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Introduction

The NWT Sport & Recreation Council's (the SRC) mandate from the Minister of Municipal and Community Affairs
(MACA) stipulates that it will be accountable for achieving outcomes. The second goal of SRC's 2011/2012 —
2013/2014 Strategic Plan enforces this mandate by requiring (Whiteworks, 2010):

1. funding recipients to be accountable for the funding they receive by reporting on their achievement of the
SRC'’s priorities identified in Goal #1, and

2. the SRC to monitor their achievement of all the goals listed in their Strategic Plan.

In order to address these requirements, the SRC will embark on new territory as it moves forward to establish and
implement a monitoring, evaluation, and accountability (MEA) system that will generate evidence-based decision
making and continuous improvement through ongoing learning (Sport & Recreation Council, 2010) within its
organization.

This Guide establishes the SRC’'s MEA system, and outlines the rationale for each of the phases in the system, and
how the SRC can take steps to implement each phase. While the Guide is lengthy, the value of outlining SRC'’s
MEA system in this way is so that the SRC and its stakeholders (the SRC staff and Council, funders to the SRC, and
the SRC funding recipients) can reference one document for a description of what the SRC's MEA system is and how
it will be implemented. More specifically, this Guide describes the SRC's mission and mandate; the foundational
philosophies and principles it has adapted to inform the MEA; the strategic activities it plans to achieve; how it plans
to achieve them; and how it plans to monitor, evaluate, and account for the level of those achievements.

The one-document and user-friendly approach of this Guide considers the many realities faced within the NWT sport
and recreation sector: limited budgets, minimal staff, and a reliance on autonomous, non-profit organizations (NPOSs)
and volunteers; as well as the northern realities of geographical distances; remote communities; and language and
cultural barriers. This Guide builds on previous experience in the non-profit sector, and in northern communities, to
put forward a MEA system that is grounded in research and appropriate for NWT sport and recreation organizations.

The structure in this Guide is based on a combination of a typical program planning cycle as well as the Treasury
Board of Canada’s Results-based Management and Accountability Framework (RMAF) guidelines (2001, 2002, and
2005). The Guide is incorporated into the following sections:

e SRC Organizational Description

e Philosophies, Principles, and Limitations of SRC’'s MEA System
e Overview of the SRC’s MEA System

e Research and Planning

e Monitoring Plan

e Implementing the Monitoring Plan

e  Evaluation

e Reporting Schedule

e Implementing the MEA Guide.



Organizational Description

The Organizational Descriptiont grounds the SRC's MEA system by outlining the origin and rationale of the
organization, while identifying the scope of influence it is responsible for. This scope of influence is defined by
SRC's: vision, mission, and mandate; delivery approach; resources; strategic goals and priorities; and accountability
structure; each of which is outlined in this section. The information included in this section provides a basis for the
SRC to measure the extent to which its achievements are a result of its scope of influence, or factors beyond its
responsibility.

Between 1962 and 19992, the following six government and non-government organizations were established in the
NWT sport and recreation sector to implement various activities aimed (for the most part) at increasing physical
activity among residents®:

1962  Government of the Northwest Territories Recreation and Sport Staff

1976  Sport North Federation

1988  NWT Recreation and Parks Association

1989  Beaufort Delta Sahtu Recreation Association

1989  Mackenzie Recreation Association

1999  Aboriginal Sport Circle of the Western Arctic (now known as Aboriginal Sport Circle of the NWT)

Over the years, each of these organizations has been afforded the opportunity to deliver sport and recreation
programs relatively independently; witnessing both successes and challenges. Without being able to accurately
determine the extent of the successes and challenges, the Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) grew
concerned that the breadth of the sport and recreation system, and the independence of the organizations, was
leading to inefficiency and a lack of accountability for the use of public funds. After consultation with the
stakeholders, including workshops with several sport and recreation organizations, the Minister of MACA created the
SRC in 2005 to promote system integration and coordination.  Although it exists outside GNWT organizational
structure, SRC is an agency of the GNWT, established by and ultimately accountable to the Minister.

The SRC’s 2011/2012 to 2013/2014 Strategic Plan identifies its vision and mission as follows (Whiteworks, 2010):

Vision Healthy vibrant people in the NWT through physical activity.
Mission To build a culture of physical activity in the NWT, for all.
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The SRC’s role in contributing to this vision and mission, as mandated by the Minister of MACA (2009), includes:

e Streamline decision-making and improve coordination

e Plan collaboratively with communities and sport and recreation leaders

e Effectively use resources that result in opportunities for all NWT residents to access physical activities
e Be accountable for achieving outcomes

e Manage the Western Canada Lottery Program in the NWT.

The SRC does not deliver sport and recreation programs directly. Instead, its role is to provide funding support to
organizations involved in direct program delivery. Successful applicants are provided with an amount of public
funding to deliver specified programs and services across the NWT as described in the resources section below.

The SRC cannot fully address its mandate, nor implement its 2011/2012 - 2013/2014 Strategic Plan without the
dedication of appropriate human and financial resources.

The SRC is a Council of members comprised of 13 voting members: seven representatives from six NWT
regions plus three representatives each from the recreation and sport fields. Additionally, a representative
of the Department of MACA attends Council meetings on occasion as an ex-officio member, but has no
voting rights. The Council of the SRC functions as a Board of Directors for the organization, assisting with
the planning and oversight of the SRC.

At the time of writing this MEA Guide, the SRC employs three full-time staff: a General Manager, a
Research and Development Coordinator, and an Administrative Coordinator. Plans are being made to
create at least two other full time positions: one focused on a monitoring and evaluation role and the second
position will encompass a communications role. Together, these individuals from the SRC staff are
responsible for implementing the decisions made by the Council (to include the Strategic Plan goals
identified below as well as what is outlined in this MEA Guide) and managing its day to day operations.

In addition to its internal human resources, the SRC also relies on its funding recipients to specifically
address its first two strategic goals. The extent to which funding recipients are tasked with addressing these
strategic goals depends on the outcome of the Investment Guideline (2010) approval process that the SRC
has established. Through this process, funding recipients are required to submit applications identifying
how, and the degree to which, their program(s)/initiative(s) would best assist in the advancement of the SRC
priorities. For details regarding the proposal rating and funding distribution processes, please refer to the
current Investment Guidelines.



The SRC generates revenue of approximately $3.7 million per year. The majority of this revenue
(approximately $3.2 million) comes directly from Western Canada Lottery proceeds, with the remainder
coming from MACA in a contribution agreement dedicated toward specific activities®. Additionally, the
majority of the SRC’s revenue is expended to funding recipients to deliver programs and services on its
behalf. Figure 1 below identifies the approximate portion of Western Canada Lottery Products -
NWT/Nunavut Lottery Proceeds that goes to the SRC, as well as the approximate portion of that funding
which the SRC distributes to its funding recipients.
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Although these proportions have remained relatively stable since the SRC'’s inception, two factors may lead
to a change in the breakdown: funding requests from recipients may not remain the same from year to year,
and the SRC anticipates that it will secure new and sustainable funding sources over time. Thus, the extent
of the funding distribution among the recipients and across strategic goals/priorities will vary as decisions
are made based on the evidence gathered through the MEA system, and based on the SRC's success in
exploring new funding sources.
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In addition to the resources required to implement the SRC 2011/2012 - 2013/2014 Strategic Plan, the SRC
is also in the process of setting aside funding to undertake the monitoring and evaluation accountabilities
outlined in this MEA Guide. A critical first step is for the SRC to utilize some of its funding to hire a staff
person who will focus on the implementation of this Guide by conducting the majority of the SRC's
monitoring activities and reporting as per the Reporting Schedule outlined in a later section.

A second step is for the SRC to determine which monitoring and evaluation activities will be assumed
internally by the assigned staff, and which activities will require additional resources to hire external
consultants to conduct those activities which will not be covered internally. As an initial point, it is assumed
that both the case study and the evaluation (both described later in this document) will require additional
resources.

Additionally, the SRC’s funding recipients may also require additional resources to address their
accountability requirements as outlined in this Guide, and according to their contribution agreements. The
extent to which funding recipients will require additional resources will depend on a combination of their
existing capacity and what supports and tools are, or are not, available to them. Where funding recipients
can rely on the SRC to provide simple reporting templates and support through their internal monitoring and
evaluation staff person, their reliance on additional resources will be minimal, if at all.

To address its mandate moving forward for the coming three years in light of the delivery approach and resources
listed above, the SRC will focus on the achievement of five strategic goals and associated priorities specific to
funding distribution and system improvement, as described in its 2011/2012 — 2013/2014 Strategic Plan (Whiteworks,
2010) and presented in Table 1 on the next page.
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Funding Distribution
Goal #1: Programs and services funded by SRC, including the Western Canada Lottery proceeds, are focused on achieving

specific priorities

Priorities:

e Increased participation in physical activity for youth and adults in NWT communities

e Increased participation in physical activity for key NWT populations

e Enhanced system capacity

e Increased participation in collective physical activity at the regional and territorial levels

Goal #2: Funding recipients are reporting on their achievement of SRC's priorities

Priority: Evaluation Framework

System Improvement

Goal #3: SRC's capacity to fulfill its mandate is improved
Priorities:
e Role distinction e Brand recognition
e Board efficiency and effectiveness e SRC alignment with Lotteries
e Strong communications e Adequate human resources
e  Strengthened internal operations e Increased shared services
Goal #4: New and sustainable funding sources are secured for the sport and recreation system
Priorities:

e New funding
e Increased and retained lottery revenue

Goal #5: SRC conducts and uses research for advocacy and strategic planning
Priorities:
e Research «  National participation
e Advocacy e  Strategic Planning

e Government partnerships

After the 2011/2012 - 2013/2014 three-year Strategic Plan cycle, the SRC will use the evidence gathered from its
MEA system to inform adjustments to its strategic goals and priorities as necessary.

1
Accountability speaks to the responsibility of an organization to demonstrate that it has undertaken the activities for
which it was funded, it has spent its funding as expected, and it has achieved results anticipated in applicable plans
and funding agreements. With this in mind, there are two levels of accountability for the SRC: the SRC to the
Minister; and funding recipients to the SRC. The obligation at both accountability levels is to address, to the best of
the relevant organization’s abilities, the SRC's strategic goals and priorities as outlined in Table 2 on the next page.



First, the SRC is accountable to the Minister of MACA. The Minister reviews and approves financial policies and
funding allocations based on SRC recommendations, and appoints members to the SRC Council.

The second level of accountability in the sector is the accountability of funding recipients for how they use funds
received from the SRC. The details of this accountability are outlined later in this MEA Guide, beginning with the
Implementing the Monitoring Plan section.
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Philosophies, Principles, and Limitations of the SRC’'s MEA System

A critical first step in establishing the SRC's MEA system is to identify the foundational philosophies, the guiding
principles, and any limitations that may present barriers. The approach must be realistic given the capacity and
resource (financial and staff/volunteer) challenges in the sport and recreation sector, and user-friendly enough to
encourage cooperation among its funding recipients, recognizing that each organization exists under separate
accountability structures.

! e

Much has been written about the different forms and approaches of evaluation, and when each should be used. The
most generally used distinction in evaluation literature is between formative evaluation (also known as process
evaluation, done during the course of a program's delivery) and summative evaluation (also known as outcome
evaluation, done when a program has been completed or been in existence long enough to compare its results to
something else). However, as the field of evaluation has evolved, it has become apparent that this distinction
between two basic forms of evaluation is not sufficient to address the range of potential evaluation challenges that
arise in organizations. A more adaptable approach is required in complex situations where a variety of stakeholders
operate to achieve shared goals, yet are held by separate accountability structures. The concept of developmental
evaluation has evolved to address this reality.

The phrase “developmental evaluation” was coined by Michael Quinn Patton to describe an evaluation approach that
supports complex environments by (Westley, Zimmerman, & Patton, 2007):

e asking probing questions;
e tracking results through regular performance measurement and reporting; and
e adapting the program as needed based on the results and lessons learned derived from the data.

What is different about the developmental evaluation approach is that it does not restrict a program’s focus to the
formative/summative cycle. As Patton (2011) argues, when a program is in a developmental state where activities
and stakeholders are continually changing, it is impossible to evaluate it through a summative approach. Instead, he
argues, evaluation should be an ‘adaptive’ process; one that focuses on the ongoing development and unexpected
learning of a program until such a time that it can be evaluated in a summative manner.

The developmental evaluation approach is infused with evaluative questions, logic and data in order to generate
evidenced-based decision-making and unexpected learning; ultimately leading to the design and testing of new
approaches toward continuous improvement (Patton, 1997 and 2011). More generally, developmental evaluation is
now understood in the evaluation community to refer to an approach where an evaluator works closely with program
providers on a continuous improvement process (Owen & Rogers, 1999). Rather than being a one-time activity,
evaluation becomes part of an organization’s corporate culture and supports evidence-based decision making and
continuous improvement through ongoing learning.



A related concept proposed by David Fetterman is “empowerment evaluation”, which focuses on assisting program
providers and participants to develop and evaluate their own programs (1996). This approach is rooted in a
community development philosophy with a broader goal of giving citizens more control over their own lives and their
destiny (Owen 1999). The key to this approach is that the evaluator’s role is supportive and focused on capacity
building, and that the evaluator maintains some continuity with an organization in providing support over the longer
term.

The concepts of developmental evaluation and empowerment evaluation together provide the philosophical basis for
SRC'’s MEA system, and influence the Guiding Principles below.

To support and inform its MEA system, the SRC has identified the following eight principles®:

1.

Promote Organizational Learning: The SRC and its funding recipients should work together to openly and
honestly assess the success of funded projects, with a view to sharing lessons learned and implementing
continuous improvements within a developmental environment.

Continually Improve the Organization: The SRC should adapt as necessary to meet its strategic goals
through evidenced-based decision making generated from the results and lessons learned from implementing its
MEA system.

Strengthen the organization: The evaluation-effort should leave the SRC stronger and more able to use its
MEA results to determine which projects would best contribute to its strategic goals.

Use multiple approaches: The SRC should ensure the MEA system includes a range of techniques to support
problem-solving, and accommodate the unique circumstances and capacity of funding recipients.

Design evaluation to address strategic issues: The SRC should ensure the MEA system is responsive to the
strategic issues facing the sport and recreation sector. The primary purpose is to identify problems and
opportunities in the sport and recreation sector, and provide reliable information that will help to make evidence-
based decisions that will address problems, and build on strengths and opportunities.

Create a participatory process: Those organizations which the SRC funds to help contribute to its strategic
goals should also participate in the MEA system through ongoing monitoring and reporting. Effective evaluations
will reflect multiple perspectives from the different organizations the SRC funds.

Allow for flexibility: The SRC should allow the MEA system to adapt and adjust as SRC's strategic needs
evolve; not be rigid and prescriptive.

Build capacity: The SRC should ensure the MEA system is not only concerned with contribution to outcomes,
but also with the skills, knowledge and perspectives acquired by those individuals and organizations helping the
SRC to achieve its strategic goals.
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Each of these principles can be best captured in an organization's MEA system and implemented through its
associated data collection systems. The MEA system and associated data collection systems established for the
SRC remain the focus of the remainder of this Guide beyond the assumptions and limitations subsection below; and
describe how the SRC will establish and implement its MEA system.

$

With the establishment of any MEA system, various assumptions are made, and limitations anticipated. The SRC's
assumptions and limitations with respect to the MEA system include:

Assumptions are taken to be true without proof, or through experiential learning, and are focused on internal
and external factors. For the SRC, the internal assumption is that fiscal restraints may prevent SRC from
being able to access new funding sources to be able to implement its MEA process and cycle of learning as
planned. The external assumption is that the extent to which the SRC will be able to achieve its goals will
be influenced to some degree by external factors, including the economic and political climate in the NWT
and Canada, and changing government priorities at the national, territorial, and local level.

$

Limitations focus on restrictions that may hinder progress towards a goal — in this case, establishment and
implementation of a MEA system. For the SRC, the limitations placed on the organization as it moves
toward the implementation of its MEA system, include:

e The establishment and subsequent implementation of a MEA system within the SRC is new to the
organization itself, as well as to its funding recipients who have their own accountability structures in
place. The capacity of the SRC and its funding recipients to monitor, evaluate, and report the
accountabilities identified later in this Guide may be limited and require additional training and/or
resources (both financial and human).

e Limited human and financial resources and/or staff turnover within the SRC or its funding recipients
may hinder reporting and accountability requirements.

e Introducing a new MEA system will take time as all stakeholders become familiar with the concepts and
methods.



Overview of the SRC's MEA System

The purpose of establishing an MEA system$ is that it will provide useful information to help the SRC learn about the
progress and contributions that are being made toward its strategic goals and priorities; make necessary adjustments
to build on strengths and address challenges faced within its strategic goals and priorities; and operate more
effectively and efficiently. By implementing its MEA system, the SRC will be able to answer such broad questions as:

What activities are we implementing to achieve our stated goals?
Is what we are doing working?

How do we know it is working?

When does it work best?

Where should we invest resources to achieve our goals?

What strategic adjustments are necessary?

By answering these questions, the SRC will be able to generate evidenced-based decision making and continuous
improvement through ongoing learning.

Before these types of questions can be answered however, it is important to gain a full understanding of the phases
that comprise a MEA system and how they work together. These phases are discussed below.

$ %

There are five main phases associated with SRC's MEA system, including:

1.

Research and Planning — This phase identifies the different research and planning approaches that
can take place, and how the SRC has (and can) incorporate them as the foundation of the remaining
phases in the MEA system.

Monitoring Plan — This phase combines the standard Logic Model and Performance Measurement
Strategy components to describe what the SRC strives to achieve over time. The Monitoring Plan
incorporates the SRC's program theory of change” and provides a basis for measuring progress toward
strategic goals by describing what activities will lead to what results, and what measures will be
assigned to them.

Implementing the Monitoring Plan — This phase provides a blueprint for how the SRC will collect the
data required to determine progress toward strategic goals by identifying the purpose and methodology
of the indicators included in the Monitoring Plan.  The evidence that is retrieved from this
implementation will allow the SRC to determine if its program theory of change is logical and if it is
achieving what it intended.
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4. Evaluation - This phase provides more detail on how the SRC will measure overall strategic progress.
Building on the information in the Monitoring Plan, the evaluation questions elaborate on the level of
developmental inquiry that will be undertaken to assess the changes that have taken place within the
strategic plan categories of funding distribution and system improvement, as well as within the
application of the MEA principles. It outlines the ‘what, so what, now what' evaluation questions that
will be asked, what methods and data sources will be used to answer these questions, and who will be
responsible for ensuring the questions are asked. These more substantive explorations are a key
contributor to unexpected learning.  The evaluation questions will provide the SRC with a tool to “drill
down” into key areas of strategic organizational effectiveness, yielding data that will complement the
results from the monitoring plan.

5. Reporting Schedule - This phase defines the systematic monitoring and evaluation reporting for which
SRC and its funding recipients will be accountable, and how these reports will be used for evidence-
based decision making.

When the MEA phases are included in the SRC’s planning cycle, a process of evidenced-based decision making and
continuous improvement through ongoing learning is implemented. The MEA system and how the funding recipients’
(FR) accountability fits into it as well as the SRC’s 3-year strategic planning process is best depicted by the following
Figure.




As can be seen in Figure 2, the MEA system is not an end in itself; but supports a larger, ongoing process of
strategic planning and implementation and forms the basis for evaluating performance and outcomes — the essence
of accountability.

The black text outside of the cycle represents the SRC’s strategic planning and reporting cycle as well as the funding
recipients’ accountability in that process; identifying that with any good strategic plan, monitoring and reporting
(evaluation) mechanisms are built in. The inside red boxes represent the phases of the MEA system (adapted for
SRC purposes) that identifies that there are four generally recognized forms of evaluation® to accommodate the
program planning stages: (1) Research and Planning; (2) Monitoring Plan; (3) Implementation of the Monitoring Plan;
and (4) Developmental Evaluation. A central component, bringing the whole system of learning and continuous
improvement together is the evidence-based decision making that takes place through research, feedback, data
collection, and reporting.

Taken together, the elements in Figure 2 above reflect how the SRC’'s MEA system will support a three-year strategic
planning cycle.  Funding recipients will be required to report on indicators specific to the priority area under which
they receive funding, whether their funding is multi-year or annual. With that said, those funding recipient programs
that receive multi-year funding will comprise an essential component of the three year planning and reporting cycle.

The details of how this accountability structure works and how each of the MEA phases will work together to help
generate evidenced-based decision making and continuous improvement through ongoing learning are described in
the next sections.
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Research and Planning

As depicted by Figure 3 below, Research and Planning is a critical initial phase required in the MEA system.
Addressing this phase at the beginning of the planning cycle ensures that any resulting Plans are current and
reflective of the target audience needs.
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The research and planning phase focuses on the development of the SRC'’s strategic goals®. Typical approaches
undertaken in the research and planning phase include: needs assessment, literature reviews, best practice reviews,
stakeholder consultation, and environmental scans. These approaches should inform the need for a particular
strategy and/or the adjustments required of that strategy, identify the issues that strategy will address, and the
resources that are in place or needed to implement the strategy.

When a MEA system is already established, the research and planning stage will implement these approaches using
the results and recommendations of the evaluation and building on lessons learned through performance monitoring.
For example, the evaluation might identify that the needs are still relevant, and therefore new strategies would not be
required. Or, the evaluation might identify that further research is required in a particular area.

The benefits of the research and planning phase include:

e Accurate definition of the problem to be solved;

» Inform front-end decision-making about strategy structure;
e Determine resources required to run a strategy; and

e Provide a basis for the design of a Monitoring Plan.




To address this phase, the SRC hired consultants in 2010 to conduct an Environmental Scan (Whiteworks
Consulting, 2010); the results of which became the foundation for the SRC's 2011/2012 - 2013/2014 Strategic Plan
(Whiteworks Consulting, 2010). By implementing this level of research and planning at the forefront, the SRC was
able to clarify its goals and priorities which were used to develop its Monitoring Plan described in the next section.

It is also at this phase of the planning cycle that the funding recipients develop their proposals in accordance with the
SRC Investment Guidelines and the SRC works through a funding distribution process.



Monitoring Plan

As depicted by Figure 4 below, the Monitoring Plan is the second phase within the MEA system. The purpose of the
Monitoring Plan is to communicate the thinking behind the need for a program or activity (i.e. the program’s “theory of
change”), how the organization plans to operate, what it intends to achieve, and how it plans to measure that
achievement.
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This phase of the MEA system outlines how the SRC, together with its funding recipients, will contribute to the
program theory of change; in this case, the SRC strategic goals. Before the Monitoring Plan is described in great
detail however, it is important to gain a full understanding of the terminology® associated with each of its elements
and the linkages that are assumed within. This terminology and associated linkages are depicted in Table 3 found on
the next page.
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Figure 5 below uses this terminology and depicts the logical program theory of change of what causes what”, through
a graphic illustration of how program activities lead to outputs and outcomes, and how this relationship can be
understood through the use of measures. Figure 5 also differentiates between the level of influence that a program
can have in the immediate stages (focusing on the extent to which the SRC and its funding recipients have control
over results) and in the interim to long-term stages (focusing on the extent to which the SRC and its funding
recipients have considerable or indirect influence over results).
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Ultimately, the Monitoring Plan provides a basis to evaluate (through performance indicators) whether the linkages
presented above logically support the anticipated outcomes, that is, whether the program’s basic theory about how
activities will lead to change was sound. It also identifies what data needs to be collected on an ongoing basis, what
data sources will be used, and the responsibility for data collection.

Benefits of a Monitoring Plan include:

e All program stakeholders understand how the causal linkages are described; therefore promoting
cooperation

» Existing data sources are identified and new ones developed in advance of data collection

e There is a basis to monitor and evaluate the strategic plan in the future

e Useful tool for reporting, evaluation, and accountability needs.

The SRC's Monitoring Plan is included in Appendix 2 and describes the connections between its investments (inputs)
and its 2011-2012 - 2013/2014 Strategic Plan®2. Specifically, the Plan shows what the SRC plans to achieve, using
its 2011/2012 - 2013/2014 Strategic Plan as the foundation, and how it plans to measure the level of that
achievement!3, Additionally, the Monitoring Plan shows how all of the SRC's achievements combine to influence a
contribution towards SRC'’s stated impact; its mission: Build a culture of physical activity in the NWT, for all.

In addition to the Monitoring Plan (Appendix 2), a second Appendix was added to identify indicators for the impact.
The Measurement of Impact (Appendix 3) relies heavily on the views of stakeholders unless it is known that primary
data sources are available (e.g. health status reports). It should be noted that social impacts are not achieved over
the short term, nor attributed to the achievement of SRC’s strategic activities alone. Rather, the social impacts are
influenced by cumulative efforts of multiple interventions. Thus, the SRC should only expect to ever measure its
contribution toward impact, and results on these measures should not be reported on more than once every three
years.
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Limitations that should be considered include the following:

1. Where baseline data does exist, these sources have been added to the table in Appendix 2. However,
some of these indicators are only collected every two or five years, and therefore the timing of that data
collection will have an impact on being able to quantitatively measure the level of achievement of some
of the outcomes, and ultimately the SRC's contribution towards its impact. It should also be identified
that even where these quantitative sources exist, the achievement of the related outcomes may not be
a direct result of the SRC's activities. For example, if obesity rates decrease among the NWT
population (see Impact), that success may not be directly linked to the SRC’s achievements. Rather,
other factors such as healthy lifestyle changes, smoking cessation, and nutritional eating could also
play a factor in the decrease of obesity levels.

2. Due to the uncertainly around what external influences and the unexpected learning that might impact
the SRC strategic activities, the Monitoring Plan in Appendix 2 does not capture these elements.
Rather, this level of information will be captured as part of the developmental evaluation questions.



Implementing the Monitoring Plan

As depicted by Figure 6 below, implementing the Monitoring Plan is the third phase required in the MEA system. The
purpose of having this phase is to ensure real-time data is being collected regularly in order to determine how the
program or organization is doing at any point in time. Highlighting this component in the system ensures that
attention is being paid to data collection requirements on a regular basis.
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A key component of implementing the monitoring plan is to define the type of information being collected, the
purpose of collecting that information, and how the information will be collected. There are three types of data source
that are typically used when implementing a monitoring plan:

1. Administrative Data - information that is already being collected by the SRC or funding recipients in
program files or databases, or that could be collected with minimal adjustments to regular processes.

2. Primary Data - information that needs to be collected through specialized data collection exercises such as
focus groups, expert panels, or surveys.

3. Secondary Data — data that have been collected for other purposes, but which could also be used for the
SRC's purposes, such as national statistics on physical activity.

Appendix 4 identifies the data purpose and methodology for the indicators in for the Monitoring Plan4. Collecting
and analysing these types of data will help the SRC determine if progress is being made toward outputs and
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outcomes as anticipated.  And, if the results of monitoring do not indicate that progress is being made towards
anticipated outcomes, the question then becomes whether the Monitoring Plan was an inaccurate depiction of the
SRC’s strategic plan, or if the linkages themselves are not working as intended (Schmitz & Parsons, 1999).

The benefits of implementing the Monitoring Plan include:

e Regular tracking of results will identify performance trends

e Provides information through regular reporting to proactively fine-tune the MEA process and adjust
strategies where warning signs are evident

e Regular tracking of results will help to determine if value for money is being achieved, thus avoiding the
need for a more costly evaluation effort

To address this component, the SRC plans to hire an internal monitoring and evaluation staff person who will, in part,
assume the responsibility of implementing the Monitoring Plan based on the reporting schedule and data collection
tools provided later in this MEA Guide. It is also within this component that the funding recipients will monitor the
progress of their programs/initiatives based on the indicators outlined in the Monitoring Plan, and in accordance with
the reporting schedule provided in their contribution agreements, and reporting templates provided by the SRC. As
indicated earlier in this Guide, it is likely that the internal monitoring and evaluation coordinator would make regular
contact with the funding recipients to ensure that their Monitoring Plan accountabilities are being implemented as
intended, and providing assistance where needed (to include development of individual reporting templates).

The details of what monitoring reporting takes place, when it is undertaken, and who undertakes it, are included in
the Reporting Schedule section of this MEA Guide.
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Limitations to the implementation of a monitoring plan include:

1. Implementation of the Monitoring Plan will not capture all aspects of the program or all ways a program can
be measured. With that said, as implementation of the Monitoring Plan and reporting occurs adjustments
can be made to the linkages identified so that it reflects true implementation of the SRC'’s strategic activities.
For example, if reporting identifies that some indicators are no longer realistic to capture, then they would be
replaced with more realistic indicators.

2. Recognizing that the SRC is embarking on new territory as it implements its MEA system, in the early
stages baseline data may not be available or of high quality with regard to the majority of indicators listed in
the Monitoring Plan. As a result, it will be difficult to quantitatively measure the extent to which some
outcomes, and ultimately, contributions towards impact, will be achieved in the first three-year cycle.

3. For the first two strategic activities listed in the Monitoring Plan, the SRC relies heavily on the ability of
funding recipients to collect and report on the indicators associated with the relevant outputs and outcomes.
Should the funding recipients not be able to provide this level of data, for whatever reason, then it hampers
SRC’s ability to report on the level of achievement of these two strategic activities.



Evaluation

As depicted by Figure 7 below, Evaluation is the fourth phase of the MEA system.  Evaluation is positioned in the
system in this way so that the results and recommendations that are produced from this phase (in concert with the
results of implementing the Monitoring Plan) can inform the next phase — research and planning.
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Evaluation of the SRC’s MEA system is rooted in developmental inquiry. It focuses on questions that suit a complex
or new system because it gauges: what's being developed; how it's being developed; what's emerging; the
opportunities and consequences of what's emerging; and given what's emerging, what's next? (Patton, 2011, p.
227). The challenge with this type of inquiry is that one single template or framework does not exist. Rather, Patton
offers eleven different frameworks (approaches) of inquiry, outlined as follows (2011, pp. 261-262):

1. Basic descriptive questions: Kipling's Five W’s and One H: What? Why? When? How? Where? Who?
2. Fundamental evaluative thinking: What? So what? Now what?

3. Triangulated learning framework: beliefs, knowledge, action

4. Focus on strengths and assets: appreciative inquiry and related approaches

5. Systems change: perspectives, boundaries, interrelationships

6. Collaboration: What's the nature and degree of working together? Networking? Cooperating?
Coordinating? Collaborating? Partnering?

7. Values-driven inquiry
8. Complexity framework: distinguishing simple, complicated, and complex

9. Wicked questions: asking questions that recognize the assumptions being made about the program



10. Actual-ideal comparative framework with retrospectively updated and emergent baselines, and revised
benchmarks, and targets

11. Any combination of the above; focusing on what's being developed to be judged, and given what's been
developed so far, what's next?

The final point above is key, recognizing that the level of inquiry should be specific and adaptable to an organization’s
contextual and stakeholder needs. Other benefits of the evaluation function include:

Provides an in-depth look at what is emerging
Can be utilized as a data collection plan for the evaluation

Helps determine if the theory of change needs to continue adapting, or if it is ready to move into a more
static environment where formative and summative evaluation mechanisms can take place.

To design an evaluation rooted in developmental inquiry, Patton identifies five components that should be
incorporated (2011, p. 316):

Purpose and evaluation use

Primary intended users and developmental evaluation partners
Key developmental evaluation questions

Timeline for feedback

Appropriate developmental evaluation methodological design.
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The SRC has incorporated these components in their developmental evaluation matrix, included as Appendix 5.
The evaluation questions themselves are grouped according to an adaptation of five of the inquiry frameworks listed
above?’s. The frameworks chosen and the justification for categorizing the developmental evaluation questions in this
way are as follows:

Funding Distribution®¢ — through its new Funding Model, the SRC has re-focused its funding allocation to
partners to a system of priority-based funding. Thus the evaluation questions in this category will examine
the extent to which a system of priority-based funding is working as intended, and how the perspectives,
boundaries and interrelationships between the SRC and its funding recipients are impacting that system. A
key component of this examination will be to measure the results of the SRC’s first and second strategic
activities identified in the Monitoring Plan.




e System Improvement!” — since inception, the SRC has faced some systematic challenges through its
attempts to provide leadership in the sport and recreation sector and streamline sport and recreation
activities in collaboration with its partners. Thus the evaluation questions in this category will take a positive
approach in examining the strengths and assets of the SRC's capacity, funding, and application of learning.
A key component of this examination will be to measure the results of the SRC'’s third, fourth, and fifth
strategic activities identified in the Monitoring Plan.

e Learning through application of principles?® — as depicted throughout this Guide, the SRC's MEA system
is guided by a set of eight principles. Thus, the evaluation questions in this category will examine the extent
to which SRC has been able to action their principles based on the evidence obtained throughout the MEA
phases, and also sustain that action despite any challenges or setbacks that may have resulted. A key
component of this examination will be to analyze the results of the full Monitoring Plan and implement
primary data collection sources such as focus groups, interviews, and/or surveys.

Within each of these categories, an overarching inquiry framework will be used — fundamental evaluative thinking.
This means that within each category, questions of what; so what; and now what® will be examined as a means to
collect as much descriptive developmental information as possible in a consistent way across each category without
overwhelming the evaluation process with too many questions. The results of the evaluation questions will help to
inform the next research and planning phase of the MEA system cycle.

The details of when the evaluation is undertaken, and who undertakes it, are included in the Reporting Schedule
section of this MEA Guide.
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Limitations that should be considered when conducting an evaluation rooted in developmental inquiry include:

1. There is an assumption that the administrative data required within the Monitoring Plan (Appendix 2)
will have been collected and reported on by this time. Should this not be the case, then the evaluation
analysis will likely be hampered by insufficient data sets.

2. As the evaluation effort is conducted, it is likely that additional evaluation issues or questions will arise
outside of what is captured through the questions outlined in Appendix 5. The ability of an evaluator to
include these additional issues or questions will depend on resources, time, and availability of data to
address them appropriately.
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Reporting Schedule

As depicted by Figure 8 below, the Reporting Schedule is central to the MEA system. This phase ensures that plans
are in place to hold persons accountable for systematically collecting and reporting on the monitoring plan and
evaluation questions described earlier so that evidenced-based decision making and continuous improvement can
take place through ongoing learning.

A reporting schedule exists for the first four MEA system phases as follows:

1. Research and Planning - the reporting products in this activity allow decisions to be made about the
strategic planning cycle and MEA system.

2. Monitoring Plan - the reporting product in this activity provides information on how to systematically collect
information to determine if the SRC and its funding recipients are making progress toward expected outputs
and outcomes.

3. Implementing the Monitoring Plan — the reporting products in this activity provide information, collected
systematically, to track and report on developmental changes and make decisions about the SRC’s outputs
and outcomes.

4. Evaluation - the reporting products in this activity allow decisions to be made about future strategic
planning and system change and/or justification for additional resources.

The specific types of reporting activity that will be undertaken; the product that will be produced; the purpose and
anticipated content of the product; the reporting frequency; the lead person(s) accountable for ensuring the reporting
is completed; the person(s) that the reporting is submitted to; and the decision-making mechanisms are summarized
in Table 4 found on the next page. Please note that in addition to what is identified in the table below, it is expected
that the SRC will hold monthly staff meetings (inclusive of the monitoring and evaluation staff person) within which
developmental changes in the SRC system and priority-funding process would be discussed and recorded.
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Placing this reporting schedule within SRC's three-year strategic planning and MEA system is best depicted by the
following Figure.
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The benefits of reporting in a three-year cycle as depicted above, include:

e Ongoing learning resulting from reporting is incorporated into future monitoring and planning

e Continuous improvement of the SRC strategic activities and funding recipient projects as activities,
programs, and initiatives are adjusted based on identified lessons learned and recommendations.

e Used as a guide for regular reporting and accountability requirements.
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A limitation that should be considered when implementing a reporting schedule includes:

1. A great deal of the reporting relies on the cooperation and reporting of Funding Recipients, as well as
on the skills of a qualified evaluator (both internal and external), and time of the SRC staff and Council.
Should any of these sources become unreliable; the ability of the SRC to report on its true
developmental changes and overall successes and challenges will be hampered.



Implementing the MEA Guide

A paramount consideration in implementing the MEA Guide is that it is not a static document. Rather, as the
Reporting Schedule is implemented and results produced, the MEA Guide should be updated as appropriate to
reflect the true implementation of the strategic activities. For example, if reporting identifies that some indicators are
no longer realistic to capture (i.e. resources cannot be accessed to implement a survey or the indicator is not
providing a good measure of the output or outcome), then these should be replaced with more realistic indicators.
Similarly, if reporting identifies that logical linkages are not occurring between strategic activities, outputs, and/or
outcomes, the Monitoring Plan should be updated to reflect a more realistic logic. By keeping the MEA Guide up to
date, stakeholders will have a useful tool to determine the plausibility of the Monitoring Plan logic, and identify
whether the SRC Strategic Plan is progressing as intended.

To fully implement this MEA Guide, there are specific tasks required of the two accountability structures that are in
place — the SRC and the Funding Recipients. These tasks are identified in Table 5 below.

<4 @" %): % 1 E
( ) ( |
04 % ) ° - (
.« = 5)
(
- ( -
° % - ° OA)
L ] % - - "
G 1
G
. G G 2t
9 =4
( ° ] (
- % 8 8 (
G
e % 8 8 - -
& G 5
o (' & <
2 4/ !
17D+ ; 10
e (' < G
D * |







It is important to note that the tasks outlined above assume that any reporting provided to the MEA Coordinator
will capture synthesized data (i.e. that raw data sets are not provided to the MEA Coordinator). This process
helps to keep the costs associated with the preparation of the Interim and Annual Report Cards as well as the
Case Study and Evaluation reporting as low as possible, as it can become extremely expensive if outside
consultants have to be paid to undertake this level of synthesis. Both the SRC staff and the Funding Recipients
are strongly encouraged to seek the assistance of the MEA Coordinator as needed and should be required to
use the tools provided in this Guide (or ones that may be later individualized) to provide the information in a
synthesized format.



Appendix 1: Description of NWT Sport and Recreation Organizations

Aboriginal Sport Circle of the NWT (ASCNT)

ASCNT'’s mission is to “promote and enhance community wellness and cultural awareness through sport and
recreation”. ASCNT is involved in initiatives such as the North American Indigenous Games, increasing Aboriginal
involvement in all NWT Sport Programs, Fun on Ice, the Aboriginal Coaching Manual, and the Archery program.

Sport North Federation (SNF)

SNF represents all Territorial Sport Organizations within the Northwest Territories (NWT). They are dedicated to the
development of sport at every level in the NWT. SNF offers programming in the area of: coaching development,
awards & scholarships, athlete development, and Team NWT'’s involvement in various multi-sport Games.

NWT Parks and Recreation Association (NWTRPA)

The NWTRPA is a non-profit organization that works with communities spanning the NWT to promote healthy and
active lifestyles. The NWTRPA’s main programs focus on recreation in the area of aquatics (workshops, seasonal
aquatic recruitment), and trails (Trans Canada Trails, Trail Building Fund).

Beaufort Delta Sahtu Recreation Association (BDSRA)
The BDSRA supports the delivery of a broad base of recreation and sport opportunities for all residents in the
Beaufort, Delta, and Sahtu regions of the Northwest Territories.

Mackenzie Recreation Association (MRA)
The MRA’s mission is to enhance the quality of life for residents of the Mackenzie Region by fostering and supporting
the development of recreation, sport, youth, volunteer, culture, traditional events, facilities, and leadership.

Sport, Recreation, Youth and Volunteerism Division of Municipal and Community Affairs (MACA)

MACA'’s Sport, Recreation, Youth and Volunteerism division is part of the Government of the Northwest Territories.
Their goal is “healthy, educated people living in safe communities, who are able to contribute and take advantage of
life’s opportunities”. Some of MACA's current programs are: Get Active NWT and Active Afterschool Funding. MACA
utilizes the Sport and Recreation Coordinators within the region to deliver sport and recreation programs for
municipalities.



Appendix 2: Monitoring Plan

(outlines the outputs and outcomes SRC hopes to achieve in a two-to-five year time span and how progress will be measured; to be collected as per reporting schedule)
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Appendix 3: Measuring Impact

(shows how SRC activities and outcomes will support achievement of the vision and mission; to be collected at the end of every three-year strategic planning cycle)

5 I
+5
LT T 5
+5 /
5) 5 G
75 5 5 % I (
G +5
75
A5
@ &
.5 S50% 5
F
+5 6
@ S 5 G
+ /=

+5

+5

75

24--3 4
<
+# 24A
/
6
2
24
24
H- .- 4
H A
2.CI2,4
2
A
9
= E

20/. .4

2.+/ B4




Appendix 4: Indicators Purpose and Data Methodology Table

This table is presented by activity and by each row (inclusive of outputs and outcomes) of the Monitoring Plan. The rows
of each activity are separated by a solid red line. The Impact Indicators from Appendix 3 are also included in this Table,
presented in red font. They should only be collected once, at the end of a three-year strategic planning cycle.
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This space left blank intentionally, please refer to the next page where the table continues.
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Appendix 5: Developmental Evaluation Matrix

(guides the developmental evaluation process by outlining the questions to be asked and identifying the methodology of how it will be asked)

The purpose, intended use, primary users and partners associated with SRC's developmental evaluation are as follows:

Purpose: In-depth analysis of SRC'’s achievement of its strategic activities and to develop an
understanding of how the priority-based funding process impacted that level of achievement

Intended Use: Helping SRC respond to what has emerged and make adjustments to its strategic plan and/or
its priority-based funding process

Intended Users: SRC staff and Council as well as the Minister of MACA
Partners: Funding Recipients
SRC's developmental evaluation matrix outlines the questions to be asked during the evaluation as per the three

frameworks of inquiry identified earlier. Additionally, the methodology, timing and responsibility for collecting the
information to answer the questions are also reported in the matrix.






