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Executive summary 

Introduction 

This report communicates the findings of the Performance Audit of the Green Municipal Fund (GMF) 

performed by EY between April and July 2014.  

 

The 2005 Funding Agreement between the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM), Natural 

Resources Canada, and Environment Canada requires FCM to sponsor an independent Performance 

Audit and Review every five years. FCM engaged EY to conduct both pieces of work following a 

competitive Request-for-Proposal process that took place between January 30, 2014 and March 7, 

2014.  

 

Background  

The Government of Canada through Natural Resources and Environment Canada endowed FCM with 

$550 million to establish GMF as a long-term reserve of loan and grant financing for municipalities and 

their private-sector partners to promote sustainable infrastructure investment. In addition to project 

funding, FCM develops educational programming, tools and enablers that promote sound environmental 

stewardship, sustainable resource management and climate protection initiatives.  

 

Audit objectives and scope 

A performance audit plan was developed using interviews with FCM’s management, members of GMF 

Council and FCM’s National Board of Directors as well as a document review. The audit objectives 

include the following: 

 

 Objective 1: GMF is appropriately structured to achieve its objectives.  

 Objective 2: Application, contracting, disbursement and monitoring processes are effective and 

efficient in ensuring projects are consistent with GMF’s objectives. 

 Objective 3: Mechanisms exist to help ensure sustained funding and support for GMF’s 

continued operations. 

 Objective 4: GMF management has access to adequate information and data systems to enable 

effective and efficient program administration.  

 

The Performance Audit and Review were conducted in tandem and cover the period from April 1, 2009 

to March 31, 2014. FCM oversaw and supported the Performance Audit and Review’s planning, conduct 

and reporting.  

 

The Performance Audit concentrates on the aspects related to GMF’s economy, efficiency and 

effectiveness as well as overall Funding Agreement compliance. The Review focuses primarily on the 

continued relevance of the Fund and outcomes achieved by GMF. Together, the reports provide a joint 

portrait of GMF’s activities since the last Performance Audit and Review were conducted in 2009. 
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Methodology 

Five lines of evidence comprise the Performance Audit’s methodological foundation. These lines of 

evidence include:  

► Document and file review  

► 20 key informant interviews with FCM staff, GMF Council and FCM Board members responsible for 

GMF activities 

► Bilingual web-based survey distributed to over 600 recipients and non-recipients, yielding 108 

responses (17.3% response rate) 

► 3 case vignettes of completed capital projects  

► Quantitative data analysis 

Although distinct, the lines of evidence are mutually reinforcing, i.e. the document and file review 

informed the interviews, and the interviews, in turn, helped to clarify concepts or questions that emerge 

out of the document and file review. Multiple lines of evidence were employed to assess each objective.  

 

Planning for both the Performance Audit and Review was done in tandem to avoid overlap or duplication 

of effort. 

 

Management responses 

Management responses to the audit recommendations have been included in this report. Overall, the 

Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) is pleased with the results of the Five-Year Performance 

Audit and Review and is in agreement with Ernst & Young’s findings and recommendations. FCM feels 

that the Performance Audit and Review recommendations will help guide further important 

improvements to the delivery and continued relevance of our GMF programming to stakeholders. These 

improvements will be reflected in future Annual Statements of Plans and Objectives. 

  

Key findings and improvement opportunities 

Objective 1: GMF is appropriately structured to achieve its objectives. 

 

Criteria 1.1. Overall, GMF’s governance structure effectively and efficiently supports GMF’s purpose 

outlined in Article II of the Funding Agreement. 

FCM’s National Board of Directors and GMF Council comprise the organization’s two-tiered governance 

structure. Overall, GMF’s governance framework effectively and efficiently supports GMF’s purpose 

outlined in Article II of the Funding Agreement. GMF’s governance structure is consistent with the 

terms and conditions described in the Funding Agreement. Based on our review of Board and Council 

meeting minutes and key informant interviews, Council and Board activities are consistent with and 

support GMF’s Article II structure. File reviews and interviews also provide evidence that applications 

are treated with due consideration regarding project eligibility, consistent application of transparent 

scoring rubric, and consideration of peer review findings. Interviews found the Council and Board are 

engaged, informed and well represented based on the breakdown prescribed in the Funding 
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Agreement. Interviews, file review and documents reviewed indicate that governance over project 

eligibility, Fund assets, and consideration of projects’ potential benefits is supported through clearly 

defined roles and responsibilities and separation of duties. As well, governance over performance 

measurement has also improved. Onboarding training for new Council members and management 

dashboards represent opportunities for improvement at GMF.  

► Observation 1: Interviews and document review observed that the technical nature of financial and 

risk analysis discussed at the Audit Committee could be a challenge for new GMF Council members.  

► Recommendation 1: FCM should develop and implement onboarding “basic training” in financial 

literacy for new Council members, especially focusing on addressing ongoing challenges associated 

with Fund sustainability1. 

► Management response 1: FCM agrees with this recommendation. As per the GMF Council 

recruitment process described in the GMF Council Charter, financial literacy is one requirement 

included in the expression of interest (EOI) for municipal or private-sector candidates. To 

complement this financial knowledge, FCM will develop a new section in the existing orientation 

package which will provide the necessary training to equip new GMF Council members with an 

understanding of GMF’s specific challenges associated with Fund sustainability. 

► Observation 2: Interviews found support for the development of management dashboards for 

regularly reported performance indicators. They would reduce management’s reporting burden and 

enable Council and their Committees to focus on areas of strategic interest. 

► Recommendation 2: Develop management dashboards, linking new performance measurement 

framework to dashboards and ongoing efforts to implement a new Customer Relationship 

Management (CRM) solution.  

► Management response 2: FCM agrees with this recommendation. FCM is incorporating the 

management dashboard reporting requirements into its large-scale, enterprise-wide, Member and 

Stakeholder Engagement System (MSES) initiative.  MSES will consist of the development and 

implementation of an organization-wide information and knowledge management system, serving 

two major purposes: 

► Increase organizational effectiveness through the centralization of knowledge, 

communication, engagement and tracking of initiatives, activities, and results of FCM and 

its programs; and, 

► Increase capacity to engage and unite members and stakeholders through access to 

information, collaboration, knowledge sharing, policy development, recruitment and 

advocacy. 

MSES will deliver an ‘ecosystem’ of integrated solutions, at which the core will consist of CRM. 

Criteria 1.2 Processes for setting funding priorities and programs are efficient and effective in 

meeting GMF’s stated objectives.  

  

                                                      
1
 For GMF, Fund sustainability is the ability of the Fund’s income-generating assets to cover the costs of doing 

business. Fund sustainability factors can be within or outside (i.e. period of historically low market interest 
rates) FCM’s control and must comply with the terms and conditions of the Funding Agreement. 
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The most recent GMF strategic planning exercise covering 2014-2017 was completed and approved by 

the Board in March 2014. The planning process included updating the Fund’s logic model and 

identifying strategic priorities approved by the Board in late 2013. Changes in GMF’s strategic 

priorities broadly reflect and are consistent with national developments in stakeholder priorities, 

federal infrastructure planning and financing, and limitations related to historically low interest rates 

and uptake in the brownfields sector. Fund sustainability and cash flow challenges partly due to 

transitioning from a revenue model based on investments to one based predominantly on loan yields is 

being addressed through a series of internal and external reviews. Delays in anticipated loan 

disbursements, due largely to project delays outside of FCM’s control, have created cash flow 

forecasting concerns.  

► Observation 3: Cash flow challenges attributable to loan disbursement forecast reliability should be 

addressed.  

► Recommendation 3: Continue the ongoing review of disbursement processes scheduled for 

completion by March 31, 2015. Management should promptly implement recommendations coming 

out of their review and regularly monitor disbursement forecast accuracy to adequately mitigate 

ongoing Fund sustainability and cash flow risks.  

► Management response 3: FCM agrees with this recommendation. FCM has begun the process of 

reviewing the issues around forecast disbursement dates with staff scheduled to make 

recommendations to GMF Council in March 2015.  Recommendations, as approved by the Board, 

will be implemented and monitored according to an action plan that will be put in place in the early 

part of fiscal year 2015 to mitigate ongoing Fund sustainability and cash flow risks. 

Criteria 1.3 GMF programming is designed to maintain and distribute the level of funding as outlined 

in the Funding Agreement. 

The Funding Agreement requires the Board to approve an Annual Statement of Plans and Objectives 

(ASPO) to “attain an appropriate balance in the number of approved Eligible Projects between 

populations of urban and rural communities within Canada and among regions within Canada.” Based 

on our review of Annual Reports and administrative data review, the urban rural balance and regional 

balance aligns with the ASPO. There are no recommendations associated with criteria 1.3.  

Criteria 1.4 Retention and succession planning are key elements of GMF’s planning process to help 

ensure human resource plans are in place and implemented and monitored to support the continuity 

of critical positions throughout the organization. 

FCM has proactively addressed findings related to retention and succession from the 2009 Audit. 

Based on interviews and documents reviewed, GMF has improved its retention and succession planning 

by adopting a talent management strategy, increasing employee benefits such as maternity leave “top 

up”, introducing a mentorship program, instituting new training programs including mandatory 

management training, annual training on employee performance evaluation and objective setting, 

annual employment recognition program (“Keys to Success”), developing a position exchange and 

telework as policies, and piloting a 360 feedback program. In 2014, FCM was named to the National 

Capital Region’s Top Employers. Despite improvements in HR and talent management, career 

progression remains a concern among staff.  

► Observation 4: FCM has improved retention and succession planning for staff since 2009 as 

evidenced by reductions in turnover, document review and interviews, but continued engagement 

with staff especially related to career advancement is an ongoing concern.  
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► Recommendation 4: Continuation of formal employee engagement measures such as employment 

surveys and 360 feedback roll-out should guide the talent management strategy implementation 

processes. 

► Management response 4: FCM agrees with this recommendation. FCM will be focusing on the 

Employee Engagement Survey and roll-out of the 360 feedback to managers in this fiscal year.  FCM 

agrees with the auditor’s observation of career advancement being an ongoing concern for FCM 

staff. With FCM being an organization of just over 130 employees and with low staff turnover rates, 

FCM will continue to look for and implement creative solutions for employee career advancement. 

 

Objective 2: Application, contracting, disbursement and monitoring processes are effective and 

efficient in ensuring projects are consistent with GMF’s objectives. 

 

 

Criteria 2.1 Processes to determine project and recipient eligibility are efficient and effective. 

 

Interviews suggest that determining project and recipient eligibility have improved in efficiency. 

Increased staff involvement in the early stages of the application process and enhancements to the 

online application has reduced the likelihood that a potential applicant would complete an otherwise 

ineligible application. FCM has developed a number of controls to prohibit approving projects that do 

not meet the eligibility characteristics outlined in the Funding Agreement or the eligibility criteria as 

outlined on FCM’s website. File review found no instances of ineligible projects or recipients receiving 

approval or funding. There are no recommendations associated with criteria 2.1.  

 

2.2 Processes to assess, evaluate, and approve applications for funding are consistent with GMF’s 

stated objectives.  

 

File review of capital projects confirmed that peer review assessments are consistent with the Funding 

Agreement and occur in a manner that promotes Board-approved priorities and objectives through the 

competitive review process. With the exception of brownfields, FCM has developed a competitive 

process for projects. The competitive process, introduced since the previous Audit, is designed to 

ensure that GMF’s limited available resources go to projects with the highest likelihood of innovation, 

environmental impact and replicability relative to other projects presented to Council; projects in the 

competitive pool can also be deferred (generally up to six months) to future Council meetings. Results 

from the survey reveal strong satisfaction with the client service received during the application 

process. 

► Observation 5: Applications’ approval processing time and level of effort is similar across project 

types. 

► Recommendation 5: Conduct a formal review of the approvals process to clarify workflows and 

identify potential efficiencies. The review should consider the relationship between the level of 

effort in application processing and dollar value associated with applications while respecting the 

Funding Agreement.  

► Management response 5: FCM agrees with this recommendation. FCM will conduct a formal review 

of the approvals process to clarify workflows and identify potential efficiencies, including the option 

to reduce the level of effort in processing applications with smaller funding requests, while still 

meeting Funding Agreement requirements. 
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2.3 GMF has developed service level targets related to applications, contract and disbursement 

processing to promote efficiency and effectiveness. 

 

FCM has developed Service Level Targets (SLTs) for applications and contracting phases of GMF 

projects, but has faced challenges achieving them on a consistent basis. Based on the eight capital 

project files reviewed, seven of the eight applications were inside the designated SLTs. Time to complete 

and finalize contracts was a challenge indicated in the previous Audit and remains an issue. Since the 

previous Audit in 2009, FCM has taken steps to reduce the time associated with the contracting phase 

for municipal clients. As well, responding to private-sector deal growth, FCM has also recently taken 

steps to diminish contracting phase cycle times, recognizing that extenuating circumstances and 

complex negotiations often forestalled contract completion. Case vignettes and key informant 

interviews suggest that contracting challenges remain more acute for private-sector partners than for 

municipalities. Despite challenges around contracting observed in other lines of evidence, over 85% of 

survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they received excellent client service during the 

contracting phase. Less satisfaction exists around the disbursement process. As indicated above, 

challenges related to disbursement forecasting have implications for cash flow management. Overall, 

SLTs monitoring and reporting can improve.  

 

► Observation 6: According to interviews and documents reviewed, although SLTs exist, they are 

inconsistently monitored and inconsistently reported on.  

► Recommendation 6: Make service-level targets explicit and monitor progress through CRM 

workflows.  

► Management response 6: FCM agrees with this recommendation. As part of our ongoing 

commitment for process improvements, FCM is in the process of further refining its business 

processes and associated service level targets. FCM is eager to make service-levels targets more 

explicit and implement service-level monitoring to more accurately monitor processing timelines 

and identify areas for improvement. Service-level targets will be identified for inclusion within the 

MSES requirements mentioned above. Once finalized, service-level targets, of relevance to 

applicants, will be clearly communicated. 

 

2.4 Mechanisms exist and are followed to ensure that GMF is being administered in compliance with 

Funding Agreement terms and conditions. 

 

According to interviews and document review, three core mechanisms exist to ensure administration 

compliance: governance, strategic planning, and application processing and approval processes. Each 

element has been individually reviewed through the previous three criteria captured under Objective 2. 

There are no recommendations associated with criteria 2.4. 
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Objective 3: Mechanisms exist to help ensure sustained funding and support for GMF’s continued 

operations. 

 

 

3.1 Stakeholder engagement has been effective with respect to advancing GMF objectives. 

 

FCM engages with GMF stakeholders on a routine basis through electronic communications, 

consultations, conferences, outreach and one-on-one interactions. A majority of FCM staff interviewed 

found GMF’s approach to stakeholder engagement has been effective. Changes to the delivery of 

knowledge services such as piloting a peer learning network on brownfields also reflects stakeholder 

engagement. Stakeholder engagement has also informed potential changes in GMF’s offering (funding 

and knowledge components) that was under review at the time of performing the audit.  

 

► Observation 7: Case vignette analysis with capital project funding recipients found that engagement 

by GMF was helpful, consistent and supportive. Interviews suggest, however, interactions with 

stakeholders are inconsistently monitored and measured. 

► Recommendation 7: Continue to improve system-wide monitoring and measurement of stakeholder 

engagement through CRM.  

► Management response 7: FCM agrees with this recommendation. FCM will undertake a review of the 

processes currently in place to ensure that proper monitoring and measurement of stakeholder 

engagement is as efficient and effective as possible.  Following the review, an action plan will be 

developed and implemented for defining stakeholder engagement and associated measurement 

methodology.  Requirements will be raised within the MSES initiative to ensure automated and 

methodical tracking, monitoring and reporting on stakeholder engagement. 

 

3.2 Risk management processes exist and are effective. 

Risk management at an enterprise-wide level has improved since the previous audit based on the 

documents reviewed, interviews and file review. According to interviews, the development of the Risk 

Management Unit (RMU) has helped cultivate broad-based appreciation for risk mitigation, introduced a 

common language around risk, and supported formal changes in the applications, contracting, and 

disbursement processes that promote clear delegations of authority, segregations of duties, and clear 

roles and responsibilities.  

There are no recommendations associated with criteria 3.2. 
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Objective 4: FCM management has access to adequate information and data systems to enable 

effective and efficient program administration. 

 

 

4.1 Expected program outcomes (at the aggregate level) are monitored, communicated and 

reported on a regular and timely basis and support effective and timely management decision 

making at both the project and organization-wide levels. 

 

Environmental results’ reporting has improved in consistency and measurement quality based on 

interviews and documents reviewed. Economic and social benefits reporting are not mandatory, and 

efforts are currently underway to promote standard reporting related to economic and social benefits 

in final reporting, including methods for calculating indicators.  

 

There are no recommendations associated with criteria 4.1. 

 

4.2 FCM management has access to systems that support effective and efficient program 

administration. 

 

In general, staff described GMF’s IT infrastructure as being adequate. Staff expressed general 

dissatisfaction with the implementation of the CRM system, particularly related to the underutilization 

of CRM capabilities. Across functional areas, staff indicated weaknesses of the current CRM solution to 

support effective and efficient program administration. Some of the examples of challenges include 

concerns related to data reliability due to transitioning systems, the lack of clearly defined workflows, 

and limited capability to meet expectations as they were described to staff prior to implementation.  

► Observation 8: CRM technology is underutilized, but has the promise to improve information 

management and reporting at GMF.  

► Recommendation 8: Continue to implement the CRM solution and support efforts to promote full 

CRM utilization. CRM expansion could also support dashboards and serve as a central hub of 

performance information for management. 

► Management response 8: FCM agrees with this recommendation. As part of the MSES initiative, FCM 

will continue to look for opportunities to use the CRM solution to its fullest potential. In alignment 

with FCM’s responses to the aforementioned recommendations, FCM will bring forth performance 

reporting requirements within the MSES initiative. 

 



 

Performance Audit of the Green Municipal Fund  12 

 

  

Introduction 

The Government of Canada through Natural Resources and Environment Canada endowed FCM with 

$550 million to establish GMF as a long-term source of loan and grant financing for municipalities and 

their partners to promote sustainable infrastructure investment. In addition to project funding, FCM 

develops educational programming, tools and enablers that promote sound environmental stewardship, 

sustainable resource management and climate protection initiatives.  

 

Funding 

The Green Municipal Fund (GMF) has expanded the capacity of municipalities to deliver durable 

improvements to environmentally sustainable Canadian infrastructure. GMF funds initiatives in three 

clusters—plans, studies and capital projects—across five sectors: energy, transportation, waste, water 

and brownfields. Summaries of the three clusters described below sketch out the parameters and scope 

of the current funding offer, which is undergoing a refresh. Eligible initiatives under these clusters have 

evolved since the previous Audit. For example, sustainable community plans are no longer eligible for 

funding, and field tests must now be aligned with eligible capital projects. The below cluster 

descriptions of plans, studies and capital projects reflect the current state of GMF’s funding approach.  

Plans: Municipal governments and their partners may receive grants to support the development of 

action planning for neighborhood sustainability efforts, brownfields management, or greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions reductions through this GMF funding stream. GMF offers grants, which cover up to 

50% of eligible costs to a maximum of $175,000, to undertake eligible plans.  

Studies: Feasibility studies and field tests of all sectors fall into this cluster. Technical or financial 

feasibility analyses measure a range of potential impacts of a potential municipal environmental project 

on the local economy, population or environment. A field test pilots, on a small-scale, a potential 

environmental project in a municipality. Both study types are aligned with eligible capital projects are 

candidates for grants under this GMF funding stream. FCM has funded a range of studies including 

assessments related to district energy systems, zero waste systems, biomass, and the establishment of 

wastewater treatment systems. Grants for studies follow the same funding formula as plans.  

Capital Projects: Capital projects in all sector areas, except those related to brownfields, are eligible for 

a combination of below-market loans covering up to 80% of eligible costs not to exceed $10 million and 

grants of up to 20% of the loan value, but not more than $1 million. Brownfields capital projects are 

eligible for up to 80% of eligible costs without any pre-defined loan limit.  

 

Knowledge resources 

GMF sponsors, develops and curates knowledge resources specific to each of the five sustainability 

sectors as well as multi-sector resources. Capacity building through knowledge transfer and expertise 

is a critical component of GMF.  
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GMF, through FCM, promotes the dissemination of knowledge through peer-to-peer networking and 

mentoring, hosts an annual FCM Sustainable Communities Conference, sponsors the Sustainable 

Communities Awards, and funds the Partners for Climate protection program. FCM also solicits 

submissions for knowledge resources on its website. FCM has also produced newsletters, sector 

research reports, sustainability solutions, province-tailored brownfield roadmaps and one sustainability 

snapshot.  

 

Approach and timeline overview 

 

The Performance Audit and Review were conducted in tandem and cover the period from April 1, 2009 

to March 31, 2014. FCM oversaw and supported the Performance Audit and Review’s planning, conduct 

and reporting.  

 

The Performance Audit concentrates on the aspects related to GMF’s economy, efficiency and 

effectiveness as well as overall Funding Agreement compliance. The Review focuses primarily on the 

continued relevance of the Fund and outcomes achieved by GMF. Together, the reports provide a joint 

portrait of GMF’s activities since the last Performance Audit and Review were conducted in 2009. 

 

Audit objectives and criteria 

An audit plan was developed to address key performance areas related to GMF economy, efficiency and 

effectiveness. Audit objectives and associated criteria resulted from a preliminary document review and 

key informant interviews conducted with representatives of FCM’s management and members of GMF 

Council and FCM’s National Board of Directors. The specific audit objectives and associated criteria 

appear below.  

 

Table 1: Audit objectives and criteria 

Audit objective Criteria 

Objective #1 - GMF is 

appropriately structured to 

achieve its objectives. 

1.1. GMF’s governance framework effectively and efficiently supports 

GMF’s purpose outlined in Article II of the Funding Agreement. 

1.2. Processes for setting funding priorities and programs are 

efficient and effective in meeting GMF’s stated objectives.  

1.3. Retention and succession planning are key elements of GMF’s 

planning process to help ensure human resource plans are in place 

and implemented and monitored to support the continuity of critical 

positions throughout the organization. 

1.4. GMF programming is designed to maintain and distribute the 

level of funding as outlined in the Funding Agreement.  
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Objective #2 - Application, 

contracting, disbursement and 

monitoring processes are 

effective and efficient in 

ensuring projects are 

consistent with GMF’s 

objectives. 

2.1. Processes to determine project and recipient eligibility are 
efficient and effective.  

2.2 Processes to assess, evaluate, and approve applications for 
funding are consistent with GMF’s stated objectives.  

2.3. GMF has developed service level targets related to applications, 
contract and disbursement processing to promote efficiency and 
effectiveness. 

2.4. Mechanisms exist and are followed to ensure that GMF is being 
administered in compliance with Funding Agreement terms and 
conditions. 

Objective #3 - Mechanisms 

exist to help ensure sustained 

funding and support for GMF’s 

continued operations. 

3.1. Stakeholder engagement has been effective with respect to 
advancing GMF objectives. 

3.2. Risk management processes exist and are effective.  

Objective #4 - GMF 

management has access to 

adequate information and data 

systems to enable effective 

and efficient program 

administration. 

4.1. Expected program outcomes (at the aggregate level) are 
monitored, communicated and reported on a regular and timely basis 
and support effective and timely management decision making at 
both the project and organization-wide levels. 

4.2. GMF management has access to systems that support effective 
and efficient program administration. 

 

The audit criteria reflect and are consistent with practices found in The Canadian Comprehensive 

Auditing Foundation (CCAF-FCVI) standards, Office of the Auditor General of Canada’s Performance 

Audit Manual, and Treasury Board Secretariat’s Policy on Internal Control.  

 

The complete audit program including audit criteria and procedures are included in Appendix A.  

The criteria were designed to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of key practices, procedures and 

activities in place within GMF to achieve the Fund’s objectives.  

 

Our audit work included:  

 20 interviews with representatives of FCM’s management and staff and members of the GMF 

Council and FCM’s National Board of Directors  

 An examination and analysis of documentation relevant to each of the audit objectives  

 Review of file documentation associated with eight funded projects approximately 

encompassing approximately 9.4% of Board approved funding over the past five years, including 

environmental impact reporting 

 Bilingual web-based survey distributed to over 600 recipients and non-recipients, yielding 108 

responses (17.3% response rate) to assess the degree to which they are satisfied with GMF 

programming  

 Three case vignettes in Haute-Yamaska (Quebec), Sackville (New Brunswick), and Edmonton 

(Alberta) designed to assess GMF program operations and impact across sectors, and regions  

 Quantitative data analysis of administrative data 

 

  



 

Performance Audit of the Green Municipal Fund  15 

 

  

The following section outlines the core components of each line of evidence and describes our approach 

to integrating them.  

Methodology 

This section describes the lines of evidence used to assess the audit objectives and associated criteria. 

Although distinct, the lines of evidence are mutually reinforcing, i.e. the document and file review 

informed the interviews, and the interviews, in turn, helped to clarify concepts or questions that 

emerged out of the document and file review. As well, findings and recommendations were 

corroborated by multiple data points across evidence lines, a process referred to as lines of evidence 

integration. This assessment process is also described below.  

 

Document and file review 

FCM’s Project Authority provided the project team with an initial round of documents primarily related 

to governance, e.g. the Funding Agreement, annual reports, and a collection of strategic planning 

documents. Key informant interviews, an initial document scan, and consultations with the Project 

Authority identified additional documents, which the project team requested and the Project Authority 

promptly provided. Documents reviewed by the project team appear in Appendix B.  

The examination of applicant files, reports and review checklists supported analysis related to 

relevance, program success and value-for-money analysis. Processing times, review process 

compliance, and consistent application of the selection criteria across files will be addressed through 

the file review.  

A non-statistical, risk-based judgmental sampling strategy was adopted to review GMF project files to 

evaluate the following criteria:  

► Processes to determine project and recipient eligibility are efficient and effective 

► Processes to assess, evaluate, and approve applications for funding are consistent with GMF’s 

stated objectives 

► GMF has developed service level targets related to applications, contract and disbursement 

processing to promote efficiency and effectiveness 

► Mechanisms exist and are followed to ensure that GMF is being administered in compliance with 

Funding Agreement terms and conditions 

 

Similar to the Review, the risk-based approach to selecting files for review was informed by 

consultations with GMF and documentation review. GMF provides grants (with the exception of 

brownfields) and below-market loans to finance sustainable capital projects. Of the 362 Board 

approved initiatives totaling roughly $372M, 77 were capital projects totaling roughly $345M. The 

chart below depicts the total annual amounts approved in each fiscal year as well as the number of 

capital projects approved annually during that period.  
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Figure 1: Approved capital funding and capital projects, FY2009-10 - FY2013-14 

 

A judgmental sampling strategy was used based on attributes associated with capital project risk (high 

and medium) and materiality (above $2 million).  

Given that over 90% of Board approved funding was for capital projects, the audit team randomly 

selected 10% of all Board approved capital projects over the past five years (8 capital projects). The 

eight files selected for review accounted for approximately $35.3M or roughly 9.4% of total Board-

approved funding and 14% of all disbursed funding. As well, the files selected account for 10.25% of 

Board approved capital project funding and about 16% of disbursed capital project funding for the 

period under review. Files selected were the same in the Review and the Performance Audit.  

 

Key informant interviews 

Key informant interviews were designed to provide qualitative information related to economy, 

efficiency and effectiveness of GMF. The interviews identified well-performing areas of GMF and 

opportunities for improvement moving forward. The project team developed an interview guide, which 

included questions relevant for both the Review and Performance Audit. FCM’s Project Authority 

reviewed and approved the guide. Interviews were conducted with 20 key informants drawn from 

FCM’s National Board of Directors, members of the GMF Council, and FCM’s management and staff. The 

interviews were conducted both in person and by telephone and addressed both strategic and 

operational items in relation to the Audit objectives.  

 

Web-based survey  

In order to assess recipients and non-recipients’ experience with GMF’s funding and knowledge 

services, a bilingual, web-based survey was distributed by EY to all lead applicants who applied for GMF 

funding across all sectors and funding types covered under the scope of this Audit. This included 797 

GMF recipients and non-recipients. Emails for contacts are maintained through the organization’s CRM 

database. After accounting for 174 undeliverable emails, the final population was 623. One hundred 

and eight responses, including 16 in French, were collected following an email invitation sent on behalf 

of the Chair of the GMF Council, Raymond Louie. The survey combined open and closed-ended 
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questions to gather information related to satisfaction with GMF Programs, Program design, 

experience with Program administration, administrative efficiency, service delivery, benefit realization 

and opportunities for improvement. Results were tabulated anonymously using a randomized 

identification number for each respondent. 

 

Quantitative data analysis 

Quantitative data related to a range of program elements was analyzed to assess patterns related to 

program relevance, design, and outcomes. Administrative, financial, project, and performance data 

was provided by FCM either in machine readable format or extracted from annual and quarterly 

reporting. Relevant summary and descriptive statistics were produced to identify trends as well as to 

corroborate qualitative information gathered from other lines of evidence.  

 

Case vignettes 

The case vignettes offer contextual insight into GMF-funded projects through interviews and site visits. 

Consistent with a risk-based approach that has governed other phases of the Audit, the case vignettes 

targeted capital projects (as opposed to plans, studies, and tests, which consume on average less than 

10% of GMF funding annually) completed between fiscal years 2009 and 2014. GMF strategic priorities 

outlined in various Annual Statements of Plans and Objectives guided the judgmental sample. Selection 

considerations included: (1) sector focus without duplication, (2) inclusion of one brownfields project, 

(3) at least one rural project, (4) regional balance between the six distinct regions, (5) the inclusion of 

at least one project in Quebec, and (6) inclusion of at least one private-sector project. Although 

randomly selecting vignettes would reduce potential case selection bias, such as selection process 

would reduce the opportunity to explicitly explore areas of strategic interest to GMF, and thus add 

comparatively less value to the organization going forward.  

 

Capital projects reviewed 

► GMF 12071 - Icon Fox Towers Brownfield Remediation and Redevelopment. The City of Edmonton 

partnered with Icon Fox Developments Ltd. to remediate the petroleum-contaminated site of a 

former automotive garage and service facility. This private sector-led, urban-based project is 

located in the Prairies region (Alberta). The project was approved for a $2.16M loan from GMF 

(plus an amount for capitalized interest), accounting for 73% of total project funding.  

 

► GMF 10383 - Projet d'implantation de deux écocentres sur le territoire. The Regional County 

Municipality of Haute-Yamaska completed a waste project involving the development of eco-

centres designed to promote responsible and sustainable waste management for the disposal of 

bulky metal and non-metal waste, household hazardous waste, construction debris, electronic 

equipment, and agricultural plastics. This urban-based project, located in Quebec, was approved for 

a $2.2M loan and a $440,000 grant from GMF, and accounted for 73% of total project funding.  

 

► GMF 10346 - Sackville Town Hall and Emergency Response Services Building. The Town of Sackville 

completed a new, energy-efficient emergency response services and town hall (ERS/TH) facility to 

replace the existing town hall building and house primary emergency response services for 

Sackville and surrounding areas. This rural based-project in the Atlantic region (New Brunswick) 
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was approved for a $9.2M loan and a $1M grant from GMF, which accounted for 80% of total 

project funding.  

 

Integration of lines of evidence  

Integrating the lines of evidence requires a structured, systematic approach to ensure the evidence 

base adequately addresses the Audit criteria. A matrix approach was used to link relevant components 

of each line of evidence to the Audit criteria. Findings against the Audit criteria were developed based 

on the integration of the lines of evidence.  

 

 

Management responses 

Management responses to the audit recommendations have been included in this report. Overall, the 

Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) is pleased with the results of the Five Year Performance 

Audit and Review and is in agreement with Ernst & Young’s findings and recommendations. FCM feels 

that the Performance Audit and Review recommendations will help guide further important 

improvements to the delivery and continued relevance of our GMF programming to stakeholders. These 

improvements will be reflected in future Annual Statements of Plans and Objectives. 
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Performance Audit findings 

Objective 1: GMF is appropriately structured to achieve 

its objectives.  

1.1. Overall, GMF’s governance structure effectively and efficiently supports GMF’s 

purpose outlined in Article II of the Funding Agreement. 

FCM’s National Board of Directors and GMF Council comprise the 

organization’s two-tiered governance structure.2 The 74-member FCM 

Board bears ultimate approval responsibility for all eligible projects, 

monitors Fund financial operations, and appoints members to the GMF 

Council, Peer Review Committee and Investment Committee. Additionally, 

GMF Council has established two sub-committees, an Audit Committee 

and a Governance Committee, to support the work of the Council in these 

areas. Based on recommendations from GMF Council, the Board in addition to environmental benefits 

considers potential economic and social project co-benefits of eligible projects. Economic benefits 

include reductions in capital and operating expenses through private partnerships, leveraging GMF 

financing to multiply project funding, and investing innovative and replicable technologies. Social 

benefits may include human health and quality of life. 

GMF Council includes 15 representatives drawn from municipal elected officials, the Government of 

Canada, and the private sector. Appointed by the Board, GMF Council reviews and recommends for 

approval all funding proposals, oversees operational, investment and risk management strategies, and 

balances GMF’s portfolio of grants and loans with consideration of regional and population (urban vs. 

rural) distributions of current projects. Council also recommends expert peer reviewers and 

recommends any changes to project selection criteria.  

GMF’s governance structure is consistent with the terms and conditions described in the Funding 

Agreement. Based on our review of Board and Council meeting minutes and key informant interviews, 

Council and Board activities are consistent with and support GMF’s Article II structure. File reviews and 

interviews also provide evidence that applications are treated with due consideration regarding project 

eligibility, consistent application of transparent scoring rubric, and consideration of peer review 

findings. Interviews found the Council and Board are engaged, informed and well-represented based on 

the breakdown prescribed in the Funding Agreement. Council composition includes a balance of 

regional, jurisdictional and professional representation. 

In addition to the Council and Board, GMF’s Committee structure supports effective Fund governance 

and compliance with the Funding Agreement. The Investment, Audit, and Governance Committees each 

include a Committee charter, Chair charter and work plan outlined in the governance manual. Based on 

document review and meeting minutes, periodic (quarterly or annual) reports to Council are prepared 

by the Investment and Audit Committees and are delivered promptly. 

                                                      
2 Green Municipal Fund Funding Agreement (2005), Article II, Section 2.02/2.03/2.04.  

FCM Board, GMF 
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Sound governance and risk management practices are in place  

Interviews, file review and documents reviewed indicate that governance over project eligibility, Fund 

assets, and consideration of projects’ potential benefits is supported through clearly defined roles and 

responsibilities and separation of duties. Based on interviews and documents reviewed, maturity of the 

enterprise risk management function since the previous audit in 2009 has improved the quality of risk 

management at GMF and helped inculcate a shared understanding of risk management concepts and 

processes among the management team. The Risk Management Unit also developed and implemented 

a risk classification approach to the Fund’s loan portfolio, rebalancing its holdings towards moderate 

and higher risk loans and shortening (where possible) loan terms on capital projects mechanisms to 

improve loan yields and increase cash flow.  

Governance over performance measurement has also improved. FCM is redesigning the Fund’s 

performance measurement framework (PMF), which at the time of the Review and Performance Audit 

field work was not complete. Draft versions of the PMF were reviewed. The PMF contains seven key 

result areas from the GMF Three-Year Plan, aligned to GMF’s new offer currently pending Board 

approval. The key result areas emphasize GMF’s long-term impact on the municipal sector, the 

importance of Knowledge Services through peer learning, private-sector partnerships, investment in 

replicable innovation, sustainable asset management and Fund sustainability.  

Observation 1: Interviews and document review observed that the technical nature of financial and 

risk analysis discussed at the Audit Committee could be a challenge for new GMF Council members.  

Based on discussions with the management team and review of reports provided to Council, new 

Council members without a background in financial analysis face difficulty grasping some of the more 

technical concepts articulated through quarterly reporting and discussions at Council meetings. 

Although staff has provided existing Council members training relevant to promoting Fund 

sustainability and sound stewardship, new Council members may not receive similar training until after 

their service on Council has commenced.  

Recommendation 1: FCM should develop and implement onboarding “basic training” in financial 

literacy for new Council members, especially focusing on addressing ongoing challenges associated 

with Fund sustainability. 

Management response 1: FCM agrees with this recommendation. As per the GMF Council recruitment 

process described in the GMF Council Charter, financial literacy is one requirement included in the 

expression of interest (EOI) for municipal or private-sector candidates. To complement this financial 

knowledge, FCM will develop a new section in the existing orientation package which will provide the 

necessary training to equip new GMF Council members with an understanding of GMF’s specific 

challenges associated with Fund sustainability. 

Although new Council members receive documentation and guidance pertinent to their responsibilities, 

FCM should provide training in complex financial concepts that would enable new Council members 

without formal training in financial analysis to comprehend and discuss those matters. Onboarding in 

this area should be drawn from and consistent with finance training modules provided to existing 

Council members.  
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Observation 2: Interviews found support for the development of management dashboards for 

regularly reported performance indicators. They would reduce management’s reporting burden and 

enable Council and their Committees to focus on areas of strategic interest. 

Efforts to improve performance management by aligning GMF’s logic model, key result areas included 

in the new performance measurement framework and the GMF Three-Year Plan could go further by 

introducing management dashboards for regularly reported indicators. Automating and standardizing, 

where feasible, the collection of performance data would improve accessibility and information 

timeliness. It would also reduce reporting obligations from Committees, freeing up time to tackle 

pressing areas of concern for GMF.  

Recommendation 2: Develop management dashboards, linking new performance measurement 

framework to dashboards and ongoing efforts to implement a new Customer Relationship 

Management (CRM) solution.  

Management response 2: FCM agrees with this recommendation. FCM is incorporating the 

management dashboard reporting requirements into its large-scale, enterprise-wide, Member and 

Stakeholder Engagement System (MSES) initiative.  MSES will consist of the development and 

implementation of an organization-wide information and knowledge management system, serving two 

major purposes: 

 Increase organizational effectiveness through the centralization of knowledge, 

communication, engagement and tracking of initiatives, activities, and results of FCM and its 

programs; and, 

 Increase capacity to engage and unite members and stakeholders through access to 

information, collaboration, knowledge sharing, policy development, recruitment and 

advocacy. 

MSES will deliver an ‘ecosystem’ of integrated solutions, at which the core will consist of CRM. 

Management dashboards development should rely on the key results areas defined in the streamlined 

PMF and employ CRM, a Microsoft® technology solution, to help centralize, analyze and share end-to-

end process workflow information and data. CRM and information management more generally are 

addressed in Objective 4. Management should undertake a strategic exercise to develop dashboards in 

tandem with expansions in CRM utilization.  

 

1.2 Processes for setting funding priorities and programs are efficient and effective in 

meeting GMF’s stated objectives.  

Article II of the Funding Agreement requires Council to recommend and the Board to approve strategic 

direction related to funding priorities. FCM staff conducts strategic planning activities on an 

organization-wide basis in five year cycles. GMF strategic planning is performed in three-year cycles. In 

2010, GMF updated its funding offer for capital projects, and introduced a competitive funding process 

in December 2011 for grants and loans in high-demand sectors, e.g. waste, water, energy and 

transportation. Due to lower demand relative to other sectors and relative to loan allocations defined in 

the Funding Agreement, brownfields remediation project applications remain outside the competitive 
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process, but require a minimum passing peer review score to receive Council recommendation. A 

second strategic priority focuses on increasing applications from Quebec municipalities, which have 

submitted a historically lower number of applications on a per capita basis. Outreach efforts and 

partnership building with associations like Association québécoise pour la maîtrise de l'énergie (AQME), 

and the Fédération Québecoise des Municipalités (FQM) are part of a broader framework to increase 

uptake in Quebec.   

 

Adapting funding priorities to new challenges and existing realities 

The most recent GMF strategic planning exercise covering 2014-2017 was completed and approved by 

the Board in March 2014. After the Fund’s logic model was updated, the new strategic directions were 

set by GMF Council and approved by the Board in late 2013. These strategic directions helped shape 

the development of key result areas (KRAs) of the GMF Three-Year Plan (2014-2017) which places an 

emphasis on increasing Fund impact through capacity building at the municipal level and strengthening 

GMF’s internal capacity to deliver programming and measure performance. The KRAs of the GMF 

Three-Year Plan were later embedded into the organization’s performance measurement framework.  

Changes in GMF’s strategic priorities broadly reflect and are consistent with national developments in 

federal infrastructure planning and financing. The Building Canada Plan, including the Community 

Improvement Fund and Building Canada Fund in partnership with P3 Canada, is a 10-year, $53B 

commitment to support infrastructure development. Through these national infrastructure programs, 

FCM has recognized an opportunity to help municipalities make sustainable infrastructure planning and 

procurement decisions through GMF programming.  

The three year planning exercise also supported the development of a new offer for funding and 

knowledge services, which management anticipates will be approved by the Board in late 2014. Based 

on interviews and documents reviewed, the new offer will more tightly integrate funding and 

knowledge services, bolstering municipalities’ capacity to sustainably manage their infrastructure 

across all five GMF sectors and is consistent with changes in federal infrastructure funding.  

Interviews found that GMF’s strategic approach for the coming three years has sought to contend with 

two durable challenges: historically low interest rates that have threatened Fund sustainability itself 

and under-subscription of projects in the brownfields sector. The 2005 Funding Agreement was 

adopted prior to the current period of sustained low interest rates. Given that GMF disburses over 90% 

of its funds to below-market loans, a period of historically low interest rates has made long term Fund 

sustainability a bigger challenge and GMF loan funding somewhat less attractive to private-sector 

applicants, especially in brownfields projects, which is restricted by the Funding Agreement exclusively 

to loans. Historically low interest rates have also placed GMF in more direct competition with banks, 

which require fewer administrative and reporting obligations, than was likely anticipated nearly a 

decade ago. Case vignettes and interviews support the notion that attracting private-sector applicants, 

especially in brownfields, requires a swifter and more nimble approach than lending to municipalities 

demands. Analysis associated with this observation is expanded upon in Objective 3, which discusses 

the application and contracting processes. 
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Observation 3: Cash flow challenges attributable to loan disbursement forecast reliability should be 

addressed.  

The Funding Agreement commits FCM to using its “best efforts” to convert 80% to 90% of Fund Assets 

from investments to eligible project loans by March 31, 2016.3 Transitioning from a primarily 

investment-based revenue model to one increasingly based on loan repayments has led to intermittent 

cash flow challenges. FCM management has taken steps to address cash flow challenges associated 

with project delays and subsequent repayment schedule adjustments by undertaking an internal and 

external review the Fund’s cash flow model and assumptions. The reviews found that the cash flow 

model and assumptions were consistent with standard practice, but project delays reduced 

disbursement forecast accuracy, which in turn make cash flow planning difficult. FCM is currently 

undergoing a review of disbursements. Cash flow remains a concern according to those interviewed 

and based on documentation provided by GMF.  

Recommendation 3: Continue the ongoing review of disbursement processes scheduled for 

completion by March 31, 2015. Management should promptly implement recommendations coming 

out of their review and regularly monitor disbursement forecast accuracy to adequately mitigate 

ongoing Fund sustainability and cash flow risks.  

Management response 3: FCM agrees with this recommendation. FCM has begun the process of 

reviewing the issues around forecast disbursement dates with staff scheduled to make 

recommendations to GMF Council in March 2015.  Recommendations, as approved by the Board, will 

be implemented and monitored according to an action plan that will be put in place in the early part 

of fiscal year 2015 to mitigate ongoing Fund sustainability and cash flow risks. 

 

1.3 GMF programming is designed to maintain and distribute the level of funding as 

outlined in the Funding Agreement. 

The Funding Agreement requires the Board to approve an Annual Statement of Plans and Objectives 

(ASPO) to “attain an appropriate balance in the number of approved Eligible Projects between 

populations of urban and rural communities within Canada and among regions within Canada.” Based 

on our review of Annual Reports and administrative data review, the urban rural balance and regional 

balance aligns with the ASPO.  

There are no recommendations associated with criteria 1.3.  

 

1.4 Retention and succession planning are key elements of GMF’s planning process to help 

ensure human resource plans are in place and implemented and monitored to support the 

continuity of critical positions throughout the organization. 

FCM has proactively addressed findings related to retention and succession from the 2009 Audit. 

Based on interviews and documents reviewed, GMF has improved its retention and succession planning 

by adopting a talent management strategy, increasing employee benefits such as maternity leave “top 

up”, introducing a mentorship program, instituting new training programs including mandatory 

                                                      
3 GMF Funding Agreement, Article X, Section 10.01 (a).  
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management training, annual training on employee performance evaluation and objective setting, 

annual employment recognition program (“Keys to Success”), developing a position exchange and 

telework as policies, and piloting a 360 feedback program. In 2014, FCM was named to the National 

Capital Region’s Top Employers.  

Observation 4: FCM has improved retention and succession planning for staff since 2009 as 

evidenced by reductions in turnover, document review and interviews, but continued engagement 

with staff especially related to career advancement is an ongoing concern.  

Although HR planning improvements are associated with a reduction in turnover year-over-year from a 

reported 14% in the previous Audit to below 9% (as per the 2013 and 2014 HR Reports), the federal 

government, a key employment rival, substantially reduced outside hiring during this period. Interviews 

indicated that in addition to the attractiveness of the federal government as an employer, another 

issue is the push factor of limited career advancement for some more senior positions. The Board has 

approved the talent management strategy, which is due to be implemented in 2014-2015. 

Recommendation 4: Continuation of formal employee engagement measures such as employment 

surveys and 360 feedback roll-out should guide the talent management strategy implementation 

processes. 

Management response 4: FCM agrees with this recommendation. FCM will be focusing on the 

Employee Engagement Survey and roll-out of the 360 feedback to Managers in this fiscal year.  FCM 

agrees with the auditor’s observation of career advancement being an ongoing concern for FCM 

staff. With FCM being an organization of just over 130 employees and with low staff turnover rates, 

FCM will continue to look for and implement creative solutions for employee career advancement. 

Objective 2: Application, contracting, disbursement and 

monitoring processes are effective and efficient in 

ensuring projects are consistent with GMF’s objectives. 

Based on the terms of the 2005 Funding Agreement, GMF is required to ensure that all approved 

applications include eligible projects and eligible recipients. Eligibility criteria, also defined in the 

Funding Agreement, extend to grants and loans across all sectors and are designed to promote the 

objectives of the Fund. Objective 2 of the Performance Audit examined efficiency and effectiveness of 

the end-to-end delivery process from application to project reporting primarily related to capital 

projects, controls in place to ensure eligibility requirements are met and funds are used appropriately, 

and opportunities for improvement related to process efficiency.  

 

2.1 Processes to determine project and recipient eligibility are efficient and effective. 

Interviews suggest that determining project and recipient eligibility have improved in efficiency. The 

broad project eligibility characteristics are defined in the Funding Agreement. Increased staff 

involvement in the early stages of the application process has reduced the likelihood that a potential 

applicant would complete an otherwise ineligible application. The online application also generates 
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dynamically based on preliminary project information entered. File review found no instances of 

ineligible projects or recipients receiving approval or funding.  

FCM has developed a number of controls to prohibit approving projects that do not meet the eligibility 

characteristics outlined in the Funding Agreement or the eligibility criteria as outlined on FCM’s 

website. FCM’s website, specific to GMF, annual conferences, and other communications channels 

provide substantial information about the Fund and eligibility requirements. Interviews with GMF reveal 

that staff works closely with potential applicants to clarify project eligibility as described in the Funding 

Agreement.  

There are no recommendations associated with criteria 2.1 

 

2.2 Processes to assess, evaluate, and approve applications for funding are consistent with 

GMF’s stated objectives.  

Once an application is submitted and verified as complete by FCM staff, it undergoes a formal peer 

review. Based on the process described in the interviews and peer review committee orientation 

manual, the peer review process adheres to the terms described in the GMF Governance Manual and in 

turn, in compliance with the Funding Agreement. The peer review assessment is performed by two or 

three experts (depending on the project size) in the application sector and their availability.  

File review of capital projects confirmed that peer review assessments are consistent with the Funding 

Agreement and occur in a manner that promotes Board-approved priorities and objectives through the 

competitive review process. The projects are scored individually and a recommendation is made by 

peer reviewer consensus. The project scorecard, which has been available on GMF’s website since late 

2011, includes eligibility criteria. Peer reviewers score projects individually and subsequently provide a 

consensus-based review together. Staff, in turn, produce a Council Recommendation Sheet (CRS) and a 

memo to Council, which together summarize the project, the peer review findings and makes funding 

recommendations. All Council recommendations are submitted to the Board for approval. Interviews 

with GMF staff and file review found that the application processes support GMF’s objectives, including 

prioritizing strategic initiatives such as brownfields projects and projects in Quebec.  

 

Competitive reviews 

With the exception of brownfields, GMF has developed a competitive process for projects. Following 

peer review and an assignment of a project score, GMF Council considers additional factors capable of 

advancing the Fund’s strategic objectives such as regional balance, innovation, applicant type, 

replication potential, sector and available funding. The competitive process, introduced since the 

previous Audit, is designed to ensure that GMF’s limited available resources go to projects with the 

highest likelihood of innovation, environmental impact and replicability relative to other projects 

presented to Council; projects in the competitive pool can also be deferred (generally up to six months) 

to future Council meetings. File review found consistent documentation of Council’s recommendations 

regarding projects to receive funding in line with the Funding Agreement.  
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Client satisfaction 

In order to gauge client satisfaction with the GMF process, a survey was administered to recipients and 

non-recipients. Results from the survey reveal strong satisfaction with the client service received 

during the application process. While still greater than 70% overall, the lowest levels of relative client 

satisfaction relate to application processing timelines as the graph  on the next page reflects.  

Figure 2: Survey questions related to application satisfaction 

 
Source: Survey of Recipients and Non-recipients (2014). Percentages reflect English and French responses (N = 71) to 

the questions in the graph.  

 

Observation 5: Applications’ approval processing time and level of effort is similar across project 

types  

Administrative data analysis, interviews with FCM staff, and document review find that despite lower 

dollar value for plans, studies and tests vis-à-vis capital projects, the level of effort to produce the 

accompanying documentation for Council’s consideration is similar for all projects. The graphs below 

reveal a longer average processing time, but faster top quartile processing time for capital projects 

between the application submission date and Board approval date (each bar represents an application’s 

processing time in weeks from fastest to slowest). The administrative burden, review procedures, and 

time to approve a $4M capital project is very similar to a $30,000 feasibility study.  
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Figure 3: Time in weeks from application submission to Board Approval date (FY2009/10 - 

FY2013/14) 

 

Source: FCM administrative data. Note: Each bar represents one application processing time for the 

scope period.  

 

Recommendation 5: Conduct a formal review of the approvals process to clarify workflows and 

identify potential efficiencies. The review should consider the relationship between the level of effort 

in application processing and dollar value associated with applications while respecting the Funding 

Agreement.  

Management response 5: FCM agrees with this recommendation. FCM will conduct a formal review of 

the approvals process to clarify workflows and identify potential efficiencies, including the option to 

reduce the level of effort in processing applications with smaller funding requests, while still meeting 

Funding Agreement requirements. 
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2.3 GMF has developed service-level targets related to applications, contract and 

disbursement processing to promote efficiency and effectiveness.  

Applications processing 

FCM has developed Service-Level Targets (SLTs) for applications and contracting phases of GMF 

projects, but has faced challenges achieving them on a consistent basis. FCM has developed the 

following Application SLTs:  

► Plans, tests and studies have a four-month target from the time the application is complete to the 

time the application is presented to Council  

► Capital projects have a six-month window, which includes a credit risk analysis  

Based on the eight capital project files reviewed, seven of the eight applications were sent to Council 

within the six-month window. Interviews with staff and administrative data suggest plans, studies and 

tests may not consistently hit their four-month completion to decision window, but our file testing 

examined only higher value capital projects.  

 

Contract processing 

Time to complete and finalize contracts was a challenge indicated in the previous Audit. FCM has taken 

steps to reduce the time associated with the contracting phase, recognizing that extenuating 

circumstances outside FCM control often forestalled contract completion. Contracting templates have 

been developed for each province and territory (where required) to expedite the contracting process 

with municipalities and to meet specific provincial/territorial regulations. FCM has also recently 

introduced “deal teams” responsible for shepherding complex applications through the application and 

contracting phases, particularly private-sector deals.  

FCM maintains two SLTs for finalizing contracts with municipal governments:  

► Contracts to be sent to successful applicants within 30 days of Board approval  

► Contracts to be signed within six months of Board approval 

File review found that two of eight contracts were distributed to recipients within the 30-day window. 

Four of the eight contracts, however, took longer than six months to issue; due to half the files selected 

exceeding both SLTs, contract signing assessments for the remaining four files were not completed. 

SLT associated delays were largely associated with efforts to improve customer service, such as 

allowing multiple loan disbursements. These and other accommodations proved difficult to incorporate 

into the loan agreements. Given that the SLTs are internally established benchmarks and not 

determined by the Funding Agreement, opportunities for improvement across SLTs were apparent 

from one test. Although interviews with FCM staff underscored improvements around contract 

templates, there was acknowledgment that improvement opportunities related to achieving contracting 

SLTs remain a priority, especially related to private-sector contracting.  

Case vignettes and key informant interviews suggest that contracting challenges remain more acute 

for private-sector partners than for municipalities. Although province-specific templates for 

municipalities have improved contracting efficiency and effectiveness, contracts with private-sector 

partners are more complicated. Case vignette analysis and FCM interviews found contract negotiation 

delays with private-sector partners were a range of unforeseen legal and liability-related reasons 
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including: whether environmental liability insurance should be required, the need for FCM to register 

legally outside of Ontario to hold security and term sheet adjustments.  

Despite challenges around contracting observed in other lines of evidence, over 85% of survey 

respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they received excellent client service during the 

contracting phase. Case vignette analysis and interviews suggest that consistent interactions with FCM 

staff through the contracting process could account for the high degree of client service reported.  

Figure 4: Survey respondent sentiment related to contracting and disbursement client service 

 

Disbursement processing 

As indicated above, challenges related to disbursement forecasting have implications for cash flow 

management. Disbursement schedules have posed a challenge to the Fund according to staff. Although 

project delays or changes outside of FCM control have contributed to disbursement delays or 

adjustments, the ongoing review of disbursements should directly address root causes of the delays.  

Observation 6: According to interviews and documents reviewed, although SLTs exist, they are 

inconsistently monitored and inconsistently reported on.  

SLTs are a critical indicator of service quality performance. Improving the monitoring, measuring and 

reporting of SLTs to the management team and GMF Council will enable FCM to continue to identify 

processing efficiencies. As CRM utilization and mapping of workflow processes matures and is more 

consistently monitored, SLT realization in applications, contracting and disbursements should improve 

in tandem.  

Recommendation 6: Make SLTs explicit and monitor progress through CRM workflows.  

Management response 6: FCM agrees with this recommendation. As part of our ongoing commitment 

for process improvements, FCM is in the process of further refining its business processes and 

associated service-level targets. FCM is eager to make service-levels targets more explicit and 

implement service-level monitoring to more accurately monitor processing timelines and identify 

areas for improvement. Service-level targets will be identified for inclusion within the MSES 
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requirements mentioned above. Once finalized, service-level targets, of relevance to applicants, will 

be clearly communicated. 

2.4 Mechanisms exist and are followed to ensure that GMF is being administered in 

compliance with Funding Agreement terms and conditions. 

According to interviews with GMF and document review, three core mechanisms exist to ensure 

administration compliance: governance, strategic planning, and application processing and approval 

processes. Each element has been individually reviewed through the previous three criteria captured 

under Objective 2. Based on evidence gathered in the file review, interviews, case vignette analysis, 

survey and document review, mechanisms exist and are followed to ensure GMF is being administered 

consistently with respect to the Funding Agreement and observed no deviations from the terms and 

conditions therein.  

 

There are no recommendations associated with criteria 2.4. 

 

Objective 3: Mechanisms exist to help ensure sustained 

funding and support for GMF’s continued operations 

Objective 3 examines GMF’s relationship with stakeholders, primarily municipalities and their private-

sector partners, and efforts to develop enterprise-wide risk management approaches. Stakeholder 

engagement is vital to GMF’s mandate. Without awareness and communication of Fund offerings, 

uptake and impact would suffer. Risk management is also critical to Fund sustainability. More than a 

bundle of control procedures, risk management requires organization-wide appreciation of basic risk 

concepts such as segregation of duties, roles and responsibilities, and risk likelihood and impact.  

 

3.1 Stakeholder engagement has been effective with respect to advancing GMF objectives. 

FCM engages with GMF stakeholders on a routine basis through electronic communications, 

consultations, conferences, outreach and one-on-one interactions. A majority of GMF staff interviewed 

found GMF’s approach to stakeholder engagement has been effective. Evidence cited includes verbal 

feedback from consultations conducted at the Annual Conference, capital project over-subscription 

across all sectors except brownfields and transportation, attendance at private-sector conferences to 

promote GMF, application volume, introduction of customer experience surveys following application, 

contracting and disbursement stages, and expansion into social media (Twitter, Facebook and 

LinkedIn).  

Changes to the delivery of knowledge services such as piloting a peer learning network on brownfields 

also reflects stakeholder engagement. FCM piloted a peer learning network devoted to knowledge 

transfer and exchange in brownfields over the past year, designed to develop a community of interest 

and local champions to expand GMF’s brownfields footprint. Informal networks of professionals working 

in the same field encourage leading practice sharing and innovation, and over 70% of respondents 

agreed or strongly agreed that their professional network in support of sustainability has expanded 

because of GMF.  
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Stakeholder engagement has also informed potential changes in GMF’s funding and knowledge 

offering. The new offer reflects stakeholder engagement regarding sustainability priorities, lifecycle 

asset management and formats for capacity building. The new offering is expected in spring 2015.  

Observation 7: Case vignette analysis with capital project funding recipients found that engagement 

by GMF was helpful, consistent and supportive. Interviews suggest, however, interactions with 

stakeholders are inconsistently monitored and measured. 

Stakeholder engagement at FCM could be enhanced through linkage to the CRM solution. Performance 

measures related to stakeholder engagement would promote a more systematic approach to 

responding to stakeholder needs. As GMF moves to more targeted knowledge services, developing 

stronger peer networks, and expanding its reach across Canada, stakeholder engagement monitoring 

and measurement will become increasingly important.  

Recommendation 7: Continue to improve system-wide monitoring and measurement of stakeholder 

engagement through CRM.  

Management response 7: FCM agrees with this recommendation. FCM will undertake a review of the 

processes currently in place to ensure that proper monitoring and measurement of stakeholder 

engagement is as efficient and effective as possible.  Following the review, an action plan will be 

developed and implemented for defining stakeholder engagement and associated measurement 

methodology.  Requirements will be raised within the MSES initiative to ensure automated and 

methodical tracking, monitoring and reporting on stakeholder engagement. 

3.2 Risk management processes exist and are effective.  

Risk management at an entity-wide level has improved since the previous audit based on the 

documents reviewed, interviews and file review. According to interviews, the development of the Risk 

Management Unit (RMU) has helped cultivate broad-based appreciation for risk mitigation, introduced a 

common language around risk, and supported formal changes in the applications, contracting, and 

disbursement processes that promote clear delegations of authority, segregations of duties, and clear 

roles and responsibilities. As mentioned above, classifications of loans into high, medium, and low risks 

has helped balance the loan portfolio and increased loan yields by shifting towards investment in higher 

risk loans. Interviews also reflect widespread satisfaction with the work of the RMU and approach to 

risk management that the organization has adopted since the last audit and review.  

There are no recommendations associated with criteria 3.2. 
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Objective 4: GMF management has access to adequate 

information and data systems to enable effective and 

efficient program administration.  

4.1 Expected program outcomes (at the aggregate level) are monitored, communicated 

and reported on a regular and timely basis and support effective and timely management 

decision making at both the project and organization-wide levels. 

Environmental results’ reporting has improved in consistency and measurement quality based on 

interviews and documents reviewed. Capital project performance is monitored through Project 

Completion Reports and Environmental Results Reports (ERRs), which are completed at the end of the 

project. ERRs are approved by GMF’s environmental verification officer. The format and metrics are 

standardized and consistent. Staff interviews revealed consistent satisfaction with the work that has 

been done by GMF’s environmental verification processes and procedures that are currently in place.  

Economic and social benefits reporting are not mandatory, but efforts could be made to promote 

standard reporting related to economic and social benefits in final reporting, including methods for 

calculating indicators. Interviews found that GMF has previously identified challenges related to 

measuring economic and social benefits, which the new offer’s reporting requirements will aim to 

address. Benefit realization across the “triple bottom line” remains an organization priority.  

Project completion reports and third-party environmental benefits reporting is required for capital 

projects. Completion reports are completed at the end of plans, studies and tests, but were not 

examined during the conduct of this Audit. Benefits’ reporting for GMF is articulated primarily through 

Annual Reports, with periodic updates provided to Council by management. Annual reports, based on 

documents reviewed and interviews, are delivered on a timely basis.  

Although a revised logic model was approved in 2013, GMF performance monitoring and reporting is 

currently under review. Impacts of knowledge resources are currently measured primarily through 

surveys and feedback received at conferences. Efforts are under way to improve monitoring capability 

related to knowledge services. The development of a revised PMF will support alignment between the 

entities strategic priorities and management information.  

There are no recommendations associated with criteria 4.1. 

 

4.2 FCM management has access to systems that support effective and efficient program 

administration. 

In general, staff described GMF’s IT infrastructure as being adequate. Staff expressed general 

dissatisfaction with the implementation of the CRM system, particularly related to the underutilization 

of CRM capabilities. Across functional areas, staff indicated weaknesses of the current CRM solution to 

support effective and efficient program administration. Some of the examples of challenges include 

concerns related to data reliability due to transitioning systems, the lack of clearly defined workflows, 

and limited capability to meet expectations as they were described to staff prior to implementation.  

Observation 8: CRM technology is underutilized, but has the promise to improve information 

management and reporting at GMF.  
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Recommendation 8: Continue to implement the CRM solution and support efforts to promote full 

CRM utilization. CRM expansion could also support dashboards and serve as a central hub of 

performance information for management.  

Management response 8: FCM agrees with this recommendation. As part of the MSES initiative, FCM 

will continue to look for opportunities to use the CRM solution to its fullest potential. In alignment 

with FCM’s responses to the aforementioned recommendations, FCM will bring forth performance 

reporting requirements within the MSES initiative.
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Appendix A: Audit program 

Lines of evidence 

Audit Objectives   Audit Criteria 

Document 

and File 

Review Analysis 

Interview 

and Case 

Vignettes Survey 

Objective #1 - GMF is 

appropriately 

structured to achieve 

its objectives 

1.1. GMF’s governance 

framework effectively and 

efficiently supports GMF’s 

purpose outlined in Article II of 

the Funding Agreement. 

X X X 
 

1.2. Processes for setting 

funding priorities and programs 

are efficient and effective in 

meeting GMF’s stated 

objectives. 

X X X X 

1.3. GMF programming is 

designed to maintain and 

distribute the level of funding as 

outlined in the Funding 

Agreement. 

X X X X 

1.4. Retention and succession 

planning are key elements of 

GMF’s planning process to help 

ensure human resource plans 

are in place and implemented 

and monitored to support the 

continuity of critical positions 

throughout the organization. 

X  X  

Objective #2 - 

Application, 

disbursement and 

monitoring processes 

are effective and 

efficient in ensuring 

projects are 

consistent with GMF’s 

objectives. 

2.1. Processes to determine 

project and recipient eligibility 

are efficient and effective. 

X X X X 

2.2 Processes to assess, 

evaluate, and approve 

applications for funding are 

consistent with GMF’s stated 

objectives. 

X X X X 
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 2.3. GMF has developed service 

level targets related to 

applications, contract and 

disbursement processing to 

promote efficiency and 

effectiveness. 

X X X X 

2.4. Mechanisms exist and are 

followed to ensure that GMF is 

being administered in 

compliance with Funding 

Agreement terms and 

conditions. 

X  X  

Objective #3 - 

Mechanisms exist to 

help ensure 

sustained funding 

and support for 

GMF’s continued 

operations. 

3.1. Stakeholder engagement 

has been effective with respect 

to advancing GMF objectives. 

X 
 

X X 

3.2. Risk management 

processes exist and are 

effective.  
X 

 
X X 

Objective #4 - GMF 

management has 

access to adequate 

information and data 

systems to enable 

effective and 

efficient program 

administration 

4.1. Expected program 

outcomes (at the aggregate 

level) are monitored, 

communicated and reported on 

a regular and timely basis and 

support effective and timely 

management decision making at 

both the project and 

organization-wide levels. 

X  X  

4.2. GMF management has 

access to systems that support 

effective and efficient program 

administration 

X  X  
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Appendix B: Documents reviewed 

We would like to acknowledge that the documentation review was facilitated by numerous GMF staff 

who undertook a significant level of effort to assist in the provision of documentation in a timely 

manner throughout the engagement. The project team reviewed these documents, which included:  

 

► Governing Documents:  

► GMF Funding Agreement 

► Governance Manual 

► GMF Annual Reports 

► GMF Annual Statements of Plans of Objectives (ASPO) 

► Board Minutes 

► Council Minutes 

► GMF Investment Policy, and Investment Committee By-law 

► Previous Performance and Compliance Audits and Reviews 

► GMF Logic Model 

► GMF Governance Committee - Year at a Glance  

► Draft Performance Measurement Framework 

► Council Meeting Checklists 

► Organizational Structure: 

► GMF Council Member Committee Membership for 2014-2015 

► Current Status and Expiry Date of GMF Council Members  

► FCM Board of Directors 

► FCM Executive Management – Organizational Chart 

► FCM National Programs – Organizational Chart 

► Strategic Plans: 

► FCM Strategic Plan 2012-2017 

► GMF Council Strategic Plan 2011-2014 

► GMF Three Year Plan 2014-2017 

► Fund Sustainability: 

► Audited Financial Statements of FCM: GMF 

► Fund Sustainability – Audit Committee and Council Meeting 

► Risk Management Documentation: 

► Credit Risk Policy 

► Credit Risk Methodology for Municipalities 

► Market Risk Policy 

► Operational Risk Policy 
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► Pricing Procedures Quarterly Memo 

► Information Management: 

► GMF & Information Management Presentation 

► Information Management Framework  

► Information Management Framework Example 

► Documentation of Application and Disbursement Processes: 

► Eligibility Questionnaire 

► Application Form 

► Denied at Council Letter to Applicant 

► Denied at Council Letter to Applicant: Competitive Process 

► Claims Summary Form (re: disbursements) 

► Capital Project Contract Template 

► Plan, Study, and Test Contract Template 

► Capital Project Audit Requirements (re: disbursements) 

► Peer Review Documentation: 

► Peer Review Scorecard 

► Peer Review Consensus Scorecard 

► GMF Evaluation Criteria for a Plan 

► GMF Evaluation Criteria for a Feasibility Study or Field Test 

► Peer Review Committee Orientation Manual 

► Peer Review Committee Orientation Session Presentation  

► Impact Reports:  

► Impact of GMF Funding Beyond Capital Project 

► Green Municipal Impact: A Summary 

► Environmental Benefits 2013 

► GMF Stakeholder Engagement Tools: 

► Quebec Outreach Strategy 

► 2014 Brownfield Strategy 

► FCM: Strengthening Municipal Capacity  

► Staff Consultation Workshops 

► Municipal Consultation: Sustainable Communities Conference 

► Knowledge Services: 

► Review of GMF Knowledge Resources 

► Knowledge Services Framework 

► Knowledge Brokering Report 

► Brownfields Peer Learning Boot Camp 

► FCM GMF Webinar Series – Annual Webinar Evaluation 

► Partners for Climate Protection – Annual Report 
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► Communications: 

► Marketing and Communications Strategy  

► Communication Guidelines and Protocols  

► GMF Website  

► Press Releases 

► Monitoring Reports  

► Human Resources: 

► Annual HR Plans from 2009 to 2014 

► Conversion Reports: 

► Brownfields Conversion Report 

► Capital Project Conversion Highlight Report 

► Plans, Studies and Tests Conversion Report  

► Case Vignette Documentation: 

► GMF 10346 – Town of Sackville Documentation 

► GMF 12071 – City of Edmonton Documentation 

► GMF 10383 – MCR Haute-Yamaska Documentation  
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