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Executive Summary
This report presents the findings and recommendations of the Evaluation of the Government of
Canada Program for International Polar Year (IPY). The evaluation examines five core issues
that relate to the Government of Canada Program for IPY’s relevance and performance:
continuing need for northern science funding programs; alignment with government priorities;
consistency with federal roles and responsibilities; achievement of expected outcomes; and the
efficiency and economy of the initiative. A secondary purpose of the evaluation is to look at the
program design and delivery, best practices, lessons learned and alternatives to inform future
programming. The evaluation pays a special attention to engagement of Northerners.1
The evaluation was conducted between November 2010 and May 2012 by the Evaluation,
Performance Measurement and Review Branch (EPMRB) in collaboration with three consulting
firms.
Background
International Polar Year 2007–2008 was the largest ever international program of coordinated,
interdisciplinary science focused on the Arctic and Antarctic. Organized by the World
Meteorological Organization and the International Council for Science, the official observing
period for IPY took place over a 24-month period from March 2007 to March 2009. IPY
involved conducting scientific activities in the Earth’s polar regions to explore new scientific
frontiers and deepen understanding of polar processes and their global linkages. This work was
intended to increase the ability to detect changes at the poles. IPY has also aimed to involve
Arctic residents in research activities, attract and develop the next generation of polar scientists
and experts, and capture the interest of the public.
In September 2005, the Government of Canada announced a commitment of $150 million in new
funding for a six-year Government of Canada Program for IPY to run from 2006-2012. This
funding, together with $6 million of new funding from the Natural Science and Engineering
Research Council of Canada, represents the largest single investment of new funds the
Government of Canada has ever made in northern science and one of the largest contributions
among the participating countries. Of the $156 million invested in IPY by the Government of
Canada, $106 million supported 52 research projects2. The remaining $50 million went to other
major components of Canada's IPY Program, which included logistics, emergency preparedness,
research licensing, communications, training, capacity building, and data management.

1

The scientific aspect of the program was not assessed as the Canadian Polar Commission prepared the International Polar Year
Science Report: highlights http://www.polarcom.gc.ca/index.php?page=ipy-highlights. In addition, the International Polar Year
Canadian Science Report will be published in the Special Issue of Climatic Change "Science Results from the Canadian
International Polar Year 2007-2008" in fall 2012. The collection of abstracts from the papers that will appear in this issue are
available at http://www.api-ipy.gc.ca/pg_IPYAPI_077-eng.pdf.
2
The Government of Canada Program for IPY dedicated $100 million to support 45 research projects (the remaining $50 million
went towards support for other program areas). In addition, the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada
funded eleven IPY projects through a $6 million Special Research Opportunity. Four of the projects have received funding from
both the Government of Canada Program and NSERC for a total of 52 science projects
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The intensive program of research for IPY 2007-2008 culminated in the IPY 2012 Conference
From Knowledge to Action. This forum brought the polar scientists, policy makers and
academics, government and industry representatives from around the world to Canada, and
provided an opportunity to examine how IPY knowledge will be applied to policies, programs,
forecasts and information, aiming to ensure that the legacy of IPY 2007-2008 extends well
beyond the official observing years.
The Government of Canada Program for IPY was a horizontal Arctic science program. In 2005,
the Assistant Deputy Minister’s (ADM) Committee on IPY was established to provide strategic
guidance and to act as the decision-making body for the Government of Canada Program for
IPY. The committee was chaired by the ADM of Northern Affairs Organization (NAO) within
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada (AANDC) and included representatives
from Environment Canada, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Natural Resources Canada, Industry
Canada (represented by the Natural Science and Engineering Research Council and Health
Canada. After the IPY Program was announced, the committee was expanded to include the
Chair of the National IPY Committee.
The IPY Federal Program Office was also created in 2005 to administer the new funding and
coordinate the innovative, multi-sectoral and interdisciplinary Canadian Program for IPY. This
office reported to the ADM, NAO and administered the program on behalf of the ADM
Committee on IPY.
Methodology
The evaluation was undertaken in two phases. The first phase was a pre-assessment undertaken
during fiscal year 2010-2011, the second phase was the evaluation conducted during fiscal years
2011-2012 and 2012-2013.
The methodology incorporated five lines of evidence: literature review/environmental scan; an
analysis of relevant administrative information and documentation; an analysis of administrative
and financial data; key informant interviews; and case studies.
Key Findings - Relevance
The evaluation examined the continuing need for activities related to the Government of
Canada Program for IPY, and whether the program satisfied the need to support the
development of programs and policies for science and technology in the North and the
need of First Nations, Inuit and other Northerners to participate in the program. The
evaluation also examined how the program aligned with current AANDC and federal
government priorities, including contributions to the international IPY initiative, and with
federal government roles and responsibilities.
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There is a clear need for continued government support for northern scientific research in areas
that were IPY priorities, such as climate change and the health and well-being of northern
populations. Other areas/aspects of IPY for which there was near unanimous support among key
informants to continue include: logistics, emergency preparedness, environmental monitoring,
including contaminants, northern research infrastructure, social sciences, geophysics and
geoscience. Key informants and a review of literature also pointed to the need for further
collaborative research between northern researchers and Aboriginal Northerners and other
stakeholders.
The IPY Program was found to have been well-aligned with current Government of
Canada and AANDC priorities and strategic objectives such as Canada’s Northern
Strategy. Moreover, the federal government’s role in IPY was appropriate and in line
with these priorities and strategic objectives. IPY activities were complementary to other
federal programs and did not duplicate the scientific activities of other departments or
agencies. The IPY Program was consistent with the Department's responsibilities under
the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development Act to foster knowledge of
Canada’s North and its development through science.
Key Findings – Achievement of Outcomes
The evaluation examined the extent to which the Government of Canada for IPY contributed to
the expected outcomes. IPY outcomes include northern engagement in program activities;
increased capacity of Northerners to conduct scientific research; fostering of a new generation of
northern and polar Canadian scientists; creation of new knowledge related to the impacts of
climate change and the health and well-being of Northerners; raised awareness of northern issues
and Government of Canada activities in the North; and more informed decision making by
Northerners based on greater understanding of issues such as climate change and the health of
Northerners.
Immediate outcomes:
IPY has led to higher levels of engagement of Aboriginal people and Northerners in northern
scientific research - for the first time in many instances. Almost all of the scientific projects
engaged Northerners and northern communities to some extent. IPY projects engaged
communities, as research assistants and guides, in logistics, in leading to employment and
economic and educational benefits, and in helping to incorporate traditional knowledge in many
IPY projects. Communications and outreach activities involved approximately 2,000 northern
and Aboriginal adults, Elders and especially youth in the classroom and in community activities
such as Polar Days, films and presentations. Although many IPY projects were characterized as a
"gold standard" in northern engagement, and there was widespread recognition that researchers
have a much better understanding of the importance of collaboration, many key informants,
especially Northerners, said that engagement and collaboration remain a challenge. IPY program
activities have led to improved research infrastructure and employment for Northerners.
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The pool of science students and potential next generation researchers expanded greatly through
the practical learning experiences for youth provided through IPY. IPY research has produced a
huge body of valuable work that is only beginning to have an impact on policy, on the actions of
governments and others, and on future research. Canada has been a leader in the management
and dissemination of data and research results produced through IPY.
Intermediate outcomes:
IPY-funded research has significantly increased the amount and availability of high quality data
and scientific publications on the Canadian North. IPY has also led to higher levels of broadbased public awareness and knowledge about climate change and the health and well-being of
Northerners through a wide range of project-specific and more general IPY communications
activities. Through IPY, research partners and organizations generally have a better
understanding of conducting scientific research in the North. It was widely acknowledged that
inadequate feedback to communities about the results of research has sometimes been a problem.
The projects that were the most effective at public communications were ones involving
community partnerships.
Long-term outcomes:
It is widely agreed that IPY has increased Canada's international profile as a leader in northern
scientific research, particularly in the areas of climate change and the health and well-being of
Northerners. Research results generated through the Canadian IPY Program have contributed to
other international research programs. Improving contacts and organizational networks among
Canadian and international scientists are major successes of IPY. As a legacy of the IPY
Program, the Canadian High Arctic Research Station (CHARS) is a signature deliverable of
Canada’s Northern Strategy and was announced in 2008. In addition, many key informants
believe that, even at this relatively early stage, IPY results are influencing government policy and
decision making. Some others believe that it is too early to know.
Key Findings: Economy and Efficiency
A majority of stakeholders consulted for the evaluation believe that the IPY Program was an
efficient and economic program. Key informants raised few concerns about the efficient use of
IPY program resources. There was a strong consensus that the funds were well spent, that the
program provided good value for money, and that the resources were used efficiently. The
governance structure and program management contributed to program efficiencies. The funding
cycle was the most significant program efficiency issue for IPY project funding recipients, who
reported problematic delays in the receipt of funding.
Key Findings: Design and Delivery
Results show that the IPY program design included clear roles and responsibilities for AANDC
and the horizontal partners. The governance structure was generally effective, including the
multi-department, horizontal management and the sub-committee structure. Time limitations had
an impact on the efficiency of some committees. Most stakeholders agreed that IPY was
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responsive to the needs of Aboriginal people, Northerners, the scientific community and
government. Program parameters and project criteria were comprehensive and proposal
evaluation criteria were flexible enough to ensure that all eligible projects could meet them. IPY
generally was accessible to eligible applicants and attracted the best projects and proposals. Any
criticisms generally dealt with the number of northern-led projects, as some Northerners
perceived that access was limited because of criteria, such as the requirement for international
partners, a perception that implementation was rushed, and inadequate communication with
Northerners in the early stage, and the need for more "practical" research about northern issues
and problems. The Northern Coordination Offices (NCOs) made valuable contributions to
program efficiency and effectiveness. There were few criticisms of administrative requirements
and good performance framework was used to collect and report results.
Key Findings: Best Practices and Lessons Learned
The IPY Program was found to be innovative and successful for the high levels of collaboration
and partnership, both among federal departments and agencies implementing the program and
among researchers and northern organizations and people. The experiences of the Government of
Canada IPY Program provides valuable lessons for the development and implementation of
CHARS, and for other future initiatives related to science in the North and the management of
large-scale government-led science in general. Based partly on the experiences of IPY, the
success of CHARS will likely depend in large measure on how it resonates with Aboriginal and
northern peoples. In this respect, two of the principles for CHARS include promoting
partnerships and collaboration among the private, Aboriginal, academic, and public sectors both
domestically and internationally, and working with Aboriginal peoples of Canada's Arctic and
recognizing the importance of traditional knowledge in advancing Arctic research.
Where there is a goal to increase the number of northern-led projects and the engagement of
northern people in future research initiatives, some consideration of alternative funding streams
and project criteria may be required, and continued efforts to expand northern capacity and
strengthen partnerships between scientists and northern communities will be necessary. Several
best practices were noted in this evaluation, including the use of NCOs for program
implementation and the use of separate but complementary scientific and social-cultural project
reviews to evaluate project proposals.
Key Findings: International Polar Year 2012 Conference survey
A closing conference for the International Polar Year, called IPY 2012 conference, From
Knowledge to Action, took place in April in Montreal, after the completion of the main body of
the evaluation. Harris/Decima conducted an on-site survey with attendees of the conference on
behalf of EPMRB, completing short interviews with a total of 397 participants. The survey found
that the conference itself was well received, and that there is a strong consensus among
participants that collaborative research in the North is important to continue to support. It also
found that the communication of research results is key. Finally, the survey supported findings of
the evaluation indicating that the Government of Canada IPY Program made a significant
contribution to the overall IPY, that Canada is viewed by many people internationally as a leader
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in northern scientific research, and that Canada’s contribution was first and foremost its funding
of research projects and related support mechanisms.
Recommendations
The federal government’s IPY Program terminated on March 31, 2012. Therefore, the
recommendations of this evaluation are provided to learn from the IPY experience and to help
guide AANDC’s future development of science programs. The recommendations draw on
findings from all evaluation issues, including any best practices, lessons learned and alternative
approaches that were identified.
It is recommended that AANDC:
1. Take into consideration the research findings from IPY projects to plan and support future
scientific research in the North related to climate change and the health and well being of
northern people, and consider a more ongoing approach to this research that would be more
likely to create and sustain the next generation of scientists, and more likely to sustain
northern science capacity;
2. Build on projects that are recognized as being successful in engaging northern communities,
to develop standards and practices on community engagement and effective communications
so that future northern research maximizes the integration of science and traditional
knowledge, and builds ongoing northern capacity to participate in research;
3. Support a collaboration between southern researchers and northern interests, including
territorial governments, northern institutions and Aboriginal organizations to foster
partnerships to enable northern communities and their representatives to develop and
implement scientific projects that focus on needs identified in the North;
4. Consider a set-aside of a proportion of available project funds for projects originating in the
North, with criteria suitable for the purpose, and with sufficient early planning and support to
maximize effective use of this funding;
5. Support the continued development of northern scientific databases and data storage and
sharing mechanisms in order to help foster continued government and academic research,
and to maintain Canada’s international scientific linkages that were greatly enhanced by IPY
activity; and
6. Re-examine the annual funding cycle for northern scientific initiatives where projects require
lengthy planning and have short available periods for field research, and consider multi-year
funding arrangements with adequate reporting to ensure proper accountability.
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Management Response and Action Plan
Project Title: Evaluation of the Government of Canada Program for International Polar
Year
Project #: 12028
1. Management Response
International Polar Year 2007-2008 was a significant scientific event both within Canada and
internationally, culminating in the IPY 2012 Conference From Knowledge to Action which took
place in Montreal, Quebec in April 2012. The Government of Canada Program for IPY took
place over a six year period from 2006 to 2012. With the Federal IPY program now complete,
the findings of this evaluation will be used to inform the planning and delivery of ongoing and
future science funding programs including the Northern Contaminants Program and the
Canadian High Arctic Research Station (CHARS), as well as science programs delivered by
other government departments and agencies.
The findings of this evaluation provide validation for many of the lessons learned during
implementation of the Government of Canada Program for IPY, particularly with respect to the
engagement of northerners. Due to the timing of this evaluation, many of the key lessons from
IPY were already recognized and taken into account in the delivery of the Arctic Research
Infrastructure Fund and the development of the CHARS Science and Technology (S&T)
program. Additional lessons learned that were not highlighted in this evaluation, particularly
with regards to governance of the IPY program and the management of this complex horizontal
file will also be taken into consideration as the governance for CHARS is developed and will
also likely be recognized by future science funding programs.
Overall, there is agreement with the recommendations identified through this evaluation. The
Action Plan below presents some of the ways these recommendations are being, or have already
been, acknowledged by some northern science funding programs. The key findings of this
evaluation will be considered during the development of the CHARS’ S&T program and
recommendations that are relevant to this new program will be integrated as appropriate.
The Northern Policy and Science Integration Branch, which is responsible for the file on
CHARS, is committed to continue to addressing each of the recommendations found within the
evaluation as set out in the Action Plan below.
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2. Action Plan
It is recommended that AANDC’s future planning:
Recommendations
1.

2.

3.

4.

Actions

Responsible Manager
(Title / Sector)

Take into consideration the
research findings from
Government of Canada
Program for IPY projects to plan
and support future scientific
research in the North related to
climate change and the health
and wellbeing of northern
people;

Lessons learned from IPY are being
used to inform the development of the
science and technology (S&T) program
associated with the Canadian High
Arctic Research Station (CHARS).
Research findings from IPY are used to
plan and support the CHARS S&T
Blueprint which will guide the
implementation of the science program.
In addition, knowledge application will
be a key component of CHARS
research. IPY will serve as an important
reference as the design of the Station
and the research program evolve.

Director, Arctic Science
Policy Integration

Build on projects that were
recognized as being successful
in engaging northern
communities, to develop
standards and practices on
community engagement and
effective communications so
that future northern research
maximizes the integration of
science and traditional
knowledge and builds ongoing
northern capacity to participate
in research;

The instances of successful northern
engagement during IPY and the
importance of community engagement
have been recognized by the Northern
Contaminants Program (NCP) and
CHARS. These important aspects of
northern research will be further
developed as these two programs
progress to enhance engagement and
build capacity, as well as address
traditional knowledge. A traditional
knowledge centre will be incorporated
into the design of the new research
station. In addition, an engagement
strategy is being developed for CHARS
so that, as the project progresses,
appropriate engagement and
consultation takes place, especially that
which is required by the Nunavut Land
Claim Agreement.

Director, Arctic Science
Policy Integration

Support a collaboration between
southern researchers and
northern interests including
territorial governments, northern
institutions and Aboriginal
organizations to foster
partnerships to enable northern
communities and their
representatives to develop and
implement scientific projects
that focus on needs identified in
the north;

Collaboration and partnerships are key
elements of both NCP and CHARS.
NCP has developed these partnerships
throughout the duration of the program
and will foster these relationships in the
future.
CHARS has and will continue to,
consult broadly and engage a wide
range of stakeholders, and community
members, especially those based in the
North. This includes the coordination of
a joint meeting between the ADM
Committee on Arctic S&T and
representatives from the three
territories; support for the Canadian
Network of Northern Research
Operators and the engagement of a
broad range of stakeholders in the
CHARS S&T Advisory Panel. In
addition, formal and informal
partnerships will be developed as
CHARS progresses.

Director, Arctic Science
Policy Integration

Consider a set-aside of a
proportion of available project

The challenges expressed by
Northerners regarding the accessibility

Director, Arctic Science
Policy Integration

Planned Start and
Completion Dates
Start Date:

April 1, 2012
Completion:

Interim phase of
CHARS S&T program:
2012 - 2014
Implementation of first
S&T Blueprint: 20142019

Director, Northern
Science and
Contaminants
Research

Start Date:

April 1, 2012
Completion:

Completion of the
CHARS engagement
strategy: January 1,
2013
Design concept
established: Spring
2013

Director, Northern
Science and
Contaminants
Research

Start Date:

April 1, 2012
Completion:

Joint meeting of the
ADM Committee on
Arctic S&T and the
three territories:
September 2012
Meeting of the CHARS
Advisory Panel: Spring
2013

Start Date:

April 1, 2012
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5.

6.

funds for projects originating in
the north, with criteria suitable
for the purpose, and with
sufficient early planning and
support to maximize effective
use of this funding;

of IPY funding for Northern-led science
has been recognized by CHARS and
are being taken into account during the
development of the CHARS science
program. This recommendation will be
considered during the development of
the CHARS’ S&T program and
recommendations be integrated as
appropriate.

Support the continued
development of northern
scientific databases and data
storage and sharing
mechanisms in order to help
foster continued government
and academic research and to
maintain Canada’s international
scientific linkages that were
greatly enhanced by the
Government of Canada
Program for IPY activity; and,

The success of the data management
component of the IPY Program is well
recognized. A scoping initiative will be
undertaken to determine capacity
required for the data assembly centres
to support CHARS over the long term.

Director, Arctic Science
Policy Integration

Re-examine the annual funding
cycle for northern scientific
initiatives where projects require
lengthy planning and have short
available periods for field
research, and consider multiyear funding arrangements with
adequate reporting to ensure
proper accountability.

The lessons learned by IPY regarding
annual funding cycles, planning for
research projects as well as the value
of multi-year funding agreements are
recognized by CHARS. These
important lessons have already been
incorporated into the planning for
CHARS.

Director, Arctic Science
Policy Integration

Completion:

Interim phase of
CHARS S&T program:
2012 - 2014

Start Date:

April 1, 2012
Completion:

Interim phase of
CHARS S&T program:
2012 - 2014

Start Date

April 1, 2012

:

Completion:

Complete

I recommend this Management Response and Action Plan for approval by the Evaluation,
Performance Measurement and Review Committee
Original signed by:
Michel Burrowes
Director, Evaluation, Performance Measurement and Review Branch

I approve the above Management Response and Action Plan
Original signed by:
Janet King
ADM, Northern Affairs Organization
The Management Response / Action Plan for the Evaluation of the Government of Canada
Program for International Polar Year were approved by the Evaluation, Performance
Measurement and Review Committee on September 28, 2012.
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1. Introduction
1.1

Overview

This report presents the findings and recommendations of the evaluation of the Government of
Canada Program for International Polar Year (IPY).
This evaluation addresses 2009 Treasury Board Policy on Evaluation requirements. In line with
that policy, it examines five core issues that relate to the Government of Canada Program for
IPY’s relevance (i.e. continuing need for the program, alignment with government priorities,
consistency with federal roles and responsibilities) and performance (i.e. achievement of
expected outcomes and the efficiency and economy of the initiative). A secondary purpose of the
evaluation is to look at the program design and delivery, best practices, lessons learned and
alternatives to inform future programming. The evaluation pays a special attention to
engagement of Northerners.3
The evaluation followed the scope set out in the Terms of Reference developed during a
planning phase undertaken prior to the commencement of the evaluation. It was conducted
between November 2010 and May 2012 by the Evaluation, Performance Measurement and
Review Branch (EPMRB) in collaboration with three consulting firms. The consulting firm
Goss Gilroy Inc. completed the internal work done by EPMRB on the literature review and the
document review by adding additional information. Goss Gilroy Inc. undertook as well the
study’s administrative data review and governance review and developed the case studies
background. The consulting firm Capra inc. undertook the key informant interviews. The
consulting firm Alderson-Gill & Associates conducted the remaining key informant interviews, a
series of case studies, and prepared the first draft of the final report.
The report is structured as follows:
Section 1.0 – the introduction, including the profile of the program, its objectives, structure
and the program management, stakeholders, beneficiaries and resources;
Section 2.0 – the evaluation methodology, including a discussion of the limitations of this
methodology;
Section 3.0 – the evaluation findings related to relevance;
Section 4.0 – the evaluation findings related to performance (effectiveness and success);
Section 5.0 – the evaluation findings related to performance (efficiency and economy); and
Section 6.0 – the evaluation findings related to other issues (design and delivery, best
practices and lessons learned) and recommendations.

3

The scientific aspect of the program was not assessed as the Canadian Polar Commission prepared the International
Polar Year Science Report: highlights http://www.polarcom.gc.ca/index.php?page=ipy-highlights
1

1.2

Program Profile

1.2.1 Background and Description
International Polar Year Program
International Polar Year 2007–2008 was the largest ever international program of coordinated,
interdisciplinary science focused on the Arctic and Antarctic. Organized by the World
Meteorological Organization and the International Council for Science, the official observing
period for IPY took place over a 24-month period from March 2007 to March 2009. IPY
involved conducting scientific activities in the Earth’s polar regions to explore new scientific
frontiers and deepen understanding of polar processes and their global linkages. This work was
intended to increase the ability to detect changes at the poles. IPY also aimed to involve Arctic
residents in research activities, attract and develop the next generation of polar scientists and
experts, and capture the interest of the public. Valued at several billion dollars worldwide and
involving more than 60 countries, over 200 international research networks, and thousands of
researchers, IPY was a significant and important scientific event. This event was expected to be
the largest ever polar research program of the last 125 years4. IPY 2007-2008 provided the
opportunity for nations and researchers to collaborate, advancing knowledge of the polar regions
and critical scientific issues facing the globe. IPY 2007-2008 was coordinated internationally by
the IPY Joint Committee on behalf of the International Council for Science and the World
Meteorological Organization.
Canada’s Involvement
In September 2005, the Government of Canada announced a commitment of $150 million in new
funding for a six-year Government of Canada Program for IPY to run from 2006-2012. This
funding, together with $6 million of new funding from the Natural Science and Engineering
Research Council of Canada (NSERC) (IPY Special Research Opportunity Grant), represents the
largest investment of new funds that the Government of Canada has ever made in northern
science and one of the largest contributions of the participating countries. Of the $156 million
invested in IPY by the Government of Canada, $106 million supported 52 research projects5. The
remaining $50 million went to other major components of Canada's IPY Program, which
included logistics for health and safety, emergency preparedness, research licensing,
communications, training, capacity building, and data management.

4

Two IPYs (1882-1883; 1932-1933) and one International Geophysical Year (1957-1958) have been held with the
participation of many countries.
5
The Government of Canada Program for IPY dedicated $100 million to support 45 research projects (the remaining
$50 million went towards support for other program areas). In addition, the Natural Sciences and Engineering
Research Council of Canada funded eleven IPY projects through a $6 million Special Research Opportunity. Four of
the projects have received funding from both the Government of Canada Program and NSERC for a total of 52
science projects
2

The intensive program of research for IPY 2007-2008 culminated in the IPY 2012 Conference
From Knowledge to Action. This forum brought polar scientists, policy makers and academics,
government and industry representatives from around the world to Canada and provided an
opportunity to examine how IPY knowledge will be applied to policies, programs, forecasts and
information, aiming to ensure that the legacy of IPY 2007-2008 extends well beyond the official
observing years.
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada (AANDC) Involvement
The Government of Canada Program for IPY has been a horizontal Arctic science program. In
2005, the Assistant Deputy Minister’s (ADM) Committee on IPY was established to provide
strategic guidance and to act as the decision-making body for the Government of Canada
Program for IPY. The committee was chaired by the ADM of Northern Affairs Organization
(NAO). It was the decision-making body, which had the role of approving design,
implementation and distribution of funds through the Government of Canada Program for IPY.
AANDC was chosen to lead the ADM Committee because of its responsibilities for matters
pertaining to Aboriginal peoples and the North and its role in coordinating northern science for
the Government of Canada. In addition to AANDC, the program was co-managed with five other
federal departments: Environment Canada (EC), Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO), Natural
Resources Canada (NRCan), Industry Canada (represented by the Natural Science and
Engineering Research Council), and Health Canada (HC). The chair of Canada’s National
Committee for IPY was an ex-officio member of the ADM Committee on IPY.
The IPY Federal Program Office was also created in 2005 to administer the new funding and
coordinate an innovative, multi-sectoral and interdisciplinary Canadian program for IPY. This
office reported to the ADM, NAO and administered the program on behalf of the ADM
Committee on IPY.
1.2.2

Program Objectives/Activities and Expected Outcomes

A key objective for the Government of Canada Program for IPY has been to support a targeted
science and research program focused on two of Canada’s most important challenges for its
northern regions – climate change impacts and adaptation, and the health and well-being of
northern communities. This is directly linked to AANDC’s 2010-2011 Program Activity
Architecture Strategic Outcome - The North and more specifically the Program Activity –
Northern Land and Resources and the Sub-Activity – Northern Science. One of the
Government’s aims with the Government of Canada Program for IPY is to leave a positive,
lasting legacy for Northerners and Aboriginal communities. Canada’s prominent role in IPY
activities is to position the country as an international leader in Arctic Science. Canada’s IPY
initiatives aim to increase the capacity of Canadians, and in particular Northerners, to engage in,
direct, undertake and use science to build a strong economy, to contribute in the demonstration
of Canadian sovereignty, to conserve and manage the environment and natural resources, and to
ensure their health and the health of their communities. Part of the Government’s investment
went towards engaging northern communities in research activities, capacity building and
training opportunities.
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The Government of Canada Program for IPY is composed of six components.
1. Canadian Science:
The objective of Canada's IPY science program was to generate data and knowledge on polar
regions—especially information on Arctic environments and communities—and to support
science that is policy-relevant and useful at all levels of government and society, both
nationally and internationally. The Canadian science and research community (including
federal departments and agencies and Canadian universities and non-governmental
organizations) were invited to submit funding proposals that met the international program
requirements for an IPY project and addressed Canada’s northern policy priorities pertaining
to one or both major policy and science themes of the Government of Canada Program for
IPY science and research themes (i.e., science for climate change impacts and adaptation,
and health and well-being of northern communities).
2. Logistics for health and safety and emergency preparedness
The objective of this component was to ensure the health and safety of researchers and
northern communities during IPY and to prepare northern research infrastructure. Federal
funds were intended for training and planning emergency preparedness and response for land
and marine-based search and rescue, and security to handle the anticipated influx of
Canadian and international scientists and observers to Canada’s North. Also, enhancements
to facilities were provided for specific and special services, such as enhanced ice and weather
information, helicopter and fixed wing aircraft, ship time, scientific equipment, fuel caches,
communications, training, and necessary support staff.
3. Northern science capacity building
The objective of this component was to develop the next generation of northern scientists and
enhance capacity in the North to carry out polar science. The intent was to focus on
providing capacity building, education and on-the-ground training of Northerners and
Aboriginal people so that they could contribute to the IPY Federal Program and carry out
strong northern research activities in the decades to follow. The intent was also to develop
IPY Northern Coordination Offices in key northern locations, who would be positioned as
points of contact on IPY matters for northern communities and researchers alike and help
build northern capacity.
4. Communications and outreach
The objective of this program component was to share information and results of IPY
research, promote polar science, and foster a greater awareness of Canada's Arctic, its
peoples and the importance of polar regions in a global context. The northern science
communications and outreach community was invited to submit proposals for outreach and
communications activities for IPY.
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5. Data management and archiving initiatives
The objective of this component was to ensure that IPY data and information is archived and
made accessible, and to support data management through capacity building. This program
component was intended to complement the data management elements of the Canadian
Science program component.
6. Meeting Procedural Requirements (research licensing)
The objective of this component was to provide support to governments, boards,
communities and other organizations that review and issue research licenses and permits, and
which require enhanced capacity to effectively handle the increased demands for regulatory
approvals of IPY research activity between 2006-2007 and 2009-2010. In addition, the
intention was to enable work to be carried out by research licensing and permitting bodies, in
partnership with the IPY Federal Program Office and other stakeholders, to clarify,
streamline and/or harmonize research licensing processes in the North, making them more
efficient and effective for the benefit of communities and researchers alike, as part of the
legacy of IPY.
1.2.3

Expected Outcomes

The Government of Canada Program for IPY was expected to generate significant economic,
environmental and social benefits.
Some anticipated results included:
 New knowledge and information to support programs, decision making and development
in the North;
 Leverage in research funding nationally and internationally, with the Government of
Canada investment leveraging three to four times that amount of new research in Canada;
 High value, innovative research results, products and data and information that support
Government of Canada policy initiatives;
 Direct immediate economic benefits in the North, and indirect economic benefits, such as
through increased tourism;
 Greater participation by northern communities in the planning and delivery of research;
 Active participation of Canadian scientists in international research in the northern
circumpolar regions;
 Development of a new generation of Canadian scientists, technicians, and other trained
individuals, both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal, with northern experience and polar
science expertise;
 Enhancement of science and research capacity in the North; and
 Enhancement of Canada’s reputation as a leading polar nation.
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1.2.4

Logic Model

A logic model (outcome map) was developed for the Government of Canada Program for IPY as
part of the Treasury Board Submission. The logic model includes outputs, direct outcomes,
intermediate outcomes and ultimate outcomes reflecting the program objectives. This logic
model is presented in Annex A.

1.3

Program Management, Key Stakeholders and Beneficiaries

1.3.1 Program Management
The management responsibility was shared by AANDC with the five lead departments and
exercised through the direction of the ADM Committee on IPY. The governance structure is
described below.
Canadian IPY National Committee - Worked with the international community to develop the
IPY international scientific themes and played a pivotal role in making the human dimension a
focal point of IPY. In Canada, the members of the National Committee were key to establishing
support for Canada’s participation in IPY and for making this initiative known across Canada
and throughout the North.
Canadian IPY Secretariat - Based at the University of Alberta in Edmonton and established in
September 2004 to support the National IPY Committee and Canada’s participation in IPY while
linking the Canadian program to the international IPY community. It played a coordinating role
for the many organizations and individuals involved in IPY in Canada and supported
collaboration and communications among IPY researchers, Northerners and the international
community. It acted as the liaison between IPY in Canada, National IPY Committees in other
countries and the IPY International Program Office. It also provided a point of contact in Canada
for information about IPY and initiatives to engage partner contributions.
Assistant Deputy Minister Committee on IPY - The ADM Committee for IPY was established in
2005 to provide strategic guidance and to act as the decision-making body for the Government of
Canada Program for IPY. The committee was made up of ADMs from AANDC (Chair), EC,
DFO, HC, NRCan, and the Vice-President of the NSERC (on behalf of Industry Canada). After
the IPY Program was announced, the Committee was expanded to include the Chair of the
National IPY Committee.
The ADM Committee provided direction for the program design and implementation, focusing
heavily on two key policy-driven science priorities (climate change impacts and adaptation; and
the health and well-being of northern communities) and working to ensure that an appropriate
balance between the two priorities was achieved. The committee was responsible for final review
and approval of decisions on granting and distribution of IPY Federal Program funds, ensuring
that IPY investments met program objectives and appropriate accountability for the IPY
Program.
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IPY Federal Program Office - The IPY Federal Program Office was established within AANDC
to administer IPY funding and coordinate the program on behalf of all participating federal
departments and agencies. The IPY Federal Program Office also developed the program
elements with input from other government department’s (federal) (OGDs) through the IPY
Working Group.
In order to meet the overall objectives of the Government of Canada Program for IPY, the
Federal Program Office developed and implemented competitive processes for IPY project
selection. The office developed policies and processes to evaluate, select, fund and assess the
results of IPY Federal Program proposals in all areas of the program, including science, data
management, training and capacity building, communications and logistics for health and safety.
It also worked in close collaboration and partnership with a range of stakeholders on the
planning, governance and administration of the program.
IPY Program Subcommittees - IPY subcommittees and review panels were established to
provide advice and recommendations to the ADM Committee on IPY. Program areas with
subcommittee and/or review panel support included science; data management; logistics,
infrastructure and emergency preparedness; research licensing; and training, communications
and outreach.
Northern Coordination Offices - Canada’s IPY Northern Coordination Offices (NCO) were
designed to play an important role in engaging the interest and involvement of Northerners in
IPY and establishing dialogue and strengthening links between northern communities and the
broader Arctic research community. Four IPY NCOs were established on an interim basis in
February 2006 within established research-oriented organizations in each of the four regions
across the North. The interim NCOs facilitated the involvement of Northerners in IPY projects
and proposals, developed an IPY network within their region, and coordinated the social and
cultural review of science funding applications pertaining to their region. Beginning in the
summer of 2006, a series of consultation meetings with northern regional and national
organizations and stakeholders began to gather input and recommendations for establishing IPY
NCOs on a longer-term basis. Based on recommendations obtained through the consultation
process, the same four northern organizations that served on an interim basis were confirmed as
the longer-term hosts of NCOs for the duration of IPY: the Council of Yukon First Nations in
Whitehorse, Yukon; the Aurora Research Institute in Inuvik, Northwest Territories (NWT);
Nunavut Research Institute in Iqaluit, Nunavut; and the Nunavik Research Centre in Kuujjuaq,
Quebec.
AANDC and Other Department Responsibilities - The management responsibilities for the
Government of Canada Program for IPY were shared among the departments already identified.
AANDC was responsible for the administration and coordination of the Government of Canada
Program for IPY for each of its components and the management of the funds for northern
organizations, and participated in the process of allocating funds to OGDs. AANDC also ensured
that appropriate consultation occurred with OGDs with key roles in the Arctic and internationally
to ensure the IPY Program was managed in a manner consistent with Government of Canada
priorities.
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While AANDC retained the overall accountability for the Government of Canada Program for
IPY, each of the six lead departments were responsible to complete reports on their respective
activities under the IPY Program through their own annual Departmental Performance Reports
(DPR) and science activities through annual progress reporting to the IPY Federal Program
Office.
In addition to the six lead IPY departments, collaboration within the Government of Canada
involved maintaining close working relations among other departments involved in IPY. In total,
21 federal departments and agencies have been involved in the development and implementation
of IPY. Some important contributors include the Canadian Polar Commission, the Canadian
Coast Guard, the Polar Continental Shelf Program (NRCan), both the Canadian Ice Service and
the Meteorological Service of Canada (EC), the Canadian Museum of Nature, the Canadian
Museum of Civilization and Parks Canada.
1.3.2

Key Stakeholders and Beneficiaries

Organizations, individuals, federal government departments and agencies, other levels of
government and other non-federal entities, public or private have an interest in social and
scientific development in the North, including:













Federal departments (AANDC, DFO, EC, NRCan, HC and Industry Canada (represented
by NSERC)
Canadian Institutes of Health Research
Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council
Public Health Agency of Canada
The territorial governments
Provincial governments
Aboriginal organizations
Northern communities
The science community
Universities
Academic institutions
Industry
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1.4

Program Resources

The following funding authorities are being used to support implementation of AANDC’s IPY:
 Funding Authority 334: Contributions for promoting the safe use, development,
conservation and protection of the North’s natural resources; and
 Funding Authority 311: Contribution for promoting the political, social and scientific
development of Canada’s three territories.
AANDC and other departments and agencies accessed $150 million over a six-year period from
2006-2007 to 2011-2012 to deliver the program (not including the $6 million committed from
NSERC Strategic Grants program to IPY research projects). Starting in 2006-07, Table 1 below
provides a breakdown of annual resource allocations and expenditures for the IPY among
AANDC and other departments and agencies involved (in millions $).
It should be noted that the total allocation to AANDC for Government of Canada Program for
IPY is $59.6 million. Furthermore, since the initial allocation, some funds were re-profiled
(Table 3). The balance of the Government of Canada Program for IPY funding was allocated to
12 departments and agencies, for the scientific research projects and support of the Canadian
Coast Guard for icebreakers during the IPY Program.
Table 1: Cost and source of funds for IPY 2006-2007 to 2011-2012
Initial allocation (in dollars)
Indian and Northern Affairs
Canada / Aboriginal Affairs
and Northern Development
Canada
Vote 1 – Operating Expenditures
Vote 10 – Grants and
Contributions
Total Costs – Department of
Indian Affairs and Northern
Development
Environment Canada
Vote 1 – Operating Expenditures
Vote 10 – Grants and
Contributions
Total Costs - EC
Park Canada Agency
Vote 25 – Program Expenditures
Fisheries and Oceans
Vote 1 – Operating Expenditures
Natural Resources Canada
Vote 1 – Operating Expenditures
Natural Sciences and
Engineering Research Council
Vote 70 - Operating
Expenditures
Vote 75 – Grants
Total Cost NSERC

2006-2007

2007-2008

2008-2009

2009-2010

2010-2011

2011-2012

Total

3,463,000

9,019,503

9,232,502

4,041,669

2,946,669

1,700,000

30,403,343

4,000,000

7,832,335

8,149,468

5,908,258

2,601,253

800,000

29,291,314

7,463,000

16,851,838

17,381,970

9,949,927

5,547,922

2,500,000

59,694,657

250,000

3,892,697

3,618,147

1,759,675

533,400

10,053,919

250,000

504,292
4,396,989

442,898
4,061,045

133,426
1,893,101

35,340
568,740

1,115,956
11,169,875

583,750

608,750

105,000

52,500

1,350,000

16,584,391

12,273,463

1,970,093

314,530

31,542,477

1,041,560

1,267,420

532,770

221,250

3,063,000

12,040,668
12,040,668

11,365,112
11,365,112

5,213,952
5,213,952

1,970,937
1,970,937

700,000
30,590,669
31,290,669

400,000

700,000
0
700,000
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Initial allocation (in dollars)
Health Canada
Vote 1 – Operating Expenditures
Public Health Agency of
Canada
Vote 35 – Operating
Expenditures
Canadian Institutes of Health
Research

2006-2007

Vote 30 – Operating
Expenditures and Contributions
Agriculture and Agri-Food
Vote 1 – Agriculture and AgriFood Operating Expenditures
Canadian Food Inspection
Agency
Vote 30 – Operating
Expenditures and Contributions
Canadian Museum of
Civilization
Vote 30 – Payment to the
Canadian Museum of Civilization
for Operating and Capital
Expenditures
Total

8,813,000

2007-2008

2008-2009

2009-2010

2010-2011

46,656

95,994

15,009

575

158,234

350,000

172,000

95,000

0

617,000

3,838,211

3,783,265

1,403,376

723,136

9,747,988

40,500

115,900

0

0

156,400

182,300

209,700

11,250

11,250

414,500

263,400

408,000

91,800

32,000

56,220,263

51,742,619

21,281,278

9,442,840

2011-2012

Total

795,200
2,500,000

150,000,000

The $150 million funding has been allocated among the Government of Canada Program for IPY
components as follows:
Table 2: Funds allocated to the IPY components
Program Components

Allocation

Canadian Science

$98,000,0006

Logistics for Health and Safety

$16,500,000

Training and Capacity Building

$7,500,000

Communication and Outreach

$11,000,000

Data Management

$7,500,000

Support for Procedural Requirements

$4,500,000

Program Management

$5,500,000

Total

6

$150,000,000

At the end, $100 million was allocated to Canadian Science as $2 million came from logistics.
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Table 3: INAC/AANDC’s Budget (planned) and expenditures (actual)
Initial allocation
2006-2007
(in dollars)
INAC/AANDC
Planned7
Actual
Vote 1- Operating Expenditures
Salary
EBP (20% of salary)
Accommodation
charges
(13% of salary)
Other operating
expenditures
Total Vote 1
Vote 10 - Grants
and contributions
Total11 INAC/AANDC

635,833
127,167

478,022

82,658

2007-2008
8

2008-2009

2009-2010

Planned

Actual

Planned

Actual

Planned10

Actual

833,333
166,667

658,129

750,000
150,000

997,500

666,667
133,333

886,667

108,333

9

97,500

86,667

1,117,342
1,963,000

299,880
777,902

3,311,170
4,419,503

2,513,434
3,171,563

3,920,148
4,917,648

2,493,732
3,491,232

4,815,294
5,701,961

4,949,079
5,835,746

4,000,000

2,197,392

4,332,335

4,228,516

8,197,470

7,812,729

8,057,303

7,609,651

5,963,000

2,975,294

8,751,838,

7,400,079

13,115,118

11,303,961

13,759,264

13,445,397

Source: Financial data provided by the IPY Program

7

In fiscal year 2006-07, $1,500,000 was re-profiled from O&M. $400,000 for 2007-08 and $1,100,000 in 2008-09.
In fiscal year 2007-08, $8,500,000 was re-profiled from O&M and G&C. $4,800,000 for 2008-09, 3,000,000 for
2009-10 and $700,000 in 2010-11.
9
In fiscal year 2008-09, $10,166,852 was re-profiled from O&M and G&C. $4,477,000 for 2009-10, $4,944,000 for
2010-11 and $770,018 in 2011-12.
10
In fiscal year 2009-10, $3,100,000 was re-profiled from O&M. $2,000,000 for 2010-11 and 1,100,000 for 201112.
11
For each columns called actual, the total represent the expenditure of the IPY program.
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2. Evaluation Methodology
2.1

Evaluation Scope and Timing

The evaluation of IPY addresses core evaluation issues of relevance, results, efficiency and
economy as well as design and delivery in line with the requirements of the 2009 Treasury Board
Secretariat Policy on Evaluation. The evaluation scope focuses on AANDC’s activities, roles,
responsibilities and achievement of results. The evaluation pays a special attention to
engagement of Northerners.12 However, as the Government of Canada Program for IPY
terminated on March 31, 2012, the main objective of AANDC’s EPMRB was to draw upon the
results of this evaluation to identify best practices, lessons learned and possible alternatives to
inform future programming.
This evaluation covers a period of six years (fiscal year 2006-07 to 2011-12) and looks at IPY’s
overall funding of $150 million with particular attention to AANDC’s funding allocation of
$59.6 million over six years.
Initial Terms of Reference were approved by AANDC’s Evaluation, Performance Measurement
and Review Committee on November 2010 and a revised one in April 2011, at the end of the
pre-assessment stage. Field work was conducted between August 2011 and February 2012.

2.2

Evaluation Issues and Questions

In line with the Terms of Reference, the evaluation focused on the following issues:
Relevance



Relevance
Need
1. Is there a continuing need for some related Government of Canada Program for IPY
activities?
Priorities
2. How does the program align with current AANDC and government priorities? (e.g. to
what extent do IPY Federal Program priorities and funding complement the priorities
and funding of other AANDC and/or federal programs/initiatives?)
3. How does it align with the international initiatives?
4. Has the IPY program satisfied the needs of Northerners? (addressed under design)

12

The scientific aspect of the program was not assessed as the Canadian Polar Commission prepared the
International Polar Year Science Report: highlights http://www.polarcom.gc.ca/index.php?page=ipy-highlights. In
addition, the International Polar Year Canadian Science Report will be published in the Special Issue of Climatic
Change "Science Results from the Canadian International Polar Year 2007-2008" in fall 2012. The collection of
abstracts from the papers that will appear in this issue are available at http://www.api-ipy.gc.ca/pg_IPYAPI_077eng.pdf.
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Legitimate role
5. Is there a legitimate and necessary role for the federal government in this initiative or
activity? (e.g. Is the current role of the federal government appropriate or could other
levels of government, the private and/or voluntary sectors, or other stakeholders play
a greater role?)


Performance
Performance
Success- impact
6. To what extent have IPY Federal Program objectives been achieved and to what
extent have they contributed to the International Polar Year initiative? (6, 7, 9 and 12
together under achievement of outcomes)
7. What results has the program achieved according to expected outcomes (immediate,
intermediate, and long term/ultimate)?
8. To what extent were IPY Federal Program funds leveraged? (see general
consideration regarding the evaluation issues and questions, first bullet)
9. To what extent has the IPY Federal Program affected the extent of interaction and
collaboration between the Canadian research community and Northerners?
10. To what extent have external and internal factors influenced the IPY Federal
Program? (covered in Delivery with question 23)
11. Are there any unexpected impacts of the IPY Federal Program, either positive or
negative?
12. To what extent have the six main components of IPY (science, logistics,
communications and outreach, training and capacity building, data management and
licensing) achieved their objectives, contributed to overall objectives and have been
sustainable?
Efficiency-economy
13. How has the program optimized its processes and the quantity/quality of product or
services to achieve expected outcomes? (13, 14, 15 and 16 together)
14. Are the mechanisms for allocating resources (financial, human and material)
appropriate while optimizing outputs and outcomes?
15. Has the IPY Federal Program used the most cost-effective means to achieve the
intended objectives?
16. To what extent would IPY activities have been conducted and results achieved in the
absence of federal funding? Could the same results be achieved with fewer resources?
Alternatives
17. Were there other, more cost-effective and efficient ways of delivering the initiative
to achieve similar results? (addressed in Section 6 - Other Issues)
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Best Practices and Lessons Learned

Best Practices and Lessons Learned
18. What best practices and lessons learned have emerged within AANDC and elsewhere
that could contribute to improved future programming for Arctic science,
design/delivery and performance measurement? (addressed in Section 6 - Other
Issues)
 Design and Delivery
Design and Delivery
Design
19. Is the current design the most effective approach for achieving the program
objectives? (19 and 25 together)
20. To what extent does the planning process ensure that appropriate decision making is
in line with program objectives?
21. To what extent are the roles, responsibilities and accountabilities of key players clear
and well understood?
22. Are the administrative requirements (applications and reporting) proportional to the
level of funding provided? (addressed under delivery)
Delivery
23. Has the IPY Federal Program been implemented as planned? (covered with 10)
24. Is the project selection process effective?
25. Is the governance process effective? (19 and 25 together)
Performance measurement - Accountability
26. To what extent have performance measures been established, gathered and used for
the IPY Federal Program? (26 and 27 together)
27. Are there monitoring and reporting measures in place and appropriate? Do they
provide timely and useful information?



General consideration regarding the evaluation issues and questions
At the time of the evaluation design 27 questions were identified to assess the Government of
Canada Program for International Polar Year. While we were conducting the evaluation, few
changes were done to better reflect the reality of the program:




Question: 8. To what extent IPY Federal Program funds leveraged?
Raw data was available regarding the amount of IPY funding requested, other sources
of fund and in kind contribution. However, there was no way to ensure the coherency
and accuracy of the in kind contribution calculation. This element has not been
analyzed by the evaluation team. However, it was addressed through qualitative
information under the second paragraph of the stakeholder perceptions about the
efficient use of program resources within the efficiency and economy section.
In some cases, questions identified were too detailed and were more of a mean to
assess the issue than a question by itself. In some sections (performance, design and
delivery and efficiency-economy), questions became broader and individual questions
14



2.3

became evidence to support the assessment. Questions 6, 7, 9, and 12 were grouped
under achievement of outcomes. Questions 13, 14, 15, and16 were grouped under
efficiency-economy. Questions 19 and 25 are addressed together under program
design and questions 10 and 23 together under program delivery. Questions 26 and
27, performance measurement – accountability grouped under program design and
delivery.
To help reveal whether observed conditions or events can be attributed to program
operation, some question identified in the performance section (question 10) and
relevance (question 4) were moved to the design and delivery section. As issues could
be looked at different lens, it has been identified that in this case, design and delivery
views would be more relevant.

Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation has been undertaken in two phases. The first phase was a pre-assessment
undertaken during fiscal year 2010-2011, the second phase is the evaluation conducted during
fiscal years 2011-2012 and 2012-2013.
The methodology incorporated five lines of evidence: literature review/environmental scan; an
analysis of relevant administrative information and documentation; an analysis of administrative
and financial data, key informant interviews and case studies. A detailed description of the
methodology employed is provided below.
2.3.1

Phase 1 - Pre-assessment

Prior to the evaluation, a pre-assessment of the Government of Canada Program for IPY has been
conducted by EPMRB to better understand the program and its environment.
The objective of the pre-assessment was to increase evaluation efficiency by identifying
information and data sources that could be used to measure or assess impacts, assessing the
quality of performance data collected and measuring to what extent other departments and
stakeholders reported their activities as stated in their role and responsibilities, and whether or
not this information could be used for the evaluation.
The objective of the pre-assessment was also to review the scope, methodological approach and
collaborative approach of the evaluation by assessing whether or not other departments should
have a more participative role and whether the evaluation could best be launched horizontally.
To this end, EPMRB reviewed files and documentation provided by stakeholders and conducted
preliminary consultation with representatives at AANDC, other departments and organizations
(that received a high percentage of the allocated funds) as follows:
 preliminary interviews with eight AANDC program representatives (IPY office);
 preliminary interviews with three northern coordinators;
 preliminary interviews with representatives of five departments and agencies (DFO,
Canadian Coast Guard, EC, NRCan, NSERC); and
 a preliminary interview with one representative of the Canadian IPY Secretariat.
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Collaborative approach
Results of the pre-assessment demonstrated that even though the IPY Program is jointly
managed by different departments and agencies, those organizations relied mainly on AANDC’s
IPY Federal Program Office for coordination and reporting. This is principally due to the annual
collection of data done by the IPY Federal Program Office for all projects receiving IPY funding.
Data was collected using templates created in line with the IPY Performance Measurement
Strategy, which was developed in conjunction with other government departments. Annual
reporting for the other government departments involved in IPY was also collected through the
horizontal DPR and Report on Planning Priorities reporting exercises.
Based on those elements, it was decided that EPMRB would be the only evaluation group to
conduct this evaluation and a horizontal approach was not considered. In sum, it was determined
that there are enough documents and data to assess the results of the overall funding of
$150 million. Any gaps identified would be filled with interviews of other departments and
agencies beneficiaries.
Performance Measurement
Findings of the pre-assessment showed that the IPY Federal Program Office collected data and
information to support the Performance Measurement Strategy developed in 2008. The primary
means for data collection for performance measurement indicators was through annual progress
reporting done by all IPY funding recipients. Departments also reported information to some
extent through the Horizontal Departmental Performance Report, which each department and
agency completed annually and which reflected the achievements of the scientific projects at the
output level.
In addition to annual reporting through progress reports and the horizontal DPR, EC and the
DFO produced highlight reports for their respective science programs while the IPY Federal
Program Office developed a report outlining the highlights and achievements for the IPY
Program as a whole.
2.3.2

Evaluation - Data Sources

The evaluation’s findings and conclusions are based on the analysis and triangulation of the
following multiple lines of evidence:


Literature Review/ environmental scan:
The purpose of the literature review was to explore key issues related to the relevance and
needs, achievement of results, lessons learned and best practices and to assess the economy
and efficiency of the IPY.
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The evaluation team used various sources of information for the reviews, including academic
articles and papers, government reports and other publications. The methodology employed
to carry out the review of relevant background materials included the identification and
provision of documents by the program for review by the evaluation team and a review of
available documentation at the international level. The literature review included an
environmental scan portion that looked at the governance approaches used by other
participant countries, as well as national and international organizations to inform best
practices and assess the economy and efficiency issue.


Document, file and governance reviews:
A document and file review has been undertaken with the objective to develop a thorough
understanding of IPY and address a number of the evaluation issues (e.g. procedural,
governance, success, design and delivery aspects of the program). EPMRB identified and
reviewed relevant files and documents during the pre-assessment phase of the evaluation and
Goss Gilroy Inc. supplemented them during the data collection phase. Key documentation
related to the Government of Canada Program for IPY and projects have been reviewed,
including Treasury Board Submissions, IPY highlights and achievements reports, proposals,
committees’ review reports, frameworks, guidelines, annual reports, terms of reference, and
strategic plans. As per November 2011, end of the evaluation’s document collection,
29 project final reports were submitted to the IPY office regarding science research projects.
The analysis of these reports looked at results and performance measurement indicators. The
main sources of documents for this review were the IPY office, IPY partner departments, and
information available in the public domain.
A governance review was based on interviews within the Department (IPY office and
committees members) and with other departmental government (managers of other science
programs), intended to supplement the document review component in the evaluations of the
Government of Canada Program for the International Polar Year and the Northern
Contaminants Program. It represents a comparative review of governance for science
programs.
The document and file review provided a background briefing for the evaluation team prior
to the field work phase and informed the findings for a number of the evaluation issues and
questions.



Data Analysis:
The purpose of the administrative data review was to assess information on program
performance in terms of success, efficiency and economy. A database for analysis drawing
from science proposals was developed and the evaluation team reviewed the available
financial data (budgetary and expenditures information) from the IPY office. As well,
performance measurement information was reviewed.
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Key informant interviews:
Key informant interviews helped in gaining a better understanding of the perceptions and
opinions of individuals who have had a significant role in or experience with IPY, or who
had a key stake in it. Interviews were conducted by two different consulting firms: Capra Inc:
completed the first set of interviews while Alderson-Gill and Associates completed the
second set of interviews during the case studies.
First set of interviews:
The initial list of key informants was populated by EPMRB totaling approximately 50 names
from which 46 key informants were successfully interviewed by Capra inc. Due to
non-responses, eight alternate names were used in addition to the initial list. These interviews
were in addition to the interviews that were conducted during the case studies.
Face-to-face interviews were conducted with interviewees when possible. When an
individual was not available for a face-to-face interview, an interview was conducted by
telephone. An interview protocol was e-mailed to the individuals prior to the interviews.
When key informants did not respond to the initial contact, several attempts (up to 10
attempts) were made via phone, email, and fax. This element was conducted at the same time
as the Northern Contaminants Program (NCP) and Northern Scientific Training Program
(NSTP) evaluation for leverage and efficiency.
A total of 46 key informant interviews were conducted during the period of November 2011
– February 2012. Key informants included representatives of the following roles:
 AANDC IPY Headquarters Directors, Policy Directorate, and IPY Office
Coordinators (n=10)
 Other Federal Government Headquarters Departmental IPY Working Group
Members and the Canadian Coast Guard (n=7);
 IPY Sub-Committee Members, as well as International and National Committee
members (n=8); and
 Professors, and Assistant Professors, Stakeholder Organizations, IPY Science Project
Funding Beneficiaries (n=21).
Second set of interviews:
Another set of key informant interviews was undertaken by Alderson-Gill and Associates
during the field work and case studies. The objective was to meet people from the Territories
in person and benefit from decreased data collection costs by coordinating with the case
study site visits. In total, 28 interviews were conducted (on-site / telephone):
Key informant interviews- Outside the National Capital Regions - 23
 AANDC – 3
 Territorial government – 7
 Researchers – 4
 Northern participants – 9
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Key informant interviews-National Capital Region - 5
 AANDC – 3
 OGDs - 1
 Territorial government – 0
 Researchers – 1

Type of Interviewee
AANDC Headquarters/Regional Office Officials
Other Federal Government Departments/Organizations
Territorial Government Officials
Northern Participants
Sub-Committee, International and National Committee Members
Academics, Stakeholders Organizations, Science Project Funding Beneficiaries
Total

# %
16 22
8 11
7
9
9 12
8 11
26 35
74 100

Analysis
Given that the number of interviews is fewer than 100, preference for maintaining the
wholeness of the message within each interview was adopted by Capra Inc. Upon completion
of the interviews, data were stored in individual Microsoft Word files. No quantitative
interview data were collected. Where appropriate, the repetition of a theme was quantified;
however, these were not reported as percentages for two main reasons: the total number of
respondents was fewer than 100 and while respondents were asked similar questions, the
questions were open-ended and often resulted in responses that emphasized varying aspects
of the initiative and perspectives that were not possible to group with other responses in a
useful manner.
The qualitative data, stored in Microsoft Word files, were colour coded in a systematic
manner according to the evaluation matrix. The generated themes, relevant to the evaluation
objectives, were then shared among the team of evaluation analysts to ensure agreement
among those who facilitated the interviews.
Based on the key informant interview technical report produced by Capra Inc, Alderson-Gill
and Associates completed the analysis with the additional interviews.
For the qualitative data, as well as describing the limited quantitative results, certain terms
were used to indicate the proportion of respondents or types of respondents to which the
finding refers. These terms are roughly equivalent to the percentages shown in the last
column of the table below (Table 4).
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Table 4: Definitions for Proportional and Frequency Terms



Proportional Term

Frequency Term

Percentage Range

All

Always

Almost all

Almost always

80-99%

Many

Often, usually

50-79%

Some

Sometimes

20-49%

Few

Seldom

10-19%

Almost none

Almost never

None

Never

100%

1-9%
0%

Case Studies:
The case studies addressed a number of the evaluation issues and questions. Case studies
covering all territories and different streams (science, logistics, communication and
outreach)13 were conducted. Selection of the case studies was based on criteria such as: type
of project, geographic coverage, budgetary considerations and the beneficiaries associated
with the projects. Goss Gilroy Inc. and EPMRB developed the case study background based
on project files (annual reports, proposals) and additional information from the web.
Preliminary findings on the design, implementation, results, impacts, lessons learned and
challenges were extracted from those files. Findings from interviews conducted by
Alderson-Gill & Associates during the site visits complemented the background and the
range of evaluation issues. A total of seven case studies were conducted, which included:




2.3.3

Science: three
Logistics: two
Communications and Outreach (one including document review only): two

IPY 2012 Conference Evaluation Survey

The IPY 2012 Conference was the final event of International Polar Year 2007–2008. The
conference was held on April 22-27, 2012, in Montréal. Entitled From Knowledge to Action, the
conference brought together internationally renowned scientists, key policy makers, stakeholders
and northern residents.
This conference was expected to provide an opportunity to apply and disseminate the knowledge
and scientific results from IPY from around the world and focus on next steps. It was intended
that participants will consider ways to translate those new understandings into policy that will
guide activities in and enhance stewardship of the polar regions. As this conference was an
important activity and cost for AANDC’s IPY Program, and an accumulation of the efforts
13

The two other streams were not included due to availability of respondents.
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undertaken during the six year duration of the program, this activity was evaluated by itself in
terms of results achieved.
To assess the conference, Harris/Decima, in partnership with Paradigm Consulting Group,
conducted an on-site study with attendees of the IPY 2012 Conference in Montreal. For this
assignment, participants were selected at random using a floating sample technique. Interviewers
began by selecting the first eligible respondent they encountered; once they secured a participant
to complete the survey, they approached the next available person. In total, 397 surveys were
completed during core conference hours, generally between 9am and 5pm. Interviews were
conducted over a four day period between April 23 and 26, 2012. Upon completion of the data
collection, Harris/Decima produced a cleaned, fully labelled, and coded SPSS data file and an
analysis plan was drafted in consultation with the AANDC Project Authority.
According to the evaluation work plan, the survey was conducted after the evaluation data
collection. While some relevant information from the results of the survey was used at the end of
the analysis to inform this evaluation, most of the results are presented in its own report as it
looked at particular elements pertaining to the conference. The survey was a separate line of
evidence and was not part of the triangulation of findings.
2.3.4

Considerations, Strengths and Limitations

The reader is encouraged to take the following limitations into account when reviewing the
findings presented in this report.
Coordination with the evaluation of NCP and NSTP
Data collection for the present evaluation was done in parallel with the Evaluation of NCP and
NSTP. Though these remain two separate evaluations, this coordination facilitated logistics and
decreased data collection costs as these programs serve some of the same stakeholders and
recipient groups. Concurrent research and analysis also brought to light ways in which the two
research initiatives complement one another, as well as lessons learned for future program design
and delivery. One example is the assessment of the governance structures of IPY, NCP and
NSTP. Finally, sharing contract costs between the two projects resulted in cost savings.
Complexity of the study
Government of Canada Program for IPY was a very large program that involves different
components and many stakeholders. It was necessary for the evaluation to limit its scope and
methods, and to rely primarily on existing information rather than develop extensive first-hand
sources of information. This means that there was a reliance on IPY Federal Program Office
analysis of project data.
Document availability and quality
There were many documents available for this evaluation. Detailed information may have been
missed in this case and some elements may not have been analyzed at the level ideally sought by
the evaluation team, such as leverage of funds. Furthermore, while reports were submitted by
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funding recipients on project results, this is self-reported information and has not been
systematically submitted for all projects and activities. It should also be recognized that project
reports were typically submitted soon after project completion, whereas, the impacts of the
projects in terms of guiding scientific direction and community and government action tend to be
longer term.
Mitigation: Interviews conducted during the key informant interviews and the case studies were
very helpful to fill the gaps for those elements and complemented the information from the
document review.
Data availability
The administrative data review was limited because there was a lack of financial information
available on expenditures for the program overall. As 12 departments/agencies received funds
directly through the Treasury Board submission, the financial accountability stayed within their
organizations. There was some information on expenditures reported for the AANDC portion
and by activity area.
Mitigation: An in-depth review to determine the efficiency and economy of a program requires
an understanding of program costs, as well as an analysis of the extent to which the elements of
“good management” are in place to support the efficient use of resources. Therefore, in the
absence of available expenditure data, the review mostly relied on budgeted program costs,
documents and interviews to look at the program cost-efficiency and cost-effectiveness.
Key informant interviewees availability
The evaluation team faced the challenge of availability of respondents, especially with
academics. This resulted in the elimination of two case studies from the study.
Evaluation work conducted by various groups
Three consultant firms were contracted to carry out this evaluation in order to complete it on a
timely basis and with the maximum use of internal resources to perform some of the evaluation
tasks, such as methodology report and questionnaires, literature review, document and file
review, field interviews, case studies, and some writing. To have so many people involved in the
evaluation increased the coordination required and could have had an impact on the quality of
the final product. It meant, for example, that the consultants responsible to draw together the
findings from various lines of evidence and produce the final report were not involved in the
project from the beginning, and therefore, did not have the level of background knowledge and
the time to develop a comprehensive understanding of the initiative, that they would have had if
they had conducted the entire study. Similarly, those conducting individual components of the
evaluation did not have the opportunity to learn from the totality of information and revise their
initial findings. The evaluation team and the consultants drawing the findings together were
aware of these challenges and did their best to mitigate the risk by incorporating new findings
into the lines of evidence, and by drawing on the expertise of the evaluation working group. The
evaluation team is confident that the findings and conclusions are based on sound evidence.
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2.4

Roles, Responsibilities and Quality Assurance

Ensuring the quality of evaluations is one of the most important aspects of the Evaluation
branch’s work. Quality is ensured by an appropriate mix of decision making, internal and
external review and the application of quality control tools. The objective is to produce
evaluation products, which are reliable, useful and defendable to both internal and external
stakeholders.
Working group
As part of the evaluation the Government of Canada Program for IPY, the EPMRB formed an
evaluation working group in order to draw on the knowledge and expertise in the IPY Federal
Office and other departments (DFO, NRCan, NSERC, EC and HC). The broad mandate of the
working group was to provide ongoing advice to EPMRB, particularly with respect to:




The quality and relevance of the evaluation’s approach and research instruments as
outlined in the methodology report and data collection instruments (for example, file
review guides and key informant interview guides);
Proposing key data sources and stakeholders whose perspectives are vital to an analysis
of the impact and, where possible, facilitating access to such resources; and
The quality and relevance of draft deliverables and research findings to ensure results are
thorough, balanced and useful.

Participation with the working group resulted in three meetings where the methodology report
and preliminary findings were discussed, and through emails to review the draft final report.
Internal Peer Review
Internal peer reviews were conducted by EPMRB evaluators who are not directly involved in the
evaluation project. The reviewers have sufficient knowledge and experience to assess the quality
of methodology and final reports and ensure they comply with relevant Treasury Board, AANDC
and branch policy, criteria, and standards. Internal peer reviewers also examined the degree to
which final reports correspond with the evaluation’s Terms of Reference and methodology
reports. Peer reviewers are not expected to validate factual information about programs or
policies or edit reports. These tasks are the responsibility of the Project Team. Internal peer
review work is guided by the EPMRB’S Peer Review Guides. These guides include questions,
which reflect Treasury Board standards for evaluation quality and Treasury Board guidelines for
final reports.
Peer reviews are typically conducted at two critical points in the evaluation project cycle:
methodology report and draft final report.
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3. Evaluation Findings - Relevance
The evaluation examined the continuing need for some activities related to the
Government of Canada Program for IPY, and whether the program satisfied the need to
support the development of programs and policies for science and technology in the
North and the need of First Nations, Inuit and Northerners to participate in the program.
The evaluation also examined how the program aligned with current AANDC and federal
government priorities, including contributions to the international IPY initiative, and with
federal government roles and responsibilities.
There is a clear need for continued government support for northern scientific research in areas
that were IPY priorities such as climate change and the health and well-being of northern
populations. Other areas of IPY for which there was near unanimous support among key
informants to continue include: logistics, emergency preparedness, environmental monitoring,
including contaminants, northern research infrastructure, social sciences, geophysics and
geoscience. Key informants also emphasized the need for further collaborative research between
northern researchers and local stakeholders.
The IPY Program was aligned with current Government of Canada and AANDC
priorities and strategic objectives such as Canada’s Northern Strategy. Moreover, the
federal government role in IPY was appropriate and in line with these priorities and
strategic objectives. IPY activities were complementary to other federal programs and did
not duplicate the scientific activities of other departments or agencies. The IPY Program
is consistent with the Department's responsibilities under the Department of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development Act to foster knowledge of Canada’s North and its
development through science.

3.1

Continuing Need for Some Government of Canada IPY Program
Activities
Q1. Is there a continuing need for some related Government of Canada Program
for IPY activities?

The evaluation identified a clear need to support northern scientific research. The literature
review and key informant interviews confirm that there is a significant and ongoing need to
support northern scientific research in priority areas such as climate change and the potential
impacts on northern populations. More broadly, ongoing research is needed to inform policies
and actions that affect the well-being of northern communities in relation to critical issues such
as chronic disease and food security. Involving Arctic residents in determining these research
needs is very important.
The literature review, which indicates an ongoing and significant overall need to support Arctic
research, shows that there are significant environmental and human health issues affecting the
Canadian Arctic and that research is needed to gain a better understanding of these issues. IPY
Program documentation identified “urgency” for polar science on the following themes:
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Changing snow and ice - including reductions in the extent and mass of glaciers and ice
sheets, and reductions in the extent and thickness of sea ice.
Global linkages - including sea levels and the effects on coastal cities and low-lying
areas, changes in snowfall and shrinkage of glaciers, thermal degradation of permafrost,
changes in sea ice, and warming of polar oceans.
Northern populations - climate changes occur in the daily living environment of more
than four million people.

There was almost unanimous agreement among key informants that many of the types of
activities carried out under IPY need to be continued. Those areas specifically identified include:
logistics, emergency and preparedness; the need to continue environmental monitoring in a
period of rapid change; the need for continued support for northern research infrastructure; a
greater focus on some of the science disciplines that received less support during IPY, as few
proposals were submitted, such as the social sciences, geophysics and geosciences; and the need
for further collaborative research between researchers and local stakeholders in the Arctic.
The rationale provided by key informants for continuing, with some adjustments, research and
activities carried out under the Government of Canada Program for IPY include the following:
 IPY brought needed attention to northern science issues such as access to wildlife and its
relation to food security.
 IPY-funded initiatives could not respond to all of the existing needs within the short time
available. There were issues of capacity to conduct research in the North, including the
capacity of northern organizations and the research infrastructure.
 There remains research to be undertaken in areas identified above.
Representatives of northern organizations believe there is a broad, ongoing need to support
northern science. As one said, "Absolutely, there is a need to continue funding for Arctic science
and Arctic researchers." They believe that there could be a "crisis", with the drop-off of different
northern science programs occurring at the same time. In fact, there was a widely-held
perception among key informants that the end of IPY funding will create somewhat of a vacuum
and that there is a risk that momentum and capacity built through IPY will dissipate, despite real
needs in many areas of IPY focus.
The scientific community wants IPY, or something like it, to be an ongoing initiative.
Researchers see "a huge and ongoing need" for northern research. Canada is a polar nation and
the Arctic is going to be at the forefront of the national and international agenda. However, they
believe there is a "massive void in learning about the Arctic." Researchers think that IPY was a
success and that IPY science projects spread across the North was an important feature.
The continuing need to strengthen the research infrastructure in the North was identified by
many key informants. A 2008 report by the Canadian Polar Commission entitled Beacons of the
North: Research Infrastructure in Canada's Arctic and Subarctic (which was funded by IPY)
raised the issue of research infrastructure and the anticipated infrastructure needs over the next
25 years to address the issues of sovereignty, security, economic development, social
development and the health and well-being of northerners. In 2009, the Arctic Research
Infrastructure Fund was launched as part of Canada’s Economic Action Plan to upgrade key
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existing Arctic Research facilities. This investment ensures that a robust network of research
infrastructure will be in place when the new Canadian High Arctic Research Station (CHARS) is
operational. A particular concern of many key informants interviewed for this evaluation is the
need for operating funding over the 25-year expected lifespan of IPY-funded research
infrastructure network for staffing research facilities, to ensure that staff are trained, and to have
the proper health and safety equipment is in place.
The ongoing need for research into the physical infrastructure needs of the North (e.g., roads,
airports, ports) under conditions associated with a changing climate also was identified by many
key informants.
IPY documentation indicated the need for IPY to provide information for policy makers,
including those involved in sustainable economic development. There was also an opportunity to
support science in a context where new technological capabilities offer the potential to further
advance polar science. These include satellite remote sensing, autonomous instruments and
platforms capable of operating in extreme conditions of cold and darkness, high bandwidth
global communications systems, and high powered numerical earth system simulators. Key
informants reported that the program design recognized some of these technology needs and that
some projects addressed them (e.g., under the Logistics for Health and Safety Component).
Knowledge gaps and ongoing research needs
Almost all key informants agreed that there were some gaps in the research conducted through
the IPY Program. It was recognized by many that these were future research needs and, given
IPY objectives, did not necessarily reflect gaps in IPY-funded research. Research needs
identified included research on infrastructure such as highways, ports, sewers, water treatment
facilities, considering what is known about the potential impacts of climate change. Some
northern-based key informants believe that IPY investments in physical and natural sciences
were excellent, but that investments in health and social sciences were not sufficient as
unfortunately few proposals were submitted. Other key informants stated that IPY has provided a
baseline of information and provides guidance for the type of research to be conducted in a
future wave of research.
Many key informants, particularly with northern-based organizations, believe there is a
continuing and compelling need for more applied science, particularly in areas related to human
health, including mental health, and on the impacts of resource developments. Some would have
liked to see a better balance between the physical, natural and social sciences in IPY, even
though IPY produced "great science overall”, and think that future initiatives should include
more human, health and social research projects. These were described as "unfinished pieces of
IPY".
Territorial governments and other northern organizations would like to have better mechanisms
to incorporate their concerns and research priorities into plans for the direction of future research
initiatives. IPY highlighted the need to identify and articulate their scientific research priorities
because of what they saw as a gap in this regard. Efforts are well under way in Yukon and the
NWT to develop territorial research strategies.
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Some northern-based key informants, as well as some scientists and government representatives,
commented that there were limits to the geographical focus of IPY: specifically, that IPY
focused on the Arctic to the exclusion of the Antarctic, and that the IPY focus concentrated on
coastal areas to the detriment of land-based or off-shore areas. However, IPY projects had good
coverage across the North and one fifth of the budget went to projects specifically identified
land-based.
A few key informants commented that a lack of collaboration with the private sector was a gap
in the IPY Program. Specific areas where the private sector could have been involved were not
specified.
A review of the literature confirmed the wide range of issues of continuing concern in the Arctic,
especially in the areas of climate sciences, biodiversity, and health sciences.

3.2

Alignment with Government of Canada Priorities
Q 2. How does the program align with current AANDC and government
priorities? (e.g. to what extent do IPY Federal Program priorities and funding
complement the priorities and funding of other AANDC and-or federal
programs/initiatives?)

The evaluation found that the Government of Canada Program for the IPY was aligned with
current AANDC and Government of Canada priorities and strategic objectives such as Canada’s
Northern Strategy. Key informants usually expressed the view that the federal role in IPY was
appropriate and in line with Government of Canada priorities and strategic objectives. Moreover,
IPY activities were considered to be complementary to other programs and initiatives such as
ArcticNet, NCP, NSERC, and university Arctic research programs and that there was no
duplication. IPY was viewed as an extension of existing major federal government Arctic science
programming and some of its components provided supports that other science programs do not
offer (e.g. logistics, training and capacity building, licensing).
Although the IPY Program was consistent with the key document and program design, some key
informants viewed the program as too insular (e.g., that the proposals and funded projects tended
to focus on coastal areas and missed inland research opportunities). On the other hand, more than
one fifth of the IPY science funding went towards research specifically identified as terrestrialbased and all Inuit communities are located on a coast.
The literature review found little documentation to determine the extent to which the IPY
Program satisfied the need to support the development of program and policies for science and
technology to the North. The literature review referred to a January/February 2010 issue of
Canadian Geographic in which journalist Ed Struzic wrote that leading researchers were of the
opinion that a “fragmented, underfunded approach to Arctic science had became the norm in the
1990s”. Since that low point, the author wrote that significant progress has been made in
reinstituting funding to northern science by way of several singular events and financial
breakthroughs, particularly, the arrival of International Polar Year. Canada’s contribution to IPY
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— among the top five of the 62 participating countries — continues to foster international
co-operation in the Arctic and has set the stage for observational networks and ongoing science
that will help policy-makers plan for the future. The author reported that IPY has played a major
role in educating southern Canadians about what is happening in the polar world, and it has made
it clear to Northerners that they are partners in Arctic science.
Q 3. How does it align with the international initiatives?
The Government of Canada Program for the IPY fit within the international framework for IPY
and the international framework and guidelines were followed during the development of
Canada's IPY Program.
Overall, the program complied with the international themes and project criteria ensured that
science proposals were contributing to these themes. The IPY 2007-08 Data Policy was intended
to be compatible with the data principles of the International Council for Science and World
Meteorological Organization.
Program documentation indicated that the Government of Canada Program for IPY both initiated
and participated in strong international collaborations. The IPY organizational structure
(including the ADM Committee and IPY Working Level Group) included representatives on key
international decision-making committees (i.e., Chair of the Canadian IPY National Committee,
President of the IPY Secretariat). These Canadian representatives on international committees
were informed of the progress of the IPY activities in Canada and were able to report to the
International IPY Joint Committee and other international IPY committees (e.g., Heads of the
Arctic IPY Secretariat, International Data Management Subcommittee, International Education,
Outreach and Communications Committee).
A comparison of the Canadian IPY Framework and the International IPY Framework developed
by the International Council for Science identified key areas where the Canadian program
contributed to the overall international program. Based on a review of the IPY Call for Proposals
and Guidelines for Proposal Review documentation, the Canadian IPY Program complied with
the six international IPY research themes within the science component. For example, the
science Call for Proposals required that the proposed project activities must “address one or more
IPY objectives outlines in the six international IPY research themes (i.e., Status; Change; Global
Linkages; New Frontiers; Vantage Point; and Human Dimension), together with the six
interdisciplinary observational strategies. The Government of Canada decided to place a priority
on two additional themes. While framed by the international context, the focus of the Canadian
IPY Program Call for Proposals was two-fold: 1) science for climate change impacts and
adaptation; and 2) health and well-being of northern communities.
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3.3

Alignment with Federal Government Roles and Responsibilities
Q 5. Is there a legitimate and necessary role for the federal government in this
initiative or activity? (e.g. Is the current role of the federal government
appropriate or could other levels of government, the private and/or voluntary
sectors, or other stakeholders play a greater role?)

AANDC is accountable under the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development Act
to foster, through science, knowledge of Canada’s North and its development.
Almost all key informants believe that there is a legitimate and necessary role for the federal
government in this initiative, but there are mixed views about the most appropriate role of
AANDC. Most key informants stated that only the federal government has the resources and
capacity to carry out a program with the scope and intent of the Government of Canada Program
for IPY. However, a few key informants believe that scientific research should be administered
externally from government by the Canadian Polar Commission or the Tri-Council (NSERC,
SSHRC, CIHR). Program managers questioned this option. It is important to note that these
organizations were involved in the IPY Program in various ways.
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4. Evaluation Findings – Performance
(Effectiveness / Success)
4.1

Achievement of Outcomes
Q 7. What results has the program achieved according to expected outcomes
(immediate, intermediate, and long term/ultimate)?
Q 12. To what extent have the six main components of IPY (science, logistics,
communications and outreach, training and capacity building, data management
and licensing) achieved their objectives, contributed to overall objectives and
have been sustainable?
Q 6. Has the Government of Canada IPY Program contributed to the overall IPY?
Q 9. To what extent has the IPY Federal Program affected the extent of
interaction and collaboration between the Canadian research community and
Northerners?

This section addresses the extent to which the Government of Canada for IPY activities and
outputs have contributed to the expected outcomes (including the following immediate,
intermediate and long-term outcomes) as per the logic model in Annex A. IPY outcomes include
northern engagement in program activities, increased capacity of Northerners to conduct
scientific research and a new generation of northern and polar Canadian scientists, creation of
new knowledge related to the impacts of climate change and the health and well-being of
Northerners, raised awareness of northern issues and Government of Canada activities in the
North, and more informed decision making by Northerners based on greater understanding of
issues such as climate change and the health of Northerners.
Immediate outcomes: The IPY has led to higher levels of engagement of Aboriginal people and
Northerners in northern scientific research - for the first time in many instances. Almost all of the
scientific projects engaged Northerners and northern communities to some extent. IPY projects
engaged communities in logistics and in other ways leading to employment and economic and
educational benefits, and in helping to incorporate traditional knowledge in many IPY projects.
Communications and outreach activities involved approximately 2,000 northern and Aboriginal
adults, elders and especially, youth in the classroom and in community activities such as Polar
Days, films and presentations. Although many IPY projects were characterized as a "gold
standard" in northern engagement, and there was widespread recognition that researchers have a
much better understanding of the importance of collaboration, many key informants, especially
Northerners, said that engagement and collaboration remain a challenge. IPY program activities
have led to improved research infrastructure and employment for Northerners. Although the pool
of senior researchers did not expand, the pool of science students and potential next generation
researchers expanded greatly through the practical learning experiences for youth provided
through IPY. IPY research has produced a huge body of valuable work that is only beginning to
have an impact on policy, on the actions of governments and others, and on future research.
Canada has contributed directly to the overall aims of the international IPY in terms of research
results, data management and policy development, and has been an international leader in the
management and dissemination of data and research results produced through IPY.
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Intermediate outcomes:
IPY-funded research has significantly increased the amount and availability of high quality data
and scientific publications on the Canadian North. IPY has also led to higher levels of
broad-based public awareness and knowledge about climate change and the health and
well-being of Northerners through a wide range of project-specific and more general IPY
communications activities. Through IPY, research partners and organizations generally have a
better understanding of conducting scientific research in the North. It was widely acknowledged
that inadequate feedback to communities about the results of research has sometimes been a
problem. The projects that were the most effective at public communications were ones
involving community partnerships.
Long-term outcomes:
It is widely agreed that IPY has increased Canada's international profile as a leader in northern
scientific research, particularly in the areas of climate change and the health and well-being of
Northerners. Research results generated through the Canadian IPY Program have contributed to
other international research programs. Improving contacts and organizational networks among
Canadian and international scientists are major successes of IPY. As a legacy of the IPY
Program, the CHARS is a signature deliverable of Canada’s Northern Strategy and was
announced in 2008. In addition, many key informants believe that, even at this relatively early
stage, IPY results are influencing government policy and decision making. Some others believe
that it is too early to know.
Immediate Outcomes:
Northerners, Aboriginal people, youth and northern communities are engaged in IPY activities
Given the high goals of IPY for engagement of Northerners, Aboriginal people, youth, and
northern communities in IPY activities, it can be concluded that engagement was partially
achieved. Considering the broader context and barriers, including northern organizational
capacity challenges, limited previous experience with northern scientific research, and low levels
of educational attainment in the northern population at large, the levels of engagement associated
with IPY activities were a positive achievement. Overall, a small majority of key informants
believe that the right level of engagement of Northerners, Aboriginal people, youth, and northern
communities in IPY activities was achieved. The rest were relatively evenly divided between
thinking that engagement goals were partially achieved and thinking that engagement did not
occur to the intended or desired extent.
Engagement in scientific research - Many key informants reported that Aboriginal people and
Northerners were involved in research, that IPY “brought people into the equation” for the first
time. The project file review found that almost all science projects (96 percent) engaged
Northerners and northern communities to some extent. Many key informants reported that many
IPY projects engaged community groups in logistics (e.g., field support) leading to employment
and economic benefits, in education, and in science projects, including linkages with traditional
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knowledge (e.g., through the Inuit Health Survey and the Voice of the Caribou People project).
Of the 45 projects funded at AANDC by the Government of Canada’s IPY Program, 33 included
the integration of traditional knowledge as part of the research. An IPY highlights report
indicates that more than 1,800 Northerners were involved in IPY research projects, in positions
ranging from researchers to field guides for on-site research teams.
Communications and outreach - IPY involved northern and Aboriginal youth, adults and elders
through communication and outreach activities such Polar Days, researchers in classrooms, and
films (e.g., as sponsored by the Ontario Science Centre). Approximately 2,000 Northerners
participated directly in various ways through communication and outreach activities. The project
file review found that most IPY projects undertook communication and outreach activities and
those that did not were technical projects (e.g., chemical sampling and analysis) or projects
conducted in remote locations where these activities were not applicable. Northerners and
community members almost always benefited from communication and outreach activities.
Almost all researchers (96 percent) made some type of presentations to Northerners and northern
communities when visiting communities before, during or after the fieldwork, often during
activities organized by Northern Coordinators. Final project reports indicate that these
presentations often provided a good opportunity for exchanges between the researchers,
community members and northern organizations to discuss the relevance and implications of the
research and results for communities.
Student engagement - Student activities were a strong focus of IPY and many students
participated in IPY activities such as Students on Ice and the Alianait Arts Festival. Key
informants representing northern organizations reported that southern scientists often wanted to
use northern research assistants - who were often students - wherever possible because this
reduced costs and northerners brought their knowledge of northern logistics and safety to the
project. According to the IPY Program, a total of 226 northern students were engaged in IPY
research projects.
Traditional knowledge integration - Approximately half of the projects examined in the project
review had a traditional knowledge component. Knowledge on different topics such as nutrition
(country food), sea ice and climate change and their impact on communities was shared with
researchers. Some researchers reported that this traditional knowledge was an important factor in
the success of their studies by making the research process more effective and by providing
knowledge for future studies. Traditional Knowledge (TK) was collected in many cases during
exchanges with elders, hunters and trappers, teachers, nurses and other community
representatives. To collect this information, local researchers, translators and interpreters in the
community were hired on many projects. In one project, a Traditional Knowledge Steering
Committee that involved community and regional representatives was put in place to guide and
coordinate traditional knowledge collection and to develop the project from the community level.
The consensus among northern-based key informants was that, while some IPY projects
presented a “gold standard” in engagement, true engagement and collaboration remain a
challenge. Despite the IPY design, which incorporated significant engagement requirements,
northern research license permit requirements, and considerable effort by all stakeholders, key
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informants reported that local engagement was missing in many instances. Key informants
attributed this lack of local engagement to the absence of ongoing, meaningful consultation with
territorial governments except in the early planning stage, the high cost of travel to northern
communities, and researchers’ lack of experience and knowledge about how to engage
Northerners in research. They also noted that the degree of success in engagement, even though
partial, is an indicator of success for the program given the challenges of conducting research in
the North.
Almost all researchers recognized the importance of engaging Northerners and northern
communities in their project. Many researchers, as well as other key informants, observed that
the participatory processes of IPY research set a new precedent for how research is conducted in
the Canadian Arctic. The views of an Aboriginal organization, which reported that, "for the first
time, people were involved in science", were typical. The experiences of researchers varied
widely, however, with both successes and challenges in engaging Aboriginal people and
Northerners in IPY activities.
For successes, the visibility of IPY was high and there was a lot of engagement by the public in
Arctic science. Many projects involved Aboriginal organizations, community groups and other
northern organizations in the planning, implementation, and dissemination of results. Some
researchers reported that their projects engaged these organizations and the wider public. For
example, researchers engaged NCOs/community groups to hire local people for logistics, as
guides, translators and for field support, which led to employment and economic benefits. The
level of cooperation between the Northern Coordinators and northern organizations was reported
to be very good and contributed to engagement. Northern Coordinators contributed to forums for
community engagement were set up through IPY.
For challenges, northern-based key informants stated that, overall, there were deficiencies in
communications with communities.14 Key informants reported that communications and
outreach projects were successful at engaging Northerners but that science projects were less
successful at involving communities. Some researchers did not appreciate community interests
and the mechanisms to bridge researchers and communities were not always adequate, despite
the efforts of Northern Coordinators. Several key informants reported that small community
organizations could be overwhelmed by the number of inquiries from researchers and by the
expectation to review research proposals and reports.
Increased capacity by northerners for participation in northern scientific research / Increased
capacity of Northerners to carry out northern scientific research
Almost all key informants agreed that IPY initiatives have increased northerners’ capacity to
conduct northern scientific research. Some notable projects, such as the Inuit Health Survey,
were particularly strong at developing research capacity through research techniques learning
and training of Inuit surveyors. The Logistics for Health and Safety component was identified by
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After the evaluation work, the program published an IPY update for four northern regions (Yukon, Northwest
Territories, Nunavut and Nunavik) http://www.api-ipy.gc.ca/pg_IPYAPI_072-eng.html and copies were distributed
in each region and at the IPY 2012 Conference in Montreal.
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key informants as IPY successes for increasing capacity through new health and safety
equipment, enhanced search and rescue infrastructure, and personnel training, including training
of youth as research participants.
Research infrastructure - IPY contributed to an enhanced scientific research infrastructure across
the North, both through research and academic institutions (e.g., Nunavut Research Institute,
Aurora Research Institute, Nunavut Arctic College, Aurora College)15 and the engagement of
Aboriginal organizations in all northern regions and other key organizations. Strong networks
and relationships were established among scientific organizations, scientists and northern
organizations for monitoring the Arctic (and the Antarctic among the scientific community, for
example, the Polar Earth Observing Network). IPY funding criteria also required researchers to
do multidisciplinary work, which broadened networks both within the scientific community and
between the scientific community and northern organizations.
Employment of Northerners - A review of 29 project reports (of 45 projects in total) found that a
total of 566 Northerners were hired on these projects during the IPY years. While in a few cases,
their contribution was participating on projects through interviews, some others assisted directly
with the project by doing wildlife monitoring (e.g. bears), guiding, tagging, translating,
interpreting and providing support in areas such as transportation, accommodation, hunting,
wildlife protection and logistics. This review and cases studies found that several of the
Northerners who have been involved in IPY projects have become valuable local scientists who
have collaborated on other research projects or with local government departments.
Youth and student engagement - An important success of capacity development from IPY was
the learning and practical research experience provided to young people. IPY research projects
exposed northern students to on-site research, which provided an excellent training experience
and motivation to follow a science path in their education and future careers. Many projects hired
northern students or involved them as participants. For example, 32 of 75 students participating
in the most recent Students on Ice project were northern and Aboriginal students. Northern
students were hired by researchers during the IPY years for many different roles, including data
archivists, community liaisons, organization of the key informant interviews and focus groups,
recruitment of participants and as field assistants during field work activities (for example,
training in sampling and excavation methods, and measurements on the sea ice).
Other projects (e.g., communications and outreach) had student mentorship and training
components for technical and administrative positions. A Northern Coordinator called IPY "a
good experience [for youth], especially for capacity building." Some schools involved students
and teachers (e.g., studying the cryosphere). Some key informants stated that getting youth
involved and emphasizing the importance of staying in school was a very positive impact of IPY.
It was widely agreed that the involvement of students in IPY projects will help to build the next
generation of northern and Canadian polar scientists, technicians and trained individuals (see
long-term outcomes; enhanced northern research capacity). IPY generated increased interest in
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Nunavut Research Institute is part of Nunavut Arctic College and Aurora Research Institute is part of Aurora
College. However, they have different mandates.
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the North and northern science among students from both the South and North. The review of
IPY project files found that many of the northern students that worked on IPY activities are
continuing in the field they were part of either by working in their community or by continuing
their studies or research with academics, all of which is helping to build a foundation for science
and technology in the North.
Pool of researchers - Most IPY projects were led by well-established northern researchers, and
the pool of senior researchers (Principal Investigators) did not expand. The IPY project file
review found that, of 45 projects, eight projects were led by Northerners or Aboriginal
organization (based on Project Lead affiliation). As one key informant said: "there were not a lot
of rookie researchers... most Principal Investigators had done work in the North." Key
informants emphasized that the selection of IPY projects and scientists was only a two-year
event and that, although the pool of senior scientists did not expand, the pool of next generation
and science students expanded greatly.
Building a foundation for Science and Technology (S&T) expertise in the North - nonNortherners - The project file review found that, in the 29 project final reports submitted as per
November 2011, a total of 536 non-northern students (mostly in post-graduate studies) were
involved with IPY activities. These students learned research techniques, and quantitative and
qualitative analysis methods, and gained experience and insights in Aboriginal life and culture.
One report stated: “These students form the basis of a new generation of polar researchers, with
increased capacity in the areas of community-based field work and integrating northern and
southern knowledge systems.” Another researcher noted, however: “The downside is that we are
still searching for the mechanisms for maintaining a sustained effort in polar research. We are
losing these people that we trained – they are moving into other fields and to other countries
because there has been no connection between the enhanced effort on IPY and any ongoing
program.”
While agreeing with the positive conclusions about the involvement of students and the next
generation, some northern-based key informants also provided some cautions. For Northerners,
IPY represented a positive ambition but achieved only moderate capacity gains. Some thought
there was not enough involvement of Northerners and that project specific training resulted in
little capacity development. Others thought more could have been done in education and that
there were missed educational opportunities. Some said that the best results in capacity building
were achieved by northern-led research projects and projects led by researchers associated with
universities with experience in the North (e.g., University of Montreal, McGill, Carleton,
University of Calgary). Key informants from Nunavut cautioned that the Government of
Nunavut has limited capacity as it has only two scientists.
Some key informants said that the post-IPY environment raises concerns about the sustainability
of improvements in northern capacity achieved through IPY. Concerns were expressed that the
momentum and capacity built through IPY will dissipate and that the end of IPY funding
represents the loss of opportunity for this new generation of scientists and technological experts.
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Improved measurement and monitoring systems
It refers to IPY projects that can scientifically measure and put in place some monitoring systems
to collect data in order to get better understanding of a situation and its impact, such as
freshwater systems; measuring freshwater biodiversity, developing predictive models and
establishing community-based monitoring programs. As per the IPY Highlights and
Achievements document and Annual Progress Reports, it is known that the program contributed
to achieve this outcome through science projects and training and capacity building projects.
New data, information and knowledge related to impacts and adaptation to a changing climate
and health and to well-being in the North
The file review found that a total of 513 publications were produced and 1,579 presentations
were made related to the 29 projects looked at out of 45 IPY projects. Science projects together
produced a large amount of data that will benefit different stakeholders in ways, including:
 improved day-to-day forecasting with a much improved representation of Arctic weather
and environmental trends;
 understanding of the atmospheric processes of climate and climate change;
 communities that can use the results to help them adapt to any projected changes in their
landscape;
 scientific information that policy makers and decision makers can use as a basis for
chemical management strategies, domestic and international policy, regulatory options
related to the protection of air quality and the environment; and
 information to provide a basis for new municipal wastewater effluent standards for
communities across the North.
Many researchers mentioned the potential impact of their results on policy (e.g., changes in the
DFO Management Framework on Beluga). At the time of the evaluation, some researchers are
still at the point where data analysis and interpretation need to be completed and validated
through peer review of publications or presentations. Nevertheless, there already are indications
that IPY research results are informing policy:
 Contaminants - Information collected on contaminants (e.g., mercury) is being used by
government: the global mercury models will be the foundation for scientific information
that will be used for the United Nations Environment Program – Global Mercury
Negotiations; the information gathered through this research will be included in the
forthcoming Canadian Mercury Science Assessment, which will provide the Canadian
and international governments the state of science in Canada in regards to mercury;
results on contaminants will be integrated in the upcoming third Canadian Arctic
Contaminants Assessment Report (CACAR III) due for release in 2012; and the research
findings of this program will be included in future reports to the Northern Contaminants
Program (AANDC) and the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme for use by the
Arctic Council on policy issues related to the Arctic.
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 Arctic Wildlife - Data obtained from the different sub-projects are being used by agencies
such as Environment Canada (Canadian Wildlife Service), Parks Canada, Yukon
Territorial Parks, Churchill Northern Studies Centre, Churchill Health Authority and by
local communities. IPY-generated data are being used to prepare ecosystem or species
conservation plans (e.g., studies at Alert have been highly influential in interpreting and
understanding reasons for the steep decline in some red knot (northern shorebird)
populations in the Western Hemisphere and has contributed to the report prepared for the
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada, which led to the designation
of different populations as Endangered, Threatened, and of Special Concern).
 Traditional Food - The results of IPY research are directly affecting nutritional policy at
the public health level in Nunavik. Public Health management is integrating knowledge
from the research into efforts and programs to reduce trans-fats consumption and to
promote traditional foods consumption.
 Community Adaptation - information on community landscape hazards in Nunavut were
requested by the community research committee in Clyde River, and the Government of
Nunavut and the Canadian Institute of Planners are helping communities to incorporate
climate change and other impacts into revisions of their community plans. IPY mapping
and the data integration protocol are being investigated for use in other Nunavut
communities (e.g., Arviat, Cambridge Bay, Kugluktuk).
 Wetlands - IPY data is contributing to the development of new standards for effluent in
municipal wastewater for communities across the Canadian North. Communities have
been using this data to meet requirements for their current water licence permits, as well
as assisting Community Government Services in the Kivalliq Region in developing their
records and capacity building projects.
Key informants reported that, from a scientific perspective, IPY created high value, innovative
research results, products, data and information. IPY represented a “huge step forward” in
available high quality data and publications on the North. IPY research has led to increased
levels of knowledge and awareness among the public concerning climate change and the health
and well-being of northern residents.
Proper archiving and management of IPY data
The IPY Program had ambitious goals for data sharing, the achievement of which would have
required a major change in the culture of academic research. The IPY Governance Review
determined that the IPY Program implemented sufficient internal project monitoring systems
(e.g., annual progress report and end of project report template). In addition, research results are
published in scientific journals and are available through online repositories.
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A Framework for Data Management produced in January 2008 stated the following guiding
principles for the IPY Data Management components:
 Implement and assist researchers in implementing the Canadian IPY Data Policy;
 Promote and build upon existing best practices, resources, programs and processes; and
 Build a legacy of improved data management through increased awareness and
understanding of good data management standards and procedures.
There were four main expected results of the data management component:
 a metadata database for Canadian IPY data;
 capacity development and training of Northerners and researchers in data management
techniques;
 new IPY data sets archived as per IPY requirements made available to the public in a
timely manner; and
 guidelines, standards and best practices for data management.
The Framework for Data Management also identified some significant challenges to achieving
these data management objectives. These challenges, both anticipated in the framework and
confirmed by key informants as relevant during implementation, included:
 Awareness among researchers and policy makers of the importance of data management
and responsible stewardship of data - this "will require a shift from the conventional
thinking of data ownership and control to a culture of data sharing".
 The short duration of the program funding versus the long-term stewardship requirements
of data, which requires the development and implementation of innovative approaches
and partnerships.
 Legal issues surrounding ownership, access and control of data - particularly for multiinstitutional projects. The intellectual property policies established by institutions may
conflict with those of other institutions or with Government of Canada policies.
 The capacity within the research community and northern communities to manage their
data - capacity for data management needed to be developed among researchers, existing
data centers and nascent data centers.
 Stewardship of TK - proper stewardship of TK/Inuit Knowledge, including addressing
issues of intellectual property, appropriate use of accreditation and citations as well as
ensuring long-term preservation of the TK, needed to be developed for the IPY Program.
 The need for standards in data formats and procedures, issues of privacy and confidential
data - at the onset of IPY, there were no universally accepted standards for data formats.
The program aimed to streamline the processes for archiving IPY data and making access
to the data more widely available.
 Issues of privacy and confidentiality - these issues needed to be addressed for research
projects dealing with northern communities and human subjects, which presented a
challenge in the context of the IPY principles of openness and accessibility of data and
information.
 The wide varieties of data types - IPY generated many different types of data from
physical samples to oral tradition, each with its own challenges for data management.
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Within the context of these challenges, it can be concluded that Canada was a leader in data
management through IPY. The percentage of the IPY budget allocated to data management was
approximately five percent - $7.0 million - which was much higher than the proportion allocated
by other countries. Of the total funding for data management, $2.4 million was allocated to data
assembly and archiving, $2.4 million for ensuring access to IPY data, and $1.2 million to
supporting data management. Data management was part of the program's annual progress
reporting. Data-targeted funding allowed for the creation of new data archiving systems, and the
resulting infrastructure has become an operational model including the likely development of a
national multi-sector data base.
Although there has been much progress towards achieving the program goals, data management
is as of yet incomplete and the success of data management and archiving has been mixed. One
problem was that the late start of the data management component meant that IPY activities
started without an established data management infrastructure. It will take several years for all
datasets to be in place, accessed, and analyzed, and for all connections to be made. On the other
hand, few datasets were made available by the end of 2011, with the main problem being that
researchers did not submit their information and data as per their agreements. The project file
review found that 35 percent of projects had not put their metadata in the Polar Data Catalogue
by the end of 2011.16 To some extent, delays were anticipated, as it was expected that researchers
would have the time to publish their results before submitting the data to the IPY and that most
of the IPY funding allocated to data management would be spent near the end of the program.
Key informants suggested that specific terms and conditions for data management should be
incorporated into the agreements with researchers.
Timely emergency and search and rescue response, and increased security of Canadian and all
IPY participants in Canada’s North
Specific IPY projects were designed to address research infrastructure in the North and to
increase security and emergency search and rescue for researchers. For example, the Qaujisarvik
Research Network project in Nunavik received IPY funding to support the purchase of electronic
devices, such as GPS receivers, locator beacons and satellite phones, as well as other terrestrial
and marine safety equipment, to increase field safety and communications. This project was
completed by the Nunavik Research Centre (operated by Makivik Corporation), the Centre
d’études nordiques (coordinated by Université Laval), Anniturvik Landholding Corporation
(owners of the former abattoir at Umiujaq), and the Kativik Regional Government, through a
formalized research relationship. The Qaujisarvik Research Network and the partnership
supporting it were presented in the Fall/Winter 2007 edition of Meridian, a publication of the
Canadian Polar Commission.

16

As of March 31st, 2012, it was only five percent of the projects which had not inputted their metadata.
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In the NWT, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police purchased safety and search and rescue
equipment for communities in the Western Arctic, and provided a program of search and rescue
training for community volunteers that according to participants was a great success in terms of
increasing search and rescue capability and by leaving a legacy of much better equipment, that is
now available for future use in the area.
In all, 12 organizations received support from IPY to train more than 200 northern search and
rescue volunteers. Coordination between federal, territorial and community emergency
preparedness groups in the North was improved through conferences, workshops and meetings
convened in preparation for IPY. Search and rescue capabilities were expanded in the North
through the testing of amphibious all-terrain vehicles, the development of remote site command
posts, the establishment of emergency fuel caches in the high Arctic, and the enhancement of
northern ice and weather forecasting.
Improved governmental regulation and improved timeliness of licenses processing
IPY was the only federal government research program that made investments to increase
capacity for the review of science project applications and licensing. The Canadian Arctic
Research Licensing Initiative (CARLI) was developed to lead to more efficient approval of
scientific and research activities in the North (see below the section on more efficient approval of
scientific and research activities in the North, under intermediate outcomes). The IPY funding
for CARLI provided an opportunity for northern research licensing regulators to examine and
improve the licensing processes for which there are responsible.
A national advisory committee with broad representation was established to provide advice and
information on the issues and challenges in northern research licensing. The objectives of
CARLI were to:
 build relationships, share best practices and improve communications and expectations
about science licensing amongst northern regulators, Aboriginal organizations and
researchers/industry;
 explore the possibilities for coordination in the various northern research-related
application, approval and reporting processes within the current regulatory legislation;
and based on this,
 develop projects and information to improve the scientific licensing application and
approval process that will benefit northern regulatory bodies, Aboriginal organizations,
northern communities, and future northern science programs and activities.
The IPY file review identified 20 projects that requested a total of 305 licenses for research in
northern territories and regions (including Nunavik and Nunatsiavut). Usually, acquiring
research licenses was straightforward. As one researcher explained:” The experience of obtaining
research licences was generally streamlined after years one and two in the project, once the steps
for obtaining the licence were learned by initial researchers, their experiences were passed on to
subsequent researchers in each region.” All researchers mentioned that community consultations
required to acquire their licence went well.
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Some researchers (25 percent of the sample) identified problems related to delays in processing
applications and in licence renewals (which could take several months). Some researchers
explained that this situation was due to the high number of applications for licenses being
processed by the northern authorities, combined with limited resources to process them and
staffing changes at the licensing authorities. One researcher mentioned that “the long processing
time" caused delays in their field work and created difficulties in the already complicated
logistics of operating in the North. Some also mentioned that licensing needs to be streamlined,
especially for small projects and ongoing projects for which the impacts already are known. A
few researchers identified issues with longer forms and redundant questions. All forms asked for
the same information, but in slightly different ways so it took a fair amount of time to make sure
each application answered the questions specifically.” Another researcher suggested streamlining
the process so that only one application is required for each project, with activities segregated
into subprojects so that reporting for different researchers can be done separately. However, as
per the program, this was looked into during CARLI and the regulators in the territories
unanimously agreed that this would not be possible.
All researchers mentioned that, despite challenges, they received excellent assistance when
completing the research licenses and their renewals, and that licensing authorities guided them
through the process and answered their questions promptly.
Intermediate Outcomes:
Raised awareness of northern issues and Government of Canada activities in the North, and new
generation of northern and polar Canadian scientists, technicians and other trained individuals,
both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal, building a foundation for S&T expertise in the North
All key informants either fully or partially agreed that IPY has resulted in increased levels of
knowledge and awareness among the public concerning climate change and the health and
well-being of Arctic residents. Federal government representatives said that data generated
through IPY research will be useful in a wide range of fields, including climate change and
public health, for which IPY-generated data is leading to a new public health nutrition campaign
in Nunavut. Researchers identified projects that brought climate change issues to a large public
audience, for example, the Students on Ice project that was widely publicized with presentations
and films shown in many communities.
Representatives of northern organizations agreed that some partners and organizations now have
a better understanding of scientific research because of IPY. They also stated, however, that
sometimes there was a lack of feedback to communities about the results of research. In their
view, the most effective projects were ones involving community partnerships. Factors
contributing to the success of projects included: 1) planning and building rapport with
community representatives; 2) spending time in the community; and 3) having money to pay
local people (which respondents understood is often not possible within project budgets). One
noted that IPY funded the research phase, but not the post-project analysis or knowledge transfer
phase, which will limit public awareness and knowledge of the issues. As per the program, it was
possible to receive funds for travel to communities, honoraria and communicating results if
researchers requested them as part of their project proposal.
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Government, business and other organizations make operational and management changes that
respond to opportunities and threats in the North
There were no evaluation findings regarding this outcome.
High value, innovative research results, products, data and information with increased depth,
breadth and accuracy and improved consistency, comparability and reliability
As stated previously, IPY has created high value, innovative research results, products, data and
information. IPY-funded research has led to a major increase in the availability of high quality
data and publications on the North. IPY has also increased the levels of knowledge and
awareness among the public concerning climate change and the health and well-being of Arctic
residents.
Non-confidential data easily and widely accessible to researchers, the public and northern
decision makers
For the public and northern decision makers, this issue is about communications and the
accessibility of research results. Many key informants believe that the IPY program made
positive progress in providing results to local stakeholders:
 IPY encouraged researchers to provide feedback to Northerners on their research results.
 Project findings were readily available through multiple sources: e.g., program website,
publications database, meetings and presentations.
 The accessibility of the results to scientists was especially valuable.
Methods and mechanisms for communicating research results and for making data more
accessible included the publications database, the IPY website, TV vignettes, film festival,
newsletters, various meetings including the IPY 2012 Conference, presentations, and radio
interviews.
Many communications activities were project specific. There also were more general
communications about the program undertaken by the IPY Federal Program Office, Northern
Coordination Office, and others.
Although much progress was made, there were significant challenges in translating research
findings into publicly-accessible formats. The electronic-digital focus of most communications
about IPY, including the research results, was not suitable for some northern communities. A
representative of a northern organization stated that they do not yet have effective
communications and reporting relationships with scientists. They said that their organization has
to actively pursue researchers to get copies of their results. The IPY Program published
regionally focused newsletters for the Yukon, Northwest Territories, Nunavut and Nunavik
highlighting IPY project results at end of March 2012.
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Canada recognised as a credible host to the international community
All key informants agreed that IPY has strengthened Canada’s profile internationally as a leader
in climate change research and research on the health and well-being of Northerners. Many noted
that Canada invested far more on research, including on human studies and health research, than
other countries. Researchers agreed that IPY was an excellent platform for their project to
become known internationally, that they have formed strong partnerships with international
organizations, and that their project has enhanced Canada's reputation internationally.
AANDC representatives emphasized that international partnerships are a success of IPY.
Representatives of northern organizations agreed that connecting Arctic researchers
internationally was a major success of IPY and that IPY opened doors and increased interest
from international partners. For example, the United Kingdom now has a Memorandum of
Agreement with Canada for Arctic research.
The literature review conducted for this evaluation examined how the Government of Canada
Program for the IPY contributed to the broader international initiative. Two relevant examples
include the following:
 Fisheries and Oceans scientists and staff published a paper17 describing how the
“Canada’s Three Oceans” (C3O) project constitutes a Canadian contribution to the
International Polar Year. The C3O project explored marine Canada from the surface to
the seabed, from the smallest (virus) to the largest (whales) organisms, and from the
Pacific to the Arctic to the Atlantic. C3O also showed the inter-connectedness of Arctic
and sub-arctic domains and how such domain boundaries may be affected by a changing
climate.
 Environment Canada published a document detailing EC’s contribution to the IPY18.
According to the document, for IPY 2007-2008, EC’s research contributions reflects its
science mandate, from weather, water, snow and ice, to the transport and fate of
contaminants in the northern environment, to Arctic wildlife and ecosystems. The
document indicates that Canada’s participation in the fourth IPY involved unprecedented
cooperation nationally and internationally, bringing together more than 1,75019
researchers from government agencies, universities and northern communities and over
240 international collaborators from 23 countries.
 A survey conducted for the evaluation at the recent IPY 2012 Conference in Montreal
found that the majority of conference attendees consider Canada to be a leader in IPY,
with many citing the Government of Canada IPY Program’s research and support as the
main contribution to the overall IPY.
The Canadian IPY Program has contributed to other international IPY research programs and
Canadian researchers have collaborated with international IPY research teams. For example, the
Canadian IPY funded project, Pan-Arctic Tagging of Beluga Whales, collaborated with other
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Carmack, Eddy, McLaughlin, Fiona, Vagle, Svein and Humfrey Melling. Canada’s Three Oceans (C3O): A
Canadian Contribution to the International Polar Year. (no date)
18
Environment Canada. Environment Canada’s International Polar Year Achievements. June 2010
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At the time of the evaluation, it was 1,750 but the final number is 1,900.
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international beluga tagging programs. Similarly, the DFO-led IPY project, Climate Variability
and Change Effects on CHARS in the Arctic, proposed that the project would help to establish an
international network of Char researchers. Furthermore, the NRCan-led IPY project,
Environmental Change in the High Arctic from Snow and Ice Cores, also collaborated with
researchers in Greenland to collect ice core samples from the last interglacial period, to provide
further data on climate and contaminant change.20
More efficient approval of scientific and research activities in the North
It was noted in a previous section (see improved government regulation and improved timeliness
of licenses processing) that the CARLI was developed to lead to more efficient approval of
scientific and research activities in the North. Following an assessment in 2009 of northern
research licensing application approval and reporting processes, a series of seven CARLI
workshops were conducted in 2010 in the NWT, Nunavut and Ottawa. During these workshops
northern regulators, Aboriginal/community organizations and researchers identified gaps,
prioritized recommendations and discussed possible initiatives that could be implemented by
2012, and helped to define the objectives and eligibility criteria for CARLI-funded projects.
Territorial research licensing regulators were given the opportunity to submit proposals for the
development of territorial/regional research licensing retrospectives, web-based tools, guidelines
and training material, and for workshops and meetings to discuss and deliver these initiatives.
Key informants reported that CARLI built some relationships among regulators, but that there
was limited success at improving coordination and approval processes. Northern-based key
informants said that while the intentions underlying CARLI were good, the process was flawed
and the expectations were too optimistic, that the legal implications of changing processes
controlled by regulations and the resources required were not adequately considered.
Despite the limited success of CARLI, key informants reported that the capacity of some
research licensing authorities (e.g., Nunavut Research Institute, Aurora Research Institute) was
increased. Some key informants described licensing of IPY research activities as “smoother”
than in the past. Some key informants expressed significant concerns about capacity of
Aboriginal organizations to participate in research licensing reviews, both in terms of people and
expertise.
Long-term outcomes:
Increased understanding (impacts of a changing climate and health and well-being of northern
communities) that informs policy and decision making, and contributes to recognition of Canada
as an expert on the Canadian North
Experts consulted for the evaluation identified the connections among Arctic researchers
internationally and the partnerships between Canada and other circumpolar nations as a major
success of IPY. Almost all key informants believe that IPY has strengthened Canada’s profile
internationally as a leader in research on climate change and health and well-being of
20

http://www.ipy-api.gc.ca/pg_IPYAPI_050-eng.html
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Northerners. It is noteworthy that Canada was selected to host the final, wrap-up IPY From
Knowledge to Action Conference held in Montreal in April 2012.
Some evaluation findings show that IPY research results have influenced policy and operational
decision making. Many key informants agreed that there have been instances at this relatively
early stage of IPY results influencing policy or operational decision making. CHARS is a
signature deliverable of Canada’s Northern Strategy and was announced in 2008 as a legacy of
the IPY Program. Other examples include the Government of Nunavut using unpublished data on
dietary needs to inform health care delivery. Although, some key informants stated that it is too
early to know the influence of IPY research on policy and decision making. An AANDC
representative stated that the program should have done more to consider the knowledge-toaction component in the early stages as, in their view, it is not clear how the results of IPY
projects have been passed on to policy makers. A few territorial government representatives said
that IPY research has, as yet, had little or no influence on policy. A representative of a northern
organization stated that policy relevance of research was part of the IPY guidelines but that it
was an oversight in the planning for IPY not to include measures to evaluate this. However, we
should note the challenges associated with determining the uptake of research results into
government policy. Another AANDC representative said that the IPY conference will play an
important role in examining the implications of IPY research for policy.
A review of Internet sources conducted as part of the literature review found that key IPY studies
were published in international journals. For example, Egeland et al.21 used information from the
Inuit Health Survey for their article on food insecurity and the nutrition transition in Arctic
communities in the Journal of Nutrition (United States). Results of the Inuit Health Survey also
are quoted in the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme publications, such as the one
devoted to mercury22.
According to the IPY Highlights and Achievements Report (Government of Canada, 2010), the
Canadian IPY Program demonstrated its “expertise and leadership on the international stage as
eight Canadians led international IPY projects”, as follows:
 Gilles Gauthier (Université Laval) - Impact of Climate Change on Tundra Wildlife;
 Don Russell (Yukon College) - Monitoring the Impacts of Global Change on Caribou
and their Link to Human Communities;
 Manon Simard (Makivik Corporation) - Engaging Communities in the Monitoring of
Country Food Safety;
 Greg Henry (University of British Columbia) - Climate Change Impacts on Canadian
Arctic Tundra;
 Fred Wrona (Environment Canada) - Arctic Freshwater Systems;
 James Reist (Fisheries and Oceans Canada) - Climate Variability and Change Effects on
CHARS in the Arctic

21

G. M. Egeland, L. Johnson-Down, Z. R. Cao, N. Sheikh, and H. Weiler. Food Insecurity and Nutrition Transition
Combine to Affect Nutrient Intakes in Canadian Arctic Communities. The Journal of Nutrition. July 13, 2011,
141(9), 1746-1753.
22
AMAP Assessment 2011: Mercury in the Arctic. Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme (AMAP), Oslo,
Norway. xiv+193
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Hayley Hung (Environment Canada) - Intercontinental Atmospheric Transport of
Pollutants to the Arctic; and
Sheila Greer (Champagne and Aishihik First Nations) - Kwaday Dan Ts'inchi Discovery Expanding our Understanding of the "Long Ago Person Found".

The Canadian IPY Program was also a champion for the inclusion of a research theme on the
human dimension of polar science. With the Human Dimension identified internationally as an
IPY theme, key knowledge gaps on the vulnerability, resilience, adaptability and sustainable
development of northern communities were filled, helping Canada to address the specific needs
of the populations living in Canada’s North.
Enhanced northern research capacity through newly trained scientists, knowledge and skills
transfer to Northerners, and greater participation in planning and delivery of research by
Northerners
As per the Government of Canada Program for IPY Highlights and Achievements (
), the
science projects provided valuable research opportunities and training to nearly 1,200 students
and early career scientists, including 215 students from Canada’s North. A total of 18 northern
research stations received IPY support to improve equipment and facilities, and provide training
to Northerners through the logistic projects. These projects trained more than 80 Northerners as
base camp managers, medical safety officers, technicians, field assistants and polar bear guides.
The training and capacity projects brought the participation of approximately 85 students and
new researchers, including 50 northern students.
Unexpected Impacts/Successes
Q 11. Are there any unexpected impacts of the IPY Federal Program, either positive or
negative?
Impacts that were not expected in the IPY design were reviewed in the evaluation. Five such
impacts were noted:


IPY elevated the status of AANDC in terms of its reputation and capacity for
coordinating northern Science.



Because of IPY highlighting the community engagement aspect of research, and due to
some successful projects in this area, northern communities will likely be more assured
and insistent in the future on being able to participate in research planning and the
research itself where possible, and on having research results shared. IPY has raised
expectations in the North and among northern researchers for future science programs.



The Association of Polar Early Career Scientists (APECS) is an organization to mobilize
student and early career polar science researchers that came out of IPY at the
international level. APECS is an international and interdisciplinary organization for
undergraduate and graduate students, postdoctoral researchers, early faculty members,
educators and others with interests in polar regions and the wider cryosphere. The
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International Directorate Office is currently located in Norway. According to observers,
the momentum generated through the Canadian IPY Program led to the fact that there
were 10 Canadian representatives on the 2011-12 APECS Council (of the 36 members).
APECS' aims are to stimulate interdisciplinary and international research collaborations,
and develop effective future leaders in polar research, education and outreach. APECS
achieves these aims by:
 facilitating international and interdisciplinary networking to share ideas and
experiences and to develop new research directions and collaborations;
 providing opportunities for professional career development; and
 promoting education and outreach as an integral component of polar research and to
stimulate future generations of polar researchers.


The Polar Data Catalogue is a database of metadata and data that describes, indexes, and
provides access to data sets generated by Arctic and Antarctic researchers. Data entries
follow a standard format (Federal Geographic Data Committee) to facilitate exchange
with other data centres. The search tool can be used by both researchers and the public.
Since April 2011, the Polar Data Catalogue has an IPY data upload capability.
Researchers can contact their IPY Data Assembly Centre Network coordinator for
assistance to upload their IPY database. Furthermore, it brings together the metadata for
other Arctic science with other programs, including NCP and ArcticNet.



The Canadian International Polar Year Publications Database describes publications from
IPY 2007-2008 and the three previous IPYs. Funding to support the Publications
Database was provided by the Government of Canada Program for IPY and Encana
Corporation. The database includes publications from Canadian IPY projects, as well as
publications from foreign IPY projects that studied northern Canada. The database
currently describes 4000 publications. It includes a detailed search function and a link to
the Polar Data Catalogue. The Publications Database has been adopted internationally.
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5. Evaluation Findings – Performance
(Efficiency and Economy)
The evaluation reviewed program efficiencies by examining how the Government of Canada
Program for IPY optimized processes, products and services to achieve the expected outcomes.
Economy was examined by reviewing how the IPY Program minimized the use of resources
while optimizing the outputs and outcomes.
A majority of stakeholders consulted for the evaluation believe that the IPY Program was an
efficient and economic program. Key informants raised few concerns about the efficient use of
IPY program resources. There was a strong consensus that the funds were well spent, that the
program provided good value for money, and that the resources were used efficiently. The
governance structure and program management contributed to program efficiencies. The funding
cycle was the most significant program efficiency issue for IPY project funding recipients, who
reported problematic delays in the receipt of funding.
This section will look at those questions:
Q13. How has the program optimized its processes and the quantity/quality of product or
services to achieve expected outcomes?
Q 14. Are the mechanisms for allocating resources (financial, human and material) appropriate
while optimizing outputs and outcomes?
Q 15. Has the IPY Federal Program used the most cost-effective means to achieve the intended
objectives?
Q 16. To what extent would IPY activities have been conducted and results achieved in the
absence of federal funding? Could the same results be achieved with fewer resources?
IPY Cost-Efficiency
Funding mechanisms:
The funding mechanism created some inefficiency. These challenges were inherent in the
program design and were not related to program delivery. The movement of funds between
different stakeholders (e.g., federal government departments and research funding agencies)
were difficult because of different policies, rules and departmental procedures. Also, federal
government departments were not able to use lapsing funding of academic partners due to
financial administration rules, so some funds lapsed that might otherwise have been used to good
effect. If funds could have been more easily carried over, there would have been more work
done. Treasury Board funds went to NSERC, and the recipients of grants through NSERC could
carry-forward the funding. However, NSERC could not fund government researchers.
As a one-time program without a track record, the financial management of the program was a
challenge because managers had difficulties to re-profile funds to deal with any unexpected
delays or changes. The program was too optimistic about the speed with which operations would
be up and running and the money distributed. With the delays associated with the heavy
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workload to start the program and establish the IPY office, which had to be done before funding
could begin, some research project funding was lost because the financial structure would not
allow for money not spent to be re-profiled or rolled over the next year. Program managers
believe that this type of program needs to allow for some creativity and flexibility in the
distribution of funding.
Timing of resources:
The annual funding cycle is problematic for work in the North, which has a limited research
season and timing constraints related to logistics (e.g., shipping supplies). Many key informants,
including almost all funding recipients, did not agree that the timing of the funding was effective
for achieving the intended outcomes. Some projects reviewed in the case studies had to arrange
bridge financing from their sponsoring organization to conduct their work as planned. The
March 31 deadline associated with project reporting and completion of contracts was not
efficient for coordinating sea-lift transportation.
Stakeholder Perceptions about the Efficient Use of Program Resources:
Information provided by program managers and comments by some other stakeholders suggested
that the governance processes were lean in comparison to the allocated resources. An objective
of program managers was to keep administrative costs below five percent of total spending. IPY
project approval processes were generally efficient and effective. This included the operation of
the committees and sub-committees and the multi-phased process for IPY proposal evaluation,
including scientific and social-cultural reviews. While having many positive aspects, the
social-cultural review process was cited as problematic. The resources devoted to this process
were adequate but, as been stated previously in this report, from the perspective of committee
members, often there was not enough time to prepare for and to conduct the reviews due to
delays in the distribution of materials to committee members. Some key informants, both within
and outside the Department, stated that the IPY governance process was under-resourced in
terms of administration, the social-cultural review process, and the reporting of results.
Many key informants from outside the Department also agreed that budgeted resources allocated
to IPY activities were seen to be used efficiently in that the Government of Canada successfully
leveraged resources from other sources. Examples of the application of IPY resources resulting
in leveraging include academic institutional commitments for data management over the long
term; other bodies or territorial governments using IPY-generated systems.
A typical comment was made by a representative of a northern organization who stated that "we
got a lot out of IPY for the money." In terms of the adequacy and sufficiency of IPY funds, many
agreed that IPY funds were adequate and sufficient.
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External stakeholders, who generally agreed that the money was well spent overall, identified the
following problems related to the efficient use of program resources.
 The Northern Coordinator position would have been more effective if stable, multi-year
funding agreement had been provided to the NCOs for this position. Year-by-year
funding led to high turnover in the Northern Coordinator position. Although, the Terms
of Reference for the NCOs state that their term was from April 1, 2007, to
March 31, 2011, and high turnover was only in Nunavut.
 It was noted that problems with conducting good community consultations is not unique
to IPY, as this also is a challenge for NCP and ArcticNet.
IPY Cost-Effectiveness
There is some evidence that the resources used contributed to achieve the results, considering the
output information presented in the following table.
IPY Science Project Output Information (2010) (n=45 projects)
Average number
per project

Total

Northern Participants

41

1807

International Collaborators

8

328

Team Members

43

1928

Northern Students

5

215

Students

20

900

New Researchers
Research Applications

8

377

Publications 2009

6

221

Publications 2010

4

176

Total Publications

5

397

Presentations 2009

19

779

Presentations 2010

6

254

People Involved

Total Presentations
13
Source: IPY 2010 Science Project High Level Data

1033

Almost all key informants said that the total budgetary allocation to the IPY Program was
appropriate. Many also said that it would not have been possible to achieve the intended
outcomes with a lower level of input given the high cost of conducting research in the North.
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6. Evaluation Findings – ‘Other Issues’
This section addresses the issue of the extent to which the design of the Government of Canada
Program for the IPY effectively responded to the needs of Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal
Northerners, scientific community and government community, whether the program was
implemented as intended, and if good performance measures were in place to report results. The
evaluation also examined evidence of best practices and lessons learned and whether these best
practices and lessons could be adopted by other programs.
Results show that the IPY Program design included clear roles and responsibilities for AANDC
and the horizontal partners. The governance structure was generally effective, including the
multi-department, horizontal management and the sub-committee structure. Time limitations had
an impact on the efficiency of some committees. Most stakeholders agreed that IPY was
responsive to the needs of Aboriginal people, Northerners, the scientific community and
government. Program parameters and project criteria were comprehensive and proposal
evaluation criteria were flexible enough to ensure that all eligible projects could meet them. IPY
generally was accessible to eligible applicants and attracted the best projects and proposals. Any
criticisms generally dealt with the number of northern-led projects, as some Northerners
perceived that access was limited because of criteria such as the requirement for international
partners, a perception that implementation was rushed, and inadequate communication with
Northerners in the early stage, and the need for more "practical" research about northern issues
and problems. The NCOs made valuable contributions to program efficiency and effectiveness.
There were few criticisms of administrative requirements and good performance framework was
used to collect and report results.
The IPY Program was found to be innovative and successful for the high levels of collaboration
and partnership, both among federal departments and agencies implementing the program and
among researchers and northern organizations and people. The experiences of the Government of
Canada IPY Program will provide valuable lessons for the development and implementation of
CHARS, and for other future initiatives related to science in the North and the management of
large-scale government-led science in general. Where there is a goal to increase the number of
northern-led projects and the engagement of northern people in future research initiatives, some
consideration of alternative funding streams and project criteria may be required, and continued
efforts to expand northern capacity and strengthen partnerships between scientists and northern
communities will be necessary. Several best practices were noted in this evaluation, including
the use of NCOs for program implementation and the use of separate but complementary
scientific and social-cultural project reviews to evaluate project proposals.
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6.1

Design and Delivery

Program design
Q 4. To what extent has the design effectively responded to the needs of First Nations,
Northerners, Inuit, scientific community and government community?
A majority of key informants agreed that, overall, IPY was designed to be responsive to the
needs of Aboriginal people, Northerners, the scientific community and Government. The
remaining respondents were unsure, or felt that the IPY design responded to these needs only in
part. Only a few thought that the IPY Program did not respond to the needs of these different
stakeholders.
Aspects of IPY governance was modelled on the Northern Contaminants Program, which was
structured to provide a strong voice for Northerners. Federal government representatives and
researchers serving on IPY committees reported that an Aboriginal and northern focus was
important from the start of IPY, that projects were selected both on the basis of science and
northern relevance and, that there were deliberate efforts to put a structure in place to include
northern voices. They noted that Canada was the only country participating in the IPY to take
this collaborative approach. Most project leaders and northern-based key informants also agreed
that much of the research met northern needs, especially research projects conducted by
Northerners or involving them directly (e.g., putting Inuktitut language on GPS, sea ice research,
contaminants in animals). Some important projects such as the Inuit Health Survey responded
directly to Northerners' needs.
Key informants who thought that the IPY Program did not respond to Aboriginal and northern
needs or responded only partially expressed concerns that not enough of the IPY research was
useful or practical for the North in terms of addressing the impacts of climate change on
infrastructure and food security. It was also noted that, although IPY was designed to be a
northern and Aboriginal-based program, there was not sufficient appreciation of the limitations
in the capacity of Aboriginal and northern groups to respond to the call for proposals. The
Training and Capacity Building and Communications and Outreach components helped to
address this need. This component was described as more "northern friendly."
Q 20. To what extent does the planning process ensure that appropriate decision making is on
line with program objectives?
Program managers and many other stakeholders believe that the program parameters and project
criteria were comprehensive and that the proposal evaluation criteria were flexible enough to
ensure that all projects could meet them, either as originally submitted or with some
modification. Managers stated that the need for proposal modifications, particularly for
northern-led projects, was anticipated by the IPY Program and that mechanisms were put in
place to deal with this (e.g., adequate time to respond, opportunities to provide supplementary
information to proposals).
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A majority of key informants agreed that IPY attracted high quality projects and proposals. They
also agreed that IPY was accessible to eligible applicants. It was noted that IPY was a departure
from standard procedure, and had provided the opportunity for academic and government
researchers to compete on equal ground.
Some stakeholders perceived that the proposal and evaluation criteria limited access to
northern-led projects. The following reasons were cited by most of these stakeholders for having
this perception:
 the requirement for international partners (a criterion that was included for the projects to
be recognized internationally);
 insufficient process to build in northern priorities;
 perceptions that the IPY Program was very academic, with research design criteria that
were too onerous for most prospective northern applicants;
 perceptions that, depending on the respondent, there was too great a focus on the Eastern
Arctic, or on coastal areas;
 implementation happened so quickly – the proposal process, administration mechanisms,
etc. -- that some projects to address community needs could not be considered; and,
 communications with Northerners was not adequate at the beginning, which resulted in
few proposals from Northerners.
Q 21. To what extent are the roles, responsibilities and accountabilities of key players clear and
well understood?
Consultations conducted for the evaluation found widespread agreement that IPY roles and
responsibilities for AANDC and the horizontal partners were clear and understood by
stakeholders. Some key informants said that the roles and responsibilities of communication
could have been clearer as it imposed inefficiencies and led to disagreements over
communications priorities.
Q 19 and 25. Did the governance mechanisms function as intended? Was the governance
structure program design the most effective approach for achieving the program objectives?
Overall, the IPY governance structure was recognized by most key informants as effective and
with well-qualified representation on the various committees. It is widely recognized that IPY
was a large-scale and complex undertaking that was delivered in a short duration, with limited
administrative capacity. The program modeled aspects of its governance structure after the NCP,
which was recognized as a proven, effective governance model. For the most part, the IPY
governance mechanisms functioned as intended. The main identified shortfall was in the limited
capacity for First Nations, Inuit and Northerners to provide input through the Social/Cultural
Review process due to time constraints. This was largely a result of the timelines under which
the Canadian program was being delivered, as it had to move ahead very quickly to meet the
March1, 2007, start date of the official observing years of IPY, which constrained preparation
and review time for the Social/Cultural Review.
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The horizontal ADM Committee for IPY, set up as the decision-making body for the IPY
Program, was responsible for ensuring accountability. The ADM Committee also provided a
high-level reporting structure for the program. Program managers stated that horizontal
structures are not common in government and that the success of this committee is noteworthy.
On the other hand, it sets IPY apart from other scientific research programs due to the extensive
involvement of the ADMs in setting direction.
A few key informants stated that this role might not be appropriate as ADMs are not experts in
northern research, and that more direction should be taken from scientific and social/cultural
reviews. However, the IPY Program Subcommittees and Review Panels provided advice and
recommendations to the ADM Committee in all areas, including: science; data management;
logistics, infrastructure and emergency preparedness; research licensing; and training,
communications and outreach.
A few key informants noted that most committees in the governance structure included the
appropriate representatives. For example, a few stated that the review committee for Climate
Change Impacts and Adaptation had wide representation of members who were knowledgeable
and objective. In addition, a few key informants noted that the scientific peer review was
rigorous and followed appropriate protocols to avoid conflict of interest. This is a particular
concern within northern science research programs as there is a relatively small pool of
researchers qualified to complete peer reviews.
Key informants stated that the main factor that would have improved governance effectiveness
would have been to allocate more time and human resources to administration and proposal
review. It should be noted that key informants recognized that timing was not entirely under the
control of the IPY Program.
Another suggestion by key informants for improving the effectiveness of the IPY governance
process was to clarify the proposal detail requirements. In some circumstances, project proposal
instructions could have been more precise to ensure consistent applications. For example,
applications contained varying levels of detail about the expected cost of logistics. Some
applicants provided clearly itemized expected logistics costs, while others were not precise.
Some reviewers reported that this was a limiting factor in validating the overall value of the
proposed projects.
As previously mentioned, the timing of the IPY implementation was rushed and additional
preparation time would have improved the effectiveness of the process. One of the consequences
of the timing was that it compressed the application time for potential applicants, making it
challenging for some to secure international collaborators for projects. However, key informants
noted that, considering the timeframes, the program did a good job in meeting the needs of
committees with supporting information (e.g., scientific review committee). A few key
informants questioned whether the compressed timeframe limited an objective review of all
project submissions, compromising a process that was designed to ensure that the best possible
projects received support. Committee members reported that projects were generally aligned
with the program objectives, although a few were overlapping both program objectives
(e.g., some contaminants projects).
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The design of the NCOs was appropriate and they provide a good model to follow in the future
as, according to northern-based respondents, the regions have a better understanding than
southern managers of what is needed and of how to accomplish objectives. Also, according to
personnel working in the NCOs, the NCOs component could have been better structured. The
NCOs were dependent on year-to-year funding agreement and working through AANDC slowed
things down and created some tension with Headquarters.
Program delivery:
Q 23. Was the Government of Canada program for IPY implemented as intended?
Q 10. To what extent have external and internal factors influenced the IPY Federal Program?
Key informants stated that IPY and the approach of scientists responsible for projects evolved
through delivery to give greater consideration to northern and Aboriginal needs.
The program timelines and time management were a challenge that had an impact on the
delivery of IPY activities. The Government of Canada Program for the IPY had to start very
quickly to meet the March 1, 2007, start date of the international program. Putting the resources
in place to meet this start-date was a challenge since the funding was not officially in place until
authorization was received from the Treasury Board.
The program relied on the different federal government departments to support the effort and the
departments paid the salaries of individuals assigned to the program for the first year. Once
Treasury Board approval for the program was received, the salaries of IPY personnel were paid
by AANDC.
The Communications and Outreach and Data Management components were challenged by a
delay in flow of funds.
It is important to note that Canada was ahead of other countries operating under the same time
constraints in program implementation. Program managers noted that some program activities
were phased and that delays were by design. Managers also identified some obstacles that help
explain the delays, including the timelines imposed by the international program, and a large
number of proposals received that created a large workload with insufficient time to recruit
resources to accomplish the work.
Almost all key informants thought that the Northern Coordinators made useful contributions to
the delivery of the program in the North. Northern Coordinators fulfilled a very important role in
IPY by reaching out to communities and by generating interest in research, activities which
differentiated IPY from other research programs. Northern Coordinators facilitated
communications between researchers and communities. Researchers appreciated that they could
access the coordinators directly. Situating Northern Coordinators within host organizations,
outside of AANDC and regional office programs, was identified as a good feature, as effective,
and as contributing to community engagement. The arms-length, Northern Coordination Offices
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were seen as independent of the federal government, which increased their effectiveness with
respect to community engagement.
Most key informants indicated that IPY attracted high quality proposals and that the process was
accessible to eligible applicants. Program managers reported that proponents typically were
given four months to submit their proposals, following a year of notice that the Call for
Proposals would be coming. Nevertheless, some Aboriginal organizations and territorial
governments disagreed that the application process was readily accessible, particularly in relation
to the amount of time available to respond to the proposal call. A few key informants said that
there was insufficient time to address northern barriers adequately and that the North was not
ready to engage and realize the full benefits of the program.
Program managers reported that they recognized the limited capacity of some Aboriginal and
northern organizations to respond, and that measures were put in place to improve their
opportunities to succeed. Deliberate efforts were made by the program, where needed, to
strengthen northern-led projects. Support was provided to northern-led and other projects, where
needed, to improve key elements such as the rigour, community input, communications and
outreach. Some project approvals were also delayed to ensure compliance with requirements for
northern participation.
Northern-based key informants tended to agree only partially that the program was implemented
as they expected. Following are some of the reasons they provided for their judgements about
implementation:
 It was very difficult for communities to get involved in the first Call for Proposals.
 The timelines were always too tight to have meaningful input (e.g., members of a
social-cultural review committee received paper copies of large proposals only a few
days before the review, which made it impossible to conduct a thorough review).
 Some IPY projects did not go through a social-cultural review. Often, project proposals
sent to Aboriginal organizations for review were returned with little comment. The
proposals tended to be complex and technical in nature and the timing of requests were
viewed as unrealistic by a substantial minority of northern respondents. "More thought
needs to be given about what is realistic for getting feedback from northern peoples."
 The social-cultural review component was excellent - Northerners got to sit at the table
and express their views - but often the process was not followed (for reasons noted
above).
 More people from the North could have been hired for various IPY functions.
 Program expectations about the CARLI were unrealistic. Licensing boards were not
going to change their processes and the streamlining of scientific research licensing
processes was never going to succeed in the context of an initiative such as IPY.
All researchers were required to undertake public engagement activities to communicate with
local communities and members of the public on their research and key results. Key informants
commented on the lack of clear guidelines given to researchers to assist them with these
communication activities, leading to varying levels of effort and success. In addition, a number
of film projects were funded through IPY and represented a major resource for communicating
about IPY and Arctic science to the public. If it had been possible to secure the rights for the
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Government of Canada to show these films for non-commercial purposes as part of the initial
contribution agreements, the films could have been used more extensively as part of federal
outreach efforts.
Program committees
Q 24. Is the project selection process effective?
Some committees (i.e., Training, Communications and Outreach, Data Management) were not
implemented as planned, and this was viewed by several project leaders as reducing the
thoroughness of the review process. However, the evaluation did not obtain specific information
about the impacts of the reduced number of committees on overall project quality.
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal Northerners were engaged through the Social-Cultural Review
Committees. However, the rapid implementation of the IPY meant that the committees were not
established in time to facilitate in depth engagement in identifying research needs and reviewing
proposed research projects.
Inputs from the Social-Cultural Review Committees were factored into the science review
process. Comments from the regional reviews were included as part of the packages for the
Science Review Subcommittee, which reviewed the IPY science proposals and provided
recommendations to the ADM Committee on IPY. Representatives from the Social-Cultural
Review Committees were also included as members of the Science Review Subcommittee.
Nevertheless, the social-cultural review process was viewed by many key informants in the
North as not being influential. They reported that projects not supported by northern committees
often emerged as successful, and that there was a tendency not to hear back about how northern
concerns were addressed. Territorial government representatives said that the social-cultural
review was well intended, but the good intentions were not realized. Program managers noted
that feedback from the social-cultural review and Science Review Subcommittee was available
to applicants upon request.
The proposals that were received were quite diverse. Some were community-led, others did not
consider community involvement. A few key informants stated that the selection criteria for the
lead investigator was stringent and disqualified most northern community members from that
role, creating a barrier for community-led projects. A few key informants also reported that
science-oriented projects had the priority. The Social Cultural Committee looked for projects
with added-value to the communities, with training and involvement/partnerships with
community members, and/or with positive long-term impacts for the communities. Ultimately,
key informants stated that there were good projects selected, however, very few IPY projects
worked with communities through the research process and in the reporting of results.
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Administrative Requirements
Q 22. Are the administrative requirement (applications and reporting) proportional to the level
of funding provided?
A majority of key informants agreed that IPY administrative requirements such as the
application process, project selection and reporting were appropriate relative to the level of
funding that was provided and the kinds of activities being undertaken. Researchers generally
agreed that the administrative processes were straightforward, that the transfer of funds was
convenient, that the peer review approach was standard procedure for research and that it was "a
fair process by and large." The only common problem was the timing of the release of money,
which was late for many proponents, requiring some to arrange bridge financing, without which
they could not have done the work.
Performance measurement - accountability:
Q 26. To what extent have performance measures been established, gathered and used for the
IPY Federal Program?
Q 27. Are there monitoring and reporting measures in place and appropriate? Do they provide
timely and useful information?
A Performance Measurement Framework was put in place at the beginning of the program. In
November and December 2007, representatives from the six lead government departments
developed and refined a suite of performance measurement indicators for the IPY Program.
Some departments did not provide reporting on certain performance measurement indicators.
However, the vast majority were obtained through the annual progress reports and the horizontal
DPR. Using the information collected through the annual progress reports, Highlights and
Achievements from the Government of Canada Program for IPY was published in 2010.
Many key informants did not think that appropriate mechanisms were in place to monitor the
performance of IPY. For example, a representative of a northern organization involved with IPY
said that no clear criteria were established at the beginning to measure if the objectives were
achieved. Northern Coordinators noted that they were asked to review project reports from a
community engagement perspective, but they were not able to communicate with communities
due to privacy agreements with researchers. Consequently, they had no way to substantiate the
contents of the reports.
The Governance Review conducted for this evaluation found that internal monitoring processes
appeared to be appropriate (e.g., with interim/annual progress report and final project reports)
and that appropriate project monitoring and reporting processes generally were in place.
Key informants, including project proponents and managers, reported that the administrative
requirements were as expected by most stakeholders and that they were proportional to the level
of funding provided.
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Although monitoring systems were robust, some respondents felt that the reporting requirements
were onerous. It was noted that the across-the-board reporting requirements were onerous for
small projects. For example, the reporting requirements did not vary by size of project, therefore,
small projects (e.g. $20,000) had the same requirements as large projects ($1 million dollars),
which meant that smaller projects spent a disproportionate amount of time/resources on
reporting. It was suggested that a tiered-approach to monitoring would have addressed this
problem without compromising accountability.
Key informants suggested that additional effort is required to translate research findings and to
transfer them back to communities. In 2012, IPY updates for four northern regions (Yukon,
Northwest Territories, Nunavut and Nunavik) were put on the IPY website, distributed in each
region and at the IPY 2012 Conference. In addition, the International Polar Year Canadian
Science Report: Highlights was published by the Canadian Polar Commission and the IPY
Science Report will be published in fall 2012.

6.2

Best Practices and Lessons Learned

Q 18. What best practices and lessons learned have emerged within AANDC and elsewhere that
could contribute to improved future programming for Arctic science, design/delivery and
performance measurement?
Lessons Learned
Three factors were identified as important lessons through the IPY Program that could be applied
to achieve success in future programs: collaboration and partnership, good coordination, and the
funding approach:
Collaboration and partnership - Important aspects of IPY research success depended on
meaningful partnerships between scientists, northern and Aboriginal peoples and organizations,
and research sponsors/funders. For example, the Inuit Health Survey was cited a number of times
as a very successful example of a large-scale study that was based on identified needs, that
engaged Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal Northerners, that built capacity for research in northern
communities, and results of which have already influenced Nunavut government policy with
respect to health care delivery. Having stakeholders involved over the long term is also key for
success in the North. Because IPY implementation had to be accomplished within a very
compressed time period and there was a risk of losing the first season in the field, some projects
moved too quickly to have time to establish adequate partnerships with Northerners. Key
informants emphasized that there is a need to develop relationships well in advance of the next
“pulse” of research funding. These relationships should involve:




collaborative approaches to establish an appropriate research agenda;
mechanisms and funding for establishing collaborative research teams that include
academics, northern institutions, northern scientists and research assistants and
community liaison; and
Aboriginal consultations on projects to facilitate licensing processes.
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Based partly on the experiences of IPY, the success of CHARS will likely depend in large
measure on how it resonates with Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal northern peoples. In this
respect, two of the principles for CHARS include promoting partnerships and collaboration
among the private, Aboriginal, academic, and public sectors both domestically and
internationally, and working with Aboriginal peoples of Canada's Arctic and recognizing the
importance of traditional knowledge in advancing Arctic research.
Coordination and Partnership - The synergies between AANDC and NSERC in the IPY
Program contributed to its success. NSERC adopted the IPY priorities and there was an
alignment of reporting requirements, and the experience with this kind of alignment among
partners is viewed as something worth repeating in future initiatives of this kind. Furthermore,
IPY used NSERC mechanism to facilitate academic funding.
In terms of coordinated planning of science initiatives such as IPY, the territorial governments
and some northern communities found that they were not adequately prepared to participate in
the early stages of IPY because they had not developed their own research agendas and priorities.
The experience with IPY highlighted the lack of an ongoing science intergovernmental
coordinating committee such as exists in other substantive areas.
Funding approach - IPY represented a peak period of scientific activity – a “scientific rush” – to
be followed by a period of much lower levels of activity. Some key informants advised that more
consistent levels of funding for scientific research - even if at lower levels - are more likely to
create and sustain the next generation of scientists and more likely to maintain and help augment
northern science capacity. As well, northern participants in IPY have pointed to difficulties in
developing northern-based projects that could meet the high scientific and technical standards of
IPY. In order to increase the involvement of northern communities and organizations and
encourage northern-based project development, future research funding may have to designate
funding streams to address a broad range of priority areas, possibly with variable proposal and
project evaluation criteria in the different streams.
Other lessons learned included the following:


Funding mechanisms - The added complexities related to conducting scientific research
in the North, particularly when multiple stakeholders and funding agencies are involved,
mean that the funding mechanisms and annual funding cycle are not as effective as they
should be. The IPY Program experience revealed that a new, more flexible funding
model for multi-stakeholder projects conducted in the North is required.

Best Practices
Governance structures - The governance structure for the IPY Program, including the horizontal
ADM Committee, was instrumental in avoiding or addressing problems related to the
involvement of multiple stakeholders and funders (e.g., maintaining accountability for
departmental funds allocated to other program stakeholders/funders). Given the complexities and
potential pitfalls in managing a horizontal initiative such as IPY over a tight time frame, a
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high-level committee of this type, accountable for program effectiveness, appears to offer a
model that could be transferable to other horizontal initiatives.
Northern Coordination Offices - The NCOs contributed in tangible ways to effective program
delivery. The independence of Northern Coordinators, situated outside of AANDC and regional
office programs, fostered greater community engagement and generated northern public interest
in research. The high levels of cooperation between the Northern Coordinators and northern
organizations also contributed to community engagement and collaboration between
communities and researchers.
Complementary scientific and social-cultural project reviews - The social-cultural review
process, which complemented the scientific review of projects, contributed to the success of the
IPY funding process. Although the social-cultural reviews did not always unfold as planned late timing and receipt of materials by committee members sometimes limited effectiveness and
there were problems due to the limited capacity of northern communities and committee
members to review highly technical material - they provided a valuable mechanism for
incorporating the views of Northerners and for considering the broader impacts of research in the
North.
Data Management - Canada has emerged from IPY and other federal scientific initiatives such as
the Northern Contaminants Program as a leader in data management. The percentage of the IPY
budget allocated to data management was approximately five percent - $7.0 million - which was
much higher than the proportion allocated by other countries. Of the total funding for data
management, $2.4 million was allocated to data assembly and archiving, $2.4 million for
ensuring access to IPY data, and $1.2 million to supporting data management. Data management
was part of the program's annual progress reporting. Data-targeted funding allowed for the
creation of new data archiving systems, and the resulting infrastructure has become an
operational model including the likely development of a national multi-sector data base.

6.3

Alternatives
Q 17. Were there other, more cost-effective and efficient ways of delivering the initiative
to achieve similar results?

The evaluation reviewed documents for alternative delivery models and asked interview
respondents if they had suggestions for alternative approaches for the IPY or future IPY-like
initiatives. There were no broad, overall alternative models recommended, but there were some
suggestions related to specific aspects of the program.




Implement an ongoing function (as opposed to a major initiative occasionally) to plan
and monitor the baseline of scientific activity in the North, and plan for predictable,
periodic boosts of research spending and an assessment of the impacts.
Incorporate a separate fund to accommodate northern priorities, with different criteria and
a separate approval process to enable Northerners to develop projects.
Establish an alternative, arms-length from government body to fund northern scientific
research (e.g., Tri-Council).
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6.4

Adopt features of the DFO Habitat Stewardship Program (a three-year program that
ended in 2003) - this partnership-based program involved a lengthy up-front period for
researchers to establish relationships and credibility in the community. The program also
allocated small amounts of money for locally-initiated projects.

Recommendations

The federal government’s IPY Program terminated on March 31, 2012. Therefore, the
recommendations of this evaluation are provided to learn from the IPY experience to help guide
AANDC’s future development of science programs. The recommendations draw on findings
from all evaluation issues including any best practices, lessons learned and alternative
approaches that were identified.
It is recommended that AANDC:
1. Take into consideration the research findings from IPY projects to plan and support future
scientific research in the North related to climate change and the health and well-being of
northern people, and consider a more ongoing approach to this research that would be more
likely to create and sustain the next generation of scientists, and more likely to sustain
northern science capacity;
2. Build on projects that are recognized as being successful in engaging northern communities,
to develop standards and practices on community engagement and effective communications
so that future northern research maximizes the integration of science and traditional
knowledge and builds ongoing northern capacity to participate in research;
3. Support a collaboration between southern researchers and northern interests, including
territorial governments, northern institutions and Aboriginal organizations to foster
partnerships to enable northern communities and their representatives to develop and
implement scientific projects that focus on needs identified in the North;
4. Consider a set-aside of a proportion of available project funds for projects originating in the
North, with criteria suitable for the purpose, and with sufficient early planning and support to
maximize effective use of this funding;
5. Support the continued development of northern scientific databases and data storage and
sharing mechanisms in order to help foster continued government and academic research and
to maintain Canada’s international scientific linkages that were greatly enhanced by our IPY
activity; and
6. Re-examine the annual funding cycle for northern scientific initiatives where projects require
lengthy planning and have short available periods for field research, and consider multi-year
funding arrangements with adequate reporting to ensure proper accountability.
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Annex A: Logic Model
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