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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Environment Canada’s Evaluation Division, Audit and Evaluation Branch, conducted an evaluation of the EcoAction Community Funding Program. The evaluation was identified as part of the Departmental Audit and Evaluation Plan approved in April 2008 and was conducted as a requirement for program renewal, focusing on the fiscal years from 2004–05 to 2008–09.  The EcoAction program will be seeking renewal for its terms and conditions in the spring of 2010-11. 

EcoAction focuses on supporting community-level projects led by non-profit organizations that are expected to have measurable, positive results for the environment.  While national in scope, the program is managed in the regions through a network of Environment Canada offices across Canada.  The objective is to offer project support to EcoAction clients throughout the application process and to monitor funded projects closely.  

Eligible projects may be funded up to a maximum of $100,000 per project which, by design, makes EcoAction a funder of small projects (the average funding is about $25,000 per project).  In order to be funded, applicants must lever at least 50% of the total value of the project from sources other than the federal government.  The maximum duration for a funded project is two years and projects that are designed to become self-sustaining after this period are encouraged.  

The objectives of the EcoAction program are to:

1. enable community-based groups to achieve environmental results related to departmental priorities and thereby reduce risks to human health and the environment;

2. lever in-kind and monetary support from non-federal government sources for environmental activities that have measurable environment benefits; and

3. provide Canadians with the tools they need to act on their knowledge and values as individuals and members of communities in support of sustainable development.

Funded projects must have positive intended results for the environment in one of four priority areas of the EcoAction program: Clean Air, Climate Change, Clean Water, and Nature.

EVALUATION ISSUES

The Evaluation of the EcoAction Community Funding Program assessed the relevance, success and cost effectiveness, and to a lesser extent revisited the design and delivery, of the EcoAction program. The evaluation was designed to determine whether the program:

· is consistent with, and contributes to, federal government priorities, and whether it addresses actual needs (relevance);

· has achieved, or is on its way to achieving, its intended outcomes (success);

· uses the most appropriate and efficient means to achieve its outcomes (cost effectiveness); and

· is designed and delivered in the best possible way (design and delivery).

METHODOLOGY

Data were collected for the evaluation using multiple lines of evidence. These included a document/file review, secondary data analysis of information recorded in the Management Information System (MIS), analysis of the 2008 client survey (n = 126), 18 key informant interviews with staff and stakeholders, and a survey of non-funded applicants (n = 154). Notwithstanding the strengths related to using multiple lines of evidence, some challenges and limitations were encountered, including difficulties in attributing findings to the EcoAction program and inconsistencies in MIS data.

EVALUATION FINDINGS
Overall, evaluation findings indicate that EcoAction provides an important source of support for community-based environmental projects, as described below.  However, the out-of-date program data in the MIS and the limited data available on each of the program’s indicators make it difficult to show program results and determine the achievement of outcomes.

Evaluation findings are summarized in the following sections by evaluation issue.
a) Relevance
EcoAction supports community-level, environmental projects that reflect Environment Canada priorities, such as the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, improvements in air and water quality and protecting the species and their habitat.  Those involved in the program or projects report that without EcoAction, a variety of projects would not exist. Some of the evaluation’s key findings include: 

· Role of Federal Government: Federal participation in environmental protection and restoration is aligned with federal priorities. The federal government’s environmental agenda and the delivery of the EcoAction program are led by Environment Canada, which is the appropriate department for this role given its mandate to preserve and enhance the quality of the natural environment. 

· Continued Need for the Program: The EcoAction program and the funding it provided was critical for both those who received funding and those who did not.  According to survey results, 86% of funding recipients report their projects would not have been carried out or would have been significantly reduced in size or scope without EcoAction.  For projects that were not funded, 70% of applicants indicate that their projects were not carried out or were significantly reduced in size or scope without EcoAction.  These findings show that the program addresses a financial need for these community-based groups.  This need is also reflected in the high number of applications that are received relative to the number of projects that are eventually funded: EcoAction receives about 400 applications for funding each year, of which roughly 40% are approved.  

b) Success

Performance information on projects funded through EcoAction should provide a clear indication of whether or not the intended outcomes of the program have been achieved.  However, analyses for this evaluation were limited by the quality of the data available. These data are largely based on the opinions of program staff and EcoAction clients, often not quantified in terms of environmental outcomes, and not validated. The following are key findings:

· Reaching Intended Target Groups: The program has been successful in reaching its intended audiences.  Given the program’s strong environmental focus, the majority of applications (84%) are submitted by environmental groups. While interviewees believe that outreach activities could be improved, this is not required to allocate project funding given the constant and high response to funding competitions, unless the goal is to increase participation of specific groups or communities.
· Progress Toward Intended Immediate, Intermediate and Ultimate Outcomes: Outcomes were examined under three themes: building community capacity, leveraging in-kind and monetary support, and creating positive results for the environment.  Funded projects reported positive results in all three areas.  The program staff interviewed feel that the program has contributed to the achievement of its ultimate outcomes, such as creating healthier and more sustainable communities and encouraging individual Canadians to make more responsible environmental decisions.  

· Barriers to Measuring Intended Outcomes: The limitations in determining the achievement of intended outcomes appear to be because of limitations in performance measurement.  For example, funded applicants are required to select the target outcome(s) for their project at the outset from among 56 social, economic and environmental indicators.  When their project is completed, they select indicators to measure the project outcomes actually achieved to provide data on project results.  Because of the diverse number of indicators, the number of funded projects that focused on each of the project results is too small to provide a valid measure of achieved outcomes.  Part of the problem is also that data are missing or they are not regularly updated in the MIS, the primary system for housing project information.   As well, there is little hard data available to assess the sustainability of projects despite 77% of funding recipients reporting that their projects continue after EcoAction funding ends.  These factors limit the program’s ability to tell its short-term and longer-term performance story.
c) Cost Effectiveness

The cost effectiveness of the EcoAction program was difficult to assess because accurate program expenditures (both operating and salary) are difficult to determine and because of limitations in measuring achieved outcomes.  As a result, cost effectiveness was examined indirectly by assessing the efficiency of the EcoAction program.  Findings indicate that, while the program’s design necessitates high administrative costs, some improvements may be made to improve the cost efficiency of the EcoAction program.
· Value for Federal Dollars Spent: Projects funded through EcoAction provided value for money by leveraging $2.26 on average from community partners for every dollar contributed by the program, exceeding the program’s minimum requirement that projects obtain at least 50% of their funding from other sources. Evaluation findings, however, indicate that funds spent on salaries and Operations and Management (O&M) represent $0.39 of every contribution dollar spent on the program.  While this ratio is closely aligned with the design of the EcoAction program, it is higher than estimates for other Grants and Contributions (G&C) programs, such as Environment Canada’s Invasive Alien Species Partnership Program (IAS) which spends $0.15 and the Habitat Stewardship Program (HSP) which spends $0.13 on administrative costs for every dollar in contribution funds.  EcoAction is designed to have a large number of Full-time Equivalents (FTEs) to accommodate its heavy emphasis on service.  For example, program staff are continuously engaged with funded community groups throughout each phase of the project to administer the ongoing monitoring and reporting that is required.  While part of the program design, this emphasis on client service leads to a large cost per application as well as per funded project.    
· Avoiding Duplication: While they were aware of similar funding programs, interviewees felt that EcoAction did not duplicate these programs.  Program staff report that, unlike other programs, EcoAction’s general priorities and flexibility allow for funding a wider range of projects compared to other, more targeted funding programs with more restrictive eligibility criteria.  In this way, EcoAction provides funding opportunities that otherwise may not be available for some community groups.  By implementing the requirement for leveraged funding from partners, EcoAction provides a complementary source of financial and in-kind support for community organizations that may require additional resources to carry out their projects.  For example, EcoAction covers a variety of expenses like human resource costs that may not be allowed according to the funding criteria of the partner organization.    
· Improvements to Cost Efficiency: Overall, interviewees felt that EcoAction funds are being used efficiently and effectively as a result of reporting requirements and project evaluation processes currently in place to ensure accountability.  However, suggestions were provided for improving the cost efficiency of the program, including streamlining processes for approving applications and considering ways to lower administrative costs. 

d) Design and Delivery
It should be noted that this is an impact evaluation, conducted as a requirement for program renewal and was limited in scope to explore design or delivery issues.

· Client Satisfaction with the Program: EcoAction clients were generally satisfied with the program and services received.  More specifically:

· Just under half (49%) of funded applicants agreed while 20% disagreed that their application review was timely. Non-funded applicants reported similar responses. These findings point to the existence of delays in the review process for EcoAction applications.  Delays in the departmental financial approval process were also identified by program staff and other interviewees as a barrier impeding the ability of funded projects to achieve their objectives;

· Overall, a higher percentage of funded applicants found program staff to be helpful or very helpful during the application process compared to non-funded applicants.  For example, 83% of funded applicants report that program staff were helpful or very helpful in determining the eligibility criteria of their projects while 59% of non-funded applicants found them helpful.  Similarly, 76% of funded applicants reported that program staff were helpful in completing the application properly compared to 53% of non-funded applicants;

· Findings indicate that both funded and non-funded applicants find some of the application forms and tools difficult to understand. A higher percentage of funded applicants found both the eligibility criteria (67%) and the application guide (53%) easy to understand compared to non-funded applicants (46% for both eligibility criteria and application guide).  However, less than 45% of both funded and non-funded applicants report that the application forms were easy to complete and that the EcoAction website was easy to navigate.
· Effectiveness of the Governance Structure: Changes in the management structure of the program in the last few years have led to confusion in terms of who is responsible for decision making and for which decisions.  This lack of clarity was expressed by program staff interviewed, both within the regions and the National Coordination Unit (NCU).  Overall, program staff felt that the program adhered to many practices of good management such as being participatory, allowing for input from many voices, being transparent through a free flow of information, using its resources effectively and efficiently, and being accountable for its financial resources.

· Performance Monitoring: Evaluation findings indicate that project-level financial monitoring practices are sufficient to ensure accountability for the money awarded. Program monitoring activities, however, could be improved. Program data recorded in the MIS were not up to date. Additionally, the lack of common measurement tools and the large number of indicators available for projects to identify their results but for which no data were collected suggest that the program’s social, economic, and environmental indicators may not be the most appropriate ones for collecting reliable, measurable results.  

RECOMMENDATIONS

Three recommendations were developed for the Ecosystem Sustainability (ES) Board based on the evaluation findings and conclusions.

RECOMMENDATION #1: It is recommended that program forms and tools be improved to make them easier to understand and to use.

Evaluation findings show that, while clients were satisfied with the services received by EcoAction staff, they were less satisfied with the ease of understanding of program forms and tools.  In particular, funding applicants noted difficulties navigating the EcoAction website, understanding the application guide and eligibility criteria as well as completing the application form.  Funded applicants also identified difficulties completing reporting forms used to monitor their projects.  
RECOMMENDATION #2: It is recommended that roles, responsibilities and processes be examined to identify opportunities for clarification and increased efficiencies.  
The EcoAction program was designed to fund projects at the community level with an emphasis on client service and this contributes to its high administrative costs to operate the program.  The identification of best practices, particularly in the regions, and areas where streamlining the delivery process might be possible could help to improve the overall efficiency of the program.  As well, the evaluation identified some uncertainty among program staff around roles and responsibilities in the decision-making process, especially regarding the role of the NCU in relation to the regions.  A clarification of the roles and responsibilities around current decision-making and accountability processes would help to ensure a common understanding and contribute to enhanced program delivery.      
RECOMMENDATION #3: It is recommended that current processes for defining environmental indicators for projects and for measuring, recording and using performance information be assessed to improve the ability of the program to demonstrate its results. 
It is difficult to capture the full performance story of the program because the performance measures and the processes for capturing these measures are weak.  The EcoAction program currently uses 56 different indicators to measure results for projects, which are too numerous and diverse to add much understanding on the achievement of program outcomes.  The difficulty in demonstrating program performance is further impeded by the way the data are gathered and recorded: the MIS, the central housing system for project information, is updated infrequently and data are missing on key project elements that would support the performance story.  In addition, relatively little is known about projects that continue after EcoAction funding ends other than information from a few survey questions and some references in final reports submitted at project-end, despite the fact that one of the aims of the program is to encourage organizations to build sustainable projects.  Added together, these issues ultimately affect the program’s ability to demonstrate the longer-term impacts and benefits of funding sustainable community projects.  
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE

The ES Board agrees with these three recommendations.

The EcoAction Community Funding Program is one of Environment Canada’s twelve Community Action Programs for the Environment (CAPE).  In Fall 2007, the CAPE Optimization initiative was initiated to respond to recommendations of the Independent Blue Ribbon Panel on Grant and Contribution (G&C) Programs, which focused on simplifying and streamlining the administration of federal grants and contributions.  Various activities that are already under way, or will be initiated as part of our Optimization Initiative and Environment Canada’s new Action Plan for G&C Reform, will support the EcoAction Community Funding Program in responding to the recommendations of this evaluation.  Specifically, these initiatives involve:

· developing a Web portal to improve client service by offering a one-window entry point for community funding programs; 

· conducting a business process analysis of community funding programs that will lead to the development of common administrative tools and approaches to achieve efficiencies and consistent program delivery; 

· developing an online application and information management system resulting in greater program efficiencies, greater ability to report collectively on the results of the community funding programs, and improved service to Canadians; and

· implementing a risk assessment strategy.  

It is important to note that the scope and timelines of the commitments in relation to the Optimization Initiative and the Departmental Action Plan for G&C Reform are outside of the program’s control. 

The program acknowledges that the EcoAction website is difficult to access from the Environment Canada home page.  The one-window approach of the CAPE web portal, under the Optimization Initiative, will make it easier to find the EcoAction website and will also provide common tools and resources to assist funding applicants.  To address funding applicants’ difficulties in understanding the project eligibility criteria, the program will provide a more complete list of eligible and ineligible project activities that will allow for greater program transparency and clarity.  Significant improvements were made to the program forms and tools in 2008, based on clients’ feedback and input.  The Evaluation findings, which are based on the 2008 survey of EcoAction funding recipients, may not accurately reflect these changes since they were implemented afterwards.  However, there is room for improvement and further steps will be taken to make the EcoAction website and program information easy to use and understand. 
EcoAction is a national funding program delivered through Environment Canada’s five regional offices.  The national coordination unit is located in the National Capital Region (NCR).  We agree that we need more clearly defined roles and responsibilities for the various members of the program team and clear processes to ensure national consistency in the delivery of the program.  The program currently holds monthly management team and project officer conference calls, and has ad hoc working groups, to provide the opportunity to discuss and take action on delivery processes and best practices.  All program delivery modifications are reviewed and considered by the management team and when appropriate, integrated into the program Operational Guidelines.  

The roles and responsibilities around decision making have shifted significantly in the Department over the past few years from the traditional organizational structure to the more recent results-management structure.  This caused a great deal of confusion for program managers and staff during the period covered by this evaluation.  These shifts in departmental organizational structure have created a sense of uncertainty around the role of the National Coordination Unit (NCU) and about who is responsible for decision making.  As the Department is now shifting back to the traditional organizational structure, authority for project funding approvals has gone back to the responsible Regional Directors General (RDG).  Program management and design decisions remain a collaborative process involving regional participation and NCU.  

EcoAction delivers on a wide range of environmental issues that relate to the four key priorities of the Department: climate change, clean air, clean water and nature.  EcoAction projects also result in social, economic and capacity-building benefits to communities.  Thus, since 1995, an extensive list of indicators has been developed.  The program acknowledges that this list needs to be reduced, focusing on those indicators most relevant to program outcomes and departmental reporting priorities and performance.  In addition, EcoAction’s Management Information System (MIS) has been in place since 1998 and has served the program well to capture project information, automate administration processes, and provide detailed reports.  However, we recognize that there are inconsistencies in how the data are inputted and uncertainty surrounding possible future expansion of the database to accommodate new needs and pressures.  A national MIS working group has been established to assess our current data management process.   

The program commits to the following actions in response to the three recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION #1: It is recommended that program forms and tools be improved to make them easier to understand and to use.

	  DATE 
	ITEM

	March 2010
	· Review and update the Web content and architecture of the EcoAction website to improve navigation and incorporate Government of Canada common look and feel requirements;

· Publish a detailed list of eligible and ineligible projects for potential funding recipients;

· Participate in the business process analysis that is part of the Optimization Initiative to determine best practices and streamline and standardize forms and tools used by the program.

	March 2011
	· Implement appropriate reporting tool and requirements for funded projects as determined by the departmental G&C risk assessment strategy developed as part of the Departmental Action Plan for G&C Reform. 

	March 2012
	· Adopt the departmental online application and information management system, which will enhance client service and facilitate application, monitoring and reporting processes for both clients and program staff.


RECOMMENDATION #2: It is recommended that roles, responsibilities and processes be examined to identify opportunities for clarification and increased efficiencies.  
	DATE 
	ITEM

	March 2010
	· Based on a review of how the information is shared, how decisions are made and required approvals, define roles and responsibilities at all levels of the program around decision making and accountability;

· Develop service standards and update Operational Guidelines to better streamline the delivery process overall.

	March 2012
	· Adopt the online application and information management system as stated above, which will also contribute to the reduction of administrative burden on clients and staff, and increase efficiencies in program delivery.


RECOMMENDATION #3: It is recommended that current processes for defining environmental indicators for projects and for measuring, recording and using performance information be assessed to improve the ability of the program to demonstrate its results. 

	DATE 
	ITEM

	March 2010
	· Reduce the number of project indicators by selecting those that are most relevant to program objectives and departmental outcomes, and align them with indicators included in the Performance Measurement Framework (PMF) that accompanies the Program Activity Architecture (PAA) 2010–11;

· Develop a user guide to improve consistency of data entry in the program’s MIS;

· Provide training to all program staff on the use of the MIS.

	March 2011
	· Establish a verification process to follow up after project completion so as to provide feedback to the program on the longer-term impacts, benefits, and overall sustainability of community projects;

· Integrate lessons learned and best practices from the review of completed projects into EcoAction’s application review and decision-making processes.

	March 2012
	· Provide measurement tools to clients to facilitate reporting on results.  The program will conduct a review of the existing departmental measurement tools.  If required, EcoAction will seek departmental expertise to develop appropriate tools;

· Continue to conduct a client survey every four years (offset between program evaluations).


Contact person: EcoAction National Manager

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Environment Canada’s Evaluation Division, Audit and Evaluation Branch, conducted an evaluation of the EcoAction Community Funding Program (EcoAction).
 The evaluation was identified as part of the Departmental Audit and Evaluation Plan approved in April 2008 and was conducted as a Treasury Board Secretariat requirement for program renewal. The evaluation focused on the fiscal years from 2004–05 to 2008–09.

This document presents the findings and recommendations of the evaluation and is organized in the following way. In Section 2, background information on the program is provided. In Section 3, the purpose of the evaluation and the methodology employed are described. In Section 4, the evaluation’s findings are presented. Finally, the conclusions and recommendations are laid out in Section 5 and Section 6, respectively, and the management response in Section 7.
2.0 BACKGROUND

A brief profile of the EcoAction program is presented in this section as well as the roles and responsibilities of the different entities involved in its delivery.

2.1 Profile

2.1.1 The EcoAction Community Funding Program

Environment Canada’s EcoAction Community Funding Program is one of several programs managed by Environment Canada that provide funding and support for community-based projects that have positive, measurable results for the environment. While the program was formalized in 1995, its roots date back to 1989 and the Environmental Partners Fund (EPF).

The EPF was established in 1989 to provide funding for the development and implementation of local, action-based projects that preserve the environment.  In 1994, the Office of the Auditor General (OAG) made recommendations regarding the EPF’s ability to achieve environmental results and, in response, Environment Canada created Action 21.  Action 21 had a closer alignment with governmental priorities as well as a more focused approach towards achieving environmental results. Budget allocation for sunsetting EPF was transferred over to Action 21 and the program operated under the existing terms and conditions of the EPF from 1995 to 1998.  New terms and conditions were approved by the Treasury Board Secretariat in 1998 and the name of the program was changed to EcoAction2000 at that time.  Although the name of the program was subsequently shortened to EcoAction in 2000, it continued to operate under the same terms and conditions established in 1998 until they were updated in the spring of 2004.  These terms and conditions are to be renewed in the spring of 2010–11.

EcoAction focuses on supporting community-level projects led by non-profit organizations including, for example, environmental groups, community groups, service clubs, associations, youth and seniors’ organizations, and First Nations’ and Aboriginal organizations.  While national in scope, the program is managed in the regions through a network of Environment Canada offices across Canada.  The objective is to offer a level of project support to EcoAction clients and to monitor funded projects closely.

Eligible projects may be funded up to a maximum of $100,000 per project, which makes EcoAction a funder of small projects by design (average funding is about $25,000 per project).  In order to be funded, applicants must lever a minimum of 50% of the total value of the project from sources other than the federal government (with some exceptions).  The maximum duration for EcoAction funding is two years and projects that are designed to become self-sustaining after this period are encouraged.  
2.1.2 EcoAction Objectives and Funding Areas

As described in program documents, the objectives of the EcoAction program are to:

1. enable community-based groups to achieve environmental results related to departmental priorities and thereby reduce risks to human health and the environment;

2. lever in-kind and monetary support from non-federal government sources for environmental activities which have measurable environment benefits; and

3. provide Canadians with the tools they need to act on their knowledge and values as individuals and members of communities in support of sustainable development.

The objectives of the EcoAction program are to be achieved through funding community-based projects that have positive intended results for the environment in one of four priority program areas. These are:

· Clean Air: Projects that focus on reducing emissions that contribute to smog and air pollutants;

· Climate Change: Projects that focus on the reduction of GHG emissions that contribute to climate change or projects that deal with the impact of climate change;

· Clean Water: Projects that focus on the diversion and reduction of substances that negatively affect water quality (e.g., pesticides, fertilizers, hazardous household products, and heavy metals) or on water conservation; and

· Nature: Projects that focus on protecting wildlife and plants, and protecting and improving the habitat where they live (e.g., grasslands, rivers, wetlands, shorelines, lakes and forests).

Despite supporting these general, long-term national priorities, the EcoAction program is flexible, shifting the emphasis among these categories or emphasizing different program areas depending on the priorities of the Government of Canada, the priorities of specific governmental departments as well as the priorities within specific regions. For example, EcoAction supported Canada’s One-Tonne Challenge (OTC) from 2003 to 2006 by emphasizing funding for community projects designed to reduce personal GHG emissions.  The OTC was an important component of the Climate Change Plan for Canada which was developed to address climate change, a major environmental priority for the federal government.
  
2.1.3 Program Resources

From 2004–05 to 2007–08, a total of $7.16 million per year was allocated to the EcoAction program. Of this, approximately $5.5 million per year was allocated towards G&C. The remainder supported salaries and program O&M. Resource data, it should be noted, are not recorded specifically for the EcoAction program but also include salaries and O&M for the delivery of four other programs: the Environmental Damage Fund (EDF), the OTC (for the duration of that program), Ecosystem Initiatives, and Education and Engagement (E&E). 

Program documentation indicated that program delivery involved between 20.5 and 31.0 full-time equivalents (FTEs), although this includes FTEs involved in the delivery of the other programs.  FTEs include managers, program officers and program and administrative officers across Canada.  In order to obtain a more defined overview of the program’s human resources, program staff were asked to provide an estimate of EcoAction FTEs for the scope of the evaluation. Their information was compiled in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1:
Human Resources Allocated to the EcoAction Program (in Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs)) 

	Fiscal Year (FY)
	EcoAction FTEs
	Other FTEs Charged to EcoAction 1,2
	Total FTEs

	FY Average
	24.61
	6.95
	31.56

	2004-2005
	24.02
	7.98
	32.00

	2005-2006
	24.50
	8.50
	33.00

	2006-2007
	25.42
	5.08
	30.50

	2007-20082
	24.50
	6.25
	30.75

	1 Other FTEs charged to EcoAction include those for the Environmental Damage Fund (EDF), the One-Tonne Challenge (OTC), Ecosystem Initiatives and Education and Engagement (E&E).

2 The drop in FTEs in 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 is due to the cancellation of the OTC in 2006.

Source: email correspondence with program staff.


For the evaluation period, the delivery of the EcoAction program involved on average 24.61 FTEs yearly, while all other related programs charged under EcoAction, such as the EDF, the OTC and the Ecosystem Initiatives, involved an average 6.95 FTEs.

2.2 Roles and Responsibilities

Although EcoAction is a national program, it has a citizen-centered focus that allows communities to identify their own solutions to environmental issues at the local level. The regional structuring of the program necessitates that the EcoAction program is delivered by Environment Canada centres within each region of Canada (Pacific & Yukon, Prairie & Northern, Ontario, Quebec, and Atlantic). A national coordinating body (the National Coordination Unit or NCU) exists in the NCR.

· Regional Offices: Regional offices provide information and advice on EcoAction as well as other funding and outreach programs. They are responsible for managing and delivering the EcoAction program. This includes responsibility for planning, management, information management, the project selection process and the monitoring and evaluation of projects;

· National Coordination Unit (NCU): The NCU supports the regions through the national coordination of program activities and is responsible for program design and planning, providing program results to senior management, evaluations, budgeting, program tools and communications activities (internal and external), and reporting to the Minister’s office; and

· EcoAction Management Team: The management team is the link between the regional offices and the NCU. Composed of regional and NCU managers, the team ensures program consistency through regular meetings, conference calls and other forms of contact such as project officer working groups.  These working groups are composed of at least one project officer per region and are formed on an ad hoc basis depending on the needs of the program.
Proposals that are submitted for EcoAction funding undergo a three-stage review process: an administrative review by regional program staff to ensure that proposals meet all eligibility and funding criteria; a technical review by experts in the field to ensure the technical merit of proposals and feasibility of carrying the projects to completion; and a review by the Review Committee, which is composed of Environment Canada staff in each region, to ensure that environmental, social, and departmental priorities are considered.  The Review Committee’s recommendations are approved by the appropriate RDG at Environment Canada, who is fully accountable for the management and delivery of the EcoAction program and has signing authority for the distribution of EcoAction funds.  A contribution agreement outlining the funding terms and conditions is then negotiated with each successful project recipient. Generally, the NCU office is invited to participate when the DG and RDG in each region are briefed on the projects being recommended for funding.  NCU provides national input, if necessary.

Program data are maintained in an MIS.  While regional staff are responsible for ensuring that information in the MIS is kept up to date, the system is managed by a working group composed of project officers from each region and a representative from the NCU.  This group is responsible for the annual scheduling of modifications and improvements to the MIS.

2.3 Profile of Applications, Approved and Completed Projects

Nearly two thousand applications (1878) were submitted to the EcoAction program between 2004–05 and 2008–09. This period of time includes funding rounds 21 (approved in 2004–05) to 29 (approved in 2008–09), with two funding rounds per fiscal year, in October and in February.  Of the submitted applications, 750 (39.9%) were approved and, at the time of the evaluation, 486 (25.9%) projects were completed. The distribution of these projects by region, category, requested EcoAction contribution and requested project value are shown in Table 2-2.
 

As can be seen from the table, most applications:

· were made in the Quebec (27%) and Atlantic (25%) regions;

· focused on the Nature and Climate Change areas (38% and 34% respectively);

· requested an EcoAction contribution of $10,000 to $49,999 (62%); and

· funded projects that were usually less than $200,000 in total.

Table 2-2:
Distribution of Applications and Approved Projects between Round 21 (Approved in 2004–05) and 29 (Approved in 2008–09) 

	Characteristic
	Applications
(n = 1,878)
	Approved
(n = 750)
	Completed
(n = 486)

	
	Count
	Percent
	Count
	Percent
	Count
	Percent

	Region

	Pacific and Yukon
	259
	14%
	92
	12%
	52
	11%

	Prairie and Northern
	254
	14%
	108
	14%
	61
	13%

	Ontario
	384
	20%
	139
	19%
	95
	20%

	Quebec
	512
	27%
	176
	24%
	107
	22%

	Atlantic
	469
	25%
	235
	31%
	171
	35%

	Priority Area

	Clean Air
	59
	3%
	22
	3%
	14
	3%

	Clean Water
	409
	22%
	178
	24%
	111
	23%

	Climate Change1
	717
	38%
	263
	35%
	168
	35%

	Nature
	638
	34%
	287
	38%
	193
	40%

	Not Identified
	55
	3%
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Requested EcoAction Contribution (may differ from approved or actual contribution)

	Less than $10,000
	170
	9%
	63
	8%
	42
	9%

	$10,000 to $24,999
	615
	33%
	265
	35%
	201
	41%

	$25,000 to $49,999
	544
	29%
	237
	32%
	136
	28%

	$50,000 to $74,999
	240
	13%
	98
	13%
	52
	11%

	$75,000 and higher
	309
	16%
	87
	12%
	55
	11%

	Requested Project Value (may differ from approved or actual value)

	Less than $25,000
	175
	9%
	58
	8%
	40
	8%

	$25,000 to $49,999
	296
	16%
	128
	17%
	97
	20%

	$50,000 to $74,999
	362
	19%
	157
	21%
	107
	22%

	$75,000 to $99,999
	250
	13%
	116
	16%
	74
	15%

	$100,000 to $199,999
	486
	26%
	191
	26%
	102
	21%

	$200,000 to $299,999
	180
	10%
	62
	8%
	46
	10%

	$300,000 and higher
	129
	7%
	38
	5%
	20
	4%

	1 A focus was put on Climate Change projects in light of the OTC
Source: MIS data (Project Status, Final Decision, Region, Category, Requested Contribution and Requested Project Value)


3.0 EVALUATION DESIGN

The evaluation of the EcoAction Community Funding Program was undertaken using multiple research methods. These included a document/file review, secondary data analysis, key informant interviews, and a survey of non-funded applicants. The purpose and scope of the evaluation and each of these activities are described in this section.

3.1
Purpose and Scope

This evaluation of the EcoAction Community Funding Program focused on the fiscal years from 2004–05 to 2008–09 and the four themes supported by the program: Climate Change, Clean Air, Clean Water and Nature.
The evaluation was based on preliminary work undertaken by Environment Canada, such as the existing logic model and proposed evaluation issues, questions, indicators and data sources as listed in the Terms of Reference of the evaluation. Annex 1 of this report includes the evaluation matrix used to guide the evaluation.
The evaluation assessed the relevance, success, cost effectiveness, and design and delivery of the EcoAction program. The evaluation was designed to determine whether the program:

· is consistent with, and contributes to, federal government priorities and whether it addresses actual needs (relevance);

· has achieved, or is on its way to achieving, its intended outcomes (success);

· uses the most appropriate and efficient means to achieve its outcomes (cost effectiveness); and

· is designed and delivered in the best possible way (design and delivery).

3.2
Evaluation Approach and Methodology

3.2.1
Review of Program Documentation

The evaluation team completed a comprehensive review of program documentation and other relevant materials (see list in Annex 2.) Specifically, the following types of documents were provided for this purpose:

· performance documents (e.g., Results-based Management and Accountability Framework [RMAF], Results-based Accountability Framework [RBAF]);

· policy documents (e.g., Speeches from the Throne, departmental documents);

· existing performance reports (e.g., progress reports, program work plans); and

· other relevant documents (e.g., budget summary, etc.).

In addition to reviewing program documentation, twelve projects were selected using a random but representative approach for a more in-depth review of their results. These project final reports were reviewed for this purpose but provided little added value to the evaluation. 

3.2.2
Review of Management Information System (MIS) Data

In consultation with program staff, relevant MIS data fields were selected and data on applications, partnerships and project outcomes (i.e., project indicators) were provided for review.

Application data included information on the project and organization that applied for funding, the EcoAction contribution and project value, and the funding decision and status of the project. In total, data were provided for 1878 applications, of which 750 had been approved and 486 projects had been completed.

Partnership data described information on those organizations that provided the leveraged funds from other sources required to obtain EcoAction funding.  These data included the partners’ name and type of organization, the type of contribution (cash or in-kind) and whether the contribution had been confirmed. For the 486 completed projects, there were 3443 partners listed in total, which represented about 60% of the pledged contributions marked as confirmed in the MIS.

Indicator data included targets (i.e., goals) and results (i.e., actuals) for each project.  These indicators are designed to measure project objectives, both intended (i.e., targets or goals) and achieved (i.e., results or actuals).  When submitting an application, applicants identify relevant indicators from a list of 56 indicators and set targets. For example, the 56 indicators from which applicants can select include the number of jobs created, the number of partnerships developed, the amount of GHG emissions reduced, the kilometres of stream or lake bank protected or stabilized and the number of native plants, trees and shrubs planted. Upon completion of the project, applicants report on the results for the indicators they selected at the outset to indicate whether or not the project achieved their objectives.  Given that not all indicators are relevant for many projects, the data for some results (i.e., actuals) are based on only a handful of projects, while the data for other results are based on a larger number of projects.

3.2.3
Interviews with Key Informants

To gather in-depth information on many of the central evaluation questions and to supplement information collected through other lines of evidence, the evaluation team completed 18 key informant interviews with funded applicants and representatives associated with the EcoAction program (Annex 4). The interviews were distributed as follows:

· senior management (e.g., Director General (DG), Assistant Deputy Minister (ADM), etc.) – 6 individuals interviewed, representing four regions and the NCU;

· regional and national program management/staff – 9 individuals interviewed, representing five regions and the NCU; and

· funded applicants – 3 individuals interviewed, representing three regions.

The interviews were undertaken in person or by telephone, depending on the location and preference of the respondent. Interviews were conducted through the use of a semi-structured interview guide, customized to the type of interviewee (i.e., senior management, regional and national program management/staff, and funded applicants), and in the official language of the respondent’s choice.

3.2.4
Analysis of Client Survey Data

In addition to the document and file review detailed above, the evaluation team also conducted data analyses of client surveys conducted in 2002 and 2008. 

The 2002 client survey was a telephone survey administered by the Corporate Research Group. The survey sample included 252 EcoAction clients whose project began and ended in the period between 1998 and 2001. In total, 196 clients completed a telephone survey for a response rate of 78%. The overall survey results are considered accurate within ±3.3%, 19 times out of 20. Response bias in terms of the distribution of survey respondents cannot be examined as insufficient information is available.

The 2008 client survey was an on-line survey administered by Phase 5. The survey sample included 307 EcoAction clients whose project began and ended between 2004 and 2008. In total, 126 clients completed an online survey, for a response rate of 41%. The overall survey results are considered accurate within ±6.7%, 19 times out of 20. There was little to no response bias in terms of regional distribution of survey respondents compared to the population.

Data from both client surveys were analyzed to obtain information regarding program relevance, success and cost effectiveness. It should be noted, however, that analysis was limited by access to unprocessed data and by the comparability of survey questions between the two surveys.  
3.2.5
Survey of Non-funded Applicants

As a complement to the client surveys, an online survey was undertaken with representatives from projects that were eligible but did not receive EcoAction funding. This survey sought to provide insight into the incremental impact of the EcoAction program by providing a comparison to funded projects.

A sample of non-funded applicants was prepared by Environment Canada that included 737 non-funded applications. This list was further refined to exclude applications without an email address as well as multiple applications made by the same individual. Only the most recent application by applicants listed more than once was included in the sample as it would have the most up-to-date contact information. The final sample consisted of 511 applications with a unique contact name, email address and telephone number.

An advance notification email was sent by Environment Canada to those included in the sample file. This was followed by a survey invitation sent by the evaluation team a few days later, with a link to the online survey. During the survey period, reminder emails to encourage participation were sent to those who had not yet completed the survey.

Data collection took place from December 12–29, 2008. The survey was later extended to January 16, 2009. In total, 154 non-funded applicants completed an online survey, for a response rate of 30% (if undelivered emails are excluded from the count, the response rate is 40%). The overall survey results are considered accurate within ±7.0%, 19 times out of 20, based on the sampled population (n = 737).

As shown in Table 3-1, there was little to no response bias, meaning that those who completed the survey are a fair representation of those who were eligible for EcoAction funding but did not receive it.

Table 3-1:
Distribution of Survey Completions by Region and Category

	
	Completions
(n = 154)
	Sample
(n = 511)
	Population
(n = 737)

	
	Percent
	Percent
	Percent

	Region

	Pacific and Yukon
	14%
	14%
	12%

	Prairie and Northern
	15%
	12%
	11%

	Ontario
	18%
	19%
	19%

	Quebec
	27%
	31%
	35%

	Atlantic
	27%
	24%
	24%

	Category

	Clean Air
	1%
	2%
	3%

	Clean Water
	21%
	26%
	24%

	Climate Change
	44%
	37%
	40%

	Nature
	33%
	33%
	32%

	Not Identified
	1%
	2%
	2%


Source: Survey of Non-Funded Applicants
3.3
Research Challenges and Limitations

Notwithstanding the strengths of the evaluation (e.g., use of multiple lines of evidence, survey of non-funded applicants to determine incremental impact, etc.), some challenges and limitations were encountered.

It is difficult to measure the impact of the program.
Ideally, the impact of the EcoAction program may be measured effectively by selecting applicants with identical characteristics, or at least applicants that are similar on key characteristics, and comparing project outcomes for applicants who received funding and those who did not.  Differences in outcomes could then be attributed to the presence or absence of funding. This approach, however, requires using a quasi-experimental method with advance planning and monitoring that was not within the scope of this evaluation. 
A simpler but less effective method of obtaining insight into the impact of a program consists of examining a sample of non-funded applicants and comparing them to funded applicants, without consideration of differences between funded and non-funded projects. Since the program has existing results from client surveys (in 2002 and 2008) that collected data on funded applicants, a survey of non-funded applicants was created to provide a comparison. However, because the survey method is limited in the kind of information that can be collected, these two groups cannot be compared in detail.  A comparison of funded and non-funded applicants, however, does provide some insight into the impact of not receiving funding, which in turn can speak to the impact of the program.

Non-sampling errors, such as level of comprehension of survey questions and errors in self-reporting, can occur.
While surveys are designed to be representative of the population being studied, survey findings are subject to non-sampling errors. Non-sampling errors, such as respondents’ misunderstanding questions, inaccurately recalling their experience, or introducing a bias in their responses, are an intrinsic part of survey results.  Because of such errors, using administrative data can provide more reliable findings. 
For this evaluation, however, no administrative information was available on participants in the survey of funded applicants.  For example, the analysis had to rely on respondents to the survey when calculating the value of their EcoAction contribution despite the fact that 20% of survey responses were missing or had to be excluded from the analyses due to inconsistencies in the data.  Survey respondents were asked what the value was of their most recently completed project and what the proportion of that value was from EcoAction.  Fourteen respondents did not provide an answer to either one or both of these questions.  An additional 15 respondents were identified as outliers because they responded that their project value was less than $1,000 (values ranged from $39 to $268) or that the proportion of the project value from EcoAction funding was greater than 50% (percentages ranged from 55% to 100%).
  These outliers were excluded from the analyses.  In this case, administrative data could have provided more reliable information.

Raw data from the 2002 survey were not available for analysis.

The EcoAction program collected data on funded applicants in 2002 and again in 2008 through a client survey.  Although a report on quantitative findings and some tables were available, the raw data were not available from the 2002 survey of funded applicants.  As well, the survey instrument used in 2002 differed from the one used in 2008. As a result, comparisons between the 2002 and 2008 surveys were limited.  
There are inconsistencies in the MIS data.
It appears that program data are not systematically updated in the MIS.  For example, data for project status were inconsistent and therefore the number of approved and completed projects varied across sources.  As well, pledged contributions that were later confirmed appear not to have been updated in the database.  Some issues with the 56 indicators that are recorded in MIS posed problems: there were no indicator data associated with 218 projects even though they were completed and some had general comments on the file regarding project results.  These data issues indicate that MIS data are not a reliable source of information for the program.
Cost effectiveness analysis is limited.
Program expenditures and human resources utilization are not recorded specifically for the EcoAction program but rather include related programs. Although program staff were able to provide data specifically for the EcoAction program, these are estimates. 
Some findings are based on anecdotal evidence only.

Despite the fact that care was taken to support findings with other methods used in this evaluation, some evaluation questions are primarily addressed through only a few lines of evidence, some of which were largely anecdotal.  Findings related to program governance and accountability are, for the most part, based on key informant interviews.  Therefore, the extent to which these findings can be validated is limited within the scope of this evaluation.  As well, findings related to program impacts are based on self-report data which have not been validated by the program and could not be validated within the scope of the evaluation.  Although interviews with those external to the program would have offered an objective perspective on potential impacts as well as relevance, the program could not identify anyone outside EcoAction who had sufficient knowledge to provide meaningful comment.  
The report identifies which line(s) of evidence informed the findings presented in each section, allowing the reader to recall the appropriate limitations described above. 

3.4
Notes on Reporting

The following should be considered when reviewing this report:

· “Non-funded” projects refer to projects that did not receive any EcoAction funding (i.e., an EcoAction application was submitted but was not approved for funding). This does not necessarily mean that these projects failed to receive funding from other sources but simply that they did not receive funding from the EcoAction program;
· The word, “groups,” was used in this report to refer to all types of community groups that are eligible for funding, whether a group, an organization, an association, etc.; and
· When relevant, statistical tests of significance were conducted either using t-tests or chi-squares to compare results between funded projects and non-funded projects. If differences were statistically significant at the 95% confidence interval, this was noted in the report through the phrase, “more likely than”.
4.0 FINDINGS

The findings of this evaluation are presented below by evaluation issue (relevance, success, cost effectiveness, design and delivery) and by the related evaluation questions as presented in Annex 1. The findings at the overall issue level are presented first, followed by the findings for each evaluation question. 

A rating is also provided for each evaluation question. The ratings are based on a judgment of whether the findings indicate that: 
· The intended outcomes or goals have been achieved or met—labelled as Achieved.  Qualifications are made in cases where findings are largely based on self-reported information; 

· Considerable progress has been made to meet the intended outcomes or goals, but attention is still needed—labelled as Progress Made, Attention Needed; or 

· Little progress has been made to meet the intended outcome and attention is needed on a priority basis—labelled as Little Progress, Priority for Attention. 

· The N/A symbol identifies items where a rating is not applicable. 

A summary of ratings for the evaluation issues and questions is presented in Annex 5. 
4.1 Relevance

The relevance of the EcoAction program is measured through the following evaluation questions:

· Is there a legitimate and necessary role for government in this program area or activity?

· Is the program connected with societal /environmental needs? To what extent is EcoAction addressing those needs?

	Evaluation Issue 1: Relevance

	Overall Findings: 

EcoAction is relevant in that it is aligned with federal priorities, it provides a public good and there is a continued need for the program.  The program is aligned with federal priorities through its emphasis on funding projects that are expected to have direct outcomes on air pollution and GHG emission reduction in addition to habitat conservation, education and capacity building.  EcoAction provides a public good by encouraging and contributing to community action that will benefit the environment and the lives of Canadians.  Findings also indicate that the program addresses a financial need for these community-based groups: roughly three-quarters of funded applicants report that their project would not have been carried out or would have been carried out with a significantly reduced size or scope in the absence of EcoAction funding.   


4.1.1 Role for Federal Government 

	Evaluation Issue: Relevance 
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	1. Is there a legitimate and necessary role for government in this program area or activity?


	· Evidence of consistency with Government of Canada priorities 

· Demonstration that mandate is aligned with a public good
· Appropriate level of government is involved
	· Document / File Review
· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Survey
· Survey of non-funded applicants
	Achieved


a) Alignment with Federal Priorities 
According to documents reviewed for this evaluation, Environment Canada’s participation in environmental protection and restoration is aligned with federal priorities.  The Government of Canada articulated its commitment to reducing Canada’s total GHG emissions by 20% by 2020 in the 2007 Speech from the Throne and again in the 2008 Speech from the Throne.  Environment Canada’s EcoAction program is aligned with this federal priority through its emphasis on funding projects that are expected to have direct outcomes for air pollution and green house gas emission reduction.  Other expected outcomes of EcoAction include habitat conservation, education and capacity building.  
Rather than focusing on a single priority environmental issue, EcoAction takes a horizontal approach by allowing communities to identify local priority issues and to act on these priorities in order to create healthier, more sustainable communities.  This horizontal approach provides flexibility to adapt to changing federal and departmental priorities while still supporting longer-term priorities in a consistent manner.  For example, the EcoAction program was realigned to support the OTC component of the Climate Change Plan for Canada until OTC was sunset in 2006, demonstrating its timely connections to major Government of Canada priorities.
b) Demonstration of a Public Good 
Environment Canada is responsible for the implementation of the federal government’s environmental agenda through its mandate to, among others, preserve and enhance the quality of the natural environment, conserve Canada’s renewable resources, and conserve and protect Canada’s water resources.  The EcoAction program is aligned most closely with the departmental mandate to preserve and enhance the quality of the natural environment through its funding initiatives for community-level projects.  According to program documents, EcoAction encourages projects that protect, rehabilitate or enhance the natural environment, and build the capacity of communities to sustain these activities into the future.  Results from the 2002 survey of funded applicants indicate that the main purpose of the most recently completed project among the majority of respondents was education on environmental issues. This was followed by enabling the community to address an environmental issue, habitat recreation/restoration/rehabilitation, energy/GHG reduction and improving water quality.  In this way, the program provides a public good by encouraging and contributing to community action that will benefit the environment and the lives of Canadians.   
c) Involvement at the Federal Level

EcoAction’s citizen-centred focus on community-level projects and its requirements for matched funds from other sources, including other levels of government, the private sector, foundations, non-profit organizations and volunteers, ensure that community partnerships are created and encourage the sustainability of its projects.  This community-level perspective alone, however, would limit the impact of projects to local regions without the more coordinated efforts for broader-reaching environmental outcomes that are possible with involvement at the federal level.  The national coordination function at the federal level, combined with its regional network of program offices across Canada, therefore, allows national program priorities to be adapted to support regional ones, as well as providing service that is relevant, effective and client-based.  According to program documentation, the EcoAction program is well-known within the non-profit sector and has long been an important Government of Canada presence in support of environmental action at the community level.  

Interviewees agree that there is a continued need for the federal government to support community-based projects that have positive results for the environment. Among the reasons provided by interview participants were that community-based projects provide a balance to regulatory and enforcement activities, that federal funding helps groups leverage further funding, that community-based projects help raise awareness of environmental issues and increase community capacity, and that similar projects may not be undertaken otherwise. The program’s grassroots approach and citizen focus were also mentioned.

Furthermore, survey findings suggest that there is a need for the federal government to support community-based projects that have positive results for the environment. Respondents from the 2008 client survey and non-funded applicant survey were asked about the expected or actual situation of their project in the absence of EcoAction funding. Those clients who had received funding answered hypothetically (i.e., “what would have happened in the absence of EcoAction funding”) while those who had not received funding stated what actually took place (i.e., “what happened in the absence of EcoAction funding”). A vast majority would have reduced the size or scope of their project or would have not been able to carry out their project at all based only on the funding received from sources other than this federal program. Their responses are shown in Figure 4-1.

Given that little information is known about applicants, these findings should be interpreted with caution. For example, non-funded applicants, while eligible, may be less experienced or have fewer resources to carry out projects without EcoAction funding.  As well, funded applicants were asked to provide opinions on what would have happened in the absence of EcoAction funding, anticipating hypothetical situations that could depend on multiple unforeseen factors.  These findings, however, do show some consistency across the two groups on the important role that EcoAction appears to play in the status of the project. 

Figure 4-1:
Survey Response to “In the Absence of EcoAction Funding, the Project would be/was…”
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Survey findings provide evidence of the incremental impact of the EcoAction program.

Results indicate that 70% of non-funded projects and 86% of funded projects would not have been carried out or would have been carried out with a significantly reduced size or scope in the absence of EcoAction funding.  This demonstrates the benefits of receiving EcoAction funding in terms of maintaining the size and scope of projects and the ability to complete projects.

In comparison, approximately two out of every ten non-funded projects were carried out regardless of EcoAction funding or were carried out with a slightly reduced size or scope, suggesting that the presence or absence of EcoAction funding had little to no influence on these projects being carried out.  About another 7% of projects are expected to be carried out at a later date.
4.1.2 Connection with Societal or Environmental Needs

	Evaluation Issue: Relevance 
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	2. Is the program connected with societal/environmental needs?  To what extent is EcoAction addressing those needs?
	· Demonstration of the utility or rationale for the program
· Gaps would exist in coverage
	· Document / File Review
· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 surveys

· Survey of non-funded applicants

· Analysis of MIS
	Achieved but analysis is based largely on self-reported information


a) Utility and Rationale of the EcoAction Program

The response to EcoAction funding competitions suggests that there is a need for and an interest in the program.  Each year, the program receives about 400 applications for funding and roughly 40% of these are approved (Table 4-2). This is consistent with past program activities, as reported in the 2002 Performance Report for the EcoAction Community Funding Program.  While demand for the program decreased in 2007, it is too soon to tell if this is a trend. 

Table 4-2: Applications for Funding by Year, Rounds 21 to 29

	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008 1

	Approved Applications 2
	191 (42.8%)
	197 (44.8%)
	152 (32.0%)
	132 (39.6%)
	78   (42.3%)

	Total Applications
	446
	440
	475
	333
	184


1 Partial year reporting

2 Percentage of total applications reported in parentheses.

Source: MIS data (Fiscal Year and Final Decision)

Applications were not evenly distributed across the priority areas of Clean Air (3%), Clean Water (22%), Climate Change (39%) and Nature (35%). However, the alignment of the program with the OTC
 and local priorities (e.g., Clean Water projects tend to be in the Atlantic and Quebec regions) would have affected the distribution of projects. 

In addition, interview participants, funded applicants and non-funded applicants point to a strong connection with societal and environmental needs:

· Funded applicants were asked about the objectives of the EcoAction program and of their most recently completed projects. Survey responses have shown that both the objectives of the EcoAction program and funded projects were consistent and relevant;

· Similarly, interview participants were of the opinion that the current four priority areas were still needed as they were felt to be broad enough to cover all types of environmental projects. A few interviewees noted, however, that they may in fact be too broad and that the program could benefit from more clearly defined priorities; and finally

· Despite not receiving any funding, more than half (57%) of non-funded applicants who were surveyed strongly agreed that the EcoAction program is a valuable source of financial support to community groups and 78% strongly agreed that there is a continued need for the EcoAction program. While similar data are not available for funded applicants, this also points towards a need for the program.

Given its community focus, these findings suggest that the EcoAction program and the projects it funds are aligned with the societal and environmental needs of the communities in which projects take place. 
b) Gap in Funding for Smaller Groups or Projects 

Findings from this evaluation suggest that EcoAction fills the gap for some smaller community organizations which may not otherwise have had the resources to carry out their projects.  According to interviews with program staff and program documentation, the EcoAction program is designed to fund small community groups and/or small projects.  This is supported by budget information for projects funded through the program.  On average, approved projects were of smaller total estimated value (average value of $114,481) and requested smaller EcoAction contributions (average request of $36,625) than projects that were not approved (average value and request of $154,617 and $45,203 respectively).  Client surveys also show that EcoAction helped them to leverage additional funding for their projects.  This is substantiated by key informant interviews that reveal the program gave credibility to projects, allowing applicants to leverage funding or in-kind support as a result of being able to demonstrate federal government support.  These results suggest that smaller groups or projects that may otherwise have less access to resources benefit from funding provided through EcoAction.  Some staff felt this to be an important component of the program, emphasizing the need to support smaller community groups that may find it increasingly difficult to compete for funding against larger groups with more resources.
4.1.3 Summary: Relevance

EcoAction supports community-level, environmental projects that reflect Environment Canada priorities, such as the reduction of GHG emissions, improvements in air and water quality and protecting species and their habitat.  Those involved in the program or projects report that it funds a variety of projects that would not have taken place in the absence of EcoAction. Some of the evaluation’s key findings include: 

· Role of Federal Government: Federal participation in environmental protection and restoration is aligned with federal priorities. The federal government’s environmental agenda and the delivery of the EcoAction program are led by Environment Canada, which is the appropriate department for this role given its mandate to preserve and enhance the quality of the natural environment. 

· Continued Need for the Program: The EcoAction program, and the funding it provided, was critical for roughly three-quarters of both those who received funding and those who did not.  Specifically, the survey of funded applicants reveals that between 70% and 86% of projects would not have been carried out or would have been carried out with a significantly reduced size or scope in the absence of EcoAction funding.  This is supported by results from the survey of non-funded applicants which show that 78% of those who did not receive EcoAction funding strongly agreed that there is a continued need for the program.  These findings indicate that the program addresses a financial need for these community-based groups.  This need is also reflected in the high number of applications that are received relative to the number of projects that are eventually funded: EcoAction receives about 400 applications for funding each year, of which roughly 40% are approved.  
4.2 Success

The success of the EcoAction program is measured through the following evaluation questions:

· To what extent is the EcoAction program reaching its intended target audiences? 
· To what extent has the program progressed towards its intended immediate, intermediate and ultimate outcomes as identified in its logic model? What are the barriers to success? 

Each of these questions is answered in the next two sub-sections.

	Evaluation Issue 2: Success

	Overall Findings: 

Findings indicate that the program was successful in reaching its intended target audiences.  The achievement of outcomes, however, was more difficult to determine due to problems with obtaining accurate and complete performance information.  The data available in the Management Information System (MIS), the primary repository of information on funded projects, were not updated regularly and data were missing.  This impeded the ability to determine whether or not the program’s intended outcomes were achieved.  Key informant interviews and client surveys from 2002 and 2008 provided some insights into the achievement of these outcomes but they provided only self-reported information and were not validated by the program.  These limitations to the available data made it difficult to understand the full performance story and to determine the success of the program.


4.2.1 Program Audience and Reach

	Evaluation Issue:  Success 
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	3. To what extent is the EcoAction Program reaching its intended target audiences?  
	· Reach is analyzed and targeted, and both the reach and activities are connected to societal/environmental requirements
	· Document / File Review
· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
	Achieved


a) Targets of EcoAction and Connections to Environmental Objectives
The program targets non-profit organizations.  A number of activities were identified by program staff who were asked about the methods used to inform community groups about the EcoAction program: 
· EcoAction website, email communications, information packages, and brochures that are distributed to community groups or environmental networks;
· press releases and media events that promote project launches and successes;
· meetings and presentations that are held with or for community groups;
· outreach activities that target specific populations (e.g., First Nations, youth and remote community groups);
· promotion of the program through listings in funding guides, such as the Green Source;
· webinars that facilitate access to remote community groups; 
· occasional advertising; and
· word of mouth.
Overall, interview participants feel the methods are working well, as evidenced by the high number of applications submitted per year (about 400 applications annually).  Given the environmental focus of the program and of the funded projects, it is not surprising that the majority of applications (and majority of approved projects) are led by environmental groups (84% of applications). Non-environmental NGOs account for 10% of applications. Aboriginal, multicultural, seniors, women’s and youth groups account for the remainder (6% of applications).

The program’s weakness in reaching some groups and communities was acknowledged in the Review of EcoAction 2000 prepared by the Review Branch (now called the Audit and Evaluation Branch) of Environment Canada.  At that time, the program was making changes to the Applicant Guide and Recipient Handbook in order to reach out to Aboriginal and rural communities. By comparing the distribution of funded projects by recipient organization reported in the 2002 Performance Report to the one obtained with MIS data in this evaluation, there does not, however, appear to have been any major changes in the distribution of applications by group type.  During the interviews, one interviewee did state that applications from targeted groups had increased following communication efforts specifically geared toward these groups. This suggests that targeted efforts may be fruitful should the program wish to increase the number of applications from specific groups for specific reasons. 

The program pool is a mix of new and previous applicants. Survey data indicate that the majority of funded applicants had previously received EcoAction funding through another successful application (54% in 2008; 53% in 2002).
 For their part, 38% of non-funded applicants were first-time applicants who had never before received EcoAction funding.  Non-funded applicants were asked if they had re-applied or intended to re-apply for EcoAction funding: 43% said yes, 33% said no and 24% did not know.

· Those who had applied or intended to re-apply generally said that their projects were important for their community, that the EcoAction program was one of few funding sources available to them or that they felt their project or other projects could receive funding through the program; and

· Those who had not or would not re-apply generally felt that the process was too burdensome, that their project/organization was not within the scope of the program or that they were not happy with the response to their application.

All unsuccessful applicants receive a letter detailing why their application was not approved for funding. Non-funded applicants who participated in the survey were asked if they received an explanation as to why their project was not funded. About half said that they had (54%). The remaining respondents had not (23%) or did not know (23%).  Those who indicated that they had received a letter were asked if they were provided with sufficient information with respect to the reason(s) that their application was not successful.  About half (46%) felt that they had, about a third (32%) were neither in agreement or disagreement and the remainder (22%) felt that they had not been provided with sufficient information. While 28% of respondents who received an explanation felt that the decision was fair, 40% felt that it was not.
  
Program staff felt that program outreach could be improved through more promotion of success stories through the media, by increasing the amount of time spent promoting the program in the field, and by targeting groups that are not yet familiar with the program. Some staff also raised the issue of providing opportunities for smaller community groups that may find it increasingly difficult to compete for funding against larger groups with more resources.  Given the constant and high response to funding competitions, however, further outreach is not warranted unless the goal is to increase the participation of specific groups or communities. 
4.2.2 Extent of Progress towards Intended Outcomes

	Evaluation Issue:       Success 
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	4. To what extent has the program progressed towards its intended immediate outcomes as identified in the logic model? What were the barriers to success? 
5. To what extent has the program progressed towards the achievement of the intermediate outcomes identified in its logic model?  What were the barriers to success?
6. To what extent has the program contributed to its stated ultimate outcomes?  What were the barriers to success?
	· Extent to which these outcomes would/would not have occurred without the EcoAction program

· Extent to which there were barriers/factors which prevented the program from being successful in this regard

(Refer to Evaluation Matrix in Annex 1 for full listing of outcomes and indicators.)
	· Document / File Review
· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
· Analysis of MIS data
	Progress made, Attention needed; 

Findings based largely on self-reported information


Due to the lack of data available from funded projects, it was difficult to determine whether or not the immediate, intermediate and ultimate outcomes were in fact achieved.  For some indicators, the number of funded projects that addressed the specific program outcomes is too small to provide a valid measure of whether the outcome was achieved or not.  For example, it is difficult to conclude that there was a reduction in the use of hazardous substances that affect water quality as a result of the EcoAction program given the small number of completed projects with this intended outcome.  Part of the problem is that project results were not always recorded in the MIS and/or they are not updated regularly.  Athough the MIS data are limited in providing useful information on the achievement of intended outcomes, the other lines of evidence used in this evaluation can provide some insight.  These findings must be interpreted with caution, however, because they are largely based on self-reported information. 

The achievement of outcomes was examined under the three objectives of the EcoAction program:

a) Enabling community-based groups to achieve environmental results;

b) Leveraging in-kind and monetary support from non-federal sources; and

c) Creating positive results for the environment.

Results relevant to each of these objectives are presented in this section. 

a) Building Community Capacity

Projects that have a capacity-building component can receive funding through the EcoAction program. Capacity building is defined in the program’s Operational Guidelines as an increase in knowledge and skills or behavioural changes within a group or community that allow it to do the necessary planning and organizational work that would lead to taking action on environmental issues.

Respondents to the 2008 client survey were asked, in their opinion, to what extent their most recently completed project had an impact in their community.  Using a five-point scale, where 1 was ‘strongly disagree’ and five was ‘strongly agree’, most respondents selected a rating of four or five, as shown in Figure 4-3.

Figure 4-3: 
Impact of Most Recently Completed EcoAction Project on Community
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At least eight out of ten funded projects reported that they helped raise community awareness on local environmental issues (85%), helped educate the community on environmental issues (84%), assisted in the sharing of information and knowledge in the community (83%) or helped improve the knowledge and skills within the community to preserve and protect the environment (81%).  This indicates that funded applicants believe that their project had positive effects on the community.  Moreover, funded applicants who indicated a project value of $75,000 or greater or an EcoAction grant of $25,000 or greater were more likely to report that their project helped create a healthier community and a more sustainable community than those who indicated a smaller project value or that they received a smaller grant.

In addition to helping communities, EcoAction aims to fund projects that are sustainable (i.e., that it will continue once EcoAction funding ends).  As most projects would not have been carried out or would have been significantly reduced in the absence of EcoAction funding, a group’s capacity to continue the project once EcoAction funding ends suggests that the group has in fact increased or developed its knowledge and skills. While funding can run out, knowledge and skills are lasting and are typically transferable to different circumstances for the group.  In supporting projects that have longevity, the goal is to facilitate longer-term positive environmental outcomes within the community even after EcoAction funding ends.

To that effect, funded applicants were asked whether their most recently completed projects would continue after the EcoAction funding ends. Approximately three-quarters of applicants (77%) said their project will continue. This is similar to the results of the 2002 client survey, in which 81% of respondents said that their project would continue.  These results point to the anticipated sustainability of projects that obtained EcoAction funding.
Table 4-4:
Sustainability of Projects after EcoAction Funding Ends

	After EcoAction funding ends…

	The project will continue (77%)
	with… (n = 97)
… a reduction in size or scope (60%)

… no changes (16%)

… an increase in size or scope (25%)

	The project will not continue (23%)
	because… (n = 29)
… it could not secure funding (48%)

… the objectives were achieved (31%)

… of a lack of community support (10%)

… of organizational difficulties (7%)

… of another reason (3%)

	n = 126 (2008 survey of funded applicants, Q28, 29 and Q30)


This is supported by interviews with applicants who also indicated that the project for which they had received funding had continued since they stopped receiving EcoAction funding.  One applicant indicated that they found new funding partners and increased their number of volunteers in order to continue.  Another applicant stated that partners had requested that the project continue as its objectives had not been entirely achieved at the time the EcoAction funding ended.

Almost half (48%) of survey respondents whose project would not continue, however, reported that they could not secure funding and 10% reported a lack of community support.  It may be that establishing ongoing partnerships (i.e., securing funding and other in-kind support) is a factor in a project continuing or in future projects being undertaken.  Figure 4-5 illustrates the perceptions of funded applicants on the extent to which EcoAction funding facilitated continued partnerships with other organizations.

Figure 4-5:
Extent to which EcoAction Funding Facilitated Continued Partnerships with Other Organizations
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Using a scale ranging from 1 ‘not at all’, through 5 ‘a great deal’, slightly more than half of respondents (55%) selected 4 or 5, suggesting they felt that the funding received was beneficial to this end.  Comparatively, 13% of respondents felt EcoAction funding did not facilitate partnerships with other organizations.

Respondents who indicated that the funding received through EcoAction facilitated continued partnerships to at least some extent were asked about the nature of these partnerships. Respondents could select as many responses as needed and thus the sum of their responses exceeds 100%:

· Continued relationships with project sponsor/partners (84%);

· Subsequent or ‘next phase’ activities (53%);

· Increased support or capacity for the organization from other partners (38%);

· Adoption of your organization’s cause by another group (37%);

· Other (3%).

There were no differences among respondents who indicated their project would continue compared to those who indicated their project would not continue once EcoAction funding ends (aside from undertaking subsequent or ‘next phase’ activities). As such, regardless of whether a project continues or ends, respondents believed that the project will have a continued effect among community partners.  This suggests that, even if the project itself ends, the relationships and support generated during the project continue.

Moreover, completed projects had an impact beyond partners, as shown in the MIS. Completed projects reported on the extent to which some of their goals have been achieved.  Analysis of social and economic indicators was completed using the MIS data for which at least 25 of the 486 completed projects reported results. This analysis showed that, in their final reports, project coordinators estimated that:

· 600 jobs were created (based on 161 projects), including 90 jobs that are permanent (based on 26 projects);

· 34 988 volunteers participated directly in projects (based on 206 projects);

· 1 980 811 people were directly affected by projects (based on 189 projects);

· 2 693 youth groups were directly involved in projects (based on 31 projects); and

· 8 964 public events were organized (based on 184 projects) and 1 806 media reports were produced (based on 175 projects).

Projects that had a value of $75,000 or greater involved more volunteers and produced more media reports than projects of smaller value (283 vs. 80 volunteers on average; 17 vs. 5 media reports on average).

Overall, survey results suggest that these funded projects had positive impacts on communities and approximately three-quarters of projects funded through EcoAction are expected to be sustainable.  Community partnerships appear to be a key factor in facilitating their longevity and the program played a part in helping to establish these partnerships for more than half of funded applicants surveyed.  However, there is little evidence to demonstrate project outcomes after EcoAction funding ends.  Given the reported sustainability of these projects, the program is missing a key component of its performance story about the longer-term environmental benefits that EcoAction may be providing for Canadians.
b) Leveraging Support for Environmental Activities

The program design requires that applicants obtain a minimum of 50% of the total value of their project in cash or in-kind support from sponsors other than the federal government in order to be eligible for funding. These eligibility criteria ensure that projects leverage support in the communities in which they take place.

The extent to which partnerships were developed was described in the final reports of a number of completed projects.  While these partnerships are not described in detail in final reports, reviewing the extent to which completed projects reported partnerships can provide some insight into how much support was leveraged through partnerships.  Information on these partnerships was supported by data recorded in the MIS.  Analysis of MIS data shows that between 130 and 160 completed projects had set a goal of developing partnerships for leveraged funds and other support.  Projects that had a value of $75,000 or greater developed more partnerships than projects of smaller value (7 vs. 24 partnerships on average).  In their final reports,
 project coordinators estimated that: 
· 2200 partnerships were developed (based on 152 projects); and

· 391 municipality partnerships were reported by 157 projects, 241 provincial/territorial department partnerships were reported by 131 projects, and 212 federal department collaborations were reported by 142 projects.

These analyses of the MIS data suggest that completed projects obtained the support of several organizations each, including governments at the municipal, provincial/territorial and federal levels.

Analysis of survey findings shows that funded and non-funded projects secured a range of partnerships both in terms of types of organizations and types of support received.  Participants in the funded applicant survey were asked from which organizations they obtained leveraged funds and in-kind support for their most recently completed project. The most commonly cited groups were individuals and volunteers (70%), municipal governments (61%), provincial and territorial governments (60%), environmental non-governmental organizations (56%) and the private sector (55%).  The federal government (excluding Environment Canada) was mentioned by just over a quarter of respondents (28%).  Interviewed applicants indicated that they usually call upon partners with whom they have previously worked as well as soliciting new partners either directly or via another partner or through word of mouth.

Funded applicants were also asked to report how each type of organization that assisted with their project did so. As can be expected, the different organizations that assisted with the most recently completed projects did so in different ways. Table 4-6 presents the main ways in which organizations assisted with the project (i.e., selected by 50% or more respondents).

Table 4-6:
Type of Assistance by Type of Organization
	Type of Organization
	Type of Assistance (Selected by ( 50%)1

	Individuals/volunteers (n = 88)
	Provided volunteers or staff (91%)

	Municipal government (n = 77)
	Shared tools or resources (60%)

Provided volunteers or staff (55%)

Aided with promotion (52%)

	Provincial/territorial government (n = 76)
	Provided funding (71%)

	Environmental non-governmental organizations (n = 70)
	Provided volunteers or staff (63%)

Aided with promotion (61%)

	Private sector (n = 67)2
	Provided volunteers or staff (52%)

	Academic Institutions (n = 49)
	Provided volunteers or staff (71%)

	Other non-governmental organizations (n = 37)
	Aided with promotion (62%)

Provided volunteers or staff (54%)

	Federal government (n = 35)
	Provided funding (80%)

	Foundations (n = 35)
	Provided funding (97%)

	Business/industry associations
	Provided volunteers or staff (68%)

	Conservation authority (n = 17)
	Provided volunteers or staff (77%)

Provided funding (59%)

Shared tools or resources (59%)

Provided research or technical advice (53%)

	n = 17 to 88 for Type of Partner (2008 survey of funded applicants, Q9 and Q10)

1 Due to multiple responses, the total percentage of assistance provided for each type of partner is greater than 100%.

2 Two respondents indicated that they partnered with the private sector but did not indicate how it assisted them.


Providing volunteers or staff and providing funding were the most common ways by which partners assisted with projects. Provincial/territorial and federal governments as well as foundations primarily provided funding while the private sector, academic institutions and business/industry associations primarily provided volunteers or staff. Municipal governments and conservation authorities generally assisted projects through a wider range of activities.

EcoAction funding was also perceived as helpful in assisting projects to secure additional funding:

· More than half (58%) of funded applicants who had received funding or financial support from sources other than EcoAction indicated that the program had helped them leverage additional support.
· Two interviewed applicants mentioned that EcoAction funding gave credibility to their project: as a result of being able to demonstrate federal government support, they were able to leverage further support (either funding or in-kind).

For their part, non-funded applicants whose project was being carried out with or without changes were asked if they had obtained additional support for their project in order to offset the absence of EcoAction funding. It was found that:

· just under half of respondents indicated that they secured additional funding (46% or 37 respondents) and/or in-kind support (41% or 33 respondents);

· additional funding was provided by both new and current partners;

· while most respondents obtained 50% or less of the amount they had requested from EcoAction (43% or 16 respondents), six respondents reported that they secured more than the amount they had requested from EcoAction; and

· new funding was usually provided by one to three partners consisting of, for most, the provincial/territorial governments (43%), the private sector and individuals/volunteers (32% each) or the federal government (excluding EcoAction funding) and foundations (24% each).

The development of partnerships and level of involvement of partners were identified as unexpected positive outcomes of the EcoAction funding by interviewed staff and funded applicants and in project evaluation reports that were reviewed.  For example, two of the three interviewed applicants indicated that volunteer participation far exceeded their goal: one group had planned for 250 volunteer-hours but benefited from 1600 volunteer-hours.  These applicants also felt that partners were positively surprised by the impacts of the project, which manifested itself in an increased involvement.

Table 4-7 displays the results for all completed projects for which the total contributions reflected the actual project value exactly (148 projects).
  For these projects, it was found that 69% of the total project value was leveraged through cash or in-kind contributions from partners, with the average project leveraging 65% of its value in its community.  
Table 4-7:
Percent of Funding Leveraged for 148 Completed Projects for which Total Contributions Reflect Actual Project Value

	
	Partner Contribution
	EcoAction Contribution
	Project Value
	Percent Leveraged

	Mean
	$62,389
	$27,655
	$90,045
	65%

	Total
	$9,233,619
	$4,093,002
	$13,326,620
	69%

	Source: MIS data (EcoAction Contribution, Project Status, Partner Cash, Partner Kind)


Although some issues exist around contribution data, funded projects exceeded the 50% minimum level of federal government funding required through cash or in-kind partner contributions.  
c) Creating Positive Results for the Environment

The EcoAction program is designed to fund projects that generate positive results for the environment.  However, environmental impacts can be difficult to quantify, and not all projects report on measurable results. The EcoAction program has relied on self-report data from projects about their impacts. Funded projects reported that they raised community awareness on local environmental issues and improved the knowledge and skills within the community to preserve and protect the environment, and some funded projects have led to some measurable environmental results, as recorded in the MIS. For those indicators for which results were provided by at least 25 of the 486 completed projects, project coordinators estimated in their final reports
 that: 
· 170 806 tonnes of GHG emissions were reduced (based on 71 projects);

· 188 km of stream or lake banks were protected or stabilized (based on 26 projects);

· 553 832 native plants, trees and shrubs were planted in an area representing 2 056 513m2 (based on 88 projects);

· 2693 hectares of wildlife habitat were enhanced or restored (based on 39 projects);

· 386 hectares of riparian habitat or ecosystem were preserved or protected (based on 25 projects); and

· 745 nesting structures were created (based on 28 projects).

Moreover, 2008 client survey respondents were asked to what extent they felt that their most recently completed project had a noticeable impact on the environmental and other objectives of their project. Given that each project had different objectives, respondents only provided a response for those objectives they had identified.  As such, the number of respondents varies from 13 to 48 applicants.

Overall, survey respondents agreed that their most recently completed EcoAction project had a noticeable positive impact on the environment, with at least half of respondents selecting a four or a five on a five-point scale for nearly all the areas.

Table 4-8:
Extent to which EcoAction Projects have had a Noticeable Positive Impact on the Environment, based on the Project’s Objectives

	Had a noticeably positive impact on…
	N
	Agree
(4-5)
	
(3)
	Disagree
(2-1)
	Don't Know/NA

	Clean Air / Climate Change

	Energy/green house gas reduction in my community
	n = 39
	62%
	23%
	8%
	8%

	Sustainable transportation in my community
	n = 17
	47%
	35%
	12%
	6%

	Renewable energy in my community
	n = 13
	54%
	31%
	8%
	8%

	Clean Water

	Water quality in my community
	n = 35
	54%
	29%
	6%
	11%

	Water management in my community
	n = 27
	52%
	26%
	7%
	15%

	Water conservation and efficiency in my community
	n = 24
	54%
	33%
	0%
	13%

	Nature

	Habitat creation/restoration/ rehabilitation in my community
	n = 48
	77%
	19%
	2%
	2%

	Land conservation and land management in my community
	n = 27
	67%
	19%
	11%
	4%

	Species protection, invasive species reduction in my community
	n = 27
	63%
	26%
	7%
	4%

	Other

	The capacity of the community to address environmental issues
	n = 48
	65%
	27%
	6%
	2%

	Alternative/active habits in my community
	n = 29
	55%
	21%
	14%
	10%

	Source: 2008 survey of funded applicants, Q25i


Program staff overwhelmingly felt that the EcoAction program was on its way to achieving its ultimate outcomes of creating healthier and more sustainable communities and of motivating individual Canadians to make more responsible environmental decisions, though a number of interviewees cautioned that some gains were modest and that there is still a great deal to be done.  Almost all staff felt that Canadians are now much more aware and concerned than they have been in the past about environmental issues, about how their behaviours impact the environment and about their responsibilities toward the environment.  Other factors, however, such as an increase in awareness of environmental issues among the general public, may also be contributing to the success of the program.

4.2.3
Barriers to Measuring Intended Outcomes
The limitations in determining the achievement of intended outcomes appear to be more of an issue of performance measurement than actual problems with the success of the program.  MIS information was found to be limited during the course of the evaluation because the MIS is not regularly updated and data are missing.  The other lines of evidence suggest that the program is on its way to achieving its intended outcomes but these findings are based on self-reported information and require substantiation from project results that should be provided in the MIS.  These data issues limit the ability of the program to tell its performance story.  
For example, MIS data were used to determine how much funding was leveraged through partners. For the 486 completed projects, the MIS identified cash contributions from 1382 partners, and in-kind contributions from 2452 partners, totalling $34.1M.  A large portion of contributions ($10.5M), however, were pledged but not confirmed.
 Since all contributions must be confirmed by EcoAction staff at the time the EcoAction contribution agreement is signed, the presence of unconfirmed contributions indicates that the MIS data are not updated.  Consequently, the evaluation team cannot determine if contributions in the MIS were received or if new contributions were received from different partners. As a result, limited analyses were possible. A detailed breakdown around this issue is presented in Annex 6. 
In order to determine the extent to which partners contributed to the project value, the evaluation team identified projects in the MIS for which the sum of the EcoAction contribution and leveraged funding (cash and in-kind) totalled the project value.

	Actual Project Value 
	=
	EcoAction Contribution
	+
	Leveraged Contribution
(Partner Cash + Partner Kind)


Of all 486 completed projects, there were only 148 projects for which the EcoAction contribution and the leveraged funding reflected the actual project value exactly (as presented in Table 4-7). This means that the sum of the EcoAction contribution and the leveraged funding of all other completed projects either exceeded or was smaller than the actual project value listed in the MIS, pointing to problems with the accuracy of the data.

As well, there are some issues with the diversity of the social, economic and environmental indicators to measure project targets and project results.  Projects are required to select their target outcomes from a list of 56 indicators at the beginning of their funding.  At project completion, they are then required to identify which of the 56 indicators they selected at the beginning were actually achieved.  These data are intended to provide an indication of whether or not projects are meeting their intended outcomes.

These measures are limited, however, given the small sample size for each environmental indicator within the survey as well as within the MIS data.  Of the 486 completed projects, 268 (55.1%) selected at least one indicator, with 69% of these projects selecting between five and eleven indicators.  For 218 (44.8%) completed projects, there were no indicator data although some of these projects had general comments on file regarding results.  Moreover, while indicators were selected for some projects, not all projects had results reported in the MIS.  In fact, 39 of the 56 indicators had results for 25 projects or less. This means that no single indicator is representative of all EcoAction projects and most indicators reflect one-twentieth of completed projects.  This greatly limits the ability to tell the performance story.
4.2.3 Summary: Success

Performance information on projects funded through EcoAction should provide a clear indication of whether or not the intended outcomes of the program have been achieved.  However, analysis for this evaluation was limited by the quality of the data available, which is largely self-report, often not quantified in terms of environmental outcomes and not validated.  Key findings include:

· Reaching its Intended Target Groups: The program has been successful in reaching its intended audiences.  Given that the program has a strong environmental focus, the majority of applications (84%) are led by environmental groups.  While interviewees believe that outreach activities could be improved, this is not required to allocate project funding given the constant and high response to funding competitions, unless the goal is to increase participation of specific groups or communities.
· Progress Towards its Intended Immediate, Intermediate and Ultimate Outcomes: Outcomes were examined under three themes: building community capacity, leveraging in-kind and monetary support, and creating positive results for the environment.  Funded projects have reported positive results in all areas, and interviewed program staff feel that the program is on its way to achieving its ultimate outcomes of creating healthier and more sustainable communities and of individual Canadians making more responsible environmental decisions.
· Barriers to Measuring Intended Outcomes: Data on funded projects are limited to support whether or not the intended outcomes were achieved.  Findings indicate that the number of funded projects that focused on each of the project results is too small to provide a valid measure of whether the outcome was achieved or not.  Part of the problem is also that project results were not always recorded in the MIS.   As well, there is little hard data available to identify the longer-term impacts of these sustainable projects, despite findings that point to the longevity of a majority of funded EcoAction projects.  These factors limit the program’s ability to tell its performance story.
4.3 Cost Effectiveness

The program’s cost effectiveness can be assessed through the review of three evaluation questions:

· Has the program provided value for federal dollars spent?

· Are others involved in the same areas of activities and/or share similar objectives? How is duplication avoided and complementarity achieved?

· Are there any alternative, more cost-effective ways of achieving the stated outcomes?
	Evaluation Issue 3: Cost Effectiveness

	Overall Findings: 

EcoAction’s cost effectiveness was difficult to assess because of limitations in identifying program expenditures and measuring program impacts.  Consequently, cost effectiveness was examined indirectly by assessing the efficiency of the program.  Findings indicate that projects funded through EcoAction provided value for money by leveraging $2.26 on average from community partners for every dollar contributed by the program, exceeding the minimum program requirement.  EcoAction has a high administrative costs ratio ($0.39 in salaries and O&M for every G&C dollar), however, as per estimates in its initial design.  Program documents suggest that EcoAction’s emphasis on a client-centred, grassroots approach necessitates higher overhead expenses due to the focus on client support.  Overall, interviewees felt that EcoAction funds are being used efficiently and effectively as a result of reporting requirements and project evaluation processes currently in place to ensure accountability.  Suggestions for improving the cost efficiency of the program included encouraging longer, multi-year projects, streamlining processes for approving applications and considering ways to lower administrative costs. 



4.3.1 Program’s Value for Federal Dollars Spent

	Evaluation Issue:        Cost Effectiveness
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	7. Has the program provided value for federal dollars spent?

	· Analysis of costs of program compared with achievement of program outcomes

· O&M as percent of G&C

· Changes over time, for example:

· Number of FTEs

· Number of projects approved

· % of EcoAction funding over total project value
	· Document / File Review
· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys

· Analysis of MIS Data
	Progress made, Attention needed


Ideally, a program’s value for federal dollars spent is assessed through an examination of the costs of the program in comparison to the achievement of program outcomes.  These analyses were difficult to complete in this evaluation, however, because of limitations in determining accurate program expenditures and in measuring intended outcomes.  EcoAction’s financial data for operating the program and for salaries also included those for other Environment Canada programs like the Environmental Damages Fund (EDF) and the Ecosystems Initiative (refer to Table 2-1 for breakdown of FTEs).  As well, data are limited in providing full, detailed performance information on the program (refer to Section 4.2.3 Barriers to Measuring Intended Outcomes for discussion).  Therefore, the value for federal dollars spent was examined based on estimates of EcoAction costs provided by program staff and by examining outcomes more generally.   
a) Program Costs

EcoAction expenditures were $21.3 million for fiscal years 2004–05 to 2007–08. Of this, $15.3 million were allocated to G&C expenditures. The remainder supported salaries ($4.8 million) and program O&M expenditures ($1.2 million). This means that for every dollar expended in G&C, $0.39 is spent in salaries and O&M (equivalent to 28% of total expenditures). This is very close to estimates as per the initial design of the program.

Program data indicate that 1694 applications were submitted and 672 projects were approved for funding for the same time period, rounds 21 (approved in 2004–05) to round 28 (approved in 2007–08).  Some of these approved projects were eventually withdrawn or terminated.  As presented in Table 4-9, the average contribution per approved project was $22,762 according to budget data.
  On average, $8,907 was expended on salaries and O&M costs per approved project, which includes all expenses leading to an approved project including proposal review.  
Table 4-9:
Average Cost per Approved Project for Fiscal Years 2004–05 to 2007–08

	Category
	EcoAction Expenditures1
(2004–05 to 2007–08)
	Approved Projects (Rounds 21 to 28)
	Average Expenditures per Approved Project

	G&C for projects
	$15,296,214
	672
	$22,762

	Salaries
	$4,801,601
	672
	$7,145

	O&M
	$1,184,321
	672
	$1,762

	Total
	$21,282,136
	672
	$31,670

	1 EcoAction expenditures as determined by program staff.

Source: EcoAction Budget Summary (prepared by program staff) and MIS data (Final Decision)


MIS data were used to determine the average number of applications received and approved from 2004–05 to 2007–08 and program information was used to determine the average full-time equivalents (FTE) for all positions combined (i.e., manager, program officer and administrative staff).  As presented in Table 4-10, these analyses indicate that approximately 25 FTEs processed 424 applications and managed 168 approved projects each year.  These averages, however, include managers and administrative staff who may not necessarily be responsible for the day-to-day activities associated with managing approved EcoAction projects.  Assuming that about 20 FTEs are program officers, each program officer manages an average of 21 applications and 8 approved projects per year.   While projects can receive funding for up to two years, the average duration of completed EcoAction projects is one year as identified by the start and end dates listed in the MIS.  
Table 4-10:
Average FTE, Applications and Approved Projects Fiscal Years 2004–05 to 2007–08

	
	Average Number of FTEs (2004-05 to 2007-08)
	Average Applications (Rounds 21 to 28)
	Average Approved Projects (Rounds 21 to 28)

	
	
	Number
	Per Staff
	Number
	Per Staff

	National Average1
	24.61
	424
	17
	168
	7

	
Pacific and Yukon Region
	4.00
	59
	15
	21
	5

	
Prairie and Northern Region
	5.79
	60
	10
	26
	4

	
Ontario Region
	4.22
	88
	21
	32
	8

	
Quebec Region
	3.73
	115
	31
	39
	10

	
Atlantic Region
	5.00
	102
	20
	50
	10

	1 National average includes NCU FTEs.

Source: FTEs as per email correspondence with program staff, other data as per MIS data (Final Decision)


These analyses indicate that compared to other G&C programs at Environment Canada, the EcoAction program requires high administrative costs to operate.
  According to program documentation, the EcoAction management model is different compared to most other Environment Canada funding programs in terms of its focus on local community action through the Department’s regional offices.  The program’s local presence and proximity to non-profit groups allow EcoAction to understand and fulfil their needs in moving towards real environmental action.  This client-centred, grassroots approach requires a focus on providing client support to funding applicants, which necessitates higher overhead expenses compared to other funding programs.  
Key informant interviews and program documentation reveal that the services offered by program staff to applicants include activities around outreach to potential funding client groups, monitoring of funded projects, managing the reporting requirements for each approved project and maintaining ongoing communications with partners and stakeholders.   During the application process, applicants are encouraged to contact the appropriate regional EcoAction office to discuss the project idea prior to submitting an application.  As well, program staff provide applicants with other forms of assistance such as deciphering the eligibility criteria and helping potential clients to develop good proposals.  As only a portion of applications are approved, a great deal of energy is expended in assisting applicants who may, in the end, not receive any funding.  Minimizing confusion among potential applicants through improved clarity on the tools and forms available for application (see Section 4.4, Design and Delivery for discussion) may alleviate some of the service required by program staff at the front-end of the application process.  The extent of the work undertaken by program staff is not within the scope of this evaluation but these analyses suggest that a review of the roles and responsibilities of program staff and areas for improvement may improve the program’s cost efficiency.
b) Project Outcomes

Four hundred and eighty six (486) projects were completed within the time frame examined, including funding round 29 (February 2008). The EcoAction program contributed $13.4 million to these completed projects, which had a total value of $49.1 million.
 Any discrepancies between financial data provided by the program and data for EcoAction funding available in the MIS are likely due to the program not tracking resource data specifically for the EcoAction program as well as potential inconsistencies in entering the data in the MIS.

As presented in Table 4-7, completed projects leveraged an average of 65% of their costs through other partners.  In other words, for every dollar contributed by EcoAction, $2.26 was leveraged in the community or through other funding programs. This average exceeds the program’s minimum requirement that 50% of funding be leveraged through cash or in-kind partner contribution. 
Funded projects also generated social, economic and environmental results, for which it is difficult to establish a dollar value.  However, survey respondents who reported larger project values (i.e., $75,000 or greater) or a larger EcoAction contribution (i.e., $25,000 or greater) were more likely to report positive results in terms of capacity building and developing partnerships than smaller projects or projects that received a smaller EcoAction contribution.  
4.3.2 Avoiding Duplication and Achieving Complementarity

	Evaluation Issue:        Cost Effectiveness 
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	8. Is duplication avoided and complementarity achieved?

	· Analysis of comparable programs as to duplication and complementarity

· Extent to which those participating in the program are aware / have used other government programs which may duplicate, overlap with or complement EcoAction
	· Document / File Review
· KI Interviews


	Achieved but assessment is based largely on self-reported information 


EcoAction is described in its program documents as being unlike other Environment Canada funding programs due to its horizontal approach, which allows communities to identify and address local priorities as opposed to other programs that often focus on a single priority.

While interviewees were aware of other funding programs that support community-based projects, they felt that these programs did not duplicate the EcoAction program. Federal, provincial and municipal government programs were cited as examples, as well as programs led by independent, non-profit organizations and corporations. These included Transport Canada’s Moving on Sustainable Transportation, the Trillium Foundation of Ontario, the Toronto Atmospheric Fund, the Atlantic Salmon Federation, and the Alberta Ecotrust Foundation.

The following characteristics were listed by program staff as aspects that make EcoAction a one-of-a-kind program, in their opinion:

· EcoAction focuses on awareness and behaviour modification as well as skills development to a greater extent than might other programs.
· EcoAction has more general priorities and flexibility than do other programs, which allows for the funding of a wider range of projects.
· Staff build relationships with clients and provide a great deal of support for proposal writing, reporting and general consultation.
By implementing the requirement for leveraged funding from partners, EcoAction provides a complementary source of financial and in-kind support for community organizations that may require additional resources to carry out their projects.  For example, EcoAction covers a variety of expenses, including human resource costs, that may not be allowed according to the funding criteria of the partner organization.  Eligible costs allowed by EcoAction differ from community programs and may be used to pay for expenses not covered otherwise.  
Current steps toward minimizing duplication are centred on ensuring that EcoAction staff are more knowledgeable about other Environment Canada funding programs. In this way, applicants can be directed to the most appropriate source of funding and departmental programs can provide each other with greater support. 

Possible ways to further reduce duplication between EcoAction offices were, as mentioned by program staff, ensuring consistency in funding decisions so that similar projects that may be rejected in one region are not funded in another and ensuring that groups do not apply for funding in multiple regions inappropriately, such as submitting several applications for the same project but in multiple regions.

4.3.3 Alternative Ways of Achieving Program Outcomes

	Evaluation Issue:         Cost Effectiveness
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	9. Are there any alternative, more cost-effective ways of achieving the stated outcomes?

	· Extent to which the program budget is appropriate in consideration of the stated objectives

· Identified suggestions for improvement which would make the program more cost-effective

· Lessons learned from regions in terms of cost effectiveness
	· Document / File Review
· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
	Progress made, Attention needed 


Overall, interview participants felt that funds are being used efficiently and effectively as a result of the reporting requirements and project evaluation processes that provide accountability. They also felt that EcoAction funds are highly leveraged by environmental groups and that funded organizations were also making excellent use of volunteers. In the interview participants’ opinion, costs to the federal government would be significantly greater if Environment Canada attempted to undertake internally the projects currently being funded through EcoAction.

That said, interviewees made a number of suggestions for improving the cost effectiveness of the program. In their opinion, cost effectiveness could be improved if EcoAction were to:

· approve projects using a national scoring system,
 such that the best projects in the country are funded in a given year rather than the best projects from a particular region, which may not be the best projects overall;

· encourage longer, multi-year year agreements rather than shorter projects;

· streamline the process for having contribution agreements approved; and 

· consider ways to lower administrative costs, especially reducing FTEs while keeping the program’s regional presence.

Although FTE data were estimated by each region for the EcoAction program, there appears to be little relation between the number of FTEs and the number of applications received/approved per region.  As shown in Table 4-10 above, the ratio of staff per application ranged considerably from 1:30 in the Québec region to 1:10 in Prairie and Northern region.  Although differences may be due in part to potential inaccuracies in reporting estimates for the number of FTEs per region (regions provided an estimate for EcoAction FTEs), the wide differences in these ratios across regions suggest that other factors are at play.  Further examination would improve the program’s understanding of the roles and responsibilities of regional staff and any regional differences that may exist .

4.3.4 Summary: Cost Effectiveness

The cost effectiveness of the EcoAction program was difficult to assess because accurate program expenditures (both operating and salary) are difficult to determine and because of limitations in measuring achieved outcomes. As a result, cost effectiveness was examined indirectly by assessing the efficiency of the EcoAction program.  Findings indicate that, while the program’s design necessitates high administrative costs, EcoAction is not being delivered as cost efficiently as possible and some improvements may be made.
· Value for Federal Dollars Spent: Projects funded through EcoAction provided value for money by leveraging $2.26 on average from community partners for every dollar contributed by the program, exceeding the program’s minimum requirement that projects obtain at least 50% of their funding from other sources. For every contribution dollar, $0.39 is spent on salaries and O&M for the program, which is higher relative to comparable funding programs but closely aligned with the ratio anticipated in the design of the EcoAction program.  While the program was designed to have a large number of FTEs to accommodate its emphasis on client service, this leads to a large cost per application submitted as well as per project funded.   
· Avoiding Duplication: While they were aware of similar funding programs, interviewees felt that EcoAction did not duplicate these programs.  Program staff report that, unlike other programs, EcoAction’s general priorities and flexibility allow for funding a wider range of projects compared to other, more targeted funding programs with more restrictive eligibility criteria.  In this way, EcoAction provides funding opportunities that may not be available for some community groups otherwise.  By implementing the requirement for leveraged funding from partners, EcoAction provides a complementary source of financial and in-kind support for community organizations that may require additional resources to carry out their projects.  For example, EcoAction covers a variety of expenses, such as human resource costs that may not be allowed under the funding criteria of the partner organization.    

· Improvements to Cost Efficiency: Overall, interviewees felt that EcoAction funds are being used efficiently and effectively as a result of reporting requirements and project evaluation processes currently in place to ensure accountability.  However, suggestions were provided for improving the cost efficiency of the program, including streamlining processes for approving applications and considering ways to lower administrative costs. 
4.4 Design and Delivery

Although the EcoAction program has been in place for a number of years, the design and delivery of the program were also examined in the course of the evaluation. The following assessments were made: 

· To what extent are various target groups satisfied with the program and the changes to the program?

· How effective is the governance structure?

· Are the performance data collected against program activities/outcomes? If so, is collected information used to inform senior management /decision makers?

· What changes could be made to improve the performance and likelihood of success for the EcoAction program?

· What are the best practices and lessons learned from this program?

	Evaluation Issue 4: Design and Delivery

	Overall Findings: 

Target groups for EcoAction report generally that they are satisfied with the program.  However, delays in the approval process and the ease of use and understanding of the forms and tools for application were identified as areas for improvement among clients.  Program staff report confusion about the decision-making processes within the program, particularly on the role of the NCU.  As well, improvements in program monitoring activities, such as improving the accuracy, reliability and completeness of MIS data and reducing the number of indicators for measuring project results, would help to demonstrate program outcomes.



4.4.1 Satisfaction with Program

	Evaluation Issue:            Design and Delivery 
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	10. To what extent are various target groups satisfied with the program and the changes to the program?
	· Satisfaction of various target groups
	· Document / File Review

· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
· Survey of Non-Funded Applicants
	Progress Made, Attention Needed


EcoAction clients are generally satisfied with the program.  When asked overall how satisfied or dissatisfied they are with the program, 64% of survey respondents rated the program on a 5-point scale from 4 ‘satisfied’ or 5 ‘very satisfied’. In the next sub-sections, evaluation findings on satisfaction with the program will be presented as follows:

a) Application support;

b) Application review; and

c) Application form and tools, and services received.

a) Application Support

The 2002 and 2008 survey data indicate that 75% or more of funded applicants have contacted the EcoAction office to discuss their project idea prior to submitting an application.  Similarly, the survey of non-funded applicants shows that 73% of those who did not receive funding also contacted the EcoAction office prior to submitting an application.  This means that, with an average of 424 applications made during the scope of this evaluation, an average of approximately 318 contacts were made with EcoAction program officers per year.

Of those who contacted the EcoAction office, approximately half (56% of funded applicants and 50% of non-funded applicants) had done so more than a month before the deadline, regardless of the success of the application.  As a result of contacting the EcoAction office, about 80% of applicants were required to modify their application.  Non-funded applicants were likely to make more changes to their project than funded applicants (score of 2.71 vs. 2.34 on a 5-point scale, respectively, where 1 denotes no modifications to the application and 5 denotes significant modifications).   
Respondents who contacted the EcoAction office were asked to rate on a 5-point scale the helpfulness of the assistance they received when completing the funding application (see Figure 4-11).  The results show that a higher percentage of funded applicants report that the services received at the EcoAction office were helpful or very helpful compared to non-funded applicants across all areas of service provided.  
Figure 4-11:
Level of Helpfulness of Services Received at the EcoAction Office
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These differences in responses may be explained by different factors.  For one, non-funded applicants may feel that, had they received better services, their application would have been funded or they may be disgruntled over the rejection of their application in general. Therefore, they may be more likely to give a lower rating than funded applicants. 
Additionally, data collection for this question differed slightly. The survey of funded applicants was programmed so that respondents only rated services they had identified while non-funded applicants were asked to rate all services, with an option for selecting ‘don’t know / not applicable’ for services they had not received or could not rate.  This difference in how the question was programmed in the online surveys was noted after the fact.  Non-funded applicants thus had the opportunity to rate any of the services that they could have received while funded applicants had the opportunity to rate only those services that they had previously identified.  As a result, the percentages of non-funded applicants who reported that the services were helpful or very helpful may be over-estimated since they could have reported on services they may not have received in the first place.  Because these percentages are lower than those for funded applicants across all categories, this further accentuates the difference between funded and non-funded applicants.  
b) Application Review

Previously, the EcoAction program used a three-stage selection process that included an administrative review by regional staff, a technical review by experts from Environment Canada, other government departments, and other levels of governments, and a final review conducted by regional Public Advisory Committees (PAC). The program also held two funding rounds per year, with deadlines for submitting proposals in February and in October.

In January 2008, the selection process of the EcoAction program was modified through the dismantlement of the PAC. While the process continues to use a three-stage selection process, the process now includes an administrative review by staff in the region where the proposal was submitted, a technical review by experts from Environment Canada, other government departments, and other levels of government, and a final review by a Review Committee composed of staff from NCU and the regions. Final funding decisions for projects are made by Regional Directors General from the regions where the application was submitted. The program has also moved to one funding round per year. The new deadline for submission of proposals is November 1 of each year. 

Although moving the single deadline to November may have administrative benefits, applicants have consistently submitted more proposals in February.  Each year, 264 proposals were submitted in February/March on average compared to 140 proposals submitted in October.  Similarly, survey respondents indicated a preference for submitting proposals during the fall/winter months (December to February) when asked what month they would prefer to submit a future application (see Figure 4-12), while keeping in mind that the program requires at least three months to make a final decision on an application.  Months most commonly preferred were: December (15% of survey respondents), November (14%), January (13%), and October (12%). 

Figure 4-12:
Preferred Month to Submit Future EcoAction Funding Applications
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This is in line with findings from interviews with funded applicants and program staff: most projects are designed to take place during the spring/summer and to wrap up in the fall months.  Late fall/winter is therefore a generally preferred time period for developing proposals.

Further, funded applicants were asked to what extent they felt that their application was reviewed in a timely manner, using a 5-point scale. Responses were mixed, with about half (49%) of funded applicants agreeing that the review was timely and about one-third (32%) disagreeing.  The survey of non-funded applicants show similar results compared to funded applicants on the timeliness of application review.  
Figure 4-13:
Extent to which the Application was Reviewed in a Timely Manner
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Funded applicants who did not feel their application was reviewed in a timely manner (i.e., gave a rating of ‘3’ or less) were asked to comment on the extent to which delays had a negative impact on the timing of their project.  The response scale for this question was based on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 ‘not at all’ through 5 ‘a great deal’. More than half of respondents (53%) selected ‘4’ or ‘5’, suggesting that delays in reviewing applications had a negative impact on the timing of their projects.

A review of program documents reveals that the application review process experienced some delays over the last few years.  According to the EcoAction Workplan 2006–2007, approved projects for February 2006 funding were announced in July 2006.  Similarly, approval for projects received and reviewed in November 2006 occurred in April 2007, with successful applicants being contacted at the beginning of May 2007.  This indicates that funding for projects was delayed by five or six months.  Some of these delays were the result of factors external to the program, such as the department allocations process. Some interviewees, however, noted that while regions were able to maintain a good turnaround for processing applications, delays occurred at the final stages of the application process.

Delays in the departmental financial approval process were cited by all program staff and other interviewees as a barrier impeding the ability of projects to achieve their objectives. Interviewees felt that funding delays have resulted in groups that are:

· unable to begin their projects;

· eliminating activities from their programs;

· forced to lay off staff; and

· unwilling to reapply to EcoAction for future funding.

c) Application Form and Tools, and Services Received

Survey respondents were asked to rate how easy it was to understand EcoAction forms and tools.  Overall, over half of the funded applicants agreed that the eligibility criteria and application guide were easy to understand (67% and 53%, respectively) while less than half of non-funded applicants report that they were easy to understand (46% for both tools).  As well, less than 45% of both funded and non-funded applicants report that the application forms were easy to complete and that the EcoAction website was easy to navigate.  Of the funded applicants, 39% report that the reporting forms were easy to use.  These survey findings suggest that applicants, both funded and non-funded, have some difficulty understanding and using the forms and tools for application to EcoAction funding.  
Table 4-14:
Evaluation of Application Form and Tools

	Statement
	Funded
	Non-funded

	
	Agree
(4-5)
	(3)
	Disagree
(1-2)
	Agree
(4-5)
	(3)
	Disagree
(1-2)

	The eligibility criteria were easy to understand
	67%
	23%
	7%
	46%
	27%
	25%

	The application guide was easy to understand
	53%
	27%
	13%
	46%
	31%
	21%

	The application forms were easy to complete
	40%
	36%
	21%
	40%
	29%
	30%

	The reporting forms were easy to use
	39%
	26%
	31%
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	The EcoAction website was easy to navigate
	44%
	29%
	13%
	41%
	31%
	16%

	Note: ‘Don’t know /Not Applicable’, which ranged from 1% to 14% of respondents, are not shown in the table.

n =126 (2008 survey of funded applicants, Q22 a, b, d, e, h)

n = 154 (2008 survey of non-funded applicants, QC5a, b, d, e)


Overall, however, interviewed program staff were satisfied with the application form and the support provided to applicants. The application form appears to have recently undergone significant improvements and interviewees felt strongly that program staff provide a high level of support to groups throughout the application process. That said, the most commonly cited suggestion for improvement in this area was the creation of an on-line application form directly linked with the MIS.  Further suggestions included providing groups applying for funding with more direction around how to create work plans and communication strategies, as well as providing groups with tools for measuring results in order to increase consistency across applications.

EcoAction applicants who received funding were more impressed by the overall level of service they received from project officers than those who did not receive funding (average of 4.30 compared to 3.18 on a five-point scale). However, this could be due to the fact that funded applicants have developed a relationship with program staff throughout the course of the project and non-funded applicants may be more likely to be dissatisfied with the program altogether. Non-funded applicants may also express greater disappointment if they received support from EcoAction staff when preparing their application, only to have their request declined.
4.4.2 Effectiveness of the Governance Structure 

	Evaluation Issue:            Design and Delivery 
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	11. How effective is the governance structure?
	· Extent to which the governance structure has worked effectively
· Identified suggestions for improvement to the governance structure

· Extent to which the program demonstrated principles of good governance (i.e.,  participatory, transparent, responsive, consensus-oriented, equitable and inclusive, effective and efficient, accountable)
	· Document / File Review

· KI Interviews
	Progress Made, Attention Needed


The evaluation focused on determining to what extent staff understood their roles and responsibilities and the overall governance structure of the EcoAction program, and how effective they believed the governance structure to be.  
As described in the section on Roles and Responsibilities (Section 2.2), a number of entities are involved in the delivery of the EcoAction program.  EcoAction offices in the regions provide a regional presence while the NCU provides management and support in design, planning and reporting to the Minister’s Office. The combination of this strong regional identity with the national component requires a certain level of coordination and cooperation as well as clearly defined roles and responsibilities across the program.

Overall, program staff felt that the program adhered to practices for good management.  They felt that the program was:

· Participatory (i.e., allowed for a range of voices in decision making): The majority of interviewees felt that the EcoAction program is participatory and that the evaluation process allows for input from many sources.
· Transparent (i.e., built on a free-flow of information): Most of the program staff interviewed felt that there is generally a free flow of information within the EcoAction program, though the transparency of some decisions made by NCU and/or the Minister’s Office was brought into question. This lack of transparency made it difficult for regional personnel to support program applicants as they were unsure of the decision-making criteria employed. 
· Consensus-oriented (i.e., different interests were mediated to reach a broad consensus on what was the general interest): The majority of interviewed program staff felt that the EcoAction program is consensus-oriented as the interests of many parties are considered in all decisions. 
· Equitable and inclusive (i.e., stakeholders did not feel excluded from governance / decision making): Generally, the EcoAction program was seen as equitable and inclusive, though some concern was raised by interviewed staff that regional offices and community-level partners are excluded from decision making with the elimination of the Public Advisory Committees.
· Effective and efficient (i.e., processes produced results that met needs while making the best use of resources): Overall, interviewed program staff felt that the program uses resources effectively and efficiently, though some concern was raised that some processes could be further streamlined (e.g., decision making, duplication between programs/offices.)
· Accountable (i.e., for its decisions and actions): Interviewed program staff reported feeling the EcoAction program is highly accountable for its financial resources. They felt that accountability around decision making could be improved, however.

Most program staff felt that the EcoAction program failed to demonstrate good governance in terms of responsiveness in that program staff were unable to respond to stakeholders and organizations in a reasonable time frame.  For example, delays in the approval process for project deliverables by community groups used to be 12 weeks to accommodate the internal procedures involved in moving the application through the system within the Department.  These delays are now estimated to be 6 to 8 months.  

Program staff who were interviewed also felt that decisions made at the NCU did not always reflect the reality of what is going on in the field.  Some expressed concern over decisions made within the NCU and/or the Minister’s office that were contrary to regional office recommendations.  Some interviewed program staff were disappointed with what they saw as a shift to national decision making and felt that the regional offices should be able to provide input and advice in the process.

Interviewed staff felt that regional staff roles were clearer than the role of the NCU, particularly since the changes made in 2006 when the program’s structure was moved to a Result Management Structure (RMS).  Prior to this shift, the program was managed by a traditional management structure in which the regions were responsible for managing their own regional funding envelope and the NCU provided support through additional capacity, tools and networking.  As a consequence of this change to the RMS, approval for EcoAction projects moved from Regional Directors General (RDG) to Outcome Project Groupings (OPG) leads based on recommendations from regional managers and Public Advisory Committees (PAC). The Outcome Project Plan (OPP) lead signed for approval for project funding instead of the appropriate Regional Director. This governance structure has since moved back to the line organization approvals (or traditional structure), returning delegated signing authorities for EcoAction projects to RDGs.  Given these shifts in responsibilities and management structure over time, program staff point to a sense of uncertainty around who is responsible for decision making and what the role of the NCU is or should be.  

These findings suggest that the assessment of decision-making processes and roles and responsibilities of staff at NCU and in the regions would be beneficial for the program. 
4.4.3 Performance Monitoring

	Evaluation Issue:            Design and Delivery 
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	12. Is the performance data collected against program activities/outcomes? If so, is collected information used to inform senior management / decision makers?
	· Presence of populated performance data system

· Decisions based on performance information
	· Document / File Review

· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys

· Analysis of MIS Data
	Little Progress, Priority for Action


Performance monitoring activities are designed to ensure that the program is accountable for its decisions and actions.  Both funded applicants and program staff have a responsibility to demonstrate accountability through project and program monitoring.  For the EcoAction program, the Management Information System (MIS) is the main repository of centralized information on projects.  The MIS, however, does not provide accurate, reliable or complete data because it is not updated regularly and data on projects are missing.  This has a serious impact on the program’s ability to demonstrate its performance story as well as to inform decision making.  
The following two subsections describe how EcoAction projects and the program itself are monitored.

a) Project Monitoring

Funded applicants are responsible for demonstrating that the funding received is used appropriately. Funded applicants are required to submit quarterly progress and financial reports, to produce a final report that includes a final financial report, a detailed financial summary and a project evaluation document. In addition, projects that receive funding of more than $25,000 are required to submit independently audited financial statements. Program staff may also conduct site visits to ensure that the funds are used appropriately, although the frequency and regularity of these visits vary between regions due to logistics and costs.

Interviewed program staff were asked if these practices were insufficient, sufficient or overly burdensome to successful applicants. In general, those interviewed qualified the practices as sufficient to overly burdensome. Those who felt that the practices were sufficient cited the program’s accountability to the public as the primary reason for the current monitoring level. In addition, these interviewees felt that quarterly monitoring helped ensure that projects stay on track. Similarly, interviewed funded applicants also stated that the requirements were appropriate and important to ensure accountability.

Most interviewees, however, also felt that groups, especially smaller ones, lacked the resources and experience to fulfil the necessary reporting requirements. The most difficult aspect of reporting for groups related to the financial components. EcoAction staff reported that they are spending time helping groups complete these requirements. Auditing requirements were also found to be overly burdensome, especially for smaller projects. Program staff suggested changing the auditing requirement to projects that receive an amount greater than $50,000 as they felt that audit costs (approximated at $6,000
) represent a significant proportion of the money received.

These issues were also raised in the survey of funded applicants. In an open-ended question, funded applicants were asked what, if anything, should be done to improve the program. Of those who responded, 37% mentioned reducing the frequency and complexity of the reporting requirements; 7% reducing the requirement to measure outcomes; and 5% revising or eliminating the auditing process.

Finally, one monitoring issue that was mentioned in the 2000 Review of EcoAction and that does not appear to have been addressed is the lack of information on what happens to projects once EcoAction funding ceases.  While the program encourages organizations to build self-sustaining projects, little follow up is undertaken aside from asking applicants if the project would continue.  Program staff feel that the program is progressing towards the achievement of its ultimate outcomes but there are limited data available to support these observations.  Given the longevity of the EcoAction program, it is in a good position to provide stronger evidence on the longer-term impacts of its funding initiatives.
b) Program Monitoring

Program staff are responsible for demonstrating that the program is being administered appropriately and achieving its intended outcomes. This is primarily achieved though the delivery of the program and the recording of information in the MIS.

Interviewed program staff were asked to describe and comment on the current performance monitoring strategy.  Most program staff felt that the measurement strategy adequately addressed program needs. However, concern was raised that more information was gathered than was actually being used. There seemed to be considerably uncertainty around whether much of the data were used at all by program staff. This suggests that there may be a disconnect between those who are responsible for collecting the data and those who use it, and this disconnect may be one of the reasons why there is inconsistency in updating and maintaining the information in the MIS.  The lack of understanding on how the information is used may reduce the care with which the same information is maintained.  Regardless of the cause, the most accurate source for project information appears to be through contacting the regions as a result of the lack of regularity with which the MIS is updated.  This limits the ability of the NCU in accessing program information quickly and efficiently. Furthermore, it affects the extent to which the program can be evaluated in an efficient and accurate manner.

As well, findings indicate that there are a large number of indicators which were selected by projects but for which no results were reported. (Refer to Annex 3 for findings for all indicators.)  The MIS collects project goals and outcomes related to up to 56 social, economic and environment indicators, some of which also include sub-indicators.  Of the 486 completed projects, 268 (55.1%) selected at least one indicator, with 69% of these projects selecting between five and eleven indicators.  For 218 (44.8%) completed projects, there were no indicator data although some of these projects had general comments on file regarding results.  This suggests that the number and level of details of the program indicators may not lend themselves well to community groups.  Moreover, while indicators were selected for some projects, not all projects had results reported in the MIS.  In fact, 39 of the 56 indicators had results for 25 projects or less. This means that no single indicator is representative of all EcoAction projects and that most indicators reflect one-twentieth of completed projects.  

Overall, there were five indicators for which there was no missing data, meaning that all those funded applicants who said that they would measure this particular indicator at the outset of the project did in fact report on the indicator at the completion of the project: vehicles tested, tune-ups and emissions clinics, conversion of gardens from chemical to natural techniques, riparian habitat or ecosystem created or restored, and removal of dump sites posing a danger to ecosystems. All but one of these indicators involved counting concrete elements (vehicles, clinics, gardens, sites). Other indicators that measured similar elements (volunteers, partnerships, structures, visits) also had fewer missing results. This means that it is likely easier to assess the outcomes of a project if these outcomes can be easily counted, such as the number of vehicles tested. Other outcomes are more difficult to evaluate, such as those measured by kilograms or litres, unit/100ml of water, or tonnes (e.g., tonnes of reduced GHG emissions).

Another suggestion arising from some of the interviews with informants was to provide groups with tools for assessing project results in order to increase consistency across reporting. This suggests that, in measuring project outcomes for MIS indicators, it is possible that different projects use different strategies or different baselines. For example, a number of projects may have included reducing car idling as an objective. To assess the amount of GHG emissions that was reduced by turning the ignition off, projects need to know, among other elements, the amount of GHG produced by minutes of idling. If different projects use different standards, the overall data are skewed.
4.4.4 Program Strengths, Weaknesses and Best Practices

	Evaluation Issue:            Design and Delivery 
	Indicator(s)
	Methods
	Rating

	13. What are the best practices and lessons learned from this program?
	· Identified strengths and weaknesses

· Identified lessons learned and best practices

· Factors that contribute to or detract from the achievement of results
	· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
	N/A


a) Fundamental Strengths and Weaknesses

Interviewed program staff were asked if there were any fundamental weaknesses in the design or delivery of the program, and what were its strengths.

Interviewees cited the following as strengths of the EcoAction program. The program, in their opinion:

· is highly accountable for its use of resources; 

· is held up as a model for community-based funding by other funding programs within the government;

· provides funding that is accessible to a broad range of groups of different sizes with varying agendas;

· is responsive and flexible to governmental and environmental priorities;

· is regionally delivered, which means the needs of individual communities are factored into decision making; and 

· has highly dedicated staff that are committed to supporting community groups and their projects.

The following were cited as fundamental weaknesses of the EcoAction program by interviewees:

· Length of time taken to approve applications for funding and the timing of the application deadline. This significantly limits the ability of groups to get their projects started and results in the elimination of activities and staff lay offs. Furthermore, interviewees feel that groups are increasingly unwilling to apply for EcoAction funding in the future;

· Lack of clarity around who is ultimately responsible for final decisions around which projects receive funding;

· Funding distributed across the five regions means that some better quality projects are not receiving funding if competition is greater within their specific region; and

· Type of projects selected for funding is dependent on what is being proposed by community groups. EcoAction could have a greater say in the types of projects to be funded by setting clearer direction and priorities.
b) Best Practices

Interviewees were invited to share any best practices or lessons learned related to the EcoAction program. The following were mentioned by interviewees:

· A distinguishing characteristic of the EcoAction program is the significant attention paid to client support. Regional staff spend considerable time supporting clients with proposal development, reporting and project completion;
· The money provided to groups is leveraged at the community level;
· The EcoAction program is seen as highly adaptable. The goals of the program shift with changing governmental and environmental priorities;
· Information sharing between regional offices is seen as a strength of the EcoAction program; and 
· The process to review community group proposals is seen as encouraging a great deal of stakeholder input and resulting in considerable accountability. 
In a similar fashion, client survey respondents were asked to identify, in addition to funding, the top three services offered by the EcoAction program that are most useful to their organization or project. The results are displayed in Figure 4-15.

Figure 4-15: Most Useful Services Offered by EcoAction to Organizations/Projects
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Providing knowledge, expertise, information, tools and advice was selected by 62% of respondents, followed by encouraging innovative project ideas (41%). Other services were selected by one-in-four or fewer respondents. This provides evidence of the usefulness and quality of the services delivered by program staff.

4.4.5 Summary: Design and Delivery

It should be noted that this evaluation was a summative (impact) evaluation and only limited analysis was undertaken with respect to design or delivery issues.

· Client Satisfaction with the Program: EcoAction clients were generally satisfied with the program and services received. Areas where applicants were less satisfied included the time taken to review applications and the ease of understanding of various forms and tools.  More specifically:

· Less than half (49%) of funded applicants agreed while 20% disagreed that their application review was timely. Non-funded applicants reported similar responses to that of funded applicants. These findings point to the existence of delays in the review process for EcoAction applications.  Delays in the departmental financial approval process were also identified by program staff and other interviewees as a barrier to the achievement of objectives by funded projects;

· Overall, a higher percentage of funded applicants compared to non-funded applicants found program staff to be helpful or very helpful during the application process.  For example, 83% of funded applicants report that program staff were helpful or very helpful in determining the eligibility criteria of their projects while 59% of non-funded applicants found them helpful.  Similarly, 76% of funded applicants reported that program staff were helpful in completing the application properly compared to 53% of non-funded applicants;

· Findings indicate that both funded and non-funded applicants find some of the application forms and tools difficult to understand. A higher percentage of funded applicants found both the eligibility criteria (67%) and the application guide (53%) easy to understand compared to non-funded applicants (46% for both eligibility criteria and application guide).  However, less than 45% of both funded and non-funded applicants report that the application forms were easy to complete and that the EcoAction website was easy to navigate.
· Effectiveness of the Governance Structure: Changes in the management structure of the program in the last few years have led to confusion in terms of who holds the power over decision making and over which decisions.  This lack of clarity was expressed by interviewed program staff, both within the regions and the National Coordination Unit (NCU).  Overall, program staff felt that the program adhered to many of the practices of good management.  For example, interviewees felt that the EcoAction program is participatory, allowing for input from many voices, that it is transparent through a free-flow of information, that it uses its resources effectively and efficiently and that it is highly accountable for its financial resources.

· Performance Monitoring: Evaluation findings indicate that project monitoring practices are sufficient to ensure accountability for the money awarded. Program monitoring activities, however, could be improved. Program data recorded in the MIS were not up to date. Additionally, the lack of common measurement tools and the large number of indicators that were identified by projects but for which no data were collected suggest that the program’s social, economic, and environmental indicators may not be the most appropriate ones for collecting reliable, measurable results.  

5.0 CONCLUSIONS

The evaluation of the EcoAction Community Funding Program focused on the fiscal years 2004–05 to 2008–09 and examined program relevance, success, cost effectiveness, design and delivery.  Overall, the EcoAction program is perceived by both funded and non-funded applicants as well as interview participants as a valuable source of support for community-based environmental projects.  However, the evaluation was most affected by out-of-date program data in the MIS and the limited data available on each of the program’s indicators.  This lack of accurate and timely data affects the ability to show program results and the achievement of outcomes.

a) Relevance
Evaluation findings indicate that the role of the federal government in participating in environmental protection and restoration is aligned with federal priorities.  The implementation of the federal government’s environmental agenda and the delivery of the EcoAction program are led by Environment Canada, which is the appropriate federal department for this role given its mandate to preserve and enhance the quality of the natural environment.

Evaluation findings also indicate that the funding provided through the EcoAction program was critical to the undertaking of roughly three-quarters of the proposed projects, both in the opinion of those who received funding and those who did not.  This indicates that this program addresses financial need among community-based groups to assist in the implementation of their projects.  The need for the program is also reflected in the consistent response to funding competitions held every year.
b) Success

The program has been successful in reaching its intended target groups. As the program has a strong environmental focus, the majority of applications are led by environmental groups.  While key informants believe that outreach activities could be improved, this is not required to allocate project funding given the constant and high response to funding competitions.
Those involved in the program believe that it has also progressed towards its intended outcomes.  Outcomes were examined under three themes: building community capacity, leveraging in-kind and monetary support, and creating positive results for the environment.  Funded projects reported positive results in all areas and program staff feel that the program is on its way to achieving its ultimate outcomes of creating healthier and more sustainable communities and encouraging individual Canadians to make more responsible environmental decisions.  

Performance information on project results, however, is limited in demonstrating whether or not immediate, intermediate and ultimate outcomes were achieved.  The number of funded projects that focused on each of the project results recorded in the MIS is too small to provide a valid measure of achievement of intended results.  Part of the problem is that the results are not always recorded or updated in the MIS, which affects the ability of the program to tell its performance story.  As well, there is little hard data available to identify the longer-term impacts of sustainable projects despite findings that point to the longevity of a majority of funded EcoAction projects.
c) Cost Effectiveness

The cost effectiveness of the EcoAction program was difficult to assess due to limitations in obtaining accurate program expenditures and in measuring achieved outcomes.  Consequently, cost effectiveness was examined indirectly by assessing program efficiency.  Findings indicate that EcoAction is not being delivered as cost efficiently as possible and some improvements may be made.  Compared to similar Environment Canada funding programs, the administrative costs ratio for the program is high at $0.39 spent in salaries and O&M for every contribution dollar, as per estimates in its initial program design.  Program documents show that EcoAction’s emphasis on a client-centred, grassroots approach requires a focus on providing client support to funding applicants, which necessitates higher overhead expenses.  Projects funded through EcoAction provided value for money by leveraging $2.26 on average from community partners for every dollar contributed by the program, exceeding the program’s minimum requirement that projects obtain at least 50% of their funding from other sources. Elements that distinguish EcoAction from other funding programs include its flexibility in funding a wider range of projects depending on departmental and regional priorities and its focus on client support.  Overall, interviewees felt that EcoAction funds are being used efficiently and effectively as a result of reporting requirements and project evaluation processes currently in place to ensure accountability.  Suggestions for improving the cost efficiency of the program include encouraging longer, multi-year projects, streamlining processes for approving applications and considering ways to lower administrative costs.
d) Design and Delivery
EcoAction clients were generally satisfied with the program and services received, although applicants report less satisfaction with the timeliness by which applications are reviewed and the ease of understanding of various forms and tools.  
Changes in the management structure of the program in the last few years have led to confusion in terms of who holds decision-making power and over which decisions. This lack of clarity was expressed by interviewed program staff, both within the regions and the NCU.  Overall, however, program staff felt that the program adhered to many of the principles of good governance such as allowing input from many voices (participatory), allowing a free-flow of information (transparency) and mediating to reach broad agreement on different interests (consensus-oriented).  
Evaluation findings indicate that practices for monitoring project finances are sufficient to ensure accountability for the money awarded.  Activities to monitor project results, however, could be improved.  Program data recorded in the MIS were not up-to-date or were missing.  As well, projects identified a large number of social, economic and environmental indicators to measure their project results for which no data were available.  Improving these performance measures would help to improve the program’s ability to tell its performance story.  
6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

The following three recommendations are based on the evaluation findings and conclusions.

RECOMMENDATION #1: It is recommended that program forms and tools be improved to make them easier to understand and to use.

Evaluation findings show that, while clients were satisfied with the services received by EcoAction staff, they were less satisfied with the ease of understanding of program forms and tools.  In particular, funding applicants noted difficulties navigating the EcoAction website, understanding the application guide and eligibility criteria as well completing the application form.  Funded applicants also identified difficulties completing reporting forms used to monitor their projects.  

RECOMMENDATION #2: It is recommended that roles, responsibilities and processes be examined to identify opportunities for clarification and increased efficiencies.  
The EcoAction program was designed to fund projects at the community level with an emphasis on client service and this contributes to its higher administrative costs.  The identification of best practices, particularly in the regions, and areas where streamlining the delivery process might be possible could help to improve the overall efficiency of the program.  As well, the evaluation identified some uncertainty among program staff around roles and responsibilities in the decision-making process, especially regarding the role of the NCU in relation to the regions.  A clarification of the roles and responsibilities around current decision-making and accountability processes would help to ensure a common understanding and contribute to enhanced program delivery.      

RECOMMENDATION #3: It is recommended that current processes for defining environmental indicators for projects and for measuring, recording and using performance information be assessed to improve the ability of the program to demonstrate its results. 
It is difficult to capture the full performance story of the program because the performance measures and the processes for capturing these measures are weak.  The EcoAction program currently uses 56 different indicators to measure results for projects, which are too numerous and diverse to add much understanding on the achievement of program outcomes.  The difficulty in demonstrating program performance is further impeded by the way in which the data are gathered and recorded: the MIS, the central housing system for project information, is infrequently updated and data are missing on key project elements that would support the performance story.  In addition, relatively little is known about projects that continue after EcoAction funding ends, other than information from a few survey questions and some references in final reports submitted at project-end, despite the fact that one of the aims of the program is to encourage organizations to build sustainable projects.  Added together, these issues ultimately affect the program’s ability to demonstrate the longer-term impacts and benefits of funding sustainable community projects.  

7.0 MANAGEMENT RESPONSE

The ES Board agrees with these three recommendations.

The EcoAction Community Funding Program is one of Environment Canada’s twelve Community Action Programs for the Environment (CAPE).  In Fall 2007, the CAPE Optimization initiative was initiated to respond to recommendations of the Independent Blue Ribbon Panel on Grant and Contribution (G&C) Programs, which focused on simplifying and streamlining the administration of federal G&C.  Various activities that are already under way, or will be initiated as part of our Optimization Initiative and Environment Canada’s new Action Plan for G&C Reform, will support the EcoAction Community Funding Program in responding to the recommendations of this evaluation.  Specifically, these initiatives involve:

· developing a Web portal to improve client service by offering a one-window entry point for community funding programs; 

· conducting a business process analysis of   community funding programs that will lead to the development of common administrative tools and approaches to achieve efficiencies and consistent program delivery; 

· developing an online application and information management system resulting in greater program efficiencies, greater ability to report collectively on the results of the community funding programs, and improved service to Canadians, and; 

· implementing a risk assessment strategy.  

It is important to note that the scope and timelines of the commitments in relation to the Optimization Initiative and the Departmental Action Plan for G&C Reform are outside of the program’s control. 

The program acknowledges that the EcoAction website is difficult to access from the Environment Canada homepage.  The one-window approach of the CAPE web portal, under the Optimization Initiative, will make it easier to find the EcoAction website and will also provide common tools and resources to assist funding applicants.  To address funding applicants’ difficulties in understanding the project eligibility criteria, the program will provide a more complete list of eligible and ineligible project activities that will allow for greater program transparency and clarity.  Significant improvements were made to the program forms and tools in 2008, based on clients’ feedback and input.  The Evaluation findings, which are based on the 2008 survey of EcoAction funding recipients, may not accurately reflect these changes since they were implemented afterwards.  However, there is room for improvement and further steps will be taken to make the EcoAction website and program information easy to use and understand. 
EcoAction is a national funding program delivered through Environment Canada’s five regional offices.  The national coordination unit is located in the National Capital Region (NCR).  We agree that we need more clearly defined roles and responsibilities for the various members of the program team and clear processes to ensure national consistency in the delivery of the program.  The program currently holds monthly management team and project officer conference calls, and has ad hoc working groups, to provide the opportunity to discuss and take action on delivery processes and best practices.  All program delivery modifications are reviewed and considered by the management team and when appropriate, integrated into the program Operational Guidelines.  

The roles and responsibilities around decision making have shifted significantly in the Department over the past few years from the traditional organizational structure to the more recent results-management structure.  This caused a great deal of confusion for program managers and staff during the period covered by this evaluation.  These shifts in departmental organizational structure have created a sense of uncertainty around the role of the National Coordination Unit (NCU) and about who is responsible for decision making.  As the Department is now shifting back to the traditional organizational structure, authority for project funding approvals has gone back to the responsible Regional Directors General.  Program management and design decisions remain a collaborative process involving regional participation and NCU.  

EcoAction delivers on a wide range of environmental issues that relate to the four key priorities of the Department: climate change, clean air, clean water and nature.  EcoAction projects also result in social, economic and capacity building benefits to communities.  Thus, since 1995, an extensive list of indicators has been developed.  The program acknowledges that this list needs to be reduced, focusing on those indicators most relevant to program outcomes and departmental reporting priorities and performance.  In addition, EcoAction’s Management Information System (MIS) has been in place since 1998 and has served the program well to capture project information, automate administration processes, and provide detailed reports.  However, we recognize that there are inconsistencies in how the data are inputted and uncertainty surrounding possible future expansion of the database to accommodate new needs and pressures.  A national MIS working group has been established to assess our current data management process.   

The program commits to the following actions in response to the three recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION #1: It is recommended that program forms and tools be improved to make them easier to understand and to use.

	  DATE 
	ITEM

	March 2010
	· Review and update the web content and architecture of the EcoAction website to improve navigation and incorporate Government of Canada common look and feel requirements;

· Publish a detailed list of eligible and ineligible projects for potential funding recipients;

· Participate in the business process analysis that is part of the Optimization Initiative to determine best practices and streamline and standardize forms and tools used by the program.

	March 2011
	· Implement appropriate reporting tool and requirements for funded projects as determined by the departmental G&C risk assessment strategy developed as part of the Departmental Action Plan for G&C Reform. 

	March 2012
	· Adopt the departmental online application and information management system, which will enhance client service and facilitate application, monitoring and reporting processes for both clients and program staff.


RECOMMENDATION #2: It is recommended that roles, responsibilities and processes be examined to identify opportunities for clarification and increased efficiencies.  
	DATE 
	ITEM

	March 2010
	· Based on a review of how the information is shared, how decisions are made and required approvals, define roles and responsibilities at all levels of the program around decision making and accountability;

· Develop service standards and update Operational Guidelines to better streamline the delivery process overall.

	March 2012
	· Adopt the online application and information management system stated above, which will also contribute to the reduction of administrative burden on client and staff, increase efficiencies in program delivery.


RECOMMENDATION #3: It is recommended that current processes for defining environmental indicators for projects and for measuring, recording and using performance information be assessed to improve the ability of the program to demonstrate its results. 

	DATE 
	ITEM

	March 2010
	· Reduce the number of project indicators by selecting those that are most relevant to program objectives and departmental outcomes, and align them with indicators included in the Performance Measurement Framework (PMF) that accompanies the Program Activity Architecture (PAA) 2010-11;

· Develop a user guide to improve consistency of data entry in the program’s MIS;

· Provide training to all program staff on the use of the MIS.

	March 2011
	· Establish a verification process to follow-up after project completion so as to provide feedback to the program on the longer-term impacts, benefits, and overall sustainability of community projects;

· Integrate lessons learned and best practices from the review of completed projects into EcoAction’s application review and decision-making processes.

	March 2012
	· Provide measurement tools to clients to facilitate reporting on results.  The program will conduct a review of the existing departmental measurement tools.  If required, EcoAction will seek departmental expertise to develop appropriate tools;

· Continue to conduct a client survey every four years (offset between program evaluations).


Contact person: EcoAction National Manager

Annex 1
Evaluation Issues and Questions 
as per
Work Plan (05/11/08)

	Evaluation Issue
	Indicators
	Data Sources

	RELEVANCE: Does the program remain consistent with and contribute to the federal government priorities and address actual needs?

	1. Is there a legitimate and necessary role for government in this program area or activity?
	· Demonstration of mandate that is aligned with a public good

· Appropriate level of government is involved

· Brokers inter/intra-governmental relations (F/P/T and First Nations)

· Evidence of consistency with Government of Canada priorities
	· Document / File Review

· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys

· Survey of Non-Funded Applicants

	2. Is the program connected with societal /environmental needs? To what extent is EcoAction addressing those needs?
	· Demonstration of the utility/rationale for the program

· Gaps would exist in coverage
	· Document / File Review

· KI interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
· Survey of Non-Funded Applicants
· Analysis of MIS Data

	SUCCESS: Has the program achieved its intended outcomes?

	3. To what extent is the EcoAction program reaching its intended target audiences? What factors have facilitated or impeded the program’s ability to reach its target audiences?
	· Reach is analyzed and targeted, and both the reach and activities are connected to societal/environmental requirements
	· Document / File Review

· KI interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
· Survey of Non-Funded Applicants
· Analysis of MIS Data

	4. To what extent has the program progressed towards its intended immediate outcomes as identified in its logic model? What are the barriers to success?
	· Extent to which these outcomes would / would not have occurred without the program

· Extent to which there were barriers / factors which prevented the program from being successful in this regard
	· Document / File Review

· KI interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
· Survey of Non-Funded Applicants
· Analysis of MIS Data 

	· Communities take action on the reduction of GHG and other local environment priority issues
	· Number, size, geographic location of communities with funded project
	· 

	· Increased capacity and skills of communities to act on priority environmental issues
	· Self-assessment of communities against capacity building
· Total number of volunteer person-years
· % of respondents who agreed with statement, “My most recent EcoAction project has helped increase my organization’s capacity to deliver environmental programs in the community” (Q25e).
	· 

	· Improved access to information for funding recipients and supporting sponsors
	· Perceptions of funded applicants and partners on accessibility forms and tools
	· 

	· Improved knowledge sharing between and among EcoAction, funding recipients and their communities
	· % of respondents who agreed with statement, “My most recent EcoAction project has assisted in the sharing of information and knowledge within my community” (Q25d).
	· 

	· Improved networking, creation of partnerships between communities and other sectors
	· Value of in-kind support

· Value of leveraged funds

· Number and type of sponsors formally committed
· Recipients’ perception of partnerships (Type of organization and how it assisted with the project)
	· 

	5. To what extent has the program progressed towards the achievement of the intermediate outcomes identified in its logic model? What were the barriers to success?
	· Extent to which these outcomes are attributable to the program

· Extent to which there were barriers / factors which prevented the program from being successful in this regard
	· Document / File Review

· KI interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
· Survey of Non-Funded Applicants
· Analysis of MIS Data

	· Improved knowledge and skills within communities and among individuals to preserve and protect the environment
	· % of respondents who agreed with statement, “My most recent EcoAction project has helped to improve the knowledge and skills within my community to preserve and protect the environment” (Q25c).
	· 

	· Improved community capacity, skills and knowledge to build and sustain projects into the future
	· % of funded projects that continue after the funding period has ended and degree of continuation 
· Degree and nature of continued partnerships 
· Reasons for projects not continuing
· Soci-economic indicators of MIS
	· 

	· Community groups achieve measurable results for the protection, rehabilitation and/or enhancement of natural environment
	N/A: To be measured through other outcomes listed below (i.e., reduction in emissions that contribute to other air quality issues (e.g., smog), reduction in and diversion from the use of hazardous substances that affect water quality, and protection of wildlife and plants, and protection and improvement of their habitat)
	· 

	· Reduction in emissions that contribute to climate change through increased awareness and participation of Canadians in the One-Tonne Challenge
	N/A: the One-Tonne-Challenge was cancelled in 2007
	· 

	· Reduction in emissions that contribute to other air quality issues (e.g., smog)
	· Clean Air, Climate Change indicators in MIS
· Changes overtime
	· 

	· Reduction in and diversion from the use of hazardous substances that affect water quality


	· Clean water indicators in MIS
· Changes overtime
	· 

	· Protection of wildlife and plants, and protection and improvement of their habitat.
	· Nature indicators in MIS
· Changes overtime
	· 

	6. To what extent has the program contributed to its stated ultimate outcomes? What were the barriers to success?
	· Extent to which EcoAction has contributed to these

· Extent to which there were barriers / factors which prevented the program from being successful in this regard
	· Document / File Review

· KI interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
· Survey of Non-Funded Applicants
· Analysis of MIS Data 

	· Healthier and sustainable communities are created
	· % of respondents who agreed with statement from 2008 Client Survey: 
· “My most recent EcoAction project has helped create a healthier community” (Q25a); and 
· “My most recent EcoAction project has helped create a more sustainable community” (Q25b).
	· 

	· Individual Canadians make more responsible environmental decisions
	· % of respondents who agreed with statement from 2008 Client Survey:
· “My most recent EcoAction project has helped raise community awareness on local environmental issues” (Q25f); and  
· “My most recent EcoAction project has helped educate the community on environmental issues” (Q25g).
	· 

	Cost Effectiveness: Are the most appropriate, cost effective and efficient means being used to achieve outcomes?

	7. Has the program provided value for federal dollars spent?
	· Analysis of costs and impacts of program compared with achievement of program outcomes

· O&M as percent of G&C
· Changes overtime, for example:
· Number of FTEs
· Number of projects approved
· % of EcoAction funding over total project value
	· Document / File Review

· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys
· Analysis of MIS Data

	8. Are others involved in the same areas of activities and/or share similar objectives? How is duplication avoided and complementarity achieved?
	· Analysis of comparable programs as to duplication and complementarity 

· Extent to which those participating in the program are aware / have used other government program which may duplicate, overlap or complement with EcoAction
	· Document /File Review

· KI Interviews

	9. Are there any alternative, more cost-effective ways of achieving the stated outcomes?
	· Extent to which the program budget is appropriate in consideration of the stated objectives (overall, by region, by priority, etc.)

· Identified suggestions for improvement which would make the program more cost effective

· Lessons learned from regions in terms of cost effectiveness

· Departmental financial records for financial resources of program (total, by region, by component)

· Number of proposals received by FTE or O&M (total, by region)
	· Document / File Review

· KI Interviews
· Analysis of MIS Data

	Design and Delivery: Is the program designed and delivered in the best possible way?

	10. To what extent are various target groups satisfied with the program and the changes to the program?
	· Satisfaction of various target groups


	· Document / File Review

· KI Interviews
· Analysis of 2002 and 2008 Surveys

· Survey of Non-Funded Applicants


	11. How effective is the governance structure?
	· Extent to which the governance structure has worked effectively

· Identified suggestions for improvement to the governance structure

· Extent to which the program demonstrated principles of good governance (i.e., participatory, transparent, responsive, consensus-oriented, equitable and inclusive, effective and efficient, accountable)
	· Document / File Review

· KI Interview

	12. Is the performance data collected against program activities/outcomes? If so, is collected information used to inform senior management /decision makers?
	· Presence of populated performance date system

· Decisions based on performance information
	· Document / File Review

· KI Interviews

	13. What are the best practices and lessons learned from this program?
	· Identified lessons learned and best practices

· Identified strengths and weaknesses

· Factors that contribute to/detract from the achievement of results
	· KI Interviews

· Analysis of 2002 and 2008
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Annex 3
Results from 486 Completed EcoAction Projects

(As Reported by Project Coordinators and Recorded in the MIS)
Social and Economic Results of 486 Completed Projects
as Reported by Project Coordinators in Final Reports
	Indicator
	Results
	Number of Completed Projects 

	Community Outreach

	Jobs created
	600 jobs
	n = 161; missing = 12

	
	199 person years
	n = 112; missing = 61

	Permanent jobs created
	90 jobs
	n = 26; missing = 3

	
	34 person years
	n = 19; missing = 10

	Volunteers participating directly in projects
	34 988 people
	n = 206; missing = 15

	
	3962 person years
	n = 95; missing = 126

	People directly affected by projects
	1 980 811 people
	n = 189; missing = 10

	Youths directly involved in project
	2693 groups
	n = 31; missing = 5

	
	9858 people
	n = 23; missing = 13

	Aboriginals directly involved in project
	7 groups
	n = 5; missing = 2

	
	31 people
	n = 5; missing = 2

	Public events organized
	8964 events
	n = 184; missing = 9

	Media reports on project
	1806 media reports
	n = 175; missing = 6

	Partnerships for leveraged funds and in-kind support

	Partnerships developed
	2200 partnerships
	n = 152; missing = 10

	Federal departments
	212 partnerships
	n = 142; missing = 3

	Provincial/territorial departments
	241 partnerships
	n = 131; missing = 1

	Municipal governments 
	391 partnerships
	n = 157; missing = 3

	1 Missing values reflect the number of projects that indicated in their application that this indicator was relevant but did not report any result for it in their final report. Indicators that have a large proportion of missing values may indicate groups’ inability to report on this indicator.

Source: MIS data (Actuals 1, Actuals 2)


Environmental Results of 486 Completed Projects 
as Reported by Project Coordinators in Final Reports

	Indicator
	Results
	Number of Completed Projects

	Clean Air / Climate Change

	Reduced emissions of greenhouse gases
	170 806 tonnes
	n = 71; missing = 12

	Reduced emissions of other air pollutants
	592 kilograms
	n = 10; missing = 12

	Amount of energy conserved in households
	937 742 kilowatt hours
	n = 12; missing = 7

	Amount of energy conserved in buildings
	1 812 571 kilowatt hours
	n = 9; missing = 5

	Energy conservation audits
	334 houses visited
	n = 13; missing = 2

	Single occupant vehicles reduced
	1916 vehicles
	n = 11; missing = 6

	
	2 881 458 km eliminated
	n = 10; missing = 7

	Vehicles tested
	225 vehicles
	n = 4; missing = 0

	Tune-ups and emissions clinics
	27 clinics
	n = 4; missing = 0

	Nature

	Native plants, trees and shrubs planted
	553 832 plants/trees/shrubs
	n = 88; missing = 3

	
	2,056,513 m2
	n = 43; missing = 48

	Wildlife habitat enhancement or restoration
	2693 hectares
	n = 39; missing = 5

	Species at risk protected or restored
	40 species
	n =12; missing = 1

	Other species protected or restored
	321 species
	n = 18; missing = 5

	Non-native species removed
	86 species
	n = 24; missing = 2

	Fresh water aquatic ecosystem created, restored or rehabilitated
	1711 hectares
	n = 19; missing = 5

	Riparian habitat or ecosystem preserved or protected
	386 hectares
	n = 25; missing = 2

	Riparian habitat or ecosystem created or restored
	20 hectares
	n = 7; missing = 0

	Habitat permanently protected
	63,799 hectares
	n = 14; missing = 4

	Habitat protected by land stewardship
	99 059 hectares
	n = 14; missing = 1

	Nesting structures created
	745 nesting structures
	n = 28; missing = 1

	In-stream structures created
	189 structures
	n = 14; missing = 1

	Other wildlife structures created
	299 structures
	n = 12; missing = 1

	Debris removed
	1114 tonnes
	n = 20; missing = 6

	Removal of dump sites posing a danger to ecosystems
	20 sites
	n = 7; missing = 0

	
	1525 m3
	n = 3; missing = 4

	1 Missing values reflect the number of projects that indicated in their application that this indicator was relevant but did not report any result for it in their final report. Indicators that have a large proportion of missing values may indicate groups’ inability to report on this indicator.

Source: MIS data (Actual 1, Actual 2)


Environmental Results of 486 Completed Projects 
as Reported by Project Coordinators in Final Reports

(Continued)

	Indicator
	Results
	Number of Completed Projects

	Clean Water

	Stream or lake bank protected or stabilized
	188 km
	n = 26; missing = 4

	
	12 379 m2
	n = 12; missing = 18

	Water conserved
	57 982 815 litres
	n = 20; missing = 6

	Water saving devices installed
	2042 devices
	n = 15; missing = 4

	Improved septic systems maintenance
	329 septic systems
	n = 9; missing = 1

	Pesticide diverted from use or reduced
	781 432 kilograms
	n = 7; missing = 9

	
	8272 litres
	n = 5; missing = 11

	Fertilizers diverted from use or reduced
	130 123 kilograms
	n = 8; missing = 5

	
	311 522 litres
	n = 3; missing = 10

	Hazardous household water waste diverted form use or reduced
	728 litres
	n = 4; missing = 9

	
	137 364 kilograms
	n = 4; missing = 9

	Commercial toxic substances diverted from use or reduced
	467 litres
	n = 2; missing = 6

	
	518 kilograms
	n = 2; missing = 6

	Paints and solvents diverted for re-use
	335 litres
	n = 3; missing = 6

	
	2144 kilograms
	n = 2; missing = 7

	Reduction in fecal coliform
	72 CFU/100ml water
	n = 3; missing = 11

	Water re-use
	262 200 litres
	n = 5; missing = 2

	Sediment reduced
	5000 tonnes
	n = 4; missing = 7

	Environmental Management Plans implemented/signed
	92 plans
	n = 14; missing = 1

	
	113 376 hectares
	n = 10; missing = 5

	Environmental Farm Plans implemented/signed
	116 hectares
	n = 3; missing = 4

	
	58 plans
	n = 5; missing = 2

	Organics composted
	3002 m3
	n = 11; missing = 2

	Conversion of gardens from chemical to natural techniques
	203 gardens
	n = 9; missing = 0

	Amount of waste collected
	34 844 litres
	n = 2; missing = 6

	
	23 198 kilograms
	n = 4; missing = 4

	Lubricating oils/waste oil collected
	1 461 138 litres
	n = 5; missing = 1

	Household hazardous waste collection events
	6 events
	n = 3; missing = 1

	1 Missing values reflect the number of projects that indicated in their application that this indicator was relevant but did not report any result for it in their final report. Indicators that have a large proportion of missing values may indicate groups’ inability to report on this indicator.

Source: MIS data (Actual 1, Actual 2)


Annex 4
List of Interviewees

	KI CATEGORY
	NUMBER OF REGIONS REPRESENTED
	NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS INTERVIEWED

	Senior Management
	5
	6

	Regional and National Program Management and Staff
	6
	9

	Funded Applicants 
	3 a
	3

	TOTAL
	--
	18


a Not all regions are represented among the funded applicants interviewed for this evaluation due to availability.
Annex 5
Summary Table of Findings

	EVALUATION QUESTION
	Achieved
	Progress Made, Attention Needed
	Little Progress, Priority for Action

	RELEVANCE
	
	
	

	1. Is there a legitimate and necessary role for government in this program area or activity?
	(
	
	

	2. Is the program connected with societal /environmental needs? To what extent is EcoAction addressing those needs?
	~(
	
	

	SUCCESS
	
	
	

	3. To what extent is the EcoAction program reaching its intended target audiences? 
	(
	
	

	4. To what extent has the program progressed towards its intended immediate outcomes as identified in its logic model? a
	
	
	

	· Communities take action on the reduction of GHG and other local environment priority issues
	
	~(
	

	· Increased capacity and skills of communities to act on priority environmental issues
	
	~(
	

	· Improved access to information for funding recipients and supporting sponsors
	
	~(
	

	· Improved knowledge sharing between and among EcoAction, funding recipients and their communities
	
	~(
	

	· Improved networking, creation of partnerships between communities and other sectors
	
	~(
	

	5. To what extent has the program progressed towards the achievement of the intermediate outcomes identified in its logic model? What were the barriers to success? a
	
	
	

	· Improved knowledge and skills within communities and among individuals to preserve and protect the environment
	
	~(
	

	· Improved community capacity, skills and knowledge to build and sustain projects into the future
	
	~(
	

	· Community groups achieve measurable results for the protection, rehabilitation and/or enhancement of natural environment
	
	~(
	

	· Reduction in emissions that contribute to climate change through increased awareness and participation of Canadians in the One-Tonne Challenge
	
	~(
	

	· Reduction in emissions that contribute to other air quality issues (e.g., smog)
	
	~(
	

	· Reduction in and diversion from the use of hazardous substances that affect water quality
	
	~(
	

	· Protection of wildlife and plants, and protection and improvement of their habitat.
	
	~(
	

	6. To what extent has the program contributed to its stated ultimate outcomes? a
	
	
	

	· Healthier and sustainable communities are created
	
	~(
	

	· Individual Canadians make more responsible environmental decisions
	
	~(
	

	Cost Effectiveness
	
	
	

	7. Has the program provided value for federal dollars spent?
	
	(
	

	8. Is duplication avoided and complementarity achieved?
	~(
	
	

	9. Are there any alternative, more cost-effective ways of achieving the stated outcomes?
	
	(
	

	Design and Delivery
	
	
	

	10. To what extent are various target groups satisfied with the program and the changes to the program?
	
	(
	

	11. How effective is the governance structure?
	
	(
	

	12. Is the performance data collected against program activities/outcomes? If so, is collected information used to inform senior management /decision makers?
	
	
	(


~( denotes where results are based on self-reported information only.

a The achievement of these outcomes is difficult to determine due to problems with data availability.  

Annex 6
Assessing Leveraged Contributions

The evaluation team sought to assess the extent to which partners contributed to the project value. MIS data were used to determine the amount of funding that projects leverage through partners. For the 486 projects completed, the MIS identified cash contributions from 1,382 partners and in-kind contributions from 2,452 partners, totalling $34.1M. A large portion of contributions ($10.5M), however, were pledged but not confirmed in the MIS.
 Since all contributions are confirmed at the time the EcoAction contribution agreement is signed, this indicates that the MIS data is not updated.  Actual contributions, as confirmed in contribution agreements, cannot be determined using the MIS as a result. Consequently, the evaluation team cannot determine if contributions in the MIS were received or if new contributions were received from different partners.

Contributions by Status (Confirmed vs. Pledged but not Confirmed) and by Type for 486 Completed Projects

	Type
	Cash
	In-Kind
	Total

	Confirmed
	$10,429,507
	$13,186,959
	$23,616,465

	Pledged but not confirmed
	$4,802,326
	$5,718,220
	$10,520,547

	Total
	$15,231,833
	$18,905,179
	$34,137,012


Source: MIS data (Project Status, Partner Cash, Partner Kind)

Given the large value of pledged but not confirmed contributions, leveraged funding was also examined by subtracting total EcoAction contribution from the total project value, for the same 486 completed projects. It was expected that the difference would represent the total confirmed contributions. However, this was not the case as the leveraged value was in excess of the partner contributions listed in the contributions data. In fact, it should have been equal to or less than this amount. This suggests that there are inconsistencies in the data, either in terms of the project value or the leveraged contributions.

	Leveraged Contribution
	=
	Project Value
	-
	EcoAction Contribution

	
	=
	$49,079,005
	-
	$13,446,069

	
	=
	$35,632,936
	
	


Note: For 18 completed projects, there was no “actual project value” in the MIS (i.e., $0.00). In such instances, the approved project value was used instead.

Source: MIS data (Project Status, Project Value, EcoAction Contribution, Partner Cash, Partner Kind)

In summary, the MIS as a whole is not up to date in its recording of confirmed contributions, which means that it is not possible to know what contributions were actually received (i.e., pledged vs. confirmed vs. actually received).

In order to examine leveraged funding accurately, the evaluation team sought to exclude from the analysis those instances where data were inconsistent. This was done using the same approach as before but this time applying the formula on a project-by-project basis rather than on the MIS as a whole and comparing leveraged contributions and the EcoAction contribution to the project value:

	Leveraged Contribution
	+
	EcoAction Contribution
	=
	Project Value 


This approach allows for the identification and selection of only those projects for which the sum of the EcoAction contribution and leveraged funding (cash and in-kind) reflect the project value. For the 486 completed projects, this is what was found:

· 148 projects have an actual project value (project value at completion) that reflects contributions;
· 124 projects have an approved project value (project value at time of approval) that reflects contributions; and
· 18 projects have no actual values listed in the database.
Given the low number of projects with values (actual or approved) that reflect the contributions received exactly, a leeway of $1,000 was given. With this leeway, a total of 359 projects have contributions (from partners and EcoAction) that are of the same value as the listed actual or approved project value, plus or minus $1,000.

As the total contributions (from partners and EcoAction) for these projects reflect the actual or requested project value (plus or minus $1,000), it can be concluded that the pledged but not-confirmed contributions were later confirmed.  This confirmation likely occurred at the time the EcoAction contribution agreement was signed but the MIS data were not updated to reflect this.

Hypothesizing that pledged but not confirmed contributions of completed projects were eventually confirmed (or that contributions of similar amounts were received), the percent of the projects’ value leveraged through partner contributions can be measured. Given the inconsistencies in the MIS data, this was examined under three different angles for this evaluation:

a) For all 486 completed projects;

b) For the 359 completed projects for which the total contributions reflect the actual or approved project value plus or minus $1,000; and

c) For the 148 completed projects for which the total contributions reflect that actual project value exactly.

Findings are presented in the next three tables.

Overall, for all completed projects, data show that 72% of the projects’ value was funded through partner contributions, either cash or in-kind, with the average project leveraging 68% of its value in its community.

Percent of Funding Leveraged for 486 Completed Projects, Regardless of Alignment of Contributions and Project Value

	
	Partner Contribution
	EcoAction Contribution
	Project Value1
	Percent Leveraged

	Mean
	$70,241
	$27,667
	$97,906
	68%

	Total
	$34,137,012
	$13,446,069
	$47,583,081
	72%


1‘Project value’ based on total contributions received rather than the project value (approved or actual) in the MIS.

Source: MIS data (Project Status, Partner Cash, Partner Kind)

In looking at the 359 projects for which contributions matched the project value to some extent, it is found that 70% of the total project value was leveraged through cash or in-kind contributions from partners, with the average project leveraging 64% of its value in its community.

Percent of Funding Leveraged for 359 Completed Projects for which Total Contributions Reflect Project Value plus or minus $1,000

	
	Partner Contribution
	EcoAction Contribution
	Project Value1
	Percent Leveraged

	Mean
	$57,535
	$25,018
	$82,553
	64%

	Total
	$20,655,169
	$8,981,428
	$29,636,597
	70%


1‘Project value’ based on total contributions received rather than the project value (approved or actual) in the MIS.

Source: MIS data (Project Status, Partner Cash, Partner Kind)

Looking only at the 148 projects for which contributions matched the project value exactly (i.e., leveraged contributions + EcoAction = actual project value), 69% of the total project value was leveraged through cash or in-kind contributions from partners with the average project leveraging 65% of its value in its community.

Percent of Funding Leveraged for 148 Completed Projects for which Total Contributions Reflect Actual Project Value

	
	Partner Contribution
	EcoAction Contribution
	Project Value
	Percent Leveraged

	Mean
	$62,389
	$27,655
	$90,045
	65%

	Total
	$9,233,619
	$4,093,002
	$13,326,620
	69%


Source: MIS data (Project Status, Partner Cash, Partner Kind)

Although contributions may not reflect project value in all instances, projects exceed the 50% minimum level of leveraging by leveraging between 69% and 72% of the project value through cash or in-kind partner contributions.

n=126 (2008 survey of funded applicants, Q25a – Q25g)�





n = 126 (2008 survey of funded applicants, Q31)





n = 126 (survey of funded applicants, Q14)


n = 154 (survey of non-funded applicants, QB1a)








n = 19-83 (2008 survey of funded applicants, Q18)


n = 85-104 (2008 survey of non-funded applicants, QC3)





n = 126 (2008 survey of funded applicants, Q21)





n = 126 (2008 survey of funded applicants, Q22c)





n=126 (2008 survey of funded applicants, Q33)


As a result of multiple responses, totals add up to more than 100% 








� A consultant was contracted to conduct the evaluation. 


� The OTC was cancelled in 2006.


� Actual contributions and project values are available for approved/completed projects only.  Requested EcoAction contributions and project values are available for all applications.


� The proportion of contributions that were pledged but not confirmed may suggest that the MIS is not up-to-date. This issue is discussed in Section 4.2.2 b) Leveraging of Support for Environmental Activities as well as Annex 2 Assessing Leveraged Contributions.


� Only those indicators with data on at least 5% of all projects are reported in the findings section.  Findings for all indicators are included in Annex 3.


� Note that the value of the EcoAction portion of funding must be less than or equal to 50% of the total project value, given one of the requirements for eligibility is that the applicant lever at least half of the project value from other sources.


� For the year 2008, most recent numbers indicate that there were 254 applications in total, of which 148 were approved.  These were not included in the analyses, however, because they were not available when the evaluation was being implemented.


� The EcoAction program aligned itself in 2003 to increase its support for climate change projects to 50% of its overall funding envelope in support of the One-Tonne Challenge, which was part of the Climate Change Plan for Canada.  Funding was allocated in this manner from 2003 to 2005.


� In the 2008 survey, respondents were asked how many times they had received EcoAction funding since 2004; in the 2002 survey, respondents were asked how many times they had ever received EcoAction funding.


� This question was added to the survey after about one week of surveying. As such, not every survey participant answered this question.


� Self-reported information was collected through key informant interviews.  As well, survey data and the final reports for EcoAction projects are self-reported and have not been validated by program staff or the evaluation team.


� These results were not validated.


� These results were not validated.


� Federal, provincial/territorial and municipal departments may have been involved in several collaborations and projects.


� Refer to Section 4.2.3 Barriers to Measuring Intended Outcomes for discussion on limitations of MIS data.


� These results were not validated.


� “Equipment replacement in my community” and “Smog reduction in my community” were selected by one and three respondents respectively. Given the small sample size, these were excluded from the table.


� A “pledged contribution” is an informal promise in which an organization commits to making a financial or non-financial contribution. A “confirmed contribution” is a formal promise in which an organization commits to making a financial or non-financial contribution. A pledged contribution can become formal in, for example, a letter of support. EcoAction staff ensure that contributions are confirmed (i.e., that formal promises are in place) prior to the signing of the Contribution Agreement (CA).


� MIS data indicate that the average contribution per approved project was $27,836. The average calculated using budget data is reported, however, because EcoAction program staff indicated that the budget information was more accurate.


� For example, Environment Canada’s Invasive Alien Species Partnership Program (IAS) and the Habitat Stewardship Program (HSP) estimate that $0.15 and $0.13, respectively, are spent in salaries and O&M for every dollar expended in G&C based on budgeted data.  


� For 18 completed projects, there are no data in the MIS for ‘actual project value’ (i.e., $0.00).  For these 18 cases, the ‘approved project value’ was used instead.


� A national scoring sheet was developed in 2008 for the proposal review for the November round and will be adapted. This scoring sheet, however, is not used to compare projects between regions.


� Sections 4.3.1 Program Costs, 4.4.3 Performance Monitoring and 6.0 Recommendations point out ways in which record-keeping for accountability at the program level could be improved. 


� As reported by interview participants.


� A “pledged contribution” is an informal promise in which an organization commits to making a financial or non-financial contribution. A “confirmed contribution” is a formal promise in which an organization commits to making a financial or non-financial contribution. A pledged contribution can become formal in, for example, a letter of support. EcoAction staff ensure that contributions are confirmed (i.e., that formal promises are in place) prior to the signing of the Contribution Agreement (CA).
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