
Many of the changes required in the energy system to achieve efficiency and
sustainability gains suffer from demand-side issues and failure to adopt, not supply side
issues (e.g., home efficiency retrofits). Early engagement will help to ensure these
demand-side issues are identified, better understood and overcome.
The process of community engagement establishes the basis for non-governmentdriven action. Many of the changes required in the energy system to achieve efficiency
and sustainability gains will need to be championed by community members, and rest
on the decisions of key community/business stakeholders, involving no or little direct
government action. Small group discussions are more likely to focus on what
government can and should do, while creative community-based solutions are more
likely to emerge from larger group discussions (Koontz & Johnson, 2005)
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The community is able to set expectations for their leaders – in government, business,
and civil society. Collaborative and community-based processes are critical to
unsettling an otherwise path-dependent system that is suffering from ‘status quo
thinking’ in the way technologies and institutions are established and operate (Brand &
Gafkin, 2006; Briggs, 2007)

What have we learned from experiences across Ontario?
Our findings here are based on interviews with five communities who are currently
undergoing, or have recently undertaken, CEP-related community engagement activities:
London, Burlington, Kingston, Sault Ste. Marie, and Caledon. Each case study is summarized
in Appendix A. In this section, we identify the common themes across these case studies
and highlight a set of ‘lessons learned’ that the Task Force might consider as it moves
forward with its own visioning process.
How to secure buy-in and mobilize the community: framing the issues carefully
Mobilizing general public support for the CEP process is best achieved using two frames:
(1) local economic development and resilience and (2) role of the community in addressing
global challenges, such as resource scarcity and anthropogenic climate change. These
complementary frames address a wide range of perspectives and ideologies, and thus
create a big tent for broad community support. This speaks to the importance of early-stage
public education around the nature and scale of the energy and carbon challenge, and the
power that the local community has to lead the transition. Bringing in noted experts that
are distanced from the politics of the community can inject unbiased clarity as to the longterm direction and objectives that the CEP needs to focus on, as it relates to those economic
and environmental frames.
In most of the communities surveyed for this study the general public was involved at the
very early visioning stages of a community energy plan. The general purpose of this
engagement was twofold: 1) inform citizens that the City is actively addressing a critical
issue for the community, 2) solicit input from interested community members on the vision
and long-term goals for the City to pursue. These meetings established the CEP process as a
focal point for conversation about what a CEP could accomplish, what (and who) it
represents, and what expectations are tied to it, especially in terms of the expected level of
ambition and possible role for and resource allocation by municipal government.
Conversations about specific solutions and initiatives are reserved for later meetings, most
often through more targeted stakeholder engagement processes.
How to establish a shared sense of accountability
On average, a comprehensive community engagement process requires six to eight months.
This assumes a mixed-method approach, including in-person and on-line consultation
approaches. Many of the case study communities (note Caledon and Burlington) have
included ‘community engagement’ as part of the implementation of the plan itself. In other
words, the final plan will include a strategy to maintain community dialogue as various
initiatives unfold. In this way, community engagement becomes an initiative that is
9

monitored and assessed in much the same way as energy efficiency or improved transport;
the community engagement process is therefore ‘institutionalized’.
Community engagement may happen outside of the specific context of the Community
Energy Plan. In Kingston, for example, the public was heavily engaged in the development
of the City’s Climate Action Plan, which defines a vision and goals with respect to
greenhouse gas reductions and other sustainability-related visions. Kingston’s Community
Energy Plan is seen as an implementation initiative of the broader Climate Action Plan, and
engagement activities for the CEP specifically have focused on stakeholder engagement.
Energy plans are indeed widely seen as the leading edge for climate plans, and in fact the
funding from provincial ministries and agencies to support CEPs often comes from climatefocused programs. The benefit, here, is that more of the budget for public engagement
activities tied to the CEP could be allocated to stakeholder engagement activities.
In a few cases, visions were established through Council directives, and community
engagement was reserved for identifying initiatives through which that vision could be
achieved. In other words, the community was not involved in setting the frame for the CEP.
This was the case in Burlington, where the resulting CEP did not reflect broader community
goals for greenhouse gas reductions. Rather than reset and take a few steps back, Council
seems to have doubled down: having since endorsed ambitious net zero carbon objectives
which will need to be reflected in an update to Burlington’s CEP which is expected in 2018.
Oxford’s 100 per cent renewable energy plan seems to have followed a similar trajectory,
whereby the ‘Future Oxford Sustainability Plan’ was designed to “create a better vision and
then engage the community in creating the initiatives that will get us there.” (Future Oxford
Community Sustainability Plan, 2016, emphasis our own). As noted above, this approach
introduces considerable risk into the plan itself. If wider community debates and concerns
are not embedded into the vision, then the plan is likely to lack the legitimacy it requires to
be supported and implemented (Garforth, 2009; Pitt & Bassett, 2013; Moss et al., 2015;
GTI, 2016a).
On the other hand, purely community-driven visions don’t seem to work either. In Sault
Ste. Marie, the “Smart Energy Strategy” was developed by an economic development
agency with the municipality as a partner. Without any accountability to the public by way
of municipal Council reporting, the Strategy has not been implemented. The Municipality has
since secured Ministry of Energy funding for its own energy plan, focused on municipal
corporate operations, and has shown no apparent interest in breathing life into the wider
community plan held by a local non-profit economic development agency.
How to build toward meaningful consultation
Community engagement procedures in Canadian CEP processes are not supported by clear
standards and principles. With this in mind, communities often rely on broader (and better
resourced) municipal engagement exercises, such as those conducted for Official Plan (OP)
reviews, to seek feedback and validation for community energy plans and initiatives.
Official Planning review consultations typically engage citizens in long-range visioning for
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the future of their communities, and have well-resourced staff and multi-media resources
that can be leveraged to achieve engagement goals for community energy planning.
The City of Guelph, recognizing that Official Planning engagement processes are often basic
and compliance driven, has established a comprehensive community engagement
framework. This framework, developed alongside researchers from the University of
Guelph, includes a clear set of guiding principles and responsibilities across stakeholder
groups (see http://guelph.ca/city-hall/communicate/community-engagement/).
Typical tools for engagement at the visioning stage were via public open houses and online
consultations: both of which have already been identified by the Task Force. Data
visualization, and especially through maps, are seen as critical to community engagement
(Sheppard and Tooke, 2014, GTI, 2016a). Data and mapping tools developed and utilized
early in the plan development process can help to set the context for conversations about
the scale that is required of the plan needs to be to meet community ambitions, and where
to focus short, medium and long-term efforts in terms of economic sectors, and geographic
areas of the community.1 For stakeholder engagement and implementation planning,
however, there were questions about value. Map development and spatial decision
support is a resource intensive process that in some cases were not particularly valuable in
terms of generating insights that key stakeholders weren’t already aware of (e.g. it is
obvious to stakeholders that downtown is an energy hotspot).
A key message was to ‘go to the community’ rather than assuming the community will step
forward. Caledon, for instance, put together a ‘roadshow’ for their information campaign,
taking a core set of messages, infographics and so forth to large community events such as
home shows. Of course, this is a more resource intensive process, although aided with the
support of QUEST who provide resources that help community energy managers
community the value proposition of community energy planning in general terms (e.g., see
GTI, 2016b). A related strategy for bringing the process to the community is to share draft
reports of the vision for public comment, but with care not to give the impression that the
vision has already been established and that the community is simply being asked for a
‘thumbs up’ or ‘thumbs down’.
London’s Roundtable on the Environment and the Economy recruited ~50 members of the
general public to join a virtual focus group designed to solicit feedback to questions relating
to issues at the intersection of energy and the environment. Participants received a series
of biweekly/weekly question (30 total over 6-8 months). The online format provided a
safe space for individuals to voice their perspectives, without fear of sanction from other
community members that may occur in an in-person engagement format. Additionally,
with a week or more of time to respond, participants provided much more qualitative
Baseline energy and emissions inventories and community energy maps were used in most of the
communities surveyed to set the context for engagement with both the general public and key stakeholders
(e.g., see CUI, 2012). Burlington and London collaborated with other municipalities (including Guelph) on the
Integrated Energy Mapping for Ontario Communities (IEMOC) project in 2011, 2-3 years before their plans
were made public. Kingston and Caledon are developing energy mapping tools as part of CEP development.
1
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feedback than would have been the case in a social media type engagement (with 140
character response limits). Feedback received indicated that the community was much
more interested in local economic development than climate action frames for CEP
messaging, which was reflected in the plan that was eventually endorsed by Council (e.g.
emphasis is on reducing dollars sent outside of the community for fossil fuels).

What have we learned from international experiences?
In Figures 4 and 5 below, we summarize community engagement processes undertaken
across the world, with emphasis on those communities that achieved or exceeded the level
of ‘consultation’ (as defined in Figure 1 above). The examples represent a limited selection
of international examples for city-based local energy plans that explicitly use a community
engagement strategy. The case studies were chosen not to suggest that these are plans that
are exceptional and that we must choose to emulate them, but rather as a way to illustrate
how typical community engagement strategies aim to achieve various levels of
engagement. Learnings from these examples helped to establish a categorical set of
engagement strategies, each of which is constituted by various activities: has been
compiled (Table 1) and the pros and cons of pursuing each strategy have been summarized
(Appendix B).
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Figure 4: Case studies of community engagement strategies that sought to inform the community of new opportunities
(Texel, 2014), seek public input on policy (Helsinki 2011) and coordinate a shared vision (Burgas 2013, RMI 2016)

Figure 3: Case studies of community engagement strategies aimed at developing priorities and implementation plan in
collaboration with the community (Hartz-Karp (2005), Boston (2014) ) and shared community decision-making
(Ludwigsburg, (2014), Perth, (2014))
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Table 1: Summary of community engagement strategies, examples of activities and select best practices consolidated from
(Intelligent Energy Europe. (2012), Fife City Council (2006), Irwin and Stansbury (2004)) More info in Appendix B.

Strategies

Activities

Media
engagement

Print & Digital media, press
releases, radio shows,
council updates.

Information
campaigns

Social media, flyers, poster
sessions, exhibition
materials, leaflets, mailers,
newsletter

Educational
Initiatives

Conferences, public lectures,
policy documents, technical
reports, peer-reviewed
articles.

Information
Gathering

Community, key institutional
stakeholders, underserved
and under-represented
community members,

Shared Visioning

Journey mapping, design
charrettes, visioning
workshops, facilitated
discussions, stakeholder
forums, advisory groups,
planning cells

Empowered
Implementation

Delphi technique, design
charrettes, citizen’s jury,
local advisory committees,
steering committees,
intermediaries, collective
impact.

Best Practices
Leverage existing media relations and
networks. Publish regular updates and
project milestones to sustain interest in
the community.
Clearly identify target audience, use plain
language and visuals as focal points.
Leverage local resources and community
partners as delivery networks
Manage public expectations early. Clearly
define and describe the scope, character
and purpose of the educational initiatives
as merely one stage of a comprehensive
community engagement strategy. Make
proceedings available to a wider
community audience.
Survey fatigue can set in quickly. Clearly
identify set of survey objectives, prune out
“nice to know” and retain “need to know”
questions. Organize consultations around
events already happening in the
community.
Manage public expectations early. Try to
arrive at consensus through a clear
process. Where there isn’t consensus, be
transparent. The only thing more
detrimental than lack of consensus, is a
false sense of consensus.
Test for conditions under which
community engagement is most likely to
lead to successful outcomes for local
government, community and key
stakeholders – low risk to participation,
trust in process, transparency in decisionmaking and acknowledged mutualbenefits.

Summary of Community Engagement Principles and Procedures
The community engagement process is of course very messy. The process and outcome is
shaped by the salience of political issues, available human resources, time constraints,
financial support, willingness among the community to be engaged, and myriad other
factors that cannot be fully accounted. Community engagement is, in other words,
predominantly art and intuition and very little science and analysis. As such, a successful
process in one community or at one time might fail in a different community or in the same
community at a different time. These vagaries notwithstanding, the importance of a well14

considered, clearly scoped process is confirmed as critical in all case studies. For more
information on specific engagement strategies, see Appendix B.

Part 2: Targets and Target Setting Across Canadian Communities
Community energy plans contain a set of high-level targets, progress toward which are
measured by a set of indicators related to the implementation plan. As stated earlier, it is
important to connect these targets to multiple value systems. Typically two core frames are
used: local economic development and environmental management. Through targets, the
value proposition for a community energy plan can be discussed and embedded into the
guiding principles for the plan. The three most common high-level targets that are used to
guide CEPs are reductions in energy use (efficiency and conservation), reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions, and higher rates of local / renewable energy generation. These
three target domains are inclusive of economic and environmental goals.

Approaches to Target Setting: Strengths and Weaknesses
Communities establish targets by means of one or a combination of the following
approaches:
Table 2: Approaches used to establish community-wide targets for the CEP

Approach
Align with
provincial /
federal targets
Benchmark
against peer
communities

Opportunities / Benefits
Sense of solidarity and shared
responsibility; easier access to
program funding tied to those
targets
Healthy competition; policylearning; sense of solidarity and
shared responsibility

Communitydriven

Coordinates community,
government, and business values;
increases community buy-in and
therefore likelihood of successful
implementation;

Stakeholderdriven

Consistent with stakeholder
commitments and intentions

Threats / Costs
Exposure to provincial / federal
issues;
Failure in other communities
may need to be defended
Weak or biased community
representation may skew
targets; time constraints; need
to be very clear about how
community input will be
considered (see Figure 2)
Higher likelihood of status-quo
thinking; perceived as ‘elitist’
by broader community

The range of high-level targets across Canadian communities
It is difficult to compare targets across Canadian communities. A target is not a target is not
a target. Some targets are absolute while others are relative (e.g., per capita). For example,
in the case of Waterloo Region, an absolute goal of 6% by 2020 was set - an amount which
would constitute a 20+ percent per capita reduction given the region’s projected
population growth. By comparison, a per capita reduction goal may still result in an overall
emissions increase from the region- for example, in the case of Abbotsford, where a stated
15

goal of 20% per capita reduction would lead to an absolute emissions increase given
population growth projections.
In addition to the absolute vs. relative criterion, baselines and timelines vary considerably,
as circumstances are of course different. Leading communities in Ontario, notably London
and Durham Region, aligned their timelines with provincial timelines. All three provincial
governments surveyed in this research included a GHG reduction target for 2050, which is
an internationally recognized milestone in terms of mitigating global climate change.
Leading communities in Ontario, London and Durham Region included, followed suit and
used 2050 as a key parameter in the development of their own targets. When aligning their
timeline with provincial government, community engagement revolved around the
question of whether or not their plan should be more or less aggressive, which simplified
the nature of engagement and enabled a clear community directive.
With all of this in mind, we have done our best to normalize these targets for the purpose of
comparison. Normalization was achieved by binning the targets into one of four categories:
non-committal; low; medium; and high. It is important to note that Figure 5 categorizes the
high-level targets and do not include sector-specific targets. Many communities have
established very clear and detailed sector-specific targets (including in Guelph’s 2007 CEI).
Sector-specific targets represent ‘Agendas’ in the terms of Figure 1 above, and are based on
detailed analysis combined with stakeholder input.

Figure 5: Overall
targets used to
guide CEPs
across Canada
focused on GHG
and energy
reductions. This
figure compares
across
communities
from three
Canadian
provinces.
NOTE: N.C. =
'non-committal'

Communities are most likely to specify a target for greenhouse gas emissions, and least
likely to specify a target for local generation. Of the 35 peer-communities reviewed in this
study, only 29% were non-committal for greenhouse gas reduction goal-setting, compared
to 63% for energy efficiency and 80% for renewable energy or local generation. Most of
the communities from Nova Scotia were non-committal across all categories, with only two
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exceptions as seen in the Figure below. Where targets were set for local renewable
generation, they focused on the electricity sector.

Conclusion and Next Steps
A summary of core lessons learned from this research is provided in the
Highlights/Summary section of this report.
In the light of this research and opportunities available to us, the most pragmatic approach
to developing the community engagement process for the CEI Update seems as follows:
1. Task Force discusses the kind of information we are seeking from the public at this
stage – what’s the question?
2. Discuss the different activities through which this input can be received – i.e., the
engagement strategies and information campaign (see Table 2).
3. Discuss the objectives for the first community wide-event
4. City of Guelph and SVS, along with a TF sub-committee, translate input from 1-3 into
a formal community engagement strategy. This will combine the City’s wellestablished principles of community engagement principles with expertise at SVS.
In terms of research, the next report, Report #3, is intended to support the Task Force as it
moves into Agenda Setting and Implementation Planning (see Figure 1). Report #3 will
cover three main topics that are critical to establishing meaningful and realistic
implementation plans: (1) policies and programs from other orders of government that
have potential to enable our efforts; (2) insights into the various roles that the
municipality has played, and can potentially play, in CEP implementation; (3) methods
and objectives for stakeholder engagement.
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Appendix A: Summary of Results from Ontario Case Studies
Kingston Community Energy Plan
Municipality
Plan name,
and vintage
Plan creator,
and lead
implementer
Cost
Governance/
accountabilit
y

Targets

Overall
Engagement
Timeline

City of Kingston
Kingston Community Energy Plan (KCEP), 2017 (still in development). Kingston also has a Climate Action Plan
(KCAP), developed in 2014.
City of Kingston - Environment and Sustainable Initiatives Department within the Corporate and Strategic
Initiatives Group
Consultant team (IndEco Strategic Consulting and Sustainability Solutions Group) is supporting plan
development
$106,600 total, with matching funds from Ontario Ministry of Energy Municipal energy plan program
 For KCEP, a Project Management team (City staff) and a key stakeholder advisory team are responsible for:
o Steering the progress of the project;
o Assisting with event management and participant recruitment; and
o Reviewing the energy database and final draft report.
 The Environment, Infrastructure, and Transportation Policies Committee (EITP), one of four standing
committees of Kingston City Council, receives progress reports from City staff (periodicity not defined)
 The Kingston Environmental Advisory Forum (KEAF), a group of citizens, city councilors and advisors, has a
Climate and Energy Working Group. This working group provides advice to City Staff on the overall
implementation of the Kingston Climate Action Plan, and is the conduit through which progress reports to the
EITP are directed
 June 2014 City Council adopted carbon emission reduction goals for the community of 15% and 30% below
2011 baseline levels, by 2020 and 2030 respectively.
 These “rationalized” targets were established based on a bottom-up accounting of expected emissions
reductions from existing plans and actions from key stakeholders: transit authorities, utilities, and municipal
departments (planning, engineering, buildings).
 City of Kingston has adopted a corporate target of 8% below a 2011 baseline by 2020
 Sept 2013 – Feb 2014: Community engagement for KCAP
 June 2014: Council adopts GHG targets in KCAP.
 January 2015: Council approval for development of CEP
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March 2015: project kick-off with Project Management Team and Key Stakeholder Advisory Team. Seen as
18-month exercise with an estimated completion date of Sept 2016.
 March-June 2015: One-on-one consultations with community leaders in the economic develop and energy
sector to better inform the overall vision, goals and objectives for the plan.
 June 2015: invite-only key stakeholder consultation workshop & open-to-public Community Energy Café to
raise awareness and seek input
 June 2015-February 2016: development of scenarios by Consultants and Project Management Team
 February 2016: Second invite-only key stakeholder workshop to evaluate and prioritize specific scenarios
 March 2016: Progress report to KEAF and EITP – still indicated September 2016 completion timeline
 March 2016: online public engagement via “Ideascape” to gather public input on KCEP
 Plan is yet to be completed – website indicates March 2017, but personal communications with staff suggest
April/May more likely
Community (public) engagement
Purpose
KCEP did not involve significant broad public engagement effort, instead focusing resources on key stakeholder
engagement. There was extensive community engagement in 2013-2014 as part of KCAP development
Audience
general public
Timing
For KCAP community engagement was conducted between Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 to gather public input
before the development of the plan
Methods
For KCAP - Community members were asked to identify GHG emission reduction actions already underway and
proposed new potential GHG emission reduction actions through a number of engagement opportunities:
Community Roundtable: advertised on the City of Kingston website and within local newspapers. A background primer was
provided to participants in advance.
On-line Survey: 65 participants
Open Houses
Feedback received from the public was filtered through a key stakeholder group of City staff departments and energy
stakeholders (e.g. utilities) to identify feasible actions and “Rationalized” targets.

Stakeholder Engagement
Purpose




For KCAP: Seek input feasibility of actions identified by community consultations; define “rationalized
targets”
For KCEP: Key stakeholder advisory team (see below) was established to support City staff with steering the
progress of plan development and implementation, and to provide key baseline data needed for energy
mapping and analysis
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Audience

Timing
Methods
Lessons
learned

Key stakeholder advisory team:
 Ontario Ministry of Energy;
 Utilities: Kingston, Hydro One and Union Gas;
 Economic Development: Kingston Chamber of Commerce, Kingston Economic Development CO
 Sustainable Energy advocacy: SWITCH;
 City staff: Environment and Sustainable Initiatives, Engineering, Planning, Building & Licensing, Strategic
Communications;
 Academic: Queen’s School of Policy Studies.
 Key stakeholder advisory team was involved in the project kick-off, early 2015, and has been engaged
throughout the plan development process to identify preferred scenarios for CEP implementation
 One-on-one consultations with community leaders in the economic develop and energy sector
 Two consultation workshop to evaluate preferred scenarios for implementation
 Distinction between KCAP and KCEP is confused with the public and key stakeholders. Consider integrating
energy and climate plan into a “Community Energy and Climate Action Plan”.
 Accountability for plan implementation is somewhat unclear, with City Council committee (EITP) only
receiving reports and Key Stakeholder Group helping City staff “steer progress”. It was noted that EITP
meetings are regularly cancelled, suggesting a potential lack of public oversight.
 For KCAP the City strongly promoted public engagement opportunities, leveraging local radio and newspaper
media to reach a broader audience. Social media was seen as less effective, as was the on-line engagement
tool which has limited uptake.
 General public was engaged early to raise awareness of the climate change issue, and the community’s role in
addressing it. Actual planning and implementation has proceeded by way of key stakeholder engagement
 Engaging with small and medium sized employers is a challenge. Sustainable Kingston (Colab member) is
seen as avenue to engage with this sector.
 Expect delays in plan completion – original 18 month timeline is now at least 24 months.
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Key weblinks







City CEP website: https://www.cityofkingston.ca/residents/environment-sustainability/climate-changeenergy/community-energy-plan
June 2015 Community Energy Café invite: https://www.cityofkingston.ca/-/reminder-first-communityenergy-cafe-is-tomorrow-at-tett-centre
February 2016 Stakeholder consultation invitation: http://eventful.com/kingston/events/kingstoncommunity-energy-plan-stakeholders-consu-/E0-001-090289808-5
March 2016 progress report to Council committee: https://www.cityofkingston.ca/residents/environmentsustainability/climate-change-energy/community-energy-plan
Kingston Environmental Advisory Forum membership, agendas and meeting minutes:
https://www.cityofkingston.ca/city-hall/committees-boards/kingston-environmental-advisory-forum

London Community Energy Action Plan
Municipality
Plan name,
and vintage
Plan creator,
and lead
implementer
Cost

Governance/
accountabilit
y
Targets

City of London
Community Energy Action Plan (CEAP), 2014-2018
City of London – Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste Division
Plan development: Total unknown. FCM Green Municipal Fund provided $50,000 for the Integrated Energy
Mapping for Ontario Communities (IEMOC) energy mapping initiative and London’s Roundtable on the
Environment and the Economy
Plan implementation: funding allocated to energy-related, community-led actions, awareness, and education
ranges from $50,000 to $75,000 annually, in addition to staff time.
 Annual progress reporting to City Council Civic Works Committee
 Mayor’s Sustainable Energy Council (MSEC), with more than 30 key stakeholders, played an advisory role
before being disbanded in 2014
 London has adopted Ontario’s GHG targets in its CEAP; community consultation showed split opinion on
whether City should adopt more aggressive targets
 CEAP also contains sector-specific targets which were developed through stakeholder engagement (see
discussion below)
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Overall
Engagement
Timeline







Purpose





January 2010 – July 2011: Rethink Energy London community consultation
March 2011: the Integrated Energy Mapping for Ontario Communities (IEMOC) workshop
October 2011 – May 2012: London Roundtable online consultation
Summer 2013: Customized discussion primers circulated to Key Energy Stakeholders
December 2013 – March 2014: Seek feedback and commitments from Key Energy Stakeholders through Draft
CEAP
 July 2014: CEAP approved by City works committee
 2016-2017: Launch/implementation of Active & Green Communities engagement pilot project
 June 2016: Corporate Leadership for a Greener London workshop
Community (public) engagement
Purpose
Raise awareness of sustainable energy, encourage action, and seek input on actions
Audience
general public
Timing
Community engagement was conducted between 2010 and 2012 to gather public input before the development
of the plan
Methods
 London Roundtable on the Environment and the Economy was set up to conduct public opinion research on
various aspects of London’s CEAP, including targets. Roundtable was an online group of individuals recruited
through a multi-media outreach strategy (newspaper, radio, social media). Group was engaged over 15
weeks between fall 2011 and spring 2012 via a weekly email with 2 questions (30 questions total). Given
time and space to reflect, responses received were seen as quite thoughtful and helpful in terms of framing
the CEP with nuanced language. A combined total of more than 1,000 pages of ideas, opinions and comments
were received.
 London’s Official Plan Public consultation process (Rethink London) included questions related to energy and
climate. OP consultation was much better resourced than CEAP consultation, and so received more than
10,000 responses.
 Website: Reduce Impact London, launched in late January 2014 to help Londoners and London’s businesses
and institutions share their energy conservation actions, and ideas on what further actions should be taken
 Active & Green Communities pilot project, with carbon calculator from Project Neutral – launched in 2016.
Stakeholder Engagement

Audience

Introduce stakeholders to key concepts and principles
seek commitment to implement specific actions in the CEAP, as well as support sector-based targets
28 Key energy stakeholders, described as a:
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Timing
Methods









o Large energy user or supplier
o Business already engaged in energy conservation, energy efficiency or sustainable energy practices
o Business association engaged in various energy related matters
o Community group engaged in various energy related matters
Stakeholders were introduced to CEAP concepts and principles in 2011
Stakeholders were re-engaged in 2013 as part of CEAP development
In 2011 London participated in the Integrated Energy Mapping for Ontario Communities (IEMOC) initiative
led by the Canadian Urban Institute. Over 30 of London’s energy stakeholders – local utilities, home builders,
developers, academia, advisory groups, and environmental groups – participated in the workshop
In 2013 Staff created “Engagement Primers” customized for each group which detailed suggested actions that
each could take on, as well as sector-specific targets. A total of 36 such primers were developed and sent out
via email to each stakeholder along with a request for follow-up engagement, either one-on-one or via email.
Feedback received in subsequent follow-up engagement was used to revise the actions contained in the CEP,
and the sector-specific targets. In cases where stakeholders didn’t respond (12 out of 36), that was taken as
acquiescence to the actions and targets drafted by the municipality.
Mayor’s Sustainable Energy Council (MSEC) played an advisory and knowledge sharing role prior to
disbandment in 2014
City staff are currently working on an engagement primer follow-up. Each primer will present highlights on
city-led activities, as well as a request for update on progress with identified actions for stakeholder.
Responses to these primers will feed into a report to Council Civic Works Committee on progress with the
CEP between 2014-2016.
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Lessons
learned









Key weblinks








Social media engagement was not seen as successful. Light response rate to surveys and online tools
Leverage OP consultations to integrate energy/climate engagement to broaden outreach
Public engagement since the development of the plan hasn’t been a major focus.
Engaging with small and medium sized employers is a challenge. Business Improvement Associations (BIAs)
are not able to represent diverse interests of SMEs effectively. Sustainable Colab model is seen as a potential
solution, but there is no civil society champion in London to lead that initiative
Formalize ongoing stakeholder engagement at the plan development stage. In London key stakeholders
involved in the development of the plan were not re-engaged periodically to update on progress. Therefore,
there has been no accountability mechanism to ensure that actions stakeholders committed to were
implemented.
Community-wide engagement could be stronger. Consider summary progress reports for public, along with
video content and infographics.
The Municipality is playing a dominant role in London’s CEP. It is filling a vacuum in that there is insufficient
civil society capacity to lead the initiative outside of the City bureaucracy
July 2014 Council report recommending approval of CEAP:
https://www.london.ca/newsroom/Documents/Community%20Energy%20Action%20Plan_148022073120
14105855102.pdf
London CEAP:
http://www.london.ca/residents/Environment/Energy/Documents/Community%20Energy%20Plan.pdf
Report on public consultation:
http://www.london.ca/residents/Environment/Energy/Documents/Learning_from_People.pdf
May 5, 2016: Annual CEAP progress report to Civic works committee
June 8, 2016: Annual CEAP progress report to Civic works committee:
http://sire.london.ca/cache/2/s4kfid45iis0op55vj4pfp45/23375702272017075741266.PDF
Active and Green Communities website: https://www.london.ca/residents/Environment/environmentalinitiatives/Pages/Active-and-Green-Communities.aspx

Burlington Community Energy Plan
Municipality
Plan name,
and vintage

City of Burlington
Community Energy Plan, 2014
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Plan creator,
and lead
implementer
Cost
Governance/
accountabilit
y

City of Burlington Corporate Strategic Initiatives and Burlington Hydro

Unknown
 A Steering Committee led the development of the Community Energy Plan (City staff and Burlington Hydro)
 A Community Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) provided input and guidance to the development of the
Community Energy Plan, and continues to meet semi-annually to provide guidance and feedback on the
implementation of the plan
 Implementation Management Team oversees actual implementation of the CEP, managing four specific
Stakeholder Advisory Committee task groups: 1.Energy Generation 2. Energy Efficiency 3. Community
Engagement 4. Built Form
 Annual reporting to Council Development and Infrastructure Committee
CEP Targets
 None explicitly stated in the plan. Plan forecasts that community energy consumption could reduce by
approximately 27% by 2030, translating into a 26% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions
 NB: Burlington’s 2015-2040 Strategic Plan adopts an objective of carbon neutrality in corporate operations
by 2040. This objective emerged after the CEP was developed
Overall
 Early 2012: Council endorses CEP terms of reference and Stakeholder Engagement Strategy
Engagement
 Late 2012: Terms of Reference for the Stakeholder Advisory Committee were presented and accepted by
Timeline
Council
 Late 2012 – June 2013: Steering Committee works with Stakeholder Advisory group to develop draft plan
 June 2013: Draft plan presented to council
 September 2013: Inspire Burlington presentation by Brent Gilmour (QUEST)
 January 2014: CEP endorsed by Council
 June 2016: Burlington and Hamilton City councils pass joint motion to develop a collaborative governance
model to develop and implement a Community Climate Change Action Plan for the Hamilton Bay area
 September 2016: District energy workshop
Community (public) engagement
Purpose
Raise awareness of CEP initiative, and seek input
Audience
General public
Timing
July 2013-Fall 2013
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 Draft report and discussion paper shared on City’s Energy website from July 2013, email comments solicited
 Inspire Burlington presentation hosted by Mayor Goldring with Brent Gilmour (QUEST) – Sept 2013
 Online consultation Oct 2013 “Let’s Talk Burlington”
Stakeholder Engagement
Purpose
 Engage in development of plan, and ongoing review of progress with implementation
Audience
 Community Stakeholder Advisory Committee, consisting of utilities, broader public sector, private sector,
academic, and civil society groups
Timing
 Twice annual meetings of Stakeholder Advisory committee, with quarterly task group meetings
Methods
 Formally established committee with regular meetings.
Methods

Lessons
learned





Key weblinks







Quarterly task group meetings focused on specific sub-issues in the plan (efficiency, supply, vehicles) ensures
that stakeholders continue to feel part of the ongoing plan implementation
Tight partnership with Burlington Hydro may have limited ambition in initial plan, reflects conservative
corporate culture; Council has since surpassed the original plan objectives with carbon neutrality and district
energy ambitions.
Public engagement is challenging. Online and in-person events did not attract much public engagement.
Burlington does not have a local newspaper that is widely read, which is a limitation.
CEP https://www.burlington.ca/en/live-andplay/resources/Environment/Burlington_Community_Energy_Plan.pdf
2016 Progress report: https://www.burlington.ca/en/live-and-play/resources/Environment/Energy/CW12-15-Community-Energy-Plan-Progress.pdf
2016 Progress report: https://www.burlington.ca/en/live-and-play/resources/Environment/Energy/CW13-16---Community-Energy-Plan-Progress-Report.pdf
Stakeholder advisory committee terms of reference
Joint resolution Burlington and Hamilton regarding climate action: https://www.burlington.ca/en/yourcity/resources/Council/Agenda-Packet-07-04-16-2.pdf

Caledon Community Energy Plan
Municipality
Plan name,
and vintage

Town of Caledon
Community Climate Change Action Plan (CCCAP), 2010
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Community Energy Plan (CEP), in development with expected Council endorsement in Spring 2017. CEP seen as
a way to enhance CCCAP through creation of initiatives targeted to the residential sector, which is Caledon’s
major emitting sector (bedroom community)
CEP creator,
and lead
implementer
Cost

Town of Caledon - Energy and Environment Division - Finance and Infrastructure Services
Consultants: Golder Associates

Unknown- funded under Ontario gov’t MEP program phase 2 which provides up to a maximum of $25,000 to
cover 50% of costs. Therefore ~$50,000 budget is estimated.
Governance/  Stakeholder group created to provide input and advice to plan development.
accountabilit  Town has also engaged internal stakeholders in the Town’s Development Policy Group to develop scenarios
y
for potential CEP actions, such as District Energy, and comprehensive residential retrofits.
Targets
CCCAP: 17% below 2006 levels by 2021
Overall
 September 2015: Project Kick-off
Engagement
 December 2015: Stakeholder group meeting #1
Timeline
 Jan-June 2016: Residential Energy Map baseline and forecasting study
 March 2016: Stakeholder group meeting #2 – develop vision and principles
 September 2016: Stakeholder group meeting #3 – Identify opportunities, potential actions and targets
 October 2016: Stakeholder group meeting #4 – Review and prioritize actions; discuss implementation
approach
 November 2016: Stakeholder group meeting #5 – Review draft CEP and implementation plan
Community (public) engagement
Purpose
Raise awareness of CEP initiative, and seek input after the plan has been developed
Audience
General public
Timing
Spring/summer 2017
Methods
 Energy roadshow – staff bring residential energy maps to public events, and engage citizens in conversations
about energy use and the role of individual actions. Caledon Home and Lifestyle show (April 2017) is being
targeted
 Event is being planned with School Boards to coincide with Earth Day 2017.
 Caledon Official Plan Review – Town staff are developing a Community Discussion paper presenting
highlights of the energy mapping research.
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Stakeholder Engagement
Purpose
Audience




Timing
Methods




Lessons
learned






Key weblinks



Engage in development of plan: vision, goals, prioritization of actions and implementation approach
Stakeholder group sectors represented include:
o Land developers
o School boards
o Regional municipal staff and provincial staff
o Civil society groups
o Conservation Authorities
o Utilities
Minimum of 5 meetings over the course of the project life cycle. 12 months: Dec 2015 – November 2016.
Formally established committee with regular meetings.
CEP development seen as a sub-component of Community Climate Change Action Plan (CCCAP) –
implementation focused on residential energy, which is one of the largest emitters in Caledon.
With CEP Caledon developed a clear terms of reference for Stakeholder Group participants which laid out
expected engagement timeline, and expectations of participation, early in the process.
Key stakeholder groups/sectors vary by community. In Caledon agricultural sector is a key group (Peel
Federation of Agriculture).
Town has developed a targeted pitch to each stakeholder that they want to engage. Pitch focuses on win-win
opportunities for engagement in CEP and implementation.
Community Climate Change Action Plan, 2010:
https://www.caledon.ca/en/live/resources/CommunityClimateChangeActionPlan.pdf

Sault St Marie Smart Energy Plan
Municipality
Plan name,
and vintage

Sault St Marie
Smart Energy Strategy, 2011
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CEP creator,
and lead
implementer
Cost
Governance/
accountabilit
y

Sault Ste Marie Innovation Centre, as lead for Destiny Sault St Marie
Consultant: Parker Venture Management Inc.
Unknown
 Destiny Sault St Marie is a multi-stakeholder partnership that maintains the Community Economic
Diversification Strategy. Alternative energy is (was) a major component of the Strategy. Partners include the
City, province, federal government, major institutions (local University and college, and local economic
development organizations).
 Destiny SSM Energy Committee created an Alternative Energy Task Team which led the development of the
Strategy.
 No clear accountability for implementation
None
 Unclear, and plan has not moved to implementation.

Targets
Overall
Engagement
Timeline
Community (public) engagement
Purpose
Gather input on the strategy
Audience
Timing
Methods

Stakeholder Engagement
Purpose
Audience
Timing
Methods


o
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Lessons
learned




Key weblinks




With governance and responsibility for implementation resting outside of municipality, clear buy-in and
commitment from all stakeholders is needed.
o Municipality has since backed away from commitment to the Smart Energy Strategy, and is instead
focusing solely on addressing corporate emissions. It has successfully applied for funding from
Ontario MEP program phase 2 for implementation of its “corporate” municipal energy plan.
Explicit focus on economic development objectives, and community revitalization, helped to attract “unusual
suspects” to stakeholder group. However perhaps indicative of the time (2011) when renewable energy
industries was seen as a panacea for communities experiencing decline of traditional sectors
Sault St Marie Smart Energy Strategy:
http://www.ssmic.com/UploadedFiles/files/Executive%20Summary%20%20FINAL%20REPORT%20SSM%20Smart%20Energy%20Strategy.pdf
Overview of SSM Smart Energy Strategy: http://www.fonom.org/sites/default/files/May%207%20%203pm%20SSM%20Innovation%20Centre.pdf
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Appendix B: Pros and Cons of Various Community Engagement
Strategies (Table 1)
Media Engagement

Print & Digital media, press releases, radio shows, city council updates.
Target Group:
Broader community and institutional stakeholders.
Advantages:
 Reaches people in their homes
 Quick progress updates
 Inexpensive, and in some cases free
 Sustain long term interest
Disadvantages:
 Not universally accessible
 Participation is largely passive
 Limited feedback from audience or community
 Has to compete with other exciting blurbs and community events
 Information can be misconstrued, misunderstood or misrepresented
Best Practices:
 Leverage existing media relations and networks
 Publish regular updates and project milestones to sustain community interest in the
project

Information Campaigns

Social media, flyers, poster sessions, exhibition materials, leaflets, mailers, newsletters.
Strategies for increasing awareness of key issues and ‘take-away’ messages
Target Audience:
Broader community, institutional stakeholders and participants for future engagement
stages.
Advantages:
 Reaches a wider audience through creative use of visual and social media
 Easy to understand ‘take-away’ messages
 Raises project profile and public awareness
 Build public support and commitment through social media
 Can be used to recruit participation in later stages of engagement (surveys,
workshops, focus groups, etc.)
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Quantitative metrics for outreach easy to measure (number of people reached,
number of follow-up clicks, social media analytics etc.)

Disadvantages
 Qualitative outcomes of engagement difficult to measure
 Uncertainty about whether limited feedback is representative of broader
community
 Has to compete with other exciting blurbs and community events.
 Information can be misconstrued, misunderstood or misrepresented
Best Practices:
 Clearly identify target audience, use plain language and visuals as focal points (GTI,
2016a).
 Leverage local resources and community partners as delivery networks
(supermarkets, doctor’s offices, etc.)
 Bootstrap engagement campaign by leveraging existing social media channels
(official city govt. accounts, etc.)
 Have a single point of reference (website) where all content is hosted, link to this
source in every campaign material

Educational Initiatives

Conferences, public lectures, policy documents, technical reports, peer-reviewed articles.
Strategies for engaging with peers and experts.
Target Audience:
Community sector organizations, policy makers, institutional stakeholders, researchers,
government representatives, technical experts, community members.
Advantages:
 Events familiar to organize and attend, documents familiar to prepare and read.
 Peer-to-peer communication and consultation
 Solicit feedback from experts in the field
 In-depth exploration of issues
 Opportunities for cross-sector networking and community building
 Present and debate alternative views, identify concerns early, if any
Challenges:
 Organizational and budgetary
 Outcomes may be inconclusive and feedback may be minimal
 Community may perceive initiatives as ‘agenda setting’, not merely educational
Best Practices:
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Make proceedings and materials accessible to broader community outside target
audience.
Manage public expectations early. Clearly define and describe the scope, character
and purpose of the educational initiatives as one stage of a comprehensive
community engagement strategy.

Information Gathering

Opinion polls, surveys, phone sampling, consultation meetings, online comments, public
meetings.
Strategies for acquiring representation and input from a broad section of the community.
Target Audience:
Community, key institutional stakeholders, underserved and under-represented
community members,
Advantages:
 Familiar to most people.
 Target underserved stakeholders to secure their representation
 Some room for discussion and dialogue at public events.
 Consultation events encourage participation, bridge gap between community and
representatives.
 Quantitative and qualitative metrics of ‘engagement’ easy to measure
Challenges:
 Poor response rate, vocal respondent bias (may be addressed by sampling
techniques)
 Time consuming, organizational and budgetary challenges
Best Practices:
 Survey fatigue can set in quickly. Clearly identify set of survey objectives, prune out
“nice to know” and retain a core set of “need to know” questions.
 Organize consultations around events already happening in the community.
 Retain and sustain engagement by
o Giving out handouts/flyers with visual information
o Informing people about additional resources and opportunities for further
participation

Shared Visioning

Journey mapping, design charrettes, visioning workshops, facilitated discussions,
stakeholder forums, advisory groups, planning cells.
Strategies for developing a common set of values that provides focus, purpose and
direction for the implementation process.
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Target Audience:
All community and institutional stakeholders.
Advantages:
 Brings disparate viewpoints towards consensus on community values and shared
vision for future
 Providing inspiration and motivation towards action
 Mobilizing assets and recourses towards implementation
 Establish a culture of collaboration, support and project participation
Challenges:
 Requires skilled and experienced facilitators to run large gatherings of people
 Time consuming, organizational and budgetary challenges
 Effective shared visioning possible only when enough participants that are
representative of the community are engaged in the previous stages
Best Practices:
 Try to arrive at consensus through a clear process. Where there isn’t consensus, be
transparent. The only thing more detrimental than lack of consensus, is a false
sense of consensus.

Empowered Implementation

Delphi technique, design charrettes, focus group, citizen’s jury, local advisory committees,
steering committees, intermediaries, collective impact.
Strategies for developing priorities, timelines, action plans, and empowering community
ownership of implementation.
Target Audience:
Participants engaged in previous stages.
Advantages:
 Often lead to creative solutions and bring stakeholders together who would be
involved in delivering those solutions
 In cases that require substantial public and private investment, public deliberation
and visioning can reduce risk of gridlock, litigation, costs and delays
 May be necessary to tackle wicked problems – complex issues
Challenges:
 Requires commitment to participation from community and confidence in the
process from local government and institutions
 Expectations of citizen enthusiasm, involvement and participation may prove
unrealistic.
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Average citizens may independently lack the capacity to take sole ownership of
complex public affairs and make decisions involving sophisticated processes

Best Practices:
 Test for conditions under which community engagement is most likely to lead to
successful outcomes for local government, community and key stakeholders – low
risk to participation, trust in process, transparency in decision-making and widely
acknowledged mutual-benefits.
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