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Involving Others in Governing

Accountability at Risk

Main Points

23.1  We found a total of 77 new governance arrangements across the federal government, involving annual
expenditures totalling over $5 billion. Federal investments in some arrangements are quite small, such as the
Canadian Industry Program for Energy Conservation, but others involve federal commitments of billions of
dollars, such as the Canada Infrastructure Works Program.

23.2  Under these arrangements, the federal government involves external partners in the planning, design and
achievement of federal objectives, replacing delivery by federal employees, contractors or agents. These partners
are not accountable to ministers and Parliament.

23.3  These initiatives, if properly implemented, have the potential to improve the delivery of federal programs
and services. However, many of the new governance arrangements we examined have been put together in an ad
hoc manner that puts accountability to Parliament at unnecessary risk. Parliament has limited means under these
arrangements — in some cases no means — of holding the government to account for the federal functions
performed or the federal objectives to be achieved. Good will and trust alone, while essential in all arrangements,
are not adequate insurance for continued success in the long term.

23.4  For these new arrangements, the government does not have in place a consistent and generally accepted
governing framework that safeguards the essential principles of our parliamentary system. Nor has it been
adequately capturing and communicating the lessons being learned in these new approaches. In our view, the
federal government remains accountable to Parliament for the use of federal tax dollars, assets and authorities, no
matter what tools it uses or arrangements it puts in place with partners to achieve its public objectives.

23.5 Parliament and the public need to be consulted on the development of an adequate governing framework
that will reconcile new governance arrangements with accountability to Parliament for the exercise of federal
functions by parties outside the federal government.

Background and other observations

23.6  Over the last decade, the government has significantly increased its use of external partners in innovative
arrangements to deliver federal programs and services to Canadians. In some cases, these arrangements have
diffused federal power, by drawing outside parties into the process of actually governing Canadians in important
areas of public policy that were once the sole domain of the federal government.

23.7  The new governance arrangements we examined use a wide variety of approaches to program and service
delivery. Provision for ensuring good governance and accountability to Parliament and the public is very patchy:

we found limited reporting of performance, many weak accountability mechanisms, and inadequate attention to
transparency and protection of the public interest. These need to be fixed.

23.8  The government needs to ensure that departments and agencies setting up new arrangements address the
essential issues of credible reporting to Parliament and the public, effective accountability mechanisms, adequate
transparency and protection of the public interest. The Treasury Board Secretariat’s leadership and commitment
are needed in developing a governing framework and overseeing its use, recognizing that what constitutes
appropriate and adequate specific provisions to address these issues will vary from case to case.
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23.9 There is a balance to be struck between the independence these arrangements need to operate efficiently
to achieve results and the need for adequate accountability. In our view, appropriate accountability to Parliament
and the public is not incompatible with independence from government intervention in operational matters.

The response of the Treasury Board Secretariat is included at the end of the chapter. The Secretariat
endorses the elements of the governing framework we propose, stresses the need for flexibility in their
application and acknowledges the need for improvement in some areas. The Secretariat mentions several
steps it is taking to address issues identified in this chapter.
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Introduction current initiatives have moved beyond the

traditional forms of governance of federal

public policy — of directing and

managing the interests of the state. Undenjnder new governance
thesenew governance arrangementsthe

2310 Government programs and federal government involves other parties arrangements, federal

services have traditionally been delivered" (€ planning, design and achievement ggyernance has been

: .of federal objectives, replacing delivery
to Canadians by departments and agenci E shifted to outside
that report directly to ministers and are y federal employees, contractors or

subject to common administrative rules 29€MtS: In effect, federal governance has entities that are not

and regulations. The government has alsgeen shifted to ogts_ide entities ‘h?‘t are not,
createg Crown corpor%ltions to deliver _ @ccountable to ministers and Parliament. directly accountable to

public services that it believes should be 23.14 Arrangements where the federal ministers and
delivered at arm’s length from governmensharespolicy formulation, Parliament.
government. Most Crown corporations argisk and operational planning, design and

subject to a common accountability and management with another party or parties

control regime. More recently, the who deliver programs and services are

government has used new, alternative  called collaborative arrangementsin this

approaches to deliver its programs and chapter. Those in which the federal

services. government, within a policy framework it

has set out, hadelegatedkey planning

and operational decisions to the discretion

of another party are callatklegated

arrangements. Exhibit 23.1 summarizes

%oth the traditional approaches to program

and service delivery and some of the new
arrangements that are being tried.

The federal government is using new
governance arrangements

23.11 Many new initiatives stay within
the traditional model of ministerial
accountability to Parliament. Examples
are Crown corporations, special operatin
agencies like the Passport Office, and
service agencies such as the Canadian
Food Inspection Agency, the Canadian
Parks Agency and the new Canada 23.15 New governance arrangements
Customs and Revenue Agency. need to balance efficiency,

accountability and results. Initiatives of
23.12  In some cases, the government s kind have been implemented in manyTo best serve the
has involved outside organizations in jurisdictions. We recognize that new o
delivering federal programs as its service 4oyernance arrangements have the public interest,
providers or as its agents. It has eXpandegotential for greater efficiency, flexibility, improved efficiency
its use of contracting for goods and citizen participation and client satisfaction .
services. For example, Public Works and ang that departing from traditional modelsand the achievement

Government Services Canada has of delivery to experiment with new forms of results need to be
contracted for property management represents a calculated risk. As noted in .

services covering some 300 federal our April 1999 Report (Chapter 5), to best balanced with
buildings (see Chapter 18 of this Report),sarve the public interest, improved adequate

and National Defence has implemented efficiency and the achievement of results -
Alternative Service Delivery arrangementsaad to be balanced with adequate accountability.

for several of its non-core support
activities (see Chapter 27 of this Report).
In these cases, the federal government is
still in control of policy and operations,  Principles of parliamentary control and
and ministers remain directly accountableaccountability are challenged

to Parliament.

accountability.

23.16 New governance arrangements
23.13 A change in how Canadians are pose a challenge to principles of
governed. Some of the government’s Parliamentary control and accountability
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that are long-established. Accountability 23.17 The government has recognized
for federal spending and for the use of this challenge:

Parliament’s ability to federal authorities can be at risk ir_1 Departments share, but do not
g arrangements that involve others in abdicate, their responsibilities when
control and scrutinize  governing who are not directly they enter into partnerships; they
the breadth of federal accountable to a minister and are not remain accountable and answerable to
. . subject to parliamentary scrutiny. Unless Parliament for the consequences of
public policy may be these arrangements specifically provide their involvement in such
compromised. for them, mechanisms to ensure adequate arrangements. (Treasury Board
accountability through ministers to Secretariat,Citizen-Centred Service
Parliament and to the public will not be and the Partnership Optigri998)
present and Parliament’s ability to control
and scrutinize the breadth of federal 23.18 Essential elements in new
public policy may be compromised. governance arrangementsln our April

Exhibit 23.1

Federal Approaches to Program and Service Delivery

Organizational Form Key Features Examples

Traditional Ministerial Accountability Arrangements

Departments and Agencies Federal entities reporting directly to a minister and Transport Canada
subject to the administrative rules and regulations of o
Treasury Board and the Public Service Commission. Statistics Canada

Immigration and Refugee Board

Crown Corporations Federal entities that have a board of directors, are Export Development Corporation
involved in a federal public policy purpose and report )
through a minister to Parliament. Canada Post Corporation

Canadian Broadcasting Corporation

New Arrangements Under Direct Ministerial Accountability

Special Operating Agencies Remains part of a federal department, reporting to a Passport Office
deputy minister.

Service Agencies A federal entity with its own CEO reporting to a Canadian Food Inspection Agency
minister but with greater administrative autonomy than )
a department. Canadian Parks Agency

Canada Customs and Revenue Agency

New Governance Arrangements

Collaborative Arrangements Partnering arrangements with other levels of governmedpour Market Development
the private and/or the voluntary sectors, where policy andAgreements

operational decision-making and risk are shared among
partners. Canada’s Model Forest Program

Delegated Arrangements Arrangements where the federal government confers Canada Foundation for Innovation
discretionary authority and responsibility over program ) o
design, planning, management and delivery of federal| Canadian Television Fund
functions to independent outside bodies, usually
corporate boards of directors, within a broad strategic
policy framework provided by the government.

The St. Lawrence Seaway
Management Corporation
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1999 Report, Chapter 5, we identified the23.20 The government has, at various
elements of accountability, transparency times, suggested similar elements of an
and protection of the public interest that effective accountability regime for A goveming

are essential in collaborative arrangemengrangements with other parties. Recently,

— that is, arrangements where the federadther jurisdictions as well as the voluntaryframework for new
government shares policy or program sector in Canada proposed quite similar arrangements includes
management with other parties. These elements of accountability and good

same elements apply, with some governance in their own operations (see elements of
adjustment, to delegated arrangements —Appendix A). accountability,
those where program management has 23.21  Our governing framework is reporting,

been shifted to an organization outside thB
government. Exhibit 23.2 sets out a

general governing framework for these
new arrangements, which includes the

elements of accountability (separated intdederal policy. Whoever holds

ased on two fundamental principles of
parliamentary democracy:

Parliamentary sovereignty over
public interest.

reporting and accountability mechanismsyjiscretionary authority to spend federal
transparency and protection of the public taxpayer money or to execute federal

interest; specific attributes of each
element are presented. These two

previous audits and studies of
accountability arrangements, which have
identified key attributes of strong
accountability: clear and agreed
expectations, clear roles and

responsibilities, balanced expectations and

authority must not be exempt from
potential scrutiny by Parliament.
accountability elements are based on our |

Stewardship of the public trust.

Any arrangement delivering federal

transparency and
protection of the

Exhibit 23.2

A Governing Framework for New Arrangements

capacities, credible reporting, and
reasonable review, program evaluation
and audit.

23.19 These elements and attributes a
stated as general conditions; their
particular application to each new
governance arrangement will need to be
considered. On the one hand, given the
wide range of arrangements, a “one size
fits all” approach to developing a suitablg
governing structure will not work. On the
other hand, by their very nature these
arrangements step outside — and hence
cannot be expected to necessarily rely o
— the federal government’s established
regimes of public management,
administration and accountability such as
human resource management regimes, t
framework of theFinancial

Administration Actand the traditional role
of a minister. In each arrangement, those
involved need to develop an appropriate
governing framework that addresses the
essential elements.

To ensure crediblereporting:

-=iglear public objectives

-=i@encrete performance expectations

-=ippropriate performance measurement and reporting regime

To establish effectiveaccountability mechanisms

-=gear roles and responsibilities

-=Rerformance expectations that are balanced with capabilities
-=de|l-defined management structure

~=ippropriate monitoring regime

-=Rartner dispute resolution mechanisms

-=pecific evaluation provisions

-=kocedures to deal with non-performance

-=ippropriate audit regime

To ensure adequatéransparency
-=letblic access to information

-=i@emmunication of information on key policies and decisions

To protect the public interest

-=igitizen complaint and redress mechanisms
-=Reblic consultation/feedback mechanisms
-=slicies to promote pertinent public sector values

Report of the Auditor General of Canada — November 1999
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programs and services must respect the federal government’s involvement in these

public trust, observing public sector arrangements and the mechanisms

values of fairness, impartiality and equity.established to manage its relationship with
its partners in them.

Focus of the audit 23.25 We excluded several types of

arrangements.As our focus was on new

several reasons. The government's use ofovemancearrangements, we excluded

these new governance arrangements waéuch arrangements as contracting for .
perceived to be increasing. Both this goods and services and arrangements with

Office and members of Parliament have mtertnanotnal _partners. We alfo _excluded
expressed concerns about the Most parinering arrangements in

accountability and transparency of some Environment C_a”ad'?‘ and self-government
of the new arrangements. Accountability arra_ngements in Indian and Northern

and good governance issues surroundingAffalrs Canada.

many of these forms of delivery have had23 26 Further details on our audit

23.22 We undertook this audit for

no clear answers. Other national objectives, criteria and approach, and on
jurisdictions, in particular the United the types of arrangements excluded from
Kingdom and Australia, are questioning our scope, can be found at the end of the
and examining similar innovative chapter inAbout the Audit.

arrangements. For all these reasons, we
believed the audit was timely even thoug

many of the arrangements we looked at bbservations and

were created only recently. Recommendations
23.23 Our audit focussed on the
regimes set up in new governance How Many Arrangements Are

arrangements to address good governanckhere?

and to maintain accountability for the

federal public trust they manage. We The government does not know the
sought to determine the extent to which extent of new governance arrangements

these new governance arrangements since )
1990 are being used by the federal 23.27 Since the start of the decade, the

government. In a number of selected ~ federal government has encouraged
arrangements, we also sought to assess departments to look for new ways of
whether the formal provisions and per_formmg federal functions, in particular
subsequent practices for reporting, by_ involving other governments and the
accountability mechanisms, transparencyPrivate and/or voluntary sectors.

and protection of the public interest are 23 28 \We wanted to find out how many
adequate. We did not audit the _ of these new arrangements have been
effectiveness of these arrangements in - ¢reated. the expenditures involved and
achieving the objectives for which they | hat basic forms they take. The

were gstabhshed. _Fmally, we examined government could not provide us with an
the guidance provided both by central  jnyentory of Alternative Service Delivery
agencies and by sponsoring departmentsarrangements, nor of the new governance
in the creation of these new governance grrangements they include. We therefore
arrangements. undertook a government-wide survey.

23.24 All new governance
arrangements involve parties outside the
federal government. We did not audit 23.29 We distributed our survey to 49
those parties. Rather, we audited the departments and agencies, asking for

Use is significant and growing

23-10 Report of the Auditor General of Canada — November 1999
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information on all their existing not include, where the federal government
arrangements created since 1990 that meétas promoted and sponsored an entity to
our definitions. Twenty-four had no new effectively take over federal
governance arrangements. responsibilities but where there are no

federal moneys, direct involvement or
23.30 Our survey found a total of 77  currently owned assets, even though the There has been a
new governance arrangements, set up byfederal government retains a degree of . .
25 departments and agencies; 51 of theséegal, constitutional or political interest. significant growth in
are collaborative arrangements and 26 arexamples include NavCanada, which new governance
delegated arrangements. Appendix B fulfils Canada’s national and international .
provides basic information on them. As  responsibilities for air traffic control, and affangements since

Exhibit 23.3 illustrates, there has been a Strait Crossing Bridge Ltd., which 1990. The federal
significant growth in the use of new delivers part of the federal constitutional fi ial .
governance arrangements since 1990. obligation to provide transport links inancial commitment

between Prince Edward Island and the regg over $5 billion
23.31 We found that the classification ©of Canada.

of arrangements into collaborative and 2332  Of the 77 arrangements annually.
delegated was not always apparent. For dentified, 44 (57 percent) are

example, those involving a form of concentrated in six departments and

contracting for services that gives agencies: Agriculture and Agri-Food

contractors significant administrative Canada, Canadian Heritage, Fisheries and
independence come close to being Oceans, Human Resources Development
delegated arrangements. The key Canada, Natural Resources Canada and

distinction was whether the government |ndustry Canada.
has delegated to a non-federal party
significant management discretion in the
delivery of federal public objectives. But
the dividing line was not always clear.
One example is Human Resources
Development Canada’s sector councils
that develop and implement national
human resource development strategies;
we classified these dmorderline governance arrangements would be over
arrangements and did not include them 280.

in our survey results. We also found other23.34 The federal financial

types of borderline arrangements we did commitment has also grown, with over

23.33 In addition, 17 of the 77 are
“models” and consist of more than one
agreement. For example, Canada’s Model
Forests Program involves agreements with
11 entities. If the list of arrangements
were expanded to include all such
agreements, the total number of new

Number Exhibit 23.3
50—

Cumulative Growth in New

Governance Arrangements

40— 1990-1998

30—

Collaborative Arrangements | |

20— Delegated Arrangements .

f:g&&&&

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
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$5 billion now being spent annually underThe Need for a Goveming

new governance arrangements (see  Framework and Central Guidance
Exhibit 23.4).

23.37 Organizational change within
2335 The federal financial government involves a range of central
’ players with different responsibilities and

commitment to new delivery ati The Privy C | Office |
arrangements varies greatly and in manyeXpeC ations. The Frivy ounct ice1s
the central agency involved in

cases is quite small. However, as shown in hi f Ci that i
Exhibit 23.5, the federal contribution to rmachinery-ot-government issues, that s,

some arrangements over the last few yeatljge for_m agﬂ de|135|gn (t)f de?arftnlg_ents and
has been quite substantial. agencies. The bepartment ol Finance

approves provisions that deal with the
government’s overall financial

23.36 The government’s partners in commitments. The Treasury Board

new governance arrangements have Secretariat (TBS) has the responsibility to
contributed $11 billion, or about 30 provide advice to Treasury Board

percent of total funding (see Exhibit 23.6)ministers and government departments on

Exhibit 23.4 (% billions)
. Fiscal Year Collaborative Delegated Total
Annual Federal Expenditures
though Nev: Governance 1997-98 1.9 29 48
IT
angements 1998-99 3.8 0.8 4.6
1999-00 4.5 0.7 5.1*

Source: Office of the

Auditor General Survey

*Difference due to rounding

Exhibit 23.5

Arrangements With Federal
Commitment Over $1 Billion

Source: Office of the
Auditor General Survey

Collaborative Arrangements

Labour Market Development Agreements

National Child Benefit

Canada Infrastructure Works Program

Regional Bilateral Agreements

$7.7 B between 1995-96 and 1999-00

$3.8 B between 1998-99 and 2000-01
$1.7 B per year thereafter

$2.4 B between 1994-95 and 1999-00
$2.2 B between 1996-97 and 2003-04

Delegated Arrangements

Canada Millennium Scholarship Foundation

Canada Foundation for Innovation

$2.5 B 1997-98, to be spent over 10| years
$1.0 B between 1996-97 and 2002—-03

Exhibit 23.6

Total Federal and Partner
Contributions to New
Governance Arrangements,
1990-1999

Source: Office of the
Auditor General Survey

Federal Contributions
Contributions by Partners
Type of Arrangement ($ billions) ($ billions)
Collaborative 19.6 8.6
Delegated 6.6 2.9
Total 26.2 11.4*

*Difference due to rounding

23-12
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the implementation of change, as it relateguality, resource management and human

to human, financial, information and resources that need to be considered when

technology resources. It provides assessing proposed new methods of

assistance to departments seeking to  delivery. Although it sets out a general

establish new and innovative forms of  requirement for accountability, it is not

program delivery known as alternative  clear on what constitutes an appropriate

service delivery mechanisms (ASDSs). accountability regime, particularly in

non-traditional arrangements outside the

direct control of the federal government. The Treasury Board
Nor does it contain specific information .

! : about requirements for transparency and Secretariat’s
operational issues, as well as on broader . yrotection of the public interest. The  Framework for

issues of design of the arrangements, 10 Trgasury Board Secretariat has provided .

reflect the essential elements of further information in recent publications, Alternative Program
accountability and good governance. We ey cCitizen-Centred Service and the Delivery is not clear on
also expected that central agencies Wou"il-"artnership Optior(1998) and )

generally monitor the gstabll_shment of Impediments to Partnering and the Role oWhat constitutes an
new arrangements — including New  Teasry Board1998) However, it has appropriate
governance arrangements — and assess, yet updated itSramework for

their usefulness and appropriateness as ajtemative Program Deliveryo reflect accountability regime.

tools of public policy, learn from the  ygpartmental experience with ASDs in
experience and communicate that Ieam'”@eneral or with, in particular, the types of

across government. new governance arrangements we discuss

23.39 We were informed that the Privy N this chapter. In most of the

Council Office has had minor involvemengfangements we examined, we noted that
in providing guidance or advice on sponsoring departments had not used the
negotiating and managing the new 1995 Framework for Alternative Program

arrangements that we examined in this Delivery. Officials at the Secretariat

audit. The Department of Finance was informed us that plans have been made to
involved in selected cases, for example, UPdate the Framework for March 2000.
the Canada Foundation for Innovation

and the Canada Millennium Scholarship 53 45
Foundation.

23.38 We expected that the central
players would provide departments with
timely and appropriate guidance on

We observed that most
departments that have sponsored new
governance arrangements do not have
centres of expertise responsible for
providing guidance, monitoring
implementation and documenting best
practices. Few departmental managers
have much experience in setting up new
arrangements. In the absence of clear
guidance, some departmental officials
have developed their own informal
networks to share experiences. Some
departments have made attempts to
provide guidance and capture lessons
learned from their experiences.

23.41 The Secretariat's Framework,  Environment Canada has documented
developed in 1995, provides broad lessons learned and has prepared a number
strategies for developing these kinds of of management frameworks for the
arrangements, along with a checklist of programs it delivers with partners outside
guestions on the public interest, service the federal government (see Exhibit 23.7).

Guidance is limited

23.40 Framework for Alternative
Program Deliveryis not used.Program
Review prompted Treasury Board
Secretariat's ASD division (created in
1994) to develop theramework for
Alternative Program Deliverywhich
identifies some categories of alternative
service delivery. We examined the
Framework’s applicability to new
governance arrangements.

Report of the Auditor General of Canada — November 1999 23-13
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There is no consistent
governing framework
or other guidance from
the centre specifying
how, in designing new
governance
arrangements,
departments are to
ensure that the
flexibility the new
arrangements need to

23.43 The Secretariat has approached some elements of a governing regime for
the creation of new governance alternative service delivery mechanisms
arrangements on a case-by-case basis, that are also applicable to new governance
providing advice through ad hoc teams ofarrangements. One is a joint paper
experts in areas such as financial developed with this OfficeModernizing
management, human resource Accountability Practices in the Public
management and alternative service Sector,which is the basis of the
delivery. There is no centre of expertise framework we suggest in Exhibit 23.2.
responsible for co-ordinating guidance, But there is no consistent governing
monitoring implementation and framework or other guidance from the
documenting best practices. The ASD  centre specifying how, in designing new
division of the Secretariat is responsive, governance arrangements, departments are
providing advice when requested. It doesto ensure that the flexibility the new
not take the lead in giving advice. arrangements need to work efficiently is
balanced with the requirements of good
23.44 In our interviews with governance and accountability to
departmental managers tasked to develoarliament. We found no consistent
and implement new governance approach to establishing governing
arrangements or other ASD initiatives, a frameworks for new governance

work efficiently is common theme was the lack of clear ~ arrangements. Even if a standard
balanced with the direction and guidance from the central governing framework existed, the
) agencies of government, particularly in  Secretariat would need a more structured
requirements of good addressing the elements of accountabilityand committed approach than it presently
governance and and good governance. There is a clear has to oversee its implementation.
. need to better co-ordinate and manage the
accountability to guidance provided to departments by the23.46 The Treasury Board Secretariat
Parliament. Secretariat’s various policy centres in theshould clearly identify and
creation of new arrangements. Also communicate the essential elements of
needed is a consistent message. an effective governing framework for
new governance arrangements and
23.45 There is no consistent provide departments with consistent
governing framework. In a number of guidance on its use when they design
publications, the Secretariat has identifiecand implement new arrangements.
Exhibit 23.7

Environment Canada:
Building on Experience

Source: Office of the Auditor

General; Environment Canada

Environment Canada has a long tradition of recognizing the importance of collaborative
arrangements as a means of engaging citizens and sharing ownership of problems and solutions,
and encouraging results. Its Ecosystem Initiatives are an example. Through evaluations
Environment Canada with its partners has identified and addressed challenges in its programs and
documented lessons learned. This process and extensive consultations within the Department and
among partners led to the development of the Planning and Management Framework for
Ecosystem Initiatives — a key guide for future decision making.

Some lessons learned through evaluations of the Ecosystem Initiativé&ere is a need for
clear accountabilities and performance indicators; information must be shared among all pantners;
and procedures need to be jointly established. Lessons learned have been incorporated in the
Framework and were applied recently in implementing the Northern Rivers Ecosystem Initiatjve.

Notwithstanding these positive developments, challenges remaive observed that the
Framework does not contain explicit guidelines for accountability — for example, the need tq
provide for clear roles and responsibilities among partners and agreed expectations. Environment
Canada notes that memoranda of understanding and other means are used to document roles and
responsibilities, and it is preparing a national evaluation framework to more clearly define
accountabilities for the planning and monitoring of goals, objectives and results.

23-14
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The framework should provide for: but it is very limited. These reports could
_ ) be used to present a more complete

* appropriate reporting to picture to Parliament.
Parliament and the public on the extent
to which the arrangement has achieved 23.48 Further, the Treasury Board The Treasury Board
its federal public policy purpose and on  Secretariat has not tracked or evaluated .
the expenditure and investment of trends, successes or issues emerging fropecretariat has not
federal moneys and the StewardShip of the establishment of these new reported overa" on the
federal assets; arrangements. It does not monitor new

arrangements to see which types work as extent to which
policy tools, despite its access to a broad arrangements are
range of departmental documents that .
presumably would mention them being used, what they
(Treasury Board Submissions, Reports oncost and how effective
. Plans and Priorities, Business Plans and .
impozrit(:li(tqltjzlitgsti?r?ss?)?]r?f?gym(gnagement Departmental Performance Reports). or responsive they
and operations of the arrangement; and Consequently, it has not assessed the have been.
appropriateness of the use of new
« protection of the public interest so  governance arrangements, what they cost
that delivery of the federal objective and how effective or responsive they have
adheres to essential and traditional been.
values of public sector administration.

- effective accountability
mechanisms to ensure that adequate
and appropriate evaluation and audit
regimes are established;

23.49 Lessons learned as a

Monitoring helps to identify strengths ~ springboard for new governance

and weaknesses of new governance ~ arrangements. TBS has acknowledged
arrangements the need to develop its capacity to assess

the results of new forms of delivery
23.47 As already noted, the governmenhrrangements, to capture lessons learned,
could not provide us with an inventory of and to communicate these lessons to the
the number, types and expenditures of newanagers of existing arrangements and
arrangements created. The Treasury Boatisbse proposing new ones. An
Secretariat does prepare an annual reportinderstanding of the benefits and potential
to Parliament entitle€rown Corporations difficulties inherent in new governance
and Other Corporate Interests of Canada,arrangements would help departments
which lists each entity to whose governingonsidering them to overcome the
body the federal government has a legal shortcomings we identified in the audit
right to appoint or nominate one or more and to avoid “reinventing the wheel”.
members. As such, it provides limited
information on some of the delegated  23.50 The ASD division of the Treasury
arrangements identified in our survey, butBoard Secretariat recently made an effort
not all. It does not include, for example, to document lessons learned on the
federal representatives who are made  benefits, risks and costs involved in
directors pursuant to a contribution selected alternative service delivery
agreement. In addition, the President of initiatives. However, the attention given to
the Treasury Board tables an annual repanew governance arrangements has been
in Parliament, which in recent years has very limited. We were informed that

identified as examples a few of the officials in the ASD division plan to
intergovernmental initiatives that were  develop a guide on management practices
also captured in our survey as for new service delivery arrangements,

collaborative arrangements. Thus there isncluding new governance arrangements,
reporting to Parliament by the Secretariatas well as a database on best practices and
on some new governance arrangements,a process for updating it. The projected
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time for completion is early 2000. We arrangements identified by our survey, the
support this effort. departments had only non-government
partners, and in about one quarter they had
only government partners. Appendix B
provides a list of those arrangements

- collect and make available more identified by our survey.
complete information on the types and 53 53
extent of use of new governance
arrangements that federal departments
and agencies create;

23.51 The Treasury Board Secretariat
should:

Our casesWe selected 10
collaborative arrangements to examine.
They cover a range of types, and include
those with the largest federal financial

. develop an evaluation framework ~ Commitments but also some involving
and, after an appropriate period, little federal spending. Appendix C
evaluate the use of new governance provides basic information on each of
arrangements as tools of public policy. ~these arrangements, including their
The Secretariat should communicate ~ Purpose, partners and financial

the findings government-wide and commitments involved.
repqrt a summary of the evaluationto 2354  \What we examinedWe
Parliament; and expected the arrangements to have

. gather information on lessons appropriately addressed the elements of

learned and good practices identified in &ccountability and good governance.
new governance arrangements, and Exhibit 23.9 provides an overview of the

communicate this information to 10 collaborative arrangements we
government managers. examined, identifying the number of
arrangements where selected key

Collaborative Arrangements- attributes and related features are present
Sharing Governance ) in the governing framework.

23.52 We defined collaborative
arrangements as those that involve the 23.55 Given that the new governance
federal government and either provincial arrangements are outside the normal
governments and/or partners in the privatiederal reporting regimes (in particular,

or voluntary sector and in which decisionghe Estimates process) yet still involve a
about collective activities are shared,  significant federal interest, we expected
along with risks. As Exhibit 23.8 shows, them to have a governing framework that:
in almost half of the 51 collaborative

Performance reporting is occurring

. states clearly the objectives they are
trying to achieve;

Exhibit 23.8
« includes in agreements or subsequent
Types of Partners in Collaborative Arrangements With Federal Departments documents more specific statements about
the results expected from the arrangement
and for each of the parties involved; and

Other Government

0, . « .
Partners (24%) - makes appropriate provision for

reliable measurement of the results
Non-government achieved and for reporting on them to the
Partners (47%) parties involved, the ministers responsible,
Parliament and the public.

23.56 While there is some form of
reporting on the collaborative
arrangements we examined, we found that

Both (29%)
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Exhibit 23.9

Key Features Present in the Ten Collaborative Arrangements Examined

Number of arrangements
where features are present

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Reporting | I I I I I I I I I I

Specific performance expectatimhs

Annual reporting on performance made pudlic NW

Annual reporting on performance to Parliam ‘N

Performance information in Departmentat ‘ ‘
Performance Reports

Financial reportinq\ Audited financial stmts. ‘ ‘

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Accountability Mechanisms |

Audit regime provisions ‘ Financial Compliance |

Evaluation provisiong |

Partner dispute resolution mechanisms |

Procedures to deal with non-performa

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Transparency | \ \ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [

Provisions for public access to informaﬁoD

Provisions to communicate information on key N N
policies and decisions

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Protection of the Public Interest | ‘ ‘ \ [ [ [ [ [ \ [

Citizen redress mechanis%ﬁD

Public consultation/feedback mechanlsms k w

Specific provisions for pertinent
public sector valués |

Specific provisions for conflict of interés |

Notes: 1 Audit provisions in addition to value-for-money audits of the federal partner.

2 Refers only to formal requirements in the arrangements. Relevant federal and
provincial legislation/policies also apply.

3 Refers only to the federal component of the arrangement. Provincial or private
sector partner may have redress mechanisms.

|:| Yes, formal requirement or feature Yes, voluntary |:| Not applicable
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performance measurement practices neegublicly available. However, we found

more attention and that reporting to shortcomings in the nature of their
Parliament is generally weak and performance reporting. The kinds, quality
sometimes absent. and quantity of data they report vary

. L widely. Employability Assistance for
23'5?. Public objectives are _Clear but People with Disabilities is an example: the
specific performance expectations are provinces and Human Resources
not. Documents we examined for the 10 Development Canada are committed to
collaborative z_irrangerr_]ents frequently annual reporting but to date there is no
state the public objegtlves clearly so that agreement on the specific format,
the general purpose is known. However, substance, or timing of an annual report.

for ]Ehe most part we fqund thﬁt Nor are there yet specific targets to be met
periormance expectations, when over any time frame. We observed no

|dentr|]f|ed, tend t|9 ;OCUS onhoutputs and structured reporting in other arrangements
not the accomplishments that are expect well, although efforts were under way

of each partner. V\_/ithou_t more concrete improve reporting practices.

outcome expectations, it is hard to

translate good intentions into effective  23.60 Some information reported to
action that each partner should take. Parliament. We recognize that it is
Further, it will be difficult or impossible  neither reasonable nor desirable to expect
later to judge and report on the success ddll new governance arrangements to report
the arrangement. We did note exceptionsto Parliament in detail on their

For example, Canada’s Model Forests  performance, and doing so would
Program (Foothills Model Forest) has overwhelm Parliament with information.
tailored performance expectations to Appropriate reporting to Parliament would
regional needs and to measurement of depend on the significance of the
outcomes at the local level. arrangement (see Exhibit 23.10). By
reporting to Parliament we mean using, as

23.58 Performance information is appropriate, one of these approaches.

being reported. According to our survey,

about 55 percent of collaborative 23.61 We found that for the
arrangements are required to report whatarrangements examined, selected

they have accomplished. Another 27 financial, performance or evaluation
percent report only on the activities they information has been provided in

have undertaken. Sixteen percent have neponsoring departments’ Performance
requirement to report on performance, buReports but the extent of the information
most in this group involve little or no varies.

federal funds.
23.62 The Canada-Alberta Labour

23.59 In the 10 collaborative Market Development Agreement was the
arrangements we examined, we found thamnly arrangement that had formal
seven require performance reports that arovisions for reporting information to

Exhibit 23.10 Size of Arrangement Appropriate Reporting
. . Small Reference in Departmental Performance Report
App.r opriate Reporting to (except for very small arrangements)
Parliament
Medium Reference in Departmental Performance Report to|a
publicly available performance report
Significant Summary of annual performance in Departmental
Performance Report
Very significant or legislated Separate performance report tabled in Parliament
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Parliament directly and on a regular basisongoing federal part of the arrangement.
In other large arrangements such as We expected that provisions would be
Employability Assistance for People with made in these arrangements to ensure:
Disabilities and the National Child
Benefit, there is no requirement to report
to Parliament.

clearly specified roles and
responsibilities of the parties;

- performance expectations balanced

23.63 Comparability and sharing of with the capacity to deliver

performance data need attentionA
common problem in collaborative - a well-defined structure to manage

arrangements that was identified in the arrangement;

several of our case studies is ensuring that ) o )

data collected by the different partners are* an appropriate monitoring regime

reliable and compatible. The credibility ofvhereby the federal government can Existing federal
reporting on the arrangement’s overall ~ 2Sess whether the arrangement is
performance requires that the data each @ccomplishing what is expected;
partner collects and reports be relevant, . appropriate evaluation of the successi¢countability do not
accurate, verifiable, and sufficiently

mechanisms for

of the arrangement;
comparable with other partners’ data. Of J apply to new
course, data sharing may be constrained -« mechanisms for resolving any governance
by legitimate concerns for individual disputes among partners;

arrangements unless
specific provision is

privacy, commercial confidence and
future negotiations between levels of
government. We expect that any such

« reasonable procedures to deal with
non-performance in aspects of the

restrictions would be spelled out arrangement; and made, or they apply

explicitly. . a clearly defined and appropriate  only to the ongoing
dit regime.

23.64 Departments sponsoring audit regime federal part of the

collaborative arrangements should We did not look at all of these attributes i”arrangement.

provide for the reporting of timely, examining the 10 collaborative

appropriate and credible information to  arrangements; we did not look at
Parliament and the public on the extent management structures or monitoring

to which the arrangements have regimes. In the latter case, since the
accomplished their federal policy federal government is a partner in the
objectives, and at what cost. They arrangements, federal monitoring is
should ensure that: occurring to some extent.

- expectations about what the 23.66 We found that several of these
arrangement and each of its partners attributes are generally in place but that
are to accomplish are stated in clear many important mechanisms to help
and concrete terms; and ensure accountability are not.

. agreement is reached on the 23.67 Assessment of partners’ ability
collection and sharing of reliable and to deliver is inadequate.In the
compatible data. collaborative arrangements we examined,

partner roles are generally spelled out
Many essential accountability clearly. However, we found no evidence
mechanisms are not in place that before entering into an arrangement

the federal government had conducted any
23.65 Existing federal mechanisms for systematic assessment of its prospective
accountability do not apply to new partners’ ability to discharge their
governance arrangements unless specificesponsibilities. Without such assessment
provision is made, or apply only to the the arrangement is at risk, especially if
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In most of the 10
arrangements we
examined, the partners
had agreed on
mechanisms for

there are no dispute resolution

ensure that the arrangements include

mechanisms in place. The Commissionerdispute resolution mechanisms and

of the Environment and Sustainable

identify the actions that can be taken in

Development made the same observatiorthe event that partners in the

in Chapter 5 of his 1999 Report, on
federal-provincial environmental
protection agreements.

23.68 Dispute resolution mechanisms
and provisions for non-performance are
lacking. Only two of the arrangements we
examined provide for dispute resolution
mechanisms to help resolve conflicts
before they escalate. Given the general
absence of formal dispute mechanisms,
we looked at the arrangements to see wh
recourse partners have, short of
termination, when parts of the

arrangement are not respected or when a

partner does not fulfil its responsibilities.
None of the arrangements provide for
ways to deal with non-performance. Only
one, the Loan Investment Fund Program,
sets out conditions under which the
agreement may be terminated.

23.69 Officials indicated to us that

arrangement do not fulfil their
responsibilities.

23.71 Creating an effective audit
regime for collaborative arrangements.
Traditionally, government departments are
subject to external audit as a means of
ensuring accountability to Parliament for
federal spending and the use of federal
authorities. However, the audit regimes of
the 10 collaborative arrangements we
gxamined are fragmented, and audit
responsibilities are usually not well
specified. For example, in arrangements
with provincial partners, provincial
legislative auditors might look at
provincial department expenditures and
the Auditor General of Canada might
examine the federal department’s
involvement. In no case was there
provision for audit of the whole of the
arrangement.

evaluation. X X X i 23.72 Nor did we find provision in the
putting dispute resolution and sanction arrangements for co-ordinated or joint
mechanisms in place would be onerous; it ,qit work, or for reliance on the audit
would slow down and overly formalize |51k of a partner. In one case — Canada
relations among the partners. We were  |4frastructure Works Program — some
also informed that “pushing accountabilinﬁoim audit work (federal-provincial) has
too hard” undermines trust and thereby paan done. However, since each
weakens accountability further. While we oqigiative auditor is independent, there is
appreciate these concerns and the no requirement to carry out a joint audit.
importance of tfrust among partners, Yet without one, the respective legislative
dispute resolution mechanisms are an  qies are unlikely to get adequate audit
important aspect of managing with assurance on the arrangement as a whole.
partners and are quite common inthe | gigjative audit offices in Canada are
private sector. The success of discussing ways to carry out effective joint
collaborative arrangements depends on all it work in such cases.
partners fulfilling their respective
responsibilities, including the 23.73 There are evaluation provisions
responsibility to hold others to account in place. We did observe in most of the
and take corrective action when necessad arrangements that the partners had

agreed on mechanisms for evaluating the

23.70 Before entering into extent to which the objectives of the
collaborative arrangements, arrangement have been met (see
departments should carry out an Exhibit 23.9). Although only 61 percent of
assessment of prospective partners’ the collaborative arrangements identified
ability to deliver their part of the by our survey reported that an evaluation
arrangements. Departments should also was planned or under way, all
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arrangements with large financial
commitments have evaluation
requirements. Our survey shows that
evaluation is more likely to be required
where the partners are the federal and
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public access to key information. As a
result, disclosure is often restricted.
Indeed, conflicts can arise between the

separate regimes of disclosure that apply
to federal and provincial partners. None of

provincial governments. Evaluation is ongpe arrangements we examined that

way to provide governments, Parliament
and provincial legislatures with

involve private sector partners have
specific provisions for information

information on how well the arrangement yiscjosure

is working.

23.74  Sponsoring departments, before
entering collaborative arrangements,
should agree with their partners on
appropriate evaluation plans and an
external audit regime that includes, as
appropriate, financial, compliance and
value-for-money audits of the
arrangements, co-ordinated as required
with the legislative audit offices of the
governments involved.

Transparency needs attention

23.75 Given their complexity and their

23.78 We found that collaborative
arrangements generally have provisions to
publicize information on their key
decisions, policies and processes. Some
arrangements issue press releases and
others issue public information notices.
The use of Web sites to disseminate
information to the public is increasing. All
the arrangements we examined have Web
sites that provide some type of
information. We see this as effective use
of the Internet to enhance transparency.

23.79 Departments entering into
collaborative arrangements, especially

less familiar organizational structures, wewith partners in the private or the

expected that new governance
arrangements would:

« be as open as possible with access tttg
information on the agreements, objective

activities and achievements; and

« actively communicate such
information to the public and
stakeholders.

23.76 Different partners may have
different policies on access to
information. To the public and to users
trying to obtain information, collaborative

voluntary sector, should ensure that
there are clear provisions for
ansparency among the partners in the

grrangement.

Mechanisms to protect the public
interest are often weak

23.80 Canadians expect federal
authority to be exercised with fairness,
equity, honesty, prudence and openness.
We expected that new governance
arrangements would provide adequate
protection of the public interest, through:

arrangements often appear to be a maze . citizen complaint and redress

since they involve several organizations
and governments. With several different
partners, some with their own

mechanisms;

« public consultation and feedback

access-to-information regimes and othersrneChan'SmS' and

perhaps with none, we expected to see
specific formal provision made for
consistent and compatible transparency
rules.

23.77 We found few collaborative
arrangements whose design sets out
adequate and specific provisions for

« policies to promote pertinent public
sector values and instil a notion of public
trust.

Public sector values, tailored to the
specific arrangement, would cover such
areas as the primacy of the public good
and the rule of law, along with other

Report of the Auditor General of Canada
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values promoting the availability of arrangement specifically provides for
services in French and English where  redress of a citizen’s grievances.
demographics warrant, personal privacy

and cultural diversity, among others. 23.84  Departments entering into

collaborative arrangements, especially

23.81 Traditional mechanisms to with partners in the private or the
protect the public interest need voluntary sector, should ensure that the

attention. Although all the collaborative arrangements make clear provision for
arrangements we examined have some protection of the public interest and, in

provisions for protecting the public particular, for procedures to deal with
interest. none has all the essential stakeholder and public input and citizen
provisions (see Exhibit 23.9). This is grievances.

perhaps a lesser problem when the

arrangement involves only governments zgelegated A"a“gements:
partners, since each has its own Letting Go
conflict-of-interest codes and policies on
public sector values. However, it is not ” .
enough when dealing with multiple n_on-fe(_JIeraI entities that exercise
partners to rely solely on existing discretionary federal authority in

government legislation and policies. Thergel've”ng_ programs and SEIVICES within a
may be gaps or inconsistencies among broad policy framework determined by the

jurisdictions that need to be addressed in_gove_rr_lment. Our departmental survey
negotiating a particular arrangement. 'O!e”“f'?d 26 dele_gated arrangements
There are federal areas that do need to bQ'Sted in Appendix B). Delegated

considered when the arrangements are arrangements, like Crown c_orporations,
established, such as official language Serve federal purposes. Unlike Crown
requirements. corporations, they are not owned by the

federal government. The government may

23.82 We would expect that federal appoint some directors to their governing
departments would pay special attention Poards but usually not a majority, and it
to ensuring appropriate protection of the has no power to remove directors it did
public interest in arrangements that not appoint. Nor does it usually have
include partners from the private sector, authority to review and approve corporate
where many traditional public service ~ Plans as it does in the case of Crown
values do not apply. Non-governmental Corporations.

partners were involved in about three 23.86 We identified two basic types of
quarters of the collaborative arrangementae|egated arrangements: non-profit
identified in our survey, and four of the 10|ndependent bodies that exercise

arrangements we examined. Two of thesgjiscretion in disbursing (and often
have mechanisms for public input,
policies on official languages and
conflict-of-interest codes.

23.85 Delegated arrangements involve

investing) non-recoverable, federal trust
funds, such as the Canada Millennium
Scholarship Foundation; and independent
entities that operate primarily along
business lines (usually corporations) but
that draw on, pledge, use or manage
federal assets for a federal public purpose,
such as The St. Lawrence Seaway
Management Corporation.

23.83 In many of the arrangements we
examined, those responsible are kept
aware of their stakeholders’ needs and
their changing policy and operational
environments through regular
consultations with stakeholders and
informal links to ministers and officials. 23.87  Accountability concerns about
However, only the Employability delegated arrangements are not new.
Assistance for People with Disabilities  The 1979 Royal Commission on Financial

23-22
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Management and Accountability (the Parliament and the government maintain a
Lambert Commission), whose main focusstrong, ongoing interest. In our view,

was financial management and control appropriate and adequate accountability to
and accountability for public funds by Parliament can be balanced with the
deputy ministers and heads of Crown autonomy and flexibility these
corporations, also noted that there were arrangements require. Reasonable
problems of accountability, performance accountability to Parliament is not

and disclosure in independent bodies (it synonymous with control by the

called them quasi-public corporations) government and should not necessarily be

whose creation the government had interpreted as bringing these entities under
sponsored in order to carry out federal government control or into the federal

functions. The Lambert Commission accounts, or invalidating their

called on the government to recognize itsindependence. However, in our

responsibility and deal with these issues. democratic system, ministers are the Reasonable

In 1984 the government established in  traditional link between those who

legislation a control and accountability —exercise federal authority and Parliament,accountab“'ty to

regime for almost all federal Crown and they still need to play a role — Parliament is not

corporations. perhaps along lines similar to that already .
established for ministers in relation to synonymous with

23.88 What we examinedln our audit Crown Corporations_ control by the

we examined six delegated arrangements

as well as one arrangement that has  Reporting requirements and practices ~ 9overnment. However,

features of both collaborative and need improvement ministers still need to

delegated arrangements, the Canadian
Institute for Health Information. For the
purpose of our analysis, we treated this a
a delegated arrangement. Appendix D
provides basic information on the seven
arrangements we examined. Our generalp3 91 performance expectations are
expectations for accountability and good not related to objectives.In using
governance were the same as we had of gelegated arrangements that it does not
collaborative arrangements, although the girectly control, the government faces the

23.90 In the delegated arrangements Weplay arole.
gxamined, the requirements and practices

for credible reporting are generally patchy

and need attention.

specifics differed for some elements.  challenge of ensuring that taxpayers’
Exhibit 23.11 summarizes what we foundmgney is being spent for intended
To further illustrate how a delegated purposes, that federal authority is being

arrangement works, Chapter 24 reports th&ercised properly and that federal

results of a more detailed audit of the  gpjectives are being achieved efficiently.
Canadian Adaptation and Rural Most of the seven delegated arrangements
Development Fund. we examined have clearly stated
objectives. Generally, however, these

. . objectives have not been translated into
balance independence and efficiency specific performance expectations — what

with accountability. Delegated . is to be specifically accomplished.
arrangements are set up to be independent

of the day-to-day involvement of the 23.92 Measures are output-focussed.
government and to be exempt from its  Targets, measures and indicators, where
rules and regulations. They are intended they have been identified (the Canadian
have flexibility and the freedom to take Television Fund and the Canada
reasonable risks and adopt innovative  Millennium Scholarship Foundation, for
ways of delivering federal objectives. Yet,example) have focussed mainly on

as we have noted, they do carry out an outputs. This is a start, but measuring only
explicit federal purpose in which outputs will not provide for reporting what

23.89 Delegated arrangements must
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has been accomplished in relation to reducing student debt. The Foundation
objectives. For example, the Canada does intend to track student debt (an
Millennium Scholarship Foundation has aoutcome measure) but is not required to
target of granting some 100,000 do so. In the other delegated arrangements
scholarships each year for 10 years (an we examined, measures of outcomes for
output). It has no targets for achieving thehe most part have yet to be identified and
government’s objectives of improving appropriate information collected.

access to post-secondary education and

Exhibit 23.11 Number of arrangements

where features are present
Key Features Present in the Seven 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Delegated Arrangements Examined Reporting ! [ [ [ [ [ \ [

Specific performance expectatimhs

Annual reporting on performance made putilic

Annual reporting on performance to Parliam

Performance information in Departmentat ‘ ‘
Performance Reports

Audited financial statementb

Audited financial statements to Parliament |

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Accountability Mechanisms ! ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

Financial audit provisi0n$ ‘ Financial and VFM

Evaluation provisiong |

Dispute resolution mechanisms |

Procedures to deal with non-performadce \

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Transparency | ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Provisions for public access to informatign N W
Provisions to communicate information on kfy k w
policies and decision

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Protection of the Public Interest | ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

Citizen redress mechanis| m

Public consultation/feedback mechanisms k w

Specific provisions for pertinent ‘
public sector values

Specific provisions for conflict of interest R N

|:| Yes, formal requirement or feature Yes, voluntary |:| Not applicable
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Procedures for monitoring outcomes havalepartments said that 54 percent are
yet to be established. required to report performance
information, and another 31 percent to
report on activities. All but one of the
delegated arrangements we examined
publish annual reports and all produce

23.93 Important baselines have not
always been developedn some
delegated arrangements we examined,

baselines essential to determining the audited financial statements. Almost all of
success of the arrangement have not beettple arrangements we examined are

dCevelgpelSI or :jde_ntm?d. IFor ex’?‘mp'e' therequired to report their achievements
ana ; oun anog ordn7n0va_t|0n was aublicly or to the government. However,
created to renew Canada’s aging research) . ¢ 04 4 |ack of consistency in the

infrastructure, yet it has no bas_eline figure'la(md, quantity, quality and depth of detail
Loerfg:g ;%ep?géﬁgr;esig:nh ﬁaﬁgsln%ase of performance information required of
S : ) he arrangements or actually reported by
_obllgat|0n_ 0 measure the effectiveness 0{hem. Except for the Canadian Adaptation
s Spe”d".‘g in reducing the average age g Ryrq| Development Fund, we found
of the capital base, hor any target to that reporting focusses on activities and
achieve for age reduction. outputs, not outcomes. As a result, what

23.94 When creating delegated has been accomplished in support of
arrangements, sponsoring departments fede_rz_al objectives is not being reported.
should clearly specify what the Exhibit 23.12 presents a reporting

arrangements are to achieve, identifying framework applied in the legislation
measurable outcomes and timetables as creating the Canada Millennium
well as concrete outputs. The Scholarship Foundation.
departments should ensure that the
capacity exists to measure the extent to
which objectives have been achieved
under the arrangement.

23.96 Parliament is often not

informed about accomplishmentsin our
view, information on the financial and
results performance of delegated

23.95 Outcomes often are not arrangements should be regularly brought
reported. Of the 26 delegated into the parliamentary domain through
arrangements identified in our survey, = means such as those suggested in

In a 1997 audit observation on the Canada Foundation for Innovation, we stated Exhibit 23.12
our view that good accountability in arm’s-length arrangements and partnerships

begins with a clear description by the government of the goals, planned actions Reporting Framework: Canada
and ends of the arrangement; the party delivering the arrangement must be Millennium Scholarship Foundation

clearly obliged to give Parliament a full and audited annual account of its
financial and operational performance. We also stated that all future
arrangements should require program evaluations, reported to Parliament.

Subsequently, in the legislation creating the Canada Millennium Scholarship
Foundation, the government included some of these elements. The Foundation’s
annual reports must contain audited financial statements; a detailed statement of
investment activities; a statement on the investment portfolio, policies, standards
and procedures; a statement on plans for meeting objectives in the current and

next years; a yearly evaluation of results achieved; and a five-year review and
report. Annual reports approved by the Board and its members are tabled in the
House of Commons by the Minister of Human Resources Development and sent
to the appropriate provincial and federal ministers. Annual reports are made
available to the public and discussed at an annual public meeting. The legislation
did not require the auditing of the performance reports as the Auditor General
had called for.

Sources:Report of the Auditor General
December 1997, Chapter 36, and
Budget Implementation Act 1998art 1
Canada Millennium Scholarship Foundation
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Parliament does

not always receive
the performance
information it needs
to assess

whether delegated
arrangements are
working effectively as
tools of public policy.

Exhibit 23.10. Only two of the delegated 23.100 Delegated arrangements do not
arrangements we examined report to allow for federal adjustment. The
Parliament: the Canada Foundation for delegated arrangements we examined

Innovation with audited financial offer limited scope for the government to
statements, and the Canada Millennium adjust the arrangement when

Scholarship Foundation in audited circumstances change or performance is
financial statements and an annual off track. The federal government’s main

performance report. Ministers have madeinstrument of influence is the minority
some reference in their Departmental  position of its appointees on boards and
Performance Reports to the existence of their membership on key committees.
the delegated arrangements we examinedlVhere there are annual payments from the
However, only in one — the Canadian  federal government, the priorities and
Adaptation and Rural Development Fund direction of delegated arrangements can
— has any performance information beerbe adjusted by withholding payments or
included. Parliament, then, does not attaching new conditions. All of the
always receive the performance arrangements are insulated from direct
information it needs to assess whether ministerial intervention, even where there
delegated arrangements are working are fundamental policy issues, but three
effectively as tools of public policy. do allow for amendment of terms by
written mutual agreement. None of the
23.97 Sponsoring departments should arrangements, however, has a mechanism

ensure that timely and credible whereby the government can intervene to
information on the performance of their require the entity to modify its operations
delegated arrangements and, where in respect of its federal function in order
appropriate, audited financial to reflect a change in the government’s

statements of the entities involved are  underlying policy framework.

provided to Parliament and the public.
23.101 Only three of the delegated

arrangements we examined have formal
Several accountability mechanisms are provisions for dealing with
weak non-performance. Federal officials we
interviewed seemed reluctant to address
23.98 Except as required by special  such sensitive aspects of accountability.
legislation in two cases, the delegated Short of special legislation, in most cases
arrangements we examined are not there are no means of bringing a delegated
formally obliged to establish arrangement back into line or adjusting its
accountability mechanisms that are typicadublic purpose. In our view, ministers
of public sector organizations. Often thereneed to monitor their arrangements from a
are no provisions for program evaluation strategic perspective, keeping apprised of
or for dealing with non-performance. changes in the policy environment and in
the capacities of delegated arrangements
23.99 Roles and responsibilities are  to perform their public purpose functions.
well defined and dispute resolution Sponsoring departments need to be able to
mechanisms are providedln the take corrective action when arrangements
delegated arrangements we examined, wstray from their purpose or when
found that the roles and responsibilities otircumstances alter or invalidate their
the entities involved are spelled out purpose. Only the Canada Millennium
reasonably well. Four of the seven Scholarship Foundation, the Canada
delegated arrangements we examined Foundation for Innovation and
provide formal mechanisms to resolve  The St. Lawrence Seaway Management
disagreements with the government over Corporation address the disbursement of
issues including roles and responsibilitiesfederal moneys and assets in the event that
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the arrangements terminate or wind dowrmay not be necessary or appropriate. In
in neither of the foundations are the funddarger arrangements, however, Parliament

recouped by the federal treasury. would probably want some assurance that
_ federal money is not being wasted and
23.102 Evaluations are planned or that federal assets are being safeguarded.

required in many delegated i . .
arrangements. OUr SUrvVey responses 23.105 Certainly, Parliament needs fair

indicated that evaluation is planned or ~ @nd reliable information on the

under way in 58 percent of the 26 performance of all arrangements. In our

delegated arrangements our survey yiew, Whe_zre the independent entities

identified. Four of the arrangements we [nvolved in delegated arrangements

examined are required to evaluate their Provide performance reports through

programs. In only one case, the Canada ministers to Parliament, the fairness and

Millennium Scholarship Foundation, is the€liability of the performance information  ghqrt of special
evaluation reported to Parliament. In two 0Ught to be subject to assessmentby an = = °
cases, the Canadian Television Fund angexternal auditor, paralleling the legislation, in most
the Canadian Institute for Health well-accepted model for financial cases there are no
Information, evaluations have been information. This is the model Parliament Lo
undertaken. While sponsoring departmenft@s established for the recently created Means of bringing a

may have an idea of what is happening i@nd less independent service agencies. delegated arrangement

their deleg_ated arrangements, it is throughs 10g Sponsoring departments should pack into line or
an evaluation that departments can assess,s,re that, where appropriate, the

the extent to which arrangements are design of delegated arrangements adjusting its public
meeting their objectives, as well as their provides for:

adequacy as strategic tools of public purpose.
policy. - formal mechanisms and guidance

to resolve disputes with partners;
23.103 Audit regimes are incomplete. )
The only external audit of most delegated * means to deal with N
arrangements is the audit of their ﬁnanciamon-performance and termination of
statements. All the delegated the arrangement;

arrangements we examined produce - periodic program evaluations, the

are required to conduct value-for-money ministers to Parliament:

audits that look at economy, efficiency
and effectiveness in their internal systems.* consideration of value-for-money
For example, The St. Lawrence Seaway audit; and

Management Corporation is required to
periodically undergo a special
examination, and this report is made
available to the public.

independent assessment of the
fairness and reliability of the
performance information tabled in
Parliament.

23.1_04 Although th_ese a_rrangements areg’ransparency is not assured
serving federal public policy purposes an

using federal assets or funds appropriate®3.107 Private sector disclosure

by Parliament, Parliament does not practices are not enoughDelegated
receive any assurances on the use of thoaerangements distance the delivery of
federal funds, assets and authorities, as ipublic policy from direct government
does from departments and Crown control and accountability to Parliament
corporations. In some cases, especially thlerough responsible ministers. Without
commercially oriented delegated direct ministerial control, provision needs
arrangements, value-for-money audits to be made for enhanced transparency,
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Legitimate concerns
about competitive
business confidence

including access to corporate informationarrangements that make the minutes of
that is relevant to the delivery of federal board meetings available to the public.
public policy functions. This would enableBoards that exercise federal authority or
stakeholders and citizens to exercise a dispense federal funds might be expected
measure of oversight. However, most  to have these decisions open to public
delegated arrangements are entities scrutiny.

incorporated under th€anada
Corporations Acor theCanada Business
Corporations ActThey are not traded
publicly and do not necessarily provide
for public disclosure of corporate
information. Indeed, traditional business
practice is to guard information that is

commercially confidential. Given the > .
presence of federal purposes and of provision should be made for legitimate
concerns of personal privacy and

changing public attitudes, we expected to . :
see transparency provisions at least as commercial confidence.
strong as those for access to federal

information, and to see key information
actively communicated to stakeholders

23.110 When creating delegated
arrangements, sponsoring departments
should provide for reasonable standards
of disclosure in the areas involving a
federal public purpose; the standards
should reflect public sector standards of
access to information. Appropriate

Some mechanisms to protect the public
interest are present

and individual privacy and the public. 23.111 Research conducted by EKOS
Research Associates Inc. in 1998 found
may be factors that 23.108 Among the delegated that 63 percent of Canadians favour the
limit transparency. arrangements we examined, federal notion that “too much focus on private
provisions for access to information applysector practices will weaken government's
only to the government’s ongoing ability to protect the public interest.”
operational involvement in the Canadian canadians appear to recognize the need to
Television Fund and the Canadian protect the public interest in the exercise
Adaptation and Rural Development Fundof government functions.
Two arrangements — the Canadian Health
Services Research Foundation and the 23.112 Complaint and redress
Canada Foundation for Innovation —  mechanisms are often absenWhen
stated that they apply transparency Canadians feel aggrieved by the decisions
policies similar to federal policy, but or actions of their governments, they can
voluntarily and on a case-by-case basis. appeal for redress through their elected
We were informed that citizens can gain representatives. In delegated
access to corporate information held by arrangements, independence from the
sponsoring departments through government eliminates this avenue of
access-to-information requests, but this appeal. In our opinion, an appeal
process can be cumbersome. In our VieWmeChanism short of ||t|gat|0n is needed
this information should be more readily for citizens affected by the discretionary
available, although we recognize that  decisions of bodies that exercise federal
legitimate concerns about competitive ~ authority but are independent of federal
business confidence and individual control. There are a variety of ways to
privacy may sometimes be ||m|t|ng prOVide for redress. Of the delegated
factors. arrangements we examined, only
The St. Lawrence Seaway Management
23.109 All of the delegated arrangementsCorporation has formal provisions for
we examined have Web sites and citizen redress. In the Canada Millennium
disseminate some key information, Scholarship Foundation, provincial
including board decisions in some cases. officials handle appeals after denial of a
We did not encounter any delegated scholarship on financial grounds. The
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other five arrangements make no of interest be applied; two others apply
provision for citizen redress. public sector codes voluntarily.

23.116 Sponsoring departments should
ensure that delegated arrangements
include mechanisms to facilitate public

arrangements consult widely with consultation, make specific provision for
stakeholders and citizens. From our relevant public sector values in the

interviews, we found that all the delegate%orporate culture. and establish
arrangements we examined consult with appropriate mechanisms for redress of
stakeholders to solicit information on citizen complaints.

changing client and stakeholder needs.

Five of the seven have mechanisms for New Governance Arrangements
general public input. Need Attention

23.114 Building public sector values  |mprovements can be made
into corporate culture. Canadians expect ) o
federal authority to be exercised with ~ 23-117 We recognize that it is a
fairness, impartiality, equity, honesty, challenge to adhere to the traditional
prudence and openness. They expect thdddnciples of accountability while, at the
who use federal authority to respect the Same time, gaining flexibility through llaborati
: Lollaborative
public good and the rule of law, along partnering agreements with other levels o
with federal standards like providing government, the private sector or the  arrangements pose

services in English or French where voluntary sector. For example, in a lesser risk
; ; llaborative arrangements among

demographics warrant, and values like ©0 - .
personal privacy and cultural diversity. government partners there are legislative to accountability
Four of the delegated arrangements we Mandates that may impose constraints, ag

; g¢ I litical i ves th be than delegated
examined have formal provision for someWell s political imperatives that must be
public values as part of their operations. "€cognized by those designing and arrangements.
Two others manage the federal interest IMPlementing the new arrangement. In
under values of peer review. Most of the these cases, care is needed in
arrangements have some federally co-ordinating the different components of

appointed directors, or staff recruited fronj€ arrangement to ensure that the whole

the public service, but this does not ensufé Well managed and able to report on the

that the arrangement will instil public achievement of its objectives. If _
sector values in the corporate culture or Ferovincial governments are involved, their

23.113 Consultation is occurringWe
expected to find that delegated

sense of its public trust. own accountability requirements come
into play.

23.115 Private sector conflict-of- 23.118 We recognize that since federal

interest rules are not adequate. departments are active partners in

Canadians expect that those who exerciseollaborative arrangements, there is a link,
public authority will not abuse their powerattenuated though it may be, to

or influence. As a result, codes of ethical parliamentary accountability and control
conduct and conflict of interest are more through the responsible federal minister.
demanding in the public sector than the Collaborative arrangements thus pose a
private sector. Private sector bodies that lesser risk to accountability than delegated
deliver public services to Canadians on arrangements. For delegated

behalf of the government need codes of arrangements, th€anada Corporations
conduct and conflict-of-interest rules that Act and theCanada Business

reflect public sector ethics. Two of the  Corporations Actare the usual legal
delegated arrangements we examined structure and they provide for

require that public sector rules on conflictaccountability only inside the corporation:
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The government needs
to take extra care to
ensure that Parliament
can maintain its role of
scrutinizing federal
actions and ensuring
that the rights of
citizens are protected.

management and staff are accountable tdmproving their governing framework and

the board of directors, who are
accountable to shareholders. In all but a

associated practices. In most cases there
will likely be occasions when the federal

few cases, delegated arrangements havegovernment can negotiate changes in the

weak accountability links to Parliament.

agreement that created the arrangement

As a result, significant amounts of federaland the practices adopted to implement it.

authority and federal funds are currently
beyond Parliament’s scrutiny.

23.119 Trust and good will are
essential and present, but are not

23.121 Where existing new governance
arrangements have inadequate
provisions or practices for

accountability and good governance,

enough.With the exception of the CanadaSPonsoring departments should identify

Millennium Scholarship Foundation,
which has encountered some political
scrutiny, the arrangements we examined
are working without drawing noticeable
public attention or complaint. Several
officials we interviewed attributed this to

opportunities to negotiate appropriate
improvements.

The nature of accountability is
changing; good governance needs
attention

the competence, dedication and sense 0f23 122 Throughout this chapter, we have

public service exhibited by people
currently involved in managing these
arrangements, people both inside and
outside the federal government. We note
from our interviews, for example, that
considerable attention has been paid to
ensuring the appropriate professional
competence and regional balance in the
composition of boards for delegated
arrangements. Enthusiasm, client good
will and the determination of appointees

registered our concern that a consistent
approach is needed to guide the creation
of new governance arrangements so that
essential elements of accountability and
good governance are adequately
addressed. In the more traditional delivery
of federal objectives by departments,
agencies and Crown corporations, there
are clearly established — and indeed,
legislated — governing frameworks in
place. Once government steps outside

to gain public confidence and to make thenese accountability and management

arrangements succeed, may offset weak
accountability infrastructures in the short
term, but alone cannot be counted on for
success in the long term.

23.120 In the 17 new governance
arrangements examined, we found
numerous gaps and weaknesses in the
design and implementation of their
governing frameworks. As many of these
arrangements are quite new and are
expected to be in operation for many
years, it would be worthwhile to correct
these shortcomings. We recognize that
bringing about such changes may not

regimes, it needs to take extra care to
ensure that Parliament can maintain its
role of scrutinizing federal actions and
ensuring that the rights of citizens are
protected. No one we interviewed
guestioned the general need for
accountability to stakeholders, to the
public, to sponsoring departments and/or
to legislative bodies for expenditures of
public moneys and the exercise of public
authority.

23.123 A governing framework and
discussion are neededsovernments in
several other jurisdictions have set out

always be possible — given, for example such frameworks, thereby allowing their

the need to consult with other levels of
government and, in some cases, the
independence of the other parties
involved. Still, we expect that many of
these parties would be interested in

legislatures to decide how and to what
extent they wish to scrutinize new ways of
delivering government programs.
Presenting a new and unique approach to
Parliament with every proposed new

23-30
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arrangement — if presented at all — doesmplementation of those provisions.
not provide Parliament with the Accountability to Parliament was often
opportunity to fully consider and debate weak and good governance not always
the merits of the approach. It does not  assured.

enable Parliament to consider the essenti%

question of reconciling diffused .128 Many of our observations point to

rWeaknesses in the ad hoc approach taken
by the government in creating new
governance arrangements. We have noted
the lack of a conscious effort to

23.124 Parliament may indeed decide tosystematically consider the essential Changing the nature of
lessen its scrutiny of certain cases or ~ €lements of reporting, accountability -

classes of arrangements, perhaps in mechanisms, transparency and protectiond¢countability to
exchange for greater transparency and Of the public interest when designing new Parliament must be
direct reporting to and involvement of thearrangements. We believe that the use of a
public. Or it may decide to change the  structured approach, based on a governingone only after

focus of its scrutiny in some cases to focusamework such as we have suggested angonsidered thought

structures with accountability for the
exercise of federal power.

on, for example, not how well public applied as appropriate, would guide
funds have been managed but to what departments in addressing the needs of and debate.
extent federal objectives have been Parliament and the public and still allow

achieved. In our view, changing the naturthe federal government to create

of accountability to Parliament — as is  innovative and flexible arrangements with
happening with new governance outside partners.

arrangements — must be done only after

. Treasury Board Secretariat’s response:
considered thought and debate. Y P

The Treasury Board Secretariat (TBS)
23.125 The government should begin a SUPPOrts the management framework and
process of consultation with Parliament reporting principles outlined in the OAG'S
and the public on how to reconcile new April 1999 Report (Chapter 5), which are

accountability to Parliament and how to HOwever, it is important to recognize that
formalize the participation and these new governance arrangements are,
accountability of independent parties Py their very nature, varied and cannot
involved in the achievement of federal ~ @ways adhere to a rigid framework.
objectives. Indeed, the framework must be flexible to

accommodate the diversity and complexity
of these arrangements and to recognize

Conclusion that, implicitly, there must be some
compromise between the exercise of direct
23.126 Over the past decade, the control and the objectives of public policy,

government has increasingly worked withas was emphasized in the joint OAG/TBS
partners in the delivery of programs and paper,Modernizing Accountability
services and, as shown by our survey, thePractices in the Public Sectdn fact,
federal financial commitment in involving partners in the delivery of public
collaborative and delegated arrangementservices/programs requires negotiation

is growing. Our discussions with some  and a flexible approach to risk

departmental officials suggest that this management, as well as adequate

trend is likely to continue. accountability practices.

23.127 In the new governance We recognize that these new arrangements
arrangements we examined, most had must incorporate a management

gaps and weaknesses in their formal framework that enables those

governing provisions and in the arrangements to achieve public interest
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objectives, report to the public, be is structured around its two main
transparent and protect the public interestactivities: providing informed advice to
TBS fully endorses these principles. Our departments and policy development.
efforts to modernize the role of TBS and t®BS’s role in supporting management
renew accountability practices are in board requires an emphasis on guidance
keeping with these principles. It is our  based on the advanced principles of

view that existing reporting mechanisms modern management. Specifically, other
address to a large extent the concerns central agencies such as the Privy Council
raised by the OAG. However, there are  Office have worked closely with

still a few areas for improvement. TBS haslepartments in addressing issues of
already undertaken several initiatives to ministerial accountability for inclusion in
improve the accountability framework.  the enabling legislation for the Canada
The current review of the Alternative Foundation for Innovation and the

Service Delivery framework will apply the Canada Millennium Scholarship

federal government’s new governance Foundation.

requirements to these new arrangements.
Further, the future development of a
Management Practices Guide and
Database on practices to consider will
make it easier to implement ASD
initiatives and will enable TBS to develop
policies based on expressed needs.

The OAG raises the need to get
parliamentary concurrence on the
reporting and accountability needs for
these arrangements. We will be proposing
to Parliament the government’s approach
to such reporting as part of the second
phase of the Improved Reporting to

It is precisely in this context that the Parliament Project, as described in the
Treasury Board's role as a Management government’s fifth annual report

Board becomes important. TBS’s mandatéManaging For Results 1999
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JJ* About the Audit

Objectives

The objectives of the audit were:

* to determine the extent to which new governance arrangements are being used;

* to assess the adequacy of the accountability provisions and practice in selected new governance
arrangements; and

* to assess the adequacy of guidance provided in the creation of new governance arrangements and
subsequent monitoring of their implementation by central agencies and selected departments.

Scope

Our audit looked at new governance arrangements in all federal departments and agencies. In addition, we
examined the accountability frameworks in a number of selected arrangements. Finally, we looked at the
activities carried out by central agencies and sponsoring departments in establishing these new arrangements.

We excluded a number of types of arrangements that have several features of new governance arrangements
but do not significantly challenge the traditional structure of ministerial accountability. Consequently, we did
not include in our scope:

* reorganizations and innovations inside the federal government;

* contracting for goods and services, and other circumstances where an entity outside the federal
government acts only as an agent or contractor;

e functions that the federal government has privatized to commercial markets or has devolved to other
levels of government;

e Crown corporations, and

e arrangements involving the federal government and international partners.

We also excluded most arrangements of Environment Canada, since the Department has been involved in
collaborative arrangements in areas of shared jurisdiction for many years. However, its experience in
delivering selected programs with outside parties is valuable, and is described in Exhibit 23.7 of the chapter.
In addition, we excluded arrangements that Indian and Northern Affairs Canada has in the area of
self-government because this has been a long-standing government initiative and this Office is examining it in
other audits.

We also excluded arrangements that were established before 1990. We recognize that several of the types of
new governance arrangements of interest to us were not “new” and have been used by the federal government
for many years.
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Criteria

We assessed the case studies against three basic criteria:

There should be an appropriate accountability framework in place, that serves the public interest, including:

* clearly established expectations for the achievement of public objectives and expected accomplishments;
e clearly established roles and responsibilities of each partner;

* mechanisms for credible and timely reporting on performance;

* mechanisms for evaluation, review and adjustment; and

* mechanisms for protecting the public interest.

There should be adequate practices of accountability for federal involvement, including:

e understanding and agreement among parties on the key features of the accountability framework;
e credible reporting on performance by the arrangement and by the federal government;
» effective federal review and adjustment; and

* adequate transparency and attention to the public interest.

There should be appropriate central guidance on providing for adequate accountability and good governance
in the design of new governance arrangements. As well, there should be central monitoring, compilation of
lessons learned and communication of those lessons.

Approach

We conducted a survey of all federal government departments to identify new governance arrangements
established since 1990 and to estimate the federal resources contributed to them. We selected a range of
specific arrangements, examined relevant departmental and organizational documentation and conducted
interviews with officials of the sponsoring departments (and in some cases its partners in arrangements), as
well as central agencies. We concentrated on the design and implementation of new governance arrangements
and their governing frameworks. We also reviewed literature on governance and accountability and drew from
our work on collaborative arrangements (April 1999 Report of the Auditor General, Chapter 5).

Audit Team

Assistant Auditor General: Maria Barrados
Principal: John Mayne
Directors: Patricia MacDonald and Robert Cook

Allison Fader
Adéle Lamoureux
Christina Brooks
Thomas Cyopeck

For further information, please contact John Mayne.
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Appendix A

Accountability Frameworks in Other Jurisdictions

The Canadian Voluntary Sector

The recently published report of the Panel on Accountability and Governance in the Voluntary Sector, commissioned by
an unincorporated group of Canada’s major national voluntary organizations and coalitions, strongly recommended
greater accountability in non-profit bodies and charities that perform public functions. In the course of putting forward
recommendations for improving governance and accountability in the sector, the report addressed the following
elements:

Transparency in all governance practices, that is, establishing policies for communicating and receiving feedback from
stakeholders, ensuring that the complaints and grievance procedure works effectively, holding regular board meetings
that allow for discussion, ensuring that appropriate minutes and documents are kept, and responding appropriately to
requests for information by the public, members or clients.

Annual, publicly available reporting to governmenton mission, programs and intended results; board-approved
financial statements for fundraising activities; basic board governance structures and processes; the organization’s code
of ethical fundraising and its complaint response approach; and contacts for further information.

Larger organizations would also be required to provide information on how they fulfil the good practice guide’s eight key
tasks. This annual reporting would describe the entity’s mission, intended outcomes and strategic planning processes; its
policies for transparency, including code of ethical conduct and complaints process; its governing structures, including
whether an independent nominating and audit committees exist; summary of the provisions for board stewardship;
evidence of fiscal responsibility, for example, through provision of audited financial statements; and provisions for board
succession and diversity of representation (if applicable).

Reporting that focusses on performancéy building voluntary organizational capacity and recognition by funders of

the need to focus on performance; identifying outcome goals; developing ways to measure progress and achievement of
goals; collecting and analyzing the data; and disseminating outcome assessments to stakeholders and using them in
planning.

Source: Panel on Accountability and Governance in the Voluntary Sector (BroadbentBRalaiflg on Strength:
Improving Governance and Accountability in Canada’s Voluntary Sector - Final R&gtuary 1999

Recommended Accountability Framework for Australasian Countries

The Australasian Council of Auditors-General, which includes the 13 Auditors General of Australia, New Zealand,
Papua-New Guinea, Fiji and Hong Kong, has stated that an adequate accountability regime for public-private sector
arrangements would need to include:

* legislative provisions requiring government to report to Parliament in a timely, regular way on issues
relevant to Parliament’s oversight role, likely including probity, compliance and performance issues
(including financial audits) and other arrangement-specific reportable issues;

* requirement for the Auditor-General to test the assertions of management and to provide Parliament with
the Auditor-General’s opinion on the fairness and accuracy (on the basis of standards) of information
provided by management to Parliament;

¢ provision for Auditors-General to advise Parliament publicly of matters identified in the audit process that
Parliament should know about;

¢ parliamentary mechanisms of inquiry and, if necessary, censure; and
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* parliamentary access to commercial documents to which the government is a party.

Source: Australasian Council of Auditors Generatatement of Principles: Commercial Confidentiality and the Public
Interest 1997, available on Web site http://www.acag.org.au

United Kingdom Practice Applicable to Accountability of New Governance Arrangements

As the result of a comprehensive review in 1997, the British government has further developed its principles for
accountability of non-departmental public bodies, sometimes called QUANGOs (Quasi-Autonomous Non-Governmental
Organizations). These are bodies that have a role in the processes of national government, but are not government
departments. They work at arm’s length from ministers and have a degree of independence (e.g. British Council, British
Museum, Commonwealth Institute, etc.). The principles of accountability for those bodies include the following:

¢ Parliamentary committees should play a more systematic role in overseeing QUANGOSs (e.g. scrutinizing
annual reports and being involved in quinquennial reviews).

* QUANGOSs are accountable to Parliament through Acts of Parliament, through the minister of the sponsor
department, through the Public Accounts Committee and through relevant parliamentary committees.

* The Comptroller and Auditor General should have inspection rights over all public bodies that he does not
audit directly.

¢ All public bodies should produce annual reports and make them publicly available in order to improve
transparency.

* Where practicable, public bodies should hold meetings in public — perhaps by arranging an annual open
meeting.

* Where practicable, public bodies should release summary reports of meetings.

* The proposed Freedom of Information Act is expected to cover all public bodies including
non-departmental public bodies, allowing rights of access to information about and held by them, and
including the rights of members of the public to see their own records. In the meantime, public bodies are
required to make full use of the discretion available under the Code of Practice on Access to Government
Information to disclose as much information as possible, including minutes of meetings.

* Government reporting on public bodies should include basic information about local public spending bodies
that are not technically public bodies, such as training and enterprise councils, which are private sector
companies limited by guarantee but which receive public funds.

Sources:Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and the Financial Secretary to the Tr&pangling Public Money:
Governance and Audit Issyédarch 1996, London, England.

Second Report of the Committee on Standards in Public Life (Nolan Rejtartylards in Public Life: Local Public
Spending Bodiedfay 1996, London, England.

Fourth Report of the Committee on Standards in Public Life (Nolan Reftat)dards in Public Life: Review of
Standards of Conduct in Executive NDPBs, NHS Trusts and Local Public Spending Bodésber 1997, London,
England.

Cabinet OfficeQuangos: Opening the DogridK, June 1998, available on Web site
http://www.open.gov.uk
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Appendix B
New Governance Arrangements ldentified in OAG Survey

Part A: List of Collaborative Arrangements

Department/Agency Collaborative Arrangements

Agriculture and Agri-Food | Canada-Manitoba Partnership Agreement on Municipal Water Infrastructure (1990)
Canada Canada-Saskatchewan Partnership Agreement on Water-based Economic Development (1991)
Programs under the Canadian Adaptation and Rural Development Fund — 7 programs (1992) *
National Beef Industry Development Fund (1995)

Safety Net Companion Programs - 15 programs (1996) *

Canada Economic Info entrepreneur et Ressources Entreprises Inc. — two programs (1994) *
Developmem for Programs with shared authorities — three programs (1997) *

Quebec Regions

Canadian Food Canadian Animal Health Network (1997)

Inspection Agency Centre opérationnel du Québec (1998)

Canadian Partnership for Consumer Food Safety Education (1998)

Canadian Heritage National Sport Centres — 7 centres (1994) *

Canadian Heritage Information Network (1995)

Canada-Alberta Strategic Alliance on Culture and Heritage (1995)
Young Canada Works — 5 components (1996) *

Citizenship and Centre for Canadian Language Benchmarks (1998)
Immigration Canada

Department of Sablefish Quota Agreement (1992)

Fisheries and Oceans Canada-Infomar Dealership Agreement (1993)

Canada-NDI Agreement for Marketing and Distribution of Electronic Charts (1994;
Revised 1998)

Pacific Prawn Fishery — Co-management (1995)
Pacific Shrimp Trawl Fishery Co-management (1997)
Pacific Halibut Management Association (1999)

Department of Justice Community Mobilization Program (1998)

Environment Canada Canada-Wide Accord on Environmental Harmonization (1998) **
Health Canada Health Transition Fund (1997)

Human Resources Labour Market Development Agreements — 11 agreements (1996) *
Development Canada Canada-Alberta Labour Market Development Agreement (1996)

Regional Bilateral Agreements — 54 agreements (1996) *

Employability Assistance for People with Disabilities (1998)

National Child Benefit (1998)

Canada Education Savings Grants (1998)

Social Development Partnership Program (1998)

Fisheries Early Retirement (Fisheries Restructuring and Adjustment Program) (1998)

* Involves a number of agreements or sub-agreements; dates refer to the first agreement or sub-agreement signed.

** Environment Canada has been involved in collaborative arrangements in areas of shared jurisdiction for many years. These
arrangements have not been included in this survey. The experiences of Environment Canada are discussed in a box located
in the section on the role of the central agencies. In addition, the survey has not covered the activities of Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada in the area of self-government.

New governance arrangements created since 1990 and still in existence in March 1999.
Arrangements ifold are examined through case studies.
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Department/Agency

Collaborative Arrangements

Industry Canada

Computers for Schools (1993)
Canadian Tourism Commission
Product Club Program 1998
Canada Business Service Centres — 3 agreements (1995) *

National Defence

Natural Resources Canada

Environment Canada

Emergency Preparedness Partners in Canada (1997)
Canadian Emergency Preparedness Association (1999)

Canadian Industry Program for Energy Conservation (1992)
Canada’s Model Forests Program — 11 agreen{éfe?) *

Foothills Model Forest (1992)
National Centre for Upgrading Technology (1995)
First Nations Forestry Program (1996)
Wildlife Conservation in Resource Development Initiative (1997) ***
Biodiversity Stewardship by Resource Industries Initiative (1999)
Charge-up to Recycle Program! (1997)

Climate Change Action Fund (1998)

Royal Canadian
Mounted Police

RCMP Foundation (1995)
E-COMM — Emergency Communications for South-West B.C. (1997)

Statistics Canada

Data Liberation Initiative (1996)

Treasury Board Secretariat

Canada Infrastructure Works Program — 12 agreements (1994) *

Veterans Affairs Canada
and other departments

Knowledge Economy Partnership (1997)

Western Economic
Diversification Canada

Collaborative Business Service Centres — 4 agreements (1993) *
Loan Investment Fund Program — 15 programs (1995) *

* Involves a number of agreements or sub-agreements; dates refer to the first agreement or sub-agreement signed.

*** The Wildlife Conservation Resources Development Initiative ended in 1999 and was replaced at that time by the
Biodiversity Stewardship by Resource Industries Initiative.

New governance arrangements created since 1990 and still in existence in March 1999.
Arrangements ibold are examined through case studies.
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Part B: List of Delegated Arrangements

Department/Agency Delegated Arrangements
Agriculture and Canadian Adaptation and Rural Development Fund — Provincial Councils —
Agri-Food Canada 13 councils (1995) *
Atlantic Canada Young Entrepreneurs ConneXion Seed Capital and Counselling Program for Young
Opportunities Agency Entrepreneurs (1997)
Canadian Food Canadian Beef Grading Agency (1996)
Inspection Agency Canadian Seed Institute (1998)
Canadian Heritage Canadian Television Fund (1996)

Aboriginal Friendship Centres Program (1996)
Loan Program for Book Publishers (1998)

Citizenship and Canada-Quebec Accord Relating to Immigration and Temporary Admission of Aliens (1991)
Immigration Canada Canada-Manitoba Agreement to Realign Responsibilities for Immigrant Settlement Services
(1998)

Agreement for Canada-British Columbia Co-operation on Immigration — Realignment of
Responsibilities for Immigrant Settlement Services (1998)

Department of Fisheries Pacific Salmon Conservation, Enhancement and Restoration Program (1995)
and Oceans Marine Oil Spill Preparedness and Response Regime (1995)

Department of Canadian Centre for Foreign Policy Development (1996)
Foreign Affairs and
International Trade

Health Canada Canadian Health Services Research Foundation (1997)

Medical Research Council

Human Resources Canada Millennium Scholarship Foundation (1998)

Development Canada

Indian and Northern Mi’Kmagq Sectoral Education Self-Government (1997)

Affairs Canada* Aboriginal Healing Foundation (1998)

Industry Canada Canadian Network for the Advancement of Research, Industry and Education (1993)

Canada Foundation for Innovation (1997)

Social Sciences and Network of Centres of Excellence Program (1990)
Humanities Research

Council, Natural Sciences
and Engineering Research

Council

Transport Canada Canadian Airports Authorities — 26 airports (1992) *
Blainville Test Centre (1996)
The St. Lawrence Seaway Management Corporation (1998)
Canada Port Authority — 18 ports (1999) *

Western Economic Women'’s Enterprise Initiative — 4 agreements (1994) *

Diversification Canada Service Delivery Network Program — 9 programs (1995) *

* Involves a number of agreements or sub-agreements; dates refer to the first agreement or sub-agreement signed.

** Environment Canada has been involved in collaborative arrangements in areas of shared jurisdiction for many years. These
arrangements have not been included in this survey. The experiences of Environment Canada are discussed in a box located
in the section on the role of the central agencies. In addition, the survey has not covered the activities of Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada in the area of self-government.

New governance arrangements created since 1990 and still in existence in March 1999.
Arrangements ifold are examined through case studies.
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