














manner that preserves the integrity of the natural environment

Indicators:
e Number of solid waste sites that comply with PSAB decommissioning requirements

« Reduction in amount of appliances, old vehicles and oil barrels at dumps
« Improved quality of life through improved solid waste management
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SCHEDULE F- Communications Protocol

Canada and Northwest Territories agree that Canadians have a right to transparency and
public accountability, which is best served by full information about the benefits of the
New Deal for Cities and Communities.

This communications protocol establishes the principles and practices that will guide all
announcements and events related to this Agreement, funding to Eligible Recipients
under this Agreement and the New Deal. Communications activities may include, without
limitation, major public events or announcements, or communications products such as
speeches, press releases, websites, advertising, promotional material or signage.

The Parties agrees that:

1. a public event will mark the signing of this Agreement. This event will be
developed by communications officials from Canada and Northwest Territories,
and will provide for municipal involvement and media participation.

2. in addition to joint communications activities, Canada and Northwest Territories
may include messaging in their own communications products and activities,
around their commitment to the New Deal, and other initiatives and investments
in cities and communities.

The Government of Canada agrees that:

1. it will make periodic announcements, through public events, press releases
and/or other mechanisms, of the transfer of federal gas tax revenues to
Northwest Territories for allocation to municipalities within its jurisdiction.

2. it will make regular announcements, on a city, community or regional basis, of
projects that have benefited from federal gas tax funds. Key milestones may be
marked by public events, press releases and/or other mechanisms.

3. it will report regularly to the public on the outcomes of the investments entered
into under this Agreement, including through the Treasury Board Secretariat
Canada’s Annual Performance Report, and through the National Evaluation
described in Section 7 of this Agreement.

Northwest Territories agrees that:

1. all communications referring to projects funded under this Agreement will clearly
acknowledge the contributions made by Canada.

2. all communications materials referring to the sharing of federal gas tax revenues

with Eligible Recipients will recognize that this initiative forms part of the New
Deal through the use of the Canada wordmark and of a tagline.
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3 Northwest Territories’ Funding Agreements will include the provisions included in
this Protocol, particularly that:

a. all communications by the Eligible Recipient referring to projects funded
under this Agreement will clearly recognize Canada's investments.

b. eligible Recipients will ensure permanent signage at the location of
projects receiving investments under this Agreement, prominently
identifying the Government of Canada’s investment and including the
Canada wordmark. Where there is no fixed location for signage, a sign
will be placed in an appropriately fixed location in the community to
recognize Government of Canada’s contribution. All signage/plaques will
be located in such a way as to be clearly visible to users, visitors and/or
passersby.

c. Northwest Territories will host on their website an area for details
regarding Eligible Recipients and Eligible Projects funded under this
program.

General
1. The timing of public events shall be sufficient to allow for all orders of government
to plan their involvement. Either Party shall provide a minimum of 21 days notice

of an event or announcement.

2. The Parties agree that they and Eligible Recipients will each receive appropriate
recognition in joint communications materials.

3. Joint communications material and signage will reflect Government of Canada
communications policy, including the Official Languages Act, and federal-
territorial identity graphics guidelines.

Assessment

Communication results will be assessed as part of the evaluation process set outin
Section 7.3.2 of the Agreement.
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SCHEDULE G — Areas of Collaboration
Further areas of collaboration between Canada and Northwest Territories include:

« capacity building for labour market development and retention (ie: stable pool of
Senior Administrative Officers and community staff)

« develop planning guidelines on Community Public Infrastructure impacts of
resource development activities

e fransit
¢ Yellowknife By-Pass Road

« development of recreational infrastructure at the community level that promotes
cultural and social sustainability

« best practices and related expertise in innovation and acquisition of infrastructure
(ie: P3 approaches relevant in remote areas)

« remediation of Contaminated Sites within Local Government boundaries.
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SCHEDULE H - Integrated Community Sustainability Plans

By March 31, 2007, Canada and Northwest Territories, through the Oversight Committee,
will have worked out a template on Integrated Community Sustainability Plans
appropriate to the Northwest Territories, and a methodology for the development and
implementation, which will incorporate, but not be limited to, Capital Investment Plans
and community energy plans as pillars of sustainability. Such a template may build upon
existing community or regional processes where they already exist.

By March 31, 2010, all Local Governments will have developed and adopted their own
ICSPs.

43



SCHEDULE | - Local Governments as Eligible Recipients

Cor':l-lmumty Status

ame

Yellowknife ' City

Fort Smith Town

Hay River Town ]
Inuvik Town

Norman Wells ' Town

|Fort Simpson ~ Village

Aklavik ~Hamlet

Fort Liard Hamilet

Fort McPherson Hamlet

Fort Providence Hamlet

Holman Hamilet

|Paulatuk Hamlet

Sachs Harbour ~ Hamlet

Tuktoyaktuk Hamlet

Tulita Hamlet

Behchoko Tlicho Community T
Gameti _ Tlicho Community

Wekweeti Tlicho Community

Wha Ti _ Tlicho Community

|Deline ' _ Charter Community

K'asho Got'ine Charter Community i
Tsiigehtchic Charter Community

Colville Lake _ Settlement

Enterprise _ Settlement

Fort Resolution Settlement

|Dettah _ First Nation Designated Authority

\Hay River Reserve ~ First Nation Designated Authority

Jean Marie River First Nation Designated Authority 1
Kakisa First Nation Designated Authority

Lutsel k'e _ First Nation Designated Authority
Nahanni Butte ~ First Nation Designated Authority

Trout Lake First Nation Designated Authority
Wrigley _ First Nation Designated Authority

Note: Includes changes to community name or status as a result of self-government

negotiations (i.e. successor governments — subject to meeting the definition of local
government).
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SCHEDULE J - Allocations to Eligible Recipients

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10

Annual NWT Allocation 4,500,000 4,500,000 6,000,000 7.500,000 15,000,000
Less: 1% Administration Costs 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

2% Capacity Building Fund _ 90,000 90,000 120,000 150,000 300,000
MNet Annual NWT Allocation 4,335,000 4 335000 5,805,000 7,275,000 14,625,000
Total Base Allocation Fund {1%) 1,430,550 1,430,550 1,815,650 2,400,750 4. 826,250
Total Per Capita 2,904,450 2,904,450 3,889,350 4,874,250 9,798,750
MNet Annual NWT Allocation 4,335,000 4,335,000 5,805,000 7,275,000 14,625,000

1) The NWT Bureau of Statistics does not separately report population numbers for communities with populations of 50
or less, therefore, Kakisa has been assigned a population of 50.

2) MACA-managed infrastructure represents the aggregate of individual community allocations for which MACA is
responsible for the physical development of infrastructure within those communities.

3) As communities take on responsibility for infrastructure acquisitions, their individual

forwarded directly to the community, thereby decreasing the MACA-managed Infrastructure amount.

community allocation will be

4) Northwest Territories’ Bureau of Statistics' 2004 population estimates shall be used to determine the per capita
allocations over the initial five years, and shall be subject to review in year 4.
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Annual NWT Allocation

Less: 1% Administration Costs
2% Capacity Building Fund

Met Annual NWT Allecation

Total Base Allocation Fund (1%)
Total Per Capita

Met Annual NWT Allocation

Appendix B

Allocation Methodology

2005106 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 200810

4,500,000 4,500,000 6,000,000 7,500,000 15.000,000

75.000 75.000 75.000 75,000 75,000

$0.000 90,000 120,000 150,000 300,000
4,335,000 4,335,000 5,805,000 7,275,000 14,625,000
1,430,550 1,430,550 1,915,650 2,400,750 4,826,250
2,904,450 2,904,450 3,889,350 4,874,250 9,798,750
4,335,000 4,335,000 5,805,000 7,275,000 14,625,000

1) The NWT Bureau of Statistics does not separately report population numbers for communities with populations of 50
or less, therefore, Kakisa has been assigned a population of 50,

2) MACA-managed infrasiructure represents the aggregate of individual community allocations for which MACA is
responsible for the physical development of infrastructure within those communities.

3) As communities take on responsibility for infrastruclure acquisitions, their individual community allocation will be
forwrarded directly to the community, thereby decreasing the MACA-managed Infrastructure amount.

4) Northwest Territories’ Bureau of Statistics’ 2004 population estimates shall be used to determine the per capita
allocations over the initial five years, and shall be subject to review in year 4.



[community Fopulation | 20052006 20062007 2007/2008 | 200812009 |  2009/2010
Est.{2004) Total Funding Total Fundlng Total Fu nulng Total Funding Tatal Fu ndinL
Yellowknife 19056 |5 1.390844.00 |$ 134084400 |5 1,79552500 |35 225020500 |5 4.523.608.00
|Fort Smith 2514 s 21452400|% 21452400 |S 28727000 |5  360.01500|%5  723.742.00
|Hay River 3876 |s 30726100|$% 307.261.00|$ 41145300|$ 51564500|% 1,036,607.00
Jinuvik 3586 |5 28751500[3%  28751500(5 385012005  482508.00|%5  969.991.00
INorman Wells 848 |5 101,08900|%5 10108500 |S 13536800 |5 169648005  341.044.00
|Fort Simpson 1269 |5 128754005 12975400|S  17375400|5 21775400|% 43775200
:‘:‘:E;‘nt";:f;m $ 62364800|$ 623648.00|S  83512800|S 1.046607.00|% 2.104,007.00
Aklavik 631 [ 8631400(3 B6,314.00 |$  115583.00|35  14485200[%  291.187.00
|Fort Liard 596 |5  83.931.00|% 83931.00|$  11239200|%  140,853.00|%  283.157.00
|Fort McPherson 823 |5  99.387.00)% 99.387.00 |$  13308900|3%  166791.00|% 33530200
|Fort Providence 8355 10020400|%5 10020400 |5 13418300 |5  16816200|%  338.058.00
|Holman 421 s  7201500(3 72015005 9543600 |$ 12085600 %  242.958.00
|Paulatuk 32 |5  e450400](3% 64.594.00 | § 86.497.00 |5  108401.00[%  217.920.00
|sachs Harbour 120 s 51521.00(3% 51,521.00 | § 68.991.00 | 5 86462005 17381500
Tuktoyaktuk 1010 |S  11212000|% 11212000 (S  150.139.00 |$  186.159.00 |5  378.256.00
Tulita 487 | 5 76.509.00 (% 76,309.00 | S 102.452.00 | 128,398.00 | % 258,119.00
|Behchoko 1895 |5  172378.00 %  172376.00|%5  230831.00|%5  289.28400|%5  581.551.00
|zameti 297 |5 e357200(3% 635720035 85130003  106687.00]|% 21447400
ekweeti 136 |5 52610003 5261000 | 5 70.450.00 | 5 88290005  177.491.00
[wha Ti 483 |5 76237003 76.237.00 (5  102.089.00 |5  127.941.00|$%  257.200.00
|Dsline 570 |5 8216000 % 8216000 |$  110021.00|% 13788200|%  277.185.00
|Kasho Gotine 55115 80867003 B0867.00 |  108280.00|3  135711.00|%  272.820.00
|Tsiigehtchic 185z  sso4e00(% 55946.00 | 5 74.918.00 | 5 5388900 |$  188,746.00
lcolille Lake 135 |5 5254200(3% 52542005 70.359.00 | 5 8817600 %  177.261.00
|Enterprise BO[s 487oro00(s 48.797.00 | $ 65.344.00 | 5 8189100 %  164.627.00
|Fort Resalution 528 |5  79.301.00)% 79.301.00 | S 10619200 |5  133083.00|%  267.537.00
|oettan 218 s  58.193.00($% 58,193.00 | § 77.927.00| 5 97660005  196.327.00
|Hay River Reserve 298 |5 63840003 £3.640.00 [ § 85221.00 S  106801.00|%  214.704.00
ean Marie River 7005 4s116.00(3% 48,116.00 | § §4.432.00 | $ 8074900 [$  162,330.00
|Kakisa 50 |5 46754003 46.754.00 | $ £2,609.00 | § 7846300 %  157.736.00
JLutsel K'e 407 |5 71062003 71.062.00 |3 95159.00 |3 119.256.00|% 23974200
|Nahanni Butte 114 |5 5111200 % 51,112.00 | 5 68.444.00 | 5 85776.00 %  172437.00
ITrout Lake B0|s 487o700(S 48.797.00 | § 65.344.00 | 5 8189100 %  164.627.00
|wrigley 176 [ 5533400(s 55334.00 | 5 74,007.00 | § 92861005  186.679.00
Total Avallable Funds 42657/ |§  4,335000] % 4,335,000 | 5 5,605,000 | 5 7,275,000 | 5 19,625,000

Notes:

1) The NWT Bureau of Statistics does not separately report population numbers for communities with populations of 50
or less, therefore, Kakisa has been assigned a population of 50

2) MACA managed infrastructure represents the aggregate of individual community allocations for which MACA is
responsible for the physical development of infrastructure within those communities.

3) As communities take on responsibility for infrastructure acquisiticns, their individual community allocation will be forwarded
directly to the community, thereby decreasing the MACA managed infrastructure amount.

4) Morthwest Territories’ Bureau of Statistics’ 2004 population estimates shall be used to determine the per capita
allecations over the initial five years, and shall be subject to review in year 4.
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1.0 Introduction

This Joint Evaluation Report describes the key findings and issues related to the design,
delivery and success of the Gas Tax Fund (GTF) and Public Transit Fund (PTF) for the
Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT). The findings contained herein are
based on data collection to date as part of a joint evaluation of these two programs for
the GNWT and Infrastructure Canada (INFC). The evaluation aimed to determine what
progress and success the programs have achieved toward their final outcomes to date.
There is also a cost-effectiveness component to this evaluation, the objective of which is
to determine whether the most efficient and appropriate means are being used to
achieve the programs’ intended outcomes.

1.1. The Gas Tax Fund

The Gas Tax Fund (GTF) is designed to contribute to the Government of Canada’s
environmental objectives through targeted support for sustainable municipal
infrastructure in Canadian communities. The GTF provides reliable, predictable and
multi-year funding to municipalities that enable them to make investments in
infrastructure projects that address local needs and help to produce the shared national
outcomes of cleaner air, cleaner water and reduced GHG emissions. For the Northwest
Territories, the GTF will also promote linking infrastructure investments to long term
Integrated Community Sustainability Plans (ICSPs), and strengthen the ability of
community governments to make integrated financing and investment decisions
reflecting their unique needs and circumstances.

Under the GTF agreement, funding is allowed to flow to community governments before
expenditures are incurred. However, the agreement contains a number of conditions
which must be fulfilled by the recipient prior to receiving the allotted money (e.g.
incremental spending and Capital Investment Plans). The GTF is a per capita allocation
that is transferred to a province, territory or other initial recipient on a semi-annual basis.
Allocations have been determined through fiscal year 2013-2014 (extending from 2005
until 2014).

Eligible investments include capital expenditures for environmentally sustainable
municipal infrastructure, which is defined as local infrastructure projects that contribute to
reduced GHG emissions, to clean water or air and fall in one of the following categories:

1. water;
wastewater;
solid waste;

public transit;

a bk 0N

community energy systems; and,
6. active transportation infrastructure.
Funds can also be used to undertake capacity building projects.

Through the GTF, Canada promotes improved quality of life in Canada’s municipalities
and supports environmentally sustainable municipal infrastructure in support of the
shared national objectives of cleaner air, cleaner water, and reduced GHG emissions.
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The GTF funding allocation for the Northwest Territories is $37.5M over the period from
2005 to 2010.

1.2 The Public Transit Fund

Modeled after the GTF, the PTF is a transfer payment program that supports the
environmental objectives of cleaner air, reduced GHG emissions, modal shift, reduced
energy use, increased ridership and improved quality of life to residents.

The PTF funding for the Northwest Territories was $535,898. Funding was provided to
the Northwest Territories in 2006-07.

1.3 Methods Used for this Evaluation

This evaluation used multiple lines of evidence to collect data and assess evaluation
issues from a variety of perspectives. No single evaluation module is able to address
the same issues with the same amount of depth, or breadth. This report summarizes the
findings and key messages through the execution of four evaluation methodologies.

The methodologies that were used for this evaluation are:
A review of documentation, files and other literature;

A series of interviews with GNWT program officials (initial recipients), officials
from Infrastructure Canada, municipal associations and municipal
representatives from a sample of municipalities (ultimate recipients);

3. A web-based questionnaire targeting ultimate recipients; and
4. A case study completed for select projects

Interviews were arranged and conducted in clusters. The groups of individuals
interviewed (to February 19, 2009) were program officials from the Northwest Territories,
program officials from Infrastructure Canada, a representative from the Northwest
Territories Association of Communities, and a sample of community representatives from
across the Northwest Territories.

The administration of a survey permitted the gathering of opinions with respect to various
projects funded under GTF and PTF from the communities. This information provided
insights into the issues that affect Managers and Staff in the communities.

The survey was fielded to 33 individuals from late December 2008 until February 19,
2009. A total of 6 responses were received. Given that this evaluation is comprised of
multiple lines of evidence, including a set of 11 interviews with community officials, there
is enough interview and survey data to be able to address the evaluation questions.
Additionally, the low response rate to our survey is evidence of weak capacity in
communities (discussed in Section 2.2.2 of this report).

Case studies allowed for an in-depth review of specific investments made through GTF
and PTF. These case studies consisted of a thorough review of documents; a number of
interviews with proponents, and/or project managers and others closely involved with the
projects.

The projects chosen for case studies were strategically selected. The goal was to select
a mix of cases with projects from across the Northwest Territories and from the full range
of areas of eligibility. Flexibility in selecting specific cases was necessary in order to
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meet the timeframes for this study. A good mix of projects was covered through the
case studies process.

2.0 Findings
2.1 Overall

The Gas Tax Fund and the Public Transit Fund have brought financial assistance to
communities across the Northwest Territories, allowing for the development and
improvement of important infrastructure. The focus on environmental conservation,
community organizing, and personal health and safety has guided the development in an
appropriate direction. However, based on findings there appear to be elements of the
programs where there is room for improvement. Recently, there have been delays in
flowing funding to the Northwest Territories, since reporting has been late. This issue is
expected to be resolved over time as training programs continue to be delivered, as
officials gain experience with the program and as administrative capacity improves in
communities.

2.2 Design & Delivery

In the design and delivery of GTF/PTF in the Northwest Territories there are several key
findings that outline the success, obstacles overcome, and the challenges ahead for
these programs. The issues relate to:

e project eligibility requirements;
e the Integrated Community Sustainability Plans; and
e flowing funds to Settlements and Designated Areas.
2.2.1 Lack of Clarity with Respect to Eligibility Categories

Findings suggest that there have not been issues related to funding for projects that
clearly meet eligibility criteria; however, there have been concerns raised by a small
number of interviewees around the language that dictates the eligibility of a project. The
agreement generally states projects must meet the requirements of eligible categories
(Schedule A), eligible costs (Schedule B), and the outcomes.. This includes the
requirement of environmental sustainability, meaning they must improve the quality of
the environment by contributing to reduced greenhouse gas emissions, cleaner water or
cleaner air. A small number of SAOs have indicated that projects have been declined for
reasons unclear to them, based on the agreement.

Despite comments by a small nhumber regarding the lack of clarity with respect to
eligibility requirements, nearly all respondents (of the survey and interviews) believed
that the overall aim and objectives of the GTF/PTF agreements aligned well with
community and territorial infrastructure objectives. In some cases communities have
priorities that are outside the program criteria.. In general, when these were discussed,
some of these priorities related to community recreation facilities. It was understood,
however, that GTF and PTF target a specific type of project (e.g. environmentally
sustainable municipal infrastructure), so this was not an issue.
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2.2.2 Weak Capacity for Small and Rural Municipalities to Meet Reporting
Requirements

One of the most frequent issues raised about GTF, by interviewees and survey
respondents was the lack of capacity of small and rural communities to meet the
reporting requirements of the program. The reporting requirements are the same for all
municipalities regardless of geographical size, population, amount of funding received,
and infrastructure need. Depending on the number of projects undertaken, there is a
substantial amount of reporting required, according to many interviewees, and smaller
communities do not have the staff to always be able to stay current on reporting. The
reporting by small communities was not as cumbersome when that community was
reporting on a single project; however, in the event that a community had multiple
projects funded through GTF, the reporting process was considered by interviewees as
being more difficult. This has caused some difficulties and delays in completing reports
and audits. One interviewee noted that the requirement to maintain a separate bank
account for GTF funds added an additional complexity to record-keeping and in some
cases could reduce the amount of interest earned on these deposits.

In addition, SAOs noted that the current deadlines present a challenge for small
communities, because it is often difficult for them to complete reports at the same pace
as a larger municipality such as Yellowknife.

As one might expect at the early stages of adopting such an approach, there is a
shortage of qualified and experienced program administrators across the Northwest
Territories to implement the approach to the program. An issue that exists relates to the
high turnover of former-MACA staff who had transferred to the different regions once
devolution was initiated. This staff was relocated in order to assist and be a source of
training within the communities on programs like GTF and others. GTF and PTF are
relatively new programs and this is a new approach in NWT. Over time, it is expected
that training will be delivered, and community officials will gain the knowledge and
experience to administer the program with success.

An additional challenge that MACA faces is the large geographic area that must be
covered and the cost of travel in order to visit communities. The geographic size of the
Northwest Territories presents a challenge for communication and for frequent
interchange between MACA officials and officials in the communities. MACA has made
its best efforts to visit the communities (for training and information purposes), and
generally these visits are viewed by community administrators to be of very high-value to
the communities, and very cost-effective in terms of the benefit of these visits to these
communities.

2.2.3 The Challenge of Flowing Funds to Settlements and Designhated
Authorities

A difficulty that arose from the GTF/PTF agreements concerns a legal issue impacting
on First Nations governments. Under Schedule C Section 12(a) an eligibility
requirement states; unless otherwise agreed to by Canada and the Northwest
Territories, the Eligible Recipient will retain title to, and ownership of the Community
Public Infrastructure resulting from the Eligible Project for at least ten (10) years after
Project completion. This requirement however, may be viewed as contrary to the Indian
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Act (1985) as well as the Territorial Settlements Act, which do not permit band
communities to own real property (land, and any assets on the land). This situation has
presented a challenge for MACA, which has been unable to flow GTF/PTF money to
communities classified as Bands and Settlements. According to the narrative of the
2007-08 Annual Expenditure Report, MACA is working to resolve the issue, and
currently funds GTF/PTF projects through individual contribution agreements with Bands
and Settlements which do not produce fixed assets.

There were examples of MACA working with Settlements and Designated Authorities to
flow funds. For instance, in the case of Dettah, according to interviewees, all
requirements for funding were met, so a not-for-profit group was established to receive
and distribute the funds.

2.2.4 The GTF Agreement is being Administered with the Appropriate
Rigour

There were problems in the early years for the administration and reporting of GTF funds
in NWT, which have now been resolved in a satisfactory manner. During the production
of the 2006-2007 Annual Expenditure Report, MACA staff noted some errors made in
the previous year's AER. The report erroneously stated that MACA had transferred
$1,809,344 to eligible local governments. MACA had transferred only $1,150,540. The
correction of these figures resulted in MACA restating the 2005-2006 financial data in
the 2006-2007 AER. The subsequent adjustment of the quantity of funding being flowed
to Local Governments also affected the stated amount of interest the GNWT earned on
held Gas Tax funding (from $46,133 to $43,227). The reason for these errors is
attributed by GNWT to the proximity of many Contribution Agreements being signed by
the respective Local Governments to the fiscal year end. These problems have been
resolved in a satisfactory manner.

MACA remains dedicated to applying the criteria for funding established in the
agreement to all projects and ensuring compliance with the agreement. Management
practices in this regard have been exemplary. This is evidenced by MACA's request for
reimbursement from Fort McPherson for expenses that were deemed ineligible under the
agreement.” It is through MACA's effective management and rigorous implementation of
the provisions of the agreement that the Schedules to the agreement are clearly being
upheld by the GNWT.

2.3 Success

There have been many successful components of the GTF and PTF programs in the
Northwest Territories. These include environmental benefits, addressing of
infrastructure priorities, increased planning in communities, and good collaboration and
communication between Infrastructure Canada, MACA and communities.

! According to the narrative of the 2007-08 Annual Expenditure Report (At the time of this evaluation the 2007-08 AER is
not yet an accepted AER by Infrastructure Canada), the GNWT's audit guidelines included schedules dedicated to the
Gas Tax agreement for the first year in 2007/2008. Due to this, MACA was initially unable to discover that Fort
McPherson had failed to adequately report this non-compliant expense until the inspection of their 2007/2008 audit. Fort
McPherson has been deemed non-compliant and the GNWT will not begin again to transfer Gas Tax payments until such
a time that the GNWT is reimbursed.
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2.3.1 Projects are Expected to Result in Improved Environmental
Sustainability

All of the projects associated with funding from the GTF or PTF have been centered on
increasing environmental sustainability, along with the health and well-being of residents
and visitors. Some of the initiatives include:

e Utilidor expansion and upgrading in Inuvik for water and sewage;

e The Yellowknife Community Energy Plan, which promotes the use of efficient and
renewable energy and will be used as a model for the Northwest Territories;

o Dettah was able to purchase an upgraded an more efficient van to transport the
local residents to Ndilo and Yellowknife;

e The Village of Fort Simpson eliminated the need to continually water a stretch of
dirt road by undertaking a chip sealing project; and,

e The Town of Fort Smith has purchased Geographic Information Systems
equipment to effectively plot infrastructure development.

All of these projects qualified as contributors to cleaner air, cleaner water, reduced
greenhouse gas emissions, and/or safer and healthier communities.

2.3.2 Reduction of Infrastructure Deficit is Essential to Community Growth
and is a Result of GTF/PTF.

Funding from the GTF and PTF initiatives has been an important source of funding for
many communities in the NWT. Much of the money was used for essential infrastructure
development and improvement that would not have occurred without this funding, or
would have been done over a longer period of time. Many SAOs indicated that the
funding contributed to reducing their infrastructure deficit, which impacts all residents
now and in the future. This impact was made possible by the close alignment that many
communities felt existed between the criteria for funding and municipal objectives.

2.3.3 Integrated Community Sustainability Plans

Another concern is that many communities indicated that there was a lack of capacity to
complete the ICSP, particularly due to lack of staff with the required knowledge and
experience, or to inadequate staff training. In response, MACA staff has facilitated
capital planning sessions to ensure that quality CIP’s, (Community Investment Plans --
one of four components of the ICSP) are produced, and have developed a ‘Capital
Investment Tool’ to outline the steps required for creating a standard CIP. The result is
that 32 of 33 communities now have completed CIPs. The assistance from MACA is met
with a positive response by the communities but the administrative burden still remains
cumbersome for small communities.

Increased planning capacity is a goal of the GTF and PTF initiatives, and implementation
has started. However, it has been a slow start in some communities. Meeting the 2010
deadline for all communities to have submitted ICSPs will be challenging. This is in part
due to the aforementioned capacity issue and in part due to a lack of “buy-in” by some
communities, regarding the idea that the planning requirements are beneficial to the
process. Some communities were concerned that ICSPs would be completed only to be
filed or placed on a shelf and not used extensively. However, most SAOs see common
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ground on the idea that greater emphasis on planning in general will have a high value in
most communities.

2.4 Cost-Effectiveness

The GTF and PTF are both cost-effective programs. We have identified no suggestions
for ways to deliver the program that would be more appropriate than the current
arrangements. The Northwest Territories has decided that they would flow these funds
to communities and expect the communities to set priorities, plan how they will use the
funding to meet their infrastructure priorities pursuant to the program requirements, and
implement their plan. This model for flowing the funding is well-appreciated and
supported by community officials.

3.0 Conclusion

In sum, the GTF and PTF programs are helping the communities of the Northwest
Territories to reach their objectives by funding key infrastructure priorities that otherwise
would not be completed. The program can be viewed as still at an early stage of
implementation in the Northwest Territories.

The program was well designed and took into account the needs and aspirations of
citizens of the Northwest Territories. Flowing the funding to the communities and having
communities make key decisions on plans, priorities and project implementation is much
appreciated by ultimate recipients.

In practice, results to date are mixed, with some excellent early successes as well as a
number of areas that require continued attention. Community administrators are
learning quickly to implement the program; but due to a lack of capacity in communities,
there have been some delays in reporting and therefore, flowing the funding in a timely
manner. The environmental and health benefits from completed and planned projects
are indicative of responsible governance and initiatives which will benefit generations to
come.

There are some program components that have started, but that have not advanced as
quickly as may have been hoped (development and use of ICSPs). There are
components which require continued work to resolve outstanding issues (flowing funds
to Settlements and Designated Authorities).

4.0 Recommendations

The programs are generally well-managed. The design ensures that many different
kinds of projects can be undertaken. It seems that any perceived “issues” with GTF and
PTF are outweighed by the benefits brought to the communities of NWT.

Nevertheless, there are issues that exist. One of the most common issues was that of a
lack of clarity about what projects are eligible and why. A better explanation of what is
eligible and ineligible would add an additional level of comfort to the municipalities,
according to the data. The result of high priority projects getting funding was due, in part
to trial-and-error as participants gained familiarity with the program eligibility criteria.

Another issue is the lack of capacity of particularly small and rural municipalities to meet
reporting requirements. The requirements are standard, and thus the level of effort for a
small municipality ends up being more significant for them than larger municipalities that
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are equipped to handle such reporting. A more streamlined reporting structure may
improve this issue by limiting the frequency with which reporting is required.

The benefits of the projects funded under these programs range from improving
environmental quality to enhancing planning and cooperation amongst municipalities
and across levels of government. Qualitatively numerous benefits can be shown. In
terms of quantitative measurement, the NWT will need to work closely with communities
to ensure the measurement of long-term outcomes is undertaken.

There are several recommendations that should be implemented in order to continue,
and improve in some areas, the delivery and success of these programs, based on the
findings.

4.1 Continue the Program Under the Current Design

The design of the GTF and PTF programs work well. The programs have been
structured well for moving Federal dollars to municipalities across Canada, including in
the NWT. The funding allocation is appropriate from the Federal — Territorial standpoint,
and there were no significant issues raised about the Territorial — Municipal funding
formula.

4.2 Clarify the Reporting and Auditing Requirements for Small
Municipalities

Required reporting under the program is appropriate and commensurate with the amount
of money being distributed. Municipal officials, especially from communities outside of
Yellowknife, in the NWT raised reporting as an issue during this evaluation. Specifically,
communities are submitting incomplete and/or unaudited reports. There seems to be a
two-fold reason for this. First, communities tend to be unclear of the requirements
associated with GTF reporting. Secondly, the capacity to meet these reporting
requirements is so weak that the documentation is prepared quickly, and with minimal
attention to detail. After very careful consideration, we recommend that the current
design with respect to reporting be maintained. However, the reporting and audit
template should be made clearer by modelling it after the same form used for the AER.

Municipal officials are still learning and becoming familiar with the reporting requirements
and the templates and other reporting tools. It can take several years before these
instruments become well established in the routine practices of municipal officials,
especially in small communities. From experience with other programs when new
reporting or reporting tools have been introduced, each time they are used, they tend to
become easier for officials to complete over time. The key to gaining broad familiarity
across the NWT with the reporting system and tools is to set up a system and then avoid
making unnecessary changes.

Over the next few years, as more officials become more familiar with these reports and
reporting tools, assistance to municipal officials in the form of having MACA officials
available to answer any questions that come up would likely continue to be very well
appreciated, in particular by the smaller communities. MACA's availability is also crucial
for clarifying the reporting and auditing requirements for communities. For the smallest
communities in the NWT, the cost of filling in the forms, and the cost of the audited
annual expenditure reports may still be high compared with the amount of money
received, a simplified reporting template may help in this regard.
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In the government programs of this nature with which the evaluation team is familiar, if
money is transferred to an ultimate recipient, public expectations for stewardship of tax
dollars require that there must be accountability and reporting for the funds transferred.
It would not be acceptable from a public accountability perspective to flow funds for
several years to a recipient without any reporting or accountability, no matter whether the
amounts in question are seen as relatively small amounts.

4.3 The Eligibility Criteria Should be Made Clearer

Municipalities are generally pleased with the coverage of projects that the eligibility
categories provide; however, they are sometimes uncertain about whether or not their
proposed project would meet the criteria. A list of examples of eligible projects and non-
eligible projects, for each of the eligibility categories should be provided to municipalities
by the GNWT. This will offer an additional level of comfort to municipalities that are
planning projects to be funded by the GTF.

4.4 MACA Should Continue to Pursue Improved Options for
Flowing Funds to Settlements and Designated Authorities

Although it is a challenge to flow funds from the GNWT to Settlements and Designated
Authorities, MACA has done an exceptional job to get the funds into these communities
that are in need of important infrastructure. MACA should continue to be innovative in
this regard, and ensure that funding flows to these communities.

4.5 Provide Increased Training on ICSP Development, and
Extend the Deadline for ICSP Completion

Given that no communities have officially submitted completed ICSPs, it is going to be
very challenging for the GNWT to meet the deadline of March 2010. It is recommended
that the extension of the date from March 2010 to March 2012 be implemented as well
as increased training efforts with regard to ICSP development.

It will be important for MACA to continue its efforts with respect to training on community
planning in order to meet it's goal on ICSPs for all communities. Most communities have
submitted completed CIPs, but there are still other components of the ICSP that need to
be done in most communities. Due the some of the scepticism on the part of
municipalities with respect to the potential usage of such plans, MACA will need to
provide continued assurance to municipalities that ICSPs are important and useful in
terms of long-term community sustainability.

This training could be provided along side the training offered for the New Deal Program.
A portion of New Deal workshops could be dedicated to the ICSP and its various
components. This may bolster support for the requirement, and should also increase
buy-in on the part of communities.

The other key issue here is that due to the size of the NWT and the distances involved
between communities, required travel can be very expensive. MACA’s success in
adequately training communities on ICSP development depends on their ability to travel
within the NWT.
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Appendix A: Documents Reviewed

Agreements

Canada — Northwest Territories Agreement on the Transfer of Federal Gas Tax
Revenues under the New Deal for Cities and Communities (10 November 2005).

Contribution Agreement — Federal Gas Tax Revenue between the Government of the
Northwest Territories and the Hamlet of Aklavik (n.d.).

Contribution Agreement for Public Transit between the Government of the Northwest
Territories and the Town of Hay River (n.d.).

Annual Expenditure Reports

Annual Expenditure Report (2007-2008).

Annual Expenditure Report Narrative (2007-2008).
Annual Expenditure Report (2006-2007).

Annual Expenditure Report Narrative (2006-2007).
Meeting Minutes

Canada — Northwest Territories Gas Tax Funding Agreement: Minutes of Oversight
Committee Meeting (24 August 2006).

Applications for Funding

Application Public Transit Funding — Dettah/Ndilo (22 Feb 2008).
Application Public Transit Funding — Town of Fort Smith (9 May 2007).
Application Public Transit Funding — Yellowknife (n.d.).

Technical Documents and Reports

GTF-PTF Technical Document for Outcomes Reporting (n.d.).

NWT Greenhouse Gas Strategy (2007-2011).

Communications Documents

Community Government Tool Kit: Fort Liard Pilot Project Case Study (March 2007)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/toolkit/project_management/The%20Case%20Study%20For
%20Ft_%20Liard%20_04-9-07_1.pdf>.

Community Government Tool Kit: Integrated Community Sustainability Planning (n.d.)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/toolkit/sustainability _planning/>.

Community Government Tool Kit: Integrated Community Sustainability Plans Recap
PowerPoint (n.d.).

Community Operations: About the Public Transit Fund (n.d.)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/operations/transit/>.

Gas Tax Allocation Table (n.d.)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/operations/gastax/AllocationTableGasTax.pdf>.
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Gas Tax Funding for Northwest Territories Communities Through Canada’s New Deal
for Cities and Communities — Backgrounder (n.d.)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/operations/gastax/NWTbackgrounder_gas%?20taxfinal.pdf>.

News Release: Gas Tax Agreement (21 February 2006)

<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/resources/newsroom/minister_2006/gastax_agreement.html
>,

News Release: Minister Welcomes Federal Gas Tax Announcement (2 February 2005)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/resources/newsroom/news_2005/MinisterWelcomesGasTax
.html>.

News Release: Northwest Territories Public Transit Funding Announced (13 April 2007)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/resources/newsroom/publictransitfunding.htm>.

“Northwest Territories communities to benefit from more than $64 million through
Canada’s New Deal for Cities and Communities,” Infrastructure Canada, (10 November
2005), <http://lwww.infrastructure.gc.ca/media/news-nouvelles/gtf-
fte/2005/20051110yellowknife-eng.htmi>.

Northwest Territories Municipal and Community Affairs Newsletter (August 2007)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/resources/MACANewsletter_07_Aug.pdf>.

Northwest Territories Municipal and Community Affairs Newsletter (February 2005)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/resources/MACA%20matters%20feb%202005.pdf>.

Questions and Answers: How can my community use our capital funding? (September
2007)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/toolkit/infrastructure_plan/CP1%20Funding%20Policy%20Q
As_Final.pdf>.

Statement to the Legislative Assembly: Federal Support for Community Infrastructure
(25 February 2005)
<http://www.maca.gov.nt.ca/resources/newsroom/minister_2005/FedSupportforinfrastruc
ture_Feb2005.pdf>.
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Appendix B: List of Interviewees

Northwest Territories

Ms. Eleanor Young, Director, Community Operations, Municipal and Community Affairs,
GNWT

Mr. Thomas Beard, Assistant Director, Community Operations, Municipal and
Community Affairs, GNWT

Mr. James Tolley, Financial Policy Analyst, Community Operations, Municipal and
Community Affairs, GNWT

Northwest Territories Association of Communities

Mayor Gordon Van Tighem (Yellowknife), Mayor of Yellowknife and President,
Northwest Territories Association of Communities

Sample of Northwest Territories Communities

Ms. Sara Brown, SAO, Town of Inuvik

Mr. John Carter, CEO, Yellowknives Dene First Nation (Dettah)

Mr. Scotty Edgerton, SAO, Hamlet of Enterprise

Ms. Christina Gaudet, SAO, Charter Community of Deline

Mr. Tom Matus, SAOQ, Village of Fort Simpson

Mr. Debbie Gordon-Ruben, SAO, Hamlet of Paulatuk

Mr. Troy Jenkins, SAO, Hamlet of Tulita

Ms. Stacey Marcellais, Jean Marie River - First Nation - Designated Authority
Mr. Terry Testart, SAO, Community Government of Behchokd

Chief Leon Lafferty, Behchoko Band

Infrastructure Canada Officials

Mr. Claude Blanchette, Director General, Partnerships and Operations Directorate

Ms. Megan Nichols, Manager, Bilateral Relations, Partnerships and Operations
Directorate — Program Operations Branch

Mr. Maurice Poulin, Manager, Horizontal Initiatives, Partnerships and Operations
Directorate — Program Operations Branch

Mr. Gallisedo, Bae, Program Analyst, Partnerships and Operations Directorate —
Program Operations Branch

g
lg F Centae For Pusuic ManaceMeNT Inc. 11
' ™ Centre De Gesmion Pusvique Inc.
il



Appendix C: List of Individuals Invited to
Participate in the On-line Survey

The list below summarizes the list of communities invited to participate in the survey.
For reasons of confidentiality the actual list of respondents is not identified.

Individuals Invited to Participate in On-Line Survey

Community

Participant

Aklavik - Hamlet of Aklavik

Evelyn Storr, SAO

Behchokd (Rae-Edzo) - Community
Government of Behchok6

Terry Testart, SAO

Colville Lake - Settlement Corporation

Joseph Kochon, Band Manager

Deline - Charter Community of Deline

Christina Gaudet, SAO

Enterprise - Hamlet of Enterprise

Scotty Edgerton, SAO

Fort Good Hope - Charter Community of
K'asho Got'ine

Greg Laboucan, SAO

Fort Liard - Hamlet of Fort Liard

John McKee, SAO

Fort McPherson - Hamlet of Fort McPherson

Mary Rose Tetlichi, SAO

Fort Providence - Hamlet of Fort Providence

Susan Christie, SAO

Fort Resolution - Deninoo Community Council

Tausia Lal, SAO

Fort Simpson - Village of Fort Simpson

Tom Matus, SAO

Fort Smith - Town of Fort Smith

Roy Scott, SAO

Gameéti - Community Government of Gameti

Gaylene Moses, SAO

Hay River - Town of Hay River

Terry Molenkamp, Town Manager

Hay River Reserve - K'atlodeeche First Nation

Keith Marshall, Band Manager

Inuvik - Town of Inuvik

Sara Brown, SAO

Jean Marie River - First Nation - Designated
Authority

Stacey Marcellais, SAO

Kakisa - Ka'a'gee Tu First Nation - Designated
Authority

Ruby Landry, Council Manager

Lutsel K'e - Dene Band - Designated Authority

Susan Catling, A/SAO-Band
Manager

Nahanni Butte - Nahanni Butte Dene Band -
Designated Authority

Bernie Swanson, A/Band Manager

Norman Wells - Town of Norman Wells

lan Fremantle, SAO

Paulatuk - Hamlet of Paulatuk

Ray Ruben, SAO
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Individuals Invited to Participate in On-Line Survey

Community

Participant

Sachs Harbour - Hamlet of Sachs Harbour

Raymond Kaslak, SAO

Trout Lake - Sambaa K'e Dene Band -
Designated Authority

Ruby Jumbo, SAO

Tsiigehtchic - Charter Community of
Tsiigehtchic

Roy Chenard, SAO

Tuktoyaktuk - Hamlet of Tuktoyaktuk

Debbie Raddi, SAO

Tulita - Hamlet of Tulita

Troy Jenkins, SAO

Ulukhaktok - Hamlet of Ulukhaktok

Lena Egotak, SAO

Wekweeti - Community Government of
Wekweeti

Randy Bergen, SAO

Whati - Community Government of Whati

Dan Moore, SAO

Wrigley - Pehdzeh Ki First Nation - Designhated
Authority

Paul Nadijwan, Band Manager

Yellowknife - City of Yellowknife

Max Hall, City Administrator

Yellowknife - Yellowknives Dene First Nation
(Dettah)

John Carter, CEO

Yellowknife - Yellowknives Dene First Nation
(N'dilo)

Chief Fred Sangris
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Appendix D: Case Studies
Community of Dettah/Ndilo: Van Purchase

Dettah is a First Nation community located across the Great Slave Lake from
Yellowknife, a 27km trip in the summer or a 6.5km trip when the lake is frozen. The 223
residents do not have direct access to a community centre, arena, grocery store, bank,
or post office, forcing a reliance on the infrastructure of Yellowknife. It typically takes
thirty minutes to travel to Yellowknife, which amounts to a $60 taxi ride as most residents
do not own private vehicles. The Community Services Division transports youth/mentors
to recreation events, as well as community members and Elders to surrounding areas,
making up to 600 trips per year. The van used for this purpose was nearing the end of
its operational life and required replacement. Funding for a new van was supplied by the
department of Municipal and Community Affairs, through Public Transit Funding, for the
following reasons:

e To reduce carbon emissions
e To support environmental conservation

e To promote accessibility to essential services for all residents of Dettah

Village of Fort Simpson Chip: Sealing Project

Fort Simpson is a community of just over 1200 residents, located on an island in the
Northwest Territories where the Mackenzie and Liard rivers connect. As with many
Northern Canadian communities the road surfaces in the community were primarily
composed of dirt. The community received funding for a chip-seal project through the
Gas Tax Fund for the following reasons:

e To reduce greenhouse gases

e To promote the health and safety of residents and visitors

Town of Fort Smith: Trail Development

The town of Fort Smith is situated on the border of Northwest Territories and Alberta,
and has a population of 2, 364. It is a community that promotes its connection to the
environment and active participation in outdoor activities. For these reasons, along with
safety concerns, the town council applied for and received funding to construct a cross-
town multi-purpose trail. The trail allows residents to displace automobile trips for
travelling across town, contributing to reduced emissions and reduced GHG. In addition,
the trail gives residents an alternative to walking, cycling or skiing on roads. The money
was granted to the city through the Federal Government’'s Gas Tax Fund.

Yellowknife: Trail Linking Project

As the capital city of the Northwest Territories, Yellowknife has to maintain its
infrastructure to accommodate the needs of more citizens than anywhere else in the
NWT. The city submitted a request for funding to construct new sidewalks and multi-use
trails throughout the city. Greater use of the trails would logically reduce the use of
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automobiles for some of these trips, reducing GHG and carbon emissions. The funding
was provided for the following additional reasons:

e Promotion of a healthy and active community
e Positive environmental impacts

¢ Allow students and other residents a safe method of commuting through the city

Yellowknife: Community Energy Plan

In 2004 the City of Yellowknife was identified as having an average per-person
Greenhouse Gas output of 19,000 tonnes, nearly double the Canadian average. A
Community Energy Plan was established in 2005 as a result of the growing concern of
greenhouse gases, along with a commitment to Federation of Canadian Municipalities
Partners for Climate Protection Program. The plan was designed around 12 primary
focus points with the goal of 20 per cent reduction of GHG emissions in city operations
and six per cent for the entire community by 2014, the focus points and goal remains in
place. The City of Yellowknife applied for and received funding under the Gas Tax
Funds Agreement, to the amount of $405,000 over three years. Funding was granted to
this project because it strongly supports the overarching principle of the Gas Tax Funds
Agreement, which is the improvement of environmental sustainability. Environmental
sustainability in the agreement is taken to mean the development of infrastructure to
result in cleaner air, cleaner water and reduced GHG emissions.
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Appendix E: GTF/PTF Evaluation Questions

(Framework Matrix)

GTF/PTF Evaluation Questions (Framework Matrix)

Evaluation Questions With Answers

Success/Progress: What is the success/progress achieved to date?

1. What is the level of satisfaction with the GTF
and PTF programs for recipients and ultimate
recipients?

Based on the data collected it seems that
recipients of the program are very satisfied
with  the funding provided for key
infrastructure priorities. Without the funding
many important projects would not have
been undertaken.

2. a) What have been the results of the GTF and
PTF projects so far?

There has been a good mix of projects
undertaken and/or completed as a result of
GTF/PTF funding. Projects include work on
pathways, utilidors (water/sewer), community
energy, and roads..

2. b) Isthere a good alignment between project
selected, vs. category vs. benefits?

Yes. There is very good alignment between
these three elements. No interviewee
suggested weak alignment.

2. ¢) Was the scope of eligible projects wide
enough?

There were some issues with the eligibility
criteria. It seems that for a small number of
interviewees, there is a lack of clarity about
what types of specific projects are covered
under GTF criteria. In some cases similar
projects would be approved or not approved,
and municipalities didn’t understand why in
their neighboring community a project was
funded, but in theirs it wasn't.
Understandably it is a result of the details of
the project, which has an impact on eligibility.
Itis just not completely clear to recipients.

3. Did the GTF and PTF programs result in
environmentally sustainable community
infrastructure?

Yes; there are numerous, documented

projects illustrating such.

4. Did GTF and PTF contribute to increased
planning capacity of communities?

Yes; there is data to support an increased
planning capacity of municipalities.

5. Have the Gas Tax Funds and Public Transit
Funds produced incremental capital spending on

Yes; in most cases the projects undertaken
would not have otherwise been undertaken
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GTF/PTF Evaluation Questions (Framework Matrix)

Evaluation Questions With Answers

community infrastructure?

without GTF/PTF funding. In other cases, it
would have taken many years to initiate
projects.

6. Did the GTF and PTF programs contribute to
long term sustainability planning in communities?

Planning capacity has improved, but there is
still much work to be done with respect to the
ICSPs.

7. a) How do GTF and PTF align with the priorities
and obijectives of the territory and communities?

The GTF program, in particular provides
strong alignment with  priorities and
objectives of the NWT.

7. b) Has the program met the territory’s objectives
(priorities as per the bilateral agreement)?

Yes. The program has met the NWT's
objectives; see 7 a above.

7. ¢) Has the program met the objectives of
communities?

Generally municipal objectives are being met
with respect to environmentally sustainable
infrastructure. In addition there are some
infrastructure priorities which are outside the
scope of GTF (e.g. recreation) These
projects are not funded by GTF.

7. d) Have the optional commitments under GTF
chosen by the territory been met (as per the
bilateral agreements), and what were the
results/impacts?

There is compliance with all commitments of
the NWT pursuant to the bilateral agreement.

8. Did the Gas Tax Fund program foster
collaborative approaches across all levels of
government?

Generally it was found that there is strong
dialogue between the GNWT and other
jurisdictions.  Additionally, the collaboration
between levels of government has been
good. The work of the MACA is very well
appreciated in communities. The relations
between the federal and territorial officials
are excellent.

9. What other effects, both beneficial and adverse,
have the GTF and PTF programs had on recipients
of funding? (e.g., innovation, capacity to meet
requirements of the programs, managing
expectations, obtaining support from INFC)

The key issue cited was that many small
communities do not have the required
capacity for the reporting requirements of the
program. Training has been most
appreciated by community officials. INFC
workshops have been appreciated by GNWT
officials

9. i) Are some recipients of funding affected more
by the program than others?

Smaller communities have a more difficult
time meeting reporting requirements than do
the larger, more established municipalities.

Centre For Puauic ManacemenT Iuc.
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GTF/PTF Evaluation Questions (Framework Matrix)

Evaluation Questions With Answers

9. ii) Are there some effects due to limited
capacities?

Yes; limited capacity has slowed the
implementation of this new program. limited
capacity has slowed reporting from
communities; funding has been slowed from
Canada to NWT pending receipt of the

needs that have not been met by the GTF and if so,
why not?

required accountability reporting through
expenditure reports.
10. Are there priority community infrastructure Yes; GTF meets many important

infrastructure needs in communities, as per
the eligible project categories. Outside the
GTF program, as noted, recreational
infrastructure is a priority in  some
municipalities; however, GTF was not
designed to target this type of infrastructure,
and municipalities understand these projects
are outside GTF.

10. i) Was there enough funding available to meet
the needs?

Many needs are being addressed and met
across the Northwest Territories, but there
still remains a significant deficit and a great
deal of infrastructure work is required in
future.

10. ii) Was the scope of eligible projects wide
enough?

Yes. However, communities have additional
infrastructure  requirements outside the
projects eligible for GTF funding.

11. Are there priority transit infrastructure and
transit management needs that have not been met
under the PTF, and if so, why not?

The PTF has provided important funding to
the completion of transit infrastructure.
Public transportation does not appear to be a
key priority for communities in the NWT at
this time.

Cost Effectiveness: Are the most appropriate and
objectives?

efficient means being used to achieve

12. a) Have ways of determining the cost-
effectiveness of the projects in the GTF/PTF
programs been identified? If not, why?

Generally municipalities are very happy with
the programs and feel that they are cost-
effective.
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GTF/PTF Evaluation Questions (Framework Matrix)

Evaluation Questions With Answers

12. b) Is it possible to identify a way to do it at the | There were no suggestions with regard to
project/program level? making the programs more cost-effective.
Generally the funding allocation is fair, well-
understood and appropriate between the
Federal and Territorial Governments. There
i) Program management and control? were no significant comments or complaints
about the funding formula between the NWT
and the Communities.

If yes, how cost effective are the GTF and PTF
programs in terms of:

i) Funding allocation or delivery
mechanisms?
There is solid control over the program —
projects that don't fit eligibility criteria are not
approved; and if GNWT doesn't receive the
required plans and reports then, as is fully
appropriate, the funds are withheld until the
proper documentation is provided. The
reporting requirements, although sometimes
perceived as difficult for the smaller
communities, are generally understood and
are appropriate. Sometimes there are delays
in reporting, but they are usually minor.

iii) Is the reporting and administration
required under GTF (or PTF as
applicable) appropriate, or why is it
not?

13. What changes could be made to improve the These are well-managed and effective
performance and success for GTF/PTF? programs that are working well. The
programs are being implemented in a cost-
effective manner and are successful to date.
The ICSP work is progressing and is at an
early stage. There are no changes from the
current plans identified to improve
performance or success for the programs.

i
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Appendix D

Eligible Categories and Costs

SCHEDULE A- Eligible Project Categories
1) ESMI Projects under this Agreement include the following:
a) Water, e.g.:

Drinking water supply; drinking water purification and treatment systems; drinking
water distribution systems (piped and trucked systems); water metering systems.

b) Wastewater, e.g.:

Wastewater systems including sanitary and combined sewer systems, separate
stormwater systems, trucked collection, and wastewater treatment/disposal

systems.

c) Solid waste, e.g.:

Waste diversion; material recovery facilities; organics management; collection
depots; waste disposal landfills; thermal treatment and landfill gas recuperation.

d) Community Energy Systems, e.g.:

i) cogeneration or combined heat and power projects (where heat and power
are produced through a single process);

ii) district heating and cooling projects where heat (or cooling) is distributed to
more than one building;

iii) use of proven technology to incorporate “alternative” energy sources (wind,
geothermal, biomass, sun, tide, waste heat recovery, etc.) for Community
Public Infrastructure, recognizing that only the energy efficient components
of such projects are eligible.

e) Active Transportation Infrastructure, e.qg.:

i. bike lanes, walking trails and associated infrastructure within communities
dESiQI"IEd to SUDQOﬂ a modal shift away from the use of pﬂUEITE vehicles.

ii. pUDliC transit, |I'1C[Lﬂil'lg establishment of transit services for seniors and
physically challenged residents.

iii. creation and rehabilitation of local roads and bridges where it can be
demonstrated that the establishment of a road or bridge effectively reduces
vehicular traffic. Such projects will be subject to approval by the Oversight
Committee



dust Control, including the capital rehabilitation of unpaved local roads
utilizing dust control technology (such as Chipseal) so long as it contributes
to achieving the outcomes identified in Schedule E of this Agreement,
including cleaner air and cleaner water with no offsetting environmental
degradation.

f) Capacity Building, e.g.:

i)

i)

ii)

collaboration: building partnerships and strategic alliances,
participation; and consultation and outreach; training of local people to
run and manage their own infrastructure.

knowledge: use of new technology; research; menitoring and
evaluation; solid waste site decommissioning studies; training of local
people to run and manage their own infrastructure.

integration: planning; ICSPs; Capital Investment Plans; community
energy plans, and capital investment plans within ICSPs; project
management by or on behalf of Local Governments or a regional level,
as appropriate to the Northwest Territories, policy development and
implementation (e.q., environmental management systems, life cycle
assessment).



SCHEDULE E - Eligible Costs

Eligible Costs

1 Project Costs

Eligible costs, as specified in each funding agreement, will be all direct costs which are, in
Canada’s opinion, property and reasonably incurred and paid by an Eligible Recipient
under a contract for goods and services necessary for the implementation of an Eligible
Project. Eligible costs may include only the following:

a) the capital costs of acquiring, constructing or renovating Community Public
Infrastructure and any debt financing charges related thereto;

b) the fees paid to professionals, technical personnel, consultants and contractors
specifically engaged to undertake the surveying, design, engineering,
manufacturing or construction of a project infrastructure asset and related facilities
and structures;

c) the costs of environmental assessments, licenses, monitoring, and follow-up
programs as required by the regulatory agencies and environmental legislation,
including engineering costs required for the closure and post closure of solid waste
sites; and

d) the costs related to strengthening the ability of Local Governments to develop
Integrated Community Sustainability Plans, including Capital Investment Plans and
community energy plans including, but not limited to, consultation, development,
implementation, training, evaluation and reporting.

1.1 Employee and Equipment Costs

In the case of Eligible Recipients that are in remote locations, as defined by the Oversight
Committee, the out-of-pocket costs (not overhead) related to employees or equipment
may be included in its eligible costs under the following conditions:

a) the Eligible Recipient has determined that it is not economically feasible to tender
a contract;

b) employees or equipment are employed directly in respect of the work that would
have been the subject of the contract; and

¢) the arrangement is approved in advance and in writing by the Northwest Territories




1.2 Administration Costs

That portion of Funds representing interest eamed may be used to pay for Eligible Project
costs and administration costs related to Eligible Projects.

Ineligible Costs

Costs related to the following items are ineligible costs:

a)
b)

c)

d)

Eligible Project costs incurred before April 1, 2005;

Services or works that, in the opinion of Northwest Territories, are normally
provided by the Eligible Recipient or a related party,

Salaries and other employment benefits of any employees of the
community applicant, except as indicated in Section 1.1;

An Eligible Recipient's overhead costs, its direct or indirect operating or
administrative costs, and more specifically its costs related to planning,
engineering, architecture, supervision, management and other activities
nommally carried out by its applicant’s staff,

Costs of feasibility and planning studies for individual Eligible Projects,
Taxes for which the Eligible Recipient is eligible for a tax rebate and all
other costs eligible for rebates;

Costs of land or any interest therein, and related costs,

Cost of leasing of equipment by the Local Government, except as indicated
in Section 1.1 above;

Routine repair and maintenance costs,

Legal fees;

Administrative costs incurred as a result of implementing this Agreement,
subject to 1.2 above; and

Audit and evaluation costs.



Appendix E

Gas Tax Projects Completed by NWT Community Governments

Community Project Name Category (Agreement Project Type
Aklavik Calcium Chloride (Material Cost) Active Transportation (Dust Control) Sub Category: Dust Suppression
Capacity Building (Knowledge/Integration) -
Aklavik Consultant - Strategic Plan Development ICSP Development Capacity Building
Storm Water Management (Construction
Aklavik Culverts Wastewater Treatment of Culverts)
Aklavik Gravel for Berm at Solid Waste Site Solid Waste Landfill expansion
Aklavik Sander for Calcium Spreading Active Transportation (Dust Control) Sub Category: Dust Suppression
Capacity Building (Knowledge/Integration) -
Aklavik Training - ICSP Strategic Plan Tool ICSP Development Capacity Building
Capacity Building (Knowledge/Integration) -
Aklavik Training - Property Management ICSP Development Capacity Building
Human Resources Plan Implementation Capacity Building (Knowledge/Integration) -
Colville Lake Strategy ICSP Development Capacity Building
ICSP Regional Workshop / NWTAC AGM  [Capacity Building (Knowledge - Use of New
Deline 2008 Technology) Capacity Building
Capacity Building (Knowledge - Use of New
Deline Small Systems Water Treatment Course Technology) Capacity Building
Capacity Building (Knowledge - Use of New
Deline Training - Solid Waste Management Technology) Capacity Building
Construction of New Solid Waste Site &
Fort Liard Closure of Previous Solid Waste Site Solid Waste Landfill creation
Water/Wastewater (Distribution and Trucked
Fort Liard Municipal Service Vehicles Collection) Replacement of collection system
Fort Liard Sewage Lagoon Construction Wastewater Construction of treatment system
Fort Liard Sewage Treatment Facility Wastewater Construction of treatment system
Fort Liard Water Plant Retrofit Water Treatment system upgrade
Fort McPherson |Water Intake Upgrade Water Treatment system upgrade

Fort Providence

Calcium Chloride (Material Cost)

Active Transportation (Dust Control)

Sub Category: Dust Suppression

Fort Providence

Development of Cells at Landfill

Solidwaste

Landfill expansion

Fort Providence

Development of New Cell at Landfill

Solid Waste

Landfill expansion

Fort Providence

Water and Waste Water Training

Capacity Building (Knowledge - Use of New
Technology)

Capacity Building

Fort Providence |Water Truck Water Replacement of collection system
Fort Resolution Energy Upgrade for Arena Community Energy Systems Building retrofits
Fort Resolution Water Truck Water Replacement of collection system

Fort Simpson

Chip Sealing for Dust Control

Active Transportation (Dust Control)

Sub Category: Dust Suppression

Fort Smith

Capacity Building - The ability to use GPS
software to map infrastructure points

Capacity Building (Knowledge - Use of new
Technology

Capacity Building
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Gas Tax Projects Completed by NWT Community Governments

Capacity Building (Knowledge - Use of New

Fort Smith GIS Equipment and Software Technology) Capacity Building

Landfill Site Improvements (Site Upgrades
Fort Smith & Groundwater Monitoring System) Solid Waste
Gameti Sewage Lagoon Wastewater Construction of treatment system
Gameti Sewage Truck Wastewater Replacement of collection system
Gameti Solid waste site upgrade Solid Waste Landfill expansion

Rehabilitation and Sustainability of the

Town's Drainage and Underground Water
Hay River and Sewer Infrastructure (Multi-year) Water/Wastewater Replacement of pipes

Construction or expansion of culverts,

Hay River Stewart Drive Drainange and Restoration  |Wastewater ditches, pipes, etc
Inuvik Recreation Centre Energy Upgrade Project [Community Energy Systems Building retrofits
Inuvik Utilidor Energy Upgrades Wastewater Building retrofits

Utilidor System Efficiency Upgrade (Multi- Upgrade of replacement of collection
Inuvik Year) Wastewater system or wastewater pipes
Kakisa Sewage Truck Wastewater Replacement of collection system

Kasho Got'ine

Chip Sealing

Active Transportation (Dust Control)

Sub Category: Dust Suppression

Kasho Got'ine

Sewage Truck

Wastewater

Replacement of collection system

Kasho Got'ine

Water Conference

Capacity Building (Knowledge - Use of New
Technology)

Capacity Building

Lutselk'e

Financial Training

Capacity Building (Knowledge)

$ Spent

Norman Wells Landfill Expansion Solid Waste Landfill expansion
Norman Wells Sewage Lift Pump & Electrical Upgrades Wastewater Upgrade of treatment system
Norman Wells Water Treatment Plant Capital Upgrades Water Treatment system upgrade

Sachs Harbour

Capital Planning Workshop

Capacity Building (Knowledge/Integration) -
ICSP Development

Capacity Building

Tsiigehtchic Sewage Truck Wastewater Replacement of collection system

Tuktoyaktuk Community Bus Active Transportation (Public Transit) New Rolling Stock

Ulukhaktok Accounting Training Capacity Building (Knowledge) $ Spent

Ulukhaktok Project Fundamentals Course Capacity Building (Knowledge) $ Spent

Ulukhaktok Rebuilding of Landfill Solid Waste Landfill expansion

Whati Dust Suppression (End Dust) Active Transportation Sub Category: Dust Suppression
Expansion of recycling, composting,

Yellowknife Baling Facility Mechanical Upgrades Solid Waste gasification, waste diversion projects.

Active Transportation Infrastructure (Associated

Yellowknife Bus Shelters linfrastructure) Sub Category: Capital Assets
Expansion of recycling, composting,

Yellowknife Centralized Composting Pilot Project Solid Waste gasification, waste diversion projects.

Yellowknife Energy Conservation Porgram Capacity Building (Knowledge/Integration) Capacity Building

Yellowknife Landfil Expansion Solid Waste Landfill expansion
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Gas Tax Projects Completed by NWT Community Governments

Landfil Fire Control (Tied to new Solid

Yellowknife Waste Site) Solid Waste
Expansion of recycling, composting,
Yellowknife Landfill Site Restoration Solid Waste gasification, waste diversion projects.
Monitor and Controls for Pumphouses &
Yellowknife Lifstations Upgrade Water/Wastewater Pump upgrade / replacement
Yellowknife New Landfill Solid Waste Landfill creation
Yellowknife Pumphouse #4 New Piping Water Pump upgrade / replacement
Pumphouse Replacement / New Water Drinking water treatment system
Yellowknife Treatment Plant Water construction
Yellowknife Remote Pressure & Temperature Water/Wastewater Treatment system upgrade
Expansion of recycling, composting,
Yellowknife Three Cell Salvaging System Solid Waste gasification, waste diversion projects.
Yellowknife Trafic Lights Replacement Program Infrastructure) Building retrofits
Expansion of recycling, composting,
Yellowknife Transfer Station Bins Solid Waste gasification, waste diversion projects.
Waste Audit & Curbside Recycling (Tied to Expansion of recycling, composting,
Yellowknife New Solid Waste Site) Solid Waste gasification, waste diversion projects.
Expansion of recycling, composting,
Yellowknife Weigh Scale & Site Work Solid Waste gasification, waste diversion projects.
Yellowknife YK Smart Growth Redevelopment Plan Capacity Building (Integration) Capacity Building
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