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”x;V economlc dev,lopment.u

" 'EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
S ’INTRonUt:’Tide |
fThe Department of Reglonal Economlc Expans1on, 1n preparlng
1an evaluatlon assessment of the General Development

'f;Agreements for New Brunsw1ck, N0va Scot1a and Newfoundland,
>f@as well as Phase II of the P E I.,Comprehen91ve Developmentf

»1fPlan* 'engaged DRA;Consultlng Ltd. to determlne evaluatlon'

ﬁ'ivapproaches to addres51ng 1ssues and quest1ons related to the

5_1mpacts and effects of GDA programm1ng 1n the Atlantlc

-vReg10n.g ThlS Report prov1des the results of that under-

: gtaklng whlch 1nvolved act:.ve partlclpatlon between the.

:Department and DPA Consultlng Ltd. ~over a’ perlod of
:tapproxlmately f1ve months.~‘~ﬁ‘:

" Scope of the Ana‘ly's*iﬂs, T

"~The Evaluatlon .Assessment. was intended to focus upon the'
“ieconomlc development effects of GDA programmlng and not upon
d'fthe GDAAs_as a nmchanlmn for economic. development., The
’:~ngepartment felt thlS- approach 'was reflectlve of the fact
fhthat deCISlonS Were at that tlme belng made~ W1th1n the

j'and processes for the future.g.DREE was of the oplnlon that"
f;doutslde expertlse should be engaged to deal with economlc:'
,ampacts and effects and prlvate sector 1nvolvement'1n the.
vaGDA process; as well*as the achleveme” “progra
"1ves.a.[ respec :

PP

Federal QOVernment concernlng alternate fundlng structures

Any future reference in’ th ;Report to GDA should be “f{‘-f
1nterpreted “to_; ncludev:- Phase II of the -P.E. I.v_ l
Comprehen51ve Development Plan..,i’ ' ;‘ : i ¥
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The evaluation assessment process generally followed the

'guidelines set out in the "Guide on thefProgram Evaluation

Function in Federal Departments and Agencies" as published
by the Office of the Comptroller General,'May 1981.

The process generated the following'products:

. heira!chies o? GDA!p %raﬁ objectives, subsequently
priorized by‘SeniorﬂDepartmental Management in

accordance with their priorities for evaluation;

. ‘program component logic models portraying the
causal linkages between the legal basis for the
program, its mandate, activities, outputs and
intended impacts and effects; .

. evaluation issues and questions priorized by senior
management for evaluation. (The questions were.
further classified as being of impacts and effects,
objectives achievements or policy/program in nature
and their focus was prescribed as being either
functional, sectoral, spatial or aggregate):

. per formance indicators in respect of each of the

questions to be.addressed in the evaluation;

. a range of possible evaluation options portraying
the approaches and methodologies to be employed in
measuring thé_assigned ﬁerfqrmance indicators, as
well as the associated estimated resources and time

required to evaluate eaéh:option:'

. a pilot ‘evaluation and réview‘ df completed
Sub-Agreement evaluations ﬁo‘test'thevavéilability
and suitability of program data and the analytical
techniques proposed; and )

»....iii




o generallzed Terms of’Reference;fcfﬂéﬁbﬂequent GDA

‘ jievaluatlon studles..n

‘Evaluation Options -

The fOllow;Lng crltena ‘were. employed m"f"‘t’}'fé‘if4dévelopm¢nt of
'ffoptlons for evaluatlon-t:~-u, o _ '

LR ITa
o

"Qi)-",Optlons must be der1ved 1n?a~manner whlch enables
-»3separate evaluatlon ‘rev1ews to be undertaken in

'l;:each prov1nce at dlfferent p01nts 1n t1me.

lii)ffoptlons should reflect the pflorltles for eval-

uatlon a551gned by Senlor Management in each
Prov1nce. ;‘“

iii)'Optlons for each Prov1nce should be generated which
,Aportray a range of alternatlves reflectlng mlnlmum
;evaluatlon requlrements those of ,more

&comprehen51ve nature.

reasonable cost and be

:fi#);fOptlons must represent“

: apable of completlon W1th1n a. reasonable perlod of
"~ﬂ3t1me.' : : P

tf) Optlons must address,dw1th varylng degrees of

emph351s,' 1ssues related"both to 1mpacts and

".ffni)i Evaluatlon technlqueé mus atlsfy" the need to
. measure the 1ncremental 1mpacts and effects of GDA
programmlng 1n the Atlantlc Reglon.y; )

|
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Three options for evaluation were developed for each

Province as follows:

. Basic Evaluation: the minimum requirement for

evaluation of the economic impacts and effects and
objectives achievement of the GDA program in the
Province, addressing -the minimum number of

questions of highest priority to senior management.

. Intermediate Evaluation: +the Basic option plus an

expansion to include other issues and questions of

interest to senior management.

. Comprehensive Evaluation: the Intermediate option

plus supplementary questions of priority to senior
management, a broad review of objectives achieve-
ment, or a more specific analysis of priority

sectors in the economy.

Both the nature and focus of the qhestions to be addressed
in the evaluation determined the set of options to be
developed for each Province, commensurate with the
priorities of senior management fOr'tHe evaluation of the

GDA program.

The options for each Province were developed in a manner to
facilitate a ”ré-packaging" of options fbllowing a pre-
sentation of the Reﬁort toVSeniS;-DREE Management ih.the
Atlantic Region. - .

Exhibit A describes in summary format the bagic features of

the evaluation options developed for each Province.

eeseV




EXHIBIT A: SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF ‘PROVINCIAL EVALUATION OPTIONS-:f .. Pagel of 4. .

PROVINCE . {m@opwion TITLE | Jg\dﬁfioﬁ~bﬁ$ck1PTIoN ;",‘ 3;_ffLF ESTIMATED cosm* Qﬁmxugg(ﬁEEKS)fj;

. New Brunswick:: ‘f”EOptlon NB 1- ““*W;Assessment of economic. 1mpactsff-_$ 77 280—1 ;11“*” ﬁ1]46179T$nv"
LUl e 7ﬁBasic Evaluatlon . "and. objectives achievement ‘;*,v“;$132 720 ﬁ SR S
S 0o 0 - with repect to employment, .. .- ‘
)j*xlncome, output and- sub-#*vu Ces
(Q,prov1nc1a1 dlsparltles A

- Option NB 2: . ‘;Optlon NB T plus- ; ‘fnf“'f5’ﬂ¢}.a$102;480— 
-Intermediate . ' . Assessment of economic. lmpactsf“¥~$l76)4005~”’»
'Evaluation: '~ .. - ion:productivity, population ...l ovTi s
B S . distribution and program f[u"“-‘*

oo recipient and. effectlveness

,;f'ana1y31s~+“

"4ption NB'2' plus.-‘»."'“ R wﬁ$162 960—-3“
~-‘Analysis of removal of- barrlers T$257 040 o
e 1ndustry v1ab111ty and L '
;"expans;on O ‘.

‘IOption NB 3..1f ‘
Comprehen31ve¢t
valuation g

»are not felt justlflable to reasonablf




EXHIBIT A: SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF PROVINCIAL EVALUATION OPTIONS Page 2

of 4

quality of life, labour and

PROVINCE OPTION TITLE OPTION DESCRIPTION ESTIMATED COST*
Nova Scotia Option NS 1: Assessment of economic $ 45,360~
Basic Evaluation impacts and objectives $ 62,160
: : achievement with respect :
to employment and income,
-and a GDA recipient analysis. .
. Option NS 2: Option NS 1 plus: ' .8 75;600F
Intermediate GDA programming impact and $107,520
Evaluation instrument. analysis. s ‘
Option NS 3: Option NS 2 plus: .
Comprehensive Assessment of economic $124,320-
Evaluation impacts with respect to $173,040

management skills and the
removal of barriers to
industry viability and expansion.

*A range of the estimated costs has been developed reflecting the level of effort,
detail and coverage which may be requested of the evaluator in answering each
question. Costs projected beyond this range are not felt justifiable to reasonably
evaluate the Program as proposed.

TIME (WEEKS)

27-37

45-64

74-103



' EXHIBIT A: . SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF PROVINCIAL EVALUATION OPTIONS . = . Page 3 ofq

"pgggzzygg,*ﬂ?&ﬁ?ﬁ#ﬁobfioN*TITLE'~”!}7~.opT10N DESCRIPTION : =ﬂ7¢;ﬁjgﬂESTIMATED cosm*uﬁ”‘imrnE (WEEKS)

“'%*‘Nveoundlendgﬁﬂﬁ”‘*fOptlon Nfld l- _~">Assessment of economlc e $ 75 600- 'y\'”' 45 66‘7’
ST v Basie) Evaluatlon ‘impacts and objectlves_».~,a,* -$lio,880 . - o
.. - achievement with respect R
to employment and income . ' ..
-~ and structural 1mped1ments}

- to development.\*'

“‘Option Nfld-2: - 0O
: Intermediatewpg*»
»iEvaluatlon R

‘Option Nfld 1. plus.'_f ST 897, 440- .. 58=96° 7 -
- - Assessment of economic ‘.i_'wg.f$161 280 - o en e
'+ impacts with respect to Co T,
. resource. utilization/
.management, populatlon 5511
- distribution, private @ - .
. ‘investment, sub-provincialf
-:‘spatlal effects and a GDA i
,f-programmlng 1nstrument
*Aana1y31s. o .

[#rOption Nfld zgplus. ';%jj}%f*':}/;$112;560—,;*Lmq$
. Assessment of economic - . - $196,560 " . -
- -impact with respect. to . R TR RS R
S quality of 1ife, sectoral v

© effects and barriers to - = . -
“~.industry. v1ab111ty and SRR
:3“}expan510n.a o PR

“has been developed reflectlng the level of effort,i- S
quested ‘of “the evaluator in answering each o e
X ? . \ ) his range are not felt justlflable to reasonably RS
eva uate the Program as proposed R , AT _ _ T
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EXHIBIT A: SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF PROVINCIAL EVALUATION OPTIONS -

Page 4 of 4

PROVINCE . A QOPTION TITLE
Prince Edward - Option PEI 1:

Island ' Basic Evaluation

Option PEI 2:
Intermediate
Evaluation

v_Optibn PEI 3:
Comprehensive
Evaluation

OPTION DESCRIPTION

Assessment of economic
impacts and objectives
achievement with respect
to employment, income,
output, productivity and
GDA recipient and
structural impediments to
development analysis.

Option PEI 1 plus:
Assessment of economic
impacts on resource
utilization/management
and sectoral analysis.

Option PEI 2 plus:
Private investment and
subsidy dependency
analysis.

ESTIMATED COST* TIME (WEEKS)

$ 67,200~ 40-54
$ 90,720

' $ 99,120- 59-81
$136,080
$129,360- 77-105
$176,400

*A range of the ‘estimated costs has been developed reflecting the level of effort,
detail and coverage which may be requested of the evaluator in answering each
question. Costs projected beyond this range are not felt justifiable to reasonably

evaluate the Program as proposed.

Lo S e S S
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h'The follow1ng schedules portray

,_ix".’.‘.; .

v-lProv1nce, the questlons addressed 1n each optlon'aswwell as
tthe fOcus of the analysls proposed 1n each case., They also
?reflect the focus of ana1y31s whlch would be undertaken in
’1~an evaluatlon of Federal coordlnatlon and Federa1~Prov1nc1al'
j;fCoordlnatlon 1ssues in a comprehen51ve evaluatlon optlon.




OPTIONS FOR EVALUATION

New Brunswick

sues and Questions

ik

Impacts and Effects

|

Intended Impacts

and Effects

-Aggregate Focus

)
bj

.Employment

-Income

«Qutput

«Productivity

-.Private Investment
.Population Distribution
-Reduced Imped. to Dev.
~.Ultimate Recipients

-Sectorial Focus

.Resource Util./Manage.
-.Support Pos. Econ. Change
.Sectorial Impact

.Comparative Res. Sector Impact
.Further Priv., Inv. Potential

-Spatial Focus

«Quality of Life
.Sub-Provincial Disparities

-Functional Focus

.Labour/Man. Skills

.Priv. sector participation - process

.Infrastructure Sufficiency
.Program Instr. Effectiveness

.Influence on Subsidy Dependency
«.Encour. Effic;/Inefficienc%es

1

B) Unintended Impacts
and Effects ) .
-Aggregate Focus

Objectives Achievement

-Aggregate Focus

.Extent of Achievement

.Matching of Impacts and Objectives
«-Factors affecting achievement
Fed./Prov. Coord. Effects

Federal coord. Effects

Basic Intermediate Comprehensive
X -
X x’&
X B

% ;
R
x 1]
!
X i
k
X
x (Mining)
x (Mining)
X
X
X :
%
§
'
2
X
X g
X
X




ssues and Questions’

a2

W,

ﬁopTIous FOR EVALUATION

Nova Scotla'

:mpacts'anddEffectef

)

3»—Funct10na1 Focus_ﬂﬂ'

B).

0b3ect1ves Achlevement

Baszc =Intermedlate Comnrehen51v

Intended Impacts’,ﬁk;difif¥'?eihéd:'ff”””_:u'*,fet'*if;;
and Effects T T T ' L

‘—Aagregate Focus'

”—Spatlal Focus;»c

;

.Employment
_ Income_ ;_
.Output . - -
.Pnoductlvlty -
. .Private- Investment IR
‘.Populatlon Dlstrebutlon'
';Reduced Imped. to:Dev. . - " . S e
,.Ultlmate Reclplents o -.’V~‘{;{ e x

v
i

*:*5 ;:5

-Sector1a1 Focus

f‘.Resource Ut11 /Manage.ﬁ' L o . : 5
.Support Pos. Econ.- Change L -T"Q]nq;".7FVjJ"x(Ind, Dev )
' JSectorial Impact S e T R x(Ind Dev )
'.Comparatlve Res. Seéctor Impact o o
J-Further Prlv.fInv. Potentlal '

.Quallty of Life :
" JSub=~ Prov1nc1al Dlsparltles

.Labour/Man.,Skllls7 PRI S
.Priv.. sectox partlclpatlon - process -
A .Intrastructure Sufficiency .. B R
/}Program Instr. Effectlveness el 0 x(Ind. Dev,)

Unlntended Impacts

-and EffectsAn

-—Aggregate Focus

L _ .Encour‘

.Influence on Sub51dy Dependency i
iEfflc /Inefflclenc1esi"*'

_ggregate FAcus : B

_‘,Matchlng of Impacte~and Objectxves;f
1‘wFactors affectlng achlevement

')Fed /Prov.ACoord Effhcts

-kFederal Coord. Effects
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OPTIONS FOR EVALUATION

Newfoundland

ssues and Questions

"Basic Intermediate

Comprehensive

Impacts and Effects

b

Intended Impacts
and Effects

-Aggregate Focus

.Employment
.Income
«Output
.Productivity
.Private Investment x (Fish.
.Population Distribution %
-.Reduced Imped. to Dev. x

.Ultimate Recipients

L]

'

-Sectorial Focus

.Resource Util./Manage. - x (Fish.
.Support Pos. Econ. Change

.Sectorial Impact

.Comparative Res. Sector Impact

«Further Priv. Inv. Potential

-Spatial Focus

.Quality of Life
.Sub-Provincial Disparities ’ . X

-Functional Focus

.Labour/¥Man. Skills

.Priv., sector participation - process’

.Infrastructure Sufficiency .

.Program Instr. Effectiveness _ ’ x

1o}
~

Unintended Impacts
and Effeccts

-AggreqateAFoéus

.Influence on Subsidy Dependency
.Encour., Effic./Inefficiencies

Objectives Acaievement : ; .

-Aggregate Focus

.Extent of Achievement _
.Matching of Impacts and Objectives
.Factors affecting achievement

L

Fed./Prov. Coord. Effects

-

Federal Coord. Effects

SRS =

LT

- S

& Eor%)

& For.)

x(Agr.)
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OPTIONS FOR EVALUETION
: - S , .;?Prlnce Edward Island
”Issues and QuestionSw,csgv

Ba51c<;Intermediate Comprenen51v

Impacts and Effects

.A) Intenaed Impacts7”
" and Effects : -

-Aggregate Focus
>.€mployment
.Income -
.Output
.%roductIVLty
.Prlvate Investment .
.Populatlon Dlstrlbutlon
j.Reduced Imped. to Dev.
.Ultlmate Rec1p1ent5"

MWK R

-Sectorlal Focus'°

;Resource Util. /Manage.;.t
;Support Pos. ‘Econ. Change
+Sectorial. Impact ' .
.Comparative Res. Sector Impact - D o
.Further Priv. Inv. Potential - T x

K KX

‘-Spatial FOCUS' L’“l; ) tt o

- .Qua11ty of Llfe N :
«Sub= Prov1nc1a1 Dlsparltles

-Funct10nal Focus

.Labour/Man. Sklllsff' R PR

. .Priv. sector participation - process
-,Infrastructure Suff;cxency ‘ T
.Program Instr. Effectlveness

B) Unlntended Impacts;3 A
and ’ Effects {

'Aggregate Focus

.Influence on Sub51dy Dcpendency'

-.Encour. Efflc /In’fflc encles
Ob]ectlves Achlevement .','ﬂ'ﬁj_i”- N
',-Aggregate Focus
'QExtent of Achlevement .
.Matchlng of Impacts and Objectlves:
I.Factors affectlng achlevement
‘i'Fed /Prov. Coord Effects
' : X

‘Federal COord. Effects~5{§7;;tg%i?*‘7“f_?}'jﬂtff5:‘
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/1. INTRODUCTION - -

1.1 ‘Background . .

The - "%verment g of" Canada, 1n endeavouring to ach1eve its

" mandate of reglonal econom1c expans:l.on and soc1al adjust—
ment, developed in 1973 a program process known as' the

"General Development Agreement“ (GDA) The" GDA 1nitiat1ve

was bas:Lcally an ) enabl:l.ng framework through whlch ‘the
'Federal and prov1nc:|.al governments were able to enter into
«Sub—Agreements with each other to joJ.ntly plan and - execute_

programs of mutual prlorlty :|.n reg:|.onal economJ.c expansion

*and soc1al adjustment .

"'lEach GDA 51gned w:|.th a Prov1nce prov:|.ded a broad outllne of
the econom:l.c and soc:|.a1 objectlves of the Federal Prov1nc1a1
_1n1t1at1ve 1n that Prov:.nce., Sub—Agreements pursuant to the

'General Development Agreement prescr:.bed s_ 'ec1fic objectlves

- and out11ned programs and projects which.,; at ajstrateglc"
_level,( had as the:|.r objectlve the ultimate achlevement of

the broad ob]ectlves enunc1ated in the GDA. > o

'.All Prov1nces, w:|.th the exceth.on of Pr:l.nce Edward Island,
's:l.gned GDA s w1th the Government of Canada 1n the m1d- '
,'1970 s. . Pr1nce Edward Island however, pursued a dlfferent ,
route from that of the other Prov1nces by s:LgnJ.ng w1th the
Government of Canada, B a 15-year Comprehen51ve ‘_;Development._‘ o
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1.2 Organization of this Report

Chapter 1 provides relevant background information to the
Study and describes the purpose, scope and approach of the
Evaluation Assessment. The second chapter presents a
profile of the GDA programs 1nc1ud1ng mandate, structure and
delivery process. Chapter 3 describes the issues an,,
questions which are to be addressed in the evaluation study?‘.
The fourth chapter provides a full description of the data
collection and analytical techniques which will be employeé‘i
in the evaluation study, as well as the sampling methodologir
for selecting projects to be evaluated, a definition and
methodology for measuring incrementalitv and a summary of

the pilot evaluation undertaken in this study. Chapter 5

_presents the evaluation options on a province by province

basis, which have been developed through the course of the
study., and Chapter 6 contains the draft terms of reference -
for the recommended evaluation option which will be
undertaken during the evaluation phase of this exercise.

1.3 Purpose and Scope

The Department of Regional Economic Expansion is currehtly
preparing an evaluation assessment of itsi General Developr
ment Agreements in the Atlantic Region and of Phase 1I1I of
the Prince Edward Island Comprehenslve Development Plan.1 g
As a first step in this procesé a number of evaluation
issues were formulated by DREE staff éovering" the broag

range of basic program evaluation ié’sues enunciated by the

1. Any future reference in this report to GDA should be
. interpreted to include Phase II of the Prince Edward
Island Comprehensive Development Plan.
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"'Government s "GuJ.de to the Program Evaluatlon Functlon

" -Office . of éhé’-—’édmptr‘bilef N General':" (’6CG)' in the Federal
", 2

:'I'hese bas:.c classes of evaluatlon 1ssues and questions are'
y portrayed 1n Exh1b1t l l 1.,_~ D ‘

iDPA Consultlng LimJ.ted was then engaged to undertake an-
,_evaluat:.on assessment of the program s "'1ntended" 1mpacts

and effects (to 1nclude economlc 1mpacts and effects and

N prlvate sector 1nvolvement), 1ts' un1ntended" 1mpacts and
”?’_'effects and the achlevement of GDA program objectlves., It
;7was felt by the Department that the rema1n1ng classes of

'l‘»lSSUES, for example, those relat:Lng to Program ‘Ratlonale,
' Impacts and Effects'pertalnlng to the coord1nat10n of»

Federal-Prov1nc1al pollcies and programs, the coordlnatlon ‘
:of Federal pollc:Les and programs,._ and Program Alternatlves

,. "-would best be addressed 1nternally by DREE staff 1n the».

‘ Atlantlc Reglon.nf'- RS : R - :

2. ‘Gulde on the Program Evaluatlon Funct:Lon. 0ff1ce of the

Comptroller General of Canada,p‘l‘reasury Board of Canada,
"May 1981, page 7. T A o R T - :

k - a- , ‘ . "- .- - : - - . - o . \ l - - V - ' - : - ’




EXHIBIT 1.1.1: BASIC PROGRAM EVALUATION ISSUES

Classes of Evaluation Issues

Basic Evaluatiép Questiéns

Program Rationale (Does the
program make sense?)

Impacts and Effects (What
has happened as a result
of the program?)

Objectives Achievement
(Has the program achieved
what was expected?)

Alternatives (Are there
better ways of achieving
the results?)

To what extent are the | (
objectives and mandate of
the program still relevant?
Are the activities and outé
puts of the program consis:
tent with its mandate and

plausibly linked to the ﬂ
attainment of the objectives
and the intended impacts and
effects? ‘ y

(

What impacts and effects,
both intended and unin-
tended, resulted from

carrying out. the program?

In what manner and to what
extent does the program
complement, duplicate, over-
lap or work at crosspurposes
with other programs?

In what manner and to what
extent were appropriate

program objectives achieved
as a result of the program?

Are there more cost-effec-
tive alternative programs .
which might achieve the i
objectives and intended )
impacts and effects? 4

_ i
Are there more cost-’ ) |
effective ways of delivering

the existing program? C

—

G
'
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. 1.4

'I'he followlng products were generated'; in :rthe course' of th1s

work s

At the Overall l.év.el

a refinement of evaluation issues and questions;

At the Provincial Level

program component proflles 1nclud1ng the legal basls,

act1v1t1es, products and structure of the program

.components outl:.nlng causal llnkages between elements

1n the program"

heira'rchies of obj‘ectiires priorized by senior depart-
mental management in accordance W1th their pr10r1ty for

. evaluatlon 3

a number of poss1ble evaluat:.on opt:.ons 1nclud1ng ‘the

.'approaches and methodologles to be employed and. the

assoc1ated est1mated resources and t1me requlred to

‘ undertake each optlon- and,_ .

Throughout the study the - consultants worked closel' . with S
DREE staff from DREE offlces across the Atlant:.c Reglon.,;b.l_i_j -

'The work program was conducted 1n the following fou phases.-

Ap 'proach“. o

pthe terms of reference for evaluat:l.on of those optlons

preferred by DREE management.
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Phase 1:

GDA documents were reviewed, evaluation issues and questions
priorized, refined and finalized, and objectives heirarchies

developed and priorized for each Province. !

Phase II:

Program models were prepared‘fof each Province. Performance

indicators were identified, and basic options and evaluati@n
3 '
approaches derived. I

{j

Phase III:

A range- of evaluation options and approaches for eaéh
Province were derived reflecting the preferences indicatéd
by Steering Committee members. A limited pilot‘evaluatidn
was undertaken for each Province which assessed data
availability, evaluation approaches, analytical techniques

and resource requirements for conducting the study.

Phase IV:

The final report was prepared which included the terms of
reference and preliminary cost estimates for the evaluatién
phase of the study.

Phases 'I-III were each concluded w1th a meeting of the
Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprlsed of
three individuals from DREE (Atlantlc), one from each of the
DREE Prov1ncia1 offices, as well as a representative from
the OCG in Ottawa (see Appendix l. Steering Commlttee
Members) .. A senior evaluation officer from the DREE
(Atlantic) office was assigned to work with the Project Team

throughout the term of the project. i
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The fourth and last phase of the study was' flnallized W1th a
presentatlon of .the Study Report to senlor DREE management ;

in the Atlantlc Reg1on.

An 1terat1ve approach was employed throughout all phases of

the evaluatlon assessment to ensure that the f1na1 report

‘was-’ useful and - re1evant to. the needs of the Department.

This approach 1nvolved a consultative process with govern-
ment off1c1a1s whlch “inturn, aided - the - consultlng team to
better understand the scOpe and d1vers1ty of ‘DREE - pro-

_gramm1ng across the AtlantJ.c prov1nces. o

. FPor example, occaslonally preclse program objectives ‘were

N flacklng, reflectlng an effort to afford program f1ex1b111ty»

in prOJect 1mplementatlon. Th].s program flexiblllty" on

. the other hand often represented an - 1mped1ment to the

measurement of objectlves ach1evement. 5 Therefore, while
program objectlves as well as the1r role 1n the GDA process
were largely der1ved from avaz.lable documentatlon, they were

supplemented adjusted and prlorlzed through J.nterv1ews and

consultatlon W1th Federal off1c1als at all levels. Struc-

tured lnterv1ews were arranged w:Lth the follow:.ng off1c1a1s-

. '.”'I'he- A'ss/ist'ant "'Eputy Mi’nister and ‘Director General,

~Plann1ng and Coord:.natlon of the DREE (Atlantlc)"

‘ "off:.ce.i_;_‘,“l-u v

e The four DJ.rectors-General of the prov:.nc:.al DREE

‘ 'offJ.ces of Newfoundland "Nova Scot:l.a.‘.'-
and PrJ.nce Edward Island.» e -

. four" pr'ovinc'ial offices noted zab‘ojv_;é S

e 'Three representat1ves from the Mlnlstry of State for
o Economlc Development._ L »;_,,- .‘ :

New Brunsw:u,ck' ‘




< Two officials from the Treasury Board of Canada.

. The Director General, Analysis and Liaison of the DREE
(Hull) office. ’ '

j

N

- The Deputy Comptroller General and a senior evaluatié’h
.‘!

analyst of the Office of the Comptroller General of
Canada. :

dj
i
Y
A complete list of officials interviewed, and the format of
questions posed both at the provincial and Regional officesa,‘

as well as in Ottawa, are included as Appendices 2 and 3.

]
i

]
The Project Team, with the assistance of the provincial aqud
regional offices, also reviewed a number of Sub—Agreemer%t
Evaluations already completed respecting the Provinces under
review, a 1list of which is attached as Appendix 4. The
information being sought from these Sub-Agreement Evalua-

tions was documented in the format shown in Appendix 5.

o . os

o

@ e
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‘2. DREE/GENERAL DEVELOPMENT. AGREEMENT

2.1 ' GDA MANDATE

) In‘1969 the Government of Canada undertook to consol1date

and enr1ch its efforts to st1mu1ate reg1ona1 economic
development and soc1a1 adjustment. H_Prlor to that time

~var10us Departments and agenc1es of'Government'assumed

scattered" responslblllty for th1s undertaklng and at times

>the approach was dup11cat1ve,i 1nadequate- and not suffi-
»c1ent1y broad to tackle the bas1c root causes of econom1c

and -soc1a1 dlsparlty across the Country. Furthermore,

_Federal programm1ng was unable to max1m1ze " the. opportun1ty
lflof consol1dat1ng 1ts thrust w1th programs and pr1or1t1es at
'the prov1nc1a1 government 1eve1. ‘

Therefore, :in'1196§,_ the Government, of Canada formed the
Department ,of Reglonal Economlc Expans;on, which was
1ntended., Lo

1) to consolldate programs existing at that tlme 1n the
fleld of regional development- and.‘< s -

2) to embark upon new 1n1t1at1ves 1n reg1ona1 econom1c
'.expan51on and soc1a1 adjustment.f'-

vThe mandate of the Department of Reg1ona1‘Econom1c Expans1on
’is found 1n the Department of Regional Economic Expans1on‘r

" Act, - 1969.;- Sect:l.ons S(a) and “(b) of the Act def:Lne the i
f7;Department s respons1b1lit1es as. A ’ S

Section S(a)

"all matters over whldh the:Parl amenm of:Canadafj“:
‘has 1urlsd1ct10n not by law asslgned to any othert\
_”department,vbranch or agency of the Government ofhg'

'fCanada, relatlng to ecouomic expans1on and soc1aImf"

13fadjustment in: areas requlring spec1a1 measures tg?i‘
1mprove opportunltles for productlve employment andn ’
-access to those opportunltles.u‘*” T T

. . . . . . .
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Section 5(b)

"such other matters over which the Parliament of
Canada has jurisdiction relating to economic expan-
sion and social adjustment as are by law assigned

t

to the Minister." A

N
1t
9

DREE responsibilities were not restricted, however, té
consolidating only Federal policies and programs within ité
own bureaucracy. : ¢
Sections 7(1) and 8(1)(a) of the Act>alsQ prescribe that the
Department should carry out its mandate in cooperation with
any province, as well as other departments, branches or
agencies of the Government of Canada. More specifically,
the cooperative effort with the Provinces should involve the
formulation of a plan of economic expansion and social
adjustment in a special area and for the'entering "into an
agreement with that province for the joint carrying out of
that plan." »

The GDA mechanism represents the formal framework adopted in

1973 to give effect to this undertaking, pursuant to which

DREE and the provincial governments together embarked upoﬁ
initiatives supportive of development opportunities and thé

removal of obstacles to thosé opportunities. The authority

. enabling the Minister of Regional Economic Expansion to

enter into such agreements with the provinces is grantec:i
through Section 11(a) of the Appropriations Act, 1973, which
reads: . ' : s

"To authorize the Minister of Regional Economic

Expansion to enter into general development agree-
mient with the provinces, ..., to provide measures
for economic expansion and social adjustment in
areas in Canada requiring such measures to improve
opportunities for productive employment in those
areas and access to such opportunities.™
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The Provlnce of . Pr1nce Edward Island d1d not, however,

~,conclude a General Development Agreement w1th the Government

of Canada. 1 Instead the Prov1nce in.. 1969 s1gned a lS-year

”.Comprehen51ve Development Plan to stlmulate economic

activity in- Prince Edward - Island and attempt to .reduce

) dlsparltles relatlve to the rest of Canada.

'The 1egls1at1ve mandate for the P.E. I., Plan was orlglnally
3the Fund for Rural Econom1c Development Act (PRED). First
_ade.nJ.stered by the Department of Forestry ‘and Rural
_Development, 1t was , soon ' absorbed by the newly created
'Department of . Reglonal Economlc Expans1on. Although the
'leglslatlon establ:.shlng FRED was repealed in 1969, existing

agreements were pemltted to contlnue to thelr termJ.natJ.on

‘ dates.-

Phase II of the P E I. Comprehenslve Development Plan, whlch

" commenced Apr11 l,~ 1975 placed future Jo:.nt Federal-
"~ Provincial 1n1t1atives in “the- f1eld of reglonal economlc
'development under the authorlty of Vote ll(a) ‘of the
,,'Approprlatlon Act. 1973. ‘

‘Durlng the course of thlS Evaluatlon Assessment, the
' Government of Canada announced the formation of a new
Department. the Department of Reglonal Industrlal Expans:.on.
.Th:l.s new Department wlll amalgamate mostiof DREE s program

functlons as ‘well - as Industry, Trade and Commerce s domestlc

‘ respons1b111t1es for 1ndustry, tourJ.sm and small bu51ness.
.‘,The program focus for thJ.s new Department‘_wf""'l‘;f concentrate
on 1ndustr1a1 development,’ thereby ~re11nqu1shing DREE and
fIT&c s current role 1n the primary x

rce"" sectors to the

(MSBD) Wlll. take on both the rng.onal pollcy and co—ordJ.na-
_'t1ve _functlons currently performed by DREE as well as the
-'_‘respon31b111ty for developlng new and'ﬂ slmpler sets of

development agreements (slmllar : to the DA s) th.ch will

' '1nvolve Al w1der range of federal departments. ’Ai u




X

-12-

This new policy and programming environment has been

considered to the extent possible, in this current study.

2.2. GDA Program Structure

The GDA strategy of the Department of  Regional Economié
Expansion was, therefore, to provide a vehicle, or "enabling
framework", within which the Government of Canada, togetheé
with the provinces, would cooperate in the pursuit of
initiatives to alleviate economic and social disparities in
selected areas'of the Country by improving opportunities fof
productive employment.

-
N

Emanating from its broad statement of intent and purpose;
the Government of Canada then signed GDA agreements of %
ten-year term with provincial governments. These agreement%
are reviewed regularly in consultatioﬁ with the respectivg
provinces, and with other federal government departments, to
review progress and to consider the implementation of new
development initiatives based on the continuihg analysis of

each Province's socio-economic circumstances.

Each GDA signed with a Province contains a statement of its
own program objective(s) in accordance with the general
mandate of the Department. The objectives so designated for
the Provinces of Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince Edwaré
Island and Newfoundland are- foupd in Sgction 2.4 of thié

“ Report.

Inasmuch as General Development Agreements represent the
“"enabling" framework within which the federal and provincial
governments - undertake joint initiatives, Sﬁb-Agreeménts to
these General Agreements represent the "tools" or “deliver?

mechanisms™ of this coordinated approach.

1
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1mplementat1on of programs and proJects under;thenAgreement.

¢Also 1ncluded are approprlate prov131ons regardlng an
“evaluatlon to revlew conslstency wuth the objectlves and
) strategles of the GDA..

General 'Development ’Agreements"were 'signed with the

) Provlnces of Newfoundland and Nova Scot1a in February,,1974,

and w1th the Prov1nce of New Brunsw1ck in- ‘April, 1974. As

rof December 31,5 1981, DREE ‘had 51gned 58 Subs1d1ary
Agreements in- the Atlantlc Reglon-i 21 in Newfoundland, 21
‘in New Brunsawick, -and l6 in Nova Scotla.': '

,As noted earller. on, March 7 1969,, Prince Edward Island
tslgned a lS-year Comprehenslve Development Plan w1th the

Government of Canada (orlglnally as part of the FRED

fprogram)

~'The P, E I. Plan prov1ded for a three phase approach. each of
a consecut1ve f1ve—year duratlon._-'

Phase I - --A;sri'l».l",- 1“_96”9;,‘_ to March 31, 1974
-Phase 'II = ‘April 1, 1974, to March ‘31, 1979
Phase III - ;April;l;,1979r to;March531;L1984]q

fHowever, delays led to an exten31on of Phase I to March 31, §
“[1975, and Phase II to March 31 1981.v;,,fé%“*'“ S

The programmlng undertaken pursuant to the General Develop—g;wf
R -'ment Agreements has been 1mplemented
f(federal/provlnclal agreement) called the »
;?Agreement. Each Sub31d1ary Agreement 31gned by the federal.__,ﬁ
*5fand prov1nc1al governments detall

Subs1d1ary

~g3pro3ects to be undertaken,_lncludlng an 1mplementat10n
" strategy,. goals and ob]ectlves and flnanclal commltments -

(cost shared)

mechanlsmﬁ.f

"speclfic programs and“. 4

. N . . . . L .
,-< - - : . 5 i . N
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While there is an abundance of financial data regarding the
Subsidiary Agreements, very little detailed financial data.
on the overall GDA's for each province has been published.
For this reason the project team, with the assistance of
DREE staff, undertook to develop a functional and sectorafl.
classification of GDA expenditures for each of the foq{'}lr
Atlantic Provinces using the DREE Atlantic computerizeéi
project reporting system. These two classifications!,
functional and sectoral, were developed to provide ah

)

overview of the expenditures of the GDA program. ,5;

§
The functional classification categories include; resource
management, élanning, administration, human resources,
infrastructure, assistance to business and special pro-
gramming. Due to the high proportibn of spending on
infrastructure projects, the category was further broken
down to include a finer resolution of the different types of
infrastructure activities of the GDA program. As well the
assistance to business categories are further broken down
into a number of sub-groupings. By reviewing the functional
classification it is possible to view the expenditures of

the program as theyA relate to the various program thrusts.

The sectoral classification scheme categorizes various GDA
expenditures into a variety of standard industrial classi;—
fication codes. Included is a classification of expendiﬁ-
tures in the primary sectors, including agriculthreé,
fisheries, mining, forestry, as well as tourism and
transportétion, and on the 'manufai:turing side, primarSr
manufacturiné is broken down into agriculture, fisﬁe;ies?,
mining and forestry sectors and secondary manuf_ac_:turing.‘ In
addition, expenditures in commercial. activities are also
grouped. A 'sectoral 'cilassif‘ication titled "community
development expenditures' are grouped .by water and sewer,
street improvements, social infrastructure and industrial
parks. Program expenditures in the energy sector are also
grouped. ' ‘
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EXHIBIT 2.3.1: FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF GDA EXPENDITURES FOR- NFW BRUNSWICK
NOVA SCOTIA, NEWFOUNDLAND AND PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND ULt e
1974 - Dec.4 1981 L ST LR E ‘

) New: =~ . - f:':v:'f:.;:Nova o L . prince Edward "
.Brunsw1ck © . “Seotia Newfoundland . . Island

©$'000 % . - $7000 - i$ ¥ 000 Z - $'000

100 Resoércéjugt. e "°51,73zfs16.1 . 48,255  20. 3:‘~36;492 - 10.4 . 12,034
200 Planding . - 11,947 3.7 . 9,348 3.9 © 5,767 0 1.6 - 7,613
300 Administration - fﬁ.'.15'293f 4.8 ;.Cf2;692 1.1 .7,963""2;3” 6,541
400 Humag Resources =~ 2,304 0.7 - = 2217 0.1 6,029
510 Roads to Resources - 15, 374';"4f81f7’< 290" 0.1 17,536 5.0 355
20 nghiays 67,673 21,1 11,968 . 5.0°-134,701 - 38.4 . 23,374 12.3
30 Brldges ) _;'IQ»_;, ffﬁ,fiQf;fg.jgf_{'5;'If:%;;155§1;,ﬂ 6 9957“"2'of‘° 1,645
40 Commmity Inf = 44,927 14.0 64,642 27.3 69,774 .19.9 10,160 ,
50 Institutional Inf . 10,999 3.4 -~ = = 1,073 04 _'19 856  10:4
60 Tourism 21,506 - 6.7 = 5,714 2.4 2,897 0.8 5,263 .8
70 Power Limes - . - - 183 . 0.1 . 213 © c.1' " .5 0.0 18, 359
80 Airports & Railways S 1,273 04 0959 04 - - o

610 F1nanc1a1 Assistance. ‘. . - .. o TR , :
to. Business L AR ’42’,220 13.2_ ~~._62',122 '126..2‘_ . 28,378 . - 8.1 34,914 18.3
620 Industrial Inf . 24;535 - 7.7 = 25,526 ‘10.8' 31,100 8.9 9,734
631‘Mgt Development S 823 03 146 0.1 S22 0.1 14 047 |
32 Tech Trans/Development?i, 4,937 1.5 2,161 0.9° 4,946 . 1.4 5,483
33 Marketing -~ . .0 ‘1,572 0.5 - 275 0.1 730 . 0.2 4,252
34 Business ‘Studies / l, 815 06 L 926 04 _ e “ ' ..
'35 Other Bus '*’,; e s 0;2é~;{;1}549'_f0,7lﬁfgfi‘7"" 0.2 "5,
_ 40 'Marketing Tourlsm . o 22 0.0 "5""‘,‘. :-;2' ‘_ 314 0.1
- 700 Other N.E. c. R xfi-ii'sf97llA:053a‘Tf55'"”” o

i
b

Total . . "j © - .320,685 100 - 237,200 100 350,552 . 100 ‘190,307
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The GDA functional expenditures for the four Atlantic
Provinces are displayed in Exhibit 2.3.1 and the expendi-
tures on a sectoral basis for the four provinces is

» displayed in Exhibit 2.3.2.

While these classifications are helpful in viewing the
program activities from the expendlture viewpoint, they

a
g
1

should not be interpreted as program priorities or be seer%
as relating to program objectives. From an evaluatioxfl
perspective, functional and sectoral classlflcatlons are
helpful in defining the outputs of the program and estab~
lishing the relationship between these outputs and the
intended impacts and effects of the program.

Beyond the ﬂuses outlined above, it is important to exercise
considerable caution in the employment and interpretation of
this expenditure data. For example, while the functional
classification provides a rough measure of the pattern of
program expenditures most predominant throughout the GDA
process, it does not reveal subsequent costs born by the
provinces in continuing the services provided or maintaining

the capital structures put into place.

Furthermore, the process of ‘developing a c1a531f1catlon
scheme is not in itself without dlfflculty. In some
instances,. relative magnitude of a single project, or the
difficulty involved in securing sufficient expendit’:l_lre"x
detail,. leaves the date base open to question and varied
interpretatioti. As noted earlier,_however, the core of the'
data base has been under development by DREE staff for some
period of tlme and every possible effort has been taken to
ensure that the categor:l.es reflect the nature of the
activity and that the classifications are as accurate as
possible.




EXHIBIT 2.3.2: SECTORAL CLASSIFICATION OF GDA EXPENDITURES'F R;NEW BRUNSWICK4J SIRTEE

NOVA SCOTIA NEWFOUNDLAND5AND
1974 - Dec. 1981 EE

New L - P ince Edward I
Brunswick L.~Scotiajfir Newfoundland Island '

'$'000 %z - $'000 4 ooo B S $'000 7 I ,,

101 Agel 28,237 8.8 - 29,702 }12;51115;0601f 1.6 51,145 269
102 Fisfé\ 3,558 1.1 - - 16,283 4.6 - 78,685 4L 6'[
103 Mining | S 11,406 3.6 15,879 6.7 5,437 1.6 - |
104 Foréstry e .54‘,,'710, 20.2 - 26,634 "'11»';"2_"»"'58;441’ 16,7 7,241 3.8'}
200 Tourism . . - 25441 7.9 8,378 . 3.5 6,251 1.8 9,993 5.3 .
300 Transportation . - . . 74,483 23.2 22,391 9.4 143,891 41.0 - 2,585 12.9' ,
401 Agr. Processing. - 1,276 0.4 = 0,0 - 730 0.2 - _
402 Fish Processing . - = . 415 0.1 - 687 0.3 10,443 - 3.0 . - L
403 Mining Processing = . = = 25'5‘20"",6.8'_-_” . 253 .0'.31,}1 e - - - l
404 Forestry Processing . . 5,886 1.8 . 510 0.2 - - - - R
405 MEg. . . - 12,587 3.9 40,809 17.2 16,029 = 4.6 6,450 '3'.34-" |
500 Commercial Activities 4,588 - 1.4 25,255 :10.6 - ‘= < 5747 3.0
601 Water & Sewer = 10,536’ 3.3 24,83 10.5 17,798 - 5.1 10,176 - 53' :
602 Street Improveméht;s>~&' ,v : s | ' S o . ‘_ L . : Ll:.;
" Urban Arterial - 34,674 10.8 22,249 9.4 52,570 ~15.0 - —
603 Social Infrastructure .~ 9,646 3. 0 65 % 1,384 0.4 19,856 .io.al'
604 Industrial Parks 16,067 - 5.0 . 11,482 4.8 4,379 1.2 5,363 2.8
605 Housing - - L0017 0.3 = = = - 4318 2.3
609 Community Deve10pment;" ER " e T e -
R General ST 73,542 1,1 =T
700 Enetgy - U 427 0,107 3,568 71
900 Nordeo - - A

B

Total . - . 320,685 100 237,200 100 350,552 100 190,307

* Less than one:tenth of one per. cent. - .
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Foregoing the accuracy of the data,there is one more caution
that should be noted in the interpretation of the expendi-
tures data. Certain types of expenditures, such as
infrastructure are, in relative terms, very expensive.
Therefore, they reflect a substantial portion of total GDA
spending compared to other projects which were given highé%
priority in terms of GDA objectives. When the GDA progra&
was in its early stages, the provinces and the federal
government were both eager to enter into sub-agreements aAd
initiate joint projects without delay. In most of the%e
cases, projects were "off the shelf" and were largeﬂy
capital intensive in nature. Expenditures of this nature,
therefore, reflect a disproportionate share of total GDA
spending. !

On the other hand, infrastructure expenditures, in some

“cases, were reflective of provincial priorities and funds

were accordingly allocated. There has also ‘been a change 1n
prierity. and in recent years prOJectsvwere more‘reflectlve
of the most preséing concerns and closer allied with GDA
objectives. A time series of program expenditures for each
province might, therefore, give a better indication of the
changing expenditure patterns over time..

In addition to the function and sectoral classiflcatlons
which are presented in the exhibits above, a comblned
functional and sectoral classification has been developed
for each province. The combined. c1a551f1catlon provides an
opportunity to view the GDA program expendltures from‘both“
functlonal.and a sectoral v1ewp01nt.>.Th15 joint classifica-
tion is provided in‘Appendix.VI ofﬂ;his_rePOrt. " » %
With the reservations noted above, the follow1ng paragraphs
describbe the outcome of the functlonal and sectoral

c1a351f1cat10ns for each prov1nce.

L e T
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4 New Brunswick (runctional)
-AS Of the end of~1981

T?mllllon.: Approx1mate1y 161 mllllon dollarsﬂrepresentlng;
Vg50 =R percent of the total GDA expendltures are 1n the
~1nfrastructure c1a551f1catlon excludlng 1ndustr1al

1nfrastructure._ Of thlS group, hlghways represented

d$45 mllllon or 14 percent - The latter can 1argely be
’?attrlbuted to the constructlon and development of the
”tSalnt John and Moncton arterlal hlghways,i Tourlsm 1nfra—
'?'structure accounted for approx1mately $fl 5 mllllon and
A-roads to resources approx1mately $15 3. mllllon.“'
isame t1me perlod resource management expendfturls amounted
e»to $51 7 mllllon or 16 l percent offtotal GDA expendltures,dg
d:w1th most of these funds belng allocated to the forestry,
o mlnlng and agrlculture sectors. Flnanc1al a551stance to
l'bu51ness accounted for $42 2 mllllon or 13 2 percent of
htotal expendltures whlch 1ncluded a varlety of programs
'des1gned to expand and dlvers1fy the manufacturlng and

fprocess1ng sectors.' Other major GDA expendltures, on a
'].at 7. 7 percent of total FDA expendltures 1n New Brunsw1ck.
7Q:If we. examlne’GDA expendlnures on‘a sec oral ba51s for- the";:

"}gProvlnce oszew Brunsw1ck 7we f1nd that' from 1§74

?:ldevelopment sector..

-19-

PrOV1nce of New Brunsw1ck amounted:to appro ;mately;$321f

$67.7 mllllon or 21. 1 percent and communlty 1nfrastructure"*

Durlng the

functlonal ba51s, 1nclude plannlng at 3 7 percent,

‘admlnlstratlon at 4 8- percent and 1ndustr1al 1nfrastructure

Thl” lnc udes pro e
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sewer, street improvement, social infrastructure, and
industrial parks classifications. Projects in the primary
agricultural sector represented $28.2 million or approxi-
mately 8.8 percent of total expenditures. These expenditures
were designed to pursue épecific commodity strategies which
had been developed through a major review of the agricultural
potential of New Brunswick agricultural sector. GDA prograﬁ{
ming in the area of manufacturing accounted for approximatelé
$12 million or 3.9 percent of total expenditures during the I

time period in New Brunswick, (excluding primary processing) .’

- X el

ii) Nova Scotia;(Functional)

LS

Total GDA expenditures in the Province of Nova Scotia
between 1974 and 1981 were approximately $237 million. Two !
major functional groupings account for approximately 50% of
GDA expenditures in this Province. These are financial
assistance to business, which amounted to‘$62 million or

26 percent, and community infrastructure which totalled

$64.6 million or 27.3 percent. A large portion of the
assistance to business expehditures were directed at the .
Sydney Steel Corporation Assistance Program. The community
infrastructure projects were largely in the Metropolitan
Halifax/Dartmouth area and the Strait of Canso area.

Resource management accounted for $48.2 million or 20.3

percent of GDA expenditures most of which went to the

T ey e,

forestry sector. The only other functional groupings to

e e

receive more than 1 percent overall funding were the
planning function with 3.9-percen£; highways with 5 percent

and tourism infrastructure with 2.4 percent and industrial

e ee b

infréstructpre with 10.8 percent.

Nova Scotia (Sectoral)

—

If we examine GDA expenditures on a sectoral basis for Nova
Scotia, we find a wide distribution of expenditures in a

variety of sectors. For example, manufacturing received
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. to 1982 amounted to $350 5 m11110n wh1ch 1s substantlally

'percent of GDA funds whlle communlty development (water and

' hlgher than any of the other Atlantlc Prov1nces.u On a.
"functlonal ba51s, expendltures on hlghways in the Prov1nce

' accounted for $134 7 mllllon or 38 4 percent ’ If We examlne“
hthe other expendltures 1n the 1nfrastructure c1a551flcatlon,
'roads to resources account for $l7 5 mllllon, brldge

'If we: comblne all 1nfrastructure expendltures 1n Vewfoundland
they tOtal apprOXJ.mately 75 percent_f Of‘ all i :

» expendltures 1n that Provsu_A

_ment sectors.’ Approx1mately $143 9 mll«ion was spent.q:Ln'the"."»'j

in the Hallfax/Dartmouth and Stralt of Canso area.v The

commerclal act1v1ty ‘sector. recelved $25 5 mllllon or 10 6

Sewer, street 1mprovements, soc1a1 1nfrastructure, and
1ndustr1a1 parks) recelved approx1mate1y 25 percent of GDA
expendltures.': o ’ ' R

iii) Newfoundland (F;unct,io"naif)'f

GDA expendltures 1n the Prov1nce of Newfoundland from 1974

constructlon $6 9 mllllon, communlty 1nfrastructure $69 7-
mllllon, 1nst1tut10na1 1nfrastructure $1 2 mllllon, tour1sm

$2 .9 mllllon .and 1ndustr1al 1nfrastructure $31 1 m11110n.
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transportation sector, $17.8 million in the water and sewer
sector, $52.6 million in the street improvement sector and
$4.4 million in industrial park development. In addition,"
primary forestry expenditures accounted for. approximately‘é
$58.4 million or 16.7 percent of GDA expenditures and thé!"f
fisheries sector received $16.3 million or 4.6 percent ’oig”
total funds. Expenditures in the secondary manufacturing’?‘
sector totalled §16.0 million or 4.6 percent of totalz
expenditures . ‘ !

iv) Prince Edward Island (Functional)

While the P.E.I. Comprehensive Development Plan is struc-
tured differently from the GDA programs in the other

Atlantic Provinces, the functional distribution of expendi-

tures is somewhat similar. 334.9 million of the Plan's
expenditures or 18.3 percent are in the financial assistance
to business category. The majority of these funds were in
the family farm program and other farm-related development
programs. In additio_n, management development accounted for
$14 million or 7.4 percent of the Plan's expenditures while
transfers of technology accounted for $5.4 million and
marketing accounted for $4.3 million. If we examine the
assistance to business relative to GDA expenditures in .the;
other provinces, we find that there is a higher portion of:\
expenditures in P.E.I. than in any of the other Provinces$
Other funct10na1 expendltures under the Plan 1nc1uded $23. 4
million or 12.3 percent for highway constructlon and $12)
m11110n or 6.3 percent for resource management. The other
major expendlture under the P.E.I. Plan was the $18.4
million or 9.6 percent which was dlrected at constructlon of
a power cable between Prince Edward Island and the Prov1nce
of New Brunswick. .
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Prince -Edward-Islia
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- *'were commltted.

-:dlfferences are,

‘ »classlflcatlon system

:Qn a sectoral basls, the P. E I
'(Plan expendltures were largely concentrated 1n;the primary g”l
_agrlcultural sector w1th program expendl_ures of:$51 1,..
'm1111on or 26 9 percent._ Other sectors rece1v1ng a
xsubstantlal portlon of the
'transportatlon. w1th a total expendlture of $24 6 mllllon or,'
Q‘12 9 percent,,soc1a1 1nfrastructure $19 8 mllllon or 10 4_

‘percent and $19 1 m1111on or

'Asector.w No expendlturesia "fllsted An: theipr-”ary'manu-;*f

ﬂ:facturlng sectors, howev”r

sectors $6 5 mlllion*

-fIn summary,'whlle ‘we ‘can. see .some s1,1l_riw1 _
_ “and ‘P.E. I.« development plannlng expendltures across the
- reglon,Athever,'there are also zn number of strlklng-
“»hdlfferencesr Whlle we can presumerthat”ainumberuof thesejfu

1n 1arge partn

'Vevaluatlon.;i-*

. Comprehenslve;revelopment'

Plan s expendltures weref:

lO percent in the energyf: B

due to dlfferent prloritles_ff
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2.4 Objectives of the GDA

The precise delineation of program objectives is critical to
conducting an Evaluation Assessment. It not only provides
the basis for assessing a program's success in achieving ité
desired impacts but it .also affords policy makers an
opportunity to priorize those objectives and hence event
ually select an evaluation option and approach .which most
closely meets those priorities. h'
In the case of the GDA program, the derivation of program
objectives heirarchies was of particular value in view of
the magnitude, number and ~diversity of the programs
involved, and the resources available for an evaluation of
the program (i.e., it provides a focus for the evaluation

study) .

While it might be suggested that priorized programming
objectives can be drawn from the functional analysis
described in Section 2.3 of this Report such an approach
would be defficient in the following ways:

. It assumes, prior to evaluation, that expenditures
do in fact reflect program objectives whereas the
confirmation of such a 11nkage should in itself be

(;
the subject of evaluation.

L

. l?unct:l.onal program expendltures do not necessarlly
reflect either policy priorities, or priorities for
evaluat:l.on. The magnitude of the capital 1nvestment
requ:.red for 1nfrastructure 1n1t1atives could bias

less expensive en_deavours of ‘high prlority.

. .Pregram expenditures can be ‘considered to meet a
number of program »objectives_ at one ti-me and as
such- cahnot be ciearlf aesigned to specific or
separate objectlves, partlcularly at a higher level

of object:.ves aggregation.
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E Development Agreements anuw, reemen . .
'f_The objectives heirarchies were then constructed to reflect
f’a) GDA objectives of ‘the’. highest order for each ProVince"

-,objectives of the GDA program and DREE itself b) strategic
'objectives, and c) sub-strategic objectives, specified and
.consolidated where possible.;-~ ' L

~ The sub-strategic objectives are closely aligned w1th the

‘ whereas the Strategic ‘and. ultimate level of objectives were
;'predominantly drawn directly from eac
'r‘Development Agreement.:;i"*T-"' '

',Exhibits 2 4 1 through 2 4 4 incluSive,- portray the
.objective heirarchies derived and subsequently presented for,"
:'amendment ‘and priorization by Senior DREE Management by
| 'means of the interv1eW' process.; As noted earlier,. the
“upper—most objectives in each case 'are described as the

’supported bylthe "St?ateglg"'and sub«strategicﬂf
,respectively.” o P

':Senior management were generally supportive of"the obJec- RS

A'Brunswlck and Newfoundland,'w""
'}ﬂfelt that the reauction of
- on the same grounds, DRE_E

'fﬁfdocumented objective,_p'to stabilize;‘”'my'*“‘

fhobjectives developed for this Provinc .

,Prograni‘objectives:-ﬁere'

(ultimate objectives) in accordance w1th the overall'

speCific goals or targets emunciated in- the Sub-Agreements

‘.ProVince”s !Generalf_

"ultimate objectives"'of each GDA, which in turn ‘are

~objectives:'

tives drawn from the GDA documentation,f'

noteable adjustments. For example, 1n the Prov1nces of Néwff‘

struction industry 3 vas not i _ self an.ob
and therefore warranted 1ts deletion from the heirarchy of




EXHIBIT 2.
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Heirarchy of Objectives - New Brunswick
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Heirarchy of Objectives = Nova Scotia -
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EXHIBIT 2.4.3:

Heirarchy of Objectives - Newfoundland
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The heirarchies therefore reflect the successive derivation
of objectives over time in respect of practical opportu-
nities and constraints. The priorization of these objec-
tives is equally reflective of program evolution and
changing events.

, é
However, some difficulty was experienced by managers 1n
prlorlzlng objectives by virtue of the perceived use to

which such a priorization would be put. g

[N
o

For example, some Managers felt priorities were largely of a
temporal nature, evolving over time. They argued prioritie;
assigned to objectives could change over time due to any or
all of the following factors: '

. changes in the national and international economic
and social environment

. emergence of new opportunities
. achievement of new opportunities
. budgetary restraint

. priority drift.

Sy VOET

These manage:s"feit therefore that an Evaluation of the GQ%
program should focus on most recent objectives. 1t ﬁa;
their view that current priorities had most relevance to thé
development of new program initiatives and design. d

@
b

On the other hand, it was felt by other managers that

current . priorites were not an accurate reflection of the
heirarchy of priorities over the term of the GDA's. These
managers preferred to view the GDA program in each Province
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'has done,'and 1t 1dent1f1es the degree to which its

'lfrule out the a551gnment of a hlgher prlorlty to most current'“
'"fobjectlves,‘lt nevertheless d1d balance on “the. whole,,‘?
. objectlves over the duratlonvof GDA programming. It also,ja
'a»vcarr1ed the beneflt from an'evaluatlon'poin of
-Q_prov1d1ng ‘more measurable ev1dence as to proglam'impact and o
'objectlves achlevement. L B ) |

,'by the PrOJect Team that prloritles hass1gned to the:

’fsenlor managément the1r v1ews as_ix: wh1ch objectlves for

‘:thelr respectlve prov1nce had for them the greatest prlorlty o

: objectlve relatlve to another"

fother objectlves at the same level of aggrega 1on.(.Eoruthei_
" most part. managers prlorlzed progr‘””~ Y - the
f global"jﬂ ’ overv1ew In
F_prlorlzatlon was sup’“

"global"

objectlves were achleved._ Whlle such an approach did notl

Of’_', .

’In v1ew of these two management perspectlves, it was decldedg:

objectlves of GDA programmlng should largely be a matter of

for evaluatlon. Thls pr10rizat1on 1; reflected”‘n:each

Ahlghest prlorlty, are hlghest 1n the helrarchyyrelatlve tOfA:

‘iapproach
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Expansion. While the mandate of the new Department is still
in the process of being clearly defined, it has been
suggested by DREE officials that the priority assigned to
GDA objectives could be affected in a downgrading of the
priority given to developing the resource sectors, increased

priority for industrial development, resource processing and
industrial processing, as well as a shifting of priority fo%
regional economic development. These considerations are o?

r

particular relevance to the process of selectihg the mosﬁ
appropriate options for evaluation. I

Bl Scartzoces

2.5 Program LogiciModels

While Section 2.4 distinguishes the objective heirarchies of

GDA'programming for each Province, it nevertheless leaves
unanswered, questions relating to the form and appropriate-
ness of GDA programming in response to these objectives. In
other words, the heirarchies portray what GDA programming
was "intended to accomplish”. They do not however, draw the
critical linkages which identify sﬁecific pProgramming
activities which are structured to achieve these objectives
- the "how did it go about it" side of the question.

To this end, Logic Models of the programs were prepared for
each Province (see Exhibits 2.5.1 through 2.5.4). Thesé
models, which were feviéwed and confirmed by the Steering
Committee, 1link the manc_iate and activities of each 'Pro-:';- ,
vince's General Development Agreement, to the outputs
flowing from those activities, as well as their cohsequen%

. ) - e N '({
and anticipated impacts. 5

The logigi models therefore portray “the hypothefical4‘
framework and implicit linkages which must be tested in an
evaluation.‘tfbr example,-a cdmprehenSiQeAevaluation would
address the appropriateness of programming activities vis a
vis the mandate of the program. It would also test the
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EXHIBIT 2.5.,2: NOVA SCOTIA GDA LOGIC MODEL
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EXHIBIT 2.5.3 NEWFOUNDLAND GDA LOGIC MODEL

MANDATE .

“aérivzrv“f””"'

TYPES OF GENERAL

. SPECIFIC OUTPUTS

- | program

(Administer the f;w-v

Cﬂ-ordinate F/P

:activitiea

__OUTPUTS ©

| economic. development.j
: 'Cost-Shared

 [vote 12

_,Act et e

“'Appropriation

| planning

'f'Research. analysis" . ,
: y 2rovinces R

grants to -

Proqram

h’?f‘departmenta

S Liaisony with

“Information ..

';implementation .?,‘dpportunity '

| |stuates - "

o ] identification[ ™|

IMPACTS

fIMMEDIATEf‘

Advice-to Ministers

;i;isectoral)
’°*6ﬁForestry

i ‘= Tourism..

COst-shared grants

- Capital Incentives

'gAiFisheries ‘
"-RAgriculture

N fiTransportation‘
flfnuarine
= Mining .

| and atversify .

1= Manufacturing

'g - Primary industries

Expand,

industries

: j*INTERMEDIATE

1= Public

Increase. capital
development

= Private:

to development

- . | empl
Reduce harriers- . employment

1 lincrease -

productivity

u‘~50cio-nconomic '

o strategiea

.{i7Labour force
“{development

'development
= Sub—Pro'inCLal

| [tabour: force

: ;ﬁ-_‘In‘fra"etruct':ure: SRR

| aevelopment |

| | Increase
: employment

f : development

Promote skilledi

labour force

jNatural Resource :

'Aif- Processing/

Development

y Employment/Earned" LT
’jincome per: capitafﬁ__,,;j;""“

'.Regional/Rural o
(Suh-provincial)
: -u_fDevelopment
0 Activities:

.‘;Strategic Deve10pment N
‘Planning - B R

:1?Inst1tutional
‘1Develo'ment

- construction

' LONG-TERM

| Increased

| (numbers &
' quality of

. -Assist in
. -|-spatial

- | economic |-
| development|

| tmproved
living
'standards




v
‘A
XHIBIT 2.5.4: PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PHASE II) LOGIC MODEL
TYPES OF GENERAL IMPACTS
MANDATE ACTIVITY QUTPUTS SPECIFIC OQUTPUTS IMMEDIATE INTERMEDIATE LONG~TERM
Advise to Ministers Expand,
F/P Budget Planning and Diversify
Cost-shared Activities - Prlmary.
Industries
-~ Sectoral Capital -~ Manufacturing
Incentives ~ Educational
Administer the System
progran _ Fisherie : Teal -
~ Fisheries ncrease capita Strengthen
Liaise & co- - Agriculture investment econogic en-
ordinate F/P Cost-shared - Manufacturing . N ]
Social/Economic Grants - Tourism - pu?llc Employment erprises
Development Information - Education - private - maintenance Eliminate
Vote 11A Activities Manpow School Consoli- - long-term dependence
Appropriations - . Opportunity |—p|~ Manpower —»| 3ation on Federal
Act Research, analysig Identificatior Development : Earned income Government
planning rechnol Environmental per capita
Implement program Public Aware- T pevelonmey Protection Self-
mp prog ness Program Development sufficient
Co=-ordinate with ~ Resource Altgrnative economy
OGD in sectoral/ Development Energy Sources
development ' Employment/
strategies - Infrastructure Earned Income
- Energy Conserva- per capita

tion

- Comprehensive
Development
Planning

- Institutional
Development

- maintenance
- short~term
~ long-term

- Land Use Planning




-strength of the 11nkages between the.

‘rogram act;v1t1es and

the general and speclflczoutputs of}GDAfprogrammlngr In .
g both cases the focus is largely of a. programmatic nature and
'7'w111 be addressed 1nterna11y by DREE.“;?"Vf.'““ ‘

'Thls study, however, 1n v1ew of 1ts restrlcted'focusidirects
-;its attentlon prlmarlly to the fundamental{,hypothetical

11nkages whlch. are assumed to exlst ‘between _the sgecific
outguts of GDA programmlng and the- mEacts of those outputs

'upon the env1ronment under rev1ew.f5
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3. EVALUATION ISSUES AND QUESTIONS

3.1 Issues

Prior to the commencement of thls evaluatlon assessment
exercise, the Department of Regional Economic Expan51%n
determined that the evaluatlon assessment should focds
primarily upon the economlc development effects of GDA
programming. The Department maintained that issues relatlng
to the General Development Agreements as a "mechanism“ would
have less priority for program evaluation, largely reflec-
tive of the fact that decisions were at that time being made
within the Federal government concerning alternate funding
structures and processes for the future. Furthermore, it
was decided by DREE that since the assessment was to be a
direct federal exercise, that the issues and questions
should reflect federal priorities only. Therefore, as noted
earlier in Section 1.3 of the Report, the issues prescribed
for study by the Consultant were related to the impacts and
effecﬁs and objectives achievement of GDA programming in the
Atlantic Region. Issues relating to Program Rationale, and
Alternatives were to be undertaken by DREE staff.

The Impacts and Effects issues category was further
sub-divided into the following intended and unintendéd

sub-categories. . _ o i

1. 'Intended“lmgactS“and'Effects | §
. economic impacts and effects:
. coordination of Pederal-Provincial policies and
programs;

. coordination of Federal policies and programs, and,

. private sector involvement.

2. Unintended Imnacts and Effects
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In view of the declslon by DREE to focus upon economic
' _development effects,, the Project Team was- further dJ.rected
" - to address only those questlons related to 1ntended ‘economic
j_J.mpacts - and effects,, private sector 1nvolvement and
"unlntended 1mpacts and effects 1eav1ng Federal and Federal-

Prov1nc1a1 program coordJ.natJ.on 1ssues to DREE off1c1a1s for

- 'assessment .

. ""i'he,r‘efore,_' the 'J",s'siie's' ,tb' beaddressed by - the 5;‘"_Pro-ject Team

were:

- Impacts and:Effects ‘A o

1) ) Intended 'Impacts_"?and,l’vEffects’l

i) Economic _Inipaats :Ahd 'Effgev(?tfs.. C -

ii) Private Sector: Involvement ..

- 2) " Unintended Impacts and"Effec,ts ,' o

'. obj‘e’ééiVés‘-Aéhiévéinénti_ o

‘Whlle the scope of thJ.s study reflected the Department 8.
A'prJ.or1t1es as outl:.ned above, the compartmentalizatlon of

the . Evaluat:l.on Assessment process 1nto these separate un1ts

‘dJ.d ‘not perm:.t an assessment 1n thJ.s study of the program..
.1mp1ementat10n factors th.ch lead to the 1mpacts and effects
»A,and objectlves ach:l.evement of the program. S
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3.2 Evaluation Questions

At the outset of the study process, DREE officials provided
to the Project Team recommended questions which addressed
the designated issues which required evaluation methodoi-
logies and approaches. While the prescription of pro’grafi\‘n
evaluation questions normally follows the identification o‘i‘.’
program causal linkages and an appreciation of the 1ssues
and their priority for evaluation as they relate spec:l.fl-
cally to the program under review, the interview process wa(s‘,
again used in ‘this study as an opportunity to attain the
priorities of Senior Management following which, appr0pr1ate
revisions to the evaluation questions were made. Som‘e

questions were accordingly dropped from the 1list while

others were made more precise and new questions added t‘,c73
render the focus of the study more relevant and specific t
the concerns of senior management in DREE.

Exhibit 3.2.1 portrays the following:

A _"_a_....._...&.._____,..,.__ Q)

.

=

. the class into which each question falls; and,

. the focus of the analysis to be applied in answering

each question:

By categorizing eéach question in ‘this manner, varlous
evaluation optlons can be developed vuth a sensitivity tb
focusing on questions largely of an economic impacts and
effects nature, or with ‘a pollcy/program or object:!.ves
achievement orientation. As is demonstrated in Section 5 o_f.
the Report, the most realistic set of evaluation 0ption§
reflect a blend of questions of various classes at alterna-s
tive levels of analysis, reflective of prloritles and the
use to which the subsequent evaluation might be put in each

>
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" While some questions listed in~ xhibit 3 2 ’1 re‘flect,. in
"themselves,.: the appropriate indicators to be measured in

developlng thelr response, _ 1n other _ cases ‘ a : number of

' alternate performance 1nd1cators were developed,- and 1_n most
.1nstances ‘more than one for. each question. - R

_Followz.ng 1s a brief rev1ew of the questions l1sted in
-Exhlblt 3. 2 X as well -as- a description of the performance
' 1nd1cators developed for answerlng the respectlve questlons
1n each case. The questlons and 11sting of all possible

"'performance 1nd1cators are prov1ded 1n matrl.x form in
; Appendix 7.

1. Intended Effects and Impacts ' .

1) Economic Impacts and Effects

In what manner and to what extent has GDA programmz.ng . :

led to- mprovements 1n employment 1ncome and output?

"l'hese questions are basic to an assessment of the economic
R mpact of GDA program!ning 1n each of the Prov1nces under'
rev1ew.__ In most Prov:.nces they are reflective, in part,_ of
‘-the objectives of the GDA programs.

-In measuring the 1mpact of GDA programming spec1f1cally on

employment, 1ncome and output it 18 necessary ‘to. address the

: Acomplex 1ssue of 1ncremental:|.ty that is, 1solat.1ng from
'any mpact assessment,‘ the extent to which thJ.s econonuc

'_ act1v1ty would have occurred 1n the absence of the GDA
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FXHIBIT 3,2,1 _QUESTIONS AND ISSUES FOR WHICH EVALUATION METHODOLOGIES F;EVR!QUIRED

Class of Question Focus of Analysis

mpacts Policy/
and Objectives ] Program
ssues Specific Questions ffsc Achievemant| Formulation JFunctiona}y Sectoral] spatiall Aggregate

I. Effects and Impacts

A. Intended Effacts and
Impacts

i) Economic effects and
impacts . 1, In.what manner and to

what extent has GDA pro-

gramming led to improve-

ment of socloeconomic

circumstances?

(a) employment (creation/
maintenance)

{(b) income (earned)
(c) output
(d) productivity

(e) resource utilization/
management : X X

{(f) population distribution X X
{g) quality of 1life X X
{h) private investment X X

M OoM M M
E

(1) increased labor and
. management gkills X X

{j) reduce or eliminate
structural impediments
" to development (nega-
tive impacts of struc-
tural change) X X

(k) sub-provincial
disparities X X

P N .5 - G s ETTR TGN e L
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XHIBIT 3.2.1 Con't

.Spccitic Questions

QD!STIONS AND ISSUES FOR WHICH. EVALUATION HETHODOLOGIES ARE REQUIRED

CJ

ass of Question

impacts
.and
Effects

Objeétives
Achievement

Policy/
Program

Eunﬁtioni]-

"Focus of

Sécféral

nalysis

Spatial].

~

Aggregate

{flfPilﬁaw
xm.nhjf

- prog:ammlng by .category |
‘of ‘recipients? -(provin-

PR
" . supported the positive
.changes which have .
occured within the pro-
"vlncill ‘economy?

s
-} . economic impact of GDA -
“fp:oq:lmminq on‘a ‘Sub-

‘nesses;, communities,’
'indlviduals, non—profit)f

QHow docl the impact in'
“the. rolource sectors

.. compare with the impact
‘3_1n othat sectors?' )

R N bluil?
- sector invest-| - .

“ctll, both-in terms of
‘Einlncinl contribution

planning process?

Hho have been' the ulti-
matn :ccipients of GDA

cial, governments, busi-

Has' GDA programming

‘tht has been the’ impact'
of GDA: programming of a |
wlccto:al basis?

What' has been’ the'

provincial spatial

tht hll E.enﬁthe?parti-”'

cipatlon of the private
sector in the- Gba pro-

and involquent in the

Formulation

o




QUESTIONS AND ISSUES FOR WHICH EVALUATION METHODOLOGIES &

RE REQUIRED

Exn:az'r 3,2.1 Con’t

Issues

Specific Questions

B, Unintended Impacts
- and Effects

8,

10,

11,

L2,

What types of GDA

what is the potential.
for further private
investment? (restricted
to areas. in which the
greatest amount of in-
vestment has been made
resulting from direct
GDA investment)

fias the amount of infra-
structure investment
under the GDA been suf-
ficient to remove the
barriers to industry
viability and expansion?

program instruments
(e.g9., infrastructure,
incentives) have been
most effective in terms
of achieving GDA
ohjectives?

Has GDA encouraged the

creation of development
which is subsidy depen-
dent?

Has the GDA progyramming
encouraged inefficienctay
or efficiencies with
respect to regional
economic development in
the Atlantic Pegion?

- e i wm remo TR T T

Bl

Class of Question Focus of Analysis
Tmpacts Policy/
Objectives | Pzogram
Fffcctl Achievement] Formulation |Functionald Sectoral | Spatial]l Agqreogate
L]
X X
X X
X
X X
X X

e @ETE - Tvie A Al T
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xutnn'a.i.I'COn'c . - o QUB !IONS AND- ISSUES FOR WHICH BVALUATION METHODOLOGIBS ARB RBQUIRED

.ciaan of Quastion C e o Focus of #nalylil

Iipnctn Policy/
e L - and ' objnctlyoq. Program : N e i
«sﬂlc1!1C‘Queltionl. .- - Effects| Achievement| Formulation JFun gtiona] Sac;oral‘ Spatial ,Aggrdgatd

 Q#;lunl»?“

II. objuctlvel Achicvenonh 13.1To what degree have the
. . . objectives laid out in
Lo the’ GDA basen met? y

Conparo impact and . o B I 1 S L AR
" effects with objectives. R BT SR S I o T

St T N DOII a great deal of the-
. GDA impact fall in areas
.'not ‘set out in its -
objcctlvus? :

.‘*To what'’ nxtant do. the

© - impacts. and effects of -
the. GDA- watch with - RS
‘ltltcd objectives? A IR § X

'”Hhct hlve been ‘the fac- o
_ tors which affected the | .°:
‘achievement of objec- [

‘tives (i.e,, program-’ o
. ming? Financlial commit--
ments? Implementation? -:
. 'Planning? Changing eco-

" nomic circumstances? |, R (
ZOthar reasons? TR RRCHEENE R 3
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pProgram. Furthermore it is important to distinguish between
what constitutes intended* and construction/incidental®

impacts of GDA program expenditures.
i

With respect to construction/incidental impacts, the Projecé
Team considered that GDA programming must be seen to be oé
value not only in promoting economic activity as an intended
result of its program initiative, but also in generating:
similar employment, income and output benefits through the
expenditure of the program commitments themselves. Infra-
structure commitments for example, were therefore seen to
have a construction or incidental impact value through, for
example, the employment opportunities gene}ated in building
a highway. Once the infrastructure, in this case being a
highway, was in place, it should also be considered that a
further positive and intended impact on employment opportun-
ities will be experienced, largely reflective of the ratlon-
ale for undertaking the progect in the first place.

For both "intended" and "Construction Incidental" impacts on
employment; income and output, performance indicators were
also developed to distingquish between  the direct, indirect
and induced multiplier effects of the,initiative. | . ;

_ o A L ’&
The Steering Committee was 'of the opinion, however, that?
construct10n/1nc1denta1 impacts have less prlorlty thad
"intended" impacts for evaluation in that they strictly
constitute a transfer in economic terms- they have 1arge1y
been identified and measured in Sub—Agreement evaluatlons.
and flnally they were not viewed as having a high prlorlty
for ‘evalnation 'by Senior Management. This priority is
subsequently reflected in the optlons prepared for under—

taklng the evaluation.

T T T e T T S S A Y

* Intended 1mpacts are defined as the second order impacts

of GDA expenditures. Construction/incidental impacts
are the constructlon related act1v1t1es of GDA expendl-
tures.
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-t1v1ty, con81deratlon was also glven to comparlng"

-Regardless of the focus or sequence of employment, 1ncome or
‘foutput act1v1ty selected from the. above,-however, the
smeasurement of the. performance 1nd1cators nevertheless must
be reflectlve -of the -“incremental" 1mpacts of GDA pro-

.grammlng. This cons1deratlon becomes a predominant factor

in . asslgnlng the methodologies or techniques of measurlng
these 1nd1cators as described’ in greater detail 1n Sectlon 4

_(Methodologles) of the Report. o

"QuestionFL(d)éif:”'

In uhat manner and to what extent has GDA programming
-led to 1mprovements 1n product1v1ty? :

fThls questlon addresses the 1ncremental 1mpact of GDA »
programmlng on product1v1ty wh1ch 1s reflected 1n the,
»’objectlves he1rarch1es of GDA programmlng 1n most Prov1nces.
'-1Numerous 1nd1cators can be as31gned to the measurement of
_flncremental 1ncreases 1n productiv1ty all of whlch ‘are
_comparable ‘to- clrcumstances prlor to the 1nceptlon of the
progrmn.v Whlle a nmasurement of the marglnal change in
foutput d1v1ded by the marglnal change 1n input can be riewed -
as the most approprlate measurement of a change 1n produc-f

'*“g' the output per man year by sector compared to
‘ anatlonal averages. : ’ T

-;{;f'wage rates of asslsted sectors compared to other'._w

5r[fcomparable wage rates.u;-"

. _changes in value-added per employee:

7. changes in average total output per manhour. -
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The quality of the indicator as well as the consequent
technique, level of intensity and cost necessary to generate'
each performance indicator were factors in selecting which
indicators would be measured when evaluation options were
subsequently developed. '

Question 1l{e):

In what manner and to what extent has GDA programmind
led to improvements in resource utilization/management? .

The incremental impact of GDA programming on resource
utilization and management: in each Province could be
ascertained through a review of harvestible rates and the
mix of resource uﬁilization-for each sector, focusing on the
varidus uses to which land may be put. As well, an evalu-
ation might éssess the degree to which new harvestibles have
been developed as a result of GDA programming. As noted in
Exhibit 3.2.1, this question is viewed as a policy/prog:am
claés of question, less directly concerned with a quantita-
tive impact assessment than with a qualitative appraisal of
GDA programming.

Question 1{£f):

In what manner and to what extent has GDA programmlng
led to 1mprovements in populatlon dlstrlbution?

The impact 6f GDA programming on population distribﬁtibn'caﬁ
be discerned from an incremental analysis of the indicators
noted above, depending upon the technique or methodolog‘f
employed ' for their measurement. . This analysis could be
supplemented with a review of inter-provincial census data.



e

:"d‘iegﬁoﬁﬁ ".1-'("9,")' }":-i o

In uhat manner “afd. to . what extent has GDA programming
' led to improvements in- quality of life? e

'_This question relates directly to an ultimate objective of

. GDA progranuning in the Prov1nce ' of Nova Scotia._ . The
‘assignment of performance indicators,- by virtue of - the
"question itself. was somewhat vague. Senior DREB Management
,gin Nbva Scotia suggested that although this objective was
:f largely asseSSible in’ qualitative terms, an improvement in

earned income per capita was. conSidered a general reflection

,°f a preferred quality of life in the ProVince.;”‘.

:An anaIYSis of changes -in income distribution. personal

) Aconsumption patterns and the consumption of public goods
A'uv(health, ‘housing and. eduction) was also thought o  be
n‘indicative of. changes in ;the quality of life,v although

_ »1t is acknowledged that positive changes in indicators could
’ not be strictly attributable to GDA programming alone.jﬁ

'QueStion'l(h)i A }*Afl

In what ‘manner and to what extent has GDA programming
led to improvements in private investment? PR ’

2 measure this; ndicator must_satisfactorily‘addressgthe issuegt“v

of incrementality:‘ﬁ_:
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Question 1(1):

In what manner and to what extent has GDA'programming~
led to improvements in labour and management skills?

Increased labour and management skills resulting from GDA
prograﬁming can be partially assessed with reference to the
indicators prescribed for the measurement of productivity
changes. An analysis of profitability in sectors affected
by the GDA program and the develoément of special indicators
respecting labour c¢lassifications, etc., would supplement
these productivity indicators. This question is classified

as being largely of a policy/program nature.

Question 1(j):

In what manner and to what extent has GDA programming
led to the reduction or elimination of structural
impediments to development?:

A number of indicators were developed to measure in various
ways the extent.to which GDA programming would result . in a
reduction or elimination of structural impediments to
development. The indicators themselves suggést a consider-
able variance in the techniques to be employed, or the level
of intenéity devoted, to ansﬁering this question. For
example, a change in the availability of labour and capital
stock in the region as a result of GDA programming might be
considered an adequate assessment of the question. It might
however, be desireable to support this analyéis ‘with a
review of the quality, level and retention of graduates from
training and education instituﬁions in the Atlantic Region.

On a more “micro"” level this question might also be address-
ed by undertaking an analysis of the distance of manufactur-
ing/industrial plants to first class Highways or for
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. selected 1ndustr1es the 1mproved t1me and cost of reach1ng -
‘the market place.. . Alternatlvely, at a’: macro level an
- analysls ( sectoral path) m1ght be conducted to portray the
) '~1mpact that GDA programm1ng ‘has- had on selected sectors of
‘ithe economy to’ d1scern whether sectoral growth had been

affected both on a long or short-term bas1s, elat1ve to the

- rate of- growth which would have occurred 1n the absence of
--the GDA PI‘Ogram. o e ,

»Thls questlon was v1ewed to fall w1th1n the pollcy/program
".‘class of questlons afford1ng cons1derab1e leeway in- deter-

. m1n1ng the approach and level of effort to be employed in

generatlng a response.

Question- l(k)

In -what - manner and to what extent has GDA programm1ng
- led- to ‘the - reductlon of sub-prov1nc1al dlsparltles?

'The reduction of sub-prov1nc1al or 1ntra—prov1nc1al"

d1spar1t1es,‘> whlle not formally documented was for New-

,foundland and New Brunswlck, ‘an’ objectlve of s1gn1f1cantA
‘prlorlty. _; Performance indlcators noted for questlons l(a)

to l(1), developed at the sub—prov1nc1al level, _would be -

appllcable to answering thls questlon, , depending upon the

".,-."availabillty of data and the abillty of the methodologles':
Vapplied to earlier questionsl to_d:isaggregate_- 4-resu_1ts on a
) sub-Prov1nc1al ba31s. T '

o GUest:ion_.fi = B

Who have been the ultlmate reclpient'j‘? ‘of :::_QDA;.- program_ :

“-if"' mlng? T
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The identification of the ult’imate recipients of GDA
programming is less of an economic impacts and effects
question and one more related to policy/progrem formulation.
Nevertheless the analysis should consider identifying both
the direct and indirect consequences of GDA initietives on
possibly a sectoral basis focusing on individuals, labour,
industry profits and government taxes, etc. Alternatively
the analysis could be conducted on an aggregate basis with
much the same focus inclusive of various inconme components.

Question 3:

Has GDA programming supported the positive changes which
have occurred within the provincial economy?

In identifying GDA support for the positive changes which
have occurred 'within the economy, one might employ the
sectoral path analysis alluded to earlier whereby the actual
growth of various sectors of the Provincial economy would be
compared against growth paths in the absence of GDA program-
ming. These indicators would endeavour to measure the
short, medium and lomgfrange sectoral implications of GDA
programming.

A much less sophisticated analysis aimed_at.measuring'
similar impacts could simply involve an identification of
changes in key economic indicators at either the sectoral or
aggregate level in a Prov1nce and relate those growth paﬁhs_
to GDA - expendltures over time (classlfled elther on a
sectoral or. funct10na1 ba51s),Ato identify the degree of
correlation between. the two indicators. The'apbroech taken
would iargely dictate the estimation“ﬁechnique.and level of
effort which must be employed to generate the desired
results. (It was felt by the Steerlng Committee that this
question should be addressed at the sectoral level.)
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’Questionsf4;and 5£;L]'

Lii) Prlvate Sector Involvement

”Q&eéfibhﬁ7a

' _53_ ,2

'sectoral basls?

v_4)rhWhat has been the impact of GDA programming on a

- 5). How does the 1mpact on the resource sectors compare w1th

the 1mpact on- other sectors?

: These questlons relating to the sectoral impact of GDA
-programming could ‘be addressed by measuring -on . a. sectoral

" basis, the 1ndicators recommended for Questions l(a) to (i)

inclus1ve.“In the case -of: Question 5 the analysis would

include a’ comparison of the resource sector agalnst other

'sectors of the economy as well as. the 1ncrementa1 analysis
' requlred of . the 1mpact whlch uould have ultlmately occurred
. in any case, (1 e., 1n the absence :of GDA fundlng)

Qnestion“GQH:'

What has been the economic lmpact of GDA programming on

- a sub—prov1nc1a1 (spatlal) basls? “1

AAssesslng the economlc 1mpact of GDA programmlng .en -a
sub—prov1nc1a1 or spatial basls, Aonce agaln requlres an .
‘ ;appralsal of the 1nd1cators noted 1n Questlon 1. ad]ustlngv
'T_AWhere pos31b1e for the spat1a1 perspectlve requlred 1n this
jquestlon., In most cases the results .of answerlng Questlon
.l(f) w111 be dlrectly appllcable to addresslng th1s ques-
'-'tlon., PR ST : '

What has been the part1c1pation of the prlvate sector in

" the GDA _process; both “in: terms of financial contrlbu—'

tlons and 1nvolvement 1n the plannlng process?
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This question represents the first of four questions dealing -
with the intended impacts and effectsv of private sector
involvement in the GDA process. Senior Management viewed
the issue of private sector involvement as having a high
priority for evaluation reflecting in part, a perception
that involvement of the private sector has been inadequate
in the past and was of growing priority for the future.
This question is directed to a measurement of the financial
contribution involved and the participation of the private
sector in the planning process. The indicators most
appropriate for answering this question could be drawn from

the following:

. the amount and degree of participation by the .
private sector in feasibility studies;

. the number of planning meetings attended by the

private sector;

. the number of grant programs, voluntary planning
exercises and boards established:

. the quality of Board discussions, turnover rates,
etc.

The indicators'prescrihed require a modest level of statis-
tical sophistication although_the_leﬁel of effort employed
in their generation could vary to a‘significant extent. The
question was considered to- fall within the policy/rrogram

class of questions best addressed with a functional focus.




Question 8:

Question 9:

":Thls quest101f7

>'”‘What“is_thehpotentialzfor‘further;private investment?

l This questlon endeavours to 1dentify the potential " for
ifurther' pr1vate sector 1nvestment in areas "in which the
L greatest amount ‘of 1nvestment has been made resulting from

d1rect. GDA 1nvestment.ﬁ_ Thls quest1on should . be ‘distin-

’gulshed from the process orientatlon ‘of the previous

'questlon.j'It focuses d1rect1y upon the opportunlties for

1nvestment by “the’ pr1vate sector generated by - the GDA

-'process rather than the investment 1n1t1ated by the pr1vate
: sector as part of the GDA process. IR : ’

Ag‘ain" on an incremental ba'sis," the- analySis should - focus
upon 1nvestment 1ntentlons,_the level of buslness confidence

and- take-up rates of GDA 1nduced 1nvestment opportunltles.
”The technlque employed in. der1v1ng these 1nd1cators must be

capable of comp111ng the‘ 1nformatlon won' an :1ncrementa1
basis. Thls questlon was consldered to fa11 1nto the
pollcy/proqram class of questlons best studled w1th a

:sectoral focus.d_it

Has the amount of 1nfrastructure 1nvestment under the
‘GDA .~ been suff1c1ent to remove barr1ers to 1ndustr1a1
v1ab111ty and expanslon? I I

endeavours to address the extent to whlch

:1nfrastructure 1nvestment made through the GDA program "has
' been suff1c1ent to remove barriers to 1ndustry v1ab111ty and
‘hﬂexpanslon.a Ind1cators ass1gned to assess the performance ofg
w _GDA . fund1ng 1n th1s regard could be developed through
:-1dent1fy1ng partlcular f1rms 1n areas representatlve of this
‘type of GDA act1v1ty that have or have not, 1ocated and/or,
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expanded in the Atlantic region as a result of GDA program-—
ming. The extent to which GDA infrastructure investment has
influenced private sector investment could also be assessed
at the same time to determine whether the program's impact
was essential, marginal or of no value in influencing the
expansion and/or viability of firms located or planning to
locate.

The analysis could be supplemented by a determination of the
lower operating costs which may have accrued to these firms
as a result of GDA infrastructure investment. Again this
question is considered to fall within the class of poli-
cy/program formulation focﬁsing at a functional 1level of
analysis.

Question 10:

What types of GDA program instruments (i.e., infrastruc-
ture) have been most effective in terms of achieving GDA
objectives?

This last question relating to Private Sector involvement in
or as a result of GDA programming, is the only one consider-
ed to be of an impacts and effects nature. Focussing at the
aggregate level of analyses the evaluation is requested to
identify those types of GDA program instruments (eq.
infrastructure, incentives, etc.) which have been most

effective in terms of achieving GDA objectives.

Performance indicators could be derived in accordance with
those identified for the first question in’that»GDA”objec-
tives generally tend towards imprbﬁedilevels'of-employﬁeht.
output, income, productivity, etc. The data input however
would be formulated on la functionél' basis - or as closely
aligned'.tq the 'GDA ingtrumen£ utilized. "That is, by
separating the inputs to the-anélyéis in accordance with the



: .OueSti"on ll;l L

_'GDA 1nstruments employed,, the consequent results of each'

analys:.s would attrlbute the econom:l.c 1mpacts and effects to

}the respectlve programrnlng 1nstrument.,> To the extent that
‘-ob]ectlves are not al:.gned w1th economJ.c J.mpacts 1dent1f1ed
‘.earller, performance 1nd1cators would have to be developed
for those objectJ.ves agaJ.nst whlch the functJ.onal expendJ.-
'~ture class1f1catlon would be compared to determlne _occur-

ances of relatJ.ve p031t1ve correlatJ.on. o

B. " Unin_tended ’Iinpééfé -aﬁd' Effecfé': =

AUnlntended ;meacts of GDA programm1ng can be v1ewed “from

'-»_both_a pos:.tlve and negatJ.ve perspectJ.ve. Questlons
developed perta1n1ng to these 1ssues focus prlmarlly upon
unforeseen or unplanned consequences of the GDA program ‘and’
'were cons1dered by the Project team to represent the -
'fpollcy/program formulatlon .or - objectJ.ves achlevement class

' .Aof questlons.” ‘ ‘ o )

Has the GDA encouraged the creatJ.on of development Wthh‘

‘is subs1dy dependent" L

'“'I'he flrst questlon perta1n1ng to’ th1s 1ssue addresses the

extent to Whlch GDA programm1ng has, ‘as a by—product of 1ts7

support,g». encouraged the creatJ.on of development th.ch 1s

B subs1dy dependent.:__,," 'I'h questlon 1s most ‘ relevant to
e ;pollcy/program formulatlon needs and can be addressed at an -

'~agregate level through the 1dent1f1catlon of some of “the -
follow:.ng 1nd1cators--“ . O Lt .

. the number of fJ.rms tht have growu and matured as a

'result of the GDA program-l »'—' S
R the number of repeat appllcatlons for GDA'_:‘ffunding
._}_and/or other government programs, o
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. the differences between first, second and third

applicants for DREE assistance:
. a dependency index within the.business-ébmmunity;

. the degree to which subsidies have reduced costs and
' made firms more competive. .

In most cases the techniques applied to measuring the above
noted indicators are similar although considerable latitude

can be exerciéed in determining the level of effort to be
employed.

Question 12:

Has the GDA programming encouraged inefficiencies or
efficiences with respect to regional economic develop-
ment in the Atlantic region?

The second unintended impact and effects question is similar
in some respects to the preceding question, but can be
considered to be more of an objectives achievement class of
question. Furthermore, in assessing whether GDA programming
has encouraged efficiencies or inefficiencies with respect
to regional economic development in the Atlantic Region, one
is faced with conducting an analysis which is not restricted
to provincial boundaries.. While an evaluatibn might measure
changes in employment, productivity and income or compare to
select series of economic indicators with and without GDA
programming, the option and process selected by Senior
Management will have a considerable bearing on the answera-
bility of the question and the costs and fime inherent of
doing so. That is, if a decision is reached to evaluate
this particular questiohAwith_reference to an identifiéation
of the net‘effect.in the Atlantic Region of the incidence of

competition artificially induced by GDA programming, such an



~analysis

) separately.g‘ In such a case the questJ.on could be v1ewed in
 an - 1ntra—reg10nal context w1th the 1ntra-—reglonal boundarles”
'>m1rror1ng prov1nc1a1 boundarles w:.thJ.n the Rng_on. . "Alterna-
‘ tJ.vely " the approach ecould be refJ_ned to proceed on a
" sectoral bas:.s for perhaps selected sectors of the economy

| agaJ.n w:.thJ.n the 1ntra—reglona1 context.
. II  Objectives ‘Achievement

"-Three questlons were prescrlbed by the Steerlng Comm:.ttee in
_’evaluatlng the achlevement of GDA program ob]ectlves.
”vBefore such an evaluatlon can beg;m,. however,, a. dec:.slon
,'must be made as" to the 1eve1 and number of objectJ.ves to be
V'addressed. As 1ndlcated J.n Sectlon 2, the General Develop—
‘ment. Agreements and theJ.r resPect;Lve Sub—Agreements_ each

A'5pec1fy a unlque set of obJectJ.ves th.ch in thJ._s . study,

"_'assess the attalnment of all Prov1nc1a1 'GDA. objectlves at
'all levels. then accordlngly approprlate J.ndlcatorsv and
S measurement technlques would have ‘to be developed., - This

';would ot only requlre an onerous effort but would offer a
,effort 1nvolved.

o A'Alternately-' a. select numbe ;

- ,ff_j,J.nterv.l.ew process.» Aga:t.n by v1rtue of the close allgnment
~nwh.1.ch often exJ.sts between Prov1nc1.al GDA object:.ves and the
: economlc performance 1nd1cators spec1f1ed for the varlous
:parts of - questlon (1), A the 1ch1evement of numerous objec-

‘tJ.ves could be ' answered 1n part, by reference‘ to the

could ‘ba v1ewed as e’kb‘ens.lve“ an'd

conduct _1_f each prOV1nc1al GDA program J.s to be evaluated

have been classlfled as - fa111ng J.nto ultlmate,’s.trategic and

Sub—Strateglc levels of focus. '_ If the evaluatJ.on were to

questlonnable return J_n respect of the expense and 1eve1 of

~1nd1cators measured 1n answerlng the flrst quest:.on._'

. dlff,l(‘ult R

of' objectlves could' be 1dent1— ’
g fJ.ed from the objectlves heJ_rarchJ.es dnveloped for each ’
“Prov: 1S g upon those' ob Aect"lves glven hlghest S
i_prlorlty for evaluatlon by Senlor Management durlng the

N Lo . . L . . . . . . . . &
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A second alternative for selecting Provincial GDA objectives'
assessment is_to expand upon the first approach by selecting
all objectives which align themselves with earlier questions
pertaining to other issues. That is, objectives to increase
émployment, income, output and productivity could be
assessed utilizing the impact analysis results of the first
question and by establishing and coﬁparing this performance
against a benchmark. Similarily, earlier questions address-
ing intra-provincial disparities and infrastructure invest-
ment to remove barriers to industry growth and viability
readily align with specific Provincial objectives.

In short, barring an assessment of all Provincial objectives
at all levels, some criteria must be developed to disting-
uish which objectives will be selected for evaluation.

Another criterion that should be taken into account in
identifying objéctives to be evaluated is the level of
effort involved in their measurement. That is, an evalua-
tion of objectives which align closely with the impact
analysis undertaken in answering earlier questions could
largely draw from the results of that analysis. In other
cases an additional impact assessment might bé~required to

evaluate the achievement of specific objectives.

A greater problem confronts the assessxﬁént' of objectives
achievement howevér, than that ‘simply of sglecting the
“group” of objectives to be evaluated in each Province. The
larger problem originates with. the ppescriptiop ~of the
6bjeétives themse1vgs.g That is, in'nﬁmerous cases, objec-
tives weré inaufficiéntly prescribed so as to specifiy what
might 'réagonabiyf reflect thgi; attainment.. For example}

. while mos£ provincés Qiewed 1ﬁ¢reasing.employment; inqome;

outputAandvproductivity as . GDA objectives, they failed to’
designate a performance target with which to assess the

attainment of those 6bjéctives. While it would appear




. -;obJectJ.ves achlevement. :

oueuo,,14

vunreasonable to accept that a Provlnce might Ahave demon~

strated p051t1ve performance for each. of the three ‘indica-

- tors. noted above but s11pped in performance relative to
_other Prov1nces 1n the Country, had 1n fact achieved its
'objectlves spec1f1ed under its General Development ‘Agree-—
'ment,, noth1ng An the spec1f1cation of - the objectives
themselves precludes such an 1nterpretatlon. s

j'l'herefore -in des1gnat1ng those objectives which for ‘each

Prov1nce are to ‘be’ the subject of evaluation in respect of

the questlons ralsed, it 1s also necessary to exerc:.se

. varylng degrees of Judgement Ain specifylng ‘the performance
1nd1cators wh1ch mlght reasonably suggest theJ.r achlevement.

. Question 13: T _} e . : R o

To what degree have the objectlves 1a1d out 1n the GDA
been met? B : . : :

The f1rst questlon th.ch addresses the objectJ.ves ‘achieve-

,ment 1ssue 1s reflectJ.ve of the concerns ]ust ‘noted. Its
'focus is . to dlscern the degree to wh1ch the objectlves laid
out J.n the GDA have been met.: It also requlres that the GDA

. program 1mpacts and effects be compared w;.th these obJec—

;tJ.ves.. _ Follow:l.ng the ear11er comment made respectlng th1s
1ssue,‘ cr1ter:|.a must be" f1rst establlshed for select:.ng the
‘A A, objectJ.ves to the assessed and secondly performance 1nd1-.

cators must be derJ.ved whlch gauge the threshold or 1eve1 of

-_.’Does ‘a great deal : of the-vGDA 1mpact-.fa11 5 in areas not
. set out in - its’ objectlves? +To- what - ‘extent ‘do..the
A_'~1mpacts .and’ effects of the GDA match w:.th stated
“-{'f‘objectlves? Sl el ST e

s . . . . - N -
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As a corollary to question 13, this éuestidn asks whether a
great deal of the GDA impact falls in areas. not set out in
its objectives. It goes on to question the extent to.which
the impacts and effects of GDA programming match with stated
objectives. '

Question 13, if approached satisfactorily, suggests the
approach to this question. Clearly the most comprehensive
approach to this question would call for .a complete evalu-
ation of the. achievement of all GDA objectives at all
levels, relative to the impacts and effects measured in

earlier questions respecting the impacts and effects issue.

"In the event that a more restricted approach is selected in
addressing question 13, the focus of this question could
" similarily be reduced. That is, if the. previous question
addressed only those provincial GDA objectives for which
impacts were assessed in the course of responding to earlier
questions, the latter part of question 14 would therefore be
substaxitially answered in that process. The approach to
answering the first part of question 14 is less obvious
however, in that it strives to identify the "residual"
impact of GDA programming beyond that foreseen in the .
objective of introducing the initiative or program in the
first plaée. This could involve a complete comparisoh of
the impacts analysis undertaken against all levels of
objectives to identify overlap where it may occur.

Conversely, if one views the second part of Question 14 as
merely a refinement of the first part, the analysis and
-approach noted earlier would be sufficient.

Once again, in developing evaluation options around the
issues and questions, careful consideration should be given
not onlv to the levels of effort involved in the interpre-

tation and scope given to each question, but also to the
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VUdrelatlve prlorlty of . questions ‘to - be addressed in order that

the de51red results ‘of the option preferred are balanced

agalnst the t1me and - f1nanc1a1 resources avallable for the

'evaluatlon. AZ'

Questlon'IS:‘.r

What have been the factors whlch affected the ‘achieve-
ment of obJectlves?

,The last questlon addressing the 1ssue of cﬂﬂectlves
_achlevement 1s .one whlch might,_depending upon its scope,
: approprlately be class1f1ed as be1ng of a programming“

' nature, requlrlng an_ assessment whlch could be cons1dered to

go beyond the terms of reference of th1s evaluat1on assegg-
ment.im - ' ‘ ' '

If the questlon, in endeavourlng to 1dent1fy those Ffactors
which have affected the achlevement of- obJectlves were to

_focus strlctly upon changlng economlc c1rcumstances such a

question ‘would. be.. relevant to the scope of this study.. 1f,

" however, - factors such as programmlng, f1nancial commitments,
'1mp1ementatlon and planning, are also encompassed by this -
'questlon, they could more- properly be . addressed in the work
uconcernlng those evaluation 1ssues be1ng assessed 1nternally
‘by DREE.._ o B '

‘A comprehenslve evaluatlon Should however, A1dent1fy key
’economlc trends 1n varlous ‘sectors of the Prov1nces concern-
'~ed,.and compare these developments agalnst the t1m1ng, size
.and nature of GDA 1n1t1at1ves 1n these same sectors.a Other
'ffactors m1ght be spec1f1ed 1n addresslng th1s questlon-

should cons1der alternatlves to the current GDA programmlng

process or to answerlng those questlons related to the
7coord1natlon of Federal and Federal—Prov1nc1a1 p011c1es and

programs.l

;N N N B B N B N B B D B BN T R B e B e



>

- 64 -

From the preceeding review of the questions t_o‘ be addressed
in the GDA evaluation, and reflective of ‘the breadth and
size of the programming involved in .each Province, it is
obvious that any option involving less than a complete and
comprehensive evaluation of all aspects of the GDA program
in each Province will involve a process of selection, not
only of the questions to be addressed in the case of each
Province, but of the performance indicators to be selected,
the objectives to be appraised, and the level of effort to
be exercised. While Exhibit 3.2.1 reflects the focus of the
analysis prefex,ired by the Project Team and Steering Commit-
tee in addressing each question, revisions can be made
either to supplement or adjust that portrayed on the
Exhibit. ' » |

The following section of the report presents various
approaches and measurement techniques relevant to
mea'suriné the performance indicators noted in this Section,
and in turn affords another appreciation of the varying
degrees of intensity of effort which can be e.mpibyed and
should be given careful consideration in the development of
a set of evaluation 0pt16ns.



" 4.. METHODOLOGIES
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and methodologles or "analytn.cal technlques"

A‘:}Data collectlon technlques 1n thls study represent the
‘fj,_’;"'process o‘r steps whlch must be taken to derlve or collect

-

'ThJ.s ‘Sectlon of the Report descrlbes the varlous methodol—

"‘f?‘f_"ogles-appllcable for an evaluatlon of the 19sues an’d~
’.questlons descr1bed 1n Sectlon 3 and as -shown - 1n Exhlbl)

3 2.1. - To as51st 1n the development of - evaluatJ.on optlons,

S a framework was developed ‘to portray the 1ssues : 1nvolved,
_the questlons relatlng to -those ‘J.ssues. alternatlve'
'performance 1nd1cators addre331ng those quest1ons, and the

>‘ _varlous processes of data collectlon and analytlcal
'{technlques approprlate to measurlng those performance
',_'1nd1cators. o _~_[— s ' ‘ L

"The framework prepared for thJ.s purpose “is reflected in
B Appendlx 7 to thls Report._ Thls matrlx format fac:Llltates '
the der1vatlon of evaluatlon optlons by prov1d1ng all
var1ables wh1ch must be con31dered 1n’ formulat1ng optlons.

It also facllltates the process of adjustlng the evaluatlon
coverage and level of . effort 1nvolved 1n accordance Wlth the

human and flnanclal resources avallable for an evaluatlon.

In conslderlng Appendlx 7, ‘ :Lt is 1mportant to dlstlngulsh
between _what are descrlbed as "'data collectlon technlques”

7

‘t.f_the data reun_red to"‘ measure' _the : performance 1nd1cators.
‘; de31gnated 1n each case. That 1s v before any analytJ.c
- o ianalys:.s can be undertaken. one or. more of the data collec—-'
A_'-:tlon techn:l.ques ' shown in. Appendlx 7 must be appl:.ed to.
"-"-‘.prepare or construct the data base upon whlch subsequent
f-;'"-analysls W111 be -based. In . some cases," the - data base
-'prepared for one quest:.on mJ.ght serve to generate perform-
-‘_-ance ) 1nd1cators respect:.ng other questions,_ thereby
',AA'-AaffordJ.ng an economy of effort 1n pursu:.ng quest:.ons -of a”
.'s1m11ar nature and focus. o : ' : '

-
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Methodology or "analytical techniques” on the other hand,
represent the process or approach to utilizing the available
data in deriving the performance indicator required. While
varying levels of effort are evident as between the
techniques shown in Appendix 7, differing levels of effort

can also apply in the use of each technique indicated.

While it may be argued that the process of deriving the data
base, in itself, might reflect the employment of various
analytical techniques, for purposes of this analysis, the
distinction has been made recognizing that in contemplating
evaluation studies for +the Atlantic region GDA's, data
generation (i.e. ‘collection) could be a 'significan't

component of all evaluation approaches.

In accordance with the detail provided in Appendix 7
following is a brief summary describing each of the
techniques employed in data collection ahd question
analysis.

4.2 Data Collection Techniques

4,2,1 Journalistic Review

This data collection technique reflects. a highly informal
approach to. compiling information. In most cases, it is
used in conjunction with other more quantitatively sophisti-
cated data collection techniques. This technique involves
primarily a review of published inforinatipn, newspaper and
magazine articles or other information readily accessible
for public review.
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'__deta11, time ser1es and qual1ty of 1nformatJ.on ‘that 1is
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ThlS technlque 1nvolves a rev1ew of files kept on varlous

GDA 1n1t1at1ves at’ both the Federal and prov1nc1al levels of‘

government or, in- some 1nstances, regardlng thlrd party

partlclpants -in GDA sponsored act1v1t1es._ Such a flil.e

- rev1ew could 1nvolve varylng levels of effort reflectlve Pf

the extent. to whlch this source 15 relled upon as the basic
data - base for the-evaluatlon, as well as the level Ff

o
-l

ava1lable in the flles.__‘

4.2.3 ;xnterviéws,”

‘T’he 1nterv1ew process endeavours to seek :mformat:.on from

1nd1v1duals and organlzatlons related 1n some way to the
pro;ect under rev1ew. It can also be used as a means to
assess;Lng the incrementallty assoc1ated Wlth a GDA initi-

atlve.; . This techn1que 1s~norma11y employed to seek

- 1nformat10n both qual1tat1ve and quant1tat1ve from 1nformed

1nd1v1duals when no. other source of data exlsts, or

._alternatlvely to expand and perhaps prlorlze 1nformat10n
obtalned from other secondary sources. )

4.2-;4 , Structured Seminars

=L .

Although there are numerous ways of structurlng seminars,
generally the technlque of brlnglng together 1nforméd

“"*1nd1.v1duals, fac:.l:.tates the generat1on of new J.nformatlon

L --developed and/or prlorlzed as a result of the exchange
between the 1nd1vudals 1nvolved._ o
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4.2.5 Survey

Survey methods are widely accepted as a rigorous unbiased
technique for gathering data. If interviewees are chosen at
random, statistical inference produces objective and
defensible results. Once again, the level of effort and
expense involved in undertaking a survey can vary widely in
accordance with the sample size and the quantity and detail
of the information required.

4.2.6 Mngituhinal Surveys

This type of survey focuses upon the same sample population
over various points in time so as to generate a "longitu-

dinal data base" of information on individual units in the

" population under review. The cost and time involved in

utilizing this approach is somewhat higher than that
associated with a standard survey approach. This technique
has limitations for use in ex-post evaluation studies in
that the data collection should commence in conjunction with

the initiation of the project.

4.2.7 Case Studies

This technique is employed to stﬁdy, in significant detail,
the impact of GDA programming upon a specific segment or
highly limited population group. This technique also
assumes the need .Ain certain cifcumsta'nces to similarily
observe a "control group®™ in order that the incremental

effects of the GDA program can be more readily identified. -
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‘4;2.8, pilotlprojéétng’*

',:‘433;1f,rhéfsamplinglrraﬁé ﬂff;

'fpllot pro;ects,_llke case stud1es, focus upon small groups,
fllnd1v1dual flrms or spec1f1c segments of a population under
rev1ew. They d1ffer, however,' 1n that they endeavour to
;1dent1fy the : 1mpacts and effects of new exogenous 1n1t1a-
";tlves upon‘ these groups or- sample populatlons.-._ Pllot
E projects are used most frequently therefore 1n a s1mulat1ve
fsense for- assesslng the 1mp11cat10ns of new pollcy d1rec—
"tlons whereas case stud1es focus more closely upon the
flmpacts and- effects of Erevious 1n1t1at1ves. Thls approach

Efcan requlre a substantlal commltment of tlme and resources-

and accordlngly a hlgher expense._a‘f,lvl__> T’, D W

i
£

f
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M
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pKey elements of sampllng are the deflnltlons of the

populatlon from whlch “the - sample 1s belng taken (called the

1samp11ng frame), the determlnatlon of sample slze requlred
g(and the allocatlon of ‘the. sample to sub—categorles ‘within
the sampllng frame),_and the method of random sample
'selectlon.g These are used after the sample had been drawn
in order that stat1st1cal 1nferences can chart the entire

".populatlon based ‘on- estlmates obta1ned from sample measures._

b

3
iy

"fThe pOpulatlon from which the sample 1s drawn 1s the total
_A“llst of pro;ects‘conducted under the GDA 1n each prov1nce.
t’{Apart from;the prov1nc1al Spllt, sub-categories are created.

_ . eferenclng pseudo—Standard Industr1al Classl-'
'iflcatlons with funct10na1 cla"' o

: "The character-
1st1cs recorded for each pro:]ect 1s the amount of money

‘ -‘expended, used as a proxy for the s1ze of each prOJect., The
iclasslflcatlon process then tabulates for each prov1nce, by"

"1SIC and funct10na1 code,_a unlque pro;ect identlfler and the

3'
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amount for each individual project.  As well, for each cell,
amounts spent are sub-totalled, and marginal sums of these
sub-totals are provided for each dimension of the classifi-
cation, that is, for each SIC, a summation of all sub-totals
across functional codes, and visa versa. A grandvtotal for
each province is then the sum of the marginals.

4.3.2 sSample Size Determination/Allocation

Theoretically,. sample sizes are determined and allocated on
the basis of required precision for the estimate which in
turn may be determined by the purpose for which the estimate
is required. Precision is a function of the amount of _

variability from project to project and the size of the
population. In practical terms, cost or time is more often
a determinant of sample size, and, in part, a determinant of
the allocation of the sample size to the individual cells.
In allocating sample size, variability (if known) and cost
(if estimable) are used to determine the most precise
result. Other practical constraints might dictate that at
least one project from each marginal or from each cell
should be sampled. While this constrains the precision,
various experimental designs can be employed in the
selection process to optimize the efficiency of the sample

in predicting overall result.

4.3.3 Selection Process

To be statistically valid, each sample{ element in the
population must have a known probability of being included
in the sample. Selection processes, subject to constraints,
require a random selection of projects. This random
selection can be simple (everynineth .pProject), proportional
to a poﬁulation_ parameter (suéh as amount spent on the
prdject), etc. depending on the estimatgs required. In the
présent context, using amount spent as a_hgasure of “size"
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”of the proJect, random sampllng of projects in. proportlon =0
}uthe amount spent would encure that "large projects: havela

. greater chance of belng 1ncluded in the sample. Since large
7gpro]ects can be assumed to have a large 1mpact on general
”fdevelopment, this part1cular selectlon process might be seen A
~as approprlate for estlmatlng the 1mpact of all prOJects.
_ Agaln, -the 1mportant criterion is that the selection process
be - random, so that each proJect wlll have a known - prob-
J:ablllty of selectlon, and 1nferences from the sample to the
populatlon wlll _be statlstically valld. “(This known
'1probab111ty can, 1n fact be zero. If: partlcular prOJects
%or groups of projects are not consldered "worth sampllng),
ffor whatever reason, then these may be excluded from the

'sampllng frame.' A word of cautlon.h:no 1nference can be

h

';.
D

drawn on these prOJects 1f they are ellmlnated)

‘For example, 1f functlonal code 1s of prlmary 1nterest, then
all projects should ‘be- grouped by functlonal code, and the
sample drawn 1rrespect1ve of the 1ndustry code. In the
selectlon process," 1f slze of prOJect (as determlned 'hy
dollar amount of expendlture) 1s used as a proxy for 1mpact,
then progects could be drawn prOportlonal -to - the total
expendltures 1n each functlonal ‘code, and their . progects

.w1th1n each functlonal code grouplng could be drawn randomly
1_(aga1n proportlonal to the expendlture for each pro;ect).
Vf' To 1llustrate, assume there are four functlonal codes, and
‘sthree 1ndustry codes,4w1th ‘a varylng number of projects of

1 dlfferent expendxtures in- each cross tabulatlon, as shown-?

Rl ccr i
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Industry Code Functional Code Sub-Total
1 2 3 4
3 1 1 5
2 4 2 7
3 7 1 8

Sub-Total 4 11 3 2 20

The example illustrates that there are a total of 4 projects
under functional code 1, that 3 of these are in industry
code 1, and 1 is industry code 2. There are no projects in

functional code 1 and industry code 3.

Corresponding results for expenditures might be as follows:

t

Industry Code Functional Code Sub-Total
1 2 3 4
1 $2 $1 . $7 $10
2 $10 $§3  $6 %9 . $28
3 $5 - - $5
Sub-Total ' §12 $8 $7 $16 $43
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:Wlthln each functlonal code subgroup, prOJects must be

'”Assumlng that a tota1 of 4 pro;ects are to be- chosen,
'proportlonlng these to functlonal code sub-group totals
'7*mlght lndlcate that 2 would be chosen from 4 1 from 1l, and
.41 from elther 2 or 3. Or,- 1f the constralnt -that one

pro;ect be chosen from each sub-group then one wuuld be
chosen from each. L

R

»,,

()

'vrandomly selected., If we con31der sampllng one project erm

functlonal code 1 then the pro;ect level detall ‘is requlred,

;"as shown Q o I PR 3

' Functional Code 1 .. . - 1}

| < ;

| Industry ; C e '
'Code ’__,, 5jfcf1 V ]”Progect A $0{4_; -

,_‘PrOJect B ”~$O¢73
,”Project c . $0.9°

'n,2f . Prqdeéth>, SlO?Qg.f

".It lS qulte clear from the example that pro;ect D has the
fihlghest probablllty of being - chosen (10/12) to represent the
E tprOJects A—D.‘ H0wever, progects A to C have probabllltles

of - 4/120, 7/120, and 9/120 of belng drawn., - One technlque

ifor actually ch0031ng the pro;ect 1s to '11ne up” the

R ﬂ expendltures, as51gn1ng 1-4 to A, 5 11 to B, 12-20 to c, and

"f‘rthe sampled proJect. .._;' 55.“'

.4

‘:21 to 120 to D.} A random number between 1 - and 120 1s~

"\?

‘:generated, and the pro;ect correspondlng to that number is

iJ

A

'”[The above dlscu831on applles equally 1f 1ndustry codes are
;5used, where 1 pro]ect from 1ndustry code 1.A2 or 3" -from 2,
f:?and 1 or 0 from 3 would be drawn, u31ng the same procedure.
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However, if both functional and induétry codes ére*COnSidére
ed important, then the allocation of the 4 projects must_bé
done at the cell total level. Here random allocation might
produce a variety of configurations and sub-totals by each
functional code:. The procedure, while more complex, is the
; same ,sampling first the cells (combination of functional and
industry code) and then within each cell. Or, if both
allocation and selection are proportional, the process can
be reduced to one step, lining up all projects , assigning

numbers corresponding to each project expenditure, and

et e s s s

generating four random numbers to identify the four selected

e

e

projects. ' Alternately, allocation can be constrained so

that no more than one project from each cell is sampled.

4.4 Analytical Techniques

4.4.1 Descriptive Analysis

The term, Descriptive Analysis, applies £o a broad range of
non-complex techniques. Generally these techniques rely on
descriptive statistical measures (totals, means, éﬁc.), data
presented in tabular format, organized collections of quali-
tative information, and rely upon logical presentation'of
arguments. While often critized for lack of analytical
sophistication, descriptive analyses are applicable fdr
addressing most evaluation issues '(especially' when data
soufces are limited or incomplete) and can provide pro-

visional results with a minimum of effort.

¢ 4.4.2 Impact (Input/Output)

Input/output techniques, the commonly recognizéd form of
Impact analysis, assess the gross economic effécts; in terms
of output, income, and employment, of expenditures on
projects arising from a new initiative or expénsion of a

current situation.




- 'In a typlcal economlc _lmpact analy51s,- the level o
"i,expendlture (1nputs) and productlon (outputs) of a pro;ect
.are the key 1tems of concern. The lnput characterlstics of

'ypattern.'

'3Input/output models are speclflcally utlllzed to trace the
hflnter—relatlonshlps whlch ex1st between the varlous sectors
’.‘of an. economy. They accummulate and estJ.mate the incre-
fmental effects of rounds of respendlng generated by progect

'expendltures unt11 the 1ncome created in each. 1nstance has

f1nally "leaked" ut ‘of the: local economy.;--

I

1.,

-;Athe progect are examlned w1th respect to the1r relative
‘slze,.the sources of supply of the anuts (local or

: -lmported) 1nput commodlty types,jand prlmary 1nput types

52'(for example,” wages and salarles, proflt, depreclatlon)
ZNThe output characterlstlcs are deflned in terms of the sales

wInput/output models also look beyond the dlrect

'U’;'effects of the 1n1t1a1 expendlture effects of a project in

“imostlilnput/output systems..

flmpact formulatlon.

-order to estlmate the 1nd1rect and 1nduced effects (1 e.,

:’-multlpller 1mpact) that a prOjeCt has on the economy..

s

,efGrowth effects caused by the increased demand for inter—
':medlate 1nputs are con51dered "‘ndirect" effects. ExpanSLOn
:aeffects caused by household respending of 1ncome’are called

"induced”f effects. ;fr”Extended"fnlmpacts are created when.

"governments respend taxes collected.<ygé71;1fhilj-v;~. ‘ 7

31mplj”ffand a. general"

:VIf the progect belng studled affects an

'1u:1ndustryhalready mmdelled 1n the equatlons of an:Input/-
f7joutput model,f

7l>iImpact analysls requlres the formulatlon of addltlonal

:;are two types of 1mpact analysls“readlly avallable 1n'

then it 1s posslble to‘ complete a’ 31mp1e'

;‘lepact analysls for that pro;ect._ However, 1f the project
_{ﬁgaffects an. 1ndustry whlch 1s not represented 1n the'tables.
'"f‘fthenva general 1mpact':l' ; ' r.

T

I BE I I BN B B B B B B B B B B B =




a3

- 76 -

equations and data to the existing model.) | Specific~ g

multipliers are created for each through the “general
impact” analysis proceduresA. Considerably more time and
resources are required to undertake a general impact
analysis and accordingly the expense of doin§~ so is much
higher.

In any balanced input/output system, an industry's inputs
must always equal its outputs. In the Canadian and Maritime
systems, inputs and outputs are classified by commodity
(versus the "principal producing industry" approach used in
the United States and other countries). Hence, each

industry can be shown as producing a variety of commodities.

In the Canadian and Maritime (working versions) systems the
number of commodities exceeds the number of industries. The
Maritime tables have subsequently been squared (i.e.,'they
have the same number of industries as commodities) but
retain the unique feature of multi-commodity producing
industries.

An input/output model is basically a blend of statistical
and econometric analysis. It is, in‘essence, an econometric
model that completely describes the entire pattern of flows
of real resources in an economy (at the time ‘of model
building).  FEach economic sector is assighed a. linear
productlon functJ.On" that unlquely descrlbes the fashJ.on in
which it produces 1ts output and how the output is dlstrl-
buted throughout the economy. '

Input/output: as an impact technique is a static analytic
approach requiring high quality data  input in order to
generate dependable output . results. ‘The extent to which

reliable input is ava11ab1e and smple“ impact formulation

can be undertaken, has a substant1a1 bear:.ng on the costs'

and time involved in utilizing this techn:.que.



S 443 BenefJ.t/Cost

:fBenefit/cost techniques are used primarily to translate into

‘~.fdollar terms, the benefits and costs of a particular 1n1t1~

}alternatlve Projects can be compared. e ?

‘rIn a somewhat restricted sense,‘this technique can also bé

" the . alternative would constitute not proceeding wuth the
progect at all.yjr f;lﬁl - o ‘

fative over time.i This technique permits analysts to
»'rdetermlne which initiatlves offer the . greatest d1fferenc~
Ibetween the dollar value of those beneflts and-- costs
:;1dent1f1ed., The value of this particular techn1que lies in

| its ablllty to prov1de a’ common denominator through whlch

ﬁ
4
{
]

!
'

femployed to determine whether any s1ngle prOJect in’ 1tself
‘;offers a beneflt greater than its’ costs.. In this 1nstancé

H

5
g

%The costslfand resources necessary to undertake a bene—

- 1f1t/cost analy518 can be sxgnificant and may vary substan~

o 4-';4’;4‘[:' Econorietric.

,_-belng studled. ;f;;

'z}measuring and testing relationships'famong,”

t1ally 1n _accordance 'w1th the complexxty of the prOJect

Econometrlc techniques are fundamentally concerned w1th

fconomic vari-

f,ables.; Three pr1nc1pa1 purposes of econometrics are

’fgfstructural analysis, forecasting and policy evaluation, all

fiffof which are related.ik Econometric techniques employed 1? :
fthe measurement‘

possible evaluation resource constraints.:“”

'f,performance 1nd1cators, represent A

' relatively sophlsticated approach normally requiring a high
- 1eVel of effort (primarily due to data needs),f and a
_~commensurate dedication' of - resources..i The dec131on to

{utilize thlS technique in generating performance indicator?

' should therefore be carefully v1ewed in ~the ,context of

i arL e e
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4.4.5 Simulation - -

Simulation techniques are utilized when a constraint exists
in the availability of data from which a partricular per-

formance indicator must be generated. Through this techni- -

que, known logical linkages and relationships are used in
conjunction with the available data base to generat_e'that
data which is unknown. The quality of the results of this
technique is directly related to the strength and legitimacy
of the assumptions employed in its development. The
resources reqtiired to undertake simulation techniques vary
in accordance with the nature and complexity of the
relationships being simulated, as well as the severlty of
the data constraint which exists.

'

4.4.6 Statistical Analysis

This terminology . describes a broad range of statistical
methods which are employed to render a large data base into
useful and meaningful information. By assuming a random
series of observations, statistical theory can be used to
identify data trends, cyclical effecté, probable solutions
and indicators reflective of the relationships which exist
between va:iab}es. |

The level of effort in utilizing stat:n.st:n.cal technlques can
vary w1de1y and will depend upon the degree of analytical
precision required, as well as the condition of the data

base from which the analysis must be conducted.

4.4.7 Profit/Loss

This technique, which is largely of a simulative nature,
alludes to the process of generating for a Company a set of
financial statements portraylng changes to the profit/ 1oss

pos,ltlon of that Company emanat:.ng‘ from an exogeneou_s




B _
| o impa‘ct, 1n : thlS case GDA programnung. . The data 1nput to
’;:':.thJ.s type_'. ‘of ana1y31s would conform to the tradltlonal
i components_'__liof a Company s- Proflt/I.oss statement. " These '

R s:n.mulatlve techruques descrlbed elsewhere J.n thls Sectlon.

' Cost effectlveness analy51s ‘is another flnanclally orlented

;,-79___

components.d.J.n turn mlght however, . be . generated by other

4.4.8 Cost. Ef’fectivenessf

et et -
Pmoomiatahive A SR -

"technlquer It 1s the technlque whlch 1dent1f1es all the

costs assoclated wJ.th one method of program dellvery and

'thereby provldes a measure of. del:Lvery cost per unit output(}
'_The analys:.s 1s therefore best employed when there 'is a need.
:_ to compare more than one way of dellverlng programs._' CosEt
'effectJ.veness analy31s 1s therefore an 1mportant 1nformatlon
E 1nput to comparlng d1fferent program delJ.very opt:Lons- it
provldes 1nformatlon on the ‘ relatlve cost of dellverlng

E .equal levels of serv1ce. '

. 44.9 -Di"s'c'ountedﬂ»'cas‘h PFlow

DJ.scounted cash flow analy51s 1s a means of financial -

analys:.s whereby a set of f1nanc1al accounts is establlshed

"‘fArepresentJ.ng the operatlons of an establ:.shment over t1me

(usually 10 to 15 years).:, The bottom l:n.ne calculat:l.on

becomes a cash flow steam for the operation and thls cash,
lyflow stream 1s dJ.scounted approprl.ately._' _D":scounted cash, o
o Aflow analys1s, : by focu81ng on;-mney flows,,_ is . therefore
: ',":_'_prlmarlly of use 1n progects where 1ncent1ve‘s are made to
"-.,‘compan1es and: in 1ndustr1al sectors where the 1mpllcatlons
-'of government programs can be v1ewed on -an ‘annual” ba81s(
- (It . should be _noted . that the proflt/ loss statement i’s
"v-dlfferent from,,» although part of, a dlscounted cash flow.
_analysls. Whereas an ent1ty may have a prof1t or loss 1n'
.::any ‘one year, the cash wh1ch it has avallable to flnance its
operatlons can vary substantlally). ‘ '
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4.5 Measuring Incrementality

4.5.1 Defining the Concept

The measurement of incrementality is one of the most
complicated and difficult tasks faced by evaluators. Not
only is incrementality difficult to measure, but there
exists no consensus as to the definition of the cdncept._

For the purposes of this discussion however, and preferably

for any evaluatlon of the GDA programs, we suggest the
following broad definition in determining whether a pro;ect

should be con51dered incremental:

1) the outcomes or activities resulting
from project ekpenditures.would not
have transpired without the

expenditure; or

2) the outcomes or activities would not
have taken place until a later date.

In other words, if the evaluator can determine definitively
that an outcome or activity would not have occurred, or
would have been delayed several years, then the project can

be considered incremental.

Given the diverse nature of the activivies conducted under
the GDA, the application of the concept of incrementality
can become even more complex.V Ihcrementa1ity, for example,
may be considered from the. public perspective of either the
provincial or the federal government.i "Wbuld the province

have gone -ahead with a capital prOJect W1thout the federal ==

portion of the GDA funds"; or, - conversely,f "Would the
federal - government have gone ahead without prowvincial
support?” It is suggested that fpr the purposes of the GDA
evaluation, this perspective of incrementality should not be

considered.




f 4% |

':projects 'should be/ sub]ected to the measurement of
;flncrementallty (1 e, the flrm which located in an industrlal_-
'Vpark constructed with. GDA funds) as’ should other GDA

.prOJects whlch d1rect1y 1nf1uence pr1vate sector d601510n5.

: 4;5.2' Hethodoiogy'for ﬁeasuring'Incrementality‘

’1or act1v1ty would have proceeded w1thout pub11c support.

'i~+;81:+j

f'The concept of 1ncrementa11ty, 1n 1ts strlctest sense, deals
‘f with 1nduc1ng or 1nf1uenc1ng’ dec181ons taken outside the
-fpubllc sector (i. e., 1nf1uenc1ng a company to - locate in a
rde51gnated reglon, etc.). _'Therefore, it 1s suggested that

) the dlrect 1mpacts of . publlc sector 1nfrastructure prOJects

(e g.'employment and 1ncome) not be consldered 1ncremental

However, . the outcomes  or act1v1t1es 1nf1uenced by the?e

DuCT IRITe

'The methodologlcal problem faced by evaluators is to
_‘determlne what portlon of outcomes or act1v1t1es assoclated
w1th GDA progects could be attrlbuted to the effects of theun

GDA program.. In: other words ¥I"What real d1fference aid

' .the GDA expendltures make?" 1,,5;

In most cases, the un1versa11y acceptable solutlon to the
problem 1s “to take the ;. probablllty" approach. Would a

,partlcular outcome or act1v1ty have proceeded w1thout GDA
o #
*support? The only 1nd1v1dual who really knows the answer to

‘thls questlon 1s the executlve off1cer or declslon maker of‘
a company._ It 1s therefore 1ncumbent on the evaluator to

fask the questlon and rely upon the executlve off1cer to glve

a frank and truthful ‘best estlmate of whether the outcome

]
i

:-The measurement suggested here therefore, is one-of—

degree ; on a pro;ect by pro;ect ba31s (1 e., - 0% 1ncrementa1
to 100% 1ncrementa1)r In: order to verlfy-these results 1t

: 1s sometlmes best to get a- second oplnlon on 1ncrementa11ty.
=From a mmthodologlcal perspectlve,vthls 1s accompllshed by-

I4,‘ K
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" not affected by GDA programnu.ng would be studled to

., - .82 " -
comparison or control. group analys1s. ' An activity .91._ e vént -
similar to the one belng analeed fo R

determine the factors that influenced the de01slon—mak1ng
process. This approach is difficult, both from a methodo-
logical and practical viewpoint. It is often difficult to
define a pure “control group" and, | once defined, it is .

difficult to control for similar public programs or other

.exogenous factors which influence private sector decisions.

In summary, the measurement of incrementality of GDA

-programs (such as highway construction) should be restr_i.cted

to those aspects of programs which directly or indirectly
influence prlvate decision-making. Fdrther_, since the
necessary information gex_leral.ly has to be collected
face-to-face methods, statistically correct procedures can
be quite expensive. V ' '

4.6 Pilot Evaluation

A pilot evaluation of selected projects was undertaken as a
component of the overall evaluation assessment study. The

purpose of the pilot evaluation was to test. the causal

linkages model (logic model) _developed during the course of o

this study. This test was des:.gned to provide 1nslght 1nto
the underly1ng hypothesus of the model and uncover any
methodologlcal (especially related to performance 1ndlcators
and analytical techniques). and data constralnts which would
inhibit the appl:.cat:.on of the model in a full scale formal

evaluation.

In addition to the testing of caus’al“ relationships, the
pilot evaluation is des:Lgned ‘to demonstrate the process R

which should be followed in the evaluatlon of the GDA
programs. The pllOt evaluatlon relates “the: questlons to be'

answered in ~the ' Aevaluat_lon_ _study- ‘to the - performance
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In conductlng the pllot evaluatlon con31deratlon was glv%n

o bt L e Liibon i 34 oty
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-1nd1cators whlch have been developed through the ,course of
’tth1s assessment..: These elements are - ‘then" related to the
'data collectlon and analyt1ca1 technlques wh1ch were also
‘"1dent1f1ed 1n the assessment._ Overall, the pllOt evaluation
'llnks all the elements wh1ch come 1nto play 1n the proposedv
fGDA evaluatlon study. )

W
d

- to examlnlng a broad range of proyects from various economic

i

sectors and functlons (See sectlon 2 3 for details on tﬁe

vsectoral and functlonal classlflcatlons) and subjectlng

these progects to a rev1ew process developed for this task.

' "Questlons and correspondlng performance indlcators whlch
apply to the pro;ects referred to above and whlch will be
,‘answered durlng the course of the evaluatlon studles were

also selected for rev1ew.

The paragraphs beloW' descrlbe the -selectlon process for
7'pr03ects and the correspondlng questlons whlch were applled

to these prOJects for the pilot evaluatlon on a’ prov1nce by

o prov1nce ba31s.

_For Nova'Scotia;.prOJects from the nmnufacturlng and

1ndustr1a1 parks sector and asslstance to bus1ness (1ndus—

r

tr1al 1nfrastructure) functlon were selected.,'”

Act1v1t1es ,';:-'¢:{;Imp§cts '~¢g;; - Impacts - ﬂ
'fIncentlves R f'~Expand ama - i
(Hanufacturlng) T 4 " 'Diversify ?e-_;;;,*xncreasea:;~ :

, _ - . Manufacturing = .. - Employment ’

o IndUStriesj_:w. LT ;

,The questlon selected to be answered 1n relatlon to the test
-of the hypothe51s 1s as follows.
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What are the economlc effects and impacts of the projects on
employment, income and output?

The indicators relating to this question, as identified
earlier in this report are: '

Direct, Indirect and Induced
- employment
- income (household income)

- 1ndustr1al output (sectors)

For Newfoundland, projects from the transportation sector
and infrastructure function were selected.

The hypothesis whichAwaS'tested was as follows:

Inmediate and Long Term

Activities - Intermediate Impacts Impacts -
(Capital . | Reduced Barriers . Assist in
Expenditures) ;‘to Development © .- Spatial Economic
Infrastructure i ' 7 Development

. Sub-Provincial
! Socio-Economic

\
k]

. Development

The questlon selected to be answered in relatlon to the test’
of the hypothe31s is: ’ '

Do 1nfrastructure ‘expenditures reduce or ellmlnate constra-
ints.to development? '

The indicators reléting to this‘question is:



| loJ_
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. fdJ.stance | of manufactur:.ng plants to lst class
"hlghways_, 1_ ”.f'f v }
R 1mproved t1me and cost to market ,
~»4:,h1ncreased road communlcatlon between localltles
R (reduce lsolatlon) o ’ ‘

f_..h development of a prov1nc1a1 level market

”°For New Brunswlck, projects from the agr1culture sector and
V'ﬂcapltal and f1nanc1al a351stance functlon were selected.

,The_hypothesis’which waS'tested-was as follows:_'

’ActiVities"_f‘v‘- Immediate Impact f" Long Term Impact-

~Capital:ii 2 f_. !Increased Publlc’ﬂ Increased
Financial. SR , and Private. . - Product1v1ty

~ Assistance ~ Capltal Development

Expan51on and D1— f Increased Income Per
. versification of - Cap1ta
' | iAgriculture Sector
S Increased
Employment

‘:The questlon selected to be answered 1n relatlon to the test

,of the hypothe51s 1s as follows.

'What are the economlc 1mpacts and effects of GDA programmlng
-,on pr1vate 1nvestment, output,'employment,:1ncome and-
product1v1ty._j-- ‘ o '

| The indicators which relate to this question are:

" . . intended direct, indirect and induced -

';;Jinvegémenéa'
' n%doutput
"ié.employment
A 1ncome
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« - ~increased output per person year
. marginal change in output/marginal change in input

In Prince Edward 1Island, projects from the tourism and ‘ ‘

commercial sector and marketing function were selected.

The hyﬁothesis which was tested was:

Immediate Intermediate Long Term
Activities Impacts Impact ’ Impact

Expansion and 'Increased Em-

Diversifica- ‘ployment ‘

tion of - — ———3 Strengthening
Market ., Tourism, Pri- Increased of Economic
Development mary Earned Income Enterprise

Industries - ,Per Capita

and Manufac-

turing

The question to be answered in relation to the test of the
hypothesis is:

What is the impact of GDA programming on output, employment

and. income.
The indicators which relate to this question are:
;.‘ intended-direct,-indirect:énd_induced'*.
- output
- employment
~ income

The review criteria utilized in the pilot evaluation were as
follows:"



‘2. Indicators . -

wlf-fSecondary

;A:sqrvéxit;hyij,,i

" 4. costs |

. Expected Results <

“ The results of the rev1ew“;u'_eﬁs forieadh Prov1nce'are'
;: contalned 1n Appendlx 8 of thls'RePOrt. - N

. 3;75Data Sourcesf :*

kl,tl,”'Qauséi>H¢ae1qf {wff?

‘Provincial Government .

fComprehens;veness e
;Rellablllty f7*‘ k
-Suitability ..

fStetisties‘Canadai.“"
‘Prbv1nc1a1 Government
tOthers ' S

'Target populatlon f”A
 Des1gn _ S
_Implementatlon Procedures

fData collectlon

2Ana1ysxs

Integrlty o B
Strength of Relat1onship
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5. Evaluation Opticas

5.1 Rationale for the Formulation of Options

Rationale were identified to guide:the formulation of
evaluation options. These criteria reflected the priorities
and interests of Senior Departmental Management for

evaluation as emunciated by them throughout the study

process. The rationale prescribed the essentialiattributes

‘which should characterize each option and set of option as

follows: !

i) Options must be‘derived in a manner which enables
' separate evaluation reviews to be undertaken in
~each Province at different points in time.

ii) Evaluation techniques must satisfy the need to
measure the incremental impacts and effects of GDA
programming in the Atlancic Region.

iii) Options should. reflect the priorities for<_eva1-
uation assigned by Senior Management in each
Province. ‘ ‘

iv) Options for each Province should be generated which
portray a range . of altefnatives reflecting minimum
requlrements to those of a more comprehens1ve

: nature .

v) ,Optlons must represent a reasonable cost and be
-capable of belng completed within a Treasonable
period of time. '

Cwvi)” Options'must'address;'with:Vatyihg degrees'of
emphasis, issues related both to impacts and

effects as well as to ob]ectlves achlevement.



(3"

5.2 <Classe3rof*Evaluation,oPtions:fl'

"In Sectlon 3 the questlons for whlch evaluatlon methodo~
'-logles were requlred were characterlzed as falllng 1nto one
of three ba51c classes- 1mpacts and effects, objectives

,achlevement, and pollcy/program formulatlon. "For each

questlon the focus of the analysls to be undertaken was also

‘hldentlfled._'

‘Q Spec1f1c evaluatlon optlons can s1m11arlly be characterlzed

'ﬂ‘iEffects/ObJectlves Achlevement focus._ Alternatlvely an -

by the class ‘of questlons addressed and the focus of the

hanalys1s predomlnant 1n 1ts formulatlon.‘ That 15, an option:
e‘would be typlfled by - the follow1ng classes-

2]i3r?'Aggregate Impacts and Effects_
‘-:'11) Sectoral Impacts and Effects
“h111) Spatlal Impacts and Effects
l;lv) Functional Imoacts and - Ef ects,

A v).‘:ObJectlves Achlevement

Optlons 1ncorporat1ng a: blend of d1fferent classes of

questlons and focus could be descr1bed as portraylng one or

o more of the above attr1butes at the same t1me.< For example,

optlons could be developed w1th an Aggregate Impacts and

'l"j?optlon could ‘be classlfled as- hav1ng a Sectoral Impacts and

"_Effects/ObJectlves_ Achlevement focus.:; The focus of the
'fanaly51s wouldfreflect the prlorltles for evaluatlon in each
"‘f;Prov1nce L '

. ~5.3" An overview of the Evaluation'Options for eac¢h Province

' Three‘ baslc evaluatlon optlons were developed for each
4'3Prov1nce accordlng to the prlorlty a331gned to them by DREE
¢Sen1or Management.ﬁ Detalled presentatlons of each optlon
jare prov1ded 1n Appendlx 7 to thls Report.:,
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N1
Drawing from these detailed presentations, costs and the
projected number of man-weeks required to undertake the

respective options were then estimated. Summary specifi-

" cation sheets were then prepared for each Province portray-

ing on a comparative basis, the human and resource require-
ments to be weighed in selecting a preferred evaluation
option (see Exhibits 5.4.1 to 5.7.1). '

The three basic options generated for each Province are
presented in order of their breadth and focus of analysis.

The "first" in each case is a "basic" option which essen-
tially addresses the aggregate economic impacts and effects
for each Province and the achie?ement of objectives aligned
with these economic indicators. In this first series of
options the emphasis was directed to assessing the accounta-
bility of GDA programming by measuring the general impact.
achieved relative to the cost of the program.

The questions and performance indicators selected for each
Province in developing the "basic" series of options reflect
the priorities of senior .management as cohveyed by the
Steering Committee and through the interview process. The
"basic" option therefore presents the minimum number of

highest priority questlons for each Prov:mce at a minimum

evaluation cost.

While this "basic" option is substantially the same for all
provinces, some variation exists in question choice and
focus, agaln reflective. of spec1f1c GDa program 1n1t1at1ves

and prlorltles 1n each Province.

- The second option derived .for each  Province _essentiaily

builds upon this basic alternative, devoting even greater
attention to the focus of GDA programming in -each Province.




wd "‘

',ThiS' second" oth.on derJ_ved for each Prov1nce ‘was con-
’s:.dered by the Steerlng CommJ.ttee to represent the "inter-
: ’medJ.ate oth_on for evaluatlon ln all cases.- ‘

; The "thir&" oth.on for each Prov1nce is des:.gned to reflect
'"_a comprehensJ_ve approach to Gm program evaluatJ.on further
'embracJ_ng “in. whole, or J_n part, the quest:.ons ‘and. .focus
J_nherent J.n the fJ.rst two serJ.es of oth_ons," and supple-

'_ mentlng thJ.s coverage w1th addltlonal questlons, a broader
o of prJ.orlty sectors 1n the economy. L

AEstJ.mated costs for each optlon are derJ.ved in accordance

i‘___w:.th the follow1ng common ch_terJ.a.

'revlew of ob]ectJ_ves achJ.evement,- or more spec1f1c ‘analysis

- J.) _'Estlmated tme requ1rements were derlved, -in most

I ;fcases, Afor each performance J_ndJ_cator 1dent1f1ed in

,_',A__‘the Prov1nce 'S Summary SpecJ.fJ_catlon sheet- ThJ.S
~:'j__.deta11 Was prov1ded to enable the adjustment of
,.optlons both 1n questJ_on detaJ_l and 1n respect of
-:;',_theJ.r c01nc1dent evaluatJ_on costs 1f necessary, .at
B ’,_a later date. BRI :

S 11) /_Where approprlate' a range of t1me requlrements is

i,prov:.ded fo der1v1ng : specJ_fJ.c performance

'_1ndlcators, : 1nd1cat1ve of ‘the varlous levels .of

v"‘-:f“'effort th.ch mlght be employed in . undertaklng the
" Ml;l_‘;technlques recommended. ‘

"f;For example," 1n ‘the most

conductJ_ng a f11e rev1ew, a

"jfconSJ.derable varJ.atJ.on o ) effort may be

= emplo-yedv‘ dependlngh': '

alternatlve suppl ementar C rm
”iiﬂ,:avallable... Slmllarz.ly, :.-,J_nl: the employment of a
_'."jsurvey techtuque, the complex:.ty of the questJ.on—

:-'f:"fnalre and as Well as its. coverage, w:.ll, influence

;’substant:.ally the costs J.nvolved. L

Mpon the use’w.‘to th.ch the"
outcome of the rev:.ew" w:.ll be th ‘as ..wel,l as .
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iii)

iv)

v)
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An estimatii] average per diem rate of $350 or $1750
per week was assumed reflecting the employment of -

both government and private sector personnel.
Other expenses including travel costs and adminis-
trative expenses were assumed to represent 20% of

project fees in each case.

A 20% saving was assumed to accrue from an analysis -

. of all of the questions specified in the option

prescribed. That is, in answering many of the

-questions addressed in. the provincial Basic

evaluation options, both the data collected and the
performance indicators derived in respect of these
questions, can be used as inputs to. other"ques;
tions. Furthermore, with minor adjustments, a
technique can be formulated to derive performance
indicators which address several questions at once
(i.e. Sectoral disaggregation of input/output

assessment of employment, income and output
effects).

EXHIBIT 5.3.1: 'SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF PROVINCIAL EVALU-

ATION OPTIONS :

PROVINCE =~ . OPTION TITLE . - OPTION DESCRIPTION

New Brunswick Option NB 1: - . Assessment of

Basic Evaluation . economic impacts and
- B ' ' dbjectives achieve-
ment with respect to
-employment, income,
output and sub-pro-
" vincial disparities.

Option NB 2: --Option NB 1 plus:
Intermediate . . Assessment of
o : : T economic impacts on

‘productivity, popula-
tion distribution and
program recipient and
effectiveness analy-

sis.
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EXHIBIT 5 3. 1.5{

SUMMARY DESCRIPTBM! QF PROVINCIAL EVALU—.
ATION OPTIONSv» o

.- Option ﬁB:3::'

'  ﬂNovafSc6£ié7A

- Newfoundland - .

/Optlon NB 2 plus.'

. Comprehensive - -
»~Eva1uat10n

 7fOpt1on NS 1-‘ *' ,
s.Ba51c Evaluatlonf‘

" option NS .2i . .
o .. Preferred, . . .- .
'gﬁtIntermedlateb, o

vafOptLQn NS 3.13-"
.}>-Comprehen51ve R
'»Evaluatlonf v .

~Option NfId 1:.
“Basic Evaluation . -

_Analysis. of. removal

. of barriers to indus-
. try v1ab111ty a n d
-_expan31on.

Assessment of econo-

. mic 1mpacts4 and ob~
y“Jectlves
" with respect to
- ‘employment -and in~
. come, and a GDA

~ recipient. analysis.

achlevement

- .Option NS 1. plus*
. GDA programming

.. impact’and” 1nstrument
‘,<;ana1y51s. '

.,QOQ;ion NS 2 plus-
Assessment of écono—
© o mic ‘impacts:
" respect to quality of
. life, .
4}¢management
- and ‘the removal of.
. ‘barriers -
_”v1ab111ty and expan-

-~ with

‘labour and
skills,

to. industry

7Assassment of econo—
mic’- 1mpacts - .and
egobjectlves achleVe-

“’5tural'1mped1ments to

’;fdevelopment.>x~,
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EXHIBIT 5.3.1:

ATION OPTIONS

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION

OF PROVINCIAL EVALU—

Prince Edward

Island

' Optien Nfld 2:
Intermediate
Evaluation

bption Nfld. 1 plus:
Assessment of econo-~
mic impacts with

. respect to resource

utilization/manage-
ment, population
distribution, private
investment, sub-
provincial spatial
effects and a GDA

programming instru-

Option Nfld 3:
Comprehensive-
Evaluation

Option PEI 1:
" Basic Evaluation

ment analysis.

Option Nfld 2 plus:

. Assessment of

economic impact with
respect to quality of
life, sectoral ef-
fects and barriers to
industry v1ab111ty
and expan51on.

Assessment of econo-
mic impacts and
objectives achieve-~

" ment with respect to

employment,. income,
output, and produc-~

‘tivity as well as GDA

Option PEI 2:
Intermediate
Evaluation

Option PEI 3:
Comprehensive
Evaluation

recipient, and struc-
tural impediments to
development analysis.

‘Option PEI_l plus.

Assessment of econo-
mic¢ - ‘impacts on re-
source utilization/
management and sec-—
toral analysis.

Option PEI- 2 plus:
Private investment
and sub51dy depend—
ency ana1y51s.
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fr.OPTION N:B. 1. BKSIC EVALUATION Assessment of economic
flmpacts and oblectlves achlevement w1th respect to

- Follow1ng A:1s a" summary descrlptlon of the three optlons
;“developed for‘ each Prov1nce draw1ng frOm the_ 1nformat10n
'75fprov1ded5"niAppend1x 7.;. R - o - '

'5;43-aniastibn optisas;».ﬁew B:uﬁswiéki'

"employment” 1ncome,,out2uthectoral effects and
"j'sub~provinc1al d;;paritles.,ﬁ;;,“
~fcharacterfsticsfbfﬁbptienf;I’/

-'{-'»’The fJ.rst or "‘bas:.c"- opt:.on for New Brunsw:Lck as 1nd1cated
:“in” Exh1b1t 5 4 1., addresses only those questlons
'1categorlzed as be1ng of an Impacts and Effects or Ob]ectlves

"YTAchlevement natures' The “focus" of the Impacts and Effects

‘ Qenunc1ated by Senlor Management 1n New Brunsw1ck.: Quastlons

. l(a).g(b) and (c) for example, are v1ewed largely as hav1ng

"_JThls optlon addresses 1ncrementa1 employment,s incéme and

'1ﬁidemonstrates’the 1mportance‘ofu h1s “ype'of programmlng 1n
’T§NEW Brunsw1ck and':the necess;ty' Of 1tsltassessment. be1ng

.j;fxésgfsf’fﬁz

T S . o o Sl i s T e e i, . S ot it e

'}questlons varles, however,‘ln aCcordance w1th the prlorltles

. an j aggregate ‘economlc focus whereas questlons 4 and 5 are
"f'cons1dered to be

5ﬁf*and 6 to be of

”’ectorally" '1ncl1ned and questlons 1(k)

spatlal" nature,ﬁ_g,;

fﬁ;output effects str1ct1y of an ;ntended" nature.’ Construc—‘

@ ' ‘ v - - - - | |I
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incorporated into ‘'afiy "minimum" evaluation -option. This
evaluation priority is supported by the spatial and sectoral
nature of the Province's GDA objectives at the strategic and
sub-strategic programming level. As a "minimum" evaluation
option, the questions pertaining to the seqtofal focus have
been restricted to an evaluation of the mining sector alone.

Questions 13, 14, and 15 are classified as "ObjectiQes
Achievement” in nature and fdcus, with one exception, at the
aggregate level upon those indicators measured in questidns
1(a), (b) and (c¢). The exceptioﬁ relates to question 1l(k)
which has a spatial focus, indicative of a specific
strategic objective of highest priority in the Province of
'New Brunswick. ' '

The "“basic" option for New Brunswick :-can therefore be
characterized as contemplating‘a minimum focus upon economic
impacts and effects and their related objectlves achleve—
‘ment. Reflective of the relative prlorltles of GDA
programming in New Brunswick questions have also been
included, some with a restricted application, to assess
initiatives of a spatial and sectoral nature.

Estimated Cost

'Ther“Basié"_evaluation option for New Brunswick is estimated
to require between 46 - 79 person weeks, depending upbn the
level of effort émployed. - Total option expenses are
accordlngly estimated to range between $77 280. to $132,720.

.'when account lS taken of. the economles which result from

'undertaklng all questlons addressed 1n the optlon._

The greatest cost 1n thls optlon arlses from undertaklng the

’~econom1c 1mpact and sectoral ana1y31s proposed Whlch, in

both cases, require the use of Input/Output technlques.

Ly



Lpp!‘qii.

: questlon 10 by”spec1f1cally '1dent1fy1ng who the' ultlmate

"f456éTioﬁ{N;BJ5ééffiN&EkME ,

f:Optlon N B. l plus., Assessment of economlc impacts on
; ‘“"j'gfi"product1v1ty, populatlon dlstrlbution and program rec1pient
ijt_and 1nstruments effectlveness analysis.f”w', ’

Characterlstlcs Ofoptlon

,1nc1udes those questlons addressed in’ the fl.rst optlon

L ’___addlng to them four addltlonal questlons, three ‘of- an
Impacts and Effects nature and one i more allgned towards

' -:upollcy/Program Fomulatlon.;’_A-__:_.‘::,‘_' o : Ll

7f¢the 1ssue of prlvate sector 1nvolvement 1n GDA programmlng
_fln the'l
}_aggregat

,selected to supplement the "'bas1c". 0pt10n for New Brunsw1ck

'<_pand populatlon mlgratlon objectlvestin GDA programmlng in
the
"hdemonstrate the expressed 1nterest;of the Steerlng Commlttee .
Cin asse551ng thep' : - GI 1

’ "j':ments, partlcularly as related -to :i.the J.nvolvement i of the
fprlvate vsector Ln 'ach1ev1ng th/se -dbjectlve'
e Brunsw1ck. A {.i ks e EANa

Tﬁ“ﬁvahuaﬁxou

fﬁThe second ‘or. 1ntermed1ate“" Optlon for New Brunsw1ck.

”,Two of the 1mpacts and effects questlons, l(d) -and  (f)
'ﬁaddress 1ntended economlc 1mpacts 1ssues at the aggregate

level.__ :

‘:‘wh11e 1t s1m1].ar11y addresses 1ntended 1mpacts, 1t assesses""

Prov1nce env1saglng functlonal rather than

,ana_ytlcal focus. These partlcular questlons were

1n v1ew of the lt:unate pr1’ rlty assugned to product1v1ty '

;Prov1nce. S :Furthermore, o th questlons ‘ selected

elatl.ve success < of " vari

However, _ thep th1rd questlon' of an impacts and
‘_effects nature 1ncluded 1n th1s second: optlon, questlon ‘10,
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EXHIBIT SAl: SUMMARY SPECIFICATION OF

EVALUATION OPTIONS

PROVINCE : New Brunswick
QP .9‘9 4,
& cg;%» \,@ﬁf’ g J’¢ ,
8355 Ax ' 3 <4
Qw° <l sl _ & &
14.Does a great |-Impacts and ~Journalistic -Descriptive L-3 $ 31,5004 § 700- [$ 4,200~
deal of the effects indica- Review Analysis $ 5,250] $1050 6,300
GDA impact tors noted in =Statistical . ’
fall in areas | Question 1 Analysis
not set out in| relative to ~Impact (1/0)
its objec- specified GDA .
tives? To objectives.
what extent
do the impacts
and effects of
the GDA match
with stated
objectives?
15.What have been|-Correlation be- -Journalistic =Statistical Pe-S $ 5,250- §$1050- |s 6,300
*  the factors tween inter- Review Analysis $ 8,750(51750 $10,500
which affected} national, =File Review =Descriptive
the achieve- national, pro- ~Interviews Anlaysis
ments of vincial and ~Case Studies -
objectives sectoral econo- ' . - "
(e, vra- | aic groveh u o orriom 01 613|800l sncaae- o co
gramming, functional and L £
financial sectoral GDA F
commitments, initiatives, ‘ws 20% i;;';gg-
implementation) o... of cpa - -
lanning, ze.
P . initiatives
changing econ=} .y ¢ive to the
omic circum-
magnitude of the
stances, other roblema
reasons)?* p i *
OPTION #2 . .
SEtxonf
- Questions
reviewed in
Option #1
Plus
1. In what manner
and to what
extent has GDA
programming
led to improvey
ment of socio-
economic cir-
cumstances? . -

d) productivity |-Output per man =Journalistic ~Statistical r8-13 14,000-|$ 2,8004$16,800-
: . year by sector Review Analysis 22,750 | $ 4,550($27,300-
; compared to- the | ~-Survey. 1 . :

industrial . :
_average . ]
-Harginal change | ~Survey =Econometric
. in output -Case studicn . . =Statistical
divided. by. the “Analysis
: o change in input ) o - .
£) population -Review of inter-|! -Journalistic ~Descriptive 2-5 3, 500- $ 7009S 4,200}
_distribution | and intra-  Raview" ‘1  Analysis .. l,1so $.1,750]$10,500
) - { provincial - -Simulation
R . census data ’ S
2, Who have heen ~Direct and .| =Journalistic -Descriptive  [2+3 3,500~({S 7007$ 4,200+
the ultimate | indirect expen- Review " -Analysis 5,250-1$ 1,050]$ 6,300
recipients of | diture analysis ] -Interviews ~Impact (1/0) ’ . . ’
GDA program— by sector to -Survey : ~Statistical
ming by cate- labour, .to =Case Studies Analysis
- gory of lndividull. to . :
recipients? ’
(provincial
governsents,
b“"-'_\“!"v .
uon-protlt) .
* Rpfarence socukn 3.2 of the Repoft for explanation of restricted. of evatuatica .
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Nev Brunlwlck

PROVINCE

or' _EVALUATION OPTIONS .-

’ 10 Hhat types of

. instruments
‘(e.g., infra-
structure; .

effective 1n
" terms of .
) ach;ev;nq GDA
~,ob3ect1vel?

OPTION §3

Ogtxon

-. Questlonl
" reviewed in-

'Piuéf

. 3._Has CDA .
. " programming '

o sunported the
.positive .
changes which
- have occurred
within the-
'o:ovxncxal

. qconomv? 3

-of: infra-"._ -
structure
- investment .

been luffi-
cient to -
- remove the
. barriers to - .
-+ industry via-
> "bility and .
- expansion?

—Indicatotl
: GDA program |-
‘Question 1 but :
- input in. nccor-r‘*-Cn

. gram instrument
- expenditure o
. c11l.1£1catinn % B

. ‘incentives) . ..
_-have been most

(Comarenensxvei.'

" Ootions #1 -and|.

-P051t1ve chanqes
“'in‘the’ econo-y |

-Inc;dence of
§ GDX- exDendltutes’n

" over- txme,'by
:sectot, with the
-above changel.

9.AHas the anoun‘ —Number of "

tive areas .
,locatinq/expan-
-ding in the -
‘Atlantic Region

under the- Gnh“

‘marginally, ﬁot
‘at all;, as: a

~Lower costs to'

;tclult of GDA

aligned with .

dance with pta-

idantified .
chtonoloq;cally
a d by sectot._

pattxculat f;rms
in répresenta-

e!sentillly,
moderately,.

result cof: GDA.

-.the firms . as a’’

Lnfxlltrﬁctuti;

¥ -ril- R-vicv
: i-Intcrview-

: :-Joumallltic '

—Structural

:-Pile Reviev l?

Y. .
”-Cas. Studiesf.r

' '—Joutnnliutic;

'-rile Review ..

-.~Survey -
-Cnse studiel .
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Estimated Cost

The "Intermediate"” evaluation option for Nova Scotia
involves an incremental estimated expense of $37,800 to
$56,700. ‘The total option is therefore expected to fequire
45 - 64-péréon weeks to complete and a budget of $75,600 to
$107,520 when adjusted for economies available through full
option coverage.  The question which addresses the support
of GDA programming of changes in the economy represents the

most significant cost factor of the additional questions

'proposed in this option.
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4;1formulat10n.fl'7r.

.to the? sub—strateglc level obJectlve~
‘ T}fIndustrlal Development 1n the Provlnce'

-.104 =

’opTiou{n;s;”3§a*coh?kﬁaﬁﬂéivrfoémién;»?f”

ﬂOPTION N S. 2 PLUS-' Assessment of economlc 1mpacts with

'”firespect to quallty of 11fe, labour and managiment skills 'and

the removal of barrlers to 1ndustry v1abillty and expanslon.

_”c‘hara‘éﬁe'r.i’sti&s: '6f option .
d]tTh thlrd or" comprehen51ve - optlon':for Nova Scot1a

'*;1ncorporates three addltlonal questlons 1nto ‘the. evaluatlon

.one - of whlch is of an 1mpacts and effects nature ‘and - the

remalnlng 'WO' prlmarlly related program/pollcy

‘The questlon of an 1mpacts and effects nature relates to the:
thlntended economlc— 1mpacts 1ssue of GDA programmlng,
7”employ1ng a sPatlal analytlcal focus.- Thls questlon, l(g),
Arelates to one’ of the ultlmate objectlﬁes of GDA programmlng '
51n Nova Scotla whlch is to promote the 0pt1mum quallty of
=111fe in the Prov1nce. ' : s ‘

'The two pollcy/program formulatlon questlons both apply ah
5f_funct10nal focus to thelr analys1s. The flrst questlon,
“.:1(1),rrelates to the 1ntended economic 1mpacts 1ssue whlch

:addresses the 1mpact of GDA programmlng on 1ncreased labour

yand management sk1lls 1n Nbva Scotla._ Thls 1n turn relates

perta;nlng to

\~;:7The second of the two pollcy/program'questlons,‘questlon 9,

o -laddresseso}on a functlonal basis,

‘ the~ suff1c1ency of ‘the

cons1derable 1nfrastructure 1nvestment whlch has taken place‘

l,hipursuant to the GDA prOgram 1n Nbva Scotla. in remov1ng the

”;Ejbarrlers to 1ndustry v1ab111ty and expan51on. l;{ygf
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sector involvement ‘in the GDA program process.. The
questions added to the basic option further reflect the type
of initiatives characteristic of GDA programming in
Newfoundland and the consequent priority for their evalu-
ation. ’ ' -

Finally, the intermediate option for the Province of

Newfoundland addresses through question 10, the intended

impacts and effects of GDA programming on' private sector
involvement . - This question assesses with a functional
focus, which types of GDA program instruments have been most
effective in terms of achieving related GDA objectives. The
assessment of this question is of particular interest in the
evaluation of GDA programming in Newfoundland by virtue of
the considerable attention which has been paid to
infrastructure in the Province. It is proposed that this
question focus on one or two. -resource sectbrs of the

Province's economy (i.e. fisheries and forestry).

Estimated Cost

The "Intermediate"” option for WNewfoundland incorpora.tes a
number of additional questions into the basic option
requiring a further allocation of 13 - 30 ‘person weeks to
the evaluation. Expenses for undertaking }' this complete
option are expected to range between $97,440 to §$161, 280,
depending upon the level of effort exercised.in utilizing

‘the technlques employed. The 1ncrementa1 expense of this

optlon 15 sPread somawhat evenly over four of the add1t10na1,~

f1ve questlons addressed.
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wéonpkknEN31VEfEvénuaiiougfﬁ.f"”

“_OPTION NFLD.,2 PLUS~- Assessment of economlc 1mpacts with
':fffrespect to quallty of 11fe,-sectoral effects and ‘barriers to
1«f1ndustry v1ab111ty and expanslon.,‘l‘ N

- Characteristicsfof;bption;”‘

jThe second r; 1ntermed1ate evaluatlon Optlon . for
'.'Newfoundland encompasses eleven questlons of ‘varled focus

'[’ﬁand nature. The thlrd or comprehen51ve"'optlon supplements

- the' second optlon w1th a further three questlons of a

‘“spat1a1,>sectoral and aggregate focus._;l :

"uQuestlon“l(g) assesses w1th a spatlal focus,.the intended

:flmp;ct of"GDA programmlng on theJQualitj'of llfe in
‘stewfoundland.

:.Although not as clearly ,prescrlbed 1n its

'”.Prov1nc1al helrarchy of objectlves as s’ the case in Nova

““:Scotla,,thls questlon nevertheless embraces an apprec1at10n
7: of 11v1ng standards whlch are, for the Provlnce. embodled in

:3p 1ts objectlves helrarchy at both the ultlmate and strateglc

ljaéfeprogrammlng“knl'agrl'“lt“r

‘f_level._v“

'}economy.f*;

-fd;questlon l(J) pursuant to Optlon lf'd

'Questlon .4- was added to the preferred 'opt;”j;to'ﬂglue' a
::Qbetter appr_

'tlon of:the lntended“sect ra

:fsectorﬂ_of the Prov1nc1al

1mpacts of GDA
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In the case of Newfoundland, the third or “comprehensive"
option therefore addresses fourteen questions largely of an

impacts and effects nature focusing at an aggregate level of

analysis. The third option varies from the intermediate

option through its supplementary attention to the assessment
of GDA objectives and program initiatives in Newfoundland.

Estimated Cost

The "Comprehensive" evaluation optién for Newfoundland is
estimated to cost between $112,560 to $196,560 on the basis

‘of full option coverage and the economies which consequently

accrue. The additional focus on sectoral and infraétrpcturg
questions repfésents>a significant'portiOn of this option‘s
incremehtal‘ expense reflectivé‘ of the édphisﬁicated
analytical teéhnidues which muSt_consequéntly be employed.
This option: is expécted‘ to involve an additional 9 f- 21
person weeks, or a total of 67 - 117 person weeks fdr'

completion. - | ’ o
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EXHIBITSél: SUMRMARY SPECIFICATION

OF EVALUATION OPTIONS

PROVINCE : Newfoundland
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PROVINCE 1 wafoundlund

SUMMARY SPECIFICATION OF EVALUATION OPTIONS
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5.7 EVALUATION OPTIONS: PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND

OPTION P.E.Y. l1l: BASIC EVALUATION - Assessment of economic

employment, income, output and productivity, and GDA

recipients and structural impediments to development

analysgis.

Characteristics of Option

A more complete basic option was envisaged for Prince Edward
Island in light of the Treasury Board mandate to conduct an
evaluation of the Development Plan. Nevertheless the basic
option formulated for the Province involved fewer questions
than -that preferred by the Steering Committee for the

Province of New Brunswick.

The "basic" P.E.I. option. in some respects, reflects an
amalgamation of the first options prescribed for
Newfoundland and Nova Scotia. It encompasses a review of
questions 1 (a), (b) and (c) focusing of an aggregate level
on the intended employment, earned income and output effects
of GDA programming in the Province, as well as questions
assessing the achievement of objectives related to those
effects. The option also poses questions 2 and 1(j)} which
for Nova Scotia and Newfoundland respectively, were the
single questions addressed in their basic option, aside from
the basic economic impacts noted above. In addition to

these similarities however, the basic P.E.I. option also

questions the intended impact of GDA programming upon

productivity in the Province.

This basic option therefore poses four guestions of an
impacts and effects nature and two of a policy/program
formulation nature. Question 1 (j) addresses on an

aggregate basis structural impediments to development in
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P.E.I. while ‘question 2 focuses upon an identification of
the ultimate reclplents of GDA programming again at an

\aggregate level, by category~qf recipient.

‘Qﬁéétioné 1'3 14 and 15 are of an objectives achlevement
’nafure regstricted to an asqessment of program objectives

which allgn with 1nd1cators measured in questlon 1.

The basic option for P.E.X. therefore exclusively addresses

the intended economic ,impacts and effects issue of GDA
programming with the focus being conducted in all cases at
the aggregate level of analysis.

Estimated Cost:

This "Basic" evaluation,bption for Prince Edward Island, is
expected‘ to involve a total of 40 -~ 54 person weeks to
completion, at a full coverage expense of between $67,200 to
$90,720. Once again the predominant expense in this option
relates to the use of Input/Cuput techniques in measuring

the economic lmpacts and effects of GDA programming in the
Province.
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OPTION P.E.I. 2:  INTERMEDIATE OPTION

OPTION P.E.X. 1 PLUS: Assessment of economic impacts on

- resource utilization/management and sectoral analysis.

Characteristics of Option

The second or "intermediate"” option for Prince Edward Island
supplements the “basic" option by including four more
quaséion% which focus exclusively at a sectoral level of
analysis. This sectoral emphasis relects the priority to
develop and manage the resocurce sectors of the Provinde in
an effort to lead Prince EBdward Ysland to greater
.sﬁlfmsufficiency. Three of the questions added, {3, 4 and
5), are of an impacts and effects nature while 1 (e) is more
related to policy/program formulation. All questions in the
intermediate option, aside from the three related to
objectives achievement, address the intended economic
impacts and effects issue and align closely with the
resource sector priorities evident in the Province's
objectives heirarchy at the strategic and sub-strategic
level.

Bgtimated Cost

i

The “"Intermediate” evaluation optidn f@:'Pfince Edward
Island involves an additional 1% - 27’perscn weeks of effort
representing a total option budget expense of betwaen
$99,120 to £136,080 for completion. The incremental
expense of this option ﬁrinéi@ally reflects the additional
réscutaa utilization and sectoral analysis encompassed, and
" the consequent . employm@nt of surveys, case studies and
- Input/Output analysis.
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OPTION P.E.I: 3: -COMPREHENSIVE OPTION

QOPTICH P.E.I. 2 PLUS:  Private investment and subsidy
dependency analysis.

Characteristics;of Option -

The third or “comprehensive” option for P.E.I. expands

- further wupon the intermediate option by addressing two

additional questions; question 8 which focuses upon the
igssue of the intended‘impacfs of GDA programming on private
sector involvement; and question 11 respecting the issue of
uhintended impacts and effects of GDA programs and
initiatives. _Both questions ‘are considered to be
policy/p;ogram formulat».'icm in nature.: Both questions
broaden the resource emphasis evident in the earlier options
and relate to the ultimaﬁe and strategic objectives which

promote development and self-sufficiency in Prince Edward
Island. -

Estimated Cost

The "“Comprehensive" evaluation option for Prince Edward
Island is estimated to involve an additional manpower
requirement of 18 - 24 person weeks. A total budget expense
for this option is estimated to range between $129,3% to

$176,400, reflective of the economy derived from unde _.aking

the full option proposed. "The incremental .anpower
requirement for Prince Edward Island's third option is
substantially reflected in the 12 - 16 person weeks required

-to answer the additional gquestion concerning the possible

encouragement by the P.E.I. Development Plan of devélopment
which is subsidy dependent.
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investment levels of -5 : .

{restricted to | business confi- | -Case Studies
areas in vhich | dence as a

the greatest . result of GDA

amount of invew| initiatives.
~went has been - - R




' ;zxumxr 5718 SUMHARY' SPECIFICATION or
PROVIHCE R Pnnce Bdward Illund ; S‘mw‘rl

opTION #3 ..
iContxnued) .

ude renultingJ —'rake up rltcl F -Journll!.-t!.c : . | ~Dascriptive - -
.. from direct . .| review. - -~ - " |' Analysis
" GDA-invest-, - . ‘-I'l',l_t-rvim, R
'Ient? L ~Survey..

: 11 Has GDA . —Hunblr of fim _'-Journ.lilt!.cf - -Do-cript!.v. - .j12-16  |$21,000-] $4200~ ] 525,200
-], ~ encouraged ‘the|: that have’ grown |~ Review - B Annlylil 5 .+ - |$28,000 | $5600 | $33,600
" creation of | -and matured as a '-rilc uvi-v o B I R
" 1development - .} result. of (Fnl -Survey - N
which is" -ub-— o g i 7 ] ~Case studic- e B
sidy-dapen~ " |~ umber or : T
dcut? ; repeat .applica--
R  tions -for .GDA ) ]
. funding and/or R A o N ’ Lol
- other governlent Lo R T R RS S
programs. R o oo
~Degree’ to vhich ’-Sumy : i -Descn.puvc [P IR e
" subsidies’ hav. '-Cau st.udicul. -]. ‘Analysis . -° |- .
" reduced costs - | ) . -Proﬂt/nou . ’ ’
: nnd_ ‘made. tim ) ;i ~ -] -Discounted .
' ’ : ‘Cash Flow.

_-m&kx."f'onxdu;ij {is-24 |s31,5004 s6300- | $36,800
* | == Js42:000 58400, § 550,400

T

'mux.' oprions . | |l o -
o, 2,3 f79-0s 513k 750 szs9so-&151.7oq
Lol Is1ey 75d 536750 | 5220509
S ) L srrased
1 5176,400




6. TERMS OF REFERENCE

INTRODUCTION

The Government of Canada is conducting an evaluation
study of the General Development Agreement between
Canada/ (Province) . ’ '

BACKGROUND

The General Development Agreement (GDA) between Canada
and (Province) was signed in 1974. The GDA is an "en-
abling"'framework through'which the federal and pro-
vincial governments are able to enter into cost shared
("Sub Agreements"™) programs to jointly plan and execute
programs of mutual priority in regional economic ex-
pansion and social adjustment.

An evaluation assessment has been conducted which has
identified the key issues and questions to be addressed
in the evaluation study.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose and scope of this study is to evaluate the
economic impacts and effects, private‘sector‘invoivement
and.objectives achievement of the Agreement since its
inception in 1974 The'questibns ‘to be addressed in

the evaluation study, 1nc1ud1ng ‘the approaches, analyti-
cal technlques and budget of conductlng the evaluation -
study are attached to these Terms of Reference.
(Attachment $#1). Although approaches and technlques

have been‘outlined,‘;t is expected that a clear assess-
ment of the level of effort to be madeuinAapplying

these approaches and techniques-will preCEed'the
evaluation study. |



' OBJECTIVES -

. The obj ééftji'véf:s; of thtuayare S

' ”g“l)-;To assess the 1ntended and un1ntended 1mpacts .
ﬁaf*and effects of ‘the GDA ‘on. the economlc .
Tstructure, 1ndustr1a1 development and standards
. of" 11v1ng ‘in the prov1nce.'ﬁ9w

f*;To determlne 1f and to what extent the objec— '
' ftlves of the GDA have been ach1eved _and
’f”determlne the most effectlve GDA 1nstruments

"fffln meetlng these objectlves.l:;;ﬁ'

h?To 1dent1fy the ultlmate rec1"ents of GDA
'fprogrammlng. o '

”-i kak”?kbskan'fﬁ

'r;As 1nd1cated 1n the attached Schedule,3a number of |
1ssues, questlons and. performance 1nd1cators are to -
ﬁ xbe addressed 1n th1s evaluatlon.« In order to ensure -
f"%that project schedullng and costs are 1n accordance
‘1fffw1th the budget, a 5chedule of work"ct1v1t1ef'wh1ch

glntegrate the questlons and technlques must be developed

‘}31.{ment,‘partl’lpatlon of DREE staff, etc ) 5;

5. ct manage-—:'
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APPENDIX 1

STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS



W4 . - " " . STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS = -

- -Mr. T Thomas, Manager, Evaluatlon D1v151on, DREE (Atlantlc)

Mr. P Y. Chlasson, Senlor Evaluatlon Offlcer, Evaluatlon D1v151on
DREE (Atlantlc) o : Er .

”,fw;Mr. K. Draper, Senlor Development Analyst, DREE (New Brunsw1ck)

"’Mr. S Shepherd Senlor Development Analyst, DREE (Prlnce
’ Edward Island) , ‘ : L - o S :

”'T’Ms.'B.-MacDonald Senlor Development Analyst, DREE (Nova Scotla)

"f;Mr. B chk, Senlor Development)Analyst, DREE (Newfoundland)

”“fDr. A. Barbarle, Offlce of the’Comptroller General, Ottawa
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APPENDIX 2

LIST OF OFFICIALS INTERVIEWED »




- DREE Atlantlc

:7er. R H.‘McGee, A551stant Deputv Mlnlster P
T Mr. M D. Ross, D1rector General Plannlng & Coordlnatlon

'vrer. Gllles E. Chlasson, D1rector General
. -Mr. D. Izzard, Manager, Development ‘and Analy51s
. Mr. H W Shephard Manager, Program Implementatlon

'f}DREE Nova Scotla

VJer M1chael Lane, D1rector General .
,:Mr. R F. Harper, D1rector, Development -

"ﬂg Mlnlstry of State for Economlc Development

'3.;Treasury Boar’1of Canada = Program Branch

fDREE New Brunsw1ck

ﬂ}DREE Pr1nce EdWard Island

- oMr. W. A. Reld, D1rector General ) ;
aMr, W S MacFarlane, D1rector, Operatlons

“:DREE Newfoundland {f**-:f

,:Mr. H I McGonlgal, D1rector General
© Mr. FiM. . Street, Manager, Development and Analy51s

.{DREE Hull

3 Mr.,I'fCIark, Deputy Secretary et T .
“'Mr R Bllodeau, A551stant Dlrector, Resource Development

‘OFFICIALS INTERVIEWED ~ . . . . .. -~ 4

w? .

Mr. R B. Heeney, Manager, Implementatlon ST e

Mr. D I. McDonald, Actlng Dlrector General, Analysxs & Liaison Bra

T:ndustry and Reglonal Development Group
Industry and Reglonal Development Group




APPENDIX 3.1

SCHEDULE OF INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

REGIONAL & PROVINCIAL OFFICE
INTERVIEWS
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 APDENDIX.3.1s REGIONAL AND PROVINCIAI. OFFICE INTERVIEWS
INTERVIEW PROCESS : .

- Introductlon

"(1)n>-iPurpose and Intent of an evaluatlon assessment
. 3(ii12j,Scope of the evaluatlon assessment pro;ect (Table 1).
co(iii) Purpose and Intent of 1nterVIews In the Evaluatlon

'Assessment process.:“_j:n: ";"' ’ - S -

"II Pro;ect InterVIew ;ff

ZA.:'(if' ReVIew objectlves helrarchy

,_a) Do they agree w1th the objectlves as portrayed’.
'ib)fQAre there other objectlves not shown°

gft;c)iEWhIch sub’ strateglc objectlve(s) is of" hlghest
“;“z“ﬁprlorlty9 T S

(ii) Rev1ew Issues and questlons re.f Objectives
: 'AIAchIevement , ) R

nhlfl;--(d) Wthh questlons are most 1mportant and why?

ilb) Do you agree w1th Incluslon of sub—prov1nc1al
objectlves for Newfoundland and New Brunsw1ck°

3Has;there been a change 1n objectlves or"tuelr )
-.priority over time?. If so, is this reflected in -
'the Sub—Agreements in’ the past 3-4 years’




Vv

-2 -

Which of these strategic objectives have the -
greatest priority for evaluation?

Is there a necessary relationship between the
objectives priority and the dollars spent?

Have obstacles been encountered in meeting the
objectives - if so, please specify.

In retrospect, were the objectives specified
reasonable? Why? B :

 How flexible is the GDA system to»changé?A

Have the tools available through the GDA Program
been sufficient to achieve the objectives?.

by
i



bl g

B.

9. How helpful has the prescrlptlon of program

objectlves been,ln developlng programs and
program deSLgn’

10. Has the thlnklng of this office changed over
the years?

11. Are these questions satisfactory to an assessment
of the GDA program? If not, why not?

12. Are there questions not shown which should be
included in an evaluation assessment of the
program? If so, which ones?

Ihtendedlimpacts and effects’

(i). Economic impacts and effeéts

1. What does the lmprovement of socio-economic
clrcumstance mean’

A

. ' 57 St it et TP
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-4 -

Has GDA focussed on social adjustment as well
as economic development°

What is the most lmportant lmpact or effect of
this program? A

What type of success criteria would be best suited

'to measuring the impacts of the GDA?

Are. there trade-offs between objectlves
i.e. productlvlty/employment’ ‘

Is the size of the 1n1t1at1ve adequate relatlve

to the 51ze of the problem°

>>Would the desired economic 1mpacts and effects
llkely have taken place anyway? B

T

Lo elpla i e 1

- .- e amra
- -




e

1o.

11.

12.

Who are the "target group - prime beneficiaries"
of the GDA?

How aware arée recipients of federal involvement
in GDA programming? -

The question of incrementality is difficult to

measure. Was preserving jobs in the economy as
high a priority as creating new ones in certain
sectors? .

Has the program been generally one of identifying
and maximizing opportunities or of shoring up,
converting, or making more efficient existing
situations? Does the flow of funds support this?

-If there are "spatial objectives™

(a) Is there a trade-off between a spatlal focus
- and provxnclal economic growth’ :

-(b)‘-Has the balance between spat1a1 and sectoral

. been appropr1ate°

- If there are no spat1a1 ob]ectlve

(a) Is it important to look at spatial effects?
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Could the GDA program have been more effective
with greater private sector involvement?

-

Has the GDA Program been an effective and efficient
means of influencing the private sector. How do
you know?

What are the most effective means of 1nduc1ng
private sector investment?

Has the amount of infrastructure investment been
sufficient to remove the barrlers to industry
v1ab111ty and expan51on°

fHas the prlvate sector expanded into the sectors
=and reg1ons of greatest need’ _




,dg‘;y},,‘ " A

- C Unlntended Impacts and Effects

t;Are the questlons and 1ssues satlsfactory andi'
*a;comprehen51ve ‘enough for an evaluation of the
“aspects of the GDA PrOgram° If not‘fwhy not’;

‘ifAre there questlons not shown whlch should beﬁ .
B ff*lncluded_ln our evaluation assessment of the
u,_g;program°: If so, whlch ones’iA

Which questions are most important and why? ' =~

CLHas the GDA fundlng»hadJa s;gnlflcant leverage
- effect on provincial ‘economic. _development - .
",spendlng° ‘Has it increased.the priority- a551gned

fﬂ}to economlc developm“ tiby prov1nces’

ﬁ.znas GDA programmlng supported buszness act1v1t1es

1Tte”W1th no reasonable chancevof 1ong-term Vlablllty,'»




|Q\

3.

5.

-.10.-

How has the GDA affected the degree of cooperation
between provincial governments?

.Has the GDA programming (e. g. a large number of

like activities in each province led to

inefficiencies? Should there be more reg10na1
initiatives?

Does GDA prOgramming_result:in'activities taking
place where they are likely to produce the greatest
economic benefits? How does this occur?

Do you feel that GDA programming has resulted in
the provinces being left with operation and
maintenance costs which they cannot afford to

defray from their own resources?

'~Are effectlve cost—sha*xng raths an’ 1mportant
-issue?



VPO P SO N

A%

- ’.f,‘,",:x;"ljl . CHE R A

' li;VzIs 1t lmportant to address the questlon on |
o v151b111ty? :

-E'Do the regLOnal ‘economic development objectlves
‘of the GDA often.come into conflict with the

_this . confllct resolved?

»'Can the GDA be -an effectlve means of lmplementlng
' Federal Government pr10r1t1es°

: Does the great number of 1nd1v1dua1 programs
. (e.g. financial assistant) pose problems of

, j:.dupllcatlon or. confu51on on part of prlvate
'tg‘sector7-;' . _

-~ an ‘évaluation of’ thls aspect of the GDA Program?
f{;lf not. why not? _ .

-

sectoral objectives of line departments’ How is

ryjand c0mprehen51ve to




13.

14.

-12 =

wi i

Are there questions not shown which should be
included (barring process and rationale)? If so,
which ones?

i

Which question or aspect is most important?

IXII. Concluding Remarks

(1)
(ii)

(iii)

Summary of major impressions by interviewer. .
Seek concurrente of summary of impressions from interviewer.

Identify areas where additional information or action is
required. : '



'»_’TABLE l

-:CLASSES OF EVALUATION ISSUES

fI;J‘ Program ratlonale._,5~lf

SE, LA Intended Impacts and Effects RN
}?ﬂf7jtgi"(é).gEconom1c lmpacts and effects;fﬂ(if*“7
L (b)ffPrlvate sector 1nvolvements.} (1)

"Tf{(c)7:Coord1natlon of Federal—Prov1nc1al p011c1es
.. .~ and programs. S B _ :

z?rr(dthCoordlnatlon of Federal 9011c1es and Pr°9rams'flo

B uniﬁéendéaﬁ% imp‘a‘cts‘.{gnd.} Ef'f‘ecﬂt‘.s:;f{(,la‘.-)fff E

“III. Objectives Achievements (1) . . = -~ .

©1v. Altematives

’7K,gijﬁ_ne51gnated component of the GDA Evaluatzon Assessment project....r

"Z:Issues not‘so'de51gnated lay beyond the terms of reference of

”':12T~th1s Evaluatlon'Ass“ssment'
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APPENDIX 3.2

SCHEDULE OF INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

- OTPTAWA INTERVIEWS




We R
) ‘APPENDIX 3.2: OTTAWA INTERVIEWS

44{}INTERVIEW PROCESS ;

I.
PR
O B

A*{(iii)f Purpose and 1ntent of 1nterv1ews 1n the Evaluatlon,

111.

"1;A;:.(i)j»RevieWZobﬁecti&es,heirarchief

‘Introductionfhfl

f(i)~; *PurpOse and 1ntent of an evaluatlon assessment.
S(id) Scope of the evaluatlon assessment pro;ect (Table 1).

_ProjectaInterviewrrf'f

’;gé;xaf,qfnv

'fAssessment process.~

1fay Do’ they agree w1th the objectlves as portrayed’
- b) Are ‘there other objectlves not shown? -

jcif hlch objectlve(s) 1s of hlghest prlorrty’ .

. (ii) Review issnes*andfduestions3re=1uobjectiveslachievement

K ,anlAreftheseTQuestions satlsfactory to an assessment
'wfffdf'tﬁéacﬁnvﬁrbgramﬁ, If not, why not’{ 4
‘zhf;}Are there questlons not shown whlch should be
"'7,1ncluded in- an evaluatlon assessment of the program?

Q;QiIf so, wnlch ones"f:"

e Whhqutonrmotmptant and why?

h‘ﬂgd)f;Have obstacles been encountered 1n meetlng ‘the
'"ffobjectlvos - 1f so,gplease spec1fy.‘

‘”Q:In retrospect, were the objectlves speclfled
freasonable? Why’ ’ ' Ea

”7Has.there been a change 1n~object1ves over t1me7‘
i IE so, is thlS reflected'l
“ijthe past 3 -~4 years;,f”

_ the Sub—Agreements in

_;:/2.

. . RSt




D
W) : 4 ,
(g) How flexible is the GDA system to change?
(h) Is there a necessary relationship between the
objectives priority and the dollars spent?

(i) Have the tools available through the GDA Program
 been sufficient to achieve the objectives?

(3) How‘helpful‘has'the preseription-of program
objectives been in developing programs and

‘program design?

(k) Has the thinking of this office changed over
the years?

B. Intended impacts and effects

(i) Economic impacts and effects.
(a) Are the questions and issues satisfactory and
comp:ehensivevenbugh to an assessment of this

aspect of the GDA Program? If not, why not?

(b) Are there other questions which should be addressed?.
If so, which ones? ‘

(c) Are there some questlons wh;ch are more 1mportant
‘ than others? If so, which ones?

:(d)f-What 'is the most 1mportant 1mpact or effect of
' this program?

(e) 'What type of crlterla would be best sulted to
- measurlng the 1mpacts of the GDA? ’

(f)A Would the desired- economic - 1mpacts and effects
11kely have taken place anyway?

/3




e

- -(e")'- |
e 1nf1uenced by the GDA Programo _How doqs one reach ‘
SUCh a ConcluSJ_on'D ST T

-(g)
‘ . measure. Was preserv1ng Jobs ‘AAn- the economy as .

~(h)
:", max1m1z1ng opportunltles or of shorlng up,'convertlng,
'5ﬁor maklng more efflclent exlstlng 51tuatlons° Does -

(1) D
' ',7general thrust of the program?

--.(j)';What prlorlty would you glve the varlous functlons of

:hexpendlture°1};g.
i)

(b)
- zfln our evaluatlon assessment of the program’ ,If so,
',Awhlch ones’ ;f ' o ' o

@
' i°ithan a direct expendlture manner’

] change.}-“if“

-high a prlorlty as creatlng new ones ln certa1n
,sectors’ L '

,_Has the program been generally ‘one of 1dent1fy1ng and

”ithe flow of funds support thls° R

‘Are the questlons and 1ssues satlsfactory and compre-
;ithe GDA Program’ If not, why not’

Are there questlons not shown whlch should be 1nc1uded

;Has the prlvate sector been lnfluenced ln other

!To what extent and how has the prlvate sector been

The questlon‘ofmlncrementallty 1s dlfflcult to -

Does the functlonal expendlture serles reflect the

Private SectorhInvolvementQ

hen51ve enough for an. evaluatlon of the aspects of

ﬁhichjguestionsiarexmostflmportantfand:whﬁégft

(ie. o dlrect dollar lmnact as opposed to structural

e




-
(f) Has the private sector expanded into the sectors
and regions of greatest need? .

(g) Has there been a change in the take-up rate in
GDA sponsored programs? How do you know?

(h) Has the GDA Program been an effective and efficient
- means of influencing the private sector?
How measured?

C. Unintended Impacts and Effects

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Are the questions satisfactdry and comprehensive to
an evaluatlon of this aspect of the GDA Progran’
If not, why not?

Are there questions not shown which should be
included (barring process and rationale)? If so,
which ones? '

Which question or aspect is most important?

In the program planning stage are precautions taken
to reduce unintended impacts and effects?

III. Concluding Remarks

(i)

(ai)

(iii)

H

Summary of major 1mpressions by 1nterv1ewer.

'Seek concurrence of summary ‘of 1mpre551ons from

1nterv1ewer._ ,
Identlfy areas where addltlonal 1nformat10n or

- actlon is required.

/5



i TABLE L . 4~f«f45;

' CLASSES OF EVALUATION ISSUES

CI. t?iograﬁﬁrationéle-‘h{'”

1I. Impacts and Effects.

3. Intendet npacts and Befects

'«a.{iEconomlc 1mpacts and effects. (lf

o S@vQPrlvate sector 1nvolvements.;(l)

L c;ffCoordlnatlon of Federal-prov1nc1al p011c1es and
1 "‘s.programs.j,\"e . oo T '
w;}d;;.COOrdlnatlon of Federal p011c1es and programs.”

B. :vnintéﬁded’xmpactslaﬁd:Effects_(1)',

III. Objectives Achievements (1)

_ IV,];Alternatives;;J;;'

'-(1)- Deslgnated component of the GDA Evaluatlon Assessment prOJect.
Issues not so de51gnated lay beyond the terms of reference of
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APPENDIX 4

LIST OF SUB~AGREEMENT EVALUATION
STUDIES REVIEWED




Ve

RSN

Appsﬁnxx 4

4

(AS OF OCTOBER 15 1981)

' Responsible Office and

. Program Evaluation Component

Evaluatlon ;

Type of

:.Newfoﬁndlahd ff -

'Rural Development
i . F.E.S. P.; ‘ :

Forestry

"%nGros Morne: Park

-(Final in. progress) S

.NORDCO - * :
.ngrlculture

'St. John's Urban Reglon R

Labrador Interim =

" Inshore Fisheries. .

DjFlsherles ‘Marine Serv1ce

Centersf-pﬂ%:w,

'Mlnerals'r
.Strait of Canso

'.~Sysco Capital. Works'

 Industrial- Development L

" - Venture Founders :

- Energy . "

’Agrlculture s
. "Forestry. ... .. ° : ‘
“anallfax—Dartmouth;(ln progress) ;__ﬂ

:(1n:progress)

'_-" .'AFJ.nal

S “Interlm‘
R Interlm .
- Interim. (2)

(Final- Draft)

'ifInterlm N

,';;Flnal
" Interim- o
‘-Interlm, Flnal '
.. Interim- =
: ff;Interlm'*
‘Highways (Final in progress);{*

Interlmf_'

}~F1nal

S Final "
- Interim: -

. 'Final.. . .. .
s Final. o T
“hftrihalfffi’, L
,gQInterlmfgz’;,“

'YfFlnal ’
- Final

PROGRAM EVALUATIONS COMPLETED pnxon T0 FISCAL 1980-81
R '- AmLANTIC REGION ’ ‘ '

.- Completed

: In progress

1977—1978
"1976

1979

1981 -
- 1979
-1979 .
1979 -
"1979..

1980

.-1980
1978

1980 .

1981 ¢

1980
1980 - -
--1981
- 19810

e

o
TN
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APPENDIX 4, continued

Responsible'Office and
Program Evaluation Component -

Type of .

Evaluation

New Brunswick

Highways (data collected)
Northeast N.B.
Agriculture Development I
Agriculture II

Forestry

Industrial Development
Kent County Pilot Project
Tourism Development
Minerals & Fuels

Prince Edward Island.

Comprehensive Development -
Plan »

Atlantic Region.

Surveying Mapping and
Land Registration (LRIS)

Physical Distribution

Advisory Sexvices

" Atlantic Management Institute

Regional Silviculture
Atlantic Management
Training Institute

(in progress

Final

Interim

Final
Final
Final
Final
Final

Final

Final

Final

Final
Final

(2)

Date
Comgleted

1978

1980

1979

1978

1979 (Updated 1981)
1980 : :
1981

1978

1977

1978, 1981
1977
1981
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APPENDIX 5

REVIEW CRITERIA “FOR. SUB—AG‘!EEHENT:;':» o

EVALUATION STUDIES




S

1.

REVIEW OF SUB-AGREEMENT EVALUATIONS

Name of Agreement

Type of Agreement:

a) -

b)

c)

d)

e)

£)

g)

Resource Management and Development

Human Resource Development/Social Developments
Assistance to Business

Marketing and Distribution

Infrastructure

Plaﬁning

Transfer and development of Technolégy

If sub-agregment covers more than one of the

above, show approximate percentage_diétribution
amongst various types.

/2
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Date and Status (1nter1m or flnal) of Evaluatlon.

4 ér " :' t

Comment on evaluability: and approaches. (Table 1).

"Have the data sources 1lsted under Questlon 4 been

kept current 51nce evaluatzon°

Comment on ‘evaluation results (Table 2).

- . . R R 4 .




i7)
-3

7. Was the question of incrementality addressed?

For which programs and projects? How?

8. Were problems encountered on measuring economic

development impact? If so, please specify..

9. If not all programs/projects were evaluated, list
those excluded and why.




Vvi, ’. - : .‘ : _4;_=;

. .10'~-Comment on whethur, and 1f so how, the evaluatlon
' ' 'addressed the fOllOWlng 1ssues° o

 ISSUE
‘1., Economic Impacts and Effects
i) intended -

“]iifjﬁniﬁfen&edi.

‘2."ObjecﬁiveéfAchiévéﬁéntf"

3. PrivatefseétbrlInvdlveméhtl~

|4, Federal Coordination

5. Federal-Provincial Coordination . =

6. Alternatives.

v . L . . .



TABLE 1
2
4. EVALUABILITY -
AGREEMENT/PROGRAM | CAUSAL LINKAGES* - APPROACHES* METHODOLOGY USED
PROJECT .~ (Plausibility of linkages: ‘
between outputs and

economic effects)

(For attributing
effects to '

activities)*

DATA AVAILABILITY/
SOURCE*

*See Table 1 (Attachment) for footnotes




1) CauSaITLinkagesi”"”

4 Data Avallablllty/Source-

TABLE 1 (AETACHMENT)

Hote'

The follow1ngsﬂomments are 1ntended to clarlfy
- and a551st in the completlon of Table 1. '

A‘a)-

© b)

Weak linkage

Strong linkage

_2)l,ApproaChes‘;'Cateqorize'as7follows:»'

. a)-'
- b).

)

- d)”
- e)
-4

9)
“h)
- i)

:-Case Study
Interviews (Management)

:Surveys_,_,
,Qualltatlve Ana1y51s

’Combinatioﬁs of above‘.'“‘

Interviews (Rec1p1ent Populatlon)
Expert oplnlon ‘ :

Quantitative Ana1y31s S

Journalistic Review IR

3) Methodology used.

(1e ) a) 'Input/Output Ana1y51s

B d"f)’;Other :

b) Impact Analysis
- ¢) Regression Analysis
d)" Multiplier Analysis -
e). Financial Ana1y51s L

Va)C1a551fy source as. _ar"Prlmary (1nterna1 data collectlon)

o ;igf}fagg.af:;i,f d) ~Reliability.

-‘b) . Secondary (other sources, ie.
e Stats Canada)

'?j”?~‘ source - i e
7w level of aggregatlon'"

‘13,4 ~availability (ie.- regional,
LT sub~prov1nc1a1, etc )’54
'c)x.Tlme Series . S

ffe)“fValldlty (1e.«d1d 1t measure ‘what
f“f'lt was 1ntended to measure?)

. . . . . . Ce,
. . 5
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*6., EVALUATION RESULTS

TABLE 2

- Success criteria, performance indicators, effects should be limited
to economic impact (employment, income, investment).

51

Where this is

" not available, use intermediate output indicator (eg. increased sales)

AGREEMENT /PROGRAM

. PROJECT

SUCCESS CRITERIA
(to what extent have

" we achieved what we set
out to achieve)

SUCCESS CRITERIA
INDICATORS

RESULTS (ECONOMIC
IMPACTS AND EFFECTS)
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FUNCTIONAL ‘AND. SECTORAL CLASSIFICATION.




NEW BRUNSWICK GENERAL DEVELOPMEMT AGREEMENT EXPENDITURES BY SECTOR AND FUNCTIONS
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IEWVFOUNDLAND GEMNRAL DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT EXPENDITURES BY SECTOR AND FUNCTIOMS
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APPENDIX 7

VPROVINC'.I&AL EVALUATION OPTION SPECIFICATION SHEETS



Evaluation Option Specification Sheet’
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EXHIBIT " ¢ EVALUATION OPTION SPECIFICATION SHEET - . -
: PROVINCE OF NEW BRUNSWICK ) : - r

‘ q)-) . DATA COLLECTION mlm!ﬂ

TUESTIONS AND [SSUES

TPOR WNICH EVALUATION
METNODOLOGIES ANE PERFORTANCE
JEQUIRED | INDICATYYS

I55UES

A. IMPACTS AND EFFECTS . .
1. INTENDED “MPACTS I \
AND EFFECTS
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iapices and
atfaces
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13. producrivizy
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PROVINCE OF NEW BRUNSWICK

EVALUALLUN OPTION SPECIFICATION SEEET

1%
QUESTICHS AND ISSUES
FOX VNICM EVALUATION
METRODOLOGIES ARE
2ECUIED

ANTA COLLECTION TICKNIQUES

ANALYTICAL TECHNICUES
i

3. Has TA programming
supporsed the positive
chanzes walsh Mave
occursad vithin the
{Proviaciat economy?

posicive changes in the
econcomy ildentified
chronologically and

by sector

incidenca of GDA
axpanditures over
ctise, Dy sector, with
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®
w
O
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EXHIBIT : EVALUATION OPTION SPECIFICATION SHEET
PROVINCE OF NOVA SCOTIA

i \ci | s ANTA COLLECTION TECWMIQUES : AMALYTICAL TECKMICUES - PTICN
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FOR WHICH EVALUATION -
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EXHIBIT : EVALUATION OPTION SPECIFICATION SHEET

PROVINCE OF NOVA SCOTIA

14%
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RESULTS OF THE PILOT EVALUATIONS



ot

o PILOT EVALUATION
" 'NEW BRUNSWICK

I.- Selectlon of PrOJect

- '1.'.

_.Apple 1ndustry progect

Contrlbutlons to stlmulate orchard renovatlon and

'.”establlshment .of storage faCllltleS.. Financial

. contribution con51st of 40% _of cost to-'a maximum of
54, 000. ' R o s

'-_Expendlture;_~‘ Sl T T
[ o ' DREE o - $508,036 -
PROVINCE $127,009 . .
TOTAL T $635 045,;:3

*_Expendlture:

CNo of ass1sted farmers-'

Orchard development.':SZ';
Apple storage-',‘:‘~ .9

'fSheep 1ndustry prOJect

Do 1ncrease productlon of sheep and lambs Ain L
New Brunswick and to’ encourage contructlon and/or L
‘modernlzatlon of bulldlngs and. other fac111t1es for :
more efficient sheep productlon. F1nanc1a1 o

.jcontrlbutlons cons1st of $15 per ‘ewe to a maxlmum ,

- of $7,500 and 30% of cap1ta1 costs to a. max1mum ‘of
- $4, ooo.._‘ : o :

'DREE".. -  $46,254

PROVINCE '$11 563'
TOTAL . 7§57, 817.

'_No of ass1sted farmers-f

Sheep -and lamb productlon. 137’_“ :
) Modernlzatlon of fac11t1es-"“16'" ’

: fFlnanc1a1 1ncent1ves for productlon of fru:ts and
g:vegetables LT

‘ Asslstance to frult and vegetables producers . Rate. of
;asslstance is 50% for land development and . 25% on:
other developments to a comblned max1mum of $25 000.

Expendlture"nw ’ o
" "DREE -  $1,243,013
' PROVINCE  § 244,753 .

TOTAL - ,f;l 487,766



II.

No of assisted farmers:

4. 'Incentives'for farm development - geheral

Farms are eligible for assistance of 25% of cost of
expan51on and improvement of their operations to a
maximum of $25,000.

Expenditure: ’ A
' DREE $2,077,160
PROVINCE $ 508,290
TOTAL $2,585,450

No of assisted farmers:

Causal Model

The causal model of the four projects descrlbed above may
be summarized as follows:

Activity Immediate Impact . Ultimate Impact
increase in public & -—>{increase in earned
’/,)7 private capital (income per capita
Financial ( .
Assistance expan51on and diversi- ~;(1ncrease in employment
: fication of agrlcultural (
sector - (1ncrease in producti-
(vity

The first two projects come under the first agriculture
subsidiary agreement signed February 17, 1975, and the two
latter projects under the second agrlculture sub51d1ary
agreement 51gned March 27, 1978. :

In general the causal relatlonshlp between the activity

and intended impacts and effects is strong. The grants

are contingent upon assisted farmers providing a substantial
portion of investment from own equlty. The grants, thus,
have an immediate impact on. private sector investment. The
grants have also an immediate impact on increased production
except in the case of the construction and modernization of
buildings and facilities in the sheep- 1ndustry project and .
the construction of storage facilities in the apple

industry project. Increased production should also lead to:
the desired 1mpacts on employment and, barring detrimental
fluctuations in market price and increased operation costs,
the increase in output should also result in higher revenues
and incomes. ‘These investments should also have a positive
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'effect on product1v1ty as a greater proportion of avallable

land is being put to productive use. The. achlevement of
the desired impact on the diversification of the agrlcultural

~ sector is more tenuous. The attainment of this objective
"is more plausible in the first. sub51d1ary agreement where

:~~spec1f1c produce were supported. Th1s'was not ‘'so in- the

IiI.:

. second agreement where grants were made available to

producers of most commodltles.

ggestlon to be addressed

In what ‘manner and to what extent has the programmlng led

-;'to the 1mprovement of 5001o-econqm1c c1rcumstances?

ifIndlcatorsif*““

' The follow1ng varlables are uSed to assess the measure of

success in ach1ev1ng an 1mprovement in the soc1o—econon1c

o c1rcums tances-

,,4'pr1vate 1nvestment
- = output
— employment:
.. = income - _
-%-product1v1ty ,

’The exercise con51sts in measurlng 1ntended d1rect, 1nd1rect

and induced 1nvestment, -output, employment and income.
In the case of product1v1ty measurement, two: 1nd1cators .are

:con51dered.m

”7~ changes in output per man-year for assisted
‘ farmers compared to the prov1nc1a1 average

.j- marglnal change 1n output d1v1ded by change
1n 1nput ' SR

~Eva1uatlon Approaches

'7i.riData collectlon ”;ﬁ.__;'

7]In the case of . the flrst agreement or the flrst two .
. - projects there is a gap in required. 1nfﬂrmatlon. Only
- expendltures data has been collected . No-data was -
- monitored on output, employment. and: income and, -
. therefore, it would also be impossible. to assess. the o
'tilmprovement in productivity resulting: from these" two
. :;progects. -An. evaluation. of’ this’ agreement was conducted -
. in 1977 and provide.an estlmate ‘of ‘the contribution of.

-‘-jf,the overall apple 1ndustry and sheep 1ndustry to the
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provincial economy for the period 1971 to 1976. 1In
particular, this evaluation provides estimates of farm
cash receipts, accrued net farm income, wages and
salaries, capital consumption allowances and gross
domestic products of these two commodities and their
contribution to the provincial economy. The impact of
these two projects was not isolated.

In the case of second agricultural agreement numerous
indicators have been collected and stored in a
computerized system. In particular, data has been
kept on financial assistance, production (volume and
value), other farm income, expenses, net farm income,
value of building and equipment, salaries and wages
paid, number of employees (full-time and part-time),
number of farms reporting. The data file is updated
on an annual basis and data is given for the base year
and the projected year. One problem area is that

not all farmers have been reporting.

Other pertinent 1nformat10n is also available from
Stat1st1cs Canada.

~ farm cash recelpts, by main commodltles
and provinces '
- farm wages in Canada, by prov1nce
- farm net income, by province; includes
information on operating expenses, cash
receipts, income, debts, capital
investment
- fruit and vegetables production, by
~ province _
- = farm input price indexes; indexes of
' prices of commodities and services used in
Canadian farming operations for Eastern
Canada.

General Assessment

- The data file monitored for the second agreement is

sufficiently comprehens1ve, rellable and suitable to
assess the impact of financial incentives for the two
project selected under the second agreement. A survey
of assistéd farmers could be undertaken to better assess
the questlon of 1ncrementa11ty. o

The data monltored for the two selected‘project in the

- first agreement is not comprehensive and suitable to do

an effectiveness evaluation. . Any attempt to evaluate
these wo projects would require a survey of farmers
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" assisted: The orov1ncla1 government has a 1ist of .
assisted farmers from which ‘a sample survey could be
‘drawn. The surveyvshould attempt_to_gather information
on: S : S T :

. —. production-

* = income .
employment o
.- product1v1ty.’~

and should address the questlon of 1ncrementa11ty.
L2, 'Evaluatlon technlques
The follow1ng technlques for evaluatlon are suggested.

L:— descrlptlve ana1y51s
- 1mpact (I/O). '

The descrlptlve analy51s would study changes ln selected
1nd1cators for assisted farmers as compared for changes
'in similar indicators for the. province as a whole.

Given the numerous factors that: influences these _
indicators; the use of a sample survey would permlt a
better assessment of 1ncrementa11ty. :

. The use of 1nput—outout nodel is also suggested to assess
the indirect and induced: impact of the progect on outDut,
1ncome and emoloyment .

.The use’ of econometrlc and 51mu1at10n methods could -
‘also. be used. .However," addltlonal data’ would have to be

- collected on. employment, output and income of as51sted
farmers for a. number of years prior to the. 1mplementatlon
of the program.f The rellablllty of such 1nformatlon may be’

A questlonable.
“VI. Others °
'1; 1Samp1e survey
Target populatlon-‘ random sampme of a551sted farmers,
~b;5 De51gn.‘ Flrst agreement —lshoula address the question
o .. of" 1ncrementa11ty for the follow1ng-
= output- . - - : ‘
"= income.
jf--employment
Second Agreement-‘.shouidjfocusﬁonfinérementa}ity..
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c. Impleméntation: Questionnaire, with follow—-up by
phone. ’

Costs

a. Data collection

i) file review 2 man—-days

ii) survey 7 man-days

iii) secondary 3 man-days

b. Analysis * 5 man-days

c. Time frame: Sﬁart -
Completion -

Expected results

The analysis should provide a good appreciation of the
impact of these projects.on the selected indicators and
a fair assessment of the question of incrementality.




- PILOT EVALUATION

" NOVA: SCOTIA- .-

L1. _Selection of Projects for Evaluation -

For the Nova Scotia_PilotaEVaIuationhprojects_were selected
,from'the'manufacturing and‘industrial'park'sector and the

. assistance’ to business - 1ndustr1a1 1nfrastructure funct—

ional classificatiOn} Based on these cr1ter1a two prOJects

'were selected. The flrst was a road constructed 1n the_

Debert Industrlal Park, and the second was also a road

-constructed 1n the Brldgewater Industr1a1 Park._ Both
;pro;ects were 1n1t1ated to prov1de access roads for new
‘1ndustr1a1 plants whlch were belng developed in each of

"these parks. The flrst, Debert, was a small hlghway

connectlng the - manufacturlng fac111ty w1th a maln arterlal

. 1link and 1n the case of Brldgewater pro;ect a road was

constructed from a. new shlpbulldlng faclllty to a launchlng

framp nearby The two MIS numbers for these progects are as

follows-

;-1.- 505102020010000 I
, 505102080001000 ,,jd~f'

N;It should be noted that only two progects were chosen 1n

z[:_Nova Scotla for the pllot evaluatlon.f Thls 1s due,.ln par

" to the fact that 1n Nova Scotla all completed subagreements‘

have been evaluated._ It was, therefore{ felt that very

'llttle new 1nformatlon could be obtalned through thls
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2. Causal Linkages Model

Hypotheses

The portion of the Nova Scotia logic model which was
selected for testing through this pilot evaluation process
dealt.with capital incentive and the relation to the
diversification andzexpansion of manufacturing facilities
which in turn led to increased employment opportun1t1es in

the Prov1nce. This is described below:

Activities intermediate Impacts Ultimate Impacts

Sectoral Capital Expand and Diversify "Increased
Incentives 4> (Manufacturing) Emp loyment

(Manufacturing)

These projects both fall under the Industrial DeVelopment
Subsidiary Agreement. This agreement is designed to support
the development of new employment opportunities in the
secondary and tirtuary>seotors of the Nova Scotia economy.
Both projects are currently completed and it is therefore

possible to obtaln income and employment beneflts generated

by each. -

In general the causal relat1onsh1p between the act1v1t1es,
the 1ntermed1ate 1mpacts and the ult1mate 1mpacts of these
expendltures is strong. These 1ndustr1al infrastructure

projects were d;rectly related tO'the start up of new’

.manﬁfaoturing industries. 1In both cases the projects were

necessary in order to prov1de the new manufacturlng
facilities with the needed related 1nfrastructure facili-
ties. Th1s in turn led to 1ncreases in employment in each
of the cases noted above. In both cases the new manu-

facturing operations are manufacturing products which have
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1neconom1c beneflts.f In terms of 1ncrementallty 1t 1s

portant ‘to analyze the econom1c output and emoloyment and

;“1ncome of the manufacturlng fac111t1es 1n attemptlng to
'f'attrlbute the portlon of  the new output. employment and

C 1ncome generated by these 1nfrastructure projects.

The question that has been chosen'for:review'in'this pilot

"“evaluatlon relates to the economlc 1mpacts and effects of
>“the pro]ect on employment, 1ncome and output._ From the 1ist
A,of 1nd1cators developed the 1nd1cators of" 1nd1rect and
falnduced employment, 1ncome (household), and 1ndustr1al
_‘output selected sectors are the 1nd1cators chosen to test
.'the problem model 1dent1f1ed above.f Because of the nature
of - the 1nd1cators 1t 1s felt that the standard 1nput/output

ntype analy51s would be poss1ble to determlne the 1mpacts -and
-;-effects of these projects.': o

' 3: =ﬁva1a$£iothpbfo56he5»- 3

»For both of these pro;ects the data collectlon requlred to
fconduct the evaluatlon would be related to the employment
jand 1ncome 1evels of the employees 1n each of. the manu—-
’ facturlng facllltles and the output of each of these new
'operatlons and 1ts 1mpact on the prov1nc1al economy._gA ‘
ffsurvey of both plants would have to be undertaken through'

r.the course of the evaluatlon exerc1se.a Informatlon on the__

o amount of- the expendlture for each of thevprOJects 1s';f;Q:
'"f'avallable through departmental flles'at Department of
’TLLDevelopment and the DREE Nova Scot1a offlce. Q';l

w?iThe evaluatlon of~the Industrlal Development Agreement

'*1ncome and employment levels for these pr‘jects were not
‘°quant1f1ed., If a full scale evaluatlon of manufacturlng

"fac111t1es and 1n partlcular 1ndustr1al 1nfrastructure'

grants was undertaken these two prOJects would constltute

‘_. only a very small part of the overall sample.; For thlS
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reason a major survey of a number of industrial plants that
have been assisted through infrastructure grants would be
undertaken throughout the Province. A standard question-
naire designéd to collect information required to operation-
alize an input/output analysis have to be deve10péd and
tested. It is possible that through the ongoing evaluation
activities of the DREE Nova Scotia office part of this

information may already be collected.

4. Evaluation Techniques

As indicated earlier an input/output type of analysis would
be required to conduct an evaluation of these projects. 1In
addition a descriptive analysis would study changes in
similar industries throughout the Province and also be of
assistance in determining the level of incrementality of the

expenditures.
5. Costs

The costs of conducting the evaluation proposed above fall
under the data collection and analysis dategories. Since

these projects would be evaluated in conjunction with a

~larger sample of similar projects, with a statistically

valid sample, this exercise would requiré‘approximately 10 -
12 person weeks and $3,500 to $4,200 in computer and related

costs to complete.

6. Expected Results

The ahalysis outlined above should provide a good

appreciation of the impact of these projects on the
indicato:s which haQe been selected. This being, the impact
of infrastructure projects in theAmahufacturing and
industrial parks sector and relating these incentives to the
impact on indirect and induced employm?nt,_income. and
industrial output. This typeibf analysis is very common-

place with respect to GDA expenditure activities in the



BRI

_ProQinee of. ﬁbve'Seofia.i It 1s ant1c1pated thaf very Iltrle

"dlfflculty should be foreseen 1n evaluatlng these proyecfs

*,_Aand also 1n asse581ng the degree of 1ncrementa11ty in each

:case.;f
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PILOT EVALUATION

NEWFOUNDLAND

1. Selection of Projects for Evaluation

Due to the predominance of infrastructure and transportation
related GDA expenditures in the Province of Newfoundland it
was felt that the pilot evaluation should concentrate on the
approaches to evaluating infrastructure programs in this
Province. Infrastructure projects in the traﬂsportation
sector are difficult to evaluate in terms of their true
economic benefits to the economy. It is possible to
determine the amount of expenditures directly related to
development of a highway link, for example, however it is
not a simple task to determine the second round benefits
from these types of expenditures. The project that has been
chosen for this evaluation is the Northern Peninsula
Highway, in particular the part of the highway extending
from Deer Lake to the tip of the Northern Peninsula.

2. Causal Linkages. Model

The portion of the Newfoundland causal model which applies

is:

Hypotheses

Activities ' Immediate Impacts Utlimate impacts

‘InfraStructure—1>.Subprovincial _ g AssiSt in the
: Economic Develbpment't> spacial economic
) development

Reduced Barriers t
Development

The interpretation of this model"is as follows. It is

assumed thaf‘infrastructure’projects that are spatial in
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:}_nature (1e.A1n selected reglons of the Prov1nce) have the_f
Clmpact of reduc1ng barrlers to development.l ThlS in turn{-
" leads. to’ economlc developmentvof the geographlc area Jn

li;whlch the expendlture has taken place.

.From development perspectlve 1t has been argued that in the
5?;case of Newfoundland it was v1rtually 1mpos31ble to. develop
l‘areas of the Prov1nce due to the lack of 1nfrastructure, in

partlcular hlghways, in certaln reglons of the Prov1nce.~,lt

was’ felt that a hlghway system was requlred to llnk the—h

“Vﬁ.major populatlon centers of the Prov1nce and 1n turn develop

.Jiuncover thevunderlylng factors Wh’ci

fia prov1nc1al level market.i Whereas the nlghway does

facllltate the 1mproved flow of goods and people 1n an area

it 1s dlfflcult to relate thlS hlghway to other events or
developments Whlch take place., In a strlctly economlc sense ’
. ‘the hlghWay has no 1mpact beyond the 1n1t1a1 constructlon '
:’phase and thlS 13 a dlstrlbutlonal type 1mpact. '

For th1s reason both SOClal and economlc objectlves come

-1nto play. The soc1a1 objectlves are related to reduclng

'wlsolatlon and 1ncrea51ng communlcatlon llnkage"betWeen

'centers ofvpopulatlon 13 1mportant The econom1

A !:Objectlves
~re1ated to 1mprov1ng in t1me and costs to markets for.7:

"xf7manufactu‘1ng faCllltleS and the development of prov1nc1al

.Sof

' 1nd1cators and

‘?therefore the relatlonshlp betWeen_the/elements and the
imodel outllned above are weak”

';NotW1thstand1ng(th1s fact,

'n conJunctlon

e 1m1nate

s attemptlng to'

;stlmulate development
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(economic) in the Province. Hdaving identified development
constraints it is possible that programming can be directed
at their reduction or potentially elimination. In the case
of the pilot evaluation it is possible to relate this
question to the infrastructure projects. Since it is
assumed that isolation or the lack of a good . transportation
system is a constraint to development which must be
eliminated before manufacturing and other types of related
activites take place. It is important to determine what
amount of infrastructure spending is necessary to aghieve

these objectives.

4. Indicators

'The indicators that have been developed through the course

of this evaluation assessment to address the guestion.

outlined above are as. follows:

1. distance of manufacturing‘plants to first-class
highways: ‘

2. improved time and costs to market;

3. increased road communication between localities

(reduced isolation); and
4. development of a provincial level market.
Three of the above indicators fall into the economic

objective classification. The distance to manufacturing

plants is considered an essential criteria for the develop-

‘ment of new manufacturing industries. If a plant is to be

competitive it must be able to access markets in a reason-
able period of time and without exorbitant costs which add

to the price of manufactured products. In addition, in the



:_case of Newfoundland, a prov1nc1al leve] market was not

o answerlng the questlon outllned above lnvolve both rev1ew of'

5. Evaluation :Abéfba“c‘heiél .

-"::‘ [
‘

i,.posslble because there were no good transportatlon llnkaqes
:between the major centers.f Goods and serv1ces were shlpped

'ﬂafrom the ma1n1and to the far reglons ofvthe Island.” The '
idevelopment of the hlghway system 1s consldered to be the .

1_f1rst step 1n the development of a prov1nc1al level market.

From the soc1al perspectlve 1t 15 1mportant to reduce the-

ylsolatlon between communltles.v Thls prov1des access for
~Jgpeople to move w1th relat1ve ease from one communlty to'

7f"another for employment and other related act1v1t1es.f,

'The data collectlon technlques that have been 1dent1f1ed for}f

' exlstlng flles and surveys of communltles and 1ndustr1es
fthat have developed along the hlghway network.u It is
"uessentlal to collect thlS type of data 1n order to determlne
" the beneflts and costs of hlghway constructlon and also to

o detemlne the relatlonshlp between nlghway constructlon and

alufthe development proCess.;”"

6. ‘Evaluation Techniques and Data Collaction Procedures

JfffAs 1nd1cated above analytlcal technlques 1nclud1ng

' T.expendltures.‘

:structures of the communltles 1saavallable,

'jwould be necessary to undertake an exten51v“

employedﬁln the assessment of the 1mpact of

_In terms of data collectlon, the number of

-;secondary sources of data on the soc1al and economlc ff»_

In addltlon 1t

survey of all

';communltles and 1ndustr1es located along the hlghway, tof

'ncollect data on recent developments Whlch are related to the
fnew or 1mproved hlghway system.-!:fbf“z“‘ T
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7.

Costs

To undertake an évaluation of this nature extensive data

collection and analysis would have to be undertaken.

Approximately 10 person weeks and $3000 in survey expenses

would be incurred in conducting this evaluation.

8.

The
for
the
the
and

Expected Results

analysis outlined above should provide a good indication
the impécf of highway construction and in relation to

social and economic objective of GDA programming. While
data collection and statistical procedures are rigourous

time consuming the results would provide the essential

information on the impact of infrastructure expenditures on

the

development of the industrial base in Newfoundland.



... PILOT EVALUATION -
" - PRINCE. EDWARD ISLAND

I;: Selectlon of Prolect

A-l, AMarket Development Centre

- The Market Development Centre is a prov1nc1al crown
corporation that was established to strengthen domestic
.markets for. agr1culture, flsherles and manufactured
products originating in Prince Edward. Island. Most
activities involve. the private sector and are cost-~
- shared. ~The sharing ratios vary from one project to:

- another and depend on the firms ability to pay. :‘Major -
' services in¢lude sales: assistance, product development,
. market research and: information advertising and’ ‘
promotlon, trade shows, product des1gn, market

educatlon, and marketlng plans.“ -

‘~'Expend1ture-» ,-:_ R -.._‘_}.9.
B © | . DREE .. $4,564,625
‘'PROVINCE. $ 575,771
TOTAL :} $5 140 397; o

:'2;,”Farm Vacatlon Development

o ThlS prOJect prov1des ass1stance to farm operators “to do
- necessary renovations and expan51on to their houses so. ..
-as to prov1de accommodatlon to- tourlst and guests’ durlng

‘the tourist season.. The purpose is to 1ncrease revenues
to farm operatlons. L P S :

"_IIfZ'Causal Model

;l: Market Development Centre

Acthltzv_”_i?n Immedlate Impact 3 Utllmate Impact
{;Market development (Expans1on and dlver-n(— 1ncreased sales‘
act1v1t1es £ © o7 (sification of '“u_uiu(" L
"~ sales a551stance (= agriculture . (= 1ncreased
“'5‘product development-é%-'f1sher1es Tﬁ_ ;( _ 1ncomes

. = market’ research_&

Ftﬂlnformatlon,

“advert1s1ng“and

- - promotion® -’

~ - = 'trade shows R
. = product’ des1gn o]

.= market- educatlon"”

forestry
manuf“t i

‘ncreased
S employment
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In general, the causal relationship between the
activities pursued under the Market Development Centre
and intended impact and effects is fairly strong
although it is not always a direct one nor are the
effects and impacts always easy to quantifyv. Moreover,
extraneous factors affecting sales and outputs are
numerous and the extent of their influence on sales
and outputs may be very dlfflcult to assess.:

2. Farm Vacation Developmentp

Activity Immediate Impact Ultimate Impact
Assistance-to farm (renovation and/or (- increase farm
operators : (expansion of farm ( revenues
(houses to accommo- ( :
(date guests (- increase farm

( employment

The causal relatlonshlp between the activities under the
farm vacation development is strong. Assisted farm
operators are required to disburse a portion of capital
investment. Ultlmately, if proper advertising is done,
there should be an increase in revenues and employment.

Question to be addressed

In what manner and to what extent has the programming led
to the improvement of socio-economic circumstances?

Indicators

In both projects, the Market Development Centre and the
Farm Vacation Deyvelopment project the follow1ng variables
are used to. assess the degree of success in achieving an
improvement in the socio-economic circumstances:

-.output (sales)

- employment

- income - :
An attempt will be made to measure the intended, direct,
1nd1rect and induced change in output, 1ncome and employment

‘resulting from the act1v1t1es pursued.

Evaluation Approaches

1. Data Collection

In the case of the Farm Vacation Development, only data
on expendltures is being kept The provincial government

.
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fkeeps records on farm operatonsas51sted on expendltures__
- only.. Any: attempt to measure:the impact’ of assistance
. on farm'income. and employment would requlre a survey

- of: farmers a551sted. L

‘In the case of the Market Development Centre, data on-

expendltures is being- recorded. -In latter years, thlsw -

~data is also:tabulated by act1v1t1es and by sector.

The data could also be. tabulated in a similar fashlon _
for previous years, using the. information recorded for

"_each individual project -on- the: prOJect form. : Once a
‘project is completed, "a notation at the bottom of the
-project form provides comments about the output of the
_project, but. as a general rule it does not- Provide .an .
4assessment of “impact.. One exceptlon, is in: "sales

ua551stance where comment on dlrect sales achleved 1s
: noted Co

:fStatlSthS Canada also prov1des data on export and
~shipments" of manufactured goods, by ‘commodity, . and -

4fdest1natlon areas.‘ MDC has obtalned spec1al tabulatlons:
,from Stat. Can on exports.uff.

"General Assessment

The data. flle monltored by MDC 1s sufflclenfly compre—: o
hen51ve, reliable" and sultable for evaluation purposes..;'
Moreover, two. evaluatlons have been conducted and one

‘;comprehen51ve aud1t ‘was - undertaken by - prov1nc1al
-~ auditors. -The. questlons of effectiveness and’ 1ncremen—
tality, however, was' not adequately addressed i 4 o USRI
- -undertake a- comprehen51ve evaluatlon, a’ 'survey" ‘of . a551sted_
- firms should be undertaken. - This: survey,supplementlng _
‘data available on file and Stat.Can.vdata on export and

f{g_manufacturlng shipments, should provide sufficient
" information to . address impacts and the- ‘question of

‘-plncrementallty.- The latter,: however, ‘may: be- d1ff1cult
to quantify given. the number .of extraneous factors B

filyaffectlng sales, partlcularly::xport sales’-a -

-In the caseﬁof the Farm Vacatlon Devel“pment progect _
’{etpendltures are‘minimal - and ‘no attempt 'should be -made

© ,.to measure the total-impact on the. economy ‘as a whole.’

- The  impact of farm revenues. and’ employment should ‘be-

adequate. to: measure ‘the effectlveness .0f" the- program.;l,

A sample- survey .should" prov1de the necessary 1nformatlon
'-ffor thlS purpose.1;~:". B T R 4 '




2. Evaluation Techniques
The following techniques for evaluation are suggested:

- descriptive analysis
- impact (I/0O)
- cost benefit.

In the case of the Farm Vacation Development project
only a descriptive analysis is recommended. Using the
expenditures data and the data collected on income and
employment (man-days) should provide a sufficient
appreciation of the direct impact of the project.

In the case of the MRC, all technigques mentionned above
are proposed. Given the numerous projects undertaken
by the MDC it is proposed that only a number of
projects selected randomly should be evaluated. A
descriptive analysis, using expenditures data, data
collected from the survey and Stat. Can. data should
permit a fair assessment on the impact of the projects
on income employment and output. The use of input-
output would provide a measure of indirect and induced
impact on the same indicators. The use of cost-benefit
technique is suggested to assess the efficiency of

the program. Again data collected from the sample survey
should supplement expenditures data.

VI. Others
1. Sample survey
a. Target population: random sample of assisted firms

b. Design: should address the question of incrementality
for the following:

- output & benefits
- income
- employment

c. Implementation: Questionnaire, with follow-up by
phone

2. Costs
a. Data collection
- Farm Vacation Project

man—-days
man—-days

1) file review

3
ii) survey 3
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3.

b.

-5 —-
- MDC
i) file review ' 4 man—days
ii) survey - 14 man-days
iii) secondary - 3 man-=days
Analysis
.= Farm Vacation Project ‘l-man-day

- MDC : 14 man-days .

Expected results

i)

ii)

Farm Vacation Project

The analysis should provide good appreciation of
the direct impact of the project on assisted farm
operators' income and employment.

MDC

‘Thé ahalysis should provide a good appreéiation of

total impact .(direct, indirect and induced) .

The cost-benefit analysis should provide some
appreciation of the efficiency of the program. While
the question of incrementality will be addressed,
some problems will arise as to the extent of :
influence of external factors on output. '







