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1.0 Executive Summary  
 

Program Overview 
 

Infrastructure Canada’s New Building Canada Fund (NBCF) is one component of the Government of Canada’s 

$53-billion New Building Canada Plan (NBCP). Since 2014, this $14-billion Fund has been supporting projects 

of national, regional and local significance that promote economic growth, job creation and productivity.  
 

There are three sub-components under the NBCF: 

 The $4-billion National Infrastructure Component (NIC) provides funding for projects of national 

significance. It focuses on projects that have broad public benefits and that contribute to long-term 

economic growth and prosperity. 

 The $10-billion Provincial-Territorial Infrastructure Component (PTIC) supports infrastructure projects 

of national, regional and local significance. It contributes to economic growth, a clean environment and 

stronger communities. The PTIC is divided into: 

o $9 billion for National and Regional projects (PTIC–NRP); and 

o $1 billion for projects located in communities with fewer than 100,000 residents through the 

Small Communities Fund (PTIC–SCF). 

 

Evaluation Objective and Scope 
 

The objective of this evaluation was to assess the extent to which the NBCF addressed provincial, territorial 

and municipal (PTMs) infrastructure needs, the effectiveness of its design and delivery, and the efficiency of 

the program.  
 

This evaluation covered a three-year period from the Fund’s inception in 2014-2015 to 2016-2017. While the 

focus of this evaluation was on the design and implementation aspects, it also examined how effectively the 

NBCF delivered on its mandate. 

 

Key Findings 
 

Relevance  
 

This evaluation found that the program is relevant, since NBCF addressed PTMs’ evolving infrastructure needs 

by funding different types of projects through a variety of eligible categories. As well, amendments made to the 

NBCF program in 2016 provided further flexibility for PTMs.   

 

  



 

 

5        Evaluation of the New Building Canada Fund 

Effectiveness (Design and Delivery)  
 

There is concurrent programming between NBCF and programs in place before the NBCF was created. 

However, funding for the programs that preceded NBCF was, in a very large part, already allocated to projects 

being constructed before NBCF projects were approved.    

 

To date, based on the number of approved projects, the impact of the 2016 program amendments of five 

additional categories has been limited.  However, the change in the lowered volume requirements for the 

funding category of highways and roads has led to an increase in the number of approved projects.  

 

NBCF’s sub-components are very similar. This provides PTs with multiple options for funding a particular 

project. However, this also allows for a project to potentially be funded under multiple sub-components of 

different programs. Given that each sub-program has different application and project approval requirements, 

the NBCF design did not maximize effectiveness and efficiency. For example, 68% of projects for 

municipalities with less than 100,000 of population funded under NBCF-NRP were also eligible under NBCF-

SCF. As the approval process for PTIC-NRP and PTIC-SCF are significantly different, i.e. business cases vs 

project list, this required additional operating resources for project proponents and for Infrastructure Canada for 

due diligence. 

 

Effectiveness (Progress towards achievement of outcomes) 
 

Given the limited data available at the early stage of implementation, it is difficult to determine whether the 

NBCF will achieve its outcomes. However, this evaluation did conclude that the projects approved under NIC 

and PTIC-NRP were supportive of the overall objectives of the NBCF program.  
 

While improvements have been made over time, INFC continues to face challenges when trying to report on 

results.  A lack of consistency in—as well as the number of performance indicators among the different 

programs and recipients—will continue to challenge INFC’s ability to gather and evaluate performance data so 

it can fully evaluate the success of the program. 

 

Efficiency 
 

The administrative costs to deliver the NBCF program were lower than INFC’s previous program. As well, 

project approval time decreased. However, it is not possible to determine the extent to which the planned 

resources aligned with the actual work. The NBCF funds almost all of INFC’s activities but the costing and 

tracking of these resources was not the same. This limits INFC’s ability to find ways to better allocate resources 

in future programs more efficiently or improve its decision-making abilities. 
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Recommendations 
 

It is recommended that:  

1. INFC should continue to explore ways to work with PTs to develop a standardized and consistent 

approach to the collection of performance measurement data. 

2. INFC should review its approach to cost, capture and monitor information about resource allocation.  

This would allow the department to continue improving how it delivers programs and makes decisions. 

The level of effort to do so should be commensurate with internal capacity. 

 

2.0 Program Background 
 

New Building Canada Plan 

 
In 2013, as part of the Budget, the Government of Canada announced a ten-year investment of $53 billion 

through the New Building Canada Plan (NBCP) to support infrastructure projects across the country. In 2014, 

the NBCP was approved and comprised of the following elements: 

 A New Building Canada Fund (NBCF) to support major economic infrastructure projects;  

 The Community Improvement Fund which provided a permanent source of funding for the Gas Tax 

Fund (GTF) and the incremental Goods and Services Tax Rebate for Municipalities Program. These 

initiatives fund roads, public transit and recreational facilities and other community infrastructure 

projects; and 

 A renewed Public-Private Partnership (P3) Canada Fund administered by PPP Canada.  

 

New Building Canada Fund 

 
The NBCF was allocated $14 billion to fund provincial, territorial and municipal infrastructure projects that 

supported the federal government’s priorities of economic growth, job creation and productivity. It includes the 

following three sub-components: 

1. The NBCF – NIC: a merit-based program with a total allocation of $4 billion to support projects of 

national significance. Its goal is to support projects that have broad public benefits, contribute to 

Canada’s long-term economic growth and prosperity, and reduce potential economic disruptions or 

foregone economic activity.  

2. The NBCF PTIC-NRP: an allocation-based program with a total allocation of $9 billion. Its goal is to 

provide funding to support primarily provincial, territorial or municipal infrastructure projects of 

national and regional significance that contribute to economic growth, a cleaner environment and 

stronger communities. The PTIC-NRP recognizes and supports the important role that PTMs play in 

building Canada's public infrastructure. Projects are allowing people and goods to move more freely, 

have increased Canada’s potential for innovation and economic development, helped to improve the 

environment, and support stronger, safer communities. 

3. The NBCF PTIC-SCF: an allocation-based program with a total allocation of $1 billion. It provides 

contribution funding for municipal infrastructure projects in small communities with populations of 
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100,000 or less as determined by Statistics Canada1. Projects were selected based on their ability to 

move people and goods more freely, increase the potential for innovation and economic development, 

help to improve the environment and support stronger, safer communities.  
 

New Building Canada Fund 2016 Amendments 
 

In 2016, NBCF underwent changes to the program design to align with the new government’s objectives. In 

general, the amendments accelerated investments in communities and provided greater flexibility to PTs to 

commit all remaining funding by 2018-2019. The amendments included the: 

 addition of five new categories (culture, recreation, tourism, civic assets and municipal buildings, and 

passenger ferries) under PTIC-NRP and PTIC-SCF in the provinces (these were already eligible in the 

territories under the Northern Infrastructure category);  

 reduction of minimum traffic volume requirements for highway and road projects under PTIC-NRP and 

the removal of these requirements under PTIC-SCF;   

 new approach to federal reviews of PTIC-NRP projects; this reduced the information requirements and 

accelerated approvals for lower risk projects;  

 Ability of the Territories to transfer PTIC-NRP funds to PTIC-SCF; and 

 removal of P3 screening step. 

 

Program Resources 
 

Table 1 provides allocations for each NBCF program, the number of projects approved2, the average project 

size, and the program contributions (as of March 31, 2017). As of April 1, 2016, Infrastructure Canada no 

longer accepted applications under the NIC. 

Table 1: Allocation of funds by programs, as of March 31st, 2017 

Programs 
Budget Allocation 

($000) 

Number of Projects 

(Approved) 

Program Contribution 

($000) 

Average Project Size 

($000) 

NIC $4,000,000  8 $1,647,998 $205,999 

PTIC-NRP3 $9,000,000  134 $4,238,052 $31,627 

PTIC-SCF $1,000,000  529 $867,360 $1,639 

TOTAL $14,000,000 671 $6,753,410  

Source of data: Infrastructure Canada.  PIMS databases. March 31st, 2017 

 

Table 2 shows how FTEs4 directly involved in program operations fluctuated between 2014-15 and 2016-2017.   

Table 2: Number of direct program operations FTEs per sub-component  

 Fiscal Year NIC PTIC-NRP PTIC-SCF 

2014-2015 5.4 15.3 6.1 

2015-2016 8.3 19.1 7.8 

                                                
1 Final 2011 Census 
2 Includes those projects that were approved and announced as of March 31, 2017. 
3 Prior to the 2016 amendment which allowed the Territories to transfer PTIC–NRP funds to PTIC-SCF, only three projects had been approved 
within the Territories under PTIC-NRP. These three projects represented 39% of the Territories’ PTIC funding. 
4 FTEs is a measure of the extent to which an employee represents a full person-year charge against the departmental budget. Full-time equivalents 
are calculated as a ratio of assigned hours of work to scheduled hours of work which are set out in collective agreements. 
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2016-2017 3.8 32.3 9.0 

Average per program: 5.8 22.2 7.6 

Source of data: Infrastructure Canada.  PIMS databases. March 31st, 2017 

 

3.0 Evaluation Context     
 

Objective and Scope 
 

The objective of this evaluation was to assess the extent to which the NBCF addressed provincial, territorial 

and municipal (PTMs) infrastructure needs, the effectiveness of its design and delivery, and the efficiency of 

the program. While the focus of this evaluation was on the design and implementation aspects, it also sought to 

provide preliminary information on progress made toward achieving expected outcomes. 
 

Methodology  

 
This evaluation used a mix of qualitative and quantitative evidence such as: 

 document reviews; 

 administrative and financial data; 

 key informant interviews with INFC employees, other government departments and recipients; 

 comparative analysis; and 

 case file reviews. 

 

The analytical methods used for this evaluation have been tailored to the nature and availability of the data in 

relation to the evaluation questions and the evaluation design, and effort has been calibrated with available 

INFC resources. 
 

The multiple lines of evidence were triangulated to substantiate findings and to minimize potential bias.  

For more information related to the evaluation matrix, including the evaluation questions, indicators and 

methods of data collection used, please refer to Annex A. 
 

4.0 Major Findings  
 

The following sections present the findings related to relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of the NBCF. 
 

4.1 Relevance  
 

This section addresses the issue of ongoing infrastructure needs. It examines the relationship between what 

INFC is funding and what stakeholders identified as their infrastructure priorities. It also examines whether or 

not there is duplication or complementarity between INFC’s infrastructure programs and those of other 

government departments.  
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An analysis of PTs’ priorities identified during the 2012-13 NBCF consultations5  and program uptake pre- and 

post-2016 was undertaken. It revealed that the program’s wide-range of categories provided the PT’s with the 

flexibility they needed to address their changing needs. It also found that PTs’ priorities have changed from the 

initial consultations to today. For instance, the eligible funding categories of public transit, waste water, 

drinking water, and culture have resulted in more PTs receiving funds than those who identified these 

categories as funding priorities during pre-program consultations. As well, innovation, disaster mitigation, 

tourism and brownfield remediation and redevelopment weren’t identified as priorities in 2012-13 and yet PTs 

have been submitting project proposals for these areas. 
 

Furthermore, the addition of the new 2016 funding categories of culture, tourism, recreation, civic 

assets/municipal buildings, and passenger ferries would suggest that the program’s eligible categories are broad 

enough to meet PTs’ changing priorities. PTs reported that the new funding categories provided more flexibility 

to address their jurisdictional priorities. For more information please refer to Annex C, Finding 1, which 

identifies changing priority funding categories by PTM.    

 

A review of the Canadian Infrastructure Report Card (CIRC) report : Informing the Future: The Canadian 

Infrastructure Report Card 6 provided an assessment of the health of municipal infrastructure as reported by 

cities and communities across Canada7. Survey results below demonstrate that roads, municipal buildings, sport 

and recreation facilities and public transit are the asset classes most in need of attention, as seen in Figure 1. 

  

                                                
5 As part of the Long-Term Infrastructure Plan consultation process, INFC officials held bilateral meetings with PTs during 2012-13. These meetings 

were mainly about infrastructure needs and challenges for PTs. Source: Written Submissions Summary from PTs as of March, 21st 2013. 
6 http://canadianinfrastructure.ca/en/index.html 
 
7The survey was distributed to the nearly 2,000 municipalities represented by the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM). Although these 
2,000 municipalities represent about 56% of the total number of municipalities in Canada, nearly 90% of Canadians live within them. The 120 
municipalities that responded to the survey represent a population sample of nearly 20 million Canadians, equivalent to 56% of Canada’s total 
population but only about 3% of the number of municipalities in Canada. The survey’s response rate was 6%.   

Finding 1:  There is alignment between what is being funded by the NBCF and what stakeholders 

identified as their infrastructure priorities.   

 

 

http://canadianinfrastructure.ca/en/index.html


 

 

10        Evaluation of the New Building Canada Fund 

Figure 1: Summary of average physical condition rating 
 

 
Source of data: Canadian Infrastructure Report Card 2016 

 

The CIRC surveyed 120 municipalities (representing 56% of the Canadian population) asking them about their 

infrastructure priorities. As part of this evaluation, these results were compared against the projects approved 

through the NBCF. Although the CIRC study showed the areas of sport and recreation facilities needing 

attention, these were the areas where PTs received the least funding from INFC programs to date. It is worth 

noting, however, that these categories were added as eligible under NBCF in 2016 and, as such, this may 

evolve over time.    

 

     
 

This evaluation also looked at whether the NBCF and infrastructure programs in other government departments 

(OGDs) duplicated or complimented one another. Programs reviewed included:  

 Transport Canada’s (TC) Gateways and Border Crossings Fund (GBCF) and Asia-Pacific Gateway and 

Corridor Transportation Infrastructure Fund (APGCI), 

 Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada’s (INAC) Transfer Payments for Infrastructure and Capacity 

 Canadian Heritage’s (PCH) Canada Cultural Spaces Fund (CCS), 

 Natural Resources Canada (NRCAN) and Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC’s) Green 

Municipal Fund (GMF),  

 Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada’s (ISED) Canada Foundation for Innovation 

(CFI) and Connecting Canadians Program, and 

 P3 Canada.   

 

Most interviewees felt that that there was no overlap between NBCF and selected OGD infrastructure 

programs. In fact, they felt that their different objectives complimented each other. Some of the specific cases 

were mentioned during interviews are: 
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Finding 2: The NBCF and infrastructure programs managed by other government departments 

complimented one another.  
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 Several respondents saw some complementarity with Transport Canada (TC) and Innovation, Science 

and Economic Development Canada (ISED) programs.   

o For instance, the eligible project categories in TC’s Gateways and Border Crossings Fund 

(GBCF) are comparable to NIC and PTIC-NRP. Similarly, the eligible categories under the Asia 

Pacific Gateway and Corridor Initiative (APGCI) are similar to PTIC-NRP. These two programs 

provide funding to both national and local/regional significant projects, as does NBCF. One 

difference, however, is that they both have an international component that enlarges their scope 

compared to NBCF. These two TC programs were approved prior to NBCF and were intended 

to be replaced by NIC.  

 Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada’s (INAC) Contributions to support Construction and 

Maintenance of Community Infrastructure, are similar to PTIC-SCF (wastewater, water, community 

building, community infrastructure services, drink water, etc.). INAC’s program is targeted towards 

Indigenous recipients mainly on-reserve, while INFC’s funding is targeted at municipalities, with the 

scope including Indigenous recipients. 

 PPP Canada has funded projects related to transit, highways, wastewater, green energy and solid waste 

management as does NBCF, but these projects must be delivered as public-private partnerships.  
 

4.2 Effectiveness (Design and Delivery)  
 

To assess the effectiveness of the NBCF’s design and delivery, this evaluation considered: 

 whether it overlapped or complimented other INFC programs; 

 whether several amendments made to the NBCF program in 2016 impacted the effectiveness of its 

design and delivery; and  

 whether or not the different design elements for each of the three sub-components were being 

implemented as planned.   

 

 
 

This evaluation compared NBCF with INFC’s historic programs such as the Building Canada Fund – 

Communities Component (BCF-CC) and the Building Canada Fund – Major Infrastructure Component (BCF-

MIC).  
 

Once approved, given their size or complexity, projects can take several years to build. As such, historically, 

new infrastructure programs are often created to provide additional funding to new projects before older 

programs are fully implemented (i.e. all the projects have been built/completed). 

Not surprisingly, this evaluation found that there is parallel programming between INFC’s historic programs 

and NBCF. 
 

Specifically, it found that they both fund similar categories, the recipients who receive the funding are often the 

same, and that each generation of programs are about stronger communities and better and cleaner 

environment. 

 

Finding 3: As a consequence of program life cycle, there is parallel programming between INFC's 

historic programs and NBCF. 
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INFC’s expected end dates for most of its historic programs is 2019-2020. NBCF’s expected end date is 2023-

2024. However, as per Figure 2, the majority of the available funding under INFC’s historic programs such as 

BCF was allocated to specific projects before the NBCF program was launched in 2014-15.  

 

 
Source of data: Infrastructure Canada’s Program Database, as of March 31st, 2017 

 

Interviews with INFC’s program officers, policy analysts and managers found that while INFC's historic 

programs are very similar in terms of eligible categories, there is no duplication. Interviewees spoke about 

parallel programming as an expected reality that comes with transitioning from older programs to newer ones. 

Differences in design and delivery between older and newer programs were also noted. For instance, historic 

programs were delivered through Regional Development Agencies.  
 

 
  

The PTIF and CWWF programs were launched in 2016 to help accelerate municipal investments in the short-

term, primarily for rehabilitation of public transit systems and community water and wastewater infrastructure. 

As such, significant additional funding became available for transit and water/wastewater projects. However, 

these categories were already eligible under the PTIC announced two years earlier. One of the main differences 

between them was that PTIF/CWWF had application deadlines, and projects were to be completed within a two 

or three-year period. 

 

On the other hand, when PTIC was created in 2014, PTs had no deadline to submit their projects to INFC for 

consideration.  (Note: a deadline was put in place in April 2016, but it was later than the PTIC/CWWF 

deadline).  The PTIC is of longer duration, and typically for larger sized projects.  

 

This evaluation examined how the launch of PTIF/CWWF impacted the roll out of PTIC. It did this by 

comparing the number of approved PTIC projects before and after PTIF/CWWF was launched.   
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Finding 4: Compared to INFC’s historic programs, PTIC-SCF was slower to submit and approve 

funding particularly for water and wastewater. 
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PTs who were interviewed commented that they submitted project proposals to PTIF/CWWF before PTIC to 

ensure that they could benefit from the time-limited funding. This evaluation examined the PTIC program data 

for one year before (2015-16) and one year after (2016-17) the announcement of PTIF. Results of this analysis 

are shown in the table below:  

 

Table 3: Number of approved projects under PTIC before and after the launch of PTIF/CWWF 

PTIC 

  
Pre- PTIF/CWWF 

(FY 2015-16) 

Post- PTIF/CWWF 

(FY 2016-17) 
Total 

Public Transit 7 9 16 

Drinking Water 126 51 177 

Wastewater 143 37 180 

Sub-Total 276 97 373 

 

 Also, a review of the number of approved projects for eligible funding categories other than those covered in 

PTIF/CWWF found an increase for PTIC-NRP from 32 projects to 91 projects. Most of this increase is for the 

highways and roads category.  For PTIC-SCF, when considering all eligible categories, the decrease in water 

and wastewater projects was not offset by increases in other eligible categories. The review noted a decrease 

from 332 projects to 157 projects.   

 

While it is not possible to say exactly why the number of approved projects under PTIC-NRP increased, it may 

be due to the fact that the program was maturing and therefore the ramp up time required for larger projects was 

reached. The decrease in overall projects under PTIC-SCF may be due to the fact that PTMs focused on 

securing funding under PTIF/CWWF given they were time-limited programs and small communities have 

limited capacity, as noted in interviews.   
 

To further assess whether or not the introduction of PTIF/CWWF had an impact on PTIC, this evaluation 

conducted a comparative analysis of the remaining funding during the first three years8 of both BCF-MIC and 

PTIC-NRP. The analysis revealed that at the end of the third year of the launch of BCF-MIC and PTIC-NRP, 

the proportion of the remaining funds for PTIC-NRP (72%) was significantly higher than that for BCF-MIC 

(33%) as seen in Figure 3. 

 

Indeed, the launch of PTIF/CWWF could be a factor among others explaining why 72% of funds are remaining 

under PTIC-NRP during the program’s third year (2016-17).   
 
 
 
 

                                                
8 In this analysis, the years correspond to a twelve-month period starting at the launch of each program: December 2007 for BCF-MIC and March 
2014 for PTIC-NRP. 
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Figure 3: Percent of Remaining Funding for BCF-MIC and PTIC-NRP 

 

 
Source of data: Infrastructure Canada Program Database, as of March 31st, 2017 

 

The differences in PT’s uptake of NBCF when considering past programs (e.g., BCF) and new programs (e.g., 

PTIF and CWWF) demonstrates the importance of taking into account existing program life cycle when 

introducing new programming.  Slower uptake may affect the timely achievement of NBCF outcomes.   

 

 
 

This evaluation examined the impact of several of the 2016 program amendments on the effectiveness of the 

program design and delivery. The amendments that were examined included the: 1) addition of five new 

categories under PTIC (culture, recreation, tourism, civic assets and municipal buildings, and passenger ferries; 

and 2) reduction of minimum traffic volume requirements for highway and road projects under NRP, and the 

removal of these requirements under SCF.   
 

During interviews with PTs, it was mentioned that although the additional funding categories that were added 

following the 2016 amendments did not generally have an impact, they appreciated the additional flexibility 

that would have allowed them to address their regional/jurisdictional priorities. Some mentioned that they were 

unable to take advantage of the flexibility that the amendments provided as their funds were already approved. 

In other cases, PTs already had request for proposals underway and it was too late to make any changes.  
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Finding 5: As of March 31, 2017 only a limited number of projects were approved under the new 

categories made available for funding in 2016.  
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An analysis of PTIC-NRP and PTIC-SCF program data9 partially supported what we heard during our 

interviews with PTs.  When we looked at the amount of funds still available for projects, it revealed that only 

some PTs had insufficient funds available to adjust or make additional proposals. Under PTIC-NRP, only two 

PTs had used all of their allocation funding and only one had only 2% remaining. Otherwise four PTs had 

between 13% and 46% and six had between 62% and 99% of their allocated funds remaining. For PTIC-SCF, 

four PTs had less than 1% of funding remaining while three had between 22% and 38% and six PTs had 

between 60% and 89% of funds remaining.10 For those PTs that had funding remaining, as noted by some of the 

PTs interview, it is possible that their project identification process were too advanced to be able to include the 

new eligible categories. However, given the significant amount of funding remaining, it is possible that an 

increase in projects under the new eligible categories will materialize before all funding is committed. [Note: a 

total of 131 projects were approved in the culture, recreation and tourism categories from April 2017 to May 

2018] 

 

 

As part of the 2016 program amendments, the NBCF’s terms and conditions were revised to make it easier for 

PTs to apply for road and highway project funding. Under PTIC-NRP, the annual average daily traffic 

threshold was reduced from 10,000 to 1,000. It is believed this change helped increase the number of projects 

INFC was able to approve from 24 to 43. A detailed review of 15 business cases out of the 43 approved 

projects after 2016 found that the reduction in volume requirements actually provided flexibility, in that 5 of the 

15 projects would not have been eligible under the previous threshold requirements. 
 

For PTIC-SCF, the threshold was eliminated completely. A review of this sub-component’s data illustrated a 

significant increase in the number of approved projects under highways and roads after the removal of the 

volume requirements. While it likely that the elimination increased the number of projects INFC was able to 

approve, PTs were no longer required to submit traffic volume data when submitting their projects for funding 

consideration.   

 

                                                
9 NIC was not included in this analysis as there were no applications after the 2016 amendments. 
10 The program defines remaining funding for future projects as the amount available for projects less the approved, and the % remaining 

is defined as the funding for future projects as a percentage. The above information is based on program data excerpted from the IFR 

dated March 31st, 2017. 

Finding 6:  There was an increase of 79% in the number of approved highways and road projects 

after the PTIC-NRP and PTIC-SCF programs were amended in 2016. 
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In terms of the effectiveness of the approval process, this evaluation found that there had been improvements 

noted in the development of business cases. Interviews with PTs and program staff indicated that it was easier 

for proponents to develop business cases for NBCF. Information about program eligibility requirements and 

guidelines for the application process that were made available on INFC’s website were improved from the 

previous round of programs.  
 

As detailed earlier in this report under Program Background, the NBCF was designed to have three different 

sub-components that would each focus on different areas of significance.  

As outlined in Table 4, each one of the NBCF’s sub-components had criteria for project eligibility and different 

assessment processes. For example, NIC was designed to be merit based and focus on federal priorities of 

national significance. NIC was also designed to fund large provincial, territorial and municipal infrastructure 

projects as well as other types of infrastructure typically excluded under INFC programs, such as ports. On the 

other hand, PTIC-NRP focused on provincial/territorial priorities that have national and regional significance, 

whereas PTIC-SCF focused on municipal projects in small communities.  
  

Finding 7: Although the support provided by INFC to NIC and PTIC-NRP project proponents in 

developing business cases is good, the differentiating eligibility criteria between sub-components 

are few (e.g., population threshold), and some elements of the methodology by which business 

cases for NIC and PTIC-NRP are not-well defined (e.g., national significance not defined and 

business case assessment largely qualitative).    
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Table 4: Project Eligibility Criteria and Assessment Process for NBCF’s three sub-components 

 

Key Criteria for Project 

Eligibility  

NIC PTIC-NRP PTIC-SCF 

 national 

significance 

 contribute to 

Canada’s long-term 
economic goals 

 merit-based 

 federal priorities 

 “soft” threshold   

minimum project 

size of $100 
million in total 

eligible costs 

 national or regional 

significance 

 contribute to 

economic growth, a 
clean environment 

and strong 

communities 

 allocation based 

 projects prioritized 

by PTs  

 medium to large in 

size 

 local significance 

 contribute to 

economic growth, a 

clean environment 
and strong 

communities 

 allocation based  

 projects prioritized 

by PTs priorities  

 small communities 

(less than a 

population of  

100,000) 

Assessment Process   require project 

proposals and 
business cases   

 Aboriginal 

consultation and 

environmental 
assessments if 

required  

 Reviewed by 

INFC’s Program 
Review Panel 

(PRP) 

 require project 

proposals and 
business cases  

 Aboriginal 

consultation and 

environmental 
assessments if 

required  

 Reviewed by 

INFC’s PRP 

 prioritized by PTs 

according to 
eligibility criteria 

 provide INFC with 

the list of projects 

 

This evaluation looked at the criteria for project eligibility and the assessment process for each sub-component. 

A number of areas for improvements have been identified. 
 

For instance, the concept of “national significance” was not well defined in the Program’s policy parameters or 

terms and conditions. According to interviews with both INFC’s Program staff and PTs, a lack of a precise 

methodology and a clear definition led to confusion as to which projects fell under NIC and which ones fell 

under PTIC-NRP.  
 

In order to remedy the situation, a guide was developed by INFC Staff to provide analysts with further 

direction. However, the direction in the guide was still vague and hard to quantify. 

 

In terms of meeting NIC’s objectives, projects must meet at least one of the four objectives to qualify under 

NIC. Three of these four objectives address PTIC’s objective of supporting economic growth. Only the 

objective of “providing benefits that extend beyond the provinces or territories where the project would be 

located” is clearly national. As such, most projects eligible under NIC would also be eligible under NRP. 
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The program guide states that, “there is no single definitive methodology used generally by infrastructure 

project proponents to measure economic/productivity impact.” A literature review conducted as part of this 

evaluation revealed that other jurisdictions had more rigorous methodologies when it came to assessing 

“national significance”. They produced a more accurate and justifiable cost-benefit-analysis by monetizing 

costs and benefits. 
 

A key difference between NIC and PTIC-NRP is that NIC was merit-based. This evaluation found, based on the 

above analysis, that the merit criteria used for NIC project reviews was limited given the review was qualitative 

in nature. Also, unlike typical merit-based programs, the projects were not compared/ranked.     

 

A key difference between PTIC-NRP and PTIC-SCF is that PTIC-SCF was for small communities of less than 

100,000 residents. All PTIC-SCF projects followed the criteria of having a population less than 100,000. For 

PTIC-NRP, 68% of the projects had a population of less than 100,000. Based on the above criteria of 

population size to define local significance, this evaluation found that the original program design concept of 

having two separate sub-components may not be as effective as possible.  
 

 

Given that the submission requirements and approval process are different for the two sub-components, this 

may have notable resource implications for PTMs and INFC. The effectiveness of INFC’s approval process for 

its own resources is described later in the report. Please refer to Annex A for more details on the approved 

projects under PTIC-NRP and PTIC-SCF. 

4.3 Effectiveness (progress toward the achievement of outcomes) 
 

This evaluation looked at the alignment between projects and NBCF’s expected outcomes for NIC and PTIC-

NRP projects. It was not possible to do the assessment on PTIC-SCF projects since most projects are not yet 

completed. For those that are, INFC has received limited performance data from PTMs. Given this, the 

evaluation also looked at challenges in gathering the performance data it needs to demonstrate that the NBCF is 

achieving its expected outcomes. 

 

 
 

The eight approved projects under NIC come from four provinces (British Columbia – 2, Alberta - 3, Québec - 

2, and New Brunswick - 1). The province of Alberta received 38% of the projects and 50% of the total funding. 

 

In general, NIC’s funded projects meet the program’s objective to contribute to “Canada's long-term economic 

growth and prosperity”. Table 5 illustrates the expected total of jobs created for some NIC projects. 
 

Table 5: NIC Projects and Expected Program Outcomes  

Name of Project Meet Expected Program 

Outcomes 

Total expected of jobs creation (Employment) 

Port of Montreal Generate positive economic 

activity 

2,500 jobs (direct and indirect) 

$340 million (additional annual economic activity) 

Finding 8: Under NIC, projects are expected to generate the positive economic activity for which 

they were designed. 
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Port of Saint-John Generate positive economic 

activity 

Generate productivity gains for 
the Canadian/New Brunswick 

economy 

6,300 jobs relating to port operation  

10,870 total jobs, including jobs in engineering, 

construction and indirect employment 

Fort McMurray Regional 

Airport 

Generate positive economic 

activity 

1,900 full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs (of which 

approximately 750 were employed directly at the 
airport site) 

Yellowhead Trail Freeway 

Conversion Project 

Generate positive economic 

activity 

Creation of 6,000 direct, indirect and induced jobs in 

Alberta and 6,250 jobs in Canada as a whole over a 

10 year design/construction period. 

Southwest Calgary Ring 

Road project 

Generate positive economic 

activity 

The construction phase alone will generate nearly 

12,000 person years of employment and $880 million 

of employment income. 
Source of data: INFC project business cases during evaluation time frame 

 

In terms of gathering data to demonstrate progress towards expected outcomes, targets and baselines are 

mentioned in the contribution agreements for projects submitted under NIC. 

     

 
 

Most projects’ expected results are in alignment with PTIC-NRP’s immediate outcomes. Most funded projects 

aimed to contribute to at least one of the PTIC-NRP three intermediate outcomes.  

 

According to INFC’s Project Review Panel (PRP) documentation, there is a balanced distribution of projects: 

56% are expected to contribute to increasing potential for innovation and economic development; 34% to help 

improve the environment; and 47% to support stronger and safer communities.  

 

However, with only about 2% of projects completed (2 out of 97) as at March 31, 2017, it is too early to 

determine how well they contributed to the NBCF’s expected outcomes. 

 

 
 

According to INFC staff, the collection of data on results is a challenge as the department is reliant on PTs to 

provide performance information. Interviewees identified no consistency between project indicators. This poses 

a challenge when trying to draw conclusions about the program’s overall results, especially as INFC moves 

towards focusing more on outcomes.  

  

In a past engagement on performance measurement, INFC’s Evaluation Services also found that NBCF’s 

performance data strategy was designed to collect the specific outcomes of funded projects. As there are 

Finding 9: Under PTIC-NRP, approved projects are aligned with program objectives. It is difficult to 

predict the extent to which these projects tend to achieve the expected outcomes of the Program. 

 

 

Finding 10:  Challenges exist with regards to INFC being able to collect performance information and 

report on progress as indicators are not consistent between projects, and each PT has its own method 

of collecting data.   
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different indicators and methods to gather data for the same expected results, consolidation from these 

indicators to form conclusions on outcomes at the program level represents a real challenge.  
 

That said, as the programs under the Investing in Canada Plan demonstrate, there have been significant efforts 

to design performance indicators for new programs that are easier to collect and are more aligned to program 

outcomes. 
 

4.4 Efficiency 

 

This evaluation looked at the time between submission of project proposals and the recommendation to approve 

projects as well as the Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs) and administrative costs of each sub-component. 

 

 
 

In order to assess program efficiency, this evaluation looked at the time between submission of project 

proposals and the recommendation to approve projects11. The analysis covers the period from April 1, 2014 to 

March 31, 2017. During this period, there was an organizational change and as a result, Policy’s responsibilities 

relating to project approvals were transferred to the Program Operations Branch. This evaluation also looked at 

how the 2016 amendments to remove the Public-Private Partnership (P3) screen and adopt a risk-based 

approach for reviewing PTIC-NRP projects impacted the program’s efficiency. 
 

A comparative analysis found that under PTIC-NRP the average project approval was reduced from 217 

working days prior to the implementation of these changes to 86 working days post-implementation. This 

represents a reduction of almost 60%. In addition, the median time spent went from 198 working days to 77 

working days, which represents a reduction of about 61%.   
 

In terms of PTIC-SCF, because Provinces submit prioritized project lists, the amendments did not have a 

significant impact on the duration of the project approval. Average approval time of the PTIC-SCF projects 

before and after the implementation of these changes decreased from 23 working days to 21 working days.  
 

In response to Blueprint 2020 and a red tape reduction exercise, INFC made concerted efforts to train staff in 

Lean continuous improvement. INFC targeted project review and approvals as well as payment processes. As 

well, it dedicated staff to implement working-level, day-to-day improvements to make processes more efficient. 

While this report cannot be definitive, these investments likely made the delivery of INFC programs more 

efficient, including NBCF. 
 

INFC analysts and managers who were interviewed commented that the removal of the P3 screen has made 

things faster, except for PTs who have their own P3 requirements. The program has limited information on the 

time and level of effort required for each project’s approval (such as the application date, when approval in 

                                                
11 The NIC was not considered as part of this analysis as its projects were submitted prior to the 2016 amendments. As of July 28, 2016, INFC is no 
longer accepting additional requests for NIC.   

Finding 11: The time between the submission of projects by recipients and when it is reviewed by 

INFC’s PRP has been reduced since the NBCF was amended in 2016.  
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principal was received, and contribution agreement signed date). As well, since the programs keeps limited 

notes on issues or challenges faced during the approval process, it is not possible to confirm the specific impact 

that removing the P3 screen may have had on the program’s efficiency—other than noting an improvement in 

timelines. 
 

In terms of using a risk-based approach for PTIC-NRP projects, this evaluation was unable to assess the impact 

of this amendment on program efficiency, as it was never fully implemented as envisaged.  
 

In addition, INFC staff interviewed commented on delays in obtaining project approval as a result of 

underdeveloped or incomplete applications submitted. This caused a lot of back and forth with proponents to 

get the needed information. As noted earlier, due to a lack of documentation in terms of project status and 

resource utilization, it is not possible to identify specific areas of efficiencies and challenges that could be 

addressed.  

 
 

 

Most federal departments rely on on-going, permanent funding known as “A-base” funding to meet their 

normal day-to-day obligations. For example, human resources (HR) management, technology, policy support, 

etc. And if they are given a new contribution program to manage on top of their usual mandate, they would also 

receive additional funding to manage that program. This type of funding is known as “B-base” and is usually 3-

5% of the value of the new program. However, this is not how it works at INFC.  

Since its inception, INFC has had virtually no A-base funding. Its operating budget is almost all funded by 

carving-out funds from the contribution programs it manages12.  

The majority of INFC’s operating funding was set to end on March 31, 2014. Instead of receiving A-base 

funding, the department sourced its operating needs for the next 10 years (2014-15 to 2023-24) from the NBCF 

(with the exception of the resources set aside for bridges), based on a costing exercise completed in 2013.  This 

meant that the NBCF—INFC’s largest grants and contribution program at that time—was used to support 

operating funding needs not only of the NBCF, but also for the basic departmental activities of all of its 

programs. 
 

In speaking with program staff and senior management, this approach created a number of challenges in terms 

of tracking FTEs. Program documentation recognized that this ad-hoc approach to operational funding “has 

created significant challenges in terms of efficient departmental business and HR planning.” 
 

The 2013 departmental costing exercise did not break down its resource needs by each of INFC’s contribution 

programs. Instead, it identified each branches’ FTE and operating cost needs. In addition, actual resource 

utilization tracking methodology is not aligned to contribution programs. While in Program Operations Branch 

(POB), resource utilization is largely based on the managers’ estimation of the time each employee spends on 

                                                
12 INFC’s A-base budget is less than 2 million annually which is mostly for salaries related to collective agreement bargaining. 

Finding 12: Given NBCF’s operating resources are allocated not only for NBCF but for the vast 

majority of other departmental activities, it is not possible to assess whether the resources allocated to 

NBCF aligned with actual spending. 
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each contribution program, in other branches—like Human Resources and Information 

Management/Information Technology—each employee’s time and operating resources are generally not 

aligned with a specific program(s).  
 

As such, it is not possible to assess the extent to which planned NBCF funding associated with the contribution 

program was actually spent on the contribution program versus ongoing operating requirements (e.g., A-Base). 

The reliability of administrative data collected at a program level is not unique to NBCF. It has been 

documented as an issue within INFC in past evaluations and advisory engagements. In particular, the CSIF-BIF 

joint evaluation (2014), recommended that, “in order to assess the efficiency of program delivery, INFC should 

establish a pilot-project to develop and test efficiency indicators.”  
 

To that end, INFC developed and tested efficiency indicators. However, INFC was not able to implement them 

because of the high costs and level of effort needed to collect the data. In 2014, INFC also used an efficiency 

ratio to estimate its ten-year, departmental-wide operating demand. However, this ratio did not provide details 

on resource needs at the various stages of each program. 
 

A 2016 GIF evaluation recommended that, “in order to facilitate reporting on resource utilization and alignment 

and to support future program planning that INFC reinforce its approach to tracking the utilization of FTEs and 

administrative costs per program in the financial system to ensure that managers are aware of their 

responsibilities to provide reliable data and information at the program level.” Management’s response and 

action plan included three activities. Only the first activity was implemented in the period covered by this 

evaluation.  INFC’s Financial Management Advisors provided reminders and detailed procedures to fund centre 

managers asking them to include one or more functional area codes for each employee in the salary resource 

management system.  
 

Despite progress made in forecasting FTE utilization, the analysis of resource utilization for evaluation and 

efficiency purposes still remains an issue, especially as planning and tracking methodology differ.  

 

 

 

A comparative analysis of PTIC-NRP and PTIC-SCF with similar INFC historic programs (i.e. BCF-MIC and 

BCF-CC) was conducted. These programs were selected based on their similarities: all programs supported 

projects with national and/or regional significance, and the funding approaches all allocated funds to PT’s. For 

further information on the similarities and differences between the above-mentioned programs, please refer to 

Annex C, Table 9. 

  

Our analysis of the efficiency of the program’s delivery is based on a methodology used in previous 

evaluations.13 As seen in Table 6, the PTIC-NRP efficiency ratio to deliver the program in terms of a dollar of 

federal contribution funding is slightly higher than BCF-MIC. The BCF-MIC included an arrangement with 

Transport Canada (TC) to administer projects on the department’s behalf. The total amount transferred to TC 

                                                
13The ratios used to perform the analysis correspond to the total program administration cost (INFC operating expenditure) as a percentage of the 

contributions paid in a given year. 

Finding 13:  PTIC is being delivered more efficiently than BCF since it is being delivered solely by 

INFC.   
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was $30,698,000. INFC does not have information about the actual expenditures incurred by TC in this regard 

and, as such, this is not accounted for in the efficiency ratio. Given the similar efficiency ratio of the two 

programs solely based on INFC resources, clearly the delivery mechanism for PTIC-NRP is more efficient then 

BCF-MIC.   
 
Table 6: Efficiency ratios for BCF-MIC, PTIC-NRP, BCF-CC and PTIC-SCF- Three first-year program cost delivery  

 

Period14 

Programs for projects with  

National/Regional significance 

Programs for projects within  

small communities 

BCF-MIC15 PTIC-NRP BCF-CC16 PTIC-SCF 

Months 1-12  0.04 0.08 0.10 NA 

Months 13-24 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 

Months 25-36 0.02 0.01 0.03  Less than 0.01 

Average: 3 years  0.03 0.04 0.05 0.02 

Source:  Financial Data, INFC 

 

For PTIC-SCF, this evaluation found that the 3-year average cost to deliver one dollar of contribution funding 

is two cents, which is lower than BCF-CC (five cents), a comparable program, as seen in Table 6. 

 

The substantial difference in the efficiency ratio per project could be explained by the more complex delivery 

model associated with the BCF-CC. The PTIC-SCF consists of a list of projects with limited data that are 

submitted by PTs for INFC analysis and recommendation to the Minister. The BCF-CC required that Federal 

Delivery Partners (FDAs) review more detailed projects submissions one by one. INFC was only responsible 

for the program design and for negotiating agreements with the FDAs, while the partners were responsible for 

delivering the program with the PT’s. INFC was paying an operating fund percentage to them. 

 

The design of the BCF-CC included a more complex governance than PTIC-SCF given it involved multiple 

federal ministers. As such, it is possible to conclude that the delivery of PTIC-SCF was more efficient than the 

delivery of the BCF-CC.    

                                                
14 In this analysis, the years correspond to a twelve-month period starting at the launch of each program: December 2007 for BCF and March 2014 
for PTIC. 
15 Due to a lack of data, the calculation of efficiency ratio for BCF-MIC excluded the operating funds transferred to Transport Canada. 
16 Includes operating funding transferred to Federal Delivery Partners (FDAs). 
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5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 

5.1 Conclusions 
 

Relevance  

This evaluation found that NBCF remains relevant. NBCF addressed provincial, territorial and municipal 

evolving infrastructure needs by funding different types of projects through a variety of eligible categories. The 

2016 program amendments provided further flexibility for PTMs. 
 

 

Effectiveness (Design and Delivery)  
 

The parallel programming between INFC’s historic programs such as BCF and NBCF is related to program life 

cycle. Data shows that most of the funding for BCF was committed before NBCF projects were approved. 
 

The launch of INFC’s Investing in Canada’s PTIF and CWWF programs impacted the NBCF’s ability to 

deliver on its mandate. The number of projects submitted for approval under NBCF slowed down significantly 

after PTIF/CWWF were launched. This is due in part to the various PTMs reallocating their resources in order 

to meet PTIF/CWWF’s completion deadlines—while NBCF had no deadlines during that timeframe.  
 

At the same time, it confirms that the introduction of new programs with similar objectives and eligible projects 

should first consider the lifecycle of existing programs. This would minimize the impacts on existing programs 

and support each new program as it reaches for its goals.  

 

While this could be an issue when introducing new Investing in Canada programming, particularly for the 

Investing in Canada Infrastructure Program, INFC has proactively addressed this risk. For example, as the 

absence of deadlines for project approvals under NBCF was addressed post PTIF/CWWF creation, by requiring 

PTs to prioritize projects by March 31st, 2018.   

To date, based on the number of approved projects, adding five new categories to the NBCF program in 2016 

has had a limited impact on the number of projects Infrastructure Canada has approved as of March 31, 2017. 

However, the lowering the volume of traffic required before PTMs can request funding for highway and road 

projects has increased the number of approved projects in this category.  

NBCF’s sub-components are very similar. This provides PTs with multiple options for funding a particular 

project. However, this also allows for a project to potentially be funded under multiple sub-components of 

different programs. As well, some elements of the methodology by which business cases for NIC and PTIC-

NRP are prepared and assessed are not well defined (e.g., national significance). As a result, each program may 

not be as effective and efficient as it was designed to be. 

Effectiveness (Progress towards achievement of outcomes) 
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Given the limited data available at the early stage of implementation, we cannot conclude what progress has 

been made towards NBCF’s expected outcomes. However, project selection for NIC and PTIC-NRP indicates 

alignment with the expected results. 

While improvements have been made over time, INFC will continue to face challenges when it comes to 

reporting on results. A lack of consistency in performance indicators among the different programs and 

recipients will make drawing conclusions for NBCF relatively complex. 

Efficiency 

This evaluation found that over time the program reduced the delay in approving or declining a project after it 

was submitted to INFC for consideration by a PT. It is not possible to attribute the efficiencies to one sole 

source as there were multiple events occurring at the same time. In 2016, INFC removed the Public-Private 

Partnership (P3) screening process and introduced four Lean projects to eliminate wastes in the delivery of its 

programs, including NBCF.  So it is not possible to determine exactly how each of these initiatives may have 

helped. 

An analysis of the administrative costs associated with the delivery of NBCF found the program to be more 

efficient than INFC’s historic infrastructure programs. At the same time, this evaluation found that given there 

was no specific costing exercise and allocation of resources for NBCF specifically, and, as the tracking of these 

resources is not providing reliable information, it is not possible to know the extent to which planned resources 

align with actual resources. This limits INFC’s ability to identify areas where it could become more efficient or 

improve its decision-making abilities. 

5.2 Recommendations 

 

Some of the findings from the evaluation have already been addressed under NBCF as part of the 2016 

changes, or cannot be addressed given where the programs are in their lifecycle.  For example, a deadline was 

put in place to submit projects for approval.  Other findings have been addressed as part of the various transfer 

payment programs under the Investing in Canada Plan.  For example, both the Smart Cities Challenge and the 

Disaster Mitigation and Adaptation Fund have been designed to have competitive, merit-based project 

selection.   

As such, it is recommended that:  

1. INFC should continue to explore ways to work with PTs to develop a standardized and consistent 

approach to the collection of performance measurement data. 

2. INFC should review its approach to cost, capture and monitor information about resource allocation.  

This would allow the department to continue improving how it delivers programs and makes decisions. 

The level of effort to do so should be commensurate with internal capacity.  
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5.3 Management Response and Action Plan 

 
Recommendation 1:  

INFC should continue to explore ways to work with PTs to develop a standardized and 
consistent approach to the collection of performance measurement data. 

Management 

Response: 

Management supports 

the underlying 

principles behind the 
recommendation.  

Strategy: 

INFC recently launched the Investing in Canada Infrastructure Program (ICIP) and has moved to an outcomes-based 
approach to deliver infrastructure funding.  This new approach includes a comprehensive performance measurement 

framework to monitor outcomes based on set targets and select indicators that provinces and territories will use to 

measure performance.   
 

INFC has consulted with provinces, territories and municipalities in the development of the new performance 

approaches and is developing information management tools (IRIS) that will allow PTs to provide standardized and 

consistent performance data to the department. This data will allow INFC to compile and aggregate reporting on 
outcomes in order to present an accurate performance portrait of its programs.  

 

This performance measurement and reporting framework is captured in the ICIP Performance Information Profile 
(PIP), which has been approved by the President of the Treasury Board. As an evergreen document, the PIP will be 

updated and refined as ongoing discussion and collaboration with PTs results in changes and improvements to 

indicators or other elements of the PIP.  

 
For contribution agreements still to be negotiated under the NBCF, to the extent possible, POB will look to align 

project performance measurement indicators to the performance indicators that have been developed under ICIP. 

    

Action Plan 

No further actions are required for recommendation 1 of 

the New Building Canada Fund Evaluation.   

 

Given the collaborative work that has been completed to 

date on ICIP, and will continue throughout the 

implementation of the program, we recommend that this 

item be closed.     

 

Planned Completion 

Date 

 
Not applicable 

Office of Primary Interest 

 
 
Program Operations Branch 

 
 

Recommendation 2:  

INFC should review its approach to cost, capture and monitor information about resource 

allocation.  This would allow the department to continue improving how it delivers programs 
and makes decisions. The level of effort to do so should be commensurate with internal 

capacity. 

Management 

Response: 

  

Management supports 

the underlying 
principles behind the 

recommendation.  
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Strategy: 

INFC has recently introduced two departmental initiatives that support the principles of more effective resource 
allocation and continuous improvement. 

 

INFC has initiated a strategic integrated business planning exercise led by the Corporate Services Branch. This process 

will serve to assess ongoing financial and human resources needs and plans for optimized allocation of resources to 
support departmental mandate and objectives. Program delivery and decision-making requirements will be a key part 

of this departmental planning initiative. 

 
In addition, work has begun to stabilize INFC’s operating requirement through efforts that will help develop an 

approach to establish an A-base.  

 

Action Plan 

No further actions are required for recommendation 2 of 

the New Building Canada Fund Evaluation 

 

With the establishment of an ongoing integrated business 

planning exercise for INFC, we recommend that this item 

be closed. 

Planned Completion 

Date 

 
Not Applicable 

Office of Primary Interest 

 
 
ADM Corporate Services 
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Annex A: Methodology  
 

This evaluation used the following lines of evidence.  

Document and Literature Review  

 

The evaluation team consulted a broad range of documents including federal, departmental and program-

specific documents, such as: project proposals, business cases, records of decision, and contribution 

agreements. The review also included reviewing infrastructure project websites. The document review was used 

to establish the relevance of the NBCF and to identify and assess program design and delivery elements.  

 

Administrative and Financial Data 

 

An analysis of the internal data base systems (Infrastructure Funding Reports/ Geobrowser) was conducted to 

report on the program’s outputs, outcomes and federal contributions. Consultations with INFC financial experts 

were also conducted in order to validate the financial data, as stated in this evaluation report. 

 

Key Informant Interviews 
A total of 44 key informant interviews were conducted with INFC senior management, program management, 

and funding recipients. The distribution of interviews resulting from the sampling is as follows:  

 

Interviewee positions 
Planned number of 

interviews 

Actual number 

of interviews 

Assistant Deputy Ministers and Directors General (INFC) 6 6 

Directors and Managers (POB & Policy - INFC) 13 9 

Analysts (INFC) 6 4 

Funding recipients (provinces, territories, municipalities) 28 25 

Total 53 44 

 

 

Comparative Analysis 

 

A comparative analysis between NBCF and other INFC programs such as CSIF, Provincial-Territorial Base, 

BCF, GIF, PTIF and CWWF that existed during the same evaluation time period (e.g. 2014-2015 to 2016-17) 

was conducted to examine the effectiveness in the delivery of NBCF. As well, some NBCF projects were 

analyzed to determine the extent to which project outcomes were aligned with the related program outcomes. 

 

Case study 

 

A case study was also conducted to look at whether the program parameters between PTIC-SCF and PTIC-

NRP were implemented as planned. In other words, did PTIC-NRP focus on medium- to large-size projects, 

and PTIC-SCF on small communities with fewer than 100,000 residents?  This review helped determine 

whether the program used its resources efficiently and properly scrutinized high-risk projects.  

 

Limitations and Mitigation Strategies  
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There were four important limitations associated with this evaluation: 
 

 Lack of performance data: Performance data was limited given no NIC projects and only 2 NRP projects 

were completed at the time of this evaluation. There were also 61 SCF projects completed, but this 

evaluation did not get access to them as recipients do not provide reports to INFC when projects are 

completed. This absence meant that this evaluation could not analyze SCF projects. Moreover, PTMs only 

report on results based on performance indicators detailed in contribution agreements upon project 

completion. 
 

 Estimations of Resource Utilization:  The way in which resources are recorded do not provide a fully 

accurate picture of overall alignment and utilization of FTEs, since the FTE usage by program is based on 

managers’ report of the estimated time POB analysts allocate to INFC’s programs. This evaluation 

attempted to mitigate this limitation by looking at FTEs per approved and reviewed projects for PTIC-NRP 

and PTIC-SCF.  
 

 Administrative cost:  Most federal departments rely on on-going, permanent funding known as “A-base” 

funding to meet their normal day-to-day obligations. For example, human resources (HR) management, 

technology, policy support, etc. And if they are given a new contribution program to manage on top of their 

usual mandate, they would also receive additional funding to manage that program. This type of funding is 

known as “B-base” and is usually 3-5% of the value of the new program However, this is not how it works 

at INFC. Since its inception, INFC has had virtually no A-base funding. Its operating budget is almost all 

funded by carving-out funds from the contribution programs it manages. Therefore, an assessment of 

efficiency is limited in terms of the costs for program inputs in relation to outputs and outcomes. This 

evaluation attempted to mitigate this risk by comparing the 3-year average cost to deliver the PTIC-NRP 

and PTIC-SCF to other comparable programs, such as BCF-MIC and BCF-CC. NIC was not included it has 

only 8 active projects. 
 

 Potential interview bias:  There is always a risk when conducting interviews that the interviewee’s 

responses will be subjective and contain biases. To reduce this risk, the information collected through 

interviews was balanced with data from the other lines of evidence such as the document review, and the 

administrative and financial data.  
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Evaluation Matrix 

 
Evaluation Questions Indicators Methods 

RELEVANCE 

Issue 1: Ongoing need for the NBCF 

Q1 - What are the infrastructure 

needs of eligible recipients and does 

the NBCF address them?  

 

 

 Alignment between design of NBCF and infrastructure needs of 

eligible recipients 

 Percentage of applications submitted to each of the eligible 

categories (pre/post 2016 program amendments) 

 Percentage of project applications that do not fit within eligible 

categories of the NBCF (pre/post) 

 Rejection rate (pre/post). 

 Principal reasons for rejection (pre/post). 

Document review 

Interviews 

Review of data 

 

Q2 - What is the extent of overlap 

and complementarity between NBCF 

and: 

 Other INFC programs? 

 OGD infrastructure programs? 

 Differences and similarities between NBCF and other INFC 

programs and OGD Infrastructure programs regarding: 
o Eligible categories 

o Eligible recipients 

o Program objectives 

o Program timelines (start/end dates) 

o Size and significance of projects funded 

Document review 

Interviews  

Review of data  

EFFECTIVENESS  

Issue 2: Design and delivery of the NBCF 

Q3 - To what extent have 2016 

program amendments had an impact 

on program delivery? 

 Program design amendments and their intended purpose 

 Changes in project applications (including categories) 

 Changes in project assessment and approval times 

 Proportion of/rate of funding committed by INFC 

 Changes in demand for and delivery of the program following 

increased administrative support for PTs 

Document review 

Review of data 

Interviews 
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Evaluation Questions Indicators Methods 

Issue 2: Design and delivery of the NBCF (continued…) 

Q4 - Was there an impact of not 

having deadlines for applications? 

(NIC and PTIC-NRP only) 

 Rate of program uptake (applications) 

 Rate of funding committed 

 Project progress and rate of reimbursement in relation to resource 

allocation 

 Extent of overlap with new programming 

Document review 

Review of data 

Interviews 

Q5 - Do the three review and 

approval mechanisms and level of 

scrutiny on projects align with the 

intended outcomes of each of the 

three sub programs? 

 
 

 Differences and similarities between the review and approval 

mechanisms of the NIC, NRP and SCF 

 Alignment of expected program outcomes and review and 

approval mechanisms of the NIC, NRP and SCF 

 Similarities between projects funded by NIC, NRP and SCF 
o Project category 

o Project size (cost) 

o Project risk level 

o Project outcomes 

Document review 

Review of data  

Case file review 

Interviews 

Issue 3: Stakeholder engagement 

Q6 - Does guidance and support 

provided to applicants by INFC make 

the application process clearer, limit 

burden for applicants, and support 

high quality applications? What 

additional measures could improve 

the application process? 

 Level of guidance/support needed, including extent of back and 

forth between proponents and INFC 

 Usefulness and timeliness of guidance related to the program 

requirements and application process 

 Best practices from other programs 

Document review 

Interviews 

Focus groups 
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Evaluation Questions Indicators Methods 

Issue 4: Progress made toward the achievement of outcomes 

Q7 - To what extent has the NBCF 

made progress toward achieving its 

expected outcomes? 

 Projects constructed, completed and their results in relation to 

project and program outcomes 

 Extent of funding leveraged from partners 

 Conditions (type of recipient, project category, etc.) that have 

positively and negatively impacted progress toward the expected 

outcomes of the NBCF 

 Anticipated progress toward expected outcomes  

Interviews 

Focus group 

Review of data 

Document review 

Case file review 

Q8 –What actions could INFC take to 

improve the achievement of 

outcomes and collection of outcomes 

data? 

 Extent to which contribution toward outcomes is included in 

project applications 

 Extent to which contribution toward outcomes is considered in 

project selection 

 Extent to which program and project oversight promotes the 
achievement of outcomes (monitoring committees, progress 

reports requested on a quarterly or annual basis, site visits) 

 Factors (e.g., type of recipient, project category, etc.) that have 

positively or negatively impacted progress toward the expected 

outcomes of the NBCF  

 Measures taken to date for the collection of outcomes data? 

Document review 

Interviews 

Focus groups 

Review of data  

EFFICIENCY 

Issue 5: Extent to which the NBCF is delivered efficiently  

Q9 - How efficiently is the NBCF 
being delivered and have there been 

improvements following 2016 

program amendments? 

 

 Extent to which program planning and resource allocation aligns 
with actual workload  

 Timeliness of project approval (including comparison of before 

and after implementation of 2016 program amendments) 

 Extent to which budget and project selection targets from the 

Performance Measurement Strategies were met 

 Admin costs (including FTEs) to manage, deliver and oversight 

the programs compared to other INFC programs 

Document review 
Review of data 

Interviews  

  


